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'l'he services at Glen~ood CemE:tery were concluded by Rev. Thomas 

C. Clark, who offered the following prayer: 

PRAYER BY REV. THOl!AS C. CLARK 

Our Father in heaven, whose pity is infinite and whose will is 
sovereign, be pleased to look down upon us sorrowing. For the sake 
of Thy dear Son enable us so to hear Thy voice speaking to us that, 
through patience and the comfort of His presence, we may have hope, 
and grant us the consolation that we, humbly acknowledging our 
many sins, may nevertheless hold fast to the assurance of Thy mercy 
and the blessed hope of everlasting life. 

We bless Thee for the memory of those who have been faithful 
unto death and who have accomplis~ed that which Thou hast com­
mitted unto them. We pray for those who to-day sorrow, not as 
tho e without hope but because of the absence of a loved one.· Help 
them to think of him as not here in this casket. There only the 
mortal remains repose; the jewel bas been taken away ; the spirit 
is already with its Maker. Do Thou sanctify to those who are left 
behind the ·sacred memories of the one whom Thou bast called. Thy 
support, Thy strong arms be gi..-en to those who mourn, and let Thy 
servant who to-day is separated from her husband remember that 
underneath her are those everlasting arms that are so safe, so strong, 
and so sympathetic in their embrace. Do Thou bless them all. Bless 
those who assisted during the days of anxiety, and grant that we 
may all appreciate more and more the fact that each one of us in 
Ills turn shall be where our brother, Senator LADD, is to-day. And 
grant that we may be, as he was, faithful unto death, and then at 
Ia t receive the crown of glory of everlasting life. 

And now may grace, mercy, and peace from God the Father, the 
Son, and the Spirit be with us all evermore. .Amen. 

Mr. NYE. :Mr. President, I ask for the adoption of the 
resolutions libmitted by my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is ori agreeing to 
the resolutions. 

Mr. CURTIS. l\Ir. President, I regret to announce the ab~ 
sence of my colleague [l\Ir. CAPPER] on account of a death in 
his family. I will let this announcement stand for the day. 

l\lr. BLEASE. The senior Senator from South Carolina [l\Ir. 
SMITH] is confined to a hospital ill. I ask that this announce­
ment may stand until his return. 

Mr. JOI\~S of Washington. I was requested to announce 
that the senior Senator from N"ew Jersey [l\Ir. EDGE] is ab· 
sent on account of illness. I will let this announcement stand 
for the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-four Senators having an­
swered to their names, there is a quorum present. 

ADMINISTRATION OF PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT 
The YICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica­

tion from the Acting Secretary of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 145 (by l\Ir. KENDRICK, agreed 
to February 16, 1926), a report of the administration of the 
packers and stockyards act, 1921, from July 1, 1924, to l\farch 
30, 1926, which, with the accompanying report, was referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS 
The VICE PRESIDEKT laid before the Senate a communi~ 

cation from the Public Printer, tran ·mitting, pursuant to law, 
a list of old records and papers in the Government Printing 
Office which are not necessary or useful in the transaction of 
public business and have no permanent value or historic in­
terest, and requesting action looking to their disposition, which 
was referred to a Special Joint Committee on the Disposition 
of Useless Executive Documents. The Vice President ap· 
pointed Mr. SHIPSTEAD and l\Ir. RANSDELL members of the 
committee on the part of the Senate. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The resolutions were unanimously agreed to. The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the petition 
Mr. NYE. 1.\Ir. Pre~ident, as a further mark of respect to of a Porto Rican delegation to the United States signed by 

the memory of the deceased Senator, I move that the Senate Antonio R. Barcelo, president Senate of Porto Rico; Jose 
do now adjourn. Tous Soto, Speaker House of Representatives of Porto Rico; 

The motion was unanimously agreed to; and (at 12 o'clock Miguel Guerra-l\Iondragon, vice president of the bouse of 
and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, I representatives; Enrique Gonzales 1.\Iena, senator, and J. B. 
Monday, l\Iay 10 1926 at 12 o'clock meridian. Garcia Mendez, member of the house, praying for a higher de· 

' '_ gree of self-government for Porto Rico so as to place in the 
· hands of the Porto Rican people the power to control their 

SEN ATE own internal affairs, which wa referred to the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Possessions. 

l\Ir. GOODING. l\lr. President, I am in receipt of resolu­~foNDAY, May 10, 19£6 
The Chaplain, 

prayer: 
Rev. J. J. 1.\Iuir, D. D., offered the following tions from the Idaho State Export Commission, a farm organi­

zation, tran mitting resolutions indorsing the Haugen bill. I 

Our Father and our God, though the clouds may be dark 
about us, Thou art the same yesterday, to-day, and fore\er in 
Thy faithfulnes . We come to Thee with the beginning of re­
sponsibilities for the week, with the consciousness that Thou 
wilt lead us. We seek wisdom from Thee. We would trust 
when we can not trace, and we would honor Thee constantly in 
every engagement and duty of life. Hear -us and help us this 
day. For Chlist Jesus' sake. Amen. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's 
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. CURTIS and by unanimous 
consent, the further reading was dispensed with and the Jour­
nal was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. CURTIS. l\1r. President, I suggest the absence of a quo-
rum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen­

ators answered to their names : 
A hurf:t 
Bayard 
Bingham 
Blease 
Borah 
Bratton 
Broussard 
Bruce 
Butler 
Cameron 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Deneen 
Dill 
Edwards 
Ernst 
Fernald 
Ferris 

Fess 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
George 
Gerry 
Glass 
Goff 
Gooding 
Greene 
Hale 
Hnrreld 
Harris 
Heflin 
Howell 
John on 
Jones, N.Mex. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kendrick 
Keyes 
King 
La Follette 

Len root 
McKellar 
McLean 
l\Ic:Uaster 
McL ary 
Mayfield 
l\Ieans 
Metcalf 
Moses 
Neely 
Norbeck 
Norris 
Nye 
Oddie 
Overman 
Phjpps 
Ransdell 
Reed, Mo. 
Reed, Pa. 
Robin on, Ind. 
Sackett 

Schall 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Shortridge 
Simmons 
Smoot 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stephens 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh 
Warren 
Watson 
Weller 
Wheeler 
Williams 
Willis 

ask that they be printed in the RECORD and referred to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

There being no objection, the resolutions were referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows : 
(G. P. MLx, president; George N. Lamphere, vice president; George 

Sievers, secretary) 

IDAHO STATE EXPORT COMMISSION, 

Moscow, Idaho, May 1, 1926. 

Resolutions 

The conilitions surrounding the American farmer have brought forth 
volumes of expre ions only. It is not only the time but an absolute 
necessity that some definite action be taken in his behalf, so as to place 
his industry on an equality with other industries in this country. 

The avowed policy of all parties and all statesmen has been to secure 
not only the maximum agricultural production through scientific meth­
ods but to preserve a prosperous countryside. 

Under agriculture the farmer is incapable either of shutting down 
his plant or turning to nonagricultural pursuits on the farm like other 
industries do : Therefore be it · ' 

Resoh:ca by the farmers of Latah County, Idaho, and Whitman 
County, Wash., in meeting assembled at Moscow, Idaho, on May 1, 1926, 
That we favor the Haugen bill and emphatically urge its passage at 
this session of Congress; and be it further 

Resolved, That we are unalterably opposed to the Tincher bill, be­
cause it does not address the surplus problem, besides embodying most 
objectionable and perhaps dnngerous provisions. 

A. S. LYON, 

GEO. T. DAVIDSON, 

H. C. HALE, 
Committee. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Pre~ident, I present resolutions adopted 
by the National League of Women Voters at its recent conven­
tion at St. Louis, which I a k be referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and printed in the RECORD. 

-
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There being no objection, the resolutions were refened to 
the Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to be printed in 
the REcoRD, a follows : 
Resolution on law enforcement and prohibition passed by the seventh 

annual convention, National League of Women Voters 
APRIL 20, 1926. 

Whereas obedience to law is a fundamental requisite of orderly gov­
ernment, and only by enforcement of existing law can the Nation 
commanu the respect of its citizens : 'rherefore be it 

Re olred, That the National Leagu~ of Women Voters in convention 
assembled herEby reaffirm its unwavering conviction that obedience to 
the Constitution and the written law of the land is the duty of every 
man and ~·oman in the United States; and be it also 

Resolued, That the league calls upon the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of the Treasury, and all State and local officials 
to use to the fu.ilest extent the power conferred upon them for the 
effective establishment of prohibition ; and be it further 

Rc olvcd, That the league again urges the merit system, applied 
through civil-service regulations, as the basis of appointment of officers 
tn the Prohibition Unit. 

REPORTS- OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. ODDIE, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur­
vey , to which was referred the bill {S. 3200) to confirm the 
right, title, and interest of the People's Investment Co. {Inc.), 
of the State of Louisiana, in certain lands, reported it with 
amendments. and submitted a report (No. 795) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred 
the following bills, reported them each without amendment 
and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 6615) for the relief of Noble-Gilbertson Co., 
a corporation, of Buford, N. Dak. (Rept. No. 796); and 

A bill (B. R. 8937) permitting the sule of lot 9, 16.63 acres, 
in section 31, township 2 south, range 17 west, in Bay County, 
Fla., toP. C. Bl~ck (Rept. No. 797). 

Mr. STANFIELD, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys

1 
to which was referred the bill {B. R. 10773) to 

authorize acquisition or use of public lands by States, counties, 
or municilJalities for recreational purpo es, reported it with 
an amendment and submitted a report {No. 798} thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (H. R. 10733) to make additions to the Absaroka 
and Gallatin National Forests and the Yellowstone National 
Park, and to impro\e and extend the winter feed facilities of 
the elk, antelope, and other game animals of Yellowstone 
National Park and adjacent lands, and for other purposes, 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report {No. 
803) thereon. 

Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on Military Affairs. to 
which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 7429) for the relief of Joseph L. Rahm (Rept. 
No. 799) ; and 

A bill (B. R. 10109) for the relief of Virginia Strickland 
(Rept. No. 800). 

Mr. STEPHENS, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill ( S. 2521) for the relief of J. W. Braxton, 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
801) thereon. 

Mr. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill ( S. 1818) for the relief of Lillie F. 
Evans, reported it with an amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 802), thereon. 

Mr. McLEAN, from the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, to which was referred the bill (S. 4191) to amend 
the agricultural credits act. of 1923, reported it without amend­
ment and submitted a report (No. 804) thereon. 

Mr. STANFIELD, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 741) for the relief of Lincoln 
County, Oreg., reported it with amendments and submitted a 
report (No. 805) thereon. 

OHIO RIVER BRIDGE 

Mr. BINGHAM. From the Committee on Commerce I report 
back fa\orably with amendments the bill (H. R. 10657) to 
extend the time for the con truction of a bridge o\er the Ohio 
River near Steubenville, Ohio. 

1\!r. WILLIS. I ask unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendments were, in section 2, on page 2, line 21, after 
the word " therefor " to strike out " may be had in any court 
of competent jurisdiction in such State " and insert " shall be 
the same as in the condemnation and expropriation of property 
in such State"; in section 4, on page 3, line 4, after the word 

" bridge 1' to insert " as determined by the Secretary of War " ; . 
in line 5, before the word " any u to strike out " or " ; in line 
7, after the word "located" to insert "or any two of them 
jointly" ; in the same line, after the word " time" to strike 
out "jointly or se\erally "; in section 5, on page 4, line 14, 
after the word " shall " to in ert " thereafter " ; in section 6, 
line 25, after the words "Secretary of" to strike out "Agricul­
ture" and insert "War"; on page 5, line 5, after the words 
"Secretary of" to strike out "Agriculture" and insert "War" 
and in line 11, after the words " Secretary of " to strike o~t 
"Agriculture" and insert "War," so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it. enacted, etc., That the consent of .Congress ts hereby granted 
to tire Steubenville & Pittsburgh Bridge Co., its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Ohio River at a point suitable to the interests of navigation 
between a point near the north city limits of Steubenville, Ohio, and 
a. point opposite near Weirton, W. Va., in accordance with the pro· 
visions of the act entitled, "An act to regulate the construction of 
bri<lges over navigable waters," approved March 13, 1906, and sub­
ject to the conditions and limitations contained in this act. The 
construction of such bridge shall not be commenced, nor shall any 
alterations in the plans foL' the same be made either before or after 
its completion, until the plans a.nd specifications for the bridge, or 
for alterations in the plans thereof, have been submitted to the 
Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers, and approved by them 
as being adequate for the volume and weight of traffic that will pass 
over it. 

SEC. 2. There is hereby conferred upon the Steubenville & Pitts· 
burgh Bridge Co., its successors and assigns, all such rights and 
powers to enter upon lands and to acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, 
and use real estate and other property needed for the location, con­
struction, operation, and maintenance of such bridge and its ap­
proaches, as are possessed by L'ailroad corporations for railroad pur­
po es or by bridge corporations for bridge purposes in the State in 
which such land or property is situated, upon making just compensa­
tion therefor to be ascertained and paid according to the laws of such 
State, and the proceedings therefor shall be the same as in the con­
demnation and expropriation of property in such State. 

SEc. 3. The said the Steubenville & Pittsburgh Bridge Co., Its 
successors and assigns, is hereby authorized to fix and charge tolls 
for transit over such bridge, and the rates of toll so fixed shall be the 
legal rates until changed by the Secretary of War under the authority 
contained in the act of March 23, 1906. 

SEc. 4. After the completion of such bridge, as determined by the 
Secretary of War, the State of Ohio or the State of West Virginia, 
any political subdivision or subdivisions thereof within or adjoining 
which such bridge is located, or any two of them jointly, may at any 
time acquire and take over all right, title, and interest in such bridge 
and its approaches, and any interest in real estate necessary therefor, 
by purchase or by condemnation in accordance with the laws of either 
of such States governing the acquisition of private property for public 
purposes by condemnation. I! at any time after the expiration of 
20 years after the completion of· such bridge the same Is acquired by 
condemnation, the amount of damages or compensation t() be allowed 
shall not include good. will, going value, or prospective revenues or 
profits, but shall be limited to the sum of (1) the actual cost of con­
structing such bridge and its approaches, less a reasonable deduction 
for actual depreciation in value, (2) the actual cost of acquiring such 
interests in real property, (3) actual financing and promotion cost, 
not to exceed 10 per cent of all other cost of constructing the 
bridge and its approaches and acquiring such interest in real property, 
and (4) actual expenditures for necessary improvements. 

SEC. 5. If such bridge shall at any time be taken over or acquired 
as provided in section 4 of this act, and if tolls are charged for the 
use thereof, in fixing the rates of toll to be charged the same shall be 
so adjusted as to provide as iar as possible a sufficient fond to pay 
for the cost of maintaining, repairing, and operating the bridge and 
its approaches, and to provide a sinking fund sufficient to amortize the 
amount paid for such bridge and its approaches within a period of not 
to exceed 20 years from the date of acquiring the same. AfteL' a 
sinking fund sufficient to pay the cost of acquiring the bridge and Its 
approaches, and any interest that shall accrue on money .borrowed for 
that purpose, shan have been provided, such bridge shall thereafter 
be maintained and operated free of tolls, or the rates of toll shalr 
thereafter be so adjusted as to provide. a fund of not to exceed the 
amount necessary for the proper care, maintenance, and operation 
of the bridge and its approaches. An accurate record of the amount 
paid for a~quiring the bridge and its approaches, the expenditures for 
operating, repairing, and maintaining the same, and of the daily tolls 
collected shall be kept and shall be available for the information of all 
persons interested. 

SEC. 6. The Steubenville & Pitsbu.rgh Bridge Co., Its successors and 
assigns, shall Immediately after the completion of such bridge file 
with the Secretary of War a sworn itemized statement showing the 
actual original cost of constructing such bridge and its approaches. 
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the actual cost of acquiring any interest in real estate necessary 
therefor and the actual financing and promotion cost. The Secretary 
of War' may, at any_ time within three years after the completion of 
such bridge, investigate the cost of constructing the same, and ~or 
such purpose the said the Steubenville & Pittsburgh Bridge Co., 1ts 
successors and assigns, shall make available all of its r:ecords in con­
nection with the financing and the construction thereof. The find­
ings of the Secretary of War as to the cost of the bridge shall be 
conclusive, subject to review in a court of equity for fraud or mistake. 

SEc. 7. The right to sell, assign, transfer, and mortgage all the rights, 
powers, and privileges conferred by this act is hereby granted to the 
Steubenville & Pittsburgh Bridge Co., its successors and assigns, and 
any corporati~ to which or any person to whom such rights, powers, 
and privileges may be sold, assigned, or transferred, or who shall ac­
quire the same by mortgage foreclosure or otherwise, is hereby author­
ized and empowered to exercise the same as fully as though conferred 
herein directly upon such corporation or person. 

SEc. 8. 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 amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 

to be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 

BILLS I~TRODUCED 

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

By Mr. FERRIS: 
A bill ( S. 4211) granting an increase of pension to Frank 

Truman Perrigo ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. FLETCHER: 
A bill (S. 4212) for enlarging the naval stores experimental 

work of the Forest Se~vice in the southern pine region and for 
its maintenance ; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. HOWELL: 
A bill ( S. 4213) to amend section 20a of the interstate com­

merce act ; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 
By Mr. DENEEN: 
A bill (S. 4214) to authorize the construction of a btidge 

aero s the Fox River in Dundee Township, Kane County, Ill.; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

By 1\lr. CURTIS: 
A bill (S. 4215) granting a pension to Polk Steele (with 

accompanying papers) ; 
A bill ( S. 4216) granting an increase of pension to Edwin H. 

Miller (with accompanying papers) ; and 
A bill ( S. 4217) granting an increase of pension to Alice E. 

Yermillion (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pen ions. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 
A bill (S. 4218) for the relief of John P. Hurley; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By :Mr. OVERMAN: 
A bill ( S. 4219) to establish a national military park at the 

battle field of l\foores Creek, N. C. (with an accompanying 
paper) ·; fo the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. STANFIELD: 
A bill ( S. 4220) for the relief of W. B. Flagg; to the Com­

mittee on Clairns. 
INDIAN WAR PE....~SIO~S 

Mr. McNARY submitted an amendment intended to be pro­
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 306) to amend the second sec­
tion of the act entitled "An act to pension the survivors of 
certain Indian wars from January 1, 1859, to January, 1891, 
inclusive, and for other purposes," approved March 4, 1917, as 
amended, which was ordered to lie on the table and to b~ 
printed. 

B.AILWAY CARRIERS AND THEIR EMPLOYEES 

Mr. KING submitted two amendments intended to be pro­
po ed by him to the bill (H. R. 9463) to provide for the prompt 
disposition of disputes between carriers and their employees, 
and for other purposes, which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

l\fr. BRUCE submitted four amendments intended to be pro­
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 9463) to provide for the prompt 
disposition of disputes between carriers and their employees, 
and for other purposes, which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLU:D BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Halti­
gan, one of its clerks, annoW?-ced that the Speaker of the House 

had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and 
they were thereupon signed by the Vice President : 

S. 2818. An act for the relief of Ivy L. Merrill ; and 
H. R. 6418. An act to correct the military record of Lester A. 

Rockwell. 
THE CALE~"'D.AR 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is closed. The 
calendar under Rule VIII is in order. 

Mr. SUOOT. 1\Ir. President, would it not be well to begin 
on the calendar where we left off the last time the calendar 
was called? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, a number of us have bills 
near the head of the calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The last call of the calendar 
stopped at Order of Business No. 417. 

1\!r. SMOOT. Of course, if there is any objection, I shall 
not submit the request. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am compelled to object. 
l\fr. SMOOT. The Senator from Texas objects, and the first 

bill on the calendar will be announced. 

R. W. SWARTZ, W. J. COLLIER, AND OTHERS 

The bill ( S. 1824) for the relief of R. E. Swartz, W. J. 
Collier, and others was announced as first in order, and the 
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its con­
sideration. 

The bill was read, as follows : 
Be it enacted, etc., That the claimants mentioned in S. 2778, Sixty­

eighth Congress, first session, for the relief of R. E. Swartz, W. J. 
Collier, and others, which passed the Senate January 31, 1925, be, 
and they are hereby, authorized to enter suit in the United States 
Court for the Southern Distlict of the State of Texas for the amount 
due or claimed to be due to said claimants from the United States on 
account of losses sustained during the year 1918, by reason of being 
prevented from planting cotton in the so-called noncotton zones Nos. 
2 and 3 in Texas, said zones having been established to combat the 
menace to the entire cotton section of the United States of the pink 
bollworm which had entered the United States from Mexico. 

Jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the said United States Court 
for the Southern District of Texas to hear and determine all such 
claims. The action in said court may be presented by a single peti· 
tion, making the United States party defendant, and shall set forth 
all the facts on which the claimants have their claims, and the petition 
may be verified by the agent or attomey of said claimants. Official 
letters, reports, and public records or certified copies thereof may be 
used as evidence. Nothing contained in this or the preceding paragraph 
shall be construed as waiving any defense against such demands, or 
any of them, existing prior to the approval of this act, except that the 
Government of the United States hereby waives its immunity from suit 
thereon ; but every other legal or equitable defense against such 
demands, or any of them, shall be available to the United States and 
shall be considered by the court. .Any judgment or judgments rendered 
shall not exceed the amounts stipulated in such S. 2778 and shall not 
include interest for any period before or after rendition. 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
from Texas a question. The bill provides that the Government 
shall pay for one-third of the loss and not for all of it? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The bill contemplates that the Govern­
ment shall pay only one-third in the event the court should 
decide for claimants. The State of Texas has already paid its 
two-thirds. The Senate has heretofore passed a bill carrying 
this claim, as the Senator will probably remember. 

Mr. SMOOT. I remember that quite welL I want to say 
to the Senator I do not know whether this is in the exact 
wording of the old bill or not. The Department of Agricul­
ture as I remember, recommended that the Government stand 
one-third of the expense and the State stand two-thirds of the 
expense. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is true. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. Does this bill so provide? 
1\Ir. SHEPPARD. The bill follows the language of the 

former bill. The Federal Government can be held, if held at all, 
for only a third of the losses. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Texas a question? 

l\lr. SHEPPARD. Certainly. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator from Texas kindly turn 

to page 4 of the report which accompanies the pending bill? 
At the bottom of page 4 of the report, if the Senator please, 
it is stated by Mr. Wallace, then Secretary of Agriculture-
it is felt that the department might properly give its approval to 
the pending bill for the payment of these individual sums if, bnt qnly 
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If, the allegations set forth in ( 2), (3), and ( 4) above shall be estab­
lished as facts. 

Has that been covered by the bill? 
Mr. SHEPPARD. The object of the bill is to submit that 

phase of the matter to the Federal court for the southern dis· 
trict of Texas for adjudication. . 

Mr. WILLI.A..."\IS. And the court will be compelled to estab· 
lish those facts before recovery can be had? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is true. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 

Mr. LENROOT. May I suggest that that rule does not 
apply to a measure ~hich is called under Rule VIII and objec­
tiOn made? It applies only to a motion to take up a measure 
under the general right of any Senator to niake such a motion. 

The VICE .PRESIDENT. The motion can be made. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I desire to call the attention 

of the Chair to the latter part of the language of clause 3 
Rule VII, and e pecially to the proviso to that rule, which 
reads: 

Pt·o vided, however, That on Mondays the calendar shall be called 
under Rule VIII, and during th~ morning hour no motion shall be 
entertained to proceed to the consideration of any bill, resolution, time, and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER report of a committee, or other subject upon the calendar except the 
The bill ( S. 2526) to extend the time for the refunding of motion to continue the consideration of a bill, resolution, report of a 

taxes erroneously collected from certain estates was announced committee, or other subject against objection as provided in Rule VIII. 

a. next in order. Rule VIII specifically prondes for the continuance of con-
1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. Let that bill go over. sideration of a bill notwithstanding an objection; but that 
The VICE PRESIDENT: The bill will be passed over. refers only to cases where the Senate has proceeded to the con-
The bill ( S. 1859) for the relief of Patrick C. Wilkes, alias sideration of a bill and objection comes after consideration has 

Clebourn P. Wilkes, was announced as next in order. been entered upon. Then, dm·ing the morning hour, a motion 
Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. may be made to continue the consideration of a bill notwith-
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. standing objection. But, as I take it, on Monday morning no 

DEPENDENT cHn.DREN IN THE DISTRICT oF coLuMBIA bill can be considered or motion entertained to consider such 
The bill ( S. 192fr) to provide home c'Rre for dependent chil- ; a. bi~ o-ver an objection. The language of Rule VIII is quite 

dren in the District of Columbia was announced as next in I Significant, and I think it is sustained· by ·very good reasoning. 
order. I Rule VIII provides: 

K 
Ur. JO[.l.M~Scof Was]h~gton. Mtr.dPreHsident, bthill'e Senat_or frtho~ I At the conclusion of the morning business each day, unless upon 
ansas ~· APPER as r~por e a ouse . covermg IS l motion the Senate shall at any time otherwise order, the Senate will 

matter,. Which ap~~s .a little further on I~ the calendar. proceed to the consideration of the calendar of bills and resolutions, 
There IS a propos1~10n m C?ntrovers~ to whi~h the ~enator 1 and continue such consideration until 2 o'clock; and bills and reso· 
from Kansas has given s~Clal.a.ttenf;ion: I think I w~ a~k, lotions that are not objected to shall be taken up in their order, and 
inas1n:uch as the same PIOPOSltion IS mvolved. in this bill, I each Senator shall be entitled to speak once and for five minutes only 
t~at It may be passed over, and I shall ask :When the House 1 upon any question; and the objection may be interposed at any atage 
b1ll shall be reached on the calendar that It also shall be of the proceedings-
pas ·ed over until the Senator from Kansas returns. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. That is after the consideration of a bill or resolution has 
been begun. 

MIGRATOBY-BffiD REFUGES 
The bill ( S. 2607) for the purpose of more effectively meet- but upon motion the Senate may continue such consideration. 

ing the obligations of the existing migratory-bird treaty with That is, after consideration has been entered upon. AI­
Great Britain by the establishment of migratory-bird refuges though the rule provides that objection can be entered at any 
to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the provi- stage of the proceedings, yet, if after the consideration of a 
sion of funds for establishing such areas, and the furnishing bill has been commenced an objection then comes, in such 
of adequate protection of migratory birds, for the establishment case the Senate may upon motion continue the consideration of 
of public shooting grounds to preserve the American system of the bill and Rule VII then applies specifically to the pro­
free shooting, and for other purposes, was announced as next ceedings on a Monday morning. That is the way I interpret 
in order. those two rules. I think that on a Monday morning a motion 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask that that bill go over. to proceed to the consideration of a bill, notwithstanding ob-
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. jection, is not in order. 

TO?.ffi OF THE UNKNOWN SOLDIER Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I desire to be heard briefly 
The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 51) providing for the com- on the point of order. 

pletion of the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier in the Arlington The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Ohio is recog-
National Cemetery was announced as next in order. nized. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask that that joint resolu- Mr. WILLIS. It seems to me, Mr. President, that the 
tion go over. Senator from New Mexico is clearly wrong in the interpreta-

Mr. FESS. .Mr. President, I move to proceed to the con- tion he places upon these two rules. This bill was read by 
sideration of the joint resolution, the objection to the contrary title; objection was made by the Senator from Pennsylvania 
notwithstanding. [Mr. REED] to the further consideration of the measure, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The c ~uestion is on tlre motion of whereupon the Senator from Ohio, clearly within his right, 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. FEss]. moved to take up the bill. The purpose of this rule, as I un-

Mr. McNARY. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President. I derstand it, is to enable the Senate to act upon a measure if 
had assumed that we were working under a unanimous-con- it wants to do so. Ordinarily, objection having been made, the 
sent agreement and not under Rule VIII. bill would go over; but my colleague moved to take up the 

Mr. SMOOT. .Mr. President, can the motion of the Senator bill, and it seems to ine clearly his motion is in order. 
from Ohio [.Mr. FEss] be made before 1 o'clock? Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, may I make 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion can be made to pro- an inquiry of the Senator from Ohio? 
ceed to the consideration of the joint resolution. Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. 

Mr. REED ()f Missouri. What is the joint resolution which . Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Then, what is the purpose of 
it is proposed be now taken up? the proviso to Rule VII? 

The VICE PRESIDEN'".r. The title of the joint resolution Mr. WILLIS. The purpose of Rule VII is exactly as stated 
will be stated by the Secretary. in the rule. It certainly is not what the Senator from New 

The CHIEF CLERK. A joint resolution ( s. J. Res. 51) pro- Mexico reads into it. There is no such language there us I 
viding for the completion of the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier read it. 
in the Arlington National Cemetery. Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania and Mr. JONES of New Mexico 1\Ir. "TILLIS. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 
addressed the Chair. Mr. LENROOT. If I may reply to the Senator from New 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion of the Senator from Mexico, let me say that he was here when that amendment to 
Ohio [Mr. FESS] is not debatable. The question is on that Rule VII was adopted. I think, if he will refresh his recol­
motion. lection, he will remember that the amendment to Rule VII was 

Mr. KING. The consideration of that joint resolution will I adopted because the f:;enate could never secure the conshlcra-
take a good deal of time, may I say? tion of bills upon the calendar under Rule VIII, because motions 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. A parliamentary inquiry. As were constantly made to take up some other bill, and ·o no V 
I understand the rule, on Monday morning a Senator may not ! Senator could rely upon a bill being reached in the regular 
move to take up a measure notwithstanding an objection. I i order upon the calendar. The purpose of the amendment was 
desiTe to call attention to the rule. i to ~ive some opportunity to have the calendar called and its con · 
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sidf>ration limited to the bil1s upon the calendar under the 
operation of Rule \'Ill. · 

Mr. JO!\"'ES of New Mexico. But not to prevent an objection 
being interpoRed to the co;nsideration of a bill. 

1\lr. LENROOT. Hardly that; but it was to insure a morning 
hour under Rule VIII. That was the purpose of the amend·· 
ment. 

Mr. JO!\l<}S of New :Mexico. The general idea has been that 
under Rule VIII during the morning hour only unobjected bills 
may be considered. 

Mr. LE~ROOT. No; not unless that is a part 0f the unani· 
mous-con ent agreement. The motion is always in order under 
Rule YIII to continue the con. ideration of a bill if objecrion 
shall lle made. 

l\fr. JO~""ES of New 1.\Iexico. Yes; after its consideration 
bus been begun. If I am in error as to the facts of this <'ase 
and the Senator from Ohio is correct in a suming that the 
Senate had entered upon the consideration of this bill, of course 
the point which I ha>e attempted to make does not apply to 
this particular measure; but I was especially interested iu the 
general rule which should obtain on Monday morning. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. l\Ir. President, con ideration of a bHl is 
begun under the rule when it is called and the title is read from 
the desk. That is clearly shown by the language of Rule VIII, 
which provides that-

At the conclusion of the morning business for E'ach day, unles!'l upon 
motion the Senate shall at any time otherwise order·, the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of the Calendar· of Bills and Resolutions, 
and continue such consideration until 2 o'clock; and bills and resolu­
tions that are not objected to shall be taken up in their order, ~nd each 
Senator shall be entitled to speak once and for five minutes only upon 
any question ; and the objection may be interposed at any stage of the 
procee<l ings. 

Showing that in contemplation of this rule a bill is in one 
stage of consideration when it is called on the calendar. 

1\fr. :NORRIS. Mr. President, I have no interest in this ques­
tion as it affects the particular measure. I wish to consider 
it entirely without considering the merits of the joint resolu­
tion, because a decision in this instance will constitute a 
precedent. 

It seems to me that the question is entirely settled by the 
proviso near the end of paragraph 3 of Rule VII, which 
reads: 

Provided, however, that on Mondays-

And to-day is Monday-
the calendar shall be called under Ru1e VIII­

Now let me stop there for a moment. 
lJnder Rule VIII when we are considering the calendar it 

is in order to make a motion to take up a bill objected to, and 
likewise it is in order to take up any other bill on the cal­
endar; but this proviso limits that right-

That on Mondays the calendar shall be called under Rule VIII, and 
during the morning hour no motion shall be entertained to proceed to 
the consideration of any bill, resolution, report of a committee, or 
other sul:lject upon the calendar except the motion to continue the 
consideration of a bill, resolution, report of a committee, or other 
subject against objection, as provided in Rule VIII. 

It seems clear to me that the only motion that could be 
made, so far as this joint resolution is concerned, has been 
made by the Senator from Ohio, and he is within his explicit 
right in mah.i.ng that motion under this proviso ; otherwise, as 
I read it, the limitation as to proceedings on Monday-and it 
is not true as to other days-would ha\e no effect whatever. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President--
Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. NEELY. The Senator has stated that the words "dur-

ing the morning hour " mean the time between now and 2 
o'clock. May I inquire if that is correct, in view of the fact 
that the Chair has stated that the morning business has been 
concluded? 

Mr. NORRIS. The morning hour and morning business are 
two separate and distinct things. Let me call the Senator's 
attention to that fact. 

1\1r. NEELY. I understand that that is, generally speaking, 
true, but for the purpose of this discussion are they not 
synonymous, by reason of the language contained in the be­
ginning of paragraph 3 of rule No. 7? 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no! The morning business is the routine 
calling of the items that the Presiding Officer calls every 
time-reports of committees, introduction of bills, and so forth. 
That has been concluded; and it is not until the morning 
business is concluded that we take up the calendar under 
Ru1e VIII. The ordinary morning business must f4"st be dis-

posed of. That has all been done to-day. We have had all 
tho ·e items called from the Presiding Officer1 desk. Now 
we are through with the morning business, but we are still 
in the morning hour. It seems to me any other construction 
than the one I have placed on this proviso would nullify the 
proviso entirely. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will hold that the 
motion of the Senator from Ohio is in order. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I simply want 
to suggest to the Senator and to the Senate that my recollec­
tion is that the real purpose of this proviso was to see to it V 
that the call of the calendar on Monday should not be dis· 
pensed with except by unanimous consent. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is right. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. That was the sole purpose of 

this rule. 
Mr. Sl\IOOT. 1\Ir. President, I can not agree with the state­

ment made by the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPAI<D], he­
cause if he were correct in his statement the only way we 
could ever object to a bill would be by objecting to the whole 
calendar, from beginning to end, before ever a bill was called. 
So I can not agree to what the Senator said, that the con­
sideration of the bill begins when the clerk reads the number 
on the calendar and the title of the bill. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. In my judgment, that was the construc­
tion that ought to be followed, in view of the language of 
Rule VIII. · 

The VICE PRESIDE"NT. The question is on the' motion of 
the Senator from Ohio to proceed to the consideration of 
Senate Joint Resolution 51. [Putting the question.] The 
noes have it, and the Secretary will state the next bill on the 
calendar. 

1\fr. FESS. Mr. President, I call for a division. 
Mr. Sl\100T. It is too late. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Those in favor of the motion of 

the Senator from Ohio---
Mr. JO!\~S of Washington. The Senator made that request 

too late, Mr. President. 
.1\!r. FESS. Oh, no ; it was not too late. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I make the point of order that 

the request for a division comes too late. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is well . taken. 

BILLS PASS ED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 306) to amend the second section of the act 
entitled "An act to pension the survivors of certain Indian wars 
from January 1, 1859, to January, 1891, inclusive, and for other 
purposes," appro\ed l\farch 4, 1917, as amended, was announced 
as next in order. 

l\fr. BRUCE. Let that go o>er. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 
l\Ir. ASHURST. Mr. President, was an objection made to the 

consideration of the Indian war pension bill? 
The ·viCE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maryland ob­

jected. 
l\fr. ASHURST. It sounded like it. I simply want to say 

this : I see that the bill is a House bill, and it is a pension bill. 
I have no doubt that the objection will be waived in due time, 
so I shall be content, because I think the bill will pass. Pension 
bills never fail. 

The bill ( S. 756) directing the Secretary of the Treasury to 
complete purchases of silver under the act of April 23, 1918, 
commonly known as the Pittman Act, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. WILLIS and other Senators. Let that go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2808) to amend section 2:! of the interstate com­

merce act, as amended, was announced as next in order. 
lUr. WILLIS. Let that go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 

JOHN P. GRA.Y 

The bill (S. 1897} to reinstate John P. Gray as a lieutenant 
commander in the United States Coast Guard was amiounced as 
next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
Mr. JO:~"'ES of Washington. l\Ir. President, I move that the 

Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill, notwithstanding 
the objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Washington. 

The motion was ·agreed to ; and the Senate, as in Committee 
of the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President be, and be is hereby, author· 
ized to appoint, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
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John P. Gray, a l:ieutenant commander on the active list of the Coast 
Guard, to take rank next after Lieut. Commander Warner K. Thomp­
son, United States Coast Guard. 

SEC. 2. The said John P. Gr·ay shall be additional to the number of 
officers prescribed by law for the grade of lieutenant commander in 
the Coast Guard and to any grade to which he may hereafter be pro-
moted. 

l\Ir. KING. :Mr. President, I objected to thi · bill upon a 
former occa.jon because I had received a number of letter -
and if I had thought the bill was coming up this morning I 
would have produced them-from members of the Coast Guard 
in which they protested again t the meal-lure. 

"Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield just 
there? 

l\Ir. KING. I yield. 
:Mr. WILLIS. I wonder if the Senator will permit me to say 

that I have received similar letter!'<, and therefore made inquiry 
at the department as to whether the enactment of this legis­
lation would operate at all again. t any of the pre ent officers 
in the Coast Guard. I was adnsed by the department that it 
would not so operate; that no member of the Coa t Guard 
would lo e his rank or would be crowded down a tep because 
of thi action ; and therefore, inasmuch as the guard was 

· anxious to seeure the~ e efficient officers, that the department 
wa very much in favor of the bill, and they thought the ob­
jection was not well founded. 

Mr. KING. :Mr. Pre ident, the objection which were urged 
were not those indicated by my friend from Ohio. ~Ir. Gray 
cllllle to see me after I had made my objection, and he con­
firmed the statements which bad been made to me, namely, 
that Mr. Gray, after . erving honorably in the Coast Guard for 
some time, re igned and remained out of the service for a 
year. He thought he could get a better po ·ition out of the 
service at a higher salary than that which he obtained in the 
service. He stated to me, and I should state that in frankness 
to the Senate, that the illness of some member of his family 
also was a rea on inducing him to resign. After being out of 
the sernce for a con. iderable time he wanted to get back in 
the service. He find. that the position in the Government 
ervice is more advantageous than the position out ide of the 

Govermnent service; but those who communicated with me say 
that it will injure the morale of the service to reinstate him 
under the e circumstances. It is just like men who are We t 
Point graduates and have been in the Army, or men who are 
graduates of the Naval Academy and have been in the Navy: 
A good many of them resign, and some of them want to get 
back. If they were to come back into the Navy or into the 
Army, it is contended by some that it might affect the morale 
of the ervice. 

I do not know as to that; but I do know that some of those 
in the Coast Guard, in their communications to me, stated 
that the precedent will be bad if men can resign hoping to 
get higher-paid positions in private life, go out and speculate 
upon that chance, fail, and then be reinstated. They say that 
it will affect the morale of the Coast Guard, and it seems to 
me that that is correct. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want to get some informa­
tion in regard to this bill? I am not familiar with it in any 
respect. 

Is the object of this bill to reinstate this man in the service? 
Mr. KING. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. That is the only object of it? 
Mr. KING. So far a:s I know. 
Mr. NORRIS. How long wa he out? 
Mr. KING. He has been out for over a year. My recol­

lection is that be told me it was between one and two years, 
but I am not positive. 

:Mr. NORRIS. Is there any law or rule that fixes a time 
within which one who resign. can come back into the service 
automatically? 

l\lr. KING. No; I do not think they can do that. 
Mr. NORRIS. They can not do it at all? 
Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me 

to say so, Mr. Gray resigned on March 23, 1925. He has 
therefore been out of the service for a very short time. He 
went out, I am informed, on account of the illness of his 
father-in-law, which was of such a character that the latter 
was unable to attend to the bu iness in which he was engaged 
near Baltimore, a.nd in which the wife of this officer had an 
intere t to be looked after by her husband. 

In a statement that was made by this forJDer officer to the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] in relation to this 
bill, he states : 

My first step toward getting back into the Coast Guard was to 
sound out the commandant ot the ser'ldce-

He wa~ an ocean~grapher, and .holding therefore a position 
of some Importance rn the Coast Guard service. 

I was assured by him that the Coast Guard would be gl ld to have 
me back at this time, owing to the scarcity of officers a railable in 
preventing the muggling of liquor into the· United States. 

SO he was out of the senice for a very short time. 
Mr. KIXG. How long? . 
Mr. BRCCE. From March 23, 1925, ·until the present time. 

He tried to get back before December, 1925 after havina been 
out a little over six months. It seems to m~ that the fa;t that 
his commandant in the service was desirous of having him 
back and that his reinstatement will not interfere with any­
body's promotion justifies the passage of the bill. 

Mr. NORRIS. Are they short of men? 
Mr. ~RUCE. Ye~; the commandant states, according to the 

allegatiOns made by tllis man, that there is a scarcity of 
officer . He says : 

My fir. t step toward getting back into the Coast Guard was to 
sound out the commandant of the ervice as to his attitude toward my 
return. I was assured by him that the Coast Guard would be glad to 
have me back at this time, owing to the scarcity of officers available in 
preventing the smuggling of liquor into the United States. 

:\Ir. XORRIS. If they are short of officers, why does he not 
start in at the bottom and take the course that others take in 
order to secure advancement? 

l\Ir. BRUCE. Would it not be to the intere t of the public 
sen-ice to reinstate a man who is capable of filling uch an 
important position a that of oceanographer, when the Com­
mandant of the Coa t Guard i desirous of having him back, 
and he is capable of rendering something more than the ordi­
nary measure of valuable service? 

l\Ir. NORRIS. It may or may not be. It may be that there 
are men in the service who are amply qualified to work their 
way up. 

l\Ir. BRUCE. Is it not fair to assume that the commandant 
would not be so de irou of having him back unle.,s he were a 
man especially qualified for the discharge of the duties that he 
formerly di charged? 

1\Ir. KING. Has the Senator a letter from the commandant 
and from tho e 4l charge wanting him back? 

:ur. BRUCE. No; I have not; but here is a formal com­
munication from this man to the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[1\Ir. PEPPER] which he knew the Senator from Pennsylvania 
would lay before the Committee on Commerce. 

1\!r. JO~TES of Washington. 1\Ir. President--
1\Ir. KING. I -yield to the Senator. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I might read two sentences 

from a letter from Secretary Mellon which I think covers the 
whole situation. 

1\Ir. BRUCE. That letter I was not familiar with. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. He says: 
If the bill be enacted and :Mr. Gray be reappointed a lieutenant com­

man<Ier, bls order of precedence in that grade will be the same as it 
was at the time of his resignation, and in view of being an additional 
number his reinstatement would not prejudice the standing or rights 
of officers junior to him. 

Now as to the necessity: 
At the present time the Coast Guard is in need of officers possessing 

the high qualifications an<;l service experience of Mr. Gray, and as he 
bas been iieparated from the service le s than a year his services could 
be immediately utilized in responsible and important as ignments. The 
department, therefore, recommends the enactment of the proposed 
legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
A. W. MELLO~, 

Secretary of the Treasury. 

1\Ir. WILLIS. Mr. President--
1\lr. KING. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIS. If the Senatur will permit me, I de ire to say 

that in response to an inquiry I have received the following let­
ter from Admiral Billard, of the Coast Guard: 

Hon. FRANK B. WILLIS, 

TREASURY DEPARTME~T, 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD, 
Wa-Shington, April 22, 1926. 

United. States Senate, WMhington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SE~ATOR: Your letter of April 10, to Assi tant Secretary 

Andrews, relative to a bill (S. 1897) to reinstate John P. Gray as 
lieutenant commander in the Coast Guard, has been referred to this 
office, and I take pleasure in advising you concerning tbe matter 
brousht to your attention b,y Lieut. Commander..E. G. Rose. 
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The bill in question was drawn in this office and particular care 

was taken that the reinstatement of Mr. Gray would not interfere with 
the promotion of any Coast Guard officer. 

You will note that section 2 provides that Mr. Gray shall be addi­
tional to the number of officers prescribed by law for the grade of 
lieutenant commander and to any gt·ade to which be may hereafter be 
promoted. This means that he would be advanced as a sort of run­
ning mate to the officer whose name his own follows and would be 
advanced with that officer. I can not see bow his promotion, as pro­
vided by section 2 of the bill, can interfere in any way with the pro­
motion of any other Coast Guard officer. The department approved 
this uill because it is urgently in need of commissioned officers an<l 
because Mr. Gray bas proven himself a particularly valuable officer 
and was out of the service only a short time. You may assure Lieu­
tenant Commander Ross that very careful consideration of the matter 
bas been given by me and that the bill was drawn in an earnest effort to 
provide that the reinstatement of .Mr. Gray would not interfere in any 
way with the promotion of any other officer. 

The lettet· from Lieutenant Commander Ross to you is returned 
herewith. 

Very truly yours, 
F. C. BILLARD, 

Reat· Admi1·aZ, United States Coa.st Gua1·d, Commandant. 

Mr. KING. 1\lr. President, I have said all that I want to 
say, except this concluding sentence: 

If it shall be the rule that men can enter the public service, 
and then, upon any pretext whatever-good, bad, or indiffer­
ent-tHey may resign, and then, failing to attain the success 
which they expect in private life, come back again through 
the back door of a special bill in Congress, the service of the 
Government will be demoralized. I do not care how many offi­
cers may importune us to let a man come back. Of course, 
some of them may want to re. ign, go out and speculate in 
prh·ate life, and, if they fail, get a back-door bill passed and 
get reinstated in the Army or in the Navy or in the Coast 
Guard. It is a question of whether it would be for the ad­
vantage of the service. 

I have received four or five letters from men in the service 
who say that it would be unfortunate ; that it would tend to 
demoralize the service, and discourage men who desire pro­
motion. If men above them can resign, and men below, work­
ing earnestly and faithfully for promotion, are to be denied 
it by the return of men who have r.esigned, Senators can see 
the discouraging effect it would have upon men who are be­
neath them. 

This man is not so important that we must have him; and 
I am merely appealing for the good of the service generally. 
This will be a precedent to be invoked in the future ; and in my 
opinion it would be most unwise, regardless of the competency 
or qualifications of this man. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator in charge of 
the bill if the law now prescribes exactly the number of offi­
cers in the Coast Guard, grade by grade? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I can not tell what the law is 
in that regard. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I notice this language: 
The said John B. Gray shall be additional to the number· of offi­

cers prescribed by law in the grade of lieutenant commander. 

I assume that indicates that the law now limits the number. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. Apparently it does. I would 

jUdge from that language that it does. I am relying on the 
letter from the department to the effect that his reinstatement 
will not interfere with the promotion of anyone else. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Of course, that is how it is arranged­
by making him an additional officer, over and above the law. 

1\Ir. JONES of Washington. Yes; that is true. We acted 
also on the additional statement that they need men of his 
ability now. Of course, we know that we are increasing, at 
least temporarily, the Coast Guard force. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I recollect that we added 150 officers 
two or three years ago. 

1\Ir. JONES of Washingto_n. Yes. All the information I 
have is contained in the report of the Secretary. 

1\lr. WADSWORTH. I am not acquainted with 1\Ir. Gray, 
and I certainly do not contradict for one moment the asser· 
tion that he has been an efficient officer and would be an effi· 
cient officer were he returned to the service ; nor am I ac· 
quainted with the policy of the Committee on Commerce in 
matters of this kind, but perhaps it is in place for me to say 
that the members of the Committee on Military Affairs, when 
confronted with exactly the same set of facts in many cases, 
have almost without exception and certainly du,ring the last 
two or three years, reported adversely, or have refused to 
report favorably bills reinstating officers of the Army once 
they have resigned on their own initiative. 

Undoubtedly 1\Ir. Gray is a good officer. Undoubtedly Mr. 
Mellon, the Secretary of the Treasury, or Admiral Bullard, 
would like to have him back; but if the Congress is by special 
legislation to reinstate officers who have resigned in one serv· 
ice, we shall have to start in and do it with other services in 
the Army and the Navy, where it can be shown that the man 
was a good man and still is a good man. 

In my judgment there should be an absolute degree of 
finality about a man's resignation from the military service. 
When the word goes out that an Army officer or a Navy 
officer or a Coast Guard officer can resign in order to engage 
in some commercial undertaking and then, failing in that, or 
not liking it as much as he thought he would like it, can 
come back through a special act which he is able to have 
put through because he has friends in the Senate and in the 
House, it will have inevitably a demoralizing effect upon the 
men who stay in the service and live on the low salaries paid, 
and give up the opportunities for making money on the 
outside. 

Mr. KING. Exactly. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. I can not say that the Commit­

tee on Commerce has any special policy with reference to these 
m~tters. We have not of late years passed legislation dealing 
with the personnel of the Coast Guard, or the policy that must 
be followed with reference to such cases. My recollection is 
that t~is is ~e first bill of the kind which has come up, and the 
committee Simply acted upon the recommendation of the Secre­
tary of the Treasury, under the assurance that it ·would not 
interfere with the promotion of those who were now in the 
service, and that the department needed a man of this kind, and 
t~at he was well fitted to render good service. So, under those 
Circumstances, we thought it wise to recommend the passa ,.e of 
the legislation. b 

1\fr. WADSWORTH. It is a question of policy more than it 
is a question of this particular person. The Committee on Mili­
tary Affairs have had some extraordinarily appealing proposals 
of this kind made to them. I know of a case, for instance, 
where an officer resigned, a brilliant young officer to take a 
position on the outside, although the senice want~d him. A 
great catastrophe, such as is sometimes described as an act of 
God, destroyed the commercial concern with which he had taken 
employment, and all its assets. He was left penniless. He 
wanted a special act to get back into the .Army, but we said no, 
that it could not be done. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is as in Committee of the 
Whole and open to amendment. If there be no amendment the 
bill will be reported to the Senate. ' 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment; 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading · and was read the 
third time. ' 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the bill pass? 
On a division,. the bill failed of passage. 

BILLS "P .ASS ED OVER 

The bill ( S. 3321) to increase the efficiency of the Air Service 
of the United States Army was announced as next in order. 

1\Ir. WADS WORTH. That should go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2306) to provide for the prompt disposition of 

disputes between carriers and their employees, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. COUZENS. Let that go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 

PE~SIONS AND INCRE.ASE OF PENSIONS 

The bill (H. R. 7906) granting pensions and increase of pen­
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and 
Navy, etc., and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than 
the Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors was 
announced as next in order. ' 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator if he 

will withdraw his objection just a moment, while I make a 
statement? 

Mr. KING·. May I say to the Senator that I thought later 
on we could take up the bill. 

Mr. NORBECK. This bill has been on the calendar a long 
time; and not only that, it was passed by the House at the 
last session of Congress. It is an omnibus bill, including pen­
sions for old men and old women, many of whom are dying 
every week. There is no doubt in my mind that Congress 
will pass this bill before it adjourns ; but if it could be passed 
at an early date, it will be helpful. 

Mr. KING. I shall not object to the setting of a time in 
~e near future for the consideration of the bill. We could 
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not consider it this morning. It could not even be read in 
the limited time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is objection made? 
Mr. KING. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 

OVERTIME AT N .A VY Y .A.RDS 

The bill ( S. 491) for the allowance of certain claims for 
extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at certain navy 
yards certified by the Court of Claims was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if the Senator will with­

hold his objection for a moment, I would like to explain this 
bill. 

Mr. KING. Very well. 
::a1r. COPELAND. This seems like a formidable bill, because 

it i such a fat one ; but, as a matter of fact, it involves claims 
of the District of Columbia and the States of Florida~ Mary­
land, ~Iassachu~etts, New Hampshire New York, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, and Virginia for overtime work in the navy 
yards. A similar bill was passed by the Senate at the last 
session; it has been before various sessions since the Sixty­
first Congress ; President Taft, in his messag~ in 1910, recom­
mended its passage, and it has been passed from time to time. 

On March 21r 1878. the Secretary of the Navy sent out a 
circular regarding wages and overtime. In accordance with 
that rule of the Navy, numerous workmen rendered service 
to the Navy, their claims have been passed upon by the Court of 
Claims, every legal procedure has been taken to verify the 
claims, and from time to time, as I have said, the Senate 
bas passed this measure. There is no doubt in my mind that 
if Senators will read the RECORD, or glance at it for a moment, 
they will see that the facts in eaeh case have b'een proven by 
the records of the Government, and there is no reason apparent 
why the promise of the Secretary of the Navy should not be 
carried out. 

Mr. KING. Has each of the claims been passed upon by 
the Court of Claims? 

Mr. COPELAND. Every one of them. 
Mr. KING~ And proof adduced? 
Mr. COPELAND. In every one. 
Mr. KING. Has the Secretary of the Navy recommended 

this measute? 
Mr. COPELAND. He has. 
Mr. KING. That has been the case for a number of years? 
1\fr. COPELAND. For a number of sessions. 
Mr. KING. Why was not the bill passed years ago, when 

some of these men were alive 1 
Mr. COPELA.l\TD. The Senator knows how it is. The bill 

would pass one House one year and fail to get on the calendar 
the next year. We passed it through the Senate last year, but 
the House did not get it in time. · 

Mr. KING. When was it first presented to Congress? 
Mr. COPELAND. In the Sixty-first Congress. 
Mr. KING. When did the Court of Claims pass upon it? 
Mr. COPELAND. At various times, going away back to 

the early eighties. It does seem remarkable; I admit; but, 
after all, every single claim has been verified, every one has 
been before the Court of Claims, every one has been passed 
upon favorably, and the Secretary of the Navy and all con­
cerned have approved them. 

Mr. KING. If the Court of Claims, upon full consideration, 
have adjudged that the United States owes these men, I have 
no objection. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is the case. 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 

Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with amendments: On page 
41, after line 4, to insert "Daniel Sullivan, $82.20 ''; on page 
42, line 10, to strike out " V. D.'' and to insert "D. V.'' ; on 
page 64, line 9, to strike out "$30.74" and insert "$308.74 u; 
on page 88, after line 6, to insert a new section to read as 
follows: 

SEC. 2. That no part of the amount of any item appropriated in 
this bill in excess of 15 per cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to 
or received by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys on account of 
services rendered or advances made in connection with said claim. 

It shall "be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys 
to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum which in the aggregate 
exceeds 15 per cent of the amount of any item appropriated in this 
bill on account of services :rendered or advances made In connection 
with said claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 

person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor, and upon cenviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000. 

So as to make the bill read : 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary or the Treasury be, and be is 

hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriat~ to claimants in this act named 
the several sums appropriated herein, the same being in full for and 
the receipt of the same to be taken and accepted in each case as a 
full and final release and discharge of their re pective claims, namely : 

CLAIMS FOR OVERTIME DUE EMPLOYEES IN UNITED STATES NAVY YARDS 

CALIFORNIA 

To the folle>wing-named persons (representing si1 claims) the fol­
lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
or James Blessington and others against the United States, for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of. eight hours at the Mare Island 
Navy Yard, namely : 

James Blessington, $701.76. 
Thomas Coffey, $393.43. 
Nathaniel Damuth, $431.30. 
Thomas W. Dixon, $35.70. 
Louisa Keyes, widow of James H. Keyes, deceased, $487.49. 
Thomas Ney, $294. 
To the following-named person (representing 11 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the COurt of Claims ·in the case 
of Joseph Borton and others against the United States, for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Mare Island 
Navy Yard, namely : 

Ira M. Butler, $146.12. 
Orin S. Cooper, $76.48. 
J. H. Dalton, $467.62. 
Daniel Gray, $81.50. 
William Hooper, $57.17. 
James Macarty, $484.83. 
Jonathan Newcomb, jr., $108.75. 
Ira M. Butler, executor of 0. H. Butler, deceased, $579.92. 
Margaret Geary, widow of Michael Geary, deceased, 215. 
Katherin Lipp, widow of Charles M. Lipp, deceased, $63.92. 
Katherine- Maher, widow of John Maher, deceased, $340.66. 
To the following-named persons (representing 34 claims) the fol­

lowing sums, respectively,· as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
.of Ellen Brew, widow of Frank. Brew, deceased, and others again t the 
United States, for payment for extra labol'" above the legal day of eight 
hours at the Mare Island Navy Yard, namely: 

Ellen Brew, widow of Frank Brew, deceased, $411.11. 
James Brosanahan, $61.35. 
William A. Brown, $379.96. 
Dorothea T. Bryant, widow of John Bryant, deceased, $353.31. 
Edward Campion, $44 7 .62. 
Henry Cassady, $129.64. 
Dennis Corbett, $9.18. 
Kennedy Creighton, $226.28. 
Retta A. Hawes, widow of Henry A. Hawes, deceased, $266.75. 
Corlis Hinds, $324.53. 
Julia Lee, widow of Edward Lee, deceased, $191.40. 
John Lynch, $84.69. 
Duncan McLean, $514.60. 
Henry McKenzie, $179.66. 
Patrick Mayoch, $10.64. 
Charles Ortlieb, $456.17. 
Elias Shillingsburg, $275.05. 
Ann Sweeney, widow of James Sweeney, deceased, $262.25. 
William H. Taylor, $328.53. 
Patrick O'Day, $474.89. 
William Farrell, $267.01. 
Charles John Wall, $18'1.16. 
William A. Brace, $28.25. 
Charles C. Crocker, $337.20. 
Louise T. Farley, widow of D. J. Farley, deceased, $512.32. 
Mrs. John Harvey, widow of John Harvey, decease<}. $12.24.. 
Mary J. Towle, widow of Benjamin C. Towle, deceased, $78.59. 
George Osborne, $451.86. 
Mary Riley, widow of Theodore Riley, deceased, $40-6.49. 
John Thompson, $410.40. 
Rosa King-, widow of Joseph King, deceased, $567.64. 
Albert Sylvester, $241.27. 
John Wise, $19.43. 
Sarah A. Dunbar, widow of Joseph J. Dunbar, deceased, $498.99. 
To Olive A .. Sides, widow of George E. Sides, deceased, $489.2L 
To Mary G. Lockwood, widow and executrix of William Harrison 

Lockwood, deceased, $438.07. 
To Anna Coakley, widow of Timothy Coakley, deceased, $309.34~ 
To Thomas W. Woodward, $84.86. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

To the following-named persons (representing 46 claims) the follow­
ing snms, respectively, as found oy the Court of Claims in the case of 
May E. Alcorn, widow of John Alcorn, deceased, and others against the 
United States, for payment for extra labor above the legal day of eight 
hours at the Washington Navy Yard, namely: 

Mary E. Alcorn, widow of John Alcorn, deceased, $471.78. 
George G . .Augu te, $261.79. 
Adaline Bivens, widow of Thomas H. Bivens, deceased, $225.50. 
Thomas Cheek, $102.69. 
Albert Dean, $297.9-!. 
Henry C. Fowler, $150.16. 
Charles W. F. Garcia, $72.02. 
Mary M. Getzimdanner, widow of William Getzendanner, deceased, 

$196.07. 
Thomas S. Gosnell, $201.64. 
Lawrence J. Grant, 34.05. 
Mary J. Haygle, widow of John L. Haygle, deceased, $359.82. 
William B. Hardester, $1.50. 
Aberreilah Holt, widow of George C. Holt, deceased, $209.77. 
.Aberrellah Holt, next friend of Hannah Davis (insane), widow of 

George E. Davis, deceased, $710.40. 
Catherine A. Hunt, widow of George N. Hunt, deceased, $339.86; 
Francis S. Hutchinson, $149.94. 
William H. Hutchinson, $77.85. 
Simpson Johnson, $195.95. 
Mary C. Kidwell, widQW of William Albert Kidwell, deceased, $203.99. 
John H. King, $10.07. 
W. Oscar Knott, $195.83. 
Gertrude Lang, widow or Charles A. Lang, deceased, $5.87. 
Abraham B. Lescallett, $493.81. 
Albert Lewis, $271.05. 
Herbet·t Lewis, $261.84. 
Frank A. Lowe, $304.68. 
George Lowry, $134.52. 
William Luskey, $22.42. 
Willlam L. Mills, $127.27. 
Thomas O'Brien, $106.20. · ,. 
Martha E. Osborn, 'Vidow of Charles H. Osborn, deceased, $417.99. 
Caleb Pennington, $253.48. 
George III. Pos~y. $159.01. 
George Selby, , 91.48. 
Anna C. Simmonds, widow of Daniel Simmonds, deceased, $82.60. 
Mary E. Smith; widow (remarried) of Louis Browning, <leceased, 

$1.02. 
Mary A. Smithson, widow of Isaac Smithson, deceased, $220.16. 
John Smallwood, $279.34. 
Ma.ry H. Summers, widow of Edward Summers, deceased, $306.89. 
Mrs. E. Thompson, widow of John H. Thompson, deceased, $306.89. 
John C. White, $161.62. 
William T. Hutchinson, administrator of William E. Hutchinson, 

deceased, 701.92. 
W. B. Todd, $20.07. 
Thomas H. Risler, $577.42. 
Artemus R. Warfield, $92.67. 
Katie Langley, widow of Robert C. Langley, deceased, $215.35. 
To the following-named persons (representing 93 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
David Auld and others against the United States, for payment for 
extra labor above the legal eight hours at the Washington Navy Yard, 
namely: · 

David Auld, $461.10. 
Everette E. Auguste, sole heir of Samuel R. Auguste, deceased, 

$293.98. 
Martha E. Burton, widow of John F. Burton, deceased, $481.60. 
Brooks Burr, $321.30. 
William W. Boswell, $19.97. 
Isaac Benham, $421.38. 
John Beron, $361.10. 
Samuel Brown Bates, $360.32. 
Oli>er T. Beaumont, M5.71. 
William F. Brown, $287.13, 
Amanda Berkeley, widow of Thomas Berkeley, deceased, $156.26. 
James •r. Bell, 97.61. 
Sallie R. Bailey, executrix of John A. Bailey, deceased, $327.45. 
Perry Baldwin, $199.97. 
Walter Caddington, $29.80. 
Mary J. Carrico, widow of John H. Carrico. deceased, $126.57. 
Laura V. Cornelius, widow of James W. Cornelius, deceased, $420.42. 
Hezekiah J. Cawood, $403.52. 
Sarah E. Cawood, executrix of Philip A. Cawood, deceased, $436. 
Robert Craig, $7.10. 
Peter Cooksey, $187.14. 
George A. Cross, $211.84. -:• 
Edward M. Cox, $21. 

Robert Campbell, $430.37. 
Patrick Coleman, $310.04. 
Lawrence Callan, $416.32. 
Thomas J. Duvall, $206.95. 
Ida C. Duvall, administratrix of George Duvall, deceased, $59.88. 
Hester A. Dice, widow of George D. Dice, deceased, $449.80. 
Mary E. Dwyer, executrix of Henry F. Dwyer, deceased, $487.46. 
William F. Dove, $481.07. 
Sarah Dement, widow of James E. Dement, deceased, $362.85. 
William Ewin, $204.52. 
Joshua Evans, $373.60. 
Amelia V. Edelin, widow of George W. Edelin, deceased, $270;52. 
John T. Evely, $4G6.70. 
Thomas R. Fry, $2.53. 
Fanny Fullalove, executrix of James Fullalove, deceased, $461.08. 
Andrew Gray, $114.34. 
Mary B. Gill, widow of William Gill, deceased, $322.72. 
Isaac 0. Gordon, $71.25. 
Martha Griffith, widow of Thomas Griffith, deceased, $348.10. 
Richard Gates, $192.83. 
John Glasgow, $81.90 . 
George W. Gates, $350.19. 
Robert Greenwell, $246.86. 
Josiah Gray, $13.87. 
James Griffith, $62.51. 
James Gordon, $225.90. 
Thomas S. Gonter, $163.24. 
John T. Harrison, $365.36. 
Isaac Little, $94.77. 
Catherine S. Miller, widow of Samuel Miller, deceased, $736.82. 
lames 0. Marceron, administrator of James A. Marceron, deceased, 

$476.94. 
Howard Miller, $370.56. 
Charles E. Morris, $43.15. 
Davison McCullough, $224.60. 
Benjamin McElwee, $27 4.18. 
Peter McCarthy, $261.88. 
George W. Mackabee, $139.30. 
Laura McKenney, widow of Robert V. McKenney, deceased, $279.08. 
Lillie M. Mohler, widow of John H. Baldwin, deceased, $265.75. 
William C. Nicholson, $50.78. 
Alfred Nally, $159.21. 
Barbara C. Oliver, widow of H. Lewis Oliver, deceased, $58.36. 
Henry A. Otterback, $149.67. 
Susan Ports, widow of Perry 0. Ports, deceased, $508.03. 
Martha .A. Perkins, widow of Samuel F. Perkins, deceased, $377.27. 
Margaret 0. Purcell, widow of James Purcell, deceased, $105.59. 
:Mary M. Padgett, widow of James Padgett, deceased, $123.10. 
Ann Margaret Russell, executrix of Dand N. Russell, deceased. 

$538.80. 
Richard Riggles, $231.92. 
Marcus Richardson, 260.41. 
Tbonas B. Lear, $143.41. 
Ellie S. Sweeney, administratrix of Edward Sweeney, deceased, 

$429.60. 
Philip Sherwood, $226.52. 
John A. Smith, $22.78. 
Charles H. Smithson, $29.38. 
George S. Stewart, $459.84. 
.Ann R. Turner, widow of Zachariah A. Turner, deceased, $435.11. 
Eliza P. Walson, executrix of Charles ·F. WaJson, $657.58. 
Margaret Street, widow of James R. Street, deceased, $478.79. 
Belle Steele, executrix of H. N. Steele, deceased, $402.45. 
George W. Stockett, $1.87. 
J. H. Tayman, $97.85. 
Charles .A. Tupper, $471.47. 
Benjamin Van Horn, $476.25. 
Emma Umpleby, widow of John Umpleby, deceased, $521.40. 
James Watson, ~319.18. 

Elenora Warner, widow of John Warner-, deceased, $436.05. 
Joseph Webb, $474.60. 
Ellen Bowling, widow of William Bowling, deceased, $228.40. 
James D. Quigley, $477.80. 
To Robert A. Barker, $23.37. 
To Charles P. Morris, $216.43. 
To the following-named persons (representing 19 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found bi the Court of Claims in the case 
of William A. Clements and others against the United States, for 
payment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the 
Washington Navy Yard, namely: 

William A. Clements, $171.63. 
Dennis A. Daily; $76.04. 
Bartholomew Diggins, $428.78. 
James H. Jones, $594.46. 
Edward Rockett, $109.60. 
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Anton Schladt, $87.82. 
John Simpson, $247.55. 
Thomas Wise, $50.36. 
Alice Cleeves, widow of Arnold Cleeves, deceased, $145.06. 
Eliza Despeaux, widow of Anthony Despeaux, deceased, $357.88. 
Elizabeth Gordon, widow of William Gordon, deceased, 82.38. 
Annie D. Keithley, widow of George W. Keithley, deceased, $230.78. 
Harriet Lee, widow of Oscar Lee, $172.98. 
Jane E. Marshall, widow of Chesterfield Marshall, deceased, $240.99. 
Mary A. Perkins, widow (remarried) of Thomas C. Lyles, deceased, 

$3.06. 
Henrietta H. Stahl, widow of John W. Stahl, deceased, $341.70. 
Rose L. Wailes, widow of Stephen C. Wailes, deceased, $175.17. 
Charles F. Fugitt, sole heir of Thomas M. Fugitt, deceased, $354.37. 
Frank A. Leach, sole heir of E. W. Leach, deceased, $76.40. 
To the following-named persons (representing five claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Clements T. Dant and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Wash­
ington Navy Yard, namely: 

Clements T. Dant, $20.27. 
Margaret H. Balderston, widow of Marcellus Balderston, deceased, 

$77.14. 
Frank Smith, $14.09. 
Edwin B. Arnold and William T. Arnold, sole heirs of Thomas 0. 

Arnold, deceased, $!>4.89. 
John C. Keithley, $411.52. 
To the following-named persons (representing 63 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Robert Dugan and others against the United States, for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Washington 
Navy Yard, namely: 

Robet·t Dugan, $24.74. 
Jennie Olcott, widow (remarried) of Massey T. Quigley, deceased, 

$380.86. 
John W. Robertson, $54.59. 
Jasper Sarra, $122.69. 
Charlotte Butler, widow of Louis Butler, deceased, $11.31. 
Ladd Whiting, $98.96. 
Louisa LewlB, widow of George Lewis, deceased, $258.71. 
Jefferson W. Cohron, $57.07. 
Dorette H. Busching, widow of Henry C. Busching, deceased, $144.69. 
Elizabeth J. Ballenger, widow of Richard F. Ballenger, deceased, 

$160.70. . 
William Bolger, $39.18. 
Emma F. Brown, widow of William Brown, deceased, $230.41. 
Patrick Cahill, $83.22. 
George T. Dean, $71.61. 
William L. Fletcher, $26.18. 
Charles Forrest, $240.55. 
Martha J. Gill, sister and sole heir of Samuel F. Gill, deeeased, 

$13.13. 
George R. Herbert, $44.13. 
Susannah Harris, widow of Marbury Harris, deceased, $99.18. 
Powhattan Hall, $384.08. 
James O'Connor, $231.48. 
Sarah Price, widow (remarried) of Richard Langley, deceased, 

$301.45. . 
Margaret H. R<Jot, widow of Albert L. Root, deceased, $572.27. 
Charles H. Venable, $245.25. · 
Ge<>rge F. Mathieson, $199:37. 
Nora C. Butler, widow of John H. Butler, deceased, $166.75, 
Hannah Cook, widow of William H. Cook, deceased, $63.85. 
John Lanham, $249.32. 
Albert A. Leavy, $45.50. 
John D. Simpson, $336.85. 
Henry J. Phelps, $285.58. 
John Cooney, $1.18. 
Almedia Gardiner, widow of James Gardiner, deceased, $110.42. 
Josephine Williams, wido.w of George A. Williams, deceased, $175.08. 
Minnie Holmes, widow of John Holmes, deceased, $130.42. 
Frank Mulhall, $29.96. 
Charles B. Prosperi, $315.29. 
Thomas E. Rockett, $75.41. 
William R. Rockett, $95.21. 
William H. Fitzgerald, $201.92. 
Thomas A. Ellis, $261.84. 
Virginia I.Qcke, widow of William P. Locke, deceased, $174.65. 
John W. Wood, $217.77. 
James F. Hyrne, $35.69. 
Catherine R. A. Smith, widow of Samuel M. Smith, deceased, $37.49. 
Ann M. Clark, widow of Joshua Clark, deceased, $10. 
Julia Coxen, widow of M1Ilard F. Coxen, deceased, $59.28. 
Indiana Ferguson, widow of William C. Ferguson, deceased, $264..83, 
William H. Johnson, $361.40. 
Valentine C<Jnnor. $70.16. 

Ella Rebecca Landstreet, widow (remarried) of Thomas Myers Do~n-
ing, deceased, $178.48. 

Georgeanna Better, widow of William H. Better, deceased, 60.53. 
Henry Lowry, $217.62. 
Susie E. Sears, executru of Henry Kelley, deceased, $490.62. 
William E. Peake, $91 .72. 
John Edwin Simms, $438.34. 
Nellie Anderson, widow of Dallas Anderson, deceased, $211.;58. 
Samuel H. Wilkerson, $79.68. 
Jacob L. Bright, $251.43. 
Jerome C. Hutton, $107.92. 
Laura V. Hutchinson, widow <Jf J ames I. Hutchinson; deceased, 

$96.33. 
Daniel Allman, $239.63. 
James Allman, $145.90. 
To the following-named persons (representing 30 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Richard Emmons and others against the United States, for payment for 
extra labor above the legal day of eight h{)urs at the Washington Navy 
Yard, namely: 

Richard Emmons, $425.84. 
George C. Acton, $152.57. 
George W. Ballinger·, $182.44. 
Edward R. Barbour, $193.56. 
James Breast, $419.41. 
George R. Cook, $497.88. 
Joshua Cooksey, $331.30. 
John D. Davis, $330.13. 
Philip A. Delano, $337.81. 
Oliver A. Emmons, $106.60. 
William B. Flood, $161.80. 
Samuel S. Fowler, $148.50. 
Theodore Gates, $227.31. 
Thomas J. Harrison, $286.47. 
Richard Holland, $222.68. 
John T. Hardester, 194.16. 
William Kemp, $380.01. 
William H. Krepps, $224.97. 
Abraham Lee, $319.12. 
George K Luckett, $135.06. 
William Morris, $359.98. 
William E. Miller, $367.28. 
Charles 11. Nicholson, $192.49. 
John W. Reed, $242.23. 
Richard Smith, $284.04. 
Isaac Scott, $101.83. 
John A. Smith, $194.16. 
Isaac Smallwood, $89.54. 
Isaac Tillman, $91.27. 
August M. Warfield, $382.99. 
To Walter H. Evans, $197.70. 
To William I:vans, $294.93. 
To Jushhua B. Stoops, $202.58. 
To Laura Waddey (widow) and Jennie E. Waddey (daughter), sole 

heir of Hodgson E. Waddey, deceased, $106.62. 
To Mary Kibbey Diven, daughter and sole heir of James 0. Kibbey, 

deceased, $398.31. 
To Emma Heath, daughter and sole heir of Richard neath, deceased, 

$350.66. 
To Mary T. Russell, daughter and sole heir of Thomas F. Russell, 

deceased, $622.06. 
To Mary E. Smith, sister and sole heir of Joseph GibsQn, deceased, 

$427.65. 
To the following-named persons (representing 41 claims) the fol· 

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of William W. Langley and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Wash­
ington Navy Yard, namely: 

John Buckingham, $315.70. 
William Breslyn, $94. 
Samuel Brown, $29.78. 
Henry S. Berkely, $263.80. 
George Conner, $628.84. 
Hamilton Cook, $341.58. 
George F. Cunningham, $537.26. 
James F. Cunningham, $199.35. 
:Mrs. F . A. Jefferis, widow of William T. Jet'feris, deceased, $512.38. 
Catherine Hutchillson, widow of Philip Hutchinson, deceased, . 64.68. 
Joseph H. Lawrence, $327.76. 
William C. Kellum, $67.23. 
William W. Langley, $26.88. 
Katie McK. Morgan, widow (remarried), of William Little, deceased 

$73.72. 
James G. Murray, $295.28. 
James F. Manning, $112.20. 
William H. R. Martin, $186.02. 
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Samuel I. Miller, $118.60. 
Mary -F. Morgan, widow of John T. ~ot·gan, deceased, $316.71. 
William Mci>e,rmott, $404.17. 
John l'.icNelJey, $243.63. 
George B. Nelson, $203.60. 
Fred Pope, $-!53.12. 
Benjamin .:..uguste, $99.43. 
Betty Brown, widow of Amon Brown, deceased, $200.60. 
R. J. Prather, $23.46. 
Charles G. Robinson, $357.51. 
George Schaffer, $17.62. 
Arthur E. Van Riswick, $8.28. 
Luther Reiley, $56.14. 
WilJiam H. Talbert, $398.30. 
Charles T. Morgan, $28.75. 
Benjamin McCathran, $17 4.86. 
Barbara Burgee, widow of Edward T. Burgee, deceased, $461.10. 
Thaddeus Shine, $122.95. 
John E. Nalley, $22.14. 
George W. Richmond, $87.41. 
Ellen C. Sanderson, widow of 0. Sanderson, deceased, $94.33. 
James Cephus, $~93.47. 
Alice Sheffield, widow of George W. Sheffield, deceased, $749.35. 
Mary E. Sullivan, widow of Daniel Sullivan, deceased, $24.37. 
To Sussana _t, Lovejoy, widow of John T. Lovejoy, deceased, $364.51. 
To Ada E. Much, widow of Georg-. W. Much, deceased, $331.31. 
To William W. Nalley, $188.29. 
To James r. O'Neill, $224.89. 
To Henry S. Walter, administrator of Adam L. Rose, deceased, 

$661.99. 
To Joseph Thompson, $99.28. 
To the following-named persons (representillg 27 claims) the fol­

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Angelina Scarf, executrix of Thomas T. Scarf, deceased, and others 
against the United States, for payment for extra labor above the legal 
day of eight hours at the Washington Navy Yard, namely: 

Angelina Scarf, executrix of Thomas T. Scarf, deceased, $208.20. 
William W. Chase, $107.09. 
William H. Bennett, administrator of William Bennett, deceased, 

$447.46. 
Sarah E. Robey, widow of Richard T. Robey, deceased, $10.17. 
Elizabeth R. Betts, widow of William Betts, deceased, $120.48. 
Elizabeth Bladen, widow of Thomas S. Bladen, deceased, $33.78. 
James Barker, $603.13. 
George F. Waters, $626.72. 
Charles F. Williams, $418.39. 
William H. Vogelson, $45.63. 
Margaret F. Watson, widow of William A. Watson, deceased, $249.93. 
Arthur Tudge, $154.03. 
Sarah J. Barker, wife of William H. Barker, illsane, $226.15. 
II. I. Meader, $263.74. 
Sarah M. Sanderson, widow of L. W. Sanderson, deceased, $336.10. 
Mary Boettcher, executrix of Frederick Boettcher, deceased, $417.55. 
Mary L. Cissell, widow of Thomas Cissell, deceased, $196.50. 
William W. Burdine, John T. Burdine, Annie Morgan, and Alfred H. 

Burdine, sole heirs of James W. Burdine, deceased, $12.75. 
Hannah Langley, widow of Charles W. Langley, deceased, $422.41S. 
.John T. Roberts, $60.69. 
Esther G. Nally, widow of James S. Nally, deceased, $238.50. 
Amanda E. Coates, widow (remarried) of Thomas Robey, deceased, 

$182.21. 
Ceylon Boswell, $126.42. 
Peter Bopp, $150.18. 
Emily J. Cannon, widow of Joseph Cannon, deceased, $179.18. 
Sarah Kernan, executrix of Bernard Kernan, deceased, $309.89. 
W. C. White, $94.96. 
To Richard Allen, $163.69. 
To Alfred C. Cassell, $223.38. 
To Joseph M. Padgett, ~451.09. 
To Lawrence M. Herbert, $158.37. 
To George C. Stanley, $354.52. 
'l'o Marion C. Thompson, $129.88. 

To Henry Antone, $321.89. 
To Frank Swarts, $2. 
To Fred Blum, $211.01. 
To William Handlon, $6.99. 

FLORIDA 

To Margaret A. Moungey, Annie Moungey, Alice Moungey, John P. 
Moungey, Catherine F. Knnen, and Janie Bond, sole heirs of William 
Moungey, deceased, $14.48. 

To Lawson Turner and William Turner, jr., sole heirs of William 
Turner, deceased, $284.52. 

To the following-named persons -(t•epresentillg 14 claims) the fol­
lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the 
case of Frank Bond and others against the United States, for paymeDt 

for extra labor above the legal day of ~ight hours at the Pensacola 
Navy Yard, namely: 

Frank Bond, $136.23. -
Mary F. Boyden. widow of Paul Boyden, deceased, $560.76. 
Allan Bush, $267.03. 
E. P. Chaffin, $158.01. 
Benjamill Dolphin, $46.30. 
Abraham Harris, $184.89. 
Peter Hatcher, $224.05, 
Alfred Jones, $253.77. 
Johanna Massey, widow of James Massey, deceased, $611.06. 
Henry Skeet, $299.42. 
Edward Sweeney, $82.96. 
John Sweeney., $294.78. 
Lizzie Wheat, widow of William J. Wheat, deceased, $458.92. 
Cornelia Higgins, heir at law of C. A. Higgins, deceased, $722.62. 
'l'o the following-named persons (representing 22 claims) the follow-

illg sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims ill the case of 
John P. Capell and others against the United States, for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Pensacola 
Navy Yard, namely : 

John P. Capell, 96.21. 
Peter Carroll, $97.55. 
Frank Elijah, $128.27. 
A. G. Fell, $301.45. 
John J. Fell, $550.28. 
William Hession, $44 7 .06. 
William M. Johnson, $43.50. 
Loughlin Quigley, $284.65. 
Stephen M. Scarritt, $528.85. 
Henry Smith, $600.19. 
Lawson Turner, $84.25. 
Hattie Davidson, widow of Gam B. Davidson, deceased, $136.50. 
Matilda Jackson, widow of Robert Jackson, deceased, $1.74.65. 
Bertha McDonald, widow of James A. McDonald, deceased, $1,909.87. 
Isabella McLellan, widow of John McLellan, deceased, $450.60. 
Cathet·ine J. Roy, widow of H. Roy, jr., deceased, $822.50. 
Annie Unger, widow (remarried) of William C. Kelly, deceased, 

$151.27. 
Fannie White, widow (remarried) of Alfred Willis, deceased, $559.02. 
Phillip Walter Jones, G. F. Jones, Lee L. Jones, Maggie M. Jones, 

and Ella L. Jones, sole heirs of J. W. Jones, deceased, $167.H. 
Maria Robinson, William Robinson, and Louis Robinson, sole heirs 

of Louis Robinson, deceased, $115.92. 
Fannie Sparks, Charlotte Saunders, Mary Reese, Gertrude Smith, 

and Henry Smith, sole heirs of Curtis Smith, deceased, $462.40. 
Mary Burch and Thomas F. Wrighton, sole heirs of Thomas Wrighton, 

deceased, $114.55. 
To Clarence Marks, $87.24. 
To George T. Clifford, $56.26. 
To Hannah McCray, widow of John McCray, deceased, $362.67. 
To James H. Macon, sr., $126.50. 

1\IAllYLAND 
To John W. Parish, $51.50. 

:MASSACHUSETTS 

To the following-named persons (representini 131 claims) the follow­
ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the cue of 
Charles Adams and others against the United States for payment for 
extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Boston Navy 
Yard, namely: 

Charles Adams, $343.01. 
T. A. Bradford, $362.86. 
Bridget A. Bailey, widow of William Bailey, deceased, $112.29. 
James Edward Bell, William Bell, and Ellen J. Dow, sole heirs of. 

James Bell, deceased, $759.56. 
Elias Bourne, $33. 
John W. Burnham, $97.03. 
James D, Bateman, $125.93. 
Katherine V. Barrett, administratrix of Daniel Barrett, deceased, 

$898.49. . 
Joshua Barker, $320. 
William Bentley, son of Thomas Bentley, deceased, $424.28. 
Jeremiah L. Bean, $:!24.41. 
Joshua P. Bushee, $319.68. 
William E. Bruce, $338.50. 
Edward J. Baker, $81.66. 
William F. Blake, son of William Blake, deceased, $591.86. 
James E. Byrne, $7.89. 
Lydia M. Bolster, widow of Oliver Bolster, deceased, $246.18. 
Ella A. Bearse, administratrix of Ezra L. Hersey, deceased, $508.87. 
Julia V. Buckley, daughter of John Buckley, deceased, $62.48. 
Emery R. Currier, $174.87. 
William N. Currier, $144.56, 
John A. Cronin, $40.54. 
Jos . .A. Cassidy, $293.86. 
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John Cutler, $192.18. 
Arthur B. Cassidy, $315.42. 
Anne Belle Cnrrier, daughter ·of Cbarles H. Currier, deceased, 

$277.18. 
William Crosby, $157.16. 
William W. Collier, $165.18. 
Sarah J. Clarridge, widow of Frederick Clarrldge, deceased, $257.52. 
Richard Donahue, $206.12. 
Catherirn! Donlary, widow of Frank Donlary, deceased, $19.50. 
John Davies, $53.87. 
Henry G. Dwigbt, $109.39. 
Henry Dawson, $289.70. 
Ellen Dillon, wife of James E. Dillon, demented, $284.31. 
William G. Ewell, executor of Augustus Ewell, deceased, $75.65. 
J. Homer Edgerly, brotber of Hiram 0. Edgerly, deceased, $403.89. 
J. Homer Edgerly, $884.53. 
Ellen Eaton, widow of George B. Eaton, deceased, $447.54. 
Daniel F. Egan, $314.40. 
John L. Frisbee, 614.93. 
Annie Finn, widow of William Finn, deceased, $242.26. 
Charlotte J. Jackson, widow of Nathan B. Jackson, $340.30. 
Josiah D. Folsom, $767.44. 
Edwin W. Frisbee, $103.53. 
John B. Fitzpatrick, $125.93, 
James H. Finn, $423.71. 
Timothy Guiney, $102.19. 
John S. Gardner, $201.87. 
William F. Gillings, $77.34. 
Albert S. Greene, $483.06. 
Daniel Greene, $373.74. 
Alice F. Gates, daughter of Jacob Gates, deceased, $394.4:2. 
Lewis G. Hilton, $378.41. 
Henry G. Hichborn, one of the next of kin of William Hicbborn, 

deceased, $896.61. 
Michael H. Hudson, $141.57. 
.Andrew B. Hubbard, son of Robert H. G. Hubbard, deceased, 

$281.40. 
Thomas L. Hayes, $142.35. 
Mary H. Hutchings, widow of J. Clark Hntcbings, deceased, $233.20. 
Peter .A. Hayes, $290.42. 
George R. Hobbs, $147.57. 
Maria E. Hatch, daughter of Zina H. Webber, deceased, $110.40. 
John Handrahan, $330.75. 
Sarah B. James, sister of James Hutchings, deceased, $305.59. 
George W. King, $85. 
George H. Kincaid, $65.31. 
John A. Long, $242.62. 
William W. Locke, 21.37. 
Caroline M. Loring, sister of. Frank E. Melvin, de~ased, $113.28. 
Dennis Lowney, $!>0.39. 
Patrick Leary, $263.22. 
William Mahoney, jr., one of the heirs of William Mahoney, de· 

ceased~ $144.46. 
Mary .A. Murrow, heir of John H. Marrow, deceased, $182.45. 
Charles P. Morris, $197.52. 
James· J. :McAuliffe, $4.50. 
Catherine Melvin, daughter of Charles Freeman, deceased, $175.04. 
Theodore A. Melvin, $901.82. 
Hugh P. McNally, $88.73. 
Agnes J. Musgrave, heir of Joseph Bibien, $254.36. 
Charles Manser, son of Charles C. Manser, decea ed, $180.21. 
Mary E. Murphy, daughter of Jeremiah Murphy, decea.sed, $64.11. 
Anna M. McLeod, widow of James McLeod, deceased, $51.06. 
Harriet M. Metcalf, widow of William P. Metcal!, $240.40. 
Mary A. McCarthY, widow or Frank McCarthy, $49.03. 
Thomas Nixon, $404.04. 
John L. Nicholson, $604.:59. 
Harriet R. Newhall, widow of Tbomas E. Newhall, deceased, 

$332.27. 
Joseph W. Newhall, one of the heirs of Joseph Newhall, deceased, 

$355.76. 
Mary F. Overn, sister of Richard Dennis, deceased, $177.58. 
Allen E. Proctor, heir of James P. Proctor, deceased, $419.44. 
William Proctor, otherwise William H. Proctor, $168.78. 
George E. Poor, $323.65. 
Charles W. Pearson, $33.75. 
John M. Pitman, $48.54:. 
William T. Pbippin, $48.76. 
Abbie H. Pedrick and Susan M. C. Crosby, executrixes of Joseph 

Pedrick, deceased, $965. 
Elizabeth M. Preble, executrix of Jeremiah Preble, deceased, $423.88. 
Augustine S. Quinn, $125.80. 
Thomas Riordan, otherwise Thomas D. Riordan, $159.74. 
Edward H. Rogers, $356.21. 
Joseph 0. Rice, $241.76. 
Em.lly A. Roberts, widow of John H. Roberts, deceased, $808.95. 

Thomas H. Ramsey, son of James Ramsey, deceased, $246.69. 
John J. Ryan, for Jeremiah J. Ryan, demented, $128.04. 
Mary Rowley, widow of Michael Rowley, deceased, $261.47. 
Benjamin Roach, $717.35. · 
Catherine .A. ·Regan, widow of Cornelius F. Regan, deceased, $144.56. 
Joseph S. G. Sweatt, $258.76. 
Daniel S. Sullivan, $82.97. 
Blanche L. and Frank H. Seavey, heirs of Frank Seavey, deceased, 

$434.56. 
Charles A. Stebbins, $297.42. 
Winslow Sampson, son of .Alden Sampson, deceased, $901.82. 
Benjamin F. Sampson, son of Benjamin H. Sampson, deceased, 

$212.20. 
William C. Sprague, $204.03. 
Fred S. Soule, son of Thomas Soule, deceased, $93.43. 
Samuel Staples, $178.91. 
John M. Stockman, $304.46. 
Robert A. Southworth, administrator of Alexander Southworth, 

deceased, 362.11. 
Charles H. Taylor, son of John T. Taylor, deceased, $280.03. 
J obn Tiern£:y, $88.75. 
Constantine Towle, $95.35. 
Mary M . .A. Thayer, sister of Daniel J. Hurley, deceased, $379.45. 
Annie E. Vincent, daughter of Joseph H. Wainwright deceased 

$63.17. ' • 
George T. Wiley, only heir of Benjamin D. Wiley, deceased, $966.25. 
Frank L. Weston, administrator o~ S~uel F. Weston, deceased, 

$472.50. 
Harriet Wilson, widow of William Wilson, deceased, $753.45. 
Agnes V. W. Walker, sole heir of Reuben Goff, deceased, $358.32. 
~'homas Ward, $200.55. 
Samuel A. Wright, jr., son of Samuel A. Wright, deceased, $232.56. 
John H. Wright, $97.'11. 
John Yonkers, $740.81. 
To the following-named persons (representing 59 claims) the follow· 

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Mary A. F. Barry, widow of Daniel S. Barry, deceased, and others 
against the United States, for payment for extra labor above the legal 
day of eight hours at the Boston Navy Yard, namely: · 

Mary A. F. Barry, widow of Daniel S. Barry, deceased, $302.10 
Elizabeth Smith, daughter, and Charles M. mack:, son, of John 

Black, deceased, $59. 
Joseph 0. Bl'iggs, $72.77. 
William B. Bothamly, $292.77. 
Mary L. Brown, daughter of Joseph H. Till, deceased, $273.56. 
Sarah A. Blandin, executrix of Benjamin A. Blandin, deceased, 

$441.32. 
Charles E. Clark, son of Daniel Pearce Clark. deceased, $330.48. 
Thomas Corley, $125.54. 
William H. Cate, jr., heir at law of William H. Cate, deceased, 

$67.87. 
Emily M. Carter, widow (remarried) of Alexandet· H. Wright, de• 

ceased, $187.34. 
Mary E. Curry, daughter of James Gritlin, deceased, $100.78. 
Isaac Downs, $254.93. . 
Otis W. Dutton, son of Benjamin Dutton, deceased, $19.87. 
Charles H. Frisbee, son of Henry Frisbee, deceased, $223.06. 
Ellen B. Fisher, daughter of Calvin Lewis, deceased, $257.75. 
A.ustena Gundlach, daughter of Thoma.s J. McKenna, deceased, 

$15.75. 
Theodore W. Goodspeed, $83.75. 
Mary J. Gordon, daughter of Timothy J. Mahoney, deceased, $37.62. 
Samuel Grant, $323.93. 
Esther Ann Hudson, daughter of Patrick Hudson, decea ed, $46.06. 
Joseph E. Hoey, $82.93. 
Harriet N. Hanscom, widow of Alvah Hanscom, deceased, $73.62. 
William P. Holmes, $105.50. 
John H. Holt, $70.68. 
William T. Harris, $90.43. 
Mrs. C. H. Harper, daughter of Abraham Larkin, deceased, $153.15. 
Benjamin P. Hodgkins, $10.12. 
Christy Hanscom, widow of Samuel Willard Hanscom, deceased, 

$412.34. 
Athelia Hill, widow of George C. Hill, deceased, $77.17. 
Alonzo H. Haynes, $60.50. 
Ellen H. Leighton, daughter of James Chambers, deceased, $35.18. 

. Adelphus Leavitt, $41.12. 
George F. Lewis, $128.63. 
Alice M. Lowell, daughter of Alpheus A. W. Lake, deceased, $530.56. 
Alice M. Lowell, sister of .Alpheus .A. Lake, deceased, $218.93. 
Timothy W. Mahoney, brother of George W. Mahoney, deceased, 

$203.89. 
Timothy W. Mahoney, $229.57. 
Timothy W. Mahoney, son of Michael K. Mahoney, deceased, $62.40. 
James Mullen, $126.50. 
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Edward A. McDonough, $419.61. .-
George Morrison, $62.62. 
George W. McConnell, son of William McConnell, deceased, $112.59. 
Florence Gertrude Magee, granddaughter and sole heir of James A. 

German, deceased, $183. 
Bridget McNulty, daughter of John Morgan, deceased, $77.03. 
Terence T. McNulty, $167.60. 
Louisa S. Nash, widow of William H. Nash, deceased, $272.90. 
Julia Ryan, widow of Michael Ryan, deceased, $33.02. 
Addie R. Rice, widow of Benjamin Rice, deceased, $83.62. 
Matthew Redmond, $171.12. 
David L. Rigby, $211.86. 
Alexander A. Seldon, $80.10. 
Mabel F. Swain, granddaughter of Thomas Ducham Rice, deceased, 

$353.18. 
Mary A. C. Smith, daughter of George Golbert, deceased, $87.37. 
Daniel Sullivan, $82.20. 
John D. Sanborn, $295.90. 
Eugene S. Sullivan, brother of Humphrey J. Sullivan, deceased, 

$71.60. 
Charles E. Stone, $78.82. 
George Short, $191.68. 
Eugene S. Sullivan, $41.62. 
Minnie Swett, daughter of James L. Williams, deceased, $465.92. 
To the following-named persons (representing 24 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Alfred D. Bullock and others against the United States, for payment for 
extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Boston Navy 
Yard, namely : 

Alfred D. Bullock, ~232.11. 
Joseph F. Baker, $210.77. 
John Clark, $142.64. 
William M. Carr, $79.67. 
Winslow L. Crafts, $371.87. 
Charles H. Crocker, $330.83. 
Samuel Dwight, $786.62. 
John Flynn, $400.94. 
John F. Gilmore, $275.44. 
Henry G. Hichborn, $349.93. 
Patrick Marrow, $171.40. 
Eben P. Oakes, $126.79. 
Joseph Riley, $418.59. 
William P. Raymond, $381.44. 
Jennie A. Sawyer, widow of Jefferson Sawyer, deceased, $281.87. 
George D. V. Smith, $33. 
Chester R. Streeter, $488.10. 
George K. Sawyer, $315.43. 
Albert Sawyer, $473.15. 
Samuel J. Cochran, $445.83. 
William H. Rigby, $905.78 . . 
William N. Winter, $166.66. 
John Ward, $57.75. 
George H. Young, $92.81. 
William F. O'Hearn, $81.59. 
John W. Simonson, $4.12. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

To the following-named persons (representing 11 claims) the fol­
lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Hannah J. Adams, widow of Augustus H. Adams, deceased, and 
others against the United States, for payment of extra labor above the 
legal day of eight hours at the Portsmouth Navy Yard, namely: 

Hannah J. Adams, widow of Augustus H. Adams, deceased, $87.75. 
George Beal, $8.14. 
Charles S. Hobbs, $290.83. 
Alfred H. Hook, $61.16. 
Stacy G. Moran, $32.43. 
Susan Y. Perry, widow of William H. Perry, deceased, $171.49. 
Sarah A. Trefethen, widow (remarried) of Benjamin E. Seaward, 

deceased, $685.40. 
Rose A. Spinney, widow of William M. Spinney, deceased, $312.93. 
. Mary A. Willey, widow of Joseph Willey, deceased, $2.93. 
Ivan L. Meloon, $167.10. 
Fred A. Moore, $231.14. 
To the following-named persons (representing 28 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
John E. Amazeen and others against the United States, for payment 
for extra labor above the legal Clay of eight bom·s at the Portsmouth 
Navy Yard, namely : 

John E. Amazecn, $307.72. 
William H. AnCierson, $412.96. 
Frank H. Bean, sole heir of George 
William J .- Chase, $106. 5. 
Charles F. Caswell, $130.35. 
James M. Downer, $26.25. 

F. Bean, deceased, $94.72. 

WUiiam H. Horn, $142.12. 
F·ranklin Haley, $182.43. 
Benjamin F. Joy, $137.83. 
Charles F. Langley, $226.58. 
John J. Lambert, $118.27. 
George S. Manning, $133.12. 
William P. Murphy, $88.85. 
James W. MarCien, $126.94. 
George F. O<>good, $9.80. 
John Phelan, $357.43. 
Owen E. Pettigrew, $18.40. 
John A. Peterson, $88.35. 
Chester L. Rix, administrator of George L. Rix, deceased, $144.34, 
Fred Rollins, $31.60. 
William C. Randall, $149.49. 
Charles E. P. Randall, $105.40. 
John W. Shannon, $181.13. 
Eugene A. Sanborn, $270. 
Gasper G. Shannon, $81.97. 
John R. Williams, $1.67. 
0. C. Williams, $198.82. 
Charles H. Raitt, $38.98. 
The following-named persons (representing 182 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Nathan F. Amee and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Ports­
mouth Navy Yard: 

Nathan F. Amee, $396.75. 
George A. Adams and Stephen E. Adams, heirs of Albert J. Adams, 

deceased, $365.53. 
Ste.phen E. Adams, $94.7 4. 
Mary Jane Anderson, widow of · Montgomery Anderson, deceased, 

$308.68. 
George P. Abbott, $132. 
George R. Adams, $166.12. 
Levi Briard, $402.75. 
Lorenzo T. Burham, $116.25. 
Walter Ball, $364.14. 
James Boardman, $473.53. 
Albert F. Billings, administrator of Frederick A. Billings, deceased, 

$372.41. 
Hannah A. Briard, widow of Robert Briard, de~~ased, $486.63. 
Charles Bowden, $2.86. 
George D. Boulter, $91.05. 
Walter Ball, John Ball, and Ida A. Bennett, sole heirs of John R. 

Ball, deceased, $231.40. 
Mrs. A. F. Ball, Mrs. N. S. Perry, and Mrs. E. G. Wright, heirs of 

Michael C. Leary, deceased, $197.12. 
Mary Bright, widow of John Bright, deceased, $51.33. 
Benjamin F. Bunker, $56.51. 
John S. Bennett, $553.19. 
Charlotte E. Betton, widow of Thornton Betton, deceased, $160.02. 
Eben F. Brackett, $428.06. 
John Ball, $310.07. 
Elizabeth L. Brown, widow of Frank S. Brown, deceased, $130.12. 
Mary Brown, Mrs. A. T. Hackett, Mrs. A. C. }!lummer, and Mrs. 

A. L. Martin, sole heirs of Fra.nklin K. Brown, deceased, $155.62. 
Anna A. Brooks, widow of James Brooks, deceased, $902.50. 
Levi M. Brooks, $9.37. 
J. Mahlon Bickford, Albert H. Bickford, Louisa H. Brown, and 

Zashews V. Bickford, sole heirs of Joshua Bickford, deceased, $247.91. 
Jacob B. Burns, $28.25. 
Jacob B. Burns, sole heir of Ezekiel Burns, deceased, $63.75. 
Moses G. Berry, $224.58. · 
Tobias E. Burke, $840.63. 
John W. Chickering, $396.05. 
Charles W. Coleman, $170.25. 
George A. Clough, Arthur B. Clough, Roland C. Clough, and Florence 

J. Clough, sole heirs of Elijah Clough, deceased, $345.75. 
Martha E. Cottle, wido"'.7 of Oliver Cottle, deceased, $107.14. 
Mary Jane Curtis, widow of Moses R. Curtis, deceased, $265.92. 
Samuel H. Chauncey, $158.10 . 
Ann E. Colley, widow of William B. Colley, deceased, $413.47. 
Charles C. Dixon, $198.69. 
Lavinia M. Dixon, widow of William M. Dixon, deceased, $172.87. 
Margaret E. Danne, widow of John W. Danne, deceased, $371.36. 
Leland W. Davis, Shirley B. Davis, and Lemuel T. Davis, sole . heirs 

of Lemuel T. Davis, deceased, $317.80. 
Thomas W. Ducker and George H. Ducker, sole heirs of Robert 

Ducker, deceased, $312.49. 
William T. Entwistle, $105.02. 
George B. Frost, $109.23. 
Joseph B. Fletcher, $569.27. 
Walter P. Fitzmaurice, $77.62. 
Henry Fe.rnald, $131.55. 
Frank A. Fagan, $101.26. 
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Howard S. Frisbie, $312.45. 
William F. Foye and Ada F. Foye, sole heirs of Stephen J . Foye, 

deceased, $294.97. 
Emma D. Flagg, widow of John H. Flagg, deceased, $338.07. 
George W. Foote, $190.68. 
William J. Frost, $56.31. 
Dennis Flynn, $54,22. 
Josiah Fernald, otherwise Josiah W. Fernald, $49.87. 
Oliver G. Fernald, $668.73. 
S. Elizabeth Fernald, widow <>f William A. Fernald, deceased, 

$643.40. • 
Levi L. Goodrich, $429.65. 
George W. Green, $511.45. 
John A. Ge.orge, 551.23. 
Lewis B. Gerrish, $328.30. 
John Glover, 647.93. 
Lizzie L. Gatchell, widow of Jessie H. Gatchell, deceased, $79.87. 
Mary 0. Gray, widow of Walter S. Gray, deceased, $257.61. 
George A. Genthner, $102.28. 
Charles L. Glines, $235.87. 
Mary D. Good peed, widow of Burbank S. Goodspeed, deceased, $327. 
Mary E. Goss, widow of Alfred S. Goss, deceased, $81.82. 
Josephine Gardner, widow of William H. Gardner, deceased, $426.37. 
George H. Hayes, $351.53. 
Elizabeth H. Hanscom, widow of Jackson A. Hanscom, deceased, 

$160.16. 
Freeman Hurd, $158.47. 
Lucinda A. Hayes, widow of Charles E. Hayes, deceased, $190.26. 
Ira Hanscom, 164.02. 
C. Dwight Hanscom and Albert H. Hanscom, executors of Nathaniel 

Hanscom, deceased, 152.01. 
Margaret P . Humphreys, widow of George Humphreys, deceased, 

$274.12. 
Mary A. Hersey, widow of George L. Hersey, deceased, $63.20. 
Mabel !della Hayes, guardian of Roy C. Philbrick, sole heir of Robert 

S. Philbrick, deceased, 246.06. 
Samuel 11. Joy, $204.94. 
Walter S. Jackson and Ernest Jackson, two of the hehs of Zina H. 

Jack on, deceased, 391.59. 
Mrs. William S. Jackson, widow of William S. Jackson, deceased, 

$2 4.25. 
Joseph P. Jenkin , $179.14. 
James M. Knapp, $680.49. 
Joseph Keen, $167.20. 
Ira C. Keen, $75.16. 
Willi E. Keen, $181.06. 
Elmer H. McKenney, 179.38. 
Benjamin Keen, $317.62. 
Harry M. Kimball and Mrs. George W. Smith, soie heirs of Charles 

W. Kimball, deceased, 266.12. 
Catherine Killoran, sole heir of James Mahoney, deceased, $162.33. 
Charles J. Lydston, $250.47. 
Isaac H. Lambert, 343.48. 
Adam Lutts, $384.50. 
William H. Lovell, $729. 
Charles Lowd, otherwise Frank Lowd, $60.72. 
Maria l\f. Lowd, widow of Horace S. Lowd, deceased, $209.75. 
Winfield S. Lord, $337.95. 
James C. Lydston, 409.50. 
Alfred M. Lang, 360.50. 
Ellen A. Lewis, widow of Thomas Lewis, deceased, $126. 
John 0. Langley, $387.00. 
Elizabeth ::uason Leary, ole heir to Daniel Mason, deceased, $191.60. 
F. Jo ephine Lombnrd, Henry A. Lombard, EJizabetll L. Moon, and 

Mary L. Shannon, sole heirs of Henry Lombard, deceased, 30.75. 
Frank H. Lewis, Arthur H. Lewis, George W. Lewis, Emma L. Carr, 

Wentworth Lewis, Fred Lewis, Maud L. Foge, Harry F. Lewis, and Syd­
ney Lewis, sole heirs of Reuben Lewis, deceased, $235.17. 

James S. Lawry, . 86.13. 
Ellen Lowd, widow of Edwin Lowd, deceased, $55.93. 
Lemuel Mcintire, $78.02. 
John D. :lletcalf, administrator of Henry Knight, deceased, 676.75. 
Oliver B. Moody, $71.92. 
George lfanent, . 383.96. •. ) 
Daniel W. Marden, . 647. 7. 
Harriet N. Moore, widow of Moses D. Moore, deceased, $82.9.85. 
llenjamin F. :Martin, $225. 
Albert H. Moody, .' 16.75. 
Albert Manson, . 25.64. 

Frank Moore, Hannah E. Atkin. on, and Blunche V. Hull, sole heirs 
of John Moore, deceased, $49.43. 

Catherine G. Nutter, widow of William H. Nutter, deceased, $137.13. 
l\fartha J. Xoyes. widow of \\illinm F. NoyeH, decea ed, $921.16. 
Martha A. XeaTI<'y, widow of .Euwin C. Nealley, deceased, $706.20, 
Mark Nason, $213. 5. 

Edward E. Otis and James 0. Otis, soJe heirs of William M. Otis, 
deceased, $338.80. 

Eben N. Odiorne, $128.25. 
Eileen E. Obrey, administratrix of Benjamin Smith,. deceased, 

$109.97. 
Frank E . Osgood, $288.93. 
Isaac H. M. Pray, $210.24. 
Isaac H. M. Pray, one of the heirs of James B. Pray, deceased, $77.37. 
Walter Philbrick, $310.15. 
John E. Pinkham, $107.87. 
Fred J. Pillsbury, one of the heirs of Samuel H. Pillsbury, deceased, 

$732.24. 
1\iary E. Palfrey, administratrix of Hanson Hoyt, deceased, $127.34. 
George R. Palfrey, Harry B. Palfrey, William H. Palfrey, Robert 

R. Palfrey, and I. Miller Palfrey, sole heirs of William W. Palfrey, 
deceased, $361.93. 

Benjamin F. Powell, William Powell, and Mrs. Harry M. Kimball, 
sole heirs of Benjamin Powell, deceased, $253.97. 

Mary E. Parker, widow of Pierce Parker, deceased, 301.75. 
Annie E. Prior, widow of Warren Prior, deceased, 355.25. 
Sarah A. Paul, widow of John .A. Paul, deceased, 392.84. 
Thomas Prior, $290.49. 
Mary E. Paul, widow of Franklin N. Paul, deceased, $170.25. 
Eliza A. Parks, widow of George L. Parks, deceased, $385.50. 

_ Daniel H. Plaisted, Ellen 0. Littlefield, James S. Plaisted, Fronie R. 
Colby, George E. Plaisted, Sarah E. Batting, Mark R. Plaisted, and· 
Annie M. Bingham, sole heirs of Mark R. Plaisted, deceased, $471.39. 

Edwin D. Rand, executor of Albert H. White, deceased, 345.20. 
Joseph C. Remick, $170.63. 
Sarah A. Richardson, widow of James W. Richardson, deceased, 

$307.63. 
Maria Rand, widow of Reuben Rand, deceased, $329.25. 
Frank Remick, executor of John Remick, deceased, $379.87. 
Walter C. Rogers, sole heir of John B. Rogers, deceased, $590.68. 
Howard E. Spinney, . one of the heirs of Samuel H. Spinney, de-

ceased, $126. 
Howard E. Spinney, $122.83. 
Willard Spinney, otherwise Williard T. Spinney, $289.41. 
Hervey E. Seaward, 66.33. 
William Shields, $1.03. 
Mary E. Sherman. widow of Eli Sherman, deceased, $583.44. 
George Stringer, $378. 
Mary Spinney, widow of Azariah L. Spinney, deceased, $232.06. 
George W. Still on, $52.11. 
Mary A. Spinney, widow of Sylvester Spinney, deceased, $16;:). 
Mary Salmon, willow of Thomas Salmon, deceased, $286.81. 
l\largaret L. Stringer, widow of William Stringer, deceased, $261.04. 
Ida E -telle Shackley nnd Susie H. Shackley, sole heirs of George 

Shackley, deceased, $324. 
Elizabeth E. Swain, widow of John D. Swain, deceased, $361.87. 
Frank Sides, adminish·ator of Robert C. Side , ueceased, $::! 6.61. 
Morris Tobin, ;55.21. 
Ernest C. Tobey, Winfield L. Tobey, and Edgar L. Tobey, sole 

heirs of Meshach Tobey, deceased, $130.37. 
Edwin Underbill, 177.43. 
'l'homas J. F. YarreJl, $452.25. 
Clement M. Waterhouse, sole heir of James A. Waterhouse, de-

ceased, 377.71. 
Charles .A. Wendall, $905.62. 
Clement Waterhouse. $244.32. 
Reuben Wor~ter, $3 .50. 
A a Wilson, $38.43. 
Warren P. Webster, $21.65. 
John R. Wentworth, 3i0.99. 
George A. William. , $280.46. 
Lor·enzo Witham, otherwi c Lorenzo D. Witham, $113.09. 
John Wood, $484.50. 
George S. Welch, S2.01. 
Daniel L. Wendall, $211.64. 
Emma E. Young and Fred C. Young, sole heirs of Charles E. 

Young, deceased, $352. 8. 
John E. Yeaton, , 205.66. 
John E . Yeaton, one of the heirs of Benjamin Yeaton, decea ed, 

37 cents. 
Fred C. Young. Emma ,E. Young, and Ciani. W. Bennett, sole heirs 

of Charles Lane, decca ed, Sl .48. 
Euward P. Yeaton, ole heir of Xathaniel W. Yeaton, deceased, 

$224.76. 
To the following-named persons (representing 12 claims) the fol­

lowing sum. , respectively, as found by the Court of Chltm in the 
case of William A. Ashe and others against the United State . for 
payment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Ports­
mouth ·nvy Yard, namely : 

William A. .Ashe, $461.37. 
Ivah R. Davis, $111.98. 
George F . Randall, $142.35. 
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Charles H. Rowe, $201.96. ·1 
John Walton, $201.16. 
Miriam W. Adams, widow of Daniel Adams, deceased, $162.75. 
Emma L. Caswell, widow of Perry Caswell, deceased, $68.20. 
Loi · J. Howell, widow of John S. Howell, deceased, $457.67. 
Annie F. Rich, widow of Robert E. Rich, deceased, 230.02. 
Cedric C. Campbell, John H. Campbell, Noel Campbell, Lucy Camp­

bell, and Ethel Gillis, sole heirs of Nathaniel Campbell, deceased, 
$204.51. 

Alice ~- Rand, sole heir of William H. Deverson, deceased, $83.25. 
Charles F. Goodwin, . 7.29. 
To the following-named persons (representing 38 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Sylvester L. Baclms and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight honrs at the Ports­
month Navy Yard, namely: 

George W. Bailey and Charles T. Bailey, sole heirs of Joseph Bailey, 
deceased, $106.80. 

Sylvester L. Backus, $39.75. 
Charles H. Be . elievre, 82.28. 
Carrie R. Bragden and Lyman T. rray, sole heirs of Charles T. 

rray, deceased, $32.60. 
Carrie R. Bmgden and Lyman T. Pray, sole heirs of Peter Pray, 

deceased, $175.8i. 
Gem·ge Campbell, Alice Campbell Stevens, and Helen Campbell mcker, 

Role heirs of Thomas Campbell. deceased, 44.91. 
Oscar L. Collum, ole heir of George H. Collum, deceased, $44.55. 
1Irs. :M. E. Critchley, widow (remarried) of John A. Yeaton, deceased, 

$320.19. 
Lizzie A. Cram, Lydia P. Lowell, and Eliza W. Hoyt, sole lleirs of 

Josiah W. Hussey, deceased, $96.60. 
Pender Davis, $87. 
Richard Davidson, Elizabeth J. Davidson, Elizabeth S. Jenness, 

James Davidson, and Deborah Currier, sole heirs of James Davidson, 
deceased, $76.95. 

John J. Downes, $33. 
Agnes Emery, widow of Joseph H. Emery, deceased, $224.08. 
George W. French, Ruth E. Burns, Anna T. Ham, and Sadie B. 

Schurman, ole heirs of Joseph T. French, deceased, 367.23. 
Ezt·a :M. Goodwin, 121.71. 
Susan 0. Green, widow of Charles B. Green, deceased, $255.37. 
Elizabeth E. Gilman, Jennie L. Grindell, Sarah L. Quackenbush, 

William H. ~oyes, Howard A. Noyes, and Fred A. Noyes, sole heirs of 
William H. Noyes, deceased, $370.50. 

Caroline Bird Hammond, widow of Ilenry Clay Hammond, deceased, 
$376.12. 

Amanda M. Jellison, widow of Alvah Jellison, deceased, $218.88. 
Samuel II. Kingsbury, $262.50. 
Ira C. Keene, $75.16. 
Clara I. Lewis, widow of Enoch Lewis, deceased, $5.50. 
Julia A. Moses, widow of Alft·ed D. Moses, deceased, $378.37. 
Addie F. Marks, widow of Frank L. Marks, deceased, $3!>4.12. 
Ida F. Neal, sole heir of Daniel R. Neal, deceased, $82.12. 
Moses Plummer, $544.27. 
Mary L. Quinn, widow of Stephen H. Quinn, deceased, $417. 
Ednah :M. Ford Rowe, sole heir of James Edgat· Ford·, deceased, 

$416.70. 
Rebecca Y. Raitt, widow of Daniel G. Raitt, deceased, $566.70. 
Frederick A. Staples, Thomas F. Staples, and Calvin H. Staples, 

sole heirs of Thomas Staples, deceased, $420.37. 
Frank W. Smith, $123.16. 
Willard Sears, $284.74. 
Samuel Taylor, $438.46. 
Henry Wallace, $129.50. 

·Mrs. Jesse N. Wilson, widow of Jesse N. Wilson, deceased, $181.50. 
Lucy Whalley, widow of Edmund Whalley, deceased, $267.81. 
Geot·ge Woods, $257.92. 
George H. Young, $40.50. 
To the following-named persons (repre~enting 26 claims) the following 

sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Robert B. Billings and others against tbe United States, for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight llours at the Portsmouth 
Navy Yard, namely: 

Robert B. Billings, $274.83. 
Franklin H. Bond, $291.40. 
William H. Brown, $316.66. 
William C. Bray, $271.15. 
Isaac H. Farr, $433.99. 
John Grant, $519.77. 
Robert M. Ham, $119.36. 
Henry H. Ham, $509.08. 
Albert Hanscom, $46.17. 
James 1\I. Jarvis, $379.34: 
Thomas L. Jose, $388.66. 
Michael E. Long, $30 .90. 

LXVII-5G9 

Frank E. Lawry, $78.49. 
Brackett Lewis, $45.18. 
William W. Locke, $228.56. 
Walter N. 1\leloon, $166. 1. 
George W. Muchmore, 810.34. 
Christopher Remick, 117.16. 
Edwin D. Rand, $295.8e. 
Augustus Stevenson, $917.60. 
George E. Stackpole, $180.60. 
William H. Wilson, $191.55. 
Benjamin F. Winn, 224.90. 
Augustus S. Zara, $4~9.75. 
Joseph A. Meloon and Charles 0. :\feloon, executors of Natbanllll L. 

Meloon, de~eased, $471.30. 
Charles Stewart, $349.90. 
To the following-named persons (representing seven claims) the 

following sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the 
case of Charles W. Brock and others against the United State , for 
payment for extra. labor above the legal day of eight hours at the 
Portsmouth Navy Yard, namely: 

Charles W. Brock, $381.41. 
Daniel Bedell, $131.35 
Mark Fernald, $256.63. 
Charles W. Lutts, $271.61. 
John E. Milton, 14.25. 
William McEvoy, $180.18. 
Patrick )IcCann, $176.76. 
To the following-named persons (representing nine claims) the fol­

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of George W. Brown and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the rorts­
month Navy Yard, namely: 

George W. Brown, $33.75.'. 
John L. Emery, 257.62. 
Mary Mozart, widow of William J. Mozart, deceased, $77.43. 
Joseph B. Remick, $257.62. 
Timothy Trafton, $145.48. 
William P. Titcomb, $78. 
Rhasa Perkins, $:>.82. 
Thomas J. Pettigrew, 420. 
Alexander N. Perry, 314.2:>. 
To the following-named persons (representing 17 claims) the fol~ 

lowing snl'ils, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the 
case of Henry B. Col on and others against the United States for 
payment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the 
Portsmouth Navy .Yard, namely: 

Henry B. Colson, $148.7:>. 
Stephen L. Davis, $10.50. 
Charles W. Eaton, $235.60. 
William Fernald, $92.77. 
Charles H. Fernald, $i2. 
Thomas J. Goodwin, executor of Daniel McDonald, deceased, $168.08. 
Albert W. Hanscom, ~ 120. 
George H. Hall, . 81.11. 
Robert 0. 1Iunroe, $294.93. 
Perry C. Moore, $:l3.08. 
Frank L . .Parker, $37!Z.GO. 
Herman Paul, $377.60. 
Charles L. Simpson, $98.25. 
Albert 0. Smith, $91.08. 
George H. Shannon, $13.80. 
Herman A. Tarlton, $6.31. 
David Walter Tobey, $76.98. 
To the following-named persons (representing 17 claims) the foJ. 

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of John W. Knight and others against the United Stat.es for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at Portsmouth 
Navy Yard, namely: 

John W. Knight, 459.37. 
Ruth A. Kues, widow of Joseph Kues, deceased, $308.74. 
Charles M. Prince, son of Charles M. Prince, deceased, 306.12. 
Nathaniel Bowden, $54.34. 
Dennis M. Shapleigh, $425.~'5. 
Horace Mitchell, son of Reuben Mitchell, deceased, $251.70. 
John R. Dinsmore, $506.46. 
George 0. Athorne, sone of Oliver Athorne, deceised, $13.12. 
Fred Spinney, $34.40. 
Thomas E. Wilson, heir of Joseph D. Frost, deceased, $310.78. 
Mabel J. Morse, daughter of P. Wentworth, deceased, $554.89. 
Emily J. Morse, widow of William Morse, deceased, $98.95. 
Mary S. Wilcox, widow of Tbeodore Wilcox, deceased, 633.42. 
George 0. Wilson, $382.50. 
James R. Philbrick, $243.55. 
William F. Pinkham, $611.81. 
C. H. Staples, $285.50. 
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To Holman Marr, $106.12. 
'l'o Charles L. Duncan, $16!>.57. 
To the following-named persons (representing eight claims) the fol­

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the 
case of Edward H. Norton and others against the United States, for 
payment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the 
Port mouth Navy Yard, namely: 

Edward H. 'orton, S260.74. 
John W. Bickford, $136.35. 
John Flanigan, $330.64. 
Edwin A. Duncan, $188.76. 
Charles E. Whitehouse, $461. 
George F. Tobey, $u7.25. 
Euwat·d E. :i.\Iclntire, lji2D4.31. 
J. l\fahlon Bickford, $514.3!>. 
Edward B. Prime, $33!).45. 
To Eleanor L. and Henry C. Lovell, sole heirs of Henry C. Lovell, 

deceased, $906.66. 
To Annie I. Fernald Crowell, widow (remarried) of Alonzo Fernald, 

deceased, $386.40. 
To Margaret A. Norton, widow of Daniel C. Norton, deceased, $596.86. 
To Emma S. When·en, administratrix of James W. Wherren, deceased, 

$140.43. 
To George E. Mclnto h, $228.5!>. 

NEW YORK 

To the following-named persons (representing 21 claims) the follow­
ing stuns, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Hans Anderson and others against the United States, for payment for 
extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Brooklyn Navy 
Yard, namely : 

Hans .Ander. ·on, $4.32. 
William B. Burlingame, $20.12. 
John W. Buckley, $189.32. 
William H. Bulmer, 18. 
Anthony J. Bommer, $112.23. 
Danie1 Coffey, $33.90. 
WilHam Ford, $93.38. 
Michael Halloran, $341.95. 
Rebecca E. Jansen, one of the heirs of Isaac Wallack, deceased, 

$276.66. 
Mary Raulston B. Johnston, one of the heirs of Samuel Raulston, 

lleceased, 232.81. 
Maria L. Lane, one of the heirs of John Scott, deceased, $119.87. 
James Norton, 6J.23. 
Humphrey H·. Owens, $42.45. 
Isaac A. Rose, administrator of Isaac A. Rose, deceased, $146.37. 
I aac .Alonzo Ro e, 15.30. 
Leon llidoux, $9.18. 
Robert J. Ross, one of the heirs of Robert J. Ross, deceased, $20.10. 
Everett W. Sharkey, one of the heirs of Alexander Sharkey, deceased, 

$68.66. 
Charles II. Totten, $312.40. 
Peter Watson, $ 8.15. 
Elizabeth 11. Clark, Annie Malloy, and Annie Kenney, heirs of Patrick 

Kenney, deceased, 45 cents. 
To Nicholas .A. Brooks, $136.32. 
To the following-named persons (representing 39 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respecti>ely, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Richard Burrington and others against the United States for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Brooklyn Navy 
Yard, namely : 

Richard Barrington, $244.56. 
Henry F. Beakey, $245.64. 
Lucy Boles, administratl'ix of John Boles, deceased, $91.91. 
Robert J. Bedell, $109.91. 
James Campbell, $14.36. 
Jesse R. Chisolm, $140.84. 
James Carpenter, $92.42. 
Peter Dugan, $98.84. 
Margaret Duffy, heir, etc., of Francis Lynch, deceased, $453.39. 
George Humphreys, $282.10. 
Henry Hill, $255.32. 
Andrew Houston, $398.96. 
.f"acob M. Johnson, $129.u7. 
Seymour Kline, $80.67. 
Ira Little, $232.28. 
William D. Lewis, $72.48. 
John T. McGlone, 245.04. 
William McLean, $457.02. 
Charlotte McGarrigal, widow of Samuel McGarrigal, deceased, 

$260.20. 
Alonzo Nash, $66. 3. 
Peter E. Ogilvie, ~326.30. 
William Henry Ogilvie, $136.66. 
Pierce P. Parsells, $438.84. 

James L. Pr~ctor, $61.36. 
Mason Padgett, $3.20. 
Martha L. Parsells, administratrix of Theodore Fay Par ells, de-

cea ed, $463.15. 
Harry Pethers, $!>7.09. 
William A. Rodman, $13.28. 
Roger Ryan, $33.91. 
John H. Spencer, $12.57. 
James Snellgrove, $248.93. 
John T. Sloan, $163.07. 
Eleanor M. Shaw, widow of John Shaw, deceased, $915. 
John Tully, $11.15. 
James Tully, $8.76. 
Elijah D. Taft, $302.11. 
Charles M. Winant, $212.74. 
Frank R. Wendover, '53.63. 
Alfred Walker, $212.82. 
To the following-named persons (representing 20 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
Ellen Bonner, widow of George Bonner, deceased, and others agaiust 
the United States, for payment for extra lilbot· above the legal day of 
eight hours at the Brooklyn Navy Yard, namely: 

Ellen Bonner, widow of George Bonner, deceased, $18.06. 
Owen Brady, $192.79. 
Charles T. Chapman, $54.14. 
Annie Dalton, widow of James Daltan, deceased, $344.93. 
Abbigail Garvey, widow of James Garvey, deceased, $159.78. 
James T. Gordon, $51.39. 
James A. Galloway, $125.08. 
Robert Gray, $171.54. 
William Hayes, $12.69. 
Harriet Kelly, widow of John Kelly, deceased, $106.93. 
Margaret E. Lane, widow of Rodney Lane, deceased, $302.55. 
Adelaide A. Lewis, Cecil A. Kemble, l\Iyrtle A. PlacP, Olive E. 

Richards, and Frances Kemble Hayes, heirs of Andrew J. Kemble, de­
ceased, $655.87. 

William McLoud, $11.81. 
Mary A. ~lcGinniss, widow of James ?11. McGinniss, deceased, $450.66. 
John Presley, $17.43. 
James Phillips, $108.66. 
Henry Ray, $14.37. 
Samuel Ray, $152.29. 
Emma Selkirk, widow of Charles Selkirk, deceased, $438.G3. 
William Town end, $332.74. 
To the following-named pers~ms (representing 13 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respEctively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case of 
George W. Brown and others against the United States for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Brooklyn Navy 
Yard, namely : 

George W. Brown, $422.96. 
Richard Dezendorf, $158.27. 
Peter Doyle, $217.26. 
:Manuel Glass, $1.72. 
William Hamilton, $179.17. 
Rodger Howard, $291.93 . 
.Andrew Kane, $292.45. 
Patrick McNamara, $74.04. 
William Phipps, jr., $131.69. 
John R. Po.wers, $21.8G. 
John Rauscher, $183.68. 
Joseph Sands, $307.43. 
Elizabeth Tyson, widow of Peter Tyson, deceased, $93.84. 
To the following-naiiJRd persons (representing five claims) the fol­

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of William L. Buckley and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Brooklyn 
Navy Yard, namely : 

William L. Buckley, $121.2';, 
John Dwyer, $385.50. 
James Palmer, $99.32. 
Mary M. Parent, widow of David Parent, decease.d, $185.56. 
Helen L. Burnett, George S. Burnett, and l\Iary 0. Powles, sole heirs 

of Joseph Burnett, deceased, $424.53. 
To the fallowing-named persons (representing 14 claims) the fol· 

lowing sums, re~pectively, as found by the Ceurt of Claims in the case 
of John H. Burtis and others against the United States, tor payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Brooklyn Navy 
Yard, namely: 

John H. Burtis, $346.39. 
Cornelius Bennett, $332.80. 
William Croft, $95.13. 
Joseph Clyne, $150.03. 
Jacob Callas, $66.75. 
James .A. Driver, $379.80. 
Wellington Griffith, $38.22. 
George W. Heald, $181.34. 
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James Hepenstall, $905.10. 
George B. Heald, $433.77. 
John Knight, $245.80. 
Edward Northup, $278.47. 
Jolm D. Post, $290.92. 
Patrick H. White, 71.59. 
To Clarkson V. Ilendrickson, $35.96. 
To Jaspeh Chisholm, $ 6.21. 
To John T. R. Mearn , $217.17. 
To Richard Rollin , 145.81. 
To Mary E. Hare, widow of John E. Hare, deceased, $128.90. 
To Frank H. Fletcher, 61.52. 
To Octavia Cavendy, widow Qf Joseph S. Cavendy, $73.44. 
To John J. Ennis, $131.43. 

PE~~SYLVA~IA. 

To the following-named persons (representing 19 claims) the fol­
lowing sums, re ·pectively, as found by the Court Qf Claims in the case 
of Chri topher Alexander and others against the United States, for 
payment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the 
League I land ~ 'avy Yard, namely: 

Christopher Alexander, $374.83. 
Albert 0. Chamberlain, $24.94. 
David Craig, 29. 7. 
\Villiam Coates, $373.91. 
Daniel H. Chattin, $401.09. 
Josephine Cramp, widow of Martin C. Cramp, deceased, $186.06. 
Thomas Denney, 24.60. 
John J. Garrity, $270.14. 
John B. Grover, jr., $225.81. 
William Lynn, $184.60. 
George W. Margerum, $269.43. 
Theodore Mitchell, $274.60. 
Joseph W. Meyers, $1.87. 
John H. Pettit, $421.31. 
Robert Pogue, $!:11.75. 
James Spear, $996.76. 
Edward T. Weaver, $447.37. 
Thomas R. Walters, $247.69. 
George A. Zirnberg, 455.1,5. 
To the following-named persons (repre enting eight claims) the 

following sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the 
case of William S. Baude and others against the United States, for 
payment for extra labor above the legal day Qf eight hours at the 
League Island Navy Yard, namely: 

William S. Haude, $359.09. 
Mamie Anderson, daughter of Joseph Anderson, deceased, $464.51. 
Adelaide P., William S., and Joseph H. Baude, children of Stephen 

R. Baude, deceased, $869.74. 
Edwin F. Bumm (carried on tile roll as Edward F. Bumm), $61.12. 
William Bumm, $341.34. 
Fannie R. Cloyes, widow of Charles Cloyes, deceased, $400.38. 
Mary L. Mecaslin, widow of William T. Mecaslin, deceased, $425.82. 
George T. Rainey, $280.07. 
To the following-named persons (representing 35 claims) the fol­

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the 
case of Sanford Bilyeu and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the League 
Island Navy Yard, namely: 

To Mary A. Bilyen, widow and legal representative of Sanford 
Bilyen, $555.62. 

Harry Davenport, $379. 3. 
Thomas P. Ferguson, $38.63. 
Charles P. Grice, $237.47. 
Francis Grice, $149.01. 
Henry Hockery, $116.30. 
Joseph Magilton, $13.47. 
GeQrge W. hlahorn, $68.01. 
Daniel McCall, $370.09. 
Charles P . .Montgomery, 433.01. 
John A. Newcomb, $316.31. 
Richard H. O'Donnell, $503.71. 
Edward E. Packer, $438.50. 
John H. Redfield, $412.69. 
Peter A. Slote, $214.82. 
Mary A. Corkery, widow of John Corkery, deceased, $365.06. 
Lizzie C. Land, widow of George M. Land, deceased, $276.67. 
Eleanor F. Martin, widow of GE.'Qrge S. Martin, deceased, $79.53. 
Lois Room, widow of Benjamin A. Room, deceased, $113.98 . 
.Annie E'l. Sheer, widow of John Sheer, deceased, $434.62. 
Elizabeth Smith, widow of .John Smith, deceased, $304.30. 
Mary J. Quinton and Lizzie S. Horner, sole heirs of Nathan D. 

Room, deceased, $264.35. 
Peter A. Slote, George W. Slote, Mamie Slote, Lid1e Lutz, Andrew 

Wells, and Daniel Wells, sole heirs of Franklin S. Wells, deceased, 
$68.56. 

Peter A. Slote, George W. Slote, Mamie Slote, Lidie Lutz, Andrew 
Wells, and Daniel Wells, sole heirs of Frank Wells deceased ;>2.20. 

William C. Besselievre, jr., $16.14. ' ' 
Sidney I. Besselievre, .$71.31. 
Parry T. McCurdy, $266.96. 
Harry C. Scott, $68.58. 
Charles P. Grice and Francis Grice, sole heirs of Francis E. Grice, 

deceased, $487.60. 
William C. Besselievre, administrator of John A. Besselievre, de-

ceased, $75. 
George G. Cressey, $217.32. 
Edwin Phillips, 455.84. 
Ida M. Hoffacker, Susie A. Antrim, Margaret Meager, Fannie Fort, 

Harry Tantum, Elmer Tantum, Fred Tantum, and Walter Tanh1m, 
sole heirs of Henry N. Bennett, deceased, $457.63. 

Emily Powell, widow of George Powell, deceased, $224.79. 
Mary A. Dunn, Rebecca Patterson, Elizabeth Hunter, and William 

C. Barnes, sole heirs of Frederick B. Barnes, $132.36. 
To the following-named pet·sQns (representing 15 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the ~urt of Claims in the case 
Qf Francis B. Black and others against the United States, for the 
payment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the 
League Island Navy Yard, namely: 

Francis B. Black, $404.21. 
Arthur F. Corgee, $333.43. 
Harry L. Davies, $72.91. 
Harry L. Davies and John i\1. Davies, jr., sole heit·s of John 

M. Davies, deceased, $898.12. 
Samuel B. Edwards, $64.81. 
George Hunter, $54.16. 
William Kinsley, $236.66. 
Mary A. McKay, widow of John McKay, deceased, $137.96. 
Harry M. Mitchell and Margaret W. Eppright, sole h~irs of Charles 

B. Mitchell, deceased, $514.46. 
Simon Mcllhare, $55.14. 
George H. Pattison, $79.07. 
Walter S. Rick, sole heir of George Rick, deceased, $469.95. 
David S. Scott. $337.88. 
Frederick Uber, $113.81. 
Joseph Vile, $240.16. 
To the following-named persons (representing 30 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Jacob M. Davis and others against the United States, for payment 
for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the League 
Island Navy Yard, namely: 

Jacob M. Davis, $309.01. 
William R. Day, $156.53. 
Sarah A. Gail, widow of _William Gail, deceased, $13.46. 
Elizabeth T. Mitche11, widow of George W. Mitchell, deceased, $48.75. 
George W. )Jager, one of the heirs of Adam Mager, deceased, $161.03. 
Alcana Wilkinson, othet'Wise Kane Wilkinson, $256.58. 
Benjamin L. Berry, $131.90. -
William H. Beidman, $57.25. 
William Wilson, $437.37. 
Harry M. Mitchell, $281.23. 
Martha L. Roberts, widow of John S. Roberts, deceased, $441.81. 
James Schouler, $397.06. 
Catherine Trinkle, executrix of David Irelan, deceased, $423.31. 
John Sexton, $101.19. · 
Anna D. Benner, widow of James Benner, deceased, $210.41. 
George W. Clothier, $422.59. 
Edwin W. Dougherty (on rolls as Edward Dougherty), $328.37. 
James Ingram, $309.93. 
Andrew J. Keyser, jr., $428.06. 
Sarah M. Keyser, widow of Andrew J. Keyser, sr., deceased, 

$879.06. 
Emily R. McCalla, widow of Frank L. McCalla, deceased, $400.03. 
Andrew B. Doebler, $861.41. 
Charles Ewing, $97.47. 
Robert C. Kochersperger, $165.94. 
Jennie McCalla, widow of John A. McCalla, deceased, $164.67. 
William H. Rfhl, $435.25. 
Aaron F. Stull, 97.93. 
Samuel J. Shannon, $361.65. 
John H. Silbert, $148.10. 
John Virden, $903.59. 
To Caroline Flomerfelt, widow of George yv. Flomerfelt, de~a ed, 

$481.22. 
To Edward McCann, $84..93. 
To Elizabeth Siegfried, widow (remarried) of Robert Serro, deceased, 

$279.56. 
To Maria L. Cummings, widow of Cornelius Cummings deceased 

$256.25. . , ' 
To Mary Sullivan, widow of .John Sullivan, deceased, $443.49. 
'l'o John Coward, $38.75. 
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To Thomas R. Harbridge, $197.28. 
To William H. Kiner, jr., $190.22. 
To Robert Mulready, $641.47. 
To William W. Pidgeon, $237.84. 
To Julius B. Price, administrator of the estate of George W. Cona­

way, deceased, $306.96. 
RHODE ISLAND 

To the following-named persons (representing four claims) the fol­
lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of George A. Brown and others against the United States, for pay­
ment fot· extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the naval 
torpedo station, Newport, namely: 

George A. Brow.n, $291.19. 
Mary C. Butts, widow of Noah Butts, deceased, Si388.10. 
Jacob C. Chase, '4.47. 
Thomas Twigg, $217.80. 

VIRGIYIA 

To the following-named persons (representing four claims) the fol­
lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Mary Beasley, widow of Mordecai Beasley, deceased, and others, 
against the United States, for payment for extra labor above the legal 
day of eight hours at the Norfolk Navy Yard, namely: 

Mary E. Beasley, widow of Mordecai Beasley, deceased, $64.84. 
Peter Gallillee, $17.63. 
Sarah Richardson, widow of Noah Richardson, deceased, $130.18. 
Albert E. West, $39.32. 
To the following-named persons (representing 33 claims) the follow­

ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of George W. Boushell and others against the United States, for pay­
ment of extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Norfolk 
Navy Yard, namely: 

George Boushell, $121.13. 
John T. Brown, $72.76. 
William T. Boole, $122.25. 
James A. Black, $98.31. 
Martin J. Casey, executor, etc., of Steven Casey, deceased, $28.38. 
James 0. Corprew, $88.70. 
Mary F. Connor, widow of Robert Connor, deceased, $228. 
Nelson Carney, $38.94. 
John A. McDonald, $174. 
Hugh Smith, $97.87. 
Richard S. Wilson, $59.02. 
Thomas P. Cooke, $132.79. 
Richard M. Diggs, $4.37. 
Frank E. Eaton, $28.84. 
John T. Gallam, administrator of Michael Moran, deceased, $95.26. 
Thomas J. Howe, $533.12. 
Ignatius IIowe, $136.12. 
John W. Howe, $238.35. 
Charles A. Jakeman, $100.62. 
William F. Luke, $12.75. 
James W. McDonough, $52!>.78. 
Louis McCloud, $182.25. 
Thomas O'Rourke, $70.90. 
Mary J. Pyle, widow of Mifflin J. Pyle, deceased, $266.87. 
Thomas Riley, $67.04. 
Henry W. Robie, $369.51. 
Mary E. Rollins, widow of James W. Rollins, deceased, $121.50. 
l\files Riddick, $120.12. 
Robert •r. Trafton, $132.70. 
Watson Vellines, $123.42. 
Scott White, $88.88. 
Edward Whitehurst, $118.87. 
Miles C. Wood, $46.12. 
To Mary A. Curran, executrix of the estate of John J. Curran, de­

ceased, late claimant in his own right, and as sole heir of Murty 
Curran, deceased, $1,032.94. 

To Mrs. Martin Grady, widow of Martin Grady, oeceased, $389.25. 
To th·e following-named persons (representing six: claims) the fol­

lowing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the 
case of Sadie F. Curtis and Annie E. c. Partin, heirs at law of Henry 
W. Neville, deceased, and others against the United States, for pay­
ment for extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at the Norfolk 
:Kavy Yard, namely: 

Sadie I?. Curti and Annie E. C. Partin, sole heirs of Henry Willis 
Neville, deceased, $376.62. 

Everett Gildersleeve, Emma Francis Hathaway, Josephine Hewitt, 
and Ruth Clark, sole heirs o! Samuel W. Gildersleeve, deceased, $873.33. 

Everett Gildersleeve, Emma Francis Hathaway, Josephine Hewitt, 
and Ruth Clark, sole heirs of Samuel Gildersleeve, deceased, $414.42. 

Thomas Hinton, Agnes Hinton, Harrison Hinton, and Henry Mar­
shall, sole heirs of Harrison Hinton, deceased, $272.60. 

Charles A. McCourt and Ella A. "McCourt, sole heirs of John A. 
McCourt, deceased, $182.16. 

Rebecca Pope, widow of John Pope, deceased, $140.31. 

r To the following-named per ons (representing ~8 claims) the follow-
ing sums, respectively, as found by the Court of Claims in the case 
of Georgie R. Ricketts, widow of Augustus Rickett , deceased, and 
others, against the United States for payment for extra labor above 
the legal day of eight hours, at Norfolk Navy Yard, namely: 

Georgie R. Ricketts, widow of Augustus Ricketts, deceased, $59.12. 
Margaret Cox, widow of John Cox:, deceased, $2.06. 
Alfred Bergerson, $19. 2. · 
Moses Cornick, $!>1.50. 
Robert E. Crump, $264.15. 
Henry H: Epps, $164.97. 
Robert Frauds, $8.25. 
Harrison Gaffney, $51.20. 
Everett Gildersleeve, $220.82. 
Samuel Gordon, $119.79. 
James Kennedy, $3.52. 
Enos Kitchen, $6.49. 
John Land, $8.17. 
Dennis Michaels, $86.56. 
Isaac Miller, $283.66. 
Edward V. Ranschert, "$125.91. 
Charles A. Shafer, $432.9~. 
H'm S. \Vhitehurst, $58.50. 
Moses Whitehurst, $78.28. 
Samuel P. Wigg, $301.15. 
Fanny Brown, widow (remarried) of Joseph Williams, deceased, 

$35.26. 
Mattie A. Bushnell, widow of Albert Bushnell, deceased, 354.75. 
Mary E. Crandol, widow of William E. Crandol, deceased, $375.62. 
Virginia Hurlbut, widow of Albert B. Hurlbut, decea.sed, $241.90. 
Uary L. Lamar, widow of Hem·y Lamar, deceased, 88 cents. 
Mary McDowell, widow (remarried) of Alexander Howell, deceased, 

$1.50. 
Mary ffi. Moore, widow of August W. Moore, dece:tsed, . 504.~0. 
Emma Ryder, widow of William R. Ryder, deceased, $23.62. 
To Virginia C. Boush, administratrix of Jonathen E. Boush, de­

ceased, 57 4.98. 
To "Virginia C. Boush, administratrix: of Charles It. Boush, de­

ceased, $106.48. 
To "Virginia C. Boush, administratrix of Willey W. BotlSh, deceased, 

$255.73: Prodded, That where the payment to be made under this 
act is less than $500, and the person who rendered the service is dead, 
and no demand is presented by a duly appointed legal representative 
of his estate, payment may be made to the decedent's widow or legal 
heirs as is provided by existing laws relating to the settlement of 
accounts of deceased officers or enlisted men of the Army (34 Stat. L. 
p. 750) : Prot·ided furtlw·, That in all cases where the original claim­
ants were adjudicated bankrupts payments shall be made to the next 
of kin instead of to the as ignees• in bankruptcy: And p1·odtletl 
further, That wherever under this act it is provided that a payment 
be made to an executor or an administrator, whether original or an­
cillary or de bonis non, and such executor or administrator is dead 
or no longer holds his office, payment shall be made to the successor 
therein, his title to hold such office being established to the sati ·fac­
tion of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

SEC. 2. That no part of the amount of any item appropl"iated in this 
bill in excess of 15 per cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys on account of 
services rendered or advances made in connection with said claim. 

It shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys 
to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum which in the aggre­
gate exceeds 15 per cent of the amount of any item appropriated in 
this bill on account of service rendered or advances made in connec· 
tion with said claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000. 

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 engro sed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
TRUTH IN F ABRlCS 

The bill (S. 1618) to prevent deceit and unfair prices that 
result from the unrevealed presence of substitutes for virgin 
wool in woY"en or lmitted fabrics purporting to contain wool 
and in garments or articles of apparel made therefrom, manu­
factured in any Territory of the United States or the District 
of Columbia, or transported or intended to be transported in • 
interstate or foreign commerce, and providing penalties for 
the violation of the provi ions of this act, and for other pur­
poses, was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Let that go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 
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NATIONAL ARBORETUM 

.The bill (S. 1640) authorizing the Secretary of Agl'iculture 
to establish a nationul arboretum, and for other purposes, was 
considered a in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Agri­
culture and Foref:try with amendments. The first amend­
ment was, on page 2, line 4, after the word "loc!lte~,'' to 
insert " or other lal ld within or adjacent to the District of 
Columbia." 

The amendment wus agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 2, line 7, to strike out 

"S300 000" and insert in lieu thereof "$500,000." 
:Mr.' WARREN. 1\Ir. President, I ask that this amendment 

be disagreed to and that the $300,000 be retained. I make that 
request because I nm anA'ious to see the bill pa~sed, an~. I 
know there will ~ greater chance of success with the mll 
providing $300,000 than if it carries 500,000,. and I think the 
latter amount is unnece sary at the present time. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I feel the same deep concern 
manifested by the Senator from Wyoming in thi measure, but 
the report of the Secretary of Agriculture is that on a_cc01;mt 
of the increase in the price of land since 1920 an authorlZation 
of $500,000 would be required to obtain this valuable land. 

Mr. WARREN. My information is that this land is not 
intended entirely for agriculture; that it may, of course, greatly 
serve agriculture, but in the meantime it will extend the public 
recreation and park system. ·I agree with the Senator, and 
should be perfectly willing that it should be left at $500,000, 
but I belieYe the House committee bas considered the matter 
and have tated that $300,000 would be sufficient. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Pre ident, will the Senator from Oregon 
yield? 

Mr. McNARY. I yield. 
Mr. KING. I have this morning talked to 1\fr. Glover, who, 

I think, know more about this city than any other man. 
Mr. WARREN. And he bas been a very liberal contributor 

toward the extension of our parks and the beautification of the 
city. 

Mr. KING. He has perhaps done more than any other man 
in the District of Columbia toward the extension of our park 
sy tern, and has made greater contributions of mone:y for la~d 
and parks than any other man in the city. He srud that rn 
his opinion $300,000 was ample. 

Mr. McNARY. I am very happy to have that information. 
I would not want the amount increased to a point where it 
might endanger the passage of the bill. 

Mr. KING. There is one further amendment which I under­
stand must be made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment on line 7. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The next amendment of the committee was, on page 2, to 

strike out section 4 in the following words : 
SEC. 4. That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to recognize 

and con ult an advisory council in relation to the national arboretum 
to be established under this act, to include representatives of the fol­
lowing organizations: National Academy of Sciences, National Re­
search Council, Smith onian Institution, Carnegie Institution of Wash­
ington, Garden Club of America, Wild Flower Preservation Society, 
Botanical Society of America, American Society of Landscape Archi­
tects, American A sociation of Nurserymen, National Association of 
Audubon Societies, American Forestry As ociation, Society of American 
Foresters, American Pharmaceutical Association, and American Asso­
ciation for the Advancement of Science. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JO:NES of Washington. lli. President, I wish to offer 

another amendment. On page 1, line 4, before the word 
"national," I move to insert the words "park and." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 4, before the word "na­

tional," insert the word "park and," so as to read: "to estab­
lish and maintain a park and national arboretum." 

l\fr. BRDCE. Doe the bill leave the appropriation applicable 
to the arboretum? 

Mr. JONES of Washin.gton. It does. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment offered by the Senator from 'Vashington. 
The aniendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JO~"'ES of Washington. In the same line, line 4, page 1, 

after the word "for," I move to insert the words "recreational 
purpo e and for." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On. page 1, line 4, after the word "for," 

insert the words" recreational purposes and for," so as to read: 

" for recreational purposes and for the purposes of research 
and education." 

Mr. COPELAND. On what page is the propo ·ed amendment? 
Mr. JONES of Washington. Page 1, line 4. It is to ma.ke it 

available not only for the arboretum but for recreational-park 
purposes. 

Mr. COPELAND. I certainly favo:t: the amendment. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment offered by the Senator from Washington. 
The amendment was 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 r eading, 

read the third time, and passed, as follows : 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized 

and directed to establish and maintain a park and national arboretum 
for recreational purposes and for purposes of research and education 
concerning tree and plant life. For the purposes of this act (1) the 
President is authorized to transfer to the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, by Executive order, any land which now belongs to the 
United States within or adjacent to the District of Columbia located 
along the Anacostia River north of Benning Bridge, and (2) the Secre­
tary of Agriculture is authorized in his discretion to acquire, within 
the limits of the appropriation authorized by this act, by private pur· 
chase, condemnation proceedings, or gift, land so located or other land 
within or adjacent to the District of Columbia. 

SEc. 2. That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated a sum 
not to exceed 300,000, to be expended under the direction of the 
Secretary of Agriculture for the acquisition of land as specified in 
section 1. No payment shall be made by the United States for any 
such land until the title thereto is satisfactory to the Attorney General 
and is vested in the United States. 

SEc. 3. That in order to stimulate research and discover, the na­
tional arboretum established by the Secretary of Agriculture in accord­

·ance with the provisions of this act shall be under competent scientific 
direction. The arboretum shall be administered by the Secretary of 
Agriculture separately from the agricultural, horticultural, and forestry 
stations of the Department of Agriculture, but it shall be so correlated 
with them as to bring about the most effective utilization of its facil­
ities and discoveries. 

NATIONAL BANK BRANCHES 

The bill (H. R. 2) to amend an act entitled "An act to 
protide for the consolidation of national banking associations," 
approved NoYember 7, 1918; to amend section 5136 as amended, 
section 5137, section 5138 as amended, section 5142, section 
5150, section 5155, section 5190, section 5200 as amended, sec­
tion 5202 as amended, section 5208 as amended, section 5211 
as amended, of the Revised Statutes of the United States; 
and to amend section 9, section 13, section 22, and section 24 
of the Federal reserve act, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over, because it will take some 
time to dispose of it. 

The VICE PRESIDE:\TT. The bill will be passed over. 
MARTHA E. BRACE 

The bill (S. 3259) authot"i7Jng the enrollment of Martha 
E. Brace as a Kiowa Indian and directing issuance of patent 
in fee to certain lands was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs with amendments. The first amendment was on page 
1, line 7, after the pord "patent," to strike out the words "in 
fee," and in ert jn lieu thereof " containing the usual restric­
tion against alienation inserted in other trust patents to In­
dians on the Kiowa Resenation." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
l\Ir. KING. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator from 

Oklahoma, chairman of the Committee on Indian Affair , 
whether he is going to pre s the consideration of the bill, 
and I do so in new of the fact that a large number of 
Indians, probably 15 or 20, have been to see me, and contended 
that the mea ure was improper, that the beneficiary named 
in the bill was not entitled to be enrolled, and to get the 
rather large benefits which will result from such enrollment. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I am glad to make this 
statement. I introduced the bill myself, and I think I know 
the facts pertaining to it. Mrs. Brace is an adopted member 
of the Kiowa Tribe. Before she was allotted, however, they 
ran out of land, and there was no more land to be allotted. 
Lately a certain piece of school land, known as the Rainy 
l\Iountain school district, has been made available for allot­
ment purposes, so I introduced the bill providing for her allot­
ment from the Rainy Mountain school land. +he Senator will 
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notice that the Secretary of the Interior called my attention to 
the fact that there were two others in about the same position. 

It will be understood that the lands belong to three tribes, 
the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indians. Of the three allot­
tees, one of them, 1\frs. Brace, is a Kiowa and one of the others 
is a Comanche. I think the third is an Apache, though I am 
not sure of the third, but I know I am correct about the first 
two. It appears that these three persons are entitled as a 
matter of right to allotments and were not given any allotments 
because all the land bad been taken up. This land has become 
a-vailable for allotment, and they are simply seeking the right 
to which they are entitled. I think they are entitled to an 
allotment beyond any question. I know the facts personally. 

Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator if this matter has not 
been brough'c before one or more Indian councils, and, if so, 
whether the Indians themselves have not decided adversely to 
the position tnken by the Senator? 

1\fr. HARRELD. No Indian council has decided adversely. 
Of course, some individuals are opposed to the bill. Some indi­
viduals belonging to the three tribes have appealed to me. 
They want the land sold and the money distributed. It is per­
fectly natural that each individual would get less if the allot­
ments .were made. My answer has been that these people are 
entitled to an allotment as a matter of right, and I was not 
going to be deterred because somebody whose ·unit would be 
reduced was objecting. No action has been taken by any coun­
cil opposing the allotment. If councils had opposed it, that 
would be a more serious question, of course. The objection has 
come simply from some individual Indians. I understand the 
matter thoroughly. 

Mr. KING. I shall not object in view of the statement of 
the Senator. I wanted to note in the RECORD the fact that 
Indians have not only written to me but have come to see 
me personally. Two or three stated that one or more coun­
cils had passed upon the matter, and that it had been the 
subject of very great controversy for a considerable time 
among the Indians. 

Mr. HARRELD. I think I can state beyond question of 
doubt that no couocil has acted on it. I think it is really the 
objection of individual Indians, which is perfectly natural, 
because they want to have the land sold and the funds divided. 

l\1r. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I should like to inquire 
of the Senator from Oklahoma whether there is not a commis­
sion that determines just who these allottees shall be? 

Mr. HARRELD. Yes; and they have already determined ft. 
The only trouble was that there was no land to be given to 
them. There was no land available until this school land 
became available. · 

:Mr. WILLIAMS. Has the commission determined that this 
particular claimant, 1\Irs. Brace, is an allottee under the law? 

1\fr. HARRELD. All I know is that the department have 
recommended favorably the passage of the bill, and they say in 
a letter that she was duly adopted as a member of the tribe. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is the Senator's bill? 
Mr. HARRELD. Yes. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next 

amendment. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Indian Affairs 

was, on page 2, after line 7, to insert the following new section: 
SEC. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 

authorized and directed to issue the usual trust patents to Bessie 
Yellowfish, covering the northeast quarter of section 13, township 6 
north, range 16 west, Indian meridian, Oklahoma, and to Anaclito 
Portillo, covering the southeast quarter of section 24, township 6 
north, range 16 west, Indian meridian, Oklahoma. 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 

hereby, authorized and directed to enroll Martha E. Brace, intermarried 
in the Kiowa Tribe of Indians, who was regularly adopted by the 
tribal council of aforesaid tribe prerious to June 1, 1!>09, and to issue 
a patent containing the usual restriction against alienation inserted in 
other trust patents to Indians on ihe Kiowa Reservation, covering the 
northeast quarter of section 24, township 6 north, range 16 west, 
Indian meridian, Kiowa County, Okla., to the said Martha E. Brace, 
who has heretofore received no allotment of land from any source: 
Providecl1 That this shall be in lieu of all claims to any allotment of 
land or money settlement in lieu of an allotment: Provided turth(}T, 
That this enrollment and allotment shall be made only upon the express 
condition that the said Martha E . Brace shall relinquish all the rights 
and privileges which she acquired by reason of her enrollment as a 
member of the Wyandotte Tribe of Indians. 

SEc. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to is5-ue the usual trust patents to Bessie 
Yellowfish, covering the north~ast quarter of section 13, township 6 

north, range 1G west, Indian meridian, Oklahoma, and to Anaclito 
Portillo, covering the southeast quarter· of section 24, township 6 
north, range 16 west, Indian meridian, Oklahoma. 

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

amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
The title was amended so as the read: "A bill authorizing 

the enrollment of Martha E. Brace as a Kiowa Indian, and 
directing the issuance of trust patents to her and two others 
to certain lands of the Kiowa Indian Reservation, Okla." 

PROTECTION OF WATERSHEDS OF NAVIGABLE STREAMS 

The bill (S. 718) authorizing an appropriation to be expended 
under the provisions of section 7 of the act of March 1, 1911, 
entitled "An act to enable any State to cooperate with any other 
State or States, or with the United States, for the protection of 
the watersheds of navigable streams, and to appoint a commis­
sion for the acquisition of lands for the purpose of conserving 
the navigability of navigable rivers," as amended, was an­
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Let the bill go over. 
Mr. BRUCE. Let it go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill ·will go over under ob­

jection. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I only want to observe that I 

sincerely hope the Senate may have an opportunity to consider 
this proposed legislation during the present session of Congress. 

1\lr. OVERMAN. I think we can get together on the matter 
probably. I am willing to discuss it at any time the Senator 
wishes, but I believe it had better go over until the December 
session. 

Mr. l\IcNARY. Do I understand that the Senator from 
North Carolina is not yet ready to act upon the matter? 

l\lr. OVERMAN. I am willing to prepare an amendment, and 
then, if the Senator accepts it, I think it will go through all right. 

Mr. McNARY. I understood the Senator's amendment re­
ferred to another bill and not this particular bill. 

Mr. OYERl\1Al~. I want the matter to go to the Appropria­
tions Committee so we will understand what we are asked to 
do when we come to appropriate $40,000,000. 

1\lr. McKARY. The Senator knows that this is not an appro­
priation bill. It is an authorization, and the matter necessarily 
must go to the committee when the appropriation itself is pro­
posed to be made. 

1\lr. OVERMAN. But when we authorize an appropriation of 
$40,000,000, the committee will necessarily have to make it. 
The best place for the amendment which I have in mind is on 
the bill which makes the authorization, so the committee may 
know what they are doing when the bill for the appropriation 
comes before them. 

Mr. McNARY. Does the Senator want to amend this par­
ticular bill? 

1\lr. OVERMAN. This is the bill I want to amend. I do not 
want to amend the Senator's bill, because I think his bill is all 
right according to the way he intends it, but unless there is an 
amendment on the bill which is now under discussion, it will 
not be satisfactory. 

Mr. McNARY. Would the Senator be willing to submit his 
amendment some time when we are considering the calendar? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I will show it to the Senator, and I think 
we can agree on it. 

1\Ir. 1\IcNARY. It is a most impersonal matter to me. It is 
an attempt to create great forests in the South and in the 
Great Lake States and New England. I am surpri ed that any­
one from this cut-Gver country would object to appropriations 
by the Government to renew the cut-over forest lands. 

1\Ir. OVERMAN. The Senator knows I was as much in favor 
of reforestation as anyone in the world where we can do it con­
stitutionally. We can buy land for the purpose .of protecting 
the headwaters of the great streams of the country, and that is 
all right, but to go out and buy indiscriminately cut-over land 
here, there, and everywhere in the Middle We t and make a 
great domain, I think is something which we have not the 
power to do under the Constitution. I think the Supreme Court 
has so held. I do not want to vote for an unconstitutional bill. 

1\Ir. McNARY. I am not asking the Senator to vote for the 
bill. We perhaps will never agree upon the constitutionality of 
the measure. I am willing to follow my own judgment upon it. 

l\Ir. OVERJ\'IAN. I know the Senator will do that. 
1\lr. McNARY. All I ask, in a spirit of fairne s, is that the 

Senator from North Carolina permit the Members of the Senate 
to vote upon the bill. 

:Mr. OVERMAN. I want to discuss it. I want to prepare an 
amendment and discuss it. 
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Mr. McNARY. Wil1 the- Senator do that during this session, 

so we may have action on it at this session? 
Mr. OVERMAN. I am going to show my amendment to the 

Senator, and I think he will agree to it. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Under objection the bill will go 

over. 
AMENDMEr T OF EMELOYEEs' RETIREMENT ACT 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of Order. of Busi­
ness 610, the bill (S. 786) to amend the act entitled "An act for 
the retirement of employees in the classified civil service, and 
for other purposes," approved May 22. 1920, and acts in amend­
ment thereof. 

Mr. KING. Is the Senator departing from the regular order? 
Mr. STANFIELD. Yes. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
lli. KING. I object. We have agreed to proceed with the 

calendar. 
Mr. TRil.Il\IELL. I do not know that I object to the bill. 

but I object until we get to it on the calendar. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

PECOS RIVER WATER. STORAGE 

The bill (H. R. 3862) to provide for the storage of the waters 
of the Pecos River was announced as next in order. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, reserving the 
J.:ight to object, I would like to make a parliamentary inquiry. 
If the bill were taken up without objection, I understand de­
bate would be limited to five minutes by any one Senator. If 
it -is taken up on motion notwithstanding the objection, then 
would debate be unlimited? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate would be unlimited until 
2 o'clock. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I desire to make the statement 
that this is a bill which is very important and which, when 
conside1·ed, I shall desire to discuss at some length. It involves 
two or three very important principles, a change of policy of 
the Government and a question of State rights under certain 
circumstances. In order to get an opportunity to discuss the 
matter in the way in which I feel it must be done, I shall 
therefore have to object. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill despite the objection. 

The VICE PRESIDEI'."'T. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Texas to proceed to the consideration of the 
bill. All in favor of the motion will say "aye." [A pause.] 
Contrary. "no." [A pause.] The "noes" have it. · 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I call for n division, lli. President. 
What was the decision of the Chair? 

The VICE PRESIDIDNT. The Chair stated that the "noes" 
had it. 

Mr. SHEPP A.RD. May I have a division? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Those in favor of the motion of 

the Senator from Texas will rise and stand until counted. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Does not the request for a 

division come too late? I raise the point of order that the 
request for a division comes too late. 

"The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is well taken. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. I did not understand how the Chair 

ruled. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair bad announced there­

sult of the vote. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. I asked for a division as soon as I could 

hear what the Chair stated. I could not know the result of 
the vote until the Chair had announced it. 

The VICE PRESIDE.!.~. The Chair had announced the 
vote, and the point of order of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. JoNES] is well taken. Is there objection to a division on 
this question? 

Mr. JONES of New Me::rlco. I object. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. .A. parliamentary inquiry. When is a re­

quest for a division in order? Must it be made before the 
Chair announces the result? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A request for a division is in 
order before the result of the vote is announced by the Chair 
and not afterwards. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, that is introducing a new 
practice here on this floor. How ca.n a Senator determine if 
he wants a division until after the decision of the Chair shall 
have been announced? On a viva voce vote reliance is placed 
upon the sense of hearing. We on this side of the Chamber 
might hear the vote one way and the Chair might hear it an­
other way. A Senator may not ask for a division until the 
result shall have been announced by the Chair. That has hel'e. 
tofore always been the practice. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair, perhaps, might have 
waited longer before announcing the result; but the time to 
call for a division is between the vote and the announcement 
by the Chair. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the reasoning of that sugges­
tion does not appeal to me. It has never been the practice of 
the Senate. The practice of the Senate has always been that 
whenever the Chair announced a viva voce vote a Senator 
could ask for two things-a division or a roll call. When the 
Chair determines the result upon a viva voce vote, then a divi­
sion may be asked for, and following that a Senator may 
appeal to a roll call, if he can get his demand properly sec­
onded. So that a Senator heretofore in practice has had three 
recourses. 

I think, Mr. President, it is very important that we should 
determine the procedure, because when we are considering the 
calendar under Rule VIII, ·if a Senator must remain mute 
until the Presiding Officer announces the result, and he is 
then foreclosed from further action, it is going to be impos­
sible to guess what his ears will tell the Presiding Officer. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, if I may be heard on the 
point of ocder, if there is one, it seems to me that the position 
taken by the Chair is the only position that is possible to be 
taken, in view of the logic of the situation. It would be an 
absurd situation if a Senator who is interested in the passage 
of a bill were permitted to wait until the Chair had announced 
the result of the -vote, and then, if it is against him, call for 
a division. Of course, the space of time within which to call 
for a division is in the interval between the vote and the 
announcement. After the vote shall ba ve been taken viva 
voce, if the Senator interested in the bill is in doubt about it, 
then he can call for a division, but, of course, not aftoc the 
result is announced. That would be obviously unfair and 
unparliamentary. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President--
Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator from California. 
Mr. JOHNSON. I merely wish to make an observation. The 

Senator from Ohio has the s.ame desire that all of us have-to 
do what is appropriate and to do the thing that ought to be 
done. Take an instance like that which has just occurred. 
The Presiding Officer hears the vote in one fa hion but every­
one of us over here was practically certain the " ayes " had it. 

l\1r. WILLIS. I do not agree to that. 
l\1r. JOHNSON. Three of us here, at any rate, thought so. 

Under those circumstances, why should I hop up and call 
for a division? 

Mr. WILLIS. If the Senator wants me to answer that, I 
am prepared to do so. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I am curious to have the rule determined. 
Mr. WILLIS. If a Senator is at all uncertain about how 

the question is likely to be decided, he has his remedy before 
the result is announced ; but if he waits until after the result 
is announced then, of course, he is guilty of laches and can 
not call for a division. 

Mr. JOHNSON. But there was not a particle of doubt in 
the minds of some us, at least, as to the re ult of the vote. 
Howe-ver, the Presiding Officer instead of saying, as he often 
does, that he was iu doubt said at once, "The noes have it," 
when we believed that the ayes had it. Immediately upon 
the announcement by the Presiding · Officer, the Senator from 
Texas arose and asked for a division. Now, what more 
could he do? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair suggests that a motion 
for a reconsideration can be made in accordance with the 
practice of the Senate. There is a. precedent of the Senate that · 
after an amendment has been agreed to by a division a vote 
can not be taken by yeas and nays; and, by analogy, after a 
viva voce vote has been taken and the result- is announced, 
then it is too late to call for a division. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I sugge t to the Senator from Texas that 
he move a reconsideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That would be the proper parlia­
mentary procedure. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the Senate decided not to take up the bill. 

1\Ir. JONES of New Mexico. 1\Ir. President. I do not desire to 
be put in the position of trying to obstruct the consideration of 
this measure. I stated the situation a while ago. I know that 
the consideration of this bill can not be completed by 2 o'clock 
or within a considerable portion of the afternoon if, in my 
humble judgment, it shall receive the consideration which it 
demands from the Senate. It was really in the interest of the 
expedition of the business of the Senate that I made this oppo­
sition. The Senator from Texas knows that this case can nt)t 
be stated clearly between now and 2 o'clock, and it would be u 
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waste of time to reconsider the action of the Senate and take 
the measure up for consideration. 

I am not saying this merely for the purpose of obstruction. 
I am willing to submit the merits of this case to the Senate 
whenever it can be done, but it can not be done during the 
morning llour or during a good portion at least of the after~ 
noon if we should pe1·mit its consideration to continue. So I 
have stated what I have and made the objection which I have 
made solely in the interest of the expedition of the business .be-
fore the Senate. · 

l\Ir. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I do not agree with what 
the Senator has said as to the time it will take to explain this 
measm·e. I think the case can be stated in five minutes so 
that every Senator may understand it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Texas to reconsider the vote whereby the 
Senate refused to take up the bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now recurs on the 

motion of the Senator from Texas that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Bouse bill 3862. 

l\Ir. SHEPPARD. I ask for a division, Mr. President. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Those in favor of the motion '~ill 

rise and stand until fuey are counted. 
Mr. BINGIIAl\1. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

Has the motion been stated? There is some misunderstanding 
as to what the motion is. 

The VICE PRESIDEN'l'. The Senator from Texas moves 
to proceed to the consideration of House bill 3862 notwithstand­
ing the objection. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. And I have asked for a division. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas abks for 

a division. 
1\Ir. BINGHAM. I thought the question was on the motion 

to reconsider. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 

the Senator from Texas to proceed to the consideration of 
Bouse bill 3862. 

On a division, tlle motion was agreed to, and the Senate, as in 
Committee of the ·whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
3862) to provide for the storage of the waters of the Pecos 
River, which had been reported from the Committee on Irriga­
tion and Reclamation with amendments. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read in hrec verba. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill. 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 
:Mr. MEANS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. Is 

the five-minute rule under Rule VIII in force in the debate on 
this bill? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That rule does not apply, the bill 
having come up on a motion to proceed to its consideration. 

The reading of the bill W"as resumed and concluded, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in accordance with the provisions of the 
act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. L. p. 388), and acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto, except as the same are modified herein, the 
Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and empowered to con­
struct the Red Bluff Federal irrigation project, consisting of a reser· 
voir upon the Pecos River, sufficient in size for the irrigation of not 
exceeding 40,000 acres of land in the State of Texas, which reservoir 
shall be located at a point where it will impound the flood waters 
of Delaware Creek and Black River, and shall be provided with all 
necessary incidental works for the operation of the same. 

SlilC. 2. That no expenditure for construction shall be made under 
this act until an appropriate contract or contracts in form approved 
by the Secretary of the Interior, providing for the payment to the 
United States as provide:d herein of the costs incurred on account of 
said project, shall have been properly executed by a district or dis­
tricts organized under State law and embracing property to be bene· 
fited by said project, and such execution shall have been confirmed 
by a court of competent jurisdiction : P1·ovided, That expenditures 
may be made hereunder at any time to cover necessary expenses in· 
em-red by the United States on account of preliminary investigations 
and negotiations in connection with the execution of the contract or 
contracts provided for by this section. 

SEc. 3. That the total cost to the United States of the construction 
of said project shall be repaid to the United States in 20 annual 
installments, without interest, as follows: Five per cent thereof on 
March 1 of the second year following the year in which water 
becomes first available from said reservoir for irrigation and 5 per 
cent thereof annually thereafter until the whole amount is paid: 
Provided, That if any installment shall not be paid when· due there 
shall be added at once to such installment a penalty of 1 per cent 
thereof and thereafter on the 1st day of each month a like penalt7 so 
long as the default continues. 

SEC. 4. That the cost to the United States of operating and main­
taining said project shall be paid to the United States in advance 
upon annual estimates made by the Secretary of the Interior, and 
upon a day to be fixed by him : Provided,, That the cost of operating 
and maintaining the project the year water is first available therefrom 
for irrigation shall be merged with and made a part of the construc­
tion cost. If the estimate for any one year shall be either more or 
less · than the actual cost, an appropriate adjustment shall be made in 
the estimate for the next succeeding year. 

SEC. 5.- That no classification by the Secretary of tbe Interior of 
the irrigable lands of said project shall be required, nor shall be issue 
any public notice relating to construction charges against said lands: 
P1·ovided, That the Secretary of the Interior shall determine the cost 
of said project, including the cost of operating and maintaining it 
the ?rst season water is available therefrom for irrigation, and shall 
furmsh· a statement of such cost to the contracting district or distric ts. 

SEC. 6. That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated from 
any moneys not otherwise appropriated in the reclamation fund such 
an aggregate amount as may be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this act, not exceeding the sum of $2,000,000. 

Mr. SHEPP A.RD. Mr. President, I ask that the bill may 
now be read for committee amendments, so that they may be 
considered peuding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair). The 
Senator from Texas asks unanimous consent that the bill may 
be read for amendment. In the absence of objeetion, the first 
amendment reported by the committee will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In section 3, page 2, line 20, after the 
:vord "in," it i.s proposed to strike out the word "twenty"; 
m the same line, after the word "installments " and the 
comma, it is proposed to strike out "without interest as fol­
lows : Five per cent thereof on l\1arch 1 of the seco~d year 
following the year in which water becomes first available from 
said reservoir for irrigation, and 5 per cent thereof annually 
thereafter until the whole amount is paid: Provided That if 
any installment shall not be paid when due fuere 'shall be 
added at once to such installment a penalty of 1 per cent 
thereof and thereafter on the 1st day of each month a like 
penalty so long as the default continues," and insert "as 
pro·dded in the reclam~tion act of June 17, 1902, as amended," 
so as to make the section read : 

SEc. 3. That the total cost to the United States of the construction 
of said project shall be repaid to the United States in annual install­
ments, as provided in the reclamation act of June 17, 1902, as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

l\lr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I suppose the 
Senator from Texas assumes that the Senate is willing to pass 
this bill and adopt the amendments without discussion. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. No; I do not, Mr. President. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator from Texas has 

not undertaken at all to explain the provisions of the bill. 
I doubt if there are many Senators who understand it at all. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. It is my intention to explain the bill. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I should like to inquire when 

the Senator intends to do so. • 
Mr. SHEPPARD. At present. I merely wanted to have 

the amendments read for information so as to afford a better 
understanding of the entire bill and so that they might be 
pending for that purpose. 

l\lr. JONES of New Mexico. But the Chair put the question 
upon the adoption of the first amendment 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that 
when an amendment is read it is pending for action . . 

l\Ir. JO~TES of New Mexico. Yes·; it is p·ending, but I 
thought the Chair put the question on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair did, but the amend-
ment is open to debate; the Senator can debate it. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I intended to take the floor at this time. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Very well. 
1\Ir. SHEPPARD. 1\lr. President, this bill does not carry 

an appropriation. It merely authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to provide for the sto1·age of waters on the Pecos 
River in New Mexico for the benefit of certain irrigated lands 
in Texas, provided he finds the project feasible, and also pro­
vided he finds that a satisfactory arrangement can be made 
for the repayment of the funds advanced by the Government. 
It is a bill that authorizes the storage of water for the 
irrigation of not to exceed 40,000 acres of land on the Pecos 
River in Texas. This is practically the acreage now under 
an uncertain volume of irrigation in the Pecos Valley in Texas. 
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In normal rears not less than 85 per cent of the waters which 

will be ~tored in the proposed reservoir for the irrigation of the 
lands in Texas enter the Pecos River below the Carlsbad 
project in New Mexico, and below any point at which they can 
be used for the irrigation of lands in the State of New Mexico. 
It is true that in some years a material contribution to the sup.. 
ply is obtained from the :flood waters coming down from the 
upper district; but tmder the law, as universally recognized 
by the western courts, the lands already under irrigation, 
whether in Texas or New Mexico, have a right to use this 
water to the extent of their needs, superior to any claim of 
land not•under irrigation. 

The land in the lower basin-that is, in the Texas sec­
tion of the Pecos River--comprising approximately 40,000 
acres already having 'existing water rights, is entitled to use, 
for the adequate irrigation of that land, the flood waters as 
well as the normal :flow of the river, and has a right to store 
water sufficient for its adequate irrigation, which is a right 
uperior to the right of the owner of any land not now under 

irrigation to use such water. 
The proposed storage is made necessary by the establishment 

of a Federal irrigation project in the Pecos Valley at Carls­
bad, N. ~le:x:., which caUJ:)ed a gradual dimlliution of the water 
supply for these Texas lands until their productiveness has 
been seriously impaired and immense losses have been sus­
tained and until the owners and cultivators thereof are threat­
ened with a total loss of their homes and investments. 

I desire to read a few telegrams from settlers in the Texas 
section of the river, showing their desperate condition. 

We business men in Barstow-

Barstow is a town in this irrigated section-
as well as the farmers in this our irrigation district, are practically 
ruined without the Red Bluff' project. Am earnestly asking you to do 
all within your power for its passage. 

Another: 
Without Red Bluff reservoir our lands under irrigation are doomed.­

~ave been here 35 years. 

Still another, Mr. President: 
Unless the legislation is passed so it is possible to store flood waters 

for irrigation purposes, we farmers on the Pecos will have to abandon 
our homes and farms. I have lived here since 1807. At that time 
the Pecos River could be depended on to run half bank full from ~lay 
until November. I am a farmer with 20 years of experience in this 
locnlity. All I have is here. If this bill fails, must move out and 
start again el ewhere. Also applies to every farmer under the Barstow 
project. 

I have a score or more of similar telegrams from others in 
practically e\ery part of the section under irrigation in Texas. 

For perhaps 20 or 25 years the settlers in this irrigated sec­
tion of the Pecos River in Texas :flourished and prospered. A 
Federal irrigation project was e tablished in New Mexico on 
the Pecos about 1912 some 50 or 60 miles above this Texas 
section, and from that time until this there has been a steady 
diminution in the water supply for the Texas section until 
to-day we have in Texas only about half of the water that 
we had prior to 1912 available from the Pecos River. 

Under these circumstances it seems but au act of fairness 
that the Federal Government should right the wrong it has 
done; that it should, at least, advance the funds for the con­
struction of a reservoir, which will enable the people in the 
irrigated districts of Texas again to have a normal :flow of 
the water which they used without contest and without diminu7 
tion for some 20 or 25 years. 

The case appealed to the House Committee on Irrigation to 
such an extent that they made a una.nimous report in favor 
of the bilL The House passed it unanimously. The Senate 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation passed it practically 
without division. ·we merely ask, as a matter of right, that 
the normal :flow of the Pecos River be restored to the Texas 
section. 

The reservoir to be constructed will enable the Texas section 
to use the water of two small tributaries entering the Pecos 
River near the southern boundary of New Mexico, tributaries 
the waters of which, on account of the topography, can not be 
used, for the most part, for irrigation in New Mexico. In addi­
tion to that, we will then be enabled to use whatever water 
comes down the Pecos from the upper reaches after having been 
used by the existing projects on the Pecos in New Mexico. 

In view of that situation, Mr. President, I submit that the bill 
should be passed. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, this bill involves 
a great deal more than has been indicated by the remarks of tbe 
very able Senator from Texas [Mr. b'BEPP.ABD]. 

This bill proposes to take from the reclamation fund $2,000,-
000, to be used for the construction of a reservoir and other 
il.Tigation works in the State of New Mexico for the irrigation 
of lands in the State of Texas. 

In the :first place, I desire to call attention to the fact that 
~ procedure is contrary to the policy of the Congress and of 
the Government since we had any reclamation law. 

For a number of years the Reclamation Service itself allo­
cated to various projects the funds which were collected from 
the various States. The reclamation fund, in the :first place, 
was made up of the receipts from the sale of the public lands. 
The first act, the act of 1902, which provided for the collection 
of those moneys, provided that the fund should be used for the 
reclamation of lands in the so-called public-land States. It did 
not include the State of Texas. The State of Texas never bad 
any public lands. Not a dollar has been derived from the State 
of Texas for the reclamation of arid lands. 

It will be recalled that under the act which made Texas a 
part of the Unlted States the title to all of the lands was re­
served to the State, so the State of Texas has contributed 
nothing to his reclamation fund. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 

roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena­

tors answered to their names : 
Ashurst Ferris Lenroot 
Bayard Fess McKellar 
Bingham Fletcher McLean 
Blease Frazier i\Icllaster 
Borah George Uc!\ary 
Bratton Gerry Mayfield 
B1·ou sard Glass Means 
Bruce Goff Metcalf 
Butler Goouing ~loses 
Cameron Hale Nealy 
Caraway Harreld Norbeck 
Copeland Harris Norris 
Couzens llefiin Nye 
Cummins Howell Odrue 
Curtis Johnson Overman 
Dale Jones, N. :llex. Phipps 
Deneen Jones, Wash. Pine 
Dill Kendrick Ransdell 
E<lwards Keyes Reed, Mo. 
Ernst King Reed, Pa. 
Fernald La Follette Robinson, Ind. 

Sackett 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Sbipstead 
Shorh·idge 
Smoot 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Underwood 
Walsh 
Warren 
Watson 
Weller 
Wheeler 
Williams 
Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-two Senators .having 
answered to their name , a quorum is present. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I realize that it 
is almost impossible for the Senate to maintain a quorum at 
this hour of the day. We were all engaged in the call of the 
calendar for unobjected bills during the usual lunch hour, 
and, of course, Senators were prevented from getting their 
lunch at that time, and they are endeavoring to do so now. 

This bill is of such importance, as I see it, that I should 
regret very much if it should not be understood by every 
Senator, and at the risk of being considered tedious in the 
presentation of this matter, now that there are some Senators 
here who were not here when I · began the discussion of the 
bill, I want to repeat very briefly some of the statements 
which I have made regarding the purpose of this measure. 

This is a bill to establish in New Mexico a reservoir for the 
purpose, wholly and entirely, of irrigating lands in the State of 
Texas. 

Mr. KING. Privately owned lands. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Privately owned lands in the 

State of Texas. The State of Texas never had any public 
lands, and this is entirely ~n aid of private enterprises. 

This attempt is made notwithstanding the objections of the 
State of New Mexico, which to my mind are exc~edingly im­
portant and well founded. As this bill is constructed, it would 
be disastrous to a considerable section of the State of New 
Mexico. Therefore I desire that the Senate shall ftllly under­
stand this measure before voting upon it. 

Mr. MAYFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. MAYFIELD. It is a fact, is it not, that there are pri­

vately owned lands in the State of New Mexico and Texas 
also that are irrigated by the Elephant Butte Dam? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Yes; Mr. President, that is true, 
and I am glad the Senator has referred to the Elephant Butte 
project, because that is. sui generis and ought to be understood, 
and a statement with respect to it will explain some of the 
things which may be said regarding this bill. 

Senators will doubtless recall that before the Elephant Butte 
Dam was constructed, the Government of Mexico was pre­
senting to the Government of the United States the claims of 
various citizens of Mexico who insisted that they had been 
deprived of certain water by reason of the use of water further 
upstre~, P1 CQl~~do priJ!cip~lly !lnd in New Me:rico partly. 



9042 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 1\fAy 10 
In order to settle the claims which Mexican citizens made Court of Claims to present their claims for damages; but this 
against the GoYernment of the United States, a treaty was legislation seems to me exceedingly unique. 
entered into, and that treaty provided for the building of this Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I shall present a state of facts, 
reservoir to impound waters for use in old Mexico. That treaty before the discussion is ended, which will show not only that 
proYided that a certain quantity of water should be furnished Texas has not been injured by anything which has been done 
free of charge to citizens of Mexico. The amount of the water at Carlsbad, but, as a matter of fact, that it has been benefited. 
was 60,000 acre-feet per annum, and for the purpose of settling I think I can show that by referring to the report of the facts 
the claims of Mexican citizens against the United States our set forth in this record. 
Government contributed $1,000,000 out of the Federal Treasury Mr. MAYFIELD. Will the Senator yield? 
to the building of that dam at Elephant Butte. Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield. 

Of course, in order to pay the expense of building the dam Mr. MAYFIELD. It is the Senator's contention, then, that 
the Government not only included lands in the State of New the taking of the water away from our people, whi(!h they have 
Mexico but also lands in the State of Texas which could con- used to make their crops, has benefited them? Is that his 
veniently and properly have been irrigated, all of which con- position? 
tributed to the expense of the enterprise. The enterprise thus Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Not at all. On the other hand, 
far has cost about eleven or twelve million dollars. I think I shall be able to show that instead of taking water 

It was estimated then that there would be more of this away, we have furnished additional water to the State of 
land in New l\1exico irrigated from the Elephant Butte project Texas. 
than has :finally proven to be the case. It is found that about l\lr. MAYFIELD. Just one other question I would like to 
as much land can be irrigated in the State of Texas as is ask the Senator before he takes his seat Is it his contention 
being irrigated in the State of New Mexico and even more. that the reclamation act does not apply to the State of Texas? 
I have related the circumstances under which that water was Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The reclamation act has, by a 
furnished to the State of Texas through the use of tile reclama- comparatively recent act, been made to apply to the State of 
tion fund. So, as I take it, it does not create any precedent Texas ; but I stated the circumstances. 
for the ordinary use of that fund by the Reclamation Service. Just a word about the injury which it is claimed has been 

Senators will remember that in 1902, when we passed the inflicted upon the State of Texas. Texas has no law of prior 
reclamation law, it was built up through the sale of lands in appropriation. It has the old riparian law. It is stated in 
public-land States, and it was provided in the law that that this record by the attorney, Major Burgess, who was here rep­
money was to be allocated to projects in those States. That resenting these very people, that under the Texas law there 
does not in~ude the State of Texas, for the reason that the was no uch thing as gaining priority for the u ·e of water as 
State of Texas never had any public lands. Under the treaty against people above the point of diversion. Just how they 
with the Republic of Texas, Texas was permitted to retain gain any rights prior to those below them doe not appear in 

· the owne-rship of all the lands within that Republic. the record, and I therefore assume that that right comes only 
Thi bill proposes to take out of the reclamation fund from the doctrine of prescription and adver e user, and that 

$2,000,000 ·for the purpose of constructing this reservoir in the party in that way might acquire a priority against the 
the State of New Mexico to irrigate these lands in the State people owning lands below the diversion. But it is stated in 
of Texas. I stated a while ago that the money is to come out this record directly and positively in two or three places that 
of the reclamation fund, which has been accumulated from under the law of Texas no user of water can acquire any 
time to time through th~ sale of public lands in the western title or right against anyone farther up the stream. That is 
public-land States. At this point I think it well to state that the la)Y of Texas. On that ·legal proposition I should like to 
there is no money in the reclamation fund which would be ~now . ow there could be any legal injury when there is no 
available for this project. lega nght. 

Two or three weeks or a month ago some of us in New on the question of fact, there are no storage reservoirs 
Mexico who wanted to get some reservoirs built in our State in exas. 
on this very river went to the Secretary of the Interior and RAILWAY cARRIERS AND THEIR EMPLOYEES 

h.ad a co~ference with him and the Director of ~he Reclama- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock having 
bon Service. ~e were told th~t to complete P.roJects already arri"red, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished blli:ii­
under construction ~ould reqmre m?re than $60,ooq,ooo, and ness, House bill 9463. 
that they had but $6,000,000 plus m .the reclamation. fund, The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con­
and that the~efore they could not ad~IS~ the underta~g of sideration of the bill (H. R. 9463) to provide for the prompt 
a!ly n~w ~roJects .under the reclamatiOn law. <?n this very disposition of disputes between carriers and their employees, 
nver m New l\le.nco, where we wanted to obtam an appro- and for other purposes 
pria~on, or even an au~Qrization for an apl?ropriation, the Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I desire to enter a motion 
InteriOr Department declmed to recommend It, because the to recommit the measure to the Committee on Interstate Com­
funds were not available, and the money would have to come merce. 
out of the general funds in the Treasury of the United States. Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
It was announced that that was contrary to the policy of the 
administration. 

This particular project has been reported upon by the Interior 
Department The report is published in the hearings which 
were had in the House, and the Secretary of the Interior 
advised us that this is not a feasible project, so far as it has 
been investigated. Before I conclude, if the matter remains 
before the Senate any great length of time, I shall read to 
the Senate the report of the Secretary of the Interior. He tells 
us in his report that from examinations made in 1913 and 1914, 
and later in 1920 and 1921, the engineers report that this 
reservoir will not hold water, that it is not a feasible project. 
For that .f!eason the Secretary recommends that the bill be 
not passed. 

The Secretary also says that the passage of this bill would 
be contrary to the President's general policy. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me for a question? 

Mr. JONES of New MexicQ. I yield. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. In what document do those statements 

appear? 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The statement that I have just 

made appears on page 2 of the House hearings. 
. 1\:Ir. KING. May I make an inquiry of the Senator? 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield. 
Mr. KING. I should lil:e to know under what theory, any 

way, we could take money out of the Treasury of the United 
States for this enterprise. If the Government of the United 
States has injured any of the inhabitants of Texas by its 
tortious conduct, they might be remitted by a prope~ bill to the 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena­

tors answered to their names: 
Bayard Ferris Lenroot Robinson, Ind. 
Bingham Fess McKellar Sackett 
Blease Fletcher McLean cball 
Borah Frazier McMaster Sheppard 
BTatton George McNary Shlpstead 
Broussard Gerry Mayfield Shortridge 
Bruce Gotr Means Smoot 
Butler Gooding Metcalf Stanfield 
Cameron Hale Moses Steck 
Caraway Harreld Neely Swanson 
Copeland Harris Norbeck Trammell 
Couzens Heflin Norris Ty on 
Cummins Howell Nye Underwood 
Curtis Johnson Oddie Walsh 
Dale Jones, N. Mex. Overman Warren 
Deneen Jones, Wash. Phipps Watson 
Dill Kendrick Pine Weller 
Edwards Keyes Ransdell Wheeler 
Ernst Kina Reed, 1\lo. Williams 
Fernald La F~ollette Reed, Pa. Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty Senators having an­
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is 
on the motion of the Senator from Kansas to recommit the 
bill to the Committee on Interstate Commerce . 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I would like to be 
indulged for just a few minutes with regard to the pending 
motion. I started to say on Saturday that there was much 
misapprehension !I.'egarding the facts which are important to 
understand before a vote is had upon the bill. Briefly run­
ning over them, the statement has been made that all the 

I 
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railroads and all the employees had agreed upon the bill. The I you reopen and give this group of roads opportunity to state their 
fact is that some of the railroads and some of the employees position? Can such bearings be granted us some time next week or 
have agreed. Let me spend just a moment on that subject. j soon thereafter at time most convenient to your committees before bill 

There are two associations of railroad managers. First, the is reported out 7 WilL thank you greatly for reply. 
American Railway Executive ' As ociation, which is composed w. G. BrEno, 
of all the financial men, the men who repre ent the capital of Chicago ~ Alton Railroad. 

the railroads. Occasionally there is an operating man who is Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from hlis-
a member of that association, but in such instances he gener- souri yield to me? 
ally occupies the dual position of representing the capital and The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DALE in the chair). Does 
also repre enting the roads. Then there is the American the Senator from Mis .. onri yield to the Senator from Indiana"? 
Railroad Association, which is composed of the presidents and Mr. REED of Missouri. I do. 
operating vice presidents of the railroads. It is this latter Mr. WATSON. 1\lr. W. G. Bierd, who . igned that telegram, 
association that has to do with dirrect dealings with the men was in the committee room during a portion of the time when 
and that is especially concerned in problems of wages and the hearings were being held. He sat there and heard the 
labor. But it was not this latter association that undertook proceedings during the hearings. T 
to take action approving the bill. It was the American Rail- Mr. REED of Mi souri. In the committee room of the House 
way Executh·es' Association, the representatives of the capi- of Repre entatives or of the Senate? 
tal, who did that, and the members of that a sociation are ~lr WATSON. In the Senate committee room. He made no 
expressly barred by their articles of agreement from dealing request at that time to be heard, though the doors were_ thrown 
with the question of wages at all. They formerly undertook wide open to anybody who wanted to be beard. After he got 
to interfere with almost every kind of question, but their away and the hearings were closed he wired here and wanted 
articles of a socia tion were amended on the 31st day of Decem- them reopened. . 
ber, 1923, and contain this clause: Mr. REED of Mis ouri. What was the date of the hearing 

The association relinquishes its reserved jurisdiction over all activi- to which the Senator from Indiana referred when Mr. Bierd 
ti('s with respect to traffic, labor, and publicity matters. was in. the committee room? 

There were certain other things over which they relin- Mr. WATSON. He was there several days, I think. I do 
quished their authority. 'Vhen these executives, the repre- not remember just what time be was in the room; howeyer, I 
sentatives of the financial interests concerned in the road , was notified that he was there. Anybody who wanted to be 
met and undertook to bind the rai1roads or to speak for the heard could be heard. 
railroads, they were going in the teeth of their own as ocia- Mr. REED of 1\li souri. How long did the committee con-

. Hon agreement which expressly forbade any such interference. duct these hearings, I will ask the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. Pre ident, notwithstanding this ituation, the executives' 1\lr. WATSON. The bearings were not conducted straight-

a sociation was called together; but before that the president away. We would have hearings for two or three day and then 
of the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 1\Ir. Atterbury, had worked adjourn, and then have a day or two for hearings. I do not 
out this plan. It will be remembered that Mr. Atterbury is remember just what length of time the hearings consumed. 
the gentleman largely responsible for the warfare between the Mr. LE:NROOT. Mr. Pre ident, will the Senator from Mis-
railroads and the .shops. After that strike wa over the Penn- souri yield to me? 
sylvania Railroad employees were compelled, or induced-! Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes. 
do not want to use the word "compelled "-to organize a to Mr. LENROOT. I notice that the hearings before the com-
their shop crafts and mechanical department as a company mittee were upon seven different days. 
proposition-that is to say, a.s the employees of a single com- Mr. REED of Missouri. There were . bort intervals of days, 
pany. I have here, I think, conclusive evidence that Mr. Atter- I presume. 
bury originated this bill. I am not going to take the time to Mr. LENROOT. I think so. 
read the evidence unless my statement is challenged. He got lUI'. REED of Mi our( Mr. Pre ident, Representative 
together two or three men, perhaps five or six men ; he got PARKER replied that the hearings in the House were closed, and 
together one or two representatives of the large railroad craft , the Senator from Indiana [Mr. W .ATSON] replied in a letter, 
and these gentlemen sat down in a room and privately worked which is as follows: 
out the bill. Then Mr. Atterbury carried it out to Chicago, Mx DEAR Brnno: I shaH present your matter to my committee wh('n 
without any sufficient notice to the railroads that were con- it meets again; but, to be entirely frank, I doubt very seriously 
cerned, and, before this a sociation that bad nothing whatever whether or not the bearings will be prolonged. We have bad them off 
to do with the business, proceeded to get an alleged commit- and on for over a montb-
ment of the railroads themselves. Upon the other hand, the 
majority of the railroad employees do not belong to the a so­
ciations that have sanctioned the agreement. A minority is 
represented therein, but not the majority. 

No public bearings were held before this commitment. When 
the bill came before the House of Representatives the hear­
ings were _very limited. The farm organizations geneTally 
throughout the country had no opportunity to be heard. Rail­
roads in opposition to the plan were not heard. A gentleman 
who claims to be the general repre entative of railroads in 
the city of Washington, an attorney, it appears, stated that be 
represented the railroads, but he did not in this matter repre­
sent 20 of the great systems, the weaker systems financially in 
the country, yet systems that are as es ential to the welfare 
of the country as any of the richer roads. An effort was made 
to secure a bearing before the committee of the Hou e and 
before the committee of the Senate, and that was denietl and 
they have never had a hearing. ' 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator of what 
that effol't to secure a hearing consisted? 

l'r!r. REED of Missouri. Yes; I am coming to that. Mr. 
Bierd, of the Chicago & Alton Railroad, as soon as he had heard 
in Chicago of this proceeding, prote ted, and on February 10 
be sent jointly to Repre"entative PARKER, the chairman of the 
Committee on Interstate and Fol'eign Commerce of the House 
of Representatives and to the Sen~tor from Indiana [Mr. 
\VATSON], chail·man of the Senate Committee on Intel' tate 
Commerce, the following telegram : 

Understand your committee expects to close bearings to-morrow on 
pending meafiure to amend transportation act, abolishing Labor Board, 
and setting up in lieu thereof boards of adjustment, boards of media­
tion and arbitration. Large groups of roads oppose measure and desire 
opportunity to go before Senate and House committees to present their 
case. I am therefore asking 1f you do close bearings to-mor:row will 

They seem to have been for seven days, according to the count 
of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT], but it may have 
been longer. 

Mr. LENROOT. I should like to state the dates on which 
the hearings were held. 

Mr. REED of Mi souri. Very well. 
Mr. LENROOT. The bearings occurred on January 14, 15, 

16, and 25 and on February 1, 8, and 10. 
Mr. REED of Missouri (continuing the reading of the lette1· 

of the Senator from Indiana to Ur. Bierd)-
and members of the committee generally feel that it is time to clo e 
them, as all sides have been presented in probably as clear and succinct 
a fashion as it is pos ible for language to express the various views. 
I feel quite sure that we understand the views of the people who are 
oppo:ed to this measure, and I am sure that amendments will be pro­
posed to the committee which will embody their views. If we deter­
mine to have further hearings I shall notify you by wire. 

Very sincerely, 
J.AJUES E. WATSON. 

That " wire " has never been sent. 
Mr. WATSON. No; because we concluded not to have fur­

ther hearings. 
:Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well. That is the point I am 

h·ying to make. The committee of which the Senator from 
Indiana is chairman concluded not to have further bearings, 
and the e 20 great railroad systems, who through 1\Ir. Bierd 
asked the indulgence of one day's hearings, did not get it before 
either the House or the Senate. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President--
Mr. REED of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from Minne­

sota. 
Mr. SIDPSTEAD. Before the Senator from Missouri leaves 

the case of Mr. Bierd and the Chicago & Alton Railroad, I 

, 
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should like . to call the Senator's attention to the fact ~hat for j Mr. WATSON. As to the•proposition .of coerci.on, the Sena­
more than two years the Chicago & Alton Railroa~ which is in tor need not to have used so muc?- of .hlS splen?td vocabulary 
the bands of receivers Mr. Bierd being one of them, has con- to describe that because I agree With him about It. 
sistently refu ed to ob~y or to comply with the decisions of the Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well. 
Railroad Labor Board. Mr. WATSON. But as to whether or not this bill provides 

l\fr. REED of Missouri. I think the Senator from Minnesota other machinery that is another question. 
i in error. I should like to have him cite to me one of those Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes; that is another question. 
ca e . Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 

lir. SHIP STEAD. I shall be very glad to do so. I dislike me to make a brief observation? 
to do it in the Senator's time, but I can do it now if be de- 1\Ir. REED of Missouri. Certainly. 
sires me. Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The reason I called the Senator's atten-

l\fr. REED of :Missouri. Let me finish this theme, and then tion to the refusal of the Chicago & Alton to abide by the 
we can take that matter up and discuss it. I wish to follow .out decision of the Labor Board was to show that when Mr. Bierd 
the thought I am now presenting. If the Chicago & Alton did opposes this bill he is perfectly consistent. He evidently does 
fail to comply with the deciSions of the Railroad Labor Board, not want any tribunal before which he should appear to settle 
they would haye done nothing more than follow ~b~ example of differences with his employees. He has refused to abide by 
Mr. Atterbury, who is the sponsor for and the ongrnator of the the decisions of the Labor Board for the past two year and 
pending bill. a half, and be evidently does not intend to do it in the future. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President-- I simply mention that as tending to show his good faith in the 
1\Ir. REED of Missouri. If they did fail to comply, they did matter. 

that under the present system, which they could do under ~e l\Ir. REED of Missouri. Let us analyze that statement for 
proposed system for nobody under the proposed system Will a moment. Suppose that Mr. Bierd has refused to abide by the 
have the power t~ bale any of these parties in and compel them decisions of the present board; suppose that we assume that 
to agree to anything. So if there is a disposition on the P.art of be is going to refuse to abide by the decisions of the contem­
the railroad companies not to submit their controversies to plated board, bow does that argue that he is opposed to any 
the e Federal tribunals or to tribunals that are composed of board or that his desire to be heard should not be recognized? 
representatives of the two sides, that condition will not be I do not know what the facts are about the Chicago & Alton; 
r emedied by the pending bill. but I am going to try to find out and will find out before the 

Now let me proceed further with this matter of notice. day is over; but he had the right. repre enting not only hi 
Mr. 'wATSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a road but 20 other railroads that have obeyed the law to be 

question? heard at a proper time. If it be argued that be was too late 
Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes. and if that be the fact, it may be that a man can delay so long· 
1\lr. WATSON. Would not that state of affairs result from that he is not entitled to a hearing; but to refuse a bearing 

- the enactment of any bill which we might pass, as it is true to 20 of the great railroads of this country upon which the 
of the present law and of the one proposed, unless we put coer- west and Southwest depend is, in my judgment, a thing that 
cion in it, and is the Senator willing to put coercion in the ought to be pretty clearly justified by the facts. 
bill? Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President--

hlr. REED of Missouri. The putting of coercion into .he bill The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
is another question. All that I am dealing with now is one soUI·i yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
proposition, and let us stick to that for an instant. . Mr. REED of Mis ·ouri. I do. 

1\Ir. WATSON. I under tand that; but the Senator Is com- l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, the Senator has just 
plaining about the bill. . _ . . said that the other roads represented by l\lr. Bierd were among 

Mr. REED of Missouri. No; I am not complammg. I say those which had obeyed the decision of the Railway Labor 
it with all respect, for I almost love the Senator from Indiana; Board. I merely wish to call the Senator's attention to the fact 
but be could not accurately state a proposition made by one of that a number of the roads on that list are notorious violators 
hi· opponents to save his soul, much as be prizes his soul. of the decisions of the Railroad Labor Board. 
I did not say anything at all like what the Senator has stated. l\lr. REED of l\1issouri. Does the Senator know anybody 
What I said was that the Senator from Minnesota had stated who has violated the orders more persistently than l\lt. Atter­
that the Chicago & Alton Railroad Co. bad refu ed to abide bury, the author of this bill? 
by the decision of the present tribunal. He offered that as a Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not. 
reason why we should create this new tribunal, and I replied l\Ir. REED of Missouri. And I am prepared to show that he 
that if the Chicago & Alton Railroad or any other railroad is the substantial author of this bill. 
had refused to abide by the decisions of the present tribunal Mr. LA FOLLETTE. l\Ir. President, I challenge that state­
they could in like manner refuse to abide by the decisions of the ment, and if the Senator bas any evidence to sustain it I wish 
proposed tribunal, because n~ither of them h~d coercive power; he would produce it. 
but I ne\er said that I was ill favor of coercive power. l\1r. REED of l\Iissouri. I thought I was going to talk here 

Mr. WATSON. No ; but I was asking the Senator a question. about five minutes; but I never am permitted to do ~o, be­
That being true under the present law and under the propo ed cause somebody always challenges my word. 
bill, would it not be true under any bill which might be l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I said that I challenged that state-

enMacrt.e'i:iEED of Missouri. Possibly ; but suppose it to be true ment. I do not challenge the Senator's word. 
Mr. WALSH. Mr. President--

under any other bill, as it is true under the pending bill, then The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
there is no yirtue in this particular respect in this bill that souri yield to the Senator from Montana? 
does not already exist, and there is no failure that does not 1\lr. REED of Missouri. I do. 
already exist, so far as this particular point is concerned. That 1\Ir. WALSH. The Senator referred to the statement made 
is the point I am making, and there is no use of arguing the by the Senator from Minnesota to the effec_t that the Chic~go 
question any further, because there can not be any difference & Alton bad refused and would in the future refuse to abide 
of opinion about that. · f th L b B d d · d th t · tb ~ir. WATSON. Ob, yes; there is a very great difference of by the decisions o e a or oar , an sa1 a ill e same 

J.' way the same road might refuse to abide by the decisions of 
op~;~nR~~~t 0ij. Missouri. There is a difference of opinion as the board created by this bill if it should become an act. I 

do not quite understand that statement of the Senator from 
to whether there should be coercion. I am not discussing the Missouri. I gathered from a careful study of this bill that it 
question of coercion; I am merely saying that the present law was entirely optional in its character. 
and this bill, so far as coercive power is concerned, equally Mr. REED of l\lissouri. Yes; both are optional. 
leaYe out coercive power. . 

1\lr. wATSON. That is right. 1\fr. WALSH. No; under the other measure the matter 1s 
Mr. REED of Mis ouri. And that therefore it can not be referred, at the instance of either party, to the Labor Board 

aroued that it is a defect in one unless it is admitted that it for disposition. 
is oa defect in the other. Each of them is going on one leg, Mr. REED of Missouri. What I meant to say was that the 
if you please; each of them bas the same kind of crutch; obedience was optional, as the courts have decided. 
each of them bas the same 'ice, if it be a vice, or virtue, if it Mr. WALSH. Yes; but I am speaking about this bill. I 
be a virtue. There is no choice between the two. There is a want to be corrected in my understanding of this . bill if I am 
bay horse in each instance, and objection can not be made on laboring under an error with respect to it. This bill con- · 
the color line in favor of one and against the other, because templates agreements between the parties, and if they do not 
they are both of the same color. I hope I have made that agree concerning a matter then they agree to submit it to 
plain enough so that everybody may understand it. arbitration. 
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Mr. REED of Missouri. They may agree to submit it to 

arbitration; they may not 
Mr. WALSH. Then what does the Senator. mean by saying 

that the same railroad company may refuse to abide by this 
bill? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I mean that in neither case is there 
any legal authority to bring these parties before the board and 
have an enforced decision. In neither case does that exist. 

Mr. WALSH. Under the present Labor Board act, as I un­
derstand, the matter comes before the board upon the initia­
tion of either party. 

1\lr. REED of Missouri. Yes; but the courts have decided, 
as I understand, that no matter what that board decides, it is 
not binding. 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; I understand that perfectly well; but 
under the existing law either party can bring the other before 
the board. 

Mr. COUZENS. No; that is not correct. 
Mr. REED of ..1.\lis ouri. No; not· at all. 
Mr. WALSH. Then I have a totally wrong understanding. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. There is a provision, as I under-

stand, for summoning the other party in. 
:Mr. WALSH. Exactly. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. But if they do not come, and do not 

obey, nothing happens. 
Mr. WALSH. Exactly. That is exactly what I am trying 

to say; but there is no such provision here at all. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. No ; certainly not 
Mr. WALSH. So we can understand perfectly well the state­

ment that the president of the Chicago & .Alton road has re­
fused to abide by the· other law; that is to say, he has disre­
garded the summons to come in ; but there is no such procedure 
here at all. All of this is by agreement between the parties; 
so I find it impossible to understand what the Senator means 
when he says that the same man may refuse to abide by this 
law. 

l\fr. REED of .1\Iissomi. Oh, well, technically, perhaps, 
that is a just criticism. Perhaps I ought to have said that the 
same man might refuse to do anything under this law, and 
that is another way of saying " abide by it." My friend is so 
good a lawyer that we have to be pretty careful with our 
phraseology, but I think we m~an the same thing and fully 
understand each other. · 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoLLETTE] questioned 
the accuracy of my statement that Mr. Atterbury \Vas prac­
tically the responsible author of this bill. I hold in my hand 
the magazine known as Success. There is a large picture 
of Mr. Atterbury on this page. I do not know what he paid 
for it; perhap nothing. The article is by Sherman Rogers. 
It is highly laudatory. It reads a good deal like one of these 
write-ups that people get sometimes for a consideration. He 
details an interview that he had with Mr. Atterbury, and I 
assume that at that time he got Mr. Atterbury's picture. I 
hope it is a good likeness. After 1\Ir. Atterbury had exploited 
to this gentleman the great lo"Ve that he had for laboring 
men, he put to 1\Ir. Atterbury five certain questions, which 
Mr. Atterbury answe1·ed always in fa"Vor of the men; and 
then this enthusiastic scribe adds: 

When the general concluded I could have wept for sheer joy. For 
over a year I had been searching for an industrial leader who was 
big enourih to differentiate between a company union and employee 
representation that meant equal representation without any strings 
attached to it. 

And so on, and so forth. Then he comes to a recitation of 
fact, having gotten now out of the poetic field, and having 
dried his tears. 

On Tuesday, December 23, 1924, General .Atterbury made inquiry 
as to whether the four brotherhood presidents, Lee, Stone, Sheppard, 
and Robertson, would attend an informal meeting in his omce, or 
elsewhere, to disCU!)S with himself, President Willard, of .the Baltimore 
& Ohio, and Patrick Crowley, of the New York Central, article 3 of 
the transportation act. Stone, Sheppard, and Lee agreed to attend such 
an informal conference iri New York, on the evening of January 20, at 
the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel. Mr. Robertson, who was acting chairman 
of the steering committee of the 16 standard labor organizations that 
had been trying to push the Rowell-Barkley bill through Congress, 
would not take part in the. discussion because be did not think he 
could do so in fairness to his associates who were handling the Rowell­
Barkley bill. The meeting was held as scheduled, and the following 
suggestion discussed by all present: 1 

"To abolish the United States Railroad Labor Board and provide 
that whenever, in the judgment of the President of the United States, 
a dispute between the carrier and its employees threatens to interrupt 
the movement of the mails, the performance of the civil or military 

functions of the United States, or the free and lawful movement of 
commerce, he is authorized to investigate--" 

And so forth. 
.After a full discussion a subcommittee was appointed, consisting 

of Elisha Lee, vice president of the Pennsylvania Railroad, chairman; 
Mr. Walber; Mr. Robertson; and lli. Doak; to which was submitted 
the question of preparing legislation to cover the handling of 
all labor matters on the railroads. General principles were discussed 
and the subcommittee was instructed to submit its proposed bill to 
the full committee within three weeks for further discussion. 

The subcommittee began their work in the office of Mr. Elisha Lee 
in Philadelphia on .August 19, a number of discussions being held 
until final draft of the bill was submitted to the various representa­
tives of the employees through their leaders, and likewise to the vari­
ous carriers through the chlef executive officers. The proposed legisla­
tion, being finally approved by all concerned, was finally drafted 
into proper legislative form and submitted to Congress. 

Is that reasonably satisfactory? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis­

souri yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. REED of Missouri. I do. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Has the Senator ever read the Bowell­

Barkley bill? 
Mr. REED of Missouri. Why, of cour e I have read it. 
l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. Then, does not the Senator agree that 

the essential provisions, the ba ·ic provisions of the Bowell­
Barkley bill are those embodied in the present bill, and that the 
basis of the discussion. between this committee representing 
the. standard railway labor organizations and the executives 
of the railroads was the Bowell-Barkley bill? Therefore, the 
reason why I challenged the Senator's statement that Mr. 
Atterbury was the author of this bill was because the proposi­
tion which was put before this joint committee was the Bowell­
Barkley bill, all discu sion was based upon that bill, and the 
proposed law is in essential characteristics the same as the 
Rowell-Barkley bill, which was considered at the last session 
of Congress. 

1\Ir. REED of Missouri. Of courEe, this bill contains some 
of the old provisions of the Howell-Ba1·kley bill. Every one of 
these railroad bills that we have had before us in years has 
contained provisions similar to those found .in other bills, and 
so they started with the discussion of some of this legislation. 

Then, after a full discussion, a subcommittee was appointed, 
consisting of Mr. Lee and Mr. Robert on and .Mr. Doak, to 
which was submitted the question of preparing legislation, and 
so forth. That committee met, and that committee helped to 
round out and perfect this measure as it was finally recom­
mended. Then they called a meeting out here in Chicago, 
\vithout any real notice to these railroads as to what was going 
to happen, without any sufficient notice, and there they jammed 
through this proposition. It was done by the representatives 
of the financial interests, who were expressly barred by the 
agreement of their creation from dealing with such a subject; 
and we are told that that binds the railroads of the United 
States. 

That is not all, Mr. President. There is plenty of other evi­
dence that can be adduced as to the activity of Mr. Atterbury, 
the man who did more to break down the present scheme for 
settlin~ eli putes than all ot11er men in the United States, and 
he, more than anybody else, is responsible for this legi lation. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I think a number of the 
other roads for which the Senator is now pleading should be 
included in that statement. 

1\Ir. REED of Missouri. There were some of them; but I 
say thn.t this man and one other road-! can not call the name 
just now-were the ones that originally defied the order, and it 
was followed afterwards, and there have been some 40 defiances 
or refusals to obey the orders, and 5 of those were by the 
Pennsy 1 vania--

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. 
Mr. REED of :Missouri. And 20 of them were by one other 

road. 
1\fr. LA FOLLETTE. Twenty-one of them were by the Erie 

Railroad, one of the signers of this petition for recommittal; 
the Chicago & Alton, another signatory of the petition, for over 
two and a half years has been a constant tiolator of the deci­
sions; the Western Maryland; the Denver & Salt Lake has 
violated the orders of the board five times ; the St. Louis & 
Southwestern has violated them twice ; the Kansas City South·· 
ern, another signer of the petition, has violated them once; the 
Virginian has had a· strike in progress for three years, which 
was brought on through ~ violation of the decision of the Rail­
road Labor Board. 
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Mr. REED of Missouri. I suppose entirely by the road. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The strike was brought on by the 

violation of the decision of the Railroad Labor Board. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. Let us see where we get with this 

proposition. What has succeeded in being demonstrated is 
that under the present act-under which a party to a con­
tro>ersy can be summoned in and a decision rendered, but 
suffers no penalty if he does not answer the summons to come 
in, and no penalty if he does not obey the order-in ~everal 
:.vears of time some thirteen or fourteen thousand disputes 
have been settled, always being settled where both parties to 
the dispute were willing to come in and submit their differences 
in good faith. Now, it is proposed to substitute for that bill 
another bill that does not even summon them in, but simply 
leaves them free voluntarily to come in. How is that latter 
scheme going to bring them in any better than the former, and 
if they disobeyed the former scheme, why will they not disobey 
the latter scheme? Every time you prove that roads have dis­
obeyed, or men have disobeyed-and the men have frequ~ntly 
disobeyed these orders-you have simply argued that neither 
of these schemes is very potential ; but the weakness you assert 
for the present law certainly exists as to the proposed law, and 
there is no way to get away from that. You have to go to the 
other provisions of the bill to find its virtue. 

I did not intend to discuss the merits of this bill. I wanted, 
if I could be permitted to do so, to discuss the failure to 
g-i-re a hearing, and I have discussed the proposition from 
the railroads' standpoint. Every man in the Senate knows 
that in the nearly 16 years I have sat here, I have never been 
an advocate of railroads. I have been on the other side of 
the proposition practically all of the time. But I believe we 
have reached a point in the history of the development of thiS 
country when everybody recognizes that we must have high­
ways over which the people may move their goods, and over 
which they may travel, and that we can not have them if 
there is constant trouble and turmoil, and if we are guilty of 
unjust legislation. 

So, I say, whenever any respectable body of railroads, or a 
single railroad, want to appear before any committee of Con­
gress concerning any con iderable railroad legislation, they 
ought to be heard, and they are entitled to be heard. We do 
not have to do what they recommend, but they are entitled 
to be heard and to present their views, and have them con­
sidered for what those views are worth. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. REED of Missouri. I will yield to any question perti­

nent to what I have just said. 
.Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I would like to ask the Senator if he 

does not think it strange that 1\fr. Bierd, who was present at 
the hearings while Mr. Emery was presenting his argument, 
did not signify a desire to be heard when he was there, at 
that time, instead of waiting until after the hearings had been 
clo ed? 

l\Ir. REED of Missouri. 1\Ir. President, I do not know whom 
1\lr. Emery represented, but I assume that Mr. Emery was there 
to represent the National Association of Manufacturers or some 
other aggregation of business men. 

.1.\lr. LA FOLLETTE. He was. Mr. Bierd was in the room. 
Does not the Senator think it strange that he did not notify 
the chairman of the committee, or some other member, that 
he desil'ed to be heard? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not know whether I think it is 
strange or not. I do not know what the circumstances were. 
I was not there. I take it that a man who is as earnest about 
this matter as Mr. Bierd is would have presented his views 
if there had been a su1ficient opportunity. In addition to that, 
he may have gone home and consulted with his associates and 
with the representatives of other roads and then have come 
back to represent them or sought to come and represent them. 
The idea that the doors of a committee can be closed in the 
face of great organizations of men, simply because on the 
instant somebody was not ready to speak, is aside from the 
que. tion. I am not talking about this from Mr. Bierd's stand­
point. I have not any interest in it from 1\Ir. Bierd's stand­
point. But as a Senator of the United States I do have an 
interest in seeing to it that every fact that can be produced to 
throw light upon a great question of this kind should be pro-
duced and should be first laid before a Senate committee and 
then faithfully reported to the Senate. Whether he was tbere 
on the instant or not I care nothing. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. May I ask the Senator one further 
question? 

Mr. REED of Missourl I yield. 
l\lr. LA FOLLET'l'E. If the Senator had been representing 

these 20 railroads and the legislation had passed the House and 
had come ove~ to the Senate and hea_!'ings had been in progress 

during the course of three or four weeks, would not the Renator 
have notified the committee formally that he desired to be 
heard without waiting for the hearings to come to a natural 
conclusion and then subsequently make the request? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That would just depend on the 
way they were holding their hearings, how much notice I 
had that they were about to conclude them. In any event, 
before these hearings were concluded this application was 
made. 

What is there about a Senate hearing, which happens in a 
haphazard way, as all our hearings nearly do happen and 
must happen, that makes it so sacred? We meet for an hour 
or two in the morning ; we hear one or two witnesses, we 
hurry them through, we adjourn for a day or two days, or 
four or five days. The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENBOOT] 
read the dates, showing that the meetings were widely scat­
tered. Finally, some day the hearings are brought to a close. 
I know of no rule passed by this committee that the hearings 
would come to a close at a particular time. But before they 
did come to a close this application was made by wire, and 
acquiescence in the request would not have hurt this dignified 
committee a bit; and it is a committee, of course, of great 
dignity. Anything presided over by my friend from Indiana, 
and adorned by the presence of the other members of that 
committee, is a dignified body, we all know. It would not 
have hurt their dignity a bit to have said, "All right; I will 
get on the telephone, or put my clerk on the telephone, and 
call the members of the committee together for a certain day." 

1\Ir. WATSON. l\ir. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. WATSON. If the committee had had but one propo­

sition before it, we might very well have acceded to that sort 
of a request, but here was a hearing th,at was scattered over 
possibly a month's time, and we gave everybody an oppor­
tunity to be heard who wanted to be heard until the hear­
ings were closed. 

Mr. REED of .Missouri. But they had not been closed when 
you received this telegram. 

Mr. WATSON. They were practically closed. Here was 
a man who sat in the committee room all the time, or a part 
of the time, who knew these ·hearings were in progress, and 
knew that they were about to be closed, because notice was 
given that we did not intend to keep on indefinitely with 
the hearings. In addition to that, I want to say to the Senator 
from Missouri, we had a very great many bills of equal im­
portance with this measure before us, and we were having 
hearings every day. 

1\Ir. REED of 1\Iissouri. I am not denying that. 
Mr. WATSON. I know, but we can not forever go on with 

hearings. They must at some time or other be closed. 
1\Ir. REED of Missouri. Yes. 
M:r. WATSON. We were hearing witnesses on the question 

of railroad consolidation, a tremendous problem, off and on, 
day after day. We had the radio problem and many other 
problems of like character before us day after day. We can 
not indefinitely prolong hearings, when a man who wants to 
be heard sits there right. in the committee room day after day 
and never makes his idea known to the committee. 

Mr. REED of 1\Iissouri. I suppose every moment he sat 
there somebody else had the floor. 

Mr. WATSON. But he could very well have come to me, 
as any number of other men did, and said, ".Mr. Chairman, 
before these hearings close I would like to have an opportunity 
to be heard." 

Mr. REED of Missouri. He did do that-­
Mr. WATSON. No; he did not. 
1\Ir. REED of 1\Iissouri. When he wired you before you had 

closed the hearings. Before they were ordered to be closed, 
he had wired you making the very request you now have 
repeated. • 

1\Ir. WATSON. I submitted that proposition to the com­
mittee the next time we met, and they decided that they would 
not hear him. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I am not criticizing you. 
Mr. LE:NROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator again give 

the date of that wire? 
1\Ir. REED of Missouri. February 10. 
Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an inter~ 

ruption? 
Mr. REED of 1\Iissouri. I yield. 
Mr. KING. It is barely possible that the gentleman to whom 

the Senator from Missouri is referring was not at the time 
authorized to speak for all the railroads. 

Mr. WATSON. He was authorized to speak for himself. 
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Mr. KING. He perhaps was waiting to see whether there 

was any testimony adduced that might call for a reply, and 
after he had heard the testimony which he did hear, perhaps 
he returned to communicate with his associates, and to receive 
authority to take such steps as, in their judgment, after the 
report which he made, were deemed necessary. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The hearings closed on February 
10, I am advised. So this wire was sent on the very day 
1\Ir. Bierd was notified the hearings were closed. But he was 
not the only man who did not get a hearing. There were some 
organizations which did not get any he.aring. 

I am not saying or charging that the committee was unfair 
in the matter of trying to shut out evidence. I am simply 
arguing the point that it did not take this evidence. 

Mr. KING. 1\Ir. Pre ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (1\Ir. HowELL in the chair). 

The clerk will call the roll . . 
The legi lative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena­

tors answered to their names : 
Ashur t Fletcher McLean 
Bayard Frazier McMaster 
BiiJghrun George McNary 
Blease Gerry Mayfield 
Borah Glass Metcalf 
Bratton Goff Moses 
Broussard Gooding Neely 
Bruce Hale Norbeck 
Butler Harreld Norris 
Cameron Harris Nye 
Copeland Heflin Oddie 
Couzens Howell Overman 
Cummins Johnson Phipps 
Curtis Jones, N.Mex. Pine 
Dale Jones, Wash. Ransdell 
Deneen Kendrick Reed, Mo. 
Edwards Keyes Reed, Pa. 
Ernst King Robinson, Ind. 
Fernald La Follette Sackett 
Ferris Lenroot Schall 
Fess McKellar Sheppard 

Shipstead 
Shortl'idge 
Simmons 
Smoot 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh 
Warren 
Watson 
Weller 
Wheeler 
Williams 
Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-one Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I want to have the 
attention, if I may, of the Senator from Wiscon in [Mr. LA 
FoLLETTE]. The Senator made the statement that he Chicago 
& Alton Railroad had been a persistent violator of orders of the 
present board. I stated in substance that I had no knowledge 
of that fact. I have made inquiry and I think I can state the 
facts. 

The facts are that 1\Ir. Bierd was the receiver of a railroad, 
the Peoria Railroad. The Labor Board issued an order to 
pay money to employees for back pay. The Peoria Co. was 
without funds with which to pay and the Federal court sus­
tained the refusal to pay on the ground that there was no 
money. That is the Peoria case. My information is that the 
only case in which the Alton was concerned was a case brought 
in the Federal court in which the Alton was not the complain­
ing party, but a suit was brought which had the effect of re­
straining compliance by the road with the order, and that suit 
is pending. My further information is that in every other in­
stance the Alton has obeyed the orders of the board. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit 
me to state the case I have in mind or would he prefer that I 
hould do it in my own time? 
1\lr. REED of Mi souri. The Senator can do it right now if 

he desires. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. On November 21, 1923, the Railroad 

Labor Board found in decision 2024 that the railroad was 
maintaining an agreement with_its shop-craft employees, repre­
senting the consent of only 15 employees then in service out of 
2,700 employees who were demanaing a conference to negotiate 
a new agreement. 'lhe Labor Board decided that the road 
should receive in conference the representatives of a majority 
of the shop employees, and if there was any doubt as to who 
were their representatives a ballot should be taken. Former 
President W. W. Bierd, as one of the two receivers, refused to 
comply with the decision or to confer with the employees. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is when the road was in the 
hands of a receiver? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. It is the Federal court the Senator 

is attacking now. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That does not deter me from stating 

the facts. 
When the employees brought this astonishing situation to the 

attention of the Federal court the receivers filed a petition 
December 1, 1924, reciting the decision of the Railroad Labor 
Board and asserting that they " had at all times refused to 
comply with the above decision," and the receivers asked the 
Federal court to sustain them. The employees filed an answer 
to the receivers' petition, and have sought ever since December, 

1924, to have a hearing upon the petition, but it has been post­
poned, at the repeated request of attorneys for the receivers, 
and is now set for June 16, 1926. · 

For two and one-half years the Chicago & Alton, in the hands 
of these Federal receiver , has through Mr. Bierd, formerly 
president and acting as one of the receivers, been flouting this 
decision of the Railroad Labor Board. · 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. Pre ident, there was a case 
where the road was in the hands of the Federal court and the 
receivers were nothing but agents to repre ent the court. 
Whatever responsibility there is in that case clearly is the re­
sponsibility of the court. A number of courts have held that 
when they are running a railroad they will run it in their own 
way and permit no interference. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President--
1\fr. REED of Missouri. I do not want to persist in just 

talking back and forth. I want, of cour e, to let my friend­
and he is my friend and I am his friend-have the fullest op­
portunity to expres him elf; but I repeat if it had been true 
that l\fr. Bierd had refused to abide by a single request or order 
of the board, if that were the case, the Senator has cited one 
case out of all the multitude of cases that have gone up, and in 
that case the Federal judge is the party responsible. If it were 
true that Mr. Bierd was the arch enemy of labor, yet if he de­
sired to represent his road and present the arch enemy's side, 
he had the right to do it and should have been heard. But that 
is not the case. The Alton road, I am told, stands ready to 
submit its controversy to the present board. Out of all this his­
tory and all these disputes one case in the Federal court is 
brought up. 

Let us look at the matter from another angle. Was he in 
time? In courts of ju tice, the most hard-boiled court of 
ju. tice that we ever get into, before a case is formally closed, 
con iders the case always open before the trial is completed 
for the purpose to offer evidence. Of course, there is an 
order of procedure; but even if an attorney has inadvertently 
failed to proceed at the exact moment of time, courts, in the 
interest of ju tice, allow evidence to be introduced or proceed· 
ings to be had a little out of order. What does the record 
show? The record bows that the committee met from time 
to time and at irre .... ular times. They heard a tew, and only 
a very few, witue . e . Their la t meeting was on February 10, 
and here are the very last words of that meeting : 

The CHAIRllA~. lli. Emery, do you know of anybody else that wants 
to be heard? 

Mr. DONCA~. · :Mr. Thoro wants to be beard further, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Thoro wants to be heard further? 
~lr. DuNCA.'. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIR.llA~. Suppose we adjourn, subject to the call of the 

chairman? 
I would like to have an executive session of the comrni.ttee for a few 

moments. 
(Whereupon, at 12.20 o'clock p. · m., the committee went into execu­

tive session and, after a short time spent in executive session, ad· 
journed to meet at the call of the chairman.) 

That was on the lOth day of February. The committee had 
not concluded its labors. It adjourned to meet at the call of 
the chairman; and on that day Mr. Bierd, who had been down 
here, not for days, as stated, but for about one hour of time, 
having gone back to his as ociates and counseled with them, 
wired and asked humbly to be permitted to be heard, and he 
was incontinently refused that privilege. I say that Senators 
may paint the Chicago & Alton Railroad as black as they 
please; they may attack Mr. Bierd as they please; but the fact 
is that everybody is entitled to his day in court, whether en­
titled to be heard as of right or not. The Senate is entitled to 
have an investigation made of a question like this that will 
throw every conceivable light upon the facts, so that w.e may 
have the facts and act upon them intelligently. If Mr. Bierd 
was concealing any absolute facts of importance to this 
committee, it would have been the duty of the committee fo 
have subprenaed him before it, compelled him to come, and 
compelled him to tell that which the committee desired to 
know. It is not a matter of a favor to Mr. Bierd or his road 
at all. It is a matter of having a real investigation of the 
question. 

Now, how is it about the farmers? What do they know about 
the bill? What opportunity did they have to study it? There 
are men in both Houses of Congress to-day, I doubt not, who 
have not had a chance to study carefully and analyze this im­
portant measure, to compare it with previous legislation, to 
ascertain from the history of the occurrences under previous 
acts whether the bill really affords a remedial proposition. 
What chance did the shipper have? Mr. Emery came here rep­
resenting great commercial bodies, and it may be said that as 
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they spoke through their representatives they had a hearing. 
But what chance did the farmer have? What chance did the 
main body of the people have? 

Why should this bill, which affects for weal or for woe the 
commerce of 115,000,000 people, be rushed through on a short 
hearing where one or two railroad lawyers--one of whom at 
least is pretty thoroughly known as a lobbyist around the 
Capitol-appeared, and one or two representatives of labor ap­
peared, who represented only a part of the great body of rail­
road labor, and one or two men appeared who represe-nted 
commercial bodies? Wily should not a measure of this kind 
be dig-ested and every particle of information gathered that it 
is possible to gather? What justification is there for a denial 
of such a bearing? 

1\lr. President, I do not intend at this time to discuss the 
merits of the proposition. I am discussing only one question, 
namely, that we ought to ·send this measure back to the com­
mittee and give a bearing to those who are intere ted. Rail­
r oad rates are so high now that in many parts of the country 
the railroad tariff is an embargo upon the production and sale 
of vast quantities of agricultural products. There are places 
in my State, vast stretches of land, where melons are raised, 
where, I have been credibly informed, at certain seasons of 
the year melons rot on the ground because the total price that 
can be received in the marl{et will not pay the freight tariff. 
We here are about to consider subsidies for the farmers in the 
shape of another bill that is coming before us. 

What is the trouble with the farmer? One great trouble is 
that he must market his surplus products in Europe, and the 
price that he receives on his farm is the European price less 
the cost of transportation ; so that every dollar of the cost of 
tran portation comes out of his pocket. If the freight rates 
are very high, then that money is taken in large proportion 
from the farmer himself. If it costs him 10 cents to land a 
bushel of wheat in Europe', that 10 cents comes out of the 
farmer's wheat. So the very financial life of the farmers of 
this country, and likewise of other producers, depends upon 
the cost of transportation. 

What makes up the cost of transportation? We have bad in 
this country what might be termed scalawag railroad financ­
ing in the past. Many a good road has been wrecked by mis­
management; many an injustice has been done to the stock­
holder and bondholder. We have reached, I think, a better 
day. We all realize that railroads must be allowed to make a 
fair return upon their bone tly invested capital if the roads 
are honest and efficiently managed. No one in this body will 
dispute that proposition. Very well. In order to secure such 
return, the railroads must first earn their expenses. One of 
the very largest elements of expense is the wages paid to the 
men. Do not let me be misunderstood. I know I shall be uffi­
cicntly misrepresented anyway, because if a man does not take 
an extreme view in fa-ror of labor and of giving it everything 
that it may want, he is marked down as the enemy of man­
kind. I have on this floor consistently, as I did before I was 
ever here, advocated the cause of union labor. I am as much 
in favor of the just protection of labor, union or nonunion, as 
I ever was in my life, but when we come to consider the cost 
of hauling grain, of allowing a reasonable profit to be made 
by the owners of the railroads, one of the elements of cost is 
the wages paid, and my information is that the wages aggre­
gate from 50 to 60 per cent of the total gross expenses of the 
railroads. Therefore, when it is proposed to set up a public 
tribunal to fix wages, the public has a direct interest in that 
proposition. 

There are three parties to every one of these great railroad 
problems. There is the stockholder or owner of the road; 
there are the employees on the road; then there is the great 
public. The railroads are not private enterprises; they are 
not governed by the rules of law that govern private enter­
prises. They are public enterprises. Becan e they are public 
highways and public enterprises, they exercise the right of 
eminent domain. They can build their roads through a man's 
house; they can condemn and tear down a church, these com­
panies can construct their roadbed across cemeteries and 
acred ground. Why? Because they are public highways. 

They are created by the public; they are protected by the 
public; and upon the principle that they are mere highways for 
the people. They are not private enterprises at all; but as 
private money is invested in them, that private money has the 
ri<>'ht to a fair and just return; no more. When the profits 
of a road are in exce of the amount necessary to pay a fair 
and just return, the Government has a right to pass a law 
reducing the fares to be charged. 

Now, we propose to set up a tribunal in which there will be 
only two of the three parties represented: The men, who 

naturally want to get all the wages they can-and I do not 
blaJ?e t_hem for that-and the officials of the companies, who 
ordmar1ly want to make all the profit for their roads that 
they can-and I do not blame them for that. That is the 
human side. Who is to take care of the public? Senators say 
the railroad management will keep the rates down. That 
does not follow. Under the present law the wealthy and pros-

. perous roads are subject to the recapture clause and to the 
repayment into the Public Treasury of a portion of the profits 
they have made; and it might easily be that they would prefer 
paying higher wa~es to. their men, and buying their peace, 
even though an unJust pnce were charged, to paying money into 
the Federal Treasury to be used by the Federal Government 
to sustain the railroads in other parts of the country. "To 
sustain the railroads in other parts of the country." Does 
that mean, as the law is now being administered, that that is 
to be done for the benefit of the railroad companies? Not at all. 

It is really done for the benefit of the general public, for by 
this method the total co t of h·ansportation is distributed so 
that the weaker roads and those in the more sparsely settled 
sections of the country can haul freight for less rates than they 
would be compelled to charge if they did not recei-re this bene­
faction. 

After all, this network of railroads that covers the United 
St_ates is one system in the broad sense of the term, and the 
weaker parts must be sustained in some way, and if part of 
the money that comes from the great and pro perous roads is 
distributed to these weaker roads it means a reduction in 
freight and passenger charges upon those roads in the long run 
and in the aggregate. Accordingly there is a sound reason 
for the suspicion that Mr. Atterbury and some of the other 
representatives of the rich roads do not have a very strong 
incentive to keep down the wages. They will know under 
those conditions when que tions come before a tribunal and 
there is no representation of the public one side of the case 
only is likely to be beard. 

But suppose all I have said about this division of fares is 
unsound, that the reason is not there, still I say that no two 
men or two bodies of men have the right to sit and decide a 
question hich concerns a third party in the absence of that 
third party. That third party is entitled to be there and to 
present his views, to offer his plan, to make his suggestions, 
to submit his proposals, and to have them considered along 
with the proposals of the other two interested parties. Where 
was the farmer in these bearings? Was he there? Is there 
any farm organization that has passed a resolution in tavor 
of this bill? I have not heard of any,/ and I do not think 
anybody else bas beard of any. 

My understanding is that this bill is opposed by every manu­
facturing organization and every business organization in this 
country that has spoken. They are entitled to some consid­
eration. We are not necessarily obliged to do the thing they 
recommend, but their opinions are entitled to great weight and · 
consideration. 

The National Grange and the Farm Bureau have asked for 
a hearing, and they have not had it yet. These two bodies 
have been divided on many questions. They are now united 
in opposition to this bill. Where is the farm bloc in the Sen­
ate? What has happened to the farm bloc? Has it cea.: ed to 
exist? Where are the champions of agriculture when it is pro­
posed to set up here a scheme whereby the railroad laborer 
and the railroad president can get together and in fact fix the 
railroad charges, for that is what it amounts to? 

I should like to ask what public or quasi public body repre­
senting large numbers of people is back of this bill, outside of 
the particular organizations of labor that are generally known 
as the aristocracy among the railroad laborers? All the rest 
of these employees have a right to consideration. They are 
not here petitioning. Some of them are here remonstrating. 
They have been to me remonstrating. 

Mr. President, we are told that the old law did not work 
because it was not obeyed. Why will this proposed lnw work? 
There is no compulsion in either one of them. But it is said: 
"Everybody has agreed to support this bill." Who is "every­
body "? About 20 or 25 of the great systems of road are pro­
testing against it. Surely they have not pledged themselves 
and bound themselves. The majority of the railroad men are 
not represented. How do you know they are going to obey 
this bill? 

I have heard prophecies like this before. I have never 
seen a bill proposed here yet but its proponents would stand up 
and assert that it was going to work with infallible certainty. 
"Just pass this bill and everybody will become angels; peace 
will reign ; all will be lovely and the goose hang high, and 
there will be no more trouble on earth." That is the kind of 
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stuff that we always hear. We heard it before in r egard to 
this very legislation. 

Let me read you a few excerpts ; and I could go through 
the CoNGREssroN AL RECORD and find many, many more. 

We had the Newlands bill up. It was proposed by Senator 
Newlands whose memory we all love--a man of wonder~ul 
intellect, but of a still more wonderful imagination, and w1th 
a sunreme confidence in humanity. I remember that he told 
us that if we created the Federal Trade Commission a~l the 
trusts would disappear ; there would not be any mo;·e wicked­
ness in commerce. He was mistaken. Wb.en that bill was up, 
it was reported to the Senate by Mr. Newlands on June 23, 
1913, ancl he said this : 

I will state, l\Ir. President, in connection with this report, that the 
bill presented has the sanction of the various brotherhoods connected 
with the employees of the railroads of the country, and that <l1' the 
Civic Federation and the railway managers. It also bas the appro\al 
of Judge Knapp, presiding judge of the Commerce Court, and. of l\Ir. 
Neill the former Commissioner of Labor, who figured so conspicuously 
in l;bor disputes between the railway companijts and their employees. 

So we were asked to pass that bill because everybody, they 
said, had agreed on it. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSO~l] joined in the 
debate, and had this to say : 

The proposed bill represents a mea. ure which we are assured by 
representatives of all the leading organizations and the leading rail­
roads concerned in this controversy will avert a strike that in all 
probability will occur unless the bill is passed. 

And then the Senator from Arkansas dilated on the evils of 
the strike; but I recall that we had a strike. It came just the 
same. 

The Senator from Arkansas went on and said : 

We are in this situation. The bill as presented here represents an 
agreement between committees from the railroads and from their em­
ployees. As can be easily understood by everyone familiar with these 
conditions, there is always a degree of suspicion upon the part of both 
parties to such controversies that the other party is trying to secure 
the advantage. The necessity for passing this bill in its present form-

" Its present form! "-just the argument we are hearing now. 
"Pass it as it is now. Do not even read it carefully. Do not 
dot an 'i'; do not stroke a 't.' Just pass it as it is"; and that 
was the argument of the Senator from Arkansas [lli. RoBIN­
so~] then. 

The necessity for passing this bill in its present form lies in the 
fact that it will be of no value whatever unless it is acceptable to 
both the railroads and their employees. 

That is just what is being said now about this bill. Why, I 
could read the speech of the Senator from Arkansas on this 
bill, and it would fit the speeches made by the distinguished 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON] in logic, in argument, 
and in arrangement as the upper and lower jaws of a wild 
beast fit into each other. 

l\1r. WATSON. Mr. President, I am very sorry that the Sen­
ator from Missouri sees fit to compare the Senator from Arkan­
sas, his leader, and myself to a wild beast. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Oh, no; I said that the arguments 
of each of you gentlemen fitted like the upper and lower jaws 
of a wild beast fit into each other. When God got through 
mak1.ng ordinary humanity and concluded to improve on all 
His work, I think he created the two distinguished Senators 
in question. 

1\Ir. WATSON. Aside from the sarcasm of my friend, which 
is always delightful to me--

Mr. REED of Missouri. I am not sarcastic; I am naturally 
complimentary. 

Mr. WATSON. And especially so at ~he pre ent time. 
Ur. REED of Missouri. I have said nothing, as the Sen­

ator understands, intended to reflect on anyone. 
lli. WATSON. Oh, no ; I understand that. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. I am not quite through with these 

quotations. Perhaps the Senator will defer his question until 
that time. 

Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. We bad another Senator in this 

body at that time, a very positive character, a man who ordi­
narily followed his own judgment, and a man of spendid judg­
ment, Senator Pomerene, of Ohio. Here is the argument he 
made then. It miM!t just as well be handed over to one of 
the proponents of this bill and read now, because it is the only 
argument they are making: 

LXVII-570 

Mr. President, I am in favor of this bill as it is written, aud though 
in some respects I would prefer to see a change, I will not vote to 
change a single word in it, and for the reasons I shall state: It 
appears that before the committee the railway companies, through 
their presidents and representatives, and the railway men's organiza­
tions, th rough their chiefs, aid that this bill repre ented months of 
work ; that while there were slight differences of opinion they all 
agreed to accept it as a solution of the problem. A number of wit­
nesses when interrogated before the committee said, in substance, 
that if the bill was passed as it was written, they did not believe 
there would be a single railroad or a single organization that would 
refuse to accept the plan of settlement here adopted. 

It stands to reason that when they come before the Congress asking 
that this plan be incorporated into a statute no one of these parties 
would be in a position where be could honorably say, " I will not accept 
the plan of mediation or of arbitration which is therein contained." 

So, Mr. President, these prophecies we have to-day and the e 
arg-uments we have to-day count for nothing. We have heard 
them with reference to all the bills that have ever been pro­
posed; but, singularly, in this particular class of legislation 
the appeal has always been made that we must have a bill 
that suits just the railroad employer and the railroad em­
ployee and that nobody else has anything to say about it. 

Mr. President, somebody else does have something to say 
about it. There are about 115,000,000 human beings in this 
country, every one of whom will be affected for weal or for 
woe by this legislation. They have a right to be represented 
on every one of these questions. 

Somebody said here the other day, " Oh, but you can not 
enforce the decision. You can not forbid the roads and the 
men to agree now." That is true. The roads and the men 
can agree now ; but it is some of the roads and some of the 
men that are asking to have a public tribunal created to take 
the place of, or at least to qualify, the right of voluntary agree­
ment which they have now ; and when this Government is 
asked to set up a governmentnl tribunal to give weight and 
sanction to these agreements, to give them in a certain sense 
the form of law, then it is our privilege to see that there is 
somebody there to talk for the public. 

Mr. President, let us send this bill back to the committee. 
Let us let the farmer be heard. Let us let the great business 
interests be heard. Let us permit the rest of the plain, com­
mon people of this country to be heard. Let us analyze this 
question and know what we are doing. What is the haste? 
What is the emergency? There is none. There is no threat­
ened labor dispute to-day of any importance. N"early every 
railroad in the United States is coming before the present 
board. The men are coming before the present board. Rail­
roads that in the past have refused to submit to the deci­
sions of the board are now coming before the board. Indeed, 
there never was a time since the present law was passed when 
conditions seemed as propitious as at the present moment. 

Somebody said here the other day on the floor-! think it 
was the distinguished Senator from Indiana [1\Ir. WATSON]­
that there would be no application for a raise of wages. Do 
I misquote the Senator? 

1\lr. WATSON. I said that in my judgment there would 
be no great demand for an increase of wages. 

l\lr. REED of Missouri. There is a demand already filed. 
1\lr. WATSON. I understand, but I am talking about the 

future. 
l\Ir REED of Missouri. There is a demand already filed 

for over $100,000,000 of increase. 
1\lr. WATSON. Which has been pending for many months. 
1\lr. REED of l\li souri. Yes. It is already here; and back 

of that, as is well known, there are other demands being pre­
pared, amounting to from four to six hundred million dollars 
more a year. The real purpose of this bill is to raise railroad 
wages. 

1\lr. WATSON. Of course, I must of necessity take issue 
with my friend, and deny that statement absolutely, in toto. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not say that is the purpose 
of the Senator. I did not say that, and I do not say it now. 
I said the purpose of the bill. The Senator must not get him­
self confused with this bill. That would be a bad mixup. 
The Senator did not write this bill. 

Mr. WATSON. No; I did not. 
1\Ir. REED of Missouri. It was handed to him. 
Mr. WATSON. I will say this: The Senator is right about 

it, I have no pride of authorship in this bill. I did not write 
it. I have not claimed at any time that I did. 

1\ir. REED of Missouri. Certainly not. So there is no of­
fense when I say that the purpose of the bill is to do a par­
ticular thing. 
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Mr. WATSON. Not at all. The Senator and I are so famil- man sat in the committee room, and the e other people were 
iar with the freedom of debate that there is no offense, what- there, and no prote ts were voiced. A Senator in m:v rear asks 
ever we happen to say. This bill was formulated, as the Sena- me how long. How long does it take a man sitting in a com­
tor knows, in the manner he understands it was brougllt to mittee room to Yoice hi protest? 
me, and those who drew it asked me if I would introduce it. Why end this bill back to the committee? I undertake to 
I told them I must examine it first. I went over the bill with say that the e things can be thra bed out on the floor of the 
great care, I talked with a number on both sides who had par- Senate. The committee is simply a preliminary proposition. 
ticipated in its formulation, and I came to the conclusion that When a matter comes on the floor, if any Senator has a protest, 
the bill was a sound bill, and that it was as good a measurt; he can voice it. If the railroad men or the railroad employees 
as we could get at this time for the present emergency. I still had wanted to protest, they could have prote ted if they had 
believe that. had one-half the eloquence, and certainly the tretch of imagi-

Mr. REED of Missouri. What is the pre ent emergency? nation, possessed by my friend from Mis ouri in voicing his pro-
Mr. WATSON. The present emergency is this, that the Rail- test against this bill They are being heard now. How long 

road Labor Hoard has broken down. There is nothing to are we to have hearings and to permit everybody to be heard 
which the two sides can appeal. They want to set up some- who wants to be heard? 
thing in its place, and this is the best thing that can be found . Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I should like to say that the 
at this time to set up in its place. person and the per ons to whom I ha1e referred are not the 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Let us see if the Raih·oad Labor person to whom the Senator has referred. They a1·e repre-
Board has broken down. sentatives, not of the pre idents of roads but repre-·entative of 

Mr. wATSON. I know it has broken down. Senators re- the employees of the roads. It had been my understanding 
ferred to "thousands of cases." Whenever a case is sub- that both side had ~en fully heard, and it is now alleged that 
mitted in which a railroad is involved, and there are two or one side was not heard. 
three thousand men involved, and the board bas rendered some Mr. WATSON. If there are two sides to it, I do not know 
sort of decision or reached a conclusion about it, it is referred anything about it. There is one gentleman who repre ented 
to as "two or three thousand cases." The trouble about it is a very respectable body of labor; that is to ay, orne say he 
that nearly all of the cases that har-e gone to the Railroad does and some say he does not. He says he does. I am accept­
Labor Board have been petty grievances, individual in char- ing his views on the question. He made no request to be heard,_ 
acter largely. Whenever it comes to one of the great, far- as far as I lmow, until the bearing were all over. Then he 
reaching strike , that threaten to tie up the interstate com- came and asked that the bill be sent back in order that they 
merce of the country, or one of those disputes that has ref- might have an opportunity to be heard. 
erence to wages, or to hours of service, or conditions of labor, We can not be everlastingly sending bills back to com­
the labor men and the railroads squarely assert before us that mittees. We can not er-erlastingly be conducting hearings in 
they never will again appeal to this board. That makes an order that er-erybody who wants to be heard can be heard. 
emergency, and it is to meet that emergency that we are trying I Tbere must be some end to the thing. We would ner-er pa~s 
to provide. any legi lation if we were to drag on interminably here having 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is well stated; but, outside- of hearings until every protest had been filed . . 
the mu ic of the word , there is not anything in it. Mr. WILLIS. I am not assailing the Senator or his com-

1\lr. WATSON. Can the Senator deny the fact? mittee, but I am trying to ascertain the fact as to whether there 
1\fr. REED of 1\li souri. Yes; I am absolutely denying the was a full opportunity to per ons to be heard before this bill 

fact, as I understand it. was reported. I am not expecting that the bill will be sent back 
Mr. ''' ATSON. Does the Senator deny that the railroad because orne individual complai11s of it, of coure. 

labor men have said that they never again would appeal to this 1\Ir. WATSON. That is all there is to it. 
board? Mr. REED of 1tfis ouri. Mr. President, the Senator say that 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Certainly I deny that there is any the pre ent board has broken down. My information is dil=l-
such statement as that that is stood upon. tinctly to the contrary. My information is that there is not a 

Mr. W .ATSON. It is admitted in the record. railroad to-day in the United States that proclaim that it will 
Mr. REED of Missoll.l'i. I do not care anything about your not submit its controversies to this board. 

record, taken under the circumstances under which it was taken. Mr. WATSON. Ob, Senator; that is so entirely at r-ariance 
Mr. WATSON. It was taken in a full and free hearing, with the facts--

where everybody-- l\Ir. REED of Missouri. Just tell us the name of the road. 
Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President-- . I want to get the road's name. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator Yield; and Mr. WATSON. Did the Senator read the report of the hear-

if so, to whom? . . . ings before the committee? 
Mr. REED of MISsouri. The Senator from Indmna was on 1\fr. REED of Missouri. Not all of them. 

the floor. . . Mr. WATSON. Did he read what was aid about that sub-
Mr. WATSON. I yield to the Senator from Ohw [Mr. ject? Did he read what Mr. Thorn, the attorney for all the 

WILLIS.] • :first-class roads of America, said? 
Mr. WILLIS. I wanted to ask about th1s matter. I say to 1\lr. REED of ~fissouri. I do not care much what Mr. Thorn 

the Senator frankly that I have been troubled by statements says. · 
that have been made to me to the effect that persons who de- 1\Ir. WATSON. If the Senator is going to wave aside the 
sired to be heard upon this bill were not given an opportunity man who represents, in all legal conte ts, all the :fir t-class 
to be heard. It was my understanding that this bill had been roads of America, then, as a matter of course, he can just wave 
reported out after every intere t which desired to be heard had aside everybody by a wave of the hand. 
had an opportunity to be beard. Men have told me within the 1\ir. REED of Missouri. Mr. Thorn is here in wa hington, 
1ast 24 hours that they sought opportunity to present their 
views but were not given that opportunity. I that or not a fact? spenc1ing his time chiefly, I think, on mutters legislative for a 

Mr. WATSON. If the Senator had been here most of the few big roads. 
afternoon-unfortunately, he has not been-he would hale Mr. 'VATSON. Not a few big roads; all the Cla s I I'Oads 

heard that whole thing thra hed out. I will say this to the of America. 
Senator: The one man who bas made the most fuss about it is Mr. REED of 1\Iissouri. Was any member of this board put 
a 1\Ir. Bierd, the pre ident of the Chicago & Alton Railroad, on the stand? 
who sat in the committee room a good part of the time these 1\ir. WATSON. No. 
hearings were going on and never opened his mouth. After he Mr. REED of Missouri. No; the board was not heard, ju t 
got away and got back home he came to the conclusion that he as the farmers were not. 
ought to be heard, and he wired back asking to be heard. Mr. WATSON. The question was discussed in the committee 

The e bearings can not go on interminably. The Senator as to whether the board should be called, and it was decided 
k11ow that a great committee like the Interstate Commerce by a practically unanimous vote that they should not be called. 
Committee, with a number of bills before it that ought to be :Mr. REED· of Missouri. I have seen a statement from one 
considered, can not everlastingly have hearings on one proposi- of them, which is before me, to the effect that the board is 
tion. This whole thing was submitted to the com11:1ittee, and functioning, and functioning better than it ever did. 
they unanimously reso~ved that the hearings should cease. 1\fr. WATSON. Which I deny. 
What more can we do? Every time some fellow telegraphs in 1\Ir. REED of Missouri. You may denyjt, but you did not 
from a far region who wants to be heard we can not open the hear them. 
hearings again. We would never get through with any hear- Mr. WATSON. I do not have to hear them to know what 
ing if we followed that course. The Senator knows that. This they are doing. 
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Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not know; but you ought to which they considered the provisions ·of the bill. They reported 

hear them. Let us see whom you did have. You had Mr. Attar~ it out unanimously. It was debated in the House for several 
bury, of the Pennsylvania. · days, quite fully debated, and the House passed the bill by a 

1\Ir. WATSON. No; we did not" have" him; he came. vote of 381 to 13. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. You had him. I did not say you Mr. REED of Missouri. The House passed a resolution by 

ent for him; you had him. a bigger majority than that providing for the United States to 
Mr. WATSON. He came. go into the World Court, and the Senator from Indiana had 
1\Ir. REED of 1\Ii souri. He deposited himself on your door- the good sense and judgment to stand out and exercise his own 

step and you had him. You took him in. opinion, and he got renominated by a majority of 140,000. 
1\Ir. WATSON. The Senator must know, if he is familiar Mr. WATSON. One hundred and sixty-five thousand. Give 

with the great shop stlike that occurred only a short time ago, me full credit. 
that Genera~ Atterbury was the one man who stood out against 1\Ir. REED of Missouri. I think he will be reelected--
labor in that fight. Mr. WATSON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Certainly; and now he is here as a 'Mr. REED of Missouri. As bad as he is-as bad a man from 
special friend of labor and is going to settle everything by the political standpoint as he is, I mean. 
agreement. 1\lr. WATSON. Yes; I understand that. 

l\Ir. WATSON. He kept on in that fight until he crippled his 1\Ir. REED of l\Iissouri. There were hearings befm:e the 
railroad, as everybody knows, until the efficiency and morale House committee and they had the same crew before the House 
of hi~ road was greatly injured. Everybody knows that. He committee with two or· three exceptions. 1\Ir. Richberg, Mr. 
got tired of that fighting proposition. He got tired trying to I Henry, l\Ir. Thorn, Mr. Emery, 1\lr. Rich, and two or three out­
use force and coercion. He wanted to com~ to some method by siders, possibly, appeared before the House committee. I have 

. which they could adjust differences between the management not had the time to trace them out to see which side they 
and labor. He has tried the other method, and now he wants were on, but I think I reC:ognize the names, and that they were 
to try this, and he came and made a strong plea to us to set up all labor men or railroad men. 'l'he Senator did not have any 
this machinery. public hearings. He bad a hearing by two interested parties, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Having thrust thi country into a and that is all he ever had. 
great strike by refusing to obey the present law, and he now l!Ir. WATSOK Because they are the interested parties. 
proposes to get up a law for everybody else who did obey the l\Ir. REED of :Missouri. Oh, no; the interested party is the 
pre ent law, he comes to the committee, not by summons, but great public, the people of the United States. 
he rushes to the committee, and you hear him. Yery well. Let :Mr. WATSOX. They are the immediately interested parties, 
us go down the list. . . of cour e. 

Mr. William S. Brown testified. Whom did he represent? I l\Ir. REED of ::\lissouri. Exactly; and they are therefore 
will go through the li t. Here is Mr. Thorn, who represents selfi h, because they are the two interested parties. They also 
these rich railroads ; und he appears in this retord, I th~nk, were SE'lfi W.r interested and the great public was interested, 
very much more than anybody else. 'l'here was plenty of tune nml' yet the public was practically excluded from the hearings. 
to hear Thorn. ~Ir. l\lOSJ<JS. Mr. President, the real interested party is the 

Here is Mr. Richberg, who was counsel for the railway em- varty that pays the hill, to wit, the public. 
ployees. They appeared by their attorney, and they had a ~lr. WATSO~. We all understand that, but I say that in this 

· · right to. great measure .we have here rna de provision to take care of the 
Mr. Doak is the national legislati>e representatiYe of the public far better than it was taken care of by the existing law. 

Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen. He had a right to he Mr. REED of ~lissouri. What is the pro>i ion in the bill 
heard. But he wa on one side of this question, of cour e. that takes care of the great public? 

I have found. a reference to Mr. Brown': employment. He 1\lr. WATSO~. First, by the board of mediation appointed 
was president of the marine engineers. He testified to the by the President to revresent the public and which is a con· 
extent of about 20 lines. tinuing board. 

Then there was Mr. Emery, who represents the 1\lanufac- 1\Ir. REED of 1\Iissouri. Why is that any better than we 
turers' Association. Then Mr. Richberg came back on the have in the present law? 
stand. Then Mr. Thorn appeared again. That makes up vol- ~Ir. WATSOX. Seconclly, by the emergency board that is 
ume 1. . appointed by the President and which represents the general 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Emery was heard se>eral times. public also, and which is better than is provided in the existing 
Mr. REED of 1\ii so uri. I think so. law. This is a new machine set up. The old one has broken 
Mr. WATSON. I can say to my friend that, so far as any down and the~· want something new to try, and when the two 

protests against the passage of this bill from what he calls the interested parties come together and ask to have something 
standpoint of the public are concerned, no man more force- tried I am willing to give them an opportunity to try it. 
fully or cogently argued that side of it than Mr. Emery. He 1\1;, REED of Missouri. It is just as much the old machine 
is a very able and very brilliant man. as is the old Buick still an old Buick when you put a coat 

Mr. REED of Mis ouri. That may be so, from tl1e standpoint of paint on it anu give it a different name. It is the same old 
of a certain portion of the public. Then there is 1\lr. Patrick Buick exactly. There is a machinery here that is without 
Crowley. jurisdiction to enforce its orders. 

1\Ir. WATSON. He is president of the New York Central. 1\Ir. 'VATSON. That is true. 
1\Ir. REED of 1\ti souri. Then 1\Ir. Emery came back again, 1\Ir. REED of Missouri. It depends entirely upon the will 

then 1\Ir. Charles L. Henry. Who was he? 1\Ir. Willard was of the two main partie to. the controversy whether or not 
here representing the Baltfmore & Ohio. its dech;ions shall be obeyed. We ha>e here a case when~. no 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. \nllard repre ·ented the Baltimore & matter how often we go around the barn, we come out of the 
Ohio. same hole we went in. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I said Mr. Henry. Mr. Henry is the 1\lr. WATSO~. It is true that there is no coercion in the 
general counsel for the American Electric Railway Association. bill. It is nothing but mediation and conciliation and arbi­
l\1r. Richberg appeared again, 1\lr. Thorn again, and Mr. Willard tration. That is all there is to it. 
again. There were about six or seven witnesses there, all told, ::\1r. REED of Missouri. But we have that in the old bill. 
every one of them representing parties directly interested in l\Ir. 'VATSON'. And the Senator is not asking to go any 
this bill ; all of them for the bill except Emery. further and put coercion in the bill? 

Does the Senator call that a hearing? It is the same kind 1\lr. REED of 1\Iis ouri. No; I am not. 
of a hearing that is going to be given by tbis board that will Mr. WATSON. There you are. 
be created, that will consist of railroad employees and railroad 1\Ir. BRUCE. 1\lr. President, may I add to what the Senator 
presidents. It will be a hearing by two of the interested par- has said that we had that provision in the Newlands Act and 
tie , ju t as there was a hearing here by two of the interested in the Erdman Act. 
parties and nobody else, except where Emery came in. So it is 1\lr. WATSON. Certainly. 
proposed to try the question of freight rates-for t11at is what Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator wants to wipe out the 
this gets down to-between two of the interested parties and old law and put this wonderful new bill in its place, and it 
leave the great public out of consideration. does just exactly what the old law did. . 

Mr. 'V ATSON. There were long hearings on the House side 1\Ir. WATSON. There were 61 cases decided under the Erd-
Q.y the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, longer man law and 148 cases decided under the Newlands law. The 
than those we conducted, and the committee on the House side cases when we had Government control were decided amicably 
went into the subject, I think, at considerable length and quite by boards of adjustment, and we ~e going right on in the same 
extensively. They had many meetln.gs o~ the committee in ll!le. 
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Mr. BRUCE. Nearly 13,000 cases have been decided sin~e 
the Railroad Labor Board has been in existence. 

Mr. wATSON. I deny that there are 13,000 cases of any 
consequence. Some case of consequence have been decide~, of 
course, but the great majority of those cases related to mmor 
disputes. 

Mr. REED of Mis~ouri. They are the same character of 
ca~es that were decided by the other two boards, broadly 
speaking. 

Mr. WATSON. Oh, no. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. The Newlands Act was passed, and 

it was found that the Newlands Act would not settle all the 
disputes. . · tb t 

Mr. WATSO~. I will say to my friend from 1\Iissoun a 
the Erdman Act and the Newlands Act dealt only with wa-?es, 
hours of servire, conditions of labor,. and not the small gnev-
ances. · They had no power to deal with those. . 

Mr. REJED of Mis ouri. No; and the small gnev~nces had 
been settled across the table by the men and by their bosses, 
if we want to use that term-their superintendents and man­
agers-from time immemorial, and they are settled that way 
to-clay by the thousands. 

Ur. wATSON. No; tl,lousands of them went to the Labor 
Board and were settled there. . 

Mr. REED of Mis ouri. And the Senator says It does not 
count in its favor. They did take a lot of them up there, but 
the Senator says they do not count. 

Mr. wATSON. They did in the past, but these men say no 
longer will they go to the board. . . . 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Then these men are m JUSt thiS 
position that they are saying to tile lawmakers of the country, 
" we ca'me to you and asked you to pass the Erdman Act and 
you did it. We were not satisfied with it. We demanded that 
you should pass the Newlands Act and we said that would. be 
satisfactory to everybody and would work,_ and. you passe_d 
it. Then, having passed the present law, which differs from 1t 
only in slight ways, we are now here and want another law 
enacted. If you do not give us jus~ what we ~ant, we se~ve 
notice on you in advance that we will have nothmg to do With 
the tribunal you ha>e set up." . 

What is unfair about this triburi.al? The great complamt 
is that it has decided cases against the railroads, and the 
railroads will refuse to obey, and that, on the other han.d, 
the men sometimes refuse to obey, and now they say they will 
never obey, but if we will pass ano.the.r bill which. does not 
ha>e any important difference, or 1f It has any rmportant 
difference it is a sort of implied power in the President to 
seize the railroads, they will obey, and will come in and arbi­
trate everything. The same two sets of men are to sit oppo­
site each other at the table. They are to conduct their neg_o­
tiations together in the same way they do now. They will 
not come together now, it is said, but if we will pass this bill 
then they will come and sit down at the table .and talk things 
over and that i where nearly all of these disputes are set­
tled.' There may be a little different machinery beyond that, 
but it is just as ineffective as the machinery under the present 
bill and now it is sail}, " Pass this bill which, makes no sub­
sta~tial change, and then we will all sit down and agree, and 
the millennium will dawn." 

Mr. WATSON. l\Ir. President, will my friend let me ask 
if there is any substantial difference between them if neither 
provides for force or coercion, and the Senator does not want 
to ptovide force or coercion? If there be no difference be­
tween the two and they say, "We will ag~·ee to the one and 
will not agree to the other," and they want the one and do not 
want the other, why not let them have the one? 

:Mr. REED of Missouri. Because there is a difference. I 
was talking about the difference as to the men getting to­
gether, as to their right to confer, as to their right to e~­
change views and try to come to an agreement. But there Is 
this difference, and this is why the bill is urged: ·In the pres­
ent arrangement the public does have a representative, and in 
the new bill the public does not have a representative. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
1\Ir. REED of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from Mary­

land. 
Mr. BRUCE. Would the Senator from Missouri like to have 

an absolutely authoritative statement as to the volume of work 
done by the Railway Labor Board? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes; I would. 
Mr. BRUCE. This is the testimony of Mr. Hooper before 

the House committee: 
From the date of its establishment, December 31, 1925. 13,941 ~ 

putes had been referred to the board. Of this number, 6,006 were of a 

local nature, atrecting individual roads and their employees in one O!" 

more classes of service or possib1y two or three railroads at one point; 
and 7,935 were .of a general nature, affecting large groups of railroads 
and their employees in any or all classes of service, such as geueral 
requests for wage increases or wage decreases or general revision of 
rules governing working conditions. The board during this period dis­
posed of 13,447 of ·these submissions, 5,549 of which were of local 
nature and 7,898 of general nature. Of the total number of disputes, 
912 did not reach the status of regularly docketed cases. 

In other words, as against 61 disputes settled under the Erd­
man Act, we have 13,9-11 di putes, m!.l,ny of them invol' ing 
matters of capital importance, settled by the Lftbor Board. 
Then, if the Senator from Missouri will pardon me, perhaps he 
would like to have a statement of just how far fue decisions of 
the Railroad Labor Board have been violated: 

The board's records show the following violations for the 201 class 1 
carriers: 
Brooklyn Eastern District TerminaL--------------------------- 1 
Chicago Northern Railroad Co________________________________ 1 

The Senator will be especially interested in this: 
Chicago & .Alton Railroad___________________________________ 1 · 
Chicago Great Western Railroad------------------------------- 1 
Denver & Salt Lake Railroad--------------------------------- 5 
Duluth, MisS!lbe & Northern Railway___________________________ 1 
Erie Railroad----------------------------------------------- 21 
Fort Smith & Western Railroad_______________________________ 1 
Nevada Northern RailrcatL___________________________________ 2 
Pennsylvania system_________________________________________ 5 
San .Antonio & Aransas Pass Railway__________________________ 2 

This is a rather small percentage out of 13,447 disputes dis­
posed of. 

1\Ir. REED of Missouri. An interesting addenda to what the 
Senator has said is that the two railroads that disputed the 
board's authority in the majority of all the cases where there 
were disputes are the particular spon. or for this bill. 

l\Ir. President, it is perfectly plain under the present law that 
the public has a representation-at least, it lias a voice. Under 
the present bill it does not have a voice as long as the em­
ployees and the employers agree. _ They can get together and 
make any kind of an agreement they want to, and the public 
has nothing to say about it. They can agree to arbitrate or not 
to arbitrate. Then comes in tJie clause relating to the strike, 
and that is ineffective. 

Mr. President. I want to see railroad labor well paid. The 
men are engaged in a hazardous employment ; and, speaking 
broadly, and without -any desire to :flatter them in saying what 
I have said many times, they are a splendid body of men, 
they are entitled to fair treatment, they ai'e entitled to a good 
wage, they are entitled to organize-a doctrine that I have 
always advocated, even when it was not very popular to ad­
vocate it. They are entitled through their organization to sit 
down and talk with their employers and to ag1·ee upon a wage; 
and if they do that, the law does not interfere-at least, it has 
never undertaken to do so up to this time. Now they say, • 
and they have said it for many years, "We have reached a 
condition where we want a public body created, and that that 
JJody ball assume the responsibility of a decision." 

When that decision is rendered, of course, it goes out with 
the force and effect and weight of a public decision, and would 
form a justification, if wages were raised in pursuance to 
such a ratifying order, for the railroad to say to the Inter tate 
Commerce Commission, " We raised wages in obedience to a 
public order, and you must raise the tariffs so we can meet 
that charge." That puts the public into the business, so far as 
responsibility goes, and endangers the public to the extent that 
such a decision will form a precedent for action and a justifica­
tion for action by the railroads and be very persuasive with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Under tho ·e circumstances the public ought to be allowed 
to "sit in " on these decisions and have a voice. It is to get 
rid of that thing that this bill is brought forward, and for 
no other purpose, in my humble opinion. 

We have been told that the decisions of the Railroad Labor 
Board are unimportant, that they never decided anything of 
importance. 

Mr. 'VATSON. Oh, no; the Senator must know that I said 
thev had decided some cases of importance, but that the great 
majority of the cases which they had decided were not 
important. 

l\Ir. REI!JD of Missouri. Very well. Here is one that they 
decided, and there was public representation, too. They ren­
dered a decision under which there was a reduction of $200,-
000.000 in wages, and .not an employee ·struck. So this board 
is functioning. What is the use of saying it_ is not function­
ing? Before we wipe it out, let us know we are going to get 
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something better. But, above everything else-and I have 
taken all this time because I was interrupted; I had in mind 
some remarks to make which I would have been through 
with in 10 minutes. I warn ·senators that when they inter· 
rupt me they extend me as to time. 

Ur. 'V ATSON. I am so pleased to hear the Senator's voice 
that I always like to interrupt him. 

Mr. REED of 1\Iissouri. I know the Senator from Indiana 
loves my voice almost as much as I find a special delight in 
gazing into his amiable and intelligent countenance. 

Mr. WATSON I thank the Senator. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. Above all, let us send this bill back 

to the committee, and let the farmers of this country be heard. 
~ir. NORBECK. Mr. President, may I ask a question merely 

in order to clear up certain matters? 
Mr. REED of Missouri. Certainly. 
Mr. NORBECK. What public protection is there in the pres­

ent law? If I understand correctly, the pre ent board is 
authorized to prevent these mutual agreements as to wages and 
su pend them. 

Mr. WATSON. The public "sits in" on the decisions. 
Mr. NORBECK. Yes; but may the board also suspend action 

on any agreement that is reached as to wage increases without 
the matter being presented to the board? 

Mr. WATSON. - At the present time? 
Mr. NORBECK. Yes. 
Mr. WATSON. At the present time the ro~ds and the em­

ployees may meet and agree on a wage increase regardless of 
the board ; and it does not come before the board at all. 

Mr. NORBECK. There is one letter here from a farm or­
ganization, I think, that says the present board may suspend 
temporarily a wage increase. Is that right, I will ask the Sen­
ator from Indiana? 

Mr. WATSON. They have said that; but it is not correct, 
becau e to suspend it it would be necessary to suspend a pri­
vate contract, which is unconstitutional and has been distinctly 
so held in a railroad case. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. But the language is in the act; that 
is what the Senator means. It was resi ted, however, and the 
courts held that it was unconstitutional, but nevertheless the 
language is in the act. 

1\Ir. NORBECK. May I ask the Senator if the pre ent board 
is a fact-finding board? As I understand, they have a right to 
hold hearings on numerous questions. 

l\1r. WATSON. Yes. 
Mr. NORBECK. And to pass upon them and give their 

opinion. to the public on them? 
l\1r. WATSON. Yes. 
l\1r. NORBECK. Is that true of the proposed board? 
Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not think it is. 
Mr. WATSON. If th~ Senator will permit me, they have 

no right to compel the attendance of any witness who does not 
want to appear. 

Mr. NORBECK. As a matter of fact the present board has 
been hearing and questioning witnesses, has it not? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes; where the witnesses have · voluntarily 
appeared. 

Mr. NORBECK. Is it not also a fact that the decisions of 
the present board in some very important cases have been 
complied with absolutely? 

Mr. WATSON. In a number of cases they have been. 
Mi. NORBECK. One of the first cases which the board con· 

3idered some four or five years ago involved a wage increase 
of about $600,000,000, did it not? 

l\fr. WATSON. Yes. 
l\fr. NORBECK. And was there not a decision a year or 

two later decreasing wages about $300,000,000? 
Mr. WATSON. About $200,000,000, I think. 
Mr. NORBECK. That was complied with, was it not? 
Mt·. WATSON. It was. 
Mr. NORBECK. The present board has no right to suggest 

that wages be increased or reduced. Is that right? 
Mr. WATSON. None at all. 
Mr. NORBECK. And as I understand, the purpose of the 

bill now pending here is to turn over to the railroads and their 
employees the whole matter, and, in case they can not agree, 
then the proposed board is to try to get them together ; but it 
is not a fact-finding board with power of decision or power 
to inform the public as to the facts. 

Mr. WATSON. That is true. 
Mr. NORBECK. And I also understand that in case they 

can not do anything an emergency board comes into being and 
it may render a decision? 

Mr. WATSON. No; the emergency board does not render a 
decision. It simply gives the public ~e f~cts, ~s the Labo~. 

Board is now empowered to do. All the Labor Board is em­
powered to do is to give the public the facts; and that is all 
the emergency board is em powered to do. 

l\lr. NORBECK. The public may have the facts from the 
present board. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I desire to yield the floor. I have 
said all I care to say. The Senator from North Dakota is 
asking his questions of the Senator from Indiana, and of course 
he may continue the colloquy. I ~ not trying to take him 
from his feet, but I am yielding the ~oor. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, before the Senator from l\fis­
souri takes his seat, I shquld like to ask him a question, if I 
may. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well. 
Mr. CUl\Il\fiNS. To what board proposed in this bill did the 

Senator from Missouri refer when he· said that the board would 
give sanction to an increase in wages that would have to be 
accepted or would naturally be accepted by the Interstate Com­
merce Commission as a basis for fixing rates? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I mean this: There is a demand, 
by the men, let us say, for an increase of wages. The railroad 
presidents dispute that demand. The two parties fail to agree 
and then they propose to adjudicate it. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Adjudicate it how? Before what board? 
Mr. REED of Missouri. They have this proposal here of 

arbitration. 
l\1r. CUMMINS. The board of mediation and conciliation? 

Is that the board to which the Senator refers? 
Mr. REED of Missouri. So that they can get a decision. 
Mr. CUMMINS. But they do not get any decision. The 

board of mediation or conciliation does not decide anything. 
It has no power to decide anything, 

Mr. REED of Mi ouri. I referred to arbitration. 
Mr. CUMMINS. They have no power to decide by arbitra­

tion. They may induce the parties to the dispute to enter into 
arbitration but they do not decide anything. 

1\Ir. REED of Missouri. But arbitrators do. 
Mr. CUMMINS. Arbitration is purely, of course, a volun­

tary matter on both sides. 
l\1r. REED of Missouri. It is all done under the regis and 

sanction of this bill, so that when a decision is rendered, and 
we will say wages are increased, thereupon the road appears 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission and asks for a 
raise in rates. The Interstate Commerce Commission e:x:amines 
into the expenses of the road; it finds this increase, and it says, 
"In our opinion, that is too great an increase." 

The road responds, " The Congress set up these tribunals 
and we took the course laid down in the law. There was a 
decision rendered, and we are obeying that decision." I think 
that would be very persuasive with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Mr. CUl\lMINS. But I did not quite understand the Senator, 
and for that reason I asked the question. The roads and the 
men can agree to arbitrate now; that is a matter that is within 
the scope of the contractual power; and arbitration under this 
bill would have no greater effect, except that the award of 
the arbitrators can be filed in the district court and a judg­
ment rendered upon that award . . I simply wanted to make 
the matter clear. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator and I are not at all at 
variance with regard to the general proposition. What I say 
is that when we follow this machinery out we get to a point 
where a railroad can well stand in the presence of the Inter­
state Commerce Commission and say, "The wages which we 
pay are justified, because we are obeying a decision rendered 
pursuant to this law." On the other hand, if this scheme or 
plan is not set up and they exercise their lawful right of 
getting together and agreeing or even of arbitrating, that is a 
private transaction, and when they come before the Interstate 
Commerce Commission with that kind of transaction, I think 
their standing is very different from what it would be if they 
followed the proceedings laid down in a law enacted by 
Congress. 

Mr. CUMMINS. There may be something in the suggestion 
if it proceeds to the judgment of a court, but not if it stops 
with the mere award of arbitrators. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not agree with the Senator as 
to that. I agree with him perfectly that such an award is not 
legally binding. I am not talking about the railroad being_ 
able to go before the Interstate Commerce Commission and 
say, " The board made an a ward ; it is legally binding upon 
us, and we, therefore, have to raise these wages " ; but I say 
that if the Senator represented the roads or if I represented 
them, I think I would say to the Interstate Commerce Com­
prlssion, " Congress pl its wisdom or lack of wisdom set UJ) the 



9054 CONGRESS! ON AL RECORD-SEN ATE }lAY 10 

machinery; it was intended that it should function; it was in­
tended that this board should make decisions; a decision has 
been rendered by the tribunal created by Congress; therefore, 
we were justified in obeying it, and we stand here now asking 
the Interstate Commerce Commission if it will penalize us for 
having done the very thing that Congress said we should do." 
I think I could make, and I know the Senator from Iowa 
could make, an appeal on that ground that would be very per­
suasiYe. I do not claim, the Senator will understand, that it 
absolutely binds the IntfTstate Commerce Commission. 

l\1r. NORBECK. Mr. President, I am in favor of the motion 
to recommit the pending bill to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce in order that those may he heard who have had no 
opportunity to be heard. I have reference to those who pay the 
freight, those who bear the expense that will be incurred as the 
result of the passage of this bill. Some things have developed 
here in the debate; for instance, that there is a general wage­
increase demand pending, estimated all the way up to $700,-
000,000 ; $100,000,000 of this is in the form of a demand which 
has been pending for some time and ha ~ recei-ved the favorable 
sanction of the Labor Board. The same railroad labor leaders 
who are pre sing for these wage increases are also telling us 
that the Labor Board has not functioned satisfactorily. Of 
course, they mean it is not satisfactory to them. It is claimed 
that the provisions in the transportation act (the E~c~-Cum­
mins bill), which gaye the Labor Board so much authority, 
has been partly crippled by a uecision 'Of the comt. It is 
claimed they can not now interfere with a wage increase that 
is agreeu upon between the railroads and the men. But that 
has no bearing on this question, as the railroads do not favor 
these increa es. The opposition to the Labor Board., however, 
is based on different grounds. They can bold hearings ; they 
can gather and compile evidence; they are a fact-finding board 
that can giYe these facts to the public. 

Evidently somebody is afraid that the public shall have the in­
formation, for the bill now proposed will prohibit the Govern· 
ment board from publi bing these investigations, hearings, and 
fact findings. They will not be permitted to tell the true condi­
tion of affairs. Do not the railroad men believe that they have 
a good enough case to go before the public with? Are they 
afraid that the other laboring men are not with them? A.J.·e 
they afraid that the farmers will realize that it will be an 
additional burden on them? Po sibly they are even afraid 
that the railroad men have learned from five years' experience 
tl}.at they did not benefit from the wage increase that brought 
in its wake higher cost of material and, in fact, a higher cost 
of living. 

There has been some criticism to show that the present board 
has not sufficient authority to function well, but it is admitted 
that the proposed board has even less authority. What is 
proposed is, in fact, two things-first, that where the railroads 
agree to the increase, nobody shall prevent it; second, where 
the railroads do not agree to an increase, it shall be left to 
arbitration, which always means a comprorui e; that is, they 
will get some inc1·ease, whether they be entitled to it or not. 

Everybody agrees that the basis of prosperity is that labor 
must be well employed and that labor pmst be well paid, but 
it is admitted that the railway men are now about the best­
paid employees there are in the United States. If, however, 
they are not, they can come before the Labor Board and make 
a case and show wherein they are getting less than others. 
There is a public tribunal to pass on the case, to gather all 
the facts, and to tell the public what their findings are. Why 
are we to do away with that? 

Labor used to appeal to the public for protection. It is 
within the memory of every Senator here when the man who 
worked for a wage was the hardest-up man in the United 
States. He lived in the poorest cottage, his family had the 
poorest garments, his table had the scantiest food. It was 
his children that went barefooted and went to school without 
books. The wage earners were not getting their share. They 
began to organize. 

They began to strike. The public was with them. When 
the men in the coal mines struck for a better deal, the public 
and even the farmers said : "They are entitled to it. We are 
for them." Public opinion sustained them and supported them, 
and they won their :fight because the public was with them; 
and when they had won it we paid more for the coal, but we 
said that was all right. 
· The men in the steel mills went through the same process. 
They said they were not getting their fair share. The public 
supported their demands, and they won because public opinion 
was with them ; and when the strike had been won we paid 
more for the steel. It was a tribute that was levied on every 
farmer in the land ; but the farmer said: 

They are not as well off' as we are. We are willing to divide with 
them. It ls all right. 

Then we bad the men and the women in the factories-the 
shoe factories and the clothing factories and the cotton mills 
and all along the line-each clamoring for a better wage ; and 
the public was with them, because in most cases they were en­
titled to it. 

Finally we got along to what seems now to have been a fairly 
balanced condition-the pre-war condition, when labor was 
fairly well employed at a fair wage, when business, as a rule, 

. was prosperous, when the farme1· was making a living and a 
little bit besides, when the boys were not driven from the farm, 
because there was a little gain each year. Good land was 
slowly advancing in value in the newer-settled sections of the 
country. In the older sections it had come to a standstill. An 
investigation was made by the Department of Agriculture about 
a dozen years ago to determine the net earnings of the ayerage 
farmer during the pre-war conditions. It was found that the 
average farmer in the United States bad a net income of $200 
per year in cash-that is, after he bad paid his taxes, his 
in urance, his hired help, and so forth. But it was also found 
that he had an additional income, which was not a cash in­
come. lt grew out of the advantage of living on the farm. Ile 
had free water out of his own well ; be got vegetables out of 
his own garden; he butchered a pig or a lamb, and the de­
partment found that these advantages amounted to $400 a year. 
Therefore, the income of the average farmer before the war was 
$600. These were conditions that existed from 1908 to 1913. 

Those were the " good old days " that we are trying to get 
back to. That was the basis that the McNary-Haugen bill of 
two years ago was trying to put the farmers back to, and it 
raised such a hue and cry in the land. It was claimed that it 
would increase the cost of living. The Wall Street Journal op· 
posed it because it would be an additional burden upon busi­
ness. The radicals and the standpatters found a common 
ground. They had now discovered that you can not give a dol­
lar to somebody without taking it from somebody else. They 
did not object when it was taken from the farmer, but they did 
object when it was proposed to put the farmer back on the pre· 
war basis of a $600 annual earning power. 

l\Ir. President, the bill for ag1icultural relief now pending 
before this Senate and advocated by the large farm organiza­
tions of the Nation is almost identical with the bill now pend, 
ing in the House, called the Haugen bill. ll does not propose 
to give the farmer the " ratio " price that was proposed origi­
nally in the McNary bill. The farmers have bad to drop down 
in their demands. They are not now asking that pre-war pros· 
perity be restored to them. They are simply asking that the 
tariff be made effective on what they produce as well as on 
what they buy. 

I want to speak briefly about one •of the large factors that 
brought about deflation in agriculture. I think it is the largest 
single factor. I think quite probably it was responsible for 70 
or 80 per cent of the farmer's trouble. 

During the summer of 1916, the organized railroad men 
served notice on the Government of Washington that they 
were organizing for a very effective strike that might cripple 
every indu:::;try in the land. In the midst of a presidential 
campaign they made their demands known to the party in 
power. They said if their demands were not complied with 
the strike would be ordered. 

I am not speaking in criticism of the railroad men or of 
their leaders, for unrestrained selfishness will take everything 
in sight. This is done by organized business. It is likely to 
be <lone by any group that has the power to do it, especially 
when they are spurred on by leaders who want to get big 
salaries and want to make a great showing as a basis for more 
powe1· and fl.ll'ther promotion. My only complaint is that 
the public has to pay the bills of unjust demands as well as 
just demands. We recognize the motive back of it. 

The leaders said : 
We will stop every train in the land unless this Government departs 

from its traditional policy-we demand that the Government go into 
the price-firing business, that they fix a minimum wage and hours 
of serving for us; that we are not going to depend on the law of supply 
and demand, but we depend upon our organized political power. 

The party leaders were confronted with a grave political 
situation. They met hastily and discussed the matter nervously. 
Congress got ord·ers for double speed, and in the midnight 
hour they passed the Adamson law without any regard to, or 
any unde~standing of, the far-reaching consequences of such act. 

Wages went up and up, and continued to go up under the 
McAdoo railroading until $2,000,000,000 in wages bad been 
.added to the cost of operating the railroads, the wage increase 
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of $2,000,000,000 being appro:rlmately the value of the wheat 
crop and the cotton crop of the United States in a normal 
year. That was the increase that was granted in wages alone. 
That was not the increased cost of operating the trains, be­
cause the higher cost of material had to be added also. 

If anyone had asked us whether the country could stand 
a $2,000,000,000 increase in wag~s alone on the railroads, we 
would have said it was impossible; but it was absorbed largely 
by the increased freight and passenger rate . The balance was 
made up by appropriations out of the Treasury of hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

We could tave stood that increase-not only the increase in 
wage but the classification that created additional jobs here 
and additional jobs there, the condition that made the shorter 
hours in order to get overtime for the full day, and all that­
we could have stood that, but it was the indirect effects that 
caught us. 

The wage that went on the railroads became the established 
wage in every town and township in the land. There was not 
a farm hand that did not go to his farmer and say, "They are 
paying more on the railroads." There was not a clerk in a 
store that did not go to his employer and say, "There is a new 
wage in the land; I want it." There was not a boy or a girl in 
the factories that <lid not say they had to have the same thing. 
So the net result of it all was to establish a new cost of living 
that depreciated the purchasing power of the dollar, and espe­
cially the farmer's dollar. 

The increased freight rate was the smgll part of it. It did 
not make any difference whether the manufacturers' assr•cia­
tions were here protesting-not v-ery much. They were able to 
pass the cost along. It did not make any difference whether 
the wholesale houses were protesting ; they added the increase 
to the price of the goods. It did not make much difference 
with the retail merchant, who was able to use his sharp pencil 
and mark up the prices of goods and thus absorb the increase. 
But there were a few classes of people who had no way to 
absorb that increase, and they had to take the whole shock. 
One was the farmer, who could not pass the cost along, because 
he had no way of increasing the price of what he sold. He had 
to pay this bill. Then we bad the metal-mining industry of 
the West, the low-grade ore, worked at a small profit and giving 
employment to thousands of men ; but the new standard of 
wages that came into being rendered the property valueless, and 
the men quit working. The same thing was true of some in­
terior coal mines. I was told the other day about a town in 
Kentucky where the miners are being paid now an agreed wage. 
It was found that under the new deal they could not pay the 
union wage. The operator called the men in and said: "I will 
quit. The property is yours if you want it; but" he said, 
" what else can I do? If you will work at a wage at which I 
can compete, I will go ahead." And so they are working in that 
particular place at one-half the union wage. 

The farmers have not much comp4!int with conditions, 1\Ir. 
President, except as there has been interference with economic 
law-interference by organized bu iness that takes its pound 
of flesh; interference by organized laborers that have been 
pulling such things as they are trying_ to pull in this bill ; inter­
ference by Congress itself, like the act of 1916, that interfered 
with economic law and drove agriculture almost out of being. 

The public has been the railroad man's best friend when he 
wanted his wrongs righted. Why is he afraid to leave his case 
with the public now? Why this great anxiety to get away from 
public representation on the boards haYing these matters in 
charge? 

The railroads seem to have adopted this idea; and I do not 
want to uphold the railroad managements. We have had a 
good many things develop in the last 25 years, and one of them 
is that the owners of the roads hardly ever operate them any 
more. They are operated by paid officials who are not heavy 
stockholders. It is a case of absentee ownership, a good deal 
like the absentee ownership that used to exist in Ireland when 
the English lords owned the l!:!nd. They are not giving atten· 
tion to their business, but they are relying upon section 15a 
of the transportation law, which gua:rantees them in a way a 
fixed earning. The railroad companies now feel that it does 
not make any difference to them whether the wages are in­
creased or not, as long as they can be recovered from increased 
freight rates. · 

Railroads seem to be perfectly willing to grant wage in­
creases as long as it does not interfere with their dividends. 
They want the public to make up the loss. It is, indeed a new 
condition we are in. We find the man who pays the w~ge and 
the one who receives it are in a deal to levy tribute on the 
public, and especially upon the farmers, hundreds of millions of 
dollars. This condition seems to be especially true of the 

wealthier railro'ads, who under the increased freight rates 
already existing have a larger earning than contemplated by 
the law. Under the transportation act they are required to give 
the Government one-half of this excess earning. It is true that 
they have not paid much of it to the Treasury, but they do not 
like this provi ion of the Esch-Cummins law. These railroads 
have always r esented Government interference. They seem 
willing and anxious to get into some arrangement with their 
employees to dis ipate this fund, so it will not reach the Treas­
ury. They want to tell Congress that their business must not 
be interfered with. When wage increases are granted on these 
roads it will naturally follow on all other roads, and there is 
no Government power to prevent it. 

The last big wage increase on the railroads, of about $600 -
000,000, came simultaneously with the deflation. It is true thdt 
the Labor Board afterwards realized it was a serious mistake 
and, as admitted by the Senator from Iudiana [1\Ir. WATSON]: 
they ordered a r eduction in the wage scale totaling about 
$200,000,000. This became effective two or there years ago. 
T~e Labor Board has presented the case to the public and the 
ra1lroad employees recognized that public opinion would not be 
with them, not if they resisted the findings of the board. But 
these employees are still insisting that the board does not func­
tion well. 

About a year ago one of the railroads supporting this bill 
granted a voluntary wage increase of about 8 per cent; pre­
sumably they felt their surplus earning was too large. This 
increase necessarily was forced on the other railroad lines. 
The Railroad Labor Board were unable to stop it. This re­
sulted in an increase of some $300,000,000, more than neutraliz­
ing the wage reduction successfully inaugurated by the board 
a year or two previous. 

The roads operating in the Northwest, the Southwest, and 
South have made innumerable applications for freight-rate in­
creases to the Interstate Commerce Commission. They claim 
it is necessary in order to meet this increased wage scale. 
They claim section 15a entitles them to such increases. Their 
cases are also in court. 

It is interesting to note that no champion of this bill has had 
the temerity to say on this floor that the railroad men are 
underpaid. In fact, it is admitted that they are the best paid 
employees in the whole land. It is also admitted that they are 
the most insistent for wage increases; and we lose sight of the 
fact that the wage increases when granted become a burden 
upon other laboring men and upon farmers and again establish 
a higher wage through the land-higher-priced goods and 
higher cost of living-and that in the end even the railroad 
employees find that their increase is largely or totally absorbed 
by this new condition. 

The farmers ha \e been betrayed by their friends, but they 
have been slow in realizing what has happened. _They have 
awakened to it. The Farm Bureau and the National Grange 
have filed with this Senate a request asking that this bill be 
rereferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, in order 
that they may be heard. It was admitted that they were not 
taken into consideration on these hearings. It is admitted that 
no one spoke for them. It is admitted that the Labor Board 
requested a hearing before the Senate committee, which re­
quest was denied. 

The only excuse given for denying the hearing is the state­
ll),ent that they "have been slow in getting in." Mr. President, 
the farmer is always slow. He is the most patient of all. 
He proceeds carefully. He does not want to wrong anybody. 
He has been the real stabilizing influence in the country, but 
that is no excuse for taking unfair ad\antage of him. 

The amendment proposed by the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CuRTIS] provides that wage increases may be denied by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission if they are of such a nature 
as to do injustice to the public interest. This would be at least 
a partial protection for the public and for the farmer. But, 
many Senators have indicated their opposition even to this 
amendment, therefore, the motion to refer this bill back to 
the committee. 

"-'hat is the use of this Congress talking about doing some­
thing for the farll),er? We have done nothing for the farmer, 
but we have not mi sed the opportunity to do something to 
the farmer. The majority of this Senate has done it every 
time it has had a chance during the five years I have been 
here. But, there has been no measure before us at any time 
that has threatened such injury to agriculture as does this 
Senate bill 2306. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, from what has been said I have 
gathered that all of the employees of the rich roads were for 
this measure. I have just received a letter from the Shop 
Employees' Association of the Union Pacific Raih·oad system 
one of the rich roads, one of the most important roads in th~ 
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United States; and Mr. Anderson, the system general chair­
man, in his letter to me, states : 

It will be noted that the attached substitute for section 10 also 
contemplates appropriate provisions with respect to power of investi­
gation and authority to direct the as&1stance of the Go>ernment agen­
ci<>s in the same manner as provided for arbitration boards. 

The amendments pt·oposed to the general provi ions of the act con­
template the in ertion of a new se.ction of two paragraphs, which 
would be given No. 11, and the other sections of the general pro­
visions of the act renumbered accordingly. 

The employees whom I represent and the officers of our association 
join me in urging your favorable consideration of the attached pro­
posal, and anything you may do in behalf of our request will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
C. E. ASDERSON. 

I send to the desk~ the two amendments submitted by the 
head of this organization, which I understand to be one of 
the large organizations of employees of the roads. One amend­
ment is a substitute for section 10. The other is a new sec­
tion, to be known as section lla and lib. I ask that they 
may be printed and lie upon the table for the consideration of 
the Seuate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments will be printed 
and lie on the table. 

l\lr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I trust that this bill will not 
be recommitted. I am a member of the Committee on Inter­
state Commerce, and therefore I am in a position to know just 
what measure of con ideration was given to the bill, and I 
!:lay without he itation that the very fullest measure of con­
sideration was given to it. If there was anybody who did 
not have his day in court, did not have an opportunity to come 
before the committee to express his views with respect to the 
pending bill, I do not know who it was. 

1\fr. KING. l\lr. Pre ident, will the Senator yield! 
1\Ir. BRUCE. Yes. 
Mr. KING. I a ·k this .for information. Was the Federa­

tion of Farm Laborers heard before the committee! 
l\Ir. BRUCE. If it was not heard, it must have been because 

it did not ask to be heard. 
Mr. KING. Were they beard? 
Mr. BRUCE. No; but they had every opportunity to be 

heard. 
:Mr. KING. Was the Farm Bureau heard, or were any mem­

bers of that organization heard! 
l\lr. BRUCE. No; but they had every opportunity to be 

heard. 
Mr. KING. Were the National Grange or any members of 

that organization beard! 
Mr. BRUCE. No; but they had every opportunity to be 

heard. 
l\fr. KING. Were any of these dissenting roads heard, or 

were any of their representatives heard? 
Mr. BRUCE. No; but it "was simply because they did not 

choose to come before the committee, as I understand it. I am 
not going to mention any names, because no public interest 
would be subserved by my doing so, but I happen to know that 
one of the presidents of these dissenting roads was constantly 
hanging around the committee room, busily opposing in conver­
sation with me, and doubtless in conversation with others, the 
enactment of this bill. But apparently he never was able to 
make up his mind to appear before the committee and give his 
views to it. 

Mr. KING. Was that Mr. Bierd? 
Mr. BRUCE. I am not going to mention any names, because 

no public purpose would be promoted by doing so. If one would 
be, I would mention it. 

Mr. KING. The Senator offered an amendment in behalf of 
an organization the membership of which, if I understood the 
Senator correctly, is 150,000. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes. 
Mr. KING. Was that organization heard? 
Mr. BRUCE. They were not heard, simply because they did 

not choose to be heard. That is the only reason. There is no 
question that they were familiar with the proceedings from be­
ginning to end. 

Mr. KING. Is the Senator sure Mr. O'Neill and. those whom 
he represents were familiar with the proceedings of the com­
mittee, and knew when the hearings were to be terminated and 
the bill to be reported? 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. O'Neill has been here ever since this 
bill has been pending in the Senate, and I assume that he was 
here in Washington when it was before the committee. He had 
just as good an opportunity to present his views to the com­
mittee as he had to present them to the Senate. I say that 

with great respect to 1\Ir. O'Neili, because I UJuk that he is a 
fine man in every respect, and he is pre ident of a splendid 
association of railway employees. But I think that be has had 
his full opportunity to pre ent his views. 

Mr. Klr'G. If I am ad-vi ed correctly-and Mr. O'Neill has 
spoken to me within the last day or two-he was not advised 
and was not here when the bill was before the committee but 
has been here in Wa hington ince the discussion upon th~ bill 
began a few days ago, when the Senator from Indiallll opened 
the debate. 

1\!r. BRUCE. The Senator is familiar enough with committee 
procedure to know that indi-viduals are very rarely advised of 
the pendency of the proceedings on measures by committees. 
Usually when they are interested in the subject matter they are 
only too eager to ask the privilege of coming before committee::; 
and being heard. 

Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator another question? 
Mr. BRUCE. I yield with pleasure. 
Mr. KING. If I understand correctly the petitions that were 

I_Jresented ~Y t_he ~enator t;om Kansas [Mr. CunTis], eYery 
farm orgamzatwn ill the Umted States of importance not only 
the national organizations but the State organizati~ns, ·haYe 
appealed to the Senate by written petition for a recommital of 
this bill, to the end that their views may be heard. If I lmder­
stand. th~se pe~itions which were presented, many of those 
orgamzatwn ·· d1d not fully understand the nature the term 
the effect of the bill under consideration. If that be true doe~ 
the Senator t.hink it is the duty of the Senate, I shall n~t say 
to take nap JUdgment, but to deny petitioners the right to have 
their views presented? 
. This is not a court. The Senator is an able lawyer, and even 
ill a court where a judgment has been taken, the court often­
times, upon his own motion, sets aside a . olemn judgment of 
the court, and oftentime , when an application is made for a 
reopening of the case, for the setting aside of the verdict or 
the judgment of the court in order that justice may be done the 
court takes that action. ' 

We are not acting in so solemn a matter. We are not a 
judicial body. It does occur to me that when twenty or thirty 
millio~ of the farmers of the United States, through their repre­
sentatives, ask to be heard, they should be heard, particularly 
when we are told that one of the reasons for holding Congre. s 
here now is for the consideration of farm legislation because 
of the dire distress of agriculture throughout the United State . 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, the Senator from Utah knows 
that a court does not set aside a judgment except where the 
judgment is tainted with fraud or is the result of surpri e. 

l\lr. KING. Or excusable neglect. 
l\lr. BRUCE. Or when newly discovered evidence which, 

for one reason or another, could not haYe been brought for­
ward at the time of the hearing, is discoYered. 

Mr. W .ATSON. 1\Ir. President, if my colleague on the com­
mittee will permit me, Doctor .Atkeson and l\Ir. Gray, the heads 
of two of the farm bureaus of the country, two of the most 
alert and intelligent men in the country engaged in enter­
prises of that sort, are stationed here in Washington per­
manently, are here all the time, are perfectly familiar witll 
everything that is going on in Congre s, and they must haye had 
knowledge of the proceedings before the committee; must have 
known these hearings were being engaged in and being held 
con tautly; and, of course, if .they had wanted to be heard, 
they would have been heard if they had made the request. 
They passed it o-ver and neyer made any request of the kind. 
The point about it is that now to recommit this bill means to 
delay it, not for the purpose of re-forming it ()r amending it 
but for the purpo!"e of killing it. 

M:r. BRUCE. The Senator sPys that the farmers and others 
did not under tand the bill. That reminds me of a story told 
of Dr. Samuel Johnson. Some man said to him on one oc­
casion, "I do not understand your rea ons." Doctor John. on 
replied, " It is my bu iness to furnish you with reasons, not to 
furnish you with Ufider tanding," or }VOrds to that effect. 

Mr. KING. If the Senator wants to charge all the farmers 
of the United States with lack of understanding, he is at perfect 
liberty to do so. 

l\fr. BRUCE. Indeed, I do not. 
l\lr. KING. Then there is no application to the Senator's 

story. 
Mr. BRUCE. But if I were disposed to charge the farmers 

with lack of understanding, as I am not, I would not be deterred 
by any demagogic consideration from doing it. The Senator 
can rely on that. · 

Mr. NORBECK. 1\Ir. President, ""ill the Senator yield? 
Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 
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Mr. NORBECK. It was the distinguished Senator from 

:Maryland who said that it was the northwestern farmers who 
were radical and asked unreasonable things. I recall the fact 
that the first demand that came to Congress for agricultural 
relief came from the Legislature of the State of ~Iaryland, and 
not fTolll the Northwest. 

:Mr. BRUCE. I have no doubt that if it came from the Legis­
lature of Maryland it came in a thoroughly rational and sen­
sible form. 

Mr. NORBECK. If it came from Maryland it came in a 
rational form; but if it came from west of the Mississippi, it 
wa. radical. That is the Senator's logic. 

1\lr. BRGCE. I would not like to be pushed too far on that. 
Mr. NORBECK. I would like to ask one question. Were 

thv e farmers sent for by this committee? 
Mr. BRUCE. The Senator will have to ask the chairman of 

the committee that. But as far as I know, no witnesses were 
sent for. It is· quite an exceptional thing for the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce to send for witnesses. 

:Mr. W A..TSON. We do not send for witnesses. They swarm 
in \Vhen they want to be heard. 

~Ir. NORBECK. Evidently they did not swarm in. They 
are trying to swarm in nuw. and the door is shut on them. The 
Labor Board is to be abolished because it is no good, but the 
committee did not even give those farmers a chance to be 
beard. 

Mr. WATSON. They would simply come here and put up a 
ca~e ""itb which we were entirely familiar. We read every­
thing they sent to us. 'They put their case in briefs of great 
~:;ize, and all of us read everythin()' they had to say, and we 
unanimously decided that it was nc.t nece~ ary to have them 
before the committee. Those farmers n.ever asked to be heard. 

1\Ir. NORBECK. The Labor Board did not, either, but the 
committee asked them. 

1\Ir. W A.TSON. They did ask to be heard. 
Mr. NORBECK. And were refused? 
Mr. W A..TSON. They were. 
~!r. BRUCE. The Senator h."'llows perfectly well why that 

was done. It was partly becau e the Howell-Bart.ley bill, a 
bill very clo ely resembling in character the p~nding bill, had 
been under consideration by the ccmmittee at the pre·dous ses­
sion of Congress. A voluminous mass of t stimony had been 
taken, both before the House committee, a:-- I recollect, and the 
Senate committee, in relation to the worh-ings of the Railroad 
Labor Board. There was really nothing more to be saiU about 
the practical operations of the Railroad Labor Board. 1\lore­
o"Ver, while the pending bill was under consideration by the 
Senate committee a similar bill was being con,ddered in the 
Hou e, and I happen to oose in my hand the testimony of Mr. 
Hooper, one of the members of the board, given before the 
House committee in regard to the practical workings of the 
Railroad Labor Board. The Sen a tor can see for himself what 
a bulky document it is [holding it up]. 

I really do not think that it would be fair to the railway 
executives, who have given their approval to this bill, or to 
the railway workers, who haYe given their appro>al to this 
bill, and it would not be fair to the general public at this tim8 
to recommit the bill to the committee. 

I feel that my views about that are entitled to just a little 
more respect than they would ordinarily be entitled to, be­
cau e I am very eager to see thi bill amended. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BRUCE. Yes. 
1\lr. FESS. There was much said about who wrote the bill, 

intimating that the committee had very little to do with it. 
Has it been stated on the floor of the Senate that after the 
bill bad been gone over both by the House and the Senate 
committees, we had a joint meeting of the Hou ·e and Senate 
committees, which virtually rewrote the bill? 

1\Ir. BRUCE. Indeed, we did. We had a joint meeting of 
the two committees, and I recollect that I differed to a very 
considerable degree from some of the conclusions that had 
been reached by the House committee, and I was given the 
fullest opportunity to present my ideas, for what they were 
worth. 

I was going on to say that it seems to me that my ideas are 
entitled to some respect, because I think that this bill ought 
to be amended. I agree entirely with what the Senator from 
1\li souri has said about those provisions in it in relation to 
adjustment, mediation, and arbitration boards being nothing 
more than reproductions of the provisions of the Erdman and 
the Newlands Acts. There is very little new about the pend· 
ing bill. It is to a large extent a return to legislativ~ meas· 
ures that have been tested and abandoned. But I do feel this, 
that the demerits, if there are any !'leme!'its :WOI:.th ~p~akini 

of, of the Railroad Labor Board, have been grossly exaggerated 
by the railway executives and railway workers. 

All of us know perfectly well that if the railway executives 
and the railway workers had their way, they would probably 
not permit themselves to be subjected to any public direction 
or control whatsoever, so far as railroad disputes are concerned. 
They much perfer to get together around a conference table 
and thresh out their controversies without the intervention 
of public authority in any form whatsoever. When I say that, 
I say something that was just as true of the general attitude 
of the railway executives toward the interstate commerce law 
itself as of the attitude of those executives toward the pending 
bill. The railway executives and the railway workers are al­
ways restive under the idea of any yoke being imposed on their 
necks by public regulation. They do not want to be regulated 
if they can prevent it. I know that that is true also so far 
as the public-service commi sions of the country are concerned. 
When we enacted our public service commission law in the 
State of ..Maryland, the enactment was opposed by the public 
utility companies. That is human nature. Nobody wants to 
subject himocelf to any more control that he can help. 

So I say that the shortcomings or defects, if there are any 
hortcoming or defects, of the railroad labor legislation have 

ueen unduly magnified, indeed, have been extravagantly em­
phasized. No other language is strong enough to conYey the 
idea. Only a few moments ago, when the Senator from Mis­
souri [:Jlr. REEol wa speaking, I called attention to the fact 
that the Railroad Labor Board has dispo ed of some 13,000 
controYer~ies, one-half of which were controversies of real 
importance, involving wage increases, working rules, and all 
orts of controversial or inflammable elements; and yet, with 

the exeeption of a few railway companies that ought to be 
ashamed of themselves, uch as the Pennsylvania and the 
Chicago & Alton, and a few groups of railway workers, the 
decisions of the Labor Board have not been violated, notwith­
standing the fact that no legal sanction of any .b."ind was 
a sociated with the provisions of the Labor Board legislation. 

Mr. \VHEELER. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. 
Mr. WHEELER. The Western Railroad of Maryland, down 

in the Senator's own State, has a strike on its hands and it 
has refused absolutely, has it not, to abide by the decision of 
the board? 

1\lr. BRUCE. I am not excusing it, but now that I come to 
think of the matter I do not know how far it bas refused to 
appear before the Railroad Labor Board. If it has refused, it, 
too, ought to be ashamed of itself. 

1\lr. WHEELER. It bas not refused to appear, but it has 
refu eel, as I understand it, to comply with the orders of the 
Railroad Labor Board after they had been made. 

1\Ir. BR ·cE. That is what I mean. They have violated the 
decisions of the Railroad Labor Board then? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes; they ha"Ve violated the decisions. 
1\Ir. BRUCE. If that is so, my strictures will be gladly ex­

tended to embrace them. 
l\lr. WHEELER. I will say to the Senator that I wanted 

him to extend it because I think that was a flagrant case, 
where they flagrantly violated the decision of the board. 

1\Ir. BRUCE. On the whole, the Railroad Labor Board has 
worked well, and I say it without the slightest hesitation. The 
only reason why it has not worked with the highest degree of 
smoothness and effectiveness is because there is no legal sanc­
tion of any kind attaching to its decisions. In other words, it 
has no punitive authority; there is no compulsory process by 
which it can carry its mandates into execution. Everybody 
knows that there are very few laws of this description. that 
will work when there are no means provided by law for pun­
ishing violations of them. But, on the whole, the jurisdiction 
of the Railroad Labor Board has been heeded by the railway 
executives and by the railway workers. 

It is absolute misrepresentation to say that a very large de­
gree of authoritative force has not attended the decisions of 
the board. Therefore, if we can give the railway executives 
and the railway workers in every principal particular the ma­
chinery that they are asking for in connection with this bill 
and yet at the same tir)le properly enlarge the functions and 
powers of the President's emergency board in such a way as 
to give it some of the authority and some of the power that 
the Railroad Labor Board has, then I would rather have the 
pending bill than the Railroad Labor Board bill. In the first 
place, there would be no class representation on the President's 
emergency board.. The labor board, of course, has three rep­
resentatives o:f the carriers, three representatives of the rail­
way workers, and three representatives of the public on . it. 
',rhe eme!"ge~ey :b.oard JVOuld be sel~d by the President with· 
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out any reference to class interests whatsoever. Then, of 
course, abo\e all, the pending bill represents an honest, sin­
cere effort on the part of the railway executives and the rail­
way workers to arrive at an understanding with each othe1· 
that will enable them to settle all future controversies be­
tween themselves peacefully. 

.Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
:Ur. BRUCE. Certainly. 
Mr. WATSON. Inasmuch as we are compelled to recess at 

5.30 o'clock and inasmuch as the Senator is addressing himself 
to the merits of the bill and not to the pending amendment, I 
want to ask the Senator whether be would be willing to post­
pone the remainder of his speech on the general subject so that 
we may take a vote on the motion to recommit right now? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; I will be willing. I think I shall have 
no occasion to make any further remarks on the bill. 

Mr. 1\fOSES. Mr. President, the Senator from Indiana not 
only decline to hear people before the committee, but declines 
to hear them on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. WATSON. The Senator from Jndiana bas heard a very 
great deal. The Senator from Maryland is not addl·essing him­
self to the pending amendment, but to the merits of the propo­
sition generally. If the Senator from Maryland is entirely will­
ing to do so, inasmuch as we are compelled to recess at 5.30 
o'clock, I will be glad if he would let us have a vote. 

Mr. BRUCE. I think that the Senator's request is perfectly 
reasonable. I simply wish to say in conclusion that I believe 
that the bill, with a little amendment as respects the powers of 
the emergency board, could be made a much better piece of 
legislation than the Railroad Labor Board legislation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CURTIS] to recommit the bill to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. WATSON. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas ami nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro­

c-eeded to call the roll. 
Mr. FERRIS (when his name was called). I have a pair 

with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER]. I am 
informed that if he were present he would vote "nay." If I 
were at liberty to vote, I would vote " yea." 

Mr. GOFF (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HAIUUSON]. 
I am informed that if be were present he would vote "nay." 
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote" yea." 

Mr. KING (when his name was called). I have a pair upon 
this vote with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH], 
who is detained by illness. If I were permitted to vote, I would 
vote "yea." The Senator from South Carolina, if present, 
would vote "nay." Because of his absence I am compelled to 
withhold my vote. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (when Mr. PEPPER's name was 
caiied). The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] is neces­
sarily absent to-day. His pair with the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. FERRIS] has been announced. If he were present, be 
would vote "nay." 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (when his name was called). I 
transfer my general pair with the senior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. BAYARD] to the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. DU 
PoNT] and vote" nay." 

Mr. WADS,VORTH (when his name was called}. On this 
question I am paired with the senior Senator from Al·kansas 
[Mr. RoBINSON]. In his absence I withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. CURTIS. I regret to announce that my colleague [Mr. 

CAPPER] is detained by reason of a death in his family. 
Mr. GERRY. I desire to announce that the Senator from 

Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] is unavoidably absent on account of 
illness. If present, he would vote "nay." 

1\Ir. BLEASE. I desire to announce that my colleague, the 
senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH], is detained 
from the Senate by illness. 

.Ur. UNDERWOOD (after having voted in the affirmative). 
I have voted in the affirmative, but I have a general pair with 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. GILLETT]. I do not know 
bow he would vote if he were present, and as he is absent I 
withdraw my vote. 

Mr. GERRY. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. ILuuusoN] is necessarily absent. If he were 
present, he would vote "nay." 

Mr. JONES M Washington. I desire to announce that the 
junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. DUPoNT], if present, would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 14, nays 59, as follows: 

Bingham 
Curtis 
Edwards 
Fernald 

Ashurst 
Blease 
Borah 
Bratton 
Broussard 
Bruce 
Butler 
Cameron 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Cummins 
Deneen 
Dill 
Ernst 
Fess 

Hale 
Jones, Wash. 
Keyes 
McLean 

YEAS-14 
Moses 
Norbeck 
PI'iipps 
Ransdell 

NAY8-59 
Fletcher McKellar 
Frazier McNary 
George Mayfield 
Gerry Metcalf 
Glass Neely 
Gooding Norris 
Harreld Nye 
Harris Oddie 
Heflin Overman 
Howell Pine 
Johnson Reed, Pa. 
Jones, N.Mex. Robinson, Ind. 
Kendrick Sackett 
La Follette Schall 
Lenroot Sheppard 

NOT VOTING-23 
Bayard Ferris McKinley 
Capper Gillett McMaster 
Caraway Golf Means 
Dale Greene Pepper 
du Pont Harrison Pittman 
Edge King Robrn on, Ark. 

Reed, Mo. 
Williams 

Shipstead 
Shortridge 
Simmons 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Walsh 
Warren 
Watson 
Weller 
Wheeler 
Willis 

Smith 
Smoot 
Stephens 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 

So the Senate refused to recommit the bill to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question recurs on the amend­
ment offered by the Senator from Kansas [?t!r. CURTIS]. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, is the Senator from Kansas 
willing to have his amendment voted on now? 

Mr. CURTIS. I think we had better wait until to-morrow. 
Mr. WATSON. Now is the best time in the world. [Laugh­

ter]. 
Mr. CURTIS. If the Senate is ready to· vote on it, I am will-. 

ing. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote I 
Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I should like to be heard on 

the amendment. 
?t!r. CURTIS. Mr. President, if there is to be any further 

debate on it, I think it had better go over. We shall have 
to take a recess at half past 5 o'clock. 

Mr. WATSON. Very well. 

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I now ask unanimous consent 

that when the Senate completes its business to-night it take a 
recess until 12 o'clock noon to-morrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? Without ob­
jection, it is so ordered. 

INSIGNIA. OF THE UNITED DAUGHTERS OF THE CONFEDERACY 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the· Senate the bill 
(H. R. 10202) granting an extension of patent to the United 
Daughters of the Confederacy, which was read twice by its 
title. 

l\Ir. SWANSON. 1\!r. President, the House bill which has 
just come over and has been laid down by the Vice President 
is similar to Senate bill 3936, being Order of Busine s No. 
778 on the calendar. It is a bill to extend to the United Daugh­
ters of the Confe<leracy a continuation of their design or in­
signia patent for the period of 14 years. A simila1· privilege 
was extended to the Daughters of the American Revolution 
and other similar societies. I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the House bill, and if that bill shall 
be passed, I will then move that the Senate bill be indefinitely 
postponed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 10202) granting 
an extension of patent to the United Daughters of the Con­
federacy, which was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, eto., That a certain design patent issued by the 
United States Patent Office of date November 8, 18!38, being patent 
No. 29611, is hereby renewed aDd extended for a period of 14 years 
from and after the passage of this act, with all the rights and privi­
leges pertaining to the same, being generally known as tile insignia 
of the United Daughters of the Confedel'acy: Provided, however, That 
no person who has manufactured the design of said patent between 
the 8th day of November, 1905, and the date of the pas age of this 
act shall be held liable for infringement of this patent by reason of 
the continued manufacture and sale thereof. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
orderett to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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Mr. SWANSON. I mo\e that Order of Business No. 778, 

being the bill ( 3. 3936) granting an extension of patent to 
the United Daughters of the Confederacy be indefinitely post­
poned. 

The motion was agreed to. 
BUSI!\"'ESS AT EVENTNG SESSION 

1\lr. HEFLIN. 1\ir. Pre •ident, is it the understanding that 
no bills will be considered to-night except bills that are un­
objected to? 

1\Ir. CURTIS. No. 
Mr. ASHURST. Under the unanimous-consent agreement 

we are to consider bills that are objected to also; that is, 
that is on·e purpose of the evening session. 

1\Ir. MOSES. They may be taken up under Rule VIII when 
the calendar is called for bills to which there is objection. 

1\lr. ASHURST. That is quite important. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the unanimous-consent 

order the calendar will be gone through with for the con­
sideration of unobjected bills, and when the consideration of 
unobjected bills is concluded the calendar will be called for 
the consideration of bills under Rule VIII. 

1\Ir. ASHURST. Which means that when the calendar is 
called under Rule VIII a Senator has the right to move to 
proceed to the consideration of a bill. 

Mr. NEELY. 1\lr. President, if the Senator from Arizona 
will yield, I should. like to call his attention to the fact that, 
with Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey's circus in town, 
of course, there will not be a quorum here to vote on any 
objected bills. 

Mr. ASHURST. If there shan be no quorum here, there will 
be a circus here, as Senators will be brought in. [Laughter.] 

1\Ir. CURTIS. 1\lr. President, so that there may be no mis­
understanding, I ask that the unanimous-consent order may 
be read. As I remember, I asked unanimous consent that the 
calendar be called for unobjected bills, and that if it was com­
pleted, then to commence again at the beginning and call the 
bills under Rule VIII. 

The Vr'CE PRESIDENT. That is correct. 
Mr. GLASS. Beginning where on the calendar? 
Mr. CURTIS. We would have to begin at the first bill, of 

cour e, but I intend to ask unanimous consent when we meet 
to-night that we begin where we left off this afternoon. 

PPJ NTING OF PROHIBITION HEABINGS 

l\fr. MOSES. Out of order, from the Committee on Printing, 
I ask unanimous consent to report Senate Concurrent Resolution 
No. 17, and that it be read for the information of the Senate. 
Then I wish to ask further unanimous consent for its con­
sideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concurrent resolution reported 
by the Senator from New Hampshire will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the resolution (S. Con. Res. 17), 
as follows: 

Resolt:ed, etc., That, in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of 
the printing act approved March 1, 1907, the Committee on the Ju­
diciary of the Senate be, and is hereby, empowered to procure the 
printing of 10,000 additional copies of the hearings held before its 
subcommittee during the Sixty-ninth Congress, first session, on bills 
and resolutions relating to a modification of the national prohibition 
law, and of this number the committee shall cn.use to be delivered to 
the folding rooms of Congress 9,175 copies, of which 2,500 copies shall 
be for the use of the Senate and 6,675 copies shall be for -t he use of 
the House of Representatives. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the re ·olution? 

Mr. BRUCE. l\lr. President, I did not catch the reading of 
the re olution. I heard, howe\er, a reference to prohibition. 

Mr. MOSES. I asked that the resolution be read for the in­
formation of the Senate. It is a. matter in which the Senator 
from Maryland is interested, I am sure. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concurrent resolution will 
again be read. 

The concurrent resolution was again read. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 

concurrent resolution. 
The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

REGULATION OF COMMERCIAL AVIATION 

l\!r. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the reception at this time of the report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
bill (S. 41) to encourage and regulate the use of aircraft in 
commerce, and for other purposes. I ask that the report may 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report will 
be received and printed in the RECORD. 

The report is as follows : 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill ( S. 41) 
to encourage and regulate the use of aircraft in commerce, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respec­
tive Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend­
ment of the House and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows : In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the 
House amendment insert the following: 

" That as used in this act the term " air commerce" means 
transportation in whole or in part by aircraft of persons or 
property for hire, navigation of aircraft in furtherance of a 
business, or navigation of aircraft from one place to another 
for operation in the conduct of a business. As used in this act 
the term "interstate or foreign air commerce" means air com­
merce between any State, Territory, or possession, or the Dis­
trict of Columbia, and any place outside thereof; or between 
points within the sam<l State, Territory, or possession or the 
District of Columbia, but through the air space over any place 
outside thereof ; or wholly within the air space over any Terri­
tory or possession or the District of Columbia. 

" SEc. 2. Promotion of air commerce.-It shall be the duty of 
the Secretary of Commerce to foster air commerce in accord­
ance with the provisions of this act, and for such purpose­

"(a) To encourage the establishment of air ports, civil air­
ways, and other air navigation facilities. 

" (b) To make recom.menda tions to the Secretary of Agricul­
ture as to necessary meteorological service. 

" (c) To study the possibilities for the development of air 
commerce and the aeronautical industry and trade in the 
United States and to collect and disseminate information rela­
tive thereto and also as re~rds the existing state of the art. 

"(d) To advise with the Bureau of Standards and other agen­
cies in the executive branch of the Government in carrying 
forward such research and development work as tends to create 
impro\ed air navigation facilities. The Secretary of Commerce 
is authorized to transfer funds available for carrying out the 
purposes of this subdivision to any such agency for carrying 
forward such research and development work in cooperation 
with the Department of Commerce. 

" (e) To in\estigate, record, and make public the causes of 
accidents in ci\il air navigation in the United States. 

"(f) To exchange with foreign governments through existing 
governmental channels information pertaining to civil air navi­
gation. 

" SEc. 3. Reguiatory powers.-The Secretary of Commerce 
shall by regulation-

" (a) Provide for the granting of registration to aircraft 
eligible for registration, if the owner requests such registra­
tion. No aircraft shall be eligible for registration (1) unless 
it is a civil aircraft owned by a citizen of the United States 
and not registered under the laws of any foreign country, or 
(2) unless it is a public aircraft of the Federal Go\ernment, 
or of a State, Territory, or possession, or of a political subdi­
vision thereof. All aircraft registered under this subdivision 
shall be known as aircraft of the. United States. 

" (b) Provid2 for the rating of aircraft of the United States 
as to their airworthiness. As a basis for rating, the Secretary 
of Commerce (1) may require, before the granting of registra­
tion for any aircraft first applying therefor more than eight 
months after the passage of this act, full particulars of the 
design and of the calculations upon which the design is based 
and of the materials and methods used in the construction · 
and (2) may in his discretion accept in whole or in part the 
reports of properly qualified persons employed by the manufac­
turers or owners of aircraft; and (3) may require the periodic 
examination of aircraft in service and reports upon such exam­
ination by officers or employees of the Department of Commerce 
or by properly qualified private persons. The Secretary may 
accept any such examination and report by such qualified per­
sons in lieu of examination by the employees of the Department 
of Commerce. The qualifications of any person for the purposes 
of this section shall be demonstrated in a manner specified by 
and satisfactory to the Secretary. The Secretary may, from 
time to time, rerate aircraft as to their airworthiness upon 
the basis of information obtained under this subdivision. 

" (c) Provide for the periodic examination and rating of air­
men serving in connection with aircraft of the United States 
as to their quali:fica tions for such service. 
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" (d) Provide for the examination and rating of air naviga­

tion facilities available for the use of aircraft of the United 
States as to their suitability for such use. 

" (e) E tabli h air traffic rules for the navigation, protection, 
and identification of aircraft, including rules as to safe alti­
tuaes of :flight and rules for the prevention of colli ions between 
ves els and aircraft. 

" (f) Provide for the issuance and expiration, and for the 
suspension and revocation, of registration, aircraft, and airman 
certificates, and such other certificates as the Secretary of 
Commerce deems nece sary in administering the functions 
ve 'ted in him under this act. Within 20 days after notice that 
application for any certificate is denied or that a certificate 
is su pended or revoked, the applicant or holder may file a 
written request with the Secretary of Commerce for a public 
hearing thereon. The Secretary upon receipt of the request 
shall forthwith (1) arrange for a public he.aring to be held 
within 20 days after such receipt in such place as the Secre­
tary deems most practicable and convenient in view of the place 
of residence of the applicant or holder and the place where 
evidence bearing on the cause for the denial, suspension, or 
revocation is most readily obtainable, and (2) give the appli­
cant or holder at least 10 days' notice of the hearing, unless 
an earlier hearing is consented to by him. Notice under this 
subdivision may be served personally upon the applicant or 
holder or sent him by registered mail. The Secretary, or any 
officer or employee of the Department of Commerce designated 
by him in writing for the purpo e, may hold any such hearing 
and for the purposes thereof administer oaths, examine wit­
nesses, and is ue ubprenas for the attendance and testimony 
of witnesses, or the production of books, papers, documents, 
and other evidence, or the taking of depositions before any 
designated individual competent to administer oaths. Wit­
nesses summoned or whose depositions are taken shall receive 
the same fees and mileage as witnesses in courts of the United 
States. .All evidence taken at the hearing shall be recorded and 
forwarded to the Secretary for d~ision in the matter to be 
rendered not later than 10 days after completion of the hear­
ing. The decision of the Secretary, if in accordance with law, 
shall be final. The denial, suspension, or revocation shall be 
invalid unless opportunity for hearing·is afforded, notice served 
or sent, and decision rendered within the respective times 
prescribed by this subdivision. 

"SEa. 4. Airspace reservations.-The President is authorized 
to provide by Executive order for the setting apart and the 
protection of air pace reservations in the United States for 
national defense or other governmental purposes and, in addi­
tion, in the District of Columbia for public-safety purposes. 
The several States may set apart and provide for the protection 
of necessary airspace reservations in addition to and not in 
conflict either with airspace reservations established by the 
President under this section or with any civil or military air-
way designated under the provisions of this act. · · 

"SEc. 5. Aids to air navigation.-(a) Whenever at any time 
the Postmaster General and the Secretary of Commerce by 
joint order so direct, the airways under the jurisdiction and 
control of the Postmaster General, together with all emergency 
landing fields and other air navigation facilities (except air· 
ports and terminal landing fields) used in connection therewith, 
shall be transferred to the jurisdiction and conh·ol of the Sec­
retary of Commerce, and the ~stablished airports and terminal 
landing fields may be transferred to the jm·isdiction and control 
of the municipalities concerned under arrangements subject to 
approval by the President. .All unexpended balances of appro· 
priations which are available for and which have been allotted 
for expenditure upon such airways, emergency landing fields, 
and other air navigation facilities, except airport and terminal 
landing fields, shall thereupon be available for expenditure un· 
der the direction of the Secretary of Commerce, in lieu of the 
Postmaster General, for the purposes for which such appropria­
tions were made. No part . of such unexpended balances of 
appropriations shall be used for the purchase or establishment 
of airports or terminal landing fields. 

"(b) The Secretary of Commerce is authorized to designate 
and establi h civil airways and, within the limits of available 
appropriations hereafter made by the Congress, (1) to establish 
operate, and maintain along such airways all necessary ail: 
navigation facilities except airports; and (2) to chart such 
airways and arrange for publication of maps of such airways, 
utilizing the facilities and assistance of existing agencies of the 
Government so far as practicable. The Secretary of Commerce 
shall grant no exclusive right for the use of any civil airway, 
airport, emergency landing field, or other air navigation facility 
under his jurisdiction. 

" (c) Air navigation facilities owned or operated by the 
United States may be made available for public use under such 

conditions and to such extent as the head of the department or 
other independent establishment baying jurisdiction thereof 
deemed advisable and may by regulation pre cribe. 

" (d) The head of any ?overnment department or other in­
dependent establishment having jmisdiction over any airport 
or emergency landing field owned or operated by the United 
States may provide for the sale to any aircraft of fuel oil 
equipment, and supplies, and the furnishing to it of mechani~ 
cal service, temporary shelter, and other assistance under such 
regulations as the head of the department or e'"'tabli hment 
may prescribe, but only if such action is by reason of an emer­
gency necessary to the continuance of such aircraft on its 
course to the nearest airport operated by priyate enterprise. 
All such articles shall be sold and such assistance furnished 
at the fair market value prevailing locally as ascertained by the 
head Of such department or establishment. All amounts re­
ceiveu under this subdivision shall be covered into the Treas­
ury; but that part of such amounts which, in the judgment of 
the head of the department or establi hment, is equivalent to 
the cost of the fuel, oil, equipment, supplies, services shelter or 
other a istunce so sold or fm·nished shall oo credited to 'the 
appropriation from which such cost was paid, and the balance, 
if any, shall be credited to mi cellaneous receipts. 

" (e) Section 3 of the act entitled 'An act to increase the effi­
ciency and reduce the expense of the Signal Corps of the Army, 
and to transfer the Weather Service to the Department of Agri­
culture,' approved October 1, 1890, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof a new pa1·agraph to read as follows : 

"'Within the limits of the appropriations which may be 
made for such purpose, it shall be the duty of the Chief of the 
·weather Bureau, under the direction of the Secretary of .Agri­
culture, (a) to furnish such weather reports, forecasts, warn­
ings, and advices as may be required to promote the safety and 
efficiency of air n.avigation in the United States and above the 
high seas, particularly upon civil airways designated by the 
Secretary of Commerce under authority of law as 1·outes suit­
able for air commerce, and (b) for such purposes to observe 
measure, and investigate atmospheric phenomena, and estab: 
lish meteorological offices and stations.' 

"(f) Nothing in this act shall be construed to prevent the 
Secretary of War from designating routes in the navigable 
air space as military airways and prescribing rules and regu­
lation for the use thereof on routes which do not conform to 
civil airways established hereunder, or to prevent the S-ecretary 
of Commerce from designating any military airway as a civil 
airway, and when so designated it shall thereupon become a · 
civil airway within the meaning of this act, and the Secretary 
of War is hereby authorized to continue the operation of air 
navigation facilities for any military airway so designated as 
a civil airway until such time as the Secretary of Commerce 
can provide for the operation of such facilities. 

" SEc. 6. Foreign aircraft.- (a) The Congress hel'eby declares 
that the Government of the United States has, to the exclusion 
of all foreign nations, complete sovereignty of the airspace 
over the lands and waters of the United States, including the 
Canal Zone. .A.iJ.·craft a part of the armed forces of any 
foreign nation shall not be navigated in the United States, in­
cluding the Canal Zone, except in accordance with an authoriza­
tion granted by the Secretary of State. 

" (b) Foreign aircraft not a part of the armed forces of the 
foreign nation shall be navigated in the United States only 
if authorized as hereinafter in this section provided; and if so 
authorized, such aircraft and airmen serving in connection 
therewith, shall be subject t.o the requirements of section 3, 
unless exempt under subdivision (c) of this section. 

" (c) If a foreign nation grants a similar privilege in respect 
of aircraft of the United States, and/or airmen serving in 
connection therewith, the Secretary of Commerce may authorize 
aircraft registered under the law of the foreign nation and 
not a part of the armed forces thereof to be navigated in the 
United States, and may by regulation exempt such aircraft, 
and/or airmen servin6 in connection therewith, from the re­
quirements of section 3, other than the air traffic rules; but 
no foreign aircraft shall engage in interstate or intrastate air 
commerce. 

" SEc. 7. Application of existing laws relating to foreign 
commerce.-(a) The navigation and shipping laws of the United 
States, including any definition of ' ves el' or 'vehicle ' found 
therein and including the rules for the prevention of collisions, 
shall not be construed to apply to seaplanes or other aircraft 
or to the navigation of vessels in relation to seaplanes or other 
aircraft. 

"(b) The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to (1) 
designate places in the United States as ports of entry for 
civil aircraft arriving in the United States from any place 
outside thereof, and for: ~erchandise carried on such aircraft, 
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(2) detail to ports of entry for civil aircraft such officers and 
employees of the customs service as he may deem necessary, 
and to confer or impose upon any officer or employee of the 
United States stationed at any such port of entry (with the 
consent of the head of the Government department or other 
independent establi hment under whose jurisdiction the officer 
or employee is serving) any of the powers, privileges, or duties 
conferred or imposed upon officers or employees of the customs 
service, and (3) by regulation to provide for the application 
to civil air navigation of the laws and regulations relating to 
the administration of the customs and public health laws to 
such extent and upon such conditions as he deems necessary. 

"(c) The Secretary of Commerce is authorized by regula­
tion to provide for the application to civil aircraft of the laws 
and regulations relating to the entry and clearance of vessels 
to such extent and upon such cond1tions as he deems necessary. 

"(d) The Secretary of Labor is authorized to (1) designate 
any of the ports of entry for civil aircraft as ports of entry 
for aliens arriving by aircraft, (2) detail to such ports of 
entry such officers and employees of the Immigration Service 
as he may deem necessary, and to confer or impose upon any 
employee of d1e United States stationed at such port of entry 
(with the consent of the head of the Government department 
ot; other independent establishment under whose jurisdiction 
the officer or employee is serving) any of the powers, privi­
leges, or duties conferred or imposed upon officers or employees 
of the Immigration Service, and (3) by regulation to provide 
for the application to civil air navigation of the laws and 
regulations relating to the administration of the immigration 
laws to such extent and upon such conditions as he deems 
necessary. 

"SEc. 8. Additional Assistant Secretary of Commerce.~To 
aid the Secretary of Commerce in fostering air commerce aml 
to perform such functions vested in the Secretary under this 
act as the Secreta1·y may designate, there shall be an additional 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce, who shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Sen­
ate and whose compensation shall be fixed in accordance with 
the clas ification act of 1923. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided, the Secretary of Commerce shall administer the pro­
visions of thi · act .and for such purpose is authorized (1) to 
make such regulations as are necessary to execute the functions 
vested in him by this act; (2) to make such expenditures (in­
cluiling expenditures for personal services and rent at the seat 
of government and elsewhere and for law books, books of 
reference, and periodicals) as may be necessary for such ad­
ministration and as may be provided for by the Congress from 
time to time ; ( 3) to publish from time to time a bulletin 
setting forth such matters relating to the functions vested in 
him by this act as he deems advisable, including air navigation 
treaties, law , and regulations and decisions thereunder; and 
( 4) to operate, and for this purpose to acquire within the 
limits of the available appropriations hereafter made by the 
Congress, such aircraft and air navigation facilities, except 
airports, as are necessary for executing the functions vested in 
the Secretary of Commerce by this act 

" SEC. 9. Definitions.-As used in this act-
" (a) The term ' citizen of the United States ' means ( 1) an 

individual who is a citizen of the United States or its pos­
se sions, 04 (2) a partnership of which each member is an in­
dividual who is a citizen of the United States or its possessions, 
or (3) a corporation or association created or organized in the 
United States or under the law of tile United States or of any 
State, ·Territory, or possession thereof, of which the president 
and two-thirds or more of the board of directors or other 
managing officers thereof, as the case may be, are individuals 
who are citizens of the United States or its possessions and in 
which at least 51 per cent of the voting interest is controlled 
by persons who are citizens of the United States or its pos­
Ee sions. 

" (b) The term ' United States,' when used in a geographical 
sense, means the territory comprising the several States, Terri­
tories, possessions, and the District of Columbia (including 
the territorial. waters thereof), and the overlying airspace; 
but shall not mclude the Canal Zone. 

" (c) The term ' aircraft' means any ·contrivance now known 
or hereafter invented, used, or designed for navigation of or 
flight in the air, except a parachute or other contrivance de­
signed for such navigation but used primarily as safety equip­
ment. 

"(d) The term 'public aircraft' means an aircraft used 
exclusively in the governmental service. 

" (e) The term ' civil aircraft' means any aircraft other 
than a public aircraft. 

"(f) The term 'aircraft of the United States' means any 
aircraft registered under this act. 

"(g) The te~·m 'airport' means any locality, either of water 
or land, which is adapted for the landing and taking off of 
aircraft and which provides facilities for shelter, supply, and 
repair of aircraft; or a place used regularly for receiving or 
discharging passengers or cargo by air. 

"(h) The term 'emergency landing field' means any local­
ity, either of water or land, which is adapted for the landing 
and taking off of aircraft, is located along an airway, and 
is intermediate to airports connected by the airway, but which 
is not equipped with f:lcilities for shelter, supply, and repair 
of aircraft and is not used regularly for the receipt or dis­
charge of passengers or cargo by air. 

"(i) The term 'air navigation facility' includes any air­
port, emergency landing field, light or other signal structure, 
radio directional finding facility, radio or other electrical com­
munication facility, and any other structure or facility, used 
as an aid to air navigation. 

"(j) The term 'civil airway' means a route in the navigable 
airspace designated by the Secretary of Commerce as a route 
suitable for interstate or foreign air commerce. 

"(k) The term 'airman' means any individual (including 
the person in command and any pilot, mechanic, or member 
of the crew) who engages in the navigation of aircraft while 
under way, and any individual who is in charge of the in­
spection, overhauling, or repairing of aircraft. 

"SEC. 10. Navigable air space: As used in this act the term 
'navigable air space' means air space above the minimum 
safe altitudes of flight prescribed by the Secretary of Com­
merce under section 3, and such navigable air space shall be 
subject to a public right of freedom of interstate and foreign 
air navigation in conformity with the requirements of this act. 

" SEc 11. Penalties : (a) It shall be unlawful, except to the 
extent authorized or exempt under section 6--

" ( 1) To navigate any aircraft within any air space reser­
vation otherwise than in conformity with the Executive orders 
regulating such reservation. 

"(2) To navigate any aircraft {other than a foreign air­
craft) in interstate or foreign air commerce unless such air­
craft is registered as an aircraft of the United States; or to 
navigate any foreign aircraft in the United States. 

"(3) To navigate any aircraft registered as an aircraft of 
the United States, or any foreign aircraft, without an aircraft 
certificate or in violation of the terms of any such certificah~. 

" ( 4) To serve as an airman in connection with any aircraft 
registered as an aircraft of the United States, or any foreign 
aircraft, without an airman certificate or in violation of the 
terms of any such certificate. 

"(5) To navigate any aircraft otherwise than in conformity 
with the air traffic rules. 

"(b) Any person who (1) violates any provision of subdi­
vision (a) of this section or any entry or clearance regulation 
made under section 7, or (2) any customs or public health regu­
lation made under such section, or (3) any inlmigration regu­
lation made under such section, shall be subject to a civil 
penalty of $500 which may be remitted or mitigated by the 
Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of the Treasury, or the 
Secretary of Labor, respectively, in accordance with such pro­
ceedings as the Secretary shall by regulation presc1ibe. In 
case the violation is by the owner or person in command of 
the aircraft, the penalty shall be a lien against the aircraft, 
Any civil penalty imposed under this section may be collected 
by proceedings in personam against the person subject to the 
penalty and/or in case the penalty is a lien by proceedings in 
rem against the aircraft. Such proceedings shall conform as 
nearly as may be to civil suits in admiralty; except that either 
party may demand trial by jury of any issue of fact if the value 
in controversy exceeds $20, and facts so tried shall not be re­
examined other than in accordance with the rules of the 
common law. The fact that in a libel in rem the seizure is 
made at a place not upon the high seas or navigable waters of 
the United States, shall not be held in any way to limit the 
t·equirement of the conformity of the proceedings to civil suits 
in rem in admiralty. The Supreme Court of the United States, 
and under its direction other courts of the United States, are 
authorized to prescribe rules regulating such proceedings in 
any particular not provided by law. The determination under 
this section as to the remission or mitigation of a civil pen­
alty imposed under this section shall be final. In case libel 
proceedings are pending at any time during the pendency 
of remission or mitigation proceedings, the Secretary shall 
give notice thereof to the United States attorney prosecuting 
the libel proceedings. 

" (c) Any aircraft subject to a lien for any civil penalty im­
posed under this section may be summarily seized by and placed 
in the custody of such persons as the appropriate Secretary 
~ay by regulation prescribe and a report of the case there-
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upon transmitted to the United States attorney for the judicial 
district in which the seizure is lllllde. The United States at­
torney shall promptly in titute proceedings for the enforcement 
of the lien or notify the Secretary of his failure so to act. The 
aircraft shall be released from such cu tody upon (1) payment 
of the penalty or so much thereof as is not remitted or miti­
gated, (2) seizure in pursuance of process of any court in pro­
ceeding in rem for enforcement of the lien, or notification by 
the Unitell States attorney of failure to in titute such proceed­
ings, or (3) de110sit of a bond in such amount and with such 
suretie as the Secretary may pre cribe, conditioned upon the 
payment of the penalty or so much thereof as is not remitted 
or mitigated. 

" ( c1) Any per on who fraudulently forges, counterfeits, alters, 
or falsely make any certificate authorized to be issued under 
thi. act, or knowingly u. es or attempts to use any such fraudu­
lent certificate shall be guilty of an offen."e puni ~hable by a fine 
not exceedinoo 1,000 or by imprisonment not exceeding three 
year , or by both such fine and implisonment. 

"(e) Any per on (1) who, with intent to interfere with air 
navigation in the navigable air.:pace or waters of the United 
States, exhibits within the United State any false light or 
signal at such place or in such manner that it is likely to be 
mistaken for a true light or signal required by regulation un­
der this act, or for a true light or signal in connection with an 
airport or other air navigation facility, or (2) who, after due 
warning from the Secretary of Commerce continues to maintain 
any false light or signal, or (3) who knowingly removes, ex­
tinguishes, or interferes with the operation of any such true 
light, or signal, or ( 4) who without lawful authority know­
ingly exhibits any such true light or signal. shall be guilty of 
an offen e punishable by a fine not exceed.ing $5,000 or by im­
prisonment not exceeding five years, or by both such fine and 
imprisonment. · 

" (f) All penalties paid under this act shall be covered into 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

"SEc. 12. Separability.-If any provision Of this act is de­
clared unconstitutional or the application thereof to any per­
son or circum. tance is held invalid, the validity of the re­
mainder of the act and the application of such provision to 
other per ons and circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

" SEc. 13. Time of taking effect.-Tbis act shall take effect 
upon its passage; except that no penalty shall be enforced for 
any violation thereof occurring within 90 days thereafter. 

"SEc. 14. Short title.-This act may be cited as the "Air 
commerce act of 1926." 

And the House agree to the same. 
WEBLEY L. JONES, 
BERT M. FERNALD, 
IlrRAM BINGHAM, 
DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 
JOSEPH E. RANSDELL, 

Managers ott the part of the Senate. 
JAMES S. pARKER, 
JoHN G. CooPER, 
ScHUYLER MERRITT, 
SAM RAYBURN' 
CLARENCE F. LEA, 

Managers on the pat·t of the House. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report will lie on the table 
and be printed. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, Congress has been trying 
for about 10 years to reach a conclusion with regard to putting 
civil aviation on a proper basis. The Senate has twice in for­
mer Congresses, and last December ·in the present Congress, 
passed a bill for the promotion and regulation of civil aviation. 
The House of Representatives bas never before this session 
been able to come to an agreement with the Senate on such 
legislation. This morning the committees of conferences of the 
two Hou es reached a final agreement on the bill ( S. 41) to 
encourage and regulate the use of aircraft in commerce, and 
for other purpo es; and it is hoped that the bill may become a 
law in the very near future. I shall not press for the adoption 
of the conference report at the present time, but merely ask 
that it may be printed in the RECORD. 

By a very happy coincidence this occurs on the very day when 
we read the news of that splendid flight made by Commander 
Byrd, who for the first time in history ha succeeded in taking 
an airplane to the North Pole and back again. 

A similar achievement was attempted, Senators will remem­
ber, last year by the great polar explorer Amundsen. He met 
with failure and his own safety was at stake for a long period 
of time. The flight from Spitzbergen to the North Pole by air­
plane is probably one of the most daring ventures that the 
modern world has ever seen. Commander Byrd started out for 

a 1,600-mile :flight over the polar wilderne s, where an accident 
or an error in judgment would mean almo t certain loss of life. 
It is one of those enormously difficult achievements which one 
likes to see performed by an American. In the present day, 
when so many of our young people are engaged in seeking com­
fort and luxury, are engaged in following the pur~uit of the 
pleasures and of the enses, in music, dancing dramatic art in 
joy riding and other delightful thing , and in a voiding h~rll 
work and anything that requires hard hip or discomfort it is 
a splendid thing, 1\Ir. President, to witne. s the exploit df this 
young Virginia cavalier. Many years ago he started out with 
the ambition to penetrate into the unknown regions of the 
world. He has at la t succeeded in doing what no other man 
has ever befor'e done. 

In these days we so often. ee people asking a friendly and 
fatherly Government to be paternalistic. l\Iany reque ts come 
fr?m all side to have the Government keep us from bard work, 
m1 fortune, and danger. It is, indeed, in piring to see a young 
man start out voluntarily over that wilderne , and without the 
urge of economic nece sity, to face discomfort to face known 
hardships of the most severe variety, almost' to face certain 
death. We bave it recorded this morning that he successfully 
returned, affording us another achievement to be proud of in 
collilection with the u e of the word "American." 

It is a particular pleasure to submit this conference report 
at the present time. I hope it may be accepted by both Hou"'es 
and result in the enactment of a law that will for the first 
time enable this Government to go ahead and to promote 
civil aviation. Every other government in the world has pro­
moted air commerce by putting it on the same plane, more 
or less, as ocean navigation, but although we spend from ten 
to eleven million dollars every year for lighthouse , charts, 
buoys, and the promotion of sea navigation, we have never 
yet spent a cent in the promotion of commercial air navigation, 
for which this bill will provide. [Applause.] 

Mr. DILL. l\Ir. Pre ident, before the Senator takes his 
seat, I wonder if he can give us any information as to how 
many more yotmg men of our Navy are to risk their lives in 
flying over an unknown waste'? The North Pole was di cov­
ered years ago. I understand that the expedition to which 
he ha referred was under the auspices of the Navy. I ask 
him bow many more times is the Navy going to send young 
men into this dangerous part of the world? 

l\fr. BINGHAM. l\fr. President, I think the Senator from 
Washington is laboring under a misappreben ion. The expe­
dition of Commander Byrd to the North Pole was not under­
taken by the Government or under the auspices of the Navy, 
Commander Byrd, a reserve officer, undertook this flight on 
his own responsibility. It was financed by private capital. 
He interested Edsel Ford, the son of that great American 
mechanical genius, Henry Ford. Mr. Ford helped him in 
organizing it and in aiding him to secure the money wherewith 
to equip the expedition. Commander Byrd is, .Mr. President a 
splendid example of that self-reliance and individual initiative 
of which we see so little to-day. Be did not wait to be backed 
by the Government; he was not sent by the .Navy or by the 
Army, although, Mr. President, his achievement does reflect 
credit on the Navy for having trained men of this kind and 
having on its list officers of this type. 

In the Washington Evening Star of this afternoon I note 
with pleasure that congratulations on his air da h over the 
North Pole went forth to Lieut Commander Richard E. Byrd 
from President Coolidge, Secretary Davis, of the War Depart­
ment, a.nd Secretary Wilbur. 

l\lr. Coolidge, on a cruise down the Potomac yesterday on the 
Mayflowe-r, caused this statement to be issued at the White 
House: 

The President sends his bappi~st congratulations to Commander Byrd 
on the report that he has flown to the North Pole. It is a matter of 
great satisfaction that thls record has been made by an American. 
The fact that the flight seems .to have been accomplished without mis­
hap demonstrates the hlgh development of the art of this country. 

That it wa.s made by a man trained in the American Navy is a great 
satisfaction. 

The Secretaries of War and Navy joined in rejoicing at the 
successful polar flight by Commander Byrd. 

Expressing delight that a Navy man was the first to :fly over 
the pole, Secretary Wilbur said Co~ander Byrd's accompli h­
ment-
is a matter of congratulation to him, to his crew, and to his ~ation. 
We rejoice in his success and his safety. 

Secretary Davis said he-­
like all Americans-

rejoiced at-
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this new triumph of American aviation. Commander Byrd's feat is not 
only epoch making from • technical standpoint ; it is a wonderful act 
of com·age. A countt·y with such servants will never tail in a crisis. 

1\Ir. DILL. I understood the Se:Q.ator to say that Com­
mander Byrd was a naval officer, anQ. I therefore thought the 
expedition was under the auspices of ~he Navy. Two years ago 
the Navy wanted to send the Shenandoah to the North Pole. I 
have great pride in the initiative of the men who want to do 
these things, but I object to the Government sending its young 
men out on these trips purely for spectacular purposes. The 
reason I asked the question was that I understood the Senator 
to say that Commander Byrd was connected with the Navy 
Department. 

l\Ir. BLEASE. l\Ir. President, I should like to ask the Sen­
ator from Connecticut if Commander Byrd is any relative of 
Doctor Cook? 

OHIO RIVER BRIDGE 

l\fr. FESS. l\Ir. President, I wish to enter a motion to re­
consider the votes by which the bill (H. R. 10657) to extend 
the time for the construction of a bridge over the Ohio Rtver 
near Steubenville, Ohio, was read the third time and passed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion of the Senator from 
Ohio will be entered. 

RECESS 

l\Ir. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until 
8 o'clock this evening. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 30 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until 8 o'clock p. m. 

EVENING SESSION 
The Senate reassembled at 8 o'clock p. m., on the expiration 

of the recess. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the unanimous-con­

sent agreement previously entered into, the call of the calendar 
for unobjected bills only will be proceeded with. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent that we begin with 
Order of Business 417, where we left off this afternoon. 

The PRESIDEI\"T pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent agreement proposed by the Senator from 
Kansas, to begin calling the calendar at the point where the 
Senate concluded to-day, namely, at Calendar No. 417? 

l\1r. KING. l\1r. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
l\lr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I shall have to object. 
The PRESIDEL\"T pro tempore. The Senator from Utah 

will propound his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. KING. Assuming that the request of the Senator from 

Kansas is granted and we continue on unobjected bills to the 
end of the calendar and then go back to the beginning, does 
the rule, or that part of the rule, apply which provides that 
when finishing the calendar we may then proceed under Rule 
VIII? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There is a unanimous-con­
sent agreement already entered into. 

l\fr. KING. My understanding was that the unanimous-con­
sent a~eement contemplated that the entire calendar should 
be called for unobjected bills. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That was the understanding 
of the Chair, but the Senator from Kansas has now proposed 
another unanimous-consent agreement that we begin at Calen­
dar No. 417, which unanimous-consent agreement is in order. 

Mr. KING. I shall object to that unless-
l\Ir. CURTIS. Mr. President, in order to save time I will 

withdraw my request. I understand the Senator from Mis­
souri [Mr. WILLIAMS] has a bill near the head of the calendar 
that he is anxious to haye passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The calendar will be called 
for unobjected bills only. The clerk will report the first bill 
on the calendar. 

REFUNDING OF T.A..XES E'RRO~EOUSLY COLLEC'IED 

The bill ( S. 2526) to extend the time for the refunding of 
taxes erroneously collected from certain estates was announced 
as first in order on the calendar, and the Senate, as in Com-. 
mittee of the Whole, proceeded to its consideration. 

The bill was read, as follows : 

neous Interpretation of the law passed upon and condemned by the 
United States Supreme Court in decisions rendered in 1915 in the 
case of United States against Jones, and in the case of McCoach, 
Collector, against Pratt, reported in the Two hundred and thirty-sixth 
United States Reports. 

SEC. 2. That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to such claimants as have presented or shall hereafter so 
present their claims any amounts allowed in the determination of 
any claims so defined and which shall have been presented in accord­
ance with this act. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILLS PASS ED OVER 

The bill ( S. 1859) for the relief of Patrick C. Wilkes, alias 
Clebourn P. Wilkes, was announced as next in order. 

l\Ir. KING. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S.1929) to provide home care for dependent children 

of the District of Columbia was announced as next in order. 
Mr. BRUCE. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2607) for the purpose of more effectively meeting 

the obligations of the existing migratory-bird treaty with Great 
Britain by the establishment of migratory-bird refuges to 
furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the provision 
of funds for establishing such areas, and the furnishl~g of 
adequate protection of migratory birds, for the establishment 
of public shooting grounds to preserve the American system of 
free shooting, and for other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

l\Ir. KING. · Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 51) providing for the com-

pletion of the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier in the Arlington 
National Cemetery was announced as next in ord.er. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Let the joint resolution go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be passed over. 

INDIAN WAR PENSIONS 

The bill (H. R. 306) to amend the second S<'ction of the act 
entitled "An act to pension the survivors of certain Indian 
wars from January 1, 1859, to January, 1891, inclusive, and for 
other purposes," approved March 4, 1917, as amended, was con­
sidered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the act entitled "An act to 
pension the survivors of certain Indian wars from January 1, 1859, to 
January, 1891, inclusive, and for other purposes," approved March 4, 
1917, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

" SEc. 2. The period of service performed by beneficiaries under this 
act shall be determined : First, by reports from the records of the War 
Department, where there are such reeords ; second, by reports from 
the records of the General Accounting Office showing payment by the 
United States, where there is no record of regular enlistment, or mus­
ter into the United States military service; and, third, when there is 
no record of service or payment for same in the War Department or · 
the General Accounting Office by satisfactory evidence from muster 
rolls on file in the several State or Territorial archives; fourth, where 
no record of service has been made in the War Department or General 
Accounting Office and there is no muster roll or pay roll on file in the 
several State or Territorial archives showing service of the applicant, 
or where the same has been destroyed by fire or otherwise lost, or 
where there are muster rolls or pay rolls on file in the several State or 
Territorial archives but the applicant's name does not appear thereon, 
the applicant may make proof of service by furnishing evidence satis­
factory to the Commissioner of Pensions : Provided, That the want ot 
a certificate of discharge shall not deprive any applicant of the bene­
fits of this Act." 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- · 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BILLS PAS SED OVER 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Commissioner of Internal Revenue is 
hereby autbol'ized and directed to receive, consider, and determine in 
accordance with law but without regard to any statute of limitation, 
any claim filed not later than six months after the passage of this 
act for money illegally collected from such estate under color of sec· 
tion 29 of the act of Congress approved June 1H, 1898, entitled "An act 
to provide ways and means to meet war expenditures, and for other 
purposes," and amendments, where and when and only when it be j 
found and determined that such illegal collection was upon the erro-

The bill ( S. 756) directlng the Secretary of the Treasury to 
complete purchases of silver under the act of April 23, ~918, 
commonly known as the Pittman Act, was announced as next 
in order. 

l\Ir. WILLIS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2808) to amend section 24 of the interstate 

comm·erce act, as amended, was announced as next in order. 
l\Ir. WILLIS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 'l'he bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 3321) to increase the efficiency of the Air 

Service of the United States was announced as next in order. 
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Mr. BINGHAM. I ask that the bill may go over in view of 

the fact that the Bouse has pa ~sed a similar bill, which is 
b ing considered by tlle committee at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2306) to provide for the prompt disposition of 

disputes between carriers and their employees, and for other 
pul'po e , was announced as next in order. 

l\Ir. FESS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 7906) granting pension and increase of pen-

sions to certain soldiers and sailor of the Regular Army and 
Navy, etc., and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than 
the Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors was 
announced as next in order. 

l\Ir. KING. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed o''er. 
The bill ( S. 1618) to prevent deceit and unfair prices that 

re ult from the unrevealed presence of sub titute" for virgin 
wool in woven or knitted fabrics purporting to contain wool 
and ~n garments or articles of apparel made therefrom, manu­
factured in any Territory of the United States or the District 
of Columbia, or transported or intended to be transported in 
interstate or foreign commerce, and pro·riding penalties for the 
violation of the provisions of this act, and for other pUl'poses, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. FESS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed oYer. 
The bill (H. R. 2) to amend an act entitled "An act to pro-

vide for the con olidation of national banking associations," 
approved November 7, 1918; to amend section 5136 as amended, 
section 5137, section 5138 as amended, section 5142, section 5150, 
section 5155, section 5190, ection 5200 as amended, ection 5202 
as amended, section 5208 as amended, section 5211 as amended, 
of the Revise(} Statutes of the United States; and to amend 
section 9, section 13, section 22, and section 24 of the Federal 
reserve act, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. WILLIS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT v.ro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill { . 71 ) authorizing an appropriation to be ex-

pended under the provisions of section 7 of the act of March 1, 
1911, entitled "An act to enable any State to cooperate with any 
oth~r State or States, or with the United States, for the protec­
tion of the "\\atersheds of na\igable streams, and to appoint a 
commis ·ion for the acquisition of lands for the pill'pose of con­
serving the navigability of navigable rivers," as amended, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING and Mr. BRUCE. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
Mr. REED of Penn ylvania. Mr. Pre ident, may I inquire 

what happened to Order of Busine s 250, the bill (S. 491) for 
the allowance of certain sums for extra labor above the legal 
day of eight hours at certain navy yards certified by the Court 
of Claims? 

The PRESIDEJ!\TT pro tempore. There were certain bills 
which were pas ed this morning when the calendar was called. 

.Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Very well. 
The bill (H. R. 3862) to provide for the storage of the waters 

of the Pecos River was announced as next in order. 
Mr. WILLIS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 66) to provide for the establishment, operation 

and maintenance of foreign-trade zones in ports of entry of th~ 
United State , to expedite and encourage foreign commerce, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that the bill may go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

E...~TRIES OF PUBLIC LANDS VALIDATED 

The bill (H. R. 9037) validating certain applications for and 
entries of public lands, and for other purposes, was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. The bill had been reported from 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys with amendments. 

The fir t amendment was, on page 8, after line 3, to insert a 
new section, as follows : · 

SEc. 14. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and be is hereby, au­
thorized to allow the homestead application, Phoenix, Ariz., No. 057278, 
flied by Vearl Iverson, for all of section 2, township 35 north, range 10 
west, Gila and Salt River meridian, effective October 8, 1924, the date 
flied, and that the State of Arizona, through its pt·oper officers, be, and 
it is hereby, authorized to select 640 acres of surveyed, nonmineral, 
unappropriated, and unreserved public land in lieu of said section 2. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 8, after the section just 

agreed to, to insert a new section, as follows : 

SEc. 15. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and be is hereby, 
authorized to allow the homestead application, Phoenix, Ariz., No. 
042602, flied by Abraham Bundy, October 8, 19~4, for the north half 
and sout~west quarter, section 25, township SS north, range 10 west, 
Gila and Salt River meridian. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 8, after the section :tust 

agreed to, to insert a new section as follows : 
SEc. 16. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and be is hereby, 

authorized to i sue patent upon desert-lund entry, Evanston, Wyo., No. 
05367, made by Marquis W. Clarkson on March 22, 1919, for the north­
east quarter of the southeast quarter, west half of the southeast quar­
ter, section 18, anQ. north,vest quarter of the northea t quarter, section 
19, township 35 north, range 113 west, sixth principal meriulan, in 
support of which final proof was submitted June 1, anti on which final 
certificate issued on June 16, lfl2:>. 

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

amendments were concurred in. 
The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 

to be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time an<J passed. 

BlLLS P.A.S~ED OVER 

The bill ( S. 201) authorizing the removal of the gates and 
piers in West Executive Avenue between the grounds of the 
·white House and the State, War, and Navy Building was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. JONES of Wa hington. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (S. 2839) for the relief of Capt. James A. Merritt, 

United States Army, retired, was announced as next in order. 
Mr. KING. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 'l'he bill will be passed over. 

R. H. KING 

The bill ( S. 1356) for the relief of R. H. King was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury he, and be is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay R. H. King, of Alvin, Tex., 
former postmaster at tl1at place, $2,283.28, the amount paid by him 
to the Government of the United States on account of defalcation in 
the post office at Alvin while he was postmaster, said defalcation 
having occurred without fault or negligence on his part. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engro. sed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

F. G. PROUDFOOT 

The bill ( S. 1860) for the relief of F. G. Proudfoot was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask for an explanation of the bill. 
The PRESIDE~'T pro tempore. The bill was reported by 

the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MEA.NB]. 
1\lr. SMOOT. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over . 

M. W. HUTCHINSON 

The bill (S. 1650) for the relief of 1U. W. Hutchinson was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. TRA...UMELL. This bill was unfavorably reported. I 
move that it be indefinitely po tponed. 

1\Ir. HARRIS. I have no objection to that course. 
The motion was agreed to. 

STE.A~ISHIP ""EPTUNE 

The bill ( S. 115) for the relief of the owner of the steam. hip 
Neptune was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was 
read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the claim of the owner of the steamship 
Neptune against the United States of America for damage alleged to 
have been caused by collision between said ves el and the U. S. 
Eagle, formerly known as the Peerless, on the 24th day of October, 
1917, at a bulkhead in Gowanus Canal, near the foot of Smith 
Street, Brooklyn, N. Y., may be sued for by tbe ~aid owner of the 
steamship Neptune in the District Court of the United States for the 
Eastern District of New York sitting as a court of admiralty and acting 
under the rules governing such court, and the said court shall have 
jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit and to enter a judgment 
or decree for the amount of such damarres and costs, if any, as shall 
be found to be due again t the Un.ited States in favor of the owner of 
the said steamship Neptune or against the owner of said steamship 
Neptune in favor of the United States, upon the sanre principles ::tnd 
measures of liability as in like cases in admiralty between privato 
parties, and with the same rights of appeal: Provided, That such 
notice of the suit shall be given to the •Attorney General of tbe United 
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States as may be provided by order of the said court, and it shall be 
the duty of the Attorney General to cause the United States attorney 
in such district to appear and defend for the United States: Provi<led. 
further, That said suit shall be brought and commenced within four 
months of the date of the passage of this act. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engro. sed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BILLS PASS ED OVER. 

The bill (S. 6) for the relief of Addison B. McKinley was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (S. 3027) making eligible for retirement, under cer-

tain conditions, officers and former officers of the Army of the 
United States, other than officers of the Regular Army, who 
incurred physical disability in line of duty while in the service 
of the United States during the World War, was announced 
a next in order. 

1\Ir. KING. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 7609) to provide home care for dependent 

children was announced as next in order. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this is similar to the other 

bill which went over. I ask that it may go over to-night. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. Is not that a different bill 

from the one which the Senator had in mind? 
Mr. COPELAND. It is the same bill, but it is the House bill. 
Mr. JOJ\"ES of Washington. It is the same as the Senate 

bill that was reported out by the committee the other day? 
Mr. COPELAND. It is. 
The PRESIDEL\"T pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 454) to prevent the sale of cotton and grain in 

future markets was announced as next in order. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2584) to promote the development, protection, 

nnd utilization of grazing facilities on public lands, to stabil­
ize the range stock-raising industry, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

Ur. WILLIS. This is a very long and important bill. I 
suggest that it go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 3802) to amend the act known as the Dis­

trict of Columbia traffic act, 1925, approved March 3, 1925, 
being public, No. 561, Sixty-eighth Congress, and for other 
purpo es, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BRUCE and Mr. KING. Over. 
:Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to make 

just a brief statement with reference to the bill. It is very 
important that we should get the bill through very soon. The 
Senator from Utah [Mr. KINo] desires to have a number of 
amendments made, but has not had the opportunity to get them 
prepared. He has assured me that he will cooperate with us 
in trying to get the bill through in the next day or two. It 
ought to be passed, and I hope we will be able to pass it very 
promptly. • 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The re olution (S. Res. 188) to amend paragraph 2 of Rule 

:xxxviii of the Standing Rules of the Senate relative to 
nominations was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Let the resolution go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be 

passed over. 
PURCHASE OF LANDS BY M'MINVILLE, OREG. 

The bill (H. R. 8534), an act to amend an act entitled "An act 
to authorize the purchase by the city of McMinville, Oreg., of 
certain lands formerly embraced in the grant to the Oregon & 
California Railroad Co. and revested in the United States by 
the act approved June 9, 1916," approved February 25, 1919 
(40 Stat. p. 1153), was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BRUCE. Let the bill go over. 
Mr. STANFIELD. I hope there will not be any objection to 

the bill. It is purely a local measure. 
Mr. BRUCE. I will withdraw the objection. I did not know 

the Senator was present. 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 

Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted., eto., That the act entitled •• An act to authorize the 
purchase by the city of McMinnville, Oreg., of certain lands formerly 
embraced in the grant to the Oregon & California Railroad Co. and 
revested in the United States by the act approved June 9, 1916," 

LXVII-571 

approved February 25, 1919 (40 Stat. L. p. 1153}, be amended by 
eliminating therefrom the lands described as f(}llows : 

" Southwest quarter of the southwest quarter of -section 3, and 
north halt of the southeast quarter of section 13, all in township ~ 
south, range 6 west of Willn.mette meridian in the State of Oregon." 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment;, 
ordered to a third reading, 1·ead the third time, and passed. 

BILLS PAS SED OVER 

The bill (S. 3840) to PI'O"\i.de for the consolidation of car­
riers by railroad and the unification of railway properties 
within the United States was announced as next in ()rder. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 3821) to place under the civil service act the 

personnel of the Treasury Department authorized by section 38 
of the national prohibition act, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 
Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from Utah 

whether he will not withdraw his objection? Everybody seems 
to be ready to vote on . the bill. It is the Cramton bill, the 
bill which was introduced for the purpose of bringing the field 
force of the Prohibition Unit under the civil service law. I 
hope the Senator will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I shall have to object to the 
consideration of the bill at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 7893) to create a division of cooperative 

marketing in the Department of Agriculture ; to provide for 
the acquisition and dissemination of information pertaining 
to cooperation ; to promote the knowledge of cooperative prin­
ciples and practices ; to provide for calling advisers to counsel 
with the Secretary of Agriculture on cooperative activities; to 
authorize cooperative associations to acquire, interpret, and 
disseminate crop and market information, and for other pur­
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 5353) to amend the act of Congress approved 

March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. L. p. 876), was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. BRATTON. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
REGULATIO~ OF SALE OF MA'ITRESSES IN DISTR.ICT OF COLUMBIA. 

The bill (S. 3148) to regulate the manufacture, renovation, 
and sale of mattres es in the District of Columbia was con­
sidered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted., eto., That as used in this act-
(a) The term "mattress" Includes any quilt, comfort, pad, pillow, 

cushion, or bag stuffed with hair, down, feathers, wool, cotton, excel­
sior, jute, or any other soft material and designed for use for sleeping 
or reclining purposes. 

(b) The term "person'' means individual, partnership, corporation, 
or association. 

(c) The term "commissioners" means the Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia. 

SEc. 2. That no person in the District of Columbia-
(a) Who is a manufacturer or renovator of, or dealer in, mattresses 

shall sell, exchange, give away, or o.l'l'er or have in his P<>S ession for 
sale, exchange, or gift any mattress which bears any false or mislead­
ing label, statement, design, or device, in respect of its materials or 
processes of manufacture or renovation, or which is not labeled as 
provided in section 3. 

(b) Who is a renovator of mattresses shall use in whole or in part, 
in the renovation of any xpattress, material which has formed part 
of any mattress theretofore, used in or about any sanitarium or hospital, 
or used by any indivi~ual having an Infectious or contagious disease. 

(c) Who is a manufacturer of mattresses shall use in whole or in 
part any secondhand material in the manufacture of mattresses sold, 
exchanged, or given way, or to be offered for sale, exchange, or gift, • 
as new mattresses. 

(d) Shall knowingly sell, exchange, gi're away, or offer or have in 
his possession for sale, exchange, or gift (1) any mattress which has 
been used, or is composed in wllole or in part from material which 
has formed part of any mattre-ss theretofore used in any sanitarium or 
hospital or by any individual having an infectious or contagious disease, 
or (2) any mattress whjch is composed in whole or in part of second­
hand material which has not been thoroughly sterilized and disin­
fected by a process approved by the health officer of the District of 
Columbia. 

(e) Who is a manufacturer or renovator of, or a dealer in, mat· 
tresses, shall remove, conceal, or deface, or cause or permit to be 
removed, concealed, or defaced, any label placed, in accordance with 
the provisions of this act, upon any mattress. 
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SEc. 3. That the label requJred by section 2 shall consist of a tag 

which shall be sewed or otherwise securely atta cbPd to the mattress. 
In case the mattress has not been renovated the label sl1all contain in 
plain, legible print in the English language a stat emr-nt showing (a) 
the name and address of the manufacturer, (b) a dC'Scription of the 
materials used in the manufacture of such mattrf'ss, an(} (c) whether 
such materials are in whole or in part second hand. In case the mat· 
tress has been r enova ted the label shall contain in such print the word 
" Renovated " and a statement of (1) the name and address of the 
renovator, and (2) a description of the materials u ·ed in the renovated 
mattress. For the purposes of this act the materials so used shall be 
described in such manner as the commissioners shall by regulation 
prescribe. . 

SEc. 4. That no dealer shall be prosecuted u nd t>r the provisions of 
this act when he can establish a guaranty signed by the manufacturer 
residing in the United States from whom be p urchases mattresses to 
the effect that the statements contained on the la bels attached to such 
mattresses are true. · Such guaranty, to afford prot Pction, shall contain 
the name and address of the manufacturer making the sale of such 
mattresses to the dealer, and in such case the manufacturer shall be 
amenable to the prosecutions, fines, and other p :>naltles which would 
attach, in due course, to the dealer under t he provisions of this act. 
In case the manufacturer resides outside the District of Columbia it 
shall be the duty of each district attorney to wbom the health officer 
of the District of Columbia shall report the violation to cause appro· 
prlate proceedings to be commenced and prosecuted against the manu· 
facturer without delay in the proper courts of the United States. 

SEc. 5. That any person violating any provision of section 2 or sec­
tion 7 shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished by a fine of not more 
than $500, or by imprisonment for not more than six months, or both. 
All prosecutions under this act, except as provided in section 4, shall 
be in the police court of the District of Columbia upon information 
by the corporation counsel or one of his assistants. 

SEc. 6. That, except as provided in section 5, the administration of 
this act shall be in charge of the health officer of the District of Colum· 
bia under the supervision of the commissioners. The commissioners 
are authorized to make such regulations as may be necessary for the 
efficient administration of this act. 

SEC. 7. That it shall be the duty of the health officer of the District 
of Columbia, whenever he has reason to believe that any provi ion 
of this act is being or has been violated, to cause an investigation 
to be made. For the purpose of such investigation th-e health officer, 
or any of his assistants designated by him in writing, shall have au­
thority at all times during the ordinary business hours to enter any 
building or other place in the District of Columbia where mattresses 
are manufactured, renovated, or held for sale, exchange, or gift, or 
delivery in pursuance thereof. No person shall refuse or obstruct 
such inspection. Evidence obtained by the health officer or his as­
sistants of any violation of this act shall -be furnished the corporation 
counsel. 

Sxc. 8. That tf on inspection the health officer or his assistants find 
in the District of Columbia any mattress held for sale, exchange, or 
gift, or delivery in pursuance thereof, which bas been used or is com­
posed in whole or in part of materials which have formed part of any 
mattress used in or about any sanitarium or hospital or by any indi­
vidual having an infectious or contagious disease, or ts composed in 
whole or in part of second-hand material which has not been thor­
oughly sterilized and disinfected by a process approved by the health 
offiC'er, or if the health officer or his assistants find in the District of 
Columbia any such materials held for use in the manufacture or reno­
vation of any mattress, the health officer shall, after first making and 
filing in the public records of his office a written order stating the 
reason therefor, thereupon without further notice cause such mattress 
or material intended to be used in the manufacture of any mattress to be 
seized, removed, and destroyed by summary action. 

SEc. 9. That this act shall take effect 6~ days after its enactment. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment. 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill ( S. 293 ) for the relief of the stockholders of the 
Fir~ t National Bank of Newton, Mass., was announced as next 
in order. 

1\Ir. KING. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2273) conferring jurisdiction upon the Federal 

District Court of the Western Division of the Western District 
of Tenne see to hear and determine claims arising from the 
sinking of the vessel known as the Norman was announced as 
next in order. 

Ur. KING. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 6238) to amend the immigration act of 1924 

was announced as next in order. 
l\Ir. KING. Let the bill go o,·er. 

The PRESIDE:\~ pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 1752) for the relief of the Near East Relief 

(Inc.) was announced as next in order. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. 1\Ir. President, I move that the 

bill be indefinitely postponed. In support of that motion I ask 
to be heard briefly. 

1\Ir. WADSWORTH. I object to the con ideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDEXT pro tempore. The bill goes over under 

objection. 
The bill ( S. 2929) to authorize the refunding of certain evi­

dences of indebtedness issued by carriers in interstate com­
merce, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. RTA.KFIELD. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempf)re. The bill will be prrssed over. 
The bill ( S. 786) to amend the act entitled "An act for the 

retirement of employees in the class:ified civil service, and for 
other purposes," approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amend­
ment thereof, was announced as next in order. 

l\Ir. KING. That bill wrll take too long to consider to-night. 
Let it go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill (H. R. 9463) to provide for the prompt di. position of 

disputes between carriers and their employees, and for other 
pur poses, was announced as next in order. 

l\Ir. FESS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATIO~ OF BL.ACK BASS 

The bill ( S. 3440) to regulate the interstate transportation 
of black bass, and for other purposes, was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That when used in this act the word "person" 
includes company, partnership, corporation, association, and common 
carrier. 

SEc. 2. It shall be unlawful for any person to deliver to any com­
mon carrier for transportation, or for any common carrier or for auy 
person knowingly to transport or carry, by any means whatsoever, 
from any State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, to or through 
any other State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, or to or 
through any foreign country, any large-mouth black bass (Yicropterus 
salmoides) or any small-mouth black bass (l\Ilcropterus dolomieu) 
which has either been caught, sold, purchased, or possessed in viola­
tion of the law of the State, TC'rrltory, or the District of Columbia 
wherein the delivery of such black bass for transportation is made 
or the transaction or the carrying thereof begins. 

SEc. 3. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall, upon 
conviction thereof, be punished by fine not exceeding $200, or im­
prisonment for a term of not more than three months, or by both 
such fine and imprison!Dent, in the discretion of the court. 

SEc. 4. Nothing in this act shall be construed to prevent the 
several States and Territories from making or enforcing laws or 
regulations not inconsistent with the provisions of this act, or from 
making or enforcing laws or regulations which shall give further pro­
tection to large and small mouth black bass. 

SEc. 5. Nothing in this act shall be construed to prevent the ship­
ment in Interstate commerce of live fish and eggs for breeding or 
stocking purposes. 

SEc. 6. This act shall become etreotive immediately upon its passage 
and approval. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a thii·d reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BlLLS PAS BED OVER 

The bill (S. 95) for the relief of Carlos Tomkins was 
announced as next in order. 

1\:lr. KING. Let that bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
The bill ( S. 2279) for the relief of James 0. Baskin was 

announced as next in orrler. 
Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

THOli.iS G. PEYTON 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con­
sider the bill ( S. 3330) for the relief of Thomas G. Peyton, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Military Af­
fairs with an amendment in line 10, after the numerals " 1910," 
to insert the following proviso : 

Prot·ided, That no back pay or allowances sha ll be held to have 
accrued prior to the passage of this act. 

So as to make the bill read : 
Be it e-nacted, eto., That for all the purposes of computing pay the 

appointment of Thomas G. Peyton on September 20, 1913, to the Dnited 
States Military Academy, under the authority of Joint Resolution 
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No. 8, approved September 3, J913 (38 Stat. L., pt. 2, p. 1230), shall 
be taken and considered as a reappointment and reinstatement under 
his original appointment made on March 1, 1910: Provided, That no 
back pay or allowances shall be held to have accrued prior to the pas­
sage of this act. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and pas ed. 
ADA BROWN-HOPKINS 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con­
sider the bill (S. 3.~71) for the relief of Ada Brown-Hopkins, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys with an amendment at the end of line 6 to insert 
the following proviso : · 

ProtJided, That patent to the land may be issued to Ada Brown­
Ilopklns upon the payment by her of $1.25 per acre for the land 
within six months from the date of the enactment of this act, without 
further proof. 

So as to make the bill read : 
Be 1t enacted, etc., That a patent be issued to lots 1, 3, 4, and 9, 

section 22, township 15 north, range 6 east, Craighead County, Ark., 
to Ada Brown-Hopkins upon her compliance with the homestead law : 
Provided, That patent to the land may be issued to Ada Brown-Hopkins 
upon the payment by her of $1.25 per acre for the land within six 
months from the date of the enactment of this act, without further 
proof. 

The amen~ent was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to . the Senate as amended, and the 

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was or~red to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and passed. 
LONGEVITY PAY OF CERTAIN .ARMY OFFICERS 

The bill ( S. 1857) to confer jurisdiction on the Court of 
Claims to certify certain findings of fact, and for othel' pur­
poses, was considered as in Committee of the Whole. The bill 
was read, as follows : 

Be it tmacted, et.o., That the Court of Claims shall certify to the 
proper accounting officers of· the United States the findings of fact 
heretofore made for claimants ln claims of officers o.f the United States 
Army for longevity pay under th~ decisions of the Supreme Court of 
the United States in United Etates v. Morton (vol. 112, U. S. Repts. 
p. 1) and United States v. Watson (vol. 130, U. S. Repts. p. 80), and 
of the Court o1 Claims in Stewart 'V. United States (vol. 34, Ct. Cis. 

· Repts. p. 553). 
And that the proper accounting officers of the United States shall 

proceed to settle the claims so certified and all other claims for lon­
gevity pay and allowances on account of services of officers in the 
Regular Army arising under sectio.n 15 of an act approved July 5, 
1838, entitled "An act to increase the present Military Establishment 
of the United States, and for other purposes," and subsequent acts 
affecting longevity pay and allowances, 1n aecordance with too decisions 
of the courts of the United States ln all cases in which heretofore, 
namely, between 1890 and 1908, such claims were disallowed by any 
accounting officer of. the Treasury, and no. decision of a comptroller 
heretofore made against a claimant under said section 15 shall prevent 
a settlement under the tenns of this act of any such disallowed claim. 
Every such claim shall be payable to the claimant or to his widow or 
to his legal representative: Provided, That no claim hereunder shall be 
allowed If made by any person who is an assignee of euch claim nor to 
a legal representative without proof of the existence of blood relations 
to whom the fund would be distributed: Pro'V4dea further, That 1t shall 
be unlawful for any agent or attorney, firm of attorneys, or any person 
engaged heretofore or hereafter in preparing, presenting, or pr~seeuting 
any claim under this act to charge or receive more than 20 per cent ~f 
any amount appropriated in satisfaction of the claim. 

Mr. KING. I should like an explanation of that bill by some 
Senator who is familiar with it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair observes that the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] introduced the bill 
and that it was reported by the junior Senator from Arkansas 
(1t1r. CARAWAY]. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkan­

sas is recognized. 
Mr. CARAWAY. The bill relates to longevity pay for cer­

tain officers of the Army. 
Mr. KING. Does it cover service of officers while cadets 

at the Military Academy? 
Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I presume most of the 

Senators are familiar with the fact that a ruling of the comp-

troller denied certain officers who applied for it while he was 
in office their longevity pay. Afterwards the Supreme Court 
reversed that decision. It has been held that these officers 
could not be paid because their claim bad been presented and 
refused and no appeal was taken. The other officers who 
were similarly situated were paid. I presume no one could 
object to the passage of th~ bill, because it is intended to 
correct a discrimination against those officers who, without 
any fault upon their part, were denied this pay. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am rather curious to learn 
why this bill was not referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. I recall that there was some discussion some time 
ago with regard to certain officers who were graduates of West 
Point, who were denied certain emoluments, based upon the 
claim that they were not entitled to longevity taking into ac­
count the service which they rendered while at West Point. If 
it is that class of cases which this bill is designed to cover, I 
shall feel constrained to object. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me say this much to the Senator from 
Utah: The law entitled these officers to pay, and others who 
bad applied · had been paid, but a comptroller construed the 
law so as not to permit these officers being paid. All of thosf. 
who applied while that ruling stood were denied theil; pay, 
while those who applied before were paid. The Supreme Court 
reversed the comptroller's ruling, and those officers who applied 
afterwards were paid. Those covered by this bill, who made 
their application and had such application rejected by the 
particular comptroller referred to, were denied their pay. I 
repeat every other officer similal·Iy situated was paid. I feel 
that under those circumstances these officers also should have 
been paid. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The Supreme Court has held that the 
cadets at West Point were really a part of the Army. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; that the period spent there consti­
tuted a part of their service. 

Mr. FLETCHER. One comptroller held that it did not; but 
the decision of the Supreme Court of 1908 was followed after 
that time, and all claims presented after 1908 were paid accord­
ing to the Supreme Court decision. The object of this bill is to 
take care of those who were entitled to but who had previously 
been denied longevity pay. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Merely as an historic.al Incident, let me say 
that officers who l~ft the Regular -Army and joined the Con­
federate forces were by special act of Congress permitted to 
have this long~vity pay, while those who stayed with the Union 
and served in the Union Army were denied their pay. 

h!r. SMOOT. I wish to ask were these officers in the Con­
federate Army! 

Mr. CARAWAY. No, sir; the officers who were in the Con­
federate Army have all been paid. .SOme of the officers who 
stayed with the Union were not paid. Tho e who went with 
the Confederacy-Lee, Jackson, and others-were paid. It was 
the officers who stayed on the Union side who did not get their 
pay. 

1\Ir. SMOOT. I do not so understand it from the wording of 
the report. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The report possibly is not very happily ex­
pressed. 

Mr. S~fOOT. I can not understand it. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, let me repeat very briefly 

what this bill proposes to do. Here is what happened: The 
law had been construed to mean that a part of an officer's serv­
ice was the time during which he was a cadet at West Point. 
All officers who made claimE for longevity pay, based upon the 
number of years they were at West Point, were paid, until, 
finally, one comptroller ruled that the time such officers were 
in the Military Academy was not to be counted in their service, 
and he denied them longevity pay covering that period. The 
Supreme Court of the United States, however, reversed his 
ruling, and said he was wrong. From that time on those offi­
cers who applied for their longevity pay received it; but as to 
some who had applied and whose applications had been denied, 
and no appeal had been taken, it was ruled that their case was 
concluded by the fact that when their applications to the comp­
troller had bee~ denied they did not appeal, and therefore they 
were barred. So these officers were not paid. Those who ap­
plied before this ruling were paid. The ruling was appealed 
from and reversed and all who applied afterwards were paid. 
The bill simply allows to the officers or their representatives 
who applied to the comptroller and who made an erroneous 
ruling, from which they did not appeal, the same privilege 
that has been accorded to other officers. 

Mr. LFli."'UlOOT. 1 should like to ..ask the Senator a .qu~ 
tion. Have these claims been assigned? 
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Mr. CARAWAY. There is a provision in the bill that pre· 
vents anyone from claiming except the officers-and there are 
one or two of them still living-or their representatives. 

I\Ir. LENROOT. Would that include an assignee? 
Mr. CARAWAY. No, sir; it must be a representative and 

not an assignee. , 
Mr. LENROOT. The Senator feels certain about that? 
1\Ir. CARA. WAY. Yes, sir; I do. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

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

CYRUS S. ANDREWS 

The bill ( S. 2855) for the relief of Cyrus S. Andrews was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION IN PENNSYLVANIA. 

The bill (S. 2516) for the establishment and maintenance 
of a forest experiment station in Pennsylvania and the neigh­
boring States was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that that bill go over. 
Mr. McNARY. 1\lr. President, I hope the Senator from 

Otah will not object to this bill. 
Mr. KING. I withhold the objection. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the Government has been 

very liberal in the appropriation of money for experiment sta­
tions in various portions of the United States, but in neither 
the great State of Pennsylvania nor in the State of New Jersey 
has the Government established such a forest station. Per­
haps Pennsylvania bad the finest line of timber of any State 
in the Union, but the Government has never up to this time 
made any effort to establish in that section a station for the 
purpose of making a study of the problems connected with 
the reforestation. In the Committee on Agriculture there was 
a unanimous vote in favor of reporting the bill. The Gov­
ernment has such stations in the 'Vest, in the South in the 
Great Lakes region, and in the New England States, but this 
particular locality of all the country has been overlooked. I 
will say to the Senator from Utah, who is always fair that 
it will be very unfortunate, indeed, for the great inter~st of 
forestry in the State of Pennsylvania not to provide such a 
station as is proposed to be established by this bill. 

I may add that there :pas been no State in all the Union 
that has shown so much interest in the great problem of 
reforestation as has Pennsylvania. The people of that State 
have bonded themselves for millions of dollars to recover and 
replace burned-over and logged-over land; and if there is any 
State in any section of the country that ought to be entitled 
to a few dollars in order to establish and maintain a forestry 
experiment station it is that great State. 

l\fr. TRAMMELL.· Mr. President--
Mr. McNARY. I yield to the Senator from Florida. 
Mr. TRAMl\IELL. I desire to ask what amount of appro­

priation does this bill contemplate? 
:Mr. McNARY. It carries an appropriation of about $50,000. 
1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. As amended by the committee 

the bill proposes an appropriation of $30,000. 
Mr. McNARY. The Senator is correct as to that; I had 

overlooked that fact for the moment. 
Mr. TRAMMELL. Let me ask the Senator from Oregon 

where are there such stations in the South? In what part of 
the South are they located? 

lllr. McNARY. Two years ago the Government installed a 
station at Asheville, N. C., for which is provided the la1·gest 
appropriation of all the forest experiment stations, namely, 
$38,000, except the one at New Orleans, for which a like 
amount is appropriated. In the case of nearly all the other 
forest stations throughout the country only $25,000 is appro­
priated, but the South has the two largest experin;tent stations 
there are in all the Union. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres­
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been 
reported from the Qommittee on Agriculture and Forestry with 
an amendment, on page 2, line 3, after the words "amount of," 
to strike out "$75,000" and to insert "$30,000," so as to make 
the bill read : 

Be it &Meted, etc., That ln order to determine and demonstrate the 
best methods for the growing, management, and protection of timber 
crops on forest lands and farm wood lots, the Secretary of Agriculture 
is hereby authorized and directed to establish and maintain a forest 
experiment station at such place or places as may be determined as 
most suitable by him, in cooperation with the State of Pennsylvania 

and with the neighboring States, and to conooct such silvicultural and 
other forest experiments and investigations as may be necessary, 
either independently or in cooperation with other organizations in­
stitutions, or individuals, nnd thnt to carry out the purposes of' this 
act an appropriation in the amount of $30,000 is hereby authorized. 

Mr. KING. l\fr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
~rom Oregon whether it is the policy of the Government to go 
mto the States and pl'ovide these appropriations without coop­
eration by the States. 

~lr. McNARY. Oh, yes. The Government is interested in 
the great problem of forest replacement. The forests are fast 
disappearing. They constituted one of our greatest resources 
a few years ago, but now are becoming almost an insignificant 
~esource. The Governmen~ has adopted the policy of going 
mto the States, not followmg State lines however and estab­
lishing thes.e experimental stations, beca~se it is i~terested in 
the great problem r.nd for the further reason that one of the 
greatest investments of the country to-day is the land that is 
c·overed by timber in the national forests, in the national parks 
and in the Indian reservations ' 

Mr. -KING. M:r. President, did the investigation made by the 
Senator's committee demonstrate that these experimental sta­
tions established by the ]'ederal Government were productive 
of any good results? 

l\fr. McNARY. Very good results, indeed. I do not think 
there is any activity of the Government comprehended under 
the Department of Agriculture which has instilled a greater 
interest in reforestation and the bringing back of great forests 
such as once covered the land as these stations have clone. 
They teach the necessity of reforestation and show the methods 
which should be employed in such work ; they gire instructions 
as to how logging operations should be carried on and how to 
reforest with seed indigenous to the country; they inculcate 
the idea of forest-fire ·protection and of the results which fol­
low from the destruction of forests. I have not found anyone 
as yet who is able to criticize the gootl work that is being done 
by the Forestry Bureau of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am inclined to think that 
the States themselves may handle these problems far better 
than can the Federal Government, but I shall not object to 
the bill'. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I simply want to confirm 
what the Senator from Oregon has said with regard to the 
importance of this kind of work. I think now only about 
$10,000 a year is appropriated .for the purpose of carrying on 
certain experiments with reference especially to the use of the 
pine tree, and the development of reforestation and naval 
stores in connection with that work. We have a small substa­
tion at Stake, Fla., and I know of the value of this work. 
The only thing about it, to my mind, is that, in my judgment 
the appropriation is not as large as it ought to be. ' 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Pl'esident, I should like to ask what con­
stitutional authority there is for the Government setting up 
forestry stations in Pennsylvania. 

l\fr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, the Government 
has already done it, I suppose under the general-welfare 
clau e, in all parts of the lJnited States-the Southern Appa­
lachians, the Kew England region, the central part of the 
country, the northern Rockies, and the northern Sierras. The 
whole Department of Agriculture is founded on the same idea. 
If there is no constitutional authority for studying foresta­
tion, there is no constitutional authority for any activity of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. BRUCE. T.he S~nator from Penns;vlvania knows, I am 
sure, that no -specific Federal power can be deduced from the 
general-welfare clause. 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, yes; on appropriations there is. 
Mr. BRUCE. I think the Senator is mistaken. I have hacl 

occasion only very recently to examine that question. 
Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator find a distinction be­

tween taxes or obligations to promote the general welfare and 
appropriations of money to promote the general welfare? 

l\fr. BRUCE. No power to establish. a forestry station in the 
heart of Pennsylvania is to be deduced from the general-welfare 
clause. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; but I asked the Senator if he did not 
find, in all the decisions, that distinction? 

l\1.r. BRUCE. But this does not involve any question of 
taxation. 

1\Ir. LENROOT. No; and that is why it may come under the 
general-welfare clause. 

Mr. BRUCE. Of course, attempts were made repeatedly to 
deduce specific Federal authority from the general-welfare 
clause of the Federal Constitution. 
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Mr. LENROOT. And it has always failed except in the ex-

penditure of public money. 
Mr. BRUCE. I object, Mr. President. 
Mr. McNARY. 'Oh, Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

CYRUS 8. ANDREWS 
Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I am interested in what dis­

position was made of the preceding bill. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It went over under ob­

jection. 
Mr. CUMilHNS. I do not believe anybody could object to 

that bill. I ask that we may return to it. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa 

asks unanimous consent to return to the consideration of Order 
of Busines No. 626. Is there objection? 

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not believe anybody will object. 
.Mr. KING. Let us see what it is, first. . 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read. 
The Chief Clerk read the bill ( S. 2855} for the relief of 

Cyrus S . .Andrews, as follows : 
Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of any laws conferring 

rights; privileges, and benefits upon honorably discharged soldiers, 
Cyrus S. Andrews, who was a private in Company H, One hundred 
and forty-fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, shall here­
after be hel<l and considered to have been di charged honorably frorn 
tbe military service of the United States as a private of said com· 
pany and regiment on the 26th day of June, 1865: Provided, That no 
bounty. pay, or allowances shall be held as accrued prior to the passage 
of this act. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the con­
sideration of the bill? 

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

Mr. KING. Let the Senator explain the bill. 
Mr. CUMMINS. This man is simply an old soldier of 1863 

who got mixed up and did not report properly and did not get 
an honorable discharge. I am simply trying to correct the 
record, which has been done a hundred time . 

1\Ir. KING. I notice, if the Senator will pardon me, that 
the record shows that he was homesick and deserted. 

Mr. CUMMINS. No; he did not desert. 
Mr. KING. I am simply stating what the record shows. I 

quote from the report : 
Parole prisoners were given a great deal of liberty and it ls not 

difficult to believe that a homesick boy 17 years of age might readily 
conclude that his oath not to take up arms against the Confederacy 
released him from further military service. 

Mr. CmHHNS. He served almost throughout the war. 
Mr. KING. This report is quite inaccurate, then. It would 

seem to indicate that he deserted and took an o-ath to the 
Confederacy, or an oath not to fight further on the Union 
side. Let the bill go over until we can examine it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

of the initial carrier on a through bill of 1ad!ng for loss or 
damage to property by connecting carriers. 

The Carmack amendment to the interstate commerce act, 
which was adopted a number of year ago, made the initial 
carrier liable for damages by connecting lines and has proved 
a great blessing to the shippers. In recent years, where fruits 
and vegetables and trucking products in general are 3hipped 
long distances, frequently aero s the country, it often becomes 
nece.., sary to divert the shipments by wire because of market 
developments; and this bill is simply to extend the liability of 
the initial carrier to a ca e of that kind, to damages by carriers 
to whose lines the shipments are diverted. 

Mr. BRUCE. But, 1\fr. President, ought the initial carrier 
to be liable under the provisions of the bill of lading when the 
shipment is diverted, and it is taken over a route not within 
the contemplation of the bill of lading at the time it was 
issued? 

l\!r. SHEPPARD. The bill provid€s that there must be 
through tariffs to the point to which the shipment is diverted. 
Shipper could not divert to a IlOint under this bill unless it is 
included in e:x:i "ting tariffs of the initial carrier. The carriers 
make an arrangement between themselves by which, when the 
initial carrier pays damages, the carrier on whose line the 
damage occurs finally pays the amount involved. It is an 
extension of the principle of the Carmack amendment, and I 
trust the Senator will allow it to be considered and pas ed. 

1\ir. BRUCE. Very well. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 

present con ideration of the bill? 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 

the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which · had been 
reported from the Committee on Interstate Commerce with an 
amendment. 

The amendment was on page 2, line 16, after the word 
" so," to strike · out " transferred " and insert " transported," 
so as to make the bill read : 

Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph (11), s·ection 20, of the Interstate 
Commerce act, as amended, be, and the same hereby il?, amended by 
inserting after the words " when transported on a through bill of 
lading" in each in tance where they occur in said paragraph the 
words " or when property so transported on a through bill of lading is 
reconsigned or diverted in accordance with the applicable tariffs filed as 
in this act provided," so that all that portion of said paragraph pre­
ceding the word "Provided/' as first appearing in said paragraph shall, 
as amended, read as follows : 

(11) That any common carrier, :rallroad, or transportation company 
subject to the provisions ol this act receiving property for transporta· 
tion from a point in one State or Territory or the District of Columbia 
to a point in another State, Territory, District of Columbia, vr from 
any point in the United States to a point in an adjacent foreign coun• 
try shall issue a receipt or bill of lading therefor, and shall he liable 
to the lawful bolder thereof for any loss, damage, or injury to such 
property caused by it or by any common carrier, railroad, or transpor• 
tation company to which such property may be delivered or over whosa 

BILL PASSED OVER line or lines such property may pass within the United States or within 
The bill (H. R. 9039) to amend section 8 of the act approved an adjacent foreign country when transported on a through bill ot 

March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. p, 961), entitled ".An act to enable lading or when property so transported on a through bill of lading is 
any State to cooperate with any other State or States, or with reconsigned or diverted in accordance with the applicable tariffs filed 
the United States for the protection of the watersheds of navi- ~ as in this act provided, and no contract, receipt, rule, regulati(m, or 
gable streams and to appoint a commis ion for the acquisition otper limitation of any character whatsoever shall exempt such common 
of lands for the purpose of conserving the navigability of carrier, railroad, or transportation company from the liability hereby 
navigable rivers," was announced as next in order. imposed; and any such common carrier, railroad, or transp:>rtat:ion 

Mr. BRUCE. Let that go over. company so receiving property for transportation from a point in one 
'l'he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed State, Territory, or the District of Columbia to a point in another 

over. State or Territory, or from a point in a State or Territory to l'l. point 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, just a word for the RECORD, In the District of Columbia, or from any point in the United States to 

if the Senate will bear with me. That bill was called up a point in an adjacent foreign com1try, or for transportation wholly 
to-day, and it was understood by the Senator from North Caro- within a Territory, shall be liable to the lawful holder of said receipt of 
lina [Mr. OVERMAN] and myself that e wo-uld work out dur- bill of lading or to any party entitled to recover thereon. whether such 
ing this session of Congress an amendment which perhaps will receipt or bill or lading has been issued or not, for the fuJI actual loss, 
cure his objection. I do not want the bill to go over without damage, or injury to such property caused by it or by any such 
explanation. I am going to call it up at some time before common carrier, railroad, or transportation company to which such 
the session closes. property may be delivered or over whose line or lines such property 

AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COUMERCE ACT may pass within the United States or within an adjacent foreign 
The bill ( s. 1344) to amend paragraph (ll), section 20, of country when transported on a through bill of lading or when pro])ertY 

the interstate commerce act was announced as next in order. so transported on a through bill of lading is reconsigned or diverted iu 
Mr. BRUCE. Let that go over. accordance with the applicable tariffs filed as in this act provided, not-
Mr. SHEPPARD. l\fr. President, will the Senator withdraw withstanding any limitation of liability or limitation of the amount ot 

his objection temporarily, in order to permit me to make a recovery or representation or agreement as to value in any such receipt 
statement? or bill of lading, or in any contract, rule, or regulation, or in any 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; I will. tariff filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission; and any such 
:Ur. SHEPPARD. This bill passed the Senate during the limitation, without respect to the mann~r or form in which it is 

last Congress, but reached the House too late for consideration sought to be made, is hereby declared to be unlawful and void. 
there. The object of the bill is to extend the existing liability The amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

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

AMENDMENT OF JUDICIAL CODE 

The bill (H. R. 9829) to amend section 87 of the Judicial 
Code was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate "'1thout amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALEXA.--mill M 1LAllEN 

The bill ( S. 598) for the relief of Alexander McLaren was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, on page 1, line 5, after the words " sum 
of," to strike out " $15,000 " and to insert "$3,000," so as to 
make the bill read : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
her-eby, authorized and direded to pay, out of any money in the Treas­
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $3,000 to Alexander Mc­
Laren, Detroit, Mich., in full settlement and satisfaction ()f injuries 
sustained by him when struck by a truck of the Post Office Department. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
ROCHESTER MERCHA!miSE CO. 

The bill ( S. 3555) for the relief of the Rochester l\lerchan­
dise Co. was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims, 
with an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and to insert : 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, and in full .settlement against the Government, to the 
Rochester Merchandise Co., of Rochester, N. Y., the sum of $7 0, being 
refund of purchase price paid to the War Department for truck bodies 
sold to the said. Rochester Merchandise Co. at public auction, but not 
delivered. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
PERMANENT ASSOCIATION OF INTERNATIONAL ROA-D CONGRESSES 

The joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 94) to authorize appropria­
tions for the expenses of member~hip in the permanent asNocia­
tion of international road congresses, and for other purposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

1\Ir. CURTIS. Mr. President, did not a similar joint resolu­
tion pass some time ago covering this same matter? I under· 
stood that a House joint resolution passed, providing for three 
delegates for this same purpo e. In view of that fact, I ask 
that this jo~nt resolution go over. 

l\1r. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, according to the 
calendar this bill has only been read twice and it has gone to 
a committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It was reported as an orig­
inal joint resolution from the committee; but the Chair is in· 
formed that a joint resolution from the House had previously 
passed which in some respects covers the subject matter cov­
ered in this joint resolution. On the objection of the Senator 
from Kansas the joint resolution will be passed m-er. 

J. H. TOULOUSE 

The bill ( S. 546) for the relief of J. H. Toulouse was an· 
nounceu as next in order. 

Mr. JONES of New l\Iexico. l\Ir. Pt·esident, I ask that that 
bill may be · pas ed over temporarily. On the next page of the 
calendar is a companion bill from the House, and I desire to 
have that bill taken up when it is reached. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the meantime, does the 
Senator wish to have this bill indefinitely postponed? 

Mr. JONES of New 1\Ie:rico. Yes; that may be done. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 

to tbe motion of the Senator from New Mexico. 
The motion to postpone indefinitely was agreed to. 

RATE OF POSTAGE ON FARM PRODUCTS 

The bill ( S. 949) to reduce the rate of postage on farm prod­
ucts, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

:i\lr. KING. Mr. President, I see no report in regard to this 
measure. It is a very important one. As I am advised. there 
was a deficit last year of some thirty or forty million dollars 

from the operation of the Post O.ffice Department. It would 
seem that this bill would increase the deficit, and I should like 
some explanation of it. 

Mr. HARRIS. l\Ir. President, this bill does not ·require any 
appropriation· or any expense for new employee . Every dol­
lar that the Government receives is that much net. This is 
simply continuing for three years the experiment that we have 
been making for the past year with the parcel post. This serv­
ice begins at the po!:!t office where the rural route start , and 
ends there. It does not go on the rails. It is simply on the 
rural route. The carrier does not get any more for his serv­
ic~s. The Government does not spend anything. As I have 
said, P.Very dollar that comes in is that much in to the Gov­
ernment; but it does reduce the amount that the farmers pay 
in sending their produce--<!hickens, eggs, and other things-to 
town. 

Mr. KING. Let me see if I understand the Senator. The 
bill provides that under regulations which may be promulgated 
by the Postmaster General he may make the rate of postage 
on farm products mailed directly from farm, garden, orchard, 
or grove for delivery, and so forth, one-half of the regular 
rate. 

1\Ir. HARRIS. Just to the post office where the carrier 
starts. It does not cost the Government a cent. All the money 
goes to the Government, without any expense. 

Mr. KING. If it reduces the rate of postage one-half, it 
would seem that there must be some loss ·omewhere. It 
simply reduces the rate. 

l\fr. HARRIS. No. The reason why it is reduced one-half 
is because there is no business coming into the Go,ernment 
from it, and this reduction will help. It will simply help the 
farmer. 

Mr. KING. Is it for the purpose of making the Post Office 
Department a freight carrier for all farm products? 

Mr. HARRIS. The purpose is to help the farmer in getting 
his products to town at a low price and to help the man in 
the town to get farm products at a low price. Everyone 
knows that the parcel post has been a disappointment to the 
framers of that legislation, and this is an experiment that the 
department is making in the hope of building it up without 
any additional expense. 

Mr. KING. Is it for the purpose of putting the Go\ernment 
into competition with our interurban electric roads in carrying 
the farmer's products from the farm to the town? 

l\!r. HARRIS. Not at all. It does not touch the railroads 
at all. It stops at the post office where the· carrier stops. 

Mr .. CARAWAY. It is to co,er such things as the trans­
portation of a dozen eggs. 

Mr. KING. It means, then, that the Goyernment becomes a 
freight carrier? 

Mr. HARRIS. No. 
Mr. KING. Well, we will let the experiment continue. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, vnll the Senator from 

Georgia please tell us whether or not a report was made by 
the committee on this bill? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No report was made. 
Mr. HARRIS. The committee were unanimously in favor of 

this bill last year, and then again this year. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. There ill no report on the bill, and I won· 

dered whether the committee omitted to make a report. 
Mr. TRAMMELL. l\fr. President, I will state also that the 

bill is indorsed by the Post Office Department, as I understand. 
I will ask the· Senator from Georgia if that is correct. 

Mr. HARRIS. The Post Office Department has been making 
the experiment under the bill which was passed by the last 
Congress, and this is a bill of the same kind. 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. Mr. President, until a report is made on the 
bill I shall ask that it go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

WHITE"HOUSE POLICE FORCE 

The bill ( S. 3844) to amend the act entitled "An act to 
create the White House police force, and for other purposes," 
approved September 14, 1922, was con idered as in Committee 
of the Whole and was read, as follows : 

Be U enacted, etc., That section 3 of the act entitled "An act to cre­
ate the White House police force, and for other purposes," approved 
September 14, 1922, be, and the same is hereby, amended by adding 
thereto a new paragraph to be known as paragraph (d), to read as 
follows: 

"(d) The trial of the members of the White House police force for 
any conduct prejudicial to the reputation, good order, or discipline of 
such force shall be held before the Metropolitan pollee trial board under 
the laws and regulations pertaining to such board or as the same may 
be altered from time to time. No member of the Metropolitan police 
force, the White House police force, or of the United States park police 
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force, shall escape trlal and punishment by reason of his transfer or 
a slgnment to any other of said forces." 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and pa ed. 

QUANNAH PARKER 

The bill (S. 3613) authorizing an appropriation for a monu­
ment for Quannah Parker, late chief of the Comanche Indians, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BRUCE. Let that go over. 
Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I wish the Senator would 

withhold his objection just a moment. 
I want to say that this appropriation is one of the most 

merited I know of. Quannah Parker, as everybody knows, 
was noted for his loyalty to the Government. A peculiar 
condition exists, in that the body of his mother, honored 
because of him, was, a few years ago, moved to the cemetery 
where he is buried, near Lawton, Okla., and buried there by 
the side of him, and a fine monument was erected to her 
memory. Quannah Parker, the son for whom the mother was 
honored, lies there without any mark to his grave at all. We 
do not believe that condition ought to be allowed to exist': 

The bill proposes to appropriate $1,500 for the purpose of 
erecting a monument over his grave. That is the situation. 
His mother, whose body was moved there by act of Congress, 
because of the desire of Congress to honor the son, has a 
monument at her head, and there is none over Quannah 
Parker's grave. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I do not see why monuments 
erected to the memory of Indians should be multiplied to such 
an extent as they seem to be at this session of Congress. I 
confess that, so far as Quannah Parker is concerned, while I 

. have a little familiarity with American history, I never before 
heard of such a character. We have all heard of Sequoia, of 
course, the famous inventor of the Indian alphabet, but I 
confe s that I want to know a little more about Quannah 
Parker. That is the reason why I objected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will call the 
attention of Senators to the fact that we are _proceeding under a 
rule which permits a Senator to speak only once, and for five 
minutes. 

Mr. BRUCE. I withdraw the objection. 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 

Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum 
of $1,500 for the purchase and erection of a suitable monument to the 
grave of Qnannah Parker, late chief of the Comanche Indians, to be 
expended under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior and in 
accordance with such regulations as he may prescribe. 

The bill was reported to the Sen.ate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

PBOHIDITION OF USE OF WOODEN OARS 

The bill ( S. 951) to promote the safety of passengers and 
employees upon railroads by prohibiting the use of wooden cars 
under certain circumstances was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over! 
M.r. HARRIS. Mr. President, several Senators have received 

letters in relation to the subject matter covered by this bill 
who do not understand what the bill provides. This is an 
entirely different bill from some that have been introduced 
touching on this subject. The only thing this bill would do 
would be, where there are two steel cars on a train and a frame 
car, to make the authorities put the frame car at the end 
instead of between the steel cars. 

Last year in Ohio there was a wreck where a frame car was 
between two steel cars, and 12 people were killed. If the frame 
car had been at the end of ·the train instead of between the 
steel cars, nobody would have been killed. That is the object 
of thls bill. Senators who have had letters about the steel 
car bill have been misinformed about it. It was the other bill 
against which complaint was made. A bill similar to this one 
passed the Senate last year. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, and the 
bill will go over. 

DEPOSIT AND EXPENDITURE OF INDIAN MONEYS 

The bill ( S. 3929) to authorize the deposit and expenditm-e 
of various revenues of the Indian Service as Indian moneys, 
proceeds of labor, was announced as next in ord~. 

Mr. HARRELD. There is a House bill on the desk, House 
bill 11171, identical with this. I ask that that be substituted 
for this. 

Mr. HARRIS. I object. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will go over. 

CHEROKEE, SEUINOLE1 CREEK, CHOOTA W, AND CHICKASAW INDIAN 
CLAIMS 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 134) authorizing the Chet"o­
kee Indians, the Seminole Indians, the Creek Indians, and the 
Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians to prosecute claims, jointly 
or severally, in one or more petitions, as each of said Indian 
nations or tribes may elect, was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The joint ~resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

LEECH LAKE BESERV A.TION BOAD 

The bill (H. R. 9967) authorizing an expenditure of $6,000 
from the tribal funds of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota 
for the construction of a road on the Leech Lake Reservation, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HARRIS. I object. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

UNITED STATES LIABILITY COMPENSATION 
The bill ( S. 3545) to amend an act entitled "An act to pro­

vide compensation for employees of the United States suffering 
injuries while in the performance of their duties, and for other 
purposes," approved September 7, 1916, and acts in amendment 
thereof, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
Mr. CUMMINS. Will the Senator from Utah withhold 

his objection for a moment? 
Mr. KING. I will withhold the objection. 
Mr. CUMMINS. Ever since the passage of the compensa­

tion act the commission has construed the act to mean that 
the commission might pay for an artificial arm or an artificial 
leg--

Mr. KING. Is that the only amendment to the present law? 
Mr. OUMMINS. That is the amendment. 
Mr. KING. I have no objection. 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 

the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been 
reported from the Committee on the Judiciary with amend­
ments; on page 2, line 2, after the word "services" to insert 
the word "appliances"; on line 7, after the word "sertices" 
to insert the word " appliances " ; on line 12, after the wo~d 
" services," to insert the word " appliances " ; on line 15 before 
the word "and," to insert the word " appliances," so as to make 
the bill read : 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 9 of the act entitled ".A.n act to 
provide compensation for employees of the United States suffering 
injuries while 1n the performance of their duties, and for other pur­
poses," approved September 7, 1916, a.nd acts in amendment thereof, is 
amended to read as follows : 

" That for any injury sustained by an employee while in the per­
formance of duty, whether or not disability has aJ.'isen, the United 
States shall furnish to the employee all services, appliances, and sup­
plies prescribed or recommended by duly qualified physicians which, in 
the opinion of the commission, are likely to cure or to give relief or to 
reduce the degree or the period of disability or to aid in lessening the 
amount of the monthly compensation. Such services, appliances, and 
supplies shall be turnisbed by or upon the order of United States 
medical officers and hospitals, but where this is not practicable they 
shall be furnished by or upon the order of prirnte physicians and 
hospitals designated or approved by the commission. For the securing 
of such services, appliances, and supplies the employee may be tur­
nishe<i transportation, and may be paid all expenses incident to the 
securing of such services, appliances, and supplies, which, in the 
opinion of the commission, are necessary and reasonable. All such 
expenses when authorized or approved by the commission shall be 
paid from the employees' compensation fund. A.ny award heretofore 
made by the commission on account of expenses incurred under sec· 
tlon 9 of the act of September 7, 1916, prior to tp.e passage of this 
act, shall be valid, if such award would be valid if made on account 
of expenses incurred under thls section after the passage of this act." 

SEC. 2. That section 21 of the act entitled "An act to provide com­
pensation tor employees ot the United States suffering injuries while 
in the performance of their duties, and for other purposes," ls amended 
to read as follows : 

" SEC. 21. That after the injury the employee shall, as frequently 
and at such times and places as may be reasonably required, submit 
himself to examination by a medical · officer of the United States or 
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by a duly qualified physician designated or approved by the commis­
sion. ThtJ employee may have a duly qualified physician designated 
and paid by him present to participate in such examination. If the 
employee refuses to submit himself for or in any way obstructs any 
examination, his right to claim compensation under this act shall be 
suspended until such refusal or obstruction ceases. No compensation 
shall be payable while such refusal or obstruction continues, and the 
period of such refusal or obstruction shall be deducted from the period 
for which compensation is payable to him. 

" For any examination required by the commission the employee 
shall be paid all £'xpenses incident to such examination which, in the 
opinion of the commission, are necessary and reasonable, including 
transportation and loss of wages incurred in order to submit to exami­
nation. All such expenses when authorized or approved by the com­
mission shall be paid from the employees' compensation fund." 

SEC. 3. That section 23 of the act entitled "An act to provide com­
pensation for employees of the United States suffering injuries while 
in the performance of their duties, and for other purposes," is amended 
to read as follows : 

" SEC. 23. That fees for examinations made on the part of the 
United States under sections 21 and 22 by physicians who are not 
already in the service of the United States shall be fixed by the com­
mission. Such fees, and any sum payable to the employee under section 
21, when authorized or approved by .the commission, shall be paid 
from the employees' compensation fund." 

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

nmendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
YUM.\ AND YUMA MESA RECLAMATIO~ PROJECTS 

The bill (S. 3978) to authorize credit upon the construction 
charges of certain water-right applicants and purchasers on 
the Yuma and Yuma Mesa auxiliary reclamation projects. and 
for other purposes, was considered as in Committee of the 
Wh()le and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and be 
hereby is, authorized and directed to credit the individual water-right 
applicants in the Yuma reclamation project and the purchasP.rs of 
water rights in the Yuma Mesa auxiliary reclamation project, on the 
construction charges due under their contracts with the United States 
under the reclamation act and acts amendatory thereof and :mpple­
mentary thereto, with their proportionate part of all payments hereto­
fore made or hereafter to be made by the Imperial irrigation district, 
of California, under contract entered into under date of October 23, 
1918, between the said district and the Secretary of the Interior: Pro-
1Jided, That lands in the Yuma Indian Reservation for which water 
rights have been purchased shall share pro rata in the credits so to 
be applied. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a thii·d reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION, PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I ask unani­
mous consent that we go back to Order of Business No. 627, 
Senate bill 2516, for the establishment and maintenance of a 
forest experiment station in Pennsylvania and the neighbor­
ing States. I understand the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BRUCE] is willing to withdraw his objection to the considera­
tion of the b1ll. 

Mr. BRUCE. I withdraw my objection. 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 

the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Agriculture and For­
estry, with an amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment has already 
been agt·eed to. 

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

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

KLAMATH INDIAN DELEGATE 

The bill (S. 3382) to appropriate tribal funds of the Klamath 
Indians to pay actual expenses of delegate to Washington, 
and for other purposes, was considel'ed as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, with amendments, on page 1, line 3, after the word 
" That," to insert the words " the Secretary of the Interior 
is hereby authorized to expend"; on line 6, after the word 
" Oregon,'' to strike out the words " is hereby appropriated " ; 
on line 10, after the word "Washington," to strike out the 

words "in December, 1925, and January and February, 1926." 
so as to make the bill read : 

Be 4t enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized to expend the sum of $1,000, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary, of the tribal funds of the Klamath Indians of the State 
of Oregon, to pay the actual expenses of the one delegate of the said 
tribe, who has been elected by the gen£'ral council of the Klamath 
Indians to attend to the business ot the tribe and pay his expenses 
to Washington to present the affairs of the said Klamath Indians of the 
State of Oregon to the officials of the United States. 

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 pa ed. 
The title was amended so as to read: "A bill to authorize the 

expenditure of tribal funds of the Klamath Indians to pay 
actual expen ·es of delegate to Washington, and for other 
purposes." 

KATHERINE SOUTHERLAND 

The bill (S. 1339) for the relief of Katherine Southerland, 
was· considered as in Committee of the Whole. The bill had 
been reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend­
ment, on page 1, line 6, to strike out " $3,000 " and insert in 
lieu thereof "$2,067, in full settlement of all claims," so as to 
inake the bill read : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Katherine Southerland the 
sum of $2,067, in full settlement of all claims for injuries receiver} 
and losses sustained as a result of being run down and over by a 
motor truck of the United States Army in Washington, D. C., on 
November 7, 1921. 

Mr. KING. I see that the Secretary of War says: 
In view of the meager information of the War Department on this 

matter, I do not feel disposed to make any recommendation as to the 
merits of the bill. 

l\Ir. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in reference to this bill I 
will say to the Senator and to the Senate that Miss Souther­
land was an employee of the State Department, and was struck 
by an automobile driven by a young man from one of the 
near-by camps. A number of witnesses were produced, as is 
shown in the printed report, who testified that the accident 
was entirely the driver's fault. He was arrested; he was 
fined, and, I believe, served a term in jail. 

Mr. KING. The fine was remitted. 
l\Ir. McKELLAR. That was done afterwards, but there was 

no doubt in the world about th~ negligence, almost criminal 
negligence, of the driver, because he just ran right over this 
lady. I hope the Senator will not object. A similar bill has 
already passed the Senate once or twice. 

Mr. MAYFIELD. Mr. President, I want to say that I 
investigated this case three years ago, and if there ever was a 
meritorious measure, in my opinion, this is one. 

Mr. KING. I do not object. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
THE ROYAL HOLLAND LLOYD 

The bill (H. R. 8894) for the relief of the Royal Holland 
Lloyd, a Netherlands corporation of Amsterdam, the Nether­
lands, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MEANS. l\Ir. President, I know not how that was placed 
on the calendar without being referred to a committee. Unless 
some one can explain, I will move to have the bill referred to 
the Committee on Olaims. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed that 
when the bill came from the House unanimous consent was 
granted for reading it twice and placing it on the calendar. 
The Senator from Colorado now moves that the bill be referred 
to tbe Committee on Claims. 

The motion was agt·eed to. 
J. H. TOULOUSE 

The bill (H. R. 1243) for the relief of J. H. Toulouse was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. l\IEANS. Mr. President, I make the same motion in 
reference to that bill. 
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Mr. JONES of New ·Mexico. That is the companion bill 

to the Senate bill to whkh I referred a while ago. The original 
bill was introduced in the Senate. It was considered by the 
Senate at the last Congress and passed. At this session the 
bill was introduced in the House as well as the Senate. The 
committee has favorably reported the bill which was intro­
duced in the Senate, covering the same matter preciselyJ and 
it was that bill which I consented to have indefinitely post­
poned a while ago, having .remarked that this bill was on the 
calendar and had passed the House and is the same measure. 

Mr. MEANS. I said, in reference to the other bill, that if 
there were no explanation I would make the motion. The 
explanation in regard to this measure is satisfactory, and I 
withdJ:a w the motion. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee {)f the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ALLOTMENT OF LANDS OF THE CROW TR;fBE 

The bill (H. R. 8185) to amend sections 1, 5, 6, 8, and 18 of 
an act approved June 4, 1920, entitled "An act to provide for 
the allotment of lands of the Crow Tribe, for the distribution 
of tribal funds, and for other purposes," was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I would be glad if the 
Senator from Montana would say a word about this bill. lt is 
undoubtedly all right, but I think we ought to inquire very 
carefully into these bills disposing of Indian lands. 

Mr. WHEELER. This is the bill which the Indians them­
selves want to have passed. 

:Mr. COPELAND. It is not always good to gi"le people what 
they want. 

Mr. WHEELER. I think my colleague is more familiar with 
the bill than I am. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, this bill does not provide for 
the disposition of any land. The lands on the Crow Reserva­
tion hase already been allotted. There are certain funds of 
these Indians in the Treasury, and the bill provides for a dis­
tribution of those funds among the Indians. They have asked 
for it, and the depar~ent seems to think they are entitled to it 
and ought to have it. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator think they should 
have it? 

Mr. W A.LSH. I do. 
Mr. COPELAND. I have no objection. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I would like to inquire of 

the Senator from Montana whether the bill has been amended 
so as to meet the objections made to it by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Mr. WALSH. I am not a member of the committee. My 
colleague is, and he may be able to tell the Senator mm·e defi­
nitely about that. 

.Mr. WHEELER. The suggestions of the Secretary of the 
Interior have been complied with in reference to the matter. 

Mr. WILL~IS. They have been met? 
Mr. WHEELER. That is my understanding of it. It has 

the entire approval of the Interior Department. That is the 
information the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK] has. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Indian Affairs with an amendment, on 
page 3, line 20, after the words " PrCYVidea fu,rtker ,, and a 
comma, to strike out down to and including the word " years " 
and the period on line 7, page 4, as follows: 

That any allottee classified as competent and any adult incompetent 
Indian with the assistance of the superintendent may lease his or her 
allotment or any part thereof and n.llotments of minor children de­
pendent upon them for support without restrictions, but the moneys 
received for all other minors shall be paid to the superintendent for the 
benefit of said minors, and where a group of allottees desire t~ lease 
their several allotments as a unit, such allottees may in writing agree 
to unite their several allotments and select a committee from their 
number to lease the whole thereof for and in their behalf un!ler such 
t erms as the said allot tees may have previously agreed upon, but no 
lease shall be for a period longer than five years. 

And to insert : 
That any allottee classified as competent and any adult incompetent 

Indian with the advice and assistance of the superintendent which 
such adult incompetent shall seek, may lease his or her allotment or 
any part thereof and allotments of minor children dependent upon 
him or her for support without restrictions, but the moneys received 
for all other minors shall be paid to the supe-intendent for the benefit 
of said minors, and where a group of allottees desire to lease their 
several allotments as a unit, such allottees may in writing agree to 

unite their several allotments and select a eommittee from their num­
ber to lease the whole thereof for and in their behalf under such terms 
as the said anottees may have previously agreed upon, but no lease 
shall be for a period longer than five years. All leases made under this 
section shall be recorded at the Crow Agency. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I would like to know just 

what this bill would do. We can not tell from the reading of 
the bill. What changes have been made in the law? 

Mr. WALSH. The original law was a very elaborate act, 
and this makes various changes in the law, agreed upon by the 
Indians and the department. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from lllissouri asked if all the 
recommendations made by the Secretary had been incorporated 
in the bill. The Senator from Montana did not know about that. 

Mr. WALSH. I said I was not a member of the committee 
and had not studied it with care. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think some member of the committee ought 
to answer that question. 

Mr. KENDRICK. For the information of the Senator from 
Wisconsin I desire to say that the bill is the result of a eon­
terence with representatives of the Orow Tribe, who were sent 
here for that purpose. Also it represents a full agreement be­
tween the members of the tribe and the Interior Department. 
Among other changes in the original allotment bill, it authorizes 
the Indians to exercise increased discretion in the leasing of 
their own individual lands and in other ways liberalizes the 
original law. 

Mr. WALSH. I ought to state further with respect to the 
matter that early in the present session quite a delegation of 
Orow Indians were here. There existed among them quite a 
little difference of opinion concerning the changes that ought to 
be made in existing law governing the allotments of their lands. 
They held repeated conferences with the Indian Bureau, and 
the details of the bill were finally adjusted by conferences 
between themselves and myself. I gave it careful study at 
that time, but the details have escaped my recollection now. 

Mr. LENROOT. The chairman of the committee is present 
and can inform the Senate about the matter. Does the bill 
incorporate the views of the Secretary of the Interior? 

l\Ir. WHEELER. I was not paying strict attention to the 
discussion. That is my understanding, however. They finally 
compromised with the Secretary of the Interior, and the bill 
as it came out of the committee, as I understand it, incor­
porated the ideas of the SecTetary of the Interior. 

l\Ir. LENROOT. Upon that assurance I have no objection. 
Mr. HARRELD. The bill was prepared in my office by my 

secretary, and I think it was prepared in accordance with the 
agreement between the committee and the Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs. 

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

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

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 9558) to provide for allotting in severalty 
agricultural lands within the Tongue River or Northern 
Cheyenne Indian Reservation in Montana, and for other pur­
poses, was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed O"ler. 

CONSIDERATION OF EXECUTIVE'"'NOMINATIONS 

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
return to Order of Business 57 4, the resolution ( S. Res. 188) 
to amend paragraph 2 of Rule XXXVIII of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate relative to nominations. The Senator from Ne­
wada [Mr. PITTMAN] is present, and I would like to ask that the 
amendment to the rules be considered and passed. I do _not 
think there is any objection to it. It seems to me now that 
the time has about arrived when we should say what we are 
going to say on the subject. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May the Chair suggest to 
the Senator that that may be done by motion under the unani­
mous-consent agreement after we finish calling the calendar for 
individual bills. 

Mr. BLEASE. I am afraid that will not happen. I ask 
unanimous consent now. The resolution has been reported .out 
unanimously, and I do not think there is any objection to · it. 
I would like to have it passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Mr. CARAWAY. Several Senators who did object to it pre­

viously are not now present. Therefo_re I object. 
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Mr. llLEASE. Then, Mr. President, I expect to object to 

e'-"ery other bill that comes up to-night. 
Mr. CARAWAY. I do not care if the Senator does. If the 

Senator imagines that is going to get him anything, he is very 
much mi taken. 

Mr. BLEASE. The Senator is not looking for anything. He 
has everything he wants. His people gave him everything he 
wanted. 

The PRESIDE.~. ~T pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next bill on the calendar. 

The bill ( S. 3894) to regulate interstate commerce by motor 
bu ·ses operating or to operate as common carriers of passen­
aers for hire through the interstate tunnel now being con­
~tructed under the Hudson River between the city of New 
York State of New York, and the city of Jersey City, State of 
New' Jer .. ·ey, and over the interstate bridge no~ being c~m­
structed across the Delaware River between the c1ty of Phila· 
delphia, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and the ~ity of Cam· 
den, State of New Jersey, was announced as next m order. 

l\fr. llLEASE. Over. 
The PRESIDE~T pro tempore. Will the Senator--
1\lr. BLE.ASE. No; I mean to stick to what I said. 
The bill ( S. 62) for the allowance of certain claims for in· 

demnity for spoliations by the French prior to July 31, 1801, 
as reported by the Court of Claims, wa announced as next ill 
order. 

1\Ir. BLEASE. O-ver. 
l\fr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I would like to 

say a word. I hope the Senator from South Carolina--
l\1r. BLEASE. Mr. Pre ·ident, this is a matter of great im­

portance to me and it is important to my colleague, who is at 
home sick, and I know what ldnd of a :fight he has on his 
hands. Nobody objects to the resolution. The Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CURTIS] has reported it and there is a unanimous 
report from the committee, as I understand. The Senator from 
Nevada (1\lr. PITTMA ] is present, and there is no reason in the 
world why the Senate should not stop one minute and give a 
man the right to say how he voted in executive session on the 
·woodlock nomination. I see no objection to it. I do not see 
how anybody could object, and, so help me God, if they do 
object I shall object to every bill that comes up to-night under 
the unanimous-consent agreement. 

1\lr.' SHORTRIDGE. Oh, l\Ir. President, I hope the Senator 
does not mean that. 

Hr. CARAWAY. The Senator can not get anything by that 
kind of talk. 

Mr. BLEASE. I am not hunting anything for myself. I do 
not need anything. I have good health, plenty of money, and 
a seat in the United States Senate. What else could a man 
want? [Laughter.] 

Mr. CURTIS. l\Ir. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate will be in order 

before further business is resumed. The Senator from South 
Carolina has the floor. Does the Senator yield to the Senator 
from Kansas? 

Mr. BLEASE. I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 
1\Ir. CURTIS. I hope the Senator will withdraw his ob­

jection, for this reason. If he will look at the report he ~ 
find that the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBI ~soN], who 1s a 
member of the committee, filed a minority report. He wants 
to be here to take up his minority report when the resolution 
is considered. I promised the Senator from Arkansas that we 
would not call up the resolution in his absence. 

l\Ir. BLEASE. Can the Senator give me any idea when he 
will be here? • 

l\Ir. CURTIS. I think he will be here in the next day or 
two. So far as I am concerned, I would like very much to take 
up the resolution, just as much as the Senator from South 
Carolina would, as he well knows. 

l\Ir. Sl\100T. 1\lr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

South Carolina yield to the Senator from Utah? 
l\Ir. BLEASE. I yield. 
Mr. SMOOT. I want to say also that there is another mem­

ber of the committee who i.s bitterly opposed to the resolution. 
He is not here to-night. I know that he wants to be here when 
it comes up, because he stated so. So far as I am concerned, 
I am ready to vote on it this minute. 

1\Ir. BLEASE. Then I will have to do like the rest of the 
Democrats and vote with the Republicans. [Laughter.] I 
withdraw my objection. 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE BY MOTOR BUSSES 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will state the 

next bill on the calendar. 

The bill ( S. 3894) to regulate interstate commerce by motor 
busses operating or to operate as com~on carriers of pas engers 
for hire through the interstate tunnel now being constructed 
under the Hudson River between the city of New York, State 
of New York, and the <:ity of Jersey City, State of New Jersey, 
and o-ver the interstate bridge now being constructed aero. s the 
Delaware Ri-ver between the dty of Philadelphia, Common­
wealth of Pennsylvania, and the city of Camden, State of New 
Jersey, was annouLced as next in order. 

Mr. BINGHAM and Mr. FESS. Over. 
Mr. COPELAND. 1\lr. President, this is an important bill, 

and before objection is raised to it I would like to have an 
opportunity to explain it in just a word or two. 

1\fr. Kll\~G. ·we can not pass the bill to-night. 
SErnRAL SENATORS. Over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will go over. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I hope the objections 

will not be insisted upon. As a matter of fact it is a local bill. 
It affects only the operation of the tunnel between New York 
City and Jersey City, and it seems to me Senators might let 
us pass it to-night. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. It affects also the bridge be­
tween New Jersey and Pennsylvania. I would like to say, if 
the Senator will permit me, that the bridge will be opened 
the 1st of July and if we do not pass some measure of this 
sort it will be absolutely useless because of the congestion of 
h·a:ffic. No other State i.s interested. All the parties ha-ve 
agreed on the bill. It simply vests in the public-service com­
mission and the bridge and tunnel commission the right to 
control the number of motor busses that shall u e the hmnel 
and the bridge. It is vitally necessary. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I thought there was another bill 
covering this matter. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. No; that bill is still in the 
committee. The reason ·why this is urged is because the other 
bill has not come out of the committee. This relates only to 
the tunnel and bridge. 

Mr. FESS. That particular piece of legislation would Bot 
come out of the committee. It involves too much. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I understood that, and that is 
why I introduced this particular bill. 

l\1r. FESS. I withdraw my objection. 
The Senate as in Committee of the Whole proceeded to 

consider the bill. 
1\Ir. WILLIAMS. 1\lr. President, will the Senator from 

Pennsyl-vania tell us why he does not thj.nk this bill will result 
in confusion 1mder section 3, on page 5, of the bill, which gives 
an appeal from these State commissions to the Interstate Com­
merce Commission? 

1\lr. REED of Pennsylvania. I do not think there would be 
confusion. The theory of it is that while these facilities, the 
tunnel and the bridge, have been built entirely by money rai ed 
by the States and the local communities, nevertheless the traffic 
which moves over them is interstate commerce and therefore 
is within the regulatory power of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. What is proposed here is for Congress to delegate 
to the local commission power to regulate, subject to the review 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission, the flow of interstate 
commerce across those two rivers. We all realize that when 
Congress asserts its power, the power of the Federal Govern­
ment is paramount, and we have reserved th~t right in the bill, 
so that any order that is made by the Interstate Commerce Com­
mission shall supersede all that is done by the local authorities. 

1\Ir. KING. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator yield? ~ 
1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad to yield to the Sena­

tor from Utah. 
1\lr. KING. I want to inquire of the Senator whether he 

regards a measure of this kind as necessary in view of the 
fact that, as I understood the Senator, the Federal Government 
dose not intend to exercise its regulatory power, but will leave 
the entire matter to the States themselves. May not the States 
themselves then proceed to establish jolnt regulations for the 
conduct of the travel without any conference of power upon 
them by the Federal Government 'l 

1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. Yes; it was my impression that 
they might; but the Supreme Court has very recently held in 
a motor-truck case that, without action by Congress, even the 
attempted regulation by the States of interstate motor-truck 
transportation is ultra vires the State. It was a very surpris­
ing decision to me, but the Senator will find the de~ision I'e­
ferred to and quoted from in the report of the comm1ttee. 

l\Ir. McKELLAR. :Mr. President, when will the bridge and 
tunnel be opened? 



r 

' 

1926 CON"G~ESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9075 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. ·n is ~xpected that the bri<lge 

will be opened for travel in July of this year, about six week~ 
from now. . · 1 ti ? 

Mr. McKELLAR. And there must be congressiOna ac on· 
Has the bill passed the Honse? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The bill ~as not passed the 
House, although a duplicate bill has been mtroduced by Con· 
gre ·sman BACHAB.ACH, of New Jersey. . . 

Mr. KING. I suggest to the Senator, in view of the dec~on 
recently rendered which nullifies regulations of the States with 
respect to their domestic obligations in the matter of quaran­
tine, that Congress ought to enact a law to declare that these 
matters, until Congress itself should act, shall be left entirely 
to the States. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, may I inquire o~ the Sena­
tor from Utah if the Senator from Pennsylvama pleases, 
whether he thinks that Congress should yield to the States the 
regulation of interstate commerce? 

Mr REED of Pennsylvania. If I may answer the question, 
I do ~ot think the Congress should surrender its power. What 
it has done here is to keep a fum hold of the po~er, but to 
provide that the local regulations shall suffice If It ?-oe~ not 
overrule them. It is careful not to surrender the constitutional 
power. . t 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I say that It was no my 
thought that Congress should surrender its power, but I. be­
lieve that we might enact a law with safety and propnety 
that until Congress does assert its power over these matters 
the States may proceed. 

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, there is one very important 
part of the bill which has not been mentioned; that is to say, 
the bill attempts to confer upon the State authoriti~s the rig~t 
'to regulate interstate commerce; but it also provides that If 
the tribunals of the States are unable to agree, there can be 
nn appeal to the Interstate Commerce Commissio~. .It has 
been my view that this assertion of Federal authonty IS suffi­
cient to make the law constitutional. 

.Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. As a practical matte~, quite 
aside from the constitutional question, it seems obVIous to 
anybody who has seen the throngs of automobiles toward the 
ferries in New York that in the absence of some regulation­
and there is not a breath of Federal regulation yet-the tun­
nel and the bridge are going to be useless for the public·. We 
will have motor cars just climbing over one another there. I 
know that in my own city of Pittsburgh we opened a similar 
traffic tunnel about three years ago, and there was no suffi­
cient regulation of the traffic that passed through it. It had 
scarcely been opened before there resulted a traffic jam in 
the tunnel and before they could get it cleared there were 
more than 20 people taken out unconscious from the fumes 
of the gas from automobiles that were stalled in the tunnel. 
It is a question not only of convenience, but of life. 

Mr. WALSH and Mr. MAYFIELD addres ed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Pennsylvania yield ; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield to the Senator from 

Montana [Mr. WALSH]. 
Mr. WALSH. I do not think the constitutionality of this 

legislation could be open to question at all. Section 10 of 
Article I of the Constitution provides that no State shall -enter 
into any compact or agreement with another State without 
the consent of Congress, which, of course, means that with the 
consent of Congress two States may enter into an agreement 
with each other. It was undoubtedly the intent of the Consti­
tution to meet just such a situation as this, where the inde­
pendent action of two States would be quite abortive. It 
becomes necessary for them to enter into some arrangement 
and agreement in relation to the handling of traffic of this 
character or else the whole thing must be surrendered to the 
States, and they would not be able even to construct the means 
of transportation from one -state to the other. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I think th~ Senator from Mon­
tana is exactly right, and it was beca!lse of that thought that 
Congress gave its consent to the States join.tly to construct the 
very facilities about which we are now talking. 

Mr. MAYFIELD and Mr. BINGIJAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Pennsylvania yield ; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania_ I think £he Senator from Texas 

first asked me to yield, and I yield to him. 
Mr. MAYFIELD. I should like · to ask the Senator from 

Pennsylvania, is it not the purpo e of this bill to confer upon 
the State of New York and the State of New Jersey the power 
to regulate interstate commerce? 

Mr. REED or Pennsylvania. Yes; subject to the control of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Pennsylvania now yield to the Senator from Connecticut? 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield to the Senator from Con­

necticut. 
Mr. BINGHAM. I should like to ask whether the Senator 

from Pennsylvania would have an objection to an amendment 
on page 6, line 5, to strike out the word " and " and to insert 
the words "or with "? It occurs to me that unless that shall 
be done, in the way it now reads there might be a conftict of 
jurisdiction between the Secretary of War, who under the 
bridge act normally controls tolls, and the commissioners of 
the two States involved; but by inserting the words "or with" 
the clause will be separated in such a way that the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of War as to the regulation of tolls will not 
be infringed. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I understand the amendment 
suggested by the .Senator from Connecticut would come in 
line 5 on page 6? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Yes. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The words "or with" in line 

3, I think, will govern all that follows. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Without the words "or with" at the 

point I ha-ve indicated it would seem a.s though the " collection 
of tolls, rentals, or other charges " and " the regulation of 
traffic therein and thereon under the laws of said States" 
were joined together. By in erting the words " or "-rith " again 
in line 5 it differentiates them. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I would be satisfied to accept 
that amendment · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I should like to inquire 
once more of the Senator from Pennsylvania whether he would 
have any objection, in line 17, on page 5~ to strike out the word 
" appeal " and to insert "present a complaint to " ? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I think the amendment of the 
Senator from Missouri is unobjectionable. The expression be 
suggests, it seems to me, is quite a synonym for the word 
"appeal." 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It seems to me that section 3 contemplates 
that there may be an absQlute failure of action, in which case 
there would be no right to appeal; but if the matter is pre­
sented afresh by the complainant to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, upon the failure of the commissions of New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania·, and New York to act, then the jurisdiction of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission is conceded at the beginning 
rather than taken there on appeal 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Would the word "apply" sat­
isfy the Senator? 

Mr. WILLI.ll.!S. Yes; perfectly. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Then I move that the word 

" appeal" be stricken out and the word " apply " substituted 
therefor. It is far the purpose of perfecting the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May the Chair for his own 
information ·discover something? The bill was introduced by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] and reported by 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUMYINB]. Under the practice, 
the Senator from Iowa is in charge of the bill, because he re­
ported the bill with the committee's amendment. Does the 
Senator from Iowa accept these perfecting amendments that 
are being offered? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Under the practice the Sena­
tor from Iowa is in charge of the bill and, under the circum­
stances, I am in charge of the floor. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Iowa can not accept an 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For the committee? Why 
not? 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course not. 
Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. . To a committee amend-

ment? 
Mr. LENROOT. Certainly not. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is done here e-very day. 
Mr. LENROOT. It is done only by unanimous consent. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the Senator from Wis­

consin objects, then the question is, :first, upon the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM] to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreecl to. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is upon the 

amendment proposed by the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
REED] to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
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The PRESIDENT pro· tempore. The question now is upon 

the amendment proposed by the committee, as amended. 
Mr. "'\VADS\VORTH. Mr. President, merely to make -per­

fectly definite the jurisdiction of the New York State authori­
ties so that there shall be no confusion, I desire to offer three 
amendments to the committee amendment, all to the same pur­
pose. On page 3, line 14, after the word "That," I move to 
insert the words " the Public Service Commission of the 
State of New York" (comma). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree­
ing to tile amendment proposed by tile Senator from New York 
to the committee amendment. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, realizing that 
I am not in charge of the bill and that I have no right to 
consent for anybody but myself, I should like to say that it 
seems to me that the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
New York is entirely unobjectionable. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Nevertheless, in view of 
the position taken by some Senators on the floor, the question 
is upon agreeing to the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from New York to the amendment proposed by the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. W A.DSWORTH. Mr. President, I have another amend­

ment to offer on page 5. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. If the amendment last presented by the Sena­

tor was agreed to as it was stated, it would read very funny. 
Ilfr. W ADS\VORTH. Not very funny. 
Mr. SMOOT. There will have to be another word or punc· 

tuation mark there. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. What should it be? 
l\Ir. SMOOT. I understand the Senator's amendment comes 

in after the word "that" in line 14. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; and it would read in this way: 
That the Public Service Commission o! the State of New York, the 

Transit Commission of tqe State of New York, and the Board ot Public 
Utility Commissioners o! the State of New Jersey are hereby author· 
!zed-

And so forth. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. The Senator did not say "comma" after the 

words "Public Service Commission of the State of New York," 
and a comma should be placed there. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I thought I said "comma." I may 
have said "comic." 

l\Ir. S.MOOT. The Senator did not say" comma" or" comic," 
either. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah wish the reporter's notes read? 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator insists that he used the word 
"comma," I ask that the record be read. 

Mr. W A.DSWORTH. Never mind; I admit I did not say it. 
Mr. President, on page 5, at the end of line 9, following the 

word " said," I move to insert the words " Public Service 
Commission of the State of New York, the." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York to 
the amendment proposed by the committee. 

'J:'.!lq- amendment to the amendment was agreed to . 
... ~r. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator please indi­

cate just how it is that two separate bodies in the State of 
New York exercise jurisdiction over this matter? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes, Mr. President. The Transit Com­
mission of the State of New York has jurisdiction only inside 
the city of Greater New York. The public service commission 
has jurisdiction O\er h·ansportation and its regulation over the 
remainder of the State. It is easily conceivable-in fact, it is 
inevitable-that much of this traffic going through the tunnel 
between New Jersey and New York will not have its termina­
tion, as it were, in the city of New York, but will go on into 
the State. So it is necessary to give the public service com­
mission of the State jurisdiction over such traffic. 

Mr. WALSH. Then, as I understand, the transit commis­
sion would have jurisdiction over part of it and the public 
service commission over the remaining part? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes, and these amendments are pro­
posed at the earnest request of the chairman and members of 
the Public Service Com..rriission of the State of New York. 

l\lr. LENROOT. l\fr. President, will the Senator yield? 
l\fr. W A.DSWORTH. Yes. 
1\fr. LENROOT. I take it that there would have to be unani­

mous action of all the bodies before there could be any effective 
action? 

l\lr. WADSWORTH. Certainly, if there were not unanimous 
action, the matter would go to the Interstate Commerce Com­
mission. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. 1\Ir. President, I migilt add 
there that it was stated to the Committee on Interstate Com­
merce that the transit commission would be merged with the 
public service commission before the tunnel was actually 
opened. We now discover that that will probably not be the 
case. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator is correct. 
l\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. So the amendments of the 

Senator from New York are necessary. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will my colleague yield? 
Mr. W ADS"'\VORTH. Certainly. 
1\Ir. COPELAND. Is there any prospect that the port au­

thority might have anything to say about this? 
.M!. WADSWORTH. No. The port authority has no juris­

diction whatsbever of public transportation but merely in 
relation to the development of the port the matter of the 
construction of docks, and so forth. ' 

l\Ir. COPELAND. Even though the building of tunnels and 
their use is concerned ? 

.Mr. W ADSWOR'l'H. I do not think they could act in a 
public utility matter of this kind. 

Mr. President, if the second amendment has been adopted I 
desire to offer a third. ' 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The second amendment 
proposed by the Senator from New York to the amendment 
reported by the committee has been agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then, on page, 5, in line 22 after the 
word " upon," I move to insert the words " the Publlc Service 
Commission of the State of New York." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection the 
amendment to the amendment is agreed to. ' 

l\Ir. PITTMAN and :Mr. HOWELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr .. PITTMAN. Mr. President, we were considering in the 

Committee on Interstate Commerce a general bill dealing with 
the control of passenger busses and also of trucks. There were 
a great many objectionable features in that bill, and I am try­
ing to find out if some of them are in this measure. I do not 
have any objection, nor do I see any objection, to the public 
utilities commissions of Ne·w York and New Jersey or Pennsyl­
vania and New Jersey regulating transportation through a 
tunnel or possibly over a bridge, but I find a great deal of ob­
jection to such regulation on public highways and streets. 
This bill seems to carry with it .the right to control traffic 
running from the interior of New York to the interlor of New 
Jersey through the tunnel, because it says-and this is the 
language I have in mind-
over any route in such States, a part or the whole of which route is 
through an interstate tunnel. 

The Senator from New York is including another commission, 
which may control the traffic outside of the city of New York. 
Of course, if the words " a part" mean anything at all, or if 
the word " route " means anything at all, it means something 
that starts at Buffalo, for instance, and comes down across the 
State of New York and goes through that tunnel. If that be so, 
then the busses along that whole route can be controlled, 
and it seems to me that was the intention of the Senator's 
amendment. Why is it necessary to control ·the passage of 
busses over the public highways when all that need be done is 
to control them in the tunnel alone? Mind you, Mr. President, 
under this bill a man can not run a bus for hire ; he can not 
run a taxicab for hire; he can not run an automobile for 
hire unless there is issued a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity. That is all right for traffic going through the 
tunnel, but it is not all right for traffic running from Buffalo 
across the State of New York into Jersey City. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. Presid·ent, what this bill 
does is to retain in the States the control they now have ovei' 
the busses running over their own highways. That is the 
reason it is put in that way. We did not want to limit their 
control over motor busses only to the small segment of the 
journey over the bridge or through the tunnel. We retain 
for them the same control over the use of their highways that 
they now have on an intrastate bus trip. It would not be 
right to let those buss'es run without regulation as far as the 
city of New York or the dty of Jersey City are concerned. We 
retain that control in the States. I think what the Senator 
was apprehensive of in the bill that he speaks about was in 
putting control in Washington over the use of the local high-
ways. . 

Mr. PITTMAN. Possibly. I have no objection to the States 
controlling the highway system within the States at all. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. But the Senator would object 
to having some commission here in Washington tell a man 
how he shall use the highways of Nevada. 



1926 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9077 
Mr. PITTl\IA.N. That is exactly what this bill does. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. No, sir; it does not; it does just 

the reverse of that. 
Mr. PITTMAN. Because there is provided an appeal to 

the Interstate Commerce Commission provided the b.·affic 
cro ses the line. · 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That is because it is interstate 
commerce. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Absolutely; it is interstate commerce. As a 
Member of Congress, however, I do not desire to give the Inter­
state Commerce Commission that control over buss lines. 

Mr." REED of Pennsylvania. We have gone as far as we 
constitutionally can to keep local home control over these 
busses; and I hope the Senator will believe that we have done 
it because of the sentiment that he feels and that we felt there 
in the committee. 

Mr. PITTMAN. As it deals only with three States, and I 
am not quite as much interested in those States as other Sena­
tors are, I am not going to raise the question; but, of course, 
when the other bill comes up, dealing with all the United States, 
I am going to raise the same question. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment, as amended. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
The title was amended o as to read: 41A bill to regulate 

interstate commerce by motor busses operating or to operate 
as common carriers of pas engers for hire over routes, a part 
or the whole of which are tru:ough the interstate tunnel now 
being constructed under the Hudson River between the city of 
New York, State of New York, and the city of Jersey City, 
State of New Jersey, and over the inter tate bridge now being 
constructed across the Delaware River between the city 
of Philadelphia, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and the city 
of Camden, State of New Jersey." 

PROHIBITION OF USE OF WOODEN CARS 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
return to Order of Business 642, Senate bill 951, to promote the 
safety of passengers and employees upon railroads by prohibit­
ing the use of wooden cars under certain circumstances. I 
think the clerks misunderstood the remark of the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. MAYFIELD]. He did not object to the considera­
tion of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Mr. MAYFIELD. Mr. President, I want to say to the Sena­

tor from Georgia that I made no objection whatever to his bill. 
I have never objected to the consideration of any bill since I 
have been a Member of the Senate. 

Mr. HARRIS. The clerks understood that the Senator from 
Texas did object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request preferred by the Senator from 
Georgia to return to the consideration of Order of Business 
642, Senate bill 951? 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be stated. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state 

the title of the bill. 
The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 951) to promote the safety of 

passengers and employees upon railroads by prohibiting the 
use of wooden cars under certain circumstances. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That when used in this act the term "common 
carrier" means a common carrier subject to the interstate commerce 
act, as amended, engaged in the transportation of passengers. 

SEC. 2. On and after 30 days after the passage of this act it shall be 
unlawful tor a common carrier to use a car other than a steel or steel 
underframe car between steel cars or steel underframe cars, or in front 
of any steel car or steel underframe car, in any train used in whole or 
in part for the transportation of passengers. 

SEc. 3. Any common carrier which violates the provisions of this act 
shall be liable to a penalty of not less than $100 nor more than $500 
tor each offense and $100 for each day o:t the continuance of the 
offense. Such penalty shall accrue to the United States and may be 
recovered 1n a civil suit brought by the United States. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

FRENCH SPOLIATIONS 

The bill ( S. 62) for the allowance of certain claims for 
indemnity for spoliations by the French prior to July 31, 1801, 
as reported by the Court of Claims, was announced as next 
in ·order. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDEL~T pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

DEPOSIT AND EXPENDITURE OF INDIAN MONEYS 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I am informed by the Sen­
ator from Georgia [Mr. HARRis] that he now withdraws his 
objection to the consideration of Senate bill 3929, Order of 
Business 643, and I should like to return to that bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request preferred by the Senator from Okla­
homa? 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be stated. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read. 
The Chief Clerk read the bill ( S. 3929) to authorize the de­

posit and expenditure of various revenues of the Indian Service 
as Indian moneys, proceeds of labor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I de!?ire to ask the Senator it 
this is the bill to which some of the Indians made very serious 
objection? I was told by a number of them who waited upon 
me, representing various tribes, that there were several bills 
to which they objected very strenuously, one with respect to 
police regulations and the conferring of certain judicial power 
upon certain employees of the (}overnment. and also some dis­
position made of the funds for educational purposes, transfers 
from one fund to the other. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I know of those objections. 
I do not think this is one of the bills to which they objected. 
Here is what this is: 

As far back as 1883 Congress authorized the Intelior Depart­
ment to open the account known as " Indian moneys, proceeds 
of labor " ; and from that time to this that account has been 
running there, and they have credited to that account moneys 
coming from the sale of cattle, moneys from the sale of this, 
that, and the other thing. 

Recently the Comptroller General has raised a question as to 
whether or not they can properly charge to that account cer­
tain funds, and pay them out for the benefit of the tribes, as 
they have been doing since 1883. This bill is simply to au· 
thorize them to do just what they have been doing-to place 
those miscellaneous collections to the credit of any particular 
tribe under the head of "Indian moneys, proceeds of labor," 
and then to spend the money for the benefit of that particular 
tribe. It is just what they have been doing since 1883, as I 
say; but because of objections made by the Comptroller Gen­
eral they need this legislation to settle the difficulty. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator if the Indian 
tribes and their representatives approve of this bill? 

Mr. HARRELD. I have never heard any objection to this 
bill from any source. This is a departmental bill, introduced 
by me at the request of the department, and I have not heard 
any objection from any source. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator what becomes of these miscellaneous revenues now. 
Where do they go? 

Mr. HARRELD. It seems that they carry an account of this 
sort with each tribe separately, and these miscellaneous collec­
tions ·are credited to that account; and they haye for years been 
paying that out for the benefit of the tribe in a way authorized 
by Congress, I presume, or perhaps it was a small amount and 
was paid out on their own initiatiye. I am not sure about that . 

.Mr. LENROOT. Is there not any law that now requires the 
disposition of those revenues? 

Mr. HARRELD. They have never thought there was any 
need for a law. These are only small amounts, just the odds 
and ends of collections on behalf of the tribe. 

:Mr. LENROOT. I supposed that we had some law that re­
quired some disposition of all revenues received from every 
source; and if there is such a law, this bill in its present form 
would not accomplish it. 

Mr. HARRELD. I do not know about the form of it. I 
introduced the bill just in the form in which they asked me 
to introduce it. 

Mr. LENROOT. The bill says: 
Hereafter all miscellaneous revenues derived from Indian reserva­

tions, agencies, and schools, which are not required by existing law 
to be otherwise disposed of-
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And so forth. If there is any law that requires any kind 
of disposition, there would be nothing to which this bill could 
apply. 

1\lr. HARRELD. As I ·understand, this is something like 
the account that almost e-very bunk carries. It is just a place 
where thev take care of the odds and ends of collections. 
small amounts. It does not usually run very high. They 
haYe nlways exercised the privilege of using this money in 
their discretion. This is simply to authorize a continllil.nce 
of that course. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
pre ·ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
1\.,.hole, proceeded to con~ider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendmf'nt, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, Hnd passed. 

COLVILLE I:\IDIAN RESERVATION 

The bill (H. R. 9351) extending the period of time for home· 
stead entries on the south hnlf of the diminished Colville Indian 
Reservation was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

:Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this is another Indian bill. 
1nll some Senator make clear what this means? 

l\lr. JONES of Washington. 1\ir. President, certain lands 
known as the Col-ville Indian Reservation in the State of 
Washington were opened to settlement quite a number of years 
ago, nnd the time for filing homestead entries was limited to a 
period of five years. Then, in 1922, another bill was passed giv· 
ing a further five years. That time ha now expired, and 
unless we enact a provision of tl1is kind the land that has not 
been taken up can not be entered. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator thinks this will be a just 
piece of legislation. does he? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do. The Secretary recom­
mends it. 

l\lr. Sl\100T. Mr. President, in the title of the bill the word 
"half" is misspelled "hahlf." I should like to have that cor­
rected, and have the word spelled right. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The typographical correc­
tion will be made as requested. 

The bill was reported to tile Senate without amendment, or­
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

DISTRICT PUBLIO UTILITIES COMMISSION 

The bill ( S. 3403) to amend section 8 of the act making ap­
propriations to provide for the expenses of the government of 
the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1914. and for other purposes, approved March 4, 1913, was con­
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on the Dis­
trict of Columbia with an amendment, on page 2, line 24, after 
the word "same," to insert "P1·ovided, That the amount ex­
pended by the commission in any valuation or rate case shall 
not exceed one-half of 1 per cent of the existing valuation 
of the company investigated, and that the amount expended in 
all other investigations shall not exceed one-tenth of 1 per 
cent of the existing valuation for any one company for any 
one year," so as to make the bill read : 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 8 of the act making appropriations 
to pro>ide for the expenses of the government of the District of 
Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914, and for other pur· 
poses, approved March 4, 1913 (37 U. S. Stat. p. 974), be- amended by 
adding a new paragraph, No. 42a, to read as follows: 

.. Par. 42a. That the expenses of any investigation, valuation, re· 
valuation, or proceeding of any nature made by the Public Utilities 
Commission of any public utility operating in the District of Columbia 
shall be borne by the public utility investigated, valued, revalued, or 
otherwise as a special franchise tax in addition to all other taxes im­
posed by law, and such expenses with 6 per cent interest may be 
charged to operating expenses and amortized over such period as the 
Public Utilities Commission shall deem proper and be allowed for in 
the rates to be charged by such utility. When any such investigation, 
valuation, revaluation, or other proceeding is begun the said Public 
Utilities Commission may call upon the utility in question for the 
deposit of such reasonable sum or sums as, in the opinion of said com· 
mission, it may deem necessary from time to time until the said pro· 
ceeding is completed, the money so paid to be deposited in the Treas­
ury of the United States to the credit of the appropriation account 
known as " Miscellaneous trust-fund deposit, District or Columbia ,. 
ancl to be disbursed in the manner provided for by law for other ex· 
penditures of the government of the District of Columbia, for such 
purposes as may be approved by the Public Utilitien Commission. Any 
unexpended balance of such sum or sums so deposited shall be returned 
to the utility depositing the same: Provided, That the amount ex· 
pended by the commission in any valuation or rate case shall not 

exceed one-half of 1 per cent of the existing valuation of the company 
investigated, and that the amount expended in all other investigations 
shall not exceed one-tenth of 1 per cent of the existing valuation for 
any one company for any one year. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
TABLETS FOR REVOLUTIONARY BATTLE FIELD OF WHITE PLAINS, N. Y. 

The bill (S. 3811) for the erection of tablets or marke!'s upon 
the Revolutionary battle field of White Plains, State of New 
York, was announced as next in order. 

l\Ir. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, this bill-Order of Busi­
ness 661, Senate bill 3811-has been reported to the calendar 
unanimously by the Co.mmittee on :Military Affairs. In the 
meantime the House of Representatives has passed Honse bill 
3990, and upon its reception by the Senate it was referred to 
the Committee on the Library. The House bill is identical 
with the Senate bill, and I am quite sure that the provit-ions of 
either bill are quite unobjectionable. I therefore take the lib­
erty of asking unanimous consent-and I do it with the knowl­
edge that the chairman of the Committee on the Lib:rary is 
present here-that the Committee on the Library be dis~harged 
from the consideration of the House bill, in order that I muy 
substitute the House bill for the Senate bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the Committee on tha Library is dis­
charged from the further consideration of House bill 3990. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I now usk unanimous consent for the 
consideration of the House bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
'Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 3990) for the 
erection of a monument upon the Revolutionary battle field of 
White Plains, State of New York. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, Senate 
bill 3811 will be indefinitely postponed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

T~e bill (S. 3701) for the relief of David McD. Shearer was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

mRIGATION DAM, WALKER RIVER, NEV. 

The bill (S. 2826) for the construction of an irrigation dam 
on Walker River, Nev .. was announced as next in order. 

1\Ir. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is no report upon this 
bill. I will ask that it go over, too. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
l\Ir. ODDIE. Mr. Pre ident, I will ask the Senator from 

Utah if he will withdraw the objection until I make a state­
ment in regard to the bill? 

1\Ir. SMOOT. Yes; I will withdraw the objection temporarily. 
Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I have introduced an amend­

ment which is a substitute for the bill. The Department of the 
Interior has reported favorably on this authorization for an 
appropriation. It is a most worthy cause, Mr. President. 

This bill provides an authorization for an appropriation for a 
small dam in the Walker River district in Nevada. The white 
settlers came to this district in 1860, a few of them before that. 
There are hundreds of settlers in the district. They went on 
the land in good faith. They acquired their titles to the land 
from the Government under homestead entries and desert-land 
entries. Before they received their patents from the Govern­
ment for these lands they were compelled to prove their water 
rights, which they did. On proving those water rights to the 
satisfaction of the Interior Department the patents were issued 
and the Government accepted their money for the patents. 
They have been in peaceable possession for over 60 years and 
have built several hundred miles of canals and ditches. Their 
improvements amount to over $15,000,000. 

The annual production of the district is about $2,000,000. 
In the last year or two, two storage reservoirs have been built 
by the people in the district. They have called on the Gov­
ernment for no money nt all. They have bonded the distl'ict 
for a bout a million dollars, and have built these reservoirs 
themselves from the proceeds of the sale of the bonds. They 
have a capacity of about 92,000 acre-feet. 

In this district there are 60 miles of railroad, seven towns 
and communities, six churches, two flour mills, a creamery, 
and two banks with combined assets of more than a million 
and a quarter dollars. The production of the district con­
sists of beef cattle, dairy cattle, horses, sheep, hogs, poultry, 
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hides, wool, butter, honey, alfalfa hay, alfalfa seed, grain, and 
potatoes. The lands are in the State of California and in .me 
~tate of Nevada, about 70,00<? acres in Nevada l?-nde1: cultiva­
tion, and about 38,000 acre& m the· State of Califorma. 

There is an Indian reservation below these lands of the­
white settlers. The extra water that 'has been stored in the 
last year or so in the reservoirs that have been built will fur­
nish more water to the lands in the Indian reservation than 
they had before, because of the return flow and the conserva­
tion of the flood waters. 

In the last year or so the Department of the Interior has 
brought suit against every one of the white settlers along this 
river in the State of Ne-vada and in the State of California. 
Mr. President, for the Government to bring suit against all of 
the white settlers is a blow which those settlers can not 
stand, and which they should not be compelled to stand. It 
is ruinous, unjust, and un-Amedcan. Our Government has 
recognized the water rights of these- white settlers. One branch 
of the Department of the Interior has granted patents to 
these lands. It has accepted the money from these settlers for 
these patents. It has recognized the water rights that belong 
to these patented lands. Now, after 60 years of peaceable pos­
session by these white settlers, another bureau of the Depart­
ment of the Interior, the Indian Bureau, brings suit against 
ail those white settlers on the ground that they ha-ve- no water­
rights, that the Indians' rights antedated theirs in 1859. 

Mr. President, this bill will end all of that trouble. It 
authorizes a small appropriation for an investigation of condi­
tions in connection with the building of' this p1·oposed dam. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
l\lr. ODDIE. I yield. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Has the Senator offered an amendment 

to the bill? 
Mr. ODDIE. Yes; the amendment is on the desk, and I 

should like to call it up. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think if the Senator should offer 

that amendment and briefly explain it, there would be no 
objection to the bill. 

Mr. ODDIE. I will ask that the amendment be read. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the 

amendment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. The amendment is to strike out all 

after the enacting clause and to insert the following: 
Fo~ constructing a dam in Schurz Canyon, on the Walker Ri>er, 

State of' Nevada, to provide water for the irrigation of lands allotted 
to Indians o.n the Walker River Indian Reservation, Nev., including 
reconnaissance work in sa.ld canyon to determine to what extent the 
water supply Gf the river can be augmented and conserved by the 
impounding of. its said waters, and to determine if there is a feasible 
reservoir site, or sites, available for the storage of such waters, and 
for constructiOJl of the necessary dam, or dams, and appurtenant struc-
• tures, and for the purchase and acquisition of neeessary lands and' 
rights of way in connection with the con.struction of the dam and 
appurtenant structures. For the above-named purposes an appropria­
tion of $175,000 is hereby authOI'ized, o.f which sum $10,000 shall be 
used for the reconnaissance work herein referred to. 

Smc. 2. 'Jihat upon the passage of this act all proceedings, legal or. 
otherwise, on the part of the Federal G<lvernment affecting the water 
rights of water users of said ri>er shall forthwith be suspended, and it 
and when the project be found feasible shaiT be dismissed. 

Mr. ODDIE. I hope that with this explanation the Senator 
from Utah will under tand the situation. 

Mr. SMOOT. What has been read at the desk is the bill 
itself. 

The PRESIDE!\TT pro tempore. This iS the amendment pro­
posed by the committee. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Striking out all after the enacting 
clause, a:nd substituting--

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Substituting the language 
just read. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. It does not authorize an appropriation? 
Mr. SMOOT. It is an authorization. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It authorizes the appropri· 

ation of $175,000. 
Ml:. SHORTRIDGE. r: understood that it provided for a 

survey. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Regular. order ! 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order is de­

manded, and the bill will go over. 
CITIZENSHIP FOR I. HABITANTS OF THE VIRGL"'i ISLANDS 

The bill (S. 2770) to confer United States citizenship upon:: 
certain inhabitants of the Virgin Islands and to extend_ the 
naturalization laws thereto was announced as next in order. 

Mr. M.o.KELLAR. Let that go over. 

1\Ir-. WILLIS. Mr. President, I trust the Senator will with· 
draw his objection. 

Mr. UcKELLAR. I understand that another committee has 
a similar bill before it. 

Mr. WILLIS. The Senator is mistaken. 
Mr. McKELLAR. As I understand it, this bill gives citiZen· 

ship to all the inhabitants of the Virgin Islands. 
Mr. WILLIS. Not to aU of them, but to certain of them. 
M.r. McKELLAR. To practically. all of them. I do not think 

it is wise to do that. We certainly ought to look into it very 
carefully, further than we could now, and. I ask that the bill 
may go over. 

Mr. WILLIS. I trust the Senator will. permit me to make a 
brief explanation. 

Mr. lUcKELLAR. Certainly. 
Mr. WILLIS. The Senator is laboring under a misappre­

hension in one respect I chance to be a member of both the 
committees to which he has referred. This bill was fully con­
sidered by the Committee on Immigration, to which it very 
properly belongs. 

The situation with reference to the inhabitants of these 
islands· is particularly unfortunate, so far as citizenship is 
concerned. They came into the United States with great en­
thusiasm in 1917. T~ey are now, so to speak, people without 
a country. They are not citizens of the United States or of 
Denmark, or of any place, and the purpose of this bill is, under: 
very car.efully p1·epared_ restrictions, to grant them citizenship. 

I can not believe any Senator desires that any considerable­
number of people under the aegis of American protection shall 
be without .American citizenship. This bill proposes to grant 
them citizenship. It does not change the government of the 
Virgin Islands of the United States but merely extends the 
citizenship. I trust the- Senator will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will ask that is go over for to-night 
anyway. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
Mr. WILLIS. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in 

the RECORD as a part of my remarks the committee report, for 
the information of Senators. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection'? 
There being no objection, the report was ordered to be 

printed in the RECORD, as follows : 
CITIZENSHIP FOR THE DIHABITANTS OF TilE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Mr. WILLIS, from the Committee on Immigration, submitted the fol· 
lowing report. (to accompany S.. 2770) : 

The Committee on Immigration, to which was referred the bill 
S. 2770, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with 
the recommendation that the bill do pass. 

A convention between the United States. of America and Denmark, 
providing for the cession to the United States of all territory owned 
or claimed by Denmark in the West Indies, including the islands of 
St. Thomas, St. John, St. Croix, and certain smaller adjacent islarrds, 
was concluded and signed by plenipotentiaries of the respective powers 
on the 4th day of August, 1916. 

Article 6 of this convention relates to the citizenship of the inhabi­
tants of these islands, and is as follows : 

"Danish citizens residing in said islands may remain therein or may 
remove therefrom at will, retaining in either event all their rights of 
property, including the right to sell or dispose of such property or its 
proceeds. In case they remain in the islands, they shall continue until 
otherwise provided to enjoy all the private, municipal, and religious 
rights and liberties secured to them by the laws now in force. If the 
present laws· are altered, the said inhabitants shall not therc.!by be 
placed in a less favorable position in respect to the above-mentioned 
rights and liberties than they now enjoy. Those who remain in the 
islands may preseiTe their citizenship in Denmark by. making before a 
court of record, within one year from the date of the exchange of 
ratifications of thll! convention, a declaration of their decision to pre· 
serve such citizenship; in default of which declaration they shllll be 
held to have renounced it and to have accepted citizenship in the United 
States; for children under 18 years the said declaration may be made 
by their parents or guardians. Such election of- Danish citi~enship 

shall, however-, not, after the lapse of the said term oi one year, be a 
bar to their renunciation of their preserved Dani h citizenship and' 
their election of citizenship in the United States and admission to the 
nationality thereof on the same' terms as may be provided according to 
the laws of the United States for other inhabitants of the islands. 

"The civil rights and the political status of the inhabitants of the 
islands shall be d~termined by the Congress, subject to the stipulations 
contAlne<L in the present con;ention. 

" Danish citizens not residing in the islands but owning property 
therein at the time of the cession shall retain their rights of property, 
including the right to sell or dispose of such property, being placed in 
this regard. on the.. same basis a& tile Danish citizens- residing in th 
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Islands and remaining therein or removing therefrom, to whom the 
first paragraph of this article relates." 

It will be observed that this convention left in a somewhat vague 
situation the status of inhabitants of the Virgin Islands of the United 
States. Evidently legislative action by the Congress of the United 
States was contemplated by the framers of this convention and cer­
tainly by the people of the Virgin Islands. 

These people welcomed the coming of the United States and never 
entertained a thought that theirs should become a no man's land 
and that they themselves should be placed in a status of doubtful 
citizenship. Unfortunately, the organic act of 1917, passed in time 
of world stress and excitement, gave but scant attention to the rights 
of the islanders. It provided what was expected to be only a tem­
porary form of government, suited to the needs of the hour, and did 
not undertake to define the citizenship status of the inhabitants of 
the Virgin Islands of the United States. Almost a decade has passed 
and nothing further has been done in this matter. In the pressure of 
other matters the needs of the Virgin Islands have been overlooked. 
Their people are patriotic, industrious, and patient. They have a 
right to expect that their needs will not be overlooked by Congress 
and that they will at least not be forgotten by the great Nation of 
which they are a part. 

Your committee, after careful consideration of the subject, is of 
the opinion that the least that can be done at the present time is to 
clarify and define by appropriate legislation the citizenship status of 
the inhabitants of the Virgin Islands of the United States, so that 
they with greater assurance may proceed on the path of progress, 
which it is hoped will lead to better and freer government and more 
satisfactory economic conditions in the islands. 

With this object in view, the passage of S. 2770 is recommended. 
Section 1 provides that all former Danish citizens who have con­

tinued to reside in the Virgin Islands or in the United States and 
who did not preserve their Danish citizenship under the terms of 
article 6 of the convention, and also all natives of the islands who 
were temporarily absent at the time of the cession and who have 
since returned and now reside in the islands, and their children born 
subsequent to the date of transfer of sovereignty from Denmark to the 
United States, shall be citizens of the United States. 

Section 2 pro>ides for a special mode of naturalization for those who 
were absent from the islands and have received an honorable discharge 
from the military or naval forces of the United States. 

Section 3 provides for persons hereafter born in the Virgin Islands 
of the United States. The rule of citizenship already provided in the 
fourteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

Section 4 provides that the District Court of the United States for 
Porto Rico shall have jurisdiction for the naturalization of aliens rc·sid· 
ing in the Virgin Islands of the United States. 

The enactment of this legislation is an act of justice to these people. 
who will thus be given fresh courage for the larger problems crying for 
solution and renewed confidence in the great Nation of which they 
were glad to become a plN"t. 

PRINTING OF THE CONSTITUTION AND DECLARATION 01!' INDEPENDENCE 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 12) to provide for 
the printing of the Constitution of the United States, as 
amended to April 15, 1926, together with the Declaration of In­
dependence, as a Senate document was announced as next in 
order and was considered. 

The concurrent resolution had been reported from the Com­
mittee on Printing with amendments, on page 1, line 5, before 
the word "index," to insert the word "an"; after the word 
"index," to insert a comma and the words "in such form as 
may be directed by the Committee on Printing," so as to make 
the concurrent resolution read : 

Resolved~ etc., That the Constitution ot the United States as amended 
up to April 15, 1926, together with the Declaration of Independence, be 
printed as a Senate document, with an index in such form as may be 
directed by the Joint Committee on Printing, and that 3,500 addi­
tional copies be printed, of which 1,000 copies shall be for the use of 
the Senate and 2,500 copies for the use of the House of Representatives. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

LOvr.ER COLORADO RIVER BASIN 

The bill ( S. 3331) to provide for the protection and develoP­
ment of the lower Colorado Ri"\"er Basin was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. ASHURST. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

DETROIT MARINE HOSPITAL RESERVATION 

The bill ( S. 3738) to amend an act entitled "An act authoriz­
ing the Secretary of the Treasury to sell the United States 
marine hospital reservation and improvements thereon at De­
troit, 1\lich., and to acquire a suitable site in the same locality 
and to erect thereon a modern hospital for the treatment of 

the beneficiaries of the United States Public Health Service, 
and for other purposes," approved June 7, 192-! ·was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole and was read, a~ follows : 

Be . it enacted, eto., That the "Act authorizing the Secretary of the 
Treasury to sell the United States marine hospital reservation and 
improvements thereon at Detroit, M:ich., and to acquire a suitable site 
in the same locality, and to erect thereon a modern hospital for the 
treatment of the beneficiaries of the United States Public Health 
Service, and for other purposes," approved June 7, 1924, be amended 
to read ns follows : 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he hereby is, authorized 
and directed to transfer to the Department of Commerce for light­
house purposes that portion of the United States marine hospital reser­
vation at Detroit, Mich., together with the improvements thereon, de­
scribed as follows: Beginning ~t . the northwest corner of the present 
marine hospital reservation, on Jefferson Avenue, and running thence 
in a northeasterly directi9n along the southerly side of said Jefferson 
Avenue, 55 feet to a point; thence in a southeasterly direction 150 feet 
to a point ; thence southwesterly a distance of 55 feet to a point in 
the westerly boundary line of said marine hospital site; and thence 
with said westerly boundary line in a northwesterly direction a distance 
150 feet to the place of beginning. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is also authorized and directed 
to transfer from the Treasury Department to the Department of Com­
merce, for a Ughthouse depot, all of the unused portion of the United 
States post-office and courthouse property at Key West, Fla., now in 
use for lighthouse purposes. And the Secretary of the Treasury is fur­
ther authorized and directed, upon completion and occupancy of the 
new Federal building upon· the site heretofore acquired for the purpose 
at Key West, Fla., to transfer the old Federal building and site thereof 
to the Department of Commerce for the use of the Lighthouse Service, 
which site is described as follows : Commencing at the corner of the 
post-office site at the intersection of Front Street and the projection of 
the northerly line of Greene Street; running thence in a northerly 
direction with the west line of Front Street a distance of approximately 
101.5 feet to a point; thence in a northwesterly direction a distance of 
approximately 77 feet, to the corner of the Treasury Department iron 
fence between the said post-office site and the navy depot ; thence with 
a line of said iron fence in a southwesterly direction a distance of 
approximately 44 feet to the north wall of said post-office building; 
thence with the line of said north wall of the post-office building in a 
westerly directioa a distance of approximately 22 feet to the Treasury 
Department iron fence; thence in a northwesterly direction along the 
line of said fence, following a curve having a radius of approximately 
23.2 feet, a distance of approximately 24.2 feet to a point; thl!nce fol­
lowing the line of said iron fence in a westerly direction a djstance of 
approximately 17 feet to a point; thence along the line of said fence 
in a northwesterly direction a distance of approximately 5 feet to a 
point; thence along the line of said fence in a westerly direction a dis· 
tance of approximately 55 feet to a point; thence in a southerly direc­
tion following a line parallel with the west line of Front Street, a 
distance of 150 feet to a p8int; thence in an easterly direction follow· 
ing a line parallel to and approximately 15 feet distant from the north 
llne of the lighthouse blacksmith shop, a distance of 15 feet to a point; 
thence in a southerly direction along a line parallel with the west line 
of Front Street, a distance of approximately 95 feet to a point in the 
projection of the north line of Greene Street ; thence in a northeasterly 
direction along the said projected north line of Greene Street a dis­
tance of approximately 203 feet to the point of beginning. 

SEC. 3. That the Secretary of Commerce be, and he hereby is, au­
thorized and directed to transfer to the Treasury Department, in ex-

' change for the unused portion of the United States post office and 
courthouse property at Key West, Fla., and that portion of the marine 
hospital reservation at Detroit, Mich., hereinbefore referred to, for a 
new marine-hospital site, a tract of approximately 5lh acres at Wind­
mill Point, Detroit, 1\Iich., including submerged land, now being used 
for lighthouse purposes, reserving sites for nids to navigation and the 
necessary rights of way in such locations as the Commissioner of 
Lighthouses may select. 

SEc. 4. The proceeds derived !rom the sale of the remainder of the 
present United States marine hospital reservation at Detroit, Mich., is 
hereby made available for the construction of buildings on the so-called 
Windmill Point site when transferred as above provided. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

JUDICIAL DISTRICTS OF TENNESSEE 

The bill (H. R. 5006) to detach Hickman County from the 
Nashville division of the middle judicial district of the State of 
Tennessee and attach the same to the Columbia division of the 
middle judicial district of said State was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
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MEDAL IN MEMORY OF HENRY V". LONGFELLOW 

The bill (S. 4018) to ai1thorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to prepare a medal with appropriate emblerr.s and inscriptions 
commemorative of the poet Henry W. Longf~llow was consid­
ered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That a medal with appropriate devices, emblems, 
and inscriptions, commemorative of the poet Henry W. Longfellow, 
shall be prepared under the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury 
at the United States mint at Philadelphia. The medal herein author­
Ized shall be manufactured subject to the provisions of section 52 of the 
c"oinage act of 1873, from suitable models to be supplied by the Inter­
national Longfellow Society, and the medal so prepared shall be de­
livered at the Philadelphia Mint to a designated agent of the said 
International Longfellow Society in such numbers as they may require, 
not to exceed 500,000, upon payment of the total cost thereof. 

~he bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

:MIN!Il"ESOTA NATIO:'iAL FOREST 

The bill (B. R. 292) to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture 
to acquire and maintain dams in the 1\linnesota National Forest 
needed for the proper administration of the Government land 
and timber, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I would like to have some explanation of the 
bill. 

~Ir. SHIPSTEAD. 1\Ir. President, I will be very glad to 
make an explanation. The Government of the United States 
bought an island in Cass Lake, Minn., containing a large tract 
of fine timber. They bought altogether 10 sections. They have 
many hundred million feet of timber in a national forest there . 
in charge of the Forest Service. · 

The intention is to cut the timber as it matures but to cut i~ 
scientifically, and preserve the forest as a nation~l forest. 
· In order to transport that timber, as the water is low at 

certain stages when they want to float it, this dam is neces­
sary. Some years ago a private lumber company bad a dam 
at this place, but they have abandoned the dam. The dam 
is washing away and the Government can not transport its 
timber at the time of the year when it is necessary to trans· 
port it. The bill simply provides that they may construct a 
dam to raise the water for the purpose of transporting that 
timber. 

l\1r. KING. Did the Government of the United States go into 
the State of Minnesota and buy a large area of cut-over land? 
. 1\lr. SHIP STEAD .. No; they bought a large area of virgin 

tunber from the Indians and made a national forest out of it. 
Several hundred million feet of that timber is on an island in 
the lake. 

Mr. KING. This is for the purpose of making proper dis­
position of such timber as the Government may not require? 

· l\fr. SBIPSTEAD. Yes. The bill has the approval of the 
Department of the Interior. 

1\Ir. KING. I have no objection. 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 

the- Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which bad been re­
ported from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry with 
an amendment, on page 2, line 1, after the word " section " 
to strike out 11 1" and insert in lieu thereof 11 21" so as to 
make the bill read : ' 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of.. Agriculture is hereby au­
thorized to accept, on behalf of the United States, title to a dam and 
appurtenances thereto constructed and hitherto maintained under 
authority of law by the J. Neils Lumber Co. at the outlet of Cass 
Lake in the State of Minnesota, together with the right of way for 
the abutment of said dam on lot 2, section 21, township 146 north 
range 30 west, fifth principal meridian, and the flowage rights thereon' 
and to thereafter maintain or reconstruct said dam in good and serv: 
iceable condition : Provided, That when Lake Wlnibigoshish is at such 
a level as to hold Cass Lake at a level of 2.5 feet or more on the 
Cass Lake gauge enough of the dam shall be removed or kept open 
to pet·mit the passage of boats and logs. 

SEc. 2. That if the maintenance of the dam by the United States 
ns provided in section 1 hereof shall cause any lands in private owner­
ship to be submerged and damaged the Secretary of Agriculture may 
in his discretion, acquire title to said lands so submerged by purchas; 
under the provisions of section·s 7 and 8 of the act of March 1 1911 
(36 Stat. L. p. 961), or in lieu of such purchase may comp~nsate 
the owners of said submerged lands for all damages sustained by 
reason of said submergence upon proper showing o! proof that said 
damages are due exclusively to the maintenance of the dam as au­
thorized herein. 

SEc. 3. That to carry out the purposes of this act there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated, out o! any moneys in the Treasury not 
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otherwise appropriated, for expenditure during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1927, the sum of $5,000 and annual appropriations of like 
sums to carry out the purposes of thls act during ensuing years are 
hereby authorized. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 

be read a third time. ' 
The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

ALTUS (OKLA.) RESERVOffi 

. The bill (B. R. 9559) granting certain public lands to the 
city of Altus, ~kla., for reservoir and incidental purposes, was 
considered as rn Committee of the Whole. . 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to .a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FOREIGN FIELD SERVICE 

The bill (S. 3473) to promote the agriculture of the United 
States by expanding in the foreign field the service now ren­
dered by the United States Department of Agriculture in ac­
quiring and diffusing u eful information regarding agricul­
ture, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

COLUMBIA RIVER BRIDGE, OREGON 

The bill (S. 3804) granting the consent of Congress toW. D. 
Comer and Wesley Vandercook to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge across the Columbia River between Longview 
Wash., and Ranier, Oreg., was announced as next in order. ' 

1\Ir. McNARY. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

TOLLS OVER INTERSTATE BRIDGES 

The bill (S. 3889) to amend the interstate commerce act, as 
amended, in respect of tolls over certain interstate brid~es, 
was announced as next in order. 

1\lr. KING. Mr. President, there is a very important ques­
tion involved in connection with this bill, and I should like to 
have some explanation in regard to it. 

1\Ir. MAYFIELD. 1\!r. President, I will say that under the 
law--

Mr. KING. Does the Senator desire to have the bill taken up? 
Mr .. MAYFIELD. No; I will ask that it go over, without 

prejudice . 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, if the Senator would not 

object, ·I should like to move that the bill be referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. .A.s a matter of fact, it establishes 
quite a new principle in connection with toll bridge~, and places 
under the Interstate Commerce Commission the regulation of 
such bridges. 

Mr. MAYFIELD. I hope the Senator will not make that 
motion. I intend to prepare an amendment to the bill similar 
to that presented by the Senator from New York [1\Ir. WADS­
WORTH] to a bill which was passed this evening, making this 
a local bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under objection, the bill 
will be passed over. 

NECHES RIVER DAM, TEXAS 

The bill (S. 3768) granting the consent for the construction 
of dam or dams in Neches River, Tex., was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. · 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I offer an amendment, which I send to the 
desk. · 

The PRESIDE!\"'T pro tempore. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The amendment was to strike out all after the enacting 
clause, and in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to the Neches Canal 
Co., Beaumont Irrigating Co., the city of Beaumont, Tex., and the 
city of Port Arthur, Tex., or any two or more of them jointly, to 
construct a dam or dams across the Neches River at points suitable 
to the interests of navigation above the city of Beaumont, Tex.: 
Pro-vided, That the work on such dams shall not be commenced until 
the plans therefor have been filed with and approved by the Sec­
retary of War and the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army. 

SEC. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repe~ this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. . 

Mr. KING. Is that work to be conducted by the Govern­
ment? Does it involve any Government expense? 

1\Ir. SHEPPARD. It involves no expense to the Govern­
plent. It authorizes l~cal interests to construct a dam or 
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dams in the Neches River to protect the water supply of ille 
cities of Port Arthur and Beaumont, Tex. 

1\Ir. LENROOT. Is there any power involved? 
:Mr. SHEPPARD. There is not. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree­

ing to the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. · 
The title was amended so as to read: "A bill granting 

the consent of Congress for the construction of a dam or dams 
in Neches River, Tex." 

RUSSIAN RAILWAY SERVICE CO"RPS 

The bill (S. 1921) to give military status and discharges to 
the members of the Russian Railway Service Corps, · organized 
by the \Var Department under authority of the President of the 
United States for service during the war with Germany, was 
con. ·ide red as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Military 
Affairs with an amendment, on page 2, line 4, to strike out the 
words " article 4 of the war risk insurance act " and insert in 
lieu thereof "Title III of the World War veterans' act, 1924," 
so as to make the bill read : 

Be it enacted etc., That the officers appointed by the President, and 
who served honorably during the war with Germany on and after 
April 6, 1917, in the Russian Railway Service Corps, organized by the 
War Department under authority of the President of the United States, 
shall have as to such service the status of commissioned officers in the 
military forces of the United Stat('S with rank corresponding to that 
designated in the President's appointment, and shall receive a full and 
honorable discharge from the military service of the United States, and 
shall be entitled to make application for insurance under Title III of 
the World War veterans' act, 192.4, if such application is made within 
120 days fl'om the approval of this act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
.Mr. KIKG. I woufd like to ask the Senator to make an 

explanation, and in the e-xplanation state the number who 
would be affected by the bill, the probable cost to the Govern· 
ment, and,. generally, the purpose of the bill. 

l\Ir. LENROOT. Mr. President, I am sorry that I can not 
state the number involved. I do not now recollect. But a 
similar bill has passed the Senate three· times. At the last 
session it passed the Senate and was favorably reported by 
the Military Affairs Committee of the House. 

The situation is that during the war, the War Department 
organized what was known a the Russian Railway Service 
Corps. Officers were appointed by the President of the United 
States, and given commissions. They performed as hazardous 
a service as anyone engaged in the war, but they were with­
out a legal military status_ They did not receive honorable 
discharges, and the only purpose of this bill is to enable them 
to receive honorable discharges, and to apply for- insurance 
under the insurance act 

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

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

DISBURSIJ\G OFFICERS OF THE ARMY, NAVY, AND MARINE CORPS 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I would like to have the question 
which I asked the Senator from New York, and which was sotto 
voce on my part and probably on his part, go in the REcoRD 
in connection with the bill. I asli:ed the Senator from New 
York whether the bill to which the Senator from Wisconsin 
then referred gave retirement privileges. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, not at all. It does n.ot make them 
officers of the Army in that respect. 

Mr. KING. There is no pensionable status or anything of 
that nature? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; it puts these men on the same 
status as emergency officers who served in the World War in 
the Army proper. These men served in a military status in 
Siberia under orders from American Army officers. They were 
recruited by our State Department after consultation with the 
old Russian Government They were requested to go over there 
and run their railroads. These men came in violent contact 
with very difficult. conditions, Bolshevik uprisings, the rescue 
of the Cze~J:loslovakian armies, bringing them back to Vladi­
vostok, and serving with the Allies. They did not hold a mili­
tary status under the laws governing the Army of the United 
Stat2s; that is all. 

.Mr. KING. I thank the Senator. 

The bill ( S. 14.85) to authorize disbursing officers of the 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps to designate deputies was con­
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Military 
Affairs with an amendment, on page 2, line 4, after the word 
"deputy," to insert a colon and the words "P1·ovided That 
every deputy so designated for a disbursing officer ~ho is 
bonded shall, if not already under bond, give bond as required 
by tl1e head of the department concerned," so as to make the 
bill read: · 

Be U enacted, etc., That when, in the opinion of the Secretary ot 
War or the Secretary of the Navy, the exigencies of the service so 
r~quire, disbursing offic.e:rs of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps may, 
with the approval of the head of their executive d~partment and the 
consent of their surety or sureties, if any, designate deputies for the 
purpose of having them make disbursements as their agents, sign 
checks drawn against their disbursing accounts with the Treasurer of 
the United States, and disclla.rge all other duties required according 
to law or regulation to be performed by such disbursing officers, and 
the agent officer shall be subject, for his official misconduct, to all 
liabilities and penalties- prescribed by law in like cases for the officer 
for whom he acts as deputy: Provided, That every deputy so de ig­
nated tor a di.sbursing o.fficer who is bonded shall, if not already under 
bond, give bond as required by the head of the department concerned. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third readingr 

read the third time, and passed. 

UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY 

The bill (S. 2039) to establish a department of economics, 
government, and history a.t the United States lllilitary Academy 
at West Point, N. Y., and to amend chapter 174 of the act of 
Congress of April 19, 1910, entitled "An act making a:m>ropria­
tions for the £iupport of the Military Academy for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1911, and for other purpo es," was an­
nounced a.s next in order . 

Mr. WADSWORTH. l\Ir. President, the House of Repre­
sentatives has passed a bill identical with this one, the bill 
(H. R. 4547) bearing the same title as the Senate bill. It is 
on the Senate Calendar later on. I ask unanimous consent tlhat 
the Senate proceed to- consider the House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BINGHAM in the chair). 
Is there objection to the request of the Senator from New York 
that the House bill be substituted for the Senate bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 4547) to establish 
a department of economics, government, and history at the 
United States Military Academy, at West Point, N. Y., and to 
amend chapter 174 of the act of Congress of April 19, HllO, en­
titled "An act making appropriations for the support of the 
Military Academy for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1911, and 
for other purposes." 

Mr. KING. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator explain the bi:U.? 
M.r. WADSWORTH. There will be no additional cost for 

two or three years until we reach the Army appropriation bill 
that carries the item for the purchase of textbooks for the use 
of the department of economics, government, and history at 
West Point. When the curriculum at West Point was changed 
and restored to four years, that department was establi hed 
by regulation and a professor was assigned to it. However, so 
strict is the Congress with respect to the curriculum at West 
Point that every department there must be solemnly author­
ized by act of Congress. The course bas never yet been au­
thorized by suitable legislation for the teaching of economics, 
history, and government. The bill is to make that profe. sor's 
job a legal job. 

:;\fr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend­
ment to the bill to be added as a new section. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place in the bill insert the 
following: 

That the number of cadets now authorized by law at the United 
States Military Academy, and the number of midshipmen now author­
ized by law at the United States Naval .Academy, are each hereby 
increased by 40 fcom the United States at large, to be o.ppointed by 
the President from among the sons of officers, soldiers, sailors, and 
marines of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps of the United States 
who were killed in action or died prior to July 2, 1921, of wounds or 
injuries received, or disease contracted in line of duty during th~ 

Warld _war.. 
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Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the amendment provides that 

the President may name 10 cadets to the Naval Academy and 
10 cadets to the Military Academy each year for four years 
from among the sons of men who were killed in action or who 
died from wounds during the World War. The Superintendent 
of the Military Academy reports that he can take care of these 
boys without any additional expense except for food and cloth­
ing, and the same is true at the Naval Academy. The Army 
e-rery year requires more new second lieutenants than are 
graduated from the Military Academy. The Navy and l\larine 
Corps ha"te need of more than this number of additional 
cadets. The amendment simply gi"tes to the sons of men who 
were killed this additional opportunity. We do less ~or the 
boy whose father was killed than we do for the man who was 
not injured in any way. This amendment allows the President 
to make these appointments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair would ask whether 
the amendment as proposed is similar to Order of Business 794, 
Senate bill 3712? 

Mr. HARRIS. It is; and the Committee on Military Affairs 
unanimously recommended it. 

l\1r. WADSWORTH. That is true. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection Senate bill 

3712, calendar No. 794, will be indefinitely postponed. 

AME..~DYE..~T OF NATIO~AL DEFENSE ACT 

The bill ( S. 2912) to further amend section 125 of the 
national defense act of June 3, 1!n6, as amended, was con­
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. The bill had been 
reported from the Committee on Military Affairs with an 
amendment on page 1, line 12, to strike out the period and 
quotation marks and insert in lieu thereof a colon and quota­
tion marks, so as to make the bill read : 

Be it C1Wctecl, etc., That section 125 of the national defense act of 
June 3, 1916, as amended, be, and the same is hereby, further amended 
so that the firet proviso contained in the second paragraph of that 
section will read as follows: 

"Pt'O'L'idca, That hereafter upon the discharge or furlough to the 
Reserv-e of an enlisted man all uniform outer clothing then in his 
possession, except such articles _as he may be permitted to wear from 
the place of termination of his active service to his home as author­
ized by this section, will be retained for military use:" 

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

amendment' was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and passed. 
WASHINGTON-ALASKA MILITARY CABLE AND TELEGRAPH SYSTEM 

The bill (S. 3080) to authorize the payment of expenses of 
the Washington-Alaska military cable and telegraph system 
out of receipts of such system as an operating expense was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter such amount of money as may be 
authorized by the Secretary of War may be withheld temporarily 
from the receipts of the Washington-Alaska military cable and tele­
graph system by the auditor of said system as a working balance from 
which to make payments of money transfers from and to Alaska and 
between points within Alaska, to be accounted for accordingly; and the 
expenses of procuring necessary official bonds, as determined by the 
Secretary of War, of enlisted men employed in connection with such 
money transfers, shall be paid out of the receipts of such system as 
an operating expense. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

STANDARDS FOR HAMPERS, ETC. 

The bill ( S. 3926) to fix standards for hampers, round-stave 
baskets, and splint baskets for n·uits and vegetables, and for 
other purposes, was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the standard hampers and round-stave 
baskets for fruits and vegetables shall be of the following capacities : 
One-eighth bushel, one-fourth bushel, one-halt bushel, three-fourths 
bushel. 1 bushel, 1% bushels, and 2 bushels, which, respectively, shall 
be of the cubic content set forth in this section. For the purposes of 
this act a bushel, standard dry measure, has a capacity of 2,150.42 
cubic inches. 

(a) The standard one-eighth-bushel hamper o.r , round-stave basket 
shall contain 268.8 cubic inches. 

(b) The standard one-fourth-bushel hamper or round-stave basket 
shall contain 537.6 cubic inches. 

(c) The standard one-half-bushel hamper or round-stave basket shall 
contain 1,075.21 cubic inches. 

(d) The standard three-fourths-bushel hamper or round-stave basket 
shall contain 1,612.8 cubic inches. 

(ef The standard 1-bushel hamper or round-stave basket shall con­
tain 2,150.42 cubic inches. 

(f) The standard 1¥.!-bushel hamper or round-stave basket shall con­
tain 3,225.63 cubic inches. 

(g) The standard 2-bushel hamper or round-stave basket shall con­
tain 4,300.84 cubic inches. 

SEc. 2. That the standard splint baskets for fruits and vegetables 
shall be the 4-quart basket, 8-quart basket, 12-quart basket, 16-quart 
basket, 24-quart basket, and 32-quart basket, standard dry measure. 
For the purposes of tbis act a quart standard dry measure has a 
capacity of 67.2 cubic inches. 

(a) '!'he 4-quart splint basket shall contain 268.8 cubic inches. 
(b) .rbe 8-qua.rt splint basket shall contain 537.6 cubic inches. 
(c) The 12-quart splint basket shall contain 806.4 cubic inches. 
(d) The 16-quart splint basket shall contain 1,075.21 cubic inches. 
(e) The 24-quart splint basket shall contain 1,612.8 cubic inches. 
(f) The 32-quart splint basket shall contain 2,150.42 cubic inches. 
SEC. 3. That the Secretary of Agriculture shall in his regulations 

under this act prescribe such tolerances as he may find necessary to 
allow in the capacities for bumpers, round stave baskets, and splint 
baskets set forth in sections 1 and 2 of this act in order to provide 
for reasonable variations occurring in the course of manufacturing and 
handling. If a co>er be used upon any hamper or basket mentioned 
in this act, it shall be securely fastened or attached in such a manner, 
subject to the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture, as not to 
reduce the capacity of such hamper or basket below that prescribed 
therefor. 

SEC. 4. That no manufacturer shall manufacture hampers, round 
stave baskets, or splint baskets for fruits and vegetables unless the 
dimension specifications for such hampers, round stave baskets, or 
splint baskets shall have been submitted to and approved by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, who is hereby directed to approve such 
specifications if Ile finds that hampers, round stave baskets, or splint 
baskets for fruits and vegetables made in accordance therewith would 
not be deceptive in appearance and would comply with the provisions 
of sections 1 and 2 of this act. 

SEc. 5. That it shall be unlawful to manufacture for sale or ship­
ment, to offer for sale, to sell, to offer for shipment, to ship, or to 
import or cause to be imported into the continental United States, 
hampers, round stave baskets, or splint baskets for fruits or vegetables, 
either filled or unfilled, or parts o! such hampers, round stave baskets, 
or splint baskets that do not comply with this act: Pravidea, That 
this act shall not apply to Climax baskets, berry boxes, and till baskets 
which comply with the provisions of the act approved August 31, 1916, 
entitled " An act to fix standards for Clima.x baskets for grapes and 
other fruits and vegetables, and to tix standards for basketes and other 
containers for small fruits, berries, and vegetables, and for other pur­
poses" (39 U. S. Stat. L. p. 673), and the regulations thereunder. 
Any individual, partnet·sbip, association, or corporation that willfully 
violates this section shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine not exceeding $500 : 
Provided further, That no person shall be prosecuted under the provi­
sion of this act when he can establish a guaranty signed by the man­
ufacturer, 'wholesaler, shipper, or other party residing within the 
United States from whom the hampers, ro.und stave baskets, or splint 
baskets, as defined in this act, were purchased, to the effect that said 
hampers, round stave baskets, or splint baskets are correct, within 
the meaning of this act. Said guaranty, to afford protection, shall 
contain the name and address of the party or parties making the 
sale of the hampers, round stave baskets, or splint baskets to such 
person, and in such case such party or parties making such sale shall 
be amenable to the prosecution, fines, and other penalties which would 
attach in due course under the provisions of this ad to the person 
who made the purchase. 

SEc. 6. That any hamper, round stave baskets, or splint basket for 
fruits or vegetables, whether filled or unfilled, or parts of such hampers, 
round stave baskets, or splint baskets not complying with this act, 
which shall be manufactured for sale or shipment, offered for sale, sold, 
shipped, or imported, may be proceeded against in any district court 
of the United States within the district where the same shall be found 
and may be seized for confiscation by a process of libel for condemna­
tion. Upon request the person entitled shall be permitted to retain or 
take possession of the contents of such hampers or baskets, but in the 
absence of such request, or when the perishable nature of such contents 
makes such action immediately necessary the same shall be disposed of 
by destruction or sale, as the court or a judge thereof may direct. If 
such hampers, round stave baskets, splint baskets, or parts thereof be 
found in such proceeding to be contrary to this act, the same shall be 
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disposed of by destruction, except that the court may by order direct 
that such hampers, baskets, or parts thereof be returned to the owner 
thereof or sold upon the payment of the costs of such proceeding and 
the execution and delivery of a good and sufficient bond to the effect 
that such hampers, baskets, or paJ.'tS thereof shall not be sold or used 
contrary to law. The proceeds of any sale under this section, less legal 
costs and charges, shall be paid over to the per on entitled thereto. 

· The proceedings in such seizure cases shall conform as near as may be 
to tbe proceedings in admiralty, e.\:cept that either party may demand 
trial by jury of any issue of fact joined in such cases, and all such 
proceedings shall be at the suit and in the name of the United States. 

SEc. 7. That this act shall not prohibit the manufacture for sale 
or shipment, offer for sale, sale, or shipment of hampers, round stave 
baskets, splint ba kets, or parts thereof, to any foreign country in 
accordance with the specifications of a foreign consignee or cu tomer 
not contrary to the law of such foreign country; nor shall this act 
prevent the manufacture or use of banana hampers of the shape and 
character now in commercial use as shipping containers for bananas. 

SEC. 8. That it shall be the duty of each United States district 
attorney to whom satisfactory evidence of any violation of this act 
is pre ented to cause appropriate proceedings to be commenced and 
prosecuted in the proper courts of the United States in his district 
for the enforcement of the provisions of this act. 

SEC. 9. That the Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe such regu­
lations as he may find nece sary for carrying into effect the provi­
sions of this act, and shall cause such examinations and tests to be 
made as may be necessary in order to determine whether hampers, 
round stave baskets, and split baskets, or parts thereof, subject to this 
act, meet its requirements, and may take samples of such hampers, 
baskets, or parts thereof, the cost of which samples, upon request, 
shall be paid to the person entitled. 

SEC. 10. That for carrying out the purposes of this act the Secre­
tary of Agriculture is authorized to cooperate with State, county, and 
municipal authorities, manufacturers, dealers, and shippers, to employ 
such persons and means, and to pay such expenses, including rent, 
printing publications, and the purchase of supplie and equipment in 
the Disb·Lct of Columbia and elsewhere, as he shall find to be neces­
sary, and there are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwLe appropriated, such sums as may 
be necessary for such purposes. 

SEc. 11. That sections 5 and 6 of this act shall become effective at 
but not before the expiration of one year following the 1st day of 
November next succeeding the pa sage of this act. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARIA MA YKOVICA 

The bill ( S. 2525) for the relief of Maria l\laykovica was 
considered as in Committee of the 'Vhole. The bill bad been 
reported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, 
on page 1, line 6. to strike out " $10,000 " and to insert in lieu 
thereof "$5,000," o a to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Trea ury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas­
ury of the United States not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$5,000 to compensate Maria Maykovica, a widow without childr€n, for 
permanent bodily injuries received and sustained by her on the evening 
of September 23, 1923, when she was struck by an Army truck as she 
was crossing Barrack Road, about two blocks south of Mannon's Park, 
St. Louis County, Mo. The injuries sustained included compo.und frac­
ture of the right leg, entire left arm lacerated, breaking of several 
ribs, etc., and wa caused by negligence of United States soldiers driv­
ing the Army truck. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and pa sed. 
JOHN W. KING 

The bill (H. R. 1731) for the relief of John W. King was con­
sidered as in Committee of the Whole and wa read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, eta., That the Secr·etary of the Treasury be, and he is 
bereby, authorized and directed to issue to John W. King, of Avery, 
Tex., one permanent United States coupon bond in the denomination of 
$1,000 of the third Liberty loan 41,4 per cent bonds of 1928, with cou­
pon due September 15, 1920, and coupons to maturity attached thereto, 
in lieu of a temporary coupon bond (number unknown) of tbe same 
loan in the denomination of $1,000 with three coupons attached. de­
stroyed by fire, chaned fragments of which have been pre..,ented to the 
Treasury Department, and to pay interest at the rate of 41,4 per cent 
per annum from September 15, 1918, to March 15, 1920, in the amount 
of $63.75, representing the coupons attached to the temporary bond 
when destroyed: Provided~ That the said bond shall not have been 

previously presented or ascertained to be in existence, and that no pay­
ment shall be made hereunder for any coupons which sha11 have been 
previou ly presented and paid : And provided further, That the said 
J ohn W. King shall file in the Treasury Department a bond in the penal 
sum of double the amount of the bond, and the interest which would 
accrue thereon until the principal becomes due and payable in such 
form and with such securities as may be acceptable to the Secretary of 
the Treasury, to indemnify and save harmless the United State from 
any loss on account of the destroyed bond hereinbefore de cribed or the 
coupons belonging thereto. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HEIRS OF LOUIS F. MEISSNER 

The bill (H. R. 1897) for the relief of the heirs of the late 
Louis F. Meissner was considered as in Committee of the Whole 
and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted~ etc._. That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to redeem, in favor of Charles _.\... Mei s­
ner, Cecilie J. Wenzel, and Loujs F. Meis ner, jr., sole heirs of Louis F. 
Meissner, deceased, United States coupon bonds Nos. 76978, 7t.i979, 
76980, and 76981, in the. denomination of $100 each, of the 4 per cent 
funded loan of 1907, with interest thereon at tbe rate of 4 per cent 
from October 1, 1906, to July 2, 1907, the date of the maturity of the 
bonds, without presentation of said bonds or the coupons representing 
_interest thereon from October 1, 1906, to July 2, 1007, which are 
alleged to have been stolen : Provided, That the said bonds shall not 
have been preYionsly presented for payment, and that no payment shall 
be made hereunder for any coupons which shall have been prevkusly 
presented and paid : Provided fut·ther, That the said Charles A. Meiss­
ner, Cecilie J. Wenzel, and Louis F. Meissner, jr., hall first file in the 
Treasury Department a bond in tlte penal sum of double the amount of 
the bonds and the interest which had accrued thereon when the prin­
cipal becaJDe due and paya.ble, in such form and with such surety or 
sureties as may be acceptable to the Secretary of the Treasury, to ln­
demnify and save harmless the United States from any lo · on account 
of the bonds hereinbefore described or the coupons belonging theret(\. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM D. M'KEEFREY 

The bill (H. R. 2011) for the relief of William D. McKeefrey 
was considered· as in Committee of the Whole and was read, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the •rreasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to redeem in favor of William D. 
McKeefrey, of Leetonia, Ohio, United States coupon bonds N~s. 
39675, 39676, and 39677, in the denomination of $100 each, of the 
3 per cent loan of 1908-1918, with interest from date of is ue to 
August 1, 1918, the date of maturity, at the rate of 3 per cent per 
annum, without presentation of the said bonds or the coupons rep­
resenting interest thereon from the date of issue to the date of 
maturity thereof, the bonds, with all coupons attached, having been 
lost or destroyed: Pro'l:idecl, That the said bonds shall not have been 
previously presented for payment, and that no payment shall he 
made hereunder for any coupons which shall have been previously 
presented and paid: And p1·ot·ided further, That the said William D. 
McKeefrey shall first file in the Treasury Department a bond in the 
penal sum of double the aJDount of the bonds and the 
interest payable thereon, in such form and with such surety or 
sureties as may be acceptable to the Secretary of the Treasury to 
indemnify and save barmle · the United States from any loss on 
account of the lost or destroyed bonds hereinbefore described or the 
coupons belonging thereto. 

'The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ESTATE OF CHARLES M. UNDERWOOD 

The bill (H. R. 2680) for the relief of the estate of Charles 
1\l. Underwood was considered as in Committee of the Whole 
and was read, as follows : 

Be U enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to redeem in favor of the estate 
of Charles M. Underwood, deceased, United States r egistered bonds 
Nos. 10101, 10102, 10103, and 10104, in the denomination of $20 
eacb, and bond No. 20080 in the denomination of $100, inscribed 
"Su ie E. Haswell," and bond No. 14095, in the denomination 
of $500, inscribed " James H. Jenks, jr.," all of the 3 per cent loan 
of 1908-1918, without presentation of the bonds, said bonds having 
been stolen after having been assigned in blank by the registered 
payees, and said registered payees having been reimbur ed for the 
bonds by Charles M. Underwood, now decea ed : Prorided, That the 
said bonds shall not previously have been presented to the 'l.'t·easury 
Department onder such circumstances as would neces. itate their re­
demption in favor of the person, firm, or bank presenting them: Pro-
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1:·ided f·urther, That the estate of Charles M. Underwood shall first 
file in the Treasury Department a bond in the penal sum of the prin­
cipal of said bonds, in such form and with such surety or sureties 
as may be acceptable to the Secretary of the Treasury, to indemnify 
and save harmless the United States from any loss on account of 
the bonds herein described. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GRAZING LANDS IN .ALASKA 

The bill ( S. 3963) to provide for the protection, development, 
and utilization of the public lands in Alaska by establishing an 
adequate system for grazing livestock thereon was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
- from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD] whether a bill of this importance, 

affecting all the public lands of Alaska, ought to be taken up 
under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. STA~"FIELD. I think it should. The bill bas the ap­
proval of the Secretary of the Interior and the Interior Depart­
ment, and the Secretary of Agriculture. There is an acute 
situation existing in Alaska, one that affects the entire future 
of Alaska. There is no regulation of grazing there. The na­
tives, being engaged largely in the reindeer business-unless the 
department is given power to direct their operations-overlap 
in the conservation of their winter forage and summer forage, 
and the reindeer eat the winter forage during the summer 
time. There is apt to be a great loss occur to the herds of rein­
deer. It is a measure that will afford stability to the grazing 
of livestock there, including reindeer and dome tic animals 
such as cattle, sheep, and so forth, in Ala ka Territory. 

Mr. KING. The Senator has been conducting during the 
past year an extensive inYestigation into the Forest Service 
and grazing regulations. He bas criticized, and I think justly, 
many of the oppressive regulations that have been imposed 
by the Forest Service. Does the Senator think that the bill 
which he is now recommending will not be subject to the same 
abuses as the existing law and that the people of Alaska will 
be freer from oppression than are the people of Oregon and the 
other public-land States? 

l\Ir. STANFIELD. It is not comparable with the situation 
in the States so far as regulation of grazing in the Forest 
Service is concerned. I would like to advise the Senator from 
Utah that, as a result of the investigation carried on by the 
Public Lands Committee during the past summer, it has been 
possible for the grazing interests of the country to get together 
and work out a satisfactory situation. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection if the committee is unani­
mously in favor of the bill. 

Mr. FESS. Is not this the grazing bill which has been 
under discussion in the committee lately? 

Mr. · STANFIELD. This is not the grazing bill. I would 
like to inform the Senator from Ohio at the same time that 
the opposition to the grazing bill probably grew out of opposi-

. tion in the Forest Service. That opposition has been with­
drawn to the grazing bill to which he refers; and whereas the 
Forest Service formerly opposed the grazing bill, they are now 
recommending passage of the bill, and the Secretary of Agri­
culture bas also recommended it 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will permit 
the bill to go over without prejudice. The Senator will recall 
that I spoke to him about it on another occasion. I really 
think the bill should have gone to the Committee on Terri­
tories and Insular Possessions. At any rate, some of us are 
very greatly interested in the matter, and it relates entirely to 
Alaska, as I understand it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I demand the regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is de­
manded. The bill will go over unde·r objection. 

B~~JAMITN ~ J. FUNNEMARK 

The bill (H. R. 3025) granting a patent to certain lands to 
Benjamin A. J. Funnemark was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized and directed to issue a patent to Benjamin A. J. Funne­
mark for 490 acres of land of a character available for entry under 
the stock raising homestead law, the said grant being 1n lleu of 
an equal area of land of like character upon which the said claimant 
was erroneously permitted to enter; the land erroneously entered 
being within the Walla Walla., Wash., now Spokane, land district, 
and more particularly described as follows : Lots 3 and 4, section 18, 
lots 1, 2, 8, and 4, section 19, township 11 north, range 4~ east, 
Willamette meridian, and east half southeast quarter, northwest 
quarter, southeast quarter, section 13, eas~ half . northeast quarter,_ 

northeast quarter • southeast quarter, southwest quarter northeast 
quarter, section 24, township 11 north, range 44 east, Willamette 
meridian. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BOYLE COMMISSION CO., IDAHO 
The b111 (H. R. 4681) providing for the issuance of patent 

to the Boyle Commission Co. for block No. 223, town site of 
Heyburn, Idaho, was considered as in Committee of the Whole 
and was read, as follows : ' 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby au­
thorized and directed to issue a patent under the act of April 16, 1906 
(34 Stat. p. 116), and the act of June 27, 1906 (34 Stat. p. 519), to 
the Boyle Commission Co. for block No. 223, town site of Heyburn, 
Idaho, without requiring any further payments on account of the pur­
chase price fixed for said land: Pro'r:ided, That, except for the -reduc­
tion thus made in the purchase price, the issuance of patent shall be 
subject to all the conditions and limitations of the aforesaid acts of 
April 16, 1906, and June 27, 1906. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE K. HUGHES 

The bill (H. R. 5673) authorizing the Secretary of the In­
terior to issue letters patent to George K. Hughes was consid­
ered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, eto., That upon the payment therefor at the rate of 
$1.25 per acre, the Secretary of the Interior · be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to issue letters patent to George K. Hughes, 
Qf Monticello, White County, Ind., for the following-described lands, to 
wit : Lot 1, section 28, township 28 north, range 3 west, second prin­
cipal meridian, Indiana, 3.43 acres. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or· 
dered to a third reading, read the thirg time, and passed. 

FORT HALL INDIAN RESERVATION 

The bill (H. R. 5710) extending the provisions of section 
2455 of the United States Revised Statutes to ceded lands of 
the Fort Hall Indian Reservation was considered as in Com­
mittee of the Whole and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, eto., That the provisions of section 2455, United 
States Revised Statutes, as amended by the act of June 27, 1906 (34 
Stat. L. p. 517), and by the act of March 28, 1912 (37 Stat. L. p. 
77), are made applicable to the ceded lands on the former Fort Hall 
Indian Reservation: Provided, That no land shall be sold at less than 
the price fixed by the law opening the lands to homestead entry. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ADMINISTRATION OF OATHS BY LAND-OFFICE REGISTERS 

The b111 (H. R. 6239) to authorize acting registers of United 
States land offices to administer oaths at any time in public­
land matters was considered as in Committee of the Whole and 
was read as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That a qualified employee of the Department Qf 
the Interior who has been designated to act as register of any United 
States land office pursuant to the provisions of the act of October 28, 
1921, "An act for the consolidation of the offices of register and re­
ceiver in certain cases, and for other purposes" ( 42 Stat. L. p. 208), 
may at all times administer any oath required by law or the instruc­
tions of the General Land Office in connection with the entry or pur­
chase of any tract of public land, but he shall not charge or receive, 
directly or indirectly, any compensation for administering such oath. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM SMITH 

The bill (S. 586) for the relief of William .Smith was an­
nounced as next in order. 

l\1r. McNARY. Mr. President, there has been an adverse 
report on the bill. The chairman of the Committee on Military 
Affairs [1\ir. WADSWORTH] spoke to me a moment ago before he 
retired from the Chamber and asked me to move that the bill 
be indefinitely postponed, and I make that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
RICHARD B. BAKER, JR. 

The bill (S. 3350) authorizing the President to appoint Rich­
ard R. Baker, jr., to the position and rank of first lieutenant in 
the United States Army and immediately retire him with the 
rank nnd pay held by him at the time of his discharge was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. BRUCE. There is an adverse report in the case, and I 
move that the bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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MAKINO THE UNITED STATES A PARTY DEFENDANT 

'l'he bill ( S. 3630) to permit the United States to be m11d~ a 
party defendant in certain cases was considered as in Com­
mittee of the Whole and was read as follows : 

Be it enacted, eto., That whenever, under any law of the United 
States, a lien shall be created and made a matter of record in pur-
uance of the provision of section 3186 of the Revis~d Statutes of 

the United States, or otherwise, upon or aguinst any property, real 
or personal, against which any prior lien or incumbrance shall exist 
in favor of any person, firm, or corporation, and the person, firm, or 
corporation holding such prior lien or incumbrance shall desire to :fore­
do e the same, the United States may be made a party defendant to 
any suit or proceeding which may be instituted by the holder of such 
prior lien <>r incumbrance: Prodded, however, That the United States 
.hall not be made a party to any suit or proceeding in any court o! 
any State, but exclusive jm·isdiction of all suits and proceedings which 
shall be instituted under this act is hereby vested in the district courts 
of the l:nited States ; and such snits or proceedings shall be insti­
tuted in the United State district court for the district in which the 
property subject to such lien shall be situated. 

SEc. 2. That in all suits or proceedings which may be instituted 
under this act the process of the court shall be served upon the United 
States district attorney for the district in which the same shall be 
pending. 

SEC. 3. That no judgment for costs shall be rendered against the 
United States in any uit or proceeding which may be institu~d under 
the provisions of this act, nor shall the United States be or become 
liable for the payment of the costs of any such suit or proceeding or any 
part thereof. 

SEC. 4. That whenever in any suCh suit or proceeding an order or 
decree of sale shall be e-ntered, i! it be found by the court that a lien 
exists in favor of the United States and that such lien of the United 
States is subordinate to any lien .existing in favor of any person, firm, 
or corporation, such order or decree shall provid·e that no sale of the 
property subject to such lien shall take place until after the expiration 
of at least 90 days from the date of the entry of such order : Provided, 
howc·ve1·, That if Congres sball not be and continue in session for the 
period of 90 days after the entry of such order or decree, the judge 
of said court shall have power, on motion <>f the United States district 
attorney, to enter a supplemental order in ~ueh suit or proceeding, 
either in term time or vacation, staying such sale until after the expi­
ration of 90 days from the date when Congress shall assemble at i~ 
IJext session. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

FEES OF DISTRICT COUBT CLERKS 

The bill ( S. ·3444) to amend the act of February 11, ln25, 
entitled "An act to provide fee to be charged by clerk~ of the 
di trict court of the United States " was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. BRATTON. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

PORTER BROS. & BIFFLE AND OTHERS 

The bill ( S. 4030) for the relief of Porter Bros. & Biffie and 
others was announced a next in order. 

Mr. KING. Over. 
Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, will the Senator from Utah 

withhold his objection for a moment? 
Mr. KING. Yes. 
Mr. HARRELD. The bill (S. 4030) for the relief of Porter 

Bros. & Biffie and others proposes to authorize certain persons 
to go into the United States Court of Claims and to enter a 
suit for damages growing out of the result of dipping a lot of 
cattle. There have been one or two other such cases already 
provided for. 

Mr. KING. If the Senator will pardon me, I think he is 
inaccurate in stating that this bill propo es to authorize the 
maintenance of a suit in the Court of Claims. It proposes to 
authorize the bringing of -a suit in the District Court of 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. HARRELD. That is correct. 
Mr. KING. And I shall object. I shall, of course, be glad to 

get the Senator's explanation; but that question is being con­
sidered, and I hope will be considered fully, as to whether we 
shall adopt the policy of permitting the United States to be 
sued 1n all parts of the United States for ·torts, breaches of 
contract, and so forth.. Until the committee now considering 
the matter shall report, I have felt constrained to object to 
measures transferring such cases to the district courts. 

Mr~ HA.RRELD. Tbe Senators objection, then, goes to the 
direction of bringing suits in the district court? 

Mr. KING. Yes. If the Senator desires to amend the bill 
and have the case go to the Court of Claims, I shall not object, 
l>ut I shall object and do object to the bill in its present form. 

1\Ir. HARRELD. The next two bills on the calendar cover 
the same kind of claims; they involve the same kind of suits 
and they are the same kind of bills. 

Mr. KING. I shall object to the others as I have objected 
to this. 

'l'he PRESIDEl\"T pro tempore. The bill will go over. 
Mr. l\IAYFIELD. I ask the Senator from Utah to withhold 

his objection for just a moment. The three bills to which the 
Senat9i' from Oklahoma refers are the next pending bills. 
We had a bill this morning just exactly along the same lines 
as these bills. It was a precisely similar bilL 

Mr. KING. I hope that the Senator--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands the 

Senator from Utah to maintain his objection and the bill will go 
over. The clerk will report the next bill on the .calendar. 

Mr. KING. I pe1·sist in my objection. This morning I was 
seduced from the path of duty by the importunity of another 
Senator, because he said that a similar bill had passed several 
times, and out of consideration for that representation I 
yielded. 

Mr. MAYFIELD. If the Senator from Utah will jut allow 
himself to be seduced this time, we shall not ask him to be 
seduced any more? 

Mr. KING. No; I will not. 
-The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order will be 

proceeded with. The clerk will state the next bill on the 
calendar. 

BILLS PAS SED OVER 

The bill ( S. 4052) authorizing James L. Borroum and Francis 
P. Bishop to bring suits in tbe United States District Court for 
the State of Kansas for the amount due or claimed to be due 
to said claimants from the United States by reason of the 
alleged inefficient and wrongful dipping of tick-infested cattle, 
and giving said United States District Court for the State of 
Kansas jurisdiction of said suit or suits, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. I object to the consideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Being objected to, the bill" 

will go over. 
The bill ( S. 4017) for the relief of Russell & Tucker apd cer­

tain other citizens of the St.'ite of Texas was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 

.TUDICI.AL DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

The bill (H. R. 3745) to amend section 96, chapter 5, of the 
act of Congress of March 3, 1911, entitled "The Judicial Code," 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That section 96, chapter 5, of the act of Congress 
approved March 3, l911, and therein designated " The Judicial Code," 
be amended so that the same shall read as follows: 

"SEC. 96. The State of New Jersey shall constitute one judicial 
district, to be known as the district of New Jersey. Terms of the dis­
trict court shall be held at Newark on the first Tuesday in April and 
the first Tuesday in Nov~mber, at Trenton on the third Tuesday in 
January and the second Tuesday in September, of each year, and at 
Camden on the first Tuesday in December. The clerk of the court for 
the district of New Jersey sb;l.ll maintain an office in charge of him­
self or a deputy, at Newark and at Trenton, each {)f which offices shall 
be kept open at all times for the transaction of the busine s of the 
court, and shall maintain an office at Camden, in chn.rge of himself or a 
deputy, which office shall be kept open for the transaction of the busi­
ness of the court for such times as the com-t may, by rule, direct, and 
the marshal shall also maintain an office, in charge of himself or a 
deputy, at Newark and at Trenton, each of which offices shall be kept 
open at all times for the transaction of the business of the court, and 
shall also maintain an office, in charge of himself or a deputy, at Cam­
den, for such times as the court may, by rule, direct." 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGIA COTI'ON CO. 

The Senate~ as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con­
sider tbe bill { S. 579) for the 1·elief of the Georgia Cotton Co., 
which was read, as follows: 

Be -it en-acted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and be is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any mo11ey in the 
Treasury not otherwise aPPropriated, to the Georgia Cotton Co., a 
corporation .having its -offices and principal place o't business at Albany, 
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Ga., the sum of $30,000, In full compensation of all claims of the com­
pany for money paid by it to the Alien Property Custodian, and for 
losses sustained by consequences flowing from acts of the Government 
of the United States during the World War. 

1\Ir. KING. l\1r. President, I desire an explanation of the 
bill before I consent to its passage. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President. I shall be glad to offer an 
explanation of the bill. The Georgia Cotton Co., a Gforgia 
corporation, on June 12, 1916, entered into a contract by which 
it obligated itself to sell to one Blijdenstein, a subject of Hol­
land, 2,000 bales of cotton at a stipulated price. Senators will 
observe that that was before we went into the World War. 
After we went into the war the price of cotton began to mount, 
and the ordinary machinery for handling cotton went to pieces ; 
that is, the exchanges of various countries. The Georgia Cotton 
Co. sought to cancel its contract with Blijdenstein ; it did, in 
fact, cancel its contract by paying. Blijdenstein the &urn of 
$49,500 in order to be relieved fTom the contract, which meant 
bankruptcy for it. The contract of cancellation was made on 
January 14, 1918. Two months thereafter, on March 15--

Mr. KING. Had the cotton been delivered? 
l\lr. GEORGE. Oh, no; the cotton was for futtll"e delivery. 

Thereafter, on March 15, 1918, the War Trade Board placed 
Blijdenstein on the enemy trading list. Following that event 
the Allen Property Custodian demanded of the Georgia Cotton 
Co. every right, privih~ge, and benefit which was conferred 
upon Blijdenstein by the terms of the contract which wa~ made 
before we went into the World War and which was canceled 
upon valid consideration, more than two months before Blijden­
stein was placed on the enemy trading list. 

Of course, the Georgia company demurred. They were 
threatened with criminal prosecution; they were threatened 
with civil suit; and finally, under protest, they paid $30,000 to 
the Alien Property Cu ·todian. For more than a year they tried 
to reco"ter their money, and then were forced to abandon all 
effort to recover the money from the Alien Property Custodian 
and to come to Congress with a bill for relief. 

In 1921 the receiver of Blijdenstein brought suit against the 
Alien Property Custodian and the Treasurer of the United 
States, in which suit he alleged that Blijdenstein was never an 
enemy nor had he ever violated any of. the laws relating to 
alien enemies. He established his petition in the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia, and obtained a decree with 
which the Secretal.·y of the Treasury and the Alien Property 
Custodian complied and paid over to Blijdenstein, together 
with certain other property, the $30,000 which the Georgia 
Cotton Co. had been compelled to pay into the hands of the 
Alien Property Custodian. 

The Alien Property Custodian gave the Georgia Cotton Co. 
no notice ; they had no notice ; they were not parties to the suit. 
Then the Alien Property Custodian became liable, of course, 
to the Georgia Cotton Co. for money which he in the first in­
stance had wrongfully extorted-and I use the word "ex­
torted," of course, in its legal sense-out of the Georgia Cotton 
Co. 

Thomas W. Miller, Alien Property Custodian, himself in his 
report on this bill makes this statement: 

It is undoubtedly true that the decision of the court that Blijden­
stein was never an enemy made the seizure of this $30,000 by the 
Allen Property Custodian illegal, as the Alien Property Custodian 
in fact seized the property of a nonenemy, which, of course, he could 
not do, as no power was vested in him to do so under the provisions 
of the trading with the enemy act. 

There is no provision, 1\Ir. President, in this bill, although 
it might well have been asked, for interest upon this sum of 
money which was taken from the Georgia Cotton Co. in 1919. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, and read the third 
time. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, if I may be permitted, I should 
like to refer to the bill for just a moment. Apparently Blijden­
stein recovered the property from the United States, and now 
the United States pays the G~orgia Cotton Co. $30,000, so the 
United States loses the property seized and in addition is 
mulcted $30,000. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I fear I did not make it clear. 
Let me state the facts briefly. The Georgia Cotton Co. made a 
contract with Blijdenstein before we entered the war, and after 
we entered the war of course this contract for an enormous 
amount of cotton would have bankrupted it. So it procm·ed the 
cancellation of its contract and paid Blijdenstein $49,500. 

l\lr. WALSH. Actually paid him? 
Mr. GEORGE. Actually paid him to relieve it of the con­

tract. Two months thereafter the War Trade Board placed 
Blijdenstein on the enemy trading list and came back to the 

Georgia Cotton Co. and said, " You should not have paid this 
money to Blijdenstein because he is an alien enemy." Of 
?ourse, that was denied, .but, threatened with prosecution and 
m the heat of the war time, this small corporation could not 
resist either a civil suit by the Government or prosecution of 
its officials, with the result that, in order to avoid prosecution, 
it finally was compelled to pay into the Alien Property Cus­
todian's hands $30,000. 

Mr. WALSH. If Blijdenstein settled with the Georgia 
Cotton Co. for the money which was coming to him, at least, he 
got $30,000 of the $49,000. 

1\Ir. GEORGE. No; he got $49,500 from the Georgia Cotton 
Co. 

Mr. WALSH. Then, how did he have any claim against the 
Government of the United States? 

Mr. GEORGE. He had no claim for the $30,000, but the 
Government had seized other property of Blijdenstein under 
the original seizure. 

l\Ir. WALSH. Oh, 3·es. 
.Mr. GEORGE. And in place of the Alien Property Custodian 

protecting the Georgia Cotton Co., he wTongfully obtained from 
him $30,000. 

Mr. WALSH. Then the judgment which Blijdenstein got 
against the United States was for property other than this 
property? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; but the Government turned over all of 
this property to him and did not notify the Georgia Cotton 
Co.? They had no knowledge of the suit and no information 
about the suit? 

l\fr. WALSH. Then, the Government of the United States 
is not paying twice? What it paid Blijdenstein was for some­
thing other than this particular claim? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. The Government se.ized quite a con-
siderable amount of other property belonging to him. 

Mr. WALSH. What did he recover in his suit? 
Mr. GEORGE. When did he recover? 
Mr. WALSH. How much did Blijdenstein recover in his 

suit against the Alien Property Custodian? 
Mr. GEORGE. He recovered specific property and a con­

siderable sum of money. I am unable to tell the Senator just 
how much he did recover. 

Mr. WALSH. In that suit this claim was not involved at 
all, but the issue was the same? 

Mr. GEORGE. The issue was the same. 
Mr. WALSH. But the property was not? 
Mr. GEORGE. The issue was the same, but this was prop­

erty which had passed into the common fund which the Alien 
Property Custodian had, so he ttll"ned over to Blijdenstein all 
of the property which he claimed, including the $30,000 which 
he had taken from the Georgia Cotton Co. 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator does not make that clear. Did 
Blijdenstein recover anything from the Alien Property Cus~ 
todian on account of this particular transaction? 

Mr. GEORGE. No; he did not; he claimed nothing on ac­
count of this particular transaction, but he sued for the prop­
erty held by the custodian, which included the money collected 
from the cotton company. 

l\1r. W .A.LSH. So that actually the Government of the United 
States of this act is simply turning back to the Georgia Cotton 
Co.--

Mr. GEORGE. The money it paid. 
l\lr. \\. ALSH. The $30,000 which it wrongfully got from the 

Georgia Cotton Co. 
Mr. GEORGE. That is exactly the case. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Shall the 

bill pass? 
The bill was passed. 

ROSA E. PLUMMER 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con­
sider the bill (S. 255) for the relief of Rosa E. Plummer. It 
directs the United States Employees' Compensation Commission 
to extend to Rosa E. Plummer, a former employee in the Bureau 
of Engraving and Printing, the provision of an act entitled "An 
act to provide compensation for employees of the United States 
suffering injuries while in the performance of their duties and 
for other purposes," approved September 7, 1916, comp~nsa­
tion hereunder to commence from and after the passa "e of 
this act. b 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time: 
and passed. 

LUTHER H. PHIPPS 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con­
sider the bill (H. R. 1540) for the relief of Luther H. Phipps. 
It directs the Secretary of the Treasury to redeem, in favor of 
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Luther H. Phipps, of Seattle, Wash., United States coupon Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I erin explain 
bonds Nos. 17938 and 53420 in the denomination of $1,000 each the bill, if the Senator from Utah desires to have an expla­
Qf the 4 per cent funded loan of 1907, with interest thereon at nation. 
the rate of 4 per cent per annUill from October 1, 1905, to July Mr. KING. I shall be very glad if the Senator will do so. 
2, 1907, the date of the maturity of the bonds, without presenta- Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pre ident, the Government 
tion of said bonds or the coupons representing interest thereon bought from the Harrisburg Real Estate Co. a tract of 31 
from October 1, 1905, to July 2, 1907, which are alleged to have acres at Middletown, nenll." Harri. burg. That acreage was a 
been lost or stolen, and provides that the said bonds shall not small part of a large tract occupied as an aviation depot dur­
haYe been prenously presented for payment, and that no pay- ing the war time. For the remaining portion of that tract, 
JL~nt shall be made hereunder for any coupons which shall have amounting to 397 acres, as I recall, the Government agreed 
been preYiously presented and paid; and that the said Luther with the owners on the price, but hesitated to buy because of 
H. Phipps shall first file in the Treasury Department a bond in some indecision about the policy of Congress at that time. 
the penal sum of double the amount of the bonds and the inter- Finally, in 1918, it was agl"eed that the price to be paid bould 
e t which had accrue~d thereon when the p1incipal became due be two hundl·ed and twenty-nine thou and and some odd hun­
apd payable, in such form and with such sureties as may be dred dollars. It took about three years to get the consent of 
acceptable to the Secretary of the Treasury, to indemnify and Congress for the purchase of the land. I might say that there 
save harmless the "'Cnited States from any loss on account of were over a million dollars worth of warehouses built on the 
the alleged lost or stolen bonds hereinbefore described or the land. The War Dep8Jl'tment and the owners agreed that, pend­
coupons belonging thereto. ing the action of Congre s, the rental to be paid by the Gov-

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ernment should be 6 per cent of the agreed price. 
ordered to a third reading, read the th1rd time, and passed. It was bought to be delivered in 1923. but the rental was 

NEFFS' BANK, oF M'BRIDJ!?, MICH. never paid, because a written lease embodying thQse terms had 
d t not been made. In the meantime the real-estate company had 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceede 0 gone on paying interest at the same rate, I think, on its bond 
con ·ider the bill (H. R. 1669) for the relief of Neffs' Bank, of issue; and the amount carried by the bill is 6 per cent interest 
McBride, Mich. It directs the Secretary {)f the Treasury to 
redeem in favor of Neffs' Bank, of McBride, Mich., United States on the land which the Government bas bought for the two 
Trea ury certificate of indebtedness payable to bearer, Nos. yeru·s and a half that it was occupied by the Government with-

out the payment of any rental whatever. The bill bas the 
51828 and 51829, in the denomination of $1•000 each, Series approval of the Secretary of War and the unanimous approval 
IV-D, dated August 6, 1918, called for redemption November 
21, 1918, and matured December 5, 1918, with interest from ' of the Co~ttee on Cla.ims. 
A st 6 191 t No\ember 21 1918 at the rate of 4IA per Mr. KING. Mr. PreSI~ent, I should like t? ask the Senator 
c ufper ~ ~ ~itliout present~tion of the said certifica?es of from New York a question. _My under~tandmg was that sev­
il~~ebtedness~ w'hich have been lost, stolen, or destroyed ; and era! years ago _we passed a bill confernng upon _the Secretary 
provides that the said certificates of indebtedness shall not have I of War ~utbont~ ~0 clos~ "?-P a lot of these clallll~ for lands 
b · sly presented for payment· and that the said upon which mumtion b~ldings and other war buil~ings had 
;en, prevwu . . ' . been placed. Was not this among the number? 

Neffs Bank, of McBnde, Mich., shall fi!' t file m the Treasury M WADSWORTH I d t think •t uld fall d th t 
Department of the United States a bond in the penal SUil1 of r.- . : 0 n? 1 wo un er a 
double the amount of the principal of the said certificates of classification: The bill to 'Yhich the Senator refers undoubt­
indebtedness and the interest which had accrued when the edly is the bill which authorize? the Secretary. of War to settl_e 
certificate were called for redemption, in such form and with th.e contracts which were termmated at the tlllle of the ariDl-
such suTety or sureties as may be acceptable to the Secretary stice. ,. . . . 
of the Treasury, to indemnify and save harmless the United Mr. KING. I ~hmk, .if the Senator will pardon me, tha~ .we 
States from any loss on account of the lost, stolen, or destroyed passed ~other bill gomg fa:ther th~n that, and authoriZing 
certificates of indebtedness hereinbefore described. the Secr~tary of ~ar to ~cqmre the title to a number of tracts 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, upon which. munition bmldmgs and other very valuable prop-
d d t th · d di d th third tim d d erty were situated. 

or ere o a Ir rea ng, rea e e, an passe · Mr. WADSWORTH. I recollect no such legislation. 
ALFRED F. LAND Mr. KING. I am quite sure that my memory does not fail 

The bill ( S. 2090) for the relief of .Alfred F. Land was con- me on that point, but if this was not among that class of case , 
sidered as in Committee .of the Whole. It directs the Secretary of course there could be no objection to this bill. Is the Sen­
of the Treasury to pay to Alfred F. Land, of Los Angeles, ator familiar with this bill? 
Calif., $4,512 in full satisfaction of all claims against the Mr. W .ADSWORTH. No; I am not. 
United States on account of personal injuries sustained on Mr. KING. Well, Mr. President, I am not in a position to 
January 17, 1924, in a comsion with an official United States object. 
Army automobile from Fort McArthur, Calif. The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
oTdered to be engros ed for a third reading, read the third and passed. 
time, and passed. a. c. ALLEN 

JANE COATES 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to 
consider the bill (H. R. 5726) for the relief of Jane Coates, 
widow of Leona1·d R. Coates. It directs the Secretary of the 
Treasury to pay to Jane Contes, widow of Leonard R. Coates, 
$4,750 in compensation for 75 cows, killed as a result of the 
negligence of the Department of Agriculture in the enforcement 
of an act of Congress entitled "An act to regulate the sale of 
milk in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes," ap­
proved March 2, 1895. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HARRISBURG REAL ESTATE CO. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con­
sider the bill ( S. 3715) for the relief of the Harrisburg Real 
Estate Co., of Harrisburg, Pa., which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That 1n order to pay the Harrisburg Real Estate 
Co., of Harrisburg, Pa., reasonable com pen sa tion for the use and occu­
pation by the United States from December 6, 1920, to .April 10, 1923, 
of a tract of 3D7.22 acres of land in lower Swatara Township, Dauphin 
County, Pa., used by the War Department during said period, there is 
authorized to be appropriated from ti1e Treasury, out of any money not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $32,2i0.90. 

Mr. KL~G. Mr. Pre.;ident, I should like an explanation of 
that bill 

The bill (S. 2188) for the relief of G. C . .Allen was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The blll had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with amendments, on page 1, line 4, after the word " pay," to 
insert " out of any money in the Tr~asury not otherwise appro­
priated " ; and on the same page, line 6, after the words " sum 
of," to strike out " $10,000" and insert " $3,000," so as to make 
the bill read : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he ls 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas­
ury not otherwise appropriated, to G. C. Allen, of Hot Springs, Ark., the 
sum of $3,000 for injuries received by a pi:ece of the doorway of the 
Federal po t-office building at not Springs, Mk., falling upon him 
through no fault or negligence of his own. 

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 engro. sed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and passed. 

H. R. BUTCHER 

The bill (H. R.. 2933) for the relief of H. R. Butcher was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I hould like an explanation of 
that bill. 
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Mr. MEANS. 1\Ir. President, inasmuch as the Senator from 

Florida [l\Ir. TRAMMELL] is not present, I will attempt to make 
the explanation. 

Butcher was one of the paymasters in the subsistence de­
partment, and made payments which, during the ea~ly stages 
of the disbursement, did not .have the proper receipts. The 
Government has made a careful examination into the question 
of the payments, and finds no fraud, finds no negligence of· 
which the Government could complain, and the Secretary of 
War recommends the passage of the bill. The Comptroller 
General also recommends the passage of the bill. It is for a 
small amount, $299.78; and from the records as I recal~ th~m 
nqw there was no particular fault on t~e part of this dis­
bursing officer. 

The money was paid out for the Government, and the Gov­
ernment received the benefit of it; but it was in the early 
stages, and he did not protect himself with the vouchers, as 
·required by regulation. The Secretary of 1-Yar and the General 
Aecounting Office both recommend the passage of the bill: 

Mr. KING. There is no case of embezzlement upon his part 
or any of his subordinates? 

:Mr. MEANS. No; none at all. 
Mr. KING. Or any improper dissipation of the funds.? 
Mr. MEANS. Not at all; not the slightest. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

ordered to a third reading, read the ihird time, and passed. 

HORACE A. CHOUM.ARD 

The bill ( S. 2385) to reimburse Horace A. Choumard, chaplain 
in the Twenty-third Infantry, for loss of certain personal prop­
erty was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator 

that that bill has passed the Senate heretofore, and, if the 
Senator will recall, it refers to a case where an Army chaplain 
lost this property in a fiood, and the department felt that the 
claim ought to be paid. I hope the Senator will withdraw his 
objection. The bill has already passed the Senate. 

1\lr. KING. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator that 
of course it is a very unpleasant task to object to some of 
these measures ; but the Senate upon a number of 'Occasions 
this year has taken the position that for acts of God the 
Government ought not to be responsible. A number of officers 
in Japan lost some of their property, and the position taken 
by Congress-and I think it is the correct one-is that where 
acts of God occur the Government ought not to be responsible. 
If that were true, and if it were responsible for the loss of 
all the property that officers and employees and agents of the 
Government have, they may carry with them enormous sums 
of money upon their persons, they may take with them ex­
pensive jewelry, they may take with them-as was done by 
a person who went overseas-$21,000 worth of household 
effects, and because of the loss of the property upon the high 
seas the Government may be asked to pay for it, as it was 
in that case. If we are responsible for the loss of all personal 
property of all employees of the Government, wherever they 
are, through the negligence of other persons, railroad com­
panies, or ships, where they do not take insurance, or acts 
of God, then there will be no limit to the liability of the 
Government. 

I submit to the Senator if he thinks that we ought to estab­
lish that precedent. I do not think we ought to . 

.Mr. McKELLAR. All I can say to the Senator is that we 
argued the matter before, and the Senator came to the con­
clusion that this was a bill that was proper, and it passed be­
fore with the Senator's approval. 

Mr. KING. I hope the Senator will not say that the Senator 
from Utah approved it. 

1\fr. McKELLAR. The Senator withdrew his opposition to 
it, because the Senator made the same fight he is now making 
on it here, and I hope he will withdraw it this time. This Army 
chaplain who lost his property is entitled to have compensation 
for it, and I hope the Senator will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. KING. Of course, these appeals are really compelling. 
I dislike to be put in that situation. I ask the Senator to put 
himself in the place of the Government. What would he do? 

1\lr. McKELLAR. I honestly and conscientiously think it is 
an entirely proper claim for the Government to pay. If I did 
not think so I would not have introduced the bill. This man 
is not from my State. I do not know what State he is from. 

I know that the facts are very compelling, just as the Sena­
tor admits that they are compelling. The Secretary of War 
says that the claim seems to be just, and that, while he does 
not make any recommendation in regard to it, it is a proper 
matter for Congress to legislate upon. 

Mr. KING. l\Ir. President, I will say to the Senator that I 
shall do this : I shall let the bill go through, if some other 
Senator does not object, but I shall immediately take up the 
matter to-morrow with the War Department and with the 
Droper officials of the Government; and if their policy has been 
adverse to thi~as I think it bas-I shall move to reconsider 
the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? · 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to · consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Horace A. Choumard, chap­
lain ln Twenty-third Infantry, or his duly authorized representative, 
the sum of $1,500, the same being in full for and the r eceipt of the 
same to be taken and accepted as a full and final release and dis­
charge of the claim of the said Horace A. Choumard for reimburse­
ment for certain personal property lost in the flood and storm at Texas 
City, Tex., on the 16th and 17th days of August, 1915, without fault 
or neglect on his part and while in the military service of the United 
States. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BIT.L PASS ED OVER 

The bill ( S. 3975) for the relief of the owners of the barge 
Mcilvaine No.1 was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. 1\ir. President, unless that matter has gone to 
the Court of Claims and a judgment has been rendered, I 
shall object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
CUSTER ELECTRIC LIGHT, HEAT & POWER CO. 

The bill (H. R. 3659) for the relief of the Custer Electric 
Light, Heat & Power Co., of ·custer, S. Dak., was considered 
as .in Committee of the Whole. · 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

C. P. DRYDEN 

The bill (S. 2094) for the relief of C. P. Dryden was consid­
ered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
hereby is, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to C. P. Dryden, $2,329.25, as 
full compensation to C. P. Dryden, Mrs. C. P. Dryden, and Mrs. D. F. 
Dryden for personal damages and private property damages which 
occurred, without negligence on his part, as a result of the operation 
of military aircraft on June 28, 1923, at Kiwanis Aviation Field, Van 
Nuys, Calif. 

Mr. KING. :Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator 
from Nevada if this is the case to which the Senator from Dela­
ware [Mr. BAYARD] objected the other day? 

:Mr. ODDIE. No; the bill to which the Senator from Utah 
refers is the McKinley case. 

Mr. KING. I know nothing about this case. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or­

dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

UNION SHIPPING & TRADING CO. (LTD.) 

The bill (S. 100) for the relief of the Union Shipping & 
Trading Co. (Ltd.) was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There is an adverse report 

on this bill. Does the Senator wish to dispose of it? 
Mr. KING. I move that it be indefinitely postponed. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the mo­

tion of the Senator from Utah. 
The motion to postpone indefinitely was agreed to. 

W. B. DEY AMPERT 

The bill (S. 2189) for the relie'f of W. B. deYampert was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to W. B. deYampert, of 
Wilmot, Ark., the sum of $5,000, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, on account of fine imposed in case of the 
United States against Hiram C. Shaw, jr. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Arkansas 
give us an explanation of that bill? 
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Mr. CARA. WAY. Mr. President, this bill is to return to 

W. B. deYampert a sum that he was compelled to pay under 
rule 35 of the Circuit Court of Appeals of the Eighth Circuit. 
There was a provision that one who became surety for another 
on an · appeal should perform the judgment by paying the fine 
and costs. A man by the name of Shaw was convicted and 
sentenced to the penitentiary and to pay $5,000. He appealed, 
and deYampert had to pay the bonding company the $5,000. 
Immediately thereafter the court, recognizing the injustice 
of the rule, changed it, and there is not any objection on the 
part of the department to returning this man his money. 

311'. KING. It just went into the Treasury? 
Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, yes. 
Mr. LE.NROOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask whether 

there will not be a large number of cases of similar claims? 
Mr. CARAWAY. As far as I know, there were only two. 

I know of no others. 
1\Ir. LENROOT. Did not other circuits have this rule? 
1\Ir. CARAWAY. No, sir. This was the eighth circuit, and 

as soon as ever attention was called to the injustice of it the 
rule was changed. There may have been more than two, but 
I never heard of but two-one of $500, and one of $5,000. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engros ed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

PRINTING OF MADISON DEBATES OF FEDERAL CONVENTION 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 23) authorizing the 
printing of the Madison Debates of the Federal Convention and 
relevant documents in commemoration of the one hundred and 
:fiftieth anniversary of the Declaration of Independence was 
considered by the Senate and agreed to. 

BILLS PAS SED OVEB 

The bill (H. R. 3858) to establish in the Bureau of Foreign 
and Domestic Commerce of the Department of Commerce a 
foreign-commerce service of the United States, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
'The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed 

over. 
The bill (S. 4059) granting pensions and increase of pensions 

to certain soldiers, sailors, and marines of the Civil and 
l\Iexican Wars, and to certain widows of ·said soldiers, sailors, 
and marines, and to widows of the War of 1812, and Army 
nurses, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. We can not take it up to­
night. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
WATER SYSTEM FOR INDIANS OF DRESBLERVILLE INDIAN COLONY, 

NEV. 

The bill (S. 3039) to provide a water system for the Indians 
living at the Dresslerville Indian colony, near Gardnerville, 
Nev., was considered as in Committee of the Whole, and was 
read, as follows : 

Be it enacted; eto., That there is hereby authorized to be appro­
priated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
not to exceed $5,500, to enable the Secretary of the Interior to provide 
a water system for the Indians of the Dressier-ville Indian colony, near 
Gardnerville, Nev. 

l\Ir. KING. l\Ir. President, I should like to ask why that 
water system was not included in the general Indian appro­
priation bill, which carried a good many millions of dollars? 

Mr-. ODDIE. Mr. President--
Mr. HARRELD. .Mr. President, the original bill asked for 

a considerable sum of money, and it was amended because the 
department said the amount asked for here would be suffi­
cient. I do not know why it was not included in the regular 
appropriation bill, but it is shown to be necessary for these 
Indians. They can hardly do without it in the town where 
they live. It is necessary almost to their existence. 

1\Ir. KING. l\Ir. President, I think it is unfair to follow 
this course, if I may say so; and I say it with all kindness and 
courtesy. When we have an appropriation bill that goes into 
these questions fully, there comes before the Appropriations 
Committee the Indian BUTeau, with the plentitude of knowledge 
which it posses es. 

It submits data and facts as to all these matters. We Jmow 
that the appropriation bill this year was most generous-! 
thought in many respects too generous. Then, these bills come 
along afterwards. I do not think it is quite fair to the Senate. 
·we do not have an opportunity to investigate them. 

:Mr. HARRELD. On the contrary, this bill has passed the 
House, and the matter has had extended hearings in both the 

HQuse and the Senate. I desire to move to substitute the 
House bill, which is on the President's table, for the Senate 
bill. The matter has really been considered by both Houses, 
and the bill has already passed the House, and is here now on 
the President's table. 

Mr. KING. That does not meet the objection I suggested. 
Mr. HARRELD. It does meet the objection that it has not 

been properly considered. 
Mr. KING. It does not meet the objecton that we tave au 

appropriation bill which takes over the functions of the Com­
mittee on Indian Affairs, as those functions were exercised in 
the past, to go into the affairs of the Indians and I'ec01nmend 
such appropriations as are needed. 

.Mr. HARRELD. On the conh·ary, this matter has had more 
consideration than an item in an appropriation bill ever has. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KING. I yield the :floor. 
Mr. LEJNROOT. The Senator will notice that this bill does 

not make an appropriation. It simply authorizes au appropria­
tion. Evidently the thought was that tlie Committee on Ap­
propriations did not have jurisdiction, without previous author­
ization, to make an appropriation of this particular character. 

Mr. HARRELD. It just authorizes it. 
Mr. LENROOT. It is to provide a water supply for certain 

Indians. Is this a reservation? 
1\fr. HARRELD. Yes; it is a colony that exists, and the 

India.ns need this water for their gardens and everything of 
that sort. The bill only authorizes it. 

Mr. KING. Will this amount come from the tribal funds, or 
is it a direct appropriation from the Treasury? 

.Mr. HARRELD. I think it authorizes a direct appropria­
tion. It will have to be made by the Appropriations Committee 
after this bill is passed. As I say, the bill simply authorizes 
an appropriation. 

1\Ir. KING. Is there a tribe to which this appropriation \Till 
go ; and if so, why is it not to be made out of the tribal funds? 

Mr. LENROOT. They have not any. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 

Senate a bill from the House of Representatives. 
The bill (H. R. 9730) to provide for an adequate water-supply 

system at ~he Dresslerville Indian colony was read twice by its 
title. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Oklahoma 
asks that the Senate proceed to the consideration of House 
bill 0730. 

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

The bill was reported to the Senate· without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, Senate 
bill 3039 will be indefinitely postponed. 

SAC AND FOX INDIAN LANDS 

The bill ( S. 3981) to confirm the title to certain lands in the 
State of Oklahoma to the Sac and Fox Nation or Tribe of 
Indians was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs with an amendment, on page 1, line 9, to insert the 
words " and all improvements," so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the title to the southwest quarter and the 
south half of the northwest quarter of section 15; the east half of 
the southeast ql,larter ot section 16 ; and the northwest quarter and 
north half of the northeast quarter and the north hall of the south­
west quarter of section 22, all in township 14 north, range 6 east, 
Lincoln County, Okla., with the buildings and all improvements thereon, 
be, and the same is hereby, confirmed to the Sac and Fox Nation or 
Tribe of Indians unconditionally. 

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

amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read tl:!e third time, and passed. 
LIGHTHOUSE SEI:VICE RESERVATIONS 

The bill (H. R. 10860) to authorize the Secretary of Com­
merce to dispose of certain lighthouse reservations, ancl to in­
crease the efficiency of the Lighthouse Service, and for other 
purposes. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Com­
merce with an amendment, on page 9, after line 4, to insert a 
new section as follows : 

(14) To release or quitclaim, by quitclaim deed, unto Dr. Mef­
ford Runyon the right of way of the United States of America at Ed­
gartown, in the county of Dukes and the Commonwealth of Massa­
chusetts, commencing on the southerly side of North Water Street at 
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the westi>L"ly side of lands, formerly of Theresa M. Raymond, now of 
Dr. Mefford Runyon, thence running southerly along the westerly 
side of said lands about 100 feet, thence southeasterly across 
said lands, also other lands of Dr. Mefford Runyon, purchased by him 
from Mary J. Francis, about 130 feet to lands now or formerly of 
Albert H. Storer and there terminating. Said right of way being from 
15 to 20 feet in width, and being so much of the right of way as was 
granted to the United States of America by Seth Vincent and others, 
br deed dated July 30, 18!!8, and recorded in book 23 of deeds of 
Dukes County, Mass., on page 223, as lies within the boundaries of the 
two tracts above mentioned conveyed to Dr. Mefford Itunyon; the first 
by deed from Mary J. Francis, bearing date November 7, 1896, and 
recorded in book 98 of deeds for Dukes County, aforesaid, on page 8 ; 
and the second by deed from Therese M. Raymond and husband, dated 
June 8, 1916, and recorded in book 141 of deeds for Dukes County, 
aforesaid, on page 190, etc. ; also being the right of way ex­
tending from North Water Street to the lands of Albert H. Storer as 
shown on two certain maps of United States lighthouse property at 
Ed,;artown, Mass., on file in the offi~ of the Second Lighthouse Dis­
trict at Boston, Mass., the first bearing date June 29, 1911, and the sec­
<>nd bearing date November, 1912. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and· the 

amendment was concurred in. 
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 

be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 

OREGON TRAIL 50-CENT PIECES 

The bill (E. R. 8306) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent 
pieces in commemoration of the heroism of the fathers· and 
mothers who traversed the Oregon Trail to the far West with 
great hardship, daring, and loss of life, which not only resulted 
in adding new States to the Union but earned a well-deserved 
and imperishable fame for the pioneers ; to honor the 20,000 
dead that lie buried in unknown graves along 2,000 miles of that 
great highway of history ; to rescue the various important 
points along the old trail from oblivion; and to commemorate 
by suitable monuments, memorial or otherwise, the tragic events 
associated with that emigration-erecting them either along the 
trail itself or elsewhere, in localities appropriate for the pur­
pose, including the city of Washington, was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows : 

Be it enacted, etc., That in commemoration of the Oregon Trail and 
in memory of the pioneers of the far West there shall be coined at 
the mints of the United States silver 50-cent pieces to the number of 
not more than 6,000,000; such 50-cent pieces to be of the standard 
troy weight, composition, diameter, device, and design as shall be 
fixed by the Director of the Mint, with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, which said 50-cent pieces shall be legal tender in any 
payment to the amount of their face value. 

SEc. 2. That the coins herein authorized shall be issued only upon 
the request ()f the executive committee of the Oregon Trail Memorial 
Association • (Inc.), a corporation organized under the laws of the State 
of New York; and upon payment by such executive committee, for and 
on behalf of the Oregon Trail Memorial Association (Inc.), of the par 
value of such coins, it snail be permissible for the said Oregon Trail 
Memorial Association (Inc.) to obtain such coins upon said payment, 
all at one time or at sep.arate times and in separate amounts, as it 
may determine. 

SEc. 3. That all laws now in force relating to the subsidiary silver 
coins of the United States and the coinage or sbiking of the same, 
regulating and guarding the process of coinage, providing for the 
purchase of material and for the transportation, distribution, and 
redemption of coins, for the prevention of debasement or counterfeiting, 
for security of the coin, or for any other purposes, whether said laws 
are penal or otherwise, shall, so far as applicable, apply to the coinage 
herein authorized: Provided, That the United States shall not be sub­
ject to the expense of making the necessary dies and other prepara­
tions for this coinage. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

.ARMY OFFICERS ON THE RETIRED LIST 

The bill ( S. 3878) to give war-time rank to certain officers 
on the retired list of the Army was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on 1\Iilitary 
Affairs with amendments. 

The first amendment was, on page 1, line 6, to strike out the 
words " not above the grade of brigadier general." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 1, line 10, after the word 

"to," to strike out the words "to an advanced grade," and 
insert the words " a rank." 

The amendment was agreed to. 

· Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President. I would like to ask 
whether this bill was referred to the "\Var Department for rec­
ommendation. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It was. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not find any reference to that in 

the report. 
Mr. W ADS .. WORTH. The measure which is now before the 

Senate is a result of four years of cogitation by the members 
of the Committee on Military Affairs and two Secretaries of 
War. The committee has communicated with the Secretary 
.upon several occasions, and in connection with this particular 
bill the committee is in receipt of a very well thought out dis­
cussion of this problem of giving some kind of recognition, 
without cost to the Government, to men who really held high 
rank in the Army in France during the war, and who had to 
revert to their regular rank and then to be retired on account 
of age, and who are now on the retired list. Although they 
may have commanded from twenty to fifty thousand men in 
action, no reward has ever been accorded them. This is merely 
to permit them "to use as a title for the rest of their lives the 
high.est rank which they held during the war. 

1\lr. KING. Assume that pensions should be given in the 
future to the class covered by the bill, would they not be pen­
sioned according to the terms of this bill, rather than according 
to the military titles which they had when they were retired? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Officers of the Regular Army are never 
pensioned. 

1\Jr. KING. This applies only to regular officers? 
l\1r. WADSWORTH. Only to regular officers. 
1\Ir. KING. Not to Reserve officers? 
l\Ir. W ADSWORTE. Oh, no. 
Mr. LENROOT. I would like to ask the Senator, if these 

retired officers were called back into the active service, would 
they be called into the service with the rank they had and have 
pay accordingly while in the active service? 

l\fr. MEANS. I was just about to state that that is the fal­
lacy of the bill, if Senators will permit me. If the officers 
are called back, they will be called back with their increased 
rank. 

I can not understand that the bill itself has any merit except 
that we want to give to those who happened to have the in­
creased emergency ra:rlk during the war the right to use the 
titles, and I believe they have that right anyway, under the 
law, where they have had a temporary grade. They are 
entitled to the rank as a matter of distinction, and it is not 
taken away from them because they are put upon the retired 
list. It is a small matter and I do not care to interfere except 
to state that if they are ever called back, they will be called back 
with their increased rank, and not with the proper rank they 
should hold in the Regular Army. 

l\lr. WADSWORTH. That contingency is remotely possible. 
I call the attention of the Senator from Colorado to the fact 
that there can be no increase of pay or allowances, no matter 
what their honorary rank may be. The bill provides "no in­
crease of pay and allowances shall result from the provisions 
of this act." That would prevent them from getting in­
creased pay and allowances, in any case. 

Mr. MEANS. Let me inquire of the chairman of the com­
mittee, if the Secretary of War has the power to place a 
retired army officer back upon duty, whether he would receive 
the pay and emoluments while on active duty of his increased 
rank, and not of the rank in which he really had been retired. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If this saving clause were not in there. 
Mr. 1\IEANS. That saving clause has nothing to do with 

active service. It has to do solely with the amount he would 
receive as a retired Army officer. When a retired Army officer 
is called into service, he is then placed upon active duty as 
such. 

Mr. W ADSWORTE. This saving clause does not relate 
merely to retired pay. It says, " no increase of pay and allow­
ances shall result from the provisions of this act." Under no 
cir~umstances, active or retired, do these men get any more 
pay . 

1\Ir. MEANS. I want to object to it. I did not know the 
bill was on the calendar and I want to examine it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will go over. 
SAC AND FOX INDIAN LANDS 

Mr. HARRELD. I ask that we return to Order of Business 
722, Senate bill 3981, which was passed, and I fisk unanimous 
consent that the vote by which that bill was passed be recon­
sidered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the vote is reconsidered. 

Mr. HARRELD. I now ask that the Chair lay before the 
i Senate House bill 10610. 
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Tbe PRESIDE....\'T pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 

Senate a bill from the House of Representatives. 
The bill (H. R. 10610) to confirm the title to certain la:r;tds in 

the State of Oklahoma to the Sac and Fox Nation or Tnbe of 
Indians wag read twice by its title. 

:Mr. HARRELD. I ask that the Senate proceed to the con­
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDE~~r pro · tempore. Is . there objection? 
There being no objection, tile Senate, as in Committee of the 

'Yhole, proceeded to consider the bill. 
The bill was reported to the Senate with01,1t amendment, 

ordered to a third reading, read the third tim~ and passe~. 
The PRESIDEKT pro tempore. Senate bill 3081 will he 

indefinitely postponed. 
WILLIAM S. BROCKSCHMIDT 

The bill (S. 1050) for the relief of William F. Brockschmidt 
"as announ<'ed as next in order. 

.Mr. KING. I will ask the Senator from Montana to briefly 
explain this measure. 

1\lr. WALSH. Briefly, the facts are these: William S. Bro~k­
schmidt had on deposit a sum of money in bank, and being 
indebted to the Government for water charges upon his land, 
gave to the official agent on the project his check on the bank 
for the amount. 

There was a Treasury rule applicable, to the effect that 
whatever checks of that character were received should be 
transmitted to the Federal re erve bank for that district. I 
do not know the reason of the rule. The check was sent to the 
branch Federal reserve hank at Helena, Mont., and by that 
bank transmitted to the bank upon which it was drawn. That 
bank issued a draft, and the next day closed its doors and the 
draft was protested. 

So the beneficiary of the bill by reason of this rule requiring 
its transmission to the Federal reserve bank, lost the amount, 
which, as the Senator knows, remains a lien against the land 
until he is actually discharged. The loss ensued by reason of 
this rule, the reason for which I do not understand at all, re­
quiring the fiscal agent, instead of. t~king the check to the 
bank and getting the cash, to transm1t 1t to the Federal reserve 
bank. . . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ls there obJection to the 
consideration of the bill? 

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

The' bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys with amendments, on page 2, line 1, to 
strike out the words " Reclamation Service " and insert the 
words '' Bureau of Reclamation " ; on line 3 to strike out the 
words •• Reclamation Service " and insert the words " Bureau 
of Reclamation"; on page 6, to strike out the words "Recla­
mation Service 11 and insert the words "Bureau of Reclama­
tion " on line 9 to strike out the words " was held by officials 
of s~id Reclam~tion Service and " ; on line 19, to strike out the 
words "Reclamation Service," and insert the words "Bureau 
of Reclamation"; on line .21, to strike out the words "Recla­
mation Service" and insert the words "Bureau of Reclama­
tion," so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby appropriated to and for the 
benefit of William F. Brockschmidt, of Ballantine, Mont., out of any 
moneys in the Treasury of the United States otherwise unapprQpri­
ated, the sum ol $916.38, to reimburse said William F. Brockschmidt 
for loss sustained by h1m on account of a check for said amount of 
money Issued by him November 25, 1922, on the Ballantine State 
Bank, 'of Balli!ltine, Mont .. in which be then had on depQsit to his 
credit money to that amount, to the special fiscal agent of the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation, in payment of water chru:ge.s, water 
renewal, and construction charges of said Bureau of Reclamation, to 
that amount. assessed to aud a lien in that amount Qn land within 
the Huntley 'reclamation project of the United States Bureau of Recla­
mation, entered and owneu or held then and now in part by said 
William F. Brockschmidt and in part by his wife, whieh said check 
had not been cashed when said bank closed its doors and _suspended 
payments and discontinued business December 4, 1922; and the Treas­
urer of the United States is hereby authorized and directed to issue tQ 
said Willimn F. Brockschmidt or his beirB .a vouch<Jr or warrant on 
the Treasury of the United States for said sum of money, hereby 
appropriate<!, worded ln such manner that such voucher or warrant 
must be countersi.,"Ded or indorsetl by the special 'fiscal agent of the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation and must be used to pay the 
aforesaid indebtedness of said William F. .Brockschmidt and his wife 
to said Bureau of Reclamation, now unpaid and existing: Pnn~ided, 

That whatever may be realized or paid (not to eJf:ceed tbe afoTesaid 
amount) on account of said check of sald "rmiam ~~. Brockschmidt 
on said bank, in the settlement of the affairs and indebtedness Qf said 
bank, or on account of the deposit therein .of maney of said William 

F. Brockschmidt, shall accrue to and shall be paid to the Treasurer of 
the United States and · shall be turned into the Treasury of the United 
States, and shall be the money of the "Cnited States. 

SEC. 2. ThiB act shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and appr<rval. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, a.nd the 

amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 

read the third time, and passed. 

ALLOTMENTS TO OHILDREN ON THE CROW RESERVATION, "MONT. 

The bill (H. R. 8313) to allot li-ving children on the Crow 
Reservation, Mont., was con idered as in Committee of the 
\Vhole. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, is there involved in this 
act any interference ·with the frmctions of the medical pro­
fession? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is that a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

l\lr. COPELAND. It i a parliamentary inquiry. . 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair submits the in­

quiry to the Senate, to be decided without debate. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and pa "'ed. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Surely the Senate does not want 

to have a bill become a law with a title like that. There is a 
very plain omission there. It must mean to allot lands to liv­
ing children. I move to amend the title by inserting the wordR 
"lands to 11 after the word "allot." 

Mr·. WALSH. To that I have not the slightest objection, 
but the expression is very common. .A man is asked if he has 
been " allotted." " Hav-e you been allotted?" means, "Have 
lands been allotted to you? " It is an idiomatic expression. 

Mr. REED of Penn yl"vania. I can see that. It is like the 
case where the man says to the street-car conductor, "I want 
off," but it is not very good English, and I ·am sure the Sena­
tor will not object to the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Pennsylvania for the amend­
ment of the title of t11e bill. 

The motion was agreed to, and the title was amended so as 
to read, "An act to allot lands to living children on the Crow 
Reservation, Mont." 

CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK, ELLSWORTH, KANS. 

Mr. CURTIS. As only a few minutes remain before 11, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to the consider­
ation of Senate bill 248, for the relief of the Central National 
Bank Ellsworth Kans. This is a bill to give to the bank of 
Ellsw'orth a cert~in certificate of deposit of funds which were 
lost. They are required to give a bond. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 

Whole, proceeded to consider the hill, which was read, a.s 
follows: 

B e it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and be is 
hereby, authorized and directed to redeem, in faYor of the Central 
National Bank, Ellsworth, Kans., United States Treasury certificates of 
indebtedness Nos. 27108 and 27109 in the denomination of $1,000 each 
and No. 11720 in the denomination of $500, series TS-2-1922, dated 
November 1, 1921, matured September 15, 1922, with interest at the 
rate of 4lh per cent per annum from Novembeu 1, 1921, to September 
15 1922 without pTesentation of said certflicates of indebtedness or 
th~ coup~ns representing interest thereon from November 1, 1921, to 
September 15, 1922, the certificates of indebtedness having .been lost: 
Prov-ided, That the said certificates shall not have been preVIously pre­
sented !or pajiDent and that no payment shall be made hereuncler for 
any coupons which shall have been 'Previously presented and paid: 
Provided further, That the said Central National Bank, Ellsworth, 
Kans., shall first file in the Treasury Department a bond in tbe penal 
sum of double the amount of the certificates and the interest payable 
thereon in such form and with such surety or sureties as may be 
acceptable to the Secretary of the Treasury, to indemnify and save 
hru·m.less the United States from any loss on account of the lost ~er­
tificates of indebtedness Ilerein described or the coupons belongmg 
thereto.. 

The bill was reported to the Senate ~thout amendme_nt, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

DEPOSIT .AND EXPE~DITUB.E OF INDIAN MONEYS 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the vote by which Senate bill :ID29 was passed be recon­
sidered. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 

Chair hears none, and the Yote is reconsidered. 
Mr. HARRELD. I ask that a bill similar to Senate bill 3929, 

which has been sent OYer from the House, be laid before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays bef01re the 
Senate a bill from the House of Representatives. 

The bill (H. R. 11171) to autholize the deposit and expendi­
ture of various revenues of the Indian service as Indian 
moneys, proceeds of labor, was read twice by its title. 

Mr. HARRELD. I ask that the Senate proceed to the con­
sideration of the bill just laid before the Senate. 

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

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HARRELD. I move that Senate bill 3929 be indefi­
na tely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 
M:AKAH INDIAN RESER VA 'l'ION 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The next bill on the Calendar. 
Senate bill 3958, i short and I ask that it be put on its passage. 

The bill ( S. 3958) to provide for the permanent withdrawal 
of certain lands adjoining the Makah Indian Reservation in 
Washington for the use and occupancy of the Makah and 
Quileute Indians, was considered as in the Committee of 
the Whole and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, anJ passed. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour of 11 o'clock 

having arrived, the unanimous-consent agreement under which 
the Senate has been operating has expired, and under the 
unanimous-consent agreement previously entered into, the 
Senate will now stand in recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

Thereupon the Senate (at 11 o'clock p. m.) under the order 
previously entered, took a recess until to;morrow, Tuesday, 
:May 11, 1926, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MoNDAY, May 10, 1926 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer : 

0 God, the King eternal, Thou who art unseen to mortal eye, 
may we see Thee with the eye of unfaltering faith. In all 
things may we be undisturbed seeing Thee who ·art invisible. 
In the performance of duty may we be partakers of those joys 
and satisfactions which are promised to them who love God. 
Have compassion upon our unworthiness and give us the bless­
ings of forgiveness and wisdom. Teach us the high value of 
pure lo"Ve and the happiness of dedicated firesides. The Lord 
forbid that we should be hasty in our judgments lest we 
condemn ourselves. Go before our vagrant steps and cheer 
us with the light of hope. Oh, do Thou subdue the passions 
of men and among a'U nations and make clear the ways of 
national peace, stability, and prosperity. Quiet the turbulent 
waters of unrest and threatening upheaval and lead men of 
all stations to the altars of our Lord. In the name of the 
Prince of Peace. Amen. 

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. CLEABY, by unanimous consent, was granted leave of 
ab ence, indefinitely, on account of illness. 

ARCTIC FLIGHT OF COMMANDER RICHABD EVELYN BYRD, JR. 

1\Ir. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for five minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, I take great pride in an­

nouncing to the House the magnificent achievement of an 
American in a world enterprise. On yesterday, Lieut. Com­
mander Richard Evelyn Byrd, jr., of Winchester, Va., accom­
panied by his pilot, Floyd Bennett, left his base at Kings Bay, 
Spitzbergen, at 12.50 a. m., in the giant three--motored airplane, 
christened Josephine Ford, flew 1,600 miles over Arctic regions 
heretofore believed unfit to be traversed by airplanes, reached 
the North Pole and returned to his base in 15 hours and 30 
minutes. This achievement is without parallel in the history 

of aeronautics. His daring achievements entitle him to be 
listed high on the roll of the great and heroic spirits of the 
world. [Applause.] 

I represent the home people of Commander Byrd, who have 
followed his career with affectionate interest. Clean in every 
pro?lpting ~f his. nature, clear-visioned of mind, intrepid in 
action, he IS entitled to the congratulations of this House. 
Many of the Members of this House have been associated with 
Com~~n:ander Byrd and have learned to admire his splendid 
qualities of mind and heart. If consistent with the rules of this 
House, I desire to submit a motion that the Speaker be re­
queste~ on the. part of the House to wire to Commander Byrd 
and h1s associate the congratulations of the House. [Ap­
plause.] 

EXROLLED BILL SIGNED 
Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re­

ported that the committee had examined and found truly en­
rolled bills of the following titles, when the Speaker signed 
the same: 

H. R. 6418. An act to correct the military record of Lester A. 
Rockwell ; and 

S. 2818. An act for the relief of Ivy L. Merrill. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, at the request of those in charge 
of the several agricultural bills I ask unanimous consent that 
not later than 5.30 o'clock this afternoon the Committee of the 
Whole House considering the bills may take a recess until 8 
o'clock and that the House shall adjourn not later than 11 
o'clock this evening. 

Mr. HASTINGS. ·And that -will conclude general debate? 
Mr. TILSON. By previous order general debate will close 

with to-day. 
1\Ir. MORTO~ D. HULL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right 

to object, the proceedings this afternoon will include nothing 
but a discussion of the agricultural bill? 

l\lr. TILSON. There will be no business transacted except 
general debate. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks 
unanimous consent that at or before 5.30 o'clock this after­
noon the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union may recess until 8 o'clock and remain in session not 
later than 11 o'clock and that no business shall be transacted 
except gene1·a1 debate on the agricultural bill. Is there ob­
jection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I shall not object, but I want 
to call the gentleman's attention to the fact that the District 
subcommittee, which has no authority to sit during the sessions 
of the House, has a hearing called for to-night at 7.30 o'clock, 
with witnesses summoned. The chairman is not here, but it 
will be necessary for us to get permission of the House in order 
to sit to-night. 

Mr. TILSON. Does the gentleman wish to take the responsi­
bility of asking for such permission? 

Mr. BLA.l\TTON. I will after the gentleman's request has 
been granted. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen­
tleman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMMITTEE 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Gibson subcommittee of the Committee on the District-of 
Columbia may sit to-night during the session of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the il'equest of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
FARM RELIEF 

Mr. HAUGEN. 1Ir. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
11603) to establish a Federal farm board to aid in the orderly 
marketing and in the control and disposition of the surplus 
of agricultural commodities. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 11603, with Mr. MAPES in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I deske to yield SO minutes 

to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT]. 
l\1r. FORT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 

this is the third occasion on which I have had the privilege 
of discussing in this House the general question of the farm 
problem and of farm reJ\ef le~islation. On the previous oc-
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casions I gave generous opportunity for question and inter­
ruption, with the result that it seemed almost impossible for 
me to get time to discuss the constructive sides of the legisla­
tion at all. The bulk of tbe time was spent in other things. 
I therefore hope the Members of the House this morning will 
permit me to proceed at least until I finish my main statement 
without interruption. 

This issue during the course of the debate since last Tues­
day, has be~n distinctly cloude1 by politics and sectionallsJ:?. 
Now, I belie-ve there is a real farm problem. That problem 1s 
economic not political, and national, not sectional. My own 
view of 'the matter has been from the beginning that the 
House should devote itself in the consideration of this measure 
to it as economic and as national. . 

Notwithstanding that view, there has been injected into the 
discussion, and both off and on the floor and in the press, an 
-attack upon the position of those of us who do not favor the 
HauO'en bill as sectionalists, and as though we were the ones 
who "'had injected into this controversy a political question. On 
the floor and in the press I have personally been attacked as 
havinO' advocated the formation of an industrial bloc, as hav­
ing r~sed the banner of the consumer as against the producer. 
And yet I have been told that unless the Haugen bill passes­
this I have been told within 48 hours by one of the chief repre­
sentatives of the farm lobby-that unless the Haugen bill 
passes this House the East must understand that the States 
of the West will pass legislation designed to keep eastern busi­
ness out of those States, and that a condition may arise like 
the British strike of to-day. 

This language, gentlemen, it seems to me, and this sort of 
talk is not conducive to a fair consideration of the merits of 
the legislation we are considering, nor does such language speak 
truly the mind of the American farmer. 

I want-simply to clear my own record and that of the dis­
trict which I represent-to read to the House a brief citation 
from the platform on which I was elected a Member of this 
House: 

As I see it. a Congressman ·is sent to Washington from his d!strict 
as its Representative, to study governmental problems, to debate and 
listen to debate upon them and then to vote in the way that ~eems 
best for tbe interests of the United States as a whole. I believe that 
our manufacturing industries can prosper nnd give full-time employ­
ment at good wages only if the farmers w·ho constitute 45 per cent of 
our entire purchasing population are prosperous. I favor, as a means 
both of assisting the American farmer and reducing tbe cost of living, 
an improvement in the marketing facilities for farm products wlth tbe 
elimination wherever possible of unnecessary handling, waste, or profits. 

Upon this platform I came to the House and still stand, and 
the views I have expressed on this floor are, I believe, the 
views of my constituents that this is. a national problem to be 
handled from a national viewpoint. 

In the last 24 hours I am informed that implications have 
been circulated that the views I have expressed have not been 
my own alGne but have been those of others; and that direct 
attacks have been made on my good personal friend, Secretary 
Hoover, as having inspired my opposition to the Haugen bill. 

I want again to deny on the floor of the House that the 
views I have expressed originated with anyone but myself, and 
to say that Secretary Hoover has insistently and persistently, 
despite our personal friendship, refused to discuss agricultural 
problems, because he felt that it was the function of the Secre­
tary of Agriculture and of him alone in the Cabinet. So much 
for that. 

A B STh"ESS PROBLEM 

It is a business and a marketing problem with which we have 
to deal. Being a business and a marketing problem rather 
than a producing one, it is one in which it would seem the 
East ought to help and is willing to help. The effort to drive 
the East out of the discus ion-to confine this di cussion simply 
to what the farmers are alleged by their spokesmen to want­
could, if succe sful, only deprive us of the benefit of many of 
the best business brains in the country. These brains may have 
originated in Nebraska, Kansas, or Texas, but as they have 
become leaders of American business they have in many cases 
migrated to Chicago or New York. 

Mr. FUL?t.fEJR. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. I can not. We of the East want to help. .As it 

seems to us, since this is a business and ma1lketing problem, we 
have felt that the first thing we should do was to examine what 
was the present structure of American marketing. 

COOPERA.TIVE 1t!ARKETING 

The first thing we find in that structure is the cooperative 
marketing association. Now, the cooperative association is 
what? It is an organization of the producers of commodi­
ties banded togethe1·, not for profit but for service. Banded 

together, ff they be orga-nized under the Capper-Volstead Art 
with limitations on their maximum profits, with limitation~ 
on the amount of products they can handle for the account of 
others than their own members, in order to facilitate the 
marketing of the products of their members and secure a 
better pro:fi t. 

These organizations operate through 11dvances to their 
members of so much of the value of their product as the 
organization with its limited resources can make. That in 
turn is usually limited by the amount of money the organiza­
tion can borrow against the commodity from the commercial 
banks. They pay their expenses by charging back to their 
members a reasonable fee for the services given and the 
costs of their operation. 

Some of these cooperative associations have been notably 
successful, particularly in the perishable commodities. Their 
success has come, in many cases, out of their ability to pro0ess 
and thereby preserve ; in other cases, through advertising and 
thus increasing the scope of their markets; in the majority it 
has come thr6ugh the improved credit which the association has 
gained over and above the credit which individuals constituting 
the association could ever have had; and finally some have 
succeeded because their size and strength has enabled them to 
employ the best business brains in their industry. 

And may I say l'ight there that three of the most notable suc­
cesses of the cooperative movement are the milk producers 
w~ose guiding genius is a reformed lawyer; the cranberry 
growers who have a commission man, never a producer; and 
the raisin growers of California, managed by a former real 
estate operator. 

Now: some of these organizations have not been successful. 
This is notably 'true on staple crops. They have failed or had a 
serious struggle for several reasons. One has been their size. 
They are mostly local, not even regional, and none of them are 
national. The second reason has been the lack of facilities for 
handling or storing their crops. The third reason has been 
their lack of credit facilities, due to the fact that they were 
handling c1·ops where the fluctuation in price continually 
changed their equity and consequently their possible loan on 
the commGdity which they handled. Finally, due to their ab­
sence of cash resources, due in turn to their small borrowing 
capacity, the cooperative association has been unable to ad­
vance to the producer anything comparable with the amount 
which the cash buyer would pay. The cash buyer offers 100 
cents on the dollar of the current market price. 

The cooperative association is limited to 60 or 65 per cent, 
or whatever its borrowiug capacity may be, of the value of 
the commodity. Consequently the farmer, even where he 
realizes the value of the organization, is unable to get enough 
cash from the cooperatives to take care of his urgent needs, 
and sells to the cash buyer, even though the price be far less 
than the price he could secllll'e eventually through the asso­
ciation. 

CAN COOPERATIVES HELP SOLVE PROMLEM? 

Through all this discussion every group has agreed that if 
we can form proper farm organizations we can solve the farm 
probleiiL Can the cooperatives give us what we want? I 
believe they can '\\ith proper help from the Government. 

To give them this help the Tincher bill has been devised. 
What are its fundamental principles? First, the establishment 
of a council and commission chosen in the way concerning 
which I have already e:xpre sed my personal views to this 
House. If selected in accordance with the Constitution, and 
with the genius of our institutions, these bodies can be of great 
service. The bill vests them with statistical and advisory serv­
ice of great value. 

The importance of these services is perhaps best shown by the 
fact that every bill that has come to this Hou e from any 
source has contained a similar provision. The language of the 
bill possibly does not in sufficiently clear language emphasize 
what is one of its main purpo. e , and that is the same as the 
purpose of the bill of the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
AswELL]-to foster the growth of cooperatives throughout the 
Nation. Perhaps this should be clarified by amendment. It 
confers upon the commission and the <!Ouncil, however, the duty 
of conferring with and giving advisory service on production 
and surpluses to the farmers of America. I believe that once 
-established with its organizations strengthened through a 
peTiod of service, with its knowledge enhanced through experi­
ence, the farmers of America will lend a willing ear to the ad­
vice of such an agency on the question of what acreage they 
should plant and what crops they should produce to meet the. 
market needs. 

But the chief factor of promise in the Tincher bill, and the 
one up011 whicb I would put by far the greatest personal em~ 
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phasis, ls the provision found ln subparagraph _3, on page 8, 
which reads as follows : 

(8) Upon Its own initiative or upon petition of any cooperative 
markettng association, to call into conference cooperative marketing 
associations engaged in the handling of the same commodity or com­
modities with a view to assisting in the organization by such co­
operative associations of a national or regional duly incorporated 
cooperative marketing association, to act as the common marketing 
agent of such cooperative associations, in the interest of the pro­
ducers of such commodity or commodities. 

NATIONAL MARKETING AGE~CIES 

What does that language provide as a new process in market­
ing-? It directs that this commission first shall determine 
what commodity or commodities logically belong as marketing 
problems in the same group; and, second, having reached that 
determination, the commission shall send for the marketing 
representatives of those producers; shall call them into con­
ference ; and shall say to them, u Gentlemen, you all belong in 
the same marketing group, you all ought to be working . to­
gether ill handling your commodity; if you are willing to work 
together, we will cooperate with you in the formation of the 
type of organization which will best function for the marketing 
of yom· crops." 

You can not handle the great staple crops of America, of 
course, through a thousand little local cooperative associations, 
but if youJ}ut the united strength of 1,000 wheat cooperatives 
into a single organization adequately financed, then you put 
into the hands of the American farmer himself and into his 
own organizations the power to stabilize the wheat market 
of the United States so far as the laws of supply and demand 
will permit any agency to stabilize that market. Therefore, as 
1t seems to me, this provision is the vital clause in the bill and 
it, or something like it, is the vital provision that must go into 
any legislation on the farm question, if we are trying to pro­
duce business and not political results. 

The Oregon grower of wheat bas less in common with the 
Oregon grower of apples than be bas with the North Dakota 
.grower of wheat. Therefore, organization along purely State 
or regioJU'll lines, as proposed in the •Aswell bill, will never 
reach this problem, but organization along the lines of the com­
modity in which there is a common interest offers hope if any­
thing can offer it. The trouble with the American farmer­
which can not be too often emphasized-is that he is over 
6,000,000 individuals, dealing with the great organizations of 
industry and of trade. 

'Vhat this bill seeks to do is to bring all of the wheat farm­
ers of America into one national marketing association, to 
bring all of the cotton farmers of America into one national 
cotton-marketing association for the purpose, not of price fix­
ing, not of direct arbitrary efforts to enhance the price without 
regard to economic laws, but for the purpose of enabling the 
producer to stabilize through orderly handling the market for 
his own commodity. 

1\lr. ARENTZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. I can not yield now. Further-and this is not 

an insignificant matter-if this bill be adopted in this form, 
the farmer and his organization will be freed from the re­
straints of such laws as the Sherman law, which, of course, 
applies to other types of business organizations. 

LOANS TO COOPERATIVES 

To help bts organization to succeed, what do we propose 
to do in the 'l'incber bill? I have said to you that the two 
great weaknesses of the modern cooperative association are 
its lack of size, which we plan to correct in part through 
a national association and in part through attracting new 
members, and its financial weakn'ess and consequent inability 
to advance to its members even approximately as much money 
as the cash buyer can give them. 

S~ we propo~e here that the Government, believing in coop­
erative marketrng, shall offer to the wheat cooperative or the 
cotton cooperative or whatever coopE!,I'ative you please, properly 
organized so that it may become a real factor in the trade the 
money with which to provide the necessary margins over' and 
above a strictly commercial loan. If, for example the banks 
will loan the cooperatives, as they will, 70 per ~ent on the 
wheat, but if the ordinary farmer must have 90 per cent of the 
value in order to carry his cash necessities, then under the 
proposals of this bill the Government is prepared to let the 
cooperative associations have, on second mortgage on the wheat, 
15 or 20 per cent additional. With speculative fluctuations 
diminished through the resulting stabilization, such loans would 
not be unsafe or unwise. 

We pro~ose to. provide for them the facilities-the storage 
and handlmg facilities-they need by loaning them money on 

second mortgage. Now, some Members sa_y that it is all wrong 
for the Government to loan money on second mortgages. Wa 
loaned the railroads on fifth and sixth mortgages ; and why did 
we do 1t1 Because transportation is an absolute national ne­
cessity, because without transportation the entire economic 
structure of this Nation would fall down, and because in the 
economic dislocation resulting from the war the Government 
felt that it and it alone could provide the resources to put 
back the railroads on their feet. 

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 
Mr. FORT. I can not. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey declines 

to yield. 
.Mr. FORT. Now, my friends, is transportation any more of 

an economic necessity than agriculture? Agriculture like trans­
portation is to-day suffering from the economic dislocations of 
war. Agriculture, just as were the railroads, is enUtled to the 
financial backing of the United States Government to · pull it 
out o~ these dislocations. Just as we loaned on fourth, fifth, 
and s1xth mortgages to the railroads, just as we may lose some 
of those loans, personally I can see no reason why this Govern­
ment should hesitate to advance to the basic industry of all 
industries, the margins needed to enable the farmer to handle 
his own business. 

Let us take, for example, the cotton situation as it is to-day. 
We might as well talk frankly. The cotton cooperatives of 
America to-day are carrying the bag for all producers. They 
are carrying practically a million bales of cotton out of an 
abnormal crop, and their backs are breaking because they have 
not the margins over and above what the banks will lo.an them 
to continue to carry the crops. . 
If they drop a million bales of cotton on the market, the 

cotton farmers in America suffer, and not the cooperatives 
alone. Why should not this Government, the only agency which 
can handle it, help carry that burden. Now, on this question 
of these loans, my friends, all crops never go bad the same 
year unless there be a war situation. Take last year, where 
cotton bad trouble and corn had trouble. Pork has been satis­
factory and wheat bas been satisfactory through the year as a 
whole. Each year we have these changes from crop to crop, 
and each year, until the cooperative association has gained, 
through its own strength, the power to handle these matters, 
I would ·have the Government of the United States say to the 
farmers that "To· you of all industries we are prepared to 
loan the margins that are needed on the crops you produce. 
We will not loan 100 per cent. No; but we will loan you 
enough so that the American farmer can wait to market his 
crops and not be compelled to dump his product without regard 
to his own will or on what any intelligent marketing agent 
knows to be a low, unsound market." 

Now, the loans we make on the facUlties are for 33 years. 
That is what we did for the railroads. The loans on commodi­
ties, we assume, will soon be repaid when the commodities 
are sold, but there is nothing in the bill that makes that 
mandatory. We are giving to the board the fullest discretion 
on rates of interest and on terms of repayment. Why? Be­
cause what we are after is to build up cooperative marketing 
in America, and we are setting up this board charged with 
the duty and obligation of accomplishing that purpose and 
giving it wide discretion as to the ways and means in which 
it will proceed. 

SUPERVISION OF COOPERATIVES 

Then, we provide for audits and supervision of cooperatives 
to which we make loans. I think one of the weaknesses in the 
cooperative movement to-day is that there is not enough of 
audit and supervision to make the ordinary farmer feel free 
from suspicion of some of the organizations and promoters. 
Here the promotion is going to be by the United States Gov­
ernment, and here is a Federal board which is going to set up 
the organizations and urge men to join. That fear and that 
suspicion will disappear when the American farmer knows 
the American Government is backing the whole proposition. 

To tho e of my friends who feel that such loans and such 
Government intervention in agriculture is unwise, is socialistic, 
I want to say that what was called socialism yesterday is some-
times the sanity of to-day. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
Jersey has expired. 

Mr. TINCHER. How much more time does the gentleman 
desire to complete his remarks? 

Mr. FORT. I could use five minutes. 
Mr. TINCHER. I yield to the gentleman five minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey is rec­

ognized for five minutes more. 
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Mr. FORT. What we ealled socialism even so recently as 

before the war, we accept as a matter of course in many direc­
tions to-day. 

Here is a great basic industry in trouble, not through its own 
fault. Are we going to sit here and say to the farmers of 
America, j; To help you, to loan you money, is socialistic," when 
we have said to industry of various sortc; and to transportation, 
" We will help you and loan you money " ? 

My friends, economic clothes can be outgrown just as fast 
as a growing boy outgrows his physical clothes. Economic 
ideas must change with the change of time and habits, and 
we have reached a point in this Nation where anything that 
so vitally affects 35 per cent of all our people is a matter of 
1·eal State concern. So long as the changes that we make are 
considered changes, so long as we do not go chasing the 
chimeras of new forms of organiiation, of makeshifts, of price 
fixing, so long as we stand straight on business line~ for the 
building up of business organizations, this Government can 
well, and should, aid the industry of the Nation. . 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Ohairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. No ; I can not. 
The OHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield. 

WILL HELP ALL AGRICULTURE 

1\lr. FORT. Now, my friends, one other thing: We plan 
in this bill to help all agriculture. It is not limited to the 
six basic commodities, and you know the six basic commodi­
ties involve only half of the gross product of agrlcultme. We 
plan to help the farmer in every section, in every crop, in every 
interest that he has; to give to him the backing of the Gov­
ernment~ moral and financial, in his organization of himself 
for his own profit. 

Everyone agrees that organization will do it. Which form 
of organization are you going to choose? The organization 
that i the real development of the best thought of America, 
the cooperative organization, or an untried form of organi­
zation superimposed by the Government, with new icleas and 
new thought, that wipes out the independence of the American 
farmer, that puts him under the supervision and absolute con­
trol of a Government body? Let us stick, my friends, to a 
form of organization that he himself has built up, the form of 
organization to which he is accustomed and with which he is 
acquainted; the form of organization that he knows how to 
operate and that has, where it has had a fair show, worked to 
hls~tima~~~fiL • 

That, as it seems to me, is the Issue before this House. And 
my friends, again, in closing, I hope that we all, in considering 
this question, can rise superior to the sectional considerations 
that have marred this debate. The American fanner is Ameri­
can to the core. Indeed, he might be called the core of Amer­
ica. He does not want the intervention of a new and un­
American instrumentality. He does not want a subsidy from 
his Government. He does want our sympathetic interest in 
his problems. He does want us to give him what we can all 
sincerely recommend as tried, as workable, as safe, and as 
thoroughly American. [Applaus.e.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
J erscy has again expired. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Oklahoma [:Mr. GARTER]. 

Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Mr. Ohairman, after the illu­
minating discussion for the past few days on this :farm situa-

. tion I think any fair-minded person will concede not only that 
we have a farm problem but that that problem has reached 
tbe most acute stage and tbat the basic industry of our Nation, 
agriculture, is perhaps to-day facing a crisis equally as serious 
as any industry has faced during the history of our Nation. 

We are told by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics that 
the price level of agricultural commodities has fallen so far 
below the price of all other commodities that the farmer has 
experienced a loss dudng the past five yeru.·s in that respect 
alone of thirteen and one-half billion dollars ; that the value of 
farm .land and equipment throughout ·the entire country has 
been reduced during the same period from 79,000,000,000 to 
$50,000,000,000, a falling off of $20,000,000,000, or a reduction 
of more than 25 per cent in the value of the agricultural assets 
of our counh·y. 

Many of the former prosperous farmers and stockmen of 
my State have been forced into bankruptcy, while many others, 
having mortgaged their all for a little place on which to live 
and subsist, have been foreclosed and driven from their little 
homes. Still others, not fortunate enough to own a home, while 
perhaps not yet actually confronted with hunger can hear in 
the very near fnture the howling of the wolf menacing them and 
their loved ones. 

Hr~ HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yiela? 
Mr. OARTER of Oklahoma. The gentleman must have heard 

me say I would not yield until I had used eight minutes. I 
shall be very glad to yield when I have finished this short 
statement. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. But I yielded every time the gentleman 
asked me to. 

Mr. OARTER of Oklahoma. I know; but the gentleman had 
more than 30 minutes and I only have 10. I must refuse to 
yield at this time. 

This agricultural depression is now in its sixth year. At 
every session of Oongress during that period those of us repre­
senting agricultural districts in the West have undertaken time 
and again to arouse the interest of Oongress to the peril con­
fronting agriculture. There are many important things that 
could have been done, but none of them have been done. The 
first actual opportunity to render any real assistance comes to 
us in the presentation of these triplets by our Agricultural Oom­
mlttee, but some of our friends on whom we have always in 
the past been accustomed to confide and rely tell us that this 
legislation is radical. My friends, this is the same criticism 
that was brought again t the Declaration of Independence. 
More than that, it is the same charge that was brought ag:•inst 
the people when about 700 years ago they met at Runnrmede 
and wrested the Magna Charta from King John. Going back 
still farther into the musty records of history, we might find 
this same objection brought to the decalogue when that andent 
Hebrew lawgiver, Moses, presented on stone tablets the im­
mortal Ten Commandments. 

I have never been considered radical, nor in the light of the 
deplorable conditions existing to-day do I believe I am now 
more radical than the occasion demands in supporting the agri­
cultural relief legislation presented to Congress to-day. What 
do these bills propose to do? All three of them propose aid to 
cooperative farm organizations, out there the similarity ends. 

The prime purpose of the Haugen bill is to provide the fa~mer 
with the means of carrying over his surplus production from 
the fat years to the lea.J?. years, and I do not believe that any 
person will deny that to be one of the most baneful short­
comings with reference to our present .agricultural situation. 

Another, the Aswell bill, proposes machinery to take up the 
spread between producer and consumer of agricultural products. 
That is to say, to eliminate some of the wide difference between 
the price received by the farmer for his products and the price 
paid by the consumer for such products. Outside of the 
$375,000,000 authorized by the Haugen bill, these I take it are 
the two features which are pointed out as radical. They do 
constitute a very material and serious change in our present 
machinery of distribution and sale of agricultural commodities. 

Every man who has studied the situation m:ust agree that 
both these bills strike at two vital evils which have brought 
about this crisis and are now menacing the farmers of our 
country. What are we going to do about it? The only ques· 
tion is whether or not either of these plans will work out the 
successful end we hope to accomplish. Maybe they will, and 
maybe they will not. For my part I am going to resolve the 
doubt in favor of the farmer and cast my vote to give one ot 
these plans a chance. 

" Oh I" I hear some one say, " are you, a Democrat, believing 
that every tub should stand on its own bottom, going to support 
such legislation as this?" As a Democrat-I do believe that in 
so far as possible every industry should stand on its own 
re ponsibility. As a Democrat I do not believe in taxing one 
class of people to enl'ich another. But this does not mean that 
we should fail to recognize tbe condition of any industry be­
coming so distressed as to merit legitimate Government aid. 
Moreover, I remind my friends that the Democratic Party is 
not at this time in command of either of the three coordinate 
branches of the Government. When the people of this Nation 
return to sanity, when they are again made to see the im· 
portance of "equal rights to all and special privileges to none," 
and return the Democrats. to power, then I will join you as 
I would to-day, if it were po sible, in wiping out the iniquitous 
high schedules of the tariff and every other subsidy that i pro· 
vided for the Sl)ecial interests by the present administration. 

But what are we going to do until that time comes? This is 
the year of our Lord, 1926. At the very be t we can not hope 
to gain control of the administration of this Government until 
March 4, 1929. That means that three crops will be planted, 
harvested, and sold before the Democratic Party can hope to 
get in control of the Government. What are our distressed and 
banh"Tupt farmers and stockmen going to do until that time rolls 
around? We are confronted now with a 2,000,000 bale carry­
over in the cotton indu try, and no one can tell what this sea­
son may bring. Suppose we have a bumper crop this year, 
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what is going to happen to the price of cotton next fall? Why, 
it is apparent to any man that the price of cotton will fall 
below the cost of production. What are my friends from cotton­
pl'oducing sections going to say--

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will tell you. 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Wait just a moment, please. 

The gentleman does not know yet what I am going fo ask him. 
.Mr. HUDSPETH. I yielded to the gentleman every time. 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Ye<s; but the gentleman from 

Texas had 35 minutes, and up to date the best I ha'\'e been 
able to secure is 10 minutes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I have been courteous and yielded to the 
gentleman every time. 

Mr. CARTEJR of Oklahoma. Yes; but I did not interrupt the 
gentleman until I had obtained his permission. I must decline 
to yield now until I have completed my question. What is my 
good friend from Texas going to do when he gets back to his 
good old farmers down on the Rio Grande who are raising 
cotton at a cost of 20 to 25 cents a pound and will, perhaps, be 
forced to sell it this fall from 12 to 15 cents a pound? How is 
be going to explain to them that, after having voted for tariffs 
and subsidies that build up the price of products in the cities 
and of all the eastern country, that when an opportunity came 
to give them the same character of relief he found that it was 
economically unsound to do it? Now I will yield to the gentle­
man to answer the question. 

l\Ir. HUDSPETH. But I do- not desire to ask the gentleman 
a question. 

Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. But I am ready to yield now. 
:Mr. HUDSPETH. Very well; I will tell you what I am 

going to say. 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Do not take up too much of my 

time. 
Mr. HUDSPETH. But you have asked a que tion. 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. No; I said I yielded. 

/ 

1\lr. HUDSPETH. I am going to- say to them, " Borrow your 
money from your banks and carry over your surplus." 

Mr. CARTER of Oklah<>ma. 1\ow, just let me answer that. 
The CHAIRMA.l.'i. The time of the gentleman from Okla­

homa has expired. 
Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five min­

utes more. 
.Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. The gentleman from Texas says 

be will tell the farmers : " Borrow the money from the banks 
and cany over your surplus." I imagine that will remind the 
already debt-riUden farmer of the young man who was seeking 
the hand of the gil'l in marriage, and when he popped the ques­
tion to her she replied, "You must go to father." The discon­
solate young man reeled off the following rhyme: 

She knew that I knew that her father was dead; 
She knew that I knew what a life he had led; 
She knew that I knew what she meant when she aid, 
" Go to father." 

[Laughter.] 
IUr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\fr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Yes; if the gentleman who has 

control will give me a little more time. 
Air. HAUGEN. The gentleman from Texas has announced 

that he was in favor of the farmers of his district having the 
benefit of the tariff; and having voted for the tariff bill, if the 
price goes down on cattle, as it has, he would give the cattle­
men the benefit of the $2 a hundred on cattle weighing more 
than 1,050 pounds and the transportation rate. 

That is about $2.50 a hundred. The gentleman opposed the 
cattlemen getting the benefit of the tariff of $2.50. He voted 
for the McNary-Haugen bill; and if we had that bill in opera­
tion. now, the cattlemen would get more than $3 a hundred. 
[Applause.] 

1\lr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Since the gentleman has con­
sumed considerable of my time, I hope he will be able to yield 
me a little more, because it is going to push me to finish the 
few suggestions I have to make. 

There has been much talk about the equalization fee. They 
have tried to throw a scare into us; they have tried to intimi­
date some Congressmen representing cotton growers on ac­
count of thi · equalization fee. That is the easiest thing in the 
world to explain. This equalization fee does not come in force 
for two years after the date of the pas"age of the bill. The bill 
will probably not be passed until some time in June, so it will 
be 1928 before the equalization fee will come on cotton. If this 
provision with reference to cotton wo.rks out satisfactorily and 
the farmer gets a price for his cotton that gives a profit over 
and above the cost of production, do you think the cotton farmer 
is such -a fool he will object to paiiflg for that service? That 

LXVII-573 

is what the equalization fee proposes to do. We have two years 
to find out whether or not it will work. 

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. The gentleman from Louisiana 

has control of a part of the time. I will be glad to yield to 
him if he will give me a little more time. But suppose that at 
the end of two years thi does not work out satisructorily. 
Suppose it does not kee-p the price of cotton above the cost of 
production. Wbat is going to happen then? Why, e-verybody 
knows that this part of the bill will be repealed. You could 
not get 10 votes in this entire House against repealing it. Why, 
you could not even get tho e on the Republican side to object 
to that. These Yankees do not want to injure om· farmers just 
for the purpose of punishing them. They are good business 
men. They just want to get our farmers' products as cheaply 
as possible and ell the products of their own country to our 
farmers at the highest pos ible price. The deferring of this 
equalization fee for two years is one of the best provisions in 
the bill, because it gi'\'es us a chance to see if the application 
of the bill will work to the advantage of the price of the farm­
ers' products. If it does not, it can be repealed before the 
equalization :fee is applied. If any change is made in that pro­
vision, if the bill is amended so as the equalization fee will 
apply before we find out whether it is workable or not, then, in 
m:v opinion, this bill is going to lose a good many votes from 
agricultural sections. I simply make this statement as a warn­
ing to the friends of the bill. 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Will the gentl~man yield? 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. If the gentleman will make it 

short. 
Mr. BLACK of New York. Can the gentleman fi~1re bow 

many votes there will be to defer the equalization fee for an­
other two years? 

:Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. No; we will cross that bridg~ 
when we get to it. I repeat what I have just said. If this 
plan works out to the benefit of the cotton farmer, then the 
cotton farmer will be willing to pay for that erviee ; but if 
it is -found to be not workable to the extent of giving the cotton 
farmer a reasonable compensation for hi production, then 
there will be no use to keep that part of the bill on the statute 
books and any reasonable man will vote to repeal it That 
ought to satisfy even the gentleman from New York. · 

l\fr. BLACK of New York. We are bard to satisfy . 
Ur. CARTER of Oklahoma. Yes; I admit that some of these 

gentlemen 1·epresenting the East whose constituents have been 
getting the advantage of the tariff and ot11er subsidie are 
somewhat hard to satisfy when we ask a distribution of any 
part of those benefits out We t. [Applause.] 

The CHA.IRM.A.N. The time of the gentleman bas expired. 
1\lr. CARTER of Oklahoma. I would like to have two 

minutes. 
Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman.. I have only 92 minutes to 

run a debate of 8 hours. 
Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Can not the gentleman yield 

me two minutes? He used up that much of my time. 
1\Ir. HAUGEN. I can give the gentleman one minute. 
1\!r. CARTER of Oklahoma. The gentleman took up two 

minutes of my time when I yielded to him. 
l\lr. HAUGEN. We had a gentleman's agreement--
1\Jr. CARTER of Oklahoma. The gentleman did not have 

any agreement about the two minutes he took away from my 
time when I yielded to him. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield two minutes to the gentleman. [Ap­
plause.] 

Mr. CARTER of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I want a few 
more words with my colleagues on the Democratic side of the 
House. For almost 20 years I have 1·epresented the people of 
my section in Congress. During all of that time my voice has 
been raised with yours in protest against these exorbitant 
t.:'ll'iffs and subsidies which ha'\'e enriched the people of the 
cities and of the Ea._ t and impoveri bed the people of the 
South and West We have protested, we have vociferated, we 
ha'\'e thundered in the index, yet the party in power has gone 
right along continuinO' the practice of subsidies and tariffs for 
the benefit of their people. They have piled up tariffs, sub­
sidie , artificial props and braces to every character of busi­
ness in the country except agriculture, until our poor old 
farmer has his back bent and almost broken from the burden. 
And worse still, the American people have gone right along 
electing a majority in this House and at the other end of the 
Capitol of those who continue the practice of this policy. So 
at last we have an opportunity here for the coru:ideration of 
legislation which proposes to give some of these artificial props 
and braces to the agricultural industry and whateve1· my con­
victions may be on governmental economics, I do not propose 
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that my vote shall stand in the way of the farmer of the South 
and West getting his share, so I am going to vote for the 
Haugen bill. I am going to vote for it because I consider it is 
the lJest proposal offered and that has any chance of being 
enacted into law. [Applause.] 

Mr. RATHBONE. Mr. Speaker, it is most interesting to 
note what common-sense farmers themselves hav.e to say about 
the problem of agriculture, which we are debating. In my 
own State of Illinois there is published the Whiteside County 
Farmer, in which an article recently appeared by Mr. l\latt 
Grennan, which should be of much interest not only to the 
farmers of the Nation but to the public in general. The article 
is as follows : 

What is the most serious problem before the .A.merlcan people to-day't 
I say lack of understanding of each other's problems. 

'l'his is the topic of every group in the rural districts and is fast 
spreading to the cities. 

We have, in my opinion, just started into what the older countries 
have gone through. 

'l'he real trouble, as I see it, is that we have lost sight of our cus­
tomers. They axe in just as serious a condition as we. For instance, 
the mnn with a family of youngsters who has had his time cut to four 
days a week and his pay to 40 cents an hour. This leaves him $16 
with which to battle the high cost of living. I am citing this particu­
lar class because they are our real customers. They eat more of the 
goou, substantial food than those who do less manual labor, and they 
are also the first to feel a depression. 

ReceiYing but $16 a week, he must limit his cost of living to that 
amount, as his borrowing power is unlike that of the producer, who 
must have a reserve capital to do his business with. The cause for 
his decrease in wages and working time can be laid to the decrease in 
buying power of the farmer. 

Wlwt is the real reason for this condition? I would say too much I 
speculation and too little regulation. Now, we are in a certain sense 
to blame for this. When food was cheaper people consumed more and 
perhaps wasted more, but with the advance in price they were forced 
to curtail their eating to conform with their pay envelopes. Cos_ts of 
living have advanced radically in proportion to the a vcrage man's earn­
ing power. 

I '':ill quote a few comparisons: When we sold wheat for 75 cents 
per bu hel the consumer bought flour for 85 cents a sack. Now we 
pay $3, and get, or rather get at threshing time when most of our 
wheat was delivered, a dollar and a quarter. I am speaking for ~ 
own 11eighborhood. 

What bas caused this unreasonable advance in the cost of getting 
the raw protluct from hands of the producer to the hands of the con­
sumE'r in its finished form? I say speculation, storage, distribution, 
and manner of handling. 

In the days of 75-cent wheat spE'culation was practically unknown. 
Storage was limited to small mill warehouses and farm granaries. 
'Ihese small mills dealt directly with the producer and the consumer 
at a normal cost, thereby eliminating the cost of double freight and 
countless agencies that the produce now must pass through before it 
reaches the consumer. 

Here is where the producer loses sight of his customer and both are 
pru:alyzed. For instance, we have sold 50 per cent of our co.rn this 
year for 50 cents a bushel, wheat for $1.30, and oats at a cent a pound. 

The consumer is paying 5 cents a pound for corn meal, or $2.80 a 
bushel. He pays 7 cents a pound for oatmeal, or $2.24 a bushel, and 
the e two articles are the cheapest food a consumer can buy that are 
not sold direetly from the producer to the consumer. We must find a 
more direct route for the raw material to be put into the hands of the 
consumer or customer in its finished state. 

All great wrongs that affect people have a way of righting them­
selves. It took a civil war to eradicate slavery, and impossible con­
ditions in Europe brought on the World War. We are just starting 
through what Europe has already experienced. We are allowing the 
most efficient producers to be driven from the farms to find more 
lucrative employment. These men are being replaced by others who, 
through lack of knowledge and experience, can produce less than 75 per 
cent of what they should. In the last 10 years we have eliminated 65 
per cent of our horses. If we still had them, they would consume 
more than our prcsen t export to Europe. Any man with ordinary 
reasoning po.wer can readily see that this country would be on war­
time rations if we had not replaced the horse with motor power. 

When Europe became industrialized to such an extent that she was 
forced to look elsewhere for food, she turned to us and got it; but 
whom shall we look to when our agriculture fails? How are we going 
to r emedy this appalling situation? 

We have always stood on our own feet in these United States, and 
we still can do so if we provide for the future. As I said before, we 
must find a more direct way of meeting our customers. 

Let us build QUr own mills and refineries to convert the raw materials 
1nm the f!n1sl,\!~ p1·!Jduct. Place these in the center of each grain­
growing State, and take advantage of the shortened railway hauls. 

De.:'ll directly with the consumer through small distributing centers, 
who in turn will take care of the retail grocers. 

Now, to take care of surplus grain. In the first place, this will be 
partly eliminated through the fact that people will eat more of it on 
account of its lesser cost. Each farmer must have sufficient bin room to 
hold his grain. He can shell his corn the 1st of June, put it back in 
his bins, aBd haul one-twelfth of it each month. In this way large 
storehouses will be unnecessary, and still the mills will have a steady 
income of grain the year around. If at the eleventh month there is 
found to be a surplus, the grain is where it belongs, and production 
can be adjusted accordingly. 

Under this method we can reduce the cost of living 40 per cent to 
our customers, thereby increasing their earning power. We will get 
away from what Europe has suffered, have a general sympathy for each 
other, build up business, and put everyone to work. 

We should be able to pay the farmer approximately a dollar for corn 
a dollar and a half for wheat, a dollar and a quarter for rye, 85 cent~ 
for barley, and 50 cents for oats. 

In the meat line we could say $14 per hundred for finished cattle 
$8 for choice feeders, and $12 for top hogs. This, I think, is a relativ~ 
price and will regulate meat and grain. 

The stimulus to industry should be tremendous. It will take years 
of industrial activity to supply agriculture with equipment that they 
are so badly in need of, and which they will be only too glad to buy 
when their finances permit it. 

There are a number of ways in which this plan can be financed. 
The farmers themselves can finance it on the b.a,sis of a 25 cents an 
acre tax over a period of years. Where tenants are involved the tax 
could be met by each paying half. With this plan each individual 
farmer would become a stockholder and would participate in .any 
dividends which might occur. These dividends could be paid yearly 
or held as a surplus to meet increased demands for operating space 
and equipment. 

There are a great many angles to the subject, and I might write a 
book on it if time and space permitted. I am deeply interested in 
anything which promises help for the producer and his ultimate 
customer. 

Being a plain farmer and cattle feeder, working from early in the 
morning until chores are done at night, I think I understand and 
realize conditions better than many more highly educated men who 
are writing from their desks in the city. 

The man or group of men who puts this plan into operation will 
have rendered a lasting service to his country and to the great class 
who earn their living by honest toil. He will be entitled to his place 
in the ball ot fame with our reverend forefathers , Washington and 
Lincoln. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

1\.fr. ASWELL. I understood we had an agreement to the 
contrary. I understood that the gentleman from Iowa would 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES], 
and the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER] would yield 
10 minutes to him, and I would yield him 10 minutes. 

Mr. HAUGEN. That is right. 
Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen­

tleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES], as the gentleman from Kansas 
and the gentleman from Iowa have done. 

The CHAIRMAl~. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman with­
hold while I yield one minute to the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. HULL]? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 

consent to extend my remarks in the REconn on these bills. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unan­

imous consent to extend his remarks. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, there is to-day gen­

eral agreement in this country upon two points relating to agri­
culture. One is that it is in serious distress and presents a 
most important problem as to suitable relief measures. The 
other point is universal acknowledgment of the fact that the 
Fordney high tariff, as an agency of any sort of general pros­
perity for agriculture as a whole, has been a hopeless and gro­
tesque failure from the day of its ·enactment. On the contrary, 
even a blind person can now see that during the past five years 
our high tariffs have operated as a tremendous engine of op­
pression to agriculture. The present deplorable condition of 
our farmers did not develop overnight, and it can not be rem­
edied overnight Relief in many deserved and legitimate ways 
can and undoubtedly should be had at the earliest possible date. 
Such relief should come through sound economic policies, and 
not through temporary artificial expedients of extremely doubt­
ful workability. Permanent relief, based on sound principles, is 
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what agriculture properly demands and what it is entitled to 
receive. 

During the period of my service here I have at every stage 
contributed my best efforts in earnest cooperation with those 
seeking to promote the welfare of American agriculture. At 
this time two widely different policies for farm relief are avail­
able. One policy is embodied in the Haugen bill, which is bot­
tomed on the existing high-tariff system. 

The other policy embraces such timely, practicable, and 
legitimate measures as the following: Tariff reduction, thereby 
materially diminishing the farmer's cost of production, distribu­
tion and his cost of living ; liberalization of our international 
trade relations, thereby expanding and developing foreign 
market and trade conditions so that other countries might 
purchase increased quantities of our surplus foodstuffs and 
other commodities, at increased prices; aid and encourage­
ment in the wider expansion and development of cooperative 
agencies for transportation and distribution, including the 
guarded relaxation of antitrust legislation in view of the 
peculiar and extra hazards and uncertainties which agricultural 
production involves ; better short-term and other credit facilities 
where actually needed and justified by good business principles ; 
reduction of railway rates; abolition by the States of State 
taxes on farm lands, leaving the same to counties and 
villages · readjustment downward by the States of land taxes 
in the ~eantime; suppression of monopolies in the distribu-

. tion of farm products; abolition by international agreements of 
bounties, rebates, and other special aid given the exportation 
and sale of farm products in competition with ours, by other 
governments; the greater utilization of the Mississippi and 
other important water courses for the transportation of farm 
products. The cooperative agencies for the distribution and 
sale of farm products should have all reasonable financial 
cooperation by the Federal Government with suitable safe­
guards until they are sufficiently developed and made suf-
ficiently workable. · 

The champions of the manufacturers' high tariffs naturally 
oppose the Haugen measure, because they do not propose to run 
the slightest risk of imposing any tariff burdens or impediments 
on tariff-protected manufacturers. It is comical to hear this 
delectable group oppose the Haugen bill by shouting " subsidy." 
Some of the antihigh tariff supporters of the Haugen measure 
suggest that it is not possible to secure the immediate adoption 
of the legitimate remedies I have outlined and that therefore 
the farm emergency can only be met by joining the forces of 
special privilege and enacting the Haugen bill. Under this 
theory sound relief could never be secured. The American 
farmers had a wonderful opportunity in the general elections of 
1922 to take effective steps for the adoption of sound measures 
of relief, and they had a like opportunity in the elections of 
1924. Why did not their spokesman offer the Haugen plan 
when the Fordney tariff ·bill was pending in 1922? Their 
leaders and representatives, unfortunately, were during these 
periods holding a great cross section of farmers in sup­
port of the very economic methods which have wrought 
havoc to American agriculture. Everyone now knows that there 
is a disparity between the prices of agriculture and of industry 
and that the Fordney high tariff is chiefly responsible therefor. 
It must be patent to all that the Haugen bill contemplates the 
perpetuation of the most aggravated form of special privilege 
in this country, which is the Fordney high tariff. Strange to 
say, this is proposed in the name of economic equality, although 
nothing is mo1·e impossible than to equalize the benefits of 
special privilege. Economic equality, if it means anything, 
means the destruction of special privilege. Thes.e two policies 
are directly and eternally inconsistent ~nd repugnant to each 
other. High tariffs not only breed combines and monopolies, 
but they invariably leave a trail of colossal scandals and whole­
sale conuption. Our Government to-day is in the clutches of 
the high-tariff manufacturers; they are the Government. They 
have given express orders for Congress to keep entirely away 
from the tariff, no matter what happens to the farmer. 

The real object of those now in control of the Federal Gov­
ernment is to maintain the e:x:i.Bting Fordney high tariffs intact. 
l!"'arm relief with them is purely incidental to this one control­
ling purpose. They are willing to give agriculture anything 
that will not militate against the existing high-tariff structure. 
The important fact should constantly be borne in mind that 
from early in 1921 farm-relief measures have been in charge 
and control of those who were opposed to any interference 
with existing high and unconscionable tariffs, but who favored 
their permanent retention. It has not been possible, therefore, 
either to consider farm-relief measures or to conduct farm­
relief hearings with respect to the great and far-reaching tariff 
and trade angle of the agricultural situation. On the con­
trary, representatives of the majority in control of the Gov-

ernment have constantly fought to keep entirely away from 
tariff considerations and instead to offer to agriculture any 
and every kind of relief measures, no matter how artificial or 
arbitrary, just so their operation and effects would not conflict 
with or undermine or expose the class nature, the injustice, the 
inequities, and the outrages of the Fordney high-tariff rates. 
These objects and purposes, now clearly revealed, account for 
the many half-baked or inadequate or hodge-podge proposals 
for farm relief since early in 1921, as they also account for the 
distribution of tons of propaganda intended either to divert 
the farmer from a real consideration of tariff effects upon his 
industry or to placate him in his threatened wrath against 
the tariff and trade policies of the present administration. 

During the years prior to 1921 American agriculture had 
thrived wonderfully. In 1921 we had vast surpluses of food­
stuffs, while the balance of the world was hungry and anxious 
to buy. Our country only needed to cooperate in a moral and 
economic way to maintain the international financial exchange, 
credit and trade situation in order that countries needing our 
surplus foodstuffs might have available trade channels through 
which to purchase upon good security in cases where cash or 
barter were inadequate for payment. Then it was that those 
in charge of the Federal Government, dominated by the ultra­
high-tariff manufacturers, decided to pursue a policy of narrow 
and selfish economic isolation and aloofness and to fence this 
country about with tariffs higher in many respects than any 
known to our fiscal history. They, as are all high-tariff sys­
tems, were surrounded by a network of retaliations, boycotts. 
reprisals, restraints, and restrictions \vith respect to interna­
tional trade. 

All sound economic authorities recognize that this ultra- -
high-tariff policy would crucify agriculture in America, as sub­
sequent experience has demonstrated to a mathematical cer­
tainty. Those in control, however, recalled the fact that they 
had for 50 years been able to delude the farmer by the plea 
that high tariffs were an invariable guaranty of permanent 
prosperity to all industries, including agriculture. They there­
fore had no hesitation in attempting to continue the wide circu­
lation of this deliberately false policy. The first step was to 
proclaim and enact the farmer's high tariff law of May, 1921, 
coupled with the solemn assurance that it would give agricul­
ture sound and permanent prosperity. We must not forget the 
fact that those among the majority in control of the Govern­
ment and their associates on the outside who assumed to speak 
for agriculture subscribed to and supported this fraudulent 
program of farm relief. 

In 1922, when the Fordney general tariff measure was pend­
ing, these same farm spokesmen strongly ratified and approved 
the agricultural tariff provisions as constituting virtually an 
all-inclusive remedy and safeguard for American agriculture. 
The idea held out to the farmers was that they were thereby 
placed on an absolute economic equality with manufacturing 
and other industries. The real problem of promoting and ex­
pending international trade and export markets was not seri­
ously mentioned, much less considered. 

Further, to illustrate the tortuous course of those in charge 
of the Government toward agriculture, it is interesting to recall 
that as early as 1920 candidate Warren G. Harding urged the 
farmers to produce more. On July 22, 1920, he said: 

Our need is a maximum production. * * • I want softlebow to 
appeal to the sons and daughters of the Republic, to every producer, 
to join hand and brain in production, more production, honest produc­
tion. patriotic production. 

Vice presidential candidate Calvin Coolidge on July 27, 1920, . 
said: 

Production must be increased. 

During the months following the enactment of the Fordney 
farmer's high tariff in May, 1921, disaster was overtaking agri­
culture so rapidly that President Harding, in his annual mes­
sage to Congress on December 6, 1921, was driven to confess 
that-
so..nething more than tariff protection is required by American agri­
culture. 

The farm spokesmen at Washington, however, were later 
soothed and made content with the soporifics that were later 
inserted in the Fordney tariff law in 1922. I do not question 
their motives. Some minor, partial, and wholly inadequate 
domestic laws relating to agriculture were provided as a supple­
ment to the pretended tariff remedies which were constantly 
held out as- the controlling agency for agricultural prosperity. 

It is due the American Farm Bureau Federation to call atten­
tion to the oppo ing views of some of their membership as 
early as 1923, although their contrary ideas became hopelessly 
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submerged by other farm spokesmen at Washington in league 
with the high-tariff policy. This farm organization sent a com­
mittee abroad during 1923 to study the European situation as 
it related to the American farmer. This committee reported at 
the annual convention on December 10, 1923, as follows : 

But whether for barter or for money, there are serious obstacles to 
the full and necessary development of international trade that are of 
gratuitous American making. Our tariff laws are in many instances 
prohibiti>e rather than protective. They make it impossible for foreign 
countries to sell to us and therefore impossible for them to buy from 
us. Intemational trade is literally a trade, an exchange. It there is 
nothing that we can take in exchange for what we offer, there is no 
trade. Nations can not buy without selling. We need tariff laws that 
are designed to equalize competition and not prevent it. Tariffs dic­
tated by greed bear heavily on our farmers, for they increase their cost 
factors and impede the sale of their products. The American Farm 
Bureau Federation has defined its position on this subject and It should 
resolutely press for the adoption of the principle of nonpolitical tariffs 
adjusted so as to compensate for differences in labor costs h<'re and 
abroad. 

It is thus apparent that these farm leaders bad discov~red the 
extent to which our narrow high-tariff policies and accompany­
ing trade restrictions were hopelessly handicapping and ham­
stringing even the most legitimate and profitable reciprocal in­
ternational trade. They seem to have di covered the true eco­
nomic fact that no country could sell unless it was willing to 
buy, and that exports must be paid for by imports, and hence 
that a reduction of imports meant a corresponding redu~tion of 
exports. During these very years-1921 to 1924--there were 
hundreds of millions of grossly underfed people in Europe cry­
ing for our foodstuffs, while thousands of our American farmers 
were drifting into bankruptcy for lack of sales of their sur­
pluses. 

In the fall of 1920, while combating the general high-tariff 
program then already planned, I offered a resolution in the 
House of Representatives providing for the appointment of a 
select committee to conduct elaborate hearings and to report 
a measure or plan to reduce the cost of domestic distribution 
between the farmer and the consumer of farm products in this 
country. The farmer was not getting much more than one-third 
of the price which the consumer paid. This resolution related 
to all costs of distribution, including transportation, warehous­
ing, and sales methods and agencies. The resolution was given 
no attention by the majority in control of Congress, their 
minds being engrossed solely with their tariff remedies. On 
December 22, 1920, in discussing on the floor of the House the 
so-called farmers' tariff bill then pending, among other things 
I said: · 

The proposed tariff bill, in my judgment, is not nearly so innocent 
ns appears on its face, for whether so intended or not, this measure 
sharply raises the question of the most supreme importance to this 
Nation, one involving the whole future commercial policy of the 
Nation in the light of the new and changed economic conditions in 
which our country and the world find themselves as the result of the 
war. The American people are now face to face with the momentous 
question of whether they as a Nation will maintain our present supreme 
position in world finance, commerce, and industry, going forward 
with the development of our foreign trade, keeping alive and ex­
panding our great merchant marine, making sound and permanent 
inve tmei!ts of surplus capital abroad, affording labor increased em­
ployment at home, negotiating wise reciprocal commercial treaties, 
cooperating with other nations in the elimination of unfair, hurtful, 
and dangerous trade practices so as to promote fair and friendly 
trade relations, prescribing a tariff for revenue only, and doing in 
other essential respects big things in a big way as sound, enlightened, 
and progressive policy would suggest. 

'l'he American Nation must either adopt this wise and philosophic 
polley for its future and continue to progress, .or it must inevitably 
and as the only alternative adopt the narrow, shortsighted, suicidal 
policy of commercial isolation not unlike that pursued by China after 
she had become a world factor in finance and commerce and which 
has brought her to her present low and despised estate. This latter 
policy means that the United States shall return to a general and 
comprehensive system of high protective tariffs-tariff's on the com­
modities of all producers, from the raw material to the finish~d prod­
uct, when selilshly demanded by them, whether really needed or not 
even from the standpoint of protection. It practically means going 
backward 40 years, although economic conditions have entirely changed. 
This policy would as,sure permanent artificial commercial conditions, 
a new army of trusts, monopolistic prices to consumers at home, in­
efficiency in production, stagnation, shutdowns, and an artificially 
high level of costs of production which would preveut successful 
American competition in world markets and would compel a return 
to the old practice under former high prutective tariff systems of 
dumping our annual surpluses abroad at prices far below the domestic 

prices chat·ged the American consumer. This policy, so backward, 
antiquated, and utterly provincial for a full-grown country, would 
mean the death knell to our present $13,000,000,000 of International 
commerce, and along with it our dominant position in the financial 
and commercial affairs of t!1e world. It would then be entirely appro­
priate to remit our foreign debts and let the gift become a monu­
ment to our economic stupidity and our future national decadence. 
Bourbon protectionists can not realize that we are living in a new 
world and that the position of our Nation in the world economy is 
vastly different from that of the past. From this time the Nation 
will move forward or backward according to which of these great 
epochal policies it adopts. 

In the language of President William McKinley, "the period of 
exclusiveness is past. The expansion of om· trade and commerce is 
the pressing problem." Notwithstanding every true sign and wise 
warning to the contrary, the fight for reaction, for exclusiveness, and 
for economic isolation is now on. The sudden appearance of this 
hastily constructed high tariff bill was the signal to all the forces of 
standpat protection and of greeu and selfishness to rally in a grand 
effort again to get both theit· arms and feet into the Federal Treasury. 
The logrollers behind this and other like high tariff bills make the 
pork-barrel logrollers drop theit· beads in shame. No per on or busi­
ness can become a beneficiary of one of these general high protective 
tariff laws without joining with all other beneficiaries, no matter how 
undeserving or extortionate and upholding their demands. I am per­
suaded that the proponents of this measure, while recognizing its 
utter futility as a remedy for the present distress of the farmet·s, have 
rushed it before Congress for the purpose of exciting the favorable 
interest and whetting the appetite of certain wheat raisers and 
livestock growers, bean, peanut, onion, and other raisers of certain 
agricultural products to the extent that they will next sprlng demand 
that their Representatives here give their support not only to protec­
tive-tariff items affecting them at home, but to the entire high pro­
tective tariff measure the reactionary Republicans expect to lay before 
Congress next year. 

Speaking further along, I also said: 
The controlling purpose of the bill is to create the false impression 

in the minds of the farmers of the Nation that they can be materially 
benefited by hlgb protective tariff's upon the theory that the taritf will 
prevent outside competition and thereby enable the farmers to secure 
higher prices than otherwise for his products in the domestic markets. 
A few general facts and conditions patent to every sane person utterly 
disprove this view. 

At another point in the same speech, in reply to an interroga­
tion as to the immediate remedies I would suggest, I said: 

First, let the Government and the banking and other financial agrn­
cies of this country cooperate with the commercial, banking, and other 
agencies of other countries who want our surplus commodities in re­
viving and strengthening our international trade and exchange situa­
tion. That opens the door; that gives us a free flow of commerce back 
and forth between nations. This would afford t emporary relief. Amer­
ica will have to make large, long-time investments abroad to give us a 
stable and sound and permanent export situation. In the second 
place, I would have the farmers of this country who still own a surplus 
of farm products and livestock given all the credit accommodations 
possible that will enable them to hold this surplus pending the revival 
of international trade functions. I do not mean by this to hold up the 
values of this surplus artificially, but rather up to a fair world-price 
level at this stage of readjustment. In the third place, Congress could 
do much to encourage and considerable to aid in bringing the farmer 
in more direct communication with the consumer. For many years 
we have heard constant talk about efficiency in production, but we have 
beard entirely too little about economic efficiency and directness in the 
distribution of that which the farmer produces between him and the 
consumer. Cooperative sales agencies, cooperative purchasing agencies, 
additional storage facilities properly supervised, better transportation, 
terminal facilities, all these are important steps which are now being 
pointed out to you by the farmer himself to bring the farmer more 
directly and in cheaper contact with the consumer, and whicb, if it 
enabled him to get even one-third to one-half the level of prices which 
the American consumers are now paying for his products, would put 
him in thC:l most independent position economically at this minute. 
Now, these, in my judgment, are the practical methods by which the 
agricultural surplus, as well as the other surpluses, we produce in 
this country will finally be disposed ~f. 

The friends of high-tariff protection from 1920 until the 
present time, by suggesting eYery other sort of expedients and 
nostrums, have been able to divide the farmers and so to 
ward off an assault by agriculture upon existing high tariffs. 
They have in the meantime even brazenly argued that such 
tariffs had helped agriculture as a whole. They have also doped 
millions of farmers half to death with high-tariff propaganda. 
President Coolidge in his Chicago speech, December, 1925, 
still held out for the application of high tariffs as the best 
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panacea for agriculture. President Coolidge's agricultural enactment of sound and suitable policies, g1vmg economic 
conference in its report of January, 1925, inserted a strong equality to all clas es of busines , of intlustries, and to all sec­
high-tariff provision. Upon the other hand, the appearance of tions of our common country. The alternative to this wise 
the McNary-Haugen bill in Congress in 1924 was a confession course is to acquiesce and by implication to ratify all existing 
by high-tariff champions that some remedy more potent than policies in support of high tariffs, subsidies, bounties, and all 
the tariff was necessary for the salvation of agriculture. In other forms of special privilege, and at the same time seek a 
order, however, to safeguard all the mountain-high rates of the suitable share in the loot. We would then have a Government 
Fordney law for the benefit of certain manufacturers- they of privilege, by privilege, and for privilege. 
framed the McNary-Haugen measure upon the policy of per- Fundamental principles would be forgotten and ultimately 
petua ting such high rates by leaving them intact. This bill would become almost a hiss and a byword among those enjoy­
failed in the House. ing special governmental favoritism. If special privilege is 

The general result of the course of those in charge of the outrageously wrong, why should we embrace it even tern­
Federal Government in relation to agriculture during the past porarily, instead of fighting to destroy it and restore honest 
five years has been to maintain all high tariff rates undis- and fair economic policies? The country was never in such 
turbed and intact, which has re ulted in turning out annually urgent need of education on these questions· if it is to be 
scores of millionaires in the manufacturing industries, while saved from the forces of privilege and plunder. If the oppo­
American agriculture as a whole has gone from bad to worse. sition is not to become submerged by the predatory interests 

We :find to-day a continuance of the same old policy which of this country, it must proceed to educate the people along 
is designed to evade and avoid the slightest interference with right lines and to combat at every step these sinister forces. 
the existing high and extortionate tariff rates and to salve The fact that under Republican rule special privilege has 
and soothe the farmer with the absolutely artificial and arbi- reared its slimy head in this country affords no reason or pre­
trary plan to raise the prices of his products, as is shown by text for the champions of sound economic policies even tern­
the pending Haugen bill. Let us still keep in mind the no- porarily to surrender and go over to the camp of the enemy, 
torious fact that high protectionists who have opposed the unless they are to lead the public to believe that they have 
slightest reductibn in the high tariff on manufactures are domi- abandoned their principles. If John Smith commits a wrong­
nating e:ri ting farm relief proposals. ful act, how can Bill Jones by citing it justify a wrongful 

I have patiently, earnestly, and sympathetically studied act on his part? Where would this practice of adding special 
every phase of the pending Haugen bill, notwithstanding the privilege to special privilege end, and when would sound prin­
fact that it i · proposed by a group of farm leaders thus far ciples, thus hopelessly submerged, ever get back to the sur­
strongly wedded to the existing high tariffs which have wrought face? If_ we add agriculture to the lists of privilege, there 
such havoc to agriculture. For my life I am unable to conclude yet remams ten and tens of millions- of other citizens on the 
that this wholly artificial plan would prove practicable or outside. It would then be in order for them to come in and 
workable for any appreciable length of time to anywhere near demand their respective shares of plunder. And in addition 
the exte~t contemplated by its proponents and necessary for there are many other industries to-day seriously laboring un­
any substantial aid to agriculture. It is not based on any der the disadvantages of surpluses, sucll as the coal, the iron 
sound economic or trade policy, but, on the contrary, it conflicts and steel, the textile, the leather, and numerous others. They 
with each. Existing tariffs h~ve already created an artificial, would soon demand some artificial device calculated to raise 
lopsided, economic situation in this country. But instead of a their domestic prices still higher and to dump their surpluses. 
movement to reduce these tariffs to a decent level, it is now There would be no end. 
proposed still further to aggravate, dislocate, and demoralize The Nation can always afford to stand for sound political 
our industrial, trade, and general economic conditions by adopt- and economic doctrines and to combat those that are not. It 
ing and grafting on the present tariff structure an additional can not, in my judgment, pursue the opposite or mixed course 
artificial policy. in this respect without inviting ultimate disaster to all. Why 

This fatuous course baldly proposes to negative such wise has it not been possible to induce the proponents of the Haugen 
policies as low production costs, living costs, transportation and bill to join in a fight for the numerous sound proposals for the 
distribution costs, and liberal international trade policies and relief of agriculture which I definitely set out at the beginning 
methods which are calculated to expand our foreign markets of this statement? 
and to increase our foreign prices. The policy of the Haugen The probable answer is that they •are too hopelessly en­
bill also embraces a permanent system of dumping, which not lDeshed in the network of the high protective tariff system. 
only flies in the face of the policy of our own antidumping These proposals, if enacted, would place agriculture- in a won­
law but of sin1ilar laws expressJy prohibiting dumping which derful position. We could and should in this connection offer 
we :find in 'many or most other commercial nations. The Haugen I temporary financial cooperation in the broader and more com­
bill proposes in theory a domestic price level equal to the world pr~hensive development of farm cooperative organizqtions in 
price lev-el, plus our tariffs and tran~portation costs, while it this country. Some such measure as the Aswell bill, with some 
proposes to dump our surpluses at a price less the amount of modifications, carrying, say, $100,000,000, would meet the pur­
our tariffs. It would be difficult to imagine any trade practice pose of one of the proposals which I set out in the beginning. 
that would invite and challenge reprisals, retaliations, boy- The great need of agriculture in this country is concerted 
~otts, and even prompt governmental protests everywhere, to a action on the part of our farmers in support of a definite pro­
gTeater extent than this proposed system of dumping. gr~ ?~ sound economic and trade policies. There should be 

I can not now go into the details of the operation of the no divisions, as there have been for many years. Interested, as 
Haugen bill, which in my judgment would prove tremendously I am, in a number of farms, and therefore understanding and 
disappointing and within a brief time more hurtful than help- sympathizing to the fullest possible extent with deplorable farm 
ful. Apart from the question of its workability, why is it conditions, I can not conceiv-e of any public service that I would 
sought to compel the farmer who is receiving no tariff benefits undertake more enthusiastically than that of aiding, as I 
himself to pay the cost of the benefits he seeks in the form of hav-e always striven to do, in the restoration of agriculture to 
an equalization fee? Why not assess this amount in the form its proper and rightful place. The question as to the work­
of a special excise tax of 1 to 3 per cent on certain industries ability of the- Haugen bill has been extensively discussed both 
which are receiTing and collecting from the American people pro and con, and I de ire somewhat in detail to consider the 
in the form of higher prices the full amount of their tariffs'! subject of ultra high tariffs, including their destructive effects 
Nothing would be easier than to impose such tax on the :fin- upon export markets and export prices, and also their relation 
i bed products of the silk industry, which receiv-ed average to agriculture. 
tariff benefits of more than 60 per cent; on the woolen indus- How does the tariff hurt the farmer? This inquiry involves 
try, which receives tariff benefits on cloths of more than 70 a number of considerations. Whom does it help, whom does it 
per cent; on certain portions of the iron and steel industry, hurt, and in what degrees? What, therefore, is the true 
which receives average tariff benefits of 28 per cent, and on nature, scope, and application of the existing Fordney-Mc­
the aluminum and other industries which in the main are col- Cumber tariff system? What place does agriculture occupy in 
lecting every penny of their tariffs off the American people our general economic situation, and what is its relation to 
in tbe form of correspondingly higher prices? these tariffs? In order to reach accurate conclusions on these 

I was reared in that school of thought which has taught points it is necessary at the outset to brush aside certain wide­
equal rights to all and special privileges to none. The political spread delusions that have been carefully dev.eloped by mis­
party to which I belong has lived for more than 100 years, leading propaganda. One is that high tariffs are chiefly de­
mainly because it has consistently clung to this ancient doc- signed to benefit labor and agriculture, whereas the real bene­
trine. The American farmers as a whole worked together and ficiary, the manufacturer, has financed and directed every 
maintained this doctrine duTing most of the first 70 years of movement for high tariffs, and his agents and lobbyL ts at 
tbe Nation's existence. They al'e still able at any time they Washington have written most of the rates, and written them 
may de ire to unify their forces, to- proclaim and compel the high enough for every remote contingency. 

I • 
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These manufacturing champions of protection have rarely 

permitted the consideration of any other economic policies, 
however sound, but have generally kept the public beguiled and 
diverted by constantly reiterating the stock phrase, "protection 
and prosperity." Astonishing to say, a general sentiment in 
support of extreme high tariffs has been built up by this and 
similar wholly false slogans in the face of the historic fact that 
every important panic since the Civil War has occurred either 
under high-tariff administrations or their high-tariff legisla­
tion, such as the panic of 1873 under the Morrill high tariff ; 
the panic of 1890-1894 under the McKinley high tariff, which 
was not repealed until August, 1894; the panic of 1907-8 
under the Dingley high tariff ; and the agricultural panic of 
1921-1925 under the farmers' high tariff of l\Iay, 1921, and the 
Fordney high tariff of September, 1922. A third popular mis­
apprehension is the e~--treme1y wide variance between tariffs as 
preached and tariffs as practiced. The difference is as wide as 
the two poles. In theory tariff benefits are held out to all; in 
practice tariff burdens are imposed upon 85 per cent of the 
American people. 

A tariff under the Constitution is a tax imposed on articles 
imported from abroad. The tariff as a tax, according to the 
doctrines of disinterested economic authorities, is the most 
inequitable of all, because, being levied on consumption, its re­
quires a poor person with a large family to pay a larger 
amount than a rich person with a small family. The avowed 
purpose of protective tariffs is, by reducing or preventing out­
side competition, to enable domestic manufacturers or producers 
to sell at higher prices than otherwise. There is no tariff pro­
tection unless a.n increase in prices. Any other tariff preten~ion 
is a fraud on its face. Tariffs are subsidies or gifts bestowed 
upon one class of persons at the expense of all other cla~:>ses. 
In principle they are unjust and immoral. The chief tariff 
burdens are not taxes but excessive prices paid for domestic 
products. Tariff protection offers the greatest possible incen­
tive to inefficiency, bad management, the use of antiquated ma­
chinery, and waste in manufacturing and production. H is 
based almost wholly on- the theory of a productive capacity that 
will only equal domestic consumption. 

Typical high tariffs are spread indiscriminately upon food­
stuffs, raw materials, and finished manufactures. They in­
crease all production costs, living costs, transportation costs, 
obstruct export trade, seriously burden international commerce, 
preYent nations from increasing their incomes, paying their 
debts, and buying from each other even where mutually profit­
able. High tariffs are based on the theory that nations can sell 
more if eRch tries to buy less, while they ignore the universal 
truth that the chief source of world income is interchange of 
goods. Such tariffs are also surrounded by a network of trade 
restrictions, restraints, embargoes, reprisals, and retaliations 
which invite or challenge similar high rates and retaliatory or 
boycott provisions by other countries. 

Following the war America found herself in an impregnable 
position financially, industl'ially, and commercially. Our na­
tional wealth had jumped from $186,000,000,000 in 1912 to 
$320,000,000,000 in 1920. Everyone was prosperous. Unlimited 
gold and credit, boundless supplies of foodstuffs and raw mate­
rials, and a manufacturing and productive efficiency and ca­
pacity unequaled anywhere were ours. The other half of the 
world was hungry, overwhelmed with debt, without foodstuffs 
and raw materials, cursed with depreciated currencies and col­
lapsed exchanges, and otherwise at our mercy financially and 
commercially. ·we had but to cooperate in a business and eco­
nomic way to maintain the international exchange, credit, and 
trade situation so as to feed out to other countries in a most 
profitable manner during all the coming years our increasing 
surplus foodstuffs, raw materials, and manufactures. This is 
precisely what we did not do, but instead the suicidal course of 
economic aloofness and isolation was followed. The result was 
that from t921 to 1924 hundreds of millions of persons in 
Europe were grossly und~rfed and undernourished, while vast 
surpluses of unsold foodstuffs were sending American farmers 
into bankruptcy by the tens of thousands. 

The American manufacturers showed profits of sixteen and 
one-third billion dollars from 1916 to 1920, and though con­
fronted with the opportunity virtually unchallenged to e.A!)and 
and spread over the entire world with their commerce they 
amazed every enlightened country by their prompt decision to 
remain at home surrounded by high-tariff walls. The so­
called farmers' protective tariff act of May, 1921, was the first 
definite step in this short-sighted and selfish course. The 
Fordney Tariff Act of September, 1922, was the second and final 
stE'p in our world leadership back to high tariffs, high living 
costs, and general obstruction of international trade. 

The real nature of tariffs is determined by their effects on 
imports of those finished manufactures of general use and uni-

versa{ consumption. It is amazing to observe that the imports 
of dutiable finished manufactures for 1924 were no greater than 
those of 1914, when values are equalized, notwithstanding our 
great expansion in production and consumption. Here is the 
exposure of the prohibitive rates and colossal fraud in the 
Fordney law. I append hereto a copy of a tariff reduction reso­
lution I offered in last February. 

Following the war the American people were rolling in wealth, 
and so demanded many increases of consumption, including 
various luxuries. What has been happening and all that has 
been happening, therefore, is that we have been exchanging 
some of our surplus raw materials for increasing quantities 
of other raw materials, such as rubber, silk, wool, tin, and so 
forth, to meet our increasing domestic consumption. This 
process is not increasing national wealth but only redistribut-
ing it. . 

Our export figures which demonstrate this fact show that 
exports are less to-day than they would have been according 
to the annual average percentage of increase during the years 
prior to the war. Secretary Hoover's annual Yearbooks or 
Commerce confirm this statement. We should disillusion. our­
selves regarding the fallacy of swollen imports and exports, 
bearing in mind that a tremendous portion of the import values 
are clue to increases of price rather than quantity. For ex­
ample, the increase of silk, rubber, jute products, and tin 
import values were $625,000,000 greater for 1925 than 1921. 

As further evidence that our chief imports and Treasury 
revenue relate to raw materials and foodstuffs, rather than 
finished manufactm·es, manufactured silk import values were 
$11,767,000 less for 1924 than 1921, and the Treasury revenues 
$916,000 less, while imports of cotton manufactures were only 
$1,568,000 more than those for 1921 and the Treasury revenue 
only $2,840,000. The same showing exists as to finished woolen 
and iron and steel manufactures. It is not difficult, tl!erefore, 
to understand the prompt increase in wholesale prices dm·ing 
the period in which the Fordney tariff was enacted. The level 
of wholesale prices went up 15 per cent. The cost of living 
bounded up from 166 to 175, compared with pre-war cost level 
of 100. Flushed with tariff success the manufacturers during 
1923 operated their plants at near-full capacity. The public 
went on a strike against the high-tariff prices, with the result 
that we have seen stagnated and fluctuating prices in numerous 
lines since that time. The tariff had made production costs 
too high to sell satisfactorily at home or abroad. Hence pro­
duction was curtailed during 1924, but somewhat expanded 
during 1925. Under moderate tariffs ooth production costs and 
prices would have been gradually reduced following the war. 
after the manner of the automobile industry, which constitutes 
one of the few exceptions to the tariff price rule. 

Wages are higher and automobiles are better and about as 
cheap as before the war. Total tariff price increases to the 
American people above reasonable prices must aggregate three 
and one-half to four billion dollars annually. At the same time, 
as already indicated, we have been simply swapping raw mate­
rials with other countries. Our exports of finished manufac­
tures since 1920, it is true, were $7,827,000,000, but this is near · 
the amount of our loans made abroad, and gold imported since 
1920, aggregating $7,418,000,000, which has chiefly paid for 
these exports. 

What has been the course of tariff defenseless agriculture and 
tariff protected industry during recent years? Manufacturing 
concerns have reported more than $10,000,000,000 for income 
taxes during the past three years; their capital has jumped 
from below $25,000,000,000 to more than $50,000,000,000 during 
recent years. In striking contrast farm-land values declined 
27 per cent since 1920. The farmer is some $25,000,000,000 to 
$30,000,000,000 worse off now than be was then. His indebted­
ness aggregates more than $12,000,000,000. He is worse off 
than before the war. Most countries have erected tariff bar­
riers against the export of his surpluses. Farm failures during 
past years increased 1,000 per cent in contrast with commercial 
failures. Near $8,000,000,000 of our ten and one-half billion 
dollars loans made abroad have been placed in Canada and 
South and Central America, where they would aid exports of 
our finished manufactures but would not aid our food exports 
to Europe. Agriculture and labor have never gone to the heart 
of the tariff question, but agriculture must soon do so unless it 
is ready to enter upon a state or permanent decay. If the 
American farmer producing 75 per cent of the staple agricul­
tural products such as corn, cotton, wheat, oats, rye, hay, meats, 
and lard can not now see that be is receiving tariff burdens 
rather than tariff benefits, it would be in vain to reason with him. 

The existing tru·iffs hurt the American farmer by (1) in­
creasing his production costs, (2) his cost of living, (3) his 
transportatiqn rates both on land and sea, ( 4) decreasing his 
foreign !ll~!kets and his exports, and (5) decreasing his prop-
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erty values by surplus ·congestion. The two chief impediments 
to export trada are high production costs and foreign tariffs 
against our exports. The Fordney tariff hits the American 
farmer in such re pect. It promotes the former and invites 
tbe latter. American manufacturers of machinery and ve­
hicles, for example, are able by reason of low production costs 
to export their fin1 bed products in the amount of $7lg,ooo,ooo 
to Europe, South America, and all other countries, no matter 
what the state of their so-called ignorant and pauper labor. 
Cotton manufactures are likewise exported to all countries, 
including those with ignorant and pauper labor, in the amount 
of $148,000,000. These illustrations of low production costs by 
efficiency, horsepower, and modern machinery, which make 
possible the sale of a large volume of exports, are in contrast 
with other commodities of high production cost and no exports 
or exports at a substantial loss. 

The farmer pays artificial tariff prices on every piece of iron 
and steel--every bolt, nut, rivet, tack-all paints and varnishes, 
and, in short, all the tools, implements, and materials that enter 
into farm production, including the manufacture of farm imple~ 
ments of every description. The fact that the American manu~ 
facturer of agricultural implements dominates the world de­
stroys the effects of tariffs on the finished product itself, but 
what is the same thing, he passes on to the farmer the tariff prices 
of.. all materials entering therein. The farmer pays artificial 
tariff prices on many of his seeds, sulphate of ammonia used in 
fertilizer, bricks, tiles, cement, plumber's material, pumps, pad­
locks, and most all other materials, except lumber, entering 
into the construction of tenant houses, outhouses, and farm 
houses. 

The following are a few of these tariff items and rates 
thereon: Bar iron, 21 to 39 per cent ; wire rods, 11 to 20 per 
cent; iron and steel sheets or plates, 21 per cent; structural 
iron and steel, 13 to 25 p~r cent ; tubular products, 25 to 33 per 
cent; wire, 17 to 45 per cent; nails, 3¥.! to 24 per cent; horse­
shoe nails, 914 per cent; bolts, nuts, rivets, 5%, to 181h per 
cent ; razors, 137 to 355 per cent; pruning and sheep shears, 78 
to 131 per cent; pocketknives, 96 to 235 per cent; axes, 40 per 
cent; hand and crosscut saws, 20 per cent; files and rasps, 14% 
to 49 per cent; blacksmith's tool.::;, 14¥.! per cent; nippers, pliers, 
and pincers, 60 per cent ; mechanic's tools, 40 per cent; shovels, 
spades, scoops, and drainage tools, 30 per cent ; scythes and 
corn knives, 30 per cent; horseshoes, 4¥.! per cent ; hinges, 40 
per cent; padlocks, 26 to 68 per cent; builder's hardware, 40 
per cent; harness, 45 per cent; engines, 15 to 40 per cent; 
leather gloves, 50 to 70 pe~ cent; jute bags, 20 to 27 per cent; 
brick, countervailing duty, 7¥.! to 12 per cent; salt, 19% per 
cent ; asphalt and bitumen, 30 per cent; machinery other than 
strictly agricultural, 35 per cent; paints, pigments, and var­
nishes, 30 per cent ; sulphate of ammonia, 9.82 per cent ; paint 
brushes, 45 per cent. It must be conceded that the tariff is a 
chief factor in the farmer's high production costs. 

It is by this time obvious that existing tariffs greatly increase 
the farmer's cost of living. It would be virtually impossible to 
point out an article in the kitchen or dining room or parlor, in­
cluding cutlery, queensware, earthenware, furniture, furnish­
ings of all kinds, or any article of wearing apparel or of use by 
the individual that is not burdened with a tariff tax. Sewed 
straw hats, for example, bear a tariff of 84 per cent. Articles 
of wool as follows: Cheap \7oolens, 97 per cent; costly woolens, 
73 per cent ; socks, 57 per cent ; gloves and mittens, 55 to 63 per 
cent; clothing not knit, 55 to 58 per cent; wearing apparel em­
broidered in any manner, 75 per cent ; cheaper blankets, 77 per 
cent; suspenders, 132 per cent. Articles of cotton as follows: 
Gloves, 50 to 71 per cent; hosiery, 30 per cent and upward; 
corsets with imitation or other lace, 90 per cent; men's shirts, 
35 per cent ; laces, 90 per cent; plain blankets, 25 per cent; 
towels and sheets, 25 per cent; flax wearing apparel, in part of 
imitatioL or other lace, 90 per cent, or embroidered in any 
manner, 75 per cent; silk fabrics, 60 per cent; :floor oilcloths, 
20 per cent; linoleum, 35 per cent; rattan furniture, 60 per 
cent; table and kitchen articles of glassware, 55 per cent ; scis­
sors as high as 185 per cent; table, kitchen, and all household 
cutlery of iron or steel, 60 to 74 per cent; kitchen and house­
hold utensils of aluminum, 79 per cent; tinware, not specially 
provided for, 40 per cent; bathtubs, n6 per cent; automobiles, 
25 per cent; automobile tires, 10 per cent; rubber goods, 25 
to 38 per cent; cheap or imitation jewelry, 80 per cent ; toys, 
70 per cent; all laces or imitations, 90 per cent; cotton lace 
window curtains, 60 per cent; clocks with jewels, 60 to 104 per 
cent; pianos, 40 per cent; slate pencils, 25 per cent; shoeblack~ 
ing, 25 per cent; toothbrushes, 25 per cent; undecorated china, 
60 per cent; lawn mowers, 30 per cent; stoves, 40 per cent; 
broom handles, 331,-3 per cent; indigo, 60 to 91 per cent; kin­
dling wood, 331h per cent; textbooks, 25 per cent; sugar, 41 per 
cent. 

The tariff increases the cost of the farmer's freights. The 
railroads consumed 22* per cent, or 5,:986,000 tons, of iron 
and steel products dm·ing 1925. The artificially inflated tariff 
prices paid for this huge amount together with other purchases 
must have aggregated $200,000,000. The farmer ship_ped 154,-
564,000 tons of freight during 1924, in which was absorbed the 
farmer's share of iron and steel and other tariffs imposed on 
the railroads. Every .American ship that carries the farmer's 
surplus abroad is built of thousands of materials almost with­
out exception subject to excessive tariffs, omitting in particular 
the item of lumber. The farmer's share of these enhanced 
tariff prices are passed on to him in the form of higher oeeau 
freight rates. The Fordney high tariff is simply a transfer 
of the property of the farmers to the manufacturers by making 
their priees higher than those of the farmer. No farmer, save 
as to certain minor specialties, ever grew rich through tariff 
protection, but it turns out an annual crop of wealthy manu~ 
facturers. 

How is the farmer's export and trade situation injured by 
high tariffs? In the first place, the whole theory of tariff 
protection is that producers must be content with the home 
market; and if they •are unlucky enough to have surpluses 
on hand, it is their misfortune. Tariffs then become helpless 
to aid. This is not all nor the worst. No American industry 
which produces a substantial surplus which must be shipped 
and sold abroad in competition with similar surpluses from 
other countries derives any advantage at home even from 
mountain-high tariffs; but, on the contrary, its domestic price 
levels are chiefly governed by the world prices received for its 
surplus. Protected industry welcomes these lower domestic 
prices for farm products and with some chestiness warns the 
farmer that he is dependent on domestic industry for such 
prosperity as he enjoys. The true economic facts are that 
agriculture is still the basis of sound prosperity in this country. 
People, first of all, must eat. Of what advantage is any home 
or other market that pays the farmer less than living prices? 
There is not the slightest danger of any appreciable invasion 
with staple food products of our home market, tariffs or no 
tariffs. 

International trade is simply a system of barter or exchange 
of goods and products between nations. Each nation must sell 
its surpluses to other nations needing or desiring them, while 
in turn it purchases from others such goods and commodities 
as it may specially desire, chiefly those it does not itself pro­
duce at all, or in sufficient quantities, or the production of 
which is not economically justifiable. Under the high-tariff 
leadership of .America mol'e than 50 countries have constructed 
every sort of tariff and trade barrier, which tremendously 
handicaps and reduces the volume of trade among nations. The 
result is that our own country is prevented from exchanging 
more of its sul'pluses for a vast number of articles we would 
gladly and profitably purchase without appreciable displace­
ment of similar domestic articles. Such liberal trade policies 
would result in increasing foreign living standards and in 
developing many foreign markets for our foodstuffs, just as 
Henry Ford educated the American people into a higher stand­
ard of traveL Such policy would materially raise the level 
of world prices for foodstuffs and other commodities. World 
trade to-day, in 1913 values, excluding the United States, is 
below that of 1913. Our own exports for 1924 even have only 
increased in like values $955,000,000 above 1913. The pre-war 
rate of gain would make them much higher. But our exports 
of finished manufactures went from $1.292,000,000 in 1922 to 
$1,842,000,000 in 1925, while exports of foodstuffs fell from 
$1,047,000,000 in 1922 to $ 91,000,000 in 1925. 

The American farmer has undoubtedly eontrasted the ex­
perience of agriculture and that of tariff-protected industry 
during the past five years; and if so, he can not fail to discover 
an irreconcilable conflict between agriculture and industry 
under the existing tariff and related economic policies. The 
experience of agriculture with respect to both home and for­
eign markets spells disaster unless fundamental changes in 
our tariff and trade policies are promptly made. 

Protected industry will never agree for farm prices to be 
raised by artificial means, such as it itself enjoys, because of 
the fear of higher living costs in the industrial localities. 
The sound course would be to lower our tariffs to a moderate 
level so as to expand our foreign trade and extend and develop 
our foreign markets for our surpluses in all lines. Our exports 
to-day should be $10,000,000,000 instead of less than $5,000,-
000,000. No efficient domestic industry would be materially 
injured, but helped, by the adoption of this sound policy. 
Agriculture, on the other hand, would be greatly benefited. 
To-day land values are decreasing because of congested farm 
surpluses. 
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In this discussion minor agricultural specialties have not all thereby providing suitable reductions of such excessive or prohibitive 

the time been kept in view. This suggests the inquiry as to rates as the following, among others, in the various schedules of the 
what benefits agriculture derives from existing tariffs. In tariff act of 1922: 35 per cent on textile machinery: 25 per cent on 
January, 1923, the American Farm Bureau Federation after automobiles: 10 per cent on automobile tires; 25 to 38 per cent on 
nn investiga tion reached the conclusion that the tariff benefited rubber manufactures: 20 to 40 per cent on electrical machinery and 
cert ain fa rmers to the extent of $125,000,000, while it injured apparatus: 98 per cent on lemons ; 80 per cent on cheap or imitation 
farmers as a whole to the extent of $426,000,000, and the jewelry: 70 per cent on toys: 90 per cent on corsets with imitation 
entire American people to the extent of $1,715,000,000. These or other lace : 20 to 27 per cent on jute bags ; 30 to 45 per cent 
were the minimum findings of the Farm Federation and were on cel'tain cotton cloths; 25 to 45 per cent on cotton blankets; 77 
made before the full effects of the Fordney tariff had revealed per cent on cheaper woolen blanl<ets; 35 per cent on cotton suspenders ; 
them: elves. In the light of subsequent facts and conditions it 132 per cent on woolen suspenders; 50 to 71 per cent on cotton gloves; 
would be thoroughly safe to double the figures of losses of the 35 per cent on men's cotton shirts; 60 per cent on cotton-lace window 
Farm Bureau Federation, and decrease its figures showing tariff curtains: 25 per cent on cotton towels and sheets; 71 per cent on 
benefits. knit fabrics and knit goods of rayon ; · 97 per cent on cheaper woolens, 

The American farmer can not now fail to realize that he is and 73 per cent on the costliest woolens; 57 per cent on wool socks; 5i:i 
in no danger from any appreciable competition in the sale of to 58 per cent on wool clothing not knit; 62 per cent on knit woolen 
tho e farm products comprising near 75 per cent of our national underwear; 70 per cent average on silk wearing apparel; 50 to 55 per 
agricultural output, such as cereals, cotton, tobacco, hay, and cent on table and kitchen articles of glassware; 7¥.1 to 12 per cent 
meat products. We import at pre;;ent more foodstuffs than on brick; nearly 20 per cent on salt; 30 per cent on asphaltum and 
are exported, but they comprise tea, coffee, cane sugar, spices, bitumen; 40 per cent on mechanic's tools not specially enumerated; 
cocoa, and tropical fruits, with minor exceptions, which we 64 to 74 per cent on clocks with jewels, and 60 to 104 per cent on 
do not produce. The 12,000,000 poun~ of fresh beef that cheap clocks without jewels; nearly 10 per cent on sulphate of 
filtered into this country during 1925 is pointed to by protec- ammonia; 30 per cent average on paints, pigments, and varnishes; 40 
tionists as an economic scarecrow, although the total amount per cent on pianos; 25 per cent on slate pencils; 45 per cent on 
would scarcely supply one meal to the American people. Our fishhooks: 45 per cent on cheap collar and cuff buttons; 60 per cent on 
total annual meat production is 9,404,000,000 pounds. tobacco pouches: 45 per cent on tooth and paint brushes; 25 per 

American agriculture, comprising 32,000,000 people and cent on shoeblacking: 50 per cent on fa.ns; 128 per cent on thermos 
shrunken capital of $49,344,000,000 must not be submerged and bottles; 282 per cent maximum on certain cheaper and coarser raw 
denied its rightful place in the general economic situation. It wools: undecorated china, 60 per cent; glass table and kitchen 
must no longer be grossly discriminated against. No greater utensils, pressed and unpolished, 50 per ce.nt; limestone, 77 per cent; 
calamity could befall this great country than the collapse and certain cement, 16~ to 20 per cent ; mag.nesite, 46 per cent; saddlery 
decay of agriculture. The loss to the Nation of the sturdy and harness hardware, 35 to 50 per cent; fountain pens, 100 per cent; 
citizenship bred and reared on the farm would be irreparable. pliers, pincers, and nippers, 60 per cent; lawn mowers, 30 per cent; 
'I he farmers of this country should insist ·that as the Nation stoves, 40 per cent: broom handles, 3373 -per cent; indigo, 60 to 91 
becomes economically independent it should correspondingly per cent; wood fence posts, 10 per cent; hoop or band iron for 
throw off all artificial restrictions and restraints of industry baling cotton, 9.34 per cent; ki.ndling wood, 33¥.J per cent; book­
and commerce. This policy would require the divorce of the binders' calf leather, 20 per cent; twine for binding wool, 35 per cent; 
tariff-protected manufacturers from the Federal Govercment textbooks, 25 per cent: coal, 8 per cent (countervailing duty). Repeal 
which they now dominate. 

1 

section 315 of the tariff act of 1922 (the flexible provision). 

ExHIBIT 1\Ir. JONES. 1\Ir. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
IN THl!l HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIYES, a long time ago Abraham Lincoln said; 

February 1, 19-ZS. A nation can not remain half slave a.nd half free, and a house or 
Mr. HuLL of Tennessee submitted the following resolution which .nation divided against itself can not stand. 

was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means a.nd ordered to be He might well have added that a nation can not perma-
printed: nently prosper half subsidized and half unsubsidized. 

House Resolution 116 I do not believe that any man can justify an outright subsidy, 
ReBolvea, That it is the sense of the House of Representatives of the but the fact remains that for many years the manufacturers 

United States that immediate investigations and public hearings shall have enjoyed a subsidy in the form of a high protective tariff. 
be had and a bill reported to the House of Representatives at the Strange to say, some of those who are arguing strongest against 
earliest practicable date repealing duties in schedule No. 3 of the tariff a subsidy for the farmer are the most ardent advocates of the 
act of 1922, the iron and steel or metal schedule, which are useless tariff subsidy. Of course, they do not admit that the tariff 
both from the standpoi.nt of revenue and appreciable competition, and is a subsidy, but while it operates indirectly it is a subsidy 
reducing to a moderate or competitive basis for revenue such duties as none the less. 
are either excessive or prohibitive. If I were to hold a pistol to the head of the gentleman from 

Such bill shall propose the repeal of such existing duties, among Oklahoma [lllr. GARBER] here, and make him give me some 
others, as pig and scrap iron ; iron in bars, slabs, blooms, coils, loops, money, that would be robbery, would it not? 
or rods, and muck bars; steel rails; structural shapes, not assembled; l\lr. GARBER. You would not get any. [Laughter.] 
boiler and circular-saw plates; galvanized wire for fencing and baling l\lr. JONES. If I held a pistol to his head and compelled 
hay ; blacksmith's tools ; horsesho£>s, horsehoe nails, and cut nails; him to pay some money to CHARLIE CARTER, who needs it, not 
tacks and brads of iron or steel; hand, mill, circular, and cross-cut so much, perhaps, as I, but he needs it just the same--that 
saws; cream separators; dynamite and other explosives; scythes, would also be robbery, notwithstanding I did not personally 
sickles, corn knives; motor cycles; pruning and sheep shears, cash get the money. 
registers ; sewing machines; steam and internal-combustion engines. The tariff is a tax. A tax can only be justified as it is neces-

Sueh bill shall also propose and carry reductions to a moderate or sary to raise sufficient money to pay the legitimate expenses 
competitive b!isls for revenue of other rates in the said iron and steel of the Government, economically administered. A tariff the 
schedule No. 3, including such existing excessive or prohibitive rates as primary purpose of which is to raise essential revenue may be 
20 to 35 per cent ad valorem on steel ingots; 21 to 29 per cent on justified, but when it goes beyond this it can not be justified. 
sheets of iron or steel; 20 to 33 per cent on tubular products ; 64 to ·when Uncle Sam takes the tariff pistol and cocks the rates 
74 per cent on table, kitchen, and household knives; 87 per cent on so high as to compel the farmer and other consumers to pay 
razor blades; 34 per cent on safety t·azors; 137 per cent on costly higher prices fixed behind the tariff wall on the necessaries 
razors other than safety, and 336 to 355 per cent on cheaper razors; of life than they would be under a revenue tariff', he compels 
131 to 169 per cent on pruning and sheep shears; 101 to 185 per the farmer and other consumers to pay the manufacturers a 
cent on scissors; 100 per cent on the costliest to 140 per cent on subsidy. 
the cheaper nail and barber's clippers; 96 per cent on the costllest to This subsidy is what has gotten us into all this trouble. 
179 per cent on cheaper pocketknives; 58 per cent on the costliest The relative value of the farmer's dollar has thus been reduced 
to 177 per cent on cheaper rilles; 40 per cent on axes; 40 per cent from 100 cents to from 60 to 80 cents. 
on hinges; 42 to 68 per cent on padlocks; 40 per cent on tinware not My choice of remedies is first to reduce the tariff to a reve­
specially provided for; 56 per cent on bathtubs; 79 per cent on nue basis and then by reducing freight rates on farm prod­
table, kitchen, and household utensils of aluminum. ucts to a reasonable basis let this country be placed on the 

SEc. 2. That it is also the sense of the House of Representatives that solid foundation of fairness to all and build our prosperity on 
following presentation to the House of a bill revising the iron and that basis. 
steel schedule as aforesaid, suitable investigations and open hearings That would do away with all subsidies, and give everyone 
on the other schedules of the tariff act of 1922 shall be had with a an even chance. But since the powers that control the ma­
view to ascertaining and reporting moderate or competitive rates for chinery . of this Government will not permit this to be done, 
revenue, and repealing obsolete rates, in the form of a bill or bills, my next choice, if anything at all is to be done, is to take a 
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portion of the customs receipts and pay an export bounty to 
farmers and cooperatives on the basic agricultural commodities. 
. You will recall that in the magnificent speech made by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN] it was shown 
that farm prices were below normal. With the same figures 
in mind some 15 or 18 months ago I introduced a bill 
to pay such a percentage bounty out of the general customs 
receipts. Recently I introduced a measure to pay a specific 
bounty on the various agricultural commodities. If anything 
at all is to be done, this is the simplest and most practical 
method. It does away with all the costly machinery and the 
high-priced board, and gives the farmer the direct benefit of 
all the moneys used. 

Since the enactment of the Fordney-McCumber tariff law 
the value of the farmer's dollar has been much less than it 
was under the o!d r~gime. I have a list here showing the 
value of the farmer's dollar at one time, and whereas before 
the tariff regime it was 100 cents, it now ranges from 60 cents 
to eighty-odd cents. 

That presents the real problem. If the tariff system is 
to be utilized at all, the natural and logical way is to take 
a portion of the customs receipts and pay to the farmers 
or farm organizations an export bounty. Fifteen or eighteen 
months ago I introduced a bill framed somewhat on the per­
centage basis of figtues presented by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN] to pay that bounty. I have made the 
bounty no more tllan enough to bring the price of the farm 
commodities to the level of industrial prices. 

Mr. YATES. What is the number of that bill? 
1\ir. JONES. I have not the number of the original bill, 

but it was introduced in February, 1925, and may be had 
at the document room. Recently I revised the measure and 
provided for the taking of $200,000,000 of the customs receipts 
to pay to the farmers in cooperative organizations of farmers 
a specific bounty; to pay them only -out of the customs receipts. 
The number of the latter bill is H. R. 11449. 

Gentlemen, if money is to be taken out of the Treas­
m·y of the United States, why do it through an expensive 
board and expensive machinery? It would take no additional 
machinery or expensive board by the method which I have 
proposed ; it would merely take some of the funds produced 
from the customs tariff and give farmers, on the exportation 
of farm products, the advantage of that. 

I am afraid not one of the bills now pending before the 
House will materially encourage cooperative marketing organ­
izations unless it be the bill of the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. AswELL]. Neither of the other two bills will, because 
under both of the other bills the outsider will have the same 
advantages as the man who is within the organization. So 
why will a man come into an organization by virtue of such an 
enactment? That bas been the trouble with all of such organ­
izations. Under the present scheme the cooperative organiza­
tion must carry the load of the outsider. The outsider gets 
the be-nefit of any increase in price provided by the orderly 
marketing, which is the plan of the cooperatives. Therefore, 
it is difficult to get them in. The same will be true under the 
pending measures ; a man on the outside can get most of the 
advantage which he can get on the inside. Naturally he asks 
why should he join them? At least, the chief difficulty coop­
erative organizations have experienced in inducing new mem­
bership has been along this line. 

If you will take the same amount of money or provide a 
le s amount of money, as my bill does, and say that on the 
exportation of the ba ic farm commodities there shall be paid 
out of the customs receipts a bounty to farmers and to co­
operative organizations of farmers, then the man who is a 
member of the cooperative will get from 10 to 20 per cent more 
than if he stays on the outside, because, as a rule, be is not 
in a position to export his own commodities. They will want 
to come in, because it will be to their interest to do so. 

I will state that in my revised bill I use some of the sched­
ules provided in the bill introduced by the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ADKINs]. And I want to say to my friend, Mr. 
RATHBONE, of Illinois. who said that his legislature had in­
dorsed the Haugen bill, that the Legislature of Illinois unani­
mously indorsed the Adkins bill, which is a bill along similar 
lines. Not only that, but the great nation of Germany has re­
cently put this plan into operation. It is not simply an experi­
ment any more; it is a plan which will really reach the 
thing for which · you are striving in so far as giving the people 
who are engaged in farming something tangible from the 
tariff system. 

I make it a measure covering five years, during which it 
could be tried out. According to my beliefs, if you are not 
going to reduce t:lle tariff system this is the other alternatiye, 
and my only reason fo:r introducing this measure at this time 

is this: That ultimately we are going to have to take one of 
the two horns of the dilemma ; we will either reduce the tariff 
or try the bounty system for agriculture, because no nation 
can permanently prosper with an unbalanced agriculture. In 
all the history of the world there has never been a great 
pastoral country that did not remain great so long as its agri­
culture was prosperous. 

The danger to any nation is that it has a tendency to becom~ 
over industrialized. That has been the history of the great 
nations of the world and that is what is facing a great many 
of the nations of the earth at the present time. The reason 
they have become overindustrialized is because the indush·ial 
groups, being organized, have secured legislation which favors 
them while the great farming classes, being unorganized, have 
been the victims of that legislation and without any of the 
resulting benefits. 

I submit that you are driven inexo1:ably to the conclusion 
that the fair thing is to either reduce the tariff and do away 
\vitb special-privilege legislation or adopt a plan which will in 
reality bring the benefits of that legislation to the other great 
basic groups in this country. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. 1\IoL.A.UGHLIN of Nebraska. Will the gentleman please 

explain wherein his bounty plan would not be a subsidy, if 
he is opposed to a subsidy? 

:Ur. JONES. I will say that I do not favor subsidies, but 
I say" that if you have a subsidy, and your party bas placed 
a subsidy on the statute books in the form of the tariff, that 
it is but right and fair to distrib"!-lte this subsidy ratably, as 
far as may be, among all the people of the country. I would 
prefer not to have any of them, but having them, I would take 
a portion of that which has been legally fixed upon the people 
of the United States and see that those who engage in pro­
ducing commodities-which are more essential, or, at least, 
everybody admits just as essential-get their fair share ~f 
the present s:rstem and get a proper distribution of the ad­
vantages of it. Besides, since the plan which I have proposed 
would only equalize farm prices with other prices, it would not 
in reality be a bounty, but only a process of equalization. 

1\Ir. BURTNESS. \Vill the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I am very much interested · in the export­

bounty proposition and I want to ask this question: Asstli1Ung 
that the Haugen bill is passed, then I ask you whether the 
board, if it so desired, could not accomplish just what is in­
tended by the Haugen bill, in the case of many of the com­
moclities by simply declaring that it will pay an export bounty 
either o~t of the equalization fee or otherwise, provided certain 
proof is submitted to them? 

Mr. JONES. I do not think that under the terms of the 
bill as it is drawn the board would have the authority to pay a 
bounty. And I may add that if the plan which I have pro­
posed were adopted you would need no board. The customs 
officials could certify as to the exports and they could go 
down to "Andy" and get the money. The farmer would get 
the benefit of it and there would be no doubt of his getting it. 
He would get it and there is no question about that. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Just this otherr question: Would the gen­
tleman have any objection to establishing the equalization fee 
in connection with the export bounty? 

Mr. JONES. I am glad the gentleman asked that question 
because I was going to say that if you are married to the 
equalization fee principle you can do it in connection with this 
bill. Your own bill provides that the equalization fee shall be 
defened for two years, so that the equalization fee is an ex­
periment. You can use the same plan here, and if you want to 
tie on the equalization fee and have it pay a portion or all of 
the expenses it can apply just as logically and with the same 
consequent check on production t? this measure and y~u woul~ 
do away with considerable machmery and do away w1tll addi­
tional bureaus. One of the curses of this Nation at the pres­
ent time is the number of bureaus and the number of different 
employees of the Federal Government, and this would enable 
us to get rid of some of those troubles. 

If you really want to do something for the farmer and if 
you really want to give him an equal chance with those in the 
industrial scheme of this country, this will come nearer doing 
it than anything else which has been presented. This is the 
simplest plan that has been brought forward. 

Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. GARBER. I assume the gentleman would limit the 

operation of the bounty system to the crops of which we have 
a surplus, would he not'i 
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Mr. JONES. Yes. I have included in this bill the basic 

agricultural commodities and have them listed here. If any­
one is interested I will be glad to have him secure copies of the 
bill. I have figured it out on the various commodities. I give 
a bounty of 30 cents per bushel on wheat; 1% cents per pound 
on cattle weighing not more than 1,050 puunds, and 2 cents 
about that ; 3 cents per pound on fresh beef; and on corn, 15 
cents a bushel; and on cotton, 3 cents a pound, and so forth. 

I have taken the import a.nd e:\.-port figures from the statisti­
cal bureau of the Government, and it would take something 
like $200,000,000 per year to pay this bounty, and it is to be 
parable out of the custvm receipts of the Government. This 
would take only about one-third the customs receipts, which is 
probably about what the farmer pays on the things he must 
buy. Under the present tariff system industry, by virtue of the 
tariff tax, gets a subsidy of some billions of dollars out of the 
consumers, and that is a subsidy just as much as if Uncle Sam 
levied it direct. 

l\fy friends, I have presented this bill, as I say, because I 
think ultimately we will come to it. However, inasmuch as 
the Haugen bill is the one that is before the House for con­
sideration at the present time, I want to suggest some amend­
ments which I think should be made to the Haugen bill before 
it is adopted. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield for just one 
question before he leaves the question of an export bounty? 

1\Ir. JONES. Yes. 
l\fr. BURTNESS. An objection which has been raised by 

some to an export-bounty proposition is that in establishing 
an export bounty there is a question in the minds of many 
whether the increase proposed by the bounty would actually 
be reflected back to the producer himself. 

l\Ir. JONES. That is the distinction betw·een my bill and 
some of the other bills here. The Adkins bill gives an export 
bounty to all exporters. I limit the export bounty on basic 
agricultural commodities to farmers and cooperative organiza· 
tions of farmers qualifying under the Capper-Volstead Act, 
and they would get the bounty, and they would come into the 
cooperative organization in order to get it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Does· not the gentleman think the farmer 
who refuses to join a cooperatl"re ought also to be entitled to 
the additional price? 

Mr. JONES. I give it to the farmers themselves, but there 
are very few farmers who do the exporting. It is usually 
done through some exporting concern. 

I regret I can not yield any further, because my time is lim­
ited, and I want now to discuss two or three things that are 
in the Haugen bill. -

The Haugen bill is the one in which the House is vitally 
concerned at the present time because it is the one that has 
the right of way. I think there should be some amendment 
of that bill. 

In the first place, I think cattle should be stricken from 
the bill. I have an amendment drafted to do that, and I 
was glad to hear my friend the gentleman from Texas [l\Ir. 
HuDSPETH] say this morning that he has an amendment along 
the same line. I will support his amendment if be offers it, 
and I am sure he will support mine if I offer it. As a matter 
of fact, I do not think it can work on cattle. For instance, 
here is some one who has 1,000 fat cattle who wants to sell. 

If the board is in operation, who is going to buy those cattle 
and what is he going to do with them when he does buy 
them; or here is a man who has 1,000 lean cattle a.nd he 
wants to sell them. Are you going to rent pasture and hire 
some cowboys to take charge of them? Of course, you can 
not handle either one of those propositions. The only way 
to handle the cattle proposition is to handle it through the 
meats at the slaughtering places. Of course, if you charge the 
fee on the fu·st slaughter by the butcher or by the packer, the 
stockman pays it. Now, what are you going to do with your 
meats? If the board buys the meats or the cooperative 
organizations through contracts with the board buy the meats, 
what are they going to do mth the meats? Is it going to 
hire cold-storage plants to store the meat or is it going to 
contract for its exportation? If it goes into exportation, the 
packers have the finest system of distribution in all the world. 
You can not compete with them in the distribution of meat 
You would have to use their facilities. The only practical 
way to handle meats would be to contract with the packers to 
do so, of course. If you contract with the packer, you contract 
with the packer on his own terms. Since I was large enough 
to step over a sand bar, the people of my section have sold 
their cattle to the packer and every time they have sent their 
cattle to the market they have sold thPm on the packer's own 
terms. 'Vhatever be wus willing to offer them, whatever the 

market would bring, that is what he was paid. Do you think 
you will cban~e it under the present system? 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman from Texas yield right 
there? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
1\fr. TINCHER. The gentleman bas made a very able argu­

ment with respect to cattle, and does not the gentleman admit 
that every word be has said will apply to hogs? 

Mr. JONES. I think so, but I am not so much interested in 
bogs. I am not as familiar with hogs as I am with cattle. I 
have the greatest cattle-market district in the United States­
! know the greatest in Texas-notWithstanding other claims 
that are sometimes made. 

Mr. TINCHER. If we help the gentleman to get his cattle 
out of this monstrosity, will not the gentleman help us to get 
our hogs out? 

l\Ir. JONES. I do not think bogs should be in the bill. That 
is my own personal opinion, but I am willing to leave that 
question to the bog people to determine. I am interested in 
cattle. 

Here is another amendment, gentlemen, that should be 
adopted. There is a provision here that whenever the price of 
any of these commodities gets below the world price plus the 
tariff plus normal freight charges the board shall declare its 
findings and commence operation i~ respect thereof. I will sub­
~it t?at t~is change ought to be made: "And the board may, in 
Its discretiOn, commence operation." I will tell you why this 
change should be made. There come times in the marketing of 
any commodity when the prices are very satisfactory. There 
come times when there is a world shortage of a commodity and 
there may be a very satisfactory price. Then why force the 
board, simply because the domestic price may not be that much 
above the world price, to tinker with the situation? Why com­
pel the board? For instance, there was a time last year, I 
th~nk it was, when wheat was over $2 a bushel, yet the world 
pnce was nearly the same. There was a shortage of wheat the 
world over. Why should the board take charge of a situation 
like that? I am sure the board would not want to and the 
farmers would not want it to do so. But under the bill as 
written it would be compelled to do so. 

It should be left to their discretion as it was originally. I 
want to say that these cooperative associations drafteu the first 
provision so that if a substantial number wanted the board to 
commence operations it would then be authorized to begin. 
For some reason it got changed so that automatically they 
would, under the terms of the bill, be compelled to go in re­
gardless of how satisfied the producers might be. 

1\fr. FULMER. And that is the way it is with cotton. 
Mr. JONES. It was left the way it was on cotton. When a 

substantial number engaged in the cooperative wants the board 
to take charge, then it takes charge. I think that is the way 
it ought to apply to all commodities. If you are going to have 
this provision it should not be mandatory, it should be left to 
the discretion of the board. 

l\Ir. GARBER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I will. 
Mr. GARBER. I am very much interested in the gentle­

man's discussion, but what objection would there be to invest­
ing the power of the board to operate on a request of a major­
ity of the farmers producing the crop; that is, permitting the 
producers to say whether they want the board to operate? 

l\lr. JONES. That is the identical provision that is in the 
original bill, and I think it should be restored. I have an 
amendment to restore it, and I think the one the gentleman 
suggests should be adopted. 

l\1r. AS)VELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I will. 
l\Ir. AS"WELL. Would the gentleman from Texas vote for 

the Haugen bill if the equalization fee is made operative at 
once? 

Mr. JONES. No; I would not. I want to say, howe-ver, in 
connection with that, there is no such proposition submitted to 
the House, no such bill is before the House. In another place 
there is a provision that the equalization tax shall be paid at 
the gin. I think it ought to be transferred to the mill or some 
other point, for the farmer frequently has not the money to pay 
the ginner and the ginner has to wait, anu therefore I think it 
ought to be payable at some other point. 

Another amendment is to strike out section 18, which is the 
embargo proyision. There is no reason for an embargo pro­
Yision. An embargo is like what my old law profes!:ior used to 
say about sequestration and garnishment proceedings. He said, 
"Young gentlemen, the sequestration law is a sharp and dan­
gerous two-edged instrument ; and if you are going to use it, 
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use it with great care, as you are liable to do injury to your­
self.,. 

If the country adopts an embargo proposition, it will not 
only invite retaliatory action on the part of other nations but, 
even if they did not retaliate, it would tend to destroy our 
world trade. It would tend to de troy our markets, and •we 
would run into a worse condition than we are trying to avoid. 
An embargo on cotton would not do any good, for we ship two­
thirds of the cotton abroad. An embargo is not necessary on 
other commodities, because you have tariff provisions that will 
off -·et any reasonable increase in price. So the embargo propo­
sition is not proper from any angle, and it ought to go out of 
this bill. To my mind, there is no question about that. 

Regardless of whether I may support this measure or any 
other measure, whatever measure Congress does pass I want 
it in the most practicable and workable form that can be had. 

During the last few years legislation bas been passed pri­
marily benefiting nearly e-very industry except agriculture, 
but for many years every time anyone advocated farm relief 
there have been many who have smiled cynically and in side 
remarks have whispered " demagogue." 

But I want to tell you that all your boasted industry, all 
your much-heralded pro perity, all your sky crapers which kiss 
the morning sun are alike dependent on the success of agricul­
ture. Without it your smokestacks would rust in idleness, 
the ong of your spindles would be silent, and bats would 
inhabit your factory buildings. , 

There is at present grave danger of this country becoming 
overindustrialized. England is recognizing her danger in this 
regard. In all past history of the world there has never been 
a g1·eat nation organized on a sound agricultural footing that 
did not remain great so long as her agriculture was prosperous. 
One horn of the dilemma must be chosen. Our special-privilege 
legislation must be repealed or our agriculture must be stabi­
lized. Otherwise the :flower of our prosperity must begin to 
wither. No other choice is open to us. [Applause.} 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

The committee informally rose; and .the Speaker having re­
sumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, 
one of its clerks, announced that the Senate had passe-d with­
out amendment the bill of the following title: 

H. R. 10202. An act granting an extension of patent to the 
United Daughters of the Confederacy. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolution: 

Senate Resolution 219 
IN THE SK~ATE OF THE UNITED STATES) 

May 9) 1926. 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard wJth profound sorrow of the 

death of Ron. EDWIN FREMONT LADD, late a Senator from the State ot 
North Dakota. 

Resolved, That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now· suspended to enable his associates 
to pay tribute to his high character and distinguished public service. 

Resol1:ed) That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
llouse of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family o! 
the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to tbe memory of the 
deceased the Senate do now adjourn. 

Attest: 
EDWIN P. THAYER, Secretary. 

FARMERS' RELIEF BILL 

The committee resumed its session. 
l\lr. lJ'ULMER. .Mr. Chairman, I yield 25 minutes to the gen­

tlemen from Mississippi [Mr. QurN]. [Applause.} 
Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I can not be interrupted, and 1 

hope the Chair wlll protect me for the 25 minutes that have 
been allotted to me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman desires not to be inter­
rupted during his remarks. 

1\lr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, for several days every viewpoint 
possible has been expressed upon farm legislation. You have 
three bills before you. I lay down the proposition, stereotyped 
as it may seem, that agriculture is the basic industry of this 
Republic; that it never bas since the Civil War had a square 
deal; that certain industrial enterprises of the United States 
have not only been safeguarded, but have been highly pro­
tected by the votes of the American Congress. I lay down the 
proposition that now is the time to give an equality in legisla­
tion to the farming class of people and raise them up to some­
where near the level of the protected industrial enterprises of 
America. I take for my t~t. " By their fruits ye shall know 
them." [Applause.] 

The people of the United States through the American Con­
gress delegated to a number · of gentlemen the power to legis­
late in their behalf.. This Agricultural Committee went out 
before the whole world, these doctors that have failed to diag­
nose the case of the sick fanner of the United States. You 
have heard theil' . speeches. Here is the famous Doctor FoRT, 
from New Jer ey. I listened to his fine, analytical address-, and 
L wondered, "Whom does he represent?·~ [Laughter and ap­
plause.] His whole speech was that of a critical attitude 
toward the farmers of the United States. I looked at the map 
to ee where he came from. l find that he comes out of the 
rocks of New Jersey, with smokestacks everywhel'e, factories 
and spinning wheels, and that on the reservations are rich 
and wealthy people, God bless them. from New York City. Of 
course, he looks at the matter from the standpoint of the con­
sumer. My good friend, Doctor FoRT, wants to get the food on 
the table and the cotton and the wool on the backs of his con­
stituents as cheaply as he can possibly get them. I thought 
that he would give the farmel' everything the hen has laid 
except the egg, and this morning he came back before this 
House and agreed to give the .farmer the eggshell. [Laughter.] 

The next gentleman who attracted my attention was my dis­
tinguished friend and neighbor from the State of Louisiana 
[Doctor AswELL]. He said that this Haugen bill is unsound 
and uneconomic. I happen to be a neighbor of that splendid 
gentleman, and, God bless the State of Louisiana, my sainted 
mother was reru.·ed the.re. I know it is a great State. But let 
us see about this unsound and uneconomic busines . The gen­
tleman from Louisiana forgets that he and his crowd have 
been before this Congress yelling and whooping for protection 
on sugar. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Oh, the gentleman ought not to state that, 
because that is not true. 

Mr. QUIN. The gentleman did not vote for it? 
Mr. ASWELL. No. 
Mr. QUIN. Well, the gentleman at least confesses he has 

been voting against the sugar farmers of his State. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from l\lissis ippi notified 

the Chair that he would not be interrupted, and the gentle­
man from Louisiana, the Chair thinks, should not interrupt the 
gentleman. 

1\Ir. ASWELL. But I ask the gentleman to state the facts. 
I never voted for a tariff on sugar. 

:Mr. QUIN. Did not the gentleman vote for that tariff in the 
caucus? 

l\Ir. ASWELL. No; I did not. 
Mr. QUIN. Well, the gentleman's State did worse than 

that. Back yonder in 1890, when the iniquitous McKinley 
tariff was put across this Congress, they ga \e every pound of 
sugar 2 cents out of the Federal Treasury. Every farmer who 
grew a pound of sugal' in Louisiana bad old sugar cane 
awhooping her up, and they got millions on top of millions 
of dollars out of the United States Treasury. and made pros­
perity blossom all over the State of Louisiana, and yet my dis­
tinguished friend in his eloquent style told you that this 
Haugen bill is a subsidy and would destroy our institutions, 
and that there is coming down from certain quarters in the 
United States a great radicalism which is going to de troy the 
stability of the Government! 

It did not burt the morale of my good friend from Louisiana 
when they dug out of the Treasury 2 cents a pound for every 
pound of sugar tbey grew in Louisiana. They got that bill 
through for 15 years, but it happened that after about three 
and a half years the people of this Government repealed that 
thing-the sugar bounty-whie11 my friend and fellow citizens 
enjoyed out of the United States Treasury. Doctor A WELL 

says if you give the farmers a nickel out of the T'reasury now 
it would destroy th~ Government and ruin the country. But 
down in the very State that my friend comes from those sugar 
farmers have patches on their breeches as big as the bead of a 
whisky barrel. [Laughter.} They are stoop shouldered from 
toting mortgages on their plantations and equipment, and they 
can not draw a thing on earth out of a bank except their 
breath. Yet the gentleman from Louisiana is here talking 
against the farmer. ·He knows that all he proposes to give 
them is a little soothing sirup. This Haugen bill bas the vital­
izing force in it. This Haugen bill has the stuff that will get 
the grapes, and every man on thi :floor knows it. [Laughter 
and applause.} Sub idy! Why, who ever heard of my friend 
from Louisiana being afraid of a subsidy before? Two or three 
falls ago there came a dl·ongbt in his district, and he heralded 
the fact in the newspapers that he was going to take out of the 
Treasury of the United States $500,000 to give those folks feed 
and seed and clothing, and he even a ked the delegation frcm 
Miss-issippi to help him, but, as mu~h as I love the farmer, his 
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resolution was too rank for me. [L~ughter.] The gentleman 
actually introduced a resolution in Congress on another occa­
sion to take out of the Treasury of the United States $500,000 
to buy the seed to be placed in the flooded area. Yet this bill 
that is going to stabilize the price of five basic products, so far 
as the farmers are concerned, is a &ubsidy, and he can not vote 
for it; he can not do anything except kill it. " By their fruits 
ye shall know them." 

We bad another distinguished doctor who came from that 
grand old State of Kentucky. He said this bill is unsound and 
uneconomic and that he would not vote for any bill that carries 
any sub idy. 

I heard my friend speak on this floor. I heard a speech he 
made once before on the farmer. Doctor AsWELL was going to 
give them a little soothing sirup. The gentleman from Ken­
tucky got out his hammer and hit everything. He hit wheat, 
he hit cotton, he hit everything, and finally wound up by taking 
the poor old sugar farmer of Louisiana and knocking him in the 
head and chucking him in the river. And while they are wear­
ing patched breeches, he said he is going to plow up his 
old tobacco patch and his old mint julep bed if the Haugen 
farm bill passes and sow it in cotton and raise 26,000,000 bales, 
flood the markets of the world, and scare the life out of every 
farmei' in the cotton-growing States. Now, 26,000,000 bales! 
I can see the gentleman from Kentucky along in the hot days 
of August plowing down a row and a woodpecker flying up and 
knocking on a dead limb about 20 yards away, so that the 
sound would be heard 300 yards away, and by the time he gets 
to the end of the row a cottontail rabbit runs under the beam 
of· his plow, and there is a jaybird sitting in a sapling crying, 
"Too slick, slick, dave, dave"; and about the time frost comes 
in that cold climate, the latter part of August or the 1st <'f 
September, and kills the cotton, then Doctor KINCHELOE will say, 
" This cotton business will not do for me." And yet he is going 
to raise 26,000,000 bales of cotton and flood the world with cot­
ton and fix it so that the cotton farmer can not even exist. l\iy 
friend KINCHELOE introduced a little bill here in Congress in 
1922. Do you know he vehemently and viciously assaulted this 
Haugen bill, asserting it is "uneconomical." He actually intro­
duced a bill to take out of the Treasury of the United States 
$50,000,000 while our Government was helpless, recovering from 
the World War. And what was he going to do about it? He 
was going to have the Government of the United States pay 
these tobacco growers down in his district $50,000,000 for a 
shirt-tail full of stingy green tobacco. [Laughter and ap­
plause.] 

How was he going to use it? Then the Government was to 
sell it on credit, without profit, to these poor, pauperized bank­
rupt nations, Italy and France, and a few poorer paupers of 
Europe, who have not paid what they borrowed from us, and 
take chips and whetstones as pay, and everybody knows they have 
never been able to pay even chips and whetstones for the bil­
lions of cash they borrowed from Uncle Sam during the war. 
Yet this bill now intended to help the farmers of the United 
States is "unsound" and "uneconomical," but Doctor KINCHE­
LOE thinks it was sound and economical and fundamental busi­
ness economics to go down into the Treasury and to put the 
tobacco growers' hands in there and take out $50,000,000. 

1\lr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. QUIN. It looks to me like, my friend, if I had done a 

thing like that I would expect this House to rise up en masse 
and unanimously proclaim me king of demagogues, and put on 
my head a crown and say, "We challenge the world." [Laugh­
ter.] "By their fruits ye shall know them!" 

There is another great statesman who has come on the floor. 
He comes from the cyclone State of Kansas, our good, genial 
friend, Doctor TINCHER, this famous doctor who saw proper to 
come out and lambast all the agents and representatives of the 
suffering farmers from the Northwest who appeared before the 
committee. He almost refers to them as criminals because they 
had the audacity to come before a committee of the Congress 
and ask that justice be given to the farmer. You know in the 
West and Southwest banks have been failing-in the State of 
Iowa, in the State of Montana, in the State of Minnesota, and 
in other Western States. There great banking institutions were 
tumbling down. 

The farmers in that territory were unable to meet their 
obligations and they were crying aloud for help. They gave 
forth the Macedonian cry. But the gentleman who has changed 
his position from a former occasion, Doctor TINCHER, and 
judging from his appearance on this floor, and from the thun­
ders of his voice-! think he must eat for breakfast in the 
morning strokes of lightning, the moon and stars. It looks to 
me as if he ate for dinner the sun, comets, constellations, and 
continents, and that he eats for supper thunderbolts, cyclones, 
and tornadoes-Rough House TINCHER, from K~s. [Ap-

plause.] This is the man who, when the Haugen bill was up 
before, stated that this bill was a great and splendid thing for 
the farmer. This time it is "unsound and uneconomical." 
What else did he do? He introduced a miserable bill here­
! have got it right on this table-where he proposed in 1923 
to 'dig down into the taxpayers' money and take out of the 
Treasury of the United States more than $2,000,000,000, to hand 
over to the wheat farmers of the West, to pay what he said 
was the loss on the price of wheat to the producers, because 
the Government fixed a guaranteed price during the World 
War, yet he voices in ponderous tones that the Haugen bill is 
a subsidy-unsound and uneconomic now. Was he a states­
man at that time, when he was running for Congress, or is 
he a statesman now when he tells us he is going voluntarily 
to retire? [Laughter and applause.] 

I just want that gentleman's attitude on the two occasions to 
be made clear to the citizenship of this country. Ah, these 
gentlemen who ca.n see so far ahead of them, who were so 
strong for the farmer in previous sessions, including this rough­
bouse orator from Kansas, know that this measure now before 
the House known as the Haug<>n bill is not nearly so much cf a 
sub idy as that which the gentleman from Kansas advocated 
in his wheat bilL I will put it in the REcoRD. I will also put 
in the RECORD a bill which was introduced by that other won­
derful economist, the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHE­
LOE]. I will not put into the RECORD anything unkind against 
the gentleman from Louisiana, because he is my neighbor. 
[Laughter.] 

The gentleman from Kentucky even had the nerve to say 
that, with some others, he we;nt before the Committee on Ways 
and Means and made a speech before that body for the purpose 
of digging this $50,000,000 out of the Treasury and handing it 
over to his tobacco farmers. Do not you know that there is 
not a Congressman on the floor of this House except him who 
had the gall to go upon a demagogic mission like that? I have 
before me the speech that my good friend from Kentucky made 
on this floor in which he stated that he had been before the 
Committee on Ways a.nd Means. It is in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. "By their fruits ye shall know them." In that speech 
the gentleman from Kentucky said: 

I have introduced a bill to amend the War Finance Corporation act. 

He says further-
!, with seyeral others of my colleagues, went before the subcom· 

mittee of the Ways and Yeans Committee and made a statement to 
them and appealed for the passage of this bill. 

After the hearings these Republican members of the Ways 
and Means Committee turned down my bill. Did he mean 
to say that there was a Democratic member on that eom· 
mittee who was so demagogic as to help to report that bill 
out? This same statesman from Kentucky says this Haugen 
bill is " unsound and uneconomic." 

There are certain Members on this side who voted for the 
thieving Fordney-l\1cCumber tariff bill, yet they can not come up 
and vote for this farmers' bill, but get a hammer and knock 
it on the head. They talk about subsidy. In all the history 
of this Republic some portions of the United States have been 
living off this GoverilP..lent. My friends, I know that a ma­
jority of seven or eight million people in the last election 
voted for that thievery of high tariff to go on. I did not 
believe in it, and I do not believe in it yet. A majority 
of our people by a majority vote govern the fortunes of this 
country. The people in the East, who have got the money and 
influence sufficiently to fool the folk in the West-and, Lord 
knows they are getting to fool some of them in the South­
voted to continue that subsidy to proiect industry. The pro­
tective tariff is just as much and even more of a subsidy than 
what you have in the Haugen bill to-day. Through the pro­
tective tariff you take out of the pockets of all the combined 
consumers of this Republic more than $2,000,000,000 per year. 
It does not come out of the Treasury, but it comes from the 
sweat and blood of" the toiling masses of this Republic. 

Not only do you make multimillionaires through all the North 
and East, particularly in New England, but you actually put 
in that form of subsidy a guaranteed wage to the employees 
engaged in those lines of industry. Not only is that a subsidy, 
but you put through this Congress-and some Democrats helped 
you to do it-all this appropriation for the railroads after the 
Government took them over and before we turned them back, 
amounting to practically $2,000,000,000. 

I want the gentleman from New Jersey [Doctor FoRT] to 
hear me. He said this Government ought not to guarantee a 
profit to the farmer. Yet he knows that under the tariff law 
this Government guarantees a profit to every manufacturer in 
New England. He knows that this Government, under the 
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nasty Esch-Cnmmins railroad bill, guarantees a big profit t<> 
the railroads of the United States. He knows in addition to 
that that it gives a guaranteed fair wage to · every employee 
on those railroads. 

Upon another occasion here we had up what is known as 
the ship subsidy bill. Well, where were some of these gentle­
men who are now denotmcing as a sudsidy to farmers the 
Haugen bill? [Laughter.] That bill proposed to turn over 
$3,000,000,000 worth of ships and give them away for $250,-
000,000. You did worse than that after you gave in that bill 
the $3,000,000,000 worth of ships to the Ship Trust, you voted 
to give out of the United States Trea ury $75,000,000 a year 
for a period of 10 years, making in all a subsidy of $750,000,000 
to the Ship Trust to operate the ships which you gave the trust. 
Yet you did not call that a subsidy. Yon voted for it with a 
good taste in your mouth. I want to say, howe-rer, that I do 
not believe the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER} par­
ticipated in that proposed steal. I want to do him justice. 

Not only that, but we voted to hand out about $3,000,000,000 
inside of 20 years to the World War veterans of .this Republic, 
which I think is right. You give $192,000,000 a year to the 
soldier who whipped my father and those as ociated with him 
under the Confederate flag in the war froni 1861 to 1865. You 
say that is not a ubsidy. 

What is a subsidy? When the farmer is prostrate down on 
the ground, his products so cheap till he is in danger of losing 
his home-and he is the very foundation stone of all this 
country-laboring not union hours but 15 hours a day for an 
existence, for a birthright that all of us under this flag hold, 
when his friends ask Congress to put up a little money to make 
certain a fair price for his toil, you call it a subsidy and refuse 
to support it. Who, I ask, is for anything unsound or uneco­
nomic? Some of them say it will not help the farmer. But 
Doctor KINCHELOE, who is one of the doctors ·who knows, said 
it will help the price of cotton. I wonder if Doctor FonT 
understands what cotton means? 

I do not believe he e-rer was in a cotton patch in his life. 
He spoke of the cottonseed. Why, my friends, cotton is the 
greatest of all agricultural products. I am proud that gentle­
men have seen proper to treat cotton fairly in this bill. The 
reason I am for this bill is because you deal with cotton and 
all the basic crops in it. This bill is going to do good and I 
know it. You can not fool me on what will help the farmer. 
I can scent it just as a good coon dog can smell a coon. 
[Laughter.] I know this is going to help the farmer. Cotton­
seed! Why, three-fourths of the olive oil and butter you have 
in this cOtmtry comes out of cottonseed oil Do you know you 
get from the cottonseed alone a cake that the niggers eat just 
like they eat bread? It is good to feed to cattle and it is a fine 
fertilizer. [Laughter.] 

The oil itself represents one of the great commodities of this 
Republic. You take the cotton itself-why, cottott brings to 
this country the balance of trade. It is what cau es gold to 
flow from Asia, Japan, and China, and from all the co 1m! ries 
of Europe and keeps the balance of trade of the wor!d with 
this Republic. Cotton, that fleecy staple. You can m<.l_nufac­
ture it into the form of rope and make a cable strong enough to 
hold the mighty ships which float on the e-ren seas. ln time 
of peace and in time of war it is the most valuable product of 
the world. It is absolutely necessary for every cannon that 
fires a bullet. Cotton makes three-fourths of the &ilk. Why, 
the silk you see these ladies wear at these fine entertai11mcnts 
comes out of the Mis is ippi long-staple cotton. They ship it 
over to Japan and China and they are smart enough to make 
it into silk. Cotton clothes the Chinese coolie; it puts raiment 
on the backs of poor children in the buts and the hovels and 
it puts raiment on the backs of the people in the palaces of 
Europe and in the mansions of the entire civilized world. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from l\Iissis­
sippi has expired. 

1\Ir. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five 
additional minutes. 

1\fr. ASWELL. .Mr. Chairman, I yield myself five minutes. 
.Mr. QUIN. The gentleman from Louisiana will har-e to yield 

himself more than five minutes before he can ever justify his 
position against the farm legislation, known as the Haugen 
bill. "By their fruits ye shall know them." Cotton, that one 
product I spoke of, growing in a few of the States of this Re­
public, is safeguarded and protected in this legislation. One 
hundred million dollars in this bill is to guarantee a just and 
fair price for cotton. 

Cotton not only clothes the poor and rich alike but even the 
flag of our country, which floats o-rer the dome of our Na­
tion's Capitol, comes out of the cotton fields of the South. So 
gentlemen ought to be here proclaiming the virtues of this 

Haugen bill and endeavoring to. put agriculture on some~hat 
of an equal footing with the protected industries of the United 
States instead of slandering this measure and endeavoring to 
kill it. They ought to be here at work doing their best to put 
this into legislation and to gi-re the farmers their just deserts. 
Some of them seem to have the spirit of wanting to put the 
heel of the oppressor down on the neck of the farmer, the 
one man in this Republic who has ne-rer yet recei-red not only 
a subsidy but has not even received partial justice. 

All of us know we can not do anything in the way of a 
tariff to help agricultural products. You can help sugar and 
butter and you can help dairy products, but you can not help 
wheat and corn. Everybody knows you can not do anything 
for cotton in the way of a tar-iff, it matters not if you put 
$1,000,000 a bale on it, because 75 per cent of the cotton pro­
duced in the United States is exported to foreign countries· 
it is there manufactured into cloth and brought back here and 
sold at an enormous profit. The only way you can help the 
farmer is by direct legislation like you have in this Haugen 
bilL All of you men who have pretended to be sweating blood 
fa-r the PQOr farmer had just as well realize that the farmer 
ha sense enough to know that when we put $350,000,000 in 
a bill to subsidize the basic farm products and keep them so 
he will get a just price for them that is legislation in his 
behalf. 

If you are going to proPQse to loan him a few dollars, he, 
already owing 13,250,000,000 and unable to pay the interest 
on it, with patches on his breeches, will have a bad taste in 
his mouth because he realizes that the American lawmakers 
ha-re seen proper by subsidy legislation, like the taliff, .railroads, 
and national banks, to make multimillionaires out of a certain 
portion of the population of the United States. Whenever the 
United States Congre s has before it a bill to give not only a 
fair deal, but justice to the farmer, some folks talk about its 
being "unsound economically, unsound and unfundamental." 
The e people who talk can fool themselves, but they are not 
going to fooi the farmer that follows the plow. The man 
behind the plow is coming into his own. You may kill this 
bill, but I want to tell you they are going to sharpen some 
blades and fasten onto old mowing machine . Then they 
are going to start on the bank of the Pacific Ocean and come 
clean across the country to the great Mississippi Ri-rer and 
mow down the e anti-Haugen bill Congressmen just like they 
mow down wheat. That is what is going to happen to · them, 
and it should happen. Then they will cross over the 1\fississippi 
Ri-rer and mow their way to the Atlantic Ocean, cutting pip 
and thigh every enemy the farmer has in Congress. God spee<l 
the day. 

I want men put in the United States Congress-! do not care 
what party they are in-who will stand up for and give agri­
culture its just dues; to giv-e the man who stands behind the 
plow his justice and his rights. I want the votes of the 
Amelican Congress to be just-not only just in itself, but just 
in reality. 
If Congressmen vote a subsidy for ships, if Congressmen vote 

a sub idy for protected industries , if men can vote a subsidy 
for the great and rich railroads, if Congressmen vote a subsidy 
to the banking system, if meu can vote a sub idy to the man 
who went out to fight for his country, why can they not vote 
for a subsidy which will give the farmer a fair and honest price 
for his toil? [.Applause.] He is the man who deserves it. 
"By tbeir fruits ye shall know them." [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Uissis­
sippi bas again expired. 

Mr. QUIN. 1\Ir. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to re­
vise and extend my remarks in the REcoRD and to include certain 
bills, document , reports, and E,:O fortl1. 

The CHAIRUAN. The gentleman from Mississippi asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in the manner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 

NATIONAL COUNCIL 011' 

FARMERS' COOPERATIVE MARKETIXG ASSOCIATIO::-JS, 

Washington, D. a.,. May 1, 1926. 
Hon. PERCY EDWARDS QGI~, 

House Office Building, Washington., D. a. 
DEAR AlR. QurN: We have been listening with keen interest to the 

debate on the farm relief bills. Having a similar interest with you in 
the welfare of the farmer in your district, and he expecting iis to work 
together intelligently and sympathetically in his interest, and in order 
to bring to your attention our reactions of the debate, I trust that yon 
will receive in the right spirit our view of points that are made for 
or against the bills by the friends or opponents of what we regard as 
the measure which will best serve our people. The progress of the de-
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bate clearly indicates that there is a grave farmer problem and that 
cotton during the past four or five years has been one of the least 
adversely affected of our basic agricultural commodities during this 
period. 

The address of Congressman JACOBSTEI~, of New York, clearly indicates 
the reason why the business representatives of the cotton growers of the 
South were not interested in relief legislation until this session of Con­
gress, and the facts brought out by the gentleman, which are well known 
to the cotton cooperatives, clearly indicate that of all the agricultural 
crops which look particularly discouraging, so far as future prices are 
concerned, cotton looks the worst. Of course we will not admit that 
even though the price of cotton as compared to the aU-commodity price 
has been hlgher during the past three or four years than it ·was at the 
inception of the war ; that the price of cotton in comparison with the 
all-commodity price at that time was fair to cotton, and therefore we 
do not look with satisfaction upon prospective prices for cotton in the 
future that will put us below the pre-war exchange ratio. We do not 
believe that there is any power which can be exerted by the individual 
farmer himself or by the combined business interest in the South, in­
cluding the business organizations of the cotton growers, that can pre­
vent a most disastrous collapse of the cotton market during the current 
year. Indeed, it is entirely possible that this collapse may come before 
the forthcoming crop comes to 'harvest. With the economic equilibrium 
of our best foreign customer for cotton greatly disturbed, if not com­
pletely demoralized, through the existing strike in England, with a pos­
sibility of sympathetic strikes occurring in other European countries, 
and with the price of cotton now made by the combined influence of the 
foreign buyers and not by the seller, the busine s welfare of the cotton 
growers of our entire section is in the balance, anu nothing save the 
itrong hand of our Federal Government is in a position to safeguard 
the interest of our people. 

li' ortunately for the cotton growers at this time the balance of power 
in the passage of this particular measure lies with the Representatives 
in the cotton States. For many years our Representatives in Congress 
have not been in a position to exert their influence in an effective way 
toward protecting and enhancing the best interest of their constituents, 
but now, as if by act of Providence, the Republican Party is divided 
between the interests of the producer and consumer, this legislation 
will be determined one way or another according to the attitude of 
Representativt>s in Congress from the cotton-producing South. It is 
needless to remind you since the time of the war between the States 
the Southern States have not had an equality of economic opportunity 
with the Northern and Eastern States, and for many years our pro­
ducers haYe been suffering from the economic injustice and inequality 
of which the midwt>stern farmers are now complaining. Not since the 
war of 1861 has the midwest recognized its common interest with tbe 
agricultural South, and perhaps never bt>fore bas the South had the 
opportunity of cementing that bond of common interest as -it now has. 
Therefor·e the hundreds of thousands of intelligent farmers and business 
men from Arizona to North Carolina are watching with unpr~cedented 
interest the ftght which their Representatives are making in Congress 
for equality of agriculture with other industries. We have always 
fel t, and still believe, that the statesmanship and courage of our Repre­
sentatives in Congress is such as will assure to the workers in their 
chief industry, s~'lbility, permanence, and prosperity, and the men are 
depending upon their Representatives to bring about this desirable end. 

Upon you men rest a great responsibility and upon your acts rest 
the hopes and the happiness of millions of southern people who have 
trusted you and who bave confidence in you to look after their interests 
in national legislation. 

We trust that you will not permit this issue to become confused in 
your mind. The issue is clearly one of equality for agriculture with 
other industries. The bill simply pro>ides machinery for bringing that 
about. Effort has been made to confuse Congressmen in the belief 
that this is unsound legislation, but among the best ccomonists in the 
land are those who have indorsed the bill as sound economically and 
financia11y. Argument that this bill provides a subsidy difl'erent from 
that established by many precedents regarded as sound governmental 
policy is without foundation. 

We analyzed in a recent statement issued to all the Members of 
Congress this phase of the bill. In .this statement we showed that it 
is an established policy of the Federal Government to make investment 
and assume the risk in de\cloping and pioneering large enterprises for 
the national welfare which are beyond the ability of its indiYidual 
citizens, or until the Federal Government has proven its practicability. 
This measure should be looked upon and regarded by the friends of 
agriculture as a test or demonstration in the stabilizing of values of 
our principal staple commodities, looking to the ways and means of 
solving that great problem; it has ample precedents for doing so in 
industry without being characterized as a subsidy. We assert that no 
sound thinker desires a permanent subsidy for any American industry. 
On the other hand, the farmer has the right to expect that his ln­
du try shall be brougbt within the protective srstem in whatever way 
the peculiarities of his business may require, the same as in the case 
with the other runjor inuustries of our country. The best agricultural 
minds of this day and age an'J the farmers' own leaders of the North, 

South, and West are united in the support of the Haugen bill, which 
they believe will bring about this relief, and, further, agriculture bas 
the rlght to expect. its friends in Congress to support their interest in 
this matter. The burden should be on those who are opposed to this 
legislation to work out a better solution. No one believes that tbc 
Haugen bill is a perfect bill that will not need change as experience 
in the operation of the law may develop, but we all believe that it 
contains tbe basic machinery of a plan that will eventually do what is 
necessary to put agriculture on a basis of equality with other in· 
dustries. 

Space will not permit going into detail as to h.ow this law will help 
cotton ; but it should be sufficient to say that if we could control the 
movement of the American crop, we can control the price of the crop 
within the limitations of the operations of the law of supply and 
demand o;er a period of years and can get !or the crop the highest 
price which the world is able to pay for that commodity, the sarne as 
other highly organized industries which control the supply in this 
country are now able to do. We have no doubt as to tile prac· 
ticability and desirability of this legislation for cotton. We respect­
fully ask that you use your influence and your vote in giving this 
much-needed ass'Jrance of protection to the cotton industry, bearing 
in mind that, first, the existing surplus of cotton; second, the prospec· 
tive large crop which is now being planted; third, the known inability 
of many farmers to take advantage of a system of orderly marketing 
due to the crop-lien e\11 and the generally poor financial conUition of 
the cotton grower; and, fourth, the impending possible price decline 
due to political and economic disturbances in the countries which are 
large consumers of our staple. 

Finally, in view of the fact of the possibility of an agricultural 
alliance with the Middle West, which section, incidentally, does not 
produce any crops which southern farmers are not capable of pro· 
ducing advantageously, and the further fact that the southern Repre­
sentatives are in a strategic position by ha\ing the balance of power in 
the enactment of this legislation-with these important facts uefore 
us, we ask you to stand by yGur people in this great hour of oppor­
tunity. 

Respectfully submitted. 
AMERICJ.:.. COTTON GROWERS' EXCUANGE, 
C. 0. MosER, General Manager. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIYES, 

December 5, W..J. 
Mr. Tr.·cHEn intt·oduccd the following bill; which was referred to 

the Committee on Agriculture and ordered to be printed: 
A bill (H. R. 172) to provide relief to persons who owned wheat of 

the crop of 1917 before the announcement of the Food Administra­
tion price-fixing policy with respect thereto, and who sold such wheat 
after Augu~'t 11, 1917 

Be it c11acted, etc., That the Secretary of AgricultUl'e be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to investigate, determine, and pay the 
amount of the actual loss sustained by any p"'rson, firm, association, 
or corporation that owned actual wheat of the 1917 crop, in the ordi­
nary course of his or its business, before the announcement on August 
12, 1917, by the Food Administration of the price-fixing policy with 
respect to said crop, and did not dispose of such wheat by contract or 
otherwise until after the said announcement. The measure of such 
actual loss shall be 60 cents per bushel. Each claimant shall pay such 
expenses as may be necessary for him to incur to secure the presenta­
tion to and filing with the Secretary of Agriculture of his claim in 
proper form for allowance under this act. No claim shall be allowed 
or paid by the Secretary of Agriculture unless it shall appear to his 
satisfaction that the loss was not the result of purchases for the pur­
pose of investment or speculation or of realizing a profit on such 
wheat greater than that realized customarily on wheat in the ordinary 
course of the grain business at the time of the purchase or the wheat. 
No award of payment shall be made on account of any claim not pre­
sented to and filed with the Secretary of Agriculture before the ex­
piration of three years after the effective date of this act. The deci::!ion 
of the said Secretary of Agriculture shall be conclusive and final, except 
that no settlement of any claim submitted hereunder shall bar the 
right of recovery of any money paid by the Government to any party 
under the provisions of this act because of fraud with respect to such 
claim, and the right of recovery in all such cases shall exist again. t 
the executors, administrators, heirs, successors, and as ·igns of any 
such party or parties. For the purpose of this act the Secretary of 
Agriculture or any represent:::.th·e specifically authorized in writing 
by him for the purpose shall haYe the power to require, by subpamn, 
the attendance and testimony of witnesses and the production of all 
books, papers, and letters or other documents relating to any claim 
under investigation. And in case of disobedience to a subprena, the 
Secretary of Agriculture, or his duly authorized representative, or any 
party to a proceeding before the said Secretary, may invoke the aid 
of any court of the United States in requiring the attendance and 
t e<;timony of witnesses and the production of books, papers, and letters 
or other documents under the u1·ovisions of this act, and any failur·e 
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to obey the order of the court pursuant thereto may be punished by J who have made him. They are my neighbors and friends, and 
such court as a contempt thereof; and the claim that any such testi- I will stand by them and for them. I can show you, gentle­
many or evidence may tend to criminate the person giving the same men of the committee, that he does not speak for the people 
shall not excuse such witness from testifying, but such evidence or of Mi sissippi. 
te timony shall not be used against such person in the trial of any I propose to read a telegram I received this morning from 
criminal proceeding. Mil i sippi. · I will give you, first, the gentleman's name. I 

SEc. 2. That all payments made and expenses incurred under this do not know him personally, but I have asked several of the 
act by the Secretary of Agriculture shall be paid from the funds re- Mississippi Members, and they say be is one · of the foremost 
maining available for the purposes of the act of Congress approved men in the State. He lives in the capital of his State, Mr. 
March 4, 1919, entitled "An act to enable the President to carry out L. J. Folse, general manager, Mississippi State Board of De­
the price guaranties ma~e to producers of wheat of the crops of 1918 velopment, a new organization to develop that great State. 
and 1919 and to protect the United States against undue enhancement This is what he has wired me: 
of its liabilities thereunder," and so much of said funds as may be Ron. J. B. AswELL, 
neces ary is hereby appropriated and made available to the Secretary 
of Agriculture for said purpose until such time as he shall have fully 
~ercised the authority herein granted and performed and completed 
the dutie herein provided and imposed. 

SEc. 3. 'l'hat the Secretary of Agriculture shall file with the Secretary 
of the Senate and the Clerk of the Hou e of Representatives of the 
Congres , at the beginning of its next regular session following the 
ses ion during which this act shall become effecti>e, a detailed ptate­
ment showing the name and address of each .claimant hereunder, the 
amount of his claim, the quantity of wheat covered thereby, and the 
amount, if any, awarded such claimant. 

lN THE HOUSE OF REPRESEXTATIVES, 

April 12, 1920. 
Mr. KINCHELOE introduced the following bill, which was referred to 

the Committee on Ways and Menns and ordered to be printed: 
A bill to amend the War Finance Corporation act 

Be it enacted, etc., That the War Finance Corporation net, ~pproved 
April 5, 1918, is hereby amended by adding to Title I thereof a new 
section, to read as follows : 

"SEC. 22. That the corporation shall be empowered and authorized 
to pay to any person, firm, corporation, <>r association engaged b bnsi· 
ne s in the United States the contract price of supplies o: tobacco here­
after purchased, or agreed to be purchased, by the Italian or French 
Governments, or any other European government buying any of said 
tobacco which bas and maintain a government monopoly thereon, from 
any such person, firm, cot·poration; or association, and to accept in full 
payment of the moneys so advanced the bonds, obligations, or other 
evidence of indebtedne · to be issued by either of aid governments f<>r 
the payment of moneys o advanced, to bear interest at the rate of 
6 per cent per annum from the date of such advance: Provided, That 
the total advances to be made by th':l corporation shall not exceed 
$50,000,000: Provided tu1·th c··, That the War Finance Corp{)l'ation is 
hereby authorized and directed to retain a first-mortgage lien in the 
bond , obligations, or other evidence of indebtedness to be issued to it 
by either of said Governments upon all the tobacco o purchased by 
eithet· of them and up<>n all the warehouse receipts issued by either 
of them, upon all of the said tobacco so purchased, to better secure the 
payment of the indebtedness so incurred. 

"There is hereby appropriated, out or any moneys in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 50,000,000, or s much thereof 
as may IJe necessary, for the purpose of making payments by the said 
corporation as and when required under the provisions of this section." 

1\lr. ASWELL. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield myself five minutes. 
Mr. Chairman and geutlemen of the committee, my neighbor 

and friend the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. QmN] has 
made a reputation as being a friend of the farmers. I regret 
exceedingly, and it pains me personally, to see him in this 
hour of his opportunity yielding to an insidious lobby of big 
corporations and going. back on the farmers who have made 
him what he i . He proposes, as he states, to vote and work 
for n. direct Federal tax, an equalization fee on each cotton 
farmer at the gin of at least $10 a bale, as witnes es te ti­
fied. The State of :Mississippi produced last year 2,000,000 
bales of cotton. Yet the gentleman who has pretended so long 
to be the friend of the farmer proposes to vote in this body to 
place a Federal tax on the farmers of Mississippi amounting to 
$20,000,000 a year. 

The State of Mississippi last year shipped into its borders 
7,000,000 bushels of wheat, and without reflecting the increased 
price back to the producer of wheat, as .it will not do, the 
gentleman from .Mississippi proposes to tax his own people 
further on their bread alone the sum of $3,500,000. In his 
proposal here to-day he is camoufiaging when he talks about 
a subsidy. He is trying to get your attention away from the 
vital question of the equalization fee or Federal ta..-y on each 
farmer at the. gin. He proposes to tax the farmers who have made 
him what he is $20,000,000 a year on their cotton and $3,500,000 
a year on their bread, which means 23,000,000 a year addi­
tional Federal tax. In that po.sition he is not representing the 
great people of Mississippi. He has gone back on the farmers 

United States Congress, Wash ·ington, D. 0.: 
I compliment y<>u on your stand regarding the Haugen bill. The 

language used by you as quoted by Associated Press is identically what 
I used in McComb, Miss., three days prior to your statement. 

McComb is in the heart of PERCY QmN's district. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. That is his home. 
Mr. ASWELL. That is his home. [Reading:] 
'l'he subsidy and dole program of Great Britain bas brought them to 

the verge of civil war. There is no higher expression of the com- . 
monistic tendency of this country than the Haugen bill. l am certain 
that every farmer in Mississippi is patriotic and independent enough, 
and is so confident of his own ability to work out his future with a 
reasonable amount of cooperation that if put to a vote Missis ippi would 
overwhelmingly repudiate this ocialistic Haugen measure. The market­
ing of farm products in America is a business matter and not a political 
one. We do not feel any legislation at all is necessary in the matter; 
and if the National Congre ·s will place the responsibility for a proper 
marketing system upon the bankers and merchants of the country, 
where it properly belongs, the business men can build a proper market­
ing system; and the only reason why we have not bad it is because 
of the utter indi1ference of business and the extreme activity of the 
demagogue. The defeat of the Haugen bill ought to be accepted uy 
every patriotic American as a reaffirmation of our confidence and 
belief in the principles upon which this country was founded and upon 
which its future rests. 

L. J. FOLSE, 

General Manager Mississippi State Board of Development. 

[Applause.] 
:Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gen­

tleman from Ohio [Mr. BEGG]. 
l\lr. BEGG. 1\.Ir. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 

it will not be my purpose in the brief time .allotted to me this 
afternoon to discu. s iB detail any one of the so-called agricul­
tural bills. 'l"'here are a few, it seems to me, signboards that 
we all ought to notice as we are passing on, H.lld I shall only 
undertake to call attention to tho e. 

In the first place, I want it definitely under tood it does 
not make any difference to me what the political future of 
myself or my pa1·ty is, if in order to insure such political 
future I must vote for something I believe to be bad for the 
future of my country. [Applause.] I do not claim any dis­
tinct quality on that line above the rest of you men. I do 
think sometimes we are stampeded to be for or a(J'ainst a 
propo ition through information that has been sought to be 
furnished us by men who are on the pay roll of orne organiza­
tion at so much per month to furnish this information, and yet 
they undertake to speak for all the people of a particular 
cla s or group. I do not believe that is sound doctrine on 
which to legislate, and I do not believe such men can speak for 
the entire people a bit better than you or I. 

The statement was made the other day that the greatest 
farmers' organization in the United States had -indorsed the 
Haugen bill. If that is true, then my information is in error, 
because I understand the grange is twice as large as a.ny othe1· 
organization among the farm€rs in America, and that they 
not only ha-re not indor ed it but have gone on record as being 
against it and opposed to it. That is the kind of information 
I get. In addition to that, not 30 per cent of the farmers 
belong to any organization. Who is speaking for them? 

I want to call the attention of my colleagues to another 
thing-and let me say in passing I am not one of these Con· 
gressmen who lives in a city and represents only a great indus­
trial section. I think 75 per cent of my constituency make 
every dollar they have by tilling the soil, and I know that 
practically every blood relative I have or ever did have con­
tinues to get his livelihood even to-day through that process ; 
and if I believed the Haugen bill wag economically a sound 
piece of legislation, and if I believed that the price my chil· 
dren would have to pay for the mistakes of their father was 
not too high, and that the Haugen bill would give the farmer 
more money for his product, without doing damage to the great 
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mass of people unorganized, I would be for it; but I am not I have not verified the figures, but I get them from the Agri­
only not convinced, I am convinced that every man who votes cultural Committee, that not 10 per cent of the corn of the 
for the Haugen bill, if by any book or crook it should be en· United States is processed for anything other than feed. Now, 
acted into law, will live to regret the day he was ever per· think of it. Ten per cent of the corn of the United State 
mitted to cast his ballot therefor. has to bear the unfair burden of operating this so-called eco-

Now, why? And before I go any further with the discus· nomic scheme. Either your scheme is economically sound or 
sion I want to propound two or three hypothetical questions to it is not. If it is economically sound, the price of all agri­
those supporting the Haugen bill. I do not want you to answer cultural commodities will rank together. It can not be other­
them in my time, but I know some of you are going to speak wise. If it is economically unsound, which I think it is, it will 
in the future and I want you to tell me what you will do if bring wreck on the people that you are trying to benefit. 
the Haugen bill becomes a law and these things happen. I want to propound another question, another dilemma, and 

The first question I want to propound to you is this-and I want to see how you answer this. The only speech I ha\e 
I only go by what is written into your proposed law-! pro- heard on the Democratic side that was not raising an awful 
pounded this que.stion to the chairman of the committee who howl against the tariff being too high was the speech of the 
drafted the bill and who is its author and the answer was gentleman from Texas [Mr. HUDSPETH]. 
not at all satisfactory. Suppose the bill is enacted into law, Let me propound this to you: Suppose the Haugen bill sue­
what will you do if I make a deal with an Englishman or a ceeds. Its very success will be its ruin. And why? Do you 
citizen of any foreign country that we will split 50-50 on the expect an American farmer to feed $1.40 corn in competition 
profits and the Englishman comes into the American market with tlle Canadian farmer, who is feeding the same kind of 
and buys 100,000,000 bushels of wheat at the surplus price or livestock on $1 corn? It just can not be done, because Canadian 
at the world price, which I am going to assume is $1, and if land is e\en cheaper than the land in the United States. Do 
wheat is $1 in the world market, then the local or domestic you e~-pect the American rancher down in 'l'exas to feed cattle, 
price is $1.50 because you add 42 cents tariff and the freight, paying this enormous-! will not say enormous-equalization 
which will make the local or domestic price $1.50. fee, wllatever it may be, plus the tariff of 15 cents a bushel on 

If this bill is written into law and my English friend buys corn, plus the freight; or do you expect the cattleman of the 
100,000 bushels of wheat and sells it back to me, do not you North to whom the Texas rancher has sold the cattle to feed the 
have to buy my whe~t for ~1.50? He paid ~ou in America $1 a cattle $1.20 corn, in competition with the Canadian or the 
bushe.l and never shipped It. out. of the Umted State~; he then Argentinian, with his cheap forage, without again jacking up 
sells It back to .me and ~ Will either make you buy It at $1.50 1 your tariff and making it higher than it is to-day? 
a bu llel or I will dump rt on the market at $1.40 a bushel and If there is any one thing that the Democratic Party has 
break the market. . . ? ever stood for, so far as its pledges are concerned, it is to 

Mr. HAUGEN .. Wrll the gentleman Yield. . . lower the cost of living. It makes interesting reading to go 
. Mr. BEGG. No' the gentle~~u~ can answer t~at m hrs own back as far as 1824 and peruse the editorials from the New 

tim~. I know what the answer wrll be. Th!y wrll sa~ thiat the York press. They prophesied just exactly the same things that 
board would not sell unless they 

1
would aore~ t~ ship t out. you gentlemen are prophesying to-day. You can read an edi· 

How would they compel the purcn.aser to sllip It ?ut of the_ 1 torial in the New York papers of that day and it sounds just 
country? I do not want to see the trme when the Umted States I . . . _ . · a 
will say to any foreigner, "You can not sell in the markets of as if I~ was wntten to-da~. They. talke~ a_t>out the tariff bemo 
the United States." In other words, r do not want to see the a subsidy for the few, bemg. a tribute ... ened upon the m~sses 
time come when America will be led into enacting an embargo for the b~nefit of th.e few. Either I am unable to reason, ert~er 
act. r do not care what the article is that the embargo is I am ~bsolutely. ~rckbeaded, or else the. men who ar~ trymg 
written on, it will make trouble with the rest of the world. to make the prm_ciples of the Haugen bill compare with and 
America once tried it and they took it off the statute book work ~s the tariff does . can not reason or are . not .ho~est. 
right a ~Yay. There IS no J:?Ore c~mpanson betwe~n the econo!llic principles 

l\Ir. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? ?f the protecti\e tariff a~d the questiOn .of a subsidy than t~ere . 
Mr. BEGG. No; r can not yield. Now, I want to ask you IS ~et~een the darkest mgllt and the bnghtest day. What I~ a 

gentlemen what is to prevent my going into Canada-I use that tariff. You gentle:nen all ~o~. wllo wrote the fi~st tariff. 
for a foreign market-and buying 100,000,000 bushels of wheat r.t .was James MadiSon,. of VIrgima .. !f James Madison were 
at $1.10 a bushel? Let me say that is the world market. Then hvmg to-day he would m all probability be a Democrat. He 
let me go into the market to-morrow and driYe the market up not. only put a tariff on manufactured articles but ~e_ put a 
to $1.15. I ship it over to America and let America pay the tanff on raw ~roducts, and why? The.y put the tanff on at 
tariff cost-you are obligated to pay the tariff plus the· trans- fir~t ~o protect mdustry. The employee m those d~ys ~as only 
portation; what is the trouble in my manipulating the market thmking about getting enough to eat. an? developmg his co~­
there o that I make a clear· profit without any risk? try; but to-da.y we do not levy a tar~ m order ~o protec~ m-

Ob, it is a great business, the gl"eatest piece of mechanical dustry as an ~dustry. Not on your life. You ~ve Amencan 
speculative machinery that I have ever seen in my life. If I labor wages 2o per ce~t m.ore than an!one else m the world, 
can understand tlle English language, and I admit 1 know noth- and th~ manufacturer m this country w~ll manuf~c~ure a~d sell 
ing about cooperative marketing, especially of wheat or any- goods m. all th~ ma~kets of the world m competition with the 
thing of that kind-but this problem is so simple it does not world wrthout a tanff. If. you comi?el the ~anufactu:er to pay 
take a Wall Street broker or banker to analyze it and see the wages from three to ten times as high a.s his competitors, .then 
possibilities under it. Y?U can choose _between one of three things. You must either 

Now, I want to propound another question. Suppose the ?I\e them a tariff, close the factory, or cut the wages. There 
equalization fee is to go in, and they say it is going in in IS no other answer. 
two years, the Government is going to pay the bills until that This Haugen bill is a subsidy if it is anything in the world. 
time, and after that time, of course, the farmers are willing The bill says $375,000,000 for the first two years. Let me ask 
to bear their own burden. I will have something to say about you a practical question. Suppose it develops that $375,000,000 
that later. But what I want to ask is this question: Here is not enough. We establish the machinery, we pledge the 
are two farmers, one living on one side of the road and the credit of the United States to pay the bill. Suppose it costs a 
other on the other. They are both Jiving in a real agricultural billion dollars. Will we pay it? Of course we will. We have 
territory. 1\Ir. A is a stock feeder-feeds a lot of cattle and a paid bills ever since I have been in Congress with not half the 
lot of hogs. He can not produce enough feed to fatten his legal re ponsibility that will be tacked onto the Government 
stock for the market. l\Ir. B, his neighbor, raises corn. Now, if we pass the Haugen bill. Provide a subsidy? Never for an 
if Mr. A goes over to 1\Ir. B and buys a thotiSand or 10,000 industry that is self-supporting, that is producing more than 
bushels of corn, will there be an equalization fee on that sale? is required for the necessities of life. There are only one or 
I a ked this question of the chairman of the committee, the two cases where in my judgment a subsidy would be justified 
author of the bill, and he said it was optional. He says that in any Government. If there was a demand for any necessity 
is the right of the board to determine whether to put an of life, and the economic condition of the people engaged in 
equalization fee on corn fed into livestock. If they do there the production of that necessity did not permit them to produce 
is bound to be a discrepancy and unfairness with the man that a sufficient amount to meet the needs of the people, and if you 
does not pay an equalization fee on the corn that he feeds into could not encourage production, and if competition was so keen 
his livestock. If tlley do not, what percentage of corn in the with the rest of the world that the farmers could not compete 
United States will have to bear the equalization fee which is and there was a shortage, and we could not get it in any other 
the charge for the operation of this great burdensome piece of way, then there might be a justification for a subsidy. I have 
economic machinery. What percentage of corn bears the wondered sometimes, since I have been studying this question 
burden? for a month, whether my ability to reason has become distorted. 
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How can you pay a bounty and then curtail production when 
you have a surplus to IJegin with? 

The CHAIR~1AN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has 
expired. 

Mr. KETCHAM. l\lr. Chairman, I yield 10. minutes more to 
the gentleman. 

1\Ir. BEGG. 1\Ir. Chairman, there are two conditions when 
I would pay a subsidy, and then only rarely. Some one asked 
a o·entleman on the :floor the other day if he had voted for the 
shlp subsidy and he said he had. If the shipping business 
affected only' a part of the people, there would be no justifica­
tion for a subsidy at all, but if the welf:~re of the whole people 
depends upon the ability to ship to the markets of the world, 
and the merchant marine can not live without a subsidy, then 
I have no apology to offer to anybody for being for a subsidy. 

l\ly good friend from Nebraska [l\Ir. McLAUGHLIN ] oa Sat­
urday went on to recite how much money we had given to 
the railroads as a subsidy in the early days, so that they would 
build a road out through his country and on out through that 
great unexplored, unknown West. Is there any difference 
betw~en de\eloping an unexplored wilderness rich in fertility 
and minerals by the granting of a subsidy and doing the same 
thin a to correct an overproduction? I said a moment ago 
that I would not vote for a nickel to subsidize anybody in 
America. I want my farmers to know that. You do not ha\e 
to send them word, because I told 500 of them three weeks 
ago that I would not support a bill to give them 5 cents out 
of the Treasury, because I do not believe you can pass a law 
to put value into a bushel of wheat that is not there. Here 
is what I will do. and this is just as far as I will go. 

We spend annually now about $42,000,000 in de\eloping 
agriculture. We ha\e been doing it ever since I have been in 
Congress and a long time before ; I do not mean $42,000.000 
a year but I shtJuld suppose, in a total, we ha\e spent $150,-
000,000 in the development of agriculture. Now, I am willing 
to do this. After baring spent Government money to help 
production, I am willing to loan to the leaders of agriculture 
$100,000,000, if it needs it, to perform an experiment in de\elop­
ing a market so as to get on the same plane as we ha 'e other 
product ·, but any scheme to handle the surplus that is not 
sound enough economically to command the respect of private 
capital is too unsound for me to put Go\ernment funds into 
its treasury. 

:Mr. l\IADDEN. Will the gentleman allow me to read a tele­
gram in connection with what the gentleman has just stated? 

l\Ir. BEGG. Yes; I will. 
l\Ir. l\IADDEN (reading)-

M.ARTI::i B. MADDE::i, M. C., 
Washington, D. C.: 

CHICAGO, !LL.~ May 9, 1fJ26. 

Give us a national charter fot· America's credit trust-cooperative 
marketing. Purpo e to comply with your suggestion on farm relief in 
lieu of a subsidy. Unlimited capital pledged. We are well organized 
for this purpose and want to count you in. Letter follows. Answer 
now. 

Maj. A. E. GAGE, 

President Economic Science Federation. 

I want to say I do not know who these people are, but there 
is a proposal to furnish money to market farm products. 

Mr. BEGG. Now, Mr. Chairman, the argument has been 
made repeatedly by both sides, more generously on the minority 
side than on the majority side, that the present Fordney­
:McCumber tariff bill had not benefited the farmer. I want to 
challenge that statement, and in support of my challenge I 
want to give you a few figures. And let me say to this House 
membership and to the Democr·ats I am not alarmed about 
newspaper threats I have read in the papers that if we did not 
pass the Haugen bill the West will revolt so far as the Re· 
publican Party is concerned; that does not alarm me at all. 
They will only revolt a short period. Why? There never has 
been since the dawn of the United States a low-tariff party 
nor a free-trade party without a financial panic save in the 
World War and in the Mexican War. There never has been a 
time, Mr. Farmer and you farmers' Representatives-there 
never has been a time when the price of a bushel of corn and 
wheat or a pound of beef or pork or wool has brought as much 
in the market under a low tariff or free trade as it always has 
rlone under a high tariff. And I will say again something else, 
and you can take that to your constituents out in the West. 

There never has been a low tariff party in power nor a 
free trade one without free soup houses in the city, without 
idle labor-except in the World War and in 1846, the Mexican 
War-and if you can show me where I am misquoting I will 
_make a public apology before this Congress. Now, there is no 
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use to deny it, we are not demagoging this afternoon, but we 
are facing facts and arguing on history. 

l\Ir. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BEGG. I can not. There never has been free trade c.r 

a low tariff party in power without free soup houses, without 
idle labor, and when labor is idle she only eats 50 per cent of 
the farm products a year, as when she works, and if the 
American farmer wants to take re\enge--and that has been 
hinted at on the floor-if they want to take revenge and want 
to \ote tc. cut the tariff that will close every mill in my district, 
because there is not a mill producing to-day that is not com­
pelled to have a tariff, and if you throw the employees in other 
centers out of work I will guarantee the American farmer that 
which always has happened is likely to happen, namely, .they 
will get less for a bushel of wheat than they got this year. 
Take that story to them. The Republican Party has been as 
good a friend to the farmer as the Democratic Party ever 
dared be. See if that is true. Now, I suggest to low-tariff 
ad\ocates wool ne\er sold on the farm-that is, by and large­
on an average for over 20 cents a pound under free trade or a 
low tariff, save during the war, and nobody is going tc. claim 
prosperity because of a war. Now, wool since we have had the 
emergency tariff act jumped since the passing of the act from 
11 cents a pound, of the grade of which I am speaking, and 
ne\er sold less than 45 cents a pound. Well, if wool is 20 cents 
under a low tariff and 45 cents under this tariff, the Fordney-
1\IcCumber, there is a differential in favor of the farmer of 25 
cents a pound. 

Take a farmer who had sold 1,000 pounds of wool last year. 
There is one of three things. He either has $250 less debt or 
else more money in the bank or else more property. He has 
$250 more assets than he would have had with a low tariff 
unless the next low tariff \iolates eve1~y precedent that has ever 
been made since Washington's administration. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. ·wm the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BEGG. Briefly. . 
Mr. HUDSPETH. The gentleman means under no tariff at 

all he got 20 cents; does the gentleman mean that? 
1\Ir. BEGG. I said low tariff or free trade. 
Mr. HUDSPETH. We have either had a sufficient tariff or 

no tariff at all. Under no tariff wool went as low as 4 cents a 
pound. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio bas 
expired. 

l\Ir. BEGG. Could I have a little more time? I think I 
could get through in five minutes. 

:Mr. KETCHAM. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for five minutes more. 

1\Ir. BEGG. Now, gentlemen, keep in mind this $250. Let us 
take wheat. This is not hearsay. Under free trade--and that 
is the Democratic policy, as I understand it-Canadian wheat 
averaged 5 cents a bushel more than Minneapolis wheat of the 
same grade. I get these statistics from the Department of 
Agriculture, and you can get them there; and if they are not 
accurate, you can charge the Depart~ent of Agriculture with 
the error. · 

I will cite the average price of typical grades of wheat at 
Winnipeg and Minneapolis between the years 1920 and 1926. 
In 1920-21 the price at Winnipeg was $1.89 and at Minneapolis 
12 cents higher per bushel, or $2.01. In 1921-22 the price at 
Winnipeg was $1.30 and the price at Minneapolis $1.48, or 
18 cents higher. In 1922-23 the price at Winnipeg was $1.12 
and the price at Minneapolis $1.26, or 14 cents per bushel 
higher. In 1923-24 the price at Winnipeg was $1 and the 
price at Minneapolis was $1.24, or 24 cents higher. In 1924-25 
the price at Winnipeg was $1.58 and the price at Minneapolis 
was $1.66, or 8 cents higher. In 1925-26-42 weeks-the price 
at Winnipeg was $1.51 and the price at Minneapolis was $1.68, 
or 17 cents higher, an average of 16 cents higher at Minneapolis 
than at Winnipeg during the six years quoted. The average 
for the period of time I have read-and that is not hearsay­
is 16 cents a bushel in favor of the tariff. For the period of 
42 weeks, 1925-26, the price was 17 cents higher at Minne­
apolis under the tariff, and when free trade prevails it is 
5 cents higher in Canada. There is a differential in whea.t of 
22 cents a bushel. If the average farmer of the country sold 
a thousand bushels of wheat last year, that gives him $220 
on his wheat crop last year in excess of what he would have 
received under low tariff', and that with the $250 excess that 
he got for his wool makes a fund of $470 in his bank which 
he would not have had otherwise. 
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Let us take the item of cattle. I am giving you Air. Haugen's 

figures on cattle. Mr. Haugen last fall went over into Canada 
to buy steers. He paid $4.60 a hundred. Add $1.50 a hundred 
from the tari..ff and freight 42 rents and you ha\e a total of 
$6.52. l\find you, Canadian cattle delivered at. his farm at 
$6.52, with a tariff of $1.52 a hundred on that weight of steer, 
when there nen~r wa.s a time when he was in the market when 
be could have bought the same cattle in Minneapolis, nearer 
home, for le~ s than '7.60. 

What happened? Why, the tariff. Who got the difference 
between $4.60 and $7.80, or $3.20? Who got the difference? 
The man who sold the steer, Mr. Farmer. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The man wb.o rai ed the steer? 
1\lr. BEGG. Yes; the. man who raised the steer. Nobody 

else. If be sold an 800·pound steer at $1.50 a hundred, that 
is .'12. That is $12 for an 800-pound steer received because 
of the tariff. Suppose he sold 10 of them. 

There you have a difference of $590 on three little bit of 
crop. on any 0 acres of lana that can be produced in Ohio. 
I do not mention the 5 cents a dozen on eggs, or the tariff 
on butter or lard or hogs. I do not mention any other than 
the three items, and there is not a farmer in Ohio who has 
not to-day in ba.nk between $700 and $1,000 more than if we 
bad free trade. Why do you not tell the truth? 

The CHAIRl\IAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 
has again expired. 

:Mr. BEGG. Give me five minutes and I will quit. 
:Ur. KETCHAM. I yield to the gentleman five minutes 

more. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 

for five minutes more. 
Mr. BEGG. I will not be one who will subscribe to the 

doctrine of going out and telling the farmers that they are 
the worst-off people on earth, because they are not. Who are 
they in America. who own some of these automobiles in the 
'"orld? 

Ninety per cent of the automobiles of the world belong in 
America. I do not believe there are many farmers in the United 
States that do not have one or more of them. The automobile 
is not alone a luxury; it is partially a. necessity. Not all the 
radios are in the cities. There is not a nation in all the world 
where agriculture and labor in their pro perity can be com­
pared with agriculture and labor in America. to the extent of 
one-tenth. 

Now, my friends, if old, stolid, sober, 'experienced England 
can be almost uprooted and thrown into nobody knows what 
to-morrow by reason of the same mistake--a. dole that you are 
a. king us to hand out, only to a. different class of people--if 
they can be thrown into turmoil, wb.o is there who wants to 
stand up here and say, if we once begin to pay out a. subsidy, 
or dole, or bounty, or gift, or anything you want to call it, 
where it will end? In God's name, the man who gets something 
for which be does not give something is damaged by the receipt 
thereof, and if you once begin with the farmer you can not 
quit without paying the price, and the price may be trouble. 
The price has been trouble in Great Britain, and she has not 
yet freed herself from the parasite of the unemployment dole. 
I ask you, join together and use your brains. Help the 
American farmer if you can; but you can not pass a law to put 
more value into his corn than is put there by honest toil. Do 
not, I pray you, go forth demagogujng with a. promise for the 
sake of a reelection for yourselves or your party. [Applause.] 

Mr. FLETCHJDR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BEGG. Yes. 
Mr. FLETCHER. What bill are you for? 
Mr. BEGG. For the Tincher bill. 
Mr. SU:M1\1ERS of ·washington. Did the gentleman vote for 

the :McNary·Haugen bill, which did not carry a subsidy? 
Mr. BEGG. I did not. [Applause.] 
l\Ir. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the 

gentleman fi·om Illinois [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 

of the committee, it is my purpose, in the time allotted to me, 
to discuss the Haugen bill, the principles underlying that bill, 
and the things its authors and those who are supporting it 
believe it will do for the basic agricultural commodities of the 
country. However, the remarks just made by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BEGG] perhap would justify me in stating that 
in so far a the question of the tariff is concerned there is noth­
ing in the hearings of our committee, covering a period of more 
than seven weeks, that even indicated that there was any senti­
ment or feeling among the agricultural interests of the West 
and Central West of di satisfaction with the protective tarifl.'. 
Every witness, so far as I recall, who was interrogated upon 
that point, without any regard to politics-and we had repre­
sentative men speaking for the farm organizations from various 

sections of the country-made the statement that the farmeJ.'S 
were not here fighting the protective-tariff system; that they 
were not here complaining about the rates and provision car­
ried in t~e Fordney.~IcCumber tariff law, but they were simply 
here urgrng a program that they believed would as ist agricul­
ture in getting the full advantage which a protective tariff gave 
to other group and to other inte-rests. 

The gentleman from Ohio spoke about a revolt. While I do 
not intend to talk politics or say anything unkind the farmers 
of the great hli si ippi Valley, or a t least a very I'arge per cent 
of the?J. regard the J?emocratic Party as a sort of agricultural 
pest, JUSt as they thmk of the cutworm or the weevil. They 
have that feeling and regard it in that manner becau e they 
have seen and know what the Democratic Party does for agri· 
culture whenever they have an opportunity to write their doc­
tlines on the statute books and administer the laws of the 
countl·y. 

This party almost bankrupted the farmers of Illinois I<:wa 
and those great agricultural State during the Cleveldnd acl·: 
ministration: They mortgaged their farms so that tlley m!ght 
enlar%e their barn for the purpose of supplying adequate 
sleepmg quarters for the unemployed who came their way. 
They knew all about that. They will not soon forget it. If 
there. sho~d be ~ revolt in that part of the country, I wili say 
that It mll not rnure to the benefit of the Democratic Party. 
The Democratic Party is the third pa1'ty in the. e State& and 
if my f1·iend from Arkan as [l\fr. OLDFIELD] keeps coming into 
those States a.nd talking tarjff it will become the fourth party, 
I fear. [Laughter and applause.] 

1.\fr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes. 
l\Ir. GARRETT of Tenne see. Do the farmers of the Missis­

sippi Valley bold the Democratic Party re ponsible for the con· 
dition that exists just now? • 

Mr. 'VILLIAMS of Illinois. They very largely do. ·I 'bey 
know that when the Republican Party came into power in 1921 
agricultm·e was prostrate and that we ha\e been laboring with 
the problem ever since of stabilizing and putting agriculture on 
its feet. The farmers of that country know that 1920 was when 
the bottom dropped out of n"Ticulture. . 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. \VILLIA.MS of Illinois. Yes. 
l\fr. HUDSPETH. From the gentleman's remarks, I take it 

that you do not expect any votes on this ide to pass the Haugen 
bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinoi . The people whom I am talking 
about are not greatly concerned about and do not mind very 
much tlle attitude of the Democratic Party on this or any other 
question. Not only during the Cleveland administration haYe 
the farmers of the Middle We t suffered from Democratic falla­
cies, but in 1914, on the very day war in Europe broke out, the 
farmers of my State and the grain-producing tates of the Cen­
tral We t were fast getting into the same condition of in olv­
ency, bankruptcy, and ruin that they experienced during the 
Cleveland administration. I was in a little town in one of the 
counties in my district on that day making a campaign in a 
primary, and the farmers were selling their wheat for 61 cents 
a bushel. Of cour e, the war came on and during the war we 
had the highest protective tariff we ever had in thi country. 
So there is no great danger of any revolt among farmers grow­
ing out of a di. cu sion of this question-however it might 
damage some of our Republican friends-that will innre to the 
benefit of our Democratic friends in the great grain. sections 
of the West and Northwest. 

Now, what is it we are trying to do here? 
The tatement bas been frequently made that we have a. 

farm problem in America. ·we do have a farm problem in 
this country. We have many farm problems in this country. 
l\Iany of them are of sucb a. nature that they can not be cured 
by legislation and the farmers of the country know and appre­
c-iate that fact. The problem we are considering here under 
the Haugen bill is how to assi t in stabilizing tlle four or five 
great commoditie of which we have a large exportable surplus . 

.A.s to all the agricultural production of .America that is 
peri hable or semiperishable, which compri es more than 50 
per cent of the total value of farm production, there is no 
very great complaint as to pre ent conditions, except that the 
operating costs of the farmer, like they are for everybody el e 
in the country, are high. Whatever difficulty .American farm­
ers, engaged in producing the e commodities, may have, intel­
ligent farmers believe can be solved and must be solved largely 
through cooperative marketing, through the efforts of the 
farmers themselves and financed by themselves. This great 
spread between the price received by the producers of many 
commodities and that paid by the ultimate consumer can not 
be abridged except by the farmers themselves organizing and 
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retaining control of their commodities until they are placed in 
the hands of the ultimate consumer. [Applause.] 

There are two branches of agriculture that are important. 
First, of course, is the producing end. 
For many years Congre ·s has by legislation and by liberal 

appropriations-and the States have assisted in the same 
way-been helping the American fanner to produce better, to 
produce more scientifically and to produce more of the food­
stuffs and products of the farm. 

It has been very helpful to agriculture. We have now 
reached a point where the American farmer is perhaps the 
most efficient producer of any farmer in the entire world. But 
there is another part to successful agriculture, and that is the 
marketing of the products of the farm after they are produced. 
We have not kept pace; we have not made the progress along 
this line of our agriculture that we have along the producing 
line. 

The attention of our committee was called a year or so ago 
to this fact, which impressed me. lt was stated that for the 
year 1923 the growers of melons in the States of Georgia and 
Alabama, two States which produce -rery fine melons for the 
New York and eastern markets, brought to the growers of those 
melons on the cars at the shipping points an average of 5 cents 
each. The freight rate to New York City was between 6 and 7 
cents, making the price less thnn 15 cents per melon laid down 
in the city of New York, and yet tho::;e same melons, for which 
the producers in Alabama and GeDrgia got 5 cents per melon 
and the railroads got 7 cents for their transportation, sold to 
the consumers of melons in New York on the average from 
90 cents to $1.25 apiece. 'l'his condition exists as to many 
products of the farm. In the interest not only of the man who 
produces this clas · of agricultural products but in the interest 
of all tlle consumers, this great spread should be lessened. This 
is one of the problems of the farm in which all the people are 
interested in reaching a proper solution. I have thought, and 
I still believe, that the solution of these problems is by coopera­
tive marketing, and we are making great progress in coopera­
ti-re marketing in this country. La t year the cooperatives did 
a business of over two and a half billion dollars, or more than 
one-fifth of the value of our entire agricultural production. 

However, in the Haugen bill we are undertaking to deal with 
a different problem. The great commodities of which we pro­
duce a large eX})Ortable F:urplus--

Mr. TINCHER Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois .. Yes. 
Mr. TINCHER. Handling the commodities with the cash 

appropriation nrovided for in the Haugen bill, in accordance 
with the terms of that bill, will have what effect on the coopera­
tive: the gentleman has ju t referred to? 

:Mr. WILLIAMS of Illino:s. If the gentleman from Kansas 
will permit me, I will come to that in the deYelopment of my 
thoughts on the Haugen bill. 

Mr. TI~CHER. I . hall not interrupt further. I did not sup­
pose the gentleman would object. 

l\Ir. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I think the bill introduced by 
the gentleman from Kansas [:\Ir. TINCHER] will be very help­
ful in marketing and in taking care of the kind of farm 
products I have just mentioned, but we are here dealing with 
a question and a problem more fundamental than perishable 
foodstuffs that can be taken care of by cooperation. 

During the war . the American farmer, acting on the request 
of the GoYernment, overstimulated production. We large1y in­
creased our production of cotton and of wheat and of corn and 
of the great basic food tuffs and at large expense to agricul­
ture. Billions of dollars were in-rested by the farmers of the 
country in additional equipment so that they might produce 
those things that the world needed and that they were told 
'"ere required to insure the winning of the war for the United 
States and for our allies. We all know with what wonderful 
patiiotism they responded to the call of their country, but the 
very readiness of tha t response meant, later, almost their utter 
undoing. At the close of the war farm product were high 
and there had been a most tremendous production of wheat 
and corn and cotton at e.xhorbitant cost to the producer; 1920 
came along and we bad deflation and the bottom dropped out 
of the price::; of farm products, and they have never since ap­
proached a proper ratio relation with other commodities. The 
farmer's real trouble dates from the ~·ummer of 1920. 

Now, what is the difficulty ? If all the farmers of the 
United States could be organized into a cooperative marketing 
organization, the situation would be entirely different. For 
instance, if 100 per cent of the cotton farmers were organized, 
they could control the price of their cotton ; but they are not 
organized perhaps to a greater extent than 7 per cent or 10 
per cent, and it is utterly impossible for the small percentage 
in these cooperative organizations to carry enough of the crop 

and finance it to have any appreciable effect on the value of the 
whole crop. We have this anomaly in respect of cotton, and 
it is startling when you stop to think of it. In the summer 
of 1924, when the United States Department of Agriculture 
issued its first statement as to probable output of cotton for 
that year, it was stated we would produce 12,500,000 bales of 
cotton. Cotton was then selling at 30 cents per pound. Three 
or four weeks later the Department of Agriculture, on account 
of favorable seasonal conditions, made a supplemental report 
in which the production of cotton for that year was estimated 
at something over 13,000,000 bales, and a little later it was 
found that the crop would approximate 14,000,000 bales, and 
cotton dropped to 24 cents a pound. Therefore, under our pres­
ent marketing system and through the inability of the cotton 
farmers to cooperate and to organize as they should, but prob­
ably will be able to do in the years to come, we have found that 
a crop of cotton of 14.000,000 bales brought the cotton planters 
of the South over $300,000,000 less than would a crop of 
12,500,000 bales. 

Mr. ASWELL. Will tbe gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes. 
1\Ir. ASWELL. Will the gentleman explain. to the House how 

the Haugen bill will help the price of cotton when there is no 
tariff on cotton? 

l\Ir. ·wiLLIAMS of Illinois. Yes; I will do that. That will 
be quite easy, and I will do that later. 

Mr. ASWELL. That has not been done in this debate or in 
the seven weeks of hearings. 

l\Ir. WILLl.A:\:IS of Illinois. Now, take the case of corn. Ia 
1923 we had an estimated corn crop of 3,000,000,000 bushels. 
In H>24 the corn crop was 2,400,000,000 bushels or 600.000 000 
bushels le~s than the crop of 1923, and yet the value' of ' the 
3,000,000,000-bru hel crop was more than $350,000,000 less to 
the farmer than the short crop of 2,400,000,000. Now, there is 
something radically wrong about that. 

Mr. ASW'ELL. 'V'ill the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Excuse me just a moment. 
l\Ir . .ASWELL. I will wait until the gentleman has finished. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Under conditions as they exist ' 

at this time, conditions over which the farmer has no control, 
a bumper crop instead of being a bie sing is a disaster in dis­
guise. We think there is something wrong with a situation 
like that. 

The theory of the Haugen bill is not that you can change 
the law of supply and demand. This can not be done by la'.Y, 
but we realize that with these great bumper crops, with their 
large surpluses, the next year a short crop, the next year 
maybe a short crop or a large crop, yet through a series of 
a few years, three years or five years, productign and demand 
balance each other in all our great staple commodities. We 
have been producing cotton in this country for more than 100 
years, and so ha-re other countries of the world. We have had 
great surpluses that brought do"\'lrn the price. It has at times 
ruined the cotton planter of the South, and yet we have no 
surplus in cotton. There is not enough surplus cotton in all 
the world to run the spindles of the world !JO days. It is the 
same way with all great staple food crops-no surplus over a 
series of years, but violent fluctuations from one year to another 
because of imagined surpluses or deficits which has caused 
such great disaster to the American producer. 

The theory· of the Haugen bill is this, as I understand it: 
The farmers, not being able to organize and cooperate and 
control the crop market, belie-re they should have the assist­
ance of the Government in setting up machinery that will 
enable them to levy an equalization fee on the whole produc­
tion of any one commodity, thereby creating a fund that can 
be used in the orderly marketing of that commodity, a fund 
that can be used when there is a surplus in lifting that sur­
plus off the market so that it may not have a depressing and 
ruinous effect on that part of the production consumed in the 
United States. · 

1\lr. AS\YELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes. 
1\Ir. ASWELL. The gentleman said he was in favor of an 

equalization fee on all the products. 
1\lr. \YILLIA~1S of Illinois. Oh, no ; the gentleman knows 

my position on the Haugen bill. I am not in favor of a sub­
sidr. I am not in fayor of that part of the bill. I do believe 
in the theory of the bill-that the American farmer is en­
titled to a price on that part of the product consumed in 
America comparable to the price that is paid to industry and 
labor for their products. [AIJplause.] Is there anything un­
sound about that? Who will say that the producer of the 
foodstuffs of .America, that feed all of our people, is not en­
titled to an American price for that part of the product which 
is consumed by the American people? He pays the American 
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price for everything he consumes, and he is the greatest con­
sumer of all classes of people in America. That is the prin­
ciple on which the Haugen bill is drafted. 

If the thing we are attempting to do is proper and right for 
the farmer, it can not be unsound economically. If a plan can 
be devi<5ed where the farmer bearing his own cost, at his own 
expense, can be enabled to market domestically at a fair Ameri­
can price the part of the crop used here, that can not be eco­
nomically un. ound. Of course, as to the part sold in export, 
\Ye are not going to dump it at a low price in other parts of the 
world; we will sell it for whatever it will bring in the world 
market. Here has been the great difficulty and is the problem 
we are trying to solve-when we produce 800,000.000 bushels of 
wheat in the United States we consume 600,000,000 bushels, 
leaving 200,000,000 that must be sold in export to foreign trade. 
We are not able to control the world market on wheat, and the 
producer' of wheat old in the world market will have 
to take uch price as they can get for that part of their 
crop; but i it fair to the farmer, is it right, that the small 
percentage that is used in export, which is often sold for less 
than production, shall be alloTI""ed to depre~s the American 
market for GOO,OOO,OOO bushels sold in this country? We are 
trying by this machinery to obviate that. Men who ha\e given 
thi.· great study, able men, say that it is economically sound to 
enable the American farmer to so market hi product, to so 
control his supply and market it in an orderly way, that be 
will haT"e the same bargaining power that others have in other 
indush·ies. 

Now be walks up to the counter and says what will the 
price be on thi and what will you take for e\erything he 
buys to operate his farm. Everything he has to sell he has 
to call up over the telephone and say to the dealer, "What is 
the price of thi "-wheat, cotton, or whatever he has to market. 
Whatever the price is, that is all he gets. · 

If the machinery we ha\e in this bill will do the thing that 
it authors believe and hope it will do. it is certainly a good 
thing. If it works, it will help everybody in the United States. 
If it fails to work, it would not hurt anybody but tbe American 
farmers themselves. [Applause.] 

1\lr. CONNALLY of Texns. Will the gentleman yield? 
:Mr. WILLIAMS of illinois. Yes. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. This board that is appointed 

declares an operating period on corn; they find that corn in 
Canada is worth, say, 1 a bu .. hel. · What is the tariff on corn? 

:Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I think 15 cents. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. They buy the corn then at $1.15? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. The board under the Haugen 

bill, notwithstanding the statements that have been made, bas 
no authority to QUY or ell a ingle thing. The board is at no 
time in business and neither is the Government at any time 
in business. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. w·:o pays this board? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. The cooperative associations 

who handle the commodities sought to be placed under the oper­
ation of the law. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Then it is the cooperati\e with 
the sanction of the board? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes. 
Mr. CO:r-.'NALLY of Texas. It gets the money from the 

board? 
.Mr. WILLI~"\IS of illinois. Yes. 
1\lr. CO~~ALLY of Texas. That is what counts. The coop­

erative buys the corn at $1.15 plus the freight. How large a 
fee would you collect back on that corn? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. The gentleman from Texas, I 
think, knows that I Cilll not answer that question. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I am not undertaking to embar­
ra s the gentleman. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I know that. 
Mr. CONNALLY of- Texas. I want to know how it will work 

out with corn. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. That will necessarily ha\e to 

be left with the board. 
"A1r. CONNALLY of Texas. In other words, in order to make 

thi · plan workable we must, in the nature of things, give the 
board absolute power to say what the fee shall be and when 
it hall be levied on all of the products t.~at go into the 
market. 

Mr. WILLI.A.~lS of Illinois. Absolutely; and I say to the 
gentleman from Texas that I can see nothing wrong with that. 
It is a board of farmers dealing with their own products, and 
they certainly have the right to ha\e something to say as to 
\\hat those thinO's are worth. 

Mr. FULl\lER. .And the Interstate Commerce Commission 
fixes rates without anybody saying anything about it. 

1\Ir. WILLIA:\lS of Illinois. Certainly. 

Mr. CO~ALLY of Texas. If the gentleman's premise is 
correct that this is a board of farmers, and they are going to 
fix their own equalization fee, surely they will fix it pretty 
small. 

l\lr. WILLIAYS of Illinois. Just as small as they can. The 
thing that we are seeking to do in this bill, as I under tand it, 
is exactly what the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT] so 
ably explained ought to be done in his first speech which he 
made to the House on the farm problem, except, of cour e that 
the gentleman from New Jer ey believes that this can be 
done witllout an equalization fee on production. 

The CHAIR:\I.AN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. HAUGEN. 1\fr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five 
minutes. 

Mr. Tll."\;'CHER. l\Ir. Chairman, if the gentleman feels that 
he will not be able to fini h in five minutes I shall be glad to 
yield him 10 minutes additional, and I do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAl\lS of Illinois. I have not the time to go into 
the details of how this board will work. That will be dis­
cu. ·sed under the five-minute rule. Objection has been made 
here to the board and as to the manner in which it is consti­
tuted. I think the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL] 
in the able address he made thought that a board on which 
there would be only three repre entatives from the cotton ec­
tion might not look after the cotton planter a· adequately as 
it hould, or at least he expre ed some fear that there might 
be danger in placing his great industry in the hands of a 
board with only three members repre enting that particular 
section of the country. That is exactly how the Federal Re-· 
serve Board is organized. You have tlu:ee members. 

Has there ever been even a suspicion that any action or lack 
of action on the part of that great board has been against the 
interests of any section of our country? Certainly not. That 
board functions and functions well in the interest of all the 
country, and if we have this board created as contemplated 
here, constituted as it will be of representative farmers, of 
men who have a knowledge of and are interested in all these 
great commodities in which we are dealing, that board will 
denl justly and equitably with all American agTicultu.re and 
no one need have any fear as to the constitution of the board. 
[Applause.] · 

They say it is radical, that it is unworkable. It is not more 
a radical proposal than when Senator Aldrich and others first 
commenced talking about the idea of an asset currency 15 
years ago. It took a long time to convince the bankers and the 
financiers of the country that you could create an organization 
which every national bank would be forced to enter, whether 
voluntarily or not, that would be workable, and yet no one, I 
take it, would repeal the law that federated and created this 
great system which is able to mobilize all of the money and all 
of the credit of America and u e it at the points in the country 
where it is most needed. There is con iderable analogy be­
tween this bill and the Federal Reserve Board bill so far as 
the mechani m of the two boards is concerned. We believe 
that for agriculture a great board that ha a comprehensive 
view of the whole agricultural situation, that could :find out 
what would probably be a urplus in this given commodity. and 
to deal with cooperative organization , hancliing that com­
modity, that could take any surplus off the market and carry it 
over to a lean year or handle it in a way that would not de­
pre the market, would be helpful to agriculture. 

And it would be. I do not know whether this will work as 
we think it will or not, but it is the only constructive proo-ram 
submitted to this Congress to reach tile fundamental difficulty 
of agriculture concerning these great exportable crops which 
have been causing the farmer such di tress . . 

.l\Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield for 
a brief interruption? 

Mr. WILLIA~IS of illinois. Certainly. 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I have listened to the argu­

ments for the Haugen bill and against the Haugen bill, and 
I am much impressed with the merits of the measure, but I 
have been unable my elf to understand why there is any real 
good reason for the po tponement of the equalization fee. Why 
not have it go into operation at once and let it work out its 
own salvation? 

l\Ir. WILLIAMS of Illinoi . I was just getting ready to dis· 
cuss that. The farm organizations which appeared before our 
committee for seven weeks during which this problem was 
being discussed from every angle all went on record without a 
single exception as saying they wanted to :finance their own 
rehabilitation by this equalization fee on production. They 
said that they believed that it was workable and practicable, 
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and that agriculture was not asking and did not want any 
subsidy out of the Treasury of the United States. [Applause.] 
In the whole record covering thousands of pages that state· 
ment was repeatedly made. It was iterated and reiterated by 
the responsible farm leaders of this country, and I can say 
to-day I think I know that that is their opinion and their view 
and that now they would like to see this bill restored to the 
form in which it was when presented to the committee. 

I am not going to discuss how this change took place. I do 
not know. I opposed it and other members of the committee 
opposed it, and I am opposed to it now. I am opposed to it 
in the first place because I do not believe in subsidies. I stood 
here on this floor under the administration of President Hard­
ing, a man we all loved, who served in the Senate while many 
of us were here in the House, and I was one of those who on 
one occasion was at the White House and talked about the 
ship subsidy bill coming up for consideration in the Honse. 
The people of my district, including farm organizations, were 
opposed to that subsidy, and I voted against the administra­
tion of my own party and the policy of the leaders of the party 
because I was opposed to a subsidy. It is absolutely indefen­
sible. We want to give the American farmers of our section 
of the country what they say they want and not give them 
something they do not want and say will ruin them. They 
want the equalization fee made effective at once and want us 
to cut out the subsidy and pass the bill as the farm organiza­
tion presented it to the committee. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I will. 
Mr. KETCHAM. Does the gentleman recall anyone respon­

sible-of course they are all responsible-any one farm leader 
who appeared before the committee and advocated a subsidy? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. They all said they did not 
want it. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Does the gentleman further recall any 
farm organization in the country that has gone on record in 
favor of it? 

:Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I never have. 
Mr. KETCHAM. On the contrary have not they all opposed 

it and repeatedly declared against·it? 
1\lr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Absolutely so. This amend· 

ment in this bill that calls for $375,000,000 subsidy upon the 
Treasury has placed the great farm organization in a com­
promising and untenable position which they deeply deplore 
and I am sure they regret the action of the committee in 
reporting out this kind of legislation. [Applause.] 

l\1r. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I will. 
Mr. BEGG. Did I understand the gentleman to say these 

same farm organizations testified against a subsidy and then 
a subsidy was put in and then authorized the statement it 
should be taken out. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. No; I did not say authorized. 
Mr. BEGG. I did not quite mean that, but I mean. is the 

gentleman speaking for himself here knowing--
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I am speaking for myself. I 

am speaking for every member of our committee with possibly 
three or four exceptions, and so far as I know every farm 
organization that appeared before our committee. 

1\Ir. BEGG. If the gentleman will permit another question, 
I do not desire to interfere with his argument. How did this 
sub idy get in? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I do not know ; but the gentle­
man from Indiana [Mr. PURNELL] says, "To get votes." I do 
not know about that. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes. 
Mr. TI~CHER. \Vhat is the gentleman's idea of the effect 

which the subsidizing of this industry would have? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I think it would be ruinous. I 

do not think it would be a check on overproduction for two 
years. The farmers do not want it. They want to levy a fee 
on their own production, and that would help them the same as 
a subsidy paid out of the Treasury and act at the same time 
as a stay on production. 

Mr. PURNELL. 1\fr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
' l\Ir. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes. 
Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman knows that I was a member 

of the committee who was not in favor of the subsidy idea, 
and was in favor of putting an equalization fee on all farm 
products and making it effective at once, and in favor of ask­
ing for only sufficient money out of the Federal Treasury to set 
up the machinery. But this, which I think the gentleman 
will admit, ought to be said in favor of those advocating this 
revolving fund as a temporary expediency, and that is that it 
will take at least a year to educate these farmers," an~ that the 

revolving fund, such as may be necessary to stabilize these 
various products, will only be called into requisition for one 
year. I am not saying that in justification of the revolving 
fund, because the gentleman knows that he and I were in 
accord on that proposition in the committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I do not yield any further. I 
have only a few minutes. 

Notwithstanding what I have said about the revolving fund 
and the subsidy, 'if the bill is not amended, as surprising as 
the statement may seem to some of my colleagues, I intend 
to vote for it in its pr'esent form, and for this reason: It 
does embody the essential principles for which the e great 
farm organizations contend. Under it we will get a board, 
with the broad power that it must have to command action, 
and an equalization fee that will automatically go into effect 
without congressional action; and, in my opinion, we will not 
be called upon for the $375,000,000 subsidy. Gentlemen must 
remember that we are not voting the money out of the 
Treasury to-day. It is just an authorization that may be 
followed by an appropriation or not, as Congress in its wi dom 
may determine when that matter comes up. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. l\lr. Chairman, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. "WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman has referred 

to this as a "revolving fund." I would like to get it clearly 
in my head, if I can. I do not see what there is in this bill 
that makes it a revolving fund. It is not expected that any 
part of it will be repaid? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. It will revolve out of the 
Treasury until [laughter] I think it might be called a semi­
revolving fund. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. There is absolutely no pro­
vision in the bill under which any part of it will be repaid? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Oh, no. It is not contemplated 
that it ever will be. 

Mr. PURNELL. That was a misnomer. The original idea 
was to create a revolving fund and make an equalization fee. 
This was an eleventh hour propo al that came in. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman is justified in 
using the expression because that expression is in the bill, but 
the bill is not justified in using that E-xpression. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. In discussing this with Farmer QUIN I 
was informed that what they had in mind was a sinking fund, 
a reserve fund, not a revolving fund. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. What we had in mind, I will 
say to the gentleman from New York, was a law that would 
authorize an equalization fee on production. That would create 
a fund on each commodity, to use to carry over the surplus and 
to market the surplus of that commodity. We were asked for 
an equalization fee and no subsidy. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, my time has about expired and I only want 
to add that in my work on the Committee on Agriculture and 
in the consideration of this great problem I have attempted to 
help frame a bill and get it enacted into law along the general 
principles of the Dickinson bill. This is what the farmers of 
my State have indicated they want. I believe such a bill is 
economically sound and will give the farmers an opportunity 
to place agriculture on an economical parity with industry and 
labor, this is all they ask-to this they are entitled. This is the 
legislation urged before our committee by Sam H. Thompson, 
president of the American Farm Bureau Federation, by Earle 
Smith, president of the Illinois Agricultural Association, and by 
George Peake, chairman of the Committee of Twenty-two named 
at the Des Moines conference. These gentlemen are all honored 
citizens of lllinois, and in my judgment represent not only the 
sentiment of the farmers of Illinois but also that of a large 
per cent of our bankers and business men. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON] 20 minutes. 

The CHAIRI\IAN. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog­
nized for 20 minutes. 

1\Ir. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, the question of agri­
culture presents an important problem. It is our most dif­
ficult economic question. The problem is not political or 
partisan, but it is economic, and I shall so treat it. 

This is no time for oratory or high-sounding phraseology. It 
is an occasion for clear thinking and for keen analysis. I 
shall undertake to speak as one business man to another, as 
one Member of Congress to another Member of Congress, who 
is vitally interested in the agricultural situation. 

Let me say, in order that you may get the slant of my views, 
that I represent a cotton constituency. The district from which 
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I come produced in 1925, 905,054 bales, or approximately one­
eighteenth of all the cotton raised in the United States. There 
are 11 counties in the district, and all of them produce staple 
cotton, and in addition. to its staple production there is raised 
short cotton in one of the counties. The district bas a prac· 
tical monopoly on Delta staple cotton, 1lh inches and longer. 
While I am a lawyer, I have been engaged in the production 
of cotton for orne 25 years. For several years I was interested 
in rai ing short cotton in south Mississippi, and for the past 
20 years I have been raising staple cotton in the Mississippi 
Delta. I knew from experience, as well as from study and 
observation, the difficulties confronting the cotton grower. My 
po sessions consist principally of farm lands, and in common 
with my con. tituents I am interested in agricultural relief as 
I am interested in no other question. 

I am now, and have been since 1920, a member of the Staple 
Cotton Cooperative Association. I noticed an advertisement 
of this association in one of the newspapers in my district a 
few days ago. The facts contained in the advertisement may 
be of interest to the Members of Congress. This association 
bas received to date more than 258,000 bales of cotton. It has 
paid to its members this season more than $21,000,000. Its 
cTedits and loans to its membe1·s during the current year will 
exceed $1,500,000. The advertisement of the association con­
tains this significant statement: 

While the rest of the country is besieging Congress for some sort 
of farm relief, we have availed ourselves of the facilities already 
afforded by the Federal intermediate credit banks and the Federal 
Farm Loan Board. 

The discount corporation, operating in connection with the 
association, cooperates with the banks. I quote this further 
statement from the advertisement: 

These two institutions (the cooperative association and tbe discount 
corporation) stanrl for soundness, conservatism, and safety, which are 
the only foundation.s of business success and permanent prosperity. 

From time to time I have sent to the association to which 
I belong, and also to others in the district who have given a 
. tudy to agricultural legislation and have manifested an inter­
est in the agricultural situation, a copy of the several agri­
cultural bills introduced. I have requested the views of the 
cotton growers in and out of the association as to the effect 
the legislation would have on cotton. The responses that I 
have received to date are to the effect that cotton can not get 
any benefit from the passage of the Haugen bill, for the princi­
pal reason that this bill makes the tariff the yardstick, and 
there is no tariff on cotton, nor could a tariff on cotton be 
included in the bill, under the rules of the House. The presi­
dent of the above association advises me that no benefits under 
the Haugen bill will accrue to staple cotton unless there is a 
tariff of at least 10 cents per pound. 

BASIC INDUSTRY 

Agriculture is our basic industry. But farming is more than 
an industry. It involves the economic welfare, the social 
progre ·s, the racial character, and the national security of 
all the people. All groups and all classes of people are affected 
hy agriculture. Nearly one-half of the average family income 
is spent for food. Most of the remaining one-half is spent 
for clothing. The farm serve the most universal of human 
needs. The succe s of the merchant, the banker, the profes­
sional man, and the wage earner in the city and town is 
dependent upon the prosperity of the farmer. The question 
materially affects the whole population. 

ECONOMIC SIGNIHICANCE 

The National Industrial Conference Board of New York has 
just completed an exhausti're study of the agricultural situa­
tion. The following facts give the important place that farm­
iLg holds in our economic system : 

The agricultural industry exercises normally a purchasing 
power of nearly $10,000,000,000 annually for goods and services 
produced by others. 

It purcha es about $6,000,000,000 worth of manufactured 
11roduct annually, or about a tenth of the -value of manufac­
tured goods produced. 

It upplie materials upon which depend industries giving 
employment to o-ver half of our indushial workers. 

It pays indirectly at least two and a half billion dollars of 
the wages of urban employees. 

It upplies about an eighth of the total tonnage of freight 
carried by our railroad systems. 

Its products constitute nearly half of the value of our ex­

Our farms and farm property represent nearly one-fifth of 
our tangible wealth, and agriculture has contributed in recent 
years about one-sixth of the national income. 

The current -value of the total capital invested in agriculture 
in 1919-20 was $79,000,000,000 as compared with $44,000,000,000 
invested in manufacturing indu tries, $7,000,000,000 in mines 
and quarries, and $20,000,000,000 in our railroads in 1919. The 
value of capital inve ted in agriculture in 1921 was $65,000,-
000,000 agamst $44,000,000,000 invested in manufacturing in­
dustries. 

THE PROBLEM 

For many years agriculture has not yielded adequate returns. 
Manufacturing and other industries are ill a better position 
than the industry of the farm. -General business has been 
pro perous and wages have attained unprece<lented high levels. 
But farmers are discontented ; agriculture is out of joint. 
There is a real problem. 

The farmer's problem is a part of our problem. The farmer's 
welfare is an important part of our welfare. There is a dis­
pa!:)ty between the farmer's income and the income from other 
industries. For the crop year of 1923-24 the net return to the 
farmer on his investment was 2~ per cent; for the crop ye~r 
1924-25 the net return was a fTaction more than 4 per cent 
after allowing farmers and their families a monthly wag~ 
without board of $35. But in 1923 the income of corporations 
manufacturing food products, metal products, textiles, and 
textile products was 10 per cent and more on their inve tment. 

The total value of all farm property in 1913 was $45,227,-
000,000; in 1920, $79,607,000,000; in 1925 the total value of all 
farm property had been reduced to $59,154,000,000. However, 
in terms of 1913 purcha ing power, the total value of all farm 
property in 1925 was only equal to $38,188,000,000. 

Again, the total farm indebtedness in the United States in 
1910 was e 'timated at $4,320,000,000, and it had grown to 
$12,250,000,000 in 1920, and it is appToximately that amount 
to-day. " 

The industrial conference board finds that the return on the 
capital invested in agl'iculture, including the value of food, 
fuel, and shelter supplied by the farm, during the five year:; 
prior to the war, averaged 5lh per cent, but during the fi-ve 
years since the war averaged only 4 per cent, and that the net 
return on the individual farm operator's investment is only 2 
per cent. 

The problem becomes perilous when we consider that the 
rate of farm failures from 1910 to 1924 shows an increase of 
over 1,000 per cent in contra t to that of commercial failures, 
which bas remained practically the same per year during the 
same period. Most of the bank failures in the United States 
are located in the agricultural regions, and the number of bank 
failures in 1924 was 915, or 42.05 per cent larger than the num­
ber of failures in 1893, which was 642. The decline in the 
economic position of agriculture is reflected in the frequent and 
numerous foreclosures of mortgages to sati fy indebtedne. on 
farms. 

The earnings of the farmer are smaller than tho~e of any 
other workers. The actual earnings of the farmer in 1924 in 
return for his labor are computed by the conference board at 
$730 on the average, as against the average earnings of $1,256 
by workers in the manufacturing industry, $1,572 by workers 
in transportation, $2,141 by clerical workers, 1,678 by mini.,­
ters, $1,295 by teachers, $1,650 by Government worker , and an 
average of $1,415 per worker in all groups other than the 
farmer. The food, fuel, and housing supplies on the farm the 
board appraises at about $630 per annum, which leave ~ tlle 
average farmer a cash income of $100 out of his labor during 
the year 1924. 

The problem of agriculture is intensified by the abandon­
ment of farms and the exodus of the farm population in recent 
years. 

It is said that farm values were too high in 1920. 
This is true in many instance . But there has been since 1913 

an increa e in national wealth in the United States from 
$200,000,000,000 to $380,000,000,000. While farm values have 
decreased since 1920 the national wealth ha increa eel. Since 
1920 farm values have decreased more than $20,000,000.00!) 
and the losses in prices on farm commodities amounted to 
$10,000,000,000 more, but at the same time our national wealth 
bas increased some $80,000,000,000, or from $300,000,000,000 
in 1920 to $380,000,000,000 in 1925. 

CAUSES 

The capable physician in treating disease seeks the cause. 
ports. 

It pays in taxe 
ment. 

The quack undertakes to treat the disease by removing the 
about one-fifth of the total cost of govern- symptoms. The physician relieves or controls the cause and 

thereby removes the symptoms. 
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The faithful public servant seeks the cause of the agricul­

turarproblem, while the politician would relieve the symptoms 
by a temporary palliative. But a temporary palliative is worse 
than useless as a remedy. Political expediency can not take 
the place of sound and economic lnw. Human laws can not 
override natural laws. There must be no faulty thinking. 
There must be proper analysis. Let us be sensible ; let us do a 
little clear thinking. 

ALLEGED CAUSES 

Some say that the cause of the farmer's trouble is that the 
farmer is lazy and indolent. I deny the charge. While the 
workers in transportation have eight-haUl' laws, while organ­
ized labor has bort hours, while the employees of the Govern­
ment have short hours; while the Adamson law provides short 
hours for transportation, the farmer toils from sun to sun. 
As a clas he is indu ·trious; he is not idle; he is not lazy. 

Some say that the farmer has too many automobiles. But 
all the joy riding is not done by the tillers of the soil. Sta­
tistics show that there is a larger per capita ownership of auto­
mobiles among the workers in transportation ap.d in other in­
dustries than among the farmers. The ratio is larger for the 
town than for the country. 

It is said that the farmer does not use intelligence. But he 
has increased his yield per acre so far as the yield is deter­
mined by intelligence. However, farming is the greatest gam­
ble in the world. The yield is determineu by many natural 
forces over which the planter has no control. Storms, pests, 
weeds, di ease, rainfall, weather play an important part. The 
farmer by intelligence has engaged in intensive farming, but it 
frequently happens that the rainfall is a more important factor 
in the yield. 

It is also said that the farmer should reduce production. 
But he can not solve the problem merely by cutting down pro­
duction. He can not determine production like the manufac­
turer. The manufacturer knows the demaml and regulates 
his production, but the cotton grower in America can not know 
the production in Egypt, Peru, Brazil, or India. Moreover, 
the matter of determining production is not only important, 
but it is difficult. In 1919, 33,000,000 acres of cotton produced 
11,421,000 bales, while 33,000,000 acres produced 9,762,000 
bales in 1923. The boll weevil and unfavorable weather condi­
tions reduced the crop. The products of the farm are for the 
markets of the world. The farmer must compete with the 
farmers of other countries. He produces for the world mar­
ket. The failure to reduce production is not the real cause 
of the farmer's plight. 

It is said that the failure to diversify :s at the bottom of the 
farmer's troubles. Lack of rotation is urged as the cause of 
the farmer's condition. Farmers have striven to diversify as 
much as pos ible. But diversification that forces farmers to 
undertake production that is unad~pted by reason of soil, cli­
mate, and otner features is uneconomic, and will produce more 
economic ills. The cotton belt is essentially a one-crop country. 
Cotton is the money crop. There should be as much diversi­
fication as possible; there should be rotation to preserve the 
soil; but the lack of these is not the cause of the farmer's 
condition. 

REAL CAUSES 

But what is the real cause? Has the farmer a real com­
plaint? It is not a sufficient answer to refer him to the laws 
of supply and demand, and to the doctrine of the survival of 
the fittest. The farmer asks that the protection that has been 
exended to manufacturing be accorded to him. 

I have read the hearings before the Committee on Agricul~ 
ture. I have read the testimony of Mr. Frank W. Murphy, of 
Minnesota. I do not know him, but I judge from some remarks 
that have been made on the floor during this debate that some 
think he is a little bit careless in handling the truth. However 
he has pointed out the chief trouble. He has diagnosed tb~ 
farmer's case, and Hon. FRANKLIN W. FoRT, the distihgui heu 
statesman and publicist from New Jersey, agrees with the dia<>'­
nosis made by l\II·. Murphy. The cau e of the farmer's plight 
according to 1\fr. Murphy and according to Mr. FoRT is th~ 
American protective system. By the protective system i do not 
mean merely the tariff. The system embraces the tariff trans­
portation, banking, and labor. The tariff protects the' manu~ 
facturer ; the transportation act provides a fair return to the 
railroads ; the Federal reserve act protects the bankers · im­
ruigra~ion laws. protect the laborer. Manufacturing, t~ans­
portation, banking, and labor have been provided for but the 
farmer is left out. No benefits accrue to the farmer ~der the 
protective system. The farmer wants an even chance with th~ 
industrial workers. Two ways are open : Either farm products 
must ri. e in price or other commodities must come down. 

But there is ~mother ~ause. There are approximately 
6~500,000 !a~TI?-ers rn the Umted States. They are unorganized. 
'I he multiplicity of numbers is the principal handicap; it is at 
once the strength. and the weakness of the American farmer. 
The farm population, according to the estimate of the Depart­
ment of AgricultUl'e. on January 1, 1926, is 30,655,000, and there 
has be~n a net declrne of more than a million since 1920 with 
a decline of 479,000 dUl'ing the year 1925 alone. n~ause 
farmers are unorganized they exercise comparatively little con­
tr~l OYer supply, demand, or price. Others who sell fix their 
pnces. When the cotton grower goes into the market he asks 
the buyer what he will pay for his cotton. It is stated that 
there are probably 150,000,000 farmers in the world. 

.The 6,500,000 farmers in the United States are competing 
With each other and with the other 143,500,000 farmers in the 
world .to sell their products to buyers that are organized. No 
other mdustry could survive under such a system. 

~'here is the problem of the surplus. The manufacturer can 
adJu~t the volume of his product to the estimated requirement 
of his market. The farmer can not do this. In many crops 
~eather a~d pests have more weight than acreage in determin­
rng th.e Yield. Droughts, floods, boll weevil, and other pests 
a?d diseases make accurate adjustment of production impos­
sible. 

l\1oreover, the aggregate value of a large crop is less than 
that of. a small crop. The cotton crop of 1924 was 13,153,000 
bales ; Its value was $1,487,000,000. The cotton crop of 1923 
was only 10,140,000 bales, and while 3,000,000 bales less, this 
crop brought $100,000,000 m~re than the crop of 1924. The 
average acreage for cotton in the United States for the years 
1921-1924 was 35,000,000 acres; ret the yield ·in those years 
due to uncontrollable influences, varied about 2,250,000 bales. ' 

In 1925 the corn crop was one-half billion bushels in excess 
of the corn crop of 1924, and yet the value of the corn crop for 
1925 is materially less than the value of the corn cron for 1924. 

Fifty-two .million acres of wheat in 1924 produced S62,627,000 
bushels, while the same acreage in 1925 produced 669,365,000 
bushels. The corn acreage in the United States in 1920 and in 
1924 was approximately 101,000,000 acres, and yet on the same 
acreage there was a . variance in the total yield of 858,000,000 
bushels. The control of the acreage, therefore, is not a com­
plete control of production. The 1924 corn crop was 20 per 
cent le s than the 1923 corn crop, and :ret it sold for about 
$350,000,000 more than the 1923 crop. 

Wild speculation frequently injures the farmer. Illegitimate 
specul~tion should be curbed. Exchanges are necessary, but 
there IS too much fluctuation, and there is too wide a variation 
in prices. 

The spread between the producer and the consumer is en· 
tirely too great. On l\Iay 7, 1926, Mississippi peas raised in 
the truck section of the State, were selling in New York at 
from $4.75 to $5 per hamper. The grower received $1.25 
per hamper. The express rate was 80 cents per hamper, in 
car lots. 

1\Ir. B. F. Yoakum, former president of the Frisco Railroad, 
found that the farmers received an average of $16.14 per ton 
for cabbage for which the consumer paid an average of $60 
to $75 per ton. The farmer received an average of $31.97 for 
tomatoes for which the consumer paid an average of $100 per 
ton. Hon. Franklin D. Roosevelt traced a crate of celery from 
the producer in Norfolk, Va., to the consumer in New York. 
He found that the producer sold the crate for $0.40 to a 
commission man. Commission men sold it as follows: Com· 
mission man No. 1 sold it for 60 cents, No. 2 for 75 cents, No. 
3 for 90 cents, No. 4 for $1.05, No. 5 for $1.15, No. 6 to buyer 
for grocery stores for $1.25. The last buyer sold it to the retail 
grocer for $1.35, and the grocer sold it to the ultimate con· 
sumer for $2.60. The consumer paid 6% times what the pro­
ducer received. The producer got only 15 per cent of the final 
selling price. 

The farmer receives $1.25 for his wheat, while the public 
pays $1.68. The farmer receives $0.55 for his corn, and the 
consumer pays $1 a bushel. He receives $6.50 a hundred 
for his cattle, while the consumer pays between $0.50 and 
$0.60 a pound. It is said that OI). the average the producer 
receives but 38 per cent of what the consumer pays for his 
crops. 

The price ratio between what the farmer sells and what 
he buys is against him. The farmer's dollar must be equal 
to anybody else's dollar. This is the principal trouble of the 
cotton farmer to-clay. The cotton grower· is in a worse posi­
tion than any other farmer at this time. Cotton is selling at 
from 2 to 4 cents a pound to-day less than it costs to produce 
it. The costs of production are high ; cotton labor is more 

/ 
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than double the pre-war prices. Machinery, farm equipment, 
necessary househol<l supplies, and living are nearly double the 
pre-war costs. Indu try receives higher prices, while the 
return to the farmer is utterly inadequate. 

'£hen, too, the question of taxation vitally affects the farm· 
ers. Their taxes are largely for school , roads, interest, and 
rtnking funds for bond issues. The burden of taxation on 
the farmer has increased, and frequently there is no corre­
sponding benefit to the fa1·mer. Taxes on farm property are 
too high. From 1914 to 1925 taxes increased approximately 
140 per cent, while the "Value of farm products increased only 
58 per cent. A study bows that it takes nearly four times 
as much produce or products at the farm to pay the ta.."'\:es 
in 1925 as it required in 1913. In 1923 the taxes of the 
farmer were 9 per cent of his gross income. 

The great rau~e. however, is lack of organization. What 
lesson does the farmer .get from organization in America 'l 
W'hat organization does the farmer need? He requires busi­
ne ., leadership. The talent required in leadership is for sell­
ing and for marketing. It is not necessarily in the matter of 
production. It would be difficult for the average farmer to 
supply the necessary leader ·hip in organization. Who man­
ages the United State Steel Corporation? Is it managed by 
a man technically skilled in the manufacture of steel? K o. 
It is managed by Judge E. H. Gary, a trained lawyer and a 
business executive. The presitlent of the United States Steel 
Corporation is l\11·. Farrell, who has been trained, not in the 
production and manufacture of steel, but in the sale of steel 
products. 

Moreover, .the problem i national; it is vast; it is not local. 
It is not confined to any one group. The entire country is 
interested in the problem. The foreign trade of the United 
States depends very largely upon cotton production ; the 
export-trade balance is determined by the shipment of our 
agricultur~l products to our foreign customers. The balance of 
trade in favor of the United States means a great deal. The 
export of agricultural products has gh-en to the United States 
in the five pre-war years and in the five postwar years a 
favorable trade balance of $ 70,000,000 a year. During those 
10 years the amount of our exports of the five large groups of 
agricultural product was $1,870,000,000 annually. 

The real cause of the problem is the inability to properly 
market and control the surplus. Both causes result from lack 
of proper organi:r.ation among the farmers. Proper organiza· 
tion, that will result in proper marketing, is the real remedy. 
The surplus must be handled and controlled. The average pro­
duction of cotton over a period of •five years is about 11,· 
500,000 bales. The world needs the average production. In 
t}.1e ca. e of cotton the surplus means the large crop, or the 
production above the average. In the case of wheat and corn 
the surplus mean the export surplu . Cotton is a worJd crop, 
and the pl'ice of cotton, wheat, and corn e~"'ported, as they 
come into contact in the world markets with the products of 
other nations, determine the domestic price. The farmer does 
not a~k any legislation that is not fair to all tile people of the 
United . State_. I do not ask for my constituents any legi · 
lation that discriminates against other sections of the United 
States, for while V':e are Mississippians we are at the same 
time Americans. [Applause.] 

THJil MISTAKE 

I believe that those who are responsible for the American 
protective system are responsible for the plight of the farmer 
to-day. It is a mistake to interfere with economic laws by• 
legislation. The farmers, and particularly tho e of the Corn 
Belt, have been taught that their agricultm·ai ills can be cured 
by laws. 

Protection has been extended to other classes and the farmer 
has been taught that he can be benefited by this protection be­
ing extended to him. It is aid that the protective tariff is 
responsible for better standards of living. We have heard 
during the course of the debates in Congress this se sion much 
about the bread lines in the fall of 1920 and 1921. We have 
heaTd about the unemployed on the Boston Commons. Both 
manufacturing and farming uffered from deflation in 1920. 
Every great war has left political and economic ills to vex both 
the victor and the vanquished. 

I was raised on a cotton farm. The cotton of the South 
must compete with the cotton of other co'untries in the mar­
kets of the world. The poor are always the first to suffer 
in any great calamity. I do not forget the unemployment fol­
lowing the deflation in the industrial East, but I recall the 
poor farmers of the South, whose cotton declined from 40 cents 
to 10 cents a pound in 1920. Lower prices for the products 
of the farm make peasants of that class of American citi­
zenship that is the bulwark of our institutions. There must 

be better living conditions for the laborer in industry, but -at 
the same time there must be better returns and better living 
conditions for the men and women on the farm , and particu­
larly the cotton farms of the South. At best, the farmer's 
life is one of toil, hard hip, and deprivation. When you recall 
the idle laborm:s of the industrial East following the period 
of deflation, do not forget the poor toiling men and women in 
the cotton fields of the South. 

The farmer knows that a mistake has been made. His trou­
bles have been fomented by political agitators. Tlle real, hon­
e t-to-goodness farmers are not respon.Jble for all the plans 
that have been proposed for his relief. Economic travail brin"'S 
forth a litter of political demagogues who promise easy cur~s 
for agricultural ills. The farmer realizes very largely that 
production and con umption control prices, and that the laws 
of supply and demand can not be repealed by legislation. 

He knows that his problem is economic and not political. He 
know. that protection stifle initiative and breeds economic 
stagnation. He prote t again t the unequal advantage that 
ha\e been accorded to manufacturing, and he aF;k. that tlw 
protection be eliminated, or that, as an expedient it be extended 
to him. ' 

THE TARIFF 

The United States has had a protective tariff for more than 
100 years. The principle was inaugurated in 1 16. It grew 
until 1828, after which year rates were gradually lowered until 
the War between the , tates. Then they were raised. Since 
the War between the States tariff rates ha\e never returned to 
the le-vel of the middle of the last century. Under the Fordney­
McCumber law, enacted in 1!)22, we have the highe t rates in 
our hi1)tory. 

England abandoned the protective tariff 75 year ago. The 
United States has retained it, and with few exceptions bas 
continued to raise the rates. But the United States of 1925 is 
different from the United St~tes of 1913. We are now the 
great creditor Nation of the world. The effect of the tm·iff is 
economic. The question of a tariff should be economic rather 
than political. The fact that the United States i now the 
great creditor Nation of the world is going to contribute ""Very 
much to the solution of the prote<:tive tariff question. We 
have bec-ome a lender instead of a borrower. We are no longer 
in our economic infancy. We now import considerable quan­
tities of foodstuffs and raw materials. Manufactures are a 
more important part of our exports than ever before. We have 
rapidly increa ed our loans abroad until the foreign loans of 
.American citizens now aggregate over $9,000,000,000. This 
amount is aside from the sums due our Govemment in nn 
almost equal amount from foreign governments. Our factories 
are producing more than is needed for our domestic con:mmp­
tion. 

I come from a staple cotton di trict, and whenever I am con· 
vinced that a tariff will be good for my constitu"nts and at the 
same time fair to the United States I will . tand for a tariff on 
staple cotton. This will give you the slant of my views in the 
matter of a tarlff. Our exporters must be able to collect. Our 
foreign investors must collect their intere t; our Government 
must collect its debts. But foreign governments or cu ·tomers 
can neither pay their foreign loans nor buy our exports unless 
they are in tmn permitted to export their products to the United 
States. Sixty per cent of the agricultural imports into the 
United States to-day are in direct competition with the prod· 
ucts of the American farmer. A century of the tariff has 
molded our industrial enterprises and influenced economic 
thouO'ht. If the United State is to maintain it position as the 
great creditor nation of the world, the tariff mu 't be lowered 
and not raised. It should be lowered sensibly and grauually, 
but the protective system should be dismantled. The remedy is 
not to increa e the system, but to re trict it. There must be 
agreements on tariff. and on ship ubsidies. Some foreign 
creditors can only pay by shipping. Ship subsidies therefore 
would result in inability to collect foreign debts and realize on 
foreign securities. There must be agreements about foreirn 
investments. We have made mistakes; I think we agreed to 
pay the railroads too much becau e of Go'f'ernment operation 
during the war. We have made errors; we have lost heavily 
because of our faulty analy ·i , and we plunged into the disas· 
ters of 1920 and 1921. We sent our good to au impoyerislled 
Europe that needed them but was unable to pay. We bought 
marks; recently we have bought foreign securities until the 
foreign obligations to u are piled like Ossa on Pelion. I repen.t 
there is no way for our foreign cu tomers and our foreign 
debtors to pay unless they are permitted to sell their products 
in the United States. The strengthening, therefore, of the 
protective system means economic fin:J.ncial ruin. 

The arguments for the protective tariff are .hoary with age. 
The hackneyed expressions of better standards of living and the 
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full dinner pail have been put aside by our best thinkers and 
most profound economi~ts. They may serve the purposes of the 
politicians, but they ca\1 not withstand the keen anlysis of the 
clear-thinking business man. They are evidences of loose 
thinking. 

The de\elopment of the automobile industry in the United 
States without a tariff is a refutation of the argument that 
American industry needs a protective tariff to promote higher 
standards of living. The employees in the automobile industry 
receive the highest wages of almost any industry. My argu­
ment places the American system on merit, \Olume, and small 
profits, rather than protection; · it invokes time-savin_g 9:nd 
labor- aving devices, simplification of methods, standardiZatiOn 
of products, and cheapening of proce ses. Moreover, the labo_rer 
in the protected industry does not get the benefit of the tanff; 
it goes to the manufacturer. 

TABIFF ON COTTON 

A tariff on agricultural products does not protect the farmer. 
There is a tariff of $0.42 a bushel on wheat, $0.15 a bushel on 
corn, and there is a tariff on steers, swine, and butter. As long 
as the farmer produces an eJ..'"POrtable surplus the tariff does 
not mean anything to the farmer. The surplus, however small, 
must be sold in the markets of the world, and the world market 
price determines the price of the whole crop. The pending 
legislation is a confession that the wheat grower and the corn 
grower get no benefit from a tariff. Senator ARTHUR CAPPER, 
of Kansas ; Senator ALBERT CuMMINS, of Iowa, and the states­
men from the Corn Belt admit that a tariff on wheat and a 
tariff on corn are ineffective. Approximately 25 per cent of 
American wheat is exported, while only 1 or 2 per cent of our 
corn is exported. About 65 per cent of the cotton crop is 
exported. · 

Staple cottoD: is largely raised in the district I represent. By 
staple cotton I mean cotton 1:t;S inches and longer in staple. 
The annual production for 1914 to 1924 of staple cotton in the 
Mississippi Delta was about 500,000 bales. About 25 or 30 per 
cent of this amount was exported. If a tariff on wheat and 
corn ar~ not effective, if it does not protect the farmer, mani­
festly a tariff on staple cotton would not benefit the cotton 
grower. About 800,000 bales of so-classed 1:t;S staple is pro­
duced annually elsewhere in the South and about 65 per cent 
of it is exported. 

No one contends that a tariff generally on cotton would pro­
tect the American cotton grower. In 1925 the United States 
produced about 54 per cent of the world's supply of cotton. 
Cotton and tobacco are practically the only surplus crops in 
which our product exercises a dominant influence in the world 
market. 

But we have had a tariff on staple cotton. Under the emer­
gency tariff act of 1921 there was a tariff of 7 cents per pound 
on staples of 1% inches and longer. This tariff was in force 
until the Fordney-l\IcCumber Act was passed about October 1, 
1922, when it was repealed. Why was the tariff enacted in 
1921? The United States imports certain varieties of cotton, 
and particularly long-staple cotton 1% inches and longer. From 
1915 to 1919 we imported annually an average of about 200,000 
bales of Egyptian and other staple cotton. Egypt produces long 
staple cotton. But during the year 1919 there was a great deal 
more Egyptian cotton imported than ever before in one year, 
principally.because of the demand for automobile tires, with the 
result that the deflation of 1920 found something like 550,000 
bales of Egy·ptian cotton on the American markets. In the mean­
time similar cotton had been grown at large expense in Arizona 
and California. Since 1920 the imports of Egyptian cotton have 
been about 200,000 bales annually. What was the effect of the 
tariff on cotton? A careful study of the price shows that the 
tariff did not have any effect on raising the price of similar 
domestic cotton. 

The conclusion from a careful study of cotton shows that it 
was no more effective on staple cotton than it is now on wheat 
or corn. I may say in passing that I am surprised to find that 
the Government has no accurate statistics on the domestic pro­
duction and the domestic consumption of staple cotton, and that 
I am trying to secm·e legislation that will provide such infor­
mation, which will be very valuable in marketing staple cotton. 
The figures I am using are the best estimates I am able to 
obtain from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. Correct 
statistics will have an important bearing on a tariff on staple 
cotton. The tariff of 1921 was enacted to protect Pima cotton 
grown in Arizona. Of course it had no effect on Delta or 
upland staples 1% inches and longer. The growers of long­
staple cotton depend upon foreign markets for a sale of a large 
proportion of their product, and unless the importation of staple 
cotton increases very largely, a tariff on staple cotton would be 
ineffective. The &taple-cotton grower to get the tariff would 

have to make conces ions to the manufacturer that would only 
result in benefit to the manufacturer. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WHITTL.""\GTON. In a few minutes I will be glad to 

yield. I desire fir t to fini h my statement, and if I do not 
anticipate and answer your question, I will gladly yield. 

SUBJECTS OF PENDING LEGISLATION 

T~ere are three bills pending; they are known as the Haugen 
bill, the Tincher bill, and the' As well bill. In the Tincher bill 
and the Haugen bill the agricultural products are divided into 
classes and commodities. The basic commodities are cotton, 
wheat, corn, cattle, swine, and butter. 

The Aswell bill provides permanent legi lation for organiza­
tion, marketing, and selling. It is the be::;t permanent treatment 
of the problem and of the subject matter before us. 

The Tincher bill establishes a Federal farm council and is 
designed to aid in the development of cooperative and other 
associations for marketing agricultural commodities, and is 
intended to assist in the distribution and proper handling of 
the surplus of such commodities. It provides agricultural 
relief by providing for loans to cooperatives and other agen­
cies. Its design is to stabilize the market for farm products 
and to promote orderly marketing. It keeps the business of 
marketing farm products in the hands of ·farm-controlled or­
ganizations. It promotes farm organization. It will help the 
farmer who has products to sell by enabling him to hold his 
product if necessary. I think the bill should be amended. 
There is no tariff on cotton, and there should be a separate 
fund to cover the handling of cotton. I should like to see the 
loan fund increased from $100,000,000 to $150,000,000 and I be­
lieve that the commodities should be separated into cotton and 
other classes as in the Haugen lJill. The financing and marketing 
problem would be similar. Se\enty-five million dollars should 
be at the command of cotton, and the remainder should be 
used in the marketing of other commodities. I realize that 
the amount is large, but it is a loan, and under the Tincher 
bill the Government of the United States can lend its aid in 
stabilizing markets and promoting the orderly marketing of 
agricultural products. I believe that a better solution of the 
farm-relief question would be the combination of the loan fea­
tures of the Tincher bill as a temporary relief with the market­
ing features of the Aswell bill as a permanent relief. 

HAUGEN BILL 

The outstanding features of this bill are that it creates a 
farm board, encourages the organization of producers, and 
declares it to be the policy of the bill to-
protect domestic markets against world prices and assure the marl­
mum benefits of the tarur to agricultural products. 

It provides for an equalization fee to be levied upon cot­
ton, wheat, corn, and other agricultural products with the 
understanding that the equalization fee on cotton is to be 
deferred for .two years, and in the meantime the Government 
is to advance $75,000,000 to cotton and $75,000,000 to wheat 
and other products. The equalization fee would be $2 a bale 
on cotton. The losses, if any, in the operation of the loan of 
$75,000,000 during the two years, in so far as cotton is con­
Celfned, would fall on the Government. The equalization fee 

. is compulsory. It must be paid by every cotton grower, to 
create a fund to cover losses in operations, to handle large or 
surplus crops. 

There are some objections to the Haugen bill, and unless 
these objections are removed it can not be sound legislation nor 
provide a real economic solution to the agricultural situation. 

The use of the tariff on wheat and corn will result in price 
fixing by the Government. The embargo in the bill is un­
sound. The compulsory equalization fee is wrong. It ought 
to be voluntary if levied at all. The subsidy feature should 
be eliminated. 

Will the proposed legislation benefit all classes and all 
commodities in agriculture? I have already spoken of the 
benefits to be derived from the Tincher bill and the Aswell 
bill. I now consider the effect of the Haugen bill on the cot­
ton grower. 

The declared policy is to make the tariff effective; it is in­
operative so far as cotton is concerned. The bill there~ore 
provides that in the case of cotton the equalization fee is to 
be levied and the equalization fund provided for the promo­
tion of orderly marketing of cotton and to stabilize the price. 

I maintain that the price of wheat and corn· can be stabil· 
ized and they can be marketed orderly just as well as cotton. 
If orderly marketing and stabilization are good for cotton 
they are good for wheat and corn. Why make the cotton 
farmer pay more for his wheat and corn, in the form of pork, 
in order that the cotton farmer may merely market his crop 

\ I 
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orderly? Adequate and cheap loans would enable the cotton 
farmer to market his crop orderly and at the same time it 
would enable the wheat and corn farmer to do the same thing. 

For instance, in 1924, 564,000 bales of cotton were produced 
in the Mississippi Delta, and the value of this crop was 
$70,000,000. In 1925, 964,000 bales were produced, and one-half 
of this crop was the very lowest grade we have ever had, and 
yet this crop will be marketed at $90,000,000, or 30 per cent 
more than the value of the crop ,of 1924. This situation has 
been brought about by orderly marketing and by adequate 
credits and finances that enable the orderly marketing. 

Under the Haugen bill, the domestic price of wheat will be 
increased 42 per cent to the grower of cotton, the price of 
corn will be increased 15 per cent, and the result will be that 
the farmers of the Delta and of Mississippi will pay millions 
of dollars more for their bread and millions of dollars more 
for their pork, thereby materially increasing the cost of their 
production without any corresponding increase in the price 
of their cotton. 

l\Ioreover, under the Haugen bill it is contemplated that the 
surplus of the wheat and corn will be sold more cheaply in the 
foreign markets and to foreign labor than it is sold to labor 
in the United States. We might just as well be plain about 
the matter. As a cotton farmer I will be increasing the cost 
of my production, of my meat and bread, to use plain lan­
guage, without getting any corresponding benefit under the 
Haugen bill; that is to say, it will still further foster the 
American protective sy ·tem. It simply means doubling the 
tariff to the cotton grower. 

If the surplus of wheat sells in the foreign markets more 
cheaply than to the American laborer, will not the manufac­
turer come to Congress and say: "You have reduced the cost 
of foreign labor by elling it wheat mol'e cheaply than to the 
American laborer, and you have thereby reduced the cost of 
foreign goods; you mu t now raise the tariff in the United 
States." Will not that re ult? If it does result, then the sale 
of cheap wheat and corn abroad will result in further di aster 
to the grower of cotton in the South, wbo must sell his cotton 
in the markets of the world, in competition with cotton grown 
in Egypt, India. Peru, and other foreign countries. It must be 
kept in mind that the purpose of the equalization fee on cotton 
is to tabilize the market, and on wheat, corn, and other prod­
uct , i to sell the e products in foreign markets for much 
le s than the domestic prices. 

I want my criticism of the Haugen bill to be constructh·e. If 
the tariff yardstick can be eliminated, if the embargo can be 
left out, if the equalization fee cax be made voluntary if the 
sub idy can be ma<le a loan, I will support the Haugen' bill as 
an emergency mea ure. I believe that there i an emergency 
confronting the cotton grower. He needs help and he needs it 
now. He can not await the reformation of our tariff system. 

Let me say a word about the postponement of the equaliza­
tion fee on cotton for two years. It is said that it was post­
poned to educate the cotton grower. It was postponed to get 
southern votes, according to the indisputed te timony before 
the committee. It was postponed in order to promote, and in a 
mea ure force, cooperative marketing. 

I know the cotton farmer and he has heard of the equaliza­
tion fee. It is far better to educate him before we force 
equalization on him, for he will revolt. We have talked about 
his independence; we have emphasized that in many cases to 
his hru·t, but he must have a day in court. I do not want to 
force an equalization fee on him. I do not want to force him 
to join !lllY -organization. Sound legislation will enable him 
to work out his own salvation. If the equalization fee is sound 
it will enable him to lift himself up, so to speak, by his own 
boot straps. But it mu"'t be voluntary. 

The Haugen bill unless amended, as I have indicated pro. 
motes politi<!al control of agriculture. The farmer becom~s the 
football of politics. I want to help the wheat farmer of the 
West and the corn farmer of the Middle West, but at the same 
time I want that help extended to the cotton grower. If we 
made a mistake in the amount that we agreed to pay to the 
railroads during the war, will it solve our agricultural problem 
to repeat the mistake? I believe that we can render to aari· 
culture the same aid that we are now rendering to transpo:ta­
tion, and I think we can do it without any subsidy. 

The Haugen bill promotes centralization and bureaucracy. 
It fosters price fixing. It puts the Government into the busi· 
nes of merchandising. It contemplates that the board will 
in reality, fix the price of cotton. ' 

I shall not speak of the constitutionality of the equalization 
fee. It strikes me that it is a tax upon production. The bill 
admittedly provides a subsidy. 

Agriculture expects legislation at the hands of Oongre s. 
They are entitled to the sound relief that Congress ean give . . 

As the bills have been submitted by the committee I believe 
that the Tincher bill is the best of the measures pr~posed for 
the temporary relief of agriculture. But we should go further 
and enact measures for permanE!i't relief. 

REAL REMEDY 

None of the bills will give complete relief. There is no per­
~ect ~aw. I have no panacea for all of our agricultural ills. It 
IS srud that the farmer is capable of production but that he is 
incapable of selling. He should be encouraged'. The Govern· 
ment .has be~n .of great assistance to the farmer. Congress ap­
propriates nullions of dollars annually to promote agriculture. 
It has enabled him to increase production. There should be a 
further coordination of Government information to aid volun­
tary adjustment of production to demand and con umption. 
The real remedy for the farmer is organization. There mu t 
be ?rg~ize~ selling to compete with organized buying. Or· 
gantzation IS es ential to effective merchandi. ing. The Gov­
ernment has loaned money to the railroads. The need of the 
farmer is not so much more credit a. cheaper credit. Because 
?f the fac~ that the industry is basic the Government is justified 
m advanCing by way of loans sufficient fund to form the initial 
capital that will enable farmers to organize to handle their 
surplus crops. But organization must be voluntary. 

Agriculture's need, I repeat, is for efficient and competent 
leadership in organization. The farmer can not be legislated 
or f?rced int? effective organization. In :Missi sippi the coop· 
erative assoCiations are realizing the value of the v-oluntary 
features in connection with cooperative marketing. Members 
are permitted to retire after one year · they are not required to 
pool their crop . The voluntary fe~tures should be empha­
sized. 

I desire to say in this connection that there is a great deal 
of misconception relative to the cooperative association . There 
are those who believe that their success depends upon the con­
trol of the commodity. There are other who <lOntend that the 
real benefit of the cooperative come from better service in 
marketing, both for the producer and the con umer. The pur­
po e o~ the. organization should be not to hold the product, not 
to arb~trar1ly fix the price, but to market intellio-ently. 

Agarn, there is a great di1!erence of opinion as to what is 
meant by orderly marketing. It is difficult to define the term. 
By orderly marketing I do not neces arily mean the holding of 
the product. It involves simply the sale of the product at a 
price that is fair both to the consumer and the producer. 

'l'he surplus mu t be controlled. The crop mu.,t not be 
dumped on the market. But every real friend of the farmer 
recognize that while the total price of the lar<>'e crop ought 
to be at least as much as the total price of the small crop, 
the price per pound or per bu hel will likely be le . 

The great aim of all Ieaislation should be to promote organi­
zation among farmers for selling their products. It is to foster 
cooperative marketing. The organization of farmer hould be 
as efficient as the -organizations of consumer. ; the growers 
l'hould be as well organized as the buyer . But mere organi­
zation will not sol"\'e the problem. Coopei·ative marketing asso­
ciations have in many case pur ued wrong methods and w1·ong 
policies. The methods of handling one crop will not apply to all 
crops. Raisins and cotton, for instance, can not be marketed 

·in the same way. Perishable crops and nonperishable crops 
must be handled differently. The pooling of perishaJ>le crops, 
under proper circUIDJ tances, is profitable. But poolina implies 
control of the crop. A pooling as ociation, as I have been able 
to study the question, is not able to render atisfactory ervice 
to its members unle s the association controls a large percentage 
or monopoly of the product. · 

Again, many cooperative associations have failed because of 
excessive overhead expenses. ·There must be competent lead­
ership; there must be business and executive ability, but the 
management of the ordinary marketing association does not 
require a great deal more executive ability than the manage­
ment of a banking or commercial organization doing a similar 
volume of business. To put a 5,000 man in a $25,000 job will 
not ol"\'e the problem of marketing. I have tudied cooperati"\'e 
marketing as it obtains in various parts of the conntry, and 
I am sure that many mistakes have been made by the organi­
zation paying a larger salary than it hould pay for thP. 
services rend.ered. Salaries should be adequate, but promoters 
of cooperative organization in various parts of the country by 
insisting that the managers and employees of the organization 
be paid salaries that are entirely too high for the volume of 
business transacted have contributed to their failru·es. The 
farmers ought to profit by mistakes in this and other regard . 
Some organizations should pay high alaries ; others should 
not. It depends upon the volume of busines . The cotton 
organizations and the cotton -cooperatives are profiting by the 
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mistakes of the past in methods and operations. The organiza­
tion of the future can render better service than the organiza­
tion of the past. The farmers should not despair because of 
mistakes ; they should be used for stepping stones in the prog­
ress and development of organization for marketing and for 
controlling the surplus, that is absolutely essential to the pros­
perity of the farmer. 

I can not emphasize too much the voluntary features in con­
nection with farm organization. The farmer is an individu­
alist. He should have the right to market cotton without pool­
ing, and he should have the right to withdraw from the asso­
ciation after any crop year if he is not satisfied with the 
management or op~ation of the association. The great vice 
in the Haugen bill is that no benefits can accrue to farmers 
unless they join the cooperative organization. 

The passage of the bill means that every farmer would be 
forced indirectly to join a cooperative association, whether he 
wanted to or not. Moreover, the so-called equalization fee 
on every cotton grower would be handled by Government offi­
cials, and the organizations, under the Hauge.n bill, would be 
under the control of politicians rather than business men. The 
wrong organization is worse than no organization at all. The 
public opinion among farmers must demand organization before 
organization can be successful; it must be voluntary. The Gov· 
ernment should provide the machinery to enable farmers to 
organize properly and to control associations or other institu· 
tions to market and handle farm crops, all of which organiza· 
tlons, to be successful, must be under the control of the farmers 
themselves. The Government should aid the e organizations 
by loans, and, if necessary, by assisting them to establish their 
initial capital; but membership in these organizations must be 
voluntary if they are to be a succe s. Our farmers must be 
free, and their freedom should be fo tered. 

The organization must be farmer owned and farmer con­
trolled. I maintain that the Government can aid the farmer 
to help himself by fostering and promoting voluntary organiza· 
tions and by lending the farmer money in promoting these 
organizations, just as the Government has loaned the railroads 
money. In other words, my remedy is for the farmer to or­
ga.uize and control his own association. I do not want the 
politician to take charge of the farmer's business. Farming 
is an administrative problem; it is a business problem; it is not 
a political problem. 

Uncler the Tincher bill and under the Haugen bill the Gov· 
ernment can make it loans to cooperative associations or to any 
other organization or association that it may choose. The pur· 
pose is to see that the farmer gets a fair price for his product. 
.As I say, the Tincher bill or the Haugen bill, if properly 
amended, will gi\e temporary relief, but permanent relief can 
only come as a result of organization among the farmers and 
complete coordination and correlation of organizations handli.ng 
the same products in the same territory or country. 

The problem of the farmer will be solved when the manu­
facturer and the farmer are brought closer together, when the 
produce1· and the consumer are neighbors. Why are the great 
agricultural countie of Lancaster and York, in the State of 
Pennsylvania, so prol'<perous? It is said that the value of agri­
cultural products in Lancaster County, Pa., exceeds that of any 
other county in the United States. It is because these agricul­
tural counties are located near the industrial centers of Read­
ing, York, and Hanoyer, where the consumers are close to the 
producers. There must be cooperation between the city and 
the farm. Manufacturing and industry must be located in our 
great agricultural regions. This involves the question of trans· 
portation, which I can not di cuss here. 

.Agriculture furni. hes one-eighth of the total tonnage of 
freight carried by the railroads. It pays, however, approxi­
mately 19 per cent of the total freight of the country. There 
should be a readjustm·ent of freight rates so that the farmer's 
product, constituting 8 per cent of the volume of traffic, should 
not have to pay 19 per cent of the freight income. The gen­
eral level of freight rates may not be too high. .A flat reduc· 
tion may not be desirable, but a revision of the entire rate 
structure should be made, so that it will remove the preferen­
tial rates given the large industries and cities and the dis­
crimination that exists against the small towns that are 
shipping and receiving points for the farmers. Every dollar 
saved in reduced shipping and freight rates is a dollar in the 
pockets of the farmer. 

l\Iorcover, there should be a revision of the tariff to reduce 
the cost of articles consumed by the farmer, to bring closer 
together the farmer's price and the price that he must pay 
for his agricultural requirements. 

Organization of farmers will enable them to secure cheaper 
credit, reduce the interest item, and will enable them to 
eliminate very largely the spread between the producer a!J.d the 

consumer. There is a place for the middleman; there is a place 
for the man who brings the producer and the consumer to­
gether in the market. He will find his proper place always 
when farmers are efficiently organized. 

A majority of American farmers are owners of their homes. 
The farm is different from the store; it is different from the 
office. It is the farmer's home. Home ownership must be en­
couraged in the solution of all agricultural problems. It 
means better agriculture. It means a better country. The 
market of farms is the world. The farmer's real remedy is 
better markets at home and abroad. 

Commercial fertilizer is a large item in the cost of crop 
production. The United States has spent millions of dollars 
in the erection of nitrate plants at Muscle Shoals. Muscle 
Shoals was developed primarily for the manufacture of nitrate 
for munitions in times of war and for the manufacture of 
fertilizer in times of peace. The equipment for the manufac­
ture of nitrate should be utilized by the Government. Every 
effort should be exerted to conserve the money that has been 
invested in nitrate plants, and it should be demonstrated 
whether the production of nitrate is practicable and profitable. 
I maintain that it is the duty of the Government to dispose of 
iliuscle Shoals so that the nitrate plants shall be utilized in 
the production of fertilizer. Of course, I think that the adja­
cent States should share in the power to be developed at 
Muscle Shoals over and above the power requireq in the opera­
tion of the nih·ate plants. I might not advocate the establish­
ment of the nitrate plants as an original proposition, but the 
Go-vernment has spent millions in building the plants, and if 
the GoYernment can not operate tlle plants so as to produce 
nitrate. , or if it can not lease the plants so as to secure the 
production of nitrates at a reasonable cost to the farmer, it 
will then be time enough to say that all of the power generated 
at Muscle Shoals should be used for industry and commercial 
purposes. Cheaper fertilizer means much in the solution of 
the farm problemt and if power can be produced cheaply for 
other purposes at Muscle Shoals, surely it can be utilized in 
the manufacture of fertilizer. 

I have already referred to the burden of taxes on farm lands. 
The taxes on farm lands in many counties of 1\Iississippi have 
been increased 250 per cent in the last 10 years. Other sources 
of revenue must be added to that of the farm. If other sources 
can not be provided, then the taxation on farm lands must be 
lowered. There must be economy in county, State, and na­
tional affairs. Waste and extravagance must be eliminated. 

Unlawful combinations and monopolies among manufacturers 
who pool their operations in determining the unfair prices 
farmers pay for the necessities of life must be eliminated. 
The costs of production to the farmers will thereby be reduced. 

The cotton growers of the South are interested in foreign 
markets. Our foreign customers consume more of our cotton 
than our domestic customers. As a re. ult of the World War 
our foreign customers were impoverished. Their markets have 
largely been lost to us. It is the duty of ' the Government to 
promote and negotiate trade relations between the United 
States and foreign countries that will promote business. For­
eign markets mean much to the cotton farmer. 

I can not emphasize too much the stabilization of the curren­
cies and the rehabilitation of the countries of Europe in the 
solution of the problem of the faa·mer and especially the cotton 
farmer. The farmer sells in an open world market at a price 
largely determined by the inexorable law of supply and de­
mand. He buys in a protected market, and to-day be pays 
approximately war prices for lab06.', freight, and all products 
of industry. In the case of the cotton grower, be receives to­
day less than the cost of production. 

A prosperous agriculture means a prosperous country. Tbe 
farmer that I know and the farmer that I represent asks no 
special favors. Emergency relief is needed. However, the vital 
thing in agriculture is to develop a program and a policy that 
will put the business of farming on its feet and assure a 
reasonable opportunity to make a fair profit. The farmer feeds 
the Nation and feeds the wOfl'ld. His industry is basic. The 
food supply of humanity must be safeguarded. The farmer 
asks that laws be pa sed and that laws be repealed, so that 
agriculture can be given the same square deal that should be 
given to labor, banking, manufacturing, and transportation. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. BURTON] 10 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I have the keenest apprecia· 
tion of the disadvantages of the farmer. There is an agricul· 
tural problem, and we must take into account the importance 
of this basic industry and the fact that so many of the best of 
our citizenry are engaged in an occupation which bas often been 
unprofitable. I am willing to go far in rendering aid, provided 
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it ls within the scope of our constitutional powers, and pro­
vided the action is fair to the whole country and helpful to the 
farmer himself. 

At the ·very outset, however, I have the conviction that the 
Haugen bill, so called, contains seyeral provision which are 
clearly uncon titutionaL A good deal has been said on the 
general subject, but very little has been set forth in regard to 
our right to pa this bill. 

At the beginning I call attention to the method of selection 
of the Federal farm board, for which there is a provision in the 
bill. The provi ion is for the ~election of a Federal farm 
board to be composed of 12 members. How are the member to 
be selectro? Section 3 of the act provides that there shall 
be a Feueral farm advisory council to be selected by bona fide 
farm organizations and cooperative associations. 

This council shall nominate to the President three individuals 
from each of the 12 Federal land-bank district eligible for 
appointment to the board. This takes a way the appointing 
power of the President. Let us go back to the fundamentals of 
the Constitution itself and read the pertinent portions of 
Artiele II of section 2, clau e 2, defining the powers of the Presi­
dent. This is the language: 

And he shall nominate and, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, shall appoint ambassadors, other public mini ·ters and consuls, 
judges of the Supreme C<Jmt, and all other officers of the United States 
whose appointments are not herein otherwise provided for and which 
shall be established by law, but the Congress may by law vest the 
appointment of uch inferior officers as they think proper in the Presi­
dent alone, in the courts of law, or in the heads of departments. 

It thus appears that the appointing power alike involves a 
grave responsibility and confers upon the Executive a preroga· 
ti1'e which is an important part of our political system. I do 
not think we fully realize how comparatively limited in number 
are the officials of the United States Go\ernment who are 
chosen by the elective franchise. There are three kinds : First, 
the Members of the House of Representati'f'es, whose election is 
provided by Article I, section 2. Who shall choose them? 

The electors in each State shall have the qualification requisite for 
electors of the mo t numerous branch of the State legislature. 

According to the amendment of the Constitution, article 17, 
providing for popular election of Senators, there is the same 
provi ion for electors as above, that they shall have the qualifi­
cation requisite for electors of the most numerous branch of 
the legislature. 

We come, then, later to the selection of presidential electors 
for choosing the President and Vice President provided for in 
Article II, section 1, clau e 2, which provides that they shall be 
appointed in such manner as the legislatures thereof may 
direct. There is thus a certain latitude in each State in this 
regard. At one time, as I under tand it, presidential electors 
in South Carolina were chosen by the legislature. There are 
certain general constitutional provisions in regard to the qu~li­
fications of electors-as the fifteentll amendment-under which 
the right of a citizen of the United State to vote shall not be 
denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on 
account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude. 

Then in amendment No. 19 there is a similar provision-

just where might we land if this proposition is constitutional. 
There is now pending a bill for the establishment of a depart­
ment of education. If this proposed law i desirable anu a 
precedent,. then it might be provided that when that depart­
ment is organized the President shall select a member of his 
Cabinet from any one of three designated by the American 
Education Association. Let us go a little further: When 
you esta}}lish such a principle you might make it a law of the 
United States that the Comptroller of the Currency or e\en the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall be cho en from a list of eligi­
bles of three selected by the American Bankers' A ociation. 
Let us take another illustration: Suppo e a board hould be 
created for the settlement of labor dispute . It might be en­
acted that the members of that board should be chosen from 
eligibles selected by the American Federation of Labor. 

To my mind, Mr. Chairman, this provision, which may "eem 
so in...qgnificant-and which is a recognition no doubt, or at­
tempted recognition, of some of the very best of our citizens­
has in it elements of danger of tlle most serious nature. It 
would be a long stride toward doing away "1tll government of 
the people, by the people, and for the people and sub. tituting 
goYernment of the groups by groups and for groups. Some one 
may say in the words of the old inquiry, "What are you g0ing 
to do about it? Suppose this list of eligibles should be pre­
sented to the Pre. ident and he should choo e one of them, what 
would be done in that case?" In the first place,. we might 
have a President of the type of Cleveland or Wilson, who would 
positively decline to comply. In the next case, situations might 
arise where the validity of their action would be que tioned, and. 
till further, and most conclusive it is not for us, the lawmaking 

power, to pass a statute which is clearly uncon titutional 
orne persons may say there is a supporting illu tration in 

the railway tra.nsportation act of 1920. That act, in section 3()..!, 
cren.tPs a Railway Labor Board, and it is specified that tbere 
shall be nine members, three to be suggested by the railroad 
employees, three by the managers of the railways, and three to 
be chosen by the President independently, but if anyone u es 
that illu tration he must be confronted immediately with the 
unanswerable argument that membership in this board is not 
according to an ordinary ca e of appointment. 

It provides for the establishment of an arbitral tribunal, 
and is no exception whatever to the general rule. Of cour e, 
the question of the constitutionality might be raised as well 
there a.s here. 

I pass now to a second feature of the bill, upon which I 
am frank to say I have a certain amount of doubt. A person 
in reading this proposed law with its complicated provis:ons, 
with it wide ramifications, with the great margin of uncer­
tainty a to what is to be done in different ca. e , would in­
evitably rise from the consideration of it with the conclusion 
that something is wrong about the proposed act, but as to just 
where he shall put hi finger he is a little doubtful. The fu·st 
point, in regard to which I am frank to admit I have some 
doubt, is that there is no distinction between intrastate and 
interstate commerce. I do not desire to take the time of the 
committee in a di cussion of that phase of the matter, as there 
a1·e other things of which I wish to speak, because this would 
take me far afield, and would require all of the time allotted 
to me in speaking of that single subject. On this I ha"t"e to 

The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not 
abridged by the United States or by any State on account of sex. 

be say that it will be observed that the equalization fee to be col­
lected applies to both interstate and intrastate tramactions. 
The purposes_ of the equalization fee are set forth in section 9. 
That section, which is not happy in its syntax, is e1'idently in­
tended to bring this statute within the provisions of the inter­
state commerce act. 

It will be noted that these provisions in the two amendments 
are in their natm·e prohibitive against di crimination; they 
are not affirmative. The. right belongs to each State to specify 
qualifications. Each State may authorize a property qualifica­
tion; an educational qualification may determine the age at 
which the elector may first have the right to vote, and numer­
ous other provisions. But it will be seen that the whole 
executive department, all the machinery of administration, is 
left to the appointive power of the Executive or, in tht case 
of minor office , to the com'ts of law and the heads of de­
partments, as tated by the Supreme Court of the United States 
in the case of Kain v. U. S. (177 U. S., p. 293): 

You haye a provision that one of the cooperative associa­
tions or some processing organization takes over the specified 
basic products of a farmer. Let us take an illu tration. Sup­
pose a farmer in the State of Minnesota has a thousand bushels 
of wheat. He hauls that wheat to the mills at 'Minneapolis 
and sells it there. It may be the intention that the :flour shall 
go into interstate commerce, but there is nothin..,. conclusive to 
that effect, and the decisions of the Supreme Court are un­
equivocally to the effect that until that question is decided, or 

The fitness of the appointee must be determined by the appointing unless it is in the course of business so thoroughly establi hed 
power. that it inevitably is a part of interstate commerce, then it is 

Of course, there can be machinery, as under the civil service, an intrastate transaction. There has been a rather recent de­
for the naming of eligibles for subordinate positions. Now. let cision of the Supreme Court of the United States that of Heis­
us consider this provision. It absolutely limits the power of ler v. The Thomas Collier Co. (260 Sup. Ct. Repts.), in which 
the President in his choice to one of three persons from each it is held that the Pennsylvania tax on anthracite "when pre­
one of these 12 farming districts. pared and ready for shipment" as applied to coal destined to 

The right to determine fitness does not exist or would not have a market in other States, but not as yet moved from the 
exist if this provision were adopted. We must always take place of production or preparation, is not interstate commerce. 
into account in deter~ining the desirability of a statute not And I will say that the decisions are clear on this subject, 
only the statute itself but the precedent that it creates and 1 that where there is not a distinction between the interstate and 
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Jntrastate clearly set forth in the statute, then and in that case 
the laws and regulations pertaining to interstate commerce do 
not apply. 

I candidly say to the members of the committee there have 
been some decisions of the Supreme Court which I think would 
make it rather difficult for any one to dogmatize at least on 
this subject. A leading case, which perhaps would make out 
that transactions such as are contemplated in this bill, are 
a part of interstate commerce, is the Swift case (196 U. S. 
Supreme Court), in which it was held: 

Cattle sent from one State with the expectation they will end 
their transit after purchase in another State, with only the inter­
ruption necessary to find a purchaser in the stockyards, and when 
this is a constantly recurring course, it constitutes interstate commerce. 

In this case, however, there was a violation of the anti­
trust laws involved in that it was an alleged combination to 
suppress competition, but bear in mind the Supreme Court 
there included the words-
with the expectation they will end their transit after purchase in 
another State. 

In the Dayton-Goose Creek Railway case a part of the in­
come of the road was claimed under the recapture clause. In 
opposition, it was claimed that a large share of the income 
was ear~ned within the State, but the Supreme Court said the 
income from interstate and intrastate commerce were so in­
extricably interwoven that you could not separate the two, 
and ustained the claim under the recapture clause. 

Now, just briefly in conclusion upon this phase of the bill. It 
is difficult to find an absolute rllle upon which a person could 
rely as applicable; but I think the strong probabilities are that 
the court would hold in passing upon it that this statute, in that 
it doe not make a distinction between interstate commerce and 
intrastate commerce, is not Yalid. I refer especially on this 
subject to the case of Hill v. Wallace (259 U. S. p. 44). 

1\:Ir. MOORE of Virginia. May I ask the gentleman a question? 
Mr. BURTON. A brief question. 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia. 'Vill the gentleman note the 

Employers' Liability case (207 U. S.), where the interstate 
and intrastate transactions are so complicated with each other 
that the court said that there was no dividing line to be found, 
ann declared the tatute inyalid? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia. They declared the statute could 

not be supported because the two things were so complicated 
with each other. 

Mr. BURTON. That, no doubt, is a case in point. There is 
a yery easy practical explanation of many activities, apparently 
loca1 which are nevertheless part of interstate commerce. 
Suppose there is a railroad company that runs through three 
States, and they have an equipment that is used for through 
traffic in those three States. That is necessarily interstate 
commerce. But suppose part of the equipment used only 
within one State is dangerous, and a car so used is attached 
to another that runs through three States; it might promote 
an accident. So very properly the court might say that you 
could not sever the car which would be used on the same train 
with others which were used in interstate commerce. I come 
now to another constitutional objection to this bill. 

Say what we may of the Haugen bill-and I say in regard 
to this infirmity mentioned in selecting the board it attaches 
to at least one other bill pending here before the House--thers 
is within it an exercise of powers which come under the pro­
visions of the Constitution relating to the taxing power. You 
can not deny that the proposed equalization fee is an excise 
tax. It is not a mere license. First, consider the magnitude of 
transactions involved and the very great amount that must be 
collected. Provision is made right away for $375,000,000. 

To digress for a moment, I certainly wish to commend the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. WILLIAMS], who spoke a few 
minutes ago, in that he opposed this large appropriation from 
the general funds of the Treasury, an appropriation which 
would require a remodeling of our taxing system and the im­
position of additional taxes. 

You may call this equalization fee by any other name that 
you will, but it is a tax; it is an excise tax. You are all 
familiar with the provision in the Constitution-! do not have 
to read it-to the effect that all taxes must be uniform. Now. 
how can you make that tax uniform in the very nature of the 
case? There must be such varied transactions with respect to 
the agricultural products of the country. Some of them would 
be sent out of the co1mtry. Suppose a cargo of wheat were 
sold in Minnesota and the contract was for a purchase at 
LiverpooL -

That does not go to any cooperative association. That does 
not go to any substitute for a cooperative association. There 
is no plan for imposing a tax upon that in this bill. All exports 
of grain and meats that may be sent out of the country are out­
side of the collection of ,your equalization fee, and thus your 
tax is not uniform. 

Let me give you another illustration. Probably the largest 
share of the corn in the country is fed to hogs or to stock. 
Well, let us see what you would have under these circum­
stances. Here is farmer A on one farm in Illinois ; he sends 
his corn to an elevator, and there it is measured, and by the 
provisions of the law the equalization fee must be collected on 
that corn. Farmer B feeds his corn to hogs. How can you 
establish uniformity in the tax that is levied on those two uses 
of corn? It is utterly out of the question. Does anyone sup­
pose that you can organize a system so that all of any com­
modity, corn, wheat, or whatever it may be, can be included so 
that you may levy a tax on it? 

Of comse there may be evasions of any revenue law. A 
person here and there might avoid the payment of taxes which 
others would pay, but that would not make the tax invalid. 
But the trouble with this provision is that in your machinery 
for carrying out the law you allow a share of commodities to 
be so treated that you can levy the tax and others outside, 
where you can not levy the tax. 

There is another thing that I think is more serious than this, 
and that is the delegation of the right to levy this equalization 
fee. I pass with brief mention the coooideration that I men­
tioned a moment ago--the utter impracticability of enforcing 
such a law as this. If it is levied on all the products of the 
soil, think of the milliOIIJ! and billiOI!S of bushels of corn and 
wheat and other products; and who is so rash as to believe for 
a minute that without the organization of an army-yes, with 
the organization of an army-you can levy this tax upon all of 
them? It is out of the question. One fallacy in the bill is that 
you can draw a line between the surplus and the domestic 
demand. 

This seeks to confer a power on the board that this Con­
gress has no right to confer upon a board. "The power to 
tax is the power to destroy." That is language coming down 
with echoes from the time of Chief Justice Marshall. It is 
the power most subject to abuse and capable of being exer­
cised as a means of oppression of any of the functions of the 
Congress or the Federal GoYernment. And do you say you will 
appoint a board and give that board the power to fix taxes of 
such magnitude and infinite variety independent of Congress? 

There is a brief filed with the McNary-Haugen bill of two 
years ago that goes at great length into this subject. It quotes 

·a number of cases of licenses. Your attention is called at first 
to the fact that these are a mere bagatelle in comparison with 
the taxes contemplated herein. I have no doubt that the Con­
gress can give the Secretary of the Interior the right to fix 
f~s that are to be paid in fvrests. There is a very large list 
of them, I believe, on page 89 of this brief of two years ago. 
But they do not, any of them, rise within shooting distance of 
the level of such a tax as this. 

The thing which is used as authority for this kind of a pro­
ceeding is the interstate commerce act. Well, the argument 
of inconvenience is sometimes of great force in law, and, as 
Chief Justice Taft says in one of his decisions, there are a 
myriad of decisions to be made in regard to the fixing of rail· 
way charges or rates. 

Looking around this Chamber, with all the work we have to 
do, how utterly impossible and how wildly absurd it would 
be to ask that this Congress fix the rate on a ton of freight to 
be carried 10 miles from one State to another in ev~ry case 
which might arise. 

In the interstate commerce case, which went as far as any 
and which, I think, went to the very verge in sustaining the 
right to delegate power, it is laid down with the utmost dis­
tinctness, and it has been established most clearly by judicial 
decisions that there must be a set of rules under which the 
commission must act. The rates they fix must be reasonable, 
and then they must take into account various factors. Well, 
now, with an undertaking of this kind, how are you going to 
establisk any rules? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has 

expired. 
Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five 

additional minutes so that my chairman may discuss the con­
stitutional question with the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BURTON. I am conscious I have gone over this very 
superficially and I haYe been able to touch only the high spots. 
I did not wish to read to the committee a,ll of the judicial 

I 
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deeisions on the subject, and I have, perhaps, asked you to 
accept conclusions where they could easily have been supported. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I did not rise to discuss the constitutionality 
of the question with the gentleman but to ask the learned 
gentleman one question: Does the gentleman contend that a 
marketing agency has not the power to deduct a certain amount 
to pay the expen es of transacting the busines ? 

Mr. BURTON. The trouble with the gentleman's question is 
that it does not reach this proposition at all. A marketing 
agency to pay expenses is one thing, but a tax levied by a 
board, s.hifting in amount, is an exercise of authority. 

Mr. HAUGEN. It is simply deducting the amount neces­
sary to pay the expenses. Of course, would the gentleman ex­
pect the board to transact business without paying expenses 
a.nd without paying losses? So a certain amount is withheld 
and paid into a fund for what purpose? To pay expenses and 
to pay the cost of marketing the commodity. 

Mr. BURTON. It is a very simple transaction when you 
have a bailor and a bailee or when you have an owner and a 
commission agent. That is a tran action universally recog­
nized and easy of solution, so that you can fix the rules very 
readily; but here the Government is delegating a tremendous 
scope of authority to determine the amount of the tax and to 
levy thot tax on the whole myriad, I may say, of producers 
throughout the country. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. BURTON. Yes. 
Mr. HAUGEN. We now have about 12,000 cooperative or­

ganizatiom.; doing the very thing that is suggested in this 
bill. We simply set up a large corporation, and we permit them 
to deduct a su:fficient amount to pay. the expenses of market­
ing the commodities. 

Mr. llUR-TON. But the gentleman from Iowa OT'erlooks a 
vital difference. That is a matter of contract, of relations 
arising out of membership in an association ; it is a matter of 
voluntary membership, and the individual members bear the 
losses ; but in this case you would collect by a tax from the 
willing and unwilling. 

Mr. HAUGEN. There is no tax about it. It is simply 
deducted. 

Mr. BURTON. I can not agree with the gentleman on that. 
If it is not a tax, I do not know what a tax is. 

Mr. RAINEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURTON. Yes. 
Mr. RAINEY. Is not a tax usually defiued to be the involun­

tary contribution on the part of the citizen for the support of 
his Government? 

Mr. BURTON. I do not think in the definitions the involun­
tary feature is carried. There is a very wide difference be-· 
tween taxpayers as to that question of voluntary or involun­
tary. I think those who pay who are of the involuntary are 
very largely in the majority. 

Mr. RAI?\~Y. We will leave that part of it out Is not a 
tax a contribution forced, perhaps, from the citizen for the 
support of his Government, and what part of this equalization 
fee will _go to the support of this Government? 

Mr. BURTON. That is the very point. That is the sh·ongest 
objection to it. It does not go to the support of the Gov­
ernment. 

Mr. RAINEY. Then it is not -a tax. 
Mr. BURTON. Oh, wheneve- it is Collected by public au­

thority, for whatever purpose it is applied, it comes under 
the general heading of a tax. 

I think I am not lacking in sympathy in this matter, Mr. 
Chairman. I can say to my colleagues from Iowa that I was a 
farmer's boy out there for the greater share of five years 
before any one of them, when, in addition to the pests and dis· 
advantages of drought and of flood from which they now 
suffer, there were the hardShips of pioneer life and the rattle-
nake and the wolf, the rattlesnake and the wolf as well 

frequently killing the sheep. One of the most vivid recollec­
tions of my boyhood is a total eclipse of the moon 00 years 
ago this last season. The totality continued for a very un­
u ual time, and, my, how the wolves did howl when the light 
did not come back. I know the hardships of the Iowa farmer ; 
I k-now the hard hips of the farmers of any State or of any 
country; but in that occupation of theirs there is a compensa­
tion in independence. They are the yeomen of the country 
more than any other class. [Applause.] 

Whenever the tocsin of alarm sounds they are ready to re­
spond~ and while I am ready to vote for very considerable 
appropriations or for methods to aid, when we look at things 
in the large I think this applies to all our population-the less 
they are coddled, they le s they are aided by subvention, the 
more they have strength in the elements that enable them to 
go ahead. I am afraid in the past 10 years, largely due to 

the circumstances .ari.sing out. of the war, we have departed 
from these old prmciples of mdependence which are at the 
same tin;e the strength and the chief bulwark and promoter 
of Amencan progress and American institutions. [Applause.] 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. IIILL]. 

1\lr. IDLL ~f Wash~gton. ~r: Chairman, I am supporting 
the Haugen b1ll. Agnculture 1s m the throes of an economic 
crisis. The farmer is bankrupt. Agriculture is the basic in­
dustry of the country. Without it the wheels of industry aml 
ev~ry commercial activity would stop. The que tion logically 
~rises, Why should the farmer be bankrupt when agriculture 
IS the foundation on which the life of the Nation depends? Is 
the cau. e of this condition to be found in the operation of the 
la~ of .supply and demand as it affects the products of the 
s?ll, or IS the cause an artificial one? In considering this ques­
tion we can not segregate the industry of agriculture and arrive 
at correct conclusions from a study of the ubject on the ba is 
of such isolation. No industry in this country stands alone or 
constitutes of itself an economic entity. All industries in­
cluding that of agriculture, are indissolubly interreiated 
through the all-embracing factor of commerce. The indush·ies 
produce. wealth; commerce distributes and markets the prod­
ucts of mdustry. Commerce does not create wealth ; it creates 
profits and losses on the commodities of wealth which industry 
has produced .. Commerce can not exist without production, for 
~o~merce begms. where production ceases. But commerce is 
mdispensable to mdustry, for if the products of the latter can 
not be distributed and marketed industry can not survive. 

But if the machinery of commerce has broken down or has 
beco~e so .expensive of operation as to leave no profits to a 
particular rndustry, that industry must either go out of busi­
ness or the machinery of commerce be so adjusted as to permit 
it to produce at a profit. 

~griculture is ~ot producing at a profit, and something is 
seriOusly wrong either with the industry or with the machinery 
of commerce. 

We are informed that the manufacturing industries of the 
c?untry are operating and producing ~t a profit and have expe­
nenced an era of unusual prosperity during the past six years. 
The markets in industrial stocks and bonds have risen to un­
precedentedly high levels, and billions in stock and cash divi­
dends have been distributed to stockholders as profits during 
that period of time. The banks in thoSe sections of the United 
States where manufacturing is the predominant industry have 
likewise prospered, due to the great demand for loans on liquid 
securities. 

The banking institutions in the financial centers of the coun­
try, with half of the world's supply of gold in their vaults, 
have freely extended credit at low rates of interest for the 
la~nching of new and the expansion of existing business enter­
prises, for investment and speculation in industrial stocks and 
bonds, and in addition thereto have advanced credit to the ex­
tent of nine or ten billions of dollars to European countries. 
At no previous time in the world's financial history have the 
moneyed powers in any country been so completely in control 
of the world supply of money and world finances as are the 
moneyed powers of this country to-day. They not only control 
the banks of this country but the leading banking institutions 
of foreign countries and our great Federal reserve sy tern. 
They can and do expand and contract the volume of currency 
and credit at will; they can make money plentiful or scarce. 
They can precipitate money panics or avert them. They can 
build up or break down any industry or enterprise by extending 
or refusing credit. They control commerce. The economic 
destiny of the counh·y is in their hands. They control the 
Government. They are a money trust, and with the object of 
the more firmly fastening their grip of control upon the com­
mercial and-·economic life of the Nation, they finance, organize, 
and foster monopolistic combinations of other businesses, enter­
prises, and industries. 

These moneyed powers own or control the big •manufacturing 
industries; they own or control the railroads of the country; 
they own or control the old-line life-insurance companies, the 
telephone and telegraph and big power companies, and they are 
back of that gigantic movement now under way to bring into 
one superpower system the control of all the electric power, 
both developed and potential, in the whole United States. They 
own or control all these industries and enterprises because of 
the opportunity for profitable returns they afford both on 
invested capital and credit advanced and because of the liquid 
character of their securities. But these moneyed powers do 
not own the industry of agriculture. They do not want to 
own it. -Why should they invest large capital in farm lands 
and farming enterprises, pay taxes on the physical values 
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thereof, pay for maintenance and upkeep, seeding, cultivating, class has won and the people have lost. Again the dictator 
and marketing crops and assume the risk of partial or total stands upon the necks Of the people-the dictator of special 
failure of crops from drouth, flood, winds, hail, grasshoppers, privilege and of economic supremacy. 
and other pests, when the sad experience of the farmers amply But a new declaration of independence has been promul­
demonstrates that it is not necessary that these moneyed powers gated by those who a11·e opposed to special privilege and they 
own the farms or conduct the farming operations in order to are prepared and determined to fight to sustain that declara­
reap the profits therefrom. I tion. This new declaration of independence is that the people 

In 1920 farm products were selling at profitable prices, agri- shall have freedom from economic bondage; that they shall 
culture was on a prosperous basis, and money was flowing into have freedom from the unequal struggle against special eco­
the pockets of the farmers. The money powers had permitted nomic privilege; and that the Government with its institutions 
an expansion of credit among the farmers during the war to shall be restored to them and be made to function on behalf 
encourage them to greater production of food supplies to meet of all the people on the basis of equal rights. 
the necessities of that crisis. Manufacturing industries and The fight to sustain this new declaration of independence is 
practically every other business enterprise in this country had on now in the effwt to restore the principle of equality be­
also prospered during the war period. But when the crisis tween the industry of agriculture and the manufacturing 
had passed following the ending of the war, agriculture was industries and other business and commercial enterprises of 
singled out for slaughter. The money powers said there was this country. 
too much inflation of prices. They were not concerned with The fight is centered around H. R. 11603, known as the 
the inflation of the prices of manufactured commodities or of Haugen bill The principles and objects of the bill are clearly 
industrial stocks and bonds, but they were concerned with the and comprehensively set forth in the committee report thereon, 
inflation of the prices of agricultural products alone. They de- from which I shall quote as follows: · 
cided that too much money was being distributed among the 
farmers, and that money so distributed is difficult of control 
and does not yield interest. Only credit yields interest ; hence 
the scheme to take the money away from the farmers. The 
Federal reserve system was employed as the agency to effect 
this purpose, and in pursuance thereof in 1920 it withdrew 
credit from agricultm·e and forced liquidation of the farmers' 
notes, which resulted in the deflation of farm values to the 
extent of $20,000,000,000 and of the values of farm products to 
the extent of $6,000,000,000. The bankruptcy of agriculture was 
inevitable. It was a cold-blooded, premeditated act, and the 
law of supply and demand had no part in the tragedy. It was 
a clear-cut case of discrimination against agriculture, for while 
this scheme of deflation was being executed the Federal reserve 
system was extending liberal credit at low rates of interest to 
the manufacturing industries and to the speculators in the 
stock markets. The farmer was deflated, but the manufac­
turers and stock gamblers were protected against deflation. 
The farmers' dollar was reduced in purchasing power to 50 
cents or less, while the dollar of the manufacturer was held 
at par. 

After the work of deflating agriculture was accomplished and 
the discrimination against that industry was established, the 
tariff rates on manufactured products were so increased as to 
make certain the perpetuation of such discrimination. It is an 
artificial and not a natural economic system that is wrecking 
agriculture. , 

Every informed person recognizes agriculture as the industry 
upon which all other industries and commercial activities rest, 
and no one would acknowledge a wish to have agriculture fail. 
Even those who are responsible for the economic disadvantage 
under which the farming industry labors do not want to destroy 
it. They want simply to hold it down to the lowest economic 
status where it will continue to produce. They want to keep 
the farmers' mind in a psychological state of optimism that will 
spur him on to continued productive activity, in order that they 
may have the opportunity to commercialize his labors and 
profiteer on his production. In their eagerness to reap the 
largest possible profit from the farmers' production these profit­
eers have reduced him to a level where little optimism and no 
remuneration is left to him for his toil. 

The progress of man up the ascent of time toward civiliza­
tion is marked all the way by oppression, struggles, and 
rebellions. It has always been the organized economic power 
of the few against the unorganized and undirected force of the 
many. It has been the marshaling of the collective physical 
strength of the masses in support of the masters and against 
the unorganized individuals of the masses. It -hns been the 
voice of usuzyed authority commanding those in whom all 
authority rests. It has been the dictator standing upon the 
necks of the people. In 1776 the people of this country pro­
mulgated their declaration of independence from such a dic­
tatOtr and sustained that declaration by force of arms and 
set up in this country a new rule of supremacy, that of the 
people themselves, and established a government upon the 
basis of such supremacy. But the forces of special privilege 
did not relinquish hope nor cease their activities to retain or 
regain their economic power over the people. The one over­
shadowing issue that' has persisted throughout the history of 
tllis Government is that presented by the struggle between the 
few who have ·sought economic advantage through special 
privilege and those who have contended on behalf of the 
masses of the people for equal rights to all and special privi­
leges to none. In this prolonged struggle the special-privilege 

For many years the producers of the Nation's basic agricultural 
crops have been seeking a wuy to adjust supply to demand in their 
most profitable markets, through control of agricultural surpluses. 
The bill provides a way in which this may be accomplished. 

The administrative body is a farm board directed to promote stability 
and effective protection for agriculture. The objects sought under its 
operations are: 

(1) To give producers of farm crops power to influence theh· price 
as effective as that possessed by other industrial groups; 

(2) To secure a protected price to the producer of crops like wheat, 
pork, and beef, of which a relativ~ly small surplus enters world trade ; 

(3) To afford all the advantages of orderly marketing through con­
trol of surplus to the producer of a crop like cotton, of which the 
American supply is the dominant fa ctor in the world price; 

( 4) To enable producers of meat animals to maintain a stable level 
of swine and cattle population by steadying prices and by promoting 
carry over of corn from years of hlgh production to years when the 
yield is low ; and 

(5) To promote cooperative associations by making It possible for 
them to control the movement to market of temporarily unneeded quan­
tities of a commodity without imposing on their members alone the 
entire burden of withholding, removing, and disposing of them. 

Through the operation of the equalization fee, which requires every 
unit of a commodity to bear its share of the cost of its stabilization 
and protection, the effect of this plan is to proviae 100 per cent co­
operation of all producers in financing transactions necessary to ths 
control and disposition of crop surpluses. It takes 100 per cent co­
operation to deal effectively with the surplus, and it is impossible to 
get such complete cooperation otherwise than through Government 
action. Honest, able, and sincere men with extraordinary ability have 
attempted it and have failed. 

Bills for the management of agricultural surpluses in the Sixty-eighth 
Congress met with certain objections. Although your committee does 
not feel that they were valid, changes have been made in the present 
blil to meet them. The bill is drawn to conform as closely as possible 
to the recommendations of the cooperative marketing associations that 
have appeared on its behalf before the committee. It was devised after 
careful attention by oper.ating officials of large cooperatives, and men 
familiar with sound economics and good practice in the commercial field. 

SUMMARY OF THE PROVISIO::oi'S 

A Federal Farm Board is established, with 12 members, to be ap­
pointed (one from each Federal land bank district) by the President 
from a list of 36 nominated by the Federal Farm Advisory Council. 
The council is composed of four men from each land bank district, who 
serve without salary and who are chosen at conventions of farm organi­
zations and cooperative marketing associations within each district. 

The board is given definite powers and duties to assist all producers 
of agricultural commodities in their work for orderly marketing, 
whether producers of " basic agricultural commodities" (wheat, cotton, 
corn, butter, cattle, and swine) or producers of other agricultural com­
modities. 

In the case of basic agricultural commodities the operations of the 
board will be through contracts with cooperative agencies, created 
by the producers themselves, or with processors of the commodity, 
or with other agencies if there is no cooperative association capable 
of carrying out the agreements. The board can not enter into the 
contracts, however, until after it has found that certain specified 
conditions exist. In the case of cotton, it must find that there exists 
or is likely to exist a Surplus above the requirements for orderly 
marketing and that the cooperative associations or other organiza­
tions representing the producers thereof are in favor of the board 
taking a hand; and in the case of other basic agricultural commodities 
the board must find that there is or js likely to be a surplus above 
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domestic 1•equirements, and that the domestic price does not reflect 
substantially the competitive plice outside the United States plus 
t he amount of the tariff and the transportation costa and charges to 
the United States. 

After the finding of the necessary facts, the board will asgist In re­
moving or withholding the surplus by entering into agreements, under 
which t he board will undertake to pay, out of the equalization fund for 
the particular commodity, the losses, cost, and charges involved in 
the purcha e, withholding, and selling of the commodity or any food 
pr oduct thereof. Advances may be made out of the equalization fund 
for these purposes. The profits will accrue to the equalization fund. 

The board is also authodzed to make loans to cooperative associa­
tions of agricultural products not included within the list of baaic 
agricultural commodities, for the purpose of assisting them in con­
trolling the surplus of their comn1odity, or for the purpose of assisting 
them 1n the purchase and construction of the faclllties to be used in 
the s torage or processing of the commodity. 

In order to finance its operations on basic agricultural commodities, 
the lJill provides for the payment of an equalization fee upon the 
proc sing or first sale (a the board may determine) of the com­
modity, so that the producers of the commodity may eventually finance 
their own stabilization program. An equalization fund for each com­
modity will be established, and the fees on that commodity will be 
placed in the proper equalization fund. Collection of the fee is 
deferred for two years on all commodities, and the operations during 
that period will be financed out of the revolving fund. 

The board is given no power to buy or sell on its own acco'!nt, 
whether directly or through agencies. 

The b.ill provides for a revolving fund of $375,000,000. Of this 
sum $100,000,000 is set aside for cotton; $250 000,000 for the other 
basic agricultural commodities; and $25,000,000 for loans to cooper­
ative associations handling other agricultural products, and for the 
J.mrchase of warehou ing or processing facilities. 

I am supporting the Haugen bill for the reasons set forth 
in the analysis and summary of its provisions just quoted. 
I believe this bill will go a long way toward establishing the 
parity between agriculture and the other industries of this 
country. The e::;tabli hment of such parity is the only remedy 
that will afford relief to agriculture. The farmer mu t have a 
price for his products in the domestic or home markets that 
will reflect the arne degree of protection against cheap 
labor, cheap materials, and cheap land · in foreign coun­
tries as that afforded to manufactured products in the home 
markets. 'l'he mere extension of Government credit to the 
faTmer will not solve his problem. What he needs is a price 
that will enable him to produce at a reasonable profit. There 
will be no difficulty in securing credit if he is placed on a 
basis of profitable production. Moreover, he needs this pro­
tection of price to enable him to liquidate the credit hereto­
fore extended to him and which he can not liquidate under 
the present price conditionR. The farmer is entitled to be 
placed in a position where he can receive the benefit of the 
tariff laid on t11e importation of the commodities which he 
produces, so that he may share the benefits of the protective 
policy of this Government on a basis of equality with the 
manufacturer. 

The chief purpose of the Haugen bill is to make the tariff 
on basic agricultural products effective in order that the 
farmer may have protection in fact and not merely in name 
through the tariff on such products. Those who are opposing 
this bill base their opposition mainly on the fact that it will 
render the tariff effective as a protection to agriculture and 
increase and stabilize the price of its products. The manu­
facturing intere ·ts dicl not oppose the levying of tariff rates 
on agricultural products in the Fordney-McCumber tariff act 
because they knew that such levy by that act alone would be 
ineffective as a protection to any agricultural product carrying 
an exportable surplus. They knew that the foreign market 
would determine the price not only of such surplus exported. 
but of that part sold in the domestic market as well, notwith­
standing the tariff duty thereon. But the manufacturing in­
terests are bitterly opposing the Haugen bill because it will 
make the tariff on wheat and the tariff on other basic agri­
cultural products effective as a protective tariff, and thereby 
place agriculture on a ba is with manufacturing under the 
protective policy of the Goverllll1ent. 

\Vhy does the manufacturer oppose the Haugen bill? Why 
can he not be fair-minded on the subject and be willing that 
agriculture enjoy the same economic privilege that the Gov­
ernment confers up<>n the manufacturer? 

He is opposing this bill for the same basic reason that capital 
and indu try have always opposed the policy of unionized 
shops. The opposition to the latter is for the obvious reason 
that in dealing with labor on the basis of the individual they 
can control wages and through the control of wages conn·ol 

labor. But when labor through organlzati0n can com1)el the 
fixing of wages on the basis of colle<!tive bargai.Qing, the control 
of labor is weakened. Through organizatiou lrtbor seeks to 
protect itself against its absolute economic contrd by capital 
and industry. And, so, through the enactment of the pro­
visions of the Haugen bill the farmers are seeking to protect 
themselT"es from the same control by eliminatin<Y the economic 
di criminations against them under the existing • y 'tern of our 
protective tariff policy. Capital and indu try oppose every 
movement that sh·ikes at their grip, or eeks to loo en their 
hold, on their commercial supremacy of the country. 

It is shown that by reason of this discrimination the farmers 
of the country have received $13,200,000,000 less fm their 
crops since 1919, than they would have received had they been 
permitted to share the benefits of the protective policy of the 
Government on an equal basis with the manufacturers. And 
in addition to that staggering lo s of more than $2,000,000,000 
a year for the past six years on crop values the farmers have 
sustained a shrinkage in the value of their farms of more than 
$20,000,000,000 since 1920. 

Is the protective policy of the Government the special and 
exclusive privilege and property of the manufacturer? Un­
questionably he thinks it is, and the Government has encouraged 
him in this belief, for it has permitted him to have the exclusive 
enjoyment of the privilege throughout all the years since we 
have had a protective policy. But it is not his exclusive right. 
The Government does not belong to the manufacturer alone. 
He has simnly usurped the instrumentality of the Government 
to promote his own ec'Onomic advantage by securing for him­
self the exclusive benefits of the tariff protection. A p1·otective 
tariff can be justified only on the ground of protecting a 
domestic industry against a foreign industry, and there can be 
no justification for favoring one domestic industry at the ex­
pense and to the material dehiment of another domestic 
industry of equal or greater importance to the economic wel­
fare of the country. 

The manufacturer has wrongfully enjoyed the exclusive bene­
fit of tariff protection for so long a time without interruption 
that he now claims it to be his exclu ive and special privilege. 
Selfishness and greed are the only inspiJ.·ations for such claim. 

What hns been the result to agriculture of this system of 
special privilege? In addition to what has already been shown 
in that re-·pect let me read a number of excerpts from the 
committee report on the Haugen bill: 

In summing up the causes of the farmer's difficulties, the conference 
board declares that while 60 per cent of the farmer's income depends 
on world conditions of supply, demand, and costs, which are out of 
his control, most of the elements entering into thil expense of operat­
ing the farm----that is, the cost of agricultural production-at·e deter­
mined by domestic conditions which place th~ co ts for the farmer on 
a higher level of values t11an the world level of values which deter­
mines the bulk of the farmer's income. Having to produce at a level 
of high costs, the farmer must meet competition which, producing at 
lower cost, limits the market for his surplus in accordance with the 
abundance or scarcity of world crops. 

• • • • ·• • 
FARM VALUJ<:S BELOW PRFl-WAR 

The total value of all farm property in 1013 was $45,227,000,000; 
in 1920, $79,607,000,000 ; and in 1925, • 59,154,000,000. Reduced to 
terms of 1913 purchasing power, however, the total value of all farm 
property in 1925 was only equal to $38,.188,000,000 of 1913 purchas­
ing power. In other words, all farm property in the United States 
in 1925 had only 84.4 per cent of its purchasing power in 1913. 

Farm lands in the United States as a whole have an actual exchange 
value ol' purchasing power approximately 20 per cent less than the 
purchasing power of the same land in 1910, according to comparative 
figures from the United States Bureau of Census for 1910 and 1925. 

• * • • 
FARM BANKRUPTCIES INCREA.SE 

This situation is illuminatingly reflected in farm bankruptcy sta­
dstics. The rate of farm failures from 1910 to 1924 shows an 
Increase of over 1,{)00 per cent, in contrast to that of commercial 
failures, which bas remained practically the same per year during 
the same period. Capital invested by farm operators decrea ed from 
$47,000,000,000 in 19:!0 to $32,000,000,000 in 1925, a loss of approxi­
mately ~3,000,000,000 per year. 

BANK FAILURES 

The decline in the economic position of agriculture has bee n the 
ebief cause of the enormous number of bank failures in the United 
3tates since 1920, without parallel in any previ<Sus peTiod in our 
nistory. 

The number of bank failures in 1024 (915) was 42.5 per cent 
.larger tban the number of failures in 1893 (642). The number or 
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failures for the period Hl20-1925, inclusive (2,494), was greater than 
the number of failures during a period of 26 years up to 1920 (2,424). 
Most of the failed banks were located in agricultural districts. 

The following table showing bank failures in the United States 
since 1920 does not include figures for closed national banks which 
were reopened without having been placed in the bands of a receiver. 
Except for tbe years· 1924 and 1925, figures for other banks do not 
include banks reopened in the same year in which they were closed. 

Baflk failures by yea1·s ending on June SO, 1920 to 1925 

[Statistics obtained from the Comptroller or the Currency] 

National banks Other banks Total 

Year ended 
June3o- Num- Num- Num-

ber Liabilities ber Liabilities ber Liabilities 

1920 ______________ 6 $1,930, ()()() 44 $18, 955, 000 49 $20,885,000 1921_ _____________ 28 17, 301,000 290 96, 124, ()()() "318 113, 425, ()()() 
lin2_-- ----------- 33 20,287,000 863 95,029, ()()(} 396 115, 316,000 
1923 ____ ---------- 37 20,076,000 237 64,550,000 274 84,626,000 
1924 ___ ----------- 138 74,743,000 777 223, 188, 000 915 297, 931, 000 
1925 _______ ------- . 102 1i3, 3lli, ()()() 440 118, 728, 000 M2 172, 043, 000 

TotaL ____ 343 187,652,000 2,161 6l6, 574, 000 2,494 804, 226, 000 

• • • • • • • 
WORKS ON NARROW MARGIN 

Actual earnings of the farmer in 1924 in return for his labor are 
computed by the board at $730 on the :-.verage, as against average 
earnings of $1,256 per wage earner in the manufacturing industries in 
the same year, average earnings of $1,572 by transportation workers, 
$2,141 earned by clerical workers, an average of $1,678 earned by 
ministers, $1,295 by teachers, about $1,650 by Government employees, 
and an average of $1,415 per worker in all groups other than farmers. 

The food, fuel , and housing supplied by the farm the board's report 
appraises at about $630 per year, which leaves the average farmer a 
cash income of about $100 out of the $730 earned by his labor during 
the year 1924. An average return of about $400 is allowed on the 
capital invested, making the total avet·age cash income per farmer 
operator about $500 a year. Since the cost of food and clotlllng pur­
chased by the average ~m family during the year runs to about $475, 
the average farm income is only slightly more than enough to purchase 
the necessities of life. 

Since these figures represent averages, there are as many worse cases 
as there are better ones, and in many instances. therefore, farmers have 
bad to forego payment of interest on debt or taxes, to say ~othing ot 
repairEI, equipment, and maintenance and proper care of the fertility of 
the soil, in order -to pay ordinary living expenses. 

• • • • • • • 
JI'A.RM DEBT REM.A.INS UNPAID 

adjusted by the operation of the natural law of supply and de- . 
mand. They know that they are the victims of an artificial 
system of economics for which the Government is responsible 
and they are demanding the relief that they have proposed. 

The agencies of Government have been employed and the 
powers of the Government have been invoked to make agricul­
ture contribute its wealth of production to the support and 
maintenance of the Nation without profit to the producer. 
Under the present economic system the farmer is prostrate. 
The Government has brought him to this estate and only the 
power of Government can release him from it. His dilemma 
must be recognized and his oppression relieved. 

For six years the farmer has been producing his crops at a 
loss, not because his productions were greater during that 
period than formerly nor because the requirements therefor 
were less. His losses are not due to the operation of the natu­
ral law of supply and demand. They are due to artificial 
causes that have suspended the operation of that law. 

If the farmer is compelled ·to produce and sell on the basis 
of the law of supply and demand, then in the interest of simple 
justice to him be must be permitted to buy upon the same basis. 
If be must sell his products in a competitive world market, he 
is entitled to buy his supplies, merchandise, and equipment on 
the basis of that market. On the other hfllld, if the manufac­
turer is to be protected in the markets of this country against 
foreign-made goods so that the law of supply and demand does 
not operate to fi:x the sale price of his merchandise on the basis 
of the world market, is. not the farmer entitled to the same 
degree of protection in order that he may likewise be relieved 
from the operation of that law? The farmers are not demanding 
or advocating that the policy of tariff protection be abolished, 
but they do demand their right to share- in such protection on 
the basis of equality with the manufacturers. Can it be 
honestly contended for a moment that the 30,000,000 farmers of 
this country have not the same economic rights under our 
Government as those engaged in manufacturing? But the 
moneyed powers decreed otherwise. They decreed that the 
farmer had no economic lights which they or the Government 
were bound to respect, and upon that assumption proceeded to 
formulate and execute plans to reduce him to bankruptcy. 

The farmers of the -country are besieging Congress, demand­
ing 1·elief from this economic oppression. And since the Gov­
ernment is responsible for the oppression, their addresses to 
Congress are justified. They are not pleading for a favor ; 
they are demanding a right. It behooves the Congress to heed 
this demand, for the Government was not established as a 
private agency in the hands ·of the few for the exploitation of 
human labor and the subordination of human rights . 

Lincoln said in his first inaugural address in 1861: 

As a result of rugb costs and impaired income -of the farmer, the This country, with Its institutions, belongs to the people who inhabit 
total farm indebtedness in the United States, which was estimated at it. Whenever they shall grow weary of the existing government, they 
'4;320,000,000 in 1910, had grown to $12,250,000,000 in 1920 and can exercise their constitutional right of amending it, or their revolu­
stands at approximately that figure to-day. The real debt is larger than tionary right to dismell!-ber or overthrow it. 
the figures indicate, because prices of commodities wlllch must pay the It is undeniably true that the country and the Government 
debt are, In many instances, lower than they were when the debt was belong to the peonle and that they have the right and the power 
incurred. to dictate the conduct of the Nation's affairs and the character 

The foregoing facts and figures indicate both a measurement of the of. governmental policies and a.dministration, but it is equally 
farmer's ability to pay and the extent of the redistribution of wealth true that the people aJ.'e not controlling the Nation's business 
between farm and other industries that has taken place and is con- and that their interests are not given primary consideration in 
tinning in the United States. the administration of the Government. The sovereign power of 

Can it be questioned by any honest-minded person that agri- the people has been usurped; and while the burdens of the 
culture is in the throes of an economic crisis and that the Government still rest upon their shoulders, its control has been 
solution of its problems are beyond the power of the individual taken out of their hands. To the people have been left the 
farmers and of the cooperative organizations of farmers? political forms, but from them have been taken the economic 
The problems are of national magnitude and of national con- substance and strength of the Government. This usurpation 
cern. They arose out of economic conditions fostered by the has not been accomplished by force of arms or by revolutionary 
Government and our national policy of special privilege, methods : it has been effected through the opiates of false teach­
The solution must come from the Government. The Haugen ings. The people have been chloroformed into a false sense of se­
bill points the way. curity, and their just powers to shape their own economic destiny 

When the railroads come to Congress and ask for legislation, have been perverted to accomplish their economic exploitation. 
their requests are granted ; when the banking interests ask for I But it is still the· people's Government, and it is their com­
legislation, their wishes are promptly gratified; when the bined strength that supports and gives it life. There is no 
manufacturing industries seek greater protection through the stronger human institution. It is upheld by the collective 
tariff the favor is readily conferred. But when the agricul- phy~ical and spiritual forces of the people of this Nation; and 
tural interests come to Congress and seek redress of their if the Government, animated and inspired by this greatest of 
economic grievances they are told that their situation is un- human forces, were held to the execution of the high purposes 
fortunate, but that it would be economically unso1md for the for which it was ordained, namely, to establish and insure even 
Government to do anything to relieve their distress. They are and exact justice and equality of opportunity for all men, there 
told to go back home, work a little harder, be.more saving, and would be no agricultural problem for the Government to solve. 
wait patiently for the adjustment of their economic difficulties But while we have religious and political freedom, freedom 
through the operation of the natural law of supply and demand. of speech, freedom of the press, and the right of peaceable 

But I say to you that the farmers have listened to that kind assembly, yet, having permitted to be taken from us our eco­
of advice for the last time. They know their problems are not nomic freedom, it may be literally said that we have but the 
the result of their own delinquer:cies and that they can not be husks for _our subsistence. 

L)J::VII-575 

' 
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. It is becoming more and more difficult for the man of the 
ordinary walks of life in this great country of boasted freedom 
to resist successfully the gripping force of economic power that 
tends to hold him to the status to which he was born. What 
hope can spring eternal in the breasts of the toilers of the land, 
those who produce wealth and not simply commercialize it? 

They are the victims of a system of discrimination against 
the masses of the people and in favor of those who, through 
the prestige and power of great wealth, control and dictate the 
legislative and administrative policies of the Government 
They have harnessed the people's power through the machinery 
of the Government to place the people in economic bondage. 

This is strong language, but it is no stronger than thf.: truth 
it expresses. We may as well face the is ue squarely and 
meet it now. The issue is, Shall the people of America be 
free in fact or shall they be content with the mere political 
forms of freedom? The people have both the right and the 
power to determine this question as they please. The Govern­
ment and all powers and rights thereunder are theirs. They 
can exercise those powers and rights and be the masters of 
their country and of their own economic destiny or they can 
continue to be as they now are, the vassals of the money lords 
The encouraging sign on the economic horizon is that the 
farmers--30,000,000 strong-are no longer pleading for their 
rights but are demanding them. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio [l\Ir. THOMPSO~]. 

Mr. THOMPSON. 1\Ir. Chairman, I am a member of the 
Committee on Agriculture from Ohio. I am naturally proud of 
my membership on a committee composed of such distinguished 
and able men. I am especially proud of our veteran chairman, 
Hon. Grr.nERT HAuGEN. He has been a member and chairman 
of this committee 10 years, having been returned 14 terms from 
Iowa. He is one of the oldest Members of the House. He is 
the personification of courtesy and fairness to his fellow 
Members, and is a successful man of affairs back home in Iowa. 
He is a large owner of farm "lands in southern Minnesota and 
northe1·n Iowa and understands the agricultural question as 
well, and perhaps better~ than any other member of this great 
committee. 

So, having confidence in my chairman, I told him I would 
go along with him on the legislation as far as I could, reserv­
ing the right in the end to do what I thought best or what 
my constituents felt might be best. 

The district I represent in Congress is largely agricultural, 
but not subject to the same conditions as the farming classes 
farther to the west of us. · My ·district is composed of the 
seven counties in the extreme northwest corner of Ohio. It 
represents diversified, intensive "farming, and there are many 
intere ts that must be considered in connection with legisla­
tion such as is before us. With all due deference to our 
brothers of the West and Middle W~t, we of Ohio wish to 
make the observation that Ohio has been a conservative middle 
ground of thought, political and otherwise. ~ete haYe swept 
down out of the great Northwest and West various strange 
doctrines, such as the Nonpartisan teague idea; and out o-t 
Iowa came the movement growing out of the activities of that 
able and brilliant Iowaian, Gen. James B. Weaver. His move­
ment was known as the "greenback craze," which one of Ohio's 
gifted sons-the late John Sherman-met and vanquished by 
what was known as " resumption of specie payment." Then 
there came from bleeding Kansas another line of thought, 
know-n as populism, with its statesmen, such as Senator Peffer 
and "Sockless" Jerry Simpson, and this movement grew and 
thrived until it gathered the proportions of a cyclone, which 
gathered itself together not only on the prairies of Kansas, 
but gained momentum at the mouth of the River Platte in Ne­
braska and resulted in the 16 to 1 storm, which was checked, 
as it rolled eastward, by William McKinley and Mark Hanna, 
both of Ohio. 

And now we have the "Corn Belt Committee of Twenty-two" 
from Iowa before us. They mean well ; they are our brothers ; 
we love them all, but must stop, look, and listen. Can we agree 
to give them everything they think they want and everything 
they demand? During the weary weeks this session ttlat I 
sat on the Agricultural Committee and listened to the witnesses, 
none appeared before our committee from Ohio; but, as the 
hearings were closing, I pointed out to the Hon. Samuel 
Thompson, head of the National Farm Bureau, how our com­
mittee was in sympathy with the farmers' so-called problems 
and what the Congress and our committee had actually done 
for the farmers~ I said : 

I have been sitting around this table for the last two or three 
y·ears listening to complaints about the ills of the farmers. The 
Sixty-seventh Congress passed legislation which was supposed to be 

beneficial to the farmers. I think tt was William Jennings Bryan 
who said that the Sixty-seventh Congress had passed more legislation 
that was beneficial to the farmers than any Congress before in the 
history of the country. You will remember that we passed the inter­
mediate credit act, affording the farmer new channels for credits 
running from slx months to three years commensurate with his 
production and marketing methods. 

We then passed a bill which increased the amount indiriduals may 
borrow on farm mortgages through cooperation with the Federal farm· 
loan banks from ten thousand to twenty-five th<>usand. 

Then we placed the meat-packing indush·y under Federal super· 
vision, making it possible to ascertain the status of the meat-packing 
and stockyards activities. 

Then, as Mr. FULMER has said, we passed the cotton standards act, 
which bas operated so successfully. 

We placed a tax on trading in grain futures, supervised the grain 
exchanges, and legalized the membership of cooperatives on the grain 
excbanges. 

We legalized cooperative marketing. 
We furnished a farm-to-market highway program and appropriated 

funds to be used for the next three years. We increased the working 
capital of the Federal loan system, making it possible to float bond 
issues more easily. 

We provided that the interest rate on farm-loan bonds would be 
increased to 5% per cent, an emergency act. 

Revised the tax schedule. 
Reduced the surtax; limited immigration to 3 per cent of the 

foreign born recorded in 1910 census. 
Prohibited the manufacture and sale of fill~d milk. 
Created a representative of agriculture along with industry, com• 

merce, and finance, on the Federal Reserve Board. 
Reenacted the War Finance Corporation and extended its usefulness. 
Appropriated funds for the Department of Agriculture and enacted 

an emergency tariff, followed by the pet·manent taritl'. 
I want t<> say in defense of this coromittee, and in defense of C<>n· 

gress, that we have been trying to help the farmer; we have passed 
all this legislation, and yet we find that the farmer is stlll here, still 
knocking at our doors. Perhaps there has been no nation-wide · policy 
enacted as yet. I understand the cooperativ~s are coming before us 
saying that they do not want any legislation <>utside of this cooperative 
marketing bill which has already passed the House. 

I assure you we want to do everything we can for agriculture. We 
are perfectly willing, if we can only find the remedy. 

Th~n, note Mr. Thompson's reply to my statement. He said 
[reading from the record] : 

My observation would be this, that the Agricultural Committee of 
the American Congress will always be a very important, busy, and 
bard-working committee. Even if you pass this legislation I would not 
want to promise that we would not be back here again talking to you 
ab<>ut something else that would be needed. I feel that as much as we 
have done toward the help of this industry that we have never had an 
understanding of the agricultural problem-not even ourselves-as we 
should have had, much less other people, and we are getting a more 
complete"understanding on the actual industry itself. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Ohi<>. I wish to say in that connection that you 
are always welcome to come before this committee. We like to meet 
around this table and thrash out these problems. I want to ask for 
my own information your opinion of the McNary-Haugen bill. Did 
you think that that was a fundamental bill <>r a bill that would allow 
the camel to stick his nose under the tent, and later on we could 
amend it and simplify it so that it would have been a real national 
policy for the administration of agriculture in this country? 

Mr. THOMPSON. We felt that that was emergency legislation, and 
we feel that this will accomplish the same purpose in a better way. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Ohio. Of course, many of us, as you know, voted 
for that bill. 

Mr. THOllPSO~. We were very grateful for it, grateful to the men 
tbat took the brunt of it and made the hard fight. It wasn't an easy 
thing to do. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Ohio. And some of us are still tinctured with the 
same virus. 

Mr. TINCHER. It is the only farm blll that this committee ever 
reported out where we got llcked on the floor of the Ilouse. 

Yes ; we got licked on the floor of the House exactly two 
years ago this month. Those of you who were here remember 
that fight. Mr. TINCHER, of Kansas, was battling for the 
McNary-Haugen bill, and many of the Members voted for it 
then who will not probably do so now in its present f-orm. The 
vote was taken June 3, 1924, and the bill received 155 votes, 
with 223 against it. It was defeated by a majority of 68 
votes. I went along with the bill and with my chairman at 
that time and took 10 of my Ollio colleagues with me ; but 10 
of them were also against the bill and two failed to vote, mak­
ing 22 in all, and no more. 
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I feel that I can not do so well this time, for I possibly shall 

not vote for the Haugen bill in its present form, or for any of 
the so-called agricultural bills: ·My people in Ohio wish no 
new legislation on agriculture now. They wish to let well ' 
enough alone. And I desire to insert in the RECORD evidence 
to show that I am sustained in this view by letters and tele­
grams from organized agriculture in Ohio, as follows: 

[Letters] 

MONTPELIER, OHIO, May 9, 1926. 
Ron. CHAS. J. THOMPSON, M. C., 

Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR Sr.R : It is the consensus of opinion among the members of the 

various farm organizations of Williams County that the farmers have a 
problem of collective bargaining, but at the present time they are not 
ready for the adventure in the form of any of the bUls presented in 
Congress. 

If there should be some measure or amendment presented that affects 
the interests of the farmers of your district, we will submit the decision 
thereon to your own judgment. 

Respectfully, 

CHARLES J. THOKPSON, 

WILLIAMS COUNTY FARM BUREAU~ 

PAUL SMITH, President. 
WILLIAMS COUNTY POMONA GRANGE, 
G. H. FAST, Mastet·. 

PIERCE & STEVENS, 
Jliddle Point, Ohio, May 6, 1.9!6. 

Represetltative, Washington, D. a. 
DEAR SIR : We sincerely trust that you will not vote for the Haugen 

bill, as it is undoubtedly unpractical, and the Tincher bill is strictly 
class. legislation. We can cite you to a. cooperative elevator that 
cleared better than $7,500 _last year. So the success or . failure of 
a cooperative elevator depends largely on its manager, and the Gov­
ernment does not hire the managers. It is up to the cooperative ele· 
vator to succeed or fall, just as it is up to us, and the writer has been 
in the trade for 20 years and can prove to you that we can handle 
grain for less money, with less overhead expense, than any cooperative, 
and we pay the same pdces. We do not believe that God made the 
world for any one man, or for any set of men, but for the people in 
general. Trust that you will give these bills your careful consideration. 

I am, 
Yours Vl'ry truly, 

C. T. PIERCE. 

OFFICE OF MASTER OHIO STATE GRA:s-GE_, 
aoshocton, Ohio, May 6, 1926. 

Hon. C. J. THOMPSON, 
House oj Represetttatives, Wa.shingto11., D. a. 

MY DEAR MR. THOMPSON : An inquiry of yours relative to the Grange 
stand on the Haugen, Aswell, and the Tincher bills has been referred 
to me. 

The Grange has taken no action J1lgarding any particular bill. In . 
Ohio we are somewhat opposed to the theory of anything bordering 
on price fixing as being unsound. . 

Doctor Atkeson is keeping in close touch with the situation and can 
give you the reaction of the organization relative to the dill'erent 
phases of the farm relief bills as viewed by the Grange. 

Respectfully, 
HARRY A. CATON, 

Master Ohio State Grange. 

[Telegrams] 

COLUMBUS, OHIO, May 1, 1926. 
Hon, CHARLES J. THOMPSON, 

House Office BuiUling, Washington, D. a.: 
As director of agrlcultu1·e it is my duty to refute statements that 

Ohio farmers do not favor Haugen bill. The farm organization leaders 
who made these representations speak for less than 5 per cent of our 
farmers. They by no means reflect public opinion In this State. The 
farm industry in Ohio is in a critical condition, the same as in other 
Corn Belt States. Our loss in land values has been $720,000,000 
during the past six years. The majority of farmers here want the 
Haugen bill and are unalterably opposed to Tincher and Aswell bills. 

c. J. THOl\fPSO~, M. c., 
Washington, D. a.: 

We oppose all these bills. 

CHAS v. T'RUAX:, 
Director of Agriculture. 

Bau.N, Omo, May .;, 1916. 

A. G. BROOK, Farmer G-range, No. !101. 

• 

NAPoLEON, OHIO, March S, 1916. 
Ron. C. J. THOMPSON, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. a.: 
We- are opposed to farm bills Nos. H. R: 1l606, 11618, and 11603. 

Letter following, 

Ron. C. J .THOMPSON, M. C., 
Washington,. D. C.: 

H. F. POHLMAN & SONS. 

LEJPSIC, OHIO, May 5, 19!6. 

l'rotesting botb the Haugen and Tincher bills, we urge you to use 
your influence against them. 

C. J. THOMPSON, M. C., 
Washington, D. a.: 

C, A. HIF..GEL. 

OTTAWA, OHIO, Ma.y s, 1926. 

We are opposed to all agriculture relief bills. Would be favor of 
bill to provide bureau of cooperation in Department of Agriculture if 
it did not have the Haugen-Dickinson rider. 

Ron. C. J. THOMPSON. 

REESE HICKEY, 

President Putnam aotmty Fa1·m Bureau. 

[Letters] 
McCLURE, Omo, May 1, 191.6. 

DEAR SIR : In regard to the so-called farm relief bills, copies of 
which you sent me, we are op~sed to H. R. 11603 and H. R. 11606, 
or any other bills whereby the Government is to control exports or to 
tlx prices in any way. 

Do not see any harm in H. R. 11618, neither do I believe that it 
will be any benetit to the farmers of Ohio. 

Yours, 

Ron. C. J. THOMPSO~, 

L. I, WINCH, 
Master Bethel Grange. 

STOCK FARMS, Napo_leon, Ohio. 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR MR. THOMPSON: After studying farm bills Nos. 11606-, li618, 

and 11G03 carefully we are very much opposed to them. 
Mr. THOMPSON, I do not believe our Congress can work out a 

system to satisfy the different fanners of to-day. From my experi­
ence I find the element continually asking for help are not the real ­
dirt, hard-working, taxpaying kind, but more o~en the swivel~air, 
bot-air kind, who have not enough real ~wledge of our farms to 
tell a ~ow froni a jackass in the way ot conducting ()Ur business. 

Mr. THOMPSON, we are with you every inch of the way With your 
ideas of economy. Cut down o~ overh~d. expenses. Save our money. 
Let every individual get out and hustle and work his own business. 
Keep your doors locked to that element asking for .millions to_ heip us 
farmers. 

Our present form of government has been very satisfactory. En­
courage the thrifty, hard-working, _ taxpaying farmers, and let the 
other element take care of themselves. 

Our Senators and Representatives elected by the people; paid by 
the people, that make our present form of govel'Dment, can better tell 
our needs than the element I have heretofore mentioned. 

Respectfully, 

Ron. C. J. THOMPSON, 
Washington, D. a. 

HENRY G. POHLMAN. 

N.APOLEO:-<, OHIO, .Apdl 28, 1926 .• 

Dm.AR FRlElltll 'IHO;llPSON : Received your telegram and also copies of 
the three farm relief bills. I have gone over them thoroughly in 
our farm papers and also in the Blade, and now the bills themselves, 
and I only hope yon will not support them, as they are about as on­
American as anything I have studied. The Government has plenty 
to do to function without trying to help any class of people. ·As I 
said before, if we arent regulated too much, we will come out all 
0. K. I spoke to some of our farmers, and they all said that THOMP­
so~-knows that we are opposed to those measures. 

Respectfully, • 
J. F. VEIGEL, 

THE NORTHWESTERN COOPERATIVE SALES Co., 
Wauseon, Ohio, April B!J, 1926. 

Mr. C. J. THOMPSON: 

Having sold my herd of cattle, I resigned as director of the North­
westm·n Cooperative Sales Co. last March. Accordingly I referred 
your telegram to a member· of that board with the suggestion that an 
expression be given you. My personal opinion is that the dairy farmers 
and the farmers generally are not asking for legislation such as is 
proposed in the three bills mentioned • 
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I believe most of the thinking farmers are opposed to the creation of 

any more boards and the appropriation of such sums as provided for in 
these bills. 

I am a director of the Ohio Poultry Producers' Cooperative Associa­
tion, with 1,800 members in Williams, Fulton, Henry, and Defiance 
Counties. At a meeting to-day of the board of directors I discussed the 
matter with various members of . that board, and there seemed to be 
no sentiment favorable to any of the proposed legislation. They do 
not feel that legislation will materially aid the cooperative-marketing 
movement. Personally I do not believe that the various cooperative­
marketing associations in the United States are at the present time 
well enough organized to successfully carry out the proposed course of 
action, even granting that the principles involved are economically 
sound. 

Trusting that the above expression may be of service to you, I am 
Very tmly yours, 

JAY C. BunB. 

THE OHIO FABM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Ooltunb1t8, Ohio, Ma11 1, 19!8. 

Hon. C. J. THOMPSON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR MR. THOMPSON : Just returned from Chicago, and the midwest 
group failed to indorse the present Haugen bill. Our people in Ohio 
took action and are still opposed to impractical equalization fees. The 
expression of the dairy groups has not been in favor of the Haugen bill. 

No organization action has been taken on the Capper-Tincher bill, 
owing to its recent presentation, but it has been the expression of our 
Ohio leaders that they favor cooperative marketing and extension of 
intermediate credits acts for the handling of cooperative products, as 
we believe is expressed in the Tincher bill, thinking that this will tend 
to the orderly distribution of farm products and maintain a. high 
average price by eliminating dumping at harvest season. 

Very truly yours, 

Hon. C. J. THOMPSON, 
Washington, D. a.: 

L. B. P ALME.R, President. 

NAPOLEON, OHIO, May 8, 1926. 

We are utterly opposed to any bills pertaining to farm relief or 
any appropriations thereto. 

Mr. C. J. THOMPSON, 
Washington, D. a. 

J. F. VEIGEL. 

BELMORE, OHio, May 1, 1926. 

DEAR SIR : In reply to yours of the 27th, as our grange is inactive 
at present, some of us got together and decided that we were not 
in favor of the agricultural relief bill, but were in favor of the other 
two. 

Yours truly, 

Hon. C. J. THOliPSON, 

D. L. HARSHBERGER, 
Ma.ster of Beltnore Grange. 

NAPOLEON, OHIO, Ma11 · !, 1926. 

Ho-Nse of Represe,ntatives, Washington, D. a.: 
At a special board meeting Saturday the agricultural relief bills 

were carefully considered and the following resolution passed : 
u ResolvedJ That the Henry County Farm Bureau go on record 

favoring the Tincher bill and that the secretary wire Representative 
'1ROMPSON of this action. Steps should be taken in framing the law 
to clothe the control board with administrative powers similar to that 
exercised by the Federal Revenue Board." 

C. J. THOMPSON, 
WashingtonJ D. 0.: 

HENBY COUNTY FA.llM BUREAU, 

HABRY M. PONTIOUS, Sec:retarJI. 

VAN WERT, Omo, May i, 1928. 

Grange and farm bureau not opposed to Tincher bill, but are to 
others. 

W. 0. BLACK, 
President of Van Wert Oo-untu Farm Bureau. 

Hon. C. J. TROMPS<YN, M. C., 
Washington, D. a.: 

FRANK BALYEAT, 
Master of Pleasant GrangtJ. 

LEIPSIC, OHIO, May 4, 19!6. 

Putnam County Pomona Grange and Leipsic Grange go on record as 
being opposed to House bills Nos. 11618 and 11606. 

C. F. HENRY, Secretaf'1/. 
D. C. HENRY, Jltu~ter. 
l. A. HUMKON• Pomona MM{et". 

BRYAN, OHIO, R. D. 5, May 1, 1926. 
Hon. CH.A.s J. THOMPSON, 

Washington, D. a.: 
I believe the Tincher bill comes nearest fulfilling the party's pledge 

and will do us the least harm. 
Personally, I am opposed to all of them. 

Yery respectfully yours, 

Hon. C. J. THOMPSON, 
Washington, D. a. 

W. S. TOMLINSON. 

EooNJ OHIOJ April 30, 1926. 

DEAR FRIEND: Our master, Mr. Bible, received your wire in regard 
to the farm relief bills to be brought up next Tuesday, and we appre­
ciate your kindness in remembering us. 

We had a meeting last night and voted in favor of the Haugen bill, 
but opposed to the Tincher bill and the Curtis-A.swell bill. 

We are not very enthusiastic about any bill of this kind, but the 
Haugen bill might be of some advantage to us until such time as 
natural causes make a change and the pendulum swings back again, 
giving the farmer an equal chance with every other man, which is all 
any of us ask, or at least we ought not to ask more. 

Thanking you again for your kindness and interest in us (this 
means the whole grange), I am, 

Truly yours, 

CHARLES J. THOMPSON, 

C. 'M. DAVIS, 
0114irman Executive Oommittee. 

SWANTON, OHIO, May 6, 19~. 

House ot Representatives, Washington, D. a.: 
Please protest the enactment of the Haugen and Tincher bills. 

THE SWANTON MILLING & ELEVATOR CO. 

One of the principal objections that Ohio people have to 
these bills is that they set up too much new machinery. It 
has become the fashion for Congress to create new commis­
sions. And commissions are a bad thing, Lincoln once said. 
They are not answerable to either the President or to Congress 
or to the people, but constitute a sort of fifth wheel of govern­
ment, answerable to nobody and a law unto themselves. No 
one can be held responsible for what a commission does. 
There is no one individual who can be held accountable. We 
are becoming a Government by commissions. The farmers 
of my country have been wishing for Federal employees of 
commissions to be cut off and cast out. The passage of tllis 
law would add to the pay roll of Uncle Sam and swell ex· 
penses. I feel that the farmers are for economy. 

The Haugen bill proposes a farm advisory council of 48 · 
members, and among other duties of this council is to nominate 
36 candidates, from which the President will make a selection 
of 12 to compose the Federal farm board, each to draw a sal­
ary of $10,000 annually for his services. The board is given 
power to select its own secretary and such experts and other 
employees as may be necessary to carry on its operations. 

The Tincher bill would set up an advisory farm council of 
36 members and a farmers' marketing commission of 7 mem­
bers, 1 of whom shall be the Secretary of Agriculture, and 6 
members to draw salaries of $12,000 each. The Aswell bill 
would borrow $100,00Q,OOO of the Government. 

The measures proposed would vastly increase the evils of 
bureaucracy, of which there is so much complaint in the 
Nation. Congress, if it passed th~e bills now under con­
sideration, would bureanize the entire farming industry of the 
country. It would place it under governmental control and 
supervision, with a host of high-salaried commissioners and 
additional inspectors and busybodies. And these are despised 
by farmers. 

If living costs are artificially advanced, it wlll be necessary to put 
wages up. Then It wlll cost more to produce everything, and prices 
of everything will be higher. And so we will start around again in 
the old circle-higher cost of living, then higher wages, then higher 
prices for everything, and higher wages to pay the higher prices for 
everything, and still higher prlce.g to pay the higher wages, until 
finally we come once more to the inevitable smash. 

There has been already too much of this sort of legislation. 
Let well enough alone. [Applause.] 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY]. 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, if I may have the attention 
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINcHER] I want to reply 
to the colorful speech made yesterday afternoon by that gen­
tleman 1n which he took occasion to criticize a great farm 
paper in my State and to characterize an article, which dis­
cussed his bill, in terms most emphatic. 

• 
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Under the permission I have to extend in the RECORD I will 

print at this place in my speech the article referred to by the 
gentleman from Kansas, including the heading. 

The matter referred to is as fotlows : 
TINCHER BILL SMELLS BAD 

The Tincher farm relief bill, which has the backing of the admin­
istration, is being shoved through Congress in the hope of heading off 
the kind of legislation farmers really want, and at the same time to 
give the R__wublican Party an opportunity to say it has made good its 
promise to do something for agriculture. 

The principal feature of this bill is that it establishes a Government 
fund of $100,000,000 to be loaned to cooperatives. 

The lllinois .Agricultural .AssociatioD sets forth the three principal 
objections to this bill: 

1. It provides no mechanism or funds for making the tariff effective 
on agricultural products. 

2. It makes no provi ion of any kind for handling the surplus or 
stabilizing markets or prices. 

3. It provides no aid for carrying over surplus production from one 
year to the next or for finding markets abroad. 

Real cooperatives do not want the kind of Government loans provided 
in this biil. To accept such loans would put them in debt on an un· 
sound basis, and if they attempted to handle the surplus they would 
do so at the expense of their members and with little hope of success. 

The bill will encourage fake cooperatives like the Grain Marketing 
Co. and lead to an epidemic of promoted cooperatives. 

The bill bears all the earmarks of the old Grain Marketing Co. crowd 
and the legislation and Government help which it has sought in the 
past. Gray Silver and his associates may not have had a hand in fram· 
ing the Tincher bill, but they certainly-will not be displeased by it 

This bill should be sunk without trace, whether we get anything else 
or not. 

The principal thiitg about the nrticle to which he objects is 
the title which reads: 

Tincher bill smells bad. 

This edition of the Prairie Farmer had been out one week 
before the gentleman from Kansas discovered this article in it.i 
editorial columns, and on the day he made his speech another 
issue of the Prairie Farmer had made its appearance and had 
reached this city. 

I have carefully read this article to which the gentleman 
referred yesterday. It is a most careful and a most accurate 
analysis of his bill, the :most careful and the most accurate 
analysis I have yet seen-a marvel of condensation. 

His bill tenders to farmers the old relief, the opportunity 
which has been tendered them so many times during the period 
he has served in Congress, representing in part the · great 
State of Kansas ; the opportunity to borrow more money di­
rectly, and perhaps indirectly; the opportunity to further in­
crease the farm indebtedness of this country. Accepting the 
opportunities they have had in the last eight years, during the 
period co\ered by the service of the gentleman from Kansas, 
they have increased · their farm indebtedness from a little over 
$5,000,000,000 until it reaches now the enormous total of almost 
$12,000,000,000, and the gentleman's bill proposes to give them 
an opportunity to add another $100,000,000 to that immense 
total. 

The trouble with the gentleman's bill and with his proposi­
tion is that we thought fn the Corn Belt States it was buried 
long ago. We thought with the continued increase of farm 
indebtedness and with the continued failure of the remedies he 
suagests the proposition was dead and buried. It is dead; 
if it is buried, then it is time for it to smell even worse 
than this a1ticle says it smells. 

Now, the gentleman threatens a dire revenge. The Prairie 
Farmer, he says, is a rival of the farm newspapers, which 
appear in duplicate in so many sections of the United Stutes 
and which are owned and edited by a Senator from his State 
[Senator CAPPER], who has also introduced this bill in the 
Senate. 

He proposes as a measure of retaliation against the Prairie 
Farmer that Senator CAPPER's paper be placed in every farm 
home in Illinois, and that is the revenge he proposes. He also 
calls the author of this editorial a liar, which was a perfectly 
safe thing to do. He is a thousand miles fi'Om here. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. CAPPER did find his way into nearly every Republican 
farm home in Illinois just before the recent Republican pri­
maries. I have here the Prairie Farmer, but that is not the 
only paper in which his advertisement appears. He indor ed 
Senator McKINLEY as a candidate for reelection to the· United 
States Senate. At the time Mr. McKINLEY received this indorse­
ment from Mr. CAPPER he was the most popular man in either 
party in the State of illinois, without any question. The World 
Court had nothing to do with it. As soon as the Republicans 

of illinois found that Senator CAPPER had indorsed McKINLEY, 
that was the end of McKINLEY's popularity with the farmE'rs of 
illinois. [Laughter.] Here is a long letter printed· as an 
advertisement in the Prairie Farmer assuring the farmers that 
Senator McKINLEY " is helping the farmers and can help the 
farmers." The letter is from Senator CAPPER. 

On the next page appears another advertisement addressed 
to the farmers with this foreword, " This advertisement is paid 
for by illinois farmers as the fir.st step in getting back to a 
100 cents farm dollar "-they paid for it them!'el'les-it indorses 
Frank L. Smith, and announce that Smith is pledged to 
support the principles of the Federal farm board measure 
for immediate fa1:m relief. These ad'lertisements went t o all 
the farm homes in illinois with the re ult that Republican 
farmers had the opportunity of voting on the Capper-Tincher 
bill and on the Federal farm board bill and the latter won by 
an enormous majority. 

Six years ago McKINLEY had the same opponent, Colonel 
Smith, of Illinois. Six years ago in the agricultural counties 
of illinois, in the counties out ide of Cook County, Smith was 
defeated by McKINLEY by a plurality of 69,000 votes. This 
rear Smit:l stood for the Federal farm board measure and 
McKINLEY made his campaign with the indorsement of CAPPER., 
and M:cKnnEY was defeated by 89,000 votes in the agricultural 
counties of Illinois. Where the World Court cut any figure 
must have been in the county of Cook. Smith carried Cook 
Oounty by 20,000 less majority than he received six years ago. 
So the Republican farmers of illinois had CAPPER and all of 
his suggestions and arguments and they compared that with 
the platform which indor ed the Federal farm board measure 
and the Federal farm board measure received a tremendous 
indorsement. · 

Here is another advertisement of Senator McKINLEY. This · 
is his own advertisement, paid for by himself, and ·refer to 
his opponents. I read from it as printed here in another issue 
of the Prairie Farmer-

They do not like McKIYLEY because he has adhered to the platform 
pledges of the Republican Party and has supported the policies of 
President Coolidge. 

With these two propositions before the Republicans of illi­
nois with the Capper-Tincher bill-and that was an issue-and 
with the Federal farm board measure and with the further 
pledge of McKLliiLEY that he had supported and proposed to 
continue to carry out and support the policies of Coolidge, the 
Republicans administered to the most popular man in illinois a 
tremendous defeat. 

1\Ir. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAINEY. Yes. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of illinois. The Capper-Tincher bill had not 

been introduced at the time of the Illinois primaries. 
Mr. RAINEY. The gentleman is mistaken. The bill itself 

may not have made its appearance, but the principle of the bill 
was discussed on the hustings in Illinois, and Senator CAPPER's 
position was well understood by the Republican voters in Illi­
nois. They were against further loans to farmers. 

Mr. WEF ALD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAINEY. Yes. 
Mr. WEF ALD. What does the gentleman think the result 

would have been in Illinois if the Tincher bill had been an 
issue out there? 

.Mr. RAINEX. The principle of the Tincher bill was an issue 
in illinois, and the policies of President Coolidge were also 
issues in the Republican primary in illinois. Senator Mc­
KINLEY was an exceedingly popular man. His personal popu­
larity overcame some of the bad effects of the Capper-Tincher 
bill, but if the Capper-Tincher bill had been the only issue 
and had not had the popularity of Senator McKINLEY to off­
set some of its unpopularity, the defeat of this measure would 
have been more pronounced even that it was. 

With a great deal of surprise I have listened to the debate, 
especially on the Republican side of this Chamber, and have 
heard Republicans denounce the $375,000,000 revolving fund­
and it is a revolving fund and in a moment I will tell you 
why it is-as a subsidy, and they take their position against 
the bill on account of the fact that they say this is a subsidy. 

I wonder how long it has been since they were so pronounced 
in their opposition to subsidies? Is it possible that they have 
forgotten the McKinley law, which went into effect in October, 
1890, and which, as to sugar, went into effect in 1891? That 
law provided for a subsidy on sugar, a bounty of 2 cents a 
pound on all of the sugar produced in the State of Louisiana. 
Under that bounty and under that subsidy that law operated 
for three years. During that period of time in the State of 
Louisiana the Federal Government paid $45 per long ton on 
all the sugar produced in that State, and dm·ing those three 
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years that the bill was in operation the Federal Government only our Nation- but -part of the world, and the cotton and 
paid as a sub ·idy to the sugar proaucers there over $11,000,000 wool that covers our backs. 
a year. Yet they take the position now as being heroically If the daily toil on their farms should cease for 90 days, 
opposed to this revolving fund, and I am going to call it a the vast population of our country would starve. · 
revolving fund, because that is exactly what it is. It revolves If they did not furnish the raw materials for work in the 
out of the Treasury, and it revolves back again into the Treas· factories, the factories would close. 
ury because it restores the farmer's buying power. He strug- If the great transportation systems of the country lo t their 
gles along now with an average income per year of $750, and freight and the tonnage were cut down, the wheels of the rail­
this, if it does anything, will give him more than that, and if roads, having 2,000,000 employees and $20,000 000 000 in in­
he gets more than that, it will increase his buying power, and vested capital, would be disastrously injured. A demand 
if it increases his buying power, he can take his family to would be made for a reduction in wages and a curtailment of 
entertainments and pay the tax for taking them there. interest, depriving thousands of families from earning a liveli-

A REVOLVING FUND hOOd. 
This is a revolving fund. A great part of it will find its way Our merchant fl~et, carrying the American flag over the sea.s 

back into the Treasury-all of it may find its way back into the ?f commerce, depnved of the product of agriculture, would lie 
Trea ury. So much of it as may be taken out \Vill be so ex- I Idle at our ports. 
pended as to increase the earnings of farmers, and when you The man who makes ~nd sells shoes, the man who makes and 
increase their earnings you increase their buying power. If sells hardware or clothmg or manufactures of any kind, would 
you can establi ·h equality for farmers with industry they will lose 13,000,~00 custome_rs. . . . 
be al.Jle to buy more new automobiles and fewer secondhand Onl_y a. slight re~ectwn Will cause the mtelligent dweller in 
automobiles, and whenever they buy new automobiles they will th~ big City .to. realize. that th~ farmer can not be destroJ·ed or 
be contributing, in the sales tax they pay, something lo the crippled or. m~ured mth~ut disaster coming ultimately to him. 
Treasury of the United States. They will be able to take their The sheriff Is now callmg on the farmer with notice of fore· 
families to more entertainments and places of amusemer.:.t, and closure ; the bankruptcy courts, ~or the first time in the his­
whenever they pay admission fees over 75 cents they are pay~ tory of our country, are cont~ollmg ~he bankl·upt condition of 
ing taxes al o back into the Treasury of the United States. farmers; rural banks are closmg theu doors; farms are b·~ing 
Wben they buy more goods upon which tariff taxes are levied, vacated; and the fo;ce that feeds the Nation is moving f1·om 
more tariff taxes finds a way back into the Treasury of the the country to the .city. . 
United States. Therefore tllis money is not taken out of the The s.turdy, patriotic! hard-:vorkrng farmer has been beset on 
Treasury never to return as a "Teat many have stated on this every. Side. He buys m a h'ghly protected market. He sells 
floor. ' b in a world market without protection. 

The year the gentleman from Kansas (:Mr. TL~CHER] came to Indu try .is o~·ga.nize~, labor is organized, capital is organized, 
Congre. ·s only 49 banks failed. Last year 542 banks failed, mo t t~·ansportation IS orga~Ized, all. the. vital factors of our economic 
of them in agricultural districts, with liabilities nine times llf~ ~~ve one ha.ve the~r orgam~ati~ns and have been the bene· 
greater than the liabilities '"ere in 1!>20. In 1920 the total ficianes of special natwnal legislatiOn. 
value of farm property in the United States was S80,000,000,000. :h~ farmer alone has .been left t~ struggle for himself. 
Last year the total value of farm property was less than $60,- . For five ·years I. have listened to his appe~ls, re~d t~e spe~ches 
000,000,000. The gentleman from Kan as has been in Congress 111 the RECORD! discussed ~eports, and waited :'lth Impatience 
long enough to see the earnings of transportation worker8 stabil- f~r the Committee on Agriculture to act, ~no_w!-llg that .until it 
ized at $1.,572 per year, and this was accomplished as the result did act, under the rules of the Hous~, any mdividual actwn of a 
of legislation. Since the gentleman f1·om Kansas has come to Member of .t~e House would be futile. 
Congress the wages of Government employees has been stabil- After wmtmg .for som~ five years,. this committee ~a~ finally 
ized and increa ed by legi lative enactment, for which he prob- reported three b~lls, funaamentally d~erent and confhctm~ 
ably voted until Government employees earn now an averao-e of . At the conclusiOn of months of continuous debate, after Ii:·ten· 
$1,650 per' annum. When the gentleman from Kansas ca~e to I-':lg to th~ argu.ments o~ .all sides a!ld giving the subject e:xten· 
Congress the value of farm property in his State was one-half SlVe con~Ideratwn, a ~VIded committee. has, for the first time. 
billion dollars more than it is now. Eight years ago 41 per thrown mto the House three great ~gnc.ult.ural n:easur~s, a_nd 
cent of the population of Kansas lived on farms, now only 31 ru:em~ers of the House, fo_r the first time u;t Its ~ntire legisl~hve 
per cent of the population of Kansas live on farms. Eight h~story, are confront~d With the 1:1nusual Situation .of committee 
years ago the farmers of Kansas received 29 per cenl of the disag!~em~nt and failure to .ac~ 111 the u~ual •. ordinary proce s 
total current income of that State. To-day they only 1·eceive 0~ leE>Islatwn through a maJOrity and mmonty report on one 
16 per cent, and may I call attention in this connection to the smgle ~easnre.. . . . .. 
fact that the average earnings per year of the farmers of ~onfronted With thi~ uncerta~nty and diviSIOn and thoroughly 
Kansas are Iiow only $730, and this is true also of other States, s~hsfied that someth~ng practical must be done, I have de­
and this amount includes the fuel, food, and housing supplied c~ded to accep~ the JUdgment of the leaders and representa­
by his farm and estimated at $630 per year. tlves of the frumers of the Central 'Yest, 'vho h~ve been here 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois for mont~s, and shall vote for the bill upon which they have 
has expired. openly umted. 

Mr. SW Al\TK. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri [l\fr. HAwES]. 

Mr. HAWES. Mr. Chairman, Members of Congress under­
stand that the work of this House-at least, the .initial work­
is done by its standing committees in conjunction with its 
Committee on Rules. The latter designates the time of de­
bate, the length of time for discussion, the time of voting, and 
the day upon which discussion can be concluded. 

It will not be disputed that standing committees and the 
Rules Committee may push legislation forward to final con­
sideration or may throttle it and put it in the discard, to be 
killed and buried without even a decent funeral. 

With more than 12,000 bills before the House, the average 
Member waits until a committee has completed its report be­
fore undertaking the special study of a problem that may never 
come before him for consideration and upon which he may 
never be called upon to vote. 

Among other committees of the House is the Committee 
on Agriculture, which pa ·ses upon problems of agriculture and 
farming, and to which all farm measures are first 1·eferred. 

It is composed of 21 members, and I for one have waited 
with some impatience for five years for that committee to 
agree upon a constructive program which might give aid and 
practical assistance to the sturdy men and women who till 
the soil of the fertile fields of the Mississippi, Missouri, and 
Ohio River Basins. 

The e farmers of the great Central West and South produce 
the wheat, the corn, the hogs, and the cattle that feed not 

AN EMERGENCY 

Making due allowance for possible •exaggeration, I am con­
vinced that a real emergency eAists in the affairs of the farmer. 

There is a crisis. The threatened insolvency of the farmer 
should force action. The time has arrived when technicalities 
must be temporarily set aside in the interest of practical as­
sistance. 

Men may be divided as to whether the emergency was 
created by natural conditions or by artificial legislation, but 
there is no disagreement on the fact that the emergency does 
exist. 

For months representatives of the great Central We t­
earnest, sincere men-have been conferring. They have been 
willing to compromise; they have been willing to enter into 
practical agreement that might bring relief; they have finally 
evolved and presented a measure which, they claim, will work. 

I know personally something of the farmer's trouble. Raised 
in a small town, more or less intimate with the farm, having 
·served on the agricultural committee of my State legislature, 
and having been active in the development of the· public-road 
problem as it affects the farmer, moving in groups that favor 
conservation of the "big outdoors," traveling through my State 
and conversing not only with the farmer but with the local 
merchant and the small banker, I am personally satisfied that 
the lamentable condition of the farmer has not been exag­
gerated. It is so bad that it is hardly possible to exaggerate' it. 

There are actually 13,500,000 farmers, including farm labor­
ers, on the producing fields of our Nation, or about one-fourth 
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of the gainfully employed population of our country. Thls 
13,500,000 estimated farm population, the Department of Agri­
·Culture estimates, declined by 479,000 in 1925. The farm exo-
dus, including farm laborers. in 1925 totaled 900,000, but an 
offset in population loss is credited. to an excess of 400,000 
births over deaths during the year. One editor aptly remarks~ 
however. it is to be hoped that farm relief may come before 
the e infant farmers are old enough to take to the plow. 

This exodus is not normal ; it is unnatural~ It began to grow 
shortly after the war. 

When the gro income of agriculture dropped from $15,800,-
000,000 in 1919 to $~,500,000,000 in 1920, the movement from 
the farm took impetus, and it has not been checked. 

Not since 1919 has the farmer been able to meet his debts. 
Conditions . are such as to be reflected in acreage, and it is 

e tlmated there are approximately 6,000,(}()(} fewer acres of fa.rm 
land in production to--day than in 1919. 

This depression as not created merely by what are called 
"lean rears " ; it was largely created by postwar financial re­
adjustment, principally because the •farmer, unprotected by the 
same economic laws and conditions as industry found himself 
caught in an ebbing tide and unable to handle the readjustment. 

. Commercial industry, guarded by laws and organi21ation, cred~ 
its, and banking resources, has been able to adjust itself. 

The farmer bas not been able to do so. His loans were predi-
cated on high land lues. When these loans were called he 
could not refinance. 

The readjustment of prices which industry through its bank 
credits was- able to conduct in orderly fashion created a panic 
for the farmer. His was a world condition. 

Industry alone faced a domestic market protected by a. tariff 
wall. The tariff gave no protection to the farmer. He was 
advi ed that conditions would improve. He borrowed money 
to pay his interest an~ reborrowed to meet new interest pay-
ments. . 

Statis"tics of four agricultural States picked at random show 
that in 1919 there were but 111 bankrupt farmers~ while in the 
same States in 1924 almost 2,000 farmers filed voluntary peti­
tions in bankruptcy ; and in 1925, 1.810 found their way to the 
courts of insolvency. 

The following report of the Comptroller of the Currency on 
bank failures from 1916 to 1925, inclusive, speaks for itself: 

Total State and private institu­
tions National banks 

Num~ 
ber .Assets Liabilities Num- .Ass.ets. ber . LiabilitiE'.'> 

'l'B.E SITUATION. IN :rd.ISSOURl 

I am particularly interested in this legislation because my­
own State, Missouri, is vitally concerned. 

The Missouri farmer is calling on us for assistan{!e. He not 
only demands the right to make his dollaT worth what it is to­
the New England industrialist, but he wants to sell in a pro­
tected market if he has to buy there" He is entitled to that 
protection. 

Forgetting, for the purpose of this discussion, the vast min­
eral resources of Missouri, and, of course~ her many millions 
of dollars in industrial developments, and confining discus­
sion strictly to the farm, no State in the Union boasts a wider 
range of productivity, a greater fertility of soil~ a larger group 
of natural advantages and water :power or greater oiversity 
of farm interests than 1\fissomi. Nor need Missouri · be any 
less boastful of her place among the States in the tobrl of he1~ 
products of all kinds. 

And yet the latest figures of the Department of Commerce 
show that there are 260,478 farms in Missouri, compared with 
263,004 in 1920; tha.t of these farms there are 174,385 owners 
and 86,093 tenants and managers, compared with 185,030 own­
ers and 77,900 tenants and managers in 1920 . 

On January 1. 1926, the total farm acreage in Missouri was 
32,637,043, compared with 34,774,679 in 19-20, a decrease of 
more than 2,000,000 acres in six years. The average acreage 
per farm decreased similarly from 132 acres in 192.0 to 125.3 
acres in 1926. 

Missouri's farm lands and buildings, valued in 1920 at 
$3,063,967~700, are valued as of January 1, 1926, at $2,013,-
565,747, a decrease in valuation of mere than $1,000,000,000 in 
six years. · 

Of this $1~.000,000,000 decrease1 slightly less than 28,000~000 
is charged by the Department of Commerce to decrease in 
building valuations~ leaving the total $1,000,000,000 decrease 
practically confined to. land. 

The growth oi the cotton industry in Missouri should not 
be overlooked by a student of agricultural economics, because, 
although cotton-crop acreage has increased, total crop land 
has decreased. In 1895 there were only 47,772 acres of cotton 
picked in the entire State, producing 11,816 bales of 500 gro~ 
pounds weight. 

After the great reclamation work of southeast Missouri, 
when miles of former swamp land was turned into- fertile 
farm soU at a cost of 17,000,000; the growth increa ed. 

In 1918 there were 148,000 aeres of cotton picked, produc-ing 
62,000 bales. 

By 1923, 350,000 acres of cotton were picked in Missouri, pro· 
ducing 126,280 bales. 

J916 _________ _ 

1917----------1918 ________ _ 

(1 $10, 512, 000 
35 6, 752, 000 
25 9, 195,. 000 

$16, 010, 000 
11,300,000 
10, 25S, 000 

13 $3, 868, 000 
7 6, 895,000 
2 2.800, 000 

In three counties in Missourl-Dunklin, New l\1a£lrid, and 
$3, 020, ooo Pemiscot~more than 130,000 acres of cotton were picked in 
~ ~· 000 1923, producing more than 75,000 bales. ~~.<N.,,OOO 1919 _____ ___ _ 

42 ------~~---
44 --~----------

9, 611.000 
18,955,000 
96,124,000 
95,933,000 
64.550,000 

1 535,000 496,000 Horses valued in 1920 a.t $TI,916,000 in Missouri are now 
192() _________ _ 
1921 ____ ____ _ _ 

330 -------------
364 ------------
237 -----------
777 ------------

1, 930, ooo valued a.t some $35,000,000 less. 
l~· 30

2871,
000 Swine valued in 1920 at $64,168,000 are now listed at $37,-

II 2, 739,000 
28 18, 806, 000 

1922 _________ _ 
1923 _______ _ 

223,188 
119, 728, 000 

33 21., 679,000 
37 21, 602, 000 

138 84, 974, 000 

~. ,000 
20, 076, ooo 910,000, or some $26,258,000 less, although the number of hogs 
74, 743, ooo · increased in the same period by 574,000. 

1924 _________ _ 

6.\ 315
•
000 Oorn, which in 1919 was produced on 5,567,079 acres in 

____ .,:.._ _ _.:... ___ _.:... ___ _.:... __ .,:.._ ___ ..:.....____ Missouri, is being produced on about 100.000 acres les in th-e 
102 -------------440 -------------

1925 ____ _____ _ 

Recently there was read to this House a most interesting latest department figures, and the crop fell from 146,300,000 
table that has a direct bearing upon this situation. It repre- bushels in 1919 to 128,761,000 bushels in 19'2..4. 
sents the purchasing power of the farmer's dollar as compared Figures of certain other products are: 
W'ith other dollars. . 

This table was originally prepared by the Joint Committee on 
Agriculture on index numbers running from 1890 to 1920. 
Former Secretary of Agriculture Wallac~ brought the table up 
to 1922. and the present Secretary of Agriculture furnished the 
figures, based on the same index numbers, for 1923, 1924, and 
1925. 

This table follows : 
The pu1'cffl18ing pot-oer ot the fat'11ter's d.ol£ar since 189a 

(Includes food and farm produ.cts with all other products) 
c~ts c~ts 

1890_______________________ 83 1908--------------------- 93 
1 91____________________ 89 1909-------------- 100 
1 92----------------~------ 87 1910------------------- 96 
1893----------------·------ 87 191L-----------------· 97 1894_______________________ 85 1912_____________________ 101 
1895_______________________ 85 1913--------------------- 100 
1896_______________________ 81 1914--------------------- 10~ 
1897---------------------- 86 1915 _________________ 103 
1898_______________________ 88 1916--------------------- 97 
1899----------------------- 83 1917--------------------- 107 
1900----------------------- 86 1918---------~----------- 112 
1901_______________________ 92 1919-------------------- 112 1902_______________________ 95 1920____________________ 96 
1903----------------------- 88 1921--------------------· 84 1904______________________ 93 1922_____________________ 89 
1905 _______________________ 90 1923--------------------- 61.3 1906 _______________________ 88 1924 _____________________ 62.4 

1907----------------------- 9o 192.&.-----:--------~-- 60. a 

192! 

oats.-------------------------------------~----t~~~eis== zl: :: ~ 
Wh t acres_____ 1, 441. 000 

ea -----·--------·---·--------,·-~--------- bushels. .. 19, 174, 888 Tobacco ______________________ ___________ pounds.. 3, 925,833 

1919 

1, 707,000 
{(), 493, 700 

4, 564,990 
65,210.000 
4, 057,753 

During 19-24, 55,000 men left Missouri farms and only 32,000 
moved in, according to the annual report of the Missouri Board 
of .AgricultUJre. The survey of the State sets the total "vacant 
farm houses n at 28,500, but this is probably high and includes 
some discarded houses not originally used for dwellings. 

Of the 32,000 men who moved on the farms 23,000 were mar­
ried men and 9,000 single. Of the- 55,000 who moved out of the 
farm area 32,000 were married and 23,000 single. 

The net loss of hired farm workers, aceording to the State 
agricultural board, was 23,000 men in 1924. 

The report further shows that the regularly employed men 
on Missouri farms is approximately 26,000, or only 66 per cent 
of the former normal employment of 39,000 men, not including 
harvest transients. 

The Missouri farmer has eliminated one-third of his help and 
is, pre.sumablyt shouldering the added labor on himself and 
fa!!!Uy fo!: eco-!1-omy. 

• 
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Nor is the picture presented bettered by other pertinent facts. 1 cities and towns doing business with the farmers of the State 

In Missouri in 1910 the total mOtrtgage debt on farm lands was and lying wholly in agricultural sections. 
$112.000 000 approA.'imately. In 1920 it had increased to .$216,- All these financial troubles came to the farmer during a 
000 000.' And while figures are not available with any detailed period of transition. He was endeavoring to progress toward a 
acc~acy for the later years, the following statement from the higher standard of living. His mud roads were being trans­
A..,.ricultural Yearbook of the United States Department of formed into modern highways. His wagons were giving place 
A~riculture for 1924 is significant: to automobiles, and trucks and tractors were taking the place 

Total farm-mortgage indebtedness in the United States has greatly of the horse-drawn plow and ~arro~. . . . 
. d . 1n?O • * • :ru st f 't • • • has unquestion- The farmer can not be charged With profligacy m turmng to 
mcrease slllce i./ - • ~ 0 1 

. the motor vehicle. ·He is entitled to the same modern con-
ably been assumed to refund short-tlme loans to pay mterest, taxes, and . f th And f t . tl b . . vemences o any o er man. rom a s nc y usmess 
current expenses. ~tandpoint he was forced to discard his horse for a motor 

There is much which might be done by the indiyidual States vehicle. It was an essential change in his method of farm 
in helping the farmer in his present plight. operation. 

In my own State, for instance, the situation is described by The farmer, trying to keep pace with modern conditions, had 
the St. Louis Star, as follows: to refinance his operations on the farm, and now, in the new 

mssouRr's ABANooxEo F~RMS management of things, he is confronted with expenses which he 
should be able to balance from increased prices. But his prices 

Year by year the desertion of farms in Missouri by their o\\ners have not increased, so that the efficiency he sought is not 
goes on without any intelligent effort by the State government either reflected in his .income. • 
to investigate the cause or to remedy it. Yet depopulation of the 
agricultural districts means depopulation of the State and loss of 
wealth, because many of those who abandon farming do not migrate 
to Missouri cities, but remove to other commonwealths. The growth 
of the cities scarcely more than offsets the decrease in rural popu· 
lation. 

According to a report just issued by the State agri-cultural board, 
based on United States census figures, the number of farms in the 
State declined from 185,030 in 1920 to 174,385 in 1925, a decrease of 
more than 10,000 in five years. Empty farm houses, windowless and 
standing in jungles of weeds and brush, dot Missouri hills and are 
scattered over much of what once was regaJ:ded as arable land. The 
number of other farms operated by tenants and not by owners reached 
32.6 per cent last year. 

Missouri's farmers will continue to desert the fields and hills until 
the State points the way to a better use of much of Missouri's land. 
The State agricultural college, reinforced by the State board of agri­
culture, is doing good work, bot something more is needed. Thousands 
of square miles of hill countl·y, under intelligent State direction, ought 
to be raising merchantable timber, fruit, or other crops, instead of 
their present scrub oak and persimmon trees. Much of this land, ac­
cording to experts, will raise nothing bot hardwood timber. Other land 
is good for fruit and nothing else. It can be made, experts say, to 
raise these crops profl tably. 

The abandoned homes ought to be filled with a happy and prosperous 
population. Hairy farming and fruit growing should be developed 
under State dit·ection, instead of being left to the help of industrial de­
partments of a few enterprising railroads. When the Missouri State 
government takes up these problems scientifically and thoughtfully, as 
is being done elsewhere, Federal census figures will tell a different story. 

In view of the fact that Missouri shared proportionately the 
increases and decreases of the previous 10 years with other 
agricultural States, it is reasonable to suppose that she has 
shared the " greatly increased " mortgage indebtedness of 1920 
to 1924 and thereafter. 

The Agriculture Department statement that a portion at least 
of this new indebtedness has gone for " cunent expenses " 
tells a story in itself. " Current expenses " might well be 
changed in this report to " living expenses," and be a more 
honest statement of fact. 

The figures on taxation for the last few years are not avail­
able in detail for comparison purposes, but it is interesting 
to note also in the 1924 Yearbook of the Department of Agri­
culture the following : 

Tax delinquency has increased. This is -especially significant be­
cause farmers do not willingly delay tax payments, but when possible 
borrow money to meet them. In some western areas local taxes have 
been delinquent for several years. • • • In most of the important 
farming regions of the country taxes on farm lands have gone up two 
to six times as rapidly as the value of the land. Tares in the last 
few years have consumed from 10 to 50 per cent of the net farm 
income in large sections of the country. Tax burdens have been par­
ticularly heavy in the North and the West. 

I have confined myself to basic figures and statements that 
have to do with farming in general and not a particular class 
of agricultural interests. 

The Missouri fai:mer is threatened with complete :financial 
paralysis. 

In Missouri from 1918 to 1922 the largest number of bank 
failures in any one year was 11 and in one year there were 
only 2. 

In 1922 there were 15. In 1923 there were 28. In 1924 the 
number jumped to 44, and in 1925 there were more than 35. 

Since 1922 more than 100 banks h~ve closed their doors in my 
own S_tate, a~d ~e large !!!ftj~~ty Qf them by f~~ :weJe m 

THE TARIFF TAX 

We need not discuss here the tariff as an issue politically. 
Let us see only what is its effect on the farmer or whether he 
is affected by it. 

To dispose of either an ignorant or willfully false claim that 
the present tariff act does not place a tax upon the things the 
farmer needs, let us follow the farmer through one day of 
labor. 

His head resting on a 25 per cent tariff-taxed pillow slip, 
he awakens with the dawn, throws off a 25 per cent tariff· 
taxed blanket, and arises from a 60 per cent tariff-taxed wooden 
bed, raises a tariff-taxed window curtain, and lets in the only 
untari.ff-taxed thing so far-the sunlight. He pulls on tariff· 
taxed socks after discarding a tariff-ta~ed nightshirt, washes 
his face in untariff-taxed water in a "protected" earthen 
bowl, dries with a tariff-taxed towel, and sits down at a " pro­
tected" breakfast table that is covered with a "protected" 
cloth. 

With tariff-taxed kitchen utensils "protected" as high as 
50 per cent and in tariff-taxed aluminum pans Mrs. Farmer 
has prepared the usual morning meal. They drink coffee 
sweetened by tariff-taxed sugar and stirred by a tariff-taxed 
spoon. They cut their ham with a tariff-taxed knife and eat 
it with a tariff-taxed fork. 

l\fr. Farmer glances at a tariff-taxed clock, notes that it is 
5 a. m., grabs ut> a 60 per cent "protected" straw hat, dashes 
out a tariff-taxed door, and starts his daily toil. 

1\Irs. Farmer later, sits down at a tariff-taxed sewing rna· 
chine to sew on tariff-taxed" aprons and shirts with tariff-taxed 
needles and " protected " thread. Her fingers an through the 
day hardly touch an untariff-taxed article. 

Meanwhile, outside, l\fr. Farmer may use a 15 per cent pound 
tariff-taxed nail pounded by a "protected " hammer ; he may 
be cutting with a 30 per cent "protected" sickle or digging 
with a 30 per cent tariff-taxed spade or shovel. 

His heavier implements are made of "protected" steel. His 
chicken coops are built of tariff-taxed wire. 

He bundles his products in a 15 per cent ad valorem tariff· 
taxed bag of hemp or :flax, tied with a " protected" twine, 
loads them on a 1-ton truck that runs on 10 per cent tariff­
taxed tires, drives over a $4 to $15 per ton tariff-taxed cement 
road to town, and sells the fruits of his labor and his soil in 
an untariff-taxed and unprotected market at a price fixed 
probably in Liverpool! 

And yet we are told that the tariff works no hardship on the 
farmer as it is operated to-day. Because there is no direct 
tariff on farm implements, we are asked to believe that the 
farmer is "f1·ee," when, as a matter of fact, from the condiments 
on his tariff-taxed kitchen-cabinet shelf to the tariff-taxed but­
ton on his shirt, he is " tariffed " for nearly eiery article that 
enters his daily life. 

Whatever may be the political view of this tariff, from an 
economic standpoint with relation to industry and labor, the 
fact is unmistakable that the tariff does affect the farmer on 
every article except that which he raises or labors to raise, 
because he must sell in a market where the tariff is of little or 
no utility. 

It is manifest that what the farmer buys is bought at a pric.e 
fixed by economic conditions in his own country and protected 
by a tariff, whereas what he sells is sold at a price fixed by 
world conditions over which he has no control. 

.AGRICULTUB.AL AND COMMERCIAL INDUSTRY 

Agricultural and commercial industry are interdependent. 
The destruction of either would mean the paraly ·is of the 
other. What is harmful, fundamentally, to the one is ulti­
!!J,ately ~uinous to the other..! 
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The man who makes shoes must sell them to the man who 

raises corn. If the man who raises corn is bankrupt, then that 
portion of the· market is annihilated for the shoe man . . The 
shoe man must curtail his production if he loses a portion of 
his market. 

If the merchant who sells clothing or furniture, or kitchen 
uten ils, or kodaks, or radios has to eliminate from his clien­
tele the men who raise cotton, wheat, cattle, hogs, or fruit, 
he will be forced to curtail his production. 

If the farmer, who feeds the Nation, is broke, the indus­
tries which sell to the farmer will be crippled. 

The country merchant is his first contact with commercial 
industry. The country merchant has his contact with the local 
bank. And so "the chain of contact goes on, from the farm to 
every branch of indu trial or commercial life. 

There is a community spirit between the manufacturer and 
the distributor, the wholesaler and the retailer, the industrial 
plant and the sales counter. 

Rotarians, Kiwanians, chambers of commerce, commercial 
clubs. Lions' clubs, and similar organizations have bred the 
spirit of cooperation and concentrated effort in the urban popu­
lation ; but a real, close, intimate, sincere mutuality between 
city and farm does not now exist. 

There was a time in our more contented periods of develop­
ment when the farm had its peerage, the plantation its aris­
tocracy, and rural America a monopoly on statesmen, leaders, 
creators of thought, and delightful social life. That was before 
the day of centralized urban power in finance and labor. 

But the 11(),000,000 Americans of to-day seem unfortunately 
to have parted ways. Thirteen millions of them work behind 
the plow in the wide open spaces, and the other millions are 
huddled together in the congestion of the cities and towns. 

These seem to be entirely oblivious to the problems and con­
ditions of the 13,000,000 farmers. 

Part of the actual farm problem grows out of the conditions 
whereby great metropolitan centers of millions pursue their 
daily course of life under rules, regulations, laws, and dicta­
tions that have in them little or no consideration for the im­
portant situation at the crossroads. 

The farmer knows what goes on in the city; he is familiar 
with every economic condition of the urbanite. He understands 

. every law under which the city operates and is conversant 
with every condition actuating ·every move in the industrial 
world. 

While he is not part of it, he feels every change, and, having 
time to study and read, there is nothing in the world which 
escapes his attention. 

Contrasting this general knowledge on the part of the farmer 
of conditions in the city, the city dweller's usual conception of 
a farm is limited. 

POLITICALLY NEGLECTED 

The Republican Party has been in control of both legislative 
branches of Congress for eight years and in control of the 
executive for six years. 

Upon this party must rest the responsibility of failure to 
give heed and aid to the farmer during that period. 

Legislating for the East, they have discriminated against the 
great Central West. 

Some political flourishes have been made to help transporta­
tion on our great Mississippi River. The Missouri has had 
speeches made about it and its prospects. That ended the con­
sideration of the problems of the Central West. 

The East, dominating the Republican Party, has its mind 
fixed on ships and factories, on trade and commerce, on finance 
and big business. 

During these last six years Congress has legislated for almost 
every interest but that of the farmer. 

Laws for industry, in the form of the highest tariff schedule 
ever passed, have been put upon our statute books. Enact­
ments have been approved in the interests of organized labor, 
as was proper. Extensive pensions have been granted and 
regulatory laws passed for various groups at their request. 

We have legislated for banks, railroads, industry, labor, vet­
erans, coast-wide trade, export commerce, manufactures, and 
shipping corporations. 

The one single bill whiciJ. came before Congress in a definite 
way that was heralded as for the benefit of the farmer-the 
Muscle Shoals project, which we were told would reduce the 
cost of fertilizer for the farm-had no sooner made its appear­
ance that it became a vehicle for political logrolling, trading, 
and skirmishing. 

A great. deal of this other legislation has been wisely enacted. 
It has been supported by the Representatives of the great Cen­
tral West, by the Representatives of the farm, and there is no 
intention to criticize it. 

I voted for much of it; and my oilly crltlcisril 'is that at the 
same time I have had no opportunity to cast a vote directly in 
behalf of the farmer, nor has any Member of this House. 

The great Grain Corporation, which functioned during the 
war, made a profit of $51,000,000. It has even been estimated 
as high as $70,000,000. This was the profit of the American 
farmer, but a profit which went into the Treasury of the 
United States, because it was claimed there was no equitable 
way to redistribute it to the farmer. 

So to-day, in discussing relief for the fa1·mer, we should at 
least give him credit for the more than $50,000,000 due him. 

It has been stated that, in round numbers, farm-land values 
have shrunk almost $20,000,000,000 since the war. 

The war-labor scale of wages has been retained. -
Immigration, furnishing much of the farm labor, has been 

curtailed. 
The farmer's dollar, as we have seen, has lost its purchas­

ing power and does not compare with the dollar of the indus· 
trial worker. 

Labor can organize, manufacturers can organize, but the 
very character of his business and the magnitude of the 
un·dertaking prevent the farmer from organizing for his own 
protection. 

He can not, for one thing, organize against the forces of 
nature, which change without his control and against which 
he can not make provision. 

He is forced to meet world competition in selling price and 
buys his labor and farm supplies in an organized, protected 
market. 

CONCLUSION 

The farmer can not organize by himself. The Government, 
as an economic necessity, should help him organize. 

The farmer can not conti'Ol or modify price levels fixed at 
the Liverpool market. 

The farmer is in distress, but he pays the full price of 
the tariff given to industry. 

The farmer pays his full share of the new standal·d set 
for wages of labor and the cost of transportation. 

The farmer pays taxes to meet the new cost of waterways 
and improved highways. 

His are tangible assets ; his property can not be concealed 
or hid away; and he is unable to escape any taxation. He 
has no income from tax-exempt securities. 

The farmer contends not only against the artificial condi­
tions and laws created by man but against the uncertain con· 
ditions created by nature,' with sunshine, rain, snow, frost, 
drought, hurricane, insects, and disease, all great factors in his 
economic life. 

The farmer gambles with nature; gambles with a controlled 
market ; gambles with transportation costs ; gambles with an 
artificial dollar ; gambles with foreign competition ; gambles 
with everything from the seed when planted until its product 
goes to the market He gambles through all the months be­
tween planting and the harvest delivery. 

The farmer's life is one continual gamble-sometimes he 
wins. sometimes he loses. 

The farmea.' has never won in a gamble with national legis· 
lation; he has always lost, because the cards have been 
stacked against him. 

If the farmer must gamble-and his situation demands it­
the machinery should be provided for fair play and a square 
deal. 

With the national administration facing the emergency with· 
out a policy, with our own House divided in opinion, after hear· 
ing four days' debate and reading hundreds of pages of con­
flicting testimony, I have decided to vote for H. R. 11603 
because, so far as I can ascertain, it represents the united 
opinion of farm organizations and their accredited representa· 
tives, because it is their proposed solution, and I want to give a 
trial to their own suggestion. 

The farmer has voted for commerce, industry, transportation, 
and labor with generous patriotism, wherever and whenever . 
these elements in our economic life have required assistance. 

We should now, in the face of his emergency, at this time of 
his peril, let him have some voice in the control of legislation 
which he believes will put him back on the road to political 
equality and prosperity. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. RoBINSON]. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, we are trying to find a way for a return of pro -
perity to agriculture, with considerable confusion both as to 
the direction and the road. I am supporting the Haugen bill 
because I believe that it, better than any other proposed legis-
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lation, points· the way. I ask unanimous consent to extend 
and revise my remarks in the RECOBD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
l\Ir. ROBINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman and members of the 

committee, we are trying to find a way for the return of pros­
perity to agriculture, with some confusion as to the direction. 
Billy Sunday, the famous evangelist, left his hotel in a city 
where he was about to open services to post a letter. He in­
quired the direction of a newspaper boy. "You go one block to 
your left and two blocks to your right, and you'll see it," said 
the little fellow. " Thanks, sonny, you're a bright young man," 
said Billy. "Do you know where they have built the new 
tabernacle?" naming the streets. "Yes," replied the boy. 
"Well, come there and I'll show you the way to heaven," was 
Mr. Sunday's rejoinder. "Shucks," said the newsie, "you didn't 
even know the way to the post office." 

The temptation to a man standing before an audience is to 
say things strongly that he may impress his hearers with his 
own earnestness and with the truth of the things he says, and 
the need for their utterance. 

Our great business of agriculture is in trouble and when we 
tell about our troubles we often get enthusiastic and tell them 
strongly, but it is not my purpose to enter into too much 
detail regarding our troubles, for the discussion of the past 
few days has clearly demonstrated that there is an ·agricultural 
problem so definite and so certain that we all concede it and 
inquire not as to its existence, but as to the remedy and cure. 
We are indebted to our colleague from New York [Mr. JACOB· 
STEIN] for a very clear and concise showing by means of chart::! 
and helpful explanation that must convince anyone of open mind 
that this national agricultural problem does exist in such acute 
form that it deserves and even demands our very best thought 
and attention. 

I come from Iowa, the very center of the best agricultural 
district in America, and, so far as I know, in the world. Iowa, 
that ranks first in pretty much everything, and yet the farm­
ing business in Iowa is in a 'Very unsatisfactory condition; 
and because it does not prosper our banks, our factories, our 
stores, our business and professional men do not prosper. All 
else in a business way is affected adversely. What is the 
trouble? It is a long story and I shall not here take time to 
repeat it more than to say it was started by the war infla­
tion, overuse of our credit, boom in land prices, raising of a 
tremendous crop at the peak of expense, followed by an un­
warranted and too rapid deflation before the crop could be · 
marketed without a corresponding deflation in the price of 
products we buy and a continuation of the deflation and 
disparity of price values and purchasing ability. True it is 
that other lines of business and industry were deflated and 
suffered, although perhaps not to the extent of agliculture, 
but with this great difference; business and manufacture took 
their de-flation and it was severe, but they soon adjusted them­
selves to the new conditions. They controlled their production 
and the:ooeby, to a large extent, controlled and stabilized the 
price of their products, and soon they were once more doing 
business at a profit; but agliculture, from its very nature and 
because of the expansion brought about by the war, which 
wa largely at the request of our Government, could not con­
trol its production. The war had ruined the world market. 
The world needed our surplus agricultural products but could 
not buy and pay for them at a price at which we could pro­
duce them, the result being that the low world price paid for 
our surplus products largely fixed and made the price paid for 
them at home; and so we have continued year after year to 
sell our farm products, with some few exceptions-in case of 
a crop shortage at home or abroad-at legs than they cost us to 
produce, with the natural result-inability to pay our debts, 
severe decrease in the price of our farm land, banking insti­
tutions forced to take real estate in payment for obligations, 
inability to dispose of it at a fair price ; consequently, failure 
in some instances and general discouragement to all engaged 

' in agriculture. 
Agriculture is the most important industry in America. More 

people are engaged in it and more capital is employed in it 
than in any other industry. The world could, if necessary, get 
along without many of the comforts, luxuries, and pleasures 
which we now have and enjoy. It is possible to think of a 
world without electricity, without steam power, witho:ut tele­
phone, telegraph, or rudi()--€ven without gasoline, although 
this would be hard to endure--but we can not think of a living 
world without agricultural products. Continued prosperity in 
any line of business or profession in this country is to quite 
an extent dependent upon the success of agriculture, for if 
agriculture do~s not prosper to a reasonable extent, ultimately 

all other lines of production, employment, and business will be 
adversely affected. Therefore, it becomes the more important 
that agriculture be given a fair chance for success. 

'Ve have two standards of living in this world. The Ameri­
can standard and the world standard. The American standard 
is higher than the world standard, and please God may it al­
ways remain so until the world standard advances to the 
American standard and ideal of living. We must not lower the 
~erican standard. -.We have at least two sets of prices in 
this world ; the Amencan price and the world price. It seems 
ve~y clear t~ me that t?e world price, that is the exportable 
pnce, the pnce we receive for our surplus, should not neces­
sarily determine the home or domestic price. We do not permit 
world prices to control American prices on other things. I 
can see no more reason for the American farmer selling his 
products on the American market at the foreign price than 
there is for. the American manufacturer selling his products 
on the Amencan market at the foreign price or for the Ameri­
can wage earner selling his services on the American market 
at the foreign price, and I am strongly opposed to this in both 
instances. Nor should the prosperity of agriculture depend 
upon a short crop either at home or abroad which compels a 
satisfactory world price. · 
. The home price should be determined by the cost of produc­

tion, plus a reasonable profit, just as is done in the case of 
manufacture, and, generally speaking, the law of supply and 
demand will do this provided we can have a system of orrterly 
m~rketing and the surplus, if any, removed from competition 
With the home market. This is just what we are doing for 
the wage earner and for manufacture under our labor and 
immigration laws and the protective tarift'. These laws are 
for the express purpose of giving our home labor and our home 
manufacture an advantage in the home market a preferential 
market. We recognize this and believe in it, for the American 
home market is the best market in all the world. The Ameri­
can c?nsumer-the American wage earner-is the best paid 
labor m the world, and cobsequently the best able to buy and 
so makes the best home market in the world. We nm~ a. k 
that the home market be just as favorable for the farm as it is 
for the factory and for labor. We approve of the latter anrl 
we insist on the former as simply fair, equal, and right. Has 
agriculture had this same protection? Only in part, because 
while our tariff law protects us against imports, it can not 
protect us to the full extent and becomes almost inoperative 
when we have a surplus that must be marketed abroad unless 
we have some method of retaining our preferential home 
market at the same standard, and this is just what we are pro­
posing to bring about by the Haugen bill, which I am support­
ing. Under our present tariff law the world can not ship 
agricultural products to America without paying something 
for the privilege of our market, just as is true of many of tha 
products of the foreign factory. 

If we produced no surplus products from our farms, if the 
home market needed and used our entire production, it would 
be very easy under our protective-tariff system to give agricul­
ture the same proportionate protection we give to manufacture, 
to labor; but we do normally in the average normal year have 
large surpluses of various farm pt:_oducts that must be sold on 
the world market, and here at once we come into competition 
with cheap foreign land, with cheap foreign labor, with cheaper 
world standard of living and all prices, and immediately our 
home market is influenced thereby and reduced to approxi­
mately what the world will pay us for our surplus, and we lose 
the benefit of our home market, our preferred preferential 
market, which we have provided for labor and for factory. The 
purchasing power of our farm products is reduced and is out 
of proportion to the price we must pay for the products we 
buy. We are selling on a low unprotected market; we are 
buying on a high protected market, and naturally we are on 
the road to business trouble and failure. The value of any­
thing is comparative. In the main it matters not much what 
the price is; the real consideration is how much of what I need 
and must have will what I have to sell buy for me. How much 
will what I produce secure for me of the things I need and 
desire. This makes necessary that prices of all general com­
modities, of labor, and of agricultural products shall have a 
general fair relation to each other. That all shall have a pro­
tected market or none. 

I do not wish to weary you with a repetition of figures ; it 
has been very clearly shown by authentic statistics given in 
the course of this discussion, and I think it is conceded by all, 
that the purchasing power of the products of agriculture now 
range from 10 to 15 per cent below their correct standard on 
the average and with some farm products much lower in pur­
chasing value than this. 
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What is it that we . are proposing in the Haugen blll, which 

Is the bill I am urging you to enact into law? Standardization 
of the price of agricultural products on a proper ratio to the 
price of other products. That is all. And how shnll tnis be 
brought about! .By setting up the machinery to handle crop 
surpluses so that a low depressed world market shall not neces-· 
sadly mean a low depressed home market, and after a period 
of only two years during which time we may get -an effective 
organization under way to do this entirely at our own expense, 
to charge directly to the commodity affected and benefited, the 
cost of the operation by an equalization fee directed to that 
particular commodity. What could be fairer? I am not 
saying to you that the Haugen bill suits me in every particular. 
I am saying that I believe it is the only bill before us that 
at all meets the present emergency; and if in its operation we 
shall find that it can be improved upon-and of what law of 
importance and general application has this not been true-­
succeeding Congresses will be here to amend, to correct, and 
to improve it. I will not for lack of time, and also because it 
has already been done, attempt to analyze or go into the de­
tails of the Haugen bill. I think there is a very general un· 
derstanding of it. There are many good things in the Haugen 
bill. It is to my way of thinking so eminently fair. May I 
mention two outstanding qualities, both relating to the equal­
ization fee? 

First. Charging directly to the commodity ·benefited the cost 
of such benefit; that is to say, the commodity benefited pays 
its own bill. At the time it is first placed on the public market 
a deduction is made for the estimated cost of securing the 
better market; and if the charge made exceeds the cost. the 
balance is returned to the party from whom it was deducted 
when the operation period is completed. Could anything be 
fairer? 

Second. Overproduction or increase of surplus is prevented 
by this very method, for all surplus in any commodity is a 
matter of expense to the producer of that commodity. His 

· profit lies not in the surplus he produces but in the amount he 
produces that can be sold at a profit, consequently he has no 
incentive to overproduce, but every incentive to produce only a 
sufficient satisfactory amount that the home market and the 
world market will absorb at a price that makes his production 
profitable. 

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER], for whose 
ability I have· a v~ry high regard, referred to the equalization 
fee as a tax on production and gave a very striking and beauti­
ful illustration of his thought, by his reference to his visit to 
Jamaica, and its tax on production. It .does not seem to me 
that the cases are parallel. As I view it, the equalization fee 
is not a tax. It is ·an expense of conducting the business. A 
contribution on the part of the producer of an agricultm·al 
product to the expense of marketing his product, and is only 
paid if he markets his product on the public market, and it is 
for the express and sole plltl'pose of securing for him a · better 
price for his product than he could otherwise receive, and so 
to me it seems like a contribution to his own personal business 
expense and .riot a tax. 

Some things have been said regarding certain changes made 
by the committee in the provisions of the original Haugen 
bill, and the statement has been made that these changes were 
for the pUtrpo e of getting more votes or support ror the bill. 
Undoubtedly it was done and for that purpose. Well, what of 
it? Surely nothing wrong. It is not a matter of moral prin· 
ciple; it is simply a matter of business procedure, and who 
shall say at this time in advance of experience with the law 
which is best, the bill as originally drawn or the bill as it 
now ls? 

I know which I prefer, and that is the bill before it was 
changed, the bill without the so-called subsidy provision and 
with the equalization fee working from the beginning. But 
did you ever know .of a business _ transaction ipvolving lar,ge and 
divergent interests in which the completed transaction was not 
the result of change in the original proposal ; of compromise; 
of give and take; a partial change of views on the part of all 
parties to the transaction; and while I say freely, if I had my 
way some things in this bill would be different, I know that I 
can not have my way entirely. It may even prove that some 
other way is better, although I would like to risk my own. 
But I must consider other minds, other interests, other sections 
of the country, their thought and viewpoint, well knowing that 
if this proposed law, the Haugen bill, shall prove unsatisfactory, 
succeeding Congresses will be here to correct, to improve, to 
am nd it as experience shall show to be wise. 

It is said that the principal change-that of deferring the 
equalization fee for two years and providing for a revolving 
fund of $375,000,000 in its place, which is limited to the first 
two year's-is in the nature of a subsidy ~n_<! I think 1~ ~~' b~t 

even if so it is a limited subsidy for a very limited time. I 
have consistently opposed subsidies by our Government, and I 
wish there were nothing in the nature of a subsidy in this bill, 
but there is and it has seemed best to those in charge of its 
formation in order to meet the wishes of ce1·tain divisions of 
agriculture whose market conditions are somewhat different 
than others to include this revolving fund or temporary subsidy 
for a period of two years. 

Surely this can fairly be said: That to a greater or lesser 
extent subsidy has entered into ma.Ily of our governmental 
dealings during the war and the reconstruction period. Do 
you know of any industry in our country that was as severely 
dealt with by the deflation and construction period brought 
about by our Government as was agriculture, in which pro­
duction and inflation was first desired and secured by our 
Government and then abandoned without notice, help, or mercy? 
I think it can be clearly shown that the Government owes to 
agriculture if not a subsidy substantial assistance in o-ver· 
coming the difficulties ahd problems which the Government 
had no small part in bringing about, and so I believe· anyone 
can be entirely consistent in their general attitude of oppo· 
sition to subsidies and yet support this revolving-fund plan 
as simply helping right a business wrong done at the close of a 
great emergency. 

We are a great Nation, great in so many respects-great in 
our moral outlook; .great in our altruism; great in our desire 
to assist oth~rs, especially those less fortunate than are we; 
great in our treatment of weaker nations ; great in our desire 
to be and do right. We are also great in our vast size geo­
graphically, in our miles of territory, in our varied and diver· 
gent interests which this naturally causes; and right here we 
come to the condition that sometimes rightly and necessarily 
causes us to change our viewpoint, to give as well as to take, 
to modify our views and desires to meet those of others. It 
is only the folly of controversy that would set country against 
city, wage earner against capital, producer against consumer, 
and it should not be done. Rightly understood, the welfare of 
each is dependent upon that of the other. Advance and for­
ward movement of every kind is dependent upon labor. 

Without competent labor this country would be a wilderness 
instead of a place of happiness, and I hope always to see labor 
receiving its fair share of the good things of this world, which 
means labor well paid, as it now is in this wonderful country 
of ours. . We need the business man-the banker, the merchant, 
the manufacturer. We need their genius and organizing abi).ity. 
Much that we now have we would not have, much that we 
desire would be unobtainable, were it not for them. We need 
the professional man-the lawyer, the doctor, the educator, the 
minister-but we need the farmer most of all. Tile world 
can not live without his products. We ate an interdependent 
people. We must not forget our need of each other. We must 
not become sectional. We must help each other and by so 
doing help ourselves. I love to think of America as one great 
family-Uncle Sam's family. The children are not all exactly 
alike. We see things from our indivLdual viewpoint. We are 
interested in different affairs. We are engaged in various 
occupations, but we are one family, children of Uncle Sam­
agricultur~, business, commerce, labor, man~facture, profes· 
sion-all children of Uncle Sam, under the same obligations, 
entitled to the same rights, to eat at the same table, to live 
in the same house, to the same fatherly protection of Uncle 
Sam, to the same preferential home market, with prices based 
on the same standards. Has agriculture had this? Only in 
part-and why? Because of that thing we call surplus, the 
part we produce more than is needed at home. Surplus--once 
a good term, now in disfavor! A nation's safety lies in its 
surplus. America has never known hunger or famine, but the 
world bas; and it is a fearful thing. Our national food sur­
plus makes for safety and should be encouraged to a reasonable 
extent. But the surplus should be cared for, and not permitted 
to destroy the industry that protects it; and we have found in' 
our experience that a surplus of farm food products means de­
pressed prices, hard times, and disaster to agriculture. We have 
found that a short crop may bring a larger return to the pro­
ducer than a full crop. This should not be so. What is as im­
portant in a business way to a nation as its food supply? Why 
is it not very properly a function of the Government to protect · 
itself in this regard? How can this. be better done than by 
legislation that will at least give the food producer an equal 
chance with other producers and industries? We ask nothing 
more. . 

American labor, American industries are protected in the pos­
session of the American home market for their pl.'oducts by 
our present laws. E:xte~d this same degree of protection to 
agriculture. We ask nothing more. We believe in a preferen­
tial home market, ~ home ma!ket better than is afforded any-
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where else in the world. We prove this by our treatment of 
manufacture, to which we have wisely given the large ad­
vantage of a protective tariff law. We prove this by our treat­
ment of labor, to which we have given the most regular and 
steady employment at wages much better and higher than ls 
afforded anywhere else in all the world by our labor, tariff, and 
immigration laws. We are proud of our record along these 
lines. What have we done for agriculture? We have attempted 
to give it somewhat the same protection by our tariff laws, but 
the surplus and the low world market combined have made this 
to a large extent inoperative. 

We come now asking only one thing-that you make it op­
erath·e ; that you do in fact give us the protection you intended 
giving us under the tariff law now a part of the law of our 
nation. It is not class legislation ; it is for the good of all. If 
there were now no tariff on the products of the factory, no 
1abor or immigration laws, do you think we would have any 
trouble in passing this farm legislatiqn for the farmer? Not a 
particle. Manufacturer, wage earner, and farmer would com­
bine for their mutual interests, and legislation for all these 
members of Uncle Sam's family would undoubtedly be made 
into law. Should the fact that the farmer has acquiesced in 
this helpful legislation for his brothers now militate against 
him when he asks for help similar and like unto what he has 
assisted others in getting? Indeed it should not. Manufacturer 
and wage earner, consumer, should now welcome agriculture 
into the protected condition they enjoy and give to agriculture 
the same preferential or preferred home market they so much 
enjoy to the mutual benefit of all. 

Do you realize what it may mean if the present unsatisfac­
tory distressing condition of agriculture continues; what it may 
mean if the unrest, the dissatisfaction, the movement from the 
farm, the belief that agriculture is being unfairly treated 
and discriminated against; the further belief that the East 
and the great business interests are unwilling to give the 
farmer the same benefits of the tariff on his product which 
they claim and secure for themselves? What it may mean if 
it becomes the belief on the part of a great section of our 
country that they can not secure equal opportunity and jus­
tice and that only one course of action will produce results, 
that being that manufacturer, wage earner, producer, and con­
sumer shall all go on the same basis as agriculture of dis­
posing of their products on the home market, free from all 
benefit of tariff and other advantages with which our laws 
now surround them? I do not believe in this. I do not want 
to see this. · Its possibility is worthy of your considera­
tion. 

Do you realize, on the other hand, what a contented, happy, 
profitable condition in agriculture would mean to this country? 
How every industry would be favorably affected, how the de­
mand for products of labor and the factory would increase, 
how it would be to the advantage of every American citizen, 
business man, profession, and wage earner, how once again 
fnrm lands, the basis of all our national wealth, would again 
be in demand and ready sale. 

I come from a family that love the soil. Ownership of it 
has always been a matter of pride. Improvement of it a real 
joy. I want to see the ownership of land desired and sought 
for, the operation of a farm regarded as equal in standing 
and opportunity to any business or profession, both as to 
chance for profit and its future. I wish everybody loved and 
owned a farm. The ownership of land promotes good citizen· 
ship, love of country and obedience to its laws. 

The passage of the Haugen bill will help bring this about. 
1\Ir. JO~"'ES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to have 

inserted in the RECoRD at this point certain amendments which 
I propose to offer to the bill under consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani­
mous consent to insert at this point in the RECORD c·ertain 
amendments which he proposes to offer to the bill under con­
sideration. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The amendments refen·ed to are as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNEs : Page 9, line 25, strike out the 

word " cattle," and page 10, llne 11, strike out the word " cattle." 
Amendment offered by Mr. JONES: Page 10, line 4, after the word 

" finds " strike out the remainder of the paragraph and insert in Ueu 
thet·eoi' the following : " That in the case of any or all of such basic 
agricultural commodities there is or may be during the ensuing year 
a surplus above the requirement$ for the orderly marketing of such 
commodity or commodities, and that a substantial number of coopera· 
tlve associations or other organizations representing the producers 
thereof, are in favor of the commencement by the board of operations 
in such commodity or commodities, then the board shall declare its 

findings and commence operations in respect thereof. Such operations 
shall continue until terminated by the board." 

Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 10, line 24., after the word 
"and" insert the following: "may in its discretion." 

Amendment offered by Mr. JoNEs: Page 20, line 1!>, strike out the 
word "ginning" and insert the word " milling." 

Amendment offered by Mr. JONES: Page 23, line 11, strike out all 
of section 18. 

RECESS 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the order of the House, the com­
mittee will now stand in recess until 8 o'clock p. m. 

Accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the commit­
tee stood in recess until 8 o'clock p. m, 

EVENING SESSION 
The recess having expired, the committee resumed its session. 
Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, my understanding, and the 

understanding of the three gentlemen, is that regardless of 
the condition of time up to this time we will use one hour 
each between now and 11 o'clock. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the understanding of the gentle­
men in regard to time. 

l\lr: TINCHER. Yes; that is the understanding, and I yield 
10 mmutes to the gentleman from Maine (Mr. HERSEY]. 

Mr. TINCHER. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. HERsEY]. 

Mr. HERSEY. 1\lr. Chairman and Members of the House I 
would like to call your careful attention for a short time to the 
bill under consideration. Two years ago, standing in the same 
place, I discussed the McNary-Haugen bill presented by the 
same committee that has the floor to-night. The bill was on 
this same subject, and while it was a vicious and bad bill in 
my opinion, it was much better than this. This bill is a bad 
imitation of the old McNary-Haugen bill. At that time :;: 
made a few remarks upon that bill entitled " Tell the farmers 
the truth." 

But to-night I want to speak upon this bill under the subject 
"Do nut try to fool the farmer." At that time I took my 
text from President Coolidge's first message to Congress, 
wherein he said: 

No complicated scheme of relief, no plan for Government fixin.,. of 
prices, no resort to the Public Treasury will be of any permanent v~Iue 
in establishing agriculture. Simple and direct methods put into opera­
tion by the farmer- himself are the only real sources for restoration. 

. To-night I take my. text from the same great President, from 
h1s last annual message to Congress, as follows : 

The Government can not successfully insure prosperity or fix prices 
by legislative fiat. Every business has its risk and its times of de­
pression. It is well known that in the long run there will be a more 
even prosperity and a more satisfactory range of prices under the 
natural working out of economic laws than when the Government 
undertakes the artificial support of markets and industries. 

May I at the outset call your attention to some things which 
have happened in the pa t two years, since the first Haugen 
bill was defeated. Two years agu the farmers were in a very 
much worse condition than they are now, but the agitation for 
price fixing and Government subsidies and the attempt to put 
the Government of the United States into buying and selling 
products and into private business for the benefit of certain 
clas e~ still goes on, and the same organizations and the same 
puliticians that appeared two years ago in favor of the first 
Haugen bill are here to-day in defense of a worse bill than 
the former, if such a thing is possible. 

The same old propaganda of socialism and price fixing, Gov· 
ernment ownership, and so forth, has been sent to Members of 
Congress during the past few months as was sent two years 
ago. 

CO~DITION OF THE AMERICAN FARMERS TO-DAY 

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics upon the agricultural 
outlook for 1926 in its report states the condition of agricul­
ture in this country to-day as follows: 

During the last year agriculture as a whole has made further prog· 
ress toward normal stability. Apparently the heavy net movement of 
population away from the farms has declined. Fat·mers have paid off 
a substantial amount of indebtedness. Increased sales of fertilizers, 
machinery, fencing, and building materials indicate that the farm 
productive plant is being restored. 

The gross income from agricultural production for the present 
1925-26 seaso.n will about equal the $12,000,000,000 figure of the pre­
vious year. The indicated purchasing power of farm products in terms 
of nonagricultural commodities averaged 89 for the year 1925 (the five 
years immediately preceding the war being considered as 100). This 
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index has risen about 5 points per year since the low 1921 average of 
69. During the iast three months, however, it has stood at 87. 

Tile trend of total crop acreage has been slightly downward in re­
cent years, while population has been steadily increasing. The pro­
duction of the principal crops bas been at approximately the 1919 
level during the la t three years. Maxketings of meat -animals, on the 
other hand, declined materially during 1925 and represent the tum 
from the peak of the animal production cycle, reached in 1924. 

In short, agricultural production bas been so readjusted that the 
farming industry as a whole is now in the best general position since 
1020. 

The Chicago Tribune in a late issue states the condition of 
the farmers to-day from the standpoint of a western newspaper 
and ays: · 

Farming has been unuergotng a more rapid indu trializati()n than in 
preceding years. The whole structure of the industry is being altered 
at a gr ater rate than manufactu~ing. Country life has been changing 
more than city life. 

In all such periods of rapid change there are many who fail to keep 
pace, and their misfortunes, added to. the general distress caused by 
the price slumps, baye intengified the rural situation and delayed recov­
ery. Even in the areas where price recoveries have been so marked, a!': 
in the wheat a d cotton belts, the restored purchasing power of the 
farmer has been to a very great degree devoted to the purchas-e of 
capital goods in order to reequip the farm plant to meet the new day. 

'l'be farm outlay for automobiles has increased from $50,000,000 to 
over 1,000,000,000 per year since 1913. About halt the outray for 
automobiles i figured as a business expenditure, so that there has been 
an increase of $450,000,000 per year in this form of capital expenditure 
bJ the farmer. 

As a result of the increa ed capital employed in the business and the 
inerease of taxes the average fixed charges upon agriculture now 
amount to 17 per cent of the cash ineome of the business, against 10 
per - cent in pre-war days. Despite this enforced greater outlay for 
capital goods the purehasing capacity of the farmer for con umptlon 
goods is now practically equal to his pre-wu a.bility to buy them. 

The gi'eatest living authority in .America upon economic sub­
jects, Roger W. Babson, in May, 1926, speaking of agriculture 
in the United States, says: 

Since the war Europe has fast come back as a producer of both 
grains and commodities. As a result the demand for our food produets 
has been greatly curtailed. Domestic wheat supplies are small, but 
there is plenty of wheat, taking the world as a whole. Moreover, the 
world's acreage 1s constantly being increased. We have an excess of 
com in the United States. Corn in hogs is the most profitable in years, 
but the majority of "farmers had previously sold most of their surplus 
bogs. Com is now selling at about the five-year average price prior to 
the war. Considering the fact that farmers' costs are considerably 
higher than before the war, this fs a serious matter. Rye, flaxseed, 
and other crops are in abund:tnce. Hog prices are still high, but cattle 
prices are fairly low. Shrewd farmers can not now see higher prices 
immediately for any important farm prodUcts and fear even lower 
prices for some. 

During the war the producing capacity of our plants ln the United 
States and Canada was greatly increased above normal' requirements. 
Hence immediately following the war there was a great decline in 
prices. This decline was cheeked with the Republican victory, which 
put heart into wholesale buyers M merchandise. Retail sales, however, 
ba ve not come up to expectations. There has a.gain developed among 
manufneturers and jobbers a hesitant attitude. Many leading indus­
tries are curtailing operations. Competition is becoming more severe 
every day. Tbis competition h! n{)t only local, bnt Europe is becoming 
a real competitive factor, ..lDd each month is sending more and more 
manufactured goods into the United States and Canada. 

FORJ:IGN COMPETITION HARMFUL 

As to what Europe is doing is best expl"eSsed by the following esti­
mated tigu.reg of our forE'ign trade during the first three months of 
1926. (Computed in million.s of dollars) : 

Balance 
Exports Imports against 

us 

J&nuary --------------------------------------- 397 417 20 
February------------------------------------ 353 388 35 March _________________________________ _:____ 375 445. 70 

TotaL.------------------------~-------------- ~1,250~-n; 

The e figures are not important of themselves. We have so much 
gold on the American continent that we can well afford-even to our 
own well-being--to send more of it back to Europe in settlement of 
an onfa-..orable trade balance. The importance of these figures is 
largely in what tbey indicate, namely, that European manufacturers 

are constantly selling more and more in the United States and Canada 
and will soon beeom-e serious competitors. 

B'osiness failures suggest that competition, both local and foreign, 
is beginning to hurt. The de.ath rate among new concerns which bave 
never been through a. bu iness depression is now increasing very 
rap-idly. Tbe truly successful captain of industry is be who can 
weather a hard gale. Anyone can all a business ship when the eas 
are calm. Moreover, when prices are rising it is merely like sailing 
with the wind. From now on some careful " tacking" will be neces­
sary, even if there are no storms. O;e.rhead must be cut, expenses 
reduced and competition mu t be met by working hard and attending 
to business. Outside thing, must be eut out. Hand-to-mouth buying 
will continue for some time to com~. 

TliE GOOD OLD DAYS I 

I am often asked if the "good old days "-when prices were low 
and everyone worked-will ever return. It was not so many years 
ago that we could get a square meal for 25 cents, could buy a suit of 
cloth fo:r 15, could buy good shoes at $3 per pair, could get board 
and room feu $7 a week, and when we paid only 1.50 for the fir t­
row seats in th~ be t the:tters. Then milk was 5 cents a quart, ciga­
rettes were 5 cents a package with a picture thrown in ; street-car 
fares were 5 cents per ride and ice-cream sodas were 5 cents per drink, 
and we all went t(} the nickelodian or a 5-cent movie for our fun. 

The doctor in tbose days charged only $1.50 pe-r visit, the dentist 
pulled a tooth for a quarter, steak was 25 cents per pound, sugar 
sold at 25 pounds for a dollru·, and the butchers u ed to give us liver 
for the dog! Of course, wages were then much lower and everybody 
worked. People then bought washboard instead of ouija boards and 
developed farms instead of golf courses and subdivi ions. Will this 
time ever again retru·n? Frankly, I do not know; but surely there 
has been a tendency in this directi{)R drrring the past few mont}ls. 
Livillg expenses must come down or 40 per cent of our families will 
wind up in the bankruptcy courts. Whether this decline in living 
costs will come about through declining prices or through getting on 
with less gasoline, less new clothes, and less amu ements, only the 
future ean tell. Something, however, is sure to happen. We can't 
continue long at the present pace With wasting,, loafing, and specu­
lating s.o prevalent. 

There is to-day no great emergency, as has been claimed by 
the proponents of this bill. The -farmer is gradually working 
himself aut of the mistakes he has made since the war. His 
er.r(}rs were honestly made as follo-ws : 

During the- late W01·ld War the Gov~mment under its wa:r 
powers entered upon a sy tem of price fixing for the products 
of the farm whereby th~ normal wheat acreage~ for illustration, 
through this pl'ice fixing increased from 52,000,00() to 76,000,000 
acres. 

After th~ war there necessarily came an end of price fixing, 
especially on wheat. The demands of foreign nations upon us 
during the war for food products dimini hed when peace was 
declared until to.-illty these nations are able to care for them­
selves, and o'ur export trade in food products has greatly 
diminished. 

The increased production of fann products has still been 
going on since the war, and the natural result has been an 
(}Ve:rproduction everywhere, especially in wheat. The well­
known rue has become a settled maxim of economics--that 
the surplus fixes the price of goods ; and it has proven true 
since the war. Two years ago wheat was selling at 90 eents 
a bu hel, much below the cost of productiol!, admitted then 
as being due to overproduction. There being no foreign market, 
it was suggested by the first Haugen bill two years ago that 
the United States buy up for five years all the surplus wheat 
of the fumer and sell it in Europe for what we could get and 
the whole Nation bear the lo~ beeause it was argued that this. 
buying up (}f the surplus would fix the price of wheat at 
$1.50 per bushel during that five years. This vicious bill did 
not become a law. and it is everywhere agreed, except in certain 
sections of the wheat be.It,. so-called. in the West, that had 
this bill been enacted evecybody to-d y would be growing 
wheat in the United State ahd our Treasury would now be 
in a bankrupt condition. 

I might illustrate the :result of the surplus fixing the price 
by the situation In my home eounty tCHlay. For the last 
five years my ~home county, Aroostook, one of the largest 
potat~growing counties in the United Stat~ has been growing 
potatoes in large quantities below the cost of production. 

The farmers had devoted their whole attention to potato 
growing, and there being a large surplus in the Nation during 
that time this surplUS' fixed the price, and the price was well 
below the cost of production. To-day, due to a shortage, my 
farmers are getting a large· price for potatoes, my home county 
having more than 39,000,000 bushels of potatoes last year, and 

/ 
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are now paying their debts and discharging the mortgages 
which were put on during these several lean years. 

I hope they have learned the lesson not to devote their whole 
attention to one product of the farm, but to first grow on the 
farm their living and then if there is a surplus to dispose of it in 
the domestic market. There is no doubt but what certain Western 
States, called the Wheat and Corn Belt sections, have to-day 
an oYerproduction of wheat and corn, and the surplus having 
fixed tlle price no great profit has come to these farmers. They 
are here seeking legislation that will force the United States 
to take from its Treasury $375,000,000 to buy up this surplus 
and thereby raise the price of wheat and corn. 

Two years ago the western farmers had plenty of hogs and 
corn. Pork was cheap and they disposed of their hogs. To-day 
they have plenty of corn, and it is cheap, but they have no 
hog ·, and they are asking the Government of the United States 
to fix the price of corn, because they have only a few hogs 
to feed. 

EYerything bas been really taken from this bill except wheat. 
The Salem (Oreg.) Capital Journal states very briefly and 
cmrectly the logical end of price fixing of wheat when it says: 

What would be the effect of a Government fixed price on wheat? 
The first effect would be an enormous increase in the production of 
wheat, with a lessened demand, because of the higher cost of wheat, 
breadstuffs, and mill feed. The farmers could not sell, because of the 
immense surplus, and the little export business remaining would be 
destt·oyed, increasing our surplus. Most farmers would be compelled to 
sell for what they could get or keep their wheat, and they would be 
still worse off. Then would come the demand that the Government 
establish a wheat monopoly and purchase all the wheat grown, storing 
or dumping the surplus, or reducing the acreage. Then the Nation 
wo"Qld reenact Brazil's experience with coffee control, with a resultant 
financial crash that would bankrupt everyone. Having guaranteed 
the farmer profitable prices, it will be next in order for the Govern­
ment to use its surplus wheat in supplying peGple who can not afford 
to pay Government prices, and eventually to feed everybody, just as 
Rome did during the period of her decadence. Then the idle will 
clamor for amusement, as they dfd in Rome, and free baseball, prize 
fights, and circuses be supplied instead of gladiatorial contests and 
triumphant parades, and the candidate that promises the best show 
will get the biggest majority. 

The Washington Post, a great morning paper in this city, 
in speaking of this attempt to buy up the surplus and thereby 
raise the price of farm products, especially wheat, states the 
result of such price fixing in a nutshell when it says : 

If the Government should fix the price of wheat to accommodate the 
wheat farmer, it should fix the price of corn for the corn farmer, the 
price of hogs for the hog raiser, the price of cotton for the cotton 
planter, the price of potatoes for the Maine and Idaho potato farmer::~. 
and so on. Then, having insured the farmers against loss, it would 
be only a fair deal to insure the workingman against loss by fixing 
wages throughout the manufacturing and transpGrtn.tion industries. 
This in turn would require the fixing of prices for manufactured article!f 
and transportation, if the individuals investing in those industries 
are to be treated as well as the farmers and workers. Finally, in the 
granting of preferential treatment, the Government would reach sal· 
aried men, doctors, lawyers, etc., and guarantee them against loss by 
fluctuations beyond their control. That is the square deal, and of 
course the United States Government will never give more or less 
than the square deal to ail citizens. If anybody is to get preferential 
treatment, all must have it, so that nobody will' retain it. 

If the Government is to go into the private business of buying 
and selling the products of the farm for the benefit of farm 
owners and producers who have a surplus and furnish the 
money and bear the losses due to dumping in foreign countri.es, 
where is to be the limit of such legislation? Are not the 
manufacturers of boots, shoes, textile goods, machinery, and 
every other product except that of the farm entitled to have 
the United States furnish the necessary funds from time to time 
to buy up their surplus goods and sell them in foreign markets 
and bear the losses so as to raise the price of goods in the 
domestic markets of the United "States? 

THE EVIL OF THE SURPLUS 

We have never yet as a nation entered upon the policy of 
negotiating loans that would take from the United States 
TFeasury a gift or subsidy and hand it over to any class 
engaged in any kind of employment to save that class from 
losses entailed by overproduction. Are we to do it now? 

1\fr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. HERSEY. I have but very little time. 
Mr. KNUTSON. How did my friend vote on the ship subsidy 

bill? 
~Ir. HERSEY. I think I voted for it. I was in favor of up­

building tbe American merchant marine. 
l\fr. KNUTSON. How about agriculture? 

Mr. HERSEY. I a.m for American agriculture but not for 
a subsidy for agriculture. My friend from 1\Iinnesota ought to 
see the difference between a subsidy fostered by the American 
Government to carry on its own business such as shipbuilding 
or operating railroads 1n time of war or carrying the mails 
and a subsidy for the farmers, which is a subsidy for a certain 
class of producers for private business and not Government 
business. If the gentleman can not see any difference it would 
be useless for me to continue that part of this di ·cussion any 
further. 

THE FARMER AND THE TARIFli' 

Certain political demagogues attempting to deceive the 
farmer for their own selfish purposes and certain fake farm 
publications have put forth the· delusive argument that the 
farmers' ills can all be traced to the protective tariff-that 
the farmer is compelled to buy in the protected market and 
to sell his products in a free-trade market. 

I regret that certain politicians in the minority party, 
seeking vainly for a campaign issue further on, have been 
attacking the present tariff and claiming that it is responsible 
for the low price of farm products such as whea.t and corn. 
The Democratic whip of the House, the gentleman from 
Arkansas [1\Ir. OLDFIELD] was the keynote speaker at the late 
Democratic State convention in my State held last month. 
In his speech before that convention, he said: 

I tell you that business is not good except in spots. Here in 
Maine and in the rest or New England many of your textile mills 
and shoe factories have been running only part time, while, on 
the other hand, the agricultural industry is being destroyed. 

The outstanding issue of our party is the taril'f. We advocate a 
downward revision of the Fordney-McCumber rates to a point where 
we will have a competitive-revenue tariff. We insist that in doing 
this we will not only aid agriculture, but will help business conditions 
generally. 

As I understand it, the wheat and corn farmers do not 
want the high tariff taken off from their products but they 
have been told, and many of them have been led to believe, 
that if the tariff is taken off from the products of the textile 
manufactures in New England and the South that the farmers 
would greatly profit thereby by lower prices for those things 
which they have to buy. 

It will be remembered that during the past year many of the 
textile mills and manufacturers in the East have been obliged 
to shut down for long periods on account of overproduction, 
and to-day there are many strikes in these mills. The present 
protective tariff keeps these mills alive and running a portion 
of the time. If that tariff was removed these mills and facto­
ries mu t go out of business. There is no question about that. 
1\Ien would be thrown out of employment, and with these in­
dustries paralyzed by free trade European countries would 
flood our markets with foreign goods that had been manufac­
tured by their own workmen. 

In other words, they would have a monopoly, and having a 
monopoly the logical result would follow that they would fix 
the price, and having no competition they would fix the price 
to the farmer much higher than the price to-day. Such has 
been the history of the past in matters of free trade and such 
will be the history of the future should we abolish the tarift 
and make this a free-trade Nation. 

I here append a table showing a list of products of the farmer 
admitted free of duty under the Underwood (Democratic) tariff 
of 1913 and the rates of duty of like farm products under the 
Republican tariff act of 1922: 
FOREIGN PRODUCTS OF THE FARM AD- RATES OF DUTY ON THE SAME FOR-

liHTTED FRDE OF DUTY BY THill EIGN FARM PRODUCTS UNDER THE 

UNDERWOOD TARIFJI' 0.11' 1913 TARIFF A.CT OF 1922 

Bacon. 
Beef. 
Buckwheat. 
Cattle. 

Corn. 
Com meal. 

Cream. 
Eggs of poultry. 

Flax and hemp. 

Bacon, 2 cents per pound. 
Beef, 3 cents per pound. 
Buckwheat, lh cent per pound. 
Cattle, weighing less than 1,050 

pounds each, 1lh cents .ver 
pound. 

Cattle, weighing 1,050 pounds 
each or more, 2 cents per pound. 

Corn, 15 cents per bushel. 
Cqrn meal, 30 cents per 100 

pounds. 
Cream, 20 cents per gallon. 
Eggs of poultry, 8 cents per 

dozen. 
Flax and hemp: Ilackled, 2 cents 

per pound; not hackled, 1 cent 
per pound; noils, %, cent per 
pound; straw, $2 per ton. 

/ 
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FOREIGN PRODUCTS OF THE FARM AD­

MITTED FREE OF DUTY BY THE 

UNDERWOOD TARIFF OF 191S-con. 

Goats. 
Hams. 
Lamb, fresh. 
Milk. 
Mutton. 
Potatoes (white or Irish). 
Rye. · 
Seeds (grass) . 

lSneep. 
boulders. 

Swine. 
Veal. 
Wheat. 
Wool. 

RATES OF DUTY ON THB SAME FOR­

EIGN FARM PRODUCTS UNDER THE 

TARIFF ACT OF 1922-<:on, 

Tow, % cent per pound. 
Goats, $2 per head . . 
Hams, 2 cents per pound. 
Lamb, fresh, 4 cents per pound. 
Milk, fresh, 2¥.1 cents per gallon. 
Mutton, fresh, 4 cents per pound. 
Potatoes, 50 cents per 100 J)Qunds. 
Rye, 15 cents per bushel. 
Seeds (grass) : Alfalfa, 4 cents per 

pound; alsike clover, 4 cents per 
pound ; red clover, 4 cents per 
pound; timothy, 2 cents per 
pound ; millet, 1 cent per pound. 

Sheep, $2 per head. 
Shoulders, 2 cents per pound. 
Swine, ¥.1 cent per potmd. 
Veal, fresh, 3 cents per pound. 
Wheat, 42 cents per bushel. 
Wool, 24 or 31 cents per pound, 

scoured bas.is. 

The cry of the western farmer to-day is for a higher tariff 
to protect the farm from the foreign market, and an examina­
tion of this list will show that the farmer to-day does not want 
free trade applied to any of these articles. 

Secretary Hoover, of the Department of Commerce, in a 
recent speech before the agricultural commission, appointed by 
the President, said: 

As about 60 per cent of our commerce and industry revolves ar{)und 
the production of American farms, it is obvious that the welfare of our 
country is clo ely interlinked with the welfare of our agriculture. 
Every segment of our economic life is interdependent. The farmer is a.s 
much inte:z:ested in the price {)f what he buys as be is in the price of 
what he sells. • • • · 

Our pre ent margin of exports is considerably less than 10 per cent 
of our total agricultural products. 

On the other hand, we are ,large importers of foodstuffs, a ·large 
majority of which we could ourselves produce, and by such production 
we would be C{)nverting the land now given to export production into 
domestic production, and thus In this way also tend to free ourselves 
from dependence on the export market. 

It seems to me that there are one or two deductions that can be 
made. 

The first is the American .farmer will never be upon a stable basis 
so long as he is dependent on the one side on competition with cheap 
foreign labor and lower standards of living in the export market ; 
tbat be will never be on a stable basis so long as he is competing 
with imported foodstuffs likewise produced under lower standards of 
living in the import market. That our drive must be for a balanced 
agriculture, tuned to the domestic market, increasing in its pro­
ductivity as the consumptive demand of our country requires. 

Second, that any proposal or plan which will result in further un­
balance by stimulation any given commodity for export is necessarily 
a negation of this whole conception, and therefore means, in the long 
run, a lesser return to American agriculture and implies . certain 
national dangers in dependence upon foreign food supply. 

There are two very definite directions in which these policies can 
be supported and in large measure accomplished. The first is to 
maintain a tariff on agricultural products on such a basis as will 
stimulate domestic production, and, I may add, this may be done 
at no consequential charge upon the consumer in proportion to his 
gains from a national policy of this character. The application of 
tariff principles should provide for agriculture the same value in 
stimulating domestic production as bas been the case in industry. 

The second direction must be the development of increased domestic 
consumption of agricultural products per capita of population. T.hls 
can only take place through development of a higher general buying 
power. In other words, a higher standard of living of the whole 
population. In turn this can only be brought about by the elimina­
tion of waste and increase in efficiency in our whole production and 
distribution system. There is room for 20 per cent or 30 per cent 
increase in our standards of living to-day. This embraces the develop­
ment of cooperative marketing of agricultural products, but coopera­
tive marketing by farmers Is only one sector of the whole battle 
against waste and for increase in efficiency . 

Let us look for a moment at a few of the things the farmer 
buys that are on the free list. The farmer buys . agricultural 
implements, all of which are on the free li t under the Re­
publican tariff. Not only agricultural implements in whole 
or part, but all repair parts of -agricultural implements are 
on the free list. 

The farmer buys binding twine. All binding twine is on the 
free list under the Republican tariff. 

The farmer buys fertilizer. All bones, bone dust, bone meal, 
bone ash, and animal carbon suitable only for fertilizer pur­
poses ; guano, ground or unground, manures, and all other sub­
stances used chiefly for fertilizers ; potash, potash salts, and 
phosphates, all of which are used in fertilizers-all these are 
on the free list under the Republican tariff. 

The farmer buys building material. Building brick, cement, 
stone, shingles, pickets, palings, hoops, staves of wood of all 
kinds, logs, and timber, either in the rough or hewn, sided, 
square, sawed, or planed on one side, sawed boards, planks, 
and other lumber used for building purposes are all on the 
free list under the Republican tariff. 

The farmer uses leather gloves; he wears boots and shoes; 
he buys harness and saddles and leather fly nets. Gloves made 
wholly or in chief of leather, all leather used for harness or 
saddlery, leather for shoe uppers, shoe vamp , soles, leather 
shoelaces, boots, and shoes made wholly or in chief of leather, 
hides of cattle from which leather is made-all are admitted 
free under the Republican tariff. 

The farmer use whetstones and hones. They are admitted 
free under the Republican tariff. 

The farmer u es horsepads. They are admitted under the 
Pordney-McCumber tariff. The farmer uses barbed wire in 
fencing and for other purposes. It is admitted free under the 
Republican tariff. 

This free list eliminates a very large percentage af what the 
farmer buys. If prices of any of these articles have gone up 
it is not due to the tariff. 

Coal, both hard and soft, slack, coke, and all compositi.ons for 
fuel in which coal or coal dust is the principal material, are 
admitted free. Therefore, the tariff has not increased the farm­
er's fuel bill and is not responsible in any degree for the high 
price of coal. 

Obviou Iy, if wood and lumber are on the free list, any change 
in the cost of household furniture a:nd other articles made of 
wood which the farmer buys can not be charged to the tariff. 

After eliminating the farmer's building material, his agricul­
tural implements, his barbed wire, his binding twine, his fuel, 
his fertilizer, his leather goods of all kinds, his hdusehQld furni­
ture, and whatever other commodities he purchases in whi<!h 
wood enters, what is there left to charge up against the-Repub­
lican tariff? 

To catch votes from the South this bill provides a subsidy of 
se\enty-five millions to buy up the cotton surplus. 

In the re~olutions pas ed by the American Cotton Manufac­
turers' Association at its recent annual meeting in New Orleans 
that organization not only indorsed the policy of tariff protec­
tion, but also declared that it does not increase the cost of liv­
ing. The resolutions follow : 

Whereas tariff agitation constitutes one of the most disturbing influ­
ences in the dry-goods market, damaging alike to cotton producer, to 
mill employee, to manufacturer, to wholesaler, to retailer, and to con­
sumer; and 

Whereas importations have increased to the point of seriously inter­
fering with the domestic production of many classes of finer goods in 
the depression which now exists in the textile industry ; and 

Whereas the hope of future increase of <!otton manufacturing in the 
South must be along the lines of finer and more diversified products : 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the American Cotton Manufacturers' Association re­
iterates its position that the tariff is an economic question and that it 
should not be treated as a political issue ; and 

Resolved further, That this association favors a tari1r that will ade­
quately protect agriculture, manufactures, and all other branches of in­
dus.try in the United States; and 

Resolved tm"'ther, That attention of the President of the United 
States be called to the classes of goods in which importations are un­
duly increasing, with r~quest that relief be given as soon as possible 
through the agency of the Treasury Department, the TariJf Commis­
sion, or legislatiol!, as he may deem best; and 

Resolt:ed tu1--ther, That in a highly competitive industry like th~ C{)t­
ton manufacturing industry, the American Cotton Manufacturers' As­
sociation denies that in times of depression such as now exist tariff 
rates operate to increase the cost of living, for in many cases the 
manufacturers' selling prices are below the cost of production replace­
ment; and the result of inadequate tariff rates is only to transfer the 
work to foreign mills, with corresponding loss of work to domestic in­
dustry lind worket·s engaged therein, and with no corresponding bene­
fit to anyone except the forelgn producer and the importer. 

I need not further pursue this matter, as it is very evident 
that much of this propaganda and the p1·ovisions of this bill 
are purely for political purposes and not to help the farmer. 

You ask me what is the remedy, if any, for the losses that 
the farmer suffers from to-day? I answer that the American 
Fruit and Vegetable Shippers Association, before the Agricul-
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tural Committee last February, stated the remedy in the follow­
ing plain and simple language, that can be understood by all: 

The greatest need now is to educate the farmers to the fact that 
raising more than can be consumed of any product is an economic 
waste. We believe when the farmer learns that he can secure larger 
returns by intensively cultivating 10 acres and producing a higher 
grade of commodity than by cultivating 20 acres in an indifferent way 
and securing a poor grade a long step will have been taken toward 
correcting some of the evils complained of. 

The Government's connection with agriculture should end when it 
furnishes reports of acreage under cultivation, prospective production, 
market prices in trade centers, etc. When it takes upon itself the , 
actual directing of distribution or sale of the commodities, either 
directly or indirectly, it approaches communism. If the Government 
attempts the marketing of wheat and cattle, why not attempt the 
marketing of cloth, shoes, or any other commodity? This country has 
been built up by its factories, mines, and merchants as well as by the 
farmers. Our governmental machine is so nicely balanced that each 
citizen is closely allied to every other citizen, and when you change 
the natural course of part of the organization you disorganize the 
whole and in jure everyone in the country. You can not build up one 
class without taking from some other class. If left alone each class 
and section will work out its own problems without disturbing the 
whole. The law of supply and demand is.. as fixed as the law of gravi­
tation, and is just as necessary. Disturb it and you will have chaos. 
It may be in a mild form, but it will be chaos just the same, and in 
the end we shall have to go back to natural laws or civilization will 
perish. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maine 
has expired. 

Mr. ASWELL. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Georgia [Mr. RuTHERFORD]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recog­
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. 1\Ir. Chairman, my time is so limited 
that I can not yield for a single question. 

At the close of the Civil War the small remnant of Confed­
erate soldiers returned to their respective localities to begin 
anew to rehabilitate their section. 

When they reached their homes, maimed and almost ex­
hausted they found their currency worthless, farms depleted, 
factorie~ destroyed, labor completely demoralized, and more than 
$2,000,000,000 worth of honestly acquired property confiscated. 

The reconstruction legislature in one Southern State con­
tracted indebtedness thirty-five times in excess of the public 
debt of that State in 1850. 

From 1860 to 1890 the per capita 'Yealth of the North more 
than doubled; whereas 6 of the 11 Southern States had not 
reached their 1860 average by 1900. 

K o proud and respected people ever faced a more difficult 
problem. Possessed with strong wills and undaunted courage, 
they responded to the requirements of the time and met the 
situation as best they could. 

·with practically no money and without the assistance _of the 
other sections, they gathered together the remnant of livestock 
that bad not been destroyed by the Union Army and undertook 
to plant and cultivate a crop in the spring am~ summer of 1865. 

I have not mentioned these facts to revive past sectional 
differences, but to bring to your attention some of the difficulties 
that bad to be met by my section of tb.e country. 

Growing out of what was termed the necessities of the time, 
our l~gislature passed a bill permitting a farmer to mortgage 
his growing crop to obtain advances to assist him in working 
and harvesting his crop. 

As cotton required less skill to cultivate, and being the only 
safe and sure money crop, the supply. merchant or banker 
insisted that the farmer asking for assistance should plant a 
definite number of acres of cotton, which was to be either 
delivered to the merchant and by him sold or delivered to a 
warehouse and sold and the proceeds applied on the mortgage. 

Like all systems of this character, excessive rates were 
usually charged the debtor, which necessarily kept him in the 
clutches of the system. 

Under a system like this it was practically impossible to urge 
and stimulate diversification of crops. 

I have repeDtedly seen our farmers buy what was needed on 
the farm during the spring at prices based upon cotton quoted 
at 10 cents per pound, but when they gathered their cotton and 
put in on the market in the fall of the year the price was from 
2 to 5 cents per pound lower than when his indebtedness was 
contracted. 

The cotton speculator knew that the farmers would have 
to sell the bulk of their cotton from the 1st of October to the 
1st of December in order to pay their contract, the result of 
which almost invariably depressed the price. 

In my opinion, it is almost impossible to maintain the price 
of any basic commodity where the bulk of 1t ls forced on the 
market during two months of the year. 

A story is told of an old negro who shipped his cotton to a 
factory in one of the cities of Georgia for safe-keeping. After 
a time he ordered his cotton sold. In the spring he applied 
to a supply merchant for assistance. The merchant knowing 
that the negro bad shipped his cotton to the warehouse. nat­
urally inquired of him what be bad done with the proceeds 
of his previous crop. In reply to this question the old negro 
promptly answered, "De ducts got it." 

While the southern man ordinarily understood negro phrase­
ology, this was one time that be was not equal to the occasion, 
so be insisted that the old negro should explain what he 
meant by "de ducts got it." 

The old negro, being equal to the emergency when be wanted 
credit, said: 

When I hauls my cotton to de railroad, de railroad deduct ; when 
it'gits to de warehouse, de warehouse deduct; when I bas it inshoired, 
da deduct: when I goes to have it weighed, da deduct; when I takes 
it out of de warehouse, da deduct; and, boss, when I goes to sell my 
cotton, de ducts done got it all. 

The explanation being satisfactory to the supply merchant, 
be could not resist assi ting the negro, so his mortgage was pre­
pared and the credit extended. 

As a result of this iniquitous system and the wide fluctuation 
of the cotton market. the indebtedness of the farmers of the 
South necessarily grew. 

About this time another class of lenders came into Georgia 
and began to make loans on farm lands. The lenders, know­
ing that the farmers were burdened with debts, offered to 
place loans on their farms at an interest rate of 8 per cent, 
and in many cases charged as much as 20 per cent commission 
or fees for negotiating the loans. 

While there bas been improvement ln this field as a result 
of the establishment of the Federal land banks, the number and 
aggregate indebtedness of farm loans bas grown to an alarm­
ing extent. 

li'rom the organization of the F~eral land banks and joint­
stock land banks to :March 31, 19~6. they have closed 480,623 
loans, for the sum total of $1,875,756,575. In Georgia they have 
closed 11,583 loans, aggregating S30,!:l83. In Iowa, 17,484 loans, 
aggregating $177,957. In Texas, 55,272 loans, aggregating 
$200,673. In Mississippi, 25,349 loans, aggregating $56,683. 

I have submitted the number of loans made and the aggre­
gate amount in the different States t{) show that farm indebt­
edness is growing throughout the Union. 

In 1920 there were 6,448,343 farms or farm operators. In 
1925 there were 6,371,617 farms or farm operators, showing 
that there were 76,726 farms either abandoned from 1920 to 
1925, or that number of farmers bad left the farm. 

In 1920 there were 310,732 farms or farm operators in 
Georgia. In 1925 this number had been reduced to 249,104, 
showing a loss in five years of 61,628. 

In 1920 there were 91,852,111 horses, mules, and cattle on 
the farms. In 1925 there were 83,838,119, showing a loss of 
8,013,992 in five years. 

In Georgia, in 1!:l20, there were 1,663,592 horses, mules, and 
cattle on the farms. In 1925 there were 1,662,458, showing a 
loss of 361,134 in five years. 

I am inserting a table sent me by the Department of Com­
merce, giving comparative number of horses, mules, cattle, 
swine, sheep, goats, poultry, and beehives on the farms in 
1920 and 1925. 

While I can not verify the accuracy of this statement I read 
some time ago a statement showing that the indebted­
ness of the farmers of America now aggregates more than 
$14,000,000,000. 

If you will calculate interest on this amount at 6 per cent 
you will see what a burden is being carried by the farmers. 
It is now generally conceded that we have an acute farm situ­
ation throughout the entire agricultural section of America. 

I have not beard this fact denied by anyone who has spoken 
on either of the bills for agricultural relief. There seems to be 
considerable diversity of opinion as to the best solution. 

Anyone can offer destructive criticism, but statesmen are 
needed to devise the rightful solution. This farm situation 
being national ln its scope, a solution can not be made from 
a sectional viewpoint. 

We should not even approach a solution of this vital and 
important question from either a sectional or a political angle. 
By increasing the purchasing power of the farmers in any sec­
tion of our country, they are enabled to buy more of the finished 
products of the cotton crop of the South and vice versa. 
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I do not think that the cotton farmers of the South are ask­

ing for additional loans, as their indebtedness is entirely too 
large now. As only 10 to 12 per cent of [be farmers of the 
South are members of the cooperative associat:on, it is hardly 
pos ible for this small number to control a sufficient quantity 
of the surplus to enable a stabilization of the price of cotton. 

In 1900-1901 the commercial crop of American cotton was 
10,339,000 bales. Domestic mills consumed 3,604,000 bales, and 
G, 07,000 bales were exported. The world's consumption of 
American cotton then was 10,171,000 bales. While the world 
consumption covered the entir e production, cotton was forced 
down as low as 8 cents per pound, and was never higher than 
10* cents per pound. 

In 1903-4 the commercial crop of American cotton was 
10,000,000 bales. Am-erican mills consumed 3,981,000 bales, and 
around 6,000,000 bales were exported. The world's consump­
tion of American cotton at that time was 10,083,000 bales. 
Cotton sold during that time from 9 cents per pound to 18 
cents per pound. 

In 190±-5 the commercial crop of American cotton was 
13,654,000 bales. American bills consumed 4,523,000 bales, and 
9,000,000 bales were exported. The world's consumption of 
American cotton was then 11,838,000 bales. Cotton during this 
period sold as low as 7%, cents per pound and as high as 10%, 
cents per pound. 

In 1910-11 the commercial crop of American cotton was 
12,000,000 bales. American mills consumed 4,705,000 bales, and 
7,700,000 bales were exported. The world's consumption of 
American cotton at that time was 12,000,000 bales. Cotton 
sold then as low as 14 cents per pound and as high as 19% 
cents per pound. 

The crop of 1913-14 never sold lower than 12 cents per 
pound and went as high as 14% cents per pound. 

The crop of 1914-15, aggregating 15,000,000 bales, never 
sold higher than 10% cents per pound, when there was only 
one-half million bales of cotton more than there was the 
year before. 

Beginning with the year 1915, the price of cotton climbed 
from the low price of 7% cents per pound to 44 cents per 
pound in 1919-20. 

The commercial crop of 1919-20 was 12,443,000 bales and 
it sold as high as 44 cents per pound. 

Although the commercial crop was only 11,300,000 bales in 
1!>20-21, the price of cotton dropped to 11 cents per pound. 

The total production of American cotton in 1920-21 was 
13,270,000 bales; 1921-22, 7,978,000 bales; 1922-23, 9,729,000 
bales ; 1923-24, 10,171,000 bales ; 1924-25, 13,639,000 bales. 

The world's consumption of American cotton in 1920-21 
was 10,330,000 bales; in 1921-22, 12,829,000 bales; in 1922-23, 
12.631,000 bales ; in 1923-24, 11,241,000 bales; and in 1924-25, 
14,247,000 bales. 

While the American commercial cotton crop has averaged 
in five years around 11.000,000 bales, the world consumption 
has averaged around 12,000,000 bales. 

In the fall of 1925, when the bureau estimated the cotton 
crop at a little less than 14,000,000 bales of cotton, it was 
selling at around 24 cents per pound. When the next esti­
mate came out, showing a probable crop of 15,000,000 bales 
of cotton, the price began to decline and is now around 17 
cents per pound for middling cotton. 

If cotton was worth 24 cents a pound in November, 1925, 
based upon an estimate of around 14,000,000 bales, why is it 
not worth 24 cents to-day? 

I candidly believe that if some agency bad existed, with 
snfficient funds to have gone into the market and bought the 
estimated surplus of cotton and withheld it from the market 
the farmers would have continued to receive from 22 to 24 
cents per pound for their cotton. 

Legislation that does not provide a fund sufficiently large to 
buy the estimated surplus of any ba ic commodity and hold it 
for orderly marketing will not materially assist the farmers of 
this country. 

Cotton is one commodity that is only affected by water and 
fire. It can be carried for 50 years without deterioration in 
quality, provided it is protected against water and fire. 

You may Picture for yourself the disaster that would befall 
the cotton industry of the world if there should be a total 
failure in cotton production. 

It is r~lated that the embargo on cotton during the Civil War 
so greatly affected the textile industry of New England that an 
appeal was made to President Lincoln to strive for a cessation 
of hostilities. 

Coming from the cotton section of the South, I know from 
actual experience that no commodity requires as much hard 
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labor and longer hours to produce than does cotton. No class 
of our people is so poorly paid as are the farmers for their 
labor. 

There was a time when but little skill and experience wa8 re­
quired to make cotton, but the situation in this respect has 
entirely changed. 

The appearance of the cotton-boll weevil has challenged the 
best thought and intelligence to provide a method of control 
of this pest, or ultimately the cotton farmers of the South will 
be forced to seek other fields for a livelihood. This pest bas not 
only produced great uncertainty as to quantity production, 
but it has more than doubled the cost. 

I do not believe that an equalization fee should be demanded 
of any class of our farmers, as this would only add another 
burden. 

Under the terms of the Haugen bill, as I construe it, every 
bale of cotton made would be subject to an equalization fee, 
as all of our cotton is proces ed before it is marketed; whereas 
a large percentage of corn and wheat is not processed, thereby 
escaping an equalization fee. 

Furthermore, as 60 per cent of our cotton is exported and 
sold on a world market without the benefits of protection, the 
only benefits the cotton farmer could possibly receive under the 
terms of the bill would be the hope of orderly marketing and 
stabilization. 

This Congress should at least be as generous with the Amer­
ican farmers as it was in the settlement made with foreign 
debtors. 

While a large portion of the indebtedness of Italy to the 
United States was for money loaned for rehabilitation after 
the armistice, under the terms of the settlement she was per­
mitted to settle on a basis of 26 per cent of her total indebted­
ness, which was an indirect subsidy of about one and one-half 
billion dollars. 

The Government has spent millions of dollars in providing 
for and maintaining our merchant marine, millions were ad­
vanced the railroads for stabilization, and large land grants were 
made to the promoters and builders of the western railroads. 

I will quote from the report of Mr. HAUGE~, from the Com­
mittee on Agriculture : 

Actual earnings of the farmer in 1924 in return for his labor are 
computed by the board at $730 on the average as against average 
earnings of $1,256 per wage earner in the manufacturing industries 
in the same year, average earnings of $1,572 by transportation work· 
ers, $2,141 earned by clerical workers, an average of $1,678 earned 
by ministers, $1,295 by teachers, about $1,650 by Government employees, 
and an average of $1,415 per wo~ker ln all groups other than farm ers. 

I will also quote from an editorial appearing in the Atlanta 
Constitution in answer to one appearing in the Philadelphia 

-Public Ledger: 
In view of the fact that the President is "agin the bill" and will 

vet~ it if presented to him, the above recited charges are more windy 
than weighty. The southern Democrat may not be wise to hook up 
with the western bipartisan bloc behind the McNary-Haugen bill, and 
they may not be hundred per cent consistent with Democratic funda­
mentals in voting for a so-called subsidy, but let it not be forgotten 
that southern Democrats did not create the conditions that threaten 
the American farmer with eviction from his farm and homestead, and 
southern Democrats did not invent the Republican policy of bottle­
feeding "infant industries" and " fostering the home market" ' for 
the manufacturing kings of the East. Whatever heresy affects south· 
ern Democrats in the matter of subsidies and appetite for Treasury 
treacle was taught to them by the doctrines and practices of Republi­
can past masters. 

The eastern journalists and publicists who have the same views as 
the Philadelphia newspaper do not · explain why cotton should be 
treated as a pariah when Treasury aid may be portioned out to corn, 
cow, and hog. There should be no subsidies, pure and simple, to any 
of them, we agree; but whenever any party or administration, for rea­
sons of political adYantage or indUBtrial salvation, goes forth to give 
largess from the public funds, we insist upon the square deal. Cotton 
has quit e as much right to anSwer the " free feed " call as any of the 
mills of the East or the fields of · the West. 

While agriculture in my section of the South is languishing 
we are making wonderful strides in the development of the tex­
tile industry, in harnessing our water power, and in utilizing 
our inexhaustible clay products. 

The Hightower cotton-mill interests of Thomaston, Ga. in 
my district, recently closed the largest single order for m~nu­
factured product that was ever consummated in the United 
States, namely, $100,000,000. 

We will never have general and lasting prosperity until the 
farmer's dollar is made equal to a dollrur in industry. 
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We should cast aside all prejudices and work out some rea­
sonable and sane solution of the agricultural situation before 
adjournment. 

While I am generally averse to any legislation giving the 
National Government control over individual initiative, I do 
believe that assistance should be given at this time to put the 
farmers on an equality with industry. [Applause.] 
Num?Jer of farms and. number and value of livestock, cen,suses of 1925 

a7ld 1920 

United States Georgia 

Number of farms, or farm operators _________________ __ _ 
Number of livestock on farms: 

Horses.-------------------
lules ________ -------------

Cattle ________ -------------
Swine._-------------------
Sheep _______ --------------
Goats __ ____ ---------------
Poultry ______ -------------Bees (hives) ______________ _ 

Value of all livestock on farms_ 

1925 1 

6, 371,617 

16,535,759 
5, 730,60 

61, 571,752 
51,842,428 

(2) 
(1) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

1920 192.51 

6,«8,343 249,104 

19, 767, 161 55, 785 
5, 432, 391 337, 984 

66, 652, 559 938, 689 
59, 346, 409 1, 274, 556 
:15,033, 516 ------------
3,458,925 ------------

372,825,264 ------------
3, 4G7, 396 ------------

8,013,324, 808 ------------

1 Preliminary. 2 Not available. 

1920 

310,732 

100,503 
!06, 351 

1, 156,738 
2,071, 051 

72, 173 
110, 489 

7, 621,158 
136,698 

155, 043, 349 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
ba expired. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­
sent to revise and e.A1:end my remarks. 

The CHAIRMA~. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 

gentleman from Maryland [Ur. LINTHICUM]. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland is recog­

nized for two minutes. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I a k unanimous consent 

to revise and extend my remarks. 
The CHAIR:MA..~. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Maryland? 
There was no objection. 
1t1r. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, when doctors disagree, 

who shall decide? The Agriculturul Committee of this House 
have for week conducted hearings as to the best method of 
aiding the fn.rmer and have not been able to agree upon any 
one bill. There are three bills, which, according to the rule, 
are under discu ion-the Tincher bill, the A well bill, and the 
Haugen bill. Years ago, when I was able to guide the plow 
and lay off, perhaps, as straight a row as any man in this 
House I -was somewhat acquainted with farm operations and 
the w~lfare of the farmer in my section. I have, however, be­
come an agriculturist in recent years and know very little of 
the problems of the real dirt farmer. An "agriculturist," you 
know, is one who earns his money in the city and spends it on 
the farm. 

Now, when this Agricultural Co:rp.mittee can not agree, but 
bring forward three propositions, what is a Congressman from 
a city district where the people are all consumers of farm 
products and ~ot producers, to do but look out for the interest 
of his constituents and see that no hocus-pocus game or untried 
law is put over on them. The farmers of my State have cer­
tainly not asked me to support any one of these bills, and I 
am against them. 

Speaking of the Tincher and Haugen bills reminds me of a 
little town where I stopped overnight. There were two hotels, and 
I asked a citizen where I bad better stop. He said, " It makes 
no difference which you choose ; you will wish you had stopped 
at the other." !_think, in this case, I will take no chances and 
will oppose both. 

It is proposed by the Tincher bill to take $100,000~000 from 
the Treasury of the United States to loan to the farmers. It is 
proposed by the Haugen bill to take $375,000,000 from the Treas­
ury of the United States, or about $5,000,000 more than the total 
reduction of taxes about which we boasted only a few months 
a O'o, It is proposed to bring the South to the support of this 
blll by allocating $100,000,000 to stabilize cotton prices and 
the balance to stabilize prices of farm products primarily 
produced in the Central West. 

The people of the East and the North pay most of the 
Nation's taxes, and if this Tincher or Haugen bill should happen 
to become a law it would be necessary for them to practically 
carry the farmers upon their backs. It is a subsidy pure and 
simple, and so admitted to be, and I am opposed to all sub­
sidies. I do not blow hot and cold on such a proposition. I 

was opposed to the proposed ship subsidy and voted against it. 
I was opposed to and am still opposed to the Fordney­
McCumber tariff measure, which is nothing more nor less than 
a subsidy to the big interests of this country. 

I can not blame the farmer for complaining about his dire 
situation and the low market for his products, but what I can 
not understand is why the farmers of the West continue to 
vote the Republican ticket and elect those ·who place upon 
their backs the burden of a high-protective tariff. This causes 
them to pay abnormal prices for everything they need out­
side of their own products, and is certainly one of the main 
reasons why they find themselves in their impoverished con­
dition to-day. This is a proposition to establish in our own 
country what might be termed an internal protective tariff. 
The market of supply and demand is to be set aside, and 
whenever Providence through its bountiful ble ing of sun­
shine and rains happens to produce a very large crop upon 
the self-same land, requiring no additional cultivation but orne 
additional gathering expense, the great consuming public of the 
country is to receive no benefit nor participation from thi God­
given bounty. It iB to be manipulated that the price may 
be maintained and the poor and rich both deprived of this 
munificent gift in our own land while the surplus is to be sold 
abroad for what it will bring and at low prices. 

If prices are rendered high for 1926, what iB there to pre­
vent the farmer from planting larger crops in 1927, and where, 
oh, where, will this great aurplus be utilized in order to main­
tain the standard of prices desired? There is no way by which 
we can regulate nature, and there is no law, nor can there be 
one, which will prevent the farmer fi·om increa&ing from time 
to time his farm products and thus overwhelm the provisions 
of this Haugen bill. · 

It has been said that the farm lands of this country have 
depreciated some $20,000,000,000 and that farm products have 
depreciated some $14,000,000,000. This may be -rery true taking 
war-tinle prices as the standard for former values of land and 
products and present prices for depreciation, but who bas ever 
believed that war-time prices would be maintained forev~r? 
Certainly they have not been maintained in the vast majority 
of productions from either land or factory. 

I should, indeed, like to know bow to help the farmer, but I 
can not believe that a subsidy can ever give him permanent 
prosperity. I know so little about the real big farming opera­
tions that it is difficult for me to discuss the merits or de­
merits of these three bills; in fact, it has been so well done 
by others more familiar with the subject that it would be 
futile for me to attempt it, but I do know that all such wild­
cat schemes as that propo ed in the Haugen bill, which lifts 
from the Treasury of the United States more than the total 
reduction of taxes for last year in an effort to have the farmer 
raise himself from the adversities of the past two years to 
pro perity by his own bootstraps is both preposterous and chi­
merical indeed. 

The real solution of this whole question is to adopt some 
measure which will bring the producer in clo er touch with the 
consumer. There are too many middlemen. The consumers of 
my district pay all that any farmer or trucker could ask them 
to pay for what they consume. But when the farmer receives 
his price, it is so small that it is impossible for him to main­
tain his family and procure a livelihood, all because there are 
too many middlemen living upon the farmer. 

There is another element that operates not alone against the 
farmer, but against the people of our country generally, and 
that is we are too little prone to work and too largely prone 
to expenditures for things we can do without. I sincerely hope 
the Agricultural Committee of this House can bring out a bill 
upon wh~ch they can agree and one which will be in the inter­
est of the farmer, enabling him to help himself rather than to 
make his industry a sub idized branch of our great productive 
group. The farmers of my State are not mendicants and are 
not a"king to be subsidized from the Federal Treasury. 

No section of our country bould be forced to tand _and 
deliver a bonus to another, nor should that section expect it to 
be done. We should have no privileged cia es either under the 
Haugen bill, the Tincher bill, or the Fordney-:McCumber tariff 
act. Just so soon as we grant such privileges to one class of 
our citizens the other classes will be impoverished. I can not 
but believe that the high protective tariff iB playing great havoc 
with the farm:i.ng industry and bleeding the American con­
sumer. 

Mention has been made by my colleague, Mr. BLACK of New 
York, to the fact that prohibition ba also cut into his pros­
perity, and the Farmers' Yearbook of 1923 is quoted to sub­
stantiate this a·eclaration. Certainly it has largely linlited 
the purchase of many farm product , but there are many 
reasons for his present condition. The tariff bill in addition 
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to compelling him to pay high prices for goods is also llmiting 
him in his export trade, because " if you would bring the 
wealth of the Indies home, you must take the wealth of the 
Indies with you," as has been well said. If we would export 
farm products to Europe, we must expect to buy some goods 
in payment thereof from Europe. There has been too much 
agitation of these matters. It would be well to get busy and 
legislate to aid the farru~r to help himself. You have tried 
to lc!ri.<slate the country dry, and failed; tried to enrich the 
farmer by a high protective tariff, and failed. Now it is 
proposed to enrich him by subsidy, which would fail. Give 
him a fair deal and a world market and watch him grow in 
grace, in stature, and prosperity. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BoiEs]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa is recognized 
for two minutes. 

Mr. BOIES. l\Ir. Chairman and gentlemen of the 'House of 
Representatives, I consider .it a high honor to have represented 
the people of the eleventh congressional district of Iowa in this 
House during the past seven years. That district is composed 
of 13 counties, extending from the Minnesota line in a southerly 
direction more than half the length of the State from north to 
south, bounded on the west by the Big Sioux and the 1\Ii:;;sourl 
Rivers, and on the east by the Mississippi River. In fertility 
of soil I doubt if it is surpassed by any district in the United 
States. The people of the district are as intelligent, as ~ndus­
trious, and as honest as the inhabitants of any other district 
in the United States. The district is essentially an agricul· 
tural one, highly adapted to diversified farming. In the natural 
order of things, under a fair distribution of the favors of this 
Government, with an equal opportunity and concern for all the 
people of this Nation, the farmers of this district would be 
equally prosperous with the other great industries carried on in 
this country. That such condition does not exist in our dis­
trict no one will attempt to deny. 

In such a situation it necessarily follows that some classes, 
somewhere in the United States, are profiting at the expense 
and to the detriment of the people living in my distlict. That 
this situation is wrong can not be truthfully contradicted. I 
have not time to call attentjon to all the matters and things 
that conspire to bring about the situation that exists there, but 
there certainly is a combination of circumstances that has ren­
dered the business of farming unprofitable in this district and 
that has so adversely affected the farmers' interest as that, 
speaking broadly and as generally applied, a very small per 
cent, probably not to exceed 2 per cent, has been the return 
based upon the fair and reasonable value of the land, allowing 
a fair and reasonable wage on account of the labor bestowed­
in many, many instances an entire loss has resulted rather 
than the acquisition of any per cent gain. 

It is true that we are far removed from the great central 
markets of the country. The transportation charges are way 
beyond what the farmer can afford to pay. If freight rates 
are as low as it is possible to impose them, then, if there is a 
remedy, it should be adopted. There is a remedy, and while I 
do not care to dwell upon the proposition, as it might not be . 
considered germane, yet I will venture to call attention at this 
time to the fact of the existence of the great Mississippi and 
the Missouri Rivers, which are eternally flowing to the Gulf, 
touching Iowa upon the east its full length and a considerable 
portion of its length on the west. If these rivers were im­
proved, as all wide-awake countries of the Old World have 
improved their waterways, transportation charges would not 
handicap the farmers of Iowa as they do to-day. 

The improvement of these rivers would benefit from thirty 
to forty millions of people, and the transportation of the great 
annual products of the Middle West would render the plan a 
financial success. It is not only the question of the outgoings 
but of the incomings; it is not only the matter of the traffic 
north and south, but in conjunction with water transportation 
of magnificent proportions from the east as far as Pittsburgh, 
coal, iron, steel, and manufactured goods, of the character that 
does not call for hurried transportation, would flow in and 
out. 

If there are those lhing in any part of the United States 
who prove to be objectors or jesters of and concerning the 
plan that is now under way, I warn them to give serious con­
sideration to the question and be prepared for what is to come 
about. Carrying this hint no further, I will address my re­
marks to the real question before this body. 

I believe in the protection system, protection that protects 
all alil.:e, or that really protects all as ~qually as is humanly 
possible to provide. 

I have heard it stated by some of the proponents of the 
Tincher bill that the farmers of this country receive more 
benefit on account of the tariff laws of this country than any 
other class of people. If a statement of that kind is entitled to 
a second thought, will these gentlemen tell us why prosperity 
generally prevails in this country with all the other big indus­
tries excepting the farming industry, and that standing alone 
concededly in a most unsatisfactory and helpless situation? 
So far as the general business of this country is concerned 
to-day optimism lends its influence, but so far as agriculture 
is concerned pessimism is an added discouragement to all the 
other handicaps with which the farmers of this cvuntry are 
confronted to-day. 

The agriculture situation is at such a low ebb at this time 
as that the declaration is universal that something ought to be 
done by way of legishltion to remove the inequality existing 
between the prices of agricultural commodities and the prices 
attaching to the other general commodities in trade. The price 
level is not important if equality prevails; the inequality ob­
taining to-day explains the farmers' trouble, and the search in 
this direction need not go further. 

With regard to the remedy, we have dallied for some years 
and it seems to me that the time has arrived to provide a 
remedy now or admit to the country that we are not equal 
to the emergency. The most recent agitation was commenced 
last fall-the large meetings and small meetings held in various 
places throughout the country. Some months ago the Agricul­
tural Committee began its investigation, and during the many 
weeks that the committee sat in these hearings a num­
ber of men of national reputation appeared before that com­
mittee ostensibly to assist the committee in the preparation of 
a bill to be framed that would help the farmers, such a one as 
would be likely to be approved by the Members of this House, 
and by the Senate, and one that would appeal to the judgment 
of the President. Instead of one comprehensive bill being re­
ported from that committee we have before us for considera­
tion three distinct bills, unlike in many particulars, and here 
submitted for the consideration of the Members of this House. 
In the history of all prior legislation three bills may have been 
reported from a committee all ostensibly aimed to the accom­
plishment of the same end. Not having had the opportunity 
or the time to search the records from time immemorial, I am 
not prepared to say that such procedure never occurred before, 
but I believe I can safely assert that the procedure is unusual 
and, in my humble judgment, was a mistake. 

The question is presented: If 21 men could not come to an 
agreement upon a bill that should have been reported, after 
months of study and discussion, how can it be expected that a 
majority of 435 men may be brought to an agreement with com­
plications multiplied by three? It is rather late to complain of 
the progress thus made, if it may be termed progress, and we 
are confronted with the situation as it now exists. It is cer­
tainly our duty to lend our best efforts to the perfection of a 
bill that will result in the most good-that will result in some 
improvement, some benefit to the agricultural interests of this 
country ; before we surrender we ought to make every effort to 
agree, and I trust those who have pronounced themselves in 
favor of either of these bills have not driven their stakes so 
deeply as that they may not be induced to pull up and move to 
higher ground, if cool consideration may point that way. The 
important thing is not so much the consideration as to whose 
baby it is, but we should all be concerned with regard to the 
maturity of the infant-providing one fitted to develop and to 
be of service. 

The need in this matter, the unquestioned necessity and de­
mand is known of all men, there is one of two things in wait· 
ing at the other end of these proceedings-a legislative act 
that may be approved as helpful or what will amount to a 
surrender, an open declaration that this Congress does not 
possess the ability to discover a remedy or that it has not the 
disposition to afford a just and honest opportunity to all men 
living under this Government. 

If we may not be able to raise the price of the farmers' 
products to the level of the plices that organized industry 
enjoys then let us bring the prices now paid organized indus­
try to the level of the farmers' prices. 

I believe I recognize the value of our home markets; I would 
not destroy that market, because it is a protection to labor 
and to capital, excepting that its benefits to the farmers do 
not equal the benefits derived by capital and labor. Appar­
ently capital has always been able to take care of itself; or­
ganized labor, in late years, has been alive to its own inter­
ests and the laboring men in this country are receiving better 
pay than in any other place in the world to-day. I raise no 
question t¥at he is receiving too much, but I am raising the 
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question that the labor th.:'lt the farmer de otes to his busi­
ness is not equally compensating. 

I take an interest in the man that " carries the dinner pail," 
and that intere t extends, as a matter of theory, to the men 
who carry the dinner pails no matter wheresoever it may lead. 
I want to know that there is reflected in that dinner pail a ~mffi­
c:ient wage whereby a condition may be seen at home and in the 
family of the man who carrie the dinner pail comparable to 
the impro-ved conditions of living in the United States. 

The man upon the farm, the members of his family, can not 
prosper under the rule of the short-hour day, nor can you in 
tl.le operation of a farm dinde the d?Y into three equal parts. 
Some of you who know nothing about farming may not com­
prebend ucll a statement, but it is true nevertheless that you 
can not commence your chores at 8 o'clock in the morning nor at 
7 o'clock ; neither can you close your d!iy's work with the chores 
in the evening at 5 or 6 o'clock. With an eye to prosperity 
stock must be fed and watered at ~egular hours, and those 
hours should not be crowded too closely; the dairy cow must 
be fed and milked at regular and stated hour , which occur 
before 7 o'clock in the morning and later than 6 -o'clock in the 
evening. So that the labor that falls upon the farmer and his 
family is somewhat ruthlessly tied to the ta k beyond that of 
any other class of labm;ers ~ and yet for that labor to-day he 
receives the smallest compensatioJ! of any laboring man in this 
country. 

Gentlem-en, in this connection, there is greatest urge that the 
situation be remedied and improved beyond any other situation 
that touches the callouses upon the ha,nds of labor anywhere in 
this country. 

Organization and cooperation meets and overcomes, and can 
be made to meet and overcome many inequalities and injustices, 
but the farming industry is so large, comprehends so much, so 
many side issues that it is impossible within any reasonable 
time for organization or cooperation to place the farmer where 
he ha a right to stand in relation to the economic machinery o.f 
this Government. 

While I have not confined my remarks to the provisions of 
any of these bills presented for consideration, yet I have at­
tempted to describe a. situation, the relief from which should be 
of the serious concern of every .Member of Congress and the 
Executive of this Nation.. 

This bill, as is the case mth the others, will be subject to 
amendment, and I might be permitted to hazard the guess 
that if the bill when presented to the President for his signa­
ture will have to show an appropriation sufficient to cover all 
possible contingencies, or it will meet with a sudden veto upon 
that ground, if upon no other. 

I approve of the policy of the individual and the Govern­
ment paying their debts as soon as it is reasonably possible. 
I am in favor of a speedy reduction of the national debt, yet 
I would not object to a few years' extension of the time sug­
gested by our Sec:reta.ry of the Treasury for the extinguishment 
of the national debt when it is shown that a diversion of some 
of that money is applied to the best interests of all the people, 
as we here now on earth are moving along toward the end. 

I entertain sympathy_ for the individual who makes a bad 
investment~ prosperity everywhere brings joy and content­
ment. If it becomes necessary, in order to affoll'd to the :t\iiddle 
West reasonable and just freight r ates, then I say that bank­
rupt railroads should be placed in the hands of receivers, the 
assets liquidated, and the prope-rty sold, as is the property 
handled with the individual and the thousands of companies 
and corporations nil over this land, in the regular way, and, 
upon the cost of the bankrupt railroads to . the purchaser 
permit the Interstate Commerce Commission to fix fair rates 
based upon the cost price of the property. This may not be 
a popular doctrine, but it is one satisfactory to me, arrived 
at after no great study, but judged offhand from knowledge 
of the usual procedure-the things that happen naturally to 
any person, company, or corporation when they have ceased 
to be reliably solvent- incapable of going ahead under their 
own power. \ 

I would curtail the extra.,..,agance in private and public affairs. 
It ought to be made known that the people will not approve 
of the conduct of an~· man, placed in official position to handle 
the people's money, who would deal with it oilier than he would 
with his own, and in a conservative and honest manner. The 
position of a guardian or ·a person standing in any fiduciary 
relation is a sacred one, and in all such matters the interested 
parties have a right to demand a square-to-ed and up-to-the­
minute accounting. 

I observe that some of the proponents of the Tincher bill 
pronounce the word " subsidy " as though it stood for a poison­
ous substance, uithering and deadly. When all the' forms of 
subsidy with which the business of this Government is affected 

are brougbt to tbe open and connted, these wry faces look 
comical, indeed. 

You gentlemen "·ho have spent much time during the past 
week shouting "sub ·idy! . ub id . " have not encouraged the 
release of an ounce of oppre sion from the backs of the farmer 
of this country; you have sought to attach ·to the word "Ome 
mysterious and damnable meaning which the dictionarie do 
not recognize. The real meaning of the word, and as give.!l by 
authority, is expressed in a word of three letter , to wit, "aid." 
Aid is what the farmers are asking for, and it is what they 
are entitled to, and this by all the expressions that ca:u be 
u-Tnng from the words justice und right. 

The people have no particular concern as to just how their 
money may be used, S<> long as they can be assured that the use 
is in aid of their enterprises. It is the bu, iuess of the Govern­
ment to aiel in all good undertakings, and it has exercised that 
privilege many, many times. 

The Government aided the business of manufacturing by the 
adoption of the protective policy (a sub idy). The Government 
aided many times the people of tile We t by establishing recla­
mation projects-by appropriating money right out of the 
Treasury that had been first taken from the pockets of all the 
people. 
Th~ Government aided the railroads by the adoption of the 

Esch-Cummins. Act in more ways than one ; especially on 
account of the $300,000,000 revolving fund written into the law; 
by permitting the Interstate Commerce Commission to illegally 
take $48,000,000 annually from the pockets of tho e who re­
quired sleeping-car accommodations and handing it over to the 
railroads without any consideration whatsoever; by million of 
dollars loaned, at low rates of interest ; by grants of land to 
the extent of an empire. 

These instances hardly begin to tell the whole story. Some 
of the incidents cited are made use of for illustration rather 
than in criticism~ In connection with the tariff, I insist that 
the farmer's markets are not benefi.ted to the same extent that 
the manufacturer's markets are. The manufacturer sells in a 
protected market- the manufacturer is able to, and does, name 
the price to the .l}UFcha.,er. 

The farmer is required to accept the prices that the pur­
chaser nam-es and is further handicapped on account of the 
world markets, also because he has no power, in his fight 
with the elements, to cau...~ his supply to approximately meet 
the- demand with such assurance as the manufacturer has. 
This fact alone places the farmer at the mercy of the world 
markets, and again he is told what he may receive. 

We have beard it said more than once during the past debates 
of the week that " the farmers receive greater benefit on account 
of the tariff than any other class of people." I wonder how 
many believe the statement? If the consumer does not pay the 
tariff tax, what benefit does the manufacturer receive from the 
tariff laws? 

These questions are not intended as a condemnation of the 
tariff system, bot the contention is that new legislation is neces­
sary to afford the farmer like advantages derived by the manu­
facturer- on account of the " protection " afforded the manu~ 
facturer. 

Back of the theory of. protection has always lodged the 
tb.o.ught of the benefit it would b:ring to the manufacturer di­
rectly, and without regard to the incidental benefit that the 
farmer may derive becau e of an improved home market, 
supe-rior to that which might not exist but for a tariff la . 

The history of the subject of the tariff in this country stands 
as proof of our a ertion. We have the following from the 
American Economist of May 7, 192.6 : 

The first general law passed by the INrst Congress was a protective 
tariff act, avowedly S(). In the preamble it is stated that one of its 
puJ.'PQSeS was "the encouragement and protection of manufacturers." 

Naturally, the w-ay exists to do the right thing in all matters 
pertaining to the human family; it has always been present, 
ever extending the invitation to humanity to travel by that 
route. Ha-ving in mind the best prosperity of all the people, 
and the be t possible prosperity of our Government, there can 
be no more urgent question pressing for solution than that per­
taining to the rehabilitation, the restoration of the very great 
and all-important business of agriculture; it is agreed on all 
hands that this is so. Is it possible that the brains of the 
American people are incapable of solving the question? Has 
ambition been directed in other channels, in this time of fast 
travel, to the extent that we are helpless in this great emer­
gency? If so, then God pity us. If such is our mental condi­
tion, let us abandon the air and get back to earth. 

In the Chicago Tribune of May 2, 1926, the following appears : 
Nations are careful not to allow the solidity of their agricultural 

foundations to be weakened so that farming is not attractive and remu-
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neratlve to a lar~ class of citizenship. The type of citizenship pro­
duced by agricultural occ_upation is regarded as essential in the social 
and political balance of a country. 

The foregoing expresses a splendid sentiment, but I believe a 
practical impro,ement is possible by recasting the paragraph 
as follows; 

Nations that desire that their government survive should not allow 
the solidity of their agricultural foundations to be weakened so that 
farming is not attractive and remunerative to a large class of citizen­
ship. The type of citizenship produced by agricultural occuJ.?atlon Is 
absolutely essential in the social and political balance of a country, 

I shall vote for the Haugen bill, because I believe that it is 
the best one of the three presented. The membership of the 
farm bureaus of my district favor the Haugen bill, because they 
sincerely believe that it will result in substantial benefit to the 
agricultural interests of this country and to the general pros­
perity of all the people; that it will restore to the farmers 
again the ability to more ably purchase their normally required 
nece sities. · 
Farm property in United States worth less than 1913 

(dollars of 1913 purchasing power) : 
Value of all farm property in United States-

1913 ----------------------------------- $45,227,000,000 
1924-~5 --------------------------------$38,188,508,000 
Per cent of 1913 ------------------------ 84. 4 

Farm and manufacturing wealth compared (dollars 
of 1912 purchasing power) : 

Manufacturing-
1912----------------------------------- $20,785,000,000 
1922-----------------------------------$29,447,109,000 
Per cent of 1912------------------------- 141. 9 

Agriculture-
1912 ----------------------------------- $12,846,000,000 
1022----------------------------------- $0,244,604,000 
Per cent of 1912------------------------- 71. 8 

Exchanae value of farm lands below 1910 (dollars 
of 1910 purchasing power) : 

1910--------------------------------------- l17, 284,260,000 

t~~g======================================= $~::~i:g~~:888 1925 compared with 1910 ____________ per cenL_ 78. 98 

Bureau of Census figures for Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wls­
con In, Minnesota, Missouri, Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
and South Dakota. 
Meantime farm debt grows: 

Total farm indebtedness-
1910------------------------------------ $4,320,000,000 
1920------------------------------------ 12,250,000,000 
1925------------------------------------ 12,250,000,000 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa is recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com­
mittee, -in the time allotted to me I shall devote myself exclu­
sively to the constitutional questions that have been injected 
during the debate against the Haugen bill; and in the brief 
time at my disposal it will be impossible for me to yield to 
questions. If I should get through before my 20 minutes are up, 
I shall yield back the balance of my time, so that others here 
who are anxious to speak may have an opportunity to be 
heard. 

THE FEDERAL FARM BOARD 

Discussion of constitutional questions involved in a bill like 
this hardly ever arouses much interest. This bill is chiefly 
economic, and Members' votes for or against this bill will be 
determined on whether or not they approve or disapprove the 
purposes sought to be accomplished by the bill. I realize that 
the discussion on the constitutional phases of this bill will 
change very few, if any, votes. 

Now, the first constitutional issue that has been raised 
against this bill is directed at the manner of selecting the 
Federal farm board. Inasmuch as Article II, section 2, para­
graph 2, of the Constitution of the United States has been re­
ferred to I shall insert it in the RECORD at this place. It reads 
as follows: 

He [the President] shall nominate, and by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, shall appoint ambassadors, other public minis­
ters and consuls, judges of the Supreme Court, and all other officers 
of the United States, whose appointments are not herein otherwise 
provided for, and which shall be established by law: but the Congress 
may by law vest the appointment of such inferior officers, as they 
think proper, in the President alone, in the courts of law, or in the 
heads of departments. 

dent's power to appoint officers in the latter part of said pro­
vision, have been restricted many times by acts of Congress. 

I hold in my hand here a pamphlet which is a supplemental 
brief to a case now pending in the Supreme Court in which 
this issue is involved, showing 70 acts of Congress imposing 
qualifications for offices filled by presidential appointment, all 
of which are in fact restrictions on the appointing power of the 
President. 

Inasmuch as this issue has been seriously raised by the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT], and also this after­
noon by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BURTON], I shall have 
the titles and references to these acts placed in the RECORD. 
In passing, I simply want to call your attention to the charac­
ter of these acts. There are 16 acts as to residence and citi­
zenship requirements; 7 acts in regard to political affiliations; 
18 acts requiring industrial, geographical, or governmental 
representation; 20 acts on professional ability; 4 acts on fit­
ness to perform duties of office ; 3 acts as to successful cample­
tion of examination or period of probation; and 2 acts as to 
selection from limited number of nominees, which includes the 
Railway Labor Board. This last act has been the law of the 
land for six years, and although that law has been assailed 
time and again and the board has been rather unpopular in ' 
various quarters, .so far as I know the constitutionality of this 
provision of the act relative to the manner of making the ap­
pointments has never been called in question. 

Then, too, the President has restricted himself by Executive 
order in making appointments of postmasters. Then, another 
thing about this is: If the President should sign this bill, it is 
reasonable to suppose that he will follow the law and select 
one of the three submitted to him and, of course, that would 
constitute the President's own selection. I do not see just how 
the constitutionality of this provision of the pending bill, if 
enacted into law, could be raised. If the President refuses to 
appoint one of the e three to be named under the provision of 
this bill, or refuses to follow the provisions of the law in any 
one of these numerous statutes I have called to your atten­
tion, there is no way to compel him to do so. You can not 
mandamus the President to exercise his Executive discretion. 
If the President should refuse to follow the law in making 
nominations, the Senate would have something to say. The 
Senate must confirm; and the Senate might, if the President 
did not see fit to follow the provisio11.s of these 70 statutes-
71 when this bill goes into effect-refuse to confirm his nomina­
tions. In studying this subject I find that one court has held 
to restrict the appointive power to a single individual is 
unconstitutional. But on the other hand I think it is clear 
that the Congress is not deprived of all power to limit the field 
of selection. 

Personally I can not regard very seriously the issue that has 
been raised here as to the constitutionality of the provision of 
this bill which prescribes the manner in which nomination of 
members of the Federal farm board shall be made.. The pro­
vision for making nominations of members of the Federal farm 
board in the Haugen bill is practically the same as that in the 
Tincher bill, which was also reported to this House, and the 
F.m;t bill and the Dickins.on bill carry practically the same pro­
VISion. The latter two bills were not reported to this House. 

I shall place in the RECORD at this place a paragraph from a 
very able opinion of Attorney General Akerman, back in the 
seventies, which is right in point. I shall not take the time to 
read this paragraph, as I must hasten to the other constitu­
tional issue raised during the debates. The paragraph referred 
to reads as follows : 

Congress could require that officers shall be of American citizenship, 
or of a certain age ; that judges should be of the legal profession and 
of a certain standing in the profession, and still leave room to the 
appointing power for the exercise of its own judgment and will; and 
I am not prepared to affirm that to go further and require that the 
selection shall be made from persons found by an examining board to 
be qualified in such particulars as diligence, scholarship, integrity, good 
manners, and attachment to the Government woUld impose an unconsti­
tutional limitation on the appointing power. It would still have a rea­
sonable scope for its own judgment and will. But, it may be asked, 
at what point must the contracting process stop? I confuss my inabil­
ity to answer. But the difficulty of drawing a line between such limi­
tations as are,~ and such as are not, allowed by the Constitution is no 
proof that both classes do not exist. In constitutional and legal in­
quiries right or wrong is often a qnes~on of degree. Yet it is impos­
sible to tell precisely where 1n the scale right ceases and wrong begins. 
Questions of excessive bail, cruel punishments, excessive damages, and 

The President's power to nominate, and by and with the ad- reasonable doubts are familiar instances. 
:vice and consent of the Senate, to appoint officers designatE-d in At this place in the RECORD I shall have printed a list of the 
~e first part of the provision just quoted, ~d ~o j.he Prest- statutes imposing restrictions on presidential appointments : 
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STATUTES IMPOSING RESTRICTIONS ON APPOINTMENTS 

A, RESIDENCE AND CITIZBNSHIP REQUIREMENTS 

(a) Ge11eral statutes 

1 . . Consular clerks (sec. 1704 R. S.). 
2. Federal Board for Vocational Education, appointed members (39 

Stat. 932, sec. 6). 
3. Federal Farm Loan Board, members (42 Stat. 1473, sec. 301). 
4. Foreign Service officers ( 43 Stat. 141, sec. 5). 
5. Postmasters (33 Stat. 441, sec. 8). 

(b) Statutes applicable solely to a Territory or possession or to ths 
District of Colutnbia 

6. Circuit courts of Hawaii, judges (31 Stat. 157, sec. 80, Am. 42 
Stat. 119). 

7. District Court for Hawaii, district attorney ( 42 Stat. 120, sec. 
86[b]). 

8. District Court for Hawaii, judge ( 42 Stat. 120, sec. 86 [b 1). 
9. District Court for Hawaii, marshal (42 Stat. 120, sec. 86 [b]). 
10. District Court of the Virgin Islands, judgee (32 Stat. 1132, Am. 

42 Stat. 123). 
11. District of Columbia, civil commissioners (20 Stat. 103, sec. 2). 
12. Municipal court of the District of Columbia, judges (35 Stat. 

, 623). 
13. Police court of the District of Columbia, judges (Pub. No. 661, 

68th Cong., sec. 3 [a]). • 
14. Supreme l:ourt of Hawaii, judges (31 Stat. 157, sec. 80, Am. 42 

Stlft. 119). 
(c) Statutu applicable solely to the .A.t'fny or N.a11y 

1o. Army Reserve Corps, officers (41 Stat. 775, sec. 32). 
16. Naval Reserve Force, officers (39 Stat. 587). 

B. POLITICAL AFFILIATIONS 

17. Board of Gen~ral Appraisers, members ( 42 Stat. 972, sec. 518). 
18. Civil Service Commission, commissioners (22 Stat. 403). 
19. Federal Farm Loan Board, members (42 Stat. 1473, sec. 301). 
20. Federal Trade Commission, commissioners (38 Stat. 718, sec. 1). 
21. Interstate Commerce Commission, commissioners (41 Stat. 497, 

sec. 440). 
22. United States Shipping Board, commissioners ( 41 Stat. 989, 

sec. 3 [a]). 
23. United States Tariff Commission, commissioners (39 Stat. 795, 

sec. 700). 
C. INDUSTRIAL, GEOGR.APHICAL, OR GOVERNMENTAL REPRESENTATION 

(a) General statutes 

24. Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, members (38 Stat. 930). 
25. Aircraft Eoard, military and naval members {40 Stat. 296). 
26. Bureau of Fisheries, commissioner (16 Stat. 594, sec. 1). 
27. Capital Issues Committee; members ( 40 Stat. 512, sec. 200). 
28. Consular Service, inspectors of consulates (34 Stat. 100, sec. 4). 
29. Federal Board for Vocational Education, appointed members (39 

Stat. 932, sec. 6). 
30. Federal Reserve Board, appointed members ( 42 Stat. 620). 
31. Internal revenue collectors (sec. 3142 R. S.). 
32. Mississippi River Commission, commission.ers (21 Stat. 37, 

sec. 2). 
33. Railroad Labor Board, members (41 Stat. 470, sec. 304). 
34. United States Shipping Board, commissioners (41 Stat. 989, 

sec. 3 [a]). · 
(b) Statutes applicable Botely to a Territory or po8Sessio1l or to the 

District of Cohtmbia 

35. Rent Commission of the District of Columbia, commissioners ( 42 
Stat. 544, sec. 4). 

36. Isthmian Canal Commission, members (32 Stat. 483, sec. 7). 
37. Municipal court of the District of Columbia, judges (35 Stat. 

623). 
38. Police court of the District of Columbia, judges (Pub. No. 561, 

68th Cong., sec. 3 [a]). 
39. Territorial district attorneys (~ec. 1875 R. S.). 
40. United States Court for China, district attorney (34 Stat. 816, 

sec. 6). 
41. United States Court for China, judges (34 Stat. 816, sec. 6). 

D. PROFESSIONAL ABILITY 

(a) General statutes 

42. Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, members (38 Stat. 930}. 
43. Bureau of Fisheries, commissioner (16 Stat. 594, sec. 1). 
H. Bureau of Mines, director (37 Stat. 681, sec. 1). 
45. California Debris Commission, members (27 Stat. 507). 
46. Consular Service, 1nspectoYs of consulates (34 Stat. 100, sec. 4). 
47. Mississippi River Commission, commissioners (21 Stat. 37, sec. 2). 
48. Patent Office, examiners in chief (sec. 482 R. S.). 
49. Public Printer (14 Stat. 398, Am. 18 Stat. 88). 
50. Rio Grande Commission, commissioners (43 Stat. 118). 
51. Solicitor General (sec. 847 R. S.). 

52. Steamboat Inspection Service, supervising Inspectors (sec. 4404 
R. S., Am. 40 Stat. 740). 

53. Superintendent of Indian schools (25 Stat. 1003, sec. 10). 
04. United States district attorneys . (sec. 767 R. S.). 

(b) Statutes applicable solely to the .A.Nnl/ or NfWy 

55. Department of the Navy, Chief of the Bureau of Economics (42 
Stat. 140, sec. 8). 

56. Department of the Navy, chiefs of bureaus (sees. 421-426 R. S.). 
57. Marine Corps, Major General Commandant (39 Stat. 609). 
58. Na.tional Guard, offic~rs (on Federal service) (41 Stat. 784, 

sec. 49). 
159. Navy, Judge Advocate General (21 Stat. 164). 
60. Officers' Reserve Corps, Army (41 Stat. 775, sec. 32). 
61. Regular Army, officers ( 41 Stat. 771, sec. 24). 

El. FITNESS TO PERFORM DUTIES OF OFFICE 

62. Board of Tax Appeals, members ( 43 Stat.- 336, sec. 900 [b]). 
63. Steamboat Inspection Service, Supervising Inspector General ( 40 

Stat. 739). 
64. Interstate Commerce Commission, chief and assistant chief in­

spectors of locomotive boilers (36 Stat. 913, sec. 3). 
65. United States Shipping Board, commissioners ( 41 Stat. 989). 

F. SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF EXAMINATION OR PEniOD OF PROBATION 

66. Civil-service appointees (22 Stat. 403). 
67, Consular clerks (sec. 1705 R. S.). 
68. Foreign Service officers (43 Stat. 141, sec. 5), 

G. SELECTION FROM LIMITED NUMBER OF NOMINEES 

69. Civil-service appointees (22 Stat. 403). · 
70. Railroad Labor Board (41 Stat. 470, sees. 304, 305). 

THE EQUALIZATION FEE 

Now, I come to the constitutionality of the equalization fee. 
I want to take a few minutes to point out what is sought to be 
accomplished in the Haugen bill. We have the system of pro­
tection in this country. We hav.e had it for over 60 years, and 
it will probably be the policy of this country for that many 
more years. The yardstick which we administer to determine 
the amount of tariff duties to be imposed is the difference be­
tween the cost of production here and abroad. This is supposed' 
to apply to agriculture as well as to the industries. Both the 
ineffectiveness of the tariff on agricultural commodities, in 
which there is a surplus, and the continued distress of agri-
culture are conceded. -

The last Republican national platform concedes the distress­
ful condition of agriculture and mal{es a pledge that that con­
dition will be remedied. I read the following paragraph : 

We recognize that agricultural activities are still struggling with 
adverse conditions that have brought deep distress. We pledge the 
party to take whatever steps are necessary to bring back a balanced 
condition between agriculture, industry, and labor, which was destroyed 
by the Democratic Party through an unfortunate administration of 
legislation passed as war measures. · 

The pledge of our party reads as follows: 
The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enact­

ment of measures which will place the agricultural interests of America 
on a basis of economic equality with other industry to insure its pros­
perity and success. 

The last national Democratic platform goes even further and 
specifically promises the establishment of an export corpora­
tion. 

What are the objects to be attained by the Haugen bill? 
First. In the language of the national Republican platform of 

1924, " to bring back a balanced condition between agriculture, 
industry, and labor." 

Second. To make the tariff effective on agricultural com­
modities. 

Third. To stabilize prices on agricultural commodities by the 
control of the surplus, which on the basic commodities is a 
national and not a local problem. 

Fourth. To regulate the sales of basic agricultural commodi­
ties in interstate and foreign commerce and the sales of and 
transactions in such commodities in intrastate commerce which, 
if unregulated, would cast a direct burden on interstate and 
foreign commerce in such commodities. 

Fifth. To bring about the orderly marketing of agricultural 
commodities. 

Sixth. To promote the general welfare. 
In the machinery set up to carry out the purposes of the 

Haugen bill there is an equalization fee which may be charged 
against certain agricultural commodities denominated in the 
bill as " basic agricultural commodities " whenever the Federal 
Farm Board shall declare a.n operating period in any one or 
more of such commodities. 
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First. Do the intrastate passenger fares work undue prejudice 
against persons in interstate commerce, such as to justify a horizontal 
increase of tliem all? 

Second. Are these intmstate fares an undue discrimination against 
Interstate commerce as a whole which it is the duty of the commission 
to r emove? 

To get more clearly before you how the court regards ques­
tions involving transactions in both interstate and intrastate 
commerce, I read the following on page 588 : 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BURTON] this afternoon as­
sailed this equalization fee as a tax, and because it is a tax he 
declares it unconstitutional. The gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. FoRT] quotes a witness before the Committee on Agricul­
ture as admitting that the equalization fee is a tax and, there­
fore, the gentleman from l\ew Jersey says it is a tax. The gen­
tleman from Kansas, [l\ir. TINCHER] relates that when he was 
down in Jamaica he saw a sign "Pay your production tax 
here " and then he jumps at the conclusion that the equaliza­
tion fee in this bill is a production tax and he is against it. 
The:se three gentlemen all assert that the equalization fee is a Commerce is a unit and does not regard State lines, and while, 
tax, and as a tax it is unconstitutional. I am not admitting under the Constitution, interstate and intrastate commerce are orul­
that as a tax the equalization fee is unconstitutional. I shall narily subject to regulation by different sovereignties, yet when they 
not undertake to defend the constitutionality of the equaliza- are so mingled together that the supreme authority, the Nation, can 
tion fee as a tax. . not exercise complete effective control over interstate commerce without 

In order to promote clear thinking and to arrive at logical incidental regulation of intrastate commerce, such incidental regulation 
conclusions we should first get clearly into our own minds just is not an invasion of State authority or a violation of the proviso. 
what a tax is. What is a tax? l\fy answer is: A tax is a Further, as throwing light upon the question before us, I 
pecuniary bm:den laid upon individuals and property to sup- shall insert in the RECORD without reading the para~raph on 
port the Government. First, a tax is a pecuniary burden, and- page 590, as follows: 
second, a tax is i~posed to .get money to support the Gover~- In Minnesota Rate cases (230 U. S. 352), where relevant cases were 
ment. Ever~ tax Is a pecumar~ b~rden, but not .every pecum- carefully reviewed, it was said, page 399 : " The authority of Congress 
ary burden IS a tax. A tax Is. ~posed to raise money to I extends to every part of interstate commerce, and to every instru­
support the Government. As I l~ti~ated be~o~e, I shall no~ mentality or agency by which it is carried on ; and the full control by 
undert~ke to show that the e~ua~1zat10n fee IS Imposed un.der Congress of the subjects committed to its regulation is not to be 
the taxrng power of the ConstitutiOn. No part of the equahza- denied or thwarted by the commin"'lina of interstate and · tr stat 
ti.on _fee ~o be collected under the provisions of the Haugen operations. This is not to say th;t the Nation may deal 

1~it~ th: 
bill ~s gomg to be u ·ed for the ~upport of the Govern.ment. internal concerns of the State, as such, but that the execution by 
It will be used only to carr! out the pu~os~ of the. bill. . Congress of its constitutional power to regulate interstate commerce 

On. the ot~er .han~, I thmk the equalizatiOn fee IS vahd is not limited by the fact that intrastate transactions may nave become 
and 1ts constitution~It~ can be defended under the commerce so interwoven therewith that the effective government of the former 
clause of the ~onstitution. . . incidentally controls the latter. This conclusion necessarily results 

I C?ncede this is a new pr~position. No court has ever had from the supremacy of thE> national power within its appointed sphere." 
occa Ion to pass on a questiOn such as is presented. by the . . . . 
equalization fee, or anything like it. It is impossible to cite ?-'here Is another case to which I Wish ~o c~ll yo~r atten~on 
any court decisions directly in point. I have before you here briefly. I can 1!0 t. comment on it, as my time IS rap1dly commg 
volumes containing Supreme Court decisions, and I intend to to a close .. This. Is the case of ~oard. of Trade v. '<?lsen (2G2 
read a few sentence from each of them I want to make it U. S. 1) • mvolvmg the constitutionality of the gram futures 
clear· that I am not trying to convey the impression that these act of September 21, 19~2. . Prior to this decisio~ the Sl!pre~e 
cases are on all fours with the case before us. Court had held unconstitution~l the future tradmg act m Hill 

My object in reading a few sentences here and there from v. Walla~ (259. U. S. 44), holdl~g that local dealings .on ~oards 
these decisions is to give you the mental processes of the court of trade m gram for future delivery could not const~tutwnally 
when the court has before it cases involving transactions in be brought lll!der Federal control by means of the taxmg po~er. 
both interstate and intrastate commerce. The transactions The court m the. Olsen .case, on page 32, quotes the followmg 
in intrastate commerce being so related to those in interstate from page 68 in Hill agamst Wallace: 
commerce that if left unregulated would cast an undue bur- A rending of the act makes it quite clear that Congress sought to use 
den upon interstate commerce. The question is, . How far can the taxing power to give validity to the act. It did not have the exer­
Congress go in regulating interstate commerce when the regu- cise of its power under the commerce clause in mind and so did not 
lation of such interstate commerce will of necessity directly introduce into the act the limitations which certainly would accom­
or indirectly involve the regulation of intrastate commerce'? pany and mark an exercise of the power under the latter clause . . 
The first case is the one involving the "recapture clause" And again quoting from Hill against Wallace, page 69, the 
in the transportation act of 1920, Dayton-Goose Creek Rail- court said ; · 
way Co. v. United States (263 U. S. 456). In this case intra­
state commerce was involved. I quote two sentences on 
page 474: · · 

The Dayton-Goose Creek Railway Co. is a corporation of Texas, en­
gaged in- intrastate, interstate, nod foreign commerce. Its volume of 
intrastate traffic exceeds that of its interstate and foreign traffic. 

On page 477 I quote the following: 
This court has recently had occasion to construe the .transportation 

act. In Wisconsin Railroad Commission v. Chicago, Burlington & 
QuJncy Railroad Co. (257 U. S. 563) it was held that the act in seeking 
to render the interstate commerce railway system adequate to the coun­
try's needs had by paragraphs 418 and 422 conferred on the commis­
sion valid power and duty to raise the level of intrastate rates when 
it found that they were so low as to discriminate against interstate 
commerce and unduly to burden it. 

On page 485 the court says: 
The third question for our consideration is whether the recapture 

clause, by reducing the net income from intrastate rates, invades the 
reserved power of the States and is in conflict with the tenth amend­
ment. In solving the problem of maintaining the efficiency of an inter­
state commerce railway system which serves both the States and the 
Nation, Congress is dealing with a unit in which State and interstate 
operations are often inextricably commingled. When the adequate 
maintenance of interstate commerce involves and makes necessary on 
this account the incidental and partial control of intrastate commerce, 
the power of Congress to exercise such control has been clearly estab­
lished. 

The next case to which I call your attention is the Wisconsin 
rate case, found in Two hundred and fifty-seventh United 
States, page 563. To get the issues involved in that case I read 
on page 579 : · 

It follows that sales for future delivery on the board of trade are 
not . in and of themselves interstate commerce. They can not come 
within the regulatory power of Congress as such unless they are re­
garded by Congress, from the evidence before it, as directly interfering 
with interstate commerce 50 as to be an obstruction or a burden 
thereon. 

You will note from this last quotation that the court gives 
some weight to what Congress regards as necessary from the 
evidence before it. 

Further, as giving the attitude of the court involving mixed 
transactions of interstate and intrastate commerce, I reau the 
following from page 35 : 

This case was but the necessary consequence of the conclusions 
reached in the case of Swift & Co. -v. United States (196 U. S. 375), 
That case was a milestone in the interpretation of the com!llerce 
clause of the Constitution. It recognized the great changes and de­
velopment in the business of this vast country and drew again the 
dividing line between interstate and intrastate commerce where the 
Constitution intended it to be. It refused to permit local incirtents 
of great interstate movement, which taken alone were intrastate, to 
characterize the movement as such. The Swift case merely fitted the 
commerce clause to the real and practical essence of modern business 
growth. It applies to the case before us just as it did in Stafford 
against Wallace. 

The last reading is on page 37. The point I want you to get 
here is that the court leaves something to the judgment of 
Congress in determining the extent to which intrastate com­
merce should be burdened whenever Congress decides to ~xer­
cise its undisputed power to regulate interstate commerce. 

I read on page 37. First, I read a paragraph quoted by the 
court from Stafford against Wallace: 
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Whatever amounts to more or Jess constant practice, and threatens 

to obstruct or unduly to burden the freedom of interstate commerce, ls 
within the regulatory power of Congress under the commerce clause, 
and it is primarily tor Congress to consider and decide the fact of the 
danger and meet it. This court will certainly not substitute its 
judgment for that of Qongress in such a matter unless the relation 
of the subject to interstate commerce and its effect upon it are clearly 
nonexistent. 

The court further says : 
In the act we are considering, Congress has expressly declared 

that transactions and prices of grain in dealing in futures are suscepti· 
ble to speculation, manipulation, and control, which are detrimental 
to the producer and consumer and persons handling grain in inter· 
state commerce and render regulation imperative for the protection 
of such commerce and the national public interest therein. 

As I have said before, I am simply undertaking by the few 
quotations I have given you from court decisions to get before 
you the mental processes of the court when the court has before 
it questions involving mixed transactions of both interstate and 
intrastate commerce. I shall not undertake to explain just to 
what extent the equalization fee, if placed into operation, would 
affect intrastate transactions or to what extent the intrastate 
transactions in basic agricultural commodities will, if unregu­
lated, cast an undue burden on interstate transactions in such 
commodities. Conceding the right of Congress to regulate in­
terstate transactions in the basic agricultural commodities, it 
appears to me clear that a law to include the regulatio-n o:f 
intrastate transactions in such commodities, which, if unregu· 
lated, would cast an undue burden on the interstate transac· 
tions in such commodities, would be valid and constitutional. 

There are many more cases along the same line. I have 
made no attempt to brief all the cases along the line of the 
cases that I have cited you. In the report accompanying the 
McNary-Haugen bill of two years ago is a very exhaustive 
brief on this subject prepared by the legislative council of the 
House of Representatives in support of the constitutionality of 
the equalization fee in that bill. When the McNary-Haugen 
bill was under discussion two years ago I do not recall that 
anyone seriously questioned the constitutionality of the equali~ 
zation fee in that bill. The equalization fee provision in that 
bill was practically the same as the equalization fee provision 
is in this bill. After a rather exhaustive and careful study 
of the constitutionality of the equalization fee provisio:n in the 
present Haugen bill I give it as my opinion that its consti­
tutionality can be successfully defended under the commerce 
clause of the Constitution. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, of the three 
pending agricultural bills, I shall support the Haugen . bill, 
which is so earnestly favored by the farm organizations of Mis­
souri and of the country. It seeks to establish a Federal farm 
board to aid in the orderly marketing and in the control and 
disposition of the surplus of agricultural commodities. It is 
named the Haugen bill after the chairman of the Agricultural 
Committee. 

Its declaration of policy is set forth in section 1 of the bill, 
reading as follows : 

SECTION 1. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to 
enable producers of agricultural commodities to control a supply of 
such commodities sufficient to stabilize their markets ogainst undue and 
excessive fluctuations and to distribute the benefits and costs thereof 
to all producers of such commodities; to minimize speculation . and 
waste in marketing; to encourage the organization of producers of 
agricultural commodities into cooperative associations; to protect do· 
mestic markets against world prices and assure the maximum benefits 
of the tariff upon agricultural commodities; and to provide for the 
control and disposition of the surpluses of agricultural commodities, 
for the purpose of promoting the orderly marketing of agricultural 
commodities in int~rstate and foreign commerce. 

It provides for a Federal farm board, for a revolving fund, 
and an equalization fee. It is not only supported by the farm 
organizations of the country but is indorsed by the American 
Federation of Labor. 

It should have generous support from all classes and all sec­
tions of the country, with no pending opposition bills to thwart 
its enactment into law. 

The Tincher bill, called the administration bill, does not seem 
to meet the situation. It seeks to furnish credit rather than 
a constn1etive program for real relief. So far, the administra­
tion has sllown little interest in farm legislation. 

The Aswell bill has much of merit in it, but apparently pro­
vides for no present relief. The advocates, however, of all 
proposed legislation admit the serious condition of agriculture, 
and the need of helpful legislation. It is to be regretted that 
the great agricultural committee was not able by a majority 
vote to report out one bill, instead of three. 

Mr. B. F. Yoakum, chairman of the Frisco Railroad, one of 
the best posted men in the United States on agriculture, and 
co-author of the Aswell agricultural bill, one of the three re­
ported from the Agricultural Committee of the House, says: 

The American farmer is in a worse situation to-day than at any 
time in his history. Primarily he is the victim of the worst system 
of distributing and marketing in the world. (B. F. Yoakum, chairman, 
Frisco Railroad.) 

The Kansas City Star, whictl widely circulates in Missouri 
and Kansas, in a recent issue says: 

There is no question as to the seriousness of. the farm problem 
presented by the farm surplus. Every farmer knows it by hard 
experience. The country knows It as well. When agl'iculture is de­
presseu the country can not be prosperous. 

It has been well stated by a Missouri farmer in a letter 
addressed to me on May 7, 1926, of which I quote a part here: 

DEAR MR. DICKINSON ; .Agriculture is the basic industry of the 
country. Every other business depends upon it, but the farmers as a 
class receive less benefits from legislation than any other group. 
Industry has its tariff that increases the price of manufactured articles 
above the world level. Labor has its immigration law that keeps out 
competition and the Adamson law that regulates its hours. The 
railroads have the Interstate Commerce Commission, "a Government 
agency that fixes the price of transportation, and the Esch-Cummins 
law that keeps rates high enough to give them interest on their in· 
vestment. The banks have the Federal Reserve Board, " a Govern­
ment agency," that fixes the price of credit, and the Federal reserve 
banks that protect them in times of need. 

Before the war the Tincher bill might have served, for at that time 
we were a debtor nation. We owed billions of dollars to Europe 
and each year paid our interest, our shipping charges, and other 
debts by exporting large quantities of farm products. Since the 
war, however, we have become a creditor nation and the postwar 
reversal of trade balances, the passage of the Adamson law, the immi­
gration law, the Esch-Cummins law, etc., have placed the farmers at 
such a tremendous disadvantage with other economic groups that it 
will not solve their problems or give them the desired relief. 

It is said the farmer tills the soil that plants may grow that 
man may live. The farmer is nature's agent in promoting life 
by cultivating the soil for the growth of plants for food for 
animals and man. 

Why should the great basic industry, agriculture; be told to 
work out it's own salvation, and that it needs no legislation, 
when the other great industries are cared for by Federal legis­
lation? Manufacturers, railroads, great banking interests, labor 
and mines are all cared for. The depression on the farm is du~ 
largely to the fact that the favored classes want to buy the 
pro-ducts of agriculture at low prices while they have been able 
to force up their prices by legislation demanded in their interest. 

The tax upon the farming interest is too heavy and depression 
results. He is demanding relief and fair and equal treatment 
before the law. He must be raised to the high level of other 
industries or the tariff wall must be lowered and more reason­
able freight rates granted and encouragement given to the 
farmer to cultivate the soil, so that profit may result, and his 
heavy burden lessened, else bankruptcy will continue and in­
crease until agriculture will cease to be profitable. 

Some measure of relief must come without delay. Taxation 
direct and indirect must be lowered. The products of the farm 
should reach the market, foreign and domestic, with a reason~ 
able net profit to the producer, so he may be encom·aged to 
produce again. The middleman, the profiteer, the transporta~ 
tion agency, should not be permitted to reap so largely the 
benefits and profits due to those who ha-re create9. the very 
necessities of life. Agriculture needs encouragement. Digress­
ing here for a moment the States should cease levying taxes on 
farm lands for State purposes. 

The farmers produce a surplus in almost every line-grain, 
meat, and raw material for clothing and other purposes-and 
should be permitted to reach the world market and have a 
reasonable net profit as a result, else depression will continue 
and ability to make ends meet be lessened. Banks continue to 
fail because .of frozen assets, farm mortgages increase, fore­
closures multiply, abandonment o-f farm for city life, less travel 
on railroads, decrease in freight and passenger travel, and 
further abandonment of short-line railroads, with increasing 
charges for sp.ipments and travel on long lines, with discrimi-
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nation between sections of the country. Class legislation for 
favored interests is transferring the wealth of the country from 
the many into the hands and pockets of the few. It is an 
unhealthy condition when 2 per cent of the people own over one­
half of the wealth of the Nation. Governments are not created 
for the benefit of the few but for the helpful concern of all 
the people. 

A great difficulty about farm relief by legislation has been the 
greedy desire of the specially protected interests to save them­
selve at the expense of the producing masses. And now these 
same interests are insisting that they be not disturbed by any 
legislation enacted for agriculture; that they must have their 
level of prices, insuring large profits, while they must know 
that excessive profits wrung by law from the many for the 
benefit of the few will ultimately react to their damage, while 
the many are impoverished and thereby unable to buy from 
the protected few. No country can live and perpetuate its 
pro perity by tran ferring the wealth of the country into the 
hands of the few. Nor can it :t-rosper by impoverishing the 
fa-rmer, and he is entitled to the fostering care of Congress as 
much as any other prime industry and be should not be com­
pelled to feed the world at a sacrifice. 

The manufacturers can conh·ol their production and fix prices 
by aid of tariff laws and controlled output, making contracts 
for sales in advance of production. Not so with the farmer. 
His production depends largely upon natural conditions that 
be can not control and upon the uncertain yield that deter­
mines largely the supply to meet the demands for food products 
and changes in prices according to supply and demand. 

Following the war our national wealth had jumped from 
$186,000,000,000 in 1912 to $320,000,000,000 in 1920, and the 
values of farm products were up. Then came deflation, higher 
tariffs, and increased freight and passenger rates, and values 
of farm lands and their products fell, loans were called, bank­
ruptcy and foreclosures followed, frozen credits brought bank 
failures, while prices of protected intere ts were upheld by 
favored laws. 

As a result of the war the United States became the great 
creditor nation of the world. It ceased to be a debtor to the 
European nations, and so broken were these nations by the 
destruction of life and property by a cruel World War that 
their ability to purchase our surplus products was reduced ; 
their gold was gone, transferred to the United States. High 
tariff walls have shut out their products from the United States. 
They could not pay their indebtedness, but had to make long 
time settlements. Trade and commerce fell down, their power 
to purchase our surplus farm products lessened, and suffering 
resulted in these countries, and depression of farm values in our 
country, and the farm problem is brought to Congress. Legis­
lation is dema.nded. 

Manufacturing concerns have reported more than $10,000,000,-
000 for income taxes during the last three years. Their values 
increased from below $25,000,000,000 to more than $50,000,-
000,000, while in contrast farm-land values declined 27 per cent 
since 1920, and the farmer is $25,000,000,000 worse off now than 
he was in 1920 and his indebtedness aggregating $12,000,000,000, 
with no incomes to report. 

The existing tariffs hurt the American farmer by increasing 
his production costs, his cost of living, his transportation rates, 
decrea ·ing his foreign markets and his exports and decreasing 
his property values. 

We note that the March income tax approximates 
$500,000,000. This represents in part the toll taken from 
American production. The increase in incomes and resulting 
increased revenue from taxation is due to the energy and 
industrious effort of the toiling masses in every line of en­
deavor. The real wealth of the country rests in and is evi­
denced by the impro-ved condition of the multitude who toil and 
by their labor produce wealth, in their struggle for existence 
and the betterment of their condition. .And in their well-being 
and prosperity rests the real wealth of the country, and not the 
concentration of the money and property in the hands, posses­
sion, and control of a very small per cent of the people, while 
the many struggle to produce and to meet the demands of life. 

Big business with large net profits Iiave doubtless contributed 
largely to the big showing for March receipts from incomes. It 
does not necessarily mean increased prosperity for the masses. 
It is stated that in 1925 the American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co. made $107,000,000 net; General Motors, $106,000,000; Ford 
Motor Co., $115,000,000; United States Steel, $90,000,000; 
Standard Oil, $100,000,000 ; the rubber barons, $100,000,000, 
of net profits in 1925. • 

Ninety-four industrial corporations last year each made over 
$100,000,000 in net easnings. 

Never a year in the history of the Government when so 
many indush·ial and transportation companies made record 
profits as in 1925. Not even during the war, as stated by Mr. 
SHALLENBERGER in the House in a recent speech. And yet dur­
ing the last fi-re years agriculture bas lost $25,000,000,000. So 
re-venues from large incomes can increase, and ret the basic 
industry of agriculture suffers heavy loss. A few, 2 per cent 
owning over one-half of the wealth of the country, can swell 
income revenues on profits exacted from the toiling millions 
who have no net incomes upon which to pay income taxes. 

The fundamental thought of true democracy is " Equal rights 
to all and special privileges to none." How far removed from 
this righteous doctrine did our Republican friends in control 
take us by the enactment of the Payne-Aldrich tariff law, re­
pudiated on direct issue by the people, and later by enactment 
of the Fordney-1.\:lcCumber Tariff Act, the present law, destroying 
equal rights for all by the guaranty of special benefits by ex­
ce sive tariff rates to a class that largely dominates the Repub­
lican party by contributions of large sums of money to fill its 
partisan treasury in exchange for the enactment into law of 
tariff benefits that enable the manufacturers to levy excessive 
tributes upon the consuming masses. Strange indeed is the 
fact that the political philosophy of Lincoln and Jefferson were 
the same. One the patron saint of the Republican Party, the 
other the father of the Democratic Party. Each resting his 
faith upon the rights of man, to equal rights. How far afield 
has the Republican Party wandered from the faith of Lincoln 
in its blind allegiance to special interests, the antithesis of the 
teachings of Lincoln, who would have spurned such alliance. 
The latter-day Republican is far removed from the teachings of 
the Great Liberator, who followed the teachings of Jefferson. 

No wonder that millions of Republicans, still believing in the 
teachings of Lincoln, are breaking away from standpat Repub­
licanism, tied up with special interests. No wonder that the 
western farmer, discriminated against in legislation, has become 
restless and is breaking away from party control. No wonder 
that labor everywhere is dissatisfied as it struggles for exist­
ence, while the wealth of the counh·y, produced by those who 
toil, is owned by a few, who reap where they have not sown. 
These high tariffs do not create prosperity ; they do not prevent 
bankruptcy, and bank failures, and strikes, and unrest. 

A brief editorial, clipped from the Warrensburg (Mo.) Star­
Journal says : 

SOME PLAIN FACTS 

The Jefl'erson City Capital-News discusse; one of the most impor­
tant questions before Congress as follows : 

It was brought out in the congressional hearings on farm reliet 
measures that the shrinkage in values of farm property in five years 
amounted approximately to $25,000,000,000, or over five billions . mor<! 
than the estimated valuation of all the railroads in the United States. 
When the. present transportation act was passed, the stocks and bonds 
of the railroads were worth on the market a li~e over $12,000,000,000, 
but the act provided machinery for its execution, and this machinery 
determined upon $19,000,000,000 as the basic value of railroad proper· 
ties, with an authorized return of nearly 6 per cent. The railroads 
since then have been producing a gross revenue of $6,250,000,000 annu­
ally, or one-third of their estimated value. Meanwhile the farmers of 
the country, with an estimated investment of $60,000,000,000, deduct­
ing the shrinkage of values, produced a gross return of only about 
$12,000,000,000, although 11,000,000 of our people are engaged in agri· 
cultural pursuits. 

The railroads have been going forward through virtual subsidies from 
the public, guaranteed by law, while the farmers, denied even ordinary 
credits, have been slipping backwar·d. The railroads have been trans· 
acting their business, thanks to the favor of the Government, in a ris· 
ing market. The farmer has been selling in a falUng market, and 
buying in a dear one. Through the system of Government regulation, 
which prescribes rates and thus insures adequate return to the rail· 
roads, the railroads have nearly ceased to be competitive. '.rhe farmer 
must patronize the roads, with competition eliminated, and must pay 
the rates thus designated by law, but when his product .reaches the 
market he must compete with all the world. 

According to the school of political thought which devised the trans· 
portation act, it is legitimate to insure to the railroads a fair return 
upon capital invested, but it is paternalistic to finance the farmer in 
the dispostion of his surplus, or, in fact, to help him in any way. 
There never was such inconsistency since the world began. 

When surplus manufactured articles are shipped abroad and 
sold ~o foreigners at reduced prices the price of the same arti­
ticles sold in this country to farmers and other consumers is 
not reduced but held at high prices by reason o:F the Fordney­
McCumber high tariff law, that shuts out competition from 
abroad and enables the tariff-protected manufacturer of the 
United States to h~ve a monopoly of the domestic m3;rket here, 
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and to charge excessh·e prices to the American consumer, who 
is at the mercy of the robber tariff. 

This condition can not continue without continuing the hard 
sh.Luggle of the fa.rmei\ w.hile the special intere ts will continue 
to fatten by reason of fa'\"ored laws written in their interest. 

Agriculture not onl'Y needs protection from high and ex­
orbitant tariff rates, but it has a right to demand' and to re­
ceive reasonable freight rate for the shipment of its snrplus 
products~ and it is also entitled to the full benefits of a credit 
system which will give equality of opportunity with. other 
industries. 

We want no monopol! of money, but we need a democracy of 
credit, with reasonabre interest rates secured by property values. 

·we must preserve and retain our conildence in the superiority 
of the public will O'\"er the selfishness of others, wh-o are not 
willillg to trust the general public and refuse to record their 
wishes as expressed by the ballot. Legitimate business will 
thrive be t when all the people are contented and reasonably 
prosperous. 

It is admitted that " agriculture is in a bad fix~ that it is 
unfair to compel the farmer to accept the low world price for 
his wheat, pork. beef, and cotton, while Ills production c.osts 
are fixed in the mo t highly protected market in the world, 
and under generous wage scales and increased tariff • which 
reflect themselves in the cost of merchandise and freight 
rates." The claim that the farm problem is working out its 
own solution is as erted by those who set up no such claim 
when they were seeh'ing helpful and favorable legislation for 
manufacturers, railroads. banking interests, and labor_ 

The provisions of the Haugen bill, to my mind, more nearly 
meet the emergency under existing conditions, and should be 
enacted into law, so that the surplus products of the- farm may 
bring to the producers a fair· return. As to corn, compara­
tively little is shipped abroad, but it is fec1 into cattl and 
hogs, and as beef and pork are helped so will corn likewise 
be helped. It is believed that th.e passage of the Haugen bill 
will lead to a great nationar farm reo.rganization, adjusted to 
the needs of agriculture in all sections. 

Both parties in their national platforms have promised relief 
and helpful legislation for agriculture. The Republican Party 
is in full control of both branches of Congxes and every com­
mittee having charge of legislation, as well as in control of the 
Executive department, and no legislation for the farmer can 
come without the consel!t of the dominant party, which is re­
sponsible for high-tariff rates and incr·eased freight rates. 

A reduction of both is demanded by agdculture and the Demg­
cratic party. Bring this relief and the producers an.d con­
sumers will be largely helped. 

The importance of this great basic industry is shown by the 
fact that at the peak of prices in 1919, the investment in agri­
culture in. this country was given out as $79,000,000,000, and 
$86,000,000,000, in round numbers, for business and industry; 
neither so large now. because values have dropp~d. 

The President of the United States, in his speech befmre the 
American Farm Bureau Federation at Chicago, was unfortu­
nate in declaring that agriculture is substantially, on. a free­
trade basis in respect of the things it buys, when it is well 
known that high-protection tariff rates have imposed enor­
mously increased prices upon the consumers of the country and 
exacts heavy tariff tribute upon practically every manufactured 
article that the farmer is compelled to buy, and under and by 
virtue of the existing Fordney-M--cCumber Act staggers under 
an enormous load by reason of the exaction of the increased 
prices of the thiJ?.gS that the farmer must buy. It is no answer 
to say that farm Implements are on the free lists, wh-en the 
steel and other products that go i,nto the mam1facture of these 
implements are highly protected, thereby forcing up the prices 
of the implements, the purchase of which must be made or the 
cultivation of the farm abandoned. 

There would be less urgent necessity for farm legislation if 
there were no discrimination in favor of the other great indus­
tries against agriculture. 

The majority in control should by united action permit legis­
lation to lower those high tariff and freight rates so hurtful to 
agriculture. 

It is stated that wheat reaches the seaboard in Canada at 
half the freight rate that wheat grown in the United States is 
permitted by our railroads to reach the seaboard for shipment 
abroad ; as reasonable rates should be for our surplus as for 
Canada. 

The farmer can not limit his production like the manufac­
turer. He must cultivate to the extent of his ability. He 
must raise a sw·plus for sale. 

The suggestion to limit production means no surplus with 
which to purchase nece sities he must have and must procure 

by sale or exchange of his surplus. The price of his surplus 
is red'ueed by the freight charges, and what he r.mrchases is en­
hanced in price likewise hy the- added freight charges. So he 
pays both ways. While he buys in a protected domestic :mar­
ket and sells in a world free market, transportation and: the 
tariff and the middleman's charges absorb the value of his 
surplus products. 

There is a trend of labor- in thls country, which apparentlY 
can not be checked, from agriculture- tn indUstry, becau e in­
dustry pays more than agricultu.re can afford to pay. But in­
du try can not continue te prosper and employ labor unless 
agriculture can buy, for lay-offs, with fewer days of work or 
reduced wages, an.d iclleness, and strikes result. 

Twenty years ago 60 per cent of our P<Jpula.tion was agri­
cultural a:nd 40 per cent urban. Ten years ago the urbm figure 
stood at more than 51 per cent. In the meantime, of course, a. 
more general use of farm machinery resulted in greater pro­
duction for workerst so that the percentages do not indicate 
accurately the productive position of the ag.J:icultural area. 
Farm production is iBcreasing, but not as fast as. the popu­
lation. The total value of farm crops and livestock in 1923 
was estimated at $16,000,000,000. The value of industrial prod­
ucts that year was about $65,000,000,000. Compmxe the e figures 
with the value of farm products in this country in 1914, esti­
mated to be ten: billions, and the value of manufactures, about 
twenty-four billionS. Note the comparative increase between 
tlle products of t.lle farm and of manufacture. 

This whole questfon of agricultural and industrial produc­
tion, ·urban and connti·y population,. and relationship between 
agr-iculture and industry are trem-endously important and re­
quires the best thought of Congress, to the end that relief come 
to agriculture. 

The high-tariff manufacturers of the United States took auto­
cratic control of the Republic:m organizatk>n, financed it, E!On-. 

trolled the.. Metropolitan Press,. and dominated the policies of 
the Republican Part-y, forced it to enact high-tariff legislation 
in their own interest, increased freight and passenger rate , 
and invited by their action other countries t(), do. likewise in 
self-defense. thereby depre sing commerce between nations and 
lowering the price of ou.r surplus products of farm and factory 
when sold abroad, crippling especially the farming class by 
dep1·eciating the price- of theiJ.· products while protected indus­
try held a mooopo-ly of the home market and could sell at lower 
prices the surplus from their own factories. Our foreign trade 
is les ening by reason of such p.olicy, as stated by Mr. HULL 
in. his discus ion of the- tari.fll : 

Perhaps the mosb strilmtg: fea.1rn.res o1i the Fo1!dney~McCumber A.ct 
were the new aitd high rates for. the iron.. an-d steel schedule. Iron. and 
steel products constitute the major cost in almost eTe:cy industry in. the 
united s-tates. Co.al and irolll are the two- great basic comm.odities 
tha.t underlie all industry. Cll.rnegie and his associates boasteft 25 
years ago that they could produce the cheapest steel in the world and 
would oon control the world's markets. 

The Ullited States ha~ the richest and' greate t iron-ore reserves, the 
largest coal :reserve$, best skHled labou', and b.est business management. 

In the face of all these facts and conditions new aud unc!tlled-for 
higher ta.rl:fis are given th.e steeL industries, so. that their- enormous 
profitB can be .further increased and higher prices exacted from all 
people compelled to buy the- products of steel and iron. The cutlery 
tariffs averaged 107 per cent, pocket knives 146 per cent, the cheaper 
g.rades 179 per cen.t, scis ors an.d shears 185 per cent. These amazing 
rates co~t t.li.e people $50,000~000 annually. 

The railroads· consumed 22% per cent of iron and steel products, 
or 5,986,000 to~ during 1925. On these and other product purchAsed 
for all ptJXposes the railroads p.aJ;" in.<lreased tarifr prices of nearly 
$2.00,000,000 annually, which. they pass on to the shi pers in the form 
of higher freight rates. The fn.rm-er not only pays his share of this, 
·but he is also a consUIUer ot iron and steel products in the amount <Jf 
n~rl:r 2.Q per cent of the entire output. So he falls heir· to thi addi­
tional tarut burden_ The building :mer "!>ridge trades con ume !8 per 
cent, thereby unduly enhanet.n.g the co t of building. 

The. American people are penalized by the woolen tariff schedule 
to the extent <>t $250,000,000 to $300,000,000 annually. Is it any 
wonder- that these great protected indnstries grow enormously wealthy 
a.nd enjoy- exorbitant profits and incomes? Is it any wonder that 
through favorea protection laws mor-e than half of the wealth of the 
""Cnited States is held and owned by 2 per cent of the people, while 
98 pe:t cent toll and struggle for e.xistence and for reasonable profits? 
Is it any wonder that agriculture is demaniling consideration at the 
hands of Congress? 

I again quote here from Hon. CoRDELL HuLL, a recognized 
tariff and revenue expert : 

The story of agriculture for tlle years 1921-192;) is tragic. The 
value of farm lands alone declined 31 per cent, or $17,000,000,000. 
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This colossal loss, together wlth abnormal losses . on farm products, 
make the farmer $25,000,000,000 to $3{),000,000,000 worse off than 
1n 1920, and worse off than he was before the war, despite unprece­
dented high tariffs on all agricultural products since May, 1921. His 
indebtedness aggregates near $1~,000,000,000. Most countries have 
erected tariff barriers against his export surpluses In retaliation for 
our high tariffs. Farm failures during past years increased 1,000 per 
cent in contrast with commercial failures. Nearly $8,000,000,000 of 
our $10,500,000,000 loans made abroad since the war have been placed 
in Canada and South and Central America, where they would ahl 
exports of our finished manufactures but would not aid our food 
exports ·to Europe. The farmer has seen high tariffs thoroughly tried 
out in practice, and if he can not now see that be is receiving tariff 
burdens and not tariff benefits, It would be in vain to reason with him. 

Agriculture has never g6ne to the heart of the tariff question ; but 
should it fail soon to do so it is destined to a state of permanent decay 
in this country. There is no more sound economic law than that 
tariffs are helpless to benefit an industry with a substantial surplus, 
which must be annually sold abroad in competition with important 
quantities of like products from other countries. The American farmer, 
therefore, whe produces of the total agricultural output some 80 to 
85 per cent of the staple agricultural products, such as corn, cotton, 
wheat, oats, rye, hay, lat·d, meat products, and tobacco, much o:f which 
must be exported, can not hope to receive any appreciable tariff bene­
fits. The existing tariffs, on the contrary, burt the American farmer 
by (1) increasing his production costs, (2) his cost of living, (3) his 
transportation ra tcs on both land and sea, ( 4") decreasing his foreign 
markets and his el.--ports, and ( 5) decreasing his property value by 
surplus congestion. The tariff is a tremendous factor in the produc­
tion cost of the farmer as it is in his living costs. There is scarcely 
an article which be can purchase for any purpose at a price that is 
not tariff inflated. His agricultural machinery was placed on the free list 
while high duties were imposed on all the materials entering into the 
same, and the fact that the manufacturer dominates the world compels 
the farmer to pay high-tariff prices just the same. While the inevitable 
logic of high tariffs is that borne production should not exceed home 
consumption, ultraprotectionists are striving to expand the exports of 
industry while they are advising the farmer to restrict his output to 
the home demand. They tell him that he should be content with 
home markets. In the first place, the farmer's home market is secure, 
regardless of tariffs; secondly, of what concern is the home or any 
other market to the farmer unless he can sell at a price above the 
cost of production? The farmer is interested in prices above all else. 
High-tariff advocates also tell the farmer that his collapse in 1921 
was primarily due to commercial depression, whereas ln truth the com­
mercial depression was primarily due to the agriculture collapse and 
loss of purchasing power. 

AgriculturE! continues as the basis of all sound domestic prosperity. 
Under existing tariff and trade policies industry will soon submerge 
agriculture, and then the rule will be reversed. The farmer un­
doubte~ly knows now just what has been happening to him during the 
past five years. In 1920 the exports of all foodstuffs and food animals 
were $2,034,000,000, compared with similar exports of $892,000,000 in 
1925. Only 17 per cent of our imports of foodstuffs in 1925 were 
competitive. Attempts are at times made to mislead the farmer by 
pointing to the large volume of agricultural importations. They dodge 
the controlling facts that most importations of foodstuffs are tropical 
fruits, coffee, sugar, tea, and other products that we do not produce 
at all, or if so, in insufficient quantities. Tea, coffee, sugar, spices, 
and cocoa comprised $620,000,000 of food imports in 1925. We pro­
duce none of these except some sugar. We must import wool and 
Egyptian cotton to the extent of $162,000,000 unless we are to freeze. 
Raw silks amounted to $396,000,000 and crude rubber to $437,000,000. 
We produce neither. A fair volume of winter fruits come in from 
southern countries at a time not to compete with our own. We do not 
produce enough hides, and so we purchased $96,000,000 worth of hides 
in 192G. 

Some complain _of the heavy cost of the Haugen plan. It is stated 
that new corporate financing in the United States during April reached 
a t()tal of $438,299,000, which is far in excess of the amount provided 
in the Haugen bill-$375,000,000-as a revolYing fund :for a period of 
two years for the great basic industry of agriculture-which may be 
reduced by amendment. 

I quote here some figures relating to industries other than agri­
culture: 

PRIVA'l'E l!'fVESTME!iTS 

New corporate financing in the United States during April reached a 
total of $438,299,000. With the exception of last January, when the 
total of new corporate investments reached $545,870,000, the total for 
April is the high mark. The total of new corporate investments for the 
first quarter of this year reached a level of more than $1,640,000,000. 
Industrial financing and investment thus far this year has reached a 
total of more than $1,462,000,000. 

Few persons realize the enormous amount of new Amet·ican capital 
Issues offered in American and foreign investments since 1920. It is 

estimated at more Jhap $27,700,000,000, of which about $24,000,000,000 
was in domestic corporations or enterprises and about $3,700,000,000 
in foreign corporations. 

These offerings cover only five years, whereas the total American in­
vestments in foreign government and industrial securities on January 
1, 1926, amounted to approximately $10,500,000,000. This is something 
like one-sixth of the total estimated national income. 

And yet with this object lesson, of great corporate investments, 
seeking to gather into their coffers the benefits largely flowing 
from agricultural efforts, they hold up their heads and CFY 
aloud, subsidy, subsidy. Billions appropriated for every con­
ceivable project, but when you talk of lending a helping hand 
to the farmer the cry of subsidy and economy is raised. You 
have more than doubled over 1913 the cost for military pur­
poses, appropriated by this Congress, in the aggregate nearly 
a billion dollars. All other great industries cared for, the 
farmer now asks for consideration. 

Let not the consumer be disturbed. Tie will not suffer by 
fair treatment of the farmer producer. It is the middleman, 
the distributing agent, the transportation from the farm to the 
consumer that is responsible for the high prices paid by the 
consumer. Your loaf of bread, your charges for meats, do not 
change with the rise and fall of prices for wheat and beef and 
pork. The charges made to you remain at a high level. 

I have said so much ~bout tariff and freight charges so as 
to stress the evil from which so much of the trouble comes. 
But the farmer must sell his surplus and reach the markets 
of the world at reasonable expense, and for that he needs the 
helping hand of legislation and should not be told by the 
powers in control to work out his own salvation, nor be told 
to raise no surplus, for he must have a surplus to sell in order 
to buy for his needs and to pay his taxes and other burdens. 
Without surplus on the farm for sale our foreign commerce 
will decrease, and our prosperity end. We must have a surplus 
of farm as well as factory to buy the needed surplus products 
of other countries. 

I want to insert here the purchasing power or the farmer's 
dollar from 1D12 to 1925, inclusive : 

1912----------------------:e~~ I 19~9--------------------- ;;;ts 
1913----------------------- 100 19-0_____________________ 96 1914 _______________________ 105 1921_____________________ 84 
1915----------------------- 103 1 1922 _____________________ 89 
1916_______________________ 97 1923_____________________ 61. 3 
1917 _______________________ 107 1924_____________________ 62.4 
1918 _______________________ 112 1925 _____________________ 60.3 

These figures, as furnished by Secretaries of Agriculture Wal­
lace and Jardine, show the low purchasing power of the 
farmer's dollar since the enactment of the Fordney-l\1cCumber 
tariff law, showing that it has been a strong agency in depre­
ciating the value of the farmer's dollar. 

I also insert here a table of comparative prices of farm im­
plements in 1914 under Democratic tariff laws and in 1924 
under Republican tariff laws: 

Implements 

Hand corn sheller---------------------------------------------­
Walking cultivator------------------------------------------- __ 
Riding cultivator __ --------------------------------------------1-row lister ____________________________________________________ _ 
Sul.k-y plow __ -------------------------------------------------_ 
3-section harrow ____________ ------------------------------- ____ ~ 
Corn planter_-------------------------------------------- _____ _ 
Mowing machine __ ----------------------------------------- __ _ 
Sell-dump hay rake _____ --------------------------------------_ 
Wagon box ___________ ------- ____ -------------------------------
Farm wagon. __ ------------------------------------------------
Grain drill ___ ---------------------------------------------------
2-row stalk cutter_. __ ------------------------------------- ____ _ 
Grain binder ____ --------_---------------- _____________________ _ 
2-row corn disk .. -----------------------------------------------
WaU..-ing plow, 14-inch. _. --------------------------------------
Harness, per set __ ------------- ____ -----------------------------

1914 

$8. ()() 
18.00 
25.00 
36.00 
40.00 
18.00 
50.00 
45.00 
28.00 
16.00 
85.00 
85.00 
45.00 

150. 00 
38.00 
14.00 
46.00 

1924 

$17.50 
38.00 
62.00 
89.50 
75.00 
41.00 
83.50 
95.00 
55.00 
36.00 

1£.0.00 
165.00 
110.00 
225. co 
95. ()() 
28.00 
75. ()() 

I desire to give· here the agricultural situation as shown by 
the North Central States agricultural conference executive 
committee of 22: 

The agricultural situatio" 

BUYING POWER CUT IN HALF 

[National Industrial Connference Board] 
[Four years, 19~0-1923. 1914=100] 

Beef cal tie----------------------------------------------­
Swine----------------------------------------------------Wheat __________________________________________________ _ 

Com----------------------------------------------------­
Oats-----------------------------------------------------Barley _______________ _: __________________________________ _ 

52 
62 
45 
57 
48.5 
49 

I 
( 

) 
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FARM SHARE OF CURJiE~T INCOME LOW 

[National Bureau of Economic Research] 
Farm population, per cent of total current income___________ 29. 9 
Per cent of total : 

1919------------------------------------------------- 17.7 
1920------------------------------------------------- 13.4 1921_________________________________________________ 9.9 

AGRlCCLTURE'S SHARE OF NATIONAL WEALTH DECLINL"{Q 

[Bureau of Historical and Statistical Research, Department of Agri­
culture] 

1900 1912 1923 

------------------1-------
Total wealth ___________________________ billions of dollars __ 88.5 186.3 320.8 

64.3 
20 

Farm wealth _________________ --.--.-- _________ ------- _do_--- 22.1 49.8 
Farm share of total ______________________________ per cent __ 25 26.7 

ALL FARM PROPERTY IN U~TED STATES WORTH LESS THA.!i 1913 

[Figures from National Bureau of Economic Research and Department 
of Agriculture] 

[Dollars of 1913 purchas~g power] 
Yalue of all farm property in United States : 

1913--------------------------------------- $45,227,000,000 
19~4-25------------------------------------ $38,188,508,000 
Per cent of 1913--------------------------- 84.4 

FARM AND MANUFACTITRING WEALTH COMPARED 

[Bureau of Census figures reported in February bulletin National City 
Bank of New York] 

[Dollars of 1912 purchasing power] 

Manufacturing: 
1912--------------------------------------1922 ____________________________________ _ 

Per cent of 1912----------------------------
Agriculture : 

191~-------------------------------~-------1922 _____________________________________ _ 

Per cent of 1912----------------------------

$20,785,000,000 
$29,447,109,000 

141.9 

$12,846,000,000 
$9,244,604,000 

71.8 
EXCHANGE VALUE OF FARM LANDS BELOW 1910 

[Bureau of Census figures for North Central States used-Ohio, Indiana, 
illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Missouri, Iowa, Kansas, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota] 

[Dollars of 1910 purchasing power] 

Exchange value: 
1910--------------------------------------- 117,284,260,000 . 1920 _______________________________________ 14,904,561,000 

1925--------------------------------------- 13,647,519,000 
1925 compared with 1910 per cenL---------- 78. 98 

MEANTIME FARM DEBT GROWS 

Total farm indebtedness : 
1910-------------------------------------- $4,320,000,000 1920 _____________________________________ 12,250,000,000 

1925--------------------------------------- 12,250,000,000 
A large crop is a national blessing to be fed more largely 

when cheap and surplus sold when prices justify. 
The Haugen bill provides the machinery for our surplus pro­

duction to move to the markets of the world in an orderly way. 
The condition of agriculture is not disputed. The difference 

of opinion is over the remedy. The Haugen plan is proposed 
by the farm organizations. Why not test it out until a better 
plan is devised? No other apparently workable or worth­
while plan has been propo ed. If defective, let it be amended 
after trial. Do not cry subsidy, when Congress came to the 
aid of the railroads after the World War and appropriated 
$2,000,000,000 for· their aid. If th~ railroads broke d~wn and 
needed aid, is not agriculture entitled to helpful legislation? 
Railroads are now in better condition than ever before, sta­
bilized as they are by the Esch-Cummins law. This agricul­
tural measure will help every other great industry while it 
stabilizes the products of the farm. Let it have a fair trial. 

Agriculture asks to be put on an equality with other indus­
tries. It will not be sati fied with less. This Government has 
no right to relegate agriculture to a position of comparative 
inferiority with industry. Or by discrimination compel agri­
culture in the future to be used merely for supplying cheap 
food and cheap raw material to industry. The defeat of fair 
legislation for agriculture makes an issue that will be settled 
in the forum where the voter records his wilL 

If the Haugen bill fails of passage or enactment into law, 
·I am ready to vote for any mea&ure helpful to agriculture. 

The agricultural district which I represent and the great 
State of Missom·i, so largely agricultural, is vitally interested 
in this proposed legislation and deeply concerned about the 
purchasing power of the farmer's dollar. 

Dming my term in Congress I have · always given first con­
cern to agriculture, the basic industry in my district, and shall 
continue by my vote to try to represene its best interest as 
long as I am trusted to sene them here. And while the Haugen 

measure may not be perfect, it is the one bill that seems to 
best represent agricultural thought and wishes, and I shall 
cheerfully support it. If it has defects, they will appear on 
trial and can be amended. No comprehensive bill for any great 
measme is ever perfect It has to be tried out. 

No one can predict with certainty the result of legislation. 
Our duty ·is to represent as best we can the thought and 
wishes and needs of our district and of the country as far as 
we can. No general law is perfect when first enacted; after 
trial it may need amendment. 

My first duty is to agriculture. The cities and towns in my 
district are dependent upon the prosperity of the farm, and 
this duty it has been my endeavor and pleasure to always recog­
nize by every vote I have cast and every peech I have made 
since I have been a Representative in Congress. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. MAJOR]. 

Mr. MAJOR. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, as 
a Representatire from a great agricultural State and of 
a district where agriculture is one of the chief industries, I 
desire to make a few observations on the legislation now be­
fore our body. 

I have been waiting with much solicitude for the report of the 
Agricultural Committee of this Honse on what that body 
would recommend to u.s in the way of farm legislation, anrl 
at last, after many weeks of hearings and deliberations, that 
committee, whose special province is to consider and report on 
legislation affecting agriculture, has presented us not with a 
bill which a majority had agreed upon, but with three distinct 
and separate measures, namely, the Haugen, the Aswell, and 
the Tincher bills. We have now had five days and two niO'hts 
of debate on these proposed measures, and much has been said 
for and against each. There seems to be a unanimity of opin­
ion that agriculture is in sore straits and something should 
be done to give relief to this great industry-the diagnosis has 
been as varied as have been the remedies offered for the cure 
of its ills. Agriculture is entitled to a square deal at the hands 
of the Government and should be treated fairly. There should 
be no governmental favorites. No business or industry should 
be placed in a po ition where it can be preyed upon by any 
other business or industry. Agriculture is sick and the ques­
tion is, What can we do to relieve the situation? Just look 
into conditions and see what the trouble is and what has hap­
pened and is happening to the farmers. 

In 1900 the farm lands and property in the United States 
were ·valued at approximately $20,000,000,000; in 1910 tbis 
value had increased to $40,000,000,000; in 1920 to $77,000,-
000,000. These returns show that the farm lands ana property 
of this country had steadily increased in value in times of peace 
and in times of wa1· until 1920, when they reached the high 
point. Now, what of the past three years-what has been the 
condition of the farmer during this time, and apparently with­
out any obvious reason? While everyone around him has pros­
pered, his prosperity has gone; his land bas depreciated in 
value, as well as everything else he owns, while what he has to 
buy has kept up in price, if not actually increased. IIis dollar 
has been reduced to about half in purchasing power, while 
his State, county, and local taxes, as well as his debts, have 
doubled. His freight rates have steadily increased, until they 
have reached the point where they at times equal the price he 
receives for his products. Approximately 25 per cent of the 
farmers in the great West and Central West are bankrupt, and 
are only saved from eviction and actual bankruptcy by the 
leniency of their creditors. Farm lands have decreased in 
value from one-third to one-half. 

The National Industrial Conference Board, with headquarters 
in New York, has submitted to the American people its pro­
found conclusion after one year of continued and earnest study 
that the average income of the American farmer for the year 
1924 was $736, as contrasted with the average income for trans­
portation workers of $1,570, of $1,250 for manufacturing wage 
earners, of nearly $1,700 for ministers, of over $2,100 for clerical 
workers, of $1,650 for Government employees, and even of $1,300 
for teachers. 

The following table will show the depreciation in the pur­
chasing power of the farmer's dollar from the year 1013 down 
to and including 1925 : 

Cents 
1913------------~-------- 100 1914 _______________________ 105 
1915---------------------- 103 
1916------------------·---- 97 
1917 ------------------·---- 107 1918 ______________________ 112 
1919_______________________ 112 

Cents 
1920 ______ :.______________ !l6 

1921-------------------- 84 1922 ____________________ 89 

1923-------------------- 61. R 1924_____________________ 62. 4 
1925--------------------- 60. 3 

My colleague, Congressman STBONG, a Republican from the 
State of Kansas, had inserted in the RECORD sometime ago a 
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table showing the difference in the cost of farm implements in 
the year 1914, when the Underwood Tariff Act (a Democratic 
law) was in force, and in 1924, under the Fordney-McCumber 
Tariff Act (a Republican law). The table follows: 

Implements 

Hand corn sheller_---------------------------------------------
Walking cultivator ___ -------------------------------------- ----
Riding cultivator_---------------------------------------------
1-row lister _________ --------------------------------------------
Sulky plow_---------------------------------------------------
3-section harrow ____ ----------------- ____ -----------------------
Corn planter __________ --- _____ ------------------------------ ---
1.1owing machine __ --------------------------------------------
Self-dump hay rake_-------------------------------------------
Wagon box _______ ------------------------------ __ --_-----------
Farm wagon _____ ----------_-----------------------------------
Grain drill ____ -------------------------------------------------
2-row stalk cutter __ --------------------------------------------
Oral n binder _________ ------------------------------------------
Z-row corn disk ------------------------------------------------
Walking plow, 14-inch ___ --------------------------------------
Harness, per set __ ----------------------------------------------

1914 

$8.00 
18.00 
25.00 
36.00 
40.00 
18.00 
50.00 
4.'i.OO 
28.00 
16.00 
85.00 
85.00 
45.00 

150.00 
38.00 
14.00 
4ll.OO 

1924 

$17.50 
38.00 
62.00 
89.50 
75.00 
4LOO 
83.50 
95.00 
55.00 
36.00 

150.00 
165.00 
110.00 
226.00 
95.00 
28.00 
75.00 

l\1ost all of these implements have at least doubled in price. 
The farmer's products, stock, and other property have fallen 

in value, while farm implements, building material, fertilizer, 
fencing, fuel, clothing, boots and shoes, and everything else he 
ha · had to buy, as well as freight rates, have remained at war­
time prices. There is no just relation between the price he 
gets for his wheat and the price the consumer pays for the 
flour ; between his beef on the hoof and the beef on the block ; 
between the price he receives for his hogs and the price the 
consumer pays for pork and its products; between the price he 
receives for his hides and the price he has to pay for his 
shoes. There can be no question but what there is something 
wrong between the price the farmer is paid fo:r his products 
and the price at which they are sold to the consumer. This 
difference between what the farmer receives and the price paid 
by the consumer for the products of the farm is an outrage and 
should not be tolerated or permitted in an enlightened country. 
What is this difference? Of approximately $22,500,000,000, rep­
resenting the total value of the farm products produced· and 
sold in this country last year, the farmer received approxi­
mately $7,500,000,000, while the speculators, middlemen, and 
transportation companies exacted the exorbitant toll of $15,-
000,000,000-the farmers receiving one-third, the speculators, 
mid<llemen, and transportation companies two-thirds, a tribute 
out of all proportion of right and justice, and something which 
should not be allowed or tolerated by the lawmaking power of 
this or any other nation. But this is exactly what we are per­
mitting to take place in this country and making no effort to 
prevent. We are sitting by and permitting this enormous toll 
to be taken fi·om the farmers. 

Instead of receiving but 35 cents of the consumer's dollar, 
as he does under the system now in vogue, he should receive 
the 65 cents now taken from him by the speculators, middle­
men, and transportation companies. Instead of receiving the 
one-third he should receive the two-thirds, and in this way he 
would receive a fair return on his investment and labor, and 
compen atory prices for his products. Just look a little fur­
ther: He is compelled to take what is offered him for what he 
has to sell, and is compelled to pay what is asked him for 
what he has to buy. He has no part in :fixing the price of his 
own products or anything to say as to the price he is charged 
for what he has to buy. Under the present system he pays 
tribute to all other industries, but is denied any part in estab­
lishing the price of his own products. He must sell for what 
he is offered and in purchasing pay the price asked. It is 
heads they win and tails he loses. I submit that he should 
have the same say and influence in conducting his business 
as other businesses have in conducting theirs. His business 
should be placed on an equal footing with other industries. 
1Vhile he is asking rro special privileges or special favors, we 
should see that he is given equal protection, equal privileges, 
and accorded fair treatment to the end that other industries 
shall not be permitted to prey upon his business to his detri­
ment and utter ruin. 

I assert that other industries of this country have been 
favored with special legislation at the expense of the farmer~ 
and this policy should, must, and will be changed. By legis­
lation he is compelled to purchase his farming implements, 
tools, fuel, building material, fertilizer, fencing, clothing, boots 
and shoes, and everything else he uses in a protected market, 
and must dispose of his products in the market of the world 
in competition with the world. He has witnessed the manufac­
tm·ers of this country given the benefit of the highest protective 
tariff law in our history; the railroads given laws which en· 

able them to :fix compensatory rates that they may operate at 
a profit; virtually every business the recipient of beneficial 
legislation except his, and his the one business more entitled 
to the fostering care and protection of the Government than 
any other. 

That the farmers are in distress and greatly in need of bene­
ficial legislation admits of no argument. While the past few 
years, according to statistics, have been prosperous years for 
many forms of business, such has not been true of the farmer. 
He is getting the worst of it and is being hard hit on all sides. 
He labors from sunrise to sunset ; he gambles with the ele­
ments, the drought, the flood, the storm, the winds, the heat, 
and the cold; he battles with the devastations of crawling and 
flying insects and the ravages of disease, and for all his work, 
his risks, his worries, and his troubles, he finds himself get­
ting deeper and deeper in debt as he stru~gles for a livelihood. 
Out of the six and one-half million farms owned in the United 
States by individual farmers a few years ago, by reason of fail­
ures and foreclosures these farms are now owned by less than 
3,000,000 farmers. 

What are we going to do about it? What can we do that 
will relieve the situation and bring back prosperity to this 
great industry? In April, 1924, when this same subject was 
before us, I made the following suggestions, which I now re­
peat, for conditions have not changed: 

First of all we should Work on the Fordney-:McCumber Tariff Act, 
the schedules of which were fixed at the command and behest of the 
predatory interests of this country without regard to the dift'erence 
in the cost of production at home and abroad. Its purpose was to 
shut out all competition from abroad, and its effect is to foster, en­
courage, and permit the formation of trusts and trade combinations in 
this country t.o the end that the farmer ls compelled to do his- buying 
in a market where there is no competition and in this way pay tribute 
to the manufacturers of this country far beyond a fair and reason­
able profit. He is forced to sell in competition with the world and to 
buy in a protected market where there is no competition. Congress 
has simply " hog tied " him, and the manufacturers are permitted to 
take from him wbat they decree. Shall we permit these conditions to 
continue? This Congress P~robably will, but the farmers of this coun­
try have awakened and will not much longer submit to this kind of 
treatment. There will be a Congress elected tbat will do what should 
be done in his behalf. 

Second. We should do something to reduce the excessive freight 
rates which the farmer is compelled to pay and with which be is 
confronted in both buying and selling. Excessive transportation 
charges increase the price of everything he has to buy and decrease 
the price of everything be bas to sell, the transportation charges in 
many instances equaling the price that the farmer receives for his 
products. Legislation perfecting the inland waterways of tbe country 
would do much to bring down the excessive transportation charges he 
is now compelled to pay. • 

Third. Taxes should be reduced, expenses curtailed, and economy 
practiced as well as preached. 

Fourth. We should devise and put into effect some intelligent and 
comprehensive agricultural policy or plan whereby the farmer will 
be able to receive from the consumer compensatory prices for his 
products; legislation that will improve, stabilize, and make perma­
nent our markets abroad. 

These are a few of the suggestions that I would make for the relief 
and betterment of the great agricultural interests of this country. 
There may be others aud I will gladly support any plan in which 
f believe there is merit and which will improve the situation. 

In this Congress there are in the Senate 56 Republicans, 
39 Democrats, and 1 Farmer-Labor; in the House 247 Repub­
licans, 183 Democrats, 2 Socialists, 2 Farmer-Labor, and 1 
Independent. So it can readily be seen that the Republicans 
at least have the votes to enact any legislation that their 
leaders might devise for the relief of agriculture. But will 
they do anything? If not, why not? Is it possible they do not 
know what to do? Do you believe that this is the one ques­
tion on which their leaders are unable to agree upon any plan 
of relief? Can it be possible that effective relief would 
interfere with some other interest that stands closer to the 
" powers that be" than agriculture? There are individual 
Members who would not only be willing but would take pleas­
ure in assisting in the enactment of legislation that would 
relieve the situation, but such legislation will not be forth­
coming from this administration. 

No man can sene two masters, and neither can a political 
party. No surer way could be devised, in my opinion, to block 
effective agricultural relief than that which we are now wit­
nessing on the floor of this House. A great committee of 21 
members, 13 of whom belong to the majority party -of this 
House, supposedly selected because of their knowledge of and 
interest 1n the problems of agriculture, after weeks of assid-
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uous labor have presented the House with triplets-HAUGEN, 
AsWELL, and TrncHEB.-all three of which are now cavorting 
in the House, muddying the waters and befuddling the issues 
to the end that this much-needed relief will be denied, and with 
the hope that the responsibility can not be fixed. So we wit­
ness the spectacle of a great party either unwilling or unable 
to devise, work out, or agree upon some plan to solve this, 
what I consider the most important and far-reaching problem 
before this Congress. The party now in control had no diffi­
culty agreeing upon the provisions or the enactment into law 
of the Fordney-McCumber tariff bill for the manufacturers, 
the Esch-Cummins railroad bill for the railroads, the immigra­
tion bill for labor, and the Mellon tax bill and all other 
measm·es in which the interests and big businesses were in­
terested. Can it be that the great manufacturing centers of 
New England are iuterested in seeing that the prices of the 
products produced by the great agricultural interests are 
kept as low as possible, and that these interests have the ear 
of the administration? The answer to this question is the key 
to the situation that now confronts us. The agricultural in­
dustry is entitled to just consideration and fair treatment at 
our hands and we should do something to the end that it no 
longer is permitted to remain the prey of the great manufac­
turing interests of New England. Congress, the greatest legis­
lative body in the world, ought to be able to solve this prob­
lem. The reason for which government exists is that one man, 
if stronger than another, will take from him whatever that 
other possesses and he desires, and what is true of the individ­
ual is true of industries and businesses. 

A great industry in dire distress, crippled and bleeding, is 
knocking at our door and imploring us for help, relief, justice, 
and fair treatment To this they are entitled .and I as a 
Member of this House, am going to do my best to see that it 
is accorded them. While the Haugen bill is not perfect, I 
can not but feel that it would come nearer giving relief .and 
meeting the situation than either of the other bills. It 
Js the measure asked for by the great · farm organizations­
and they ought to know what they want-and I will support 
this bill in the hope that it will bring relief to agriculture-an 
~dusn:y in which !lpproximately 40,000,000 people are engaged; 
m . which there IS in"Vested approximatel;v $65,000,000,000; 
which annually buys $6,000,000,000 worth of the goods and 
services of our other industries and supplies the materials upon 
whic? depe~d industries giving _employment to nearly half of 
our Industrial workers; and which supplies about one-fifth of 
the tonnage of freight carried by the railroads. Its products 
constitute nearly half of the total value of our exports · it 
pays in taxes one-fifth of the total cost of our Governm~nt, 
and farms and farm property represent more than one-fifth 
of the total. national tangible wealth, and contributes, normally, 
about one-sixth of the total national income. 

The Aswell bill has many good features, but, in my judgment, 
does not reach the situation or furnish the immediate relief 
that is necessary ; while the .. enactment of the Tincher or 
administration bill, would be giving to the farmers a pr~ent 
very much like the one given the good wife by her indulgent 
and generous husband who, after looking for several hours 
f~r an a~propriate Christmas present, finally compromised with 
his consCience and presented her with a new axe. 

! want to state here and now that if the Representatives of 
this House, r~ga~dless _of political affiliations, who represent 
agric~tural distncts Will be just as loyal, just as interested, 
~d JUSt as alert to the interests of the farmers of their dis- . 
tr1cts as the Representatives of the manufacturing sections 
are to the manufacturers' interests, we will then get for the 
farmer what is due him and what he is entitled to and not 
until .then. And in conclusion I want to say to the farmers 
of this count_ry that when they realize that the leadership 
of the Rep~blican Party, as constituted and controlled, is more 
interested m the manufacturers, big business and the wealth 
of th~ country than in what concerns them ~d their business 
and lS beneficial to them and their interests and bear that 
fact in m~~ in selecting the men they send to Congress to look 
after theu mterests, then and not until then will they be able 
to secure l~glslation whi~h is necessary for their well-being 
and prosperity and to which they are so justly entitled. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan, a member of the Committee on .Agriculture 
(Mr. KETCHAM], 20 minutes. . 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit­
tee, the Committee on Agriculture has been subjected to con­
siderable good-natured banter for having presented three bills 
to the H~use ?f Representatives seeking to improve· the agri­
cultm·al Situation of the country. In a few instances this good· 
natured banter has given way ~o actual criticism. .After dis-

cussion of nearly a week, during which time it has been fre­
quently observed that a -number of speeches on this subject 
have been of an unusually hign order, I think we will all agree 
that the whole problem has been somewhat clarified and that 
the judgment of the House upon this vital matter will be much 
sounder by reason of the fact that under the action of the com· 
mittee full freedom has been given Members to present their 
views as to the merits of the respective plans. 

After such complete discussion there is practically no new 
ground for one to cover in the closing hours of the debate and 
I shall not therefore attempt to cover the field of discussi~n in 
relation to all the bills, but simply rise to offer a few observa­
tions as to the course my own mind has been taking during the 
weeks and months we have had farm relief under consideration. 

_In the first place, ~r. Chairman, I place myself squarely 
w1th all those who believe that no permanent prosperity can 
come to the United States unless the millions of our people who 
are engaged in the great fundamental business of providing 
our food supply and a lai·ge proportion of our raw materials 
for industrial processes are placed and maintained on a plane 
of economic equality. It is intolerable to me to think of any 
permanent classification of the people of the United States into 
different economic gra<les. Every effort must be made to make 
the rewar~s for equal eff~rt, equal investment of money, and 
equal bram power i.n variOus callings and occupations fairly 
comparable. Particularly must we be mindful of the import­
ant part the farmers play not only in the maintenance of our 
economic structure but also our social and governmental or· 
ganization. He is indeed blind to the best interests of his 
country who can not see the value of a contented, prosperous, 
and progressive agricultural population. Among the people on 
the farm is to be found the highest percentage of home owner­
ship. Here, also, we find the highest percentage of native-born 
citizens. Here we find ·a strong backbone of constructive con­
servative thol.ight that ls especially essential to our steadiness 
in times of distress, uncertainty, or panic. Therefore it seems 
clear to me, Mr. Chairman, that from the pm·ely' personal 
standpoint, as well as from that of the responsibility which we 
bear as Representatives in the greatest legislative body the 
world knows that the sentiment in this Chamber shoul'd be 
nearly unanimous in striving to work out any legislative enact­
ments that may be needed to improve the economic situation 
of the American farmer. I have been highly gratified to re· 
ceive personal assurances of a desire to measure up to this 
opportunity and responsibility from every section of the coun­
try · represented in this body. 

We may differ widely as to the extent to which we think 
legislation can be helpful, but in my judgment there is an 
overwhelming majority of this House on both sides of the 
aisle that would vote within an hour for any constructive plan 
that could be proposed to improve our present a O'ricultural 
situation. Believing, therefore, that there is a re:l agricul· 
tural maladjustment that can be met partially by legislation, 
and that this House is ready and anxious for a constructive 
~nggestion, _I am presentin.g my views upon the question briefly 
m the feelmg that not srnce r have been a Member of this 
body have we faced a weightier responsibility than that im­
mediately confronting us. 

In the first place I desire to present what I regard as a fair 
statement of the present condition of agriculture. We speak 
of the buying power of the farmer's dollar as an indication of 
his situation. We also speak of the purchasing power of the 
far:n:er's product in relation to the same subject. The pur­
chasmg power of the farmer's income is also used as a standard 
of measurement. Owing to the fact that all three of the e 
expressions are frequently l,lsed interchangeably by public 
speakers and have indeed so been used by various Members 
in the discussion of pending bills, an attempt to clarify the 
meaning of these expressions may not be untimely. In the 
cour. e of his eloquent and forceful speech last Friday the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE] made this state­
ment during the course of a sharp attack on the Fordney­
McCumber tariff law : 

You have decreased the purchasing power of his dollar of $1.01 
when that bill became a law to $0.60. 

The fact is that when the Fordney-McCumber law became 
.-effective, in September, 1922, the purchasing power of the 
farmer's doll~r was approximately 56, and in March, 1926, 
it was 62. Still others have stated that the purchasing power 
of the farmer's dollar is at its lowest point in the history 
of the country. The fact is that the lowest point in said pur­
chasing power in the 15-year period between 1910 and 1925 
was 40, which was reached about March of 1920. It is fur­
ther true that the present purchasing price of the farmer's 
dollar is as high as it has been since 1916. Only in 1924 did 
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it reach 62 where it is at the present time. If you are de­
scribinO' th~ present situation of the farmer in terms of the 
purcha~ing power of his production, it is likewise untrue to 
say that he is in the worst position he has ever been .. Th.e facts 
are that in 1922 when the Fordney-McCumber tanff bill was 
enacted, the pu;chasing power of the fa~mer's product was 
69. It has steadily increased from that pomt upward to 1925, 
when it reached 89. For the last six months it has re­
mained stationary at 87. Still another measu~e of the farmer:s 
situation is found in terms of the purchasrng power of his 
income. Beginning with 1922, both gross and net income of 
the farmers of the country have increased. The exact figures 
are 1922, $543 ; 1923, $701 ; 1924, $764 ; and 1925, $87~. l\1r. 
Chairman, my purpose in submitting these figures, which are 
official and authentic, is twofold : First, to ans':er the. oft­
repeated and emphasized charge that the protective tariff is 
directly responsible for the present situation of the farmer ; and, 
second, that there has been no improvement in recent years, 
but that the situation is continuously growing worse. When 
judged by the buying power of his dollar~ the buyin~ pow~r. of 
his products, or his net income, he has rmproved hiS position 
perceptibly since September, 1922. 

Expressed in terms of percentage, the purchasing power. of 
his dollar has increased nearly 11 per cent, the purchnsmg 
power of his product 26 per cent, and his net income 61 per cent. 

The following index comparisons between the price the 
farmer receives on four of his principal commodities in contrast 
with the prices paid for four groups of articles that make up 
the largest share of his purchases are submitted in the hope 
that they will be helpful in the consideration of proposed farm 
legislation. -

The same periods, 1911-1914, and 1921-1924, have been used 
in preparing each table, and 1913 is taken as the base at 10.0 
per cent, with the exception of the agricultural and nonagn­
cultural table where 1910-1914 is used as the base: 

Bales 

[Farm prices] 

191I_--- ---------------------------------------
1912-:_-- ---------------------------------------
1913_--- ---------------------------------------
1914-------------------------------------------
1921.------------------------------------------
1922_--- ---------------------------------------
1923.------------------------------------------
1924_--- ---------------------------------------

Union 
wages 

96 
97.6 

100 
101.9 
205 
193.1 
210.6 
228.I 

F:1rm 
labor 

93 
97 

100 
97 

144 
140 
159 
159 

Freight 
rates 

100 
100 
100 
100 
191.6 
1916 
172.5 
I/2. 5 

1\Ir. JACOBSTEIN. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Ur. KETCHAM. Yes. 
1\Ir. JACOBSTEIN. The gentleman does not seem to main­

tain that the farmer's position is normal? 
l\Ir. KETCHAM. I do not. 
l\1r. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 

now? 
Mr. KETCHAM. I really ought to yield to tlle genial gen­

tleman from Kentucky. 
1\lr. KINCHELOE. The figures that I used I got from Sec­

retary Wallace, who is now dead. They gave the purcha~4tg 
power of the farmer's dollar up to 1922. I wrote to Secretary 
Jardine to give me the purchasing power of tlle farmer's dollar 
for 1923, 1924, and 1925, and he gave it, and it went up in 
1925 fo 60% cents. The gentleman may dispute that, but that 
is my authority. 

Mr. KETCHAM. I think the authority is very good, but I 
think the gentleman from Kentucky, and I say this in all 
kindness, did not interpret the figures correctly. 

Mr. KI~CHELOE. And I say that I did interpret them 
correctly. 

1\Ir. BURTNESS rose. 
Mr. KE'rCHAl\I. I shall have to refuse to yield. 
l\lr. BURTNESS. Is not the difference to be found in the 

purchasing power of the dollar and the purchasing power of 
the products? 

191L ___ --- __ ---- _ -------------------------
1912 __ ---- ---------------------------------
1913 ____ - ----------------------------------
1914 ___ --- --------------------------------
192 L ____________ --_--- --------------------
1922 __ ----- --------------------------------
1923.--------------------------------------
1924..--------------------------------------

Wheat 

109 
112 
100 
HO 
147 
130 
I23 
139 

Corn 

92 
110 
IOO 
115 
90 
95 

127 
145 

Hogs 

84 
90 

100 
102 
105 
113 
95 

100 

Mr. KETCHAM. So far as our present problem is con­
Cattle cerned, stated in terms of agricultural and nonagricultural 

indices, the problem before the American farmer and tlle 
country is to devise ways and means whereby a nonagri­

~~ cultural index may be increased approximately 13 per cent. 
100 Question, "How shall it be done?" Three legislative remedies 
1061 a.re submitted for your consideration: The Aswell bill is predi­:i cated upon the assumption that the spread between the con-
98 sumer and the producer is altogether too wide and that if 
96 j better marketing machinery could be set up to lessen the 

_____________ ___!. ___ .!__ __ _,__ __ ___,_-:--- number and the expense of the intermediate transactions, 
Wheat constitutes 11.56 per cent on farm commodities sold, corn the net result would be a large increase in the price of the 

4.46 per cent, bogs 12.46 per cent, and cattle 15¥.1 per cent. product to the original producer without at the same time 
Purchases 

[Wholesale prices} 

1911.--------------------------------------
1912 ___ ------ ------------------------- -~---
1913---------------------------------------
1914---------------------------------------
192I __ --- ----------------------------------
1922 __ -- -----------------------------------
192:L _____ ---------------------------------
I924 ____ -----------------------------------

Cloths 
and 

clothing 

95.8 
97.2 

100 
98 

179.5 
180.8 
200.1 
100.9 

Building 
materials 

---
91:6 
98.6 

100 
97 

165.4 
I68. 4 
I89.1 
175.1 

House 
furnish-

ings 

93.5 
94 

100 
99 

195.1 
I75. 8 
183.I 
172.8 

affecting the cost to the ultimate consumer. The Tincher bill 
attacks the problem from the standpoint of better merchandis­
ing. Secretary Jardine states tbe proposition in thes~ words, 
"MY own conviction is that the central problem in this whole 

Metals mat"ter is one of merchandising." His point is well illustrated 
in the case of wheat. The high point in marketing this im­
portant grain crop so far as quantity is concerned is Sep-

89 tember. Conversely, this month represents almost the low 
98.6 point of the year so far as price _is concerned, ~nd the fari?-er 
~~ ~se ~~:~Y h~te;~~~t~ in the pnce that prevails at the trme 

I22 The theory of the Tincher bill is this, that cooperative 
~tt ~ agencies are rapidly developing, and in view of the fact that 

their capital is ordinarily so limited that they can not store 
Cloths and clothing make up 9.8 per cent of our purchases; building 

material ·, 5.37 per cent; house furnishings, 3.34 per cent; and metal 
products, 8.35 per cent. Purchases are not made at wholesale by the 
farm.er, and the figures given in this table would need to be increased 
by the percentage tb!t the retail price bears to the wholesale price 1n 
each cla sification. 

any considerable quantities of wheat, they must take the crop 
as it comes and in turn pass it on to those who have storage 
and capital facilities for handling it until the consumptive de­
mands require it to be fed into the food stream. Looking at 
the problem in a broad way there seems to be no reason why 
the wheat price in September should be essentially different 

[Farm price index] than at later periods in the year, and yet it is well understoou 
that under normal crop conditions the low point in the annual 
wheat price corresponds almost exactly with the point of great­

Agricul- Nonagrl- est marketing. The Tincher bill is built upon the theory that 
tural cultural this price inequality which directly limits the income of the 

------------------1----r---- American farmer, and therefore affects the prosperity of not 
191L ______________________________________________________ _ 

1912_ -------------------------------------------------------
1913 __ ------------------------------------------------------1914 _______________________________________________________ _ 

192L _____ ------ _______ -------- _ ---- _ ------~--- -·- _ ---------
1922 __ -- -------- ___ ._ ----------------------------------------
1923--------------------------------------------------------
1924--------------------------------------------------------

95 
99 

100 
102 
116 
124 
I35 
134 

95.5 only the farmer himself but of all other groups as w~ll.because 

~~! ~tngftr~~~~s!!st::£t:n;0s~:~b1: ~a~ea~tte~o~f ri¥:su~f 1:;;:~::;t 
167.4 and for long periods of time, not to individual farmers but 
~~- 3 to cooperative organizations to enable them to ca.rry these sea-
161 sonal surpluses along until they can be fed mto the fo_od 

stream without a depression of price. The purpose of the bill, 
Three other factors that have largely contributed to the unequal sit- as stated by the Secretary, is to stabilize prices, and if prices 

nation the farmer faces are shown in the following table: are stabilized, I think all would agree that it would certainly 



9160 CONGRESS! ON AL RECORD-HOUSE }lAY 10 
be at a higher level for the farmer than at the present time, 
because so large a per cent of his grain is marketed at the 
low price period. Neither the Aswell bill nor the Tincher bill 
propose to change radically the marketing systems which have 
been built up in the country through so many years of con­
~cientious effort. They are designed to supplement and im­
prove the present marketing agencies and to that extent are 
not revolutionary. 

The proponents of the Haugen bill maintain that the chief 
element in the farm relief program is the question of our 
exportable surpluses, and evidently are not only enthusiastically 
committed to the proposition · of eliminating these surpluses 
from their depressing effect upon prices, but are unwilling 
that any other plan may be tried. With reference to these 
three bills, I can make my position clear. Two years ago I 
supported the McNary-Haugen bill, not because of its so-called 
price fixing nor its government in business, but solely upon 
the theory that it was designed to make the protective tariff, 
in which I am a firm believer, fully operative upon those crops 
in which we have an exportable surplus through the device 
known as equalization fee. This plan has been described so 
many times and is so thoroughly understood that I will not 
refer to it further at this time. At the hearings before the 
committee, my questions to the various witnesses will show 
that I was willing to go along with the Haugen bill as it was 
originally drafted, incorporating the principles of an equaliza­
tion fee. I am less convinced now than I ever have been as 
to the practicability of the equalization fee. I think it but 
fair to say that I have now passed fully into the state of 
mind described by the judge on the bench as that of a reason­
able doubt. I had further concluded to support the original 
Haugen bill because there was no doubt in my mind but that 
it represented a very substantial and well-considered group 
of farmers in the country, wh.ose chief agricultural interest is 
centered in the basic commodities of the bill. However, I 
have· now deliberately reached the conclusion that I can not 

_support the Haugen bill for the following reasons: 
. First. Because it embodies the subsidy idea, against which 
every farm leader spoke before the committee, and against 
which every fru·m organization has gone on record in its great 
annual meeting, where the well-considered views of the mem­
bership are expressed in resolutions and where mere expediency 
in securing votes is not a controlling factor. When the motion 
was presented by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRE­
SEN] deferring the equalization fee for two years and provid­
ing the subsidy of $350,000,000 to care for the losses that might 
be sustained pending the establishment of the equalization fee, 
I announced that I would have to part company. I can not 
support the idea o.f a subsidy and I can not conceive the Haugen 
bill to be successful at all with the equalization fee eliminated. 
I know full well that the proponents of the bill say that the 
equalization fee is still retained, but I do not believe any con­
siderable number of the Members of this House believe in their 
hearts that if the bill were enacted with the subsidy feature 
in it that there would be any great chance of ever establish­
ing the equalization fee or production tax in its place. A sim­
ple test of the truth of this assumption is to be found in the 
attitude of the representatives of the cotton growers of the 
country. With the subsidy in the bill, a considerable block of 
votes would be cast for the bill. Without such a subsidy I 
believe that the vote against the bill would be as nearly unani­
mous as it was from the cotton growers in the case of the 
McNary-Haugen bill of two years ago. The outstanding defect 
in the Haugen bill as it now appears is that, in my opinion, 
it would defeat the very purpose it seeks to correct, namely, 
that of control and handling of surpluses. Just a moment's 
consideration will make this point clear I feel sure. 

'l'he farm er in the last analysis is an individualist. He must 
meet his own bills, both of a public and private nature. He 
must pay off his own mortgage. He must strive in every pos­
sible way to increase his income and to limit his expenditures 
within that income if he is to succeed. Should the Haugen 
bill pass and the news go to the various sections of the country 
that specialize in the basic commodities enumerated in the 
bill, I can not conceive that any farmer who saw in it an 
opportunity to get a greatly increased price for his products 
would not immediately make plans to greatly increase his 
acreage, because the restraining influence of the equalization 
fee would be lost and he would know that the losses on all the 
excesses that he might produce would be made up out of the 
Public Trea ury. Just what this would mean in the way of 
defeating the purpose of the bill can easily be seen by a glance 
at the variations in acreage and yield in wheat. We have 
gone from the extremes of 54,000 to 75,000 in acreage of wheat 
and from 636,000,000 to 1,000,000,000 bushels in yield, and the 
inevitable result is shown in the net results of such operations. 

In 1915 we produced a billion bushels of wheat, for which 
we received approximately $950,000,000. The following year 
we produced 636,000,000 bushels, and received nearly $100,-
000,000 more for it than we did for the crop of the preceding 
year, which was 400,000,000 bushels greater. Speaking of de­
ferring the equalization fee for two years and then putting it in 
operation, can anyone imagine a more difficult situation than 
would be created in the operation of this bill under the cir­
cumstances I have described'? If ever a surplus would be 
produced, it would be next year, and I think every level-headed 
man will recognize the insurmountable difficulty of placing an 
equalization fee on wheat in the face of a tremendous carry 
over such as, in my opinion, would be inevitable under the 
inspiration of a direct subsidy from the Treasury of the United 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, as Members of this body we are confronted 
in the last analysis then with this situation : Shall we di card 
the marketing systems and market agencies that have been 
built up through long years of painstaking effort and substi­
tute a new governmental agency that of necessity must to a 
large degree completely change all that w.e have set up, or shall 
we encourage the organization already set up by farmers 
themselves to work out their own problem? The cooperatives 
of various kinds to-day are ·estimated to handle one-fifth of the 
products of the farm. With sufficient capital, and with the 
governmental encouragement offered under the terms of the 
Tincher bill, it is reasonable to suppose that they will grow 
rapidly and will overcome many of the difficulties that have 
prevented their proper development up to this time. My choice 
has been determined, and I shall do what I can by my voice 
and vote to take ·this forward step in the solution of the great 
farm problem. Our discussions have been very earnest, not to 
say heated, at many times, and personalities have been occa­
sionally indulged in, but this question is too big for considera­
tions of such character to influence our judgment. I am fur­
ther convinced of the practicability of the step I have decided 
to take, because, in my opinion, this legislation will be the only 
kind that can receive Executive approval if enacted. I have 
no sympathy for the attitude of mind that suggests reprisals 
_upon other groups of our citizens if his own wants are not met. 
I do not believe the American farmer wishes any advantage 
for himself that means a detriment to any other particular 
group. All that he is asking for is that so far as legislation 
is concerned you will give him an opportunity to place himself 
upon an equal footing with other citizens. Believing that the 
terms of the Tincher bill will enable him to take the necessary 
steps by eliminating the seasonal surpluses, which after all are 
the largest factor in their effect upon the price to the individual 
farmer, I sincerely hope that the measure may receive your 
favorable co-nsideration. It is an immediately practical and 
sensible step to be taken, and it should be given a fair h·ial. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. JAOOBSTEIN] has sum­
marized my views aptly in a closing sentence from his brilliant 
analysis of the agricultural situation, given last Thursday, in 
the course of his remarks on this bill. I quote : 

It is my belief th.at the farmer can profit in the solution of his 
problems by more eft'ectlve and more extensive cooperation, by the ap­
plication of larger use of long-time loans for capital expenditures, ru1d 
for the building up of a sinking or reserve fund to be uRed in financing 
the carry over of the surplus in such a manner as to exercise a re­
straining Influence not only on immediate market prices but on future 
prices through a regulation of production. 

[Applause.] 
Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 

gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ALLGOOD]. 
Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman, I regret that the great Agri­

cultural Committee of this House can not agree, and therefore 
have reported three agricultural l>ills instead of getting behind 
one bill with all their might and main ana passing it. With 
three bills there is absolutely no hope of any of them pa~sing; 
therefore I doubt very seriously if there will be any farm 
relief measure passed at this session. If 11 men on a com­
mittee of 21 members can not agree on a measure, they can not 
expect a majority of 435 Members of this House and a majority 
of 96 Members of the Senate to agr.ee on a bill which will be 
accepted by the President, whose attitude seems to be tb!lt th~ 
farmer must work out his own salvation. But the farml:rs of 
this Nation know that they have not . had a square- deal from 
Congress, and it is my opinion they will charge this up to 
President Coolidge and his administration when voting time 
comes. 

This bill seeks to equalize and stabilize the price of corn, 
wheat, livestock, butter, and cotton, and provides an appl·opria­
tion to be known as a revolving fund for this purpose. It also 
provides for an equalization fee for each of these products. 
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However, in the case of cotton, the equalization fee is not to be 
applied for two years from date of passage. 

AGAINST TAX ON COTTON 

I can not and will not vote for this measure unless it is 
amended. If it is amended so that a majority of the cotton 
farmers can by direct vote pass on tliis matter of equalization 
fee then I would be willing to give them the opportunity to 
do 'so. I am intere ted directly in the protection that this bill, 
if amended, gives to cotton and the cotton farmer. It provides 
$75,000,000 for the purpose of buying cotton when there is a 
temporary surplus and the price slumps below the cost of pro­
duction. Statistics show there has not been more cotton pro­
duced than has been consumed during any five-year period in 
the last 25 years · therefore if the Government will provide a 
:fund to remove the temporary surplus and hold this surplus 
until a year of low production comes and feed it back into the 
market, it certainly will help regulate the price of cotton; and 
if, in addition to this, the majority of the cotton farmers of 
the South want to v~te an additional $2 per bale to add to the 
revolving fund, they should have the right to do so. There is 
no damage to cotton that is properly stored and insured, but 
there were millions of dollars of loss to cotton farmers and 
merchants in the South last year by a temporary surplus. If 
this bill had been in ope1·ation, I honestly believe that we could 
have maintained the price throughout the season at 25 cents a 
pound, whereas several million bales were forced on the market 
at 18 cents per pound, causing losses of hundreds of millions 
of dollars. 

Agriculture is the basic industry of this N"ation and is as 
- much entitled to protection as are the railroads, the manufac­

turers, and the moneyed interests. The railroads are guaran­
teed a profit by the Esch-Cummins law. The manufacturers are 
p1·otected by a high tariff law pas~ed by Congress. The ba~kers 
are protected by a great Federal reserve system, authorized by 
Congress. Industrial laborers are proteeted by a strict immi­
gration law, passed by Congress. The farmer bas to sell his 
products in the open markets of the world without laws favor­
able to the carrying on of his business. 

The farmers throughout this Nation have lost multiplied 
millions on account of unstable conditions growing out of the 
war, and they have made their appeals to Congress and to 
the President, and instead of bearing their appeals this Con­
gre s bas beard the ap1)eals of the foreign nations and have 
voted to cancel more than $6,000,000,000 due our Government 
by these nations. The President and his advi ers preach 
economy but practice profligacy by appropriating almost 
$700,000,000 a year for the Army and Navy, which is almost 
double the amount appropriated before the war. 

This bill, li amended, will help take the panic out of the 
cotton farmers' life. The cotton farmer bas been crushed to 
earth by panics oftener than any other class of farmers in 
America. The panic of 1860 and 1865 was produced by the 
Civil War, in which 4,000,000 slaves were freed, valued at 
$2,000,000,000. These former slaves went to producing cotton 
in competition with the white men, women, and children of the 
Southland, who were forced to grow cotton in competition with 
negro labor, which is the cheapest labor in this country. They 
live in cabins, \vith few of the necessities of life, and on a low 
order, but can produce as much cotton as the white man, and 

• therefore they have helped swell the production, which in turn 
has caused cotton to be sold at a low price. 

Our people had to produce cotton, because it is their only 
money crop. They owed debts, and they believe in paying 
their debts. By growing cotton from year to year it has run 
down the fertility of the soil, and as a result we have bad to 
re ort to commercial fertilizers. In the year 1925 the southern 
(·otton farmers bought 4,000,0{)0 tons of commercial fertilizers, 
which at $30 a ton would cost $120,000,000. The operation of 
Muscle Shoals as a fertilizer plant would help reduce this bur­
den on the farmer. The Fertilizer Trust does not want this 
c-ompetition, and their friends have been able to bold up and 
defeat legislation seeking to operate Muscle Shoals for fertilizer 
purpo es, notwith tanding the fact that the original act of Con­
gre s providing for the development of Mu cle Shoals specifi­
cally states that these properties must be used for' the produc­
tion of fertilizer in time of peace. Our cotton farmers have 
been crushed by panic after panic. In 1908 there was what 
was known as a money paqic. A few big financiers called 
their loans, and as a result a panic came with the banks of the 
Nation full of money. This was the panic in which scrip was 
h:med and u ed for money. 

There wa · a big slump in the price of cotton at this time 
which cost the people of the South many millions of dollars. 
Again, in 1914 the cotton farmers were struck to the earth by 
n panic produced by the outbreak of 'var in Europe. In the 
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years 1915 to 1920 we of the So.uth saw l:he boll weevil spread 
almost e.ntirely over the Cotton Belt, and its ravages left bank­
ruptcy and desolation upon thousands of cotton farms. In 192() 
a world cotton convention was held in New Orleans in which 
the representatives of cotton manufacturers from 23 countries 
participated. This confere.nce caused our newspapers to be 
filled with propaganda to the effect that there was a world­
wide cotton shortage and that the world could consume 15,000,-
000 bales of American cotton at good prices. War prices still 
prevailed on all commodities which the farmers bad to buy. 
Our cotton farmers, in order to produce this crop, bought on . 
credit high-priced mules, farming implements, fertilizer, and 
labor; but after the cotton crop was planted and before it 
could be marketed the price fell from $200 a bale to $60 a bale, 
thereby bringing to bankruptcy thousands of farmer , mer­
chants, mule dealers, men of varied business interests, and 
many banking institutions. 

PROHlBITION AND THE FARMER 

I have heard many reasons given for the farmers' troubles. 
However, the least plausible one that I have heard argued here 
was mentioned by the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLACK]. 
He states that prohibition is respon ible for the hard times of 
the farmer. I know from a southern standpoint his argument 
"ill not hold, because cotton is a dry plant ; it does better in a 
dry climate and under dry conditions than any other plant. 
[Laughter.] Everybody knows that from an economic stand­
point if people pe.nd money for whisky they thereby have less 
money with which to buy the nece sities of life, among which 
necessities are many things manufactured from cotto.n. The 
business people of this Nation realize that whisky and business 
will not mix. The railroads do not employ men who drink to 
run their trains; it is not safe business. Henry Ford is the 
outstandi.ng business man of this age and employs thousand:.; of· 
men. He absolutely will not employ a man who drink~. Even 
Germany prohibited Uquor during the war becau. e they realized 
their soldiers could not stand against the sober Americans 
[Applause.] 

Farming i a cientific business and it take a clear head and 
steady muscles to succeed, and even with these attribute. there 
are till those who are not able to hold their own in the unequal 
truggle in which the farmer finds himself to-day. 

But I must get back to the subject of farm relief. Gentle­
men, if the Members of this House and the Senators and the 
President of the United States were forced to leave their 
places to-morrow to go into the fields of this country, if they 
were forced to go on the lands tba t are under mortgage to 
produce crops for the next three years under the conditions 
that the farmers are facing to-day, then if you could be re­
tumed to Congress you would give relief to agriculture in 
more ways than one. You Republicans would reduce the tariff 
taxes which are filling the coffers of the tariff barons. The 
debt of the farmers of this country i more than .12,000,000,-
000 and the interest they pay each year approximates 
$100,000,000. The farmers should have their intere t rates re­
duced so that they can borrow money at the same rate.' as 
does big business. If you men could be returned to this Con­
gress after farming for three years you would be in favor of 
helping reduce railroad rates. You would not depend on the 
Committee of Agriculture to bring forth all the agricultural 
relief needed. It can not be done. The other committees of 
this House must help in order to bring relief. 

i see that the time allotted me is about consumed, and in 
conclusion I want to appeal to you to amend this bill, striking 
out the tax on cotton so that we of the South can vote for it, 
thereby giving relief to our people and also help you western 
Congressmen to give relief to your people. If you do not 
amend this bill and give relief to agriculture, gentlemen, you 
can rest assured that the distress of our farmers will rise up 
day by day like Banquo's ghost to haunt you, not only in this 
Congress but in the Congre .. se to come. A one friend of the 
farmer I want to say the battle is on and we will never turn 
back. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. WEFALD]. 

Mr. WEF ALD. Mr. Chairman, there is a good deal of truth 
in the assertions made in this debate that much politics i 
wrapped up in the movement that bas presented the Haugen 
bill to Congress and that now asks for its pa sage. If there 
were no politics in it this bill would not be here. It bas a1'3o 
been charged that the Haugen bill originate out in the radical 
part of the Northwest, in Minnesota. That is al o true if the 
thing of getting one's eyes opened makes a person a radical, for 
the farmers of Minnesota ancl North Dakota have llatl their 
eyes opened and the eye opening process is spreading to Iowa 
and other great agricultural States. 
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MINNESOTA li'ABMERS FIRST TO WAKE UP 

I had the honor to be a member of the Legislature of 1\linne­
sota in 1913. A few of the country members undertook to in­
vestigate the practices of the Chamber of Commerce of Minne­
apolis. Due to a mistake in the choice of the leaders who 
handled the investigation no real result was accomplished in 
that session although much crookedness and many evll prac­
tices of the grain trade were discovered. The same fight was 
taken up in the next legislature, but the farmer leaders per­
sisted in making a fiasco out of the investigation due to politi­
cal rivalry, but the light of day was thrown further into the dark 
corners of the secret chambers of the chamber of commerce. 

" GO HOlliE AND SLOP YOUR HOGS " 

The farmers o:f North Dakota had to market their grain in 
Minnesota, and in view of the revelations made by the Min­
nesota Legislature a. representative committee of farmers 
called on the North Dakota Legislature to ask certain wrongs 
redressed and to have certain things done, but received as an 
answer, "Go home and slop your hogs." The statesman who 
uttered these kind words caused the Nonpartisan Political 
League to spring into existence, which washed back over into 
Minnesota and threatened to overrun the whole West. The 
gruesome after-war deflation of the farmers caused both Re­
publican and Democratic politicians in the Northwest to adopt 
the Nonpartisan League method of proselyting and organizing, 
and they were soon more radical than the original radicals. 
They stole the thunder of the supposed radicals and have 
now, I believe, honestly come to believe that the farmer must 
have a square deal at the hands of the Government. Many 
of the men who come down here to agitate for the Haugen 
bill and whom you call radicals are good stand-pat Republicans 
or Democrats at home, who in their home precincts thunder 
at the radicals and assure the merchants and the bankers that 
the East would gladly do what the farmers asked them to do 
if only such men as they were in Congress. 

ON THE FIRING LI::-."'E SI~CE 1013 

Personally I have seen the farmers' movement in the North­
west develop ever since 1013, and ha \e since that time to some 
extent had a hand in it at nearly every stage of the game. I 
was drafted for Congress by the farmers and laborers of my 
district. I came here and gave the McNary-Haugen bill on­
stinted support in the first session of the Sixty-eighth Congress, 
and sat on the mourners' bench when the good stand-pat Re­
publicans and Democrats most rudely killed it. 

PLAYI:'i'G POLITICS WITH FARM LEGISLA.TIO~ 

The gentleman from Iowa would not even give me five min­
utes' time to discuss his bill, "for," said he, "you are for it 
anyway, and we must give time to those whom we can hold in 
line by letting them talk." I acquiesced, bit my lip, and voted 
for the bill. But in the following campaign, lo, and behold ! tl1c 
gentleman from Io'\\a turned up in my district and put in two 
weeks campaigning for my Repu},lican opponent, and I had tp 
do much explaining, because people believed that I had been 
against the McNary-Haugen bill when the author of the bill 
came out to campaign against me. The biggest newspaper in 
the district opposed me and valiantly supported my Republican 
opponent, playing up all the time his pledge to support a re­
introduced Mc::'\ary-llaugen bill, which the paper itself did not 
believe in. After election this newspaper played up the fact 
that the ninth Minnesota district bad repudiated the McNary­
Haugen bill because WEFALD's opponent had supported it and 
bad been overwhelmingly beaten. One of the candidates for 
the Republican nomination for Congress in my district this 
year has recently telegraphed the gentleman from Iowa that he 
is for the Haugen bill now, first, last, and all t11e time, and 
asked the gentleman from Iowa, if vossible, to have his tele­
gram read on the floor-which I hope be will do. It might pass 
the bill. Yes; there is enough polj.tics connected with the 
Haugen bill to make your head swim. l\fr. IlAUGEN, I suppose, 
will come out in my district again and campaign for my Repub­
lican opponent. Yet I am for the Haugen bill, although not 
one single farmer has instructed me or asked me to vote for it. 
My farmers leave it to me to act as I think best. 
CO::-IGRESS YOT_:ilS " TAX SUBSIDY " FOR THE RICH A)ID IXCRE.A.SES THE 

FARMERS' BURDFJ~S 

I am for the Haugen bill, because, under the circumstances, 
it will give us the only possible method of getting anywhere 
near a square deal alongside of capital and industry. If the 
Haugen bill is a subsidy, then those who now fight it should be 
for it, for they llave been strongly in favor of subsidy for the 
railroads and for indu try. They have given special privilege 
legislation to the banking interests. They were willing to vote 
a subsidy outright from the Treasury to shipowners and were 
willing to make the shipping magnates a present of the fleet of 

ships owned by the Government. In the 1924 Congre·ss a 
bounty of 25 per cent of the taxes due were voted income 
taxpay~rs-a clear gratuity. This Congress voted a sub ·idy, 
amountmg to $375,000,000, to taxpayers, most of it going into 
the pockets of the rich. In the passage of the tax bill 42 
men received a tax subsidy of $20,000,000, and the whole Fed­
eral inheritance-tax scheme was wrecked in fa\or of 213 men. 
There is no difference between letting some men keep in their 
pockets money that they otherwise were obliged to pay out 
and putting a little money in the pocket of some other man. 
You must either call the tax bill a subsidy measure or you 
should call the Haugen bill a tax-reduction measure likewise, 
because, if passed, it will ea e the indirect tax burden of the 
farmer. 

This House has passed the Parker-Watson railroad labor 
bill. Under that bill occa ion might arise by which the labor­
ing men may increase their income in wages a way and beyond 
the amount of money asked in the Haugen bill to set up a 
marketing machinery. This bill pas ·ed practically unani­
mously. The Mills bill asks for payment of $250,000,000 to 
American citizens who suffered losses cau ·ed during the war 
by German submarines. This is nothing but a subsidy. 

POLITICS I POLITICS I POLITICS I 

Talk about politics! Was there no politics back of the. tax 
bill and all the other measures, past and pending? Is there no 
politics back of the other two farm bills before the Hou e? Do 
not those who support the Aswell bill rattle the dead bones of 
Jefferson and Jackson and beckon us back to the dead past? 
It is inconcei\able, however, bow Jeffer on, had he lived now, 
who gambled big in the Louisiana Purchase, should begrudge 
the farmers a paltry urn like that asked for here to put their 
business of marketing in shape, and it is past my understanding 
how Jackson, should he come storming back, should line up 
with the money devil against the farmers. 

REPUBLICAXS FILLED THE FAR:\IERS' SILO WITH PROMISES 

Talk about politics! What about the Tincher bill? Is TI ·cHER 
too innocent to play politics, he the Rollo of the Cooliuge ad­
ministration, who, like Rollo of old, no horse can carry'! He­
the chevalier of the high-protective tariff, whose tariff argu­
ments flash like be was swinging three swords at one time 
with one sword in · the air always, has he pas ·ed beyond 
the stage of politics? I remember at the clo e of tile first 
session of the Sixty-eighth Congress, when the Republican 
leaders were filling the farmers' silos with promises for the 
coming campaign, be was in the silo and " tramped her down " 
with puffs and snorts; be put on a very clever performance. 

Give the Republicans a clear majority-

He said-
and we will show you w!:lat we will do for the farmer. 

Of course, the Tincher bill is a political bill, and it is a bet­
ter bill than the other farm bills that have been written at 
the White House breakfast table. It has a pancake flavor, but 
previou administration measures did not even have that. But 
I am sorry to say that even what little flavor it has will be 
taken out of it if it should become the bill that will displace 
the Haugen bill and come up for final action. 

THE WHIP SEES THE PRESIDE:-.'T 

The Washington Star for May 7 carried a story in which 
the Republican whip, l\1r. VESTAL, gives the views of President 
Coolidge on the pending farm bills. It reads in part : 

The President is understood, howe>er, to have given ~ir. VESTAL tbe 
impression that his approval of the Tincher bill depends to a large 
extent upon the elimination of anything that might haYe a smack of 
Government pl"ice fixing or control. 

The story stated that Mr. VESTAL's impres ion of the meeting 
with the President was that the President was against the 
Haugen bill and for the Tincher bill, with the proviso I have 
quoted. 

Talk about political or nonpolitical farm-relief bill. I quote 
from the Star article: 

Mr. VESTAL declared the discussion of farm-relief legi lation in the 
House has reached the point where the party leadership must take a 
hand in lining up the faithful. Inasmuch as this tusk falls upon the 
party "whip," Mr. VESTAL explained. that his first step was to learn 
first hand from the President his opinions regarding this legislation 
and to hear him personally discuss the several bills. 

REPUBLICANS ALLOWED TO tt IXSURGE n OX FAR.ll BILLS 

Whatever farm bill is finally written, if any, it will be 
written at the crack of the whip. The faithful must be true 
to their faith. The sheep must follow the shepherd. But the 
whip did not say that a farm-relief bill had to be written. 

• 
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The tax bill had to be written, and that was written at the 
crack of the whip. The tax bill was a test of party regularity; 
upon the vote on the tax bill depended the 1\Iembers' committee 
assignments and patronage. Bad a Republican Congressman 
jumped over the traces on the tax bill, he would have been an 
outcast, to be classed with the Wisconsin insurgents. 

There is one issue before Congress, however, where the aver-· 
age Republican Congressman will be allowed to insurge, pro­
vided that his insurgency does not help to pass a real farmers' 
bill, the Haugen bill, for instance. The stage is set so that now 
any and every Republican Member of this House can vote on 
farm relief so as to square himself with his constituents. Of 
course, they must all go back to their constituents and admit 
that no bill was passed, but each and every one can say, " I 
voted right, and when there are more brave men like me in 
Congress everything will be 0. K." 

REPUBLICAN LEADERS " KIDDED " WESTERN REPUBLICANS 

The Republican leadership of this House has been able to 
put anything over that the occupant of the White Bouse ordered 
them to put over. The contempt in which farm relief legisla­
tion is held by that leadership is best attested to by the fact 
that neither the Speaker, the floor leader, nor the chairman of 
the Rules Committee have ever given out anything relating to 
the President's wishes on farm relief, nor does it appear that 
any of these gentlemen have made a trip to the While House to 
see about what can be done for the farmer, while the whip, a 
subordinate official of the organization, is sent down to see just 
how many lashes shall be administered if danger should arise. 
This action on the part of the House leadership is p~rhaps the 
reaction on the ultimatum delivered by the Minnesota rural 
Republican Members of this House, as reported in the Wash­
ington Post a little while ago, that "they were tired of fooling" 
and " sick and tired of being kidded." Lucky for these men 
that the stage is set so that they are allowed to insurge, for 
the time being allowed to be as radical as the Farmer-Labor 
A!embers from their State. . 

FARMERS NEED MORE THAN THE HAUGEN BILL 

I admit that the Haugen bill is not all that the farmer needs. 
What he does need is a "Dawes plan," by which he could be 
rid of half Of his debts at least. Then he would need no spe­
cial legislation, providing that the Federal reserve act the 
Esch-Cummins law, and the Fordney-McCumber tariff law 'were 
rewritten in favor of all the people and not allowed to stand 
on the statute books as they are now, special interest acts pure 
and simple. But as long as this can not be accomplished the 
wisest political move on the part of any leader in Congress is 
that of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD), who while 
opposed to the Republican Party, and an outstanding an'd out­
spoken Democrat, offers tile farmer his hand to help him out 
of the Republican mess right now, knowing that the Democrats 
could at the best not get into complete contrcl of the Govern­
mental machinery until three years fror · now. He knows that 
each year under the present arrangement takes billions of dol­
la.rs out of the farmers' pockets or, rather, keeps the farmers' 
rJckets empty. 

SURPLUSES GOOD };'OR AlfL BUT THE FABMERS 

Under the present system of distribution and financial ar­
rangement for the farmer his surplus crop eats him up. The 
Haugen bill, it is hoped, will help llim take care of his surplus 
in the right manner. A surplus is a good thing for everybody 
but the farmer. A national favorable balance of trade is noth­
ing but a surplus, but a surplus in the farmer's granary sends 
him to the poorhouse. The farmers who raise wheat corn or 
cattle have had their eyes opened to this fact. Eventually 'the 
cotton growers will also become wise to it, rrnd then perhaps 
something can be done. 

Were the farming sections of the South fully aroused as to 
the situation and would they join hands with tlle West, the 
Haugen bill could be passed and any kind of other proper legis­
lation could be written. 

NEW YORKER MAKES A FARMER-LABOR SPEECH 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN] · made a 
convincing ~peech the other day, illustrated with charts pre­
pared in the Department of Agriculture, showing the disparity 
between prices on agricultural and industrial products, and 
made the deduction that the farmers of the United States by 
reason thereof had lost $13,000,000,000 dm·ing the last five 
years. It was a good farmer-labor speech and was a surprise 
coming from New York. When the fact is borne in mind that 
the farmer sells his products in a wholesale market and buys 
all he needs in a retail market, I think it can be stated that 
the farmer's loss is considerably bigger than the ge-ntleman 
calculated it to be. · 

FARMERS ADVISED TO DEATH 

What the farmers have lost in this manner is not the full 
farm loss. Increase in the tax and interest loads has also be­
come almost unbearable. This has come about to a great 
extent by the farmer accepting bad advice. The same powerful 
forces in this land that now ciy out against Government assist­
ance to the farmer have in the last decade or two advised the 
farmer to do this, that, and the other that would help him 
stimulate production, and this advice bas included almost every­
thing imaginable from county agents and good roads to consoli­
dated schools, and there has been an orgy of expenditure of . 
money in all such fields of activity. 

THE FARMER HAS PAID THE FIDDLER 

This advice has in a roundabout and well concealed way 
come from the big financial interests that have fattened and 
thrived and grown prosperous on every step of advance the 
country has taken. All these things cost money that had to 
be raised by taxes. In every case, from that of county agents 
and good roads to schoolhouses, a small subsidy was granted 
from State or Federal Treasury, but the farmer had to fur­
nish the bulk of the funds, borrowed in the money markets, 
for which he pays interest and for the upkeep of every kind 
of public institution he pays taxes that are increasing by 
leaps and bounds. The situation now is that with the ad­
vent of county agents, good roads, and improved schools the 
farm conditions have retrogressed so that the farmers are 
on the point of sinking to the level of peasantry. 

ST!ULL TOWNS DOOMED UNLESS ll'.AJt!>.[ RELIEF 

The intermediary between big business and the farmer, in 
putting over this pre-war farmer uplift program that has cost 
the farmer so much money-the small~town business men-m·e 
now also facing extinction. In the Northwest these people are 
waking up, they sense the danger to some extent. The New 
York Commercial in an editorial of December 31, 1925, says: 

Ten years ago the small-town market absorbed 2llh per cent of the 
retail volume in the United States. To-day the same stores are 
absorbing approximately 14 per cent-a loss of 33 per cent in 10 
years. • 

The small town is part of the rural country. The decline 
in small town business and profit again increases the tax 
load of the already overburdened farmer. The situation is 
so serious that it is a question in many places how long othe-r 
than trunk highways can be kept up and schoolhouses be 
kept open. Some places schools are now virtually eating up 
the whole community. 

There is only one remedy ; farming must be made a profitable 
and paying business again. With farm income robbed of more 
than $13,000,000,000 in the last five years, it is very easy to un­
derstand how village trade has decreased 33 per cent in 10 
years. 

FARMER BLED TO DEATH WITH TAXES 

The report of the Secretary of Agriculture. for 1923 says: 
In most farming States taxes on farms have more than doubled. 

The same report, speaking of farms in Ohio, Indiana, and 
Wisconsin, which in 1913 averaged income of $1,147 and paid 
taxes of $112, or 9.8 per cent of the income. The same farms 
in 1921 had an ave1·age income of $771 per farm and paid a 
tax of $253, or about one-third of the farm income. The Sec­
retary's report for 1923, speaking of taxes and interest, says: 

Our investigations lead us to estimate the property taxes and inter.­
est combined paid by agriculture in the year 1920 at about $1,457,-
000,000, in 1921 at $1,684,000,000, and in the year of 1922 at 
$1,749,000,000. 

These staggering amounts steadily growing, but the report of 
the Se(!retary for 1924 does not . estimate the amount of taxes 
and interest paid. It would make sad reading. But speaking 
of taxes it says: 

Tax delinquency has increased. This is especially significant be­
cause farmers do not willingly delay their tax payments, but when 
possible borrow money to meet them. In some western areas local 
taxes have been delinquent for several years. An increase in taxes 
coincided with a decline in the means of payment. In most of the 
important farming regions of the country taxes on farm lands have 
gone up two to six times as rapidly as the value of the land. Taxes 
in the last few years have consumed from 10 to 50 per cent of the 
net farm income in large sections of the country. Tax burdens have 
been particularly heavy in the North and the West. 

INTEREST SUCKS THE FARMERS' LIFE BLOOD 

The 1924 Agriculture Yearbook, speaking of the matter o:f 
interest paid by farmers, giving the result of a survey, says: 

The interest paid in 1923 by these farmers ranged from $90 in the 
North Atlantic States to $390 in the Western States. A large per-
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centage of the net cash farm receipts in all sections, ranging from 
10.1 per cent in the North Atlantic to 38.4 per cent in the West 
North Central States, was use~ in the payment of interest. 

PASS TIIIS BILL AND CALL IT TAX REDUCTION 

If the Haugen bill can not be pas ed because it is called a 
sub .. ddy, give it another name-call it a tax-reduction measure 
for the farmers and pass it. Do something to enable the farm­
ers to pay their delinquent taxes, you men who passed the tax 
bill of 1926, by which the tax burden was lifted off the shoul­
ders of those who were strong and who could bear them. 
This Congress almost lifted all tax burdens from the shoulders 
of the automobile industry. The tax on Ford touring cars­
such cars as the farmers use-was reduced about $10 per car, 
and l\1r. Ford turns around and incre!lses the price on that 
particular kind of car about $30. . . 

I am in favor of the passage of the Haugen bill, and I will 
gladly vote a tax to raise the $375,000,000 called for in the 
Haugen bill, or any other amount of money that may be needed 
to put agriculture on its feet. And at that I have, perhaps, 
Yoted against more appropriations than almost any man in 
this House in the time that I have been here. 

IF THE FlUl:llER " ST:RIKES "-GOD HELP US I 

Much silly talk has been indulged in in this debate pointing 
to the lef'son to be learned from the strike now shaking 
Eno-land to its very foundations. It is pointed out that the 
strlke is the re ·ult of the payment of a subsidy to the miners 
that eventually had to be withdrawn. The lesson to be drawn 
from the English strike is that we must not let our farmers 
o-et into such an economic condition as were and are the coal 
~iners of England, for should our farmers be forced to strike, 
and should God send a poor year besides, God help this country! 
Your heaps of gold in the United States Treasury, your stocks 
and your bonds, and your devilishly cunning schemes of barter­
ing will not save you. 

Mll. 1\IADDE~ HOLDS THE PURSE STniNGS-HE SAYS, NO I 

One of the most astounili:r.g speeches ever made in this House 
was made by the gentleman .from illinois [l\lr. MADDEN] on 
Saturday last, when he served notice that he will turn the key 
in the doors of the United States Treasury against the farmer. 
The record shows that after a heated controversy it was 
accepted that he only spoke for himself in his capacity as 
chairman of the powerful Appropriations Committee, but that 
is sufficient ; we know what it means. 

It is a sad commentary upon the state of affairs in this 
House that a gentleman holding such ·riews as be sways such 
tremendous powers. He said in his speech on Saturday that 
what we seek to be done under the Haugen bill can be done, 
but only through private capital. He said-
and you can get private capital if the men who are interested in the 
prosperity of agriculture will devote their energy and genius to create 
a sentiment among those people in the country who have money to 
invest instead of trying to invade the Treasury of the United States. 

That a speech like this in the Congress of the United States 
can be made in full earnestness and be called the words of a 
statesman! Mark these words-
create a sentiment among those people in the country who have money 
to im·est. 

l\ly God! That such a gentleman_ holds in his hands the 
purse strings in this House. I like the gentleman personally, 
but his advice will be about as inviting to the farmers as if he 
should invite me to jump in and take a bath in the inkiest 
stream in and outside of Christendom that winds through his 
home city, the Chicago Drainage Canal. 

MR. MADDE~ KNOWS j, LOT, BUT HE DOES NOT K~OW THE FARMER 

The gentleman from lllinojs must know that loans to farmers 
are not considered good loans any more. Farming is a hazard­
ous business ; farming does not pay; farmers are behind on pay­
ments on interest and taxes, and those "who have money to 
in"Vest" invest money in order to collect the interest. All farm 
credit is based upon the security that a mortgage on his farm 
and his chattels afford. 'I'he acts of Congress during this 
Republican administration have shifted the tax burdens from 
the strong to the weak, from the money lender to the borrower. 
The greatest borrower in the land is the farmer. The saving in 
taxes in our big industry is reflected in increased profits and 
earnings. Our money masters have loaned to the farmers what 
they consider it safe to loan him and have for the time since the 
war turned their eyes to the European money-loaning market 
with two things in view-first, to loan more money to safe­
guard their previous loans there; secondly, with an eye to high 
interest rates. Our bankers are too busily engaged now loan­
ir!g money to farmers in Europe to b9ther about loaning more 

money to American farmers, who have already been advanced 
the limit. The proposal of tile gentleman from Illinois is more 
astounding when I read further on in his speech the following 
statement: 

I want to tell you that. I know, as the result of conver ations with 
men who have money and who have interest in the country's welfare 
and who really believe, as I believe, that unless we do something 
more to recognize the rights of agriculture than we have been doing 
in the past, the fortunes that have been derived from other sources 
and are now existing are not as secure as they might be. 
GERMAN FARM LOA~S LOOK BETTER TO WALL STREET THAN AMERICAN ONES 

When he sem;es the danger how can he make such a pro­
posal as he makes? Indeed, no fortunes in the world, however 
derived, are now as secure as they might be. But money 
loaners ply their old game, according to their old rules. 

I wish to quote a high financial authority to show how hope­
less is the suggestion of the gentleman from Illinois. An edi­
torial in the Journal of Commerce, of New York, for September 
12, 1925, discusses the "Cost of mortgage credits." It an­
nounces that a leading New York institution had arranged a 
loan for Germany's new central agrarian bank, the Renten­
bank Credit-Anstalt. It speaks about the German situation 
and then speaks about the method of making the loan and 
the security for the loan, as follows: 

Foreigners who would hestitate or refuse to lend directly to f:nmer 
borrowers on the basis of mortgage security may even be eager to 
obtain the bond issues of a central institution llke the Rentenbank, 
since they are trebly guaranteed. First, they are secured by the State 
subsidized central bank itself, which has a large capital and must, in 
accordance with the law, restrict its bond issues to six times the amount 
of its capital. In addition to this protection, further guarantees 
are given by the subsidiary mortgage banks, which a1·e the customers 
of the central institution, and finally there are the actual mortgaged 
properties themselves. 

The editorial states that the interest on the American loan 
is said to be-
slightly above 7 per cent-

It i.s not known what interest the German farmers will have 
to pay, but, it continues-
in any case even if the German agriculturist is forced to pay 8 or 
9 or even higher percentages for long-term mortgage accommodation, 
he is really no worse olf than many American farmers who pay sim­
ilarly high rates of interest on nfortgages. The Department of Agri­
culture, for instance, in a recent survey of farm ct·edits says that in­
terest rates on first-mortgage farm loans made by commercial banks 
(still the primary sources of farm credit) were found to range from 
5.3 per cent in New Hampshire to 9.6 per cent in New l'lf~c>xico. Over 
extensive areas in the West and South' interest rates on farm mort­
gages actually averaged 8 per cent or more in 19~0. 

Then the editorial continues: 
It German agrarian politicians {mark that agrarians trying to better 

their conditions are pollticians) were familiar with these facts they 
might wonder that more American capital does not seek outlet in 
our own farming regions instead of being used to bring down con­
tinental-mortgage rates. 

AMERICAN STATESliEN SHOULD READ THE JOURNAL O.B' COMMERCE 

These quotations are not from any Bolshevik source, but, in 
light of what was said in that editorial, how in heaven's name 
does the gentleman from Illinois expect these farm agitators, 
representing bankrupt farmers, to have genius enough to charm 
American capitalists to further extend investments in a field 
that is overexploited and from which they turn for further in­
vestments to prostrate Germany, even though such investments 
have the tendency to "bring down continental-mortgage rates"? 

The easing of interest rates for European farmers is added 
competition for the American farmer. Private capital will not 
be more extensively loaned on American farms until farming 
pays better than it does now. Having showed you that farm 
interest rates run as high as about 10 per cent, how can a 
business stand up under such interest rates when the business 
practically has no net income? 

RAILROADS ARE PROSPEROUS, BUT HOLLER FOR MORE 

Last fall the western railroads of the country applied to t~e 
Interstate Commerce Commission for a general increase in 
freight rates, because the transportation act of 1920 guaran­
teed to them an average earning of 5% per cent. They set up 
the claim that in 1924 they did not quite earn 4 per cent profit 
on their property as valued by the Interstate Commerce Com­
mission. They are, of course, earning a considerably higher 
percentage of profit on their capitalization, even though that 
contains a lot of water. Were the spokesmen for the railroads 
ass~iled as Mr. Murphy, of Minnesota, farmer spokesman, has 
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been assailed by l\Iembers of this House from this floor where they lie awake at night and have fearful dreams when they think 
be can not answer? No! that was a sound proposal. of the farmers. Western Congressmen, outside of purely in~ 

FA.RUERs MADE LEss THAN NOTHIXG dustrial centers, who contemplate quitting Congress can vote 
I will give you some figures on farm earnings in comparison. for the Tincher or the Aswell bills; none other dares do so. 

They are based upon studies undertaken by the United StateS REPUBLICAN PAltTY HAS BROKEN ITS PROl!ISES 

Bureau of Agricultural Economics. But why has the cry of politics been raised against the 
In 1910 the total return on farm prope1ty was nearly 6 per Haugen bill by eastern newspapers and eastern Congressmen? 

cent; in 1913 it was 5 per cent. In 1914, the year the war Simply becau e the fortune of the Republican Party and of 
started. it was 5.3 per cent For the crop year 1920-21 the President Coolidge is at stake. Out West we did not raise the 
total earning was but a trifle over 1 per cent. The year 1921-22 cry of politics w-hen our Congressmen came back from Congress 
it was le s than 1% pe1· cent; for the years 1922-23 and outwitted after having voted for the Federal reserve act, the 
1923-24 it was .about 3 per cent. But when allowance was Esch-Cummins law, and the Fordney-McCumber tariff law. 
made for borrowed money and the calculations reduced to the Some said to them, "You bra\e men"; but most said, "You 
rate actually earned on the farmer's net inve tment-that is, innocent simps that can· not see as fa-r as your own nose 
on the capital he had himself invested in the property-less reaches." And many of them went down to defeat for those 
mortgage and other debts, his net returns were' lower still votes. When these three acts were passed that have fastened 

For the crop year 1923-24 the net profit was a little less the shackles on the West and enriched the East, when it was 
than 1% per cent ; for the crop year 1922-23 it was exactly popular for eastern Congressmen to vote for these measures, 
1¥2 per cent. But for the crop year 1921-:-22 the farmers aver· .the East did not cry "politics." It is the guilty conscience 
aged no return at all on their capitalization, but lost 1.4 per of the Republican Party that cries "politics." . Every Repub· 
cent, and for the crop year 1920-21 they lost 3.1 per cent. This lican leader from President Coolidge down to ex-Whips of 
is the average of the whole country. In the western country this House knows the Republican Party has broken every prom­
it was much wor e. ise it made to the farmers since the war. You men who rail at 

To average the e percentages up will mean that for the four· Mr. Murphy, of Minnesota, that he is engineering a dastardly 
year period here discussed on the collective farm property of political move against the Republican Party and that his argu· 
the United States, leaving . out of consideration that part of ments are demagoguery bear with me a little while and I will 
farm value covered by mortgages or other debts, there was a read to you the words of Wall Street and you will see how 
loss each and every one of the four years of three-fourths of 1 per much it sounds like Murphy when it points the accusing finger 
cent. In view of this what persuasive charm must not the at you. 
farm leaders be possessed Of to carry into effect the plan Of EVEN WALL STREET THINKS THE FARMER HAS HAD A RAW DEAL 
fa1·m relief of the gentleman from Illinois. Railroads have men 
running affairs that understand business. Their earning, they 
claim, is a trifle below that guaranteed by law; the remedy they 
ask is " more profit." Can agriculture, then, which is run at a 
lo s, get along with anything le than m01·e profit that will 
place it on a par with othe~ industries? 

Could there be any politics behind the propo al of the gentle· 

I quote an editorial in the Journal of Commerce, New Yor.k, 
for September 19, 1925, headed "The farmers' due." Of 
course, this editorial does not advocate the passage of the 
Haugen bill; it advocates other remedies, but it tells a good 
many truths. It starts out by saying, what the American 
farmer has a right to demand above any other thing-

man from Illinois? His proposal will sound mighty good where is actual sincerity and truthfulness in his relation with the national 
the stock tickers click in Chicago. Government. 
FA.RMEBS CAN NOT HAVE "PRICE FIXJN'G," BUT MA....,""UFACTUitERS WANT 

NO " PRICE CUTTING ,.. 

In strange contrast to what I have said about farm earnings 
I wish to briefly allude to ·a current news item carried in the 
New York Times for April 27 la t. The headlines read : 

Advocates a law to end price cutting. F. H. Levy tells machine men 
manufacturers need protection. Twenty-seven per cent gross profit 
urged. 

This man Levy was an Assistant Attorney General in the 
Roosevelt administration and former special counsel for the 
Department of Justice. He said in a speech before. a conven· 
tion of the National Supply and Machinery Distributors' Asso· 
ciation held at Atlantic City, N. J., the State that our agricul­
tural economist, Mr. FoRT hails from, who warns us of the 
dangers of price fixing by farms-
the Sherman antitrust law should he modified to permit manufacturers 
to et prices for their products that could not be cut by the dis­
tributors or the retailers. 

Another speaker said at the same occasion that-
27 per cent is the least gro s profit any manufactw·er can afford 
to take. 

ONLY HENltY FORD BUYS FA.RM LCJDS 

It has been char'ged in this debate only the West and North­
we t is crying for so-called farm relief. These sections of the 
country are crying the loudest because they are the hardest 
hit and they are most awake politically. Motoring from home 
to the ses.sion last fall leisurely I inquired of farm conditions 
as I went along. Only one place in that whole long journey 
did I find a community where a piece of land could be sold. 
That was one place in Ohio where Henry Ford had bought 
about 3,500 acres, but no one knew what he was to use the 
land for, certainly not for farming. Where the country was 
highly industrialized the small farmer could peddle his own farm 
products to the consumer, and while none such ones confessed 
they mad~ any money, many were seemingly in a mollified 
stupo~. I inquired of a crowd of 10 seemingly intelligent men 
in a small Ohio town as to who was their Congressman, but all 
blushingly admitted they did not know. Talking with a col­
lege graduate in a town on the Ohio-Pennsylvania border be 
said they voted for the men they thought would do the least 
harm if sent to Washmgton. · 

Happy the Congressmen who hav~ such constituencies. Their 
mistakes will not find them out. All they need is to have faith 
in Coolidge. Such is not the lot of even western Republicans; 

It continues : 
What was recommended last winter, however, was nothing more than 

some further cooperative marketing enactments of a rather vague 
and nebulous type. It will make little difference to the farmer one 
way or the other whether .these laws are put into action or not, and 
the administration fs undoubtedly well aware of the fact. 

Turning to Congress it says-
that body has consistently blown the agricultural horn and pretended 
to be doing all sorts of things to "help the farmer." Every measure 
that has been enacted, from the renewal of the War Finance Corpora­
tion and the creation of intermediate agricultural credit banks aow.a 
to the packers and stockyards act and the a_ppointment of a farmer on 
the reserve board have turned out to be absolute frauds so far as any 
practical help to the producer was CQncerned. 

Referring to the inactivity of Congress now when construe· 
tive work should be done it says-
for the farmer does need Federal legislation and needs it badly. First 
of all, he has a right to complain of the rotten banking conditions 
which have been allowed to exist throughout the agricultural region 
and which have resulted in closing last year much over 750 banks 
and will certainly close several hundred in the course of the current 
year • • • . 

Second. The farmer needs the enactment of legislation that will 
cut his cost of living. He is not protected by the tariff on farm 
products in any appreciable degree, yet he has to pay tribute to la.bor 
through excessive immigration laws and to cel'tain groups of business 
through unduly high discriminatory tariffs on materials which he badly 
needs. He has tbe worst of the bargain, and he ought to cbange biB 
position in that regard at no distant date. 

This sounds just like Mr. Murphy, of Minnesota, talking. It 
brings in labor just as l\Ir. Murphy does. 

Continuing it says : 

Third. He needs better and cheaper transportation and much more 
of it. 

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINOHER] accused Mr. 
Murphy of writing most of the speeches gil"en on this floor in 
favor of the Haugen bill Why not accuse Wall Street of hav­
ing written the speeches of Mr. Murphy? 

Of course, the Wall Street remedy is not the remedy of tho 
Haugen bill, but ~ven Wall Street, the temple where the Re­
publican Party worships the powers that be, cries out against 
the condition of the farmer ana the way he is being treated by 
his own Government. 
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THI'l REAL MASTERS ST.L""D ERECT BEHIND THE THRONE 

Raising the cry of politics against the Haugen bill is, how­
e-rer, more important as far as the personal interest of Presi­
dent Coolidge is concerned than the interests of the Republican 
Party. The Republican Party could shift its position so as to 
do justice to the farmers, and it would, perhaps, not be hurt 
by it. President Coolidge is the head of that party. While 
thousands of dollars were spent to elect faithful Republicans 
to Congress, millions were spent by the special-privileged inter­
est that Coolidge might be on guard for them. 

The farmer foolishly thinks the Republican Party stands for 
him because he helped to put it in power. The farmer now 
thinks he will assert his power by having the Government 
function in his own behalf. There comes to my mind a few 
sentences from Emerson's Essay on Compensation that reads: 

The farmer imagines power and place are fine things. But the Presi­
dent has paid dear for his White House. It has commonly cost him all 
his peace and all his manly attributes. To preserve for a short time so 
conspicuous an appearance before the world, he is content to eat dust 
before the real masters who stand erect behind the throne. 

Mv God! If such was the case in Emerson's day, when it did 
not cost much money to elect a President of the United States, 
what does not a President owe those who made him now? If 
a President in Emerson's time would eat dust ,before the real 
masters what might not a President have ~ do now. Had 
there b~en censorship of speech and writing in Emerson's time 
I would not have been guilty of this that here to-day borders 
on lese majesty. 

SAVE THE RICH AGAINST A NEW TAX BILL 

Can you see why they have raised the cry of politics? The 
fortunes of the master politician of all time, Calvin Coolidge, 
is at stake. He must be saved from exercising a veto, even if 
the farmers must perish. The masters behind the thrQne of 
America must not be stirred up. Let sleeping dogs lie! Save, 
sa ,.e the rich against a new tax bill. The Roland from Kansas 
blows his horn so " politics " is heard in every corner of the 
land. The chiefs respond to the call all the way down to ex­
whips. The keeper of the ,keys as much as says that the United 
States Treasury is reached only over his dead body. The cen­
turions of New England cry out for bread for their people; 
what hope, then, has the farmer to have his rn:y reach the 
throne? 

HE SEES NOT AND HEARS NOT 

Calvin Coolidge hears not; if he heard, he would speak. 
It is a long ways from the West to the East, from Iowa to 
Washington; the trip hammers of prosperity in Andrew 
Mellon's forges drown the western cries of distress traveling 
East. Calvin Coolidge sits in Washington. He looks, not 
West but East He looked West last December and he found 
that all was well. All was well among those who farm in 
Chicago. Then he was asked to look farther West. What did 
he do, this man of steel, this Lord Nelson of American politics, 
who, in the last election, sank all the enemies' fleets? He 
did as Lord Nelson did at the Battle of Copenhagen when 
asked to look for Admiral Parker's signals. He put the tele· 
scope to the blind eye. He saw no distress. This is what 
he said: 

Although 1t is gratifying to know that farm conditions as a whole 
are encouraging, we can not claim they have reached perfection 
anywhere. 

GIVING STOXES FOR BREAD 

The present tense situation as relates to farm relief was 
caused by the speech delivered by President Coolidge to the 
Farm Bureau Federation at Chicago on December 7 last year. 
He surveyed the situation. Everything was lovely; the high 
protective tariff does not harm the farmer. vVhat does not 
come into the country duty free pays a tariff to protect the 
farmer. There is a high dutiable tariff on diamonds, rugs, silk, 
jewelry, and mahogany. That does not hurt the farmer, for 
he uses not luxuries. The farmers' cost of living is only 
increased 1% per cent on account of the tariff. There are 
banks where the farmers can borrow money. There should 
be more energy in administration of the banking business, and 
bankers should furnish farmers more "sound " advice. 

Of course, various suggestion of artificial relief had been 
made that had for its purpose to increase prices through the 
creation of con1orations through which the Government would 
directly or indirectly fix prices and engage in buying and 
selling farm produce. This would be a dangerous undertaking 
and since the emergency .is not so acute it seems at present to 
have lost much of its support. Ultimately it would end the 
independence which the farmers' of this country enjoy. The 
future of agriculture seems to be exceedingly secure. Unless all 

past experiences are to be disregarded, notwithstanding its 
present embarrassment, agriculture as a whole should lead 
industry in future prosperity. The ultimate result to be desired 
is not the making of money but the making of people. In­
dustry, thrift, and self oontrol are not sought because they 
create wealth, but because they create character. 

This was the gist of the S!)2ech. What consolation to bank­
rupt farmers it must have been to hear that the-
ultimate result to be desired is not the making of money, but the 
making of people. 

The problem of these farmers was how to hang on to the 
farm. • 

It is said that when the farmers had the frost of the speech 
thawed out of them, they organized to put their demands 
over and the HaugeR bill is here, and GILBEUT HAUGEN has his 
fighting viking blood a'boiling. 

What could the western farmers expect from Mr. Coolidge 
anyway? They should have known better than to vote for 
him. By heredity and training he can not understand the 
western farmer. He is farm bred, it is true but he is bred 
differently all the way through. ' 

E.AST IS EAST AND WEST IS WEST 

. The western· farmer is ~ighstrung and active and progres­
Sive. When he has money beyond the payments of taxes and in­
terest, he buys the products of the factory of the East with 
which ~e improves his farm to make life more livable, to keep 
step With progress, to live according to American standards of 
living as they move higher and higher. Good Republican doc­
trine has been that the high protective tariff elevated the 
farmer and everybody else and established an American stand­
ard of living as something to be envied by the Old World. The 
eastern farmer is different. His farming methods are primi­
tive; farming is only part of his occupation. He lives iu the 
house his great-grandfather lived in; the lantern he brings 
to the barn when he goes to milk his cows has done service 
for three generations. The dollars eked out of the farm or 
earned in other pursuits are not put into new improvements 
but salted down ; there is no such thing as chance. 

With a great deal of delight I recently read a finely illus­
trated book on the President's native State, Nutting's Vermont 
Beautiful. The picture reminded me so much of the rocky, 
stony land across the sea where I was born, but I am much 
more thoroughly American than is the native-born author of 
that book. Contrasting the country poor with the city poor, 
he throws a sort of a halo over the country poor when he says-
the country poor get for themselves a limited independence at least, 
not contingent on the ups and downs of markets. The peas grow as 
well in a financial panic as in booming times. Who, possessing a cow 
and a cornfield, needs to know what Wali Street is doing. 

People who think and feel like that can not understand that 
there is a farm crisis anywhere. This, in many respects an 
excellent book, gives a clear insight into life and the -mode of 
thinking in New England. Speaking of the many-sided farmer 
it says: 

A man in town learns to do one thing. The farmer learns to do 
many. He must be a good merchant, as his succe s <lepends entirely 
upon good buying and selling. Inevitably, if he has any native ability, 
he sharpens his wits by the process of disposing of his products. 

Measured by western standards, what a naive simplicity in 
such remarks! The western farmer sells in a wholesale market 
and buys in a retail market, and all prices are set for him by 
others. He could no more beat down the village merchant on 
what he buys than he could make the grain gamblers or the 
packers come up on the price they are willing to give him for 
what he has to sell. Having sharpened his wits by running 
his head against a stone wall in buying and selling, he now 
comes here and asks for the passage of the Haugen bill. 

Eastern farms are going into the hands of those who play 
with them rather than live by them. This book on Vermont 
says-
this is well for the neighboring farmer in that it fumishes him with 
lucrative odd jobs, for we admit that the city buyer does not stint 
funds in the development of his farming hobby, so that it has wittily 
been said that the differen~ between an agriculturist and a farmer is 
that the one puts his money into the land while the other takes it out. 

This shows that the East has its farm crisis, too, but different 
from the one out West. The city man that buys a farm for a 
summer home, while in the long run he will not be as u eful to 
the community as an actual farmer, he builds and puts money 
into the farm. The taxpaying ability of the farm is often 
increased. Not so in the West. When insurance companies or 
other money lenders foreclose on a farm they do not put any 



1926 OONGRESSION AL RECORD-HOUSE 9167 
more money in. They only take it out. Whole settlements in 
the East can have its farm population get up and leave and the 
community be better off financially for its going; but whether 
the character of the new population will be equal to or better 
than the old will remain to be seen. New England will never 
understand the l\fississippi Valley or the great western -plains. 

THEY K~EW HE WAS SAFE AGAINST FARM RELIEF 

I have said, Why did the western farmers vote for Calvin 
Cooliflge for President, anyway? Those who knew him and 
had 'vatched him should have known what would follow. The 
farm leaders who read the big eastern daily newspapers during 
the first week of August, 1923, when Mr. Coolidge succeeded to 
the presidency on the death of President Harding, should have 
known better. The Baltimore Sun for August 4, 1923, speaking 
of Mr. Coolidge, with the then acute farm situation in mind, 
said: 

He is a farmer's son, but the farming he knows is the relatively 
primitive farming of New England, stlll 'done principally by descendants 
of the old Puritan stock. President Coolidge will not have gained 
from the contact an understanding of the great scale farming of the 
Middle West and the Northwest, nor an understanding of the mental 
attitude of a farmer folk, tending more strongly all the time toward 
collectivism. And, of course, his professional and political experience 
in urban Massachusetts will not have enlightened him. 

In all probability he must be guided by advice in his dealings 
with the progressives and radicals in the next Congress, in and out of 
the farm bloc, who will be forcing the issue of farmers' relief. 

In so far as proposed legislation may seek to protect the farmer 
against unjust treatment by the middleman-for example, in the grad­
ing of wheat-Mr. Coolidge may be influenced greatly by the views 
of Secretary of Agriculture Wal.Iace. But in so far as farmer relief 
involves such expedients as wheat price fixing, the President may be 
e;x-pected to run the advice given him through the filter of his 
own mind, and it will be a filter hard to get radical advice through. 

Indeed, they more than told the truth ! 
ROCK FARMING lS DIFFERENT 

The New York World for August 6, 1926, discussed Mr. 
Coolidge editorially. I quote what was said in regard to the 
farm situation: 

The country can be certain that he will do nothing rash ; that he 
will not be stampeded into any action or decision ; and that he will 
not be betrayed into any act of sudden folly. 

Mr. Coolidge is no strange type. His roots go deep into the soil 
of the American Continent. He comes out of a breed of men who 
have been farmers and tillers among his native hills. From boyhood, 
life to him ~as no rosy road to travel, but an ascent to be won 
by grim determination. The members of the farm bloc and so-called 
" dirt farmers " will have nothing to boast of as against this unassum­
ing man who becomes President. For, the son of a Vermont farmer, 
he was helping his old father get in the hay when he came into the 
highest office in the land. Calvin Coolidge is no " dirt" farmer, but a 
"rock" farmer of New England, born of a race which blasted moun­
tains to grow their bread. He, the true Vermonter, should easily find 
real kinsbip with Magnus Johnson, of Minnesota. 

No, he has not been stampeded. No such loss was entailed 
on Rome as when Nero fiddled while Rome was burning. The 
three years of Calvin Coolidge have been costly years for the 
American farmer. He has demonstrated one thing, that if 
" dirt" farmers have nothing on " rock" farmers, a " rock " 
farmer can not understand a " dirt " farmer. If he found real 
kinship with Magnus Johnson, of Minnesota, it must have been 
in things not pertaining to farming. In the 1924 campaign I 
heard Senator Magnus Johnson tell how he, on the forenoon 
of the day when the McNary-Haugen bill was killed in the 
House, had gone to the White House to plead with President 
Coolidge to use his influence with the House to pass the bill. 
Dramatically the Senator described how the President paced 
the floor, admitting that something should be done-
but the Republican Party will not stand for the McNary-Haugen bill. 

That was in 1924 before the election. The President had to 
be elected in his own right; there might have been some excuse 
for turning a deaf ear to the farmers then and take a chance on 
making some promises. It worked; this master politician can 
handle them all. He reaps where he did not sow ; gathereth 
what he did not spread. 

GREAT ON "GETTING "-SMALL ON GIVING 

The one outstanding characteristic of Calvin Coolidge was 
pointed out to a newspaper man that came to see his proud 
father and get a story on the boyhood life of the new Presi­
dent when the father said: 

It seems to me that Cal could always get more sirup out of a maple 
tree than any boy I ever knew. 

And that is right. But he keeps all the sirup. The farmers 
gave him more votes than they had given anybody. Why 
should he give anything in return? He does not even liit a 
:finger to save a personal friend. The Senators that bear the 
Coolidge armor feel it does not insure victory. One has _already 
sunk under the weight of it. His senatorial protagonist in 
another State is being whipsawed between a progressive whom 
the President can not handle and a notorious boss that should 
not need to be given orders more than once: 

While the President will summer in the East, it is now given 
out that he will select a State to live in where the Senator 
coming up for reelection is not hard pressed and not in danger 
of losing his seat, so the President will not be called on to 
speak or otherwise come to the rescue. 

If Calvin Coolidge will not make a speech or do a thing for 
those who stand closest to him, who risked their- political 
fortune and their good name for him, for fear that such friend 
might be defeated and that it -might react unfavorably on his 
own political future, how can he be expected to even lift a 
finger for the farmers· whom he does not understand. He does 
not understand these farmers that rebel against being poor and 
who are beginning to hate the cause of all poverty. East is 
East and West is West, even here in America. 

ONE WORD FROM THE PRESIDENT WOULD PASS THE BILL 

Yet one word from him to the leaders would pass the Haugen 
bill in this House. A word from him will pass it in the Senate. 
A word from him took Senator Brookhart's seat away from 
him, so it is commonly understood. Brookhart's crime was 
that he had, class conscious, stood for the downtrodden western 
farmer. 

You would naturally think that when a man has attained 
great power that he would think of winning the love of the 
people ; but what matters the love of the people compared 
with the good will of those who " stand erect behind the 
throne." as Emerson puts it? 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chfllrman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. RoMJUE]. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECOR-D. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROMJUE. .Mr. Chairman, among all those who know 

anything at all about agriculture and about the condition of 
the farmer of the United States at the present time, from the 
standpoint of his fina11cial condition as a class, there is a gen­
eral agreement. And the conclusion reached by such persons 
is that the farmers' financial condition is in an embarrassing 
state. That is, that the farmer as a class is in financial dis­
tress. On that point, as to his present condition, there is no 
need of argument; yet, there is the exceptional optimist who 
thinks that one who has been bung, shot, and poisoned may still 
be happy and have a fine chance to live; who occasionally 
asserts that under the present Republican administration the 
farmer is growing rich and prosperous. . 

It would be a useless undertaking to try to make the few 
there are of this type see the facts as they are with the 
farmer. 

For the last four or five years there has been an increasing 
distress among the farming sections, the c.orn, hog, and wheat 
sections suffering mostly; the cattle sections also have felt the 
effect of a depression, the Corn Belt cattleman suffering prob­
ably more than the grass-country cattleman. 

Inasmuch as this distressed condition of agriculture is ex­
isting, there must be some cause for this condition. 

First. As stated heretofore, we are generally agreed as to 
the presence of the distress. 

Second. But the Nation as a whole are not so well agreed as 
to the cause of the distress. 

Third. People representing different sections of the United 
States, and particularly people who are engaged in different 
methods of earning a livelihood, differ thus: 

A. As to the kind of remedy. 
B. As to the propriety of the employment of a particular 

remedy. · 
. Relative to the second proposition, "The cause of the dis­

tress," President Coolidge and those who accept his utterance 
on all matters as "stare decisis " without further inquiry, tell 
the farmer he is "producing too much," that he has an "oyer­
production," that he "must cut production down," and as an 
aid thereto he states the farmer must make his production 
more variable-produce a greater variety of crops and less of 
the chief crops: 

This is an interesting theory, but so far as being effecth·e it 
is an impractical one, for the very reason that the farmers 
in one State, for instance, the State of Iowa, can not know 



9168 CON GRESS! ON AL RECORD-HOUSE l\fA.Y 10 

how much corn the farmers in illinois or l\Iissouri will plant 
in any given year, and vice versa. Moreover, it is impractical 
to any effective extent because of the very fundamental fea­
tures of human nature. Since, if the farmers of Iowa should 
tclieve Illinois and Missouri farmers, or those of any other 
State for that matter, were going to cut their production in 
any given year on any crop, say, 25 per cent, the Iowa farmer 
would be apt to put out the usual crop, hoping to get a slight 
benefit in price over the previous year's price, because of the 
decreased production arranged for elsewhere. 

Moreover, lllr. Coolidge's theory will not do, because something 
besides man's own choice and labor ·enters into the proposition 
of production, and over which the farmer can have no control, 
to wit, the sun and rain. And as long as God reigns, the 
control of heat and moisture will rest with Him in the due 
processes of nature, and will not be altogether surrendered to 
man, whether he be Pre ident or peasant. And sunshine and 
moisture are important factors in the quantity of production 
of any crop. 

Furthermore, the suggestion that the farmer as a class 
must produce less is an open invitation to less thrift. 

Also, such doctrine if put into practice, would weaken the 
initiative of man, de'troy his ambition for achievement, .and 
very much handicap his prospects of success, and the Amencan 
young man who chooses to embark on a career of farming 
ought to be free and unfettered, and have ·every opportunity 
giyen him for the highest degree of success within the limits 
of honesty and energy, and not be restrained in his honest 
and purposeful efforts. Less encouragement than that given to 
a citizen by his Government is a species of subtle and un­
desirable restraint. 

'l'he Am·erican farmer may have an overproduction or he 
may fall short of normal production at some specific or given 
year, whicll may be the result of the operation of some 
natural law or of orne artificial barrier imposed by man, or 
rather by legislative enactment. It is not difficult for us t~ 
understand how plenty of sunshine and moisture or the lack 
of them affects the quantity of crop production. But we are apt 
to differ more when we consider the effect of artificial means 
that bear upon the allocation of production in the domestic 
and foreign markets. 

This brings us to the consideration of the effect of the present 
Fordney-l\IcCumber high protective tariff law. Certainly it 
can not now be well and successfully maintained that the high 
protective tariff law is helping the farmer, because with the 
tariff at its highest peak the farmer finds himself suffering 
most and in greatest distress. The tariff first enables the 
manufacturer to charge the American consumer more than 
would be the case with a more moderate tariff for revenue only. 
This extra burden falls on the consumer, and the farmer has 
it to pay on the articles he buys. 

At the same time tlle farmer usually has a surplus in crops 
and stock he wants to sell and he finds his market not as 
desired. The prices he can get for his farm products do not 
at the present time net him the reasonable profit he should 
have. He needs to send his surplus into an extended market, 
but he is stepped on by the high protective tariff law that 
works well for the factory owner but poorly for the farmer. 
The citizen of some European country has goods and wares, 
silks spices, steel and iron, and so forth, he want to trade 
for bogs, cattle, wheat, and corn. The high tariff keeps them 
out, and human nature the world over is such that a man likes 
to trade with and buy what he wants from the fellow who 
trades with and buys from him what the other fellow wants, 
and there is no mystery about that. 

So the man in Europe who wants wheat, corn, and meat 
turns his boatload of commerce to South America and trades 
with them. I ask the .American farmer, would you rather buy 
what you need on the farm from the man who buys your cattle 
and hogs and corn, or would you rather buy from the man who 
will not buy from you, everything else-value and price-being 
otherwise equal? 

If the present high protective tariff law was repealed, so that 
the foreign trade could buy our cattle, bogs, corn, and wheat, 
and at the same time get some of their commercial articles sold 
to America, the American farmer would be much better off and 
Europe would soon come to her feet and stand erect, ready; 
willing, and able to trade with us, consume our surplus crops, 
and pay their debts. 

But so long as the American farmer will still continue to be 
fooled by the manufacturers of the East, and so long as he is 
willing to take money out of his own pocket and put it in the 
pocket of the New England factory owner by the high tarifr 
law, just so long must the American farmer suffer and operate 
at a loss. To be sure, he may be permitted under the present 
high tariff law to draw his breath occasionally. 

But it seems almost useless to sound the warninoo in 1\Ii -
somi. A few years ago the Republican farmers were warned 
of an effort to increase taxes on the farm lands. They elected 
a Republican governor-many of them vowed they would not do 
it again-but when the time came for election, into the party 
press and into the ears of the Republican farmer went the 
assurance from Republican leaders that they were lucky and 
prosperous, and again they rallied and elected a Republican 
governor in Missouri, and again the taxes on farm lands are 
increased. 

Just how long the Republican farmer will enjoy his taxes 
being increased, and just how long he will enjoy contributing 
by the high protective tariff to the manufactm·er, is a question 
to arrest one's attention at least. There have been more farm 
homes sold in Missouri under foreclosure during the last four 
years than in the 20 years prior to that time. 

Now the American farmer approaches the Government and 
tells of his distress and asks assistance, and that he be helped 
to bridge the emergency that now is here. 

It appears that most all the men who · represent the districts 
where the factory owners and operators reside, oppose extend­
ing a helping hand to the farmer, although the farmer has 
paid a high tariff on factory goods, lo these many years, to 
emich the factory owner. As I think of Holy Writ, I witness 
the manufacturer, with Mr. Coolidge's approval, stroke the 
farmers' cheek. Will the farmer turn the other cheek to the 
silent President? 

Mr. Coolidge has a strong Republican majority in Congress. 
In the lower House of Congre s there are 247 Republicans and 
183 Democrats, 2 Socialists, 2 Farm Labor, and 1 Independent. 
In the Senate there are 56 Republicans, 39 Democrats, and 
1 Farm Labor. So it can easily be seen that the present Repub­
lican Congress can pass any law tlfey desire to pass or defeat 
the passage of any law the party desires to defeat, by reason 
of such majority. 

The Agricultural Committee, before whom the pending bills 
on the theory of agricultural relief were framed, is composed 
of 13 Republicans and 8 Democrats. A majority is required 
to report a bill-unfortunately a majority of that committee 
did not favor either of the three bills pending or any other 
bill, so as a compromise the three bills have been thrown in 
the congressional hopper to be ground out. Will the present 
Republican majority in Congress and Mr. Coolidge permit real 
farm relief, not a bogus measure, with promise that it will 
work within a year-tiding over beyond election-or will 
real relief be defeated? 

The most vicious and injurious pieces of legislation, so far 
as the mass of American consumers are ~oncerned, including 
the American f:umer, is the Fordney-McCumber tariff law. 
It ought to be repealed; under the present administration it 
will not be done. · 

While that can not be done as an expediency to furnish some 
relief to the farmer, though not a perfect bill, the be t of the 
three bills pending for the farmer is the Haugen bill, which 
is practically the Dickinson bill. The Tincher bill, which has 
the backing of l\Ir. Coolidge, will put the farmer further in 
debt; and what the farmer wants and needs is a better and 
enlarged market, so his surplus can be taken care of, thereby 
insuring a better price. 

In other words, the greater the market, the less surplus; 
and the le s surplus, the better the market price. As the high 
protective tariff law will not be repealed by the present ad­
ministration, the farmer asks in the present emergency to be 
given emergency relief by the passage of the Haugen bill. 

In view of the agricultural ~istress and the existing emer­
gency and the impossibility of repeal of the Fordney-Mc­
Cumber tariff law, the bill which gives most promise of any 
relief ought to be enacted, and the bill that gives the greatest 
assurance of any real relief, in my opinion, is the Haugen bill. 
Those who complain against and oppose the passage of this 
bill as a subsidy mu t not forget that under and by the Re­
publican high protective tariff policy in force in the United 
States the American farmer has had taken from his pockets 
many times more than the amount of the revolving fund in 
the Haugen bill and placed in the pockets of the manufac­
turers, and even if some part of that may perchance get into 
the United States Treasury in the form of income tax, it is, 
nevertheless, to an amount exceeding the revolving fund, the 
American farmers' money. Although taken away from them 
by class legislation, in equity and good conscience it is his 
money. Therefore, in the present extremity and agricultural 
distress, may the American farmer not have back a part of his 
own money that he may therewith save himself from further 
bankruptcy? 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. LoziER]. 
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Mr. LOZIER. 1\Ir. Chairman, supplementing what I have 

heretofore said in support of the Haugen bill, at this stage of 
the debate I desire to answer some stock arguments advanced 
by those who oppose any and all legislation designed to place 
agriculture on an equality with other Tocations. Those who 
oppose any legislation for the removal of the economic handicap 
under which agriculture is staggering insist that there is but 
one effectire solution and that is to reduce production. 

In his first message, December 6, 1923, Pre ident Coolidge 
said: 

The acreage of wheat is too large. Unles we can meet the world 
market at a profit, we most stop raising for export. Organization 
would help to reduce the acreage. 

In his other messages and addresses the President clearly 
indicates that in his opinion curtailment of production is the 
only effective and permanent remedy for the pre ent widespread 
depre . ion among the agricultuml classes. In the last analysis, 
if we are to accept the President's policy, the American farmers 
would have to give up their foreign markets, from which they 
have in the past drawn billions of dollars. He would shut this 
outlet for our surplus farm commodities and close this door of 
hope for the farmers of this Nation. He would have us forget 
the millions and billions of dollars that have come to the 
American farmers from the sale of their surplus wheat abroad 
and forego the millions and billions of dollars that would accrue 
every few years to American agriculture from the sale of its 
products in the world markets. He would put the wheat 
grower of this Nation in a strait-jacket and have them pro­
duce only a sufficient quantity of wheat to feed the people of 
the United States. In other words, he would have the farmers 
of thi · Nation to grow only enough wheat to fill the bellies of 
our domestic population. This advice has been repeatedly 
offered by the President and his influential advisers. 

It is my purpose to demonstrate that this is not sound and 
wholesome advice, and if followed will not bring relief, but 
inevitable disaster to the wheat farmer. No more falarious 
and dangerous doctrine was ever urged on the agricultural 
clas es. Secretary Jardine aLso advocates this false philosophy 
and prattles about the farmers balancing production, as though 
farmers can regulate and determine in advance how much corn, 
wheat, oats, or other grains they will produce in any one year. 
The size of a g:rain crop can not be determined at seeding time, 
or much in advance of the end of the harvest season. 

The President and his Secretary of .Agriculture ought to 
know that the farmer can not control production like the 
manufacturer, who may at the beginning of the year defmitely 
determine the output of his mills and factories for that year. 
The nature of the manufacturing business is uch as to enable 
him to regulate production and keep it within predetermined 
limits. If the manufacturer decides that he will produce 
500,000 pairs of shoes, 100,000 suits of clothing, 3,000,000 yards 
of cloth, or $1,000,000 worth of machinery, he can, in advance, 
with reasonable accuracy, plan to that end and limit the output 
of his factories. He can easily estimate how much raw mate­
rial and how much labor will be required, and what factory 
equipment will be nece ary to bring his commodity production 
to the required level. 

The nature of the manufacturing business is such that all 
these matters can be determined in advance with reasonable 
accuracy. Of course, I recognize the possibility of strikes, lock­
outs, and other eventualities that may interrupt production, 
but the e or other difficulties enter

4 
into the activities of all other 

occupations, including farming. All things considered, those 
engaged in manufacturing can control their production and ex­
penses more completely than any other vocational group. 

The manufacturer knows in advance wha.t his raw material 
and labor will cost him. He knows in advance the capacity 
of his plant, the overhead and selling expenses, the depreciation 
and usual hazards incident to his business. By experience and 
definite computation he knows in advance what it costs to 
produce his commodities and he is sure of marketing them 
at a sati!=lfactory profit, because under existing industrial and 
economic conditions the manufacturer fixes the price at which 
he will sell his commodities. The Government by high tariff 
laws reduces or destroys competition so the manufacturer may 
fix a price on his manufactured products that will insure not 
only the cost of production but a handsome and quite often 
an unconscionable profit. 

But the farmer is differently situated. He can not plan 
with the assurance that his production will be so much and 
no more. At best his occupation is a hazardous one. The 
yield of grain crops does not depend solely on acreage or 
industry. The farmer has to encounter a multitude of rapidly 
changing conditions that may greatly augment or tremen­
dously reduce production. From the beginning to the end of 

the cropping season he faces a 'Succession of adverse, unusual, 
unexpected, and uncontrollable weather and climatic condi­
tions that mightily influence the production of grain crops. 
He may plant sparingly, but as a result of pTopitious weather 
conditions he may reap bountifully. On the other hand, he 
may plant a large acreage, yet because the weather may be 
unseasonable and cropping conditions adverse he reaps spar­
ingly. Not infrequently a large acreage, as a result of unsea­
sonable conditions, will produce a smaller yield than a much 
less acreage produced the preceding year. 

Then, again, even a President coming from industrial New 
England and a Secretary of Agriculture coming from the agri­
cultural We t but dominated by eastern economic ideals ought 
to know that in some years innumerable pests prey on growing 
crops, sap their substance, lower the plant vitality, and mate­
rially lessen the yield. Chintz bugs, green bugs, Hessian flies, 
grasshoppers, boll weevil, and numerous other pests may sud­
denly appear, generally as a result of unfavorable weather 
conditions during the gro~ing period, and totally destroy or 
materially damage a crop when it looked most promising. Red 
rust, black rust, smut, and other destructive plant diseases 
appear unexpectedly, and very often destroy the crop or mate­
rially reduce production. The absolute impo sibility of farmers 
controlling production of grain crops within certain well­
defined limits is quite evident to everyone who understands 
the first principles of agriculture, and this impossibility applies 
not only to wheat and corn but to all farm commodities. Wbile 
the farmer may determine in advance how many acres he will 
plant to grain crops, he is powerle s to regulate the yield per 
acre, because the yield is largely controlled by weather condi­
tions and by the presence or absence of grain pests and plant 
diseases that appear at the most unexpected times to plague 
and mock the farmer and reduce production. 

The farmer can not adjust production to the demand. No 
farmer can say with assurance : u This year I will raise 
1,000, 2,000, or 3,000 bu hels of wheat or corn." He may pre­
pare the soil in a husbandmanlike manner, prepare a suitable 
seed bed, plant the seed properly, cultivate carefully, and 
yet notwithstanding all his industry and intelligent attention 
the yield may be distressingly light and acutely disappointing. 
And even when the crop is maturing and ready to harvest it 
may in an hour be destroyed by excessive rains or storm of by 
a variety of climatic agencies that lie in wait to prey on 
those who till the soil. 

Even under the most favorable conditions, the growing o-f 
grain and meat products is a gamble. Frequently with a 
greatly reduced acreage the yield per acre is so far above 
normal production that we unexpectedly have a surplus; while 
in other years, with a large increase of the acreage, the yield 
falls far below our expectations. 

In the livestock industry no farmer can plan with certainty 
and assurance how many hogs, sheep, or cattle will be pro­
duced and brought to a marketable age and condition on his 
farm in any given year. The farmer may properly care for 
his livestock, provide suitable shelter and food, and keep them 
under well-recognized sanitary conditions, yet disease may 
suddenly and unexpectedly strike and destroy his swine, sheep, 
and cattle, in spite of every conceivable precaution. 

On reflection, it must be apparent to even the most un~ 
sophisticated that no human foresight, no finite power, can 
adjust the average of farm crops and the production of live­
stock so as to furnish sufficient food commodities to supply our 
domestic demands and not have a surplus. And if we should 
attempt to follow this plan, we would fail signally and would 
probably stand face to face with underproduction and famine. 

I can conceive of no more dangerous and insane policy to the 
producer and consumer alike, than to urge a deliberate cur­
tailment of food production in the United States, and no one 
who knows the first principle of agriculture would advocate 
such a vicious and inhuman policy. 

Suppose the farmers of America would adopt the Coolidge­
Jardine recommendations and by radically reducing the acre­
age strive to produce just enough grain and other food products 
to feed our domestic population and so as to produce no surplus 
for export. If the season should be bad and weather conditions 
adverse, we would probably only have a half crop, and this 
frequently happens. What a calamity this would be. We woulrl 
be faced by famine, and our children would go hungry or und<'r­
nourished. This condition is inevitable if we adopt the CooJ­
idge-Jardine formula and deliberately go about reducing pro­
duction to a limit sufficient only to supply the domestic demand. 
I for one will never countenance such an uneconomic, unbusi­
nesslike, and inhuman policy. 

Now, gentlemen, the production ~hould not be radically 
limited. The farmer has the God-given right to work his farm, 
which is a, factory for the production of food commodities, to its 
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full capacity, so as to not only feed the people of the United 
States but to sell abroad to satisfy the hunger of men and 
women beyond the seas. It is only by working the farm to full 
capacity and by producing a surplus that the farmer can hope 
to make a profit on his operations. 

I call your attention to the following table, showing the 
quantity and value of wheat exported from the United States 
in the five years from 1920 to 1924, inclusive: 

1920.------------------------------
192L __ ----------------------------
1922.------------------------------
1923. - -----------------------------
1924.------------------------------

Per cent 
of crop 

exported 

43.9 
34. 3 
25.6 
19.9 
29.6 

Bushels 
exported 

366, 077, 459 
279, 406, 799 
221, 923, 184 
156, 429, 824 
258, 0"22, 900 

Value 
per Total value 

bushel 

$1.70 
t..a 
1. 30 
1. 20 
1. 70 

$622, 200, ()()() 
392, 000, ()()() 
288, 600, ()()() 
188, 400, 000 
438, 600, 000 

-------r--------1------
TotaL_------------------------------- 1, 281,860,146 ---------- 1, 929,800,000 
Average, per year_---------- ---------- 256, 372,029 ---------- 385,980, 000 

These official statistics show that in this five-year period 
the American farmers exported on an average 2;:)6.372,029 
bu ·hels of wheat annually, of the average yearly value of 
$385,9SO,OOO. In the aggregate, in these five years the Ameri­
can farmers old abroad 1,281,860,146 bushels of wheat for 
which they received $1,929,800,000, or practically $2,000,000,000. 
Now, the Pre ident, Secretary Jardine, and many of the most 
influential Republican leaders who are now in the saddle 
and who dominate the councils of the party, advocate that 
the .American farmer withdraw from this foreign market, and 
that we give up this market which in the la t five years 
yielded the Amerkan farmers an income of $2,000,000,000. 
I can not accept this suggestion. It would hobble and ham­
string the farmer and inevitably augment his losses. ~he 
economic condition of the agricultural classes can not be Im­
proved by limiting the markets· in which their commodities 
are sold. Instead of abandoning these foreign markets which 
in five years yielded our farmers approximately $2,000,000,000, 
we should not only hold on to our present domestic and foreign 
markets, but we should u e all reasonable mean and instru­
mentalities of enlarging and extending the market for our 
nuricultural products. If there is a Member of this House 
that will seriou ly advocate a policy which will deprive the 
American farmers of a foreign market W"hicb in fi\"e years 
yielded them an income of $2,000,000,000, I want. him at this 
very moment to rise in his place on the floor of this House and 
publicly profess his belief in this vicious and uneconomic 
policy . 

.Moreo\"er to radically curtail production will not only work 
the econom'ic ruin of the agricultural classes, but the adop· 
tion of this policy will be little less than a crime against hu· 
manity. If the farmers follow the advice of those short· 
sighted time-serving economic quacks and set out to sub· 
stantiaily curtail production and raise only sufficient foodstuff 
to feed our domestic population, exceedingly grave conse· 
quences must inevitably result. Under such a plan, the farmers 
and consuming public would probably discover when the har· 
vest is past that the yield had fallen far below their expecta­
tions and that the crop was not sufficient to feed our domestic 
population, which in plain language would mean a famine .. It 
would be an act of supreme folly for us to pursue a pohcy 
which would bring about widespread distress and national 
calamity. 'Ve would have to import wheat and other food· 
stuffs either from Canada, Argentina, and other countries to 
feed our people. Are you willing to be responsible for a con­
dition of this character? Do you advocate a policy which will 
result in our having an inadequate supply of foodstuff for 
dome tic consumption? Such a policy is intolerable and incon­
ceivable. 

The proposal to radically restrict production is fraught with 
hideous consequences that are so apparent that he who runs 
may read. We must not unduly and unnecessarily limit and 
re trict the production of grains and foodstuffs in the United 
States. Every principle of reason, common sense and prudence, 
sugge ts that we should produce each year more foodstuffs 
than are reasonably sufficient to meet our domestic demands. 
Unle s we plan to produce a very considerable surplus each 
year we will not be assured of a sufficient supply to feed our 
own' people. It should be the fixed policy of this Nation to 
produce a surplus of foodstuffs each year-to use such part as 
may be necessary for our own needs, and for the surplus we 
should provide markets abroad. 

When the American farmer considers the consequences not 
only to himself but to the people of the United States he will 
never sanction our withdrawal from the world markets. We 

should encourage the farmer to produce not only enough ~rain 
· and other foodstuff to feed the people of the United • 'tates hut 
a surplus to sell in the g1·eat markets of the world. To gh·e 
up the export markets is to curtail radically our farming actid­
ties and hope of profit. 

In the last analysis the farmer's profit must be on his ~urplus 
products. He can not get ahead by producing just enough food­
stuffs to satisfy the domestic demand. The larger tbe surplus 
the greater his profit, and the smaller the surplus the smaller 
his profit. Under normal conditions this rule is dependable and 
fundamentally sound. 

In e,·ery line of business, untll the output has reached a cer­
tain point, the cost of production and O\"erhead expense exceeds 
the returns from the sale of the manufactured products. If 
the production be increased to a certain point, the returns equal 
the cost of production and the overhead expense ; and if the 
production be further increased, the busine s will under normal 
conditions show a profit, and thereafter the greater the produc­
tion the greater the profit. To illustrate: Very frequently on 
the first $100,000 worth of goods a factory turns out the cost 
of production and overhead expense exceeds the sale price of 
the factory output. When the production reaches the $200,000 
mark the returns equal the co t of production and the o\"erheafl 
expenses combined, and thereafter profits accrue from all adcli­
tional production, and the greater the production thereafter the 
greater the profit. 

The manufacturer dares not limit the output, because quan­
tity or capacity production affords him his only rea onable 
chance to make a profit-that is, the only method by which his 
profits can be made to outrun the cost of production and 
overhead expense. Most manufacturing plant are constructed 
to produce a certain volume of commodities. If a plant is 
operated only to one-half of its capacity, a loss is inevitable. 
What would the manufacturers say if the President should 
advise them to reduce their output to one-half, one-third, or 
one-fourth of the capacity of their plants? They would reply 
that only by quantitattve production and by running their 
plants to their full capacity could their busine s be conducted 
profitably. The manufacturers would say, and properly so-

Instead of reducing the output ft·om our plants, thereby inevitably 
increasing the cost of each a1·ticle produced, let us enlarge our market 
and incre.r se our salP. so the fixed overhead expense may be appor· 
tioned to 50,000 rather than 25,000 manufactured articles. 

In like manner, the farmer's profit depends on the urplus 
he produces and ells. Up to a certain point the co t of pro­
duction and overhead expense exceed the returns from the 
sales of his commodities. By increasing his surplus product to 
a certain point he is able to balance his budget; that is, the 
o\"erhead expen e and . cost of production equal the returns 
from the sale of his commodities. Beyond this point, by in­
creasing production he begins to earn a little profit, and there­
after the more commodities he produces and markets the 
greater his net earnings. 

This rule is immutable so long as a farmer i able to sell 
his commodities above the cost of production; but if times are 
so abnormal that his commodities sell for less than the cost 
of producing them he registers a loss on all he produces, 
whether that production be great or small. To ask the farmer 
not to produce a surplus is to deny to him equal rights and 
equal opportunities in the race for gain. Every farm has a 
capacity limit the same as a mill, factory, or other business 
plant; and the farmer is as much interested in operating his 
plant to its full capacity as is the merchant or manufncturer, 
and be is as much interested in quantitative production as is 
the man engaged in other industrial or commercial pursuits. 
To insist on a farmer giving up his right to operate his plant 
to its full capacity is to deny him a fundamental and necessary 
economic privilege withheld from no other occupation. 

By such a policy you are discriminating against the farmer 
and denying him equal rights and equal opportunity. You 
say to those engaged in manufacturing and commerce: 

You may operate your factories and plants to their full capacity 
and produce large surplus stocks, to dispose of which you may not 
only enlarge the domestic demand but you may carry your commodi­
ties to foreign lands and sell them in the markets of the world. 

You then turn around and tell the farmer that he must go 
on a vacation, take a rest, curb his initiative, limit his industry, 
take his hands from the plow, no longer produce a surplus, no 
longer run his farm plant to its full capacity, forego the great 
world markets, and limit his energies so as to produce com­
moditie uffi.cient only to feed the American people. 'l'o invokE' 
this system is to place the American farmer in a straight-jacket 
and to limit, yea, destroy, his productive capacity; and thi at 
a time when millions of starving men, women,· and chil<lren are 
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stretching their bony hands across the seas, crying for the 
bread the .American farmer could and would produce if such 
production did not mean an ever-increasing loss. 

For 75 years the manufacturing classes have thus erected a 
Chinese wall around the United States, denying to the common 
people-the consumer-the God-given riJ?;ht to buy their com­
modities in the cheapest markets. Now, the representatives of 
this same favored class seek to close the doors of export to 
the farmer and build a Chinese wall around the United States 
which will shut out the .American farmer from the markets of 
the world and compel him to depend entirely for the sale of his 
products on the domestic demand. Instead of furthe-r restrict­
ing the markets for .American farm products let us enlarge 
the e markets. .As the .American manufacturer, operating his 
plants to full capacity, increasing his production enormously, is 
now invading the markets of the world and selling his manu­
factured products in the remote corners of the earth, so the 
.American farmer has the God-given and inalienable right to 
operate his farm to its full capacity and to produce an ever­
increasing surplus of grain and other foodstuffs not only to 
supply the domestic demand but to sell in foreign markets to 
which the surplus commodities of all nations inevitably flow in 
obedience to sound economic principles and immutable natural 
laws. 

You have no right to shackle the productive energies of the 
agricultural class.es. You have no right to circumscribe the 
activities of the farmer. You have no right to set arbitrary 
limits to the quantity of grain ~d other foodstuffs that he 
may produce. It is an insult to say to the farmer, "Produce 
just enough foodstuffs to feed the people of the United States.'' 
It is an outrage to deny him access to the world markets. 
This policy will inevitably reduce the .American farmers to a 
condition of servitude and hopele-ss impotence. 

Therefore let us enlarge the farmer's markets ; let us give 
him a chance to sell his food products in every land to which 
our manufactured commodities go. Let our ships that carry 
the finished products of our industrial skill to South .America, 
Em·ope, and the Orient also carry in their holds the food 
products from the .American farms, thereby bringing to the 
pockets of our farmers a substantial part of the wealth that 
other nations are each year paying for foodstuffs. 

May I repeat what I have several times stated on the floor 
of this House, that in the futUl·e the wealthiest nation will 
be the nation that captures and holds the greatest portion of 
the world's commerce. If our country is to maintain her pres­
ent exalted station as the financial mistress of the world, it 
behooves us to plan quickly and wisely a conquest of the 
world's markets. Our agricultural, industrial, and commercial 
supremacy depend on our sending the ·prouucts from our farms, 
factories mountains, mines, and plains overseas in exchange 
for the 'tremendous wealth and treasure now in process of 
development in the remote regions of the world. 

Providence gave to the .American people a far-flung region 
of boundless productivity. It was never intended that the 
resources of this great Nation should slumber in an unde­
veloped state when there is a world-wide demand for the 
products of our soil. The present generation of .American 
farmers have not only the legal but the moral right to stir our 
fertile fields into generous productivity. By no legal or ethical 
principle should we expect the agl'icultural classes to limit 
their activities and produce merely a sufficient quantity of food­
stuffs to satisfy the appetite of the people of the United States 
alone. We should not deny to them the priceless privilege of 
contesting with the farmers of other :p.ations for a substantial 
division of the markets of the world. The commercial, indus­
trial, and professional classes in the United States should 
cooperate with the agricultural classes in this struggle for the 
world markets. We should seek out and open up new markets 
for our agricultural commodities and make adequate provision 
for economical transportation of those commodities to both old 
and new markets. • 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

.Mr. TINCIIER. Mr. Chairman, I have only one more speech, 
and I think the gentleman from Louisiana should use some 
of his time. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I have only one speech, and I understand 
I am entitled to close. 

I yield. to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON] five 
minutes. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, in the consideration uf this 
bill we have presented not only one of the most pressing prob­
lems but one of the most striking contra ts ever called to the 
attention of Congress. While indo try and commerce are 
prospering to-day as they have never prospered before, agri­
culture is in direst distress. While in the cities bank clearings, 

postal receipts, car loadings, and every eYidence of wealth and 
prosperity have reached totals breaking all records, out in 
the country bankruptcy, ta::x: delinquency, sales under fore­
closure, decrease of assets, and bank failures have been and 
continue to be without precedent. 

In the State of .Missouri more country banks failed last 
year than in any previous year in the history of the State. 
And the sih1ation grows worse instead of better. 'l'his year, 
from the 1st day of January down to to-day, more banks failed 
in the State of l\Iissouri than have failed in any similar period 
since the State was admitted to the Union in 1821. Four banks 
failed in Missouri in one day this week, and the a ve1·age has 
been one bank failure every th1·ee days for the last two weeks. 

Up ln the great State of Iowa, just across the State line 
from the State of my· friend from Kansas, Mr. TINCHER, five 
country banks failed last 1\Ionday-five banks failed in one 
day. .And yet the gentleman from Kansas is advocating a bill 
to lend the farmers more money, when the banks out in his 
section are failing now because the farmers can not pay back 
the money they already have borrowed. 

The ~harp contrast between agricultural and industrial 
conditions for the last five years is graphically shown in the 
following chart, published by the National Industrial Confer­
ence Board: 
Comparative Changes in Commerc-ial Failures and Farrn Bankruptcies, 

United States, 1910-1925 
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Source: Data on commercial failures are for calendar years from Bradstreet's; 
· those on farm bankruptcies are for fiscal years beginning July 1 from 

annual reports of U.S. Attorney General as given in U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Yearbook!· 

.As indicated here, farm bankruptcies- have risen steadily 
since 1922, and are still increasing, while indu. trial failures 
have declined steadily since 1922, and are still declining. 

The followng table gives in detail the statistics on which 
this chart is based: 
Com.merciaZ failures and fann bankruptcies, United States, 1910-t9i.) 1 

Number Failures Number Fai!ures Nu.mber of of bank-
Year of business per 1,000 ruptcies Number of per 

business enter- farms wo,c-oo 
failures t enterprises prises among farms farmers s 

1910 ______________ 11,573 1,592, 509 7.3 679 6, 361,502 10.7 
1911 ___ ----------- 12,646 1, 637,650 7. 7 ~7 6,3i0, 188 13.1 
1912.------------- 13,812 1, 673,452 8.2 N2 6,378.870 14.8 
1913_- ------------ 14,551 1, 718,345 8.5 1,('45 6,387,55! 16.4 

1914 •• -- ••• ------- 16,769 1, 749,101 9.6 I, 246 6,396, 238 19.5 

1915.------------- 19,035 1, 770,914 10.7 1,(58 6,~04, 922 25. 9 
1916 __ ---- -------- 16,496 1, 71l0, 776 9.2 1,!WI\ 6,413,{05 29.7 

1 Commercial failures fro n Bradstreet's; farm bankruptcies from annual reports 
of United States Attorney General, as given in U.S. Department ol Agriculture ye.'U• 
books. 

2 Calendar years. 
~Fiscal yearE beginning July 1. 
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Commercial failures and fa.nn 1Ja.nl;ruvtcies, United 

Conti.uued 
States, 1910-19'!5-

Kumber Failures Number 
Number of of bank- Number of Failures of business per 1,000 ruptcies per Year business enter- farms 100,000 failw-es enterprises prises among 

farmers farms 

1917-------------- 13,029 1, 828,464 7.1 1,632 6,4.22,290 25.4 
1!;18 ___ ------- --- 9,331 1; 824,104 5.1 1, 207 6.430, 974 18.8 
1919-------------- 5, 515 1,843,066 3.0 !197 6,430, 65M 15.5 
1 !120----- --------- 8,463 1, 958,042 4.3 1,363 6,448,343 21.1 
1 s:n ______________ 20,014 2,049,323 9. 7 3,236 6, 4.33,127 50.3 
1 !l2~_- ----- ------- 22.415 2,074, 617 10.8 5,940 6,417, 911 92.6 
1923--- ----------- 19,159 2,13tl, 921 9.0 7, 772 6,402, 695 121.4 
1924_ --""~--------- 19,712 2, 195,625 9.0 7,872 6,387,479 123.2 
H25 ______________ 18,859 2,242,317 8.4 ---------- ------------ ----------

Why this remarkable contrast between prosperity and bank­
ruptcy- this amazing disparity between industry and labor on 
one hand and agriculture on the other? It is because indus~ry 
and labor fix their retwrns-because industry fixes the pnce 
of its products and labor dictates its wage scale-:'Yhile the 
farmer has nothing 'vhatever to say about the pnce of his 
products or the wage he receives for his labor. 

Wben the farmer goes into the market for machinery, clotb­
.ing, fertilizer, or any of the necessities of life or essentials of 
production he asks "What is the price?" And no matter what 
fhe price dictated by industry and labor, although it_ may be 
twice what the article is worth, and involves a r·eturn to rndustry 
and labor out of all proportion to returns received by the 
farmer himself, he pays their price or he does not get the g?o.ds. 

On the other hand when the farmer sells, when after toilmg 
alJ. year, he and hi~ wife and his children, fighting t~e cut­
worm, the hessian fly, the chinch bug, and the boll weeVIl, con­
tending with fire, frost, flood, famine, and all the other elements 
of nature which go to make farming a gamble-if at the end of 
the year, by good management and good fortune, he has made 
a crop and drives up to the market, what does he say? He says, 
"What are you p::1.ying to-day?" And no matter what th~y 
are paying-although it may be, and although for the last s1x 
years it usually has been, less than the actual cost of produc­
tion-he takes it. He has no alternative. He has no control 
over either the prices lle pays or the prices he receiv~s. Now 
bow is it that i11dustry and labor are able to fix theu prices, 
while the farmer has no voice in fixing his wage scale, the price 
of his products, or the return on his investments? . 

This is the explanation: It is by virtue of law, by authority 
of legislation passed by Congress and placed upon the statute 
books. Cong-ress has by express enactments conferred upon 
industry and labor the power to fix both prices and wages. 
For example, among the laws which enable industry to fix the 
prlce of its products is the tariff law~ Over in Europe to-day 
where nations are trying to get back on their feet, where peoples 
are trying to beat JJack against the tide,. ~ere are m~nufac­
torics and material and men ready and Willing and anXIous to 
produce and sell in America practically every man~actur~d 
commoditv that we consume. They would be glad to brrng their 
aoods over here and sell them to us at a price vastly below the 
price we are paying. Why do they not do it? Because the 
tariff keeps them out. And behind this legislative tariff wall 
the domestic manuf!lcturer fixes his price, regardless of cost of 
production or legitimate profit-fixes his price under a tariff 
l~w devised for that purpose, for that is what the tariff system 
is-__a price-fixing device pure and simple. And every time we 
pass a tariff bill we kick the sacred law of supply and demand 
into a cocked hat. 

Like"''ise labor is enabled to fix its wage scale and its hours 
and conditlons of labor under such laws as the immigration 
law. I was at Ellis Island some time ago, and while there bad 
the privilege of meeting a man high in the department, a man 
who is an authority on the subject, and he told me that if the 
immigration laws were repealed people would swarm over to 
this country from Europe, Asia, and Africa like rats out of a 
sinking ship; tllat within 12 months over 2,000,000 immigrants 
would come to America. They would ~orne with nothing but 
their hands. They would inundate our cities. They would glut 
our labt>r markets, and men both in the labor unions and out 
of them would be glad to work at any job and at any price to 
earn their daily bread. Labor is able to enforce her \\age scale 
and maintain an American standard of living by virtue of legis­
lation placed upon the statute books by Congress. 

1.\'ow, if Congress has given industry laws enabling her to fix 
the price of her products, and has gi\en labor a law enabling 
her to dictate the price of her services, why in all justice and 
fairness and equity is the farmer not entitled to this bill; which 

will enable him to fix the price of his products and secure a 
living wage for his labor. 

But let me make clear the position of the farmer on this 
question. He is not here with this bill to protest against high 
prices. He believes in high prices. And be is not here tG 
protest against high wages. No class in America believes more 
than the farmer that the man who earns his bread by the sweat 
of his brow is entitled to a living wage and a high wage. But 
the farmer does contend that if he Pl:lYS industry a high price 
for its products and labor a high wage for its services, be, too, 
is entitled to a high plice for his products and a llvlng wage 
for his labor, and that is the fundamental purpose of this bill. 

Now, as to the tariff features of the bill. When during hi'::; 
testimony before the House Committee on Agriculture some 
days ago Secretary Jardine was asked whether he did not think 
the farmer has a right to expect that the tariff shall be made 
effective on sm·plus agricultural CO!llmodities, and when he 
answered, "I would forget about that," be said something that 
bas enough dynamite in it to change the political map of the 
United States for years to come. D~.iing back almost to the 
Civil War, the farmers of the great Corn Belt have been stead­
fast in their support of the protective system-first, becau~e 
they believe that it was essential to well-being of industry and 
of the Nation and, second, because they took seriously the idea 
of a tariff on certain agricultural commodities. However, dur­
ing recent years, and especially since the World War, these Corn 
Belt farmers have awakened to the fact that the tariff on 
surplus farm commodities bas been pretty much of a joke; that 
it is one thing to write such a tariff into an act of Congress 
and a radically different thing to collect it. And this is why 
they took the Republican platform on which Mr. Coolidge was 
elected, and which was unequivocally pledged to "equality for 
agriculture with other industlies," so seriously. 

And now when the question is put up squarely to Secretary 
Jardine, the spokesman of the administration on matters affect­
ing agriculture, be tells us to "Forget about it." But there 
is not the slightest chance that Corn Belt farmers will tnkP. 
his advice-on the contrary, the Secretary by this remarkable 
statement has "let the cat out of the bag," and unless Congress 
passes the Haugen bill, which will make the tariff effective for 
agriculture, we will be forced to the conclusion that the Re­
publican Party is perfectly willing that the tariff shall mean 
one thing for industry and an entirely different thing for the 
farmers. More than all other opponents of genuine farm re­
lief legislation, Secretary Jardine has laid bare the real issue. 
He bas trained the spot light on the good faith of the Repub­
lican national platform in a most graphic way. Clearly it is 
up to the Republicans in Congress to decide whether tbe Secre­
tary's words shall stand out like a " cloud by day and a. pillar 
of fire by night" in the coming congressional campaign and 
in the presidential contest of 1928. 

The time bas come when the cracking of the party whip bas 
about as much effect on the average farmer's back as it would 
have on the back of an elephant. On the one band he sees 
his situation grow constantly more clesperate, while on the 
other band he bas a deep-seated conviction that both of the 
great political parties are willing to make him the "goat," 
and that their platform pledges are only intended to catch his 
vote. We have not forgotten that dm·ing the World War when 
the industries received 10 per cent plus and as much more as 
they could get, Secretary Hoover lost us hundreds of millions 
of dollars by interpreting the wheat price as a maximum in­
stead of a minimum, as Congress intended ; also that we lost 
other hundreds of millions because this gentleman did not line 
up his formula on the price of cattle and hogs. And yet, not­
withstanding these wrongs which rankle deeply in the hearts 
of millions of farmers, certain gentlemen are raising the shout 
of " subsidy " against the Haugen bill. 

I state the simple truth when I say that the vast majority 
of Corn Belt farmers regard 1\Ir. Hoover as the evil genius of 
American agriculture,· and also, whether rightly or wrongly, 
they believe that the attitude of Secretary Jardine is greatly 
influenced by him. Nevertheless, Secretary Jardine is the 
spokesman of the administration on agriculture-and I re­
peat that there is a pill of dynamite in his suggestion that the 
tariff when applied to a surplus farm commodity is nothing 
more than a campaign joke. 

And just one word to labor in behalf of this bill. And no 
Member of this House can speak to labor more frankly than 
I can. From the first I have supported labor's program. Ancl 
I have voted with labor not from motives of political expedi­
ency because I RIP. from an agricultural district. ·we have 
comparatively few labor unions in the district. I have sup­
ported labor's program not in order to win votes but because 
it was right and entitled to support. 

.. , 
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So I congratulate labor on her indor ement of this bill, and I a tax on cotton in this bill, parading under the name of an 

call attention to the fact that the farmer is entitled to labor's "equalization fee.'' In the debate that has lasted several days 
support not only in return for past favors but because this is on thi bill, I have heard no one deny that it is a tax, nor have • 
labor's bill as well as the farmer's bill. I heard anyone sufficiently explain this matter to convince me 

The Cen us Bureau recently reported statistics showing that that I should vote for it. To the contrary, I will not vote to 
la t year 2,035,000 people were driven by economic necessity put a tax on cotton, whether it is levied at the gin or elsewhere. 
from the country into the city. The year before that 2,075,000 The tax will come out of the producers, and this bill proposes 
were starved out of the country into the .citie . This vast that it be collected at the gin, and prescribes a penalty if it 
migration has been going on for several years, is going on to- is not paid. I have listened carefully to the debate, and those 
day, and will continue in proportion as agriculture is denied who claim to have given some study to this matter have a -
a ju t 1·eturn and a fair share of the N"ation's pro perity. serted that thi tax will run from $2 to $25 per bale, to be 
When you drive either a starving wolf or a starving man out assessed by the board that is proposed to administer the pro­
of the counh·y into the city somebody is going to suffer. And Yisions of the law. Think of it; from $2 to 25 tax on each 
when this hugh army · of people is forced into our already and every bale of cotton and it payable at the gin, when the 
overcrowded center of population, labor is the first to suffer. · farmers are hardly able to pay the gin bills, to ay nothinO' of 
Kot only is the number of tho e producing food in the country this new-fangled tax! Do the farmer under tand that this is 
depleted, and the number of mouths bidding for food in the a tax, or are they deluded and misled by the term " equaliza­
citie increased by these millions, but the number competing tion fee "? Whatever it is, it is from $2 to $25 on each and 
with you for your job and beating down your wage scale is every bale of cotton raised by the farmers that they will have 
correspondingly increased. to pay at the gin. · 

Let me give you a very pertinent illustration. When the It is proposed, too, that this law will be administered by a 
railroad strike began in my State in 1921 the places of the board of 13. Each of the e will get $10,000 per year. 
union men in the railroad shops of the Frisco at Springfield, Ten of the e 13 will come from other than cotton-producing 
Mo., were filled by raw country boys hastily recruited from the States and only 3 of that board will come from cotton­
foothill of the Ozarks. They had never heard of the 8-hour producing States. Ten members of that board come from 
day. They had been brought up on the farm under the 16-hour where cotton is manufactured and used. They will have to do 
day and the Taylor system meant nothing to them. So effec- with regulating the price at which cotton will sell ; and two 
tiYely were they dlilled by the railroad and so apt did they years hence, when the cotton tax or equalization fee O'Oes into 
prove themselves that to-day they are still there and they effect, that board will say what the tax or fee at the gin on 
are now producing in 30 days locomotives which formerly re- each bale of cotton will be. 
quired 45 days to complete, a profit to the railroad of 33% per I can not think that a tax upon the very product of the soil, 
cent over its former cost of labor. That is what we may raised by the sweat of the brow, will be much help to the 
expect, in modified form at least, in all trades and in all sec- farmer; nor can I think it will be a relief. The farmer is 
tion of the country, if the pTe ent agricultural situation con- laboring under a distressing load of taxes as it i . Now, you 
tinues and men continue to be driven into the cities to find are h·ying to give him a bait with a hook in it. You are saying 
support for themselves and their families. Labor's support of to him, "The way to help you is to levy more taxes on you, and 
agricultural legislation is not merely a matter of justice to one that you will have to pay.'' j"o11 must pay it at the gin. I 
the farmer; it is a matter of self-preservation to labor as well. just can not see the fairness of it, and I will not support this 

Nor is the argument that this legislation will materially bill with the tax or equalization fee in it. 
increa e the cost of food consumed by labor worthy of serious If it is stricken out, I will waive other features, but I 
consideration. In 1920 I sold wheat produced on my farm for will not vote a tax on the cotton farmers of the South. An 
$2.40 a bushel, and my family bought bread 1n Washington amendment will be offered, as I am advised, to strike out this 
that yMr for 8 cents a loaf. The next year I sold my wheat cotton-tax feature, which amendment I will support; and if 
crop :1i' ;r 86 cents a bu bel, and the same bread still cost 8 the amendment prevails, then I will vote f<>r the bill, but I will 

'" cents a loaf. One year I received $15 a hundred for bogs which not vote foT it unless the tax is stricken out. I will not be a 
I marketed in St. Louis, and the next year a little over $11 a party to putting a tax on our people. I want the record to show 
hundred. But sliced bacon of the same brand cost 6 cents that I voted against such a tax. I want the record to show 
more per pound in Washington when hogs were selling at $11 that I raised my voice in protest against the propo. ed tax as 
in St. Louis than it did when hogs were selling at $15. If this unjust and unwi e. In this I believe the farmers of my ection 
bill becomes a law, the few added cents in a bu bel of wheat will support me and stand by me. 
or a hundredweight of pork will be immaterial when reflected I came here pledged to help reduce taxes. We have reduced 
in a loaf of bread or a loin of pork, and even that will be more taxes in the few months I have been here nearly $400,000,000. 
than offset by the saving in the elimination of lost motion be- How can I justify the levy of a direct tax that may vary from 
tween the producer and the consumer. $2 to $25 per bale on every bale of cotton ginned in my district? 

In conclusion, and in reply to the statement repeatedly made I would resign from this House rather than vote for that tax. 
during this debate that this legislation is unsound and uneco- I will not vote for it under the dressed-up name of an .. equali­
nomic, I want to quote a man who e views are entitled to some zation fee," either. We can not fool the people and ought not 
consideration. The quotation is from Abraham Lincoln. He to try. We ought to be honest with them and with ourselves. 
wa not an economist or a college graduate. He did not have This is called an agricultural relief bill, yet it carries this 
a university degree. But he understood the philo ophies of tax on cotton. The most of the relief is for the western farmers 
life and the equities of the law as few men have understood as usual, with another burden for the sun-brown~d son of the 
them in the history of our Nation or our race. This is what southern cotton fields in the shape of a tax on cot~on. I 
the rail splitter said: prote t and denounce it as unfair and I appeal to the Mem-

The legitimate object of governments is to do for a community of peo- bers of Congress not only from the South but all Member to 
pie whatever they need to have done, but can not do at all, or can not vote again t the tax. 
so -well do, for themselves in their separate and individual capacities. Thi bill does nothing for tobacco farmers. They are over-

looked. It is about what we should have expected from the 
The legitimate object of government is to do for 6,500,000 Republican who are in control of the House. I presume if you 

farmers what every Member of this House concedes they need wrote a bill giving relief to the tobacc{) growers, you would 
to have done, but which because of their number and their fix a tax on every basket of tobacco to be collected af the 
wide distribution and lack of ready capital they can not do for warehouse? Such is great relief! We all recognize the fact 
themselves in their individual capacities. that agriculture is prostrate, homes and farms, mules, wagons, 

Pass this bill. Give agriculture the same legi lative prefer- and so forth, being sold under foreclosures and by the heriffs 
ence already granted labor and industl.'y. Give the farmer as and constables, millions of people in real distress, unable to save 
good a price for what he sells as he must pay for what he themselves from existing taxe , and yet you tell them :ou 
buys. Bring agricult~re up to a plane of equality with industry will help them by putting another tax, a galling tax, on them ! 
and labor, or drag them down to the pinched standards under That is a relief with a vengence! It is using the embalming 
which agriculture is to-day eking out a bare existence. Give :fluid in the very veins of the cotton producers and calling it 
us special legislation for everybody or special legislation for a tonic! I will not help administer it, nor do I believe the 
nobody. cotton growers of my section will be deceived by this strange 

The qHAIRM.A..N. The time of the gentleman from Missouri relief. It is saying to the farmer: "Being as you are unable to 
has :xprred. . pay your debts and your taxes now, you just submit to an-

Mr. EDW AR~,s. ~r .• ~ha.ll'~an, ta.xes. are taxe,; even though other tax on your cotton and then you will be able to pay your 
you call them tariffs or equalization fees. No matter I other taxes." Strange reasoninor this 1 I do not believe many 
how it is "sug~r coated" or dressed up in a fancy name, it is will be deceived by it. b 
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For my part I would n: great d E:'al rather for my constituents, 

with whom I was reared and whose interest I have at heart, 
to say in the future, "Our Congressman was there at his post 
when that tax matter came up. He stood by us and prote ted 
against that foul cotton tax and voted against it," than to have 
them say, "Wonder why he let them fool him into believing 
that was not a tax?" 

Some argue that the tax will not go into effect for two years 
and that it might be repealed in that time. Yes; and it might 
not be. I will not take such a chance. I have observed with pain 
and regret that very few Congressmen vote to help the southern 
farmers except the Congressmen from the South, and we are 
in the minority. We might not be able to repeal it. I am not 
willing to turn over the people of the South and the great crop 
of the South to this board that does not give us fair -i'epresenta­
tion, to be crucified upon this cross of taxes. You can not dis­
guise it with fancy names enough to cause me to vote for that 
tax. It must be stricken out and we must have fair representa­
tion on the board. I will not help bend the backs of my people, 
whom I represent and love, to the lash of this iniquitous cotton 
tax. It is not right to burden the struggling cotton farmers 
with additional taxes, nor will I participate in the crime, di­
rectly or indirectly, in helping to levy the tax. This tax at $2 
per bale would cost the cotton farmers of Georgia over $2,000,000 
each year. 

I am not going to discuss the bill further. On April 12 I 
delivered an address m·ging agricultural relief. I quote here an 
article from the Atlanta Constitution of May 9, 1926, concern­
ing it : 

EDITOR COXSTITUTION: On reading my letter in your paper of 1\Iay 
1, Congressman EDWARDS sent me copies of three speeches delivered by 
him in Congress. One speech made December 18, 1926, discusses " The 
revenue act of 1926," one made January 8, 1926, "Advocating drain­
age," and the other delivered April 12, 1926, " Urging agricultural 
relief." 

The last-mentioned speech is the most powerful presentation of the 
farmers' case I bave seen anywhere. I wish that, not only every 
farmer, but every business man in Georgia, could read it. And it .would 
be appreciated by the farmers of the whole country. 

Had I been aware of this speech when I wrote my letter, I would 
have thanked him for it then, as I do now. 

J. T. HOLLEMAN, 
Pres-ident Bouth~rn Mortgaoe Co., 10 Aubm·n A,;enue, AtZan.ta. 

We have enough troubles. The South does not need any more 
troublesome taxes. If a farmer failed to pay this tax, the pen­
alty would apply and he would be subject to suit and heavy 
court costs in the United States courts. With all the earnest­
ness of my soul, I appeal for the defeat of this tax! In the 
name of justice it should be stricken from the bill! [Applause.] 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas is recog­

nized for 24 minutes. 
Mr. TINCHER. Ur. Chairman and gentlemen of the com­

mittee, in closing this rather long and tiresome debate I do not 
want to kill a lot of time on things that are not pertinent to 
the question. I want to answer the tariff arguments that have 
been made, because I make it a rule never to take this floor 
without answering all the arguments that have been made on 
the subject of the tariff. 

The Fordney-McCumber tariff law was passed and took effect 
on a certain day. To-day agriculture has a problem. \Vas that 
brought about by the passage of the Fordney-.UcCumber tariff 
law? The answer is this: There is not a commodity that the 
farmer buys to-day that he pays as much for as he paid for it 
the day the Fordney-McCumber law took effect. 

I invite any man to furnish me a list between now and mid­
night of any commodity that he buys that is as high to-day as 
it was when you passed the Fordney-McCumber tariff law, and 
I will print it in my remarks. [Applause.] There is not a 
farm commodity to-night but what is worth more money on 
the market than it was the day the Fordney-McCumber tariff 
law took effect. [Applause.] And that is not answering the 
tariff argument as a philosopher; that it is just answering 
it because we can still remember, and you Democrats, if you 
ever elect another administration on the tariff, have got to 
wait until you get away from the facts so far that you can do 
it on philosophy and not do it on facts. 

l\Ir. ROl\IJUE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINCHER. I will yield if the gentleman can furnish 

me with such a list. 
Mr. ROMJUE. If the gentleman's statement is true, then, 

we do not need to pass this bill 

1\fr. TINCHER. No; I did not say tllat, because we need 
my bill. I just answered the tariff argument, and my state­
ment is true. 

Mr. ROl\!JUE. Then, we do not need your legislation. 
Mr. TINCHER. Oh, yes; we do ; yes ; we neetl it. When 

you got through with us there were 25 points disparity between 
the price of other commodities and farm products, and we have 
had a struggle and gotten them back to within 10 points of 
one another, and if you will let me pass my bill we will close 
up that gap. 

Mr. CANNON. Does the gentleman believe you can make 
the tariff effective on farm products? 

Mr. TINCHER. Oh, yes. 
Mr. CANNON. Is it effective now? 
Mr. TINCHER. Oh, yes; you read JIM BEGo's speech in 

the morning and do not print yours until ~'ou do read it, 
because if you do, those statistics will show that yoU' do not 
know anything about the tariff at all. You said that wheat 
was selling cheaper since the passage of the Fordney-McCumber 
tariff law than it was selling for before. 

Mr. CANNON. No; I did not make that statement at all. I 
said that wheat in Canada was selling for more than in this 
country, and they have no tariff up there. 

Mr. TINCHER. But the truth is that over a period of five 
years we have had an average of 23 cents protection on wheat 
through the tariff. Now, that is the fact, so what is the use of 
keeping on talking about it. I come from the same pa!'t of 
Missouri you do, and you know those folks there can read, and 
if you are not car·eful they will read about you some time. 
Now, I want to answer some of the other arguments that have 
been made here. RAir.~Y, of lllinois, took the floor this after­
noon. I am going to dwell on you Democrats a little before I 
start on some of my Republican associates with whom I have 
some trouble. RAINEY said he was going to explain about the 
Pi'airie Farmer, but he never did. I presume be thought he 
could get an editorial in the Prairie Farmer by attacking me. 
Then he stood up here and was ostensibly reading to you about 
the Illinois primary. He had papers spread out and he was 
reading, and he said the issue was the Capper-1.1ncher bill as 
against the Haugen bill, and that that bill was defeated by an 
overwhelming majority; that the World CoUJrt was not in it; 
that lllinois retired Senator McKINLEY to private life and 
elected a man who was for the Haugen bill as against this man 
who was for the Capper-Tincher bill. Poor RAINEY. That was 
as near the facts as RAINEY ever gets. The Capper-Tincher 
bill was not introduced foil' over a week after the Illinois pri­
mary and was never conceived or talked about until after the 
Illinois primary. Thet·e was not anything like that in any 
paper at all. But that is ordinary for RAINEY. The fact that 
be did that will not lower or raise his standing in this House 
for integrity the least in the world. His standing will still be 
the same. He aid that CAPPER. had an unpopular bill-which 
he did not have-and that defeated his friend McKil\"LEY. 
CaPPER supported McKINLEY because he was his colleague, and 
he liked him. But he likes Frank Smith, too, and he will sup­
port Frank Smith. And that beer-keg platform of yours will 
not get any support out of CAPPER. 

I suppose you are going to run with your beer-keg associate 
platform this fall. Well, you will find that CAPPER will sup­
port Frank Smith. Now, if the Prairie Farmer wants some­
thing to print a bout your speech, they can get something besides 
what you told them. 

Now, getting down to the farm relief problem and the bills 
pending, I am rather independent about whether you pass the e 
bills or not. I am trying to be consistent. PERCY QmN says I 
introduced a bill once-and I always like to llear PERCY talk­
providing a subsidy for the farmer. I never did that. Read 
the bill. I introduced a bill to try to collect a claim against 
the Uuited States Grain Corporation for some money I saitl 
they took that belonged to the farmers. It was not a subsidy 
for the farmers. I never thought of such a thing as advocating 
a sub ~idy for the farmers or for anybody el e. 

Yon know, after the election in 1922-I remember it was a 
rather warm election-we had just pas ·ed some of these laws, 
and naturally the critici m of the majority party was going 
strong, and we were not yet out of the throes of war or the 
reactions of war. I never will forget when I returned to 
Washington after a hard campaign I was invited to the White 
House; in fact, I was invited to come early to the White 
House. 'fhe then great Pre ident of the United States swelled 
me all up by telling me he wanted me to help write the message 
to Congress on the object of agricultUI·e. I sat in the council 
that wrote that message. Maybe you do not tl: ink that makes 
a second-termer feel good. I sat in with them, and we had 



1926 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9175 
several meetings. I ate more food at the White House then 
than I have ever gotten out of Coolidge [laughter], and I felt 
awful good. Finally we agreed what that me sage should say 
to Congress and Jud Welliver whipped it into final shape; but, 
at any rate: they made me think I 'Was influential in its prepa­
ration. Then President Harding, a man whom we all loved, 
turned to me and said: · 

TI~CH"ER, old man, there is one thing more agriculture has to have 
besides what we have mentioned here. We must have a merchant 
marine. The American fiag must be on all the seas. 

I remember the argument he made in favor of subsidizing the 
merchant marine. It was an embarrassing moment, but I was 
fresh from the hearts of my people. I had had a hard cam­
paign. I hall mingled with the people of my district and I had 
learned from them that they were constitutionally opposed to 
a Government sub idy for cla es, and, painful as it was to me, 
I told the President I could not support him, because I knew 
what my people wanted; and then Mr. Lasker, who was pres­
ent-and, I suppose, for the purpose of explaining to me why 
we ought to have this thing-said: "TINCHER, if you can not 
go with us, can you not at least lay off?" I s~d: "Laske~·, I 
am not the laying-off kind. My people are agamst a subSidy. 
They do not believe in class subsidies." And God bless my 
people. Sometimes our people see further than we do. Some­
times now I wonder if my people can see what is happening in 
England to-night. 

As to Iowa, I came back to this bill and I joined with you, 
DICKINSON, and with you, HAUGEN, and with the solid Iowa 
delegation, and I uttered the first words that were uttered 
in this well against President Harding's ship subsidy bill. 

Who is consi tent? I ani still against Government sub­
sidies for classes. My people are against them. We witness 
to-night in Great Britain the evils of such an attempt. We wit­
ne s civil war in a country where the government has had, per­
haps, the highest regard of its subjects of any country in the 
world. 

I am consistent because I am not for a subsidy. I represent 
two hundred and fifty thousand and odd souls in this House 
to-night, and I want to pay them the compliment that not one 
single living soul in my district bas ever asked me to vote for 
a Government subsidy. They have been consistent. Think 
about it. This is not principle. You started riding north and, 
as ToM WILLIAMS said, your horse tnrned and started south. 

The testimony upon which you want to pass the Haugen bill 
says that a subsidy would ruin agriculture; says that a subsidy 
would destroy the morale of the farmer. Mr. DICKINSON says 
it would increase the production of corn in Iowa and Illinois 
33lf.l per cent Murphy says it would debauch agriculture, but 
still a few minutes before we came in here with this bill­
nobody has found out why-the equalization fee is taken out 
for two years, and this animal that every Kansas farmer who 
has expressed his view is against is stuck in ; this animal that 
they ay will debauch the farmer, and it will; that they say 
will destroy the morale of the farmer, and it will. Do you not 
believe it? Has it destroyed the morale of the coal miners in 
Great Britain? Is that destruction contagious? Has not every 
trade-union in Great Britain joined in a sympathetic strike, not 
against the employer but against organized government. 

There are men in this Hou e who ought to vote for the 
Haugen bill. They are the men who are wiring the striking 
forces in Great Britain hoping they can overthrow the Govern­
ment The men who are wiring them money, contributing to 
the overthrow of government, ought to vote for it, and the rest 
of us ought to profit by the experience that our mother country 
is having, and we know it, and vote against it. 

Why was it put in? Gentlemen, I did not take the floor Sat­
urday to tell you why. Saturday at high 12 I took my place in 
this well and charged that the lobby behind this subsidy were 
organizing a corporation to spend the subsidy. Two weeks be­
fore from this well I opened the charge that there was proof 
that the head of the lobby for this bill had changed telegrams 
and was unfair and dishonest in its propaganda for the bill. 
Who has denied it? You talk of pure love of country. A man 

. who stands before the committee one day and saying to me: 
Mr. TINCHEB, to subsidize agriculture would debauch it; to subsidize 

agriculture would increase production and would destroy the morale 
of the farmers and would destroy our Gov.ernment. 

And that same man within a week, without any financial 
reason, would press the American Congress, the greatest law­
making body in the world, with this demand in the language 
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PURNELL], and God bless 
PURNELL and WILLIAMS for they have to go along with this 
organization, but they are honest-PURNELL described what 

that man declined to do. I said to him, " Is this a subsidy?" 
And he said yes, we are just reaching in and taking out $350,-
000,000. Why? 1\fr. PURNELL told you why. He said the near­
est I have heard an honest excuse for the change-and mark 
you he said the nearest he had · heard of an honest excuse­
was that the change had been made for the purpo e of getting 
votes for the bill. 

Now, with.the mantle of war hanging oveT our mother coun· 
try, legislators in onr National Capital put into the bill tl,le 
thing that cau ed that war, and boldly stated on the floor of 
the American Congress, •• We put it in to get votes." Think! 
You do not have to think, act the way you· do think and 
the Haugen bill will not have 30 votes in this Hou e. 

Now, as against that proposition you will have an oppor· 
tunity to vote on a bill that the administration says-and I 
do not make any bones of it, read Secretary Jardine s testi­
mony, and he says there is a farm relief bill and this bill will 
cure it, and in reply to a question by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. KINCHELOE], he says: · 

Yes; the President knows about this bill and is for it. 

What have we done? Every man that has talked on the 
subject said it would help it; some have been more enthusi· 
astic than others, but you have the unanimous opinion that 
it will help, and the administration says that they can cure 
the farm pToblem. I know that 1\Ir. Murphy went-and that 
is the way that 1\Ir. R.A.INEY got into the fight-he went to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD], appealing to the 
Democratic Members and asking them to make a political foot­
ball of it, and when he went to the gentleman from Louisi­
ana [l\lr. AswELL] and made the proposition to him for $100,-
000,000 for the South for the support of this thing the gen­
tleman from Louisiana turned him down. 

Well the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] made his re­
port this evening. Is it going to be a political football? I am 
not for the Haugen bill ; I am 102 per cent administration as 
the gentleman from Louisiana says about being a Democrat. 
Now the Haugen bill will not be a law. The gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. FuLMER] told you it would not and still 
he supports it. You do not want it to be a law. You that vote 
for it do not want it and you know it. Can you get more 
political benefit out of it in carrying out your platform than 
you can in giving him a chance and taking a political chance as 
to whether it "-ill work or not? 

I do not know whether it will work or not. Economists, tech­
nicians, experts, cooperative market men say that it will clo e 
the gap. Your Government is willing to give it an opportunity 
not demanding it. We waited until everybody else had offered a 
bill and finally said "We think this will do it." Every witness 
sa~ it will do it and I never heard it will not work and you 
that think it will not know that the Haugen scheme will not 
work. · 

There is no u e of beating around the bush about the propo­
sition. We are going to face it. It is economically sound. 
The fact that some eastern interests are again t the bill is no 
reason that the western farmers should be against it. The fact 
that some eastern interests are for it is no reason why the 
we tern farmers should be agai.nst it. Can the gentleman from 
Arkansas [1\fr. OLDFIELD] and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
RAThTEY] effect a bloc of the West and the South and use agri­
culture as a football to destroy Calvin Coolidge? You shove 
that thing up under his nose and he can run for reelection and 
use that for his platform and carry every township in the 
United States. 

1\Ir. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman will the gentleman yield? 
l\1r. TINCHER. No; I can not yield. I am just talking 

turkey, because this is turkey-talking time. I know my friend 
DICKINSON is going to follow me. We have been pals all these 
years, and I hope he will do like ToM WILLIAMs did to-day 
when he backed up where I am standing now and said : 

No ; I 6ID not for this sub idy; I want to strike it out of the bill ~ 
I want to be a man ; I want to say that if this is good for you in 
two years from now, it is good· for you now, and we will put the 
equalization fee in now . 

Gentlemen, if you run for Congress next fall on a platform 
that you have voted for a bill with an equalization fee in it, 
but that you put it off until after election and used a subsidy 
instead, you know that is not square; and do not think tha.t 
you will be able to fool the voters of this country for very 
long with that proposition. It can not be done. 

We are through with general debate. We know what is in 
the bill. It is time now to get off in our cloakrooms and decide 
whether we are going to play politics with agriculture. There 
are no secrets about it. There are two or three things in the 
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Haugen bill that are fundamentally unsound. Think of the 
people of this country being taxed, even if you don't have a 
subsidy-think of taxing the American farmer and hiring the 
packers and lUr. Murphy's grain company to spend the tax! 
[Applause.] 

The CHAillM.A.N. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. 

l\Ir. HAUGEN. 1\lr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of my 
time to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DrcKINso~]. 

l\ir. DICKINSON of Iowa. l\Ir. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the House, I have been through a running cross-current of 
economic debate on this ·agricultural problem for more than a 
year. I know of the time when the men who were friends of 
a"Ticulture said that in order to protect agriculture you must 
hook up the control of the surplus with the cooperative pro­
ducers' organizations of this country. I know of the original 
plans wherein that was suggested in the form of a bill, and I 
want to ay to you now that in my judgment this country can 
still sit around and holler about all of these different dis­
crepancies that are going to go into this economic system in 
this country in case we do not protect it, and you are going to 
find, if you please, at the end that the world is coming in here 
and is going to do the very thing that these people are asking 
us to do, that the exporters are going to fatten their pocket­
books at the e:l."Pense of the citizenship of this country that 
produces the food of the world and loses money every time 
they harvest it. 

Economically unsound! Mr. Chairman, I have heard that 
statement until I am ick of it. but let me say to you that 
always and every time. if you will trace it down to the original 
basis, you will find that the men who think this legislation 
i economically unsound think so because it affects tl~eir 
pocketbooks adver ely. If England ha£ brains enough to make 
her war debt out of rubbt>r, if Brazil has brains enough to 
make her war debt out of coffee, if these other countries that 
are controlling exports are able to make their indebtedness out 
of their exports, then I would like to know if the Democrats 
on this side and the Republicans on the other side are going 
to come in here and confess to the food producers of this 
country that they do not know how to do the job? Let me tell 
you what is lacking in this whole propo~ition. I have been 
impressed with the fact that we have had too many bipartisan 
conferences this year. Our tax bill was not a Republi<:an bill, 
nor was it a Democratic bill. It was a bill made up by a 
conference of both sides of the aisle, and now we find that 
when we come to the agricultural question of this country 
which admittedly on the floor here is the all-controlling 
economic and political question of the day, we find that on 
neither side of the House have the leaders any program which 
they are proposing in behalf of agriculture and that the pPo­
grams which do come are largely coming from the out ide. 
Oh, res, I think the administration did on the last day at the 
last minute, when it thought that the agricultural committee 
was going to bring out a bill and that it would probably pass 
the House, did bring in a bill with which to sandbag the other 
bill that was already scheduled for consideration, and that is 
the reason we have all this confusion here. In fact, all this 
confu ion can be laid at the door of the administration for lacl\: 
of program. I used to like the theory of Teddy Roosevelt. I 
remember the time that we used to hear, when Taft was 
President of the United State , of his always saying, "Show 
me the law for it," but when Teddy Roosevelt was President 
of the United States and he wanted to do something he said, 
"Show me the law against it." I would like to know where 
the leader~hip is now on either side of the House in either of 
the great major parti.es and why they do not come up here 
and· say, "Show us the law against why we should give 
agriculture the same protection that we are giving to other 
intere ts in this country," and in that way try to work out a 
solution of the agricultural problem in this country. 

I am tired of hearing of this English business. I will tell 
you when the troubles of England of to-day· started. 

They started back in 1840, when England repealed the corn 
law and said to the world, just as the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BL.AOK] wants to say now, that if you do anything 
to stop protecting the consumer of the country you are doing 
somethlng that is wrong. I want to say to the gentleman from 
New York we can live out in Iowa without New York City 
longer than New York City can live there without Iowa. 
[Applause.] Away back in 1840 England repealed the corn 
laws and said to the world that "We are going to feed our 
industrial people wherever we can buy the food the cheapest," 
and she immediately proceeded on a program of becoming an 
industrial nation, and there are certain people in this country 
who have so little regard for the food-producing sections of 
this country that they are saying now, "We will j~t continue 

to protect the consumer of this country, but we will let the 
agricultural interests of this country lag behind, and in that 
way we will make this country an industrial and commercial 
country," and whenever you do that you are paving the way 
for the very thing that is happening in England to-day. 

Gov. Frank 0. Lowden, speaking before the Iowa editors, 
with reference to the situation in England, said: 

England was supreme. She was producing more economically than 
any other nation in the world. It is not strange, therefore, that Eng­
land at that time deliberately adopted the policy of subordinating her 
agriculture to her industry and commerce. And yet, after the lapse 
of a little while-for what is a century in the life of a nation-the 
most thoughtful men in England are to-day wondering if that policy 
was not a mistake. 

If England, with her unrivaled advantages, already has come on 
evil days as a result of her p<>licy, would we not in Amet·ica do well 
to stop and reflect before we adopt a similar policy? For to-day all 
nations of the great western world are encouraged in manufacturing 
on relatively equal terms. The day of importing cheap foods from 
new agricultural countries is well-nigh spent. 

FARM IS CHIEF CONCERN 

The problem of to-day and to-morrow is to balance agriculture with 
industrial progress. It becomes more and more apparent that a na­
tion is only secure in time of peace, as well as war, when it is able 
to feed itself. Agriculture, therefore, henceforth must be the chief 
concern of any nation which would flourish and endure. 

What are we trying to do here? We are trying to protect the 
farmers representing from 33 to 40 per cent of the population 
of this country. We have with us the American Federation 
of Labor, and they represent the working classes of this 
country, and they say that the men who produce the food are 
entitled to a fair return for their labor just as members 
of their union are entitled to a fair return for their labor. 
It is a principle that can not be denied, and for that reason 
there is combined behind this program two of the strongest 
political factors that are now in existence in the United States. 
I want to say to you that sooner or later they are going to 
have their way. You may kick us out this time; you may kick 
us out the next time ; but I remember the time when Abraham 
Lincoln said : 

'\Ye are going to populate the great Middle West, the Mississippi 
Valley, and make it the bread basket of the Nation-

And then he signed the old homestead law and the college 
land grant law under which the Middle West has developed for 
the past 65 years and made history economically in this great 
country of ours. 

No principle in this bill is to be appli~d but for the protection 
of the farmer himself. Dr. G. F. Warren, of Cornell Uni­
versity, recently said: · 

It takes a considerable period of time to increase yields per acre 
and a considerable period of time to decrease them. 'l'he long period 
of agricultural distress ending in 1897 resulted in reduced yields per 
acre. This was inevitably followed by a long period of rising costs 
of living, because fnrmers could not at once increase yields. The 
present agricultural depression has been so drastic that the impetus 
to decrease production will undoubtedly occur for some time, even 
though conditions should improve. In other words, if conditions for 
farmers should at once be decidedly improved. we would still expect 
production to continue to decline for some years. This is particularly 
true of such products as cattle, hogs, horses, apples, where the product 
is not ready for market for a long time after the farmer has begun 
to produce it. 

For six crop years farming has been going through a period of 
agricultural distress. An ultimate period of shortage of farm prod­
ucts is inevitable. The longer the period of distress the longer and 
more violent the period of shortage will be. 

In short, I believe that if an improvement should occur in the 
agricultural situation at the present time that at first it would 
merely check the rate of decline in agriculture. It would be, I 
believe, some years before any actual increase in total production would 
occur. If the agricultural depression continues, a very serious period 
of high living costs is inevitable. 

Next I want to get down now to a few applications of this 
bill: First, a great many people say tbat the selection of four 
people by the farm organizations of each of the land-bank dis­
tricts of this country and selecting one by the President is to 
have a debating society and the bringing together of a group 
of people who will not agree upon anything. I want to say 
to you that the way to make the farmers respond from every 
part of this country is to call them in conference once in a 
while and talk with them, and that is the only way you are 
going to get their views on a problem of this kind ; and if you 
~o not have the farmers cooperate with you, the Tincher bill or 
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any other bill will never amount to anything. I want to say the farm surplus possible. The Federal board assesses it just 
to you that the way to get them with you is to have them come as the city assesses drainage benefit and damages, or the county 
in and be a part of the system. drainage benefits and damages, or the State tuberculosis ben-

Can you cooperate without the farmer? Why, the weakness efits and damages for dairy herds, OJ;' the Nation benefits and 
of the Aswell bill is that it attempts to impose upon the farm- damages as against the hoof-and-mouth disease in cattle. This 
ing population of this country a great big cooperative overhead "equalization" is precisely the same in principle as the levy 
system wherein they have not got the consent of a single soli- the National Government makes on member banks for the sup­
tary farmer in the entire organization. It is impractical, it is port of the Federal reserve system. It is precisely the same in 
impossible, it will never work, and it will never do any good. principle as the " recapture " earni~gs of the big railroads 
Next we provide here that this council shall nominate the ordered by the Government to sustain the weaker roads. 
board. Now I find that the great lawyer from New Jersey How far would the Government get with a Federal reserve 
has come in here and said that the method of nominating this system if it had made everything voluntary with the individual 
board is unconstitutional. Now, gentlemen, if he has won his banks and allowed each to make its own contribution to the 
law suits with that kind of law decisions up in New Jersey, I Federal reserve fund? Similarly, how far will the Government 
have not as high a respect for the decisions of the courts up get with a national railroad system until it makes its "recap­
there as I have had heretofore, bec~use there are numerous ture" from the big roads a fact instead of a declaration in the 
precedents wherein-and I believe ·the gentleman from Iowa Esch-Cummins law? 
[Mr. RAMSEYER] set forth two or three here-wherein exactly The Go"Vernment has not hesitated in these other matters to 
the same thing has been done along sound and conservative make definite provision for sustaining important business at a 
lines. level of earnings. Nothing more drastic was ever done than the 

Next, this board has a right to do certain things. One order issued by the Government on the banks of the country to 
of the things the board has the right to do is to desig- subscribe to the stock of the Federal reserve banks. There was 
nate an agency to handle the commodity. What is the pur- no talk about keeping the Government out of business then. 
po e of that? The purpo e of that is to try to centralize the The "equalization fee" means that the producers of any of 
marketing power of the producers of one commodity into a the staple products can have their surpluses sold and the cost 
single agency. And I want to say to you that my good friend officially apportioned among them without disturbing the price 
from Texas [Ur. HUDSPETH] went on the fioor to-day and in the home market. The" fee" will be paid on the 15 per cent 
said that the cowmen did not want this kind of legislation. sold abroad and the American price maintained on the 85 per 
It is the first legislation that has ever permitted the cowman cent consumed at home. By a very simple process the home 
to come in and have some one represent him, sitting across price will be stabilized on a level with the home price of steel 
the table and discussing with the packer what he will receive and railroading and the other things the National Government 
for his cow; and until you come to that, the cowman will interests itself in stabilizing above the world level. 
get only just what the packer wants him to get. Congress may or may not act. But the issue is made, and it 

This board has the right to do certain things, among them will not be lost sight of in the coming campaign. Two years 
the right to designate an agent to handle the· commodity. from now it will all but dominate the national conventions. 
Now, it is said that if you select this board from the 12 I believe the equalization fee is a thing we must have in a 
land-bank districts you will have a political board from all measure of this kind, and let me tell you why. I want to say 
over the United States, and that they will starve the con- to you gentlemen here who are friendly with labor that you can 
sumer and impose upon the producer. Can you think of a talk all you want to about organized labor, but the successful 
man representing the New England districts ever giving a union-and I will leave it to the gentleman from Minnesota 
special advantage to the cowman of the West, or the cotton [Mr. CARss]-is the union that has the check-off system, be­
man of the South, or the fruit man of the Pacific coast? cause it allocates the individual into your organization. 
You have got three from the East, and four from the Middle Mr. CA..RSS. The gentleman is right. 
West, and three from the South, and two from the Pacific :Mr. WEFALD. This bill, then, is a farmer-labor bill? 
Coast States. In what way can you get men better represent- 1\lr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. It is following out the prin-
ing all the consumers and producers alike? Because when a ciples of labor. 
man does not raise a commodity he consumes it. For that 1\Ir. WEFALD. It is my bill. 
reason we have a representative here of the consuming pub- 1\Ir. DICKINSON of Iowa. You can talk all you want to 
lie, because they are not all producers of a given commodity. about emphasizing the independence of the farmer. That is a 

Next I want to go a little further into this bill with respect fine policy. Having worked his daylights out, and those of 
to the general powers of the board. They have a right to all the members of his family, to feed the constituency of the 
declare an emergency when a surplus appears. You may say gentleman from New York [1\!r. BLAcK], at half what it costs 
there is never a surplus. But when there is more than can be to produce it--
domestically consumed it always deflates the price. In those 1\Ir. BLACK of New York. If you can live yourselves, why 
cases we are giving the board the power to declare an emer- gouge us? That is the trouble. 
gency. The thing that this board can grant to an agency Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I am going to show you that you 
is the bargaining power, and if they have that bargaining are not going to raise the cost to the consumer as you suggest. 
power they can do something about the stabilization of prices. I showed it to you in the other talk I made here, because the 

· Now take the Tincher bill. The only object of selling their fluctuations in the price of wheat have never raised the price of 
commodity through a single agency is to get a higher price. bread. The old bread line shows that 1t has run always in a 
I think the gentleman from Kansas and I are perfectly agreed practically straight line, while the wheat prices fluctuate. 
upon that. But let me say to Brother TINCHER this: The Let me suggest this to you: When the price of bread gets to 
minute that bargaining power makes the raising of that com- be in excess of 8 cents a loaf, housewives begin baking bread at 
modity profitable, there arises the same dang.er of overproduc- home, and the bakers find that they can not put that over. In 
tion that you have in here, where you have a board han- other words, it is not what wheat costs them but what they can 
dling a commodity under this other bill. Therefore if co- sell it to the public for that determines the price of bread. 
operation is going to raise prices, you will do the farmer no Mr. BLACK of New York. It was the chairman of the com-
good, because there will be no limitation on production. mittee, responsible for the bill, who told us in the East that 

The other day a gentleman asked the gentleman from Kan- this would increase the cost of living. 
sa.s this question: If your subsidy were taken out of the 1\lr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Haugen bill, would you support it? And he said "No." If Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; I can not yield at this point. 
his bill works, it will cause exactly the same overproduction The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa declines to 
that he suggests here. Well, he has no way of curbing the yield. 
same, while we have a way of curbing it. Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I remember the time when we had 

Mr. TINCHER. You do not mean that the subsidy would a discussion on this consumers' question-and that is one of the 
do that? questions involved in this bill-when they said: " If you are 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; the financing of this bill going to raise the price of hogs, you are going to raise the price 
is because of the delay in the equalization fee. The Govern- of bacon." That is true if you run it through a year or a year 
ment fund does not last forever. The equalization principle and a half or two years of surplus. But when bacon was selling 
is in this bjll, and the principle is going to be established, and at wholesale at 29 cents per pound in the District of Columbia 
if it was not to be established I would fight the bill. you could buy it at retail from 32 cents to 70 cents a pound. 

The "equalization fee " about which the real fight centers is I They charged what the traffic would bear. 
a fee to be paid by the farm. It is not a tax upon any other It is said here that when you can not find an agency or desig­
industry. It is this fee that makes effective organization to sell nate a cooperative agency of producers we can name an inde-

L:XVII-578 
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pendent agency, and that is what the gentleman from New Yorlt 
refers to, no doubt. 

Now, let me say to you that the way you can stabilize the 
price of hogs is to help · them sell an additional amount of 
lard in England or in Europe, an additional amount of hams 
or an additional amount of sides of bacon. There is nothing 
wrong about this board or their agency going in and saying 
to the packers: "We want to help you market so many pounds 
of bacon or ham or sides of bacon and we will negotiate with 
you as to what the price shall be." That when the hog pro­
ducer i represented on uch a board and goes in and nego­
tiates with the packers it will be the first time they have met 
th~m in a busine transaction in all the history of the packing 
bu iness in this country. It is an advancement and it is prog­
re s which tends to the protection of the hog producer. 

Next, this equalization fee has bothered a great many people. 
I wa greatly interested in the minority report filed by the 
gentleman from New Jersey [l\1r. FoRT]. He filed this equali­
zation fee minority argument and the only mistake he made 
was to fail to take into consideration the tariff on 200,000,000 
bu hels of wheat. In his illustration in the minority report 
he has figured it out this way: That if you have an equaliza­
tion fee of 20 cents a bushel you get a protection to the extent 
of 42 <.'ents a bushel. If I can tell my farmers out there that 
by paying an equalization fee of 20 cents a bushel they can 
O'et 42 cents additional for their wheat I am going to have no 
trouble in having my farmers come in under this organization 
and help work it out. Let me suggest that if you will take 
the illu tration which the gentleman from New Jersey has used 
in hi~ minority report and figure it out accurately you can 
pay the whole loss of $100,000,000 and absolutely give a profit 
to the producer of $343,000,000. [Applau e.] 

I would like to have that for the wheat producers of this 
country. The equalization fee, I believe, is sound. I believe 
it is the thing that will make this bill work and it is the 
thing that will bring the individual farmer into the organiza­
tion. Oh, it is not unsound. It is not necessary to have every 
man who produces become a member of a cooperative in order 
to make the scheme work. The objection I have to the bill of 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER] is the fact that he 
ha concealed there the right of the cooperative organization 
to levy a charge against its members. 'Vhat is that? Why, 
it is an equalization fee. What is it for? It is to pay the losses 
that accumulate over a 20-year period; and if you get your 
cooperatives into these organizations and have a loss, do you 
think you are going to get any of them in when they know you 
have an unpaid indebtedness there that you must assume and 
that the members must pay off? There is no logic in that, and 
you can not get them into that kind of a system. 

Let me suggest this to you : If there is nothing that can be 
done for the farmer, this Congress and this administration-the 
minority as well-ought to come in here and confess it. If 
cooperative marketing is only a soothing sirup, we ought to 
come in here and confess it. If cooperative marketing will raise 
the price that the man is to receive and thereby cause over­
production, then we ought to come in and find a method by 
which it -can be controlled. And this is the only method I 
have found that will successfully work out a program of that 
kind. 

Now, what is the political status of this thing? You folks 
remember that a few years ago we had a little vote here and I 
made a map. A lot of these eastern fellows did not like it 
very well. Why? Because it showed that HERSEY, of Maine, 
and the gentlemen from the South lin'ed up in oppositi0n to a 
program that was for .the interest of the l\1iddle West, which 
has stood for the protection of HERSEY, of Maine, and all of the 
products produced in his New England State for all of these 
years. 

I am going to draw another map when we have another vote 
on the next farm relief bill, and I wonder how long you can 
take a problem of this kind, representing from 33,000,000 to 
37,000,000 people, and say that the Congress of the United 
States is willing to close their eyes and shut the door against 
farm-relief legislation which these people believe is for their 
own interest. 

Now, they say this is economically unsound. All right. If it is 
economically unsound and it does not work out in my district, it 
is my funeral and the funeral of my people, and they are the 
people who want it. If it is unsound and it will not work out 
for the cattlemen and the wheat men, it is your funeral that 
you represent a wheat di trict and vote for it 

How does it happen that all of the keepers of the public view 
here, those who have assumed the responsibility, if you please, 
of speaking for a big number of people in this country, find it 
is now necessary for them to come in here-a! though they do 

not represent any of the interests that are invol"\"ed in this 
legislation-and say that for the protection of these people out 
there we have got to vote against this legislation because it is 
economically un ound. · 

Why do you not let us try it? If the administration has 
nothing better, why do they not let us try it? If the adminis­
tration has not anything to offer as a substitute, why do they 
not gi\e us the opportunity to pass our legislation? And I am 
as good an administration man as the gentleman from Kan ·as 
[1\lr. TINcHER]. I voted against a subsidy, and I was against 
a subsidy, and not only that, if you will make this equalization 
fee operative on all the commodities or on all the commodities 
except cotton, I am willing to see no re\olving fund or no sub­
sidy in this legislation. 

I am voting for this measure. Why? Becau e of the form 
this bill is in before the House ; and if we can get more \Otes 
for it in this form, I am here to get them, and I will tell you 
why. The leadership of this House has absolutely had all the 
callouses under the breeching instead of under the collar so far 
as this legislation is concerned. 

They have taken no directing hand. They ha"\"e absolutely 
laid aside all of their views with reference to farm legi la.tiou, 
and I want to say to you that it is so in"\"Ol"\"ed and so far­
reaching that we can not afford, as Members of Congress, to 
adjourn this Congress and go home without having shown our 
disposition to do the best we can for the agricultural interests 
of the Middle West and the South affected by this measure. 
[Applause.] 

Oh, it is amusing to me to see the numerou figures that are 
brought out here to show that the farmer is pro pering; but 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. J.ACOBSTEIN], one of the 
economists of this House, not the gentleman from New York 
City [Mr. BL.ACK], brought in a set of charts that absolutely 
can not be denied anywhere, the statement of the gentleman 
from Michigan to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; I am going to finish this 

statement You made your speech and I am going to make 
mine. 

Mr. KETCHAM. The gentleman made a misstatement, and 
I insist. . 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; I did not make a misstate­
ment. 

Mr. KETCHAM. The gentleman did, becau e I am in exact 
accord with the statement made by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. J.ACOBSTEIN]. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. All right. Well, maybe I do not 
know figures, but if I can read the charts of the gentleman 
from New York I want to say to you they show a disparity 
now, and they show that in certain products like corn ami 
cotton that disparity is the greatest it has been for the past 
four or five years. Cotton is going down. Corn i going way 
down, and that is what is affecting the people out in northeru 
Illinois and out in Iowa. It may be that on all farm commodi­
ties the figures of the gentleman will coincide with those of 
the gentleman from New York. 

Next, it is amusing to me that if this legislation meets the 
requirements of the farmers themselves and of theu· organiza­
tions there should be so many here who do not repre ent farm­
ing districts who think they have to become the guardians of 
the farming interests of this country and see that this leO'isla­
tion is defeated. 

If this equalization fee can not be collected, all we ask is to 
have a trial ; all we want to do is to try it once ; aU we want 
you to do is to let us put it into operation. If it failf;, then our 
interest and the interest of our people must be the one to 
suffer. 

Now, as to whether or not it is advisable to appropriate 
$375,000,000 out of the Public Trea ury for the experiment is 
for this House to determine. I believe the House will come to 
this measure, although we may not be able to pass it this time. 
[Applause.] . 

There seems to be a divided sentiment with reference to 
legislation covering farm relief in the State of Michigan and 
also in the State of Ohio. One telegram herewith in ..,erted 
gives the sentiment of the department of acriculture in the 
State of Ohio; the second telegram will refiect the sentiment 
of various farm organizations in the State of Michigan: 

COLUMIIUS, OHIO, May 7, 1!!26. 

CHARLES THOMPSO:N, 

House Office Bttilding, Washington, D. 0.: 
As director of agriculture it is my duty to refute statements that 

Ohio farmers do not favor Hangen bill. The farm organization leaders 
who made these representations speak for less than 5 per cent of our 
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farmers. They by no means reflect public opinion in this State. The 
farm industl7 in Ohio i.s in a critical condition, the same as in other 
Corn Belt States. Our loss in land values has been $720,000,000 
during the past six years. The majority of farmers here want the 
Haugen bill and are unalterably opposed to Tincher and Aswell bills. 

CHAS. v. 'l'RUAX, 
Director of Agt·icuUure. ., 

APRIL 29, 1926. 
To Congressman JoHN C. KETCHAM, 

House Office Buildi"g, Washington, D. 0.: 
Michigan farm legislative committee appointed by Governor Groes­

beck. met to-day and passed following resolution addressed to you and 
1\Iicbigan Congres ·men : 

" Depressed condition of agriculture growing worse. Immediate re­
lief imperative. Michigan farm organizations solidly behind Haugen 
bill. We believe this only effective farm legislation before Congress 
now to meet present crisis. Federal farm board surplus control and 
equalization fee featl1res basic. Dire consequences to country ~n­
evitable in absence of immediate effective measures. ' We urge your 
support of Haugen bill." 

Respectfully, 
L. W. WATKINS, 

CommisB<ioner of Agriculture. 
A. B. COOK, 

Master Michigan State (}range. 
M. B. McPHERSON, 

Presidefl,t Michigan Farm Bureau. 
M. L. NooN, 

Vice Pt·esident Michigan Fann Bureau. 
PETER LENNON, 

J. F. Cox, 
Committee of Ttcenty-two. 

In my extension of remarks, I want to insert the statements 
with reference to the attitude of the various farm organizations 
an<l the cooperative producers' organizations on the different 
bills now pending before the House : 
To the Members of the Sixtv-ntnth Congress: 

We favor the passing of the Haugen bill (H. R. 11603) or its coun­
terpart in the Senate (committee amendment to H. R. 7893). 

We oppose the passing of the Capper-Tincher bill (H. R. 11618). 
We oppose the passing of the Curtis-Aswell bill (H. R. 11606). 

American Farm Bureau Federation, by S. H. Thompson, presi­
dent; American Cotton Growers' Exchange, by B. W. Kilgore, 
president; C. 0. Moser, general manager; Allen Northington, 
Alabama Farm Bureau Cotton Association; T. H. Kendall, 
Arizona Pimacotton Growers' Association; C. G. Henry, Ar­
kansas Cotton Growers' Cooperative Association; J. E. Con­
well, Georgia Cotton Growers' Cooperative Association; C. L. 
Woolley, Louisiana Farm Bureau Cotton Growers' Coopera­
tive Association ; Xenopben Caverno, Missouri Cotton Grow­
ers' Cooperative Association; U. n. Blalock, North Carolina 
Cotton Growers' Cooperative Association; C. L. Stealey, Okla­
homa Cotton Growers' Association; B. F. McLeod, South Caro­
lina Cotton Growers' Cooperative Association ; Robert S. 
Fletcher, jr., Tennessee Cotton Growers' Association; J , T. 
Orr, Texas Farm Bureau Cotton Association; Illinois Agri­
cultural Association, by Eall C. Smith, president; Indiana 
Farm Bureau Federation, by William H. Settle, president; 
Iowa Farm Bureau Federation, by Chas. E. Hearst, presidr~nt; 

Corn B-elt Farm Organizations' Committee, by William lliTth, 
chairman ; American Council of Agriculture, by Frank W. 
Murphy, chairman of board; North Central States Agricult11ral 
Conference, by George N. Peek, chairman executive commit­
tee of twenty-two. 

The fact that the House Committee on Agriculture has reported out 
three separate bills, all of which profess to be directed to the question 
of farm relief, makes it imperative that the various farm organizations 
should make unmistakably plain to the Members of Congress their posi­
tion in these premises, and, therefore, we submit the following views 
on the Haugen, Tincher, and Aswell bills : 

The Haugen bill, II. R. 11603, is a serious and practical effort to 
denl with our surplus farm commodities in a manner that will assure 
equality for agriculture. In the case of cotton, of which we produce 
more than 60 per cent of the world's supply, it will enable cooperatives 
to control surpluses effectively, with influence on world prices favorable 
to the American cotton grower. It offers effective protection for the 
farmer who grows otbet' basic crops consumed chiefly in the domestic 
market. Any measure that does less than this would be practically 
useless . This measure is the result of three years of patient delibera­
tion on the part of the foremost farm leaders and agricultural econo­
mi ts of the country, and it contains the best thought of the friends of 
agriculture in Congress. It utilizes to the fullest extent the existing 
farm cooperatives in the handling of the surpluses. Seldom before has 

any agricultural measure had back of it so nearly the unanimous sup­
port of the farm organizations of the Nation. Any measure which pre­
sents such indorsements can fairly claim to represent American agri­
culture and can stand against any challenger, it matters not who be is 
or for whom he professes to speak. It is the first time in the history of 
agriculture that the great corn, cotton, and livestock States have fought 
side by side, thus demonstrating that the broad interests of the Ameri­
can farmer rise above regional or political considerations. 

On the other hand, the Capper-Tincber bill (H. R. 11618), when 
stripped of all plausible pretexts, provides nothing more than a further 
extension of credit to the various cooperatives. It is claimed by some 
of its sponsors that it will not only provide this further credit for 
which we are not asking but that it will also "stabilize" the prices of 
farm products, a claim that is wholly unfounded, since no voluntary 
cooperative association can assess on its members the costs, and itself 
undertake the risk, of controlling the surplus for all producers, unle s 
provision is made for all producers to share the costs of such transac­
tions, e>en as they share in their benefits. 

What the farmer needs is not an opportunity to g6 further into debt 
but a chance to pay otr some of the burdensome debts be now owes; 
what be must have to enable him to secure a decent profit in agricul­
ture is a price based upon his production costs, which. are fixed for him 
largely by protected industry and labor, over which he has no control. 

The Curtis-Aswell bill attempts to create by law a new and unnatu­
ral system of cooperative marketing, but provides no way and no power 
by which farmers could do a single thing that they can not now do 
'\\ithout additional law. We know of no cooperative association or farm. 
organization which supports It, and tbose who have studied it seriously 
condemn it. 

In the final analysis tlle whole matter of farm rell~f comes down to 
the question as to whether or not the two great political parties intend 
to keep the solemn pl€dges made to the farmers of the United States 
in the last' presidential campaign. In speaking of the plight of agri­
culture, the following language is found in the National Republican 
platform: 

" The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enact­
ment of measures which will place the agricultural interests of 
America on a basis of equality with other industry, to insure its 
prosperity and success." 

It will be observed that this pledge committed the Republican Party 
not to a further extension of credit, but to a clear-cut, unequivocal 
legislative enactment which would place agriculture "on a basis of 
economic equality with other industry." 

We also take this occasion to remind Democratic Members of Con­
gress of the following language in the Democratic platform: 

"We pledge ourselves to stimulate by every proper governmental 
activity the progress of the cooperative marketing movement and the 
establishment of an export marketing corporation or commission, in 
order that the exportable surplus may not establish the price on the 
whole crop." 

Here again is a commitment that is entirely clear and definitely 
commits the party to the enactment of legislation which will place 
agriculture on an equality with other industries. :It is needless to say 
that the 40,000,000 farmers, people of the United States, are keenly 
interested in farm-relief legislation and are anxiously awaiting action 
by Congress. 

The various farm organizations which are supporting the Haugen bill 
gave their consent to an amendment in the House committee which 
postpones the operation of the equalization fee on all commodities for 
a period of two years, with the understanding that any losses incurred 
in handling the various surpluses shall be absorbed out of the revolv­
ing fund during the said two-rear period. Because of this amendment 
certain enemies of genuine farm-relief legislation immediately stated 
that the farm organizations were asking for a subsidy at the band of 
the Government. 

Our answer to this charge is that we have in no wise changed our 
former position in this matter, as our statement to the House com­
mittee will show. We reluctantly gave our approval to this amend­
ment because certain members of the IIouse committee insisted that 
they would not consent to an immediate application of the equalization 
fee to such commodities as wheat, livestock, and corn while cotton 
was exempted for a period of three years, in order that the cotton 
growers of the South might becom€ familiar with the equalization 
fee principle, and also because certain other members of the committe-e 
believed that by postponing the operation of the fee on all commodi­
ties for a period of two years we would increase th-e chances of enact­
ing real farm-relief legislation in the present session of Congress. 
"Treat all commodities alike" was the plea of these gentlemen, and 
this led to the adoption of the amendment in questiDn, and therefore 
it can not be honestly charged that the farm organizations have 
changed front in this matter. 

It is not necessary that we should burden this statement by dwelling 
at length upon the plight of agriculture, for it is known and acknowl­
edged by all men. It is enough to say that since the close of the 
World War farm values have shrunk to the almost unbelievable extent 
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of $20,000,000,000 ; that hundreds of thousands of hard-working 
farm-ers have lost their hom~s because of the unequal purchasing and 
debt-paying .power of the farm dollar, and that hundreds of erstwhile 
splendid country banks have been compelled to close their doors. Nor 
is this all; for sooner or later the paraly is of agriculture will lay its 
heavy hand upon the mills and factories of our big industrial centers; 
for unle s the purchasing power of the 40,000,000 people who live upon 
the farm is restored, industrial enterprises can not hope to remain in 
full-time operation. In this connection, we direct Members of Con­
gress to the recent report of the National Industrial Conference Board, 
whicll contains food for profound thought. 

Nor is it neces ary for us to call attention to the fact that the exist­
ing distress bas come to agriculture at a time when industry and labor 
are more prosperous than ever before in their history, and this because 
Congress in its wisdom has seen fit to look after the interests of" indus­
try and labor with extreme care; and has built up a protection policy 
which subserves the interests of industrial and labor groups in ways 
which permit an American standard of living. Such Federal legisla­
tion as the Federal teserve act, the Fordney-McCumber Act, the immi­
gration act, the Adamson Act, and the transportation act are cited in 
this connection. 

Meanwhile, through the Haugen bill we are not seeking to minimize 
the good fortune of these other classes or to drag them down to the 
farmer's level-we are only asking that the protective system shall be 
made as efl'ective for us as it is for them. And less than this means 
not only the complete collnpse of agriculture in the not distant fuhn·e. 
but even so it means eventual disaste-r to industry and labor-for this 
is a national and not a cia s problem. 

COOPERATIVES OPPOSE TINCHER BILL 

The undersigned cooperative marketing associations having exam­
ined the Tincher bill declare that that measure does not meet the needs 
of the present agricultural situation and does not oll'er a solution of 
our present problems. 

All properly organized and properly managed cooperative marketing 
associations handling nonperishable products are able at this time to 
secure marketing credit from commercial banks and from the inter­
mediate credit banks. We believe there is need for liberalizing the 
policy of some of the latter banks but there is no need for the estab­
lishment of another system of government credit for the ordinary and 
current marketing operation of cooperative as ociations. 

What is needed at thi time by cooperative marketing associations 
and by all agriculture is a way by which unpreventable surpluses 
may be taken oft' the market and not permUted to depress the price 
of the entire crop below the cost of production. For some crops this 
will mean storage and carry O\er from years of large production to 
years of small production. For others it will mean so handling the 
export surplus as to make the tariii efl'ective. 

In neither case will the mere granting of additional credit to 
cooperatives accomplish the desired purpose. No cooperative can 
afl'ord to burden it members with the cost and risk of borrowing 
money to buy seasonal surplus and carry it o\er to the next year to 
sell it in foreign free-trade markets. Yet this is all in the way of 
marketing credit that the Tincher bill even pretends to oft'er to co­
operatives. 

Nor can cooperatives engaged in marketing afford to borrow money 
for marketing purposes under the terms of the Tincher bill and 
place a charge upon all commodities to be handled by them over a 
long period of years to cover losses and costs incurred In buying and 
handling the surplus for the benefit of all producers of a given com­
modity. Farmers would not join a cooperative which had mortgaged 
its future in any uch manner. 

We are further of the opinion that the Tincher bill provides no 
method or mechanism for dealing efi'ectively with the surplus problem, 
and therefore petition Congress not to enact this measme in the mis­
taken belief that it ,,·ill enable cooperatives to settle this problem. 

We further declare that the Hangen bill, in our opinion, provides 
an efl'ective method for dealing with the problem of farm sm·pluses, 
and we respectfully petition Congress to enact it into law at this 
session. 

Indianapolis Livestock rroducers Commission, Farmers' Union 
Livestock Commission Co. (Iowa), Farmers' Union Mutual 
Life Insurance {Iowa), Equity Cooperative Livestock Sales 
Co., American Wheat Growers' As ·ociation (Inc.), Peoria 
Livestock Producers Commission Association, Nebraska Wheat 
Growers' As ociation, South Dakota Wbeat Growers' Associa­
tion, Minne ota Wheat Growers' Cooperative Marketing Asso­
ciation, North Dakota Wheat Growers' Association, . llufi'alo 
Livestock Producers Commission Association (N. Y.), Colorado 
Wheat Growers' A ociation, Chicago Livestock rroducers 
Commission A~sociation, Fa1·mers' Livestock Commission Co. 
(Ill.), Indiana Wheat Growers' Association, Evansville, Pro­
ducers Commission A sociation. 

American Cotton Growers' Exchange, B. W. Kilgore, president; 
C. 0. Moser, general manager; Allen Northington, Alabama 
Farm Bureau Cotton Association; T. H. Kendall, 
Arizona. Pimacotton Grawel'S' Association; C. G. Henry, 
Arkansas Cotton Growers' Cooperative As ociation ; J. E. 
Conwell, Georgia Cotton Growers' Cooperative Association; 
C. L. Woolley, Louisiana Farm Bureau Cotton Growers' Coop­
erative Association; Xenoph~n Caverno, Missouri Cotton 
Growers' Cooperative Association; U. B. Blalock, North Car­
olina Cotton Growers' Cooperative As ociation ; C. L. Stealey, 
Oklahoma Cotton Growers' Association; B. F. McLeod, South 
Carolina Cotton Growers' Cooperative Association; Robert S. 
Fletcher, jr., Tennessee Cotton Growers' As ociation; J. T. 
Orr, 'fexas Farm Bureau Cotton Association ; Colorado Stock 
Growers' Association, Denver, Colo. ; H. G. Keeney, president 
Farmers' Union, Omaha, Nebr. 

The CHAIRM~~. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired ; all time has expired. 

Mr. HAUGEN. :Ur. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now ri e. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose ; and the Speaker pro tempore 

[l\Ir. TINCHER] having resumed the chair, l\Ir. DowELL, Chair­
man of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that the committee having had under con idera­
tion the bill H. R. 11603, had come to no resolution thereon. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to ; accordingly (at 11 o'clock p. m.), 
the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, l\Iay 11, 1926, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

COIDIITTEE HEARINGS 
1\fr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com­

mittee hearings scheduled for May 11, 1926, as reported to the 
floor leader by clerks of the several committees : 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPR-IATIONS 

( 10.30 a. m.) 
Second deficiency bill. 

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTR-ICT OF COLUMBIA 

( 10.30 a. m.) 
To amend an act entitled "An act to create a juvenile court in 

and for the District of Columbia " (H. R. 7612). 
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

( 10.30 a. m.) 
To regulate the distribution and promotion of commi sioned 

officers of the line of the Navy (H. R. 11524). 
COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS 

(10 a.m.) 
To provide for the establishment of the Shenandoah Nati<Jnal 

Park in the State of Virginia and the Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park in the States of North Carolina and Tenne .. ee 
(H. R. 11287). 

COMMITTEE o:v- ROADS 

(10 a. m.) 
To authorize and direct the construction and maintenance of 

a memorial highway connB:ting the city of Springfield, IU., 
with the city of Beard. town, ill. (H. R. 11572.) 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

(10 a. m.} 
To authorize the refunding of evidences of indebtedness here­

tofore issued by a carrier in interstate commerce under the 
provisions of an act to provide for the operation of transporta­
tion systems while under Federal control, for the just compen­
sation of their owners, and for other purposes, approved March 
21, 1918, as amended by an act approved :March 2, 1919, or 
under the provisions of section 207 of the transportation act, 
1920, or of section 210 of said act as amended by an act ap­
pro>ed June 5, 1920, and the reduction and fixing of the rate 
of interest to be paid by such carrier upon said notes or other 
evidences of indebtedness. (H. R. 8708.) 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows : 

503. A communication from the Pre ident of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
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for the District of Columbia for the construction and equip­
ment of two bathing beaches by the Director- of Public Build­
ings and Public Parks of the National Capital, for the fiscal 
rear ending June 30, 1927, to be immediately available, $345,000 
(H. Doc. No. 372); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

504. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, to remain available until expended, pertaining to the mJ,li­
tary post construction fund, for the construction and installa­
tion at military posts of buildings and utilities, including ap­
purtenances thereto, $2,250,000 (H. Doc. No. 373); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

505. A communication from the President of the United 
States, tran mitting a deficiency estimate of appropriation for 
the Department of Justice for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
1925, amounting to $6,491.84 (H. Doc. No. 374) ; to the Com­
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

506. A message from the President of the United States, 
transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the 
District of Columbia for the acquisition of lands by the Rock 
Creek and Potomac Parkway Commission for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1926, to remain available until expended, 
$600,000 (H. Doc. No. 375) ; to the Committee on Appropria­
tions and ordered to be printed. 

507. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a draft 
of a bill for the relief of Charles Caudwell, Congleton, Cheshire, 
England; to the Committee on War Claims. 

REPORTS OF COI\Il\1ITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. SUTHERLAND: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 

11843. A bill to authorize the incorporated town of Fairbanks, 
Alaska, to issue bonds for the purchasing, construction, and 
maintenance of an electric light and power plant, telephone sys­
tem, pumping station, and repairs to the water front, and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1150). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 
10900. A bill to authorize the incorporated town of Wrangell, 
Alaska, to issue bonds in any sum not exceeding $30,000 for 
the purpose of improving the town's waterworks system; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1151). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 
10901. A bill to authorize the incorporated town of Wrangell, 
Alaska, to issue bonds in any sum not exceeding $50,000 for the 
purpose of constructing and equipping a public-school building 
in the town of Wrangell, Alaska; wifh amendment (Rept. No. 
1152). Referred to the House Calendar. 

l\lr. HAYDEN: Committee on Indian Affairs. S. 3122. An 
act for completion of the road from Tucson to Ajo via Indian 
Oasis, Ariz.; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1153). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 11355. A 
bill to amend that part of the act approved August 29, 1916, 
relative to retirement of captains, commanders, and lieutenant 
commanders of the line of the Navy; with amend!nent (Rept. 
No. 1154). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. DREWRY: Committee o~ Naval Affairs. S. 85. An act 
to correct the status of certain commissioned officers of the 
Navy appointed thereto pursuant to the provisions of the act 
of Congress approved June 4, 1920; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1155). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF CO:l\'IMITTEES ~N PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. SPEAKS: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 5~0. A 

bill for the reli€f of Frederick Leninger; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1149). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. WHEELER: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 1459. 
An act for the relief of Waller V. Gibson; without amend­
ment ( Rept. No. 1156). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows : 
By Mr. GRAHAM (by request) : A bill (H. R. 12041} to 

amend _and strengthen the national prohibition a_ct and the 

act of November 23, 1921, supplemental thereto, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 12042) authorizing tho 
disposition of certain lands in Mmnesota; to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

By Mr. DAVIS: A bill (H. R. 12043) to provide for the 
inspection of the battle field of Stones River, Tenn.; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BURTNESS: Resolution (H. Res. 263) to provide 
for the printing, with illustrations, of the exercises at the 
dedication of North Dakota memorial stone, Washington Monu· 
ment; to the Committee on Printing. 

PRIVATE BILLS Al~D RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By 1\Ir. CANNON: A bill (H. R. 120-14) granting an increase 

of pension to 1\fina Maria Blumhof; to the Committee on 
Pensions. -

By Mr. CHALMERS: A bill (H. R. 12045) granting a pen­
sion to Elizabeth J. Heitzwebel; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CROSSER: A bill (H. R. 12046) to authmize the 
President to reinstate Guy H. B. Smith, formerly captain, 
Fourth United States Infantry, in the Army; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FAUST: A bill (H. R. 12047) granting an increase 
of pension to Annabel F. Edwards; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By :Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 12048) granting a pension 
to Ezra E. Howard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 12049) granting an increase 
of pension to Ida M. Brigham ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GORMAN: A bill (H. R. 12050) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary A. Stickney ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 12051) granting an increase 
of _pension to Alice C. Adams ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By l\1r. KOPP: A bill (H. R. 12052) granting an increase of 
pension to Altha M. Jones ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

By Mr. KURTZ: A bill (H. R. 120;)3) granting an increase 
of pension to Jennie B. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mrs. ROGERS: A bill (H. R. 12054) granting a pension 
to Sarah E. Pratt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By .Mr. SPROUL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 12055) granting an 
increase of pension to Malinda .M. Chapman ; to the Committee 
on Inralid Pensions. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 12056) granting a pension 
to Rosalie M. Eckley ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. UPDIKE: A bill (H. R. 12057) granting an increase 
of pension to Ida l\1. Hamill; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12058) granting an increase of pension to 
Orpha N. Hoover ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12059) granting an increase of pension to 
Bettie T. Lounsbury; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CANFIELD: A bill (H. R. 12060) granting an in­
crease of pension to l\!ary L. Rich ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

PETITIO~S, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows : 
2129. Petition of Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republic, 

Lida E. Manson, president, opposing the turning 'Over to the 
Daughters of the Confederacy the Arlington Mansion which 
was the home of Robert E. Lee ; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. 

2130. Petition of the congregation of the First Baptist 
Church, Macedon, N. Y., a king Congress to uphold and sup­
port the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

2131. By Mr. BURTON: Evidence in support of House bill 
11984, granting an increase of pension to Emily S. Reader; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

2132. By Mr. COYLE: Papers to accompany House bill 
11987, granting an increase of pen::sion to Catharine Warner; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

2133. By Mr. CRAMTON: Petition of George Newberry and 
107 other residents of Tuscola County, 1\Iich., protesting against 
compulsory Sunday observance legislation; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 
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2134. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the Northeastern Inter­
state Bus Owners Association, regarding bill to regulate inter­
state commerce by motor busses operating as common carriers; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

2135. By Mr. ESLICK : Petition of L. 0. Moore and othe~s, 
protesting against compul ory Sunday observance in the D~s­
trict of Columbia ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

2136. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Boston Postal Su~r­
visors, John E. O'Blien, secretary, Boston, Mass., reco~ending 
early and favorable consideration of the retirement bill (H. R. 
7) ; to the Committee on the Civil. ~ervice. · 

2137. Also, petition of Col. William A. Gaston, Shawmut 
Bank Building, Boston, Mass.~ recommending early an~ favor­
able consideration of House bill 7479, known as the migratory 
bird refuge and marsh land conservation bill; to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture. 

2138. By Mr. KVALE : Petition of members of the Hennepin 
County Central Committee, American Legion, Minneapol!-B, 
Minn., protesting against adjournment of the first session, SIX­
ty-ninth Congress, until it shall have enacted into law the t~1ree 
measures, House bills 10240, 10277, and 4548 ; to the Comrruttee 
on Rules. 

2139. Also, petition of members of Auxiliary to Merton Dale 
Post No. 80 American Legion, Wheaton, Minn., urging enact­
ment by Co~ress at this session of legislation benefiting dis­
abled veterans of the World War; to the Committee on World 
War Veterans' Legislation. 

2140. Also, petition of members of Minneapolis Chapter, No. 
1 Disabled American Veterans of the World Wa.r, unanimously 
r~questing the Rules Committee of the House to report a rule 
for immediate consideration of the Johnson bill (H. R. 10240); 
to the Committee on Rules. 

2141. By Mr. LEAViTT: Petition of citizens of Roundup, 
Kelley and Flatwillow, Mont., protesting against passage of 
House' bills 7179 and 7822, or any national religious legislation; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

2142. Also, petition of citizens of Great Falls, Cascade, Ulm, 
Orr, and Truly, Mont., protesting against pas age of House 
bills 10311, 10123, 7179, and 7822, or any other compulsory I'e­
ligious legislation ; to the Committee on the District of Co­
lumbia. 

2143. By Mr. LUCE: Resolutions of Allston-Brighton Prohi­
bition Law Enforcement League; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

2144. By Mr. SMITH: Petition of 13 citizens of Twin Falls 
County, Idaho, against the enactment of Sunday rest legisla­
tion · to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

2145. By Mr. SOMERS of New York: Evidence in support 
of House bill 8890, granting an increase of pension to Joseph P. 
Carey; to the Committee on Pensions. 

2146. By Mr. SWING: Petition of certain residents of San 
Diego County, Calif., protesting against the passage of House 
bills 10311, 10123, 7179, and 7822 relating to the compulsory 
observance of Sunday in the District of Oolumbia ; to the Com­
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

SENATE 
TuEsDAY, May 11, 19~6 

(Legi-slative cla1J af MOtUJ,a,y, M(liiJ 10, 19£6) 

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

Mr. CUR'.riS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The cle.rk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena­

tors answered to their names : 
Ashurst 
l~ayard 
Bingham 
Blea.e 
Borah 
Bratton 
Broussard 
BL'Uce 
Butler 
Cameron 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Dale 
Deneen 
Dill 
Edge 
Edwards 
Ernst 
Fernald 

Ferris 
Fess 
Frazier 
George 
Gerry 
Gillett 
Glass 
Goff 
Gooding 
Greene 
Hale 
Harreld 
Harris 
Heflin 
Howell 
Johnson 
Jones, N.Mex. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kendrick 
Keyes 
Klng 
La Follette 

Lenroot 
McKellar 
McLean 
McMaster 
McNary 
Mayfield 
Means 
Metcalf 
Moses 
Neely 
Norbeck 
Norris 
Nye 

8ddie 
verman 

Phipps 
Pine 
Pittman 
Reed, Pa.. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Sackett 
Schall 

Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Shortridge 
Simmons 
Smoot 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stephens 
Swanson 
U-Tammell 
Tyson 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh 
Warren 
Watson 
Weller 
Wheeler 
Williams 
Willis 

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce that my colleague, the 
junior Senator from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER], is absent because 
of a: death in his family. I will let this announcement stand for 
the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators having an­
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

SESQUICENTENNIAL OF AMERICAN INDEPENDENCE AND THOMAS 
JEFFERSON MEMORIAL CE.Ml£ISBION 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CURTIS] having asked to be excused as a member of the Sesqui­
centennial of American Independence and the Thomas Jefferson 
Centennial Commission of the United States, established under 
the provisions of Senate Joint Resolution 30, approved April 26, 
1926, the Chair appoints the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McLEAN] to fill the vacancy. 

MEMO&IAL 

Mr. BINGHAM presented a resolution adopted by Branch 
No. 508, First Catholic Slovak Union of the United States of 
America, of Bridgeport, Conn., opposing the enactment of any 
legislation that would be at variance with and in contradiction 
to the standard policy of gen:nine Americanism or that might 
lower the standard of human dignity of alien residents, which 
was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

P.EPORTB OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Sur"\"eys, to which was referred the bill ( S. 3875) to grant cer­
tain lands situated in the State of Arizona to the National 
Society of the Daughters of the American Revolution, reported it 
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 806) thereon. 

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill ( S. 2113) to carry into effect the 
twelfth article of the treaty between the United States and the 
loyal Shawnee and loyal Absentee Shawnee Tribes of Indians 
proclaimed October 14, 1868, reported it with amendments and 
submitted a report (No. 807) thereon. 

Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Finance, to which was 
referred the bill ( S. 3064) for the relief of the Capital Paper 
Co., reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 808) thereon. 

:Mr. COPELAr-.TD, from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 7286) to 
provide for the acquisition of property in Prince William 
County, Va., to be used by the District of Columbia for the 
reduction of garbage, reported it without amendment and sub­
mitted a report (No. 809) thereon. 

Mr. ODDIE, from the Committee on Irrigation and Reclama­
tion, to which was referred the bill ( S. 2826) for the con~ 
struction of an irrigation dam on Walker River, Nev., and for 
other purposes, submitted a supplemental report (No. 810) 
thereon. 

POSTAL RATES (B. DOC. NO. 109) 

Mr. MOSES. I ask unanimous consent to submit a report 
of the Special Joint Subcommittee on Postal Rates, accom~ 
panied by a bill which I ask may be read twice and placed on 
the calendar. 

The bill (S. 4224) to amend Title II of an act approved 
February 28, 1925 ( 43 Stat. 1053), regulating postal rates, and 
for other purpose , was read twice by its title. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the 
calendar. 

Mr. MOSES. I ask further unanimous consent that the 
report and the accompanying bill may be printed in the RECORD 
and also as a Senate clocument. I will state that these are the 
views of the majority and the minority, and my request is that 
the document may contain both. 

The VICE PRESIDEN'l'. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows : 

[Senate Document No. 109, 69th Cong., 1st sess.] 

POSTAL RATES 

REPORt OF THE SPECIAL .JOINT SUliCOMMITTEE ON POSTAL RATES SUB­

MITTING RECOMME~DATIONS FOR A PERMANENT SCHEDULE OF POSTAL 

RATES PURSUANT TO SECTION 217 OF THE ACT OF FEBRUARY 28, 1925, AND 

PUBLIC RESOLUTIO~ NO. 2, APPROVED DECEMBER 17, 1925 (MINORITY 

VIEWS INCLUDED) 

The special joint subcommittee authorized by section 217 of the act of 
February 28, 1925, and continued by Joint Resolution No. 2 of the 
Sixty-ninth Congress, approved December 17, 1925, submits herewith 
a partial report and an accompanying bill. 

This bill contains the committee's recommendations and comprises 
only those items entering into the schedule of postal rates upon 
which the committee is now unanimously agreed; and in view of the 
representations which have been made to the committee, its members 
feel th'at these .portiona of the postal rate structure should be forth-
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