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CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under ¢lause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions was
discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 8575)
granting a pension to Anna J. Gove, and the same was referred
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 8624) granting pensions and
inerease of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil
War and certain widows and dependent children of soldiers and
sailors of said war; committed to the Committee of the Whole
Housge and ordered to be printed.

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 8625) to provide for the ces-
sion to the State of Michigan of certain public lands in the
county of Isle Royal, State of Michigan; to the Committee on
the Public Lands.

By Mr. BLAND of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 8626) to regulate
the shipment in interstate and foreign commerce of immoral
motion-picture films; to the Committee on the Judiciary. :

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Resolution (H. Res. 196) for the
appointment of a committee of five Members of the House of
Representatives to investigate the conditions of the police de-
partment of the Distriet of Columbia; to the Committee on
Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were infroduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLE: A bill (H. R. 8627) granting a pension to Rose
Frost; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 8628) granting an increase of pension to
Lester H. Greer; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. CRAMTON: A bill (H. R. 8629) granting a pension
to Mary A. McKay ; to the Committee on Pensions. =

Also, a bill (H. R. 8630) granting a pension to William Adam-
son ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. CURRY : A bill (H. R. 8631) granting a pension to
Thomas Robert Farewell; to the Commitiee on P 5

By Mr. GARRETT of Texas: A bill (H. R. 8632) for the re-
lief of the heirs of Frank Boddeker; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. HUDSPETH: A bill (H. R. 8633) for the relief of
Anna M. Tobin, independent execuirix of the estate of Frank
R. Tobin, deceased; to the Committee on Claims. -

By Mr. LINEBERGER : A bill (H. R. 8634) granting a pen-
sion to Martha C. Davis; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 8635) granting a pension to
Janett Goslin; to the Committee on Invalid

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 8636) for the re-
lief of Walter S. Warner; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MUDD: A bill (H. R. 8637) for the relief of John
Jakes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8638) granting an increase of pension to
Dominic Roach; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R, 8639) to authorize appropria-
tions for the relief of certain officers of the Army of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8640) granting a pension to Henry (. Sel-
leck ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMPSON : A bill (H. R. 8641) granting a pension
to Mollie A. Bradford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, BOWERS: Resolution (H. Res. 197) authorizing pay-
ment of six months’ salary and funeral expenses to Rose V.
Elliott, on account of death of Alex Elliott, lIate an employee
of the House of Representatives; to the Committee on Aeeounts,

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

2694, By the SPEAKER (by request): Resolutions Nos.
55954 and 55955 adopted by the council of the city of Cle
Ohio, and approved by the mayor, relative to laber conditions;
to the Committee on Labor.

2695. Also (by request), resolutions adopted at the third an-
nual convention of the Department of Massachusetts of the
American Legion, relative to adjusted compensation for ex-
serviee men ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2696. Also (by request), reseolutions adopted by Springfield
Council of the American Asseciation for the Recognition of the

Irish Republic, relating to free tolls for Ameriean coastwise
vessels passing through the Panama Canal; to the Committer
on Interstate and Foreign Commerece.

2697. Also (by request), resolution from the Robbinsdale
Commercial Club of Robbinsdale, Minn., indorsing the “more
work—better ronds” movement; to the Committee on Roads,

2698. Also (by request), telegram from Rev. Henry €. Cobb
and other ministers of Boonton, N. J., protesting against a bill
before the Senate relative to the use of the Panama Canal: to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2699, Also (by request), resolutions from the Portsmouth
(N. H.) Ceniral Labor Union, protesting against the policy of
thp Government relative to navy yard employees; to the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Navy Department.

2700. By Mr. BECK: Resolution adopted by the common
council of the city of Milwaulee, relative to the construction of
a breakwater to protect lake terminals designed to be located at
Milwaukee, Wis. ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbers.

2701. By Mr. CRAMTON: Resolutions of Division No. 1,
Ancient Order of Hibernians, of St. Clair County, Mich., ask-
ing that the name of Commodore John Barry be inseribed on the
memorial arch at Arlington Cemetery; to the Committee on
the Library.

2702. By Mr. FISH: Papers in support of House bill 8586,
granting an increase of pension to Earl B, Durham; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

2708. Also, papers in support of House bill 8585, granting a
pension to Emma M. Gottwald; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

2704. By Mr, GILLETT : Petition of Arthur O. Nuttelman and
other citizens of Florence, Mass., urging aid for the enforcement
of prohibitien and the thwarting of all efforts at weakening en-
forcement Iaws; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2705. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Sterling P. Bond, of St.
Louis, Mo.; to the Committee on Agriculture,

2706. By Mr. MICHENER : Resolutions in reference to confer-
ence on limitation of armaments passed by Ann Arbor Grange,
Ne. '1566, Ann Arbor, Mich.; to the Committee on Foreign

2707. By ‘Mr. MOORE of Virginia: Petition of Hanover Bap-
tist Chureh, of King George County, Va., relative to constitu-
tional amendment te prohibit sectarian appropriations; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2708. By Mr. RAKER: Petition of the Long Beach Realty
Board, of Long Beach, Calif, urging adoption of an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States allowing taxa-
tion of income from tax-exempt securities; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

2709. Also, petition of the Southern California Schoel Li-
brarians' Association, of Los Angeles, Calif,, urging support of
House bill 7, providing for the establishment of a department of
education under the direction of a secretary who shall belong
to the President’s Cabinet; to the Committee on Education.

2710. By Mr., SWING: Petition of sundry citizens and resi-
dents of Orange and San Diego Counties, Calif.,, protesting

against a compulsory Sunday observance law; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.
SENATE.

WEebNESDAY, October 12, 1921.
(Legislative day of Tuesday, October 4, 1921.)

The Senate reassembled at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration
of the recess.

My. PENROSE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a

quorum.

ghe PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the
roll.
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Frelinghuysen MeCormick Robinson
Ball Harreld McEKellar Sheppard
Borah Harris McKinley Shields
Brandegee Harrison MeNary Shortridge
Calder Heflin Moses Simmons
Cameron Hitcheock Myers Smith

Ca; Johnson Nelson Smoot
Caraway Jones, N. Mex, New Spencer
Culberson Kello, Newberry Sutherland
Cummins Kendrick Nicholson Swanson
Curtis Kenyon Oddie Townsend
Dial Keyes Overman Trammel]
Dillingham King Page Wadsworth
Edge Knox Penrose ‘Walsh, Mont.
Hrust Ladd Poindexter Watson, Ga.
Fernald La Follette Pomerena Watsen, Ind.
France Lenroot Reed Willis

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO



6248

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

OcTOBER 12,

Mr. KING. I wish to announce that the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. GErrY] is absent on account of illness in his family.
I will let this announcement stand for the day.

Mr. HARRISON, I desire to announce that the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. STaNLEY] is unavoidably absent.

. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-eight Senators have
answered to their names. There is a quorum present.
REINTERMENT OF AMERICAN SOLDIER DEAD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from Brig. Gen. C. R. Krauthoff, Quartermaster
Corps, Acting Quartermaster General of the Army, which was
read, and, with the accompanying papers, ordered to lie on the
table for inspection by Senators, as follows:

Wair DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE QUARTERMASTER GENERAL OF THE ARMY,
Washington, October 11, 1921,
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Sin: The inclosed copies of lists of American soldier dead
returned from overseas, conslstin% of 1 officer and 69 enlisted men,
to be reinterred in the Arlington National Cemetery Thursday, October
13, 1921, at 2.30 p. m., are furnished for consultation by Members of
the House. It is requested that they Dbe posted or displayed in a suit-
able place for the purpose desired.

Very truly, yours, C. R. KRAUTHOFF,

Brigadier General, Quartermaster Corps,
Acting Quartermaster General,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. .

Mr. ODDIE presented a resolution adopted by the Nevada
Hotel Association, praying for the elimination of war taxes on
railroad transportation and Pullman accommodations, which
was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. PAGE presented two memorials of sundry citizens of
Hartland, Vt, remonstrating against the enactment of Senate
hill 1948, providing for compulsory Sunday observance in the
District of Columbia, which were referred to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

Mr. KNOX presented 24 memorials signed by 6,000 citizens of
Philadelphia and sundry citizens of Susquehanna County,

Luzerne County, Kingston, Wilkes-Barre, Pittston, Harrisburg, [

Shillington, Honesdale, Bristol, White Mills, Prompton, Canton,
Colmar, Hatboro, North Wales, Leolyn, Fallbrook, Barto, Read-
ing, Pipersville, Souderton, Sellersville, and Perkasie, all in the
State of Pennsylvania, remonstrating against the enactment of
legislation providing for compulsory Sunday observance in the
Distriet of Columbia, which were referred to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

On request of Mr. Xnox the heading of one of the memorials
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

PROTEST AGAINST SUNDAY BLUE LAWS,

Tast‘he honorable the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
ates: ;

Believing (1) in the separation of church and state;

(2) That Congress is prohibited by the first amendment to the Con-
stitution from enacting any law enforcing the observance of an{ re-
ligious institution or looking toward a union of church and state or
of religlon and civil government ;

(3) That any such legislation {s opposed to the best interests of both
church and state; and

(4) That the first step in this direction is a dangerous step and
should be opposed by every lover of liberty;

We, the undersigned, adult residents of Philadelphla, State of Penn-
gylvania, earnestly petition your honorable body not to pass the com-
pulsory Sunday observance bills (S. 1948 and H. R. 4388) which aim
to regulate Sunda& observance by civil force under penalty for the
District of Columbia.

Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution adopted by Beattie
Council, American Association for the Recognition of the Irish
Republic, of Beattie, Kans., protesting against the enactment of
Senate bill 2135, to enable the refunding of obligations of for-
eign Governments owing to the United States, ete., and favoring
the payment of overdue interest and the reduction of the prin-
cipal by installments on such foreign debts, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. WILLIS presented a petition of sundry citizens of Toledo,
Ohio, praying for the enactment of legislation creating a de-
partment of education, which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

He also presented a petition of sundry coal mining companies
of Nelsonville, Ohio, praying that amendment be made to the
pending tax revision bill so as to provide that the net losses
of any one year may be deducted from the net earnings of the
previous year and the taxes for the previous year be redeter-
mined and the balance due the taxpayer as so ascertained be
refunded, ete., which was ordered to lie on the table,

BILLS INTRODUCED.

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

By Mr. CARAWAY:

A bill (8. 2574) granting an increase of pension to John H.
Cook ; to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 2575) for the relief of James Rowland;

A bill (8. 2576) for the relief of Mrs. H. J. Munda;

A bill (8. 2577) for the relief of the estate of John R. Wil-
liams, deceased; and

A bill (8. 2578) for the relief of the Interstate Grocer Co.;
to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. HARRIS;

A bill (8. 2579) to provide for the publication of estimates of
unginned cotton ; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE:

A Dbill (S. 2580) for the relief of Michael Sweeney; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

AMENDMENRTS OF TAX REVISION BILL.

Mr, LODGE, Mr. KELLOGG, and Mr. TRAMMELL submitted
amendments, intended to be proposed by them to House bill
8245, the tax revision bill, which were ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by My. Over-
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed a
bill (H. R. 6817) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
issue patent to the State of Michigan, in trust, of a certain de-
seribed traet of land to be used as a game refuge, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed enrolled bills of the following titles, and they were
thereupon signed by the President pro tempore :

H. I&. 6809. An act to extend the time for the construction of a
bridge across the Rio Grande within or near the city limits of
El Paso, Tex.; and

H. R, 8209. An act to extend the time for the construction of a
bridge across the Cumberland River in Montgomery County,
Tenn.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

The bill (H. R. 6817) to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to issue patent to the State of Michigan, in trust, of a cer-
tain desecribed tract of land to be used as a game refuge was
read twice by its title and referred to the Commitiee on Publie
Lands and Surveys.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole and in open execu-
tive session, resumed the consideration of the treaty of peace
with Germany.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I have approached
the consideration of the treaty with Germany now before us
with the most earnest desire to support it, and to give it my vote,
impatient for the restoration of a state of peace in even the
most technical sense with that country, so long delayed. I
hoped that however much it might disappointingly leave for
future adjustment, the treaty would otherwise be unobjection-
able and would be promptly ratified. Indeed, speaking upon
such meager information concerning it as was conveyed by the
press reports announcing that it had béen signed, I expressed
the opinion that favorable action by the Senate at an early date
might be expected. Upon a ecareful study of its provisions, how-
ever, I find it impossible to give it my approval in the form in
which it is presented.

I proceed at once to the feature of the treaty which impels
me to the conclusion that it ought to be rejected.

Article 1 refers to the Knox resolution of July 2, 1921, and
declares that the United States “shall have and enjoy all the
rights, privileges, indemnities, reparations, or advantages speci-
fied therein.” By that resolution there was expressly reserved
to the United States—

any and all rights, privileges, indemnities, reparations, or advantages,
together with the right to enforce the same, to which it or they have
become entitled under the terms of the armistice signed November 11,
1918, or any extensions or modifications thereof; or which were ac¢-
quired by or are in the possession of the United States of America by
reason of its participation in the war or to which its nationals have
thereby become rightfully entitled; or which, under the trcaty of Ver-
sailles, have been stipulated lfor its or their benefit; or to which it is
entitled as one of the principal allied and associated powers;: or to
wlillch it is entitled by virtue of any act or acts of Congress or other-
wise,

Article 2 of the treaty is introduced with the following:

With a view to defining more Raruculnrly the obligations of Germany
under the foregoing article with respect to certain provisions in the
treaty of Versailles, it is understood and agreed between the high con-
tract n% parties :

(1) That the rights and advantages stipulated in that treaty for the
benefit of the United States, which it is intended the United States
shall have and enjoy, are those defined in section 1, of part 4, and parts
5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, and 15.

Part 5 of the treaty of Versailles deals with the disarma-
ment of Germany. Its provisions are intended to make and to
keep her militarily impotent. There is therein no reference to
any “rights” or “advantages™ or “privileges” accruing to




1921.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

6249

the United States except the “right” or “privilege” to have
Germany no longer a menace to the peace of the world. The
subject of indemnities or reparations is dealt with in an en-
tirely separate part of the treaty of Versailles, and there is
nothing in part 5 referring either generally to that subject, or
according to the United States, either indemnity or reparation.

Unlike some other divisions of the treaty which deal with
many matters in which the United States has no interest, at
least no appreciable interest, but which contain some stipula-
tions out of which some right, privilege, or advantage accrues or
may accrue to the United States, part 5 is devoted exclusively
to the disarmament of Germany and to the means of preventing
her recrudescence as a military power.

It will be unnecessary to the present purpose to dwell upon
the provisions of the treaty under which Germany was re-
quired to disarm, inasmuch as our intellizence officers and other
military observers in Germany apprise us that they had, in
substance, been complied with before the treaty now under con-
sideration was signed, and that the more or less important provi-
sions lacking fulfillment are being carried out as speedily as con-
ditions would permit. It will be of interest, however, and be
helpful to a proper understanding of the significance of the
treaty before us, touching the future conduct of Germany, to re-
call that she was by part 5 of the treaty of Versailles, now incor-
porated in this treaty, required, among other things, to reduce
her army to 100,000 men, to surrender her fleet, perfidiously
scuttled at Scapa Flow, to disarm and dismantle her fortifica-
tions in the Rhineland, to demolish those on Heligoland, to deliver
up to be desiroyed and rendered useless all her arms, munitions,
and war material in excess of a limited quantity specified in
the treaty deemed necessary for internal police purposes.

In accordance with the obligation last above enumerated,
Germany has turned-over to the Allies a vast store of materials,
listed in a schedule supplied to me by the War Department,
which I ask to be made an appendix to my remarks.

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

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
randum from which I read:

It is accompanied by a memo-

2. Quoting from three reports from the military observer at Berlin,
September 6, 1921, disarmament of the army, navy, and air seryice
iz well summed up:

“ Germany has disarmed on land, with the exception of her 100,000
army, as contemplated by the Versailles treaty, taking into considera-
tion the fact that the discovery of absolutely all munitions and arms
is an impossibility. The above is the carefully considered opinion of
the military attaché and it is 2lso the opinion of Gen. Nollet, presi-
dent of the interallied military control commission.

“ Germany has disarmed and eliminated her air service as provided
in the Versailles treaty. This is a fact, although it is necessarily
admitted that possibly a few hundred planes or parts of planes have
not yet been discovered. It is obvious that these are out of date and
of no real consegquence.

“ (jermany has disarmed as a naval power under the provisions of
the Versailles treaty. This is obvious and is the measured judgment
of all foreign military and naval officers in Germany.”

For the future the treaty provides that the German Army
shall not exceed 100,000 men; that the great German general
staff shall not be reconstructed in any form; that the number
of employees or officials of the German States, such as customs
officers, forest guards, and coast guards shall not exceed those
so functioning in 1913, and that the number of gendarmes and
employees and officials of the local or municipal police shall
not be increased except in the proportion in which the popula-
tion increases; that there should be no accumulation o2 guns,
munitions, or military equipment beyond a specified limit; that
the manufacture of all such should be restricted to the na-
tional factories or works; that the importation of such in‘o
Germany or the exportation of the same therefrom, should be
prohibited, a: well as the manufacture or importation of lethal
gases or liquids, suited for military uses; that universal com-
pulsory military training and conscription should be abolished :
that no educational establishments or associations of any kind
should occupy themselves with military matters, and partie-
ularly should not instruet or exercise their members or to allow
them to be instructed or exercised in the profession or use
of arms or to construct any fortifications in the area within
which those existing at the time of the armistice were to be
disarmed or demolished; that the armed forces of Germany
should not include any naval or air forces, and that its navy
be limited to a small specified number of vessels of inferior
grade, not including any submarines.

The treaty provisions descend into particulars not noted
here, but the foregoing recital will suffice to convey a suffi-
ciently accurate idea of their character, the purpose of all being
to leave Germany with forces and accessories sufficient to main-
tain order within her border, but useless for the purpose of
aggressive foreign war. -

To all intents and purposes part 5 of the Versailles treaty
is read into the Berlin treaty and constitutes as much a portion
of it as though set out therein at length., Germany agrees with
us in a treaty to which only she and our country are parties
to observe the stipulations intended to forbid her rehabilitation
as a military power. We exact of her, obviously, that she so
stipulate. This we do because Germany armed kept the world
in awe, and we guard against her return to that state, not so
much that we fear she would succeed in a contest which might
involve the greater part of it as that she might be tempted, as
she was, to try the issue and precipitate another such unspeak-
able calamity as that from which we are still painfully and
slowly emerging.

It is evidently the theory of this-treaty that the United States
is concerned in maintaining the peace of Europe, not alone
because we might again be involved, a contingency not at all
unlikely should another war break out between Germany and
any of the great powers, particularly if it became general, nor
yet because of the impulse of humanity and the promptings of
religion, natural or revealed, but because we recognize our
present sitnation industrially makes us painfully aware, that
we must suffer with those more directly affected from the im-
poverishment which such a struggle necessarily portends, if,
indeed, civilization itself, in view of the appalling advance in
fiendish inventions for purposes of war, not to speak of the
mounting cost of prosecuting if, could survive. Against the
repetition of her folly by Germany it is intended, as recited,
to guard.

But is the country prepared to assume the responsibility of
such a treaty with Germany? Let us not deceive ourselves into
the belief that we burden ourselves with none in entering into
this agreement.

Suppose that Germany should flagrantly disregard the cove-
nants she will have entered into with us should this treaty
become effective; that she upon one pretense or another, or
without even a pretense, is proceeding to reestablish her in-
comparable military organization, reconstruct the defenses of
Heligoland, rebuild her navy, and generally to regain the
eminence as a world power from which she fell when our
sword was raised against her, are the people of the United
States prepared to undertake to coerce her into abandonment
of such a policy? It is quite true that we do not obligate our-
selves in terms by this treaty to do so. But it would be absurd
so to stipulate. We would not propose in a treaty to which
only we and Germany are parties thus to bind ourselves und
for obvious reasons Germany would not ask it; that is, she
would not ask that we obligate ourselves to restrain her. But
there arises, of necessity, a moral obligation of the mdst im-
pelling force from such an agreement. We could not, or should
not, rather, calmly endure that Germany should openly flout
us by plain and repeated violations of a solemn treaty info
which she had entered with us in respect to provisions deemed
by us as vital to our national peace and welfare as well as to
the peace of Europe and the world. Would we be under no
manner of constraint in that event by reason of the treaty bhefore
us? What answer would we make to the other self-respecting
nations of the earth, to which Germany is similarly bound,
should they call upon us to join them in an effort to repress the
warlike purposes of a rejuvenated Germany? It would be
no answer to say that we have no apprehensions so far as our
own safety at home or abroad or our interests are concerned,
inconsiderate as such an attitude might be in the plight in
which those with whom we fought the good fight might be.
We should be met with the retort that the treaty we made with
Germany discloses the insincerity of such a reply; we should
be asked why we ever exacted such a covenant of her, and we
should be charged with «ttempting, the richest and most power-
ful Nation on earth, to shirk our just share of responsibility
in the crisis and to impose it on feebler nations still stagger-
ing under the burden borne by them in the former conflict,

It will not do to say we take only such advantages as accrue
to us under the Versailles treaty; we assume none of the re-
sponsibilities it imposes. In this instance, at least, we can not
escape the responsibility. Are we prepared to say to the other
nations interested that we are ready to join them in keeping
Germany in military impotence in accordance with the provi-
sions of the treaties entered into by ’ er, the one signed at Ver-
sailles and the other at Berlin? Is it the purpose of those who
stand sponsor for this treaty to eommit the country to the re-
newal of the war with Germany should she disregard the provi-
sions of the treaty under consideration, and less drastie pro-
cedure should prove unavailing, or is it expected, in the light
of recent history, that she will hereafter serupulously and con-
scientiously adhere to her treaty obligations, whatever course
her view of her interest may dictate or suggest, so that neither
complaint nor compulsion will be necessary?
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How ean such a covenant as this be harnronized with what
has been quite generally understood to be the policy of this ad-
ministration, at least the policy that has been so often and so
eloquently extolled by influential Senators on the Republican
side of this Chamber and' their pelitieal associates of more or
less eminence, namely, that the United States ought not to inter-
fere at all in European gquarrels nor involve itself in European
entanglements? I am in entire accord with the view under-
stood by me fp have been expressed from across the aisle that
the main argument leveled against the treaty of Versailles and
particularly against the League of Nations, of noninterference
in BEuropean affairs, may be directed with equal force against
this treaty. How can it be said that we any longer adhere to
such a pelicy when we make a treaty with Germany by which
we require her to reduce her army to 100,000 men and to keep
it at or below that figure, to avoid fortifying the Rhineland, to
abandon all military instruction or military exereises in her
institutions of learning, and to maintain no air force nor armed
craft except some ships internationally insignificant?

Whatever remote or highly contingent interest we may have
in the observance of those provisions of the treaty before us,
they are primarily intended not for our protection but for the
protection of the immediate neighbors of Germany, including
the infant Republies of Poland and Czechoslovakia, but par-
ticularly of France. A treaty was negotiated during a former
administration contemporaneously with the treaty of Versailles,
by the terms of which the United States and Great Britain
obligated themselves to go to the aid of France should she be
again invaded by Germany. Its counterpart failing, the two
freaties being in a measure interdependent, the special treaty
never even received the consideration of the Senate, then, as
now, controlled by a Republican majority. We declined to
agree to go to the aid of Franee should the soil in which there
slept 75,000 of our dead again be vielated by the enemy against
whom we contended with her in the most awful war in history,
but we are now called upon by those who then forbade the
allianee to obligate ourselves morally, at least, as I have ex-
plained, to a policy of keeping that enemy powerless, so that he
will be unequal to the task of another invasion of France. If
there is in tlie essentials of the two treaties any vital distinc-
tion, it must be that the one was negotiated by President Wilson
and the other under the direction of President 3

I repeat that the Senator who taunted his Republican col-
leagues with abandoning their contention of the wisdom of non-
interference in European affairs is correct in the view he takes,
The only difference between us is that he contends that we
should not go in at all; I, that we do not go far enough. We
onght either to enter far enough to be of service or we ought to
stay out altogether. I maintain that to go in only as far as is
proposed by this treaty is not only not helpful toward the
preservation of peace in Europe, to be desired from every point
of view, but is provoeative of war and confributory to that
turbulence and unrest which arrest industrial rehabilitation
there and constitute the most potent factor in the searcely
paralieled business depression from which our own country suf-
fers. The mines of Butte are shut down because the European
market for copper has collapsed, and there is no prospect of
their being reopened until political conditions in Europe are
quieted and stabilized.

The trouble is that it is well-nigh, if not quite, impossible to
import a portion of the Versailles treaty into another, such as
that before us, making it fit the occasion. As in most impor-
tant documents, the different portions are to a degree, at least,
interdependent. By the Versailles treaty Germany obligated
herself, as provided in part 5, to disarm and to remain so,
and each of the nations with which she so covenanted became,
in a manner, bound to see that her covenants in that regard
were observed. But by another portion of the treaty, the much-
diseussed article 10, those same nations all bound themselves
that upon Germany becoming a member of the league, as it was
contemplated she would become, they would respect and pre-
serve her territorial integrity and political independence as
against external aggression; that is to say, that although they
proposed to make her helpless for attack, they would come to her
aid if her soil should be invaded by an enemy.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr, President——

Mr, WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I not only fully agree with what
the Senator is so ably saying about the provocative nature of
this treaty, but I call his attention to the fact that that provi-
gion in which we undertake against all sorts of laws, national
and international, to limit the German army, is absolutely
childish and futile, because all that she will have to do under
this treaty is what she did under the terms that Napoleon im-
posed: on her—train her troops alternately in just such bodies

ag she pleases and she can still maintain an armed military
eamp.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was calling attention to the fact
that under the Versailles freaty the European nations charged
themselves with seeing that Germany remained disarmed, but
at the same time they charged themselves with the obligation
to see that, disarmed as she was, she should not become a
prey to any other nation that might eare to, invade her
borders. They assured her that like a prisoner disarmed by a
sheriff she would be protected from harm, and her enemy bent
on: making war upon her required to take his cause before the
tribunal set up by the treaty for the composition or disposition
of international controversies, ’

So by artiele 16 of the covenant of the league the signatories
to the treaty other than Germany agreed to set up the economie
boyeott against any member which should make war on her,
instead of submitting the controversy, whatever it nright be,
leading to the acts of war, to the eouncil for its action. And
even: during the penitential period before she should be ad-
mitted to the league the nation thus te be disarmed and ren-
dered helpless against any invader was not left without
protection, for by article: 11 of the eovenant it was provided
that any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting
the members of the league or not, should be a matter of con-
cern to the whole league, which should take any action that
might be: deemed wise and effectual to safegnard the peace
of nations. But the United States has repudiated all these
provisiens, and still it insists that Germany shall disarm and
remain disarmed, leaving her a prey to any awbitions or
covetous neighbor that may care to despoil hier.

A recent press report eredits Poland, for instanee, with having
an army of 450,000 men. From information of an entirely re-
linble character I am led to believe that the militaristic spirit
is rampant among these who control the destinies of that coun-
try and that imperialistic designs run riot. It is asserted that
ghe is even now arming in anticipation of a possibly unfavorable
decision by the arbitrators appointed by the council of the
league on the upper Silesian imbroglio, guns, equipment, and
munitions, with which Germany is by this treaty and by the
Versailles treaty forbidden to provide herself, being supplied
abundantly to Poland from the arsenals and factories of France.

I do not vouch for the accuracy of the representations
touching the matter above referred to, save to say that they
come to me from Americans who, being in the region invelved
in an official or semiofficial character, had@ exceptional oppor-
tunities to know.

Let us speak plainly abeut France, between which country
and ours the old ties have been strengthened by new associa-
tions of the most sacred character. On May 1 of the present
year her army numbered at least 800,000 men, of which more
were in the occupied German territory than the tetal force per-
mitted to her late enemy by the Versailles treaty. This enor-
mous army is maintained in expectation of an overnight inva-
sion by Germany. It is idle to tell the French people that
Germany is impotent in a military sense, as our official ob-
servers report, the harsh terms of the treaty to that end having
been substantially complied with. They attribute to their late
enemies powers of deception that defy the ingenuity of the most
skilled intelligence officers of the allied and associated powers,
They appear to be possessed of the unreasoning fear of a man
struck by lightning when a thunderstorm comes on. Whether
those wheo centrol the publie poliey of France share in approxi-
mately full measure im such apprehensions is a matter of
speculation ; but their existence constitutes an exeellent founda-
tion upon which ambitious statesmen may be tempted to launch
a policy of restoring France to the dominant position in Euro-
pean affairs which she oecupied under Napoleon or Louis XLV,
However that may be, it is openly proclaimed in France that
her safety depends upon the Balkanizing of Germany, by which
is- meant the breaking up of the union of the German States,
that France may not be required again to meet their combined
strength, The French acrimeniously blame President Wilson
for preventing them from annexing the Rhineland, notwith-
standing the plain implications of the exchanges resulting in
the armistice that they were to have Alsace and Lorraine only ;
and the Germans are confident that the French have no purpose
to abandon the occupled terrifory when the 15-year period
stipulated in the treaty shall have run. Some cause is given
for the German fear that sooner or later they will oceupy the
Ruhr Valley, the most highly developed industrial section of
Germany, upon the claim that essential provisions of the Ver-
sailles treaty have not been complied with, or that default in the
payment of the reparations installments has occurred. It will
be recalled that Frankfort was some time ago occupied by
French troops, which were subsequently withdrawn.
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I do not blame the French people for the course they are pur-
suing. Having twice within 50 years endured the horror of a
German invasion, they are to be excused if they do not reason
as calmly as we over the matter. I am trying to depict the
situation as some study reveals it to me, in the light of which
it is moderate to say that it is a horrible thing we are asked to
do—to insist on the adoption of that part of the Versailles
treaty which requires Germany to disarm and to stay disarmed,
while we repudiate those portions of the freaty which were
intended to give her some measure of protection in her un-
armed state. We are asked to bind her hand and foot, and
leave her naked to her enemies, The hatreds that possess these
neighboring people, and the fear that goes with them, pass
the comprehension of the ordinary American mind. It is doubt-
ful if such bitterness was engendered by our Civil War, and, as
in the case of that unfortunate strife, the events following the
cessation of hostilities appear to have intensified rather than to
have allayed the fierce passions aroused by the armed conflict.
1t is not improbable that some serious clash would have oc-
curred in the occupied territesy long since but for the concilia-
tory influence of our troops on the Rhine, and the confidence re-
posed by both sides in the judgment and diseretion of their offi-
cers in connection with the multitudinous controversies which
arise between the civilian population and the army of occupa-
tion other than the Americans.

It will be said, I appreciate, that the feature of the treaty to
which attention has been directed is of no consequence, because
Germany is obligated to the other nations, parties to the Ver-
sailles treaty, to disarm and to remain disarmed; but it is a
sufficient answer to say that we are making another treaty with
Germany alone. If the result to be desired will be accom-
plished, why burden ourselves with any responsibility in the
matter?

But whether the issue may be in any particular whatever dif-
ferent in consequence of this feature of the treaty being can-
vassed, my objection to it is that it is not consistent with the
fair fame of my country to insist that a defeated and helpless
enemy shall remain defenseless, while at the same time we de-
cline to join the other victors in assuring the people so left
against aggression and invasion.

I am not to be put in the attitude of opposing the disarma-
ment of Germany. That policy meets my unqualified approval.
I wish it could be applied to all nations. I entertain the most
ardent hope that, notwithstanding what may seem insuperable
difficulties, the conference to assemble in this city soon will
find a way to make it so. But I do insist that, unless we are
prepared to join with other nations in giving Germany some
assurance of protection against unprovoked invasion, we should
leave to such other nations the obligation to see that she re-
mains disarmed. If the particular provision of the freaty under
consideration were supplemented by some kind of a guaranty,
or even of a pledge, to interpose diplomatically in case of a
threatened attack, I should have less hesitancy in giving it my
concurrence, As it is, my sense of justice rebels against it.

I appreciate perfectly well the risk incurred by me in assum-
ing this attitude of being charged with pleading the cause of
Germany, recognizing that through that mild form of malice
that springs from partisan bias, not personal ill will, pains
will be taken to see that my position is misunderstood. When,
in speaking on the Knox resolution, I called attention to the
obvious obligation under which the United States labors in
consequence of the exchanges leading up to the armistice not
to exact of Germany reparation for damages suffered by our
people in consequence of her acts of war, except such as befell
the eivilian population, and referred to that provision of the
resolution which announces our purpose to retain the property
of its nationals seized during the war until all damages
suffered by ours should be paid, including those suffered by our
armed forces as well as by eivilians, the author of the resolu-
tion interrupted to inquire whether I did not think that Ger-
many ought to pay for injuries done our soldiers at the front,
the evident purpose of the inquiry being to brand a politieal
opponent as unduly considerate of our late enemy and indiffer-
ent to the losses endured even by those who dared death for us
in the war. It wasa matter of no consequence, considering the
line of argument I was pursuing, what were my views on the
subject of the inguiry. I was reared to believe that “a good
name is rather to be chosen than great riches,” and I never was
able to discover why the lesson is not equally applicable to a
nation as to an individual.

I have no interest in Germany. My country is America. The
number of people in my State of German ancestry, near or re-
mote, at least the number of such as would be influenced in any
degree by any vote I might cast on the pending treaty, is negli-
gible. The considerations which impel nre to oppose its rati-

fication have been stated. It is not only to the honor of our
country that we should refrain from thus rendering Germany
helpless and exposed, but a just regard for our material inter-
ests would lead us to pursue the same path.

Our country is going through a period of industrial depres-
sion perhaps without a parallel in our history. No line of busi-
ness activity escapes its blight. But for the perfection of our
banking and currency system the conditions would be appalling.
The agriculturist and stock raiser, as a rule, can not realize for
his product his actual outlay necessarily expended to place it
on the market. The army of the unemployed has reached the
stupendous figure of 5,000,000. Our foreign commerce is falling
off at the rate of $100,000,000 a month. And every investigator,
even the man in the street, realizes that the human factor in the
deplorable condition is the collapse of the European market for
our surplus products, because industry does not revive there,
and that industry does not revive in Europe because of the wars
and rumrors of wars that continue to harass its people. So the
special committee of the United States Chamber of Commerce
just returned from an extended trip through Europe reports.
Every traveler brings home the same story. Among all the
countries of continental Europe Germany led before the war in
the quantity of our products absorbed, taking in 1902, $101,997,-
523 and gradually increasing until the gross sum mounted up to
$331,684,212 in 1913, 13.45 per cent of our total exports. Of our
cotton she took in 1910, 1,847,205 bales, and 2,350,375 in 1913.
In 1920 she bought but 727,937 bales, less than one-third of her
prewar normal.

Of copper she took fronr us in 1909, 138,268,896 pounds, and an
increasing amount annually thereafter until 1913, when we sent
her 249,876,514 pounds. In 1920 her purchases were but 89,-
104,588 pounds, just a little more than one-third of her demands
prior to the war.

It is unquestionably prudent and wise on the part of the rest
of the world to prevent by all possible means the revival of Ger-
many as a military power, but it is no less obviously the part
of wisdom, so far as this country is concerned, to refrain from
inviting her spoliation.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator
if in the last few months our exports to Germany have not
been again increasing, or has the Senator followed that np?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have the figures for 1921 as well
as 1920. They show a slight increase in exportations of copper
to Germany. My recollection is that they increased from
$89,000,000 in 1920 to $111,000,000 in 1921, a rather inconse-
quential amount. I might say that in 1913 she absorbed more
than the entire copper product of the State of Montana.

Mr, REED. I was only interested in knowing whether the
situation was looking qa little more promising.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The exports have increased some,
but the increase is relatively small.

It is perfectly evident that the factories of eastern Germany,
dependent upon Silesian coal, are not going to open up or he
fitted for capacity operation with an imminent prospect of a
war with Poland, by which their supply of fuel would he shut
off. Money will go sparingly into the revival of manufacturing
in the Ruhr Valley, with an ever-constant apprehension in the
German mind that France may occupy that territory any day
and appropriate its vast industrial establishments in satisfae-
tion for reparation payments due or claimed to be due.

There has been much said and more written in this country
about extending credit to European, and particularly German,
manufacturers, and yielding to persistent importunity ard in an
earnest desire to help, Congress huas enncted legislation offering
Government aid toward financing export trade, with a view to
affording the foreign manufacturer utilizing our raw material
credit until he can put his product on the market. But the
trouble is that it is highly speculative in the disturbed political
situation to extend any credit. The individual or corporation
with the idle mill appreciates that more than the ordinary
business risk must be run, because of conditions to which
reference has been made. Moreover, he mist take chances
on a decline in the exchange value of the currency of the
country, due largely to the same political uncertainties. Ger-
man marks are to-day quoted at 0.89 of a cent, a fall of
25 per cent in 60 days. The question of the capacity of Ger-
many to meet the reparation payments is a large factor in
the general disturbed condition that paralyzes industry. I
do not profess to know as to this. I am disposed to assume
that the amount fixed is within her ability, considering the
industry, frugality, and resourcefulness of her people, par-
ticularly in view of the fact that her military establiShment
will in the future cost her but a fraction of what it required
to maintain it under the Kaiser. The next generation of the
German people will shower blessings on the heads of the states-
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men who at Versailles decreed that her army should be
lmited to 100,000 men, assuming, of course, that she is other-
wise left free to work out her own salvation. They have been
doomed, deservedly, to labor in the sweat of their brows for a
century, at least, to make up only a small part of the devasta-
tion wrought by their madecap attempt at world conquest.
In their case certninly the sins of the fathers will be visited upon
the children, even to the third and fonrth generation. Huge asthe
reparations sum is, it is-only a small part of the money loss, not
to speak of the misery they occasioned. Neither ceased with the
armistice. The famine conditions in Russia and Armenia, the
prevailing paralysis of business throughout the world, are the
bitter fruit of their transgressions. We have no cause to be
considerate of them, but we ought not, out of unreasoning
resentment, to invite their conguest and subjugation, by which
their ability to pay would be destroyed and we would saffer
incalculable loss by the destruction of a market the existence
of which events have shown is so essential to.our own pros-
perity.

We may well postpone entering into any engagement looking
to keeping her in a state of inferiority in n military sense,
even to Poland or Czechoslovakia, until the issue of the forth-
coming conference on disarmament is known. If through our
effort, directly or indirectly, in that connection, the immunity
of a disarmed Germany from unprovoked attack is assured,
we might properly enough, to my mind, join in constraining her
to keep the peace. On that conference hangs the hope of the
world. There is involved the possibility of effecting a saving
in our annual expenditures of at least a half billion anmu-
ally. Our appropriations for the current year for the Army
and Navy exceed $800,000,000. Given any reasonable agree-
ment as the result of the conference for a general reduction
of armaments and our expenditures for military purposes need
not, should not, exceed $300,000,000. But we should be ad-
vantaged in even a much greater sum by the revival of industry
the world over that might be expected reasonably to follow
disarmament., France, with a population of 40,000,000 people
as against our 110,000,000 and a national debt of approximately
$50,000,000,000, is, as stated, maintaining an army of 800,000
men—1,034,000 aecording to some figures recently made publie,
Her interest charge, averaging perhaps 5 per cent, is little less
than $2,000,000,000 annually. Burdened as she is, the sub-
stance of her people is being consumed in keeping up her huge
army ; their income is swallowed and their credit exhausted by
the insatiable demands it makes instead of being utilized to
rebuild their business and resuscitate their ruined industries.
Ttaly, whose national debt is said to equal almost, if not quite,
her national wealth, is staggering under the load of support-
ing 350,000 men in her army, while the people of our vigorous
nation are restive at what it costs to keep 150,000 mén under
arms. Six million men are enrolled in the armies of 14 of the
leading nations, consuming needlessly at least $5,000,000,000
annually, a stupendous sum, measured in terms of human toil.
Consider what toll past wars are taking, as shown by the na-
tional debt of the leading powers. Great Britain's per capita
debt is $814.08, bearing an annual interest charge of $36.45,
equivalent to $182.25 a year upon the head of a family of five,
France's per capita is $1,218.10, on which the interest is $47.76,
or $238.80 for the ordinary family. Belgium's burden is $614.52
per person, the interest charge being $38.65, or $103.25 for each
family, Bear in.mind the amounts stated the breadwinner must
contribute over and beyond the sums necessary to make up the
current expenses of government, including the cost of the huge
military establishments to which reference has been made. In
our favored land the per capita indebtedness assumes relatively
insignificant proportions, being but $224.81, carrying an interest
charge of $8.65. Japan pays as she gees, carrying a debt amount-
ing only to $27.79 per capita, on which the interest is but $1.10,
Considering that the reparation demands on Germany amount to
no more than $500 per capita, she would seem to be no worse
off than the victor nations of Europe. Turn the problenr over
as one may, the conclusion is inescapable that the success of
the conference and perhaps the peace of the world requires
that France be assured against another invasion by Germany.
“Twice in 50 years,” the French say, “our country has been
ravaged. The Germans nmumber 60,000,000 and we but 40,-
000,000. They multiply more rapidly than we. For generations
they have been schooled to become conquering warriors, until
the spirit thus engendered has become a national trait.” Thus

they reason to the conclusion that their safety requires the

annexation of the Rhineland and possibly the Ruhr Valley, the
Balkanization of Germany, and to that end the maintenance of
the great army they now have.

The irreconcilables of Germany continually give occasion for
their fears. In an address recently presented to Ludendorff

by a municipality of East Prussia his admiring and adulatory
friends assured hinr that Germany would patiently await the
day of the avenger. This may have been the vaporings of
blind reactionaries, the representatives of a feudal aristocracy,
but the effect upon the overwrought French nrind is none the
less disquieting.

Col. Emery, commander of the American Legion, on his
return to this country recently remarked that it is unreason-
able to expect Irance to disarm without giving her a guaranty
against invasion by Germany. I am disposed to agree with hinr.
France could be induced to reduce her army to, say, 200,000 men
if the United States and Great Britain would agree to come to
her aid should she be again invaded by the Germans, as was
provided in the separate treaty with her as a counterpurt of
the Versailles treaty, but which never became effective.

A recent Paris dispatch says:

The French attitude will be to show just how far France can go
toward disarmament in the face of information received from Germany
concerning that country’s power for prompt mobilization and in the
absence of other guaranties than France's own troops. It will be the
viewpoint of the French delegation that mnless there are guaranties
along the lines of those contained in the American, Bri and French
defensive agreement against unwarranted aggression, as elaborated by
President on and gem!ers Lloyd-George and Clemenceau, but never
ratified, a standing of from 400,000 to 450,000 men, with a like
number subject to imm te call to mobilization, will be required.

Are we willing to pay the price of world disarmament? We
would never be called upon to redeem the ebligation, because it
is inconceivable that Germany would become the aggressor
under such circumstances, But if she did rehabilitate herself
in a military sense and was able to form such alliances as to
warrant her in challenging the three great powers, we might
as well prepare to meat her as we did in 1917. Will we enter
into the necessary undertaking? Are we sufficiently in earnest
about disarmament to observe the formality essential to secure
it? The Semator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] has been foremost
in the agitation for disarmament. It was his persistent efforts,
his impelling eloguence, which forced the calling of the forth-
coming conference. Will he subscribe to the condition upon
which alone his zeal may be rewarded and his labors crowned
with snccess? What reason can be assigned by anyone who
votes to impose upon us the obligation to see that Germany re-
mains disarmed that France may be safe for declining to agree
to go to her aid should Germany nullify our precautions and
again let slip the dogs of war? Whatever renson may be as-

ed, the ene overpowering reason will be that two years ago
and more Woodrow Wilson recognized the necessity and pledged
our country, as far ag he could, to do so. Were such an agree-
ment made, France would have no purpose in intriguing for the
dismemberment of Germany. She would have ne exeuse for the
annexation of the Rhineland or the Ruhr Valley., She would
have no eccasion for contributing to the development of a mili-
tant Poland.

Another feature of this treaty, likewise invelving the honor
of the Nation, is open to the most serious objection.

When the Knox resolution was before the Senate for consid-
eration I pointed out that in so far as it announced the policy
of the United States, or was to be regarded as in the nature of
instructions to our negotiators who should attempt to effect a
treaty with Germany, it was a repudiation of the obligation
under which our country labored in consequence of the ex-
changes leading to the armistice not to exact of Germany repa-
ration for damage done to our Nation by her acts of war, except
such as inured to the civilian population. At the risk of being
wearisome, I remind the Senate of the pertinent, salient features
of the historic documents evidencing the course of the negotia-
tions pursuant to which Germany laid down her arms. On
October 6, 1918, the chargé d'affaires of the Swiss Legation at
Washington transmitted to the President of the United States
the following brief note from the German Government :

The German Government ests the President of the United States
of America to take steps for the restoration of peace, to notify nll bel-
ligerents of this request, and to invite them to delegate plenipotentiaries
for the purpose o ta.ﬁl:rg up megotiations. The German (Jovernment
accepts as a basis for the ce negotiations the program laid down by
the dent of the United States in his message to Congress of Janu-
ary 8, 1918, and in his subsequent{ pronouncements, rPiu'tlcl.lls,rl.vr in his
address of September 27, 1018. In order to avoid further bloodshed, the
German Government requests to bring about the immediate conclusion of
a general armistice on land, on water, and in the air. e

Prince of Baden, Imperial Chancellor.

Before replying directly to the invitation thus conveyed the
Secretary of State, acting under direction from the President,
addressed a communication to the Swiss chargé, in the course of
which he said:

Before making reply to the reguest of the Imperial Government, and
in order that that r?:lly ghall be as candid and straightforward as the
momentous interests involved require, the President of the United States
deems it necessary to assure himself of the exact meaning of the nete of
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the imperial chancellor. Does the imperial chancellor mean that the
Imperial German Government accepts the terms lald down by the Presi-

dent in his address to the Congress of the United States on the 8th of' :
Er .| grant Germany conditions which she can accept.”

prompily transmitted to his Government the conelusion arrived

January last and in subsequent addresses, and that its object in en
into discusslons would be only to agree upon the practical detalls
their application?

This brought a reply which included the follewing statement:

The German Government has accepted the terms lald dewn by Presi-
dent Wilson in his address of January 8 and in his subsequent
on the feundation of a permanent peace of justice. Consequently its
object in entering into. discussions. would be only to agree upon prac-
tical details of the application of these terms.

The: tenor of the exchanges was, of course, communicated
forthwith to the Governments of the nations allied with us, by
whom they were approved, with a reservation on the part of
Great Britain touching one of the 14 points of President Wil-
son's address of January 8, 1918, in relation to the freedom of!
the seas, and the further qualification evidenced by the conclud-
ing paragraple of her reply to the communication {ransmitting
the proposal of the German Government, signifying her assent
thereto and speaking as well on behalf of her allies. Thig docu-
ment, so important in this econnection, read as follows :

The allied Governments have given careful consideratiom to the cor-
respondence which has between the President of the United
Htates and the German Government.

Subject to the qualifications which follow, they declare their willing-
ness: to make peace with the Government of Germany on the terms of
peace laid down in the addresg of the President to Comgress on Jan-
uary 8, 1918, and the principles of settlement enunciated in his sabse-
quent address.

They must point out, however, that clause 2, relating to what is
usually described as the * Freedom of the seas.” is open to varions
interpretations, some of which the{ could not accept. They must
therefore reserve to themselves complete freedom on this subject when
they enter thie peace conference.

Furthermore, in the conditions of peace laid down in his address to
Congress on January 8, 1918, the President declared that the invaded
territories must be restored as well as evacuated and freed and the
allied Governments feel that no doubt ought to be allowed to exist as
to what this provision implies. By it they understand that compen-
sations will be made by Germany for all damage done to the civ&nn-
population of the Allies and their property by the aggression of Ger-
many by land, by sea, and from the air.

Aftention is ealled to the last paragraph thereof just read.

This was a perfectly obvious enlargement of the only men-
tion of the subject in the address of the President, which is as
follows :

8. All French territory should be freed and the invaded portions re-

stored; and the wrong done to France by Prussia in 1871, in the matter:

of Alsace-Lorraine, which has unsettled the peace of the world b
50 years, should be righted in order that peace may once more
secure in the interest of all.

However, as the interpretation thus put upon the President’s
language was communicated to Germany, who without dissent
entered into the armistice by which she expressly obligated
herself to make *“reparation for damage done,” she heeame
justly chargeable in the aecount with “all damage done to the
civilian population” of the Allies. .

It may have been unwise to accepi Germany's capitulation on
such terms. While the negotiations were pending telegrams
poured in upon the Senate insisfing upon an unconditional sur-
render. Bitter speeches were made on this floor arraigning the
President for even entertaining the proposal submifted by our
enemy, and there was no little sentiment in favor of an “On
to Berlin” policy. It is scarcely conceivable that the: respon-
sible officials of the various Governments did not take counsel
with their military commanders in the field, and we have it
upon indisputable authority that they did. According to Andre
TPardieu, Marshal Foch summoned to meet at Senlis Gem

nearly
made

Pétain, Marshal Haig, Gen. Pershing, and Gen. Gillain, chief of

staff of the Belgian Army, to consider two questions ad-
dressed by President Wilson to our allies, who, in transmitting
them, expressed his desire that the views of the military an-
thorities be secured. These questions were:

1. Regarding the peace, and in view of the assurances given by the
chancellor, are the associated Governments ready to conclude peace on
the terms and according to the principles already made publie?

2. Regarding the armistice, and if the reply to the previous quesiion
is. in the afirmative, are the associated Gavernments to ask their
military advisers and the military advisers: of the United States to sub-
mit to them the necessary conditions: which must be: fulfilled by an
armistice such as will preteet absolntely the interests of the ples
concerned and to assure to the associa Governments unlimi power
to safeguard and impose the details of the peace to which the German
Government has consented, provided always that the milita as%vfsers
W

The historian tells coneerning the proceedings of this mo-
mentous meeting that *the commander in chief reads the cor-
respendence to them and asks their advice. None of them pro-
poses to refuse the armistice. Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig
speaks first. In his view the armistice should be concluded; and:
concluded on very moderate terms. The victorious allied armies
are extenuated. The units need to be reorganized. Germany
is not broken in the military sense. During the last weeks her
armies have withdrawn, fighting very bravely and in excellent
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ordev. Therefore; if it is really desired to cenclude an armi-
stice—and this in his view is very desirable—it is necessary to
Gen. Foch

at; thus expressed by him:

I haye the honor to make knewn fo you the military conditions under
which can be granfed an armistice * capable” of protecting absolutely
the interests of the nations concerned and assuring to the associated
Governments unlimited power to safegnard and impose the conditions:
of peace to whieh the German Government has conzented.

The considerations which impelled the great military genius
who guided the allied armies to victory, soon to be the honored
guest of this Natien, and whe put aside the temptation to lead a
triumphal army into Berlin, do so much henor to him, they ex-
hibit a character so exalted, that I quote his words:

The only aim of war is to obtain results. If the Germans sign an
armistice on the general lines we have just determined we shall have
obtained the result we seek. Our aims being accomplished, no oine has
the right to shed anoiher drop of blood.

It would serve no good purpose to set these noble words over
against the rancorous speeches to which reference has been
made, denouncing President Wilson for entertaining the proposi-
tion for an armistice and, in effect, demanding. the sacrifice of
the lives of thousands of Ameriean soldiers in a fruitless march
on Berlin. The historian will perform that task and point to
them in connection with the story of how his every effort to
serve his country in that all-important crisis and in the critical
moenths whieh followed was met by a chorus of caviling that

‘ig perhaps without a parallel in the stormy political history of

the Nation and which went far to nullify the influence it ought
to have exercised in establishing a peace founded on justice and
in restraining the fierce passions, inflamed by hereditary hatreds,
that so Iargely defeated the hopes of those who loeked for sueh.

The armistice was signed and, agreeably to its terms, the
Germans evacuated the foreign territory still occupied by them,
as well as the Rhineland, surrendered their arms as required by
it, and otherwise so complied that the President was: able to
say to the Congress, * The war thus comes to an end; for, hav-
ing accepted the armistice, it will be impossible for fhe German
command to renew it.”

I remind you that, by specific reference in the exchanges, it
was agreed that by the treaty which was to follow Germany
should agree to make reparation for damages done to the
civilian: population. TFurther than that no one of the Allies
asked that reparation be made.

Casuists may indulge in speeulation as to hew far the Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy may go in pledging an
enemy in the field in negotiations for a cessation of hostilities
and to induee him to lay down his arms that the lives of
prisoners will be spared, that property of the vanquished taken
in the war shall be yielded up, that indemmnity beyond a limit
specified shall not be exacted, or to offer any like concessions.
It may be that Gen. Grant transcended his authority when he
assured the veterans of Lee that they would be unmolested so
long as they observed their parole and obeyed the laws and
that they might take home with them their horses and mules.
Bui since man emerged from the barbaric state conventions
of that character have been regarded as peculiarly sacred. To
disregard any such has been universally stigmatized as the
depth of dishonor. Pumic faith assumes the character of a
mild virtue by comparison with such an offense.

Popular clamor and the compelling exigencies of political
campaigns in England and France following the armistice
induced the representatives of those countries on the assem-
bling of the Versailles conference to demand the payment hy
Germany of all war costs, but the American delegates, setting
their faces like steel against that view, it was abandoned by all
It appeared at one time to have some chance of prevailing while
President Wilson was at sea on a trip home. Being apprised
of the imminence of action, he wired the delegation to dissent,
and if neeessary to dissent publicly, from a procedure which
“is clearly inconsistent with what we deliberafely led the
enemy to expect and can not now honorably alter simply be-
cause we have the power.” It was agreed by all eventually
that reparation shounld be Iimited to damages to the civilian
population, not to the armed forces in the field, but to those
who remained at home; not to the Government itself, but fo the
nencombatant citizens thereof. Owing to the illicit warfare
conducted by Germany, the sum, even so limited, would be vast,
It would inelude compensation for the ravaged fields and ruined
cities, the spoliated mines, factories, and homes of France and -
Belgium, the ships and cargoes that fell victims of the sub-
marine warfare, the lives taken and property destroyed in the
air raids direefed against unfortified cities and communities
remote from the fighting front.

The general principle being, settled in the conference the
fight then raged around the question of the elements which
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shonld ente'r into the determination of the amount of damages

done to.the civilian population. Here again the American
delegution stood almost alone, against a persistent demand for
the expansion in construction of the expression * dam:ge done
to the civilian population ™ until the limitation implied in it
would be fo a large extent obliterated. The protracted con-
troversy was fought out before the financial experts constitut-
ing the commission on reparations, before the supreme council
and before the Big Four. It eventuated in article 232 of the
treaty, the second paragraph of which article is as follows:

The allied and assoclated Governments, however, require, and Ger-
many undertakes, that she will make compensation for all damage done
to the civilian population of the allied and associated powers and to
their property during the period of the belll%erency of each as an
allied or associated power against Germany by such aggression by
land, by sea, and from the air, and in general al! damage as defined in
Annex [ hereto.

ANNEX I.

Compensation may be claimed from Germany under article 232 above
in respect to the total damage under the following categories:

(1) Damage to injured persons and to surviving dependents by per-
sonal injury to or death of civillans caused by acts of war, including
bombardments or other attacks on land, on sea, or from the air, and all
the direct consequences thereof. and of all operations of war by the
two groups of belligerents wherever arising.

(2) Damage caused by Germany or her allies to civilian vietims of
acts of cruelty, violence or maltreatment (including injuries to life or
health as a consequence of imprisonment, deportation, internment, or
evacuation, of exposure at sea, or of being forced to labor, wherever
arising, and to the surviving dependents of such victims.

(8) Damage caused by Germany or her allles in their own territory
or in occupied or invaded territory to civilian vietims of all acls
injurious to health or capacity to work or to honor, as well as to the
surviving dependents of such victims.

(4) Damage caused by any kind of maltreatment of prisoners of war.

(5) As damage caused to the peoples of the allied and associated
powers, all pensions and compensation in the nature of pensions to
naval and military victims of war (including members of the alr
force). whether mutilated, wounded, sick, or invalided, and to the
dependents of such vietims, the amount due to the allied and associated
Governments being caleculated for each of them as being the capitalized
cost of such pensions and compensation at the date of the coming into
force of the present treaty on the basis of the scales in force in France
at such date.

(6) The cost of assistance by the Governments of the allied and
assc(ilcia:ed powers to prisoners of war and to their families and de-
pendents.

(7T) Allowances by the Governments of the allied and assoclated
powers to the families and dependents of mobilized persons or persons
serving with the forces, the amount due to them for each calendar
¥Year in which hostilities occurred being calenlated for each Govern-
ment on the basis of the average scale for such payments in force in
France during that year.

8) Damage caused to civilians by being forced by Germany or her
allies to labor without just remuneration.

(9) Damage in respect of all property, wherever situated, belonging
to any of the allied or associated States or their nationals, with the
exception of naval and military works or materials, which has been
carried off, seized, injured, or destroyed by the acts of Germany or
her allies on land, on sea, or from the air, or damage directly in
consequence of hostilities or of any operations of war.

(10) Damage in the form of levies, fines, and other similar exactions
imposed by Germany or her allies upon the. civilian population.

Whatever may be said touching any other of the elements
thus defined, those numbered (4), (5), (6), and (7), the last
three being referred to as * pensions and separation allowances,”
fall plainly without the category of * damage done to the
civilian population ™ ; so plainly that I spend no time in canvass-
ing the proposition. The ingenious but specious argument of
Gen. Smuts, which is said finally to have persuaded Mr. Wilson
to yield on “pensions and separation allowances,” I ask be
printed as an appendix to my remarks. I am constrained to
believe that his better judgment rebelled at this provision, as it
must have rebelled at other portions open to objection to which
his opposition was weakened by the malignant fire to which he
was continually subjected from this side of the water, quite
like that which was directed against him in connection with
the armistice negotiations.

If he had remained steadfast touching any such, and a dis-
solution of the conference for failure to agree had ensued, an
avalanche of criticism might have been expected from the very
men who so roundly denounced the treaty because of the
features to which he must have yielded a grudging assent.

Notwithstanding the refined argument of Gen. Smuts, the
framers of the treaty apparently recognized that pensions and
separation allowances could not reasonably fall within the
class to which they admitted they were limited in respect to
reparations, for by the second paragraph of article 282, they
provided that Germany should pay *“all damage done to the
civilian population of the allied and associated powers” by
Germany during the war, “and, in general, all damage as
defined in Annex I hereto.”

When the Knox resolution was before the Senate I pointed
out how plainly it contravenes our undertaking arising, as
indicated, to confine our demand for reparation to such injuries
as were done by Germany to the civilian population. No at-
tempt was made to justify it in that regard. It plainly declares

our purpose to hold the property of German nationals seized
by the Alien Property Custodian until provision is made, not
alone for the payment by Germany and Austria-Hungary of
all damage done to the civilian population of the United States,
but—and I now quote from the Knox resolution—* for the
satisfaction of all claims against said Governments,” respec-
tively, of American nationals “ who suffered through the acts of
the Imperial German Government or its agents, or the Imperial
Royal Austro-Hungarian Government, or its agents, since July
31, 1914, loss, damage, or injury to their persons or property.”

No distinction is made between losses suffered by the soldier
in the field and those falling upon the civilian. The wildest
Jjingoes who gathered at Paris to pluck the fallen foe would not
go so far. Straining at the bounds set about them by their
solemn covenant resulting in the armistice, the peace commis-
sioners made no such demand of Germany, for it need not be
said that a pension allowed to a soldier wounded at the front
or to the dependents of one killed is no measure of the damage
suffered by him or by those drawing it. No nation ever under-
took by a pension system fully to compensate for the losses en-
dured in consequence of the casualty for which it is allowed.

The addresses of the President referred to in the German
offer of an armistice scarcely gave color to a claim for indemnity
or reparation. The allied note accepting the proposal enlarged
upon, if it did not infroduce, that element. The Versailles
treaty expanded the scope of the armistice agreement. The
Knox resolution frankly goes the limit, unrestrained by any
consideration whatever, and article 1 of the treaty before us
declares that:

Germany undertakes to accord to the United States, and the United
States shall have and enjoy, all the rights, privileges, indemnities, repa-
rations, or advantages specified in the aforesaid joint resolution of the
Congress of the United States of July 2, 1921 (the Knox resolution).

The article to which reference has just been made concludes

ds follows:
Including all the rights and advantages stipulated for the benefit of
the United States in the treaty of Versailles which the United States
ghall fully enjoy notwithstanding the fact that such treaty has not been
ratified by the United States.

Then comes article 2, reading:

With a view to defining more gnrtlculsrly the obligations of Germany
under the foregoing article with respect to certain provisions in the
treaty of Versailles, it is understood and agreed between the high con-
tracting parties:

(1) That the rights and advantages stipulated in that treaty for the
benefit of the United States, which it is intended the United States
ghall have and enjoy, are those defined in section 1, of part 4, and
parts 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, and 15.

Part 8 of the Versailles treaty so enumerated deals with
the subject of “ Reparation,” and includes article 232 thereof
and Annex I, heretofore referred to.

We have, accordingly, by article 1 of the pending treaty, saved
to ourselves all rights specified in the Knox resolution, by which
one measure of the amount coming to us from Germany is fixed,
and by article 2 all rights aceruing to us'by virtue of article 232
and Annex I of the Versailles treaty, by which a wholly different
measure is established.

Let me make this perfectly plain. Under article 1 of the
treaty we reserve to ourselves the rights coming to us under
the Knox resolution, and one of the rights coming to us is the
right to have compensation from Germany for all damage
either to the civilian population or to the armed forces in the
field. By article 2 of the treaty we reserve to ourselves the
rights given to us by article 232 of the Versailles treaty and
Annex I, by which the amount coming to us is limited to the dam-
age done fo the civilian population and to pensions and separa-
tion allowances. Under article 1 we are asking a certain amount
of Germany, and under article 2 an entirely different amonnt,

Mr, KING. Will the Senator permit an inquiry?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Certainly.

Mr. KING, Have the allied nations considered the treaty
with respect to reparations in harmony with the view which
the Senator has just expressed, or have they transcended the
limits of the provisions of the treaty and sought to include
within their demands those contemplated .by the Knox resolu-
tion?

Mr, WALSH of Montana. No; they have not.

Mr. KING. That was my understanding.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, What they have done is this: They
have simply disregarded the rule of measurement laid down by
the treaty of Versailles and have fixed arbitrarily a sum which
they call upon Germany to pay; and they claim that that sum is
within the measure of damages prescribed by the treaty. So
the question as to whether it does transcend that amount or
does not has not arisen.

Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator a further question?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes.
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Mr. KING. In fixing that amount, which the Senator has Mr. WATSON of Georgia. In case Germany does join the

denominated as having been arbitrarily fixed,” they placed an
interpretation upon that treaty, as I recall, the same as the
Senator has placed upon if, and did not go beyond that and
contemplate those elementis of damage which seem to be em-
braced in the Knox resolution?

My, WALSH of Montana. As I have said, I do not under-
stand that they give any construction or interpretation of it
at all; they were supposed to proceed in accordance with the
terms of the treaty; and, proceeding in accordance with the
terms of the treaty, they found that Germany ought to pay the
ameount fixed.

Mr. SHIELDS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Ten-
nessee,

My, SHIELDS. I think the Senator is semewhat mistaken
in that. The first section of the schedule agreed upon by the
Reparation Commission and the representatives of Germany
reads: h

The following is the schedule of payments prescribing the time and
manner for securing and discharging the entire obligation of Germany

ig;iiroparstions under articles 231, 232, and 233 of the treaty of Ver-
es,

I shall not read the balance; but the Reparation Commission
and Germany both considered all of these matters, including
the provision as to compensation for pensions, in the construe-
tion of which I entirely agree with the Senator—it is not a
damage to civilians, and went beyond the original agreement—
but they lumped them together and considered them all and
agreed npon the lump sum of 132,000,000,000 gold marks as com-
pensation for the entire demand. I will ask the Senator if it
is mot a well-known fact that the gross sum which they thus
agreed upon to be divided among the European nations—we
get nothing out of it—is not really sunfficient to pay for the
civilian damages done, which properly come within the terms
of the armistice; and is it not a fact that in the settlement of
this matter the provision for paying pensions was eliminated
and is wholly harmless to the German nation?

Mr, WALSH of Montana. I am not finding fault with that
at all. «The Reparation Commission, of course, proceeded upon
the rule of the treaty as their basis. They scaled down the
amount because they felt that Germany would be unable to pay,
and they wanted an amount fixed so that the Germans would
zo to work and would pay, instead of simply surrendering and
zoing into bankruptcy. Whether the amount which they fixed
was- the full amount which might have been exacted under
the treaty or was a less amount, they did not intend to ask of
Germany all damages which were suffered, but only such dam-
ages as were suffered by the civilian population, together with
pensions and separation allowances. .That is the point I am
making ; but we go beyond that. In one part of the treaty, in
article 1, we demand everything that we have reserved by the
Knox resolution—that is to say, all damages—and by article 2
we reserve only those which come to us under article 232 of the
Versailles treaty, namely, the damage done to the eivilian popu-
lation and pensions and allowances, the f{wo articles being
utterly inconsistent.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. FLETCHER. May I ask the Senator, as to the payment
of this gross sum of 132,000,000,000 gold marks, how much of
that is paid annually? I have seen the statement somewhere
that it amounts to only about $800,000,000 a year.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My understanding is that ounr
American financiers have figured the amount as equivalent, at
the present worth, to a payment of $31,000,000,000.

Mr. FLETCHER. How much a year?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have forgotten what the

amount is; but the next payment, I think of a billion marks,

is due the 1st of May.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia.

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
Georgia. ;

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. As the Senator well knows, one
of the reserved clauses or parts of this treaty goes upon the
assumption that Germany may join the League of Nations,
and then the supreme council may take such action as it sees
fit as to relieving her, in part or in whole, of any of these pro-
visions.

Mr, WALSH of Montana,

Mr, President——
I yield to the Senator from

Yes.

League of Nations, and we do not, where does that leave us
as to this treaty?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I will say to the Senator that the
treaty before us expressly provides that the United States shall
not be bound by any action taken by the League of Nations
unless it expressly assents thereto.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I understand that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. So that any action taken by the
League of Nations in relieving Germany from any portion of
the amount fixed would net be in any way binding upon us, if it
affected us in any way. ;

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. This is the thought I had in mind:
Suppose Germany should eenvince the supreme council that she
ought to have mere troops or ounght to have a better use of her
inland waterways, and suppose we did not think so; what could
we do about it?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. We could be in .controversy with
the mentbers of the League of Nations. :

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. In other words, at variance with
them?

Mr., WALSH of Montana. Yes, If the council should au-
thorize Germany to have an army of, we will say, 200,000 men,
and the United States protested, Germany, if she raised her
army to 200,000 men, would be in violation of her treaty with us,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr, President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senafor.

Mr, JONES of New Mexico. May I inquire of the Senator
whether or not the reparations provided for the United States
are to constitute a part of the amount agreed upon by our
allies and Germany through the Reparation Commission?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. No. I am coming to that directly.
Our treaty with Germany does not say anything at all about
how the amount which Germany is to pay us is to be deter-
mined, either under the rule fixed by article 1 of the treaty or
by article 2 of the treaty. That is up in the air,

Mr. SHIELDS, Mr, President-—

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. SHIELDS. Along with the suggestion I made, I sheuld
like to read article 231, to which the Senator refers, under the
head of “ Reparation” in the Versailles treaty, which is:

The allied and associated govermments affirm and Germany ae-
eepts the responsibility of Germany and her allies for causiug all the
loss and damage to which the allied and associated governments and their
pationals have been subjected as a consequence of the war imy
upon them by the aggression of Germany and her allies.

AnrT. 232. The allied and associated governments recognize that the
resourceg of Germany are not adequate, after taking into account
permanent diminutions of such resourees whieh will resuit from other
provisions of the present treaty, to make complete reparation for all
such loss and damage.

And notwithstanding the reference to pensions, it was con-
templated and agreed in the beginning that Germany would not
make full reparation for all the damages that had eccurred.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly.

Mr. SHIELDS. And then it follows from the agreement and
the schedule I have that they did not undertake to do that,

Mr., WALSH of Montana. Exactly. -

Mr. SHIELDS. I do not exactly see how this is pertinent to
the present controversy; but I think the facts do fully appear
that no compensation or reparation for pensions or liabilities
of that kind, incurred by the several allied and associated na-
tions, is embraced in the final settlement, which is already
made before our treaty is made and before we possibly ean
become a member of the Reparaiion Commission. It is already
concluded and settled. I do not see how it is possible that the
elements now objected to, and which did not come within the
terms of the armistice, were ever considered and Germany ever
suffered by that violation of the armistice agreement,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The remarks of the Senator from
Tennessee simply enforce the argument which I am making.
Under the Knox resolution we reserved the right to claim of
Germany all damage that had been caused us, The makers of
the treaty would not go that far. They insisted upon Germany
paying only damage done to the civilian population, together
with pensions and allowances; and then, in fixing the amount,
they could not, as the Senator asserts, conclude to exact even
that much of Germany. That is the situation as developed by
the inquiry of the Senator from Tennessee,

Mr, KELLOGG. Mr. President, do I understand that the
Senator’'s objection to this treaty is solely on the ground that the
Knox resolution goes further than the Versailles treaty?

Mr. WALSH of Montana, No; not solely, I discussed wmy
main objection to the treaty at some considerable length,
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Mr. KELLOGG. The Senator’s main objection is that the
treaty is too severe upon Germany ?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My main objection, as I say, is that
we insist upon Germany being disarmed, and then we decline to
join the other nations in giving her any protection against an
enemy. I trust I make my position clear to the Senator.

Mr. KELLOGG. That does not place any greater burden
upon Germany than the original Versailles treaty, for which
the Senator voted.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am not trying to take care of
Germany. I am taking care of the United States.

Mr. KELLOGG. Then the Senator objects to it because it
does not place further obligations upon this country?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactlv—that we should not #s-
sume the responsibility of disarming Germany unless we also
assume a part of the responsibility of protecting Germany from
unprovoked invasion.

Mr. SHIELDS. Mr, President, does not the argument of the
Senator involve a charge of bad faith upon all our allies who
did hecome members of the League of Nations, who did ratify
the treaty?

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
question.

Mr, SHIELDS. The Senator says that we are abandoning
Germany now by our not becoming a party to the Versailles
treaty.

My, WALSH of Montana. No; I have made no suggestion
touching the abandonment of Germany.

Mr. SHIELDS. That treaty and the league have been put
into operation and are in full effect, and the Senator from
Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] delivered nearly a seven-hour speech the
other day, in which he asserted that it was a great and com-
plete success and was accomplishing all of its objects and pur-
poses, and all that was expected of it. For the Senator from
Montana now to come and say that Germany is left withount
protection merely because we did not become a party to the
treaty of Versailles is direcily contradicting what the Senator
from Texas said—

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, well, I am not responsible for
what the Senator from Texas says.

Mr. SHIELDS. And is it not a direct charge that all our
allies who entered into that treaty will enventually be guilty
of bad faith, and will not carry out its provisions and protect
Germany as they made their contract to do in article 10 of
the League of Nations and other provisions of it? In other
words, according to the Senator, the whole thing depended on
whether we would do it or not.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. With all due deference to the Sen-
ator, it does not seem to me that that has a thing on earth to do
with - the matter. All the nations agreed by the Versailles
treaty to see that Germany was disarmed. All the nations
agreed by the Versailles treaty to see that disarmed Germany
was protected from invasion. All the nations now agree to see
that Germany is disarmed—the other nations by the Versailles
treaty, we by this one. All the other nations agree to see that
disarmed Germany is protected, and we refuse to do so. That is
the situation.

Mr. SHIELDS. If they are all agreed to it, I do not see how
Germany is going to be hurt. Who is going to hurt her, if they
are all keeping good faith with the treaty and complying with
its terms?

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
them, may make war on her.

Mr, JONES of New Mexico.

Mr. WALSH of Montana.
Mexico,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I am not perfectly clear as to
what has been done; but if I have understood the remarks of the
Senator, the other nations, our allies, in finally agreeing upon
a lump sum as the amount which Germany should pay, scaled
down their actual damages to which they might have been en-
titled under the treaty of Versailles.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let me remark to the Senator
that my understanding is that no one of these countries ever
filed a detailed statement of what itz damages were, and so they
agreed on this lump sam; and while it is impossible for us to
tell, the general understanding is that the amount fell easily
within the limitations prescribed by article 232,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. So I understood; but now, by
this treaty which we are making with Germany, we are insist-
ing upon full reparation so far as the claims of the United
States are concerned.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. And that this full reparation
which we are to get will et be a part or parcel of the lump
sum agreed by Germany to be paid in reparation to our allies,

I did not understand the Senator's

And to-morrow they, or any of

Mr. President—
I yield to the Senator from New

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Not at all.

Mr, JONES of New Mexico. And inasmuch as the Reparation
Commission, under the treaty of Versailles, has the administra-
tion of the resources of Germany until after the terms of the
treaty have been complied with, how are we to be paid the
amount of the reparations which we will claim under this treaty
with Germany?

How can we enforce or insist upon the payment of full repa-
rations to us, aside from the treaty of Versailles?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. We can not. The treaty before us
says we may or we may not send a delegated member to the
meetings of the Reparation Commission.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Although we should delegate a
member to attend those meetings under this treaty, we would
not be claiming our indemnity by virtue of the treaty of Ver-
sailles but by virtue of this treaty, and the administration of
this treaty would be a thing separate and apart from the admin-
istration of the treaty of Versailles.

Mr., WALSH- of Montana. Yes,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Would it not necessarily bring
us into conflict with our allies, enforcing the provisions of the
treaty of Versailles? )

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I think so. It would be difficult,
if mot impossible, to harmonize the two provisions. But if I
may recall to the minds of those who have been following the
discussion of the matter under consideration, I was pointing out
that under article 1 of the treaty before us one measure of the
damage for which we shall demand compensation from Germany
is fixed, and by article 2 an entirely different measure of dam-
age is prescribed, the two provisions being entirely inconsistent
with each other.

The two provisions of the treaty are in obvious and irrecon-
cilable conflict. When we come to settle with Germany, what
is she obliged to pay, the sum fixed by the Knox resolution,
namely, all damages suffered by our nationals, or only those
specified in Annex I to article 232; that is to say, damage done
to the civilian population and pensions and separation allow-
ances? We accumulate controversies with Germany by this
treaty instead of settling those which now exist,

Moreover, who is to determine what the actual sum to be paid
is, whether measured by the standard of the Knox resolution or
by that of article 232 and the annex thereto? It is quite usual in
controversies of this character to set up a tribunal before which
those claiming to be damaged may through their government be
heard as to the validity of the claim they assert and the amount
of damage they have suffered. The framers of this treaty
may have labored under an impression that authority in that
regard was vested in the Reparation Commission, but a careful
study of the Versailles treaty will disclose that such a belief
is without foundation. Another treaty ust be negotiated
before we can make any progress toward the settlement of our
differences with Germany. This one leaves undetermined the
one major matter of dispute between the two countries, namely,
the disposition of the enemy property seized by our Govern-
ment during the war of two classes, as I have heretofore
pointed out, namely, the ships interned in our ports, which have
passed into the hands of the Shipping Board, and the other,
the property held or disposed of by the alien property custodian.

Considerations which might require the surrender of the
former class or that credit be given for it in the balancing of
the account apply only feebly, if they apply-at all, to property
of the other class,

There is another provision of the Versailles treaty with ref-
erence to that subject to which attention should be invited. It
is paragraph 4 of the annex to article 208, being a portion of
Part 9, made a part of the Berlin treaty, reading as follows:

All property, rights, and interests of German nationals within the
territory of any allied or associated power, and the net proceeds of
their sale, liquidation, or other dealing therewith, may be charged by
that allied or associated power in the first place with payment of
amounts due ip respect of claims by the nationals of that allied or
associated power with regard to their property rights, and interests, in-
cluding companies and nssociations in which they are interested, in
German territory, or debts owing to them by German nationals, and
with payment of claims growing out of acts committed by the German
Government or by any German authorities since July 31, 1914, and before
that allied or associated power entered into the war. The amount of
such claims may be assessed by an arbitrator appointed by Mr., Gustave
Ador, if he is willing, or if no such appointment is made by him, by an
arbitrator appointed by the mixed arbitral tribunal provided for in sce-
tion 6. They may be charged in the second -place with payment of
the amounts due in respect of claims by the nationals of such allied or
assoclated power with regard to their property, rights, and interests in
the territory of other enmemy powers, in sb far as those elaims are other-
wise unsatisfied.

It will be noted that provision is here made for the determina-
tion of claims for such damages only as were suffered before we
entered the war, and the very reasonable contention may be
made that it is only such claims we are entitled to eredit against
the seized property, the implication being that we are to sur-
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render the remainder or make compensation for its value over
and above the amount of such claims, another plain inconsist-
ency in the treaty before us, since by article 1 we are entitled
to hold the property we took until all claims of our nationals
accerning either before or after we entered the war, as recited
in the Knox resolution, are satisfied.

I trust Senators will understand that by this provision of the
treaty of Versailles, which is now incorporated in the Berlin
treaty, we are entitled to hold the German property as a pledge
for the satisfaction of all claims suffered by our nationals
after July 31, 1914, and before we entered the war, so that
for ships which were sunk by the submarine warfare before
we entered the war we can recover and we can hold this prop-
erty as a pledge for the satisfaction of claims arising from
such sinkings, but we can not hold that property for the satis-
faction of claims accruing after we went into the war, as, for
instance, for ships sunk after that time.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator
that his statement is perhaps subject to further qualification as
to what the rights of Germany and this Nation nmy or may
not be under the treaty with Prussia of 1828,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course. I assume that if it is
held that the treaty of 1828 does not apply, and likewise that
under international law we are under no obligation to return
the property, then we can keep it freed from any charge; but
if from considerations arising out of the treaty of 1828 or
from considerations arising out of general international law
or from any other consideration, such as the desire to be upon
friendly relations with Germany rather than to keep the
property which we took, we do nof desire to hold it, except
so far as we may have any just claims against her, by this
provision of the treaty we can offset against that property only
such claims as arise by reason of damages suffered before we
went into the war, while by the Knox resolution and by
Article 1 of this treaty we reserve the right to hold that prop-
erty for the satisfaction of all claims, not only for damages
done to the civilian population but done as well to the armed
forces in the field, and, of course, done after we entered the
war as well as before we entered the war. No one, I undertake
to say, ean confrovert the proposition that those two proposi-
tions are utterly and irreconcilably inconsistent with each other,

Mr., FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. .

Mr. FLETCHER. Is not the Senator’'s argument subject also
to the further modification that part 15 of the Versailles treaty
is carried forward into this treaty, and under article 439, page
122, of this print the provision is made that—

Without prejudice to the provisions of the present treaty, German
undertakes not to put forward, directly or indirectly, against any all
or associated power signatory of the present tre&iy including those
which, without having declared war, have broken oft diplomatic rela-
tions with the German Empire, any pecuniary claim based on events
which occurred at any time before the coming into force of the present

treaty.
Th"‘c present stipulation will bar completely and finally all elaims of

this nature, which will be thenceforward extfngulshed. whoever may be
the parties in interest.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My understanding of that is that
it simply relieves our Alien Property Custodian from personal
liability and confirms in those to whom he sold the property the
title to the same; but it in no wise whatever affects the right
of Germany to make claim from the Government of the United
States on account of the property.

Mr. FLETCHER. I should think so.
that—

The present stipulation will bar completely and finally all claims of
this nature, which will be thenceforward extinguished, whatever may be
the partles in interest.

In other words, they can set up no claim for any of this
property.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator may be right about
it; but that was nof the construction I gave to that provision of
the treaty.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I am unable to see the inconsistency
which the Senator urges exists, It seems to me the two pro-
visions are not inconsistent but cumulative. Germany not only
agrees to give us the rights which were stipulated in the Ver-
sailles treaty but she also agrees to accord to us the rights
specified in the resolution. There is nothing inconsistent there.
It is simply cumulative; it is additional.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is not additional. One estab-
lishes one rule and the other establishes another rule.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. No:; not at all.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. One says we are going to keep this
property until all claims are satisfied, whether arising before

LXT—394

It says specifically

or after we went into the war, and the other says we will keep
the property until those claims are satisfied which accrued
before we went into the war,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Yes.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. ‘I will agree with the Senator that
the one embraces the other, but they are inconsistent just the
same, Sp that the lesser claim is absorbed in the greater in a
sense. But even so, we go back to the proposition whether we
may jn honor keep the German property, if we are otherwise
obliged to surrender it upon any consideration, as satisfaction
for the damage done to the armed forces in the field.

For the reasons discussed I am unable to give my approval
to this treaty. If it should be ratified, social Washington will
enjoy the presence In its midst of a German ambassador and
his entourage and the United States will again be officially rep-
resented in Wilhelmstrasse. That isall. Every controversy be-
tween the twocountries now pending will remain rife and a num-
ber of others will spring into being. It is useless as well as vicious.

It is of no cunsequence to me that Germany has acceded to
conditions which we have no right to exact of her, which we
bound ourselves in the most solemn manner not to exact. I
say “exacted ” of Germany, because the language of the treaty,
its very make-up, discloses that it was dictated by us. What
considerations impelled Germany to yield willingly or unwill-
ingly does not concern me. I am firm in the conviction that
it does not comport with the honor of this country; that it is
contrary to its interests and perilous to the peace of the world
that it go into effect.

APPENDIX A.
SUMMARY OF REPORTS ON GERMAN DISARMAMENT.

1. Attached herewith is a memorandum on German disarmament as
of May 19, 1921. No complete tabulation has been received since that
date. Two minor reports are here quoted as affecting certain totals in
this tabulation.

Tolals fo August 11, 1921.

Remaining
Material. Surrendered. | Destroyed. tobe
destroyed.
Shells | 135,0%3% ‘ﬂﬁﬁ:gﬂ‘g L = &,ﬁ'
Minenwerfer . ' 11, 518 11, 067 e 451
Machine gunsb... .. ............ { 87, 489 79, 868 7,630
BSmall arms (rifles and carbines)........... 4,229,721 3, 972,988 256, 733
Small arms ammunition. . .....oenenn..... 445,071,700 | 325, 596, 500 | 119, 475, 200
1 11,226 tons.
* 10, 107.8 tons. !
¥ 1,118.2 tons.
4 Does not include 3,000 surrendered at armistice.
& Does not include 25,000 surrendered at armistice.
Air malerial surrendered to August 20, 1621,
Material. Surrendered.| Destroyed. | tobe
destroyed.
14,673 14,149 Hld
- SR e 58
8 3 ]
58 21
817 24, 821 4,056
312 195 116
6,120 5,512 608
135, 874 123, 901 11,973

2. Quoting from three reports from the military observer at Berlin,
September 6, 1921, disarmament of the army, navy, and air service is
well summed up:

“ Germany has disarmed on land, with the exception of her 100,000
army, as contemplated by the Versailles treaty, taking into considera-
tion the fact that the discovery of absolutely all munitions and arms
is an impossibility. The above is the carefully considered opinion of
the military attaché, and it Is also the opinlon of Gen. Nollet, presi-
dent of the Interallied miiitaay control commission,

“ Germany has disarmed and eliminated her Air Service as provided
in the Versailles treaty. This is a fact, although it is necessarily ad-
mitted that possibly a few hundred planes or parts of planes have not
yet been discovered., It is obvious that these are out of date and of
no real conseguence.

“ Germany has disarmed as a naval power under the provisions of the
Versailles treaty. This is obvious and is the measured judgment of
all forelgn military and naval officers in Germany.”

APPENDIX B,
NOTE ON REPARATION.

The extent to which reparation can be claimed from Germany de-
pends in the main on the meaning of the last reservation made by the
Allies in their note to President %ﬂlson, November, 1915. That reser-
vation was agreed to by President Wilson and accepted by the German
Government in the armistice negotiations and was in the following

erms :

“ Further, In the conditions of peace laid down in his address to Con-
gress on January 8, 1918, the President declared that invaded ter-
ritories must be restored, as well as evacuated and made free. The
allied Governments feel that no doubt ought to be allowed to exist as
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to what this provision implies. By it they understand that compensa-
tion will be made by Germany for all damage done to the civilian
papulation of the Allles and to their property by the aggression of
¢ rrmany by land, by sea, and from the air.

In this reservation a careful distinction must be made between the
quotation from the President, which refers to the evacuation and resto-
ration of the invaded territories, and the implication which the Allies
find in that quotation amd which they procecd to enunciate as a prin-
:'_iiple of general applicability. The Allies found in the President’s ;imo

sion for restoration of the invaded territories a general primcipla
implied of far-reaching scope. This principle is that of compensa
for all damage to the clviliﬁ) population of the Allies in their persons
or preperty, which resulted from the German on, and whether
done on land or sea or from the air. By accepting this comprehen-
sive principle (as the German Government , they acknowledged
their liability to compensation for all damage to the eclvilian popula-
tien or their property wherever and however arising, so long as it was
the result of German aggression, The President's limitation fo resto-
r%tiag o{-d the invaded territories only of some of the Allles was clearly
abandoned.

The next gquestion iz how to understand the phrase * civilian popu-
lation " in the above reservation, and it can be most conveniently an-
swered by an illustration, A shopkeeper in a village in northern
France lost his shop through enemy bombardment, and was himself
badly wounded. He would be entitled as one of the civilian population
to compensation for the loss of his property and for his personal dis-
ablement. He subsequently recovered completely, was called up for
military service, and after being badly wounded and spending some
time in the hospitals was discharged as permanently unfit.

The expense he was to the French Government during this period as
a soldier (his gmy and maintenance, his uniform, ritle, ammunition,
his keep in the hospital, etc.) was not damage to a civilian, but -mﬂitagg
loss to his Government, apd it is therefore arguable that the Fren
Government can not recover compensation for such expensc under the
above reservation. His wife, however, was, during this period, de-
prived of her breadwinmer, and she therefore suffered d&maﬁe as a
member of the eivilian population, for which she would be entitled to
compensation. In other words, the separation allowances paid to her
and her children during this Eerlod bé the French Government would
have to be made good by the an Government, as the compensation
which the allowances represent was their lability. After the soldier’s
dlschargn as unfit, he rejoins the civilian population, and as for the
future he can not (in whole or in part) earn his own livelihood, he is
suffering damage as a member of the civilian population, for which
the German Government are & liable to make compensation, In
other words, the pension for di ement which he draws from the
French Government is really a liability of the German Government,
which they must under ithe above reservation make good to the French
Government. It counld not be argued that as he was disabled while a
soldier he does not suffer damage as a civilian after his discharge if he
is unfit to do his ordinary work. He does literally suffer as civilian
after his discharge, and h lpo.nsion is intended to make good this dam-
age, and is therefore a liability of the German Government. If he had
been killed in active service, his wife as a civillan would bave been
totally deprived of her breadwinner, and would be entitled to compensa-
tion. In other words, the pension she would draw from the French
Government would really be a liability of the German Government under
the above reservation, and would have to be made good by them to the
French Government.

"The plain, common-sense construction of the reservation therefore
leads to the conclusion that, while direct war expenditures (such as the
pay and equipment of soldiers, the cost of rifles, guns, and ordnance
and all similar expenditures) could aps not be recovered from the
Germans, yet disablement pensions to discharged soldiers, or pensions
to widows and orghans, or separation allowances pald to their wives and
children during the period of their millﬂ.liy service are all items repre-
sen compensation to of the civilian population for damage
sustained by them, for which the German Government are liable. What
was spent by the allied ofovemmemts on the soldier , or on the
mechanical a%plta.nces war, might perhaps not be recoverable from
the German Government under the reservatlion, as not in any
plain and direct sense damage to the civilian population. But what
was, or i§, spent on the citizen before he became a soldier or after he
has ceased to be a soldler or at any time on his family, represents com-
pensation for damage done to ci 5 and must be made good by the
Gierman Government under any fair inter tion of the above reserva-
tion. This includes all war Fenslons separation allowances, which
the German Government are liable to make good, in addition to repara-
tion or compensation for all damage done to property of the allied

provies. J. €. BMUTS.

PARris, March 31, 1919. 5

My, PENROSE. Mr, President, if there is no other Senator
desiring to address himself at this time to the treaties, under
the unanimous-consent arrangement I will ask to have the reve-
nue bill proceeded with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that
the revenue bill is before the Senate.

Mr. PENROSE. It is before the Senate subject to interrup-
tion by anyone who wants to speak on the treaty.

AMr. BRANDEGEE. It will be necessary to return to legisla-
tive session.

Mr, PENROSE. Certainly, :

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate resumes legisla-
tive business. 3
TAX REVISION.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 8245) to reduce and equalize taxa-
tion, to amend and simplify the revenue act of 1918, and for
other purposes.

Afr. KING. Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a quorum,

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

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

OoroBER 12,
Ashurst Glass MeCormick Reed
Borah Gooding McKellar Sheppard
Brandegee Harris McNary Shortridge
Broussard Harrlson Moses Simmons
Calder eflin Myers Smith
Capper Hitcheoek Nelson Smoot
Caraway Johnson New Spencer
Colt Jones, N, Mex, Newberry Sutherland
Cumimins ogg Nicholson Townsend
Cur Kendrick Norbeck Trammel!
Dial Kenyon Oddie Wadsworth
Edge Kinﬁ Overman ‘Walsh, Mont.
Hikins Ladd - Penrose Warren
Ernst La Follette Poindexter ‘Watson, Ga.
Fletcher Lenroot Pomerene Weller
TFrance Lodge Ransdell Willis

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-four Senators have an-
swered to their names. There is a quorum present.

The question is upon agreeing to the committee amendment,
paragraph (F), page 170, which amendment will be stated.

The AssisTAXT SECRETARY. On page 170, beginning with Iine
12, the committee proposes to insert:

(F) In the case of each telegraph, telephone; cable, or radie dis-
patch, message, or eonversation, which originates on or after such date
within the United States, and for the transmission of which the charge
is more than 14 cents and not more than 50 cents, a tax of 5 cents;
and if the charge is more than 50 cents, a tax of 10 cents: Provided,

That only one payment of such tax shall be required, notwithstanding

the lines or stations of one or more persons are unsed for the trans-
missioa of such dispateh, message, or conversation; and

(G) A tax ivalent to 10 cent of the amount paid after such
date to any egreg&} or telephone company for any leased wire eor
talking. circuit sp service furnished after such date. This sob-
division shall not apply to the amount apntd for s0 much of such service
as is utilized (1) the collection and dissemination of news through
the publie , or (2) in the conduct, by a common carrier or tele-
gragi or telephone company, of its business as such;

(H) No tax shall be imposed under this section upon any payment
received for services rendered to the United States or to any State or
Territory or the Distriet of Columbia. The right to exemption under
this subdivision shall be evidenced in such manner as the commissioner,
with the approval of the Secretary, may by regulation prescribe.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may 1 inquire of the Senator
from Pennsylvania whether the committee took into considera-
tion the wisdom and propriety of eliminating from existing
law the provision taxing telegraph and felephone companies.
I have an amendment here which I had intended to present,
which had for its object the striking out of that provision of
existing law. Yesterday we agreed to relieve the transportation
companies of the tax provided by law, It occurred to me that
we could with propriety, in the interest of business, relieve the
telegraph and telephone companies, because in so doing we are
relieving the business people and the people themselves of a
rather onerous burden.

Mr, PENROSE. All these burdens are disagreeable, to say
the least. The committee very carefully considered this matter
and after not only debating it in commitfee but making a care-
ful canvass in the Senate concluded that it would be sufficient
at this time to eliminate the tax on transportation. We have
still to have some revenue.

Mr. KING. I appreciate that we must have a great deal of
revenue.

Mr. PENROSE. 1t was thought that the revenue require-
ments of the Government would permit the retention of this
tax for the present. The tolls are not very heavy, and there is
no very great complaint about the tax. The Government must
have some money. That is the whole sifnation. It was very
carefully considered.

Mr. KING. It is a tax which is borne by business and by in-
dividuals rather than by the corporations, and I should have
been very glad if the committee had felt from the situation that
business and the individuals could have been relieved of this
additional tax.

Mr. PENROSE. The committee did not feel that business
felt it materially. T know we all get thousands of telegrams
every day. The tax does not seem to be much of an impediment.

Mr. KING. Perhaps the Senator might wish to increase the
tax if the purpose is to prevent the people from bothering Sena-
tors with multitudinous appeals for reduction of taxes or for
other reasons. However, as the committee have considered it,
and in view of the very generous excisions which have hercto-
fore been made, I shall not press my amendment,

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I have examined with some
care the various formal amendments that are made to the sey-
eral sections referring to the transportation, telegraph, and tele-
phone companies. If the object of the committee is what I
understand it to be—namely, to eliminate the tax on passenger,
freight, Pullman, express, and parcel post, I think the amend-
ments accomplish that purpose and I have no objection to them,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The question is on agreeing
to the amendment, Those who favor agreeing to the amendment
will say “ aye ”; contrary, * no.”

Mr. REED. Mr. President——
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Mr. PENROSE., On page 170, line 12, or in the little pam-
phlet of proposed amendments on page 9, No. 41, there are sev-
eral amendments going down to and including the amendment
on page 175 of the bill, correcting punctuation and of a purely
technical character, that I ask the unanimous consent of the
Senate to agree to en bloc,

Mr, SMOOT. They are merely clerical corrections?

Mr, PENROSE. Yes. If there is no objection, I ask that the
amendments to which I have referred be agreed to en bloc.

There being no objection, the amendments were agreed to en
bloe, as follows:

Page 170, line 12, strike out “(f)" and insert in lieu thereof "%a]."

Page 170, line 23, strike out *(g)” and insert in lleu thereof *(b)."

Page 171, line 8, strike out “(h)” and insert in lieu thereof “(c).”

Page 171, beginning with line 15, strike out down to and including
line 25, being all of subdivision (i) of section 500, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“(d) Under regulations prescribed by the commissioner, with the
approval of the Secretary, refund shall be made of the proportionate
part of the tax collected under subdivision (c¢) or (d) of section 500 of
the revenue act of 1918 on tickets or mileage books purchased and only
partially used before the passage of this act.”

Page 172, line 1, strike out *“(a).” p

Page 172, beginning with line 4, strike out down to and including
Plne 15%,101: page 174, being all of subdivisions (b), (¢), and (d) of sec-

on .

Paﬁe 174, lines 23 and 24, strike out “ and the taxes imposed upon
it under subdivision (¢) or (d) of section 501.”

Puge 175, beginning with line 1, strike out down to and including
line 0, being all of subdivision }b} of section 502.

Page 175, line 7, strike out “(c)” and insert in lien thereof “(b).”

Page 175, line 13, strike out “{dj) ” and insert in lieu thereof “(¢).”

Page 175, line 18, strike out “(e)” and insert in lieu thereof *(d).”

Mr. REED. Mr, President, I wish it understood that the last
amendinent under discussion, relating to the tax on telegraph
and telephone companies, has not yet been agreed to. The situ-
ation was that the Chair started to take the vote and I rose and
addressed the Chair. At the same instant the Senator from
Pennsylvania rose and addressed the Chair to make his request,
I have no objection to his request, but I want it understood that
we have not agreed to the amendment relating to the tax upon
telegraph and telephone companies.

Mr. PENROSE. The fact of the matter is there has been so
much confusion all around the Chamber that the matter has
gotten a little mixed up.

Mr, SIMMONS, My understanding is that we have agreed to
all the amendments, but we have not voted upon the proposition
to retain the tax on telegraph and telephone companies.

Mr. PENROSE, That is the understanding I share,

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, if the Sendator will yield
to me——

Mr. PENROSE. I yield.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I desire to give notice that I shall call for
a vote in the Senate on the amendment which I proposed to
make the repeal of the transportation tax charges effective 10
days after the passage of the bill instead of January 1 next. I
desire to reserve the right to offer that amendment in the
Senate, and for that purpose I wish to have the amendment of
the committee reserved for a separate vote when the bill is
reported out of Committee of the Whole. 3

Mr. PENROSE. Connected with the transportation amend-
ment, to which the Senate has agreed, I ask unanimous consent
to turn back to page 247 to the provision relating to the tax on
parcel post, which the committee recommends shall be abolished
in view of the elimination of the tax on express transportation.

Mr. SIMMONS. I thought we had just agreed to that.

Mr. PENROSE. It appears that it was agreed to and it
should have been disagreed to. It apparently was passed with-
out objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Carper in the chair). Is
there objection to reconsidering the vote by which the amend-
ment on page 247 was agreed to? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered. The question is now on agreeing to the amend-
ment, which will be stated. :

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 247, subsection 14, the
committee proposed to insert:

14. P 1-post kages: Upon every parcel or package transported
from on:rpcglnptosin ptgg Uﬁ?ated Spmtes to in%ther by parc,el gpost on which
the postage amounts to 25 cents or more, a tax of 1 cent for each 25
cents or fractional part thereof charged for such transportation, to be
paid by the consignor.

No such parcel or package shall be transported until a stamp or
stamps representing the tax due shall have been affixed thereto.

Mr. REED. What is the motion—to disagree?

Mr. PENROSE. It is to eliminate the tax on parcel-post
packages, which was inadvertently agreed to by the Senate
when going through the bill and considering amendments which
were unobjected to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment was rejected,

Mr. REED. What was the decision of the Chair? Do the
“noes” or the “ayes” have it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment was rejected.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, as I understand the “ayes”
have it. It is difliculf to tell, but I concluded that that would
be the decision.

Mr, REED. That is just what is not wanted, as I understand.

Mr. SMOOT. That is not what is desired.

Mr. REED. The committee brings in an amendment; it is
accepted, and a motion is made to reconsider, which again
brings the amendment before the Senate. The Senator from
Pennsylvania wishes that amendment defeated. Therefore the
vote would be “no,” unless it is put in the form that the Senate
disagree to the amendment ; but it was not put in that form. I
merely want the record to be clear; that is all; and I assume
timt the Senator from Pennsylvania also wants the record to he
clear.

Mr. PENROSE. I assume that the Secretary will keep the
record clear.

Mr., REED. Under the circumstances the vote, therefore, is
“mno.” The committee amendment being before the Senate, the
question was, Shall the Senate approve it?

Mr. PENROSE. That is correct?

Mr. REED. And the Chair decided that the Senate did not
approve it and that the vote in the negative prevailed.

; The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment goes out of the
ill.

Mr. PENROSE. That is correct.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I very much doubf if
Senators understood the purport of that amendment. I do not
believe that it would have been rejected by the Senate if it had
been understood.

Mr. PENROSE. What is there to understand about it?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have not been able to follow the de-
cisions that have been announced by the Chair.

Mr. PENROSE. I will state, if I may, for the information of
the Senator from Wisconsin that the Senate has eliminated the
tax on transportation of all kinds, and now proceeds to eliminate
the tax on parcel-post packages, the express tax having been
already eliminated. The tax on parcel-post packages was inad-
vertently agreed to.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE, That was the suggestion of the com-
mittee?

Mr. PENROSE, Yes.

Mr. SMOOT. That goes out.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I understood that the suggestion of the
committee was defeated.

Mr. PENROSE. Does the Senator mean relative to the elimi-
nation of the tax on parcel post?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. This refers to the original suggestion,
I understand. That is all right.

Mr. SIMMONS. As I understand this provision, the Senate
committee brought in an amendment imposing taxes upon parcel-
post packages. Now the Senate disagrees to that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I understand the question
now before the Senate is on the retention of the tax on telegraph
and telephone messages. As I recollect, a motion was pending
in regard to that provision. Am I right?

Mr. REED. There was a motion pending which was put
but not decided. Then we took up other business,

Mr. PENROSE. That is my understanding. Now, I suggest
that we consider the pending question regarding the tax on
telegraph and telephone messages.

Mr. REED. Very well. Mr. President, if we are to con-
sider that question, I suggest the absence of a quorum, for I
think we ought to have a full Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum is
suggested. The Secretary will call the roll

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

Ashurst Glass Moses Smith
Borah Gooding Myers Smoot
Brandegee Harris Nelson Spencer |
Broussard Heflin New Sutherland
Calder Hiteheock Newberry Swanson
Capper Johnson Nicholson Townsend
Caraway Jones, N, Mex, Norbeck Trammell
Curtis Kello, Oddie Wadsworth
Dial Kendrick Overman Walsh, Mont,
Dillingham Kenyon Penrose Warren
Edge Keyes Poindexter Watson, Ga,
Elking Ladd Pomerene Watson, Ind.
Ernst La Follette Ransdel] Williams
Fernald Lenroot Reed Willis
Fletcher McKellar Sheppard

france McKinley Shields

frelinghuysen McNary Simmons
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Coetis in the chair).
Sixty-five Senators have answered te their names,
is present.

Mr. REED. Mvr. President, I move to strike out the para-
graph (f) in section 500, beginning in line 12, on page 170 of
the bill. This question I hope will receive the consideration of
the Senate, hecause it applies to the important question of the
tax on telegraph and telephone me s. I wish to inquire if
I am corveet in the estimate which I have that from this seurce
ihe Gevernment receives about $28,500,000 annually?

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator is correct in his statement;
the amount of revenue derived is about the sum he has stated.

AMr. REED. We have started here, Mr, President, upon the
theory of eliminating the taxes upen transportation. Telegraph
and telephone messages come distinctly within that prineiple;
they involve the transportation of information. The tax is
paid by the senders of the messages or the receivers, dependent
upon who pays for the messages. It is not a tax upon the com-
panies.

The provision is that for the transmission of a message by
telegraph or telephone, eable or radie, where the charge for
transmission is more than 14 cents and not more than 50 cents
a tax of 5 cents shall be levied, and if the charge is more than
50 cents a tax of 10 cents. So that if a man sends a message
that costs less than 50 cents he pays § cents tax, and if it costs
more than 50 cents he pays 10 cents tax. A message that costs
51 cents for the regular tolls immediately costs the sender 61
cents, because the 10 cents is added.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. And there is no doubt about the sender
paying the tax,

Mr. REED. There is no question, of course, that this is a
tax paid by the citizen and not by the company. That fact is
recognized in the exemptions, since paragraph (g) reads:

(g) A tax equivalent to 10 per cent of the amgunt after such
date to any te eg'r:glx or telephone company for any wire or
talking eircuit spe service furnished after such date. This sub-

division shall not apply to the amount pald for so much of such service
as is utilized (1) in collection and dissemination of news tln'uu?h
the publie Earess or (2) in the conduct, by a common carrier or tele-
graph or telephome company, of its business as such.

It will be observed that, the public press, press associations,
and so forth, recognized the fact that they would have to pay
these tolls. 'They sought an exemption, and obtained it, upon
the theory that they were sending news of service to the publie
and that there ought not to be a tax upon news. I make no
complaint because they secured the exempiion. I -simply eall
attention to it as showing that it is recognized in the bill that
the tax is paid by the sender of the message, or by the receiver
if it is a “ colleet " message.

I recognize the fact, Mr, President, that we must have revenue
to run the Government. The question is, From what sources
are we to get that revenue? We reeeived a large revenue from
the tax on freight and passengers. We struck that clause out
of this bill because it was recognized that a tax of that sort was
of an exceedingly burdensome character. It was a fax which
fell upon all classes of people, and multiplied itself as it was
added to the cost of the things that were shipped. We had
already reduced the postage charge on first-class matter from
3 cents to 2 cents, because it was recognized that the transmis-
sion of news, letters, information from one part of the country
to the other was of vital impertance, and that the people ought
to be allowed to tramsact business and carry on personal com-
munication as cheaply as possible. The recommendation of the
Secretary of the Treasury that we put first-class postage back
to 3 cents did not receive very sericus consideration by the com-
mittee ; I mean it did not receive serious friendly eonsideration.
Here is a tax upon telegraph messages and upon telephone com-
munications, instrumentalities thaf are in common use by all
the people of the country. I am oppesed to continuing that
sort of tax.

There may be other Senators who desire to speak in this
empty Chamber. I do not; but I ask for the yeas and nays
upon this question, and I hope I can get a sufficient seconding
to have a vote. My motion is to strike out this claunse, para-
graph (f).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). TFhe
question is upon the metion of the Senator from Missouri, on
which the yeas and nays are demanded.

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

Mr. SWANSON (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Washington [Mr. Joxes]. I trans-
fer that pair to the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.,
Gerry], and will vote. I vote “yea.” I will let this announce-
ment stand for the day.

The roll call was concluded,

A quorum

Mr. DIAL. I have a pair with the Senator frem Colerado
[Mr. ParPps]. I transfer that pair te the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr, Warss], and will vote, I vote “yea.”

Mr. MYERS. I have a pair with the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. McLeAN], who is necessarily absent. I transfer that
pair to the Senator from Texas [Mr. Cvinersox], and will vete.
I vote “ yea.”

Mr. EDGE. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. OweN] to the junior Senator from Delaware
[Mr. pu Pont], and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. PENROSE (after having voted in the negative). I have
a general pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Wirrraas]. As T observe that he has not voted, I transfer that
pair to the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. WELLER], and
will allow my vote to stand.

AMr, SMITH. I inguire whether the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. StERLING] has voted.

The PRESIDING OFPFICER. He has not.

Mr. SMITH. I have a general pair with that Senator. I
transfer that pair fo the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrraan],
and will vote. I vote *yea."

Mr, SUTHERLAND (after having voted in the negative). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
Rosissox]. I transfer that pair te the junier Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Harzerp], and will let my vote stand.

Mr. BLEINS. I am pairved with the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr., Harrisox]. I tramnsfer that pair te the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr, Sranwrern], and will vote. I vote “nay.”

My, JURTIS. I have been requested to announce the follow-

pairs:

The Senafor freom Massachuseits [Mr. Lobpee] with the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWoOD] ;

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr, Erxsre] with the Senater
from Keniueky [Mr. STANLEY];

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Harg] with the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] ; and

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Bursvm] with the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. RAXSDELL].

The result was announced—yeas 27, nays 32, as follows:

YEAS—27,
Ashurst Gooding Moses Smith
Borah Harris Myers Smoot
Broussard Harrisen Overman Swanson
Caraway Hefl b Pomerene Trammell
Dial Kendrick Reed Walsh, Mont.
Pletcher La Follette Sheppard Watson, Ga.
Glass McKellar Simmens

NAYS—32,
Brandegee Fernald McHKinley Poindexter
Calder France: McNary Spencer
Capper Frelinghuysen New Sutherland
Colt Kellogg Newberry To;
Curtis Kenyon Nicholson Wadsworth
“mﬁ.;”‘“m" Tadd Page

e : ge Watson, Ind.
Elkins Lenroot Penrose Willis
NOT VOTING—3T.,

Ball Hitcheock Nelson Stanfleld
Bursum Johnson Norbeck Stanley
Cameron Jones, N, Mex, Norris Ste
Culbersen Jones, Wash. e Underwood:
Cummins. King Phipps Walsh, Mass,
du Font Knox Pittman Weller
Ernst Lodge Ransdelt Willlams
Gerry McCormick Robinson
Hale Me@Cumber Shields:
Harreld MeLean Shortridge

So Mr. Reep's amendment to the amendment of the commit-
tee was rejected. y

Mr. REED. I do net know whether it is necessary, under the
practice, to specifically reserve this question for a separate vote
in the Senate, but in order to save the peint I make that reserva-

tion. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is now on agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. REED. I reserve that question for a separate vote ia
the Senate, because I think T must do so in order to save my
rights fully under the question which I just raised.

Mr. PENROSE. I would like to make an inguiry. Does not
the Senator have that right without making a formal reserva-
tien?

Mr. REED. It seems to be a disputed question here, and it
is so much easier to make a reservation tham it is to debate it

that I just make it.

My, PENROSE. Of course, it is all right.

The Reapise CreErg. The next amendment passed over is, om
page 171, after line 14, the amendment just agreed te, fo insert

lines 15 to 25, inclusive, in the following words:
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Mr. PENROSE. That has already been stricken out by one
of the amendments agreed to en bloc. We sghould begin on
pﬁage 176, Title VI, tax on soft drinks and constituent parts
thereof,

Mr. REED. Has subdivision (i) been agreed to in its present
form, with some clerical amendment?

Mr. PENROSE. It has been agreed to, Mr. President.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if subdivision (i) has been
agreed to, it should be reconsidered now. There is an amend-
ment in these proposed amendments, found on page 10, which
takes the place of (i), namely, subdivision (d).

Mr. PENROSE, Subdivision (d), I am informed, has been
agreed to.

er. LENROOT. If that has been agreed to, that takes care
of it.

Mr. PENROSE. Let the Secretary proceed with the reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will proceed to
read the next amendment passed over.

The Respine CreErg., The next amendment passed over is
on page 176, line 1, where the committee proposes to strike
out *‘ Title VI. Beverage tax amendments,” and to insert “ Title
VI. Tax on soft drinks and constituent parts thereof.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The READING CLERK. The next amendment passed over is on
page 176, passed over on the request of the senior Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. SmamonNs], where the committee
proposes to strike out lines 4 to 25, both inclusive,

Mr, KING. May I inquire of the chairman of the committee
whether the plan is now to strike out all of the items found
under the head “Tax on soft drinks and constituent parts
thereof 2

Mr. PENROSE. The obvious purpose is to strike out the
language as it came over to the Senate from the House and in-
sert the amendments proposed by the Finance Committee,
recommended to the Senate and printed in the bill.

Mr, KING. I had in mind that this new revolutionary move-
ment over there had resulted in a determination to eliminate
all of this title, and I was asking for information, and not by
way of criticism.

Mr, PENROSE. I do not know what the Senator refers to
as the “ revolutionary movement.”

Mr, KING. The movement which it is alleged was sponsered
by the distinguished Senator from Iowa [Mr. Kexyox] and the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. Capper], and which eventuated in
a meeting which was held at Senator Carper’s house, I am
merely identifying it, not for the purpose of criticism, but for the
purpose of ascertaining whether or not, pursuant to that meet-
ing, or any meeting, the Finance Committee now is about to
recommend the elimination of all these items.

Mr. PENROSE. I do not think this soft-drink schedule has
been changed in any particular since the bill was reported from
the Finance Committee.

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, I rise to suggest that this
matter may go over temporarily.

Mr. PENROSE. Does the Senator mean the whole schedule?

Mr. CALDER. No; I mean only the langnage on page 176.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from New York?

Mr. PENROSE. Of course, if the Senator from New York
asks to have the whole matter go over I shall not object, but I
do not see the necessity of it.

Mr, CALDER. I will not insist, if the chairman of the com-
mittee insists on it going in.

Mr. PENROSE. I will do all I can to meet the Senator's
wishes. §

Mr. CALDER. The committee, I understand, is offering sug-
gestions in lien of the langnage on page 176.

Mr, PENROSE. The commitfee has made no recommendation
along that line, as far as I know. Does the Senator desire to
submit an amendment?

Mr. CALDER. I do not, Mr. President. It seemed to me that
if there was to be an amendment offered for that provision, it
should go over. ;

Mr. PENROSE. Then let it go over.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, let me see if I understand
the situation. The Finance Committee did not, as I under-
stand it, originally change the rates upon liguors and spirits
withdrawn from bond for medicinal or mechanical purposes.

They left that as it is in the present law. A controversy arose
about that, and it was suggested in the subsequent meetings
by the majority members of the committee that they were
going to change that tax and increase it from $2.20 to $6.40
per proof gallon, but no amendment to that effect has heen
offered; and I understand the Senator from Pennsylvanin to
?gdthat there is no purpose to offer an amendment of that

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Pennsylvania referred to soft
drinks, I understand, '

Mr. SIMMONS. But the section stricken out here refers to
the liquor tax.

Mr. PENROSE. I referred to the tax in part 6, printed in
the bill as it was reported from the committee. The amend-
ments in the list of proposed amendments I have not discussed
or referred to, and I do not intend to do so at the present time,

Mr. SIMMONS. I was calling the Senator’s attention to
this fact, that section 601, which the Senate Finanee Com-
mii;fiee has amended by striking out, does provide for a tax on
spirits.

Mr. PENROSE. I ask to have it go over.

Mr. SIMMONS. Very well; T have no objection, if the
Senator wants it to go over.

Mr. PENROSE. I did not hear the Senator object when I
made the request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Recretary will state the
next amendment passed over.

The ReApiNG CikrK. The next amendment passed over is on
page 177, line 1, where the committee proposes to strike out
*“Sec. 628 and the period, and to insert “ Sec. 600" and a
period.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reaping CLerx, The next amendment passed over is, on
page 177, line 1, after the word “ That,” to insert * from and
after January 1, 1922

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reapixg CLERK. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 177, line 3, to insert the words * in lien of the taxes im-
posed by sections 628 and 630 of the revenue act of 1918, so
a8 to make the paragraph read :

SEc. 600. That from and after January 1, 1922, there shall be levied,
assessed, collected, and paid, in lieu of the taxes imposed by sections
628 and 630 of the revenue act of 1918——

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I want to make a few inquiries
of the committee, if they will pardon me for interrupting the
proceedings for a moment with respect to the tax on soft
drinks and constituent parts thereof, It seems to me that there
ought to be a distinction in the imposition of taxes upon these
drinks that are the products of fruit juices, innocent beverages
of that character, and the synthetic drinks, those resulting from
chemical compounds. I faney that under the Iatter character-
ization would come Coca-Cola and kindred®drinks. It seems
to me that the tax imposed upon those beverages ought to be
high and the tax imposed upon cereal juices and upon fruit
juices ought to be comparatively light. May T inquire of some
member of the committee whether there has been any distinetion
made between these synthetic and drug compounds or extracts
which are the basis of many soft drinks and the unfermernted
juices and cereal beverages; and if there is not such a distine-
tion, if the matter was suggested to the committee for considera-
tion?

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I will say to the Senator that
there was quite a bit of diseussion of that whole propoesition be-
fore the Senate committee, that fhe Senator from Missouri [Mr.
ReEp], who sits by the Senator’s side, made many suggestions
in regard to that particular tax; and that the Senate committee,
after hearing the discussion not only once but several times,
thought it best to put all these various drinks on a par, because
the cereal-beverage people were not making any money, as was
clearly shown, and from the testimony which was adduced be-
fore our committee we thought it was the wise thing to do to put
them all on a par. I know of no reason why it should not be
done at this time. I think it is good legislation; and hesides
they are all competitive products.

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say to the Senator that, as far as I
was personally concerned, I voted for the 2 cents instead of 4
because I knew more revenue would flow inte the Treasury of
the United States under a 2-cent tax than under a 4-cent tax.
If the tax is left at 4 cents, near beer can not be produced in
sufficient quantity to raise the amount of revenue that will be
raised if the tax is made 2 cents. There was also an intention
to equalize them. It costs more to make near beer than it did
to make regular beer when we were licensing the making of
beer. Near beer has to pass through exactly the same process
that regular beer passed through, and then an additional proc-
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ess, the extracting of the aleohol from if, and 4n order to equal-
ize the fax, as the Senator from Indiana has said, it was re-
duced to 2 cents a gallon.

My, REED. I do not understand the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Kixa] to be objecting to that. He is inquiring about such drinks
as Coca-Cola, and thinks they ought to be distinguished from
juices of either fruits or grains, and I myself have forgotten
what we did with the class of drinks under which Coca-Cola
falls,

Mr. KING. I had in wrind, if the Senator will pardon me,
what might be denominated synthetic or drug compounds. We
speak of synthetic drugs, and I thought there could be logically
a distinction between synthetie compounds, such as Coca-Cola
and cereal beverages and the unfermented juices.

Mr. SMOOT. I call my colleague's attention to the fact that
paragraph (b) is where Coca-Cola is virtually taxed, because the
drink from Coca-Cola is the concentrate or essence or exiract,
and the tax is upon all imitations of any such fruit juices. As
far as Coca-Cola itself is concerned, it is taxed under paragraph
(b) and not under (a).

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, while this question is under dis-
enssion, may I say that quite a bit of complaint is coming from
the vendors of soft drinks to the effect that the tax is unusually
diseriminatory against them. I should like to ask the Senator
fronr Utah [Mr. Saoor] or the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Warsox] this question: As I said, there is quite a bit of com-
plaint coming from vendors of the so-called soft drinks to the
effect that the old tax was discriminatory. I did not know the
matter was coming up at this time, and had intended to prepare
myself on it. My impression now is that they were taxed on the
sirup and the compounds that entered into the making of the
soft drinks, and then on the finished product as well. I do not
know exactly the basis of their complaint at this time except
that they claim it is discriminatory. I would like to know if
the conmittee in considering it have imposed rather an unusual
diseriminatory tax?

Mr, SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that whoever makes
that statement is mistaken. It is not a double tax under the
existing law. There is objection from the same source to para-
graph (e), where there is imposed 10 cents per gallon. Para-
graph (e) reads:

Gpon all finished or fountain sirups of the kinds used in manufac-
turing, compounding, or mixing drinks commonly known as soft drinks,
sold by the manufacturer, producer, or importer, a tax of 10 cents per

eallon,

The committee reduced that 10 cents a gallon to T4 cents a
gallon to equalize it with the other fountain beverages of this
type in the section.,

It is true that when the complaints were first lodged against
the 10 cents per gallon on these sirups it was a discriminatory
tax, but the committee reduced it to T4 cents, which equalizes
the other rate imposed under the section upon beverages wholly
or partly from cereals or substitutes therefor or bottled bever-
ages and the other beverages named in the section.

Mr. SMITH. My impression was that they were complaining
of the fact that they had a tax to pay upon the ingredients
that went in and then a tax upon the compound after it was
mixed.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that is not true under
the provisions of this bill. There is no such provision as that.

Mr. SMITH. The old law has been amended in regard to
this particular class of beverages?

Mr, SMOOT. We have reduced the tax as provided in the
old law. The old law provided for 15 per cent. We had a
specific change, at the request of the bottlers themselves. They
thought the 4 cents on near beer and soft drinks was equal to
the 15 per cent under the old law, but in figuring it out very
closely, after the testimony was given, it was found that 4
cents was too high and the committee reduced it to 2 cents,
In the items under paragraph (e), the fountain sirups, we
figured that 10 cents was equal to the old tax imposed, but 74
cents makes it equal with the 2 cents that is imposed on the
beverages.

AMr., SMITH. On those containing a per cent of alcohol the
tax is reduced to 2 cents?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; that is, where there is one-half of 1 per
cent alecohol.

AMr. SMITH. That has been reduced to 2 cents, and then to
equalize it the other was reduced to T3 cents?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am not entirely satisfied with
some of the provisions of this section. I am not opposing the
action of the committee in dealing with unfermented fruit
juices, and beverages derived wholly or in part from cereals or
substitutes therefor containing less than one-half of 1 per cent

of alcohol by volume. I have no complaint as at present ad-
vised with respect to subdivision (¢), but I would like some
information as to the reason of the action of the committee in
not differentiating between what might be called drug or syn-
thetic drinks and compounds and extracts, and unfermented
and cereal beverages. It has occurred to me that the tax upon
Coca-Cola and exiracts and drinks of that character and of
drinks formed in part from drugs should be heavier than upon
unfermented fruit juices or upon the other beverages provided
for in subdivisions (a), (b), and (e).

Mr, SMOOT. I would like to ask the Senator how a line
could be drawn. In what way can we pass a bill that would
provide a discrimination between the two? They all come from
a concentrate or essence and the only way that it could be
done in my opinion would be specifically to take out Coca-Cola
and have a special law for Coca-Cola.

Mr. KING. If that was the only extract or drink embraced
within the category to which I have referred, the matter might
be easily dealt wtih, but I confess that there may be some ad-
ministration difficulties in dealing with the subject if different
rates are established.

Mr. SMOOT. Then if we pass a bill specifically naming
Coca-Cola, unless it could be specifically pointed out just what
Coca-Cola was, they would change the name of it. The commit-
tee thought of that matter many times and thought that per-
haps we could reach it in some other way, but really I do not
know how to do it.

Mr, KING. It does seem to me there ought to be a clear
line of distinction between cereal beverages and unfermented
fruit juices, and these synthetic and drug compounds in which
class, as I understand, Coca-Cola belongs.

Mr, SMOOT. That is what we tried to do.

Mr. KING. There are a number of drinks of that character,
T am advised, upon the market, the profits from which are enor-
mous as we all know, drug-made drinks in contradistinction to
cereal beverages, I think that where there are drug-made
drinks—synthetic compounds and extracts and bases of drinks—
they ought to bear a heavier fax than is imposed upon fruit
juices and cereal beverages. I am looking at my friend the
junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Wiris], because I know his
intense interest in unfermented beverages. I hope he will aid
in drawing some amendment that will distingnish between the
two classes.

Mr. SHIELDS. Has the Senator investigated the attacks
upon Coca-Cola?

Mr. KING. I am not making an attack upon it. I am only
pointing out the difference between Coca-Cola and other extracts
and bases used for soft drinks, and I refer to the enormous
profits reported to have been made upon the sale of Coca-Cola,
and also suggested that it and similar extracts should bear a
heavier tax.

Mr. SHIELDS. The Senator is not against any business be-
cause it is profitable?

Mr. KING. Oh, no; but I think this business ought to pay
a heavier tax than these innocent cereal beverages.

Mr. SHIELDS. I thought from the manner in which the
Senator was speaking that he wanted the tax because the drink
was hurtful to the public or something of that kind. I would
call his attention to the fact that the United States Government
fully investigated it, brought a suit under the pure food law,
as I remember, to enjoin the making and selling of it, and that
the Government lost that suit. According to the evidence de-
veloped in that case there is nothing in it harmful to the health
of the people. I hold no brief for the Coca-Cola people, but I
think they ought to be fairly treated. After the beverage had
been fully investigated and vindicated there ought to be no dis-
crimination against it on a mere rumor that may prevail in
the country.

Mr, FLETCHER. Mr, President, T have some telegrams and
communications with reference to this matter. In one of the
telegrams it is said:

New tax bill merely shifts taxes on our business. Must haye com-
plete elimination from excise tax if bottled carbonated beveraZes ~an
retail for a nickel.

That is their proposition. They retail these drinks for a
nickel, but if this tax is added it will be very doubtful if their
business can proceed.

Mr. SHIELDS. I do not think there is any doubt about that.
I have heard from a number of the gentlemen engaged in that
business.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that we had that same
question up when we were considering the present law before
the commitiee., I suppose I received two or three hundred tele-
grams, or perhaps more than that, from the same source. We
have reduced the tax on these items all the way along the line,
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Mr, FLETCHER. I think that is proper.

Mr, SMOOT. I think myself that paragraph (b), where we
have imposed a tax of 2 cents per gallon on unfermented fruit
juices, in which concentrates are also included, is a higher tax
than in any other bracket in the beverage section. I -can not see
}vhy we should undertake to reduce the taxes we have provided

or 1ow.

Mr. FLETCHER. There is guite an industry in my State
where they are extracting the juice from the grapefruit. They
take the juice out of the grapefruit, bottle it, and preserve it, and
it is a very healthful drink. I do not see why the producer of
the grapefruit juice, if he is the grower .of the fruit, should be
taxed at all. 4

Mr. WATSON of Georgia, Mr. President, T was out of the
Chamber when the question of Coca-Cola was brought up. I
heard, however, the remarks of my friend the Sepator from
Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS]. I am quite familiar with the test

case fo which he refers. I know how that test case was brought

aboutf. T think it might be interesting to the Senate to hear a
few simple facts abont Coca-Cola.

_The recipe for that drink was bought by Asa Candler, of the
«city of Atlanta, Ga., from an old countrywoman for $25. I do
not know how she got it, but she had it. He realized the value
of it. He began to manufacture it in a small way. His business
grew and grew and grew until his advertising agent, even 20
years agp, spent $100,000 annually advertising this delicious and
refreshing drink. This advertising agent got rich on it. His
Tather was a personal friend of mine and he himself is. I mean
no disrespect to him.

Mr. President, Asa Candler a few months ago sold that recipe
to a national syndicate for $25,000,000. That syndicate has
pushed that drink into the place of near beer, or heer, or of
light wines, and everything else of that character. At that time
near beer was paying the State of Georgia a revenue of $800,000
annually, but they ran it out; they substitute Coca-Cola, which
pays the State of Georgia nothing, or has not heen paying it
heretofore a single cent. Every time a proposition is.made in
the Georgia Legislature to put a tax on the drink there is a
powerful lobby there to resist it; and they defeat the proposi-
tion by methods which are well known here in Congress.

As to the drink itself, the Senator fromr Minnesota [Mr.
NEeLsoN], after I had made some reference to it here on the
floor of the Senate, brought me out in the eorridor the deeision
of the Supreme Court and showed me where it was proved in
the test case at Chattanooga, Tenn., that the main ingredients
of the drink are water and sugar. I laughed the decision aside
and told him that they had fabricated that carload of Coca-
Cola for the very purpose of deceiving Uncle Sam and Uncle
Sam’s courts, which they did. 5

My, President, I have a personal knowledge of what is the
effect of Coca-Cola. I mnever drank a bottle of iit in my life,
and T had rather drink a bottle of moonshine avhisky right
now than to drink a bottle of Coca-Cola. [Laughter.]

Mr. SHIELDS. That is entirely a matter of taste.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I know it is, and it shows that
amy taste is better than that of anybody who drinks Coca-Cola.
Mr. President, a man who drinks a bottle of Coca-Cola to-day
at 2 o'clock will to-miorrow want another, at the same time
day after to-morrow he will want another, and in Jless than a
weelk it will take two bottles to produce the same effect that
the one bottle had produced a week before. Whether sugar
and water will do that I leave to the strong common sense of
my friend the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHierps]. There
are thousands and tens of thousands of boy clerks -and girl
clerks, of men wage earners and women wage earners in the
State of Georgia, who never begin their day’s work -without a
“ pick-me-up ’ of Coca-Cola, and they periodically send ont
during the day or ge out during the day for another bottle,
An addict who consumes from 14 to 20 bottles of the stuff
every day is no uncommon case. I have had the best doctors
in the State of Georgia tell me that Coca-Cola destroys—gradu-
ally, of course—the brain power and the digestive power and
the nroral fabric and that a woman who becomes an addict to
it loses her divine right to bring children into the world.
Whether sugar and water will do that I again leave to the
judgment of my friend from Tennessee.

There is not a more deleterious drink on the face of God's
earth than the real article of Coca-Cola. A Public Health
Service official, Dr. Wiley, listed it as such, and in a short
while he was removed from office. Why he was removed I
leave to the imaginafion of Members of the Senate. He got
in the way of one of the mest powerful syndicates on earth,
and that syndicate now is represented right here, not only in
this Capital City but in this Capitol building, by some of the
highest paid lobbyists in this Union. If there is: } on
this earth that could bear a tax as being not only a luxury but

-gﬁgructive to American wommnhood and manhood it is Ceca-

Mr. SHIELDS obtained the floor. 3

Mr, KING. Will the Senator yield to me for a moment?

Mr, SHIELDS. I yield.

Mr. KING. I recall that some months ago a case was argued
in the Supreme Court involving a controversy between the
Coca-Cola Co. and another corporation which was, I under-
stand, .charged either with infringing the plantiff’s trade-mark
or using the same ingredients in the manufaeture of a product
which was competing with Coca-Cola. I heard but a few words
of the argument by one of the attorneys, but my recollection is
that he stated that at one time the manufaeturers of Coca-Cola
were charged with vending a product which contained a drug
having the characteristics of morphine.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Oaffeine. &

Mr. KING. No; a narcotie akin to morphine or cocaine.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. It is the South American cola
plant, as it is well known.

Mr, KING. The statement proceeded, as I recall, that upon
complaint being made to the Government some change was
made in the formula for manufaeturing Coea-Cola, and that
while the cola leaves were still used the morphine or the drug
similar to it was eliminated and eaffeine introduced.

I am nof attacking Coca-Cola nor indicating a purpose to
prevent its manufacture and sale. My information is too lim-
ited to warrant ime in condemning its use. But I am only
raising the point for the consideration of the Senate, that there
«could be in all fairness a difference in the tax imposed upon
cereal beverages and fruit juices and extracts or compounds
containing drugs.

‘The history of Coea-Cola would seem to present it in a differ-
ent category at least for taxation from that in which we place
the unfermented grape juice and cereal beverages eontaining a
mnegligible alecholic eontent. A former law, as I understand,
dealt with Coca-Cola for tax purpeses in a different manuner,
and I think we could with propriety impose a higher tax upen
it than that provided in the pending bill.

AMr, SHIELDS. Mr, President, as a matter of course, if Coca-
Cola is a poisenous drink, as Senators have asserted, it ought
not merely to be taxed but it is worse than liguor and the sale
of it ought to be absolutely prohibited. It should not be a
mere question of taxation. I do not know any of the people
interested in the manufacture and distribution of this drink.
T do mot Tnow Mr. Candler or the Chattanooga people who
were stockholders in the corporation owning Coeca-Cola. I had
heard that they had parted with their interest or that some
corporation had ‘bought from them, but I did not know the
detnils of the transaetion. The Senator from Georgia in the
statement he has made has given e more information upon
the subject than I had'before. 1 did not know that the company
was owned in New York. I did know ‘that some Chattanooga
people were deeply interested; that some of the largest stock-
holders lived there and that they had made a great deal of
money out of it. I .do not know any of them; but I do know
they are citizens of the highest reputation for integrity and
fair dealing and that they are fine business men,

I do not know what has occurred in Georgia. The Senator
says that Mr. Candler or somebody else has corrupted the
legislature there and prevented them from taxing Coca-Cola.
T do mot care to go into that guestion or to wash the dirty
linen of Georgia. The Georgia Legislature may be corrupt; it
may be that it could be bribed to defeat a meritorious tax.
I have never heard that charge made before., 1 have always had
a very high opinion of the Empire State of the South and her
Representatives here; but I may be mistaken as to her legisla-
ture. So far as the general assembly of my State is concerned,
I have never heard of such charge.

I do not agree with his estimate of the comparative merits
of Coca-Cola or moonshine whisky. I would not want the
thousands and hundreds of thousands of people who drink this
refreshing beverage at soda fountains to change from it to
moonghine whisky. I am opposed to moonshine whisky, which
prohibition or the drastic laws for its enforcement has caused
to be sold throughout the country. It is poisoning and killing
so many people, and the men who are making and selling it
ought to be punished and their business suppressed.

It is a pretty gevere reflection upon Coca-Cola for the Senator
to say he prefers moonshine whisky to it. Such a statement, if
it 'be correct, would kill almest any drink; but I think he is
mistaken. He says he has never taken a glass of Coca-Cola,
and, further, that the man who takes one glass wants another
one, and that the habit grows with cumulative force. I have
‘been -drinking it for 20 years, now and then, and I have never
found any harm in it. It is a very pleasant, cooling, refreshing
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drink ; and I have never heard that any particular trouble grew
out of its consumption on the part of the hundreds who drink it
in my State or who drink it elsewhere in the United States, and
it is now drunk all over the United States.

I did not know until I came into the Chamber a moment ago
that any discrimination was intended to be made against Coca-
Cola. I understood the Senator from Utah to charge that Coca-
Cola was a deleterious or poisonous drink, and I wanted to call
his attention in all fairness to the facts. I still thought the
people of Chattanooga were interested in it, although that
would not have made any difference to me, because I believe in
doing the fair thing, and I knew that the matter had been fully
and thoroughly investigated by the United States, with all of its
power and with all of the money necessary behind it. The case
was brought in the Federal court at Chattanooga. The lawyers
engaged in the case representing the United States were as
able as any lawyers in the United States, and could not be hood-
“_rinker] and could not be deceived by water and sugar or a spe-
cial earload of the drink made for a special or fraudulent pur-
pose. The trial consumed several weeks, if not months. I
really have forgotten the exact outcome of the case, but I rather
think it was in the nature of what might be called a * dog fall.”
The ease was brought to the Supreme Court of the United
States, which rendered a decision in which some of the rulings
of the Chattanooga court were reversed and the case remanded
to the district court at Chattanooga for further proceedings.
The Attorney General, however, dismissed and abandoned the
case, which was an admission that Coca-Cola contained nothing
in it prohibited by the pure food law or hurtful to the consumer.

I am not speaking of rumors as to what occurred ; I am speak-
ing about what the courts and the Attorney General held and
what is contained in the record upon which the court decided
the case. -

I have never had any sympathy with attacks upon the judg-
ments of courts based on rumors. Such rumors are generally
circulated by some one who has never read the record, but
who nevertheless undertakes to tell what the facts are. After
a matter has been thoroughly investigated by a court of com-
petent jurisdiction, the case being conducted by able lawyers
on both sides, as was true in this particular litigation, and de-
{:ided by an able court whose integrity Is beyond any suspicion,
it is to be presumed that the truth was arrived at, the law
properly applied, and justice done,

I hold no brief for the Coca-Cola people, but I believe there
should be no discrimination against this popular, universal drink.
The plain people of the United States have been deprived of al-
most every sort of a drink; the use of light wines and beers in
their households has been prohibited, and it looks to me like this
is going a little further in this attempt to control the appetites,
habits, and the morals of the people in their most intimate rela-
tions. I think they have a right to such drinks as Coca-Cola, and
I think they ought not to be taxed out of existence. It is the
plain people of the country who drink Coea-Cola, and they are
mostly interested in this tax, for it will fall upon them.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Tennessee yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. SHIELDS. I am through.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I desire to take the floor in my
own right, Mr. President. :

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Georgia
is recognized.

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. I am sure the Senator from Ten-
nessee did not understand me, as the country might under:
stand him. fo say that the whole State of Georgia was corrupt.

Mr, SHIELDS. I did not make that statement.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I say I am sure the Senator did
not wish to be so understood.

Mr., SHIELDS. I said nothing which could be construed in
that way; far from it. I only had reference to the statement
that legislatures there had been corrupted so that they would
not tax this drink.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr., President, if the Senator can
mention the legislature of any State in this Union that is free
from the influence of powerful lobbyists, I invite him to name
that State.

Mr. SHIELDS. I have no facts in my mind showing that the
general assembly of any State of the Union was ever cor-
rupted. There have been rumors of that kind, and it may be
so. I know that there are lobbyists, and, as the Senator says,
they were here, and I had occasion the other day to say that I
thought they ought to be gotten out—scourged out, if neces-
sary—and let the Congress legislate for itself.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, the State of
Georgia, like all other States, has been afilicted by lobbyists.

They are not all native Georgians. Some of them come from
other States; but even the native Georgians who are lobbyists
do not represent the great mass of our people. They are, so
to speak, the black sheep of the flock. The Senator from Ten-
nessee would not claim that his State is immune from that
trouble.

Mr. SHIELDS. I certainly say that the General Assembly
of Tennessee, while there may be bad men in it, as I suppose
there are in every community and every place, is an honorable
body. It is not corrupt

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Nobody said it was corrupt.

Mr. SHIELDS, And our government is not corrupt in Ten-
nessee. We have a great State and a great people. While we
may have some bad people, the great majority of our people are
honest and intelligent, and administer our laws rightly and
properly.

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. I do not doubt that for a moment;
but neither do I doubt that there are men in the State of
Tennessee who are not saints, but sinners.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Mr. President, may I ask the
Senator a question, or the two Senators, if you please? This
is not a proposition to tax anything out of existence, This is
purely a revenue measure.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. So I understood.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Does the Senator think it is wise
to take up the question of the merits of Coca-Cola, as to
whether it is a deleterious drink or a dangerous beverage, and
undertake to tax it out of existence in a bill of this kind? T
agree with very much that the Senator has said about it; but
the committee, after giving consideration to this proposition
many times, finally came to the conclusion that the best thing
to do was to place all of these things on one common level,
and that is why we did it. Is it not better just to let it go
along, and if the Senator wants to come in afterwards with
some other proposition that will dispose of Coca-Cola well and
good, and let it go on its merits?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Then the Senator from Indiana
wants to take me off the floor?

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Oh, not at all. 1 have not any
such desire. I am just asking the Senator whether he does
not think that is a good thing to do.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I think it is always a good thing
for the Senate to have the facts about any subject matter of
legislation, and I was proposing to give it the facts, and I was
challenging anybody to deny them or refute them.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. My object, of course, was to have
this bill considered purely as a tax proposition, as a revenue-
producing measure. Of course, I agree with very much that
the Senator has said so far as the effects of Coca-Cola are con-
cerned, and all that sort of thing; but, after all, does the Sena-
tor think that in a measure of this kind we ought to impose a
tax for the purpose of taxing it out of existence?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, I do not think that
is our province at all, but I do think this: When a corporation
has a market value of $25,000,000 based upon an investment of
$25, the Senate ought to know that; and when that corporation
declares as large dividends in proportion as the United States
Steel Corporation does, and deals in a product far more de-
structive to the American people than anything the United
States Steel Corporation has ever manufactured, these legis-
lators ought to know the facts, and Coca-Cola should not be
classed here with harmless drinks, but should bear its full
share of the burden of legislation and the expenses of this
Government.

Mr. TRAMMELI. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment to the particular paragraph under discussion. It is perti-
nent to the suggestion heretofore made by the Senator from
Utah [Mr. KIxag].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, committee amendments were to
be agreed to first, and unless this is an amendment to a com-
mittee amendment it would not be in order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is advised that
the amendment offered by the Senator from I'lorida does not
relate to the amendment now pending.

Mr. TRAMMELL., I understood that we were considering
the subdivision that applies to the proposed tax on soft drinks
manufactured from cereals or substitutes therefor, unfermented
fruit juices, and imitations of fruit juices. Am I in error in
regard to that? The amendment I propose is to come in on
page 177, after the word “ gallon,” on line 20,

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, that amendment is not in order
at this time,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senate allow the
Chair to state that the amendment now before the Senate is
the committee amendment on lines 3 and 4 on page 1777 The
amendment proposed by the Senator from Florida relates to the
House text, and is, in the opinion of the Chair, not in order at
this time.

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President, if I may ask the Chair a ques-
tion, is it an individual amendment? If so, of course, under
the agreement it is not in order now.

Mr, TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I send the amendment to
the desk, and request that it be printed and lie on the table.

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

Mr. LODGE. I make the same request as to an amendment
that I desire to offer when the time for individual amendments
is reached.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be so ordered.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I shall offer at a later time—I
have had no opportunity to prepare the amendment, in view of
this discussion coming on in an impromptu way—an amendment
to paragraph (b), page 177, to deal with certain extracts, within
which will be included Coca-Cola and like drinks or beverages,
I have no objection to the adoption of the other amendments;
but if the chairman of the committee or the acting chairman
will consent, I shall be very glad if paragraph (b) may be
passed over,

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, there are no committee amend-
ments at all in paragraph (b). After we get through with the
committee amendments the Senator can offer any amendment
to that paragraph that he desires to offer.

Mr, KING. I supposed that we were dealing with committee
amendments, and that there were some to this paragraph.

Mr. SMOOT. There is no committee amendment in para-
graph (b).

Mr. KING. With that understanding, I shal!l just indicate
now that I shall offer an amendment to this seection.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Mr, President, I am advised by the
clerks at the desk that after agreeing to certain amendments to
sections 500, 501, and 502, the sections were not afterwards
adopted as amended. Therefore, at the suggestion of the clerks,
1 desire to move that the Senate agree to section 500 as amended.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree-
ing to section 500 as amended.

The section as amended was agreed to.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I make the same motion now with
reference to section 501, that we agree to that section as
amended.

The section as amended was agreed to.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. Now, in order to complete this
arrangement, I move that the Senate agree fo section 502 as
amended.

Mr. REED. Mr, President—

Mr. SMOOT. This is just for the record.

Mr. REED. Very well.

The section as amended was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
next amendment passed over.

The REApiNG CLERK. On page 177, line 8, it is proposed to
strike out “of 4" and insert “ of 2.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ReapiNg CrErg. On the same page, line 24, after the
word “ waters,” it is proposed to insert “and imitations
thereof.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reapine CLERK. On page 178, after line 2, it is proposed
to insert the following:

(d) Upon all natural or artificial mineral waters or table waters,
whether carbonated or mot, and all imitations thereof, sold by the pro-
ducer, bottler, or importer thereof, in bottles or other closed con-
talners, at over 10 cents per gallon, a tax of 2 cents per gallon,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, may I ask whether the amend-
ment on line 2, page 178, has been agreed to?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, It has been agreed to.

Mr, SMOOT. At the first reading of the bill?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment proposed by the committee in lines
3 to T, inclusive, on page 178.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reaping CreErx. On page 178, line 8, it is proposed to
gtrike out “(d)"” and insert “(e)".

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reapixe Crerx. On the same page, line 11, it is proposed
to strike out “of 10 ” and insert “ of T4.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reaping CrLErk. On line 17 the same amendment is
proposed.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The Reapine CLErRK, On the same page, line 22, it is proposed
to strike out “(e)” and insert “(f)”.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ReapiNe Crerkx. On page 179, line 4, it is proposed to
strike out “ See. 629 and insert “ See. 601"

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. REED., Mr. President, were not all the amendments of
that character agreed to in advance?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. They were not.

Mr. REED. Then I do not want to prolong the debate.

Mr, SMOOT, I was going to ask unanimous consent to cover
such cases as this, but there seemed to be some objection to it
on the ground that the clerks might take some advantage of it,
so I did not ask it; that is all. We will therefore simply take
the time of the Senate to do it. I agree with the Senator from
Missouri that it ought to be done.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
next amendinent passed over.

The Reapine CLerg., On page 179, line 6, it is proposed to
strike out “ 628 and insert “ 600."”

The amendment was agreed to.

The REaping Crerk. In line 11 the same amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ReEsping Crerk. In line 24 the same amendment,

The amendinent was agreed fo.

The Reaping CLERR, On page 191, section 800 was passed over
at the request of the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Snmoxns].

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, upon consideration of the
matter, I withdraw the objection.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The objection is withdrawn,
The question is upon agreeing to the amendment of the com-
mittee,

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reapixg CLERK. On page 192, line 1, it is proposed to
strike out “(4)" and insert “(3)",

The amendment was agreed to. -

Mr. SMOOT. I understood that the tax on admissions and
dues was passed over at the request of the senior Senator from
North Carolina, as the whole title was passed over.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I am not asking that it be
passed over now.

Mr, SMOOT. It was passed over, and I want the record to be
straight. If we have not agreed to subdivisions 1, 2, and 3,
we ought to agree to them now. Has the amendment on page
191, lines 1 to 10, been agreed to?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
agreed to.

Mr. SMOOT. I had it marked “over” at the request of the
senior Senator from North Carolina.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is advised that
it was passed over after it was agreed to, and the Senator from
North Carolina has now withdrawn his objection and the agree-
ment stands.

Mr. SMOOT, My record may be wrong, but my record shows
that when we reached page 191 the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. SimymoNs] asked that section 800 go over., Now he
withdraws his objection, and it seems to me that it ought to be
agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair may have been
misinformed and will put the question again.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reapine Crerg. The pext amendment passed over is on
page 192, line 8, to strike out “tickets” and the semicolon,
quotation marks, and period and insert -the word “tickets”
and a semicolon.

The amendment was agreed to.

The REapiNGg CLERK, The next amendment passed over is on
page 192, after line 8, to insert:

(4) In the case of persons having the permanent use of boxes or
geats in an opera house or any place of amusement or a lease for the
uge of such box or seat in such opera house or place of amusement (in
lien of the tax imposed by 1ramgra h (1)), a tax equivalent to 10 per
cent of the amount for which a similar box or seat is sold for each
Eerrormance or exhibition at which the box or seat is used or reserved

y_or for the lessce or holder, such tax to be paid by the lessee or
holder ; and

(5) A tax of 1} cents for each 10 cents or fraction thereof of the
amount paid for admission to any public performance for profit at any
roof garden, cabaret, or other similar entertainment, to which the
charge for admission is wholly or in part ineluded in the price paid

The Secretary will state the

That amendment has been
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for refreshment, service, or merchandise; the amount paid for such
admission to be deemed to be 20 per ecent of ‘the amount d - for
refreshment, service, and merchandise ;. such tax to be paid by the
person paying for such refreshment, serviee, or merchandise.

The nmendment was agreed to. ;

The Reapixg Crerg, The next amendment passed over iscon
page 198, to strike out lines 5 and 6, as follows :

Sgc. 703. Subdiyision ﬁh) of section 800 of the revenue act of 1918
Is amended to read as follows:

The amendment was agreed to.

The ReapiNGg Crerk. ' The next amendment passed ever is.on
page 193, line 21, after the word “fairs,” to strike out “mone
of the profits of which are distributed to” and to insert “if
no part of the net earnings thereof inures to the benefit of any,”
so as to make the paragraph read:

(b) No tax shall’ be levied under this title in respect to (1) any ad-
missions all the proceeds of which inure ‘A) exclusively to the benefit of
religions, 'eduenational, or charitable institutions, societies, or organiza-
tions, societies for the prevention of cruelty fo children or animals,
or socleties or organizat conducted for' the sole purpose of main-
taining -symphony orchestras ;and receiving su 1 support from
voluntary contributions, or of improving any eity, town, village, or other
municipality—if no part of the net earnings thereof inures to the
benefit of any private stockholder or individual; or (B) -exelusively to
the benefit -of persons in the :military or naval forces of the United
States: or (C) exclusively to the benefit of persons who have served. in
such forces.and are in need;-or (2) any admissions to agricultural
fairs if no part of the net earnings thereof imures to the benefit of any
stockholders or members of the .association-conducting the same, or
admissions to any exhibit, entertzinment, or other pay feature con-
ducted by such association as part of any such fair—if the proceeds
therefrom are used exclusively for the maintenance and operation of
such agricultural fairs,

The amendment was agreed to.

The REapiNG CrLErx., The next amendment passed over is-on
page 194, dfter line 2, to insert:

(¢) The term “admission' as used in this title inclndes seats and
tables, reserved or otherwise, and other similar accommodations, and
the charges made therefor.

This amendment was passed over on the request of the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. SmamaroNs]. )

Mr. SIMMONS. /I withdraw my objection, Mr. President.

The amendment was agreed to. .

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, I suppese individual amend-
ments: are not now inorder, but I desire to ask the committee
if they will not accept an amendment to subdivision (b), pages
193 samd 194, to place the word “improvements” before the
word “maintenance,” on line 2 of page 1947 The object is to
eover county fairs or State fairs, where no part of the earnings
are distributed to stockholders, but the proceeds are used ex-
clusively. for improvements, maintenance, and operation.

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator not let that go over, becaug.e
we have refused all other individual amendments, and it will
be hardly proper to take up one' amendment at this time? I
have no objeetion to the amendment, I will say fo the Senator.

Mr. KELLOGG. I shall offer the amendment later.

The PRESIDENT pro tempere. 'The Secretary will state the
next amendment passed over.

The Reaping Crerk. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 194, after line 6, to strike out:

SEc, T04. Subdivision (d) of section 800 of the revenue act of 1918
is amended to read as follows:

The amendment was ‘agreed to.

The Reaping CLerg. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 194, after line 21, to insert:

Sge. 801. That from and after Janoary 1, 1922, there shall be
levied, assessed, collected, and paid, in lien of the taxes imposed by
section ‘801 .of the revenue act.of 1918, a tax equivalent to 10 per ecent
of any amount paid on or after such date, for any period after such
date, (a)_as dues or membership fees (where the dues .or fees of an
active resident annual member are in excess of $10 per year) to any
soclial, athletie, or sporting club or organization; or (b) as dnitiation
{ees to such a club or organization, if such fees amount to more than
$10, or if the dues or membership fees (not including initiation fees)
of an active resident annual member are in excess of $10 per year;
such taxes to be paid by the person paying such dues .or fees: Pro-
vided, That there shall be exempted from the provisions of this sec-
tlon all amounts pald as dues or fees to a fraternal society, order, or
association operating under the lodge sgystem. In the case of life
memberships a life member shall pay annually, at the time for:the
payment of (dues by active resident annual members, a fax equivalent
to the tax upon the amount paid by such a member, but shall pay .no
tax upon the amount pald for life membership.

The amendment was ngreed to.

The Reaprxc COLerk. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 195, after line ‘20, to strike out:

Brc. T05. Section 802 of the revenue act of 1918 is.amended to read
as follows:

The amendment was agreed. to.

The Reaprxc Crerg. ~The next.amendment passed over:is,.on
page 196, after line 7, to strike ouf line 8, “Title' VIIT.—Txcise
tax amendments,” passed over at the request of the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. I have no objection to having that amend-
ment considered now. .

‘Mr, TRAMMELL. Mr. President, relative to this particular
subdivision, is it intended that the tax upon trucks and aun-
tomobiles and other vehicles which are here taxed shall apply
only upon the sale made by the manufacturer, or is the tax to
be duplicated every time the article is sold?

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will read the provision, he will
see that it is “upon the following articles sold or leased by, the
manufacturer, producer, or imporfer.” In other words, the

manufactorers’ tax is only upon the manufacturer, producer,

or importer,

Mr. TRAMMELL., That is the information I desired. I read
the paragraph, but I was not quite sure that it made certain
the policy of applying the tax only once, and T merely wanted
to be sure that it was only to be applied as a payment by the
producer or manufacturer. 2

My, SMOOT. That is the existing law.

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask the Senator from Utah, who
seems to be familiar with the paragraph, what the justification
is for levying the sales tax on these particular products or
commodities?

Mr, SMOOT. There is no justification beyond what there
would be for imposing a tax upen all commodities, except that
they reach out here and get automobile accessories and reach
out there and gei something else; in other words, it is in order
to get the revenue.

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator state in this connection
approximately the number of different commodities which are
taxed on coming from the manufacturer? What is the extent
to which the alleged manufacturers' tax is imposed by the pro-
visions of this bill or by the provisions of the amendment re-
ported by the committee?

Mr. SMOOT. TUnder the sales tax imposed last year, which
is the existing law, we collected about $200,000,000. T am not
going into the details now as to what we will colleet from these
taxes, but the changes that are made have eliminated something.
I think we take off between thirty-five and thirty-eight. million
dollars by the bill as it was reported to the Senate.

‘Mr. ROBINSON. Does the item under consideration carry
a new tax?

Mr. SMOOT. No; that is the tax to-day.

Mr. ROBINSON. 1t is identical with the present law?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; it is identical with the present law.

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

~The amendment was agreed to.

"The Reapixg Crerk. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 196, after line 8, to insert:

T1TLe IN—ExCise TAXES,

Bec. ‘900, That from and after January 1, 1922, there ghall be levied,
assessed, collected, and paid upon the following articles sold or leased
by the manufacturer, groducer, or importer a tax equivalent to the
following percentages of the price for which so sold or leased :

(1) Automobile trucks and automobile wagons (ineluding tives, inner
tubes, parts, and accessories therefor, sold on or in connection {here-
with or with the sale thereof), 3 per cent;

(2) Other automobiles and motor cycles (including tires, inner tubes,
parts, and accessories therefor, sold .on or .in econnection therewith or
with the sale thereof), except tractors, i per cent,

Mr. WADSWORTH. DMay I aska question asto that? Does
the present law contain the words * except tractors "?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; this is exactly the same as the existing
law. Tractors are exempt.

‘Mr., WADSWORTH. No matter for what purpose nsed?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes, no matter for what purpose used; but
most of them are used by farmers,

Mr. WADSWORTH. I know; I use one myself. But trac-
tors are also used by contractors in road building. We have
heard a good deal about that on the floor of the-Senate in the
debates, and I am wondering why they should be exempt.
Motor trucks, as I understand if, which are used right along-
side of them, are taxed.

Mr. SMOOT. That is true.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Why should not.a tracter be taxed?

Mr. SMOOT. I guess the Senator knows why. I ean say
that it is beeause of the fact that they are used by farmers.
That is the reason why they are not taxed.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not particularly indove with this
tax at all, .anyway ; but there is an inconsistency there that I
have difficulty in understanding.

Mr. SMOOT. It is true there is an incounsgistency. .
Mr. WADSWORTH. I will confess, before I make this ob-
servation, that T have not studied this thing, but it seems to me
we might better confine our tax on mator-propelled vehicles to
those kinds of vehicles which are used mostly for pleasure, “We
are taxing the motor {ruck, which has become just as neces-
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sary in the conduct of a large number of businesses as the farm
wagon, and we tax all kinds of wagons and moving drays in
the city, yet for some reason or other we leave the tractors
out. It would require a good deal of revision, and I shall not
press it now; it is not a point of vast importance; but I do
not see why contractors who are using motor trucks should
pay taxes on them and should not pay taxes on the tractors
which are working right alongside of them.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator from New York that
this fax is not raised because of the fact that the automobile
is a luxury. We tax the fire engine; we tax all motor-propelled
vehicles, and I think I stated frankly just why the tractors
were exempted.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Trucks are taxed at a much less
rate than automobiles, and not all automobiles are used for
pleasure.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ReapiNe Crerg. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 196, to strike out lines 24 and 25, as follows:

Sec. 801, Subdivisions (3) and (4) of section 900 of the revenue act
of 1918 are amended to read as follows:

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reapineg CLErk. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 197, line 1, after the word * accessories,” to strike out

The question is on agreeing

* for automobile trucks, antomobile wagons, other automobiles,

or motor cyeles,” and to insert “ for any of the articles enumer-
ated in subdivision (1) or (2) ”; and, in line 8, after “or (2),”
to strike out * or in this subdivision,” so as to make the para-
graph read:

(8) Tires, inner tubes, parts, or accessories for any of the articles
enumerated in subdivision (1) or (2), sold to any person other than a
manufacturer or 2producer of any of the articles enumerated in sub-
division (1) or (2), b per cent.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Reapise CLERK. The next amendment passed over is on
page 197, line 11, to strike out ** centum,” the semicolon, and the
quotation mark, and to insert the word “ centum” and a semi-
colon.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I should like to ask
the chairman of the committee if any estimate has been made
as to the return on the articles taxed in section 900, subdivision
(5). Was any estimate made of the return on skates, snow-
shoes, skis, and toboggans, as well as baseball bats, gloves, and
so forth?

Mr. SMOOT. I think the agreement is that th? all go out,
and when these sections are reached I shall ask that they go
over, where there is to be an amendment, virtually agreed to,
to take their place.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I feel that a tax on the baseball
bats and the toboggans of the boys is unnecessary.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
next amendment passed over.

The REapiNg CLERK. The next amendment passed over is on
page 197, to strike out lines 13 and 14, as follows:

SEc. 8§02, Subdivision (5) of section 900 of the revenue act of 1918
is amended to read as follows:

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I now ask that, beginning with
line 15, on page 197, down to and including line 5, on page 198,
be passed over.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Do I understand that an amendment
has been prepared, or is being prepared, to take the place of
that?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; the amendment is to strike it out.

Mr, CALDER. The whole thing.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Why not do it now?

Mr, ROBINSON. Mr, President, why can we not dispose of
it now?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.
out.

Mr. SMOOT. That can only be done by unanimous consent.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana, I trust that my friend from New
Jersey will not press that amendment, because if he does we
are going to become involved and tangled here interminably;
some will propose amendments to the House text and others
will propose amendments to the bill as reported by the Senate
committee, and we will become interminably involved. My own
thought was that when we reached the excise-tax section we
ought to have started to read it from the beginning and let
every Senator offer all the amendments he wanted to, and clean
up the whole thing; but my friend from Utah, who has had
much wider experience than I have, thought otherwise, and, of
course, I deferred to him.

I move that that all be stricken

.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I do not want to interfere with the
program of the committee, but I simply want to be sure that
the tax on these sporting goods which boys use is to be elimi-
nated from the bill.

Mr. SMOOT. I have asked that it go over and I will assure
the Senator there will be an amendment moved to strike it out;
but that is not a committee amendment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Then I withdraw the motion to
strike it out at this time,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. At the request of the Senator
from Utah the amendment will be passed over.

The Respixg Crerk. The next amendment passed over is, on
page 198, after line 5, to insert the following:

{6) Chewing gum or substitutes therefor, 2 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, I ask that that amendment be
disagreed fto.

Mr. LENROOT. T think we should pass this title over.

Mr, SMOOT, The next time we reach it, if we pass the title
over, we will be just exactly where we are now. What we
ought to do is to pass over those items that we are going to
change, and then the bill is open to amendment by anyone from
the floor of the Senate. Then we will begin again with the
reading of the bill and amendments can be offered. That is the
only way the clerks can keep track of it and the only way
Senators can keep track of it,

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, will the Senator from Utah
inform the Senate at this time how much are the revenues
received from this item?

Mr, SMOOT. About a million dellars, in round numbers.

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the object of removing this tax?

Mr. SMOOT. Because it has been agreed to.

Mr. ROBINSON, Who has agreed to it?

Mr. SMOOT, It was agreed to in conference.

Mr. ROBINSON. Is not this a committee amendment?

Mr. SMOOT. It is o committee amendment.

Mr. ROBINSON. And somebody has mysteriously agreed
that the committee amendment shall not be agreed to?

Mr. SMOOT. Of course that has been discussed many times,

Mr. ROBINSON. I do not think it has been discussed at all.

Mr. SMOOT, I am trying to keep the record straight; that
is all I am trying to do; and when the question comes up for
action we will have a full discussion of it,

Mr. ROBINSON. It is up for action right now. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee amendment. The Senator
has asked that the committee amendment be not agreed to.
What I am trying to find out is how it is that a member of
the committee makes a motion of that sort. The committee
proposed the amendment, and the question occurs on azreeing
to the committee amendment, and the Senator insists upon its
going over, but is not frank enoungh to tell us why he repndiates
the action of the committee and insists on defeating an amend-
ment which the committee reported.

My, SMOOT. No; I am not repudiating the action of the
comimittee,

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator says he does not know why
it should be rejected, except upon the theory that it has been
agreed that it should be disagreed to, and now I am asking by
whom that agreement was made.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know about it, because if I had my
way all of these taxes would go out, every one of them.

Mr. REED. And the sales tax come in?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and the sales tax come in.

Mr. LENROOT. I would suggest to the Senator that the
entire title should go over, including the present anrendment,
beeause unless revenue is found to take the place of the revenue
that was produced by these sections, which must be determined
by the Senate later, these amendments undoubtedly will stay
in, Therefore I do not think the committee amendments
should be acted upon at this time unless it is determined by
the Senate whether additional revenue will be provided from
other sources, like the excess-profits tax, capital-stock tax, and
so forth.

Mr. SMOOT. I think we will save time right now by letting
the entire title go over, beginning on page 198, after line 5,
down to which point it has been agreed to, but letting the
balance of it go over.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. An order has already been
entered that the amendment ended with line 5, page 198, shall
go over. The question now is upon the amendment in lines
6 and 7, on page 198.

Mr. SMOOT. T ask that it go over, together with the balance
of the title.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
will be passed over.

If there be no objection, it
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Mr. REED. Mr. President, I want to know what became of
the chewing-gum questmn [Laughter‘]

Mr. SMOOT. It is to be passed over if the request I have
made is acceded to.

Mr. REED. I am noi willing to have it passed over.
[Laughter.]

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Then it will not be passed
over, The question is on agreeing fo the amendment.

Mr. REED. Now, Mr. President, I wish to say something
about that. The committee sat many days in solemn session
trying to find sources of revenue. It was the plan of the ma-
jority that they would reduce the aggregate of - the excess-
profits tax by $450,000,000, the corporation stock tax by $75,000,-
000, and the surtax upon incomes above $68,000 by $90,000,000.
In order to have sufficient revenue left, they raked every part
of the universe with a fine-tooth comb. It was impossible to
reduce a tax on anything unless some expert would agree that
by reducing the rate of the tax a much larger amount of reve-
nue could be had.

The last action of the commitiee was to reafirm the tax on
chewing gum. Now, the very genial and lovable representative
of the committee, the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Saoor],
rises and tells us it has been agreed that the committee’s
amendment should be disagreed to. We are not told who made
this agreement, when it was made, why it was made, or what
was the consideration for the making,

At any rate, the Chewing Gum Trust is to be benefited to the
extent of $1,000,000 a year. I say the Chewing Gum Trust
advisedly, because I have been given to understand that Mr,
Wrigley has wriggled around until he has advertised all the
other varieties of chewing gum practically out of existence.
We have Wrigley's tutti-fruiti, Wrigley's California fruit,
Wrigley's pepsin, Wrigley’s chiclets, Wrigley’s spearmint, and,
perhaps, Wrigley's wriggles. He has defaced the entire land-
scape of this and other countries with abominable advertise-
ments of his abominable produet. [Laughter.] If we take
$1,000,000 tax off of chewing gum, the greater part of it will
go into the pockets of Mr. Wrigley and pay for more signs to
deface the mountainside and the valley, the hilltop and the
plain. Indeed, I wonder that he has not descended into the
Canyon of the Colorado and plastered it all over with Wrigley
advertisements.

I want to know why we are about to relieve this concern of
its burden of taxation. How did he wriggle in and obtain this
mysterions agreement from unknown people at unknown hours,
presumably behind locked doors? Is it offered here as a solace
to agriculture? Did the agricultural bloe demand it in the
interests of the downtrodden, hard-handed farmer? [Laughter.]
Did that bloe insist upon it in the interest of the square-jawed
chewing-gom girl who has developed her facial musecles by the
constant use of this miserable stuff? Or was it done by the
dentists of the country? Have they sunk to so low an estate
that they want the molars and incisors of all the growing popu-
lation of the country to be ground down by constant chewing in
order that they may put in gold erowns or fill teeth at unneces-
sary and unnatural periods in children’s lives? [Laughter.]

What I would particularly like to inquire of some representa-
tive of the agricultural bloe is whether the agricultural bloc ab-
solutely demanded it. Did the concession on chewing gum have
anything to do with the agricultural bloc agreeing that it wounld
waive its objections to the excess-profifs tax? Did they swap
a million dollars of revenue on chewing gum for $450,000,000
on profiteers? Or was it because our friend Wrigley was very
much interested in the last Republican campaign? [Laughter.]

But the Senator from Utah, who iz not a member of the agri-
cultural bloe and whose integrity and patriotism no man can
challenge, has been reached by some process of seduction which
he refuses to disclose and which apparently he himself does not
understand.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; the Senator does me wrong there.
That last statement of the Senator, that I “ do not understand,”
does me wrong.

Mr. REED. If the Senator does understand, he is not willing
that anybody else should understand. What is the bargain that
has been made? Are you paying an old campaign debt to
Wrigley et al., or have you made a trade with the agricultur-
ists? If so, ]Ja\e the agriculturists demanded the reduction
of the tax on gum or did Wrigley demand it? How does this
work into the general equation? [Laughter.]

Ar. President, speaking seriously for a moment, if there is
anything utterly useless made and consumed by the human
family it is chewing gum. It has not the virtues of tobacco,
whether used in the long green or in more refined products.
Chewing gum is made from—God and Wrigley know what. It

is indigestible, because the very thing that makes it gum is the
fact that you can chew it for a week and it still remains. Its
only real use is that it will stick by us when we come in con-
tact with a wad of it on the sidewalk and carry it away. Its
wadded mass is found in street cars, along the public highways,
under chairs in restaurants or homes; in fine, wherever modern
youth or maiden has “chawed.” [Laughter.]

By all means let the car of moral progress and reform go on.
Let us lift the burdens from the taxpayers of this country; let
us wipe out all the great mountain of debt that the wicked
Democratic Party by its waste and extravagance put on the
country; but let it be done by taking the tax off the profifeer
and taking it off the chewing-gum people and putting it on
somebody else.

Chewing gum! I presume it is now included among the
prime necessities of life, Perhaps it is for this reason that our
friends propose that it shall go tax free.

I may be wrong; perhaps it is not excluded from taxation
or exempted on the ground of necessity, but is classed among
works of art, and therefore it is proposed that it ghall not
bear any burden and shall be brought within the reach of the
humblest of our citizens, so that the child of poverty and want
can at least find tax-free solace anywhere chewing gum is for
sale. [Laughter.]

Who made this bargain to overturn the action of the com-
mittee? When was it made? When was it agreed to? I am
very serious abeut it. It demands an explanation when a
gentleman escapes substantially $1,000,000 of taxes on a thing
that is utterly worthless, or worse than worthless, and that
constitutes a traveling nuisance. Let us know about it. Wa
may laugh and remain silent, but the country will ask how
it happened that such a thing as chewing gum was by a secret
agreement taken off the tax list and a million dollars lost in
revenue, The country will inquire whether it was done in the
interest of Mr. Wrigley or in the interest of agricnlture by the
agricultural * bloe.” [Laughter.]

Mr. President, I should like to have a roll call and a record
vote on this guestion.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, if the Senator from Missouri
has concluded——

Mr. REED. Yes; I am through for the present.

Mr. SMOOT. Then I move that the Senate pass over title 9,
beginning with line 6, on page 198.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
motion of the Senator from Utah.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. Pending that, if the Senator will
permit me to make a statement as to the information which
the committge had in reference to the chewing-gum item, which
involves a revenue of about $1,200,000, I will state that the
kinds of chewing gum to which the Senator from Missouri has
so feelingly referred as having been made by Mr. Wrigley are
not made by the Wrigley people at all. The Wrigley people
make three kinds of gum, so we are told, and the other kinds
of gum are made by the American Chicle Co. Our information
is that the factories of the American Chicle Clo. are substan-
tially closed down, and that they are the establishments who
desire this tax taken off. The Wrigley people, so far as we
know or have any information, do not care whether the tax is
taken off or notf, because it taxes their competitors out of
existence,

Mr. REED. Was it not Mr. Wrigley who hired the baseball
teams to go to Marion during the last campaign and paid their
expenses there?

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. As to that I am not informed,
because I was so husy——

Mr. REED. But on informaftion and belief, what would the
Senator say?

Mr., WATSON of Indiana. I was so busy in Indiana that 1
did not have time to visit Marion.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, Wrigley was not in the committee room. I
have not seen Mr. Wrigley for over a year, and I do not think
he ever had a representative there. .

Mr, REED, This was not done in the committee room,

Mr. SMOOT. I want a tax of 3 per eent instead of 2 per

The question is on the

cent.
Mr. REED. I repeat this was not done in the committee
room. This was done at some unknown place which the Sena-

tor's delieate sensibilities prevent him from mentioning?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utab
moves that that part of Title IX which has not been passed over
by unanimeus consent shall now be passed over.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I think this is a good time to.
settle the chewing-gum proposition, and I ask that we pr
with it. If there were any Senator who wished to speak on it
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who has been absent or if there were any other good reacon, I
would not insist, but why not act now? I am opposed to passing
it over. .

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senafor from Missouri desires to pro-
long his remarks, I will temporarily withdraw my request.

Mr. REED. No, I do not desire to prolong my remarks now ;
but I think this is a good time to vote. I have just madea very
powerful speech on this question. [Laughter.]

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will have another chance.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the mo-
tion of the Senator from Utah to pass over the portion of the
bill referred to by him.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I suggest the absence of a quorum,

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

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following

Senators answered to their names: »

Ashurst Harris McNary Simmons
Broussard Harrison Moses Smith
Calder Heflin Nelson Smoot:
Capper Hiteheock New Spencer
Caraway Jones, N. Mex, Newberry Sutherland
Colt Kello Oddie Swanson
Cumming Kendrick Overman Townsend
Curtis enyon Paﬁ: Trammell
Dial Keyes Poindexter Underwood
Dillingham King Pomerene Wadsworth
E Ladd Ransdell ‘Walsh, Mont.
Elkins La Follette Reed Watson, Ga.
Ernst Lenroot Robinson Watson, Ind.
Fernald Lodge Shep Weller
Fletcher MeCormick Shields will
Frelinghuysen McKellar Shertridge Willis

Mr. TOWNSEND. I desire to announce the absence of the
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING] on account
of iliness.

The PRESIGING OFFICER. Sixty-four Senators have an-
swered to their names, There is a quornm present. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the Senator from Utah.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I desire to ask the acting chair-
man of the committee a question before voting on the proposal
of the Senator from Utah.

As I understand, the motion carries with it passing over all
of the excise taxes not already acted on during this session.
Personally, I should like to see all of the excise taxes repealed
and taken out of the bill; but if passing over the entire section
at this time means that there is a poessibility of the committee
still further offering amendments, as they have already offered
a number not acted upen whieh will eliminate more of the
excise taxes, I shall be very glad indeed to suppert the motion
to delay action. If, however, it is simply a question of pro-
cedure;, I can not see where we arve gaining anything. As the
excise taxes come up, section by section, those that there seems
to be a desire to postpone ean be temporarily postponed. There
are some of the execise taxes that I think Senators are entirely
ready to dispose of now. Unless the request for delay means
that there will be further reports or suggestions from the com-
mittee, it seems to me that we shall be simply making progress
backward and not acting on the parts of the excise section which
we could readily act on to-day and there would be no regnest
to pass them over.

Mr, SMOOT, M. President, the amendments to which: the
Senator refers are not commiftee amendments; and it was
unanimously agreed that the committee amendments were to
be considered first, before any other amendments were offered.
There are a great many amendments to this title; and it has
been asked that it go over and be considered at a time when
those amendments can be offered, and that the committee
amendments be not agreed to because there are some of them
that if we agree to them will have to. be reconsidered. There
are some of them here that are siricken out entirely, to which
no amendment is offered at all at the present time. It is very
much better to pass over this title until we can offer those
amendments, or any other amendments that we may decide
upon, and it will save time—and time is all that I desire to save
at this moment—and keep the record straight.

Mr. EDGE. Do I understand that the amendments entitled
“ Proposed amendments to H. R. 8245,” supposedly, as I under-
stood, coming from the majority of the Committee on Finance,
have not yet been offered as amendments?

Mr. SMOOT. They have not been offered, and can not be
offered, unless by unanimous consent, until after the commitiee
amendments are disposed of.

Mr. EDGE, Then they are not considered committee amend-
ments?

Mr. SMOOT. They are not considered committee amend-
ments.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator from Utah will
indulge me, the Senator from Utah a moment ago, in his col-

loquy with the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. EpeE], N
aboui other amendments that had been agreed uponm. Dees
he mean agreed upon by the committee?

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. I said there may be other amendments
offered that were not agreed upon as shown in the printed sug-
gested amendments,

Mr. REED. Who agreed on those that are in the suggested
amendments?

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, as far as the committee was con-
cerned, a majority of the Republican members of the com-
mittee agreed that they would support these amendments,

Mr. REED. But not at a committee meeting?

Myr. SMOOT. Not at a full committee meeting.

Mr. REED. Now, may I inquire who else was present at the
meeting?

Mr. SMOOT. Nobody but the committee,

Mr. REED. Who submitted the proposition to the committee
to agree to?

Mr, SMOOT. I think the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Crriis]
suggested them, ¢

Mr. REED. Whom did he suggest them as representing?

My, SMOOT. I do not know that that question came up. The
Senator is here, and can answer for himself.

Mr. REED. Whom did the Senator understand he repre-
sented—himself, as a member of the committee, or some con-
ference or body?

Mr, SMOOT, The Senator from Kansas is a member of the
Finance Committee, and he is present.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, the sug[éestion of the Senator
from Kansas did not specify any one of these specific items,
chewing gum or anything else, except perhaps baseballs, base-
ball bats, and things of that kind. The Senator from Kansas
suggested, and his suggestion was followed, that we get rid of
as many of the nuisance taxes as possible, and this item and the
others were included in that category.

Mr. REED. May 1 ask why the Senator did not make that
snggestion at the committee meetings when the committee was
regnlarly called?

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator will recall, if he was there, that
the Senator from Kansas made several efforts, and I think the
Demoeratic members. voted with, the Senator from Kansas, to
get rid of a number of these nuisance taxes,

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. CURTIS. I might go on and state that upon the motion
of the Senator from Kansas all of the transportation tax was
eliminated, and the next day it was discovered that too much
revenue was taken away, and the vote was reconsiflered, and
the tax was put back. Afterwards it was discovered that hy
increasing certain taxes we could get rid of certain other taxes,
The object of the Republican members of the committee wiio
voted for this proposition was to get rid of as many as. possible
of the annoying taxes, and that is what some of us are going
to vote for when we get a chance.

Mr. REED. What I am asking about is this, and we need not
at all' avoid direction: The Finance Committee held many
meetings. The Senator from Kansas, I think I can say, as far
as I know, was against what are called these nuisance taxes.
Hé wanted them out of the way. The Democrats supported
him in that, but he was unable to prevail. Subsequently, not
at a meeting of the committee, some of the Republican members
of the Finance Committee got together, and the Senator from
Kansas then had no difficulty, apparently, in getting them to
agree that the “nuisance taxes,” as we term them, should be
wiped out.

Now, certainly, the Senator had some new argument, some
new power or leverage, which enabled him to loosen the stand-
patter from his long occupied position and get some action. I
want to ask the Senator frankly now, and we ought o know it,
if it is not true that he came there stating to the members of
the Finance Comittee who were present, in substance and
effect, that lie represented a group of Senators wheo had deter-
mined npon a certain course of action?

Mr. CURTIS. No; I did not state that I represented a group.
I did state that there was a group of Senators whe favered the
repeal of certain taxes——

Mr. REED. These taxes?

Mr. CURTIS. These taxes; and that they also favered in-
creases in the rates of cerfain other taxes; and after presenting
the matter and considering it for two days, a majority of the
Republicans voted for the motion.

Mr. REED. May I not ask, then, if the statement was not
made, in substance and. effect, that the group of Senators who
demanded these changes proposed to carry their fight to the
floor if their wishes were not accorded! with by the managers
on behalf of the party?
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Mr. CURTIS. I do not think such a statement was made.

Mr. REED. I do not mean that statement; I mean, was not
that the understanding? Of course, I can not quote the lan-
guage. I could not quote the language the Senator used two
minutes ago, but we know what we have been talking about.

Mr, CURTIS. Of course, it was stated that these Senators
were in favor of these changes, and likely there were enough
of them to put them over, and so the committee put them in;
and I am glad they did.

Mr. REED. Exactly., So the members of the committee that
had refused, npon the request of the Senator from Kansas,
supported by the Democratic members, to cut out these taxes,
which we commonly call nuisance taxes, yielded when they
understood that there was a group of Senators powerful enough,
by joining with the Demeocratic Senators, to cut them out on
the floor of the Senate. In other words, they made a virtue of
necessity, which I agree is a kind of virtue sometimes mani-
fested by the Republican Party.

Mr. SMOOT. I hope the Senator
friends on the other side.

Mr. REED. In that eonnection, since I am presenting this
matter rather importunately, may I not inguire whether there
were not some Democrats who were in this group that insisted
upon this action; and may I not also inquire whether this was
what is ecommonly known as the agricultural bloc?

Mr. CURTIS. I beg the Senator's pardon. I did not hear the
Benator's question.

Mr. REED. I do not want to inquire into anything that is
highly personal, but I was"inquiring whether there were some
Democratic Senators, according to the Senator’s understanding,
who were in this group of Senators who arrived at this agree-
ment that they would beat this bill unless these nuisance taxes
were taken out, or, if not beat it, that they would strike them
out on the floor?

Mr, CURTIS. Not that I know of.

Mr. REED. Then may I make a further inquiry, in the in-
terest of history—and I think we should be very careful about
the truth of history. The newspapers have stated that this
was (lone at the instance of what is known as the agricultural
bloe. Now, the agricultural bloe is known fo be composed
partly of Democrats and partly of Republicans.

Mr. McCORMICK. Is the Senator a member of it?

Mr. REED. No, sir.

Mr. MOSES. May I ask the Senator if there are any farmers
in it?

Mr. REED. I do not know. I simply know that there is
such a thing, according fo the papers, as the agricultural bloe,
which is said to be composed partly of Democrats and partly
of Republicans.

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator know its membership?

Mr. REED. The Senator states that he does not know of
any Democrat having been in the conference to which he has
referred. I take it, then, that it was not the agricultural bloc
‘that came to the rescue of the Senator in his conference.

Mr. CURTIS. As I understood, it was a number of Repub-
licans who were very anxious to pass this bill. I thought it
was a very good thing on their part to eall us together and see
if we could not get together and pass it, and I hope it will be

will not leave out our

passed.

Mr. REED. Yes. Now let me ask, because I am interested
in this thing——

My, MOSES, May I ask the Senator from Kansas, when he
says “call us together,” whom he has in mind?

Mr. CURTIS. When I say “us,” I was referring to a num-
ber of Republicans who conferred on the matter.

Mr. REED. May I ask, now, if it was agreed as a part of
this deal that the excess-profits tax was going to be repealed?

Mr. CURTIS, There was no *“deal” about it.

Mr. REED. Well, this arrangement. I do not want to use
an offensive term. I am hunting for the mildest term I can
think of—this arrangement or understanding. Was there an
arrangement made, or was it a part of the understanding, that
the excess-profits taxes were to stay out?

Mr. CURTIS. There was no arrangement of any kind made,
Certain amendments were offered in the committee, just as
they were offered in the full committee, and they were voted on
by the members of the committee.

Mr. REED. Was there an understanding that if they were
accepted this group of men would cease their opposition and
would join in passing the bill?

Mr. CURTIS. There was not.

Mr. REED. There was nothing of that kind?

Mr. CURTIS. No, sir.

Mr. REED. Then there was an agreement made without a
consideration.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from Kansas made no agree-
ment. The Senator from Kansas had certain amendments he
wanted adopted. The Senator from Kansas offered them to the
full committee, They were voted down. The Senator from
Kansas offered them and others to the Republican members
of the committee, and they were agreed to.

Mr. REED. At a meeting that was not a committee meeting?

Mr. CURTIS. It was not a regular committee meeting; but
a majority of the committee was there.

Mr. REED. Now, may I ask, before the Senator leaves the
floor—and then I think I shall be through with this—whether
this committee took any action with reference to chewing gum
specifically ?

Mr. CURTIS. They did not, and I stated that to the Sena-
tor a moment ago—that we included all of the items that were
known as nuisance taxes.

Mr. REED. Chewing gum went in on the doctrine, then, that
“the greater includes the less ™%

Mr. CURTIS. I suppose so.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, some Senators have de-
risively spoken of the “agricultural bloc.” T am not an agricul-
turist. I am not a farmer.

Mr. McCORMICK. The Senator makes a distinction.

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. I am neither a farmer nor an agricul-
turist; but the derision and jocose satire with which the agri-
cultural bloc is treated will soon cease when it is learned that
10 bold and determined Democrats and 10 bold and.determined
Republicans who are Members of this body are going to stand
on this floor and see to it that the tillers of the soil shall have
justice from this Government.

During the recent campaign the Republicans made promises
and let the country believe they were for a protective tariff,
They promised protection to American manufactories, but just
as soon as humble Members of the Senate demanded that the
farmer and the live-stock producer should share in the benefits
of a protective tariff your zeal for a tariff evaporated and you
dropped the bill. You are for a protective tariff for the benefit
of the manufacturer only. When we suggest that the ranch-
man and the farmer should share in the benefits of that tariff,
if any there be, you become cold and distant toward a tariff
bill, and you throw up your hands in horror at the suggestion
that a farmer should share in a protective tariff. Remember
that your tariff bill must see to it that the producer on the
farm and the field and the ranch, as well as the manufacturer,
shall be considered or you will have no tariff bill. Do I make
myself clear?

This agricultural bloc is determined that the minions of Wall
Street shall no longer control the Federal Reserve Board. This
agricultural bloc is determined that at least one farmer shall be
placed upon the Federal Reserve Board. Do I make myself
clear there?

This agricultural bloc is determined that that reform, for
which the people have wished and hoped for the past 21 years,
the * truth-in-fabrie bill,” shall become a law, so that shoddy
shall be marked as shoddy and that some of those criminal
manufacturers who palm off shoddy as woolens shall no longer
be allowed to exploit the people. Do I make myself clear upon
that point to you who so derisively and so sarcastically talk
about the agricultural bloe? It is better to belong to the agri-
cultural bloc than to the blockheads of the Senate. Do I make
myself clear there?

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President—

Mr. ASHURST. They are blockheads who do not perceive
that we are confronted by a gigantic cataclysm in this country
if we longer discriminate against and oppress agriculture; they
are blockheads who do not perceive the danger that is coming
to the country if-the farmer stops producing. Fifty-two per
cent of the people now live in the cities. If you want to be
subsisted, do not further crush the farmer. Allow him an
opportunity to subsist and to produce.

You complain about the high price of a beefsteak, you com-
plain about the high price of a mutton chop, you complain about
the price of what the farmer produces, and yet you require him
to make bricks without straw, you refuse to pass bills opening
new lands to seftlement. You pass tariff bills solely for the
benefit of the manufacturers, and when we suggest that the
tariff bills should conslder the farmer and live-stock growers
you are lofty and sour,

The Federal Farm Loan Board is not functioning except
after the fashion of official red-tape Washington, It seems as
if the Federal Farm Loan Board is using every means eligible
to human ingenuity to prevent making loans to farmers. It is
the intention of the agricultural bloc to see to it that loans shall
be made to farmers with all the celerity with which men can act.
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The Federal Farm Loan Beard is now giving a demonstration
to the people of “ how not to do it.” '"We intend that they shall
give a demonstration to the people of how to do it.

A bill was brought in here in the hot days of last July to
give the War Finance Corporation power to assist the farmer.
You recall the shameful history of what happened. You recall
what happened on this floor. A coterie of Senators went info
a room and so emasculated that bill and changed the bill that
it has been of very little benefit to real farmers; and the other
night, before the agricultural bloe, when a report was made as
to what was being done for the farmers under that bill, we had
the report of the number of banks and bankers helped by the
War Finance Corporation, and the presiding officer at the agri-
cultural bloc meecting finally said, “ Did you have any farmers
at your meeting?’ The answer was, * Oh, we had bankers there
representing the farmers.”

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senater from Ari-
zona yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr, ASHURST. I decline to yield to the agile Senator from
?%\; Hampshire. Let him rise in his own time, if he wants to
i

Mr. MOSES. I do not want to talk.

Mr. ASHURST. Then why are you interrupting me, if youn
do not want to talk?

Mr. MOSES. I want to answer the Senator’'s question.

Mr. ASHURST. When I get through. answer it if you ean.
Join the blockheads, where you belong, if you fail to treat agri-
culture as it should be treated.

My, President, it is said that I am vehement, Quite true.
I am vehement; with 5,000,000 men out of work, with
of acres of idle land in the West arable and soon turned to
farms if you would only pass the McNary bill, that would place
water upon those lands, you could give employment to a million
men. I have urged, in season and out of seasom, that this
McNary bill be passed, opening idle lands in the West for
irrigation and reclamation, and I shall continue to urge that
that measure be passed,

Senators should not forget that we are sitting on a velcano
which may erupt at any moment. Senators must not forget
that just before the French Revolution Foulon and the others
langhed and made sport of those who dared talk for agricul-
ture; but later the peasantry of France, ground to the dust by
the tyranmy of the scoffers, stuffed Foulon's mouth with grass
because of the derisive laughter with which he greeted the
agricultural blocs in France who asked nothing but justice.

We think because we sit in these soft seats and pass a little
palliative measure now and then that we have ‘done something.
We think we will pass a tax bill; we will do this and we will
do that; and we will relieve the situation. There must be a
getting down te fundamentals in such perilous times as now
confront us.

Mr. President [the President pro tempore], you are a man
of some experience and some years. I will ask you, sir, humane
man that you are, to picture the conditions coming in this coun-
try. Possibly a {rigid winter, with inclement winds soon
whistling through the streets and trees. Think of a man with
a family, with a wife, no meney, no position, no job, no pros-
pects of a job. Then ask that man to be patriotic. The peo-
ple of this country have been taxed wumtil they are desperate,
and, if yon will pardon me, only a fool will close his eyes to the
conditions now confronting us.

The most urgent means must be adopted. Democrats must
lay aside their partisanship, Republicans must lay aside their
partisanship. There must be no further derisive, scornful laugh-
ter at the agricultural bloe. Irepeat, Mr. President, I am speak-
ing for bold and determined men; and if the idle rich are to be
relieved from just taxation and are to enjoy their unearned
increments, we intend to say and to see to it that along with
that the tiller of the soil, who is at the beottom of the structure
of politics, as it were, shall at least have a measure of justice,
Do I make myself clear on that point?

Now I yield to the Senator from New Hampshire for any
question.

Mr, MOSES. I merely wished to say, in answer to the Sen-
ator’s question, “ Do I make myself clear?” that he probably
wounld if he spoke a little londer.

Mr. ASTTURST. Mr, President, I have not that soft, sweet,
parlor veice which the Senator from New Hampshire has. I do
not happen to posseéss his grace, a grace and charm so complete
and so suave that he can say one thing and mean anether.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, T would like to ask the Senator a
question

A.‘oHTR‘%T 1 yleld.

Mr. REED. The Senator has complained here bitterly about
nothing being done for the farmer. Dees he not recognize the
fact that an effort is now being made to take the tax off chew-
ing gum? [Laughter.]

But I wonld like to ask the Senator a serious question:
Whether this agricultural bloc of which he has spoken met and
took any action with reference to the particular amendments
which are now printed here and which we are told have been
agpeed upon, if he is at liberty to speak of it?

Mr, ASHURST. I am at liberty to repeat anything that took
place in that meeting of the agricultural blec. I will not join or
be a member of any bloec where everything that takes place nray
net be told to the world.

The agricultural bloc, if I remember it correctly—and other
men will correct me if I make a mistake—did not take any ac-
tion whatever with reference to taxes on chewing gum.

Mr. REED. I am speaking seriously.

Mr. ASHURST. They did not go into the question of taxa-

tion.

Mr. REED. Did not go into it at all?

Mr. ASHURST. Not at that particular time.

Mr. REED. Did they at any time?

Mr. ASHURST. I think not.

Mr. REED. Then these recommendations which have been
agreed upen, which were cenveyed from the Senater from Kan-
sas to the Republican members of the Finance Committee at a
private meeting at seme time, are not the recommendations of
the farmers’ blee, but they are the recommendation of some
other group of men?

Mr. ASHURST. I do net know about that.

Mr. REED. It would be interesting to know whe they are
who made this agreement.

Mr. PENROSE. To what agreement does the Senator refer?

Mr. REED. The one the Senator from Utah referred to when
he said that it had been agreed that the comunittee amend-
ments, which included that affecting chewing gum, should go
ont.

Mr, SMOOT. That is not a eorrect statement of the Senator.
The Senator frem Utah said that the amendments which had
been printed were not committee amendments, and the Senator
from Pennsylvania has also made that statement on the floor
two or three times, as have also other members of the com-
mittee. The printed amendments, I understood, had been
agreed to by certain Members of the Senate. I told the Senater
just exactly the facts.

Alr. REED. I either misunderstood the Senator before——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari-
zona yield for this dialogne?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from Missouri, then
to the Senator from Utah. I want te finish in a very few
minutes. I hope Senators will make their guestions as brief
as possible.

Mr. REED. I understeod when the guestion came up on
the adeption of a clause in this bill that the Senator said that
it had been agreed that that would be disagreed to. Thereupon
the Senator from Arkamsas asked the Senator by whom it had
been agreed, and that started all the controversy.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; that is truoe.

Mr. REED. That is what I referred to a moment ago.

Mr. SMOOT. The discussion went far afield from the pend-

ing amendnrent.
Mr. REED. Certainly.
Alr. SMOOT. I stated and I say now that the printed

amendments referred to by the Senator from Misseuri are not
committee amendments, and therefore I said that they could
not be acted on until the committee amendments had been
acted on, as that had been agreed to by unanimous eonsent.

ASHURST. Mr, President, I regret in a measure the
necessity that requires this apeech, But, Senators, I repeat we
are on the eve of a cataclysm, the gignntic proportions of which
no man can foretell. The most vivid hypochondriac dees not
dare envisage or attempt to limm what is going to happen this
winter with 5,000,000 men out of employment, with railroad
rates so high that you can not ship a beef steer from the West
to the East, with the coal situation most desperate.

Mr. President, it is time to lay aside partisanship. It is time
to be patriotic, because, as I see it, the peril in front of the
country is just as great now as it was during the World War.
I have it from reliahle sources that England will be asking for
bread within 60 days if the situation there does net improve,
Does that not strike Senators with seriousness? Is the sitnatien
here much better?

I appeal to the Republican Party and I appeal to my col-
leagues to stay in session, hold night sessions, pass the tax bill,
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and then pass a tariff bill for the farmer. I need not speak
of the agricultural products of my own State. I have done that
until I have tired the Senate. Pass a tariff bill not for the
benefit of the manufacturers alone, but for the benefit of the
farmers as well, and rich encomiums and just praise will be
Yyour portion.

But if you do as you have done too often in the pnst~——pass a
tariff bill simply, solely, and only for the manufacturer—then

a merciless flail of indignation and punishment will be visited |

upon you, and justly visited upon you.

The farmer, discouraged, disconsolate, is unable to pay taxes
in half the States.

I wish to say to my southern brethren here who are always
against the tariff on cotton, that even now in Uganda, Nigeria,
and Mesopotamia barbarous labor by the millions is soon to be
employed, and is now being employed, by the British Govern-
ment producing cotton at one-sixth the cost at which you can
produce it. While you are against a protective tariff on raw
material, the day will come when the South will be the leaders
and the chief exponents of a protective tariff on cotton, be-
cause yon can not compete with the barbarous labor of Africa

and Mesopotamia, and you will be obliged to go out of the cotton_

business or have a protective tariff on cotton.

These things call not for levity, They -call not for jibes
about the agricultural bloc, nor for sarcastic- references and
whizzing javelines of fun toward those who believe in the prime
necessity of agriculture, the base of all the industries. These
reasons that I have given, because I perceive the necessity of
paying some attention to the agricultural -interests of our
country, prompted us to organize the agricultural bloe, prompted
us to meet when we felt we ought to meet, and those reasons
ought to be persuasive upon all who love their country and
want it to prosper.

If you Republicans pass wise and just laws, your party will
prosper, and I want you to pass wise and just laws. My party
can not win an election if you pass wise and just laws, but I
would rather have you pass wise and just laws than to have
my party win, much as I love my party and desire its triumph,
However, it seems that in the hour of your victory, one of the
greatest victories in national history, you have taken it for
granted that you have a perpetual lease on power.

It is well to have a giant's strength, but your perpetuity in
power depends on how you use that giant’s strength with
which you have been trusted. If you fail to do something for
agriculture, the Democratic Party, chastened by the punish-
ment inflicted upon it in the last election, will topple you from
your high seats.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I regret that my friend
who has just taken his seat should boldly advocate that gold
brick known as the protective tariff for agriculturists. He
should be aware that this Republican Congress has already
passed since we have been in. session a so-called protective
tariff for agricultural products. He should be aware that the
price of practically every one of the agricultural products
named in that bill for alleged and pretended protection has, if
we take all the time since the tariff bill was passed, been fall-
ing lower and lower. During the last three weeks the price
of wheat has gone down about 15 cents per bushel and the
price of corn is lower now in the West in our cornfields, far
lower than it was when the alleged protective tariff was pro-
vided in the pretended protective tariff bill for agricultural
products.

I have not any doubt that legislation may be devised that
would be of assistance to the agricultural class, but I assure
my friend, Senator AsaursT, that the idea of a protective
tariff on the products of the farm and the field which this
country produces in quantity larger than our people can con-
sume and which we must export to other countries is nonsense,
rank nonsense, This country produces more than twice the
amount of cotton it can consume, and to put a protective tariff
on cotton strikes me as about as ridiculous a proposition as
can be conceived. We are exporters of cotton, the greatest
exporters of cotton in the world. The idea of trying to get
southern votes for a protective theory by bringing out cotton
as an industry that can be aided by protection is nonsense.
You can not talk that sort of nonsense to any intelligent
farmer in the West,

The men who raise corn, the men who raise wheat, and the
men who raise the meat products in the West knew long before
this last experience that to put a protective tariff on the goods
which they produce and which they =sell largely to Europe was
nothing but a delusion and a snare, an insult to their intelli-
gence by offering them a gold brick,

When the emergency tariff bill was passed for the pretended
benefit of agriculture wheat was selling in Chicago at $1.48 a

bushel. On August 20, after the act had been in effect for sev-
eral months, I called attention to the fact that the price of
wheat had fallen to $1.25 a bushel, and now I call attention to
the fact that wheat sells in Chicago for $£1.09 a bushel.

In the case of corn, when the bill passed the price in Chicago
was 61 cents. August 20 I called attention to the fact that it
was 574 cents and now I call attention to the fact that it is
46 cents.

The figures speak for themselves. They show that a tariff on
farm products has no benefits to farmers,

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, of course, I expected some
such speech from this side of the Chamber, and I suspected
that my learned friend from Nebraska would make the speech.
I am not surprised. Those who urge something that they be-
lieve to be correct and those who have the nerve to depart
from traditions and depart from * theories” always are ac-
cused of being “ nonsensical.” It would be a poor compliment
to my speech to-day if nobody rose and called it nonsensical.
It would be no tribute to my courage if I felt that nobody would
call it nonsene,

My learned friend has a strange habit. When he is not at-
tracted by an argument, when he has no sound basis for answer
to it, he merely says that it is “ nonsense ” or a gold brick. That
is a dogmatic way of replying to arguments to which I myself
have resorted when I could not answer the other fellow’s facts.

We do import a little wheat and we import a little corn, and
I assume that the Senator knew that I knew we imported com-
paratively little wheat and corn. When I spoke of cotton, I
said in the future, when in the African and other countries
where barbarous labor is fully exploited, at that time, not now
but at that time, the southern cotton planter will be erying for
a protective tariff against cotton raised at one-sixth of what it
costs the American planter.

This Egyptian or Sakellaridis cotton grows somewhat exten-
sively in that part of Egypt where Joseph's remarkable dreams
came true. The labor employed in raising such cotton there is
what is called “barbarous labor” and is paid from 45 or 50
cents a day, whereas we, of course, pay from three to five dollars
per day.

If the Egyptian cotton industry were destroyed in the United
States, the result would be that this particular cotton, upon
which the country must depend in time of war, if war should
unhappily come again, and upon which we must depend for our
luxurious cloth and our automobile tires of great strength and
endurance, must be obtained in Egypt.

I insist that if we are to have a protective tariff on the manu-
factured product we should also have a tariff on the raw
material.

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari-
zona yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. ASHURST, I yield for a question.

Mr. DIAL. I wish to state that what hurts the South most
now is the dishonest and unjust future contract law. If that
were corrected, then we would improve considerably.

Mr. ASHURST. I hope the agricultural bloe may do that.
As to cotton, of course the Senator from Nebraska knows that
I know we raise annually about 14,000,000 bales of upland or
short-staple cotton. We do not import any short-staple cotton,
except by accident or as ballast or a little from Mexico. I
think some 25,000 or 30,000 bales last year.

But has the Senafor from Nebraska been absent on those
numerous oceasions when I have talked about the importation
of Egyptian cotton? Does the Senator know what I mean when
I talk of Egyptian, Pima, or Sakellaridis cotton? I doubt it.
Although he is one of the most learned men of the Senate, one
of the most scholarly Senators, and a conversation with him
on ordinary events of the day is refreshing at all times, he does
not know what I am talking about when I speak of Kgyptian,
Pima, or Sakellaridis cotton. One of my friends behind me
suggests that he doubts if I know myself, but I think I do.

I am talking about a sort of cotton that has a staple about
1% inches in length or 11§ inches in length, which has a remark-
able tensile strength, which has a gloss that is beautiful, which
during the war was employed in the manufacture of airplane
wings and in the manufacture of balloon fabrics, and which
to-day is made into the mogt luxurious cloth. All of that comes
from Egypt, save and except the 100,000 bales produced in
California and the 100,000 hales produced in Arizona.

Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not put me in the
attitude of being so ignorant of public affairs as to assume
that a protective tariff now would be of any. particular value
to the short-staple growers or to the wheat or to the corn
growers, I wish to ask the Senator this question. I want
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the Senator to hear me on this and let him make answer. The
protective tariff is good or it is bad. Will he agree to that?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Some of it is indifferent,

Mr. ASHURST. It is indifferent when? I want the Sen-

- ator to answer me now whether a protective tariff is a good
thing or a bad thing for the United States of America.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I will wait until the Senator fells me
what it is.

AMr. ASHURST. On anything; let the Senator select his own
object—on anything,

l .\]Ir. HITCHCOCK. On chewing gum I should think it was
.,

Mr. ASHURST, The Senator will not even answer me,
He is a Democrat. He is worthy of the Presidency. He is
worthy of leadership in any body of Democrats. Let him like
a worthy Democrat stand up and say that a protective tariff
is a good thing or a bad thing for the country. [After a
pause.] He will not do it. He will not answer me. I say that
a protective tariff is good or it is bad. I do not care which
horn of the dilemma you take. Let us for the sake of the
argument say that it is a bad thing. If it is a bad thing and
if a tariff for revenue only is a proper thing, then I insist
that revenue should be raised from products of the farm as
well as the factory.

If you say the protective tariff is a good thing, then all per-
sons should share in its benefits, and no sinuosity ean escape
John C. Calhoun’s great declaration that the burdens and
bene{its of gzovernmnent must fall equally and alike upon all the
people.

When did it become a heresy to demand that the laws of
my counfry fall alike upon all people? It is the essence of
democracy that all must participate in the benefits and bur-
dens of government. No man, in the name of morality and
Justice, can say “I am for a protective tariff on the products
of the factory and not on the products of the ranch and farm.”

I will ask my friend—and I am proud to call him my friend—
the Senator from Nebraska, whose leadership editorially and
politically is a shining star throughout the West, and when the
great Commoner left the State of Nebraska one equally his
peer in statesmanship and in courage remained there—the
Senator from Nebraska—I want him to tell me if he believes
it is right to lay a tariff on the products of the factory and
not lay it on the products of the farm? [Applause.] I would
wait a little while for the answer to that question, but I do
not want to embarrass any Democrat.

I was led into the discussion of the cotton question inad-
vertently. I had no intention of taking up the time of the Sen-
ate, but the hard and seamy side of life is the side the farmer
must endure. I am not ashamed to stand in the Senate or
stand elsewhere and say that, while the manufacturers should
have justice, at the same time no discrimination should be
made against the farmer.

Before I conclude, I see from the stern, square face of the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] that he feels
offended ; I assure him that I meant no offense in my rather
sharp and impulsive reply, and, if I have wounded his feelings,
I cheerfully apologize. -

Mr. MOSES, O, Mr. President, that is entirely unnecessary
T feel no resentment whatever toward the honorable Senator
from Arizona.

Mr., HEFLIN, M. President, the time consumed in delaying
the passage of the pending tax bill is time well spent. The
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox] complained yesterday that
there seemed to be an effort to delay the passage of the bill
There ought to be enongh Senators on the other side to join
with us on this side to defeat outright the unfair and unjust
provisions of this bill.

Mr, President, a few moments ago the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Reep] called attention to a chewing-gum tax which was
about to be bowed and smiled out of this bill by the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Syoor] and a million and more dollars of
taxes coming in from that source about to be lost to the Gov-
ernment.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama cer-
tainly does not claim that I wanted chewing gum to go un-
taxed, does he?

Mr., HEFLIN. I understood the Senator to make that mo-
tion, and the Presiding Officer was about to put the motion that
the amendment be disagreed to, which meant that it be stricken
out.

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator had Leard what I =aid in rela-
tion to that matter, I de not think he avould have made that
statement ; but 1 suppese that wounld have made no difference,

LXI—395

So far as I am concerned, I had rather have a tax of 3 per
cent imposed on that article than a tax of 2 per cent.

Mr, HEFLIN. I do not want to do the Senator from Utah
any injustice, but the Senator from Missouri pointed out here
that a tax of $1,000,000 was about to be taken off the Chewing
Gum Trust, When that was going on I thought of a tax which
had just been imposed a few minutes before on autotrucks in
which the farmers of the West must haul their grain and
which the. farmers of the South must use in hauling cotton.
These autotrucks, as the Senator from New York [Mr. Waps-
worTH] pointed out, are being used, many of them, as farm
wagons, They are to be taxed; you settled that this afternoon
by your votes; but Mr. Wrigley, head of the Wrigley Chewing
Gum Trust, who was a shining light in the last Republican
campaign, who directed great numbers of people to Marion
when speeches were being delivered there from the front porch
last fall, is now about to be rewarded by having $1,000,000
passed over to him while the “buck” is being “ passed ” to the
less favored taxpayers of the country.

I protest against the favoritism that we see practiced here.
This bill ought not to be made a vehicle for carrying out pre-
election promises made to those who contributed to the cam-
paign fund of the Republican Party.

We have heard a great deal here about a combination of
Senators on the other side of the Chamber. It is now said that
the progressive western Senators and the stand-pat, hidebound
eastern Republicans are going to meet upon the plain of com-
mon agreement and that the lion and the lamb are going to lie
down together. I predict, Mr. President, that when they do
the lamb will be in the lion. [Laughter.]

My progressive friends, beware! The “old guard” of the
Republican Party is exceedingly cunning. He is a smooth
artist. “Come into my parlor,” said the spider to the fly.
These old-guard fellows will stand up and fan a progressive
and speak honeyed words to him until they get him well
greased and then they will swallow him.

I saw some of the progressive Republicans balk at the sug-
gestion of making the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pex-
rosg] chairman of the great Finance Committee, It was
heralded over the country that they would not vote for him;
that no condition could arise that would cause them to support
the Senator from Pennsylvania, the chief of standpatters, for
chairman of the Finance Committee; but when they were
brought up to the final test, when the “old guard " stood back
and commanded that the boys all fall in line standpatters and
so-called progressives were seen standing all huddled up to-
gether. Then the Democrats went over to them in the hope
that they could save some of them from the ruin that threat-
ened, and touching them on the shoulder said come ye out from
among them and be ye separate from them. The Democrats
even wanted to offer a resolution to vote on the election of com-
mittee chairman separately in order to give the progressive
Republicans a “chance for their white alley,” but they said,
“No; we guess the thing has gone so far we can hardly get out
of it now.” You real progressive Republicans know what hap-
pened then, so take care and beware of the old gnard who
*“ took you in" before. There are a few real clever progressive
Republicans over there, and I don’t want to see you silenced
and put out of commission., I am operating and cooperating
with some of you, I have been in some of the conferences of
what has been called the “agricultural bloc.” I want to say
here to-day that we put two measures through this body that
would not have been passed except for the Democrats on this
side and the progressive Republicans on the other side of the
Chamber. That is the truth, and I want history to record
the truth of the matter. I do not want these friends of the
measures that were enacted by our jeint labors to be hamstrung
and hogtied by the old guard of the Republican Party. Our
united action grew out of our desire to obtain relief for the
distressed people of the South and West. There was no politics
in it.

The revival of the War Finance Board and the passage of the
farm aid and farm export bill would never have been passed
but for united action on the part of Democrats, and mainly
southern Democrats, and progressive Republicans from the
West.

Just as we united then for the purpose of securing just and
fair legislation for our people, we must unite now to defeat
unjust and unfair tax legislation. By uniting our strength
we can defeat this bill which exempts certain special interests
and unloads the tax burden upon the people least able to bear it.

Mr, President, the Republican Party has had control of the
House and Senate for nearly tiiree years, and it is therefore
responsible for many of the ills that afflict us. A western sheep
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raiser testified here some wveeks ago 'that under the deflation
policy inaugurated and prosecuted by the Federal Reserve
Board he was forced to sell his sheep, and that the price re-
ceived barely covered the feed and freight -charges. After
paying the feed ant freight charges he received the sum of 35
cents per head for his sheep.

A few days ago I ordered a lamb chop with o meal, and the
charge for that chop was exactly 35 cents, It did not have as
much meat on it.as you could put in the shell of one egg, and yet
it sold for as much as the western sheep raiser got for a whole
sheep.

The other morning at breakfast I paid 15 cents for a little
sauecerful of corn flakes. That is:more than half as much money
as the farmer can get for a bushel of corn,.and a bushel of corn
at 15 cents a saueer made into corn flakes will sell for from $12
to $15 a bushel,

Under-a deflation policy, which has been carried out by the
TFederal Reserve Board and 'whic¢h the Republican Congress has
permitted, the cotton farmer was forced to sell his cotton be-
low the cost of production. He was forced to sell his cotton
for 10 and T2 cents a pound.and then compelled to pay $1 for a
pound of cotton rope.

These are the fruits of the Republican deflation policy, and
again I say by their fruits ye shall.know them. The:purchasing
power of -our farmers was destroyed. The people of the
South buy grain and mules and meat from the West and when
the Republican Party permits our purchasing power to be de-
stroyed you destroy our ability to buy your products. So in
hurting us you ‘are hurting yourselves in (the West. We were
forced to reduce our cotton acreage; we cut it nearly in half.
We reduced the supply of fertilizer ; we cut that more than half,
We are eoming into the market with less than half .of a crop,
and we are selling it to-day for: 6 eents, or $30.a bale under the
cost of preduction.

Senators, how much longer do you think the cotton producer
can stand that sort of thing? When I was at honre a few weeks
ago I found farmers who produced cotton last year who de-
clined to produee any at all this year. The sexplanation was:
“Well, I lost:$100 a bale on it last year. It cost me $150 to
produce it, and I got only 850 for it. I lacked $100 of getting
‘the cost.of production. Don't you think it time ito guit?’ Do
‘the powers that be want to foree us to refluce cotton acreage
qgain next year? Mr,, President, we have a small erop, a very
small erop ‘this year. Our cotton mills 'in the United States
will consume within 1,000,000 :bales :of /the total crop that we
will malke this year. The spindles of the United States will
«consume 5,500,000 bales, and we awill have only 1,000,000 bales
to export ‘where we have exported already since last year
7,000,000 bales of eotton, and yet the price:is being held down,
and the farmer is not permitted to .get the cost of production
even when a eotton famine threatens. I have just received a
Jdetter from the commissioner of agriculture of the largest cotton-
growing State in the Union, the State of Texas, in which he
‘gays that it will eost 25 cents n pound to produee the crop this
year, and yet cotton is now selling for 18 and 19 cents a pound,
6 and 7 cents under the cost of preduction.

Senators, the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asmurst] told you
some truths this afternoon. 'Portions of .our population are in

‘a serious condition. Why dees not the President clean out this |

Federal Reserve Board and put somebody in there who will

-see to it that the money necessary to earry on the business of

the eountry is supplied, and -especially ito those who must have
/it to prevent the destruction of their business?

Here we are to-day, Mr. President, with three:fourths of the
gold supply of the whole world, and yet the agricultural 'indus-
try is unable to obtain the money necessary to market its prod-
aets at a-profit. You have 22 majority in the Senate and more
than 150 majority .in the House. You have the President in
the White House. "'Why do you not act?

Again I say that honest business men in the South and West
have lost confidence in your Federal Reserve Board. There are
places in the South and West where they would be ‘hooted at
and hissed upon the streets. There are thousands of people
who feel that their business was destroyved by 'the deflation
policy of that board. Judge Armstrong, of Fort Worth, Tex.,
is writing a book called “ The Crime of Twenty,” dealing with
this very situation; and yet the Federal Reserve Board is still
doing business, with your approval, up at:the Treasury Depart-
ment.

Mr, ‘President. just a few moments ago the Senator from
South Caroling [Mr. Drarn] made a remark about the cotton-
futures contraet. There is certainly something wrong about
it, and I am ready to join in asking for a conferenee of Sena-
tors from he cotton-growing States one uight this week and
let us see if we can not agree on some amendment to the cotton-

futures act, and then call on our western Republiean friends to
help us put it through, as we helped them with the grain-
exchange amendment,

I want a contract that avill enable the spinner to get the
cotton contracted for and one that will require the seller to
call on the producer for ecotton with which to fill the contract.

I want such a contract that when a grade of cotton is named
you can ask for that grade of cotton and compel them to deliver
it. I'want such a contract that when cotton is sold upon it, and
you buy it, the seller has to go out in the market and get cotton
from the producer to fill that contract. I do neot want these
contracts under which they can keep a room full of cotton
samples that they have had for 10 years, and bring them out
and tender them on the contract, and when the buyer says,
“*Why, that is not what I bought,” ‘they can say, “ Very well,
we will settle the difference ‘in money,” and no cotton ever
changes hands. T the producer is not called upon for cotton
with which to fill the eontract, the futures transaction hurts
‘the producer. We passed here the other day a farm aid bill,
giving the War Finance Board the right to lend money on cot-
ton in order to hold it-off the market until the producer could
‘get a priee that would eover the cost of production and yield a
profit. A few days ago Mr. Ketting, a gentleman of Birming-
ham, Ala.,, a member of the Federal reserve bank board at
Atlanta, gave out a statement to the effect that they would lend
:money to the farmer up to 80 per cent of the value of his cotton
for a period of 12 months. Why is it, in the face of these facts,
that eotton is selling G eents o pound below the cost of produc-
tion?

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President——

Mr. HEFLIN. I am glad to yield to my friend from Georgia.

My, WATSON of ‘Georgia. The Senator from Alabama ap-
pears to be about:to pass over the important point that the Su-
preme Court of the United ‘States, in a -decision handed down
by Mr. Justice ‘Holmes, declared in so many words in a case
brought up from Nebraska, as T remember, where the agents
of the Federal Reserve Board sent on gunmen with repeating
rifles to present for immediate payment a large accumulation
of checks, demanding that they be paid at once or the bank
closed, that the Federal 'Reserve Board was waging war upon
the business of this country. Now, I put it to the Senator from
Alabama and to other Senators and to the country whether our
President ought to retain in power these men, who have ‘been
virtually adjudged eriminals by ‘the highest eourt in the werld?

Mr, SHIELDS. Mr, President, may T ask the Senator from
Georgia a question for information?

Mr. HEFLIN, 1 yiéld.

‘Mr, SHIELDS. What was the style of the case in which that
remarkable-statement is made in the opinion?

Mr., WATSON of ‘Georgia. Mr. President, replying to my
friend the Senator from Tennessee, I beg to say that T can not
at this moment name the case, but it appeared in the “Manu-
facturers’ Record.”

Published in Baltimore, as the Senator knows.

‘Mr. SHIELDS, A very reputable publication.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Indeed it is, a standard publica-
tion.

Mr. SHIELDS. But I should like to see that opinion before
I give my assent that it is a fact.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I think it was the April number.
T will not be sure, ‘but T 'think it was the April number; and
they quote from the words of Mr, Justice Holmes, who was
handing down what appeared to be a unanimous opinion of that
eourt. The facts showed that the Federal reserve bank had
eollected during several weeks every outstanding cheek that
they could collect against this little State bank and sent an
automobile with four or five armed men in it, who went into
that bank and presented that vast accumulation of checks and
demanded that each be immediately cashed or they would close
that bank.

Mr. SHIELDS. Did they go armed for the purpose of de-
manding the money from the bank or for the purpose of pro-
tecting it while transporting it?

Mr, WATSON of Georgia. They went there, as appeared
from this ease, for the purpose of requiring of the bank some-
thing which no bank can do under the same circumstances.

Alr. SHIELDS. That was a branch of the reserve bank in
that State? A

My, WATSON of ‘Georgia. Yes.

Mr. SHIELDS. Of course, it had nothing to do with the
governors—I believe that is what they ave styled—of the Feidl-
eral reserve bank ‘here in Washington.

That is their style. Mr. President, the Senator from Georgia
has stated, I believe, that the President should turn them out,
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or should clean them out. There are seven of those governors,
I believe,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Five, is it not?

Mr, SHIELDS. 1 think there are seven.

Mr. HEFLIN, There are seven members of the board, and
one of them is governor.

Mr, SHIELDS. The majority of those now in office were ap-
pointed by President Wilson, I believe. -

Mr. HEFLIN, Yes. Some of them are Republicans and some
of them were Democrats,

Mr. SHIELDS. Under the statute requiring a division. I
have heard a great deal of eriticism of the policy pursued by
these officers, but I have never heard any facts which attacked
their integrity; and I believe that as to this great instrumen-
tality of the Government for stabilizing and preserving the finan-
cial condition of the country, before any assault is made upon
them personally some specific charge should be made. 1 know
only one of them personally—Gov. Harding—a gentleman whom
I have always understood to be a man of integrity and ability,
an able banker, from the Senator’s own State.

Mr, HEFLIN, He was a banker in my State.

Mr. SHIELDS. Before I give any credence to any effort to
remove him, I should like to hear some specifications, some-
thing to overcome the presumption of integrity and fair dealing
and ability of such a man as that.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, if the Senator will
allow me, I will answer the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr, HEFLIN, Yes; go ahead.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I thought perhaps the Senator
was aware of the decision to which I referred, and, of course,
that is a matter of the very highest authority.

Mr. SHIELDS. I was not aware of it, but I will look it up.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. I hope the Senator will.

Mr. SHIELDS. I am anxious to see such a remarkable
opinion.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. 1 will remind the Senator of
. what was testified by Gov. Strong, of the New York Federal
Reserve Bank. He testified under oath, here in this Capitol,
that they had leaned $165,000,000 to one man, and that the
members of the bank had themselves borrowed from one an-
other $16,000,000; and when John Skelton Williams, under oath,
unimpeached, was testifying to the facts which showed that

they ought to be removed, Gov. Harding, instead of making the |

answer of a conscicusly innocent man, attempted to make a
physical assault upon John Skelton Williams., Perhaps the
Senator did not know that.

Mr, SHIELDS, No; I did not know it,

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. It is in the record.

Mr. SHIELDS. But from my knowledge of Gov. Harding
I think if he attempted it there was something justifying it.
I should like to know who it was that borrowed this money.
The Senator said it was the members of the bank. Does he
mean the governors?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. The directors of the bank,

Mr. SHIELDS. Oh, of the bank in New York?

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Of the bank in New York.

Mr. SHIELDS. Not the governors here, upon whom this as-
sault is being made.

Mr. WATSON of Georgia. Mr. President, the testimony shows
that Gov. Harding bad adopted a policy of deflation without
any warning at all, when after the Civil War 13 years’ warning
was given for the country to prepare for it, and that Gov. Hard-
ing said that even if rnin came to these State banks and to
individual farmers and merchants and other borrowers, it was
better to be done with it at once, and clean out,

Mr, HEFLIN, Mr. President, the Senator from Georgia is
right about the Supreme Court decision. I remember the refer-
ence he nrade to it here several weeks ago. I will get it and
print in the REcorp excerpts from the Manufacturers’ Record
and also from the Supreme Court’s decision in the case cited by
Senator Warsox of Georgia.

The Senator from Tennessee refers to the fact that Gov.
Harding is from my State. I would very much rather be able
to stand here and defend him. But the facts of hig record in
connection with the cruel and destructive deflation policy con-
viet him of a grave offense against the life of honest business in
America. I do not know what the motive back of it was, but
if a man commits murder and I see it, I anr convineed that he
is guilty, but I may not be able to explain why he did it.

This Federal Reserve Board's deflation policy cost my State
nearly a hundred million dollars on cotton alone. It cost the
South, as it cost the West, several billions of dollars. Mr.
President, let me remind my friend the Senator from Tennessee
what Gov. Bickett, of North Carolina, said about Gov. Harding
and the deflation policy. Here is what he said last December:

One thing we eall attention to is the present poltey to call loans. I
happen to know that down in my State of North Carolina there is a
disposition—and the bankers say it is because of instructions approved
by the Federal Reserve Board—to call loans.

This statement was made by the governor of a large cotton-
growing State. He says that the bankers said last fall that the
word had gone out to call loans. Further, he said:

Gentlemen of the committee, the situation with us in the South is
more than distressing—it is tragic. It would be impossible for me to
use words that would overstate the alarming condition that confronts
the cotton farmer of the South,

We think the man who made the cotton ought to be given assistance
and enabled to hold the cotton until the market opens up and the world
is ready to take the cotton that it needs.

Mr. President last fall when deflation was destroying the
business of cotton producers Senator OVERMAN, of North Caro-
lina, came here with a delegation to present the petition of dis-
tressed farmers to the Federal Reserve Board, and what do
you suppose happened? Gov. Harding told him that he would
not hear him and his delegation; buf Senator OVERMAN insisted,
and finally got the board to assemble and hear them. _

Senator SiaaoxXs was here at another time last fall, and so
outraged did he feel at the conduct of the governor of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board in refusing to do something to prevent the
ruin of the cotton industry that he said that Gov. Harding
ought to be removed.

Western delegations were here protesting against those
wrongs and outrages just as we were doing. The West suffered
just as the South did. Thousands of men lost everything they
had in .that Wall Street deflation policy carried on by the
Federal Reserve Board. Scores of mistreated, ontraged Ameri-
can citizens committed suicide.

No, Mr. President; the fact that the governor of the Federal
Reserve Board hails from my State will not keep me from doing
my duty, it will not prevent me from criticizing and condemning
him. Now, Mr, President, I have the excerpts from the Manu-
facturers’ Record and the Supreme Court decision in the Fed-
eral reserve bank case cited a little while ago by Senator Wat-
sox of Georgia, and I will insert them at this point in my
speech : :

[From pages 111-113, Manufacturers’ Record, June 2, 1921.]

The Supreme Court of the United States, in a decision against the
actions of the Federal Reserve Board, uses probably the most scathing
words ever uttered by that tribunal.

A high-powered automobile containing four people drove into the
town of Plerce, Nebr., and stopped in front of the Cones State Bank.
The engine was kept running. Two men, armed with revolvers, got
out of the car and entered the institution. As agents of the Federal
reserve bank, they grmnted checks to the value of $31,900, for which
the{ demanded cash, declining to accept drafts. hege checks repre-
sented an accumulat[on of items which had been brought together over
a period of more than three weeks. One of these Federal reserve
agents stated to the officers of the bank that the other agent “ was a
United States marshal, hard-boiled and armed; that he had cleaned
up the State of Kansas and would get us anyway " unless the Cones
State Bank signed an agreement to follow the orders of the Federal
reserve bank. These agents also stated that where a State bank de-
clined to obey orders, it was certaln to be driven to the wall by the
power o fthe Federal Reserve System, which was really the Govern-
ment of the United States. The case is not an isolated one. It is
;yp!cal of what was done in hundreds of cases by the gunmen of the

ederal reserve bank. The methods of coercion used and threatened
were :

1. The Federal Reserve Board wounld accumulate checks on a State
institution until the gross amount of such checks exceeded the amount
of currency said State bank was reqi:ired to carry in its vaults or was
likely to have on hand. It would then send men armed with guns ?o
demand payment. If payment could not be made in cash, the checks
were protested and the news spread about town that the bank was
being questioned by the Government, the result of which would be to
cause a4 run on the bank. But if the bank, threatened with such dis-
aster, signed an agreement to obey the illegal orders of the Federal
reserve bank, then cash for checks was not required, but drafts were
accepted at par.

2, If the first method of coercion failed, the State banks in small
towns were notified that a competing national bank would be organized
to drive them out of business; Lgat such national bank would be
supported with the full power of the Federal reserve bank, against
which no small State bank could hope to waFe a successful fight,

8. If both of these methods of coercion failed, the State bank was
warned that its correspondents in the cities would be P
after from extending it any accommeodations, would call
would drive it into bankruptey.

The apove facts are taken from the sworn testimony of witnesses
before the Committee on Rules of the House of Representatives May
4, 5, and 6, 1920, They give a mere inkling of the truth as revealed
by the full testimony, copies of which can be procured from the Gov-
ernment Printing Office, under the title * Hearings before the Com-
mittee on Rules on House resolution 476, Sixty-sixth Congress.”

The American Bank & Trust Co. appealed to the courts to prevent
the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, Ga., from continuing lawless
assaults of the sort outlined above, The case finally reached the
Supreme Courf of the United States, which had before it much of the
evidence which was brou%ht out at the hearing to which we have
referred. The opinion of the court was delivered by Mr, Justice Holmes,
and never before, perhaps, in the hlstory of that august tribunal bas
such a scathing denunclation of official lawlessness been delivered as
the following:

-

revented there-
its loans, and

L] L] * L] * -
“A man has a right to give advice, but advice given for the sole
purpose of injuring another’s business and effective on a large scal
might ecreate a cause of action. Banks as we Eknow them could no




6276

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

OcroBER 12,

exist if they could not rely upon averages and lend a large part of
the money that they receive from their depositors on the assumption
that not more than a certain fraetion of it will be demanded on any
one day. If without a word of falsehood, but acting from what we
have called disinterested malevolence, a man by persnasion should
organize and carry into effect a run upon a bank and ruin it, we can not
doubt that an action would lie. A similar result, even if less com-
plete in its effect, is to be expected from the course that the defendants
are alleged to intend, and to determine whether they are authorized to
follow that course it is not enough to refer to the general right of a
holder of checks to present them, but it is necessary to consider
whether the collection of checks and presenting them in a body for the
purpose of brenkinf; down the petitioner’'s business as now conducted is
Justified by the ulterior purpose in view.

“1f this were a case of competition in private husiness,i it wonld be
hard to admit the justification of self-interest, considering the now
current.opinion as to publie policy expressed in statutes and decisions.
But this is not private business. The palley of the Federal reserve
banks is governed by the policy of the United States with regard to
them and to these relatively feeble competitors. We do not need aid
from the debates npon the statute under which the reserve banks exist
to assume that the United States did not intend by that statute to
sanction this sort of warfare upon legitimate creations of the Stntes.”

Warfare! Warfare by the Federal Reserve Board against creatures
of the State over whom the hoard had been warned by a definite opinion
of the Attorney General of the United States, addressed to the Presi-
dent on March 21, 1918, in response to his request, that the Federal
reserve act " does not command or compel these State banks to forego
any right they may have under the State laws to make charges in con-
neetion with the payment of checks drawn upon them.”

* * * QGov. W, P. G, Harding, as usual, pleaded ignorance in some
cases and in some others evaded the issue,
being what professional men call a * clever witness.” But he could not
quite get away from the persistence of Congressman Ruavis, of Nebraska,
who finally forced these admissions:

** Mr. Reavis. What I want to get into this record is the fact that
whenever these nonmember banks will sign the agreement to do that
thing, which in law you can not force them {o do, you aceept exchange
from them?

*Gov., HAarDING, Yes, sir.

*“Mr. REavis., And when they refuse, you demand cash and refuse to
accept exchange?

“ (Gov. HarDING. It appears in some cases that that has been done.”

It was habitually done, not one time but thousands of times. In-
deed, so indignant were some gentlemen at the seeming lack of deflnite
knowledge on the t of Gov. Harding that the following day Mr,
Alexander Smith, of Atlanta, attorney for the assanlted banks, said:

“ In view of the statement yesterday by the governor-of the Federal
Reserve Board that these things were not Deing doné with his knowl-
edge and consent, I wish to introduce an original letter from Mr. B, P.
Tyner, t cashier of the Federal reserve lank of Kansas City,
dated December 3, 1919, containing this pmgml;h:

“* Our action in adding the entire State of Missouri to the par list
was taken at the request and with the approval of the Federal Reserve
Board at Washington,’ ete.”

Moreover, it was testified by Mr. Clairborne, of the Whitney Central

National Bank of New Orleans:

“You (Congress) then refused to ereate a central bank in Washing-
ton, but what you have to-day is really a central bank in Washington.
Tliey are attempting to make out of these local boards, boards whieh
must submit absolutely to what ‘Washington says. Those boards are
not permitted to act for themselves; they get their instructions and
advices from Washington.”

# * * Itiseven worse than that, for this man has not only over-
ruled the Congress of the United States forcing on ihe country a
central bank in defiance of orders mot to; he has not only set himself
up as an arbiter of prices and by deliberate intent broken the markets
and pursued a polley which Abraham Lincoln denounced aforetime as
dishonest and criminal. :

Gov. Harding must §nt out! No man against whose actions the Su-
preme Court has rendered a decision couched in language probably
never hetorle used. by that august tribunal can remain at the head of
our Nation's banking system.

The Supreme Court of the United States has rendered a decision
against certain acts of the Federal Reserve Board in language so
strong that we doubf whether any decision ever uttered by that
august body has been couched in words so vigorous.

he full significance of the language used by the Supreme Court
does not seem to have been appreeiated by the country at large. This
was merely a deeision against certain acfs of the Federal Heserve
Board, but it was so worded that every thoughtful man who reads the
decision will see in it that the judges of the court must have re-
strained themselves very greatly from voiecing what was doubtless their
sentiment based on the evidence developed.

The langnage used far exceeds anything which the Manufacturers'
Record has ever said in regard to any acts of the Federal Reserve
Board; but as the true meaning of this decision forees its way into
the public mind there will come a recognition of the fact that the
agents of the Federal Reserve Board have Dbeen officially guilty of
acts which make it incumbent upon the administration fo instantly
dismiss from ~he Government's gervice every man whose work has been
responsible for the Ianguage used by the Supreme Court, or else tacitly
ignore that final tribunal of the affairs of tgl'a- Nation,

We can not believe that President Harding and his advisers will

rmit the agents of the board, including the official head, to continue
n power one moment after the decision of the Snpreme Conrt has been
studied’ by the President and the members of the Cabinet,

Some phases of this situation are discussed in this issue, and to
them we invite the thoughtful study of every reader of the Manufac-
turers’ Record.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr, President, if the Senator from Ala-

bama wants more time for such performances, he will find it in

evening sessions, which I shall call at an early date.

Mr. HEFLIN. I shall be glad to join the Senator in having
evening sessions. I have a lot to say against these nefarions
measures which I would like fo say at some time, and I do not
have enough opportunity to say if.

Myr. PENROSE. Now, Mr. Presidenf, we will return to the
consideration of the bill. I hope the Senate will vote on the

& has the reputation of

motion made by the Senator from Utah, and that the motion
will prevail. I ask that the question be put.

Mr, REED. Mr, President, let the question be stated.

Mr. PENROSE. Certaninly.

The PRESIDENT pro. tempore. By unanimous consent the
Senate has passed over the part of Title IX which precedes line
5 on page 198. The Senator from Utah moves that the remain-
ing part of Title IX be passed over.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I see no reason why we can not
vote upon the amendment at this time.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator may not see any reason, but
the majority of the Senate does see a reason, We want to have
it postponed. T hope it will be postponed in deference to certain
gentlemen on the majority side who desire that that be done,

Mr; REED: If there are gentlemen on the majority side
who want to present this question in argument, and are absent
and not ready to speak; as I stated a while ago, under those
cirenmstances I would never interpose an objection to a matter
going over.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. DMr. President, the whole question
if the Senator from Missouri will permit me, is simply this:
Until the Senate shall have decided what is going to be done
with the excess-profits tax and the higher surtaxes, it is not
possible to say whether or not, in the ultimate consideration
of the bill, these taxes shounld or should not be levied and these
sections should or should neot be stricken ount. I think this mat-
ter ought to be passed over until after those questions have
been passed on.

Mr. REED. That is an explanation; and if that is the reason,
I make no objection.

Mr. SMOOT. I so stated.

Mr. REED. I was unfortunate in not understanding the Sen-
ator if he gave that reason; I do not think he did.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know whether the Senator was in the
Chamber when T stated it.

Mr. REED. I do not congider it a very good reason to say
that a majority are going fo have it. The Senator from In-
diana has given a reason, and a good reason, and I make no ob-
jeetion to its going over.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
tion of the Senator from Utah.

The motion was agreed to.

The Assisraxt SecreTany, The next amendment passed over
is on page 213, beginning with line 5.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I desire to make an inguniry of
the Senator from Massachusetis [Mr, Lober] as to whether we
are to have an executive session to-night to resume the consid-
eration of the so-called Peck ease, If so, I think we ought to
have it now.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, it is now so late that I think
we could hardly finish the executive business. There may be
some routine executive husiness to be disposed of, but we couldl
hardly finish that case, and I think we should eontinue with
this bill for the present. :

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would like to ask the Senator from
Massachusetts if it would not.be possible, when the case that is
under debate in the executive session comes up, to let it o over
until some time when we could go into executive session, say at
2 or 3 o'clock, because undoubtedly if we do not we will have
to sit into the night and may not be able to hold a quorum.

Mr. LODGE. I will say very frankly that I object to doing
that under the present circumstances. (oing into executive ses-
sion for routine business, and then taking as much time on a
case as it has been necessary to take on that case, is really a
violation of the unanimous-consent agreement under which we
are proceeding. I think the terms of that eonsent provide that
other business shall be set aside. On Friday we will begin con-
sideration of the freaties under the agreement limiting debate,
and it seems to me it would be the part of wisdom to let the
case we have been considering go over until we have disposed
of the treaties and the unanimous consent comes to an end.

Mr. UNDERWOOD: That eertainly would be satisfactory to
me, at least, and I think it would be satisfactory to most who
are involved. There is no reason why the case can not go over
until after we dispose of the treaties. My only snggestion was
that we should not take it up at 5 o’cloek in the evening and
debate it, when Senators who want to take part in the debate
will have gone to dinner before if can come to a vote; and as
it is a contested ecase, and one that has to be determined, T
think it could be determined better if we go into exeeutive
segsion some time when we can finish the case in the course of
& day.

Mr. LODGE. 1 think it is better for the case and hetter for
the Senate to let it go over to a time when we ean take a day,
it necessary, and dispese of it finally, and let everyone have
an opportunity to-say what he desires,

The question is on the mo-
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AMr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is the majority leader,
in eontrol of his party, and in control of the sitnation, and if
that is his viewpoint, I think it is wise that we shounld have an
mnderstanding that the case will go over and be taken up in
that way.

Mr. LODGE. I have attempted to state no understanding.
I have only stated what seems to me to be the best way of doing
it under present conditions. We have only one more day
before the unanimous-consent agreement on the treaties goes
into effect,

Mr, UNDERWOOD, I understand from the Senator that he
does not propose to move an executive session this affernoon or
to-morrow for the consideration of the case? :

Mr. LODGIE. XNot for the consideration of that case. I may
‘move an executive session for a few minutes to dispose of un-
opposed nominations,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next amendment passed
over will be stated. .

The Assistaxt SeEcBerary. The next amendment passed
over is found on page 213, beginning with line 5, paragraph
No. 2, where the committee proposes to insept the following:

(2) Pawnbrokers shall pay $100. Every person whose business or
occupation it is to take or receive, by way of Elledge. pawn, or exchange,
any goods, wares, or merchandise, or a.nty nd of personal mom
whatever, as security for the repayment of money loaned thereon,
be regarded as a pawnbroker.

The amendment was agreed to.

The AssISTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment passed over
is found on page 213, paragraph numbered 3, affer line 11, where
the committee proposes to insert the following:

(3) Ship brokers shall pay $50. Every person whose business it isas
a broker to m te freights and other for the owners of vessels
or for the pers or consignors or consignees of carried by
vessels shall be regarded as a ship broker.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I withdraw my ebjection to that para-
graph. T am content that it shall be voted upen.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to make an imquiry. I
understand that a few moments ago we passed over the matier
contained on page 198 on the ground that it was an excise tax
and that we could not tell whether we wanted to levy that char-
acter of a tax until we had considered the question of exeess
profits. Now we are passing on taxes of the same character.
If the statement made by the Senator from Indiana is sound,
namely, that we ought to pass over the matter eontained on page
198 because of the character of tax until we seitle the question
of excess profits, I do not see why we should not pass over the
matter on page 213.

Mr. LODGE. They are two entirely different taxes, These
are license taxes—special taxes—and I have not heard anybody
suggest that they should be stricken out.

Mr. REED. I am not suggesting it, but I am saying they are
what are generally termed * nuisance taxes.”

Mr. LODGE. These are not nuisance faxes. These are
wholly different. These are license taxes for the doing of cer-
tain kinds of business.

Mr. REED. T would include them in the nnisance taxes.

The AssISTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment passed over
is found at the top of page 214, passed over at the instance of the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forrerre], and reading as
follows:

(3) Proprietors of theaters, museums, and concert halls, where a
charge for adm iz made, having a seating capacity of not more
than 250, shall pay §50; hav a seating eapacity of more than 250
and not ‘exceeding 500, shall pagoglﬂo: having a mﬂ:ﬁl&apadw £X-
ceeding 500 and not exceeding , shall pa;} $150; ha a seating
capacity of more than 800, shall pay $200. Every edifice used for the
purpose of dramatic or operatic or other representations, plays, or per-
formances, for admission to which entrance money is received, not in-
cluding halls or armories rented or used occasionally for concerts or

owned by r

theat resentations, and net inecluding eligions,
r.-ancntlonull-egr charitable institutions, societies or or ons where
all the t¥r¢:u.-e<ezds from admissions inure exclusively to benefit of such
institutions, societies or organizations, or exel to the benefit of
persons in the military or naval forces of the United shall be
regarded as a theater: Provided, That in citles, t or of
5,000 inbabitants or less the amount of such payment be ome-half
of that above stated : Provided further, That whenever any such edifice
is under lease at time the tax is due the tax ghall be paid by the
lessee, unless otherwise stipulated between the parties to the lease,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I withdraw my ebjection to the eonsid-
eration of that amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The AssISTANT SEcRETARY. The next amendment passed over
is on page 216, paragraph 10, where the committee proposes to
ingert the following after line 18:
e ey

manship or for facilitles for the practice of
regarded as a riding academy,

bullding,
in horse-
horsemanship, shall be

Mr, PENROSE, As the Senate is considering committee
amendments, as I understand, and the amendment pending to
this paragraph is merely a recommendation through the Senator
from New York [Mr, WapsworTH] made by the majority mem-
bers of the Finance Commitiee, I would ask that the amendment
o over until we reach it in due order, when the amendment re-
garding riding academies ean be offered.

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I say teo the Senator from Penn-
sylvania that I had prepared an amendment to paragraph 10,
now under eonsideration, which has exactly the same effect as
the amendment which I understand it was intended to propose
later. -

Mr. PENROSE, Very well.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I will agk the Secretary te read it, with
the Senator’s permission, and if it is satisfactory it might be
agreed to now.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will report
the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, I think we had better pro-
ceed in order. This is not a committee amendment,

Mr. PENROSE. It is not a committee amendment,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from New York is an amendment to the committee
amendment. It is therefore in order. The Secretary will re-
port the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York,

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 216, at the end of line 283,
affer the word “academy,” insert the following proviso:

Provided, That this tax shall not be collected from assoclations com-
posed exclusively of members of units of the federalized National Guard
or the Reserve, and whose receipts-are used exclusively for
the benefit of such units.

Mr. PENROSE. This is an amendment to the econmittee
amendment. It has been carefully considered by the majority
members of the ecommittee and has been recommended, and T
am prepared to accept it now as submitted by the Senator from
New York.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is on agresing
to the amendment to the amendment.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to,

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The AssIsTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment passed over
is on page 233, paragraph (a), beginning on line 8, passed over
at the instance of the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixag].
The preceding line reads “ That whoever,” and the committee
proposes to insert the following :

Sec. 1102, That whoever—

(a) Makes, signs, issues, or accepts, or causes to be amade, signed,

issued, or accepted, any instrument, document, or paper of any kind or
Sescription whatsoever without the full amount of tax thereon being

paid ;
b) Consigns or or canses to be consigned or shipped, by pareel
goiet néu; panl:gl, pa , or article without the Iullhigmwnt «’? tax
eing duly paid ;
(cgj Manufaetures or imports and sells, or offers for sale, or causes
to be manufaetured or imported and sold, or offered for sale, any
pla}'ing ui.';rds. ‘scklge, or other article without the full amount of tax

bei
(n&% Makes use of any adhesive stamp to denote any tax imposed by
this title without canceling or obliterating such stamp as prescribed

in section 1104 ;
Is of 1 misdemeanor and upon conviction thereef shall pay a
fine of more than $100 for each offense,

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, that was passed over at the
request of the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixg]. T myself
do not know what his objection is to the amendment, but I
would be glad if the chairman of the committee would let it go
over until the Senator from Utah can come into the Chamber.

Mr. PENROSE. I suppose the Senator from Nerth Carolina
is fully aware of the fact that this is the existing law.

Mr, SIMMONS, I am.

Mr. PENROSE., Why the Senator from Utah should objeet
to it, if he understood it, I am at a loss to say. If the Senator
from North Carolina desires to make the request on behalf of
the Senator from Utah——

Mr, SIMMONS. That is what I am doing.
it on my own behalf.

Mr. PENROSE. I suppose we will have to accede, but T con-
fess I do not feel disposed to lay a great amount of stress upon
an objection to the existing law on the part of a Senator who
is absent.

Mr. SIMMONS. If I knew what is the objection of the Sen-
ator from Ttah to this section I would probably present it to
the Senate the best I could, but I do not know upon what
ground the Senator wishes to lodge his objection. He is absent,
It is frue this is the existing law, but there are a great many
of us who think sometimes existing law ought to be changed.
The Senator from Utah may have that belief with reference to
this provision of the bill,

I am not making
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We have been following the rule here that when a Senator is
not present he should be allowed some reasonable opportunity
to enter the Chamber. I shall send for the Senator to see if
we can have him present.

Mr. PENROSE. I wish the Senator from North Carolina

would do so.
Mr. SIMMONS. I have no desire to delay consideration of
the bill. On the contrary, I should like to help facilitate its

passage.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I do not know what the Senator
from Utah had as an objection to this paragraph, but I wish to
suggest an amendment, which I think ought to be agreed to,
and I think the Senator from Pennsylvania will agree to it.
I think the words *shall willfully ” ought to follow the words
“that whoever,” so it will read, *“That whoever shall will-
fully,” and so forth. The penalty in this provision is severe, or
it may not be considered quite severe. I see it reads “not more
than $100.” I thought that it read * not less than $100.” How-
ever, there ought to be no penalty if a man simply makes an
inadvertent mistake and puts one stamp too few on something:
at least not so severe a penalty as this. I have no desire to
argue it, but I think that sort of law is rather too drastic.

M";, PENROSE. Does the Senator desire to offer the amend-
ment ? .

Mr. REED. If it is going over for the Senator from Utah to
come, I do not desire to do so, but if it is to be acted upon,
then 1 would offer that amendment,

Mr., PENROSE. Let it go over.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands the
Senator from North Carolina has asked that the amendment be
passed over. Without objection, it will be passed over.

*The AssisTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment passed over
is, on page 239, where the committee proposes to insert, in line
12, after the words “ 50 cents,” the following proviso——

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I ask that that paragraph go
over, because a majority of the committee expect to submit an
important amendment to it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, it
will be passed over.

The AssisTANT SECRETARY, The next amendment passed over
is, on page 242 subsection 5, beginning at line 13, where the
committee proposes to insert the following.

Mr, PENROSE. Before that is read I desire to offer an
amendment, on page 244, after line 17, to insert the following.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will report the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Pennsylvania.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY., On page 244, after line 17, insert
the following paragraph:

This subdivision shall not affect but shall be in addition to the provi-

sions of the * United States cotton futures act,” approved August 11,
%33"1} as amended, and *the future trading act,” approved August 24,

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.
The amendment as amended was agreed to.
The amendment as amended and agreed to is as follows:

5. Produce, sales of, on exchange: Upon each sale, agreement of
sale, or agreement to sell (not including so-called transfer: or scratch
gales), any products or merchandise at, or under the rules or usages of,
any exchange or board of trade or other egimilar place, for future
delivery, for each $100 in value of the merchandise covered by said
sale or agreement of sale or agreement to sell, 2 cents, and for each
additional $100 or fractional part thereof in excess of $100, 2 cents:
Provided, That on every sale or agreement of sale or a
as aforesaid there shall be made and delivered by the seller to the buyer
a bill, memorandum, agreement, or other evidence of such sale, agree-
ment of sale, or agreement to sell, to which there shall be affixed a
lawful stamp or amm}m in value equal to the amount of the tax on
such sale: Provided further, That sellers of commodities described
herein, having paid the tax Hrovided by this subdivislon, may transfer
such contracts to a clearing-house corporation or assoelation, and such
transfer shall not be deemed to be a gale, or agreement of sale, or an
agreement to sell within the provisions of this act, provided that such
trausfer shall nct vest any beneficial interest in such clearing-house
association but shall be made for the sole purpose of enabling such
clearing-house association to adjust and balance the accounts of the
members of such clearing-house association on their several contracts.
Every such bill, memorandum, or other evidence of sale or agreement
to sell shall show the date thereof, the name of the seller, the amount
of the sale, and the matter or thing to which it refers; and any Person
liable to pay the tax as herein Emvlded, or anyone who acts in the
matter as agent or broker for such person, who makes any such sale or
agreement of sale, or a ent to sell, or who, in pursuance of an
such sale, agreement of sale, or agreement to sell, delivers any su
products or merchandise without a bill, memorandum, or other evidence
thereof as herein required, or who delivers such bill, memorandum, or
other evidence of sale, or agreement to sell, without having the proper
stamps affixed thereto, with intent to evade the foregolng provisions,
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof
ghall pay a fine of not exceeding $1,000 or be imprisoned not more than
six months, or both.

No bill, memorandum, agreement, or other evidence of such sale, or
agreement of sale, or agreement to sell, in case of cash sales of products
or merchandise for immediate or prompt delivery which in good faith
are actually intended to be delivered shall be subject to this tax.

ment to sell |

This subdlvision shall not affect but shall be in addition to the pro-
vislonsg of the * United States cotton futures act,” approved August
.'Ii - ﬂ%ﬁ' as amended, and * the future trading act,” approved August

Mr, PENROSE. Mr. President, I am informed that this com-
pletes what might be termed the second reading of the bill for
committee amendments and that all amendments have been
completed with the exception of a few which were passed over.
There still remain those amendments to be disposed of and
certain amendments proposed and to be offered coming from the
majority of the committee. It would, therefore, be in order to
turn back to the beginning of the bill and proceed to go through
the bill regularly, having in view the final disposition of the
committee amendments and later the consideration of the
majority amendments. I would ask the Secretary to begin to
read the bill again from the beginning for amendments passed
over.

The AssiSTANT SECRETARY. The first amendment passed over
upon the second reading is on page 5, where the amendment in
the first paragraph on that page was passed over at the instance
of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, LA FoLLETTE].

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator from Wisconsin, not expecting
the amendments to be finished so quickly as has been the case,
asked me if I would not request that this matter be passed over
until he could go to his room and get some data respecting this
particular amendment. If the Senator from Pennsylvania is
willing that it shall go over until he can return from his com-
mittee room, I shall be very glad.

Mr. PENROSE. Will the Senator return this evening?

Mr. SIMMONS. He has merely left the Chamber to go after
the data which he has in his room.

Mr. PENROSE. What is the next paragraph, Mr. President?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the
amendment on page 5 is passed over. The Chair understands
that there is no objection to passing over that amendment.

Mr. SIMMONS. Temporarily.

Mr. PENROSE. As that amendment depends on another part
of the bill, I suggest that it go over. Now, I ask that the Secre-
tary proceed and state the next passed-over amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
next amendment which was passed over,

The ASsSISTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment, which was
passed over at the request of the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. PENROSE], is on page 6, beginning in line 23 with the head-
ing “ Dividends,” and going down to line 4, on page 15.

Mr. PENROSE. I am willing to go on with that portion of
the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The first amendment in the
portion of the bill indicated will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The first amendment is, on page
6, line 24, where it is proposed to strike out the word * divi-
dend ” in single quotation marks and to insert “ dividend ” in
double quotation marks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the
amendment is agreed to. The next amendment will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page T, line 8, after the date
“ January 1,” it is proposed to strike out “ 1922 " and the semi-
colon and to insert * 1922,” followed by a period.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, just one moment.
to understand what this amendment is.

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President—

Mr. REED. 1 yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr, KELLOGG. I understood that the Senator from Penn-
gylvania [Mr. Pexrosg] intended to offer some amendments to
subdivisions (b) and (c) on page 7. Does the Senator wish to
offer those amendments to-night?

Mr. PENROSE. Yes; I will offer them now. The point at
which those amendments should be proposed has not been
reached, but I will offer them.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
been reached. >

Mr. KELLOGG. I beg the Senator’s pardon.

ragraph had been reached.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
amendment which has been stated is agreed to.
amendment passed over will be stated.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page T, in paragraph (b),
line 9, after the word “every,” it is proposed to strike out the

I should like

Paragraph (b) has not yet
I thought that

Without objection, the
The next

‘word *distribution” and to insert * distribution, except on a

bona fide liquidation of the corporation.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment passed over was, on page 7, line 15, after
the numerals “1913,” to strike out “ may” and to insert * may,
except as provided in subdivision (¢).”
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Mr. PENROSE. I now ask that the Senate disagree to that
amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment.

Mr, KELLOGG. Is not the guestion on disagreeing to the
amendment ? =

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment.

Mr. PENROSE.
agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion
that that is simply another way of putting the motion to agree.
If the Senate disagrees to the amendment, it is rejected.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Pennsylvania desires that
the amendment shall be voted down.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment,

The amendment was rejected.

The next amendment passed over was, on page T, after
line 18, to strike out “(c) Amounts distributed in the liquida-
tion of a corporation shall be treated as in part or in full pay-
ment in exchange for stock or shares, and any gain or profit
realized thereby shall be taxed to the distributee as other gains
or profits,” and in lien thereof to insert:

(e) Any distribution (wbether in cash or ether property) made by
a corporation to its shareholders or members (1) otherwise than out ef
earnings or profits accumulated since February 28, 1913, or (2) on a
bona fide liquidation of the eorperation, shall be treated as a partial
or full return of the cost to the distributee of his stock or shares,
Any gain or loss realized from such distribution or from the sale or
other disposition of such stock or shares shall be treated in the same
wanner a8 other gains or losses under the provisions of section 202.

Mr. PENROSE. I ask that that amendment may be rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment,

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. REED. Are we disagreeing to the matter which is in
italics in subdivision (c) of the amendment which has just
been rejected? I merely ask the question in order that we
may get the record straight.

Mr. PENROSE. The amendment is to strike out and imsert.

Mr. REED. Then the text as it came from the other House
remains and the new matter reported here by the eommittee is
rejected ?

Mr, PENROSE. That is correct.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The effect of the action of
the Senate is to rejeet the commitiee amendment and the House
text remains.

Mr. REED. Very well.

The next amendment passed over was, on page 8, after line
13, to strike out lines 14 and 15, as follows:

h) Suobdivision (¢) of section 201 of th i
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment just stated.

Mr. LODGE. What has become of the amendment which
was to be offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania before the
period and after the word * distributed,” on line 18, page 7, to
insert a comma and certain words?

Mr. KELLOGG. That has not yet been reached.

Mr. LODGE. It certainly has been reached, for we have
rejected the amendment which follows. .

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that we have disagreed to the
committee amendment. I had understood that there was later
to be an amendment offered, but not by the committee,

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Pennsylvania has been offer-
ing the amendments which are proposed by a majority of the
committee.

Mr, SIMMONS. But he has not offered an amendment at
the place indicated by the Senator.

Mr. LODGE. He has offered three or four amendments
which have been adopted.

Mr. SIMMONS. Baut, I repeat, he has not offered an amend-
ment on page 7, line 18 We have simply rejected the amend-
ment which was reported by the committee,

Mr. LODGE. We disagreed to the commitiee amendments on
page 7, in line 15, and on page 7, from line 19, to line 8, on page
8. Then on page 7, line 18, after the word “distributed,” the
Senator from Pennsylvania has an amendment to offer which
has not yet been proposed.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senate has voied down the committee
amendment on page 7, beginning at line 19 and going down to
the end of line 23, and also the committee amendment, beginning
in line 24, on page 7, and geing down to line 8, on page 8, so
that we have simply by our action restored the House pro-
vision,

I ask that the amendment may be dis-
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' ceived from prior earnings.

Mr. LODGE. We have. Now, the Semator from Penmsyl-
vania offers an amendment, according to the printed pamphlet
which I have, to come in after the word * distributed,” on page
T, line 18, which reads—
but sball be applied against and reduce the basis provided in section
202 for the purpose of ascer the gain derived or the loss sus-
tained from the sale or other disposition of the stock or shares by the
distributee.

Mr, SIMMONS, I make the point that that amendment is
not now in order. -

Mr. PENROSE. Why not?

Mr, SIMMONS. That is an amendment fo the House text,
and is not offered by the committee. We have not finished the
committee amendments.

Mr. PENROSE. It is not offered by the committee, but is
offered by the majority of the committee; and the bill is open,
as I understand, to the consideration of commiitee amendments
and amendments submitted by the majority of the committee.

Mr. SIMMONS. An amendment submitted by the majority
of the committee is not a committee amendment, and therefore
has no priority over any other amendment offered by any Sena-
tor in this body.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the order already
made proposed amendments to the text of the House bill offered
by individual Senators are net in order.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the point I make. I will not object,
however, if the Senator desires to offer the amendment now.

Mr. PENROSE. I offer the amendment because I think it
is in order. .

Mr. SIMMONS. I am sure it is not in order.

Mr. PENROSE. Then, if there be no ebjection, I will offer
the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendment offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania.

The ASsISTANT SECEETARY. On page 7, line 18, affer ihe
word “distributed ” it is propesed to strike out the period and
insert a comma and the following words:
but shall be applied :?um and reduce the basis provided in section
202 for the purpose ascertaining the gain derived or the loss sus-
tained from the sale or other disposition of the stock or shares by the
distributee.

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, I hope the Senate will dis-
agree to the gmendment. I simply desire to say a few words to
explain what it means. As the bill now stands—

Mr, REED, If the Senator will pardon me has the amend-
ment he has just offered been printed?

Mr. KELLOGG. The amendment has been offered by the
Senator from Pennsylvania and is printed on the sheet which
I have.

Mr. LODGE. It is a proposed amendment to the House text.

Mr. KELLOGG. It is marked No. 1 in the pamphlet headed
‘ Proposed amendments,”

Mr. President, as the law now stands and as the bill now
stands in the Senate, which retains the House provision, it is
not proposed to tax any earnings which were made before the
constitutional amendment went into effect on March 1, 1913,
whenever they were distributed. The Senate committee amend-
ment which has just been disagreed to proposed to tax such
profits made prior to March 1, 1913.

The amendment now proposed would practically tax such a
distribution to the stockholder who is obliged to sell his stoek,
but to a stockholder who is able to keep his stock there wounld
be no tax on such distribution. I do not think we ought to
go back and tax such earnings in any way, nor ought those
earnings to be used to increase the tax of the unfortunate
stockholder who must sell his stock. The situation would be
this: If a stockholder who owned stock on March 1, 1913, should
sell that stock in 1920 and make a profit on the transaction,
he would have to pay a tax on the difféerence between the value
of his stoek on March 1, 1913, and what he received for it in
1920, which is proper, and there is no objection to that; but
under this amendment if the stock was worth par on March

-1, 1913, and he sold it for $120 in 1920 and in the meantime

had received $20 dividends from earnings made away back
prior to 1913, he would pay a tax on $40, including the increase
in the value of his stock and the dividends which he had re-
Of course, if he receives any divi-
dends from aecumulated earnings prior to that time it would
be charged on his books as a decrease of eapital and surplus,
as it shonld be, and if it had any effect on the value of his
stock it would be taken into account; but to say that because
he is obliged to sell his stock the dividends which have been
paid to him out of the earnings mmde years and years ago,

‘when, perhaps, he was reeeiving no dividends at all, should be

taxed I think is wrong in principle. 1 trust, therefore, that the
amendment may be disagreed to.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, do I understand the Senator
from Minnesota to offer an amendment or is he just asking
that the amendment offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania
be rejected?

Mr. KELLOGG. The Senator fromy Pennsylvania offered an
amendment, and I stated that I should like to have that amend-
ment disagreed to; that is all.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, I think the Senator from Minne-
sota does not desire the whole thing to be disagreed to.

Mr. KELLOGG. Certainly not. We have already disagreed
to the Senate committee amendments, which restores the bill to
the House bill, and I think it should be left on the House bill,
Of course, I will say, if the Senator will permif me, that this
amendment leaves the bill very much better than the original
Senate bill. I admit that.

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, it was understood by the com-
mittee that unless the amendment offered by the Senator from
Pennsylvania was agreed to we would insist upon the amend-
ment just as it was reported to the Senate.

Mr. KELLOGG. I had not so understood it.
ference with the committee about it.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr, President, will the Senator please
explain why the amendment offered by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania should be adopted?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I will explain that in just a few words,
I think it should be adopted for this reason: It gives relief to
a certain extent to men who organized a company perhaps in
the eighties or nineties, and from the time of the organization
up to March 1, 1918, perhaps had made 100 per cent or 1,000
per cent during those numerous years that they were in business
when the income-tax law could not apply to earnings. Up to
March 1, 1913, whatever the institution or corporation had was
in substance capital and not gains, and you could not impose a
tax upon the profits of corporations up to that time. As the
Senator from Minnesota says, it is true that under the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania if the profits
after March 1, 1913, were not distributed by way of dividends
the tax would be imposed, but if they were distributed by way
of dividends after that time the tax would not be imposed.

The amendment that was offered by the Semator from Penn-
sylvania will probably lose to the Treasury of the United States
about $15,000,000 a year.

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

Mr, SMOOT. Yes.

Mr. KELLOGG. I should like to know how the Senator knows
that, because that Is the law now. We never have had any
such law as this vn the statute books.

Mr. SMOOT. I mean in comparison with the amendment as
suggested hers by the committee.

Mr. KELLOGG. There is no estimate by the committee or by
the Treasury Departorent.

Mr. SMOOT. An estimate has been made by the Treasury De-
partment,

Mr. KELLOGG. Not at all.

Mr., SMOOT. The Treasury Department says that if this
House provision prevails, without any further amendment to it,
it will result in a loss to the Treasury of the Unifed States of
$100,000,000 a year.

Mr. KELLOGG. I never heard any such statement.

Mr. SMOOT. I can get the testimony of the experts before
the committee, and I think the chairman will bear me out in the
statement that that was the testimony.

Mr. PENROSE, Mr. President, that statement was made
very emphatically to the committee by the Treasury experts, in
whom the committee has the highest confidence,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, if the Senator from
Utah will yield to me, I have before me Dr. Adams's testimony.

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

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If the Senator would care to have it
read, I will read it.

Mr. PENROSE. I wish the Senator would.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator can read it now.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. While this amendment was under dis-
cussion before the committee, with Dr. Adams present, he was
asked to state what the loss was to the Treasury under existing
law, and I think I propounded the question to him. I read from
the record, page 371: ;

Senator LA ForrerrTe., I would like to have Dr. Adams explain what
loss of revenue will be occasioned if we adopt this amendment as

compared with what it would have been if we had maintained this
just as it was written. I want to know whether that is another leak

or _not.
Dr. Apams, The point is you start with an enormous leak in the
existing law.

I had a con-

Senator LA FoLLETTE. I understand that.
Dr. Apams, I have already proposed what seemed to me to be a fair
and equitable way of stopping that leak. There is objection to that?

That objection has been made, I will interpolate here, by the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. KeLroge], who had appeared
before the committee and urged upon the committee in the
presence of Dr, Adams the amendment which he would seek to
have adopted here if he was sucecessful in defeating the amend-
ment reported by the committee.

I continue the reading:

There is objection to that?

Senator La ForLrerTe. Yes; because it would be effective, I take it.

Dr, ApaMs, I would not like to ascribe motives, but fhere is very
aarong % position to it. The proposed amendment does not satisfy me
thoroug|

He refers now to the amendment which the Senate committee
has reported here. He says it does not satisfy him thoroughly.
The amendment that did satisfy Dr. Adams as completely
stopping this leak of $100,000,000 is the amendment that is
printed in the bill as reported and which had been adopted by
the committee. It will be found on page T, beginning at line 24,
at the bottom of the page, and running over on page 8 to and
including line 8 of that page.

I dislike to interrupt the Senator from Utah.

Mr, SMOOT. Go ahead.

° Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is, in order to stop the leak which
Dr. Adams says a little later in his testimony was unfair to the
Government and amounted to $100,000,000 a year, he had drafted
the amendment which is written in the bill here ag it was re-
poried by the committee to the Senate; but he says:

There is objection to that?

Senator La FOLLETTE. Yes; because it would be effective, I take it.

Dr. Apams. I would not like to ascribe motives, but there is very
g}txrong c];HposItiun to it, The proposed amendment does not satisfy me

oroughly—

That is the one which the committee is now reporting lhere as
a substitute for the one which the committee reported when
they reported this bill to the Senate.

The proposed amendment does not satisfy me thoroughly, but it will

stop 85 per cent of the present leak, I should say.

enator LA FOLLETTE, The modified amendment you are now suggest-
ing to meet Senator KBLLOGG's statement 7

r. ApAMS. The amendment as adopted bgv the Senate committee in
the first instance represented m{ view of what was thoroughly falr to
the taxpayer and thoroughly fair to the Government; in other words,
the right solution. There has been the deepest sort of opposition to it.
It began with the chairman of the Wx:‘ys and Means Committee, at
which time a similar amendment was defeated. The opposition has
continued in the Senate, with men such as Senator KELLOGG and Sen-
ator UNDERWOOD deeply opposed to it. The Secretary of the Treasury,
since he presented the original recommendation, has been inclined to
chun%is mind, thinking there was something in the position of Sen-
ator LOGG and Senator GNDERWOOD,

Now, then, I have suggested another amendment, which, as I say,
will stop—I can not describe it more accurately—=85 or 90 per cent of
the leak, and rather than lose the whole thing I much prefer to take
the 90 per cent. That is the situation, and msr judgment is that I will
lose it all if I do not take the 90 per cent. If you want a frank state-
ment of it, that is it.

Senator LA ForLLeTrz, I think that {s what we are entitled to, to
know the effect of these amendments,

Senator REEp, I do not want to interrupt Senator La ForLETTE, but
I hope you will ask Dr. Adams to explain that situation and just how
it will operate.

Senator LA ForLeTTE, Yes; I will do that,

I will read just a little further, with the permission of the
Senator from Utah:

oDé-. Apams. Let us dismiss the statute, and I will go on in plain
words.

Senator DiLtaNGHAM. Would it not be well to read the statute and
the amendment, so we will have them before us?

Dr. Apams. I will do that. The proposed amendment is as follows :

“Page 7, line 15, strike out the words ‘may, except as provided
in subsection (c¢),’ disagree to the amendment as shown on line 15
restoring the language of the House amendment and the langnage of
the present law.

“Page T, line 18, insert the following after the word *distributed.'”

Bgnator T.A FOLLETTE, You retain subdivision (c), as I understand
you

Dr. ApAMs. No. I am coming to that later. I have stricken out
all the italicized language in line 15, and T will put in the 85 per cent
clause now, _

1 kie'nator LA ForierTe, That, you think, will stop 85 per cent of the
eak?

Dr. Apays, Yes; insert these words, after the word “ distributed,”
on page 7, line 18:

“And shall be applied against and reduce the basiz provided in sec-
tion 202 for the purpose of ascertaining the gain derived or loss sus-
g}lgﬁ; rtr:em the sale or other disposition of the stock or shares by the

] utee.”

In other words, it is suggested that the distributee shall take that
distribution of accrued profits into account in case he sells,

SBenator LA FoLLETTE. Where is that to be inserted

Dr. Apams. After the word “distributed,” in line 18, page 7.

Senator Simuoxs. To take the place of what is ent ont, or is it

lementary ?

r. Apams. It is supplementary. It states that if the stock is sub-
sequently sold the basis for computing the galn or loss shall be re-
duced b{ the amount of the dlstribution of profits accumulated before
March 1, 1913,
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Now, then, on page 7, lines 19 to 23, move to disagree with com-
mittee amendment by retaining paragraph (c) of the House bill. That
would be to reinsert subdivigion Jc) there, Senator LA FOLLETTE.

On page 7, lines 24 and 25, and lines 1 to 8, on page 8, are stricken
out.

Senator REEp. In other words, Doctor, we take the bill as it comes
to us from the House, inserting after the word “ distributed,” in line 18,
page 7, the language which you just read?

Dr. Apams. Yes.

Senator LA FoLLETTE. One further question, if I may ask it.

Can you approximate the loss which has heen sustained under the
existing law and which you aim by the substitute {c) which you have
drofted and the italicized words in line 15 to save to the Government?

After I have read this paragraph I shall not further interrupt
the Senator from Utah:

Dr. Apaus. Senator, I really do not know how it could be done. If I
thonght over it a long while, I might be able to give you some approxi-
mation, At this time I shall have to answer the question in rather
general terms,

There is, in the case of the mining comg:nies and lumber companies,
many of them close corporations, and timber companies and companies
of that kind, a econsiderable amount of stock still held by persons who
during the period while surplus was being ac-
cumulated prior to March 1, 1913. There is a considerable amount of
stock owned now by people who have inherited it, or have bought into
such companies, who have bought in later and whose cost basis is
likely to be quite high. They paid a good price for their stock. Bo
that when the surplus accumulated prior to March 1, 1913, is distributed
it is not likely to give them a taxable gain, because their cost basis
is so high they would not eﬁet into the taxable gain class. !

The first class mentioned, &eople who bought in early at a low price,
would pay tax on their gain, under the amendment as I ﬁlf ally
recommended it and as it was originally adopted. I think s is a
class of real size and eonsequence. I do not think it is a matter of
extraordinary size and consequence. My best gness now would be that

amendment, what is represented by the 15 per cent not

the propose
covered, would probably mean at most $15,000,000 a year. The 100

per cent leak would amount to possibly $100,000,000 a year, and I am
trying to save 85 per cent of that.

I thank the Senafor.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, it was upon that statement of
Dr. Adams that the committee acted; and when the amendment
offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania is agreed to, if it is
agreed to—and I have no doubt that it will be—it will give
relief in certain cases to the extent of about $15.0cp.000 a year,

If we leave it the way it is now, there would be rellef to the
extent of $100,000,000 a year, as estimated by Dr. Adams, If
this amendment of the Senator is agreed to, of course paragraph
(¢), on page 7, down to and including line 8 on page 8, will be
disagreed to, and then it will be the bill as it passed the House
with the amendment offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PENROSE, It has been disagreed to.

Mr. SMOOT. This has not been agreed to.

Mr. PENROSE. No.

Mr. SMOOT. With the amendment offered by the Senator
from Pennsylvania as a measure of relief for the conditions ex-
isting under present law, it will be the bill as it passed the
House. That is the whole matter in a nutshell.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Sen-
ator from Utah whether or not the language in this amendment
offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania will in any manner
reach back of March 1, 19137

Mr, SMOOT. It will on distributed dividends,

Mr. BROUSSARD. Are there any exceptions to the applica-
tion of this law? 4

Mr. SMOOT. Only in case a man sells his stock. If he sells
it, t3hen it is counted in against his capital stock as of March 1,
1913.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Suppose that stock was sold last year,
and the purchaser of the stock paid book value for it. Do you
propose to tax him when the dividends are distributed?

Mr. SMOOT. Do you mean the purchaser purchased it at
book value?

Mr, BROUSSARD. Yes. Suppose a man bought stock last

_year for $500 a share, and it was worth $400 on March 1, 1913.
To illustrate better, let us say it was worth $300 on March 1,
1913, but since that time they have distributed all the earnings,
In what position would that owner of the stock who acquired it
last year be under this provision?

Mr. SMOOT. Did I understand the Senator to say that the
book value on March 1, 1913, was $5007

Mr, BROUSSARD. Yes. It is now worth $500, and the
company wants to disiribute $400.

Mr. SMOOT. What did he pay for the stock?

Mr. BROUSSARD. Suppose he paid $500 for it.

Mr. SMOOT. And there has been no increase?

Mr. BROUSSARD, No increase.

My. SMOOT. He would not pay any tax.

Mr. BROUSSARD. In what case would he pay a tax? That
is what I am trying to find out.

Mr. SMOOT. For instance, suppose there was a dividend of
$200 declared.

Mr. TOWNSEND. When?

were in the compan

Mr, SMOOT. After March 1, 1913; and suppose the book
value of the stock, or the market value, was $500, and he re-
ceived the $200 after March 1, 1913. That was tax free be-
cause of the fact that it was a part of what he had paid for his
stock. Then he sells that same stock for $500. He has only,
then, a credit of $300, and must pay the tax upon the $200 that
he has received in dividends. In other words, all he would be
taxed upon would be the amount he received over and above the
book value of the stock on March 1, 1913.

Mr. BROUSSARD., Then, how could this corporation pay
the $200—

Mr. SMOOT. If it does not do that, then there is no tax.

Mr. BROUSSARD. The Senator did not let me finish. How
could this corporation pay $200 and then meet the requirements
of the existing law and still the stock be worth $500, and be
liable to a tax for that which first was exempt, and which
under the law, taking $500 as in my illustration, there would
be nothing to pay on?

Mr. SMOOT. I think there are cases of that kind, where
there is a sudden rise, in the case of timberlands, or oil wells,
or mining companies, where the stock, after the dividend has
been paid out of the original $500 value, has increased until the
stock itself is worth $500 again.

Mr. BROUSSARD. If it has increased since March 1, 1913,
a yearly settlement has been made. 3

Mr. SMOOT. But the owner was not taxed upon the $200
which he received as a dividend that was paid before March 1,
1913. He paid no tax upon that. But in the meantime, after
March 1, 1913, his property has advanced until it is worth as
much as he paid for it before the dividend was declared. All
this provides is that he has to pay on the amount over and
above the value of the stock March 1, 1913, only upon the gains
that occurred after March 1, 1913.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Suppose this party does not sell his
stock, would he be liable to any tax?

Mr. SMOOT. Then he is not taxed. That is the only real
circumstance that anyone could possibly criticize.

Mr. BROUSSARD. I do not see, even when the stock is
transferred, that there is any equity in the Government going
back of March 1, 1913, in any case, but if you are going to make
a distinction it seems to me this one you are makng is a most
inequitable one, for this reason, that the man who holds stock
in this corporation has had a reasonsble dividend, we will as-
sume, and the surplus has been reinvested, and you are permit-
ting this man to go free; his original investment is $100 and he
has received a reasonable dividend yearly on the stock; but the
man who bought the stock last year, say for $500, has had to
put up this $400 which the other man has had accrued to his
credit simply by permitting his $100 fo remain there. You
exempt this man and the other fellow is not exempt.

Mr. SMOOT. The same criticism that is offered by the Sen- .
ator now could be offered upon any profit that may be made by
the company and not taxed. This does not tax the man until
he receives his profit; in other words, suppose this stock, to
which the Senator has referred, which has advanced in two or
three years, had declined in value and was not worth as much
as the value on March 1, 1913. He could sell all the stock and
pay no tax whatever. But if on March 1, 1913, the stock was
worth $100 a share, and a month afterwards, or two years after-
wards, or five years afterwards, something happened so that the
stock increased to $200, assuming that that increase occurred
after March 1, 1913, if he sells his stock he must pay a tax upon
the profit. If he does not sell his stock, even under ordinary
conditions, he is not taxed until he realizes the profit. We are
treating them all just the same, just as we are treating business
generally ; and I do not see how we can do anything else unless
we simply leave the thing open and lose our $100,000,000.

Mr, KELLOGG. The law has always been the other way.
Congress has twice determined that it would not go back of
1913 and tax profits.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say this, that there has been a question
in the department as to whether they should be taxed ever since
the question was first brought to the department.

Mr. KELLOGG. There has been no question in Congress.

Mr. SMOOT. That is true. The Senator is correct in his
statement of the existing law; but we want an amendment to
at least put that class of people, investing in that class of
business, upon the same footing with the ordinary business of
the United States.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, I feel so deeply that this
amendment is fundamentally wrong, and that it is just one of -
those schemes, not intentionally proposed but sure to have the
effect of taxing the undisturbed earnings acquired before 1913
and defeating the exemption from income tax which the Su-
preme Court has said that every business in this country is
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entitled to, that ¥ desire to discuss it. It will take me some
little while to discuss the matter this afterncon, and it is only
5 minutes to 6 o'clock. I would not like to begin the discus-
sion now unless the Senater from Pennsylvania insists upon
holding the session beyond 6 o'clock. I suggest to him that it
ig so near 6 o'clock, the hour when I presume he intended to have
the Senate adjourn, that we now adjourn, and we can take the
matter up in the morning.

Mr. PENROSE. My, President, of course I want to accom-
modate the Senator from North Carolina and all ether Senators,
and I recognize that the hour is getting late ; but why are we in
session so late and with so little progress made? Simply be-
cause a lot of 'speeches, hottomless in eharacter, having no rela-
tion to this bill, have consumed several hours of the afternoon,
all emanating from the minority party, of which the Senator
from North Careling is one of the leaders.

Mr, SIMMONS. The Senator is very gracious in offering to
accommodate me, but he never offers to aceommodate me with-
out proceeding to lecture me.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I can not but have a feeling
of protest—

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask no favors. I will go on with the mat-
ter, if the Senator from Pennsylvania insists,

Mr. PENROSE. I know the Senator does not want to go on
and I am not anxious to go on, but I do hope there will be
some disposition en the part of the minority fo curtail and, if
possible, stop sueh performances as we witnessed this afternoon.

Mr, SIMMONS. If the Senator wants to go on, it is all right
with me. I shall not make any objection to it.

Mr. PENROSE. If the Senator wants to speak—

Mr, SIMMONS. If the Senator wants fo adjourn at 6
o'cloek, it is nearly 6 o'clock now. If he does not want to
adjourn, I will c¢all for a quorum.

My. PENROSE. Then, suppose the Senator calls for a
quorum,

Mr, SIMMONS.
have done.

Mr. PENROSE. Of course, Mr. President, everyone at pres-
ent in the Chamber knows that that will force an adjournment,
and under the ecivcumstances and having made this protest,
I move that the Senate take a recess until 11 o'clock to-mor-
row,

The metion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock p. m.) the
Senate took @ recess until to-morrow, Thursday, Octeber 13,
1921, at 11 o'clock a. m.

I shall do whatever the Senator desires to

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Wepxespay, October 12, 1921,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Our Father in heaven, Thou art gracious; Thy mercy is with-
out beginning and without end and Thy truth endureth from
generation to generation, Incline our hearts with godly fear
to seek Thy face and to own Thee as our Lord and our God.
For Thy scepter is an everlasting scepter and Thy throne is
forever and ever. Now let Thy whisper come into the secret
places of every breast. Bless us with the mystery of Thy peace
and clothe us with the garments sufficient unto the duties of
the day, but high over all may we know that the supreme satis-
faction to God is a great soul. Through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen. :

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and

approved.
= MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, one of ifs clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment, bill
of the following title:

H. R.8297. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to convey certain lands to the State of Missouri for enlargement
of the State capifol grounds of that State.

" ENEOLLED BILLS SIGNED,

Mr. RICKETTS, from the Comiittee en Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they examined and found truly enrolled bills of the
following titles, when the Speaker signed the same:

H. R. 6809. An act to extend the time for the construction of a
bridge across the Rio Grande, within or near the city limits of
121 Paso, Tex.; and

H. R.8209. An act to extend the time for the construction of
:i‘ bridge across the Cumberland River in Montgomery County,

CHI.

CALENDAR WEDXNESDAY,

The SPEAKER. To-day is Calendar Wednesday.
will call the list of committees,

When the Commitiee on Naval Affairs was called,

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, with the permission of the
House we will ask to pass the privilege we have te-day eof
calling up a bill on the calendar and have been so instracted
by the committee.

lWeléen the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads was
called,

The Clerk

OFFENSES AGAINST THE POSTAL SERVICE.
Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R.
6508) to amend seections 213 and 215 of the Criminal Cede.
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.
The Clerk read as follows:
A bill (H. R. 6508) to amend sections 213 and 215, act of March 4,
1900 ((Criminal- C)ode), relating to offenses against dtha Postal Service,
and sections 3029 and 4041, Revised Statutes, relating to the ex-
clusion of fraudulent devices and lottery parapherna from the

Be it enacted, etc., That section 213, act of March 4, 1809 (Criminal
Code), is hereby amended to read as follows:

“ 8Ee. 213. No letter, rf;ckage. postal eard, or cireular concerning
any lottery, zift enterprise, or scheme of kind offering prizes
g:gendenx in whole or in part upon lot or chance, or comce gsm

cle, device, or thing designed or intended for the conduct of
lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme ; and ne lottery ticket or part thereof,
Or paper, certificate, or Imstrument purperting to be or to represent a
ticket, chance, share, or interest in or dependent upon. the event of a
lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent
in whole or in part lot or chance; and no article, device, or
thing designed or intended for the conduct of such lottery, gift enter-
prise, or scheme, or matter relating thereto; and no. check, draft, bill,
money, postal note;, or money order, for the purchase of any ticket or
part thereof, or of any share or chance im any such lottery,
enterprise, or scheme ; and no newspaper, circular, pamphlet, or publica-
tion of any kind containing any advertisement of any lottery, gift enter-
prise, or schemw of any k offering prizes. dependent in whole or in
part upon lot or chance, or containing any list of the prizes drawn
or awarded bﬁsmeans of any such lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme,
whether sald list contains any part or all of such &‘m or contain
any advertisement of any article, device, or thing designed or inte
for the conduct of such logtery, gift enterprise, or scheme, shall be
d ted in or carried by the mails of the United States or be

vered by any postmaster or letter carrier, Whoever shall know-
ingly deposit or cause fo be deposited, or shall knowingly send or
cause to be sent, anything to be conveyed op delivered by mail in
viplation of the provisions of this section, or shall knowingly deliver
or cause to be delivered by mail anything herein f en to be

by mail, shall be fined not more than $1.000, or imprisoned

not more than two years, or both; and for any subsequent offense shall
be imprisoned not more than five years. ; person violating any
provision of this section may be tried and punished either in the dis-
trict in which the unlawfnl matter or publication was malled, or to
which it was carried by mail for dellvery aceerding to the direction
;hereon. 011; in which it was caused to be delivered by madl to the person
0 W was a L
Sec. 2. That seetion 215, act of March 4, 1909 (Crimival Code), is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“ Sec. 215. Whoever, having devised or intending to Jevise any
scheme or artifice to defraud, or for obtaining money or property by
means of false or fraudulent pretenses, representations, or promises, or
to sell, dispose of, loan, exchange, alter, give away, distribute, supply,
or furnish or procure for unlawful use any counterfeit or spurious coin,
bank note, paper money, or any obligation or security of the United
States, or of any State, Territory, m ality, company, corporation,
or person, or anything represented to be or intimated or held out to be
such counterfeit or spurious article, or to sell, dispose of, loan, dis-
tribute, supply, or furnish or procure for unlawful use any unfair, dis-
honest, or cheating gambling article, device, or thing, or any scheme
or artifice to ob money by or through correspondence, by what is
commonly called the ‘sawdust swindle, or *counterfeit-money fraud,’
or by dealing or pretending to deal in what is commonly called * green
articles,’ ‘green coln,’ ‘green goods,” ‘bills,” ‘paper goods,” *spurious
Treasury notes,” ‘ United States goods, ‘green cigars,’ or any other
names or terms intended to be understood as relating to such counter-
feit or spurious artieles, shall, for the purpose of executing such
gcheme or artifice, or atteminting g0 to do, place, or cause to be placed,
any letter, ﬁostnl card, package, writing, circular, pamphlet, or adwver-
tisement, whether addressed to any persen residing within or outside
the United States, in any post office, or station thereof, or street or
other letter box of the United States, or authorized depository for mail
matter, to be sent or delivered by the pest-office esfablishment of the
United States, or shall take or receive any such fherefrom, whether -
mailed within or without the United States, or shall knowingly cause
to. be delivered by mail according to the direction thereon, or at the
E&ee at which. it is directed to be delivered by the person to whom it

addressed, any such letter, postal card, package, writing, circular,
amphlet, or advertisement, shall be fined not mere than $1,000, or
fmgrlsoned not more than five Eears. or botln | -

'All matter the deposit of which in the mails is by this section made
punishable is hereby declared nonmailable.”

Bre. 3. That section 3929, Revised Statutes, is hereby amended to
read as follows : -

“ 8Ec. 3929. That the Postmaster General may, upon evidence satis-
factory to him that any person or company Is engaged in conducting
any lottery, enterprise, or scheme of any. kind offering prizes de-

pendent in wﬁgitu or in part upon lot or chance, or that any person or

company is conducting any scheme or device for ebfaining money or

‘property of any kind through the mails by means of false or frandu-
ent pretenses, representations, or promises, or that any person or com-

pany is selling, offering for sale, or sending through the mails any
article, deviee, or thing designed or intended for the conduct of a lot-
tery, gift enterprise, or scheme of any kind offering |l1rizen dependent
in whole or im part upon lot or chance, or any unfair, dishonest, or
cheating gambling article, device, or thing, instruct postmasiers at an

post office at which letters or other matter arrive direeted to any suc

person or company, or to the agent or representative of any such per-
son or company, whether such agent or representative is acting as an
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individual or as a firm, bank, corporation, or association of any kind,
to return all such letters or other matter to the tmaster at the otﬁce
at which they were originally mailed, with the word ‘Fraudulent

lainly written or stamped upon the outside thereof, and all such
etters so returned to such postmasters shall be by them returned to the
writers thereof, under such regulations as the Postmaster General may
prescribe. But nothing contained in this section shall be so construed
as to authorize any postmaster or other person to open any letter not
addressed to himself. The public advertisement by such person or com-
pany so conducting such lottery, gift enterprise, scheme, or device, that
remittances for the same may be made by letters to any other person,
firm, bank, corporation, or association named therein shall be held to be
prima facie evidence of the existence of said agency by all the parties
named therein; but the Postmaster General shall not be precluded from
ascertaining the existence of such agency in any other legal way satis-
factory to himself.” i

SEc. 4. That section 4041, Revised Statutes, is hereby amended to
read as follows :

% 8gc. 4041, The Postmaster General may, upon evidence satisfactory
to him that any person or company is engaged in conducting any
lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent
in whole or in part upon lot or chance, or that any person or company
i3 conducting any scheme for obtaining money or property of any kind
through the malls by means of false or fraudulent pretenses, re-
sentations, or promises, or that any person or company is selling,
offering for sale, or sending through the malls any article, device, or
thing designed or intended for the conduct of a lottery, gift enterprise,
or scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent in whole or in part
upon lot or chance, or any unfair, dishonest, or cheating gambling
article, device, or thing, forbid the payment by any postmaster to said
person or comigu.ny of any postal money orders drawn to his or its
order, or in his or its favor, or to the agent of any such person or
company, whether such agent is acting as an individual or as a firm,
bank, corporation, or association of any kind, and may provide by
regulation for the return to the remitters of the sums named in such
money orders. But this shall not awmthorize any person to open any
letter not addressed to himself. The public advertisement by such
person or company so conducting any such lottery, gift enterprise,
scheme, or device that remittances for the same may be made by means
of postal money orders to any other person, firm, bank, corporation,
or association named therein shall be held to be prima facie evidence
of the existence of sald agency by all the parties named therein; but
the Postmaster General shall not be precluded from ascertaining the
existence of such agency in any other legal way."

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, this amends three or four
sections of the penal code in regard to fraud in the mails. The
provisions were originally in four separate bills which originated
in the Post Office Department, and I had them referred to a
subcommittee and they, after holding hearings and considering
the matter, consolidated them into one bill which is the bill
now before you, and inasmuch as the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. RaMseveEr] was chairman of the subcommittee and has
given the matter special attention, I will yield 30 minutes to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from Min-
nesota, the chairman of this committee, has already indicated
to vou, these amendments proposed to four sections, two to the
criminal code and two to the Revised Statutes, were originally
proposed in four separate bills. Those four bills were referred
to the Subcommittee on Postal Offenses, of which I happen to
be chairman. The other members are the gentleman from Mis-
sourl [Mr. ParrersoN] and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Parnisa]. It was deemed advisable in order to expedite
matters to consolidate them, and therefore the bill is before
you with four amendments proposed in one bill.. The Post
Office Department under the last administration recommended
the amendments in this bill. The Postmaster General now in
office also recommends the passage of the amendments in the
bill. There is not much to be said for this bill, except to ex-
plain the effect of the amendments. I call the attention of
gentlemen who are interested in thig bill to the report filed in
connection with the bill which explains it, and on pages 2 and
3 the sections are set out, and in the report are clearly indicated
the proposed changes,

The words that are left out from the original sections are
crossed out by lines, and the words that are proposed to be
added to the existing sections are shown in italics, so that by
reading over the report on pages 2 and 8 Members can get
exactly the changes that are proposed to existing law. As I
proceed I shall indicate where the changes will appear in the
bill H. R. 6508 and give you the reasons why the Post Office
Department, both under the last administration and under this,
are asking for these changes. Section 213 of the Criminal Code,
section 1 of the bill, is known as the lottery section, making it
a violation of law to use the mails to conduct lotteries, and so
forth, The conduct of lottery enterprises has been in violation
of the law for many years. On page 1 of the bill, beginning
with line 8, the second word “or,” the first change in the law
appears by adding these words, “ or concerning any article, de-
vice, or thing designed or intended for the conduct of such
lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme.” At the present time any
person undertaking to conduct a lottery through the mails and
using the mails for that purpose either in the conduct of the
lottery or in advertising the lottery, violates the postal law,
this section of the Criminal Code. Now, what is proposed by

the amendment is this: That the concerns that are manufac-
turing the schemes for conducting these lotteries and gift enfer-
prises should also come under the inhibition of the law. For
instance, now, the concerns which manufacture the scheme to
conduet the lotteries can advertise those schemes, can send
those schemes through the mails without violating the law, but
as soon as a person who buys them gets those schemes, sets them
up, conducts the lottery, he at once violates the law, and in
order better to enforce the law against the lottery enterprises
it is proposed to bring in the persons, companies, and corpora-
tions that are engaged in manufacturing these schemes, like
punch boards, raffle boards, and other things along that line,
and make it punishable for them to use the mails for that pur-
pose. Now, that is the substance of the change proposed in
section 1.

Mr, RAKER. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr, RAMSEYER. I will.

Mr. RAKER. I see in the amendment the following words,
“ gift enterprise.”” Now, does that mean where a concern pub-
lishes and advertises that anyone purchasing a certain amount
of goods from that store will be given a certain amount of
credit or value in other articles purchased?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I do not think so. The gentleman must
read the proposed addition to the section in connection with
the first part of the section.

It says: :

No letter, package, postal card, or circular concerning any loitery,
gift enterprise, or scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent in whole
or in part upon lot or chance.

Now, that * dependent in whole or in part upon lot or chance ”
is the thing that determines whether it is a gift enterprise or
lottery in violation of law.

Mr. RAKER. And it says:
or concerning any article, device, or thing designed or intended for the
conduct of such lottery, -

Mr. RAMSEYER. Such lottery.

Mr. RAKER. Such lottery, such gift enterprise, or scheme.
Now, go back to the qualifying phrase there of “ dependent in
whole or part upon lot or chance.” Suppose a man buys a
certain amount of goods and gets a ticket; by dropping that
ticket in the wheel, if the ticket comes out, he gets a prize. Does
this bill include that kind of a scheme?

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is prohibited by the law now.

Mr. RAKER. Since when?

Mr. RAMSEYER. For years.

Mr. RAKER., Then, how does it happen that all these stores
liave been running these kinds of schemes?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Because the law has not been enforced.
The gentleman doubtless found when he first canre to Washing-
ton they had all kinds of punch boards and other kinds of
schemes running in violation of law, and without changing the
law the prosecuting attorney a few years ago put them all out
of business, He simply enforced existing law. There is no
change proposed in existing law along that line.

Mr, STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes, sir.

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman intend during the
course of his remarks to explain the import of the first amend-
ment of the committee, striking out the word “ similar * found
in line 6, page 1, before the word * scheme,” and inserting in
lieu thereof the words * of any kind "?

‘Mr. RAMSEYER. That makes the language unifornr
throughout the section. Lower down in the section, instead of
“ gimilar schemes,” the words * schemes of any kind " are used
in existing law.

Mr. STAFFORD. If the gentleman will permit, nowhere in
existing law do you find the language “ schemes of any kind.”
In the existing law the word is a word of limitation, describing
similar schemes relating to lottery and gift enterprises. Now,
you propose a phrase of much broader scope, making it a
“geheme of any kind.” I wish to direct the serious attention
of the House to this fact, that this amendnrent would exclude
from the mails letters sent by women’s clubs, sent by any
wonran, where there might be some chance prizes in a game of
bridge.

Certainly the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads
does not intend to exclude the sending through the mails of
a notice of a meeting where women would congregate and some
little prizes will be distributed, and yet the language of the com-
mittee would cover that very instance. And, more than that,
there are men’s social clubs also where they offer prizes,

Mr. BLANTON. They are less important.

Mr. STAFFORD. As the gentleman from Texas says, they
are less important; now that women have full rights men's
clubs are put under a cloud, They are not in the limelight
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as they used te be, and particularly since they do not get any
wet

AMr. RJLMSEYEB. If the gentleman will pause right there, I
will eall his attention o existing law where that phraseology
is used. There is absolutely no purpese on the part of the
Post Office Department fo ask that change in line 6, page 1,
except to make it uniform with other language in the same
section. I call the attention of the gentleman to page 2, line 13,
That is existing law. That says:
¢ Or scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent in whole or in part
upon lot or chance,

Mr. STAFFORD. I call the gentleman's attention, however,
to the language in line 4, which reads “scheme of any kind,”
where the word is now * similar.”

Mr. RAMSEYER. Those two changes are proposed in order
to make the language uniform with the language further down
in the section of existing law. Mind you, now——

Mr, STAFFORD. I do not wish to take up too much of the
gentleman's time.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Now, it ought to be uniform. Either we
ought to change it—that is, in the two places the gentleman
from Wisconsin indicated—from the words “similar schemes ”
to the words * scheme of any kind,” or further down—that is,
on page 2, line 13—you ought to change that to * similar
schenres ” and cut out “of any kind.”

Mr. STAFFORD. I think the word * similar " should be re-
tained, because I know of eases where the Post Office Depart-
ment has sought to restrain the use of the mails where prizes
were offered in games of cards. I do not know whether this
House is willing to go to that extreme of forbidding the use of
mails where there happen to be some prizes offered in a game
of cards, and yet I know where the Post Office Department
has attempted to prevent that practice, and under the suggested
phraseclogy of the amendment of the committee that practice
would be forbidden.

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is, the offering of prizes dependent in
whole or in part upon let er chance, whether conducted by
women's clubs or men's clubs, is prohibited by law right now.

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentlenan mean to say it is
prohibited by law now fo send letters through the nrail where
prizes will be awarded as the result of games of cards?

Mr. RAMSEYER. If it is not a lottery scheme, no. The
department is not attempting to reach conditions where prizes
are offered but not based upon lot or chance.

Mr. SINNOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I will

Mr, SINNOTT. I notice this bill propeses to amend certain
sections of the Criminal Code.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes, sir,

Mr. SINNOTT. Has the committee taken into consideration
the effect of those amendments upon any pending cases, charges,
or indictments, as to whether or not this amendment may release
any of the persens charged under indictment?

Mr. RAMSEYER. It could not release, because the amend-
ments proposed extend and expand the law. It does not reduce
existing offenses, but it adds to them by prohibiting the use of
mails to advertisements and sending through the mails of lottery
schemes.

Myr. SINNOTT. There is mo change in the penalty, then?

Mr. RAMSEYER. No.

Mr. SINNOTT, It is not necessary to have a saving clause?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Absolutely none.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Let me explain further this section, and
then I will yield. In section 1 of the bill, being section 213 of
the Criminal Code, is further added to existing law en page
2, line 5, beginning with the word “and" and reading “no
article, device, or thing designed or intended for the conduct
of such lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme, or matter relating
thereto,” and then similar language used in line 17, beginning
with the second word “or,” and all of lines 18 and 19, which
makes it a violation of law to advertise those matters through
the mail. .

Mr. BLANTON. Now, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes; I do.

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman called the attention of the
staid and dignified and nonsporting gentleman from California
to the fact that since he had been in Congress various gift
enterprises had been done away with, even unto the present law.
Down in Ranger, Tex,, the editor of the Ranger Times had a
complaint filed against him for giving away a few hundred
dollars in prizes in a so-called lottery scheme. Under the pres-
ent antilottery law what is there that makes it an offense in
Ranger, Tex., and yet permits a $40,000 lettery to be carried
on here by the Washington Pest every day? What iz the use

of having further laws if the present laws that we have now
are not enforced in the United States Capital?

mfm RAMSEYER. I do not know fo what the gentleman
ErE.
Mr. BIANTON Well, the Washington Post is giving away

$40,000 worth of prizes right now through a lottery scheme, a
its papers go through the mails. The Washington Times is giv-
ing away $10,000 in cash in prizes right now in a lottery
scheme, and these papers go through the mails.

Mr, RAMSBEYER. You must read the section of existing law.

Mr. BLANTON. I know that a section of existing law does
prohibit that, and yet it is carried on here every day.

Mr. RAMSEYER. We are not here concerned with the en-
forcement of the law. We are concerned with the making of
laws. It is the enforcement officers that ought to enforce the
law., I have not followed the gift enterprises in which these
papers give things away, so that I can not pass judgment on the
question as to whether or not they are violating existing law.

Mr. BLANTON. And yet the gentleman knows that it is
futile for Congress to waste ifs time in passing laws when the
primary object of passing laws is to have law enforcement,
when there is no enforcement here in the District of Columbia
in this regard.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Certainly; and the Post Office Department
is very vigilant in the enforcement of the law, On the average
there are as many as 2,000 cases under this section in a year.

Mr. BLANTON. I am of the opinion that there are mare
laws winked at in Washington than in any ofher part of the
country.

Mr. RAMSEYER. This is not for Washington alone. If
anybody in Washington violates the law that is now in effect,
of course he ought to be punished.

Myr. SMITH of Idaho. The gentleman from Iowa might
suggest to the gentleman from Texas that he go down and
interview the United States district attorney for the District of
Columbia in relation to the violation of the laws.

Mr. BLANTON. Well, this is in the nature of an interview
that I am having with him through the Recorp at long distance,

Mr. RAMSEYER. The district attorney should enforce any
law that is being violated.

Mr. WALSH. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man a question. I did not hear the gentleman's opening state-
ment in the beginning. Does the Postmaster General ask for
this legislation?

Mr., RAMSEYER. Yes,

Mr, WALSH. How has he done it—by hearing or hy letter?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Well, by both. First he sent the proposed
amendment to the chairman of the committee and asked him to
introduce it, and when the bill was put into its present form it
was aAgain submitted to him, and I have a letter here from him
in which he indorses this bill,

Mr. WALSH. I did not see anything in the report by way of
letter. Does he state why these changes should be made in the
law?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Both he and also his predecessor state the
reasons, 1 will be very glad to give the gentlemen here a letter
from the solicitor.

Mr. WALSH. If the gentleman is going to put it in the
Recorp, I will not ask him to have it read now.

Mr. RAMBEYER. I do not care to encumber the Recorp
with this,

Mr. WALSH. I was just interested to know how this legisla-
tion got started, what the necessity for it was, and why it did
not go a little further.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The necessity for it is this: The gentle-
man well knows that all kinds of lotteries and gift enterprises
depending upon lot and chance are now in violation of the law—
that is, the use of the mails for that purpose. Now there are
persons engaged in the business of making the paraphernalia to
conduct lotteries. They advertise these paraphernalia, and
many innocent people read these advertisements, merchants,
and so on, and, thinking it is a good thing to enhance their
business, they become interested in these schemes. They are
sent through the mail, and it is mot now any violation of the
law to advertise those schemes through the mails or to send
them through the mails. But the minute those schemes get
into the hands of the merchant and are set up, he violates
not omly the pestal laws—that is, if he advertises it in the
papers or through the mails—but he violates other statutes.
In every State of the Union there are statutes now prohibiting
lotteries of this kind, and in order to protect these innocent
merchants—because the Post Office Department people claim
that fellows of that kind are among the violaters of the law
and are induced to get these things from the manufacturer
who advertises them, whose advertisements are carried through
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the mail—the present statufe ought to be amended. These in-
nocent people who get these things from the manufacturers
think that because they go through the mail and are carried
in the papers as advertisements they are not in violation of
the law.

Mr. WALSH. Does the law now prohibit the sending of in-
formation relative to lotteries through the mail?

Mr. RAMSEYER. XNot lottery schemes.

Mr. WALSH. Does this bill do it?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes; if it in any way advertises lottery
schemes,

Mr. WALSH. After the lottery has taken place?

Mr. RAMSEYER. After the lottery has started, the existing
law prohibits the sending of any kind of imformation through
the mail, even the result of the drawings from day to day.

Mr. WALSH. What is the difference, as far as the mail is
concerned, between sending advertisments concerning lotteries
or the sale of paraphernalia or equipment and the information
relative to the lottery, and its result, and sending through the
mail advanee information of tickets, certificates, or slips, or
whatever else they may use, for the purpose of placing bets or
wagers on horse racing and the result of the races? That is a
gambling scheme.

Mr. RAMSEYER, Those schemes if mailed are in violation
of law if they offer prizes dependent in whole or in part upon
lot or chance.

Mr. WALSH. Is the racing column in the Washington Post
every morning, telling you how to place your money on the
races, a violation of law?

Mr, RAMSEYER. I have not examined it.

Mr. BLANTON. Was not that stopped by the so-called
Tincher antigambling bill? [Laughter.]

Mr. STEENERSON. That does not take effeet until the 24th
of December.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman from Massachusetts is a
good lawyer and can construe existing law as well as the gentle-
man who now happens to have the floor. The existing law is:

No letter, package, postal eard, or circular concerning any lottery

i}
enterprise or similar scheme offering prizes dependent in whole or in

part upon lot or chance.

Many hypothetical eases might be brought up, and the gentle-
man can form his own hypothetical case and apply the law to
it. The thing that concerns us to-day is the effect of the amend-
ment asked for by the Post Office Department. Now, in addition
to making a violation of the law, the language I have just read—
lines 5, 6, 7, and 8 down to the word *chance "—the amend-
ment proposes to add to the existing law the words:

Or concerning any article, device, or thing designed or intended for
fhe conduct of snch lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme,

Mr. WALSH. The gentleman from Oklahoma is now present;
and I would like to ask if this includes beauty contests.
[Laughter.]

Mr. HERRICK. I will say to the gentleman from Massachu-
getts that those things will be taken up in their proper order.
[Laughter.] ”

Mr. WALSH. This does not include newspapers?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes; farther down you will see that it in-
cludes advertisements.

Mr. WALSH. Advertisements; but it does not include news-

papers.

Mr. RAMSEYER, I think it is covered on page 2, lines 11
to 14:

And no newspaper, cireular, pawmphlet, or publication of any kind
contpining any advertisement or any lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme
of any kind offering prizes dependent in whole or in part upon lot or
chance.

I think everything is covered.

Mr. WALSH. It would have to be an advertisement in a news-
paper in order to be excluded. Why should not a news item
not in the way of an advertisement be inhibited?

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman will see that, on page 2,
beginning on line 11, this language is used: *and no check,
draft, bill, money, postal note, or money order for the purchase
of any ticket or part thereof, or any share in any such lottery,
gift enterprise, or scheme.” I think it covers nearly everything
conceivable.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. I want to eall the attention of the gentle-
man to the fact when he said that the clause limiting the word
“ gcheme” in existing law, as found on line 13, page 2, “or
scheme of any kind,” merely refers to the exclusion of news-
paper advertisement; it did not apply to letters to which T am
directing the gentleman's attention, letters whieh will be in-
hibited by the change in the first part of section 213.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Let me mpke it plain to the gentleman
from Wisconsin that the things prohibited are lotteries, gift
enterprises, or schemes of any kind offering prizes dependent
in whole or in part upon lot or chance.

Mr. STAFFORD. In a game of cards where they offer prizes
the officials of the department, not being card players, say it is
dependent on chance, and they forbid sending such letters
through the mail.

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is existing law.

Mr, STAFFORD. It is not existing law.

Mr, RAMSEYER. But the gentleman says they are prohibit-
ing sending the letters through the mails for that purpose. If
they are, it is under existing law.

Mr. STAFFORD. They are attempting to, but they have no
authority for it. They are trying to get the authority here sur-
reptitiously.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I understood the gentleman to say that
the department was doing it.

Mr. STAFFORD. They are attempting to do it.

Mr. RAMSEYER, The gentleman agrees that the language
should be uniform in the bill, and I can not see much difference
between a similar scheme and a scheme of any kind dependent
upon lot or chance. The gentleman says that the games by the
z\fh(;men who play cards and offer prizes are not dependent upon

nce.

Mr. STAFFORD. But the narrow depariment officials do not
take that view of if.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr, RAKER. I see in the original law it refers to lottery,
gift enterprise, or scheme of any kind. Now, you amend the
first part of the section to read as the law was enforced relating
to newspapers. It says lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme of
any kind; what do you mean by “scheme”? Will the gentle-
man give-an illustration as to what would be unmailable matter
mnder that word?

Mr. RAMSEYER. If I were rewriting thése sections, I might
nse different phraseology from what is used here; but these
sections have been in force for some time and decisions made
by the department and the courts are based on the language
used here. There is no doubt in my mind but that the phrase
“scheme of any kind or similar scheme” is intended to be
broader than “ lotteries " or “ gift enterprise,” so as to compre-
hend things that are not comprehended in *lotteries™ or * gift
enterprise.” At present I ean not give the gentleman a con-
crete illustration, as none comes to my mind. I am not an ex-
pert on various gambling schemes.

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman comes from Towa.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Probably the gentleman from Milwaukee
will be able to enlighten the gentleman later.

Mr. STAFFORD. I am glad to qualify as an expert on cards.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I wish now to call attention to the amend-
ment to the next section. Section 215 of the Criminal Code is
known as the fraud seetion, and if gentlemen will read it they
will notice that it is aimed to exclude from the mails all kinds
of fraudulent schemes, swindles of various kinds, counterfeit,
spurious coins, counterfeited money of all kinds, The amend-
ment proposed to this section is found on page 3, the change in
existing law, beginning on line 23, with the word “ or "—
or to sell, dispose of, loan, distribute. supply, or furnish or procure
for unlawful use any unfair, dishonest, or cheating gambling article,
device, or thing.

What the Post Office Department wants to do is to exclude
by this addition to existing law, among other things, marked
cards and loaded dice.

If there is to be any gambling, they want honest gambling
with honest cards and dice. This does not prohibit the sending
of honest gambling devices, if there be such. This aims at dis-
honest and cheating gambling devices.

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I yield to the distinguished gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. BLANTOXN. In other words, a la TixcHER, they want to
do away with nighttime puts and calls but still permit daylight
gambling.

Myr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TIXcHER]
is not here to take care of the thrust that the gentleman from
Texas is hurling at him.

Mr, BLANTON, Oh, he is back here. He is always present.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Very well. If there are no questions in
respeet to section 215, I desire now to pass to section 3929
of existing law .and the changes there proposed. This section
empowers the Postmaster General to issue so-called fraund
orders against a person conducting a lottery enterprise. Under
section 8929 he can issue an order prohibiting the delivery of
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mail to such a person. The amendment proposed to the sec-
tion is to enlarge this power so as to prohibit the delivery of
mail to persons that are engaged in the business of advertising
and sending through the mail schemes for lotteries, gift enter-
prises, and so forth, and also to persons engaged in the busi-
ness of sending through the mails these cheating gambling de-
vices. Of course, if the amendments to sections 213 and 215
are adopted, it goes as a matter of course that section 3929
should be amended, as asked for by the Post Office Department.

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. HUDSPETH. I did not hear the gentleman's opening
statement, but would this bill prohibit the kind of contests
being now carried on by the Washington Times and the Wash-
ington Post in this city?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I have not followed those contests at all,
and all I know about them I got fronr the headlines. How they
are conducting them I do not know.

Mr. HUDSPETH. They are doing it by sending out numbers,
It is a lottery. If you get the lucky number, you get so much
money from the Washington Times,

Mr. RAMSEYER. These sections only seek to exclude from
the mmils. If the Washington Times or the Washington Post
are not using the mails

Mr. HUDSPETH. But they are sending out their papers
through the mail.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Assuming that they are conducting a lot-
tery enterprise dependent in whole or in part on lot or chance
and they are not using the mail, then they are not in violation
of the postal laws. If they are condutting such enterprises
through the mails, then it is in violation of existing law and
the amendments or additions suggested to these four sections
do not cover the case referred to.

Take the last section of the bill now. In cases where a
person conducts a lottery enterprise or a fraudulent scheme
such as are defined in sections 213 and 215 of the Criminal
Code the Postmaster General is empowered to stop the payment
of money orders to such a person. The changes in that section
as asked for by the Post Office Department will enrpower the
Postmaster General not only to stop payment of the money
orders which are in violation of sections 213 and 215 of existing
law but also the payment of money orders to persons that con-
duct enterprises in violation of the propesed amendments to
sections 213 and 215 of the Criminal Code,

Mr. Speaker, how much time have I used?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has used 40 minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mryr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEENERSON. If the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
PaTTERSON] is not here, I am glad to yield five minutes more to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. WALSH. Is the gentleman going to insert the letter
from the Postmaster General in his remarks?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. WALSH. If not I would like to know what he has to
say about these proposed changes and why he limits his re-
quest for legislation to these particular instances?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I think existing law covers every scheme
that the gentleman has suggested in his queries to me. If the
gentleman will look at the report——

Mr. WALSH. I have done that.

Mr. RAMSEYER. He will see that the italics show the ad-
ditions to existing law, and I think everything that the gentle-
man has suggested—that ig, if it goes through the mails—is in
violation of existing law,

Mr. WALSH. What is there in the bill here that prohibits
the sending through the mail of what is known as the racing
sheet, which gives the odds upon races to be run to-morrow?
I do not know how far these races are being run from the
Capital, but they are carried on not very far away apparently,
and the betting that is going on in Washington is bordering
upon a public scandal.

Mr. BLANTON. And is not so very far away.

Mr. WALSH. It has assumed proportions much worse than
what they were in the State of New York when the State of
New York by legislation prohibited it. But a lot of this is
being carried on through the mails, through newspapers, ad-
vance information. I do not know but what they send tickets or
slips or whatever they use to place their wagers, or what it
is that is being sent through the mails, if it is, while we are
tinkering with this law and attempting to strengthen it with
respect to lottery. Why not try to shut out some of these other
matters which in many of the States are illegal, these con-
tests upon which wagers are made, rather than have the Post

Office Department and the mails lend encourngement to these
schemes .and assist them by transporting information through
the mails and delivering it to people? Why not just amend
the law so as to make it impossible and unlawful, not confine it
to horse racing but include other matters?

Mr., RAMSEYER. Right there let me call the attention of
the gentleman to this, and I will begin reading in line 10 after
the semicolon on page 2, and I am wondering whether this lan-
guage does not cover what the gentleman has in mind. Of
course, this is existing law I am reading:

And no newspaper, circular, pamphlet, or Fuhlimtion of any kind
containing any advertisement of any lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme
nlf] any kind offering prizes dependent in whole or in part upon lot or
chance

Mr. WALSH. No.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Wait a minute—

Or containing any list of the prizes drawn or awarded by means of
any such lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme, or containing any adver-
tisement of any article, device, or thing designed or intended for the
conduct of such lottery, gift enterprise, or Ecgeme.

Mr. WALSH. No; it does not. In the first place, the first
part relates solely to advertising. The second part simply
refers to the list of prizes or awards that have been made.
Now, as I understand, the information that has been conveyed is
not an advertisement. It is carried as a part of the paper's
make-up—information, news; that they have a department ap-
parently of which a man has charge who gives advance infor-
mation or tips or dope, or whatever it is called in the vernacu-
lar, about a certain contest that is about to take place, and he
advises people how to place their money and how much of a
wager to make, and then the following day it contains as a news
item the result of that contest and what the odds were, and so
forth. Now, that is not comprehended in the language the gen-
tleman has read, according to my interpretation of it.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman may be right, but would
not that be a scheme of some kind offering prizes dependent
wholly or in part upon lot or chance?

Mr. WALSH. Yes; it would be a scheme,
be a prize that was awarded.

'Ti:]e SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr, STEENERSON.
left?

The SPEAKER. Fifteen minutes.

Mr. STEENERSON, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFFORD].

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to direct the atten-
tion of the House to the changes that have been made in exist-
ing Jaw in the amendments proposed by the committee, which
I directed casual attention to in the queries propounded to
the gentleman from Iowa. Under existing law, and I now read
section 213, there is excluded from the mails and made a crime
only those letters and packages which relate to lotteries, gift
enterprise, or some other similar schemes. The committee
offers an amendment striking out the word “similar,” which
would appear before the word “scheme” in line 6, and insert-
ing the clause, “of any kind.” I'wish to direct the at-
tention of the House to the fact that the original amendment
in the law was merely to forbid the sending of letters relating
to a lottery or gift enterprise as such. Now, it is proposed to
extend to the Post Office Department that absolute authority
to exclude from the mails any letter that relates to any kind of
scheme, whether it relates to a lottery or gift enterprise or not,
any kind of a scheme that offers a prize dependent in whole or
in part upon lot or chance. Under the proposed amendment
there iS no question but what it is broad enough to permit the
postal authorities—and that is the question before the House,
whether you wish to grant them such authority—to exclude
letters that may be sent out by a woman’s club informing abont
a meeting to be had at a certain person’s home for a game of
bridge. This language would permit the censor of the Post
Office Department to exclude that character of letters and make
it an offense. It goes further, I suppose in every district of
every Member here there are social clubs; certainly in my dis-
triect we have a number, where we have howling contests
around Thanksgiving and Christmas. We have those howl-
ing contests where they award prizes, such as turkeys or
geese. This would prohibit the sending through the mails
of any notice by the club that there was to be a meeting of
the club at which there would be prizes of turkeys or geese,

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAFFORD. Not at present; my time is limited. If I
have time later I shall be glad to do so—because that would be
a scheme of any kind where prizes would be offered dependent
in whole or in part upon lot or chance. There are other cases
where organizations of men play skat, a game of cards, a very

but it would not

Mr. Speaker, how much time have I
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i)lilter;!stmg game, which awards prizes as a result of the games
ayed.

And the pestal authorities have attempted to inferfere with
that practice of those organizations by the exclusion frem the
mail of letters notifying the members that there was going
to be a meeting at a certain time where certain prizes were
to be awarded to the one receiving the highest mumber of
points. I do not believe that the Members on either side of the
House believe in vesting this drastic and absolute authority in
the Post Office Department to determine the police regulations
of the State. When this law was originally framed it was for
the purpose of correcting a natienal evil. One er two States
permitted lotteries, and yet they were able to thrive by using
the Postal Service. If became a national evil, but it was never
the purpose of Congress—and I do not believe it is to-day—to
grant absolute and drastic power to a censor down here in the
Post Office Department to say that the mails shall not be used
where the practices are lawful under the laws of the States.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I fear the gentleman doees not differentiate
befween the schemes or games that depend upon skill and the
schemes or games that depend upon lot or chance. Now, ameng
the games that are dependent upon skill are baseball and foot-
ball, and certain rewards go to the players, but those games are
not prohibited by the legislation of the States.

Mr. STAFFORD. They are not prohibited to-day, but under
the language proposed by the amendment of the committee sueh
practices would be forbidden; for instance, in this language, “ or
scheme of any kind ” and “ prizes dependent in whole or in part
on lot or chance.”

Mr. RAMSEYER. How would you apply that to a baseball
game?

My, STAFFORD. In the case of a game of cards—bridge, for
instance—there is seme chance dependent on the cards that a
person receives. And the department, to my certain knowledge,
has attempted to restrict the use of the mails for the purpose of
sending letters to persons who are members of an association
where prizes were to be awarded based upon skill in a game of
eards, because, they contended, in those instances it is partly by
chance also.

Mr. WALSH. Suppose this womaw's club is playing poker.
Does the gentleman desire to have that come within the inhibi-
tion of the law?

Mr, STAFFORD. I take the ground that we sheuld mot at-
tempt here in the Congress to determine the legislative policy of
the States. If the States prohibit it, let the State aunthorities
reach those conditions; but it is not for us, as a natienal polity,
to attempt to determine what shall be the internal policy and
relations existing in the different localities in the States.

1?{1-. WALSH. The gentleman is acguainted with bridge
wWilst—

Mr. STAFFORD. I will be very glad te accept the gentle-
man's statement as to the American game of poker if he thinks
this reaches that game also.

Mr. RAMSEYER. If the gentleman’s argument is correct,
then he ought to strike out the entire section.

Mr. STAFFORD. By no means,

Mr. RAMSEYER. You argued here a while ago as to “let
or chance, whole or in part,” and not only that, but “schemes
of any kind ”; but it refers to a gift enterprise dependent in
whole ar in part on lot or chance,

Mr. STAFFORD. The prime purpose of a game of cards
when men get together is to spend a sociable evening. It is
not a gift enterprise, and the department has been restricted by
the present phraseology, “ or similar schemes.” But they have
attempted to extend the law to games of cards. True, we have
only one instance in existing law, which was called to the at-
tention of the gentleman from Iowa, by the use of the words
“of any kind.” That relates, however, to newspapers. In other
instances the word “ similar ™ is used.

Mr. RAMSEYER. In two places.

Alr. STAFFORD. Where you strike out the word * similar "
and substitute “of any kind,” there can not be any guestion
but that you are extending by far the eriginal statute, It is
clear to me that you are granting authority to cover practices
which were never intended. Are we in the Congress going to
say that men and women connected with social clubs are not
going to have the right to use the mails in order to get together
in an afternoon or evening in a social game where prizes are to
be offered? I think the department is going too far in at-
tempting to determine a policy of conduct for the people of the
States. Let the States determine the policy.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, as T stated in the opening,
the propositions contained in this bhill were originally in four

separate bills which originated in the Post Office Department. |

I introduced them separately and sent them to the department
for their views. With regard to this particular part of the bill
under consideration to which the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. StarFomp| refers, it is contained in H. R. 2327, and the
Postmaster General wrote the following in regard to it; that is,
in regard to the extension of the scope of the law by striking
out one word and inserting “schemes of any kind":
OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL,
Washington, D. C., April 29, 1921

Hon. HALVOR STEENERSON,
Chairman Cemmiitee on the Post Offices and Post Roads,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

My Dpar Mg, CHAIRMAN : With reference to your letter of April 14,
inclosing of bill H. R. 2327, to amend section 218 of the act of
March 4, 1909 (Criminal ), 1 wish to state that the bill broadens
the statute and in my ju ent is in the public imterest. For that
reason I wish to urge that favorable action be taken thereom.
With my kindest regards, 1 am,
WiLn H. Haxs,

Sincerely, yours, :
Postmaster General.

I mention this because the question was raised about his ap-
proval of the bill y
Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEENERSON. <Certainly.

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. STa¥-
rorp] has just made an argument against the amendment be-
cause he thinks it might prohibit women's clubs from sending
out notices that there will be a game in which a prize will be
offered. If there is a gentlemen’s club and it sent out a motice
that $50 is up and the one who receives the most points would
get the $50, that is against the law now, is it not?

Mr. STEENERSON. I do not know about that. I rgmember
hearing the story of a juror who sat on a case dealing with
gambling, where they were charged with gambling because of
playing poker, and the judge instructed the jury that they
should find the defendants guilty if it was a game of chance,
The jury eame in next morning and acguitted the defendants
on the ground that a man who played that game had no chance.
[Laughter,] So I ean not say whether these card games are
within the scope of this law or not.

Mr. RAKER. In other words, whether they are women or
men?

Mr. STEENERSON.
the sex is.

Mr. RAKER. Whether they are entitled to vote or not, men
or women, or both, who enter a lotiery game or a game of
chance are subjeet to this law alike. Is that right?

Mr. STEENERSON If it is a game of lot or chance.

Mr. RAKER. In other words, there is no difference because
of sex? :

Mr. STEENERSON. Obh, nof at all.

Mr. RAKER. And there should not be.

Mr. STEENERSON. No. I do mot think that was sug-
gested here.

Mr. RAKER. That is what I understeod was referred to by
the eman from Wisconsin [Mr STAFFORD].

Mr. STAFFORD. I was not referring to the women alone,
The gentleman would have known that if he had paid attention
to what I was saying.

Mr. RAKER. I was paying attention to what the gentleman
said, because he is always instructive.

Mr. STEENERSON. As to this provision in relafion to the
stoppage of meney orders for these purposes, of course, the main
section having been amended by including additional things,
the section stopping the delivery of money orders through the
mails in connection with these aefs should be amended so as
to be as broad as the remainder of the seetion. That was con-
tained in this hill, H. R. 8233, and the Postmaster General
wrote a letter on that subjeet, in which the conclusion is:

For that reason I wish to urge that favorable action be taken.

I simply read it to show that this matter has originated in
the department, and they have urged faverable action on the
part of the committee. The same thing may be said of these
others. There is a letter concerning each bill. These bills were
all before the subcommiftee when the bills were consolidated
into ene.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman has called the attention of
the House to the letter from the Postmaster General recom-
mending the enactment of the bill H. R. 2327, which is substan-
tHally the same as section 213 of the bill?

Mr, STEENERSON. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the Postmaster General give any
reason other than the general statement that in his judgment
it would be for the public interest?

It does not make any difference what
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Mr. STEENERSON, No; not in that letter; but he did send
down the solicitor of the department, the legal officer of the
department, and the hearing of the subcommittee was held in
the room of the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads,
and I listened to the proceedings, and he indorsed this specifi-
eally.

Mr. STAFFORD. Did he give any reason why it was recom-
mended by the Postmaster General?

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes. I am sorry the hearings are not
printed. He cited instance after instance.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Minnesota
has expired.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that I may proceed for five minutes more. '

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. STEENERSON. He cited instances, but the record was
not printed. I did not think it was necessary fo print the
whole record, and I have not got those instances in my mind.
But he made it very plain that this extension of the scope of the
law was in the public interest and that it would reach offenders
who now escape the penalty of the law and swindle the public.
I am satisfied that the fears of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr, STa¥Forp] as to the effect of this amendment are not well
grounded.

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes.

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Suppose a church advertises a fair or a
bazar at which money is collected by the sale of chances. I
am not advocating that sort of thing, but I know that that
occurs. A church sending out that kind of mail, of course,
would be subject to the penalties of this law, would it not?

Mr. STEENERSON. Well, each scheme is generally framed
by some person skilled in the law and they may be able to so
frame it as not to come within the penalty. But if it depended
upon lot or chance, it would come within the provisions of the
law, of course, as originally written, without reference to this
amendment.

Now I yield the floor.

Mr. PARRISH. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I
am in favor of the legislation that is presented by the commit-
tee. In fact, I was a member of the subcommittee that con-
sidered this legislation. If I were to express my own views
about it, I believe I would go further than the recommendation
of the department has and would cease the use of the mails to
publications giving accounts of the odds laid on horse racing,
prize fighting, and such gambling schemes as directly lead the
young men of our Nation into gambling.

I wish to say a few words touching the bill in order that I
might, if possible, throw some light on the legislation that we
are considering. Section 213 of the Criminal Code prohibits
the sending through the mails of all kinds of gambling devices or
plans and provides a penalty for sending such through the mails.
The committee has undertaken to amend this section by ex-
cluding from the mails and bringing within the inhibition laid
down in the Criminal Code all kinds of gambling paraphernalia,
such as slot machines, punch boards, and any other article,
device, or thing designed or intended for the conduct of a lot-
tery, gift enterprise, or scheme,

The reason for that is very obvious. For instance, in the
rural sections of the country the people who sell this gambling
paraphernalia go to the merchants and induce them to buy this
gambling paraphernalia. The merchant buys, and because it
comes through the mail he believes that he has a right to use
the plan in selling merchandise. So he puts the advertisement
of his plan in the country newspaper. Both the merchant and
the owner of the paper feel that they are doing what is right,
but the advertisement of the device in operation is prohibited
by law under the statute already existing, and the country
newspaper man finds that the Government denies him the right
to send his paper through the mail, thus causing considerable
loss and much inconvenience, The paraphernalia came to his
merchant through the mail, and naturally he thought he could
advertise it and send his papers through the same channels,

For example, here is one of the punch boards the sending
through the mails of which is sought to be prohibited. The
merchant sells the goods and sells a ticket with it, and at a
set date he punches this board and a certain number awards
the prize out of the large number of tickets the merchant has
sold with his goods. ; :

The amendment seeks to prohibit this device going through
the mail .

Here is another scheme of practically the same kind, There
are many others which the Post Office Department feels it is
proper to be excluded from the mail, and this is the purpose of
the amendment to section 213,

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PARRISH. I will, :

Mr. RAMSEYER. As soon as that schenie is set up and they
start to conduct the lottery or gift enterprise, it is in violation
of law. All that the amendment proposes to do is to prohibit
the using of the mails to get these schemes from the manu-
facturer to the fellow who is going to set them up and use them
as a lottery or gift enterprise.

Mr. PARRISH. Yes.

Mr. WALSH. . Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH. Yes.

Mr. WALSH. What difference is there between sending that
pasteboard contraption, or whatever it is manufactured of,
through the mails for use in gambling, and sending newspapers
or circulars through the mails devoted exelusively to stating
the odds at which bids or wagers may be laid and telling where
they can be made, naming the contest between horses upon
which bids can be placed, and the horses that won yesterday,
and how much the person won. If you are going to exclude
one, why not the other?

Mr. PARRISH. I agree most heartily with the gentleman
from Massachusetts, and would like to see both of them ex-
cluded from the mail. I am sorry the department did not go
far enough to recommend an amendment that would exclude
that kind of matter from the mail.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH, I will yield to my colleague.

Mr. BLANTON, While my colleague was protecting people
from the punching board gambling scheme which involves all
of the United States, I am sorry that my colleague did not go
into the question far enough to fully protect the Cape Cod
cranberry farmers in Massachusetts, who seem to have been
imposed upon so much lately by horse racing. [Laughter.]

Mr. PARRISH. I said in my opening statement that I
would go further than the bill goes; that 1 would exclude the
very matter which the gentleman from Massachusetts and my
colleague has mentioned.

Mr. BLANTON. From the numerous inguiries made by the
gentleman from DMassachusetts [Mr. Warsa] I took it for
granted that his Cape Cod cranberry farmers had been imposed
upon to a large extent by horse racing.

Mr. PARRISH. I do not know about that.

Mr. RAKER. Does the bill prohibit sending through the
mail newspaper advertisements of a lottery or chance whereby
if you guess the make of a particular automobile you get a
prize?

Mr. PARRISH. I do not know the extent to which existing
law would go in that direction, because I have not made a study
of that, but all in the world that this amendment does is to
prohibit sending through the mail gambling paraphernalia such
as that which is manufactured and has been sent out to the
people in the different sections of the country, and by reason
of the fact that they go through the mail induce the people to
believe that they can operate them and advertise them in the
newspapers, whereas the very moment they are put into opera-
tion and advertised in the papers the Government excludes the
papers from the mail.

Mr. WALSH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PARRISH. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH. I would like to state, in respouse to the sugges-
tion of the gentleman’s colleague, the Member from the jack-
rabbit district, that the Cape Cod cranberry farmers have not
been imposed upon by betting on horse racing, but they have
lost a lot of money in fake oil schemes, some of them located
not far from the gentleman's district. [Laughter.]

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I am astounded, and have
been surprised all the morning, that the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts, who knows so much about every other
subject in the world, should know so little about horse racing
display ignorance by which it is conducted, and that he should
display ignorance of the distance that one would have to go
to find where bets are made. That led me to make the remark
that brought forth his * Focht * jack-rabbit reference.

Mr. PARRISH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say further
that the purpose of the amendment to section 215 is simply to
stop sending through the mails loaded dice, marked cards, and
other unfair, dishonest, or cheating articles, devices, or things,
That is the only change that is made to section 215—section
8929 in the civil statute—and we simply amend that so as to
give the Postmaster General power to issue so-called fraud
orders against any company, wanufacturing concern, or indi-
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vidual who undertakes fo send not only the things inhibited in
original sections 213 and 215 but in the amended acts. In
other words, if a manufacturing concern vielates the original
acts or amendatory acts proposed by this bill, then the Post-
master General may issue fraud orders against such concerns
and close the mails against them,

Mr., VAILE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PARRISH, Yes.

Mr. VAILE. Under existing law, if that punch board is sent
in a package through the mail, why is it not a package con-
cerning a lottery or gift enterprise offering prizes dependent in
whole or in part upon lot or chance, in the words of the present
statute? :

AMr. PARRISH. The solicitor says that the courts have held
that the present statute is not broad enough to cover this
particular case, and it is because the courts have held that the
law to which the gentleman referred is not broad enough that
the department has asked that this amendment be added so as
to make it broad enough to remove beyond doubt this objection-
able practiee.

Mr. VAILE. In making the amendment broad enough to
cure the difficulty, have you not included a great many other
things, such as card games, with which these gentlemen here
seem fo be so familiar, and church lotteries, or other enter-
prises?

Mr. PARRISH. I do not believe that we have extended the
law with reference to cards one bit, but we have simply in-
cluded this amendment so as to prohibit the sending of gambling
paraphernalia without touching the other law at all.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH. Yes.

Mr. RAKER., As a matter of fact, if it is not the law to
exclude the notices in newspapers or written letters respecting
a lottery by a church or a game of cards by a woman’s club,
then those letters ought to be excluded.

Mr. PARRISH. I think the law is already broad eunough to
cover that, if it is an advertisement to the effect indicated.
As I started to say when I yielded to the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. VAILE], section 3929 is amended so as to give
the Postmaster General authority to place fraud orders against
any concern that ships not only the thing prohibited by the
original act but by the amended act.

Section 4041 of the civil statute is also amended so as to give
the Postmaster General authority to refuse to pay post office
money orders that have been purchased and sent through the
mail if he learns that the money orders are to pay for the
things that are prohibited by sections 213 and 215 of the
criminal code, and also if he learns they are to pay for the
gambling paraphernalia inhibited by the amendment to section
213, and also if they be to pay for loaded dice or marked cards
or other fraudulent schemes prohibited by the amendment to
section 215.

That, gentlemen, covers these amendments fully, In other
words, to sum up we have simply asked to amend section 213
by cutting out of the mail gambling paraphernalia, and have
amended section 215 by cutting out of the mail loaded dice and
marked cards. We also ask to amend section 3929 of the civil
statute by allowing the Postmaster General to issue fraud
orders against all those things inhibited by sections 213 and
215 and by the two amendments proposed, and to amend sec-
tion 4041 by allowing the Postmaster General authority to
refuse the payment of money orders coming through the mail
if they arve to pay for the things inhibited by the original act in
sections 213 and 215 and by amendatory act proposed here to-
day. We have not undertaken to change existing law, except in
the particulars suggested. I wish we had gone far enough to
make it cover cases such as have been discussed here, with
reference to horse racing and things of that kind.

Mr. HAMMER. Why can we not go far enough by amend-
ment here to-day? Is there any rule requiring us to confine
ourselves to the suggestions of the Postmaster General?

Mr, PARRISH. Certainly not. As far as I am concerned I
have not an amendment of the character suggested prepared,
and I would hesitate to offer on the floor any amendment of
that kind until we had had an opportunity to analyze the effect
of it and to obtain the opinion of the solicitor and the Attorney
General.

Mr. HAMMER. I am advised that such an amendment is
being prepared and will be offered.

Mr, VAILE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield again?

AMr. PARRISH. Yes. ‘

Mr. VAILE. The present law forbids the mailing of pack-
ages, nmong other things, concerning lotteries or similar schemes
oflering prizes dependent who!ly or in part upon chance. That
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is, if there be a package concerning those things. Does the
gentleman mean to say that the department has ruled that a
package containing a punch board is not a package concerning
those things?

Myr. PARRISH. I do not know what the department says
with reference to the particular question that the gentleman
asks.

Mr. VAILE. Or any other gambling device.

Mr. PARRISH. I can say that the department, through its
solicitor, came before our committee and said that the present
law under the decisions of the court would not prohibit the
sending through the mail of the gambling paraphernalia such
as I have exhibited here. A

Mr. VAILE. It seems to me a very surprising result.

Mr. PARRISH. So far as my own views are concerned, I
enterfained the view the gentleman has expressed when the
matter was brought up, but I was convinced by the repeated
statements of the solicitor that the law was not broad enough
to prohibit the sending through the mail of such devices.

Mr, HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH. Yes.

Mr, HUDSPETH. I asked the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
RaumsEYER] whether he thought this amendment would cover
such contests as the Washington Post and the Washington Times
are conducting at the present time. He stated that he did.
Does my colleague agree with his conclusion in that respect?
Does he think that this bill prohibits that sort of contest? Evi-
dently the present law does not, because they have inaugurated
them.

Mr. PARRISH. I will say to the gentleman that the amend-
ments which we have offered will not reach that.

Mr, HUDSPETH, The gentleman from Iowa stated that if
they were transmitted through the mail it did reach them. I
Jjust wanted to get the judgment of my colleague.

Mr. PARRISH. Evidently he meant it would be reached
under the old law, because the gentleman from Iowa knows as
well as I do that the present amendments do not touch any part
of the old law except that which I have specifically mentioned.

Mr, HUDSPETH. Evidently that law does not prohibit, as
they are sending them out now.

Mr. PARRISH, Either it does not prohibit it or it is not
enforced.

Mr,. HUDSPETH. Or they are not enforcing it against them.

Mr, JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH. I will

Mr. JONES of Texas. This provision on page 2, “no news-
paper, circular, pamphlet, or publication of any kind containing
any advertisement of any lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme of
any kind offering prizes dependent in whole or in part upon lot
or chance, or containing any list of the prizes drawn or awarded
by means of such lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme "—would not
that cover prizes given by a newspaper dependent upon lot or
chance?

Mr. PARRISH. It seems to me to be a very broad provision,
and it seems to me that it is broad enough to cover the case,
but I have not investigated in detail as to just what is going on,
and how these contests are being carried on, so I could not an-
swer the question.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Would not that language cover any
system of gifts which the paper might be advertising as being
given by being drawn or by numbers or any other scheme of
chance they might devise? A

Mr, PARRISH. I think there is no question it would cover
that kind of a case. .

Mr. HAMMER. Will the gentleman permit——

Mr, PARRISH, I will.

Mr. HAMMER, I take it, it is only the carrier that contains
the gift enterprise. I do not think it refers to newspapers that
do not go through the mails. I think if refers to those that go
through the mails.

A Memper. The edition that shows the prizes does go in the
mails.

Mr. HAMMER. I do not think the Post Office Department
permits the distributing of the newspaper through the mails
containing the character of the advertisement referred to, I
think it must be confined entirely to the city carrviers.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH. I will

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman fronr Ohio was asked a num-
ber of questions as to the amendment, which is in the second
part of section 213, striking out the word *similar” and then
adding after the word “scheme” the words “of any Kkind.”
Now, really that does not substantially change the meaning of
that section, does it?
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Mr. PARRISH. I do not think that changes the meaning in
the least, but it simply strikes out the word “similar " and puts
in the words *“of any kind" in order to make it-correspond to
another phase of the bill, which is exactly the same thing.

Mr. RAKHER. The word * gimilar™ is intended to refer back
to lottery or gift enterprise. Scheme of any kind refers back to
the faet that it must be of a character of lottery or gift enter-
prise?

Mr. PARRISH. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. 8o if it is a lottery or gift enterprise, what-
ever you might nanve it, it would 'be caught by ‘the provisions of
this statute?

Mr, PARRISH. Yes; and it is intended to coincide with the
sentence on page 2, line 13 of the bill, where it says “or scheme
of any kind,” in-order to:make it harmonize. I do not think it
changes the ‘context or meaning of the existing Iaw.

Mr, STAFFORD. ‘Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH. Twill

Mr, STAFFORD. "The genfleman believes, then, from the
statement ‘just ‘made, that the phrase “of any kind” has not a
broader significance than the word * similar™?

Mr, PARRISH. T do mot think so, I will say to the gentle-
man.

Mr. STAFFORD. 1 would like to ask this question of the
gentleman, who'is a-good lawyer : ' Would not the courts eonstrue
the word “slmilar” as 'being related to ‘the preeeding words,
“lottery or gift enterprises”?

Mr, PARRISH. ¥es.

Mr, STAFFORD. Whereas “ gcheme of any kind,” the clause
‘“of any kind,” would 'be :so general that it would not have
any relation whatsoever ‘to the related words * lottery or gift
enterprise”?

Mr. PARRISH. 'But following that -with the statement that
does follow it, * dependent in whole ‘or in part upon let or
chanee.”

Mr, STAFFORD. In the case instanced by me—and there
are ofhers instaneed, -one by ‘the genileman from Illinois [Mr.
Cainperoac]—of churches having bazaars and sending advertise-
ments ‘through ‘the mails of prizes or awards to be given, that
would be a scheme under the suggested phraseology where prizes
would be offered dependent upon a chanee; but under existing
law it could not be construed as a gift enterprise or lottery and
would not ‘be excludedl.

Mr. PARRISH. I think it would be dependent upon whether
it was in whole or in part dependent upon lot or chance as to its
being prohibited.

‘Mr. BLANTON, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARRISH I -will,

‘Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, practically all -of the old-
line life insurance companies have not claimed the war as an
excusge for in any way changing their ;prewar premiums, but
there are some fraternal organizations which have wused ‘the
war as an excuse for fraud on the policyholders. On that sub-
jeet, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent, if my colleagues
will permit, to extend my remarks in the REcorp on ‘the effect
of ‘the war on certain insuranee policyholders.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the manner
indicated. Ts there objection? [After a pause.] 'The Chair
hears none.

Mr. PARRISH. TUnless there are other guestions, I .do mot
care to use further time. I ask unanimous consent 'to revise
and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? [After .a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. PARRISH. T reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Spedker, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will weport the
amendment.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, a parlinmentary inquiry.
bill has mot been read for amendment.

Mr. STAFFORD. Thisds n House bill, and after the bill has
been read it is open for amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STAFrFoRp: Page 1, line 6, :after the word
“gcheme,” strike out the words “of any Kind " and insert in lien
thereof the word *similar” after the word “ or™,; and dlso, on e
2, line 4, after ‘the ‘word ‘‘scheme,” strike out * ot any “kind ” and 4n-
sert in lien thereof the word * similar  before the word “séheme.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, the proposed amendments
will restore the language of existing law, They will mot in any
wise affect the main purpose of the amendments proposed hy

The

the committee .and that are sought for by the Post Office De-
partment, The cases ‘instanced by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ParrisH] as to what was being sought after by the de-
partment here is covered by phraseology that is in mo wise
affected by these two amendments. The amendments proposed
restore the word “ similar™ before the word *“scheme,” and
strike out the words * of any kind.”

In general debate I pointed out how ‘the whole original
purpose of the law ‘would be changed by this proposed amend-
ment of -the committee. I do'not intend to ‘take up much time,
but briefly will review by reading and calling attention to the
changed phraseology. Under existing law the language is as
follows, and you will find it on page 2 of the report:

No letter, pa e, postal card, or circular concerning lottery, gift

y Or r scheme o!ferlng prizes dependent in whole or in
pm:t upon lot.or ¢hance—
shdll ‘be -sent through ‘the mmils. 'The proposed amendment
of the committee, which I am seeking to defeat, strikes out
the word “similar " and it substitutes ““of any kind " after the
word “ scheme,” so that the language would read:

No let r el ar concerning any lottery,
gl.t‘t‘:mgegﬁse &?cheggs?;rla?;uu:d e . ok
shall be sent in the mail. The original intendment was to
only forbid the use of the mails to that character of mail which
related to lottery or gift enferprise. It is propesed now tfo
restrict the mails to the use of mail matter which relates to any
kind of a scheme that is dependent in whole or in part upon
lot or chance.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman should not omit the words
“ offering prizes.”

Mr. STAFFORD. I did not intend to omit them. I am glad
the gentleman called that to the attention of the House, Ex-
@luding mailable matter of any scheme offering prizes dependent
in whole or in part upon lot or chance. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ParrisH], who has just addressed :the House, says
there is no difference in the construction that would be given
these two terms. And yet I'think the majority of the Members
of .the House will see the vast difference between the words
“ gimilar scheme,” relating to that which is mentioned before,
namely, lottery or gift enterprise, and the'broad language which
is now proposed by the amendment, *scheme of any kind offer-
ing prizes dependent in whole or in part upon lot or chaomee.”

Mr. JONES of Texas. Does the gentleman have in ‘mind
any kind of a scheme that would be excluded by his amendment
and be included by the others?

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, yes. In generdl debate T cited two
or three instances. Perhaps the gentleman was not on the
floor or was otherwise engaged. I will state them briefly. This
matter was cdlled to my attention long before ‘this bill was
brought up for consideration. TFor instance, a soecial organiza-
tion of card players has weekly meetings, at which prizes are
offered. They use the mails in notifying the members that on
such and such an afternoon or evening prizes will be offered to
those making the hest scores. That practice of sending letters
through ‘the mrails the Post Office Department has attempted to
stop. They claim that in offering prizes on a card game,
which ‘the members play with ‘more or less skill, that it is a
prize dependent in whole or in part upon lot or chance. And
perhaps you ‘might argue it is dependent in whole or in part
on lot or chance, because it depends somewhat on what eards
you receive. I also instanced the case where this broad phrase-
ology would exclude the sending through ‘the mails of notices
on the part of women'’s clubs of an afternoon of auction bridge
or bridge whist where some prizes ‘would be offered. There
is another instance of a scheme of offering prizes depending
wholly or in part on lot or chance. Another case is general
in ‘my ‘home -¢city, where the Wisconsin Club, for instance, of
which I am a member, sends out notiees that there will be a
tournament at which ‘some ‘turkeys will ‘be passed on to those
recéiving the highest ‘seores.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Would that be a gift enterprise?

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, no. It is not a gift enterprise. The
purpose is to have ‘the menibers of ‘the club eongregate there
and bowl, and whoever reeeives the highest score will receive
a ‘turkey ‘or a goose. It is mot a gift enterprise. T ‘think that
would be too broad a construction 'to say it was a gift enter-
prise. The purpose of the club is not to engage in an enter-
prise of ‘making gifts, The purpose is ‘to furnish some little
amusement and diversion for the members in'the harmless pas-
time ‘of bowling.

Mr, McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Do Iunderstand the gentle-
man to say ‘that the Post ‘Office Departurent has tried to reach
that Kind of a case?

Mr. STAFRPORD. The Post (Offiee Department, to my cer-
tain knowledge, in the case of a card game called skat, de-
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pendent on the most expert knowledge of playing cards, more
intricate in its character than even whist, where a voluntary
association get together weekly and play cards for a little
prize that will be offered—all voluntary; no money-making in
it at all—has tried to prevent sending notices through the
mails. Under the construction of existing law they would not
be able to prevent such notices being mailed, because it is not
a gift enterprise or similar scheme offering prizes dependent
in whole or in part on lot or chance. But now you are going
very far in the attempt to correct that character of practice,
which is a harmless one, as I contend.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. This is the situation, then:
The department has tried to reach schemes of various kinds,
and the department has found that the old law is not drastic
enough to reach them, and these amendments are offered for the
purpose of enabling the department to reach them?

Mr., STAFFORD. Yes; but I do not believe the gentleman
from Michigan is in favor of granting to any subordinate official
or the head of the department the right to exclude from the
mails letters sent out by women's clubs advising the members of
the women's clubs that there is going to be a meeting at a cer-
tain woman's home where prizes will be offered in a game of
bridge whist; and yet no one here has disputed that under
this broad phraseology, *“a scheme of any kind,” dependent in
whole or in part on lot or chance, that very practice would not
be included.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Ob, I dispute it, if the gentleman please.
The gentleman from Michigan asked the gentleman from Wis-
consin whether the amendment would include those cases that

the gentleman referred to, and the gentleman with authority

said yes. Now, I do not doubt at all that that is the opin-
fon of the gentleman from Wisconsin, but I do not think
the gentleman from Wisconsin reads the language carefully
when he says, for instance, that prizes are offered for the most
skillful pool player, and if you change the language from
“gimilar schemes” to “schemes of any kind” it would cover
cases like that in cases of a pool-playing contest. That is
purely a contest of skill, and not dependent upon lot or chance,
The gentleman should read the first part of the section.

Mr. STAFFORD. I have read it not only to-day, but before
it was brought up for consideration.

Mr. RAMSEYER. But it applies to all cases where prizes
are dependent upon a lot or chance. Now, if the gentleman will
yield further——

Mr, STAFFORD. I will always be courteous to yield to the
gentleman all the time he desires.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The department, or the Postmaster Gen-
eral, in furnishing the subeommittee with information relative
to his attitude on these various amendments, sent me the
opinion of the Solicitor of the Post Office Department under
Mr. Burleson on this very language that the gentleman is dis-
cussing, and I wish to read a paragraph from the letter of the
solicitor, which was adopted by the previous Postmaster (Gen-
eral. The sending of it to me indicates to me that it is the
present attitude of the Post Office Department. He says:

In order to make the langunage uniform throughout, the words
“gecheme of any kind” have been added in the earlier part of the
gection in place of the words ‘‘similar scheme,” which would also
gerve to remove doubt that the statutes in relation to letters and
tickets are as broad as that part which relates to newspaper adver-
tisements,

Now, I am not wedded to this particular language, I am
very frank to tell the gentleman, but as I told the gentleman
and the House when I had the floor, in answer to the inquiry
directed to me by the gentleman from Wisconsin, I do not think
that this amendment enlarges the scope of the law, But if you
change line 6 there back to “similar schemes” instead of
“schemes of any kind,” and also on page 2, line 4, then the
gentleman will agree, I presume, it ought to be changed to
“gimilar scliemes ™ in line 13, page 2.

Mr. STAFFORD. I do, but I do not wish to change existing
law in that particular.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The object that the Postmaster General
has in mind is simply to have the same language in the law as
to letters and tickets as it is to newspaper advertisements.

Mr. STAFFORD. Can we agree, then, that if my amend-
ment is broadened so as to strike out of existing law the
clanse “ of any kind,” after the word * scheme,” in line 13, page
2, and insert the word “similar ” before it, which latter clause
relates only to newspapers, it will have the support of the
committee ?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I can only speak for myself, and I am for
the language of the bill as it stands. I will say to the gentle-
man this, that if the gentleman’'s amendment carries—which
I hope it will not—then, of course, in order o be consistent, I
would want to have the language made uniform throughout
the statute.

Mr. STAFFORD. I am testing the sentiment of the House
on this one question, whether they wish to go to the extent
of trying to determine the internal policy of States, where
it is permissive, and the lawful authorities recognize it as per-
missive, to have little card games with prizes offered, and for
us to adopt a law which will forbid it and leave it to an inspec-
tor or the post-office authorities to exclude from the mails
letters of that character which in the States are regarded as
lawful and proper.

Mr. WATSON, Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield.

Mr. WATSON. Do the terms of this bill reach horse races
and agricultural fairs?

Mr. STAFFORD. The main purpose of the Post Office De-
partment, if the gentleman will take the report, will be found
to forbid the sending through the mails of articles and devices
and things designed and intended for the advancement of lot-
teries and gift enterprises.

Mr, WATSON. And letters also?

Mr. STAFFORD. The original law restricted the use of the
mails to letters that related to lotteries and gift enterprises
or similar schemes. They are attempting here to broaden the
scope of the original statute and include not only lotteries and
gift enterprises but schemes of any kind. I have pointed out,
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINpBLOM] has pointed
out, instances where this broad phraseology would exclude harm-
less pastimes and permit the post-office authorities to bar the
use of the mails for such letters.

Mr. WATSON. The gentleman is not willing to broaden the
language to admit the conditions which he suggests?

Mr. STAFFORD. I am positively unwilling to vest author-
ity in any department official to ban from the mail letters e-
ferring to practices which are regarded as lawful and proper
in my home city and my home State, and I think the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania is favorable to the same policy that we
should not lodge with the subordinate post-office officials the
right to exclude from the mails letters relating to harmless
pastimes and amusements. That is what is attempted to be
done by the amendment which I am seeking to strike ouf, and
my amendment is to restore the language to its present form.
I can not agree to the contention made by the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. Raxseyer] and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Pag-
risH] that the words “scheme of any kind” are of the same
limitation and import as the phraseology in the present law,

Mr. WATSON. The gentleman thinks it opens the door to
the exclusion of matters which should not be excluded?

Mr. STAFFORD. It opens the door and allows the opinion
of some post-office official who may have narrow and restricted
views to say that practices which in your community and my
community sre regarded as harmless shall not be earried on. It
is going altogether too far.

Mr. WATSON. I am of the same opinion as the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. STAFFORD. I am in sympathy with the main purpose
of this bill seeking to exclude from the mails letters, packages,
circulars, or information concerning any lottery, gift enter-
prise, or similar scheme dependent in whole or in part on lot or
chance. But when they seek to vest autocratic power in a sub-
ordinate official, I say it is time to call a halt. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, the fears of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFrForp], in my opinion, are un-
founded. - This provision relates simply to things that are de-
pendent on lot or chance, and the answer to his argument is
that the things to which he refers are things that depend upon
skill. The department has asked for this legislation, because
they have found that there are numerous schemes invented by
shrewd men—I suppose after consultation with able lawyers—
to do an illegitimate business of this kind of practice, to the
detriment of the public, without being liable under existing law.
They vary it sufliciently so that existing law does not cover it,
and still the moral effect of the act that they seek to do is just
as injurious as these actual lottery schemes. If this amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin is adopted, it
will dislocate and make inconsistent the subsequent sections.
For instance, in section 4041, in regard to fransmitting money
for the payment of these things, it says:

Sgc. 4041, The Postmaster General may, upon evidence satisfactory
to him that any person or company is engaged in conducting any lot-
tery, gift enterprise, or scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent in
whole or in part ugon lot or chance, or that any person or company is
conducting any scheme for obtaining money or property of any kind
through the mails by means of false or frandulent pretenses, repre-
sentations, or promises, or that any person or company is selling, offer-
ing for sale, or senﬁinf through the mails any article, device, or thing
designed or intended for the conduct of a lottery, %ift enterprise, or

scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent in whole or in part upon
lot or chance—
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So you see that we have changed that section so as to cover
the new matter which the first section would contain. If you

strike out the new matter in the first section and retain it in |

this section; it will be inconsistent.

Mr. STAFFORD. T am testing tlhe sense of the House on the
main proposition. If my amendment carries, I purpose to offer
amendments to the following sections.

Mr, STEENERSON. That shows, in my mind, that the gen-

tleman is not concerned so much over church fairs and whist |

clubs as he thinks he is, because they would not come within
the prohibition as to sending money in payment for these things.

This section deals with those who are the victims of the fraud, |
and the Postmaster General is authorized to de the same with |

reference to them that he i8 with those who send money for
lottery tickets, anthorizing him not to deliver the money to the
addressees. As much ag I rely on the wisdom and good judg-

ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin, I disagree with him |

, and believe that his amendment would' make the bill nugatory.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment offéred
by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The guestion was taken:; and on a division (demanded by Mr.

Starrorp) there were—ayes 11, noes 25

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 3, line 10, after the word * addressed,” insert:

** No newspaper, }Josl: card, letter, civcular, or other written or printed
matter ccmminmg formation or statemenfs by way of advice or sug-
gestions purporting to give the odds at which bets or wagers are bein
miade or waged upon the outcome or result of any horse race, prize figh
or other contest of speed, strength, or skill, or setting forth the bets or
wagers made or offered o be made, or the sums of mone:y won or lost
upen the outcome or result of said contests by reasen of such bets or
wagers, or which sets forth suggestions ay to the odds at whicl bets or
wagers should or be made or laid, shall be deposited in or carried
by the mails of the United States or be delivered by any postmaster or
letter carrier, and such matter is hereby declared to bemumihb}e,and
any person who deposits or canses to be deposited or shall send or cause
to- be sent any such thing to be conveyed or delivered by mail shall De
fined not more than $5,000 or imPrtsuned not more than five years, or
both such fine and imprisonment.’

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker. T make the point of order
against the amendment that it is not germane to the subjeet of
the bill, The subject of the bill is events determined by lot or
chance. This relates fo horse racing, which is not determined
by lot or chance, but by the endurance and speed of the horse,
It has nothing to do with the subject of this bill, and it is not
included in the same category.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Does the gentleman mean to say
that you do not have any chance when you bet on a horse race?

Mr, STEENERSON. No; I do not say that. I think that is
true of some card games that I have heard of.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, this bill i an amendment to the
criminal code, one section of which deals with nonmailable
matter and which prohibits the mailing or causing to be mailed
of matter set forth in the bill which the committee has offered.
I simply amend the provigions relating to nenmailable matter
by adding te them. There are a number of matfers in this sec-
tion declared to be nonmailable. The gentleman from Minnesota
contends that this bill is confined to matters of lot er chance.
The language of the bill is not so restricted; and, in fact, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ParmisH], a member of the com-
mittee, in his discussion of the measure, clearly shows that it
relates to gambling devices, because he exhibited two deviees
whieh were prohibited from being sent througlh the mail. If we
can stop the sending of gambling devices through the mail——

Myr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will permit,
I suggest that gambling devices are under the next section. This
refers to lottery paraphernalia.

Mr, WALSH, If we can prohibit the sending of gambling
devices and declare them to be nonmailable, eerfainly we can
declare any circular eontaining information upon whielr the
use of these gambling devices might be controlled or encour-
aged to be nonmailable, Certainly sending information of the
character contained in the amendment proposed by me is ger-
mane to a bill dealing strictly with nonmailable matter.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, the next section which is
relied on does not justify this amendment,

The SPEAKER. ‘What does the gentleman from Minnesota
say to the language—
scheme of any kind offering prizes dependent in whole or in part upon
lot or chance.

“t:hhy .1,3 not an amendment pertaining to horse raees germane
to that?

Mr. STEENERSON. Because a horse race is not dependent
upon lot or chance.

Mr, WALSH, Of course the loser has ne chance,

-

Mr, STEENERSON. The gentleman admits that having no
chance it is not dependent upon lot or chance.

Mr. WALSH. The winner is the man whe has the chance,
He depends upon chance. -

Mr. STEENERSON. But the event must be dependent upon

lot or chance,

‘wiag a matter of skill
' ever had.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman contend that the ele-
“ment of chance does not enter into a horse race?

Mr. STEENERSON. The context of that law--that is, the
whole section taken together—must be plain that it relates to
lotteries and schemes of that kind.

Mr. WALSH. Mr, Rpeaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, STHENERSON., It does not include Norse races nor
prize fights,

Mr., WALSH, Will the gentleman yield for an inquiry
‘which may illuminate the discussion?

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes.

Mr. WALSH. The distinguished gentleman went fishing
up in the waters of Massachusetts several months ago, and he

| took a chance of catching some fish. Was not that a game of
| chance?

Mr, STEENERSON, Neo; it was not a game of chance. It

It was as certain as any fishing T

Mr. WALSH. Because the fish were there.

Mr. STEENERSON. I pulled in tautogs that weighed 7
pounds with g light rod, and I could not have done that unles:
it. had been handled skillfully. I shall always remember that
with pleasure,

Mr. WALSH. The fish did not have much chance while the
gentleman was operating that rod.

Mr. STEENERSON. Not much; but they had some. The
first section of the bill certainly does not cover horse races
becanse that specifically requires it to be dependent upon lot
or chanee; and the second section of the bill relates to unfair
gambling devices, such as marked cards. If you liave these
cards, you can cheat your fellow man at will. The same ap-
plies to loaded dice. This refers simply to the advertisement
of swindling devices, and that has no analogy to a horse race.

Mr, WALSH. Horse races are fixed sometimes.

Mr, STEENERSON., I do not knew about that.

Mr. WALSH. Neither do L

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that, on the whole, this
bill is intended to refer to lotteries and things of that specific
kind, and that the amendment of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts is not germane.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I have a correcting amend-
ment. On page b, line 3, I think the first word “ that” should
be dropped, and I offer that as an amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa offers an amend-
ment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment oﬂ'ered by Mr. RiMmsevER: Page 5, line 3, strike out the
first word ‘* that.”

The SPEAKER.

me%nz.
e amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previeus ques-
tion on the bill.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I desire to sirike
out the last word, if the gentleman will withhold his motion
for a few moments.

Mr. STEENERSON. Very well.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. For the purpose of making a
snggestion or two about the phraseology. On page 5, section 3,
reference is made to section 3929 of the Revised Statutes. Sec-
tion 3929 of the Revised Statutes has been amended, but is
really section 2 of another act. It was amended in 1800. The
bill recognizes the amended statute, but it does not refer to it
in the proper way. I think that should be amended to read that
section 3929 of the Revised Statutes as amended is hereby fur-
ther amended to read as follows, and so forth.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I have no objection to that.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, T offer that as an
amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SAxpERS of Indiana : Page 5, line 1, after
the word * Statutes,” insert the words N " as amended,” and after the
word * lereby ™ insert the word * furthe:

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
nrent.

The amendment was agreed to,

The gquestion is on agreeing to the amend-
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My, SANDERS of Indigna. Now, Mr. Speaker, I wounld like.
to make this further inquiry of the distingnished chairman: of

the commitfee. On March 2, 1895, there was an act passed
which contained this language in section 2:

That the provisions of sections 8029 and 4041 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States, as amended, respectively, and all other provisions
of law for the suppression: of traffie-in or circulation of m such tick-
ets, chanees, shares, or interests in or other matter relating to.
or for the suppression of trafic in or cirenlation. of obscene books: or
articles of any kind, shall apply in support, aid, and furtherance of the
enforcement of this act.

Would any reference to that statute be necessary in this bill
in order to make the amended section applicable?

Mr. STEENERSON. I do not think so.

Mr. RAMSEYER. This is an amendment fo the Criminal
Code, The Criminal Code has been codified by act of Congress.

Mr., SANDERS of Indiana. Well, T understand that,

Mr. RAMSEYER. And the reference is to.the Criminal Code;
to a certain section.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. But the part I am referring to
does not refer to the Criminal Code. Part of the bill refers.to a
certain section of the Criminal Code and part refers to certain
sacti(gons of the Reviged Statutes, withont reference to the Crimi-
nal Code.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I understood the genileman -to refer to
section 2 of the bill—to section 215,

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I am talking about section 2 of
another bill.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The hill before the House?

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. No; the gentleman does not get
the point I was making.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Evidently not.

Mr. STEENERSON. I will ask the gentleman again to read
that reference.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. What I am referring to is. this,
that in section 2 of the bill passed March 2, 1895, these: two
sections which are hereby amended are referred to, and there
is a provision that those sections shall be applicable in connee-
tion with the statute passed in 1895. Now, my¥ inguiry is
whether it is necessary in this act to make the: amendatory: act
applicable in this case?

Mr. STEENERSON. No; I do not think so; because it is ex-
traneous matter. That relates to obscene mattm' andi the other
things mentioned there, and could not relate to this identical
matter. We do not need it to enforce this law.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield further? The
gentleman offered an amendment to section 3. Why is it not
necessary, if the gentleman’s. amendment really: was necessary,
to make a similar amendment to section 4 of the bill?

Mr; SANDERS of Indiana. Well, I do not know whether sec-
tion 4041 has been amended or not. Ifit is, there should be that
reference, and in the hasty examination I made of seetion 3929
I found it had been amended.

Mr. STEENERSON. It has been amended so as to include
the acts that are described in section 1.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, I do not know whether section
4041 of the Revised Statutes has been heretofore amended, If
this section has been heretofore amended, of course, reference
should be made to the section of the Revised Statutes as
amended, but I have not had time to examine it to see whether
it has been amended or not.

Mr. STEENERSON. I do not think it is necessary..

My, WALSH. Mr. Speaker; I desire to ask if the point. of
order which the Chair sustained to the amendment previously
offered by myself was based upon the ground that if. was. not
germane to the bill or- germane to the section?

The SPEAKER. To the section.

Mr. WALSH. T desire to reoffer the amendment to follow
the word “ both,” at the end of line 28.

Mr. STEENERSON. Well, I make the point of order it is
ot germane.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is not so familiar with the sec-
tion, but he will be glad to have the gentleman: from Massachu-
setts explain the difference between: this and the fivst sections.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, this section, as: the gentleman
from Minnesota stated during the diseussion of the peing. of
order previously made, relafes to a scheme or artifice to, de-
fraud, or for obtaining money ox property by means. of false or
fraudulent pretenses, representations
dispose of, loan, exchange, or to give away, and so forth, conn:
terfeit or spurious coin, or to procure for unlawful use any
unfair, dishonest, or cheatlng gambling article, deviee, or thing,
or any scheme or artifice to obfain money by or through. corre-

spondence by what is commonly called the * sawdust swindle™ |
' tliings: or artieles that are cheating gambling devices.
‘not- exclude gambling devices, but cheating gambling devices,

or “ counterfeit money fraud,” and variens other devices which
are named, Now, that includes “green cigars.” In this section

be: nonmailable,

‘stance;, the: **sawdnst swindle.™

or the green-cigar swindle.

, Or promises, or to sell, | artifices. Hvery
fraud. It is the frand seetion.

‘amendment is germane for that reason.
My,

'thm:e. is. prohibited, the sending through. the mails of certain

gambling devices, two of which were shown by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PAggisn], because they were used for the pro-
curing of money unlawfully. Now, the laying of hets or wagers
is unlawful in most jurisdictions. This section winds up by
saying'

matter the deposit of which in the mails is by this seetion made
nuniahahle is hereby declared nonmailable,

And it includes a number of different matters, and the wnemd=
ment suggested by me simply adds to that matter. It is of the
same general class. If states.that newspapers, civendars; letters,
post cards, and, so forth, which. contain information. upon the
subject of wagers or bets which are being laid, or which, may:be

1aid; or which are recommended to be: laid upon horse naces on

prize. fights, or other such: contests; and, which: publishes a lisk
of! the: odds and: a, list of the winnings, and recommends. a. pars
ticular: horse or- fighter- or: ether participant: to, he bef, upon. an
wagered: upon; is: declared to be nonmailable matiten And
therefore it simply enlarges the clags whicl was. comprehended
iny this, section. _
The SPEAKER. If it was germane to. this section, would: i
net: be necessary to show: that such a vace was. of: the: same class -

'as. these: propesitions in: the section; was. fraudulenfi and an

attempt to gain: money by unfair and dishonest means?
Mr: WALSE:, No, M Speaker; no- more tham it woulik be

‘negessary, in: vespect: to) the: lottery ov gift or prize; to,say that i

was: frandnlent;. Im the: subsequent; section: they may hestow

‘& prize uppn. the winnen at a card game; there being no fraud

abouf it: The stainte does not have in, that case to state thag
ifi is fraudulent; neither does it have to state in: this particuion
that it is: feaudunlent; It is a declaration of certain matter te
We simply add to that class, whether it is
fraudulent or not, the same as included in the-class: of- nonmails
able mabter, I think, seme years ago;, of newspaper publications
by way of news items: on advertisements: relating fo. hipure
foods: Now; there was: nothing fraudulent: set forth: in the seg-
tion containing: that——-

Mr: RAMSEYHER. Will the gentleman yield for o suggestion
there?

Mr. WALSH: Yes.

My, RAMSEYER: The first section oft the bill—that iz, seq-
tion: 213 of the Criminall Code—ig based on: lottery, gift enters
prises; and’ schemes of’ any kind offéring prizes dependent, in
whole: or in part; en lot or chance. Now,; that horse racing
amendment of the gentleman's dpes not come under that. The
question before the Speaker to determine is whether the amend-
ment now is: germane to this section 2 of the: bill or section 215
of the Criminal' Code.. That section: is Known as the frawd see-
tion, and the suggestion made:by: the: Speaker a moment ago is
warranted; because everything in. this section 215 is based on
fraud! If the: gentleman wilk read: that seetion clogely; he: will
notice that everything revolves about fraud or things. fraudus

lent. It says:
Whoev having devism] or: intending to devise any scheme op
artifice to. _on for obtaining: money. or-pnopenty by moans of {alse

op fraudulent- pretenses.

And then: further down it is simply move: specific. 1t numes
certain artifices or schemes that were well known to the peaple

15 or 201 years ago, but are not so. welll known te, the prresent

generation. That is ol: page 4 I specifically: names, for in-
What igcthat? It is a fraudi
It mentions; “ conmterfeit-money fraud!” Then: it goes on and
names. u.m_ Mﬁcl%.‘" “ Mmm:! i“ g‘mu- g&uods," i hill&"'
‘“papexr goods)” ‘“spurions Treasury notes,” “ United: States

 goods, “greem cigars,” and; then: says:

or-any other names or tenms iniended to. be understood as relating to
such connterfeit or spurious articles, shall, for the purpose of execnting
such schemes; ox 6, or: pting, to, de; 80, place, or cause to. he

pliced;, any lather postal eard; package, writing, cireular, pamphlet,
advertisement—

lar-ad

And then it goes on and prohibits: all that and provides. the
penalty.

Mr. WALSH. This is not prohihiting the green-goods swindle
It is prohibiting the mailing of
matter. It refers to that,

Mr: RAMSEYER. Exactly. But it is prohibited by exclud-
ing from the mails all these various fraudulent schenjes and
one specifically referred to iS bottomed on
I' do not think the gentleman’s

WALSH. It is not only, bottomed on fraud, but it is hot-
tomed on gambling as well, [t specifically refers to that.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gambling referred to here is on the

It does
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Mr, WALSH. Waell, the gentleman says * cheating gambling
devices.” What is there of cheating about the devices which
the gentleman's colleague on the committee held up here?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Marked cards?

Mr. WALSH. There was not any marking on that.
not shake any out.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The devices referred to by my colleague
come under section 213, Those are known as lottery parapher-
nalia. ,

Mr. WALSH. You said it came under this section.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman misunderstood.

Mr. WALSH. And it was gambling devices which you could
not ship through the mail. This section relates to sending these
other matters through the mail. Now, there is a class there
made up of a number of different subjects, so to speak—green
goods and all those other things—spurious coins and securities
held to be counterfeit when, as a matter of fact, they might not
be counterfeit, and you could not send any circulars relating to
those through the mail. Now, my amendment simply adds to
that class. If you can not amend a section dealing with a cer-
tain class by enlarging the class except by putting in a new
section or bringing in a separate bill, the Chair, of course, will
realize our opportunity for legislation is going to be pretty
severely restricted and circumscribed here, There is a large
class mentioned in this section, and I am seeking to add to that
class in the sending of newspaper circulars, letters, and postal
cards, or other printed matter, the same as this section does,
prohibiting their being sent through the mails, where they con-
tain information about gambling. Now, it is not a device neces-
sarily, but it is information about gambling upon a horse race
or upon a prize fight. And they do not use any device that I
know of which they send through the mail, unless they send
tickets or things of that sort.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I have not heard the gentleman’s amend-
ment yet, but I think I gather the purport of it. Would it go
to the extent, for instance, of barring the transmission through
the mail of any newspaper in which there was an article giving
the opinion of a writer of an article as to who would probably
win a fight or a horse race?

Mr, WALSH, It would notf, unless it contained information
or a suggestion or advice upon the laying of a bet or a wager,
such as we find in the columns of some of the newspapers.
think one of the Washington papers has a column devoted ex-
clusively to horse racing, calling upon people to bet their money
at certain odds upon certain animals.

Mr. LONGWORTH. But the gentleman is mistaken as to
betting, as to certain odds. I think I know the article the
gentleman refers to. It gives the opinion of the writer on a
certain horse. It does not add to the odds.

Mr. WALSH. If the gentleman will read the columns——

Mr. LONGWORTH. I have not read it carefully. I do not
follow it.

Mr. WALSH. And I do not follow it; but I have seen it in
the last day or two. I did not know that this bill would come
up, otherwise I would perhaps have had the amendment a little
better prepared. But I do think, Mr, Speaker, that the language
of the amendment brings it within the rule applied to this sec-
tion.

The SPEAKER. The Chair would make the same ruling.
The Chair thinks it prohibits the carrying through the mail of
matter relating to lotteries and kindred games and cheating
gambling. It would be hard fo hold that a horse race is neces-
sarily a cheating form of gambling. The Chair thinks if this
would be in order at all it would be in order as a separate sec-
tion. It might be in order as an amendment to a subsequent
section of the bill, and not be in order upon any language under
that section.

Mr, WALSH. Mr, Speaker, I offer it to section 5 of the bill,

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
on that also,

The SPEAKER.
the point of order?

Mr., STEENERSON, Here is a bill which rewrites certain
sections of the Penal Code. It first relates to lotteries and
events depending upon lot or chance, and their character is
indicated, The second is the familiar fraud statute, which is
inhibitory of any person devising or conceiving a scheme to
cheat and defraud. That is all there is to that section, except
that it enumerates the ways in which this fraud might be
perpetrated ; that is, by advertising counterfeit money or coun-
terfeit municipal bonds and seeking to obtain money by selling
counterfeit bonds. That is complete in itself. Then follow
cases where there is no property sold, but simply a swindle,
where they would make you believe they are going to sell you
counterfeit money. This amendment was framed to cover the

He did

Will the gentleman from Minnesota state

sawdust swindle. Now, the sawdust swindle, in the opinion
of the various courts, is a swindle where a man does not get
any counterfeit money, as under the first section, but the sender
simply makes the man believe that he is going to get it. A
man sends his money to the man who says he is going to send
this sawdust or green goods, and so on. The section describes
different frauds.

Now, the proposition offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. WALsH] relates to an entirely different matter.
It might be germane to the Penal Code, but it is not germane
to this bill, because this bill is confined to certain sections of
the Criminal Code, and it could not be included in any of those
sections, because it is of a different nature, as the Speaker has
already remarked. No one would suggest that a horse race
was a scheme to defraud; that is, it might be in fact so, but
as an ordinary thing it is a scheme of another kind. p

Mr., WALSH. What other kind?

Mr, STEENERSON. Oh, there are honest horse races, just
as well as there are honest lawyers sometimes, and it can not
be said that all this class of events are schemes to defraud.
Therefore the amendment is not germane to this bill, because
this bill covers only those things that are controlled by the
element of chance, whether the advertising——

Mr. JONES of Texas. This copy of the bill that I have does
not say it shall be controlled by lot or chance, but even if in part
by lot or chance. In two or three places it says “ dependent in
whole or in part upon lot or chance.” Does the gentleman con-
tend that horse racing is not controlled in part by lot or chance,
or affected in part by lot or chance?

Mr. STEENERSON. The principal element in the case is the
skill and speed of the horse.

Mr. JONES of Texas. But, in addition to that, does not the
element of chance contribute in part to it?

Mr. LONGWORTH. Would the gentleman contend that in
the recent boxing mateh there was any element of chance?
thh{r. JONES of Texas. There was precious little chance in

at.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that this bill—

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, will the Chair indulge me for
a moment?

The SPEAKER. Certainly. ;

Mr. RAMSEYER. I am unable to find the precedent that T
relied upon in order to present some new sections to the war
risk insurance act when that bill was up. But there is g prece-
dent where a bill is up for consideration, as in the case of the
bankruptey act, for example, to amend a number of sections.
and in that case I think there were something like 20 or 25
sections brought on the floer of the House for amendment.
The Chair there held that because of the number of amend-
ments that were within the scope of the bill amendments to
other sections of the bankruptey act were in order. Of course
the title of the bill there was “An act to amend the bankruptey
act "—that is, roughly speaking. Now the title of this bill here
is very specific, and there are two sections of the Criminal Code
and two sections of the Revised Statutes before the House for
consideration. The title specifically limits the scope of the bill,
and if the title has any meaning at all, it ought to have weight
with the Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The title does not have any weight with
the Chair.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Well, this is an honest title. |Laughter,]

M]r. LONGWORTH. It is not a fraudulent device. [Laugh-
ter.

Mr. RAMSEYER. And it indicates the scope of the bill,

The SPEAKER. The bill says, *“lottery paraphernalia.”
The first section is not confined to lottery paraphernalia at all
It is very much broader than that. {

Mr. RAMSEYER. The Chair read the last part of the title
whiézh refers to the latter two sections, but the whole title
reads:

To amend sections 213 and 215, act of March 4, 1909 (Criminal
Code), relating to offenses against the Postal Service, and sections

3929 and 4041, Revised Statutes, relating to the exclusion of fraudulent
devices and lottery paraphernalia from the mails.

That is the actual fact. Of course it does not define the
scope of sections 213 and 215. Unless the Chair can find that
this amendment comes in under the scope of that precedent
which I cited a moment ago where 20 or 30 sections of the
bankruptey act were in a bill to be amended, therefore that
brought in the whole bankrupt law, and the House could amend
any section in the bill or repeal any section in the bankruptey
act. Unless the Chair should find that this amendment comes
under that precedent I do not think the Chair can hold that
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts
is germane to the bill,




1921. CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE.. 6295

The Chair has already held that it is not germane to section
213 or to section 215. Now, if it is germane to neither of those
two sections, how can the Chair hold that it is germane to the
subject matter of both unless the Chair finds that because we
brought in two sections of the Criminal Code for consideration
that makes in order an amendment to any section of the Crim-
inal Code? Surely where there are only two sections dealing
with two specific subjects of the Criminal Code before the
House it ought not to be legitimate to bring in any amendment
to any section of the Criminal Code, I can not see how the
Chair ean hold this amendment is in order when the Chair has
already held that it was not in order either to section 213 or
to section 215.

The SPEAKER. It seems to the Chair that this bill covers
gambling—in the first section gambling by lottery and in the
second section gambling by unfair and cheating devices. While
it seems to the Chair, and it was so ruled, that this amendment
did not specifically belong either to sections 213 or 215, it seems
to the Chair that it is germane to the general subject treated
by the bill, gambling, and is therefore in erder on the bill,
which is to prevent the use of the mails for gambling.

Mr. STEENERSON. I would like to call the attention of the
Chair to the fact that the subject of the bill is lotteries and
frand. Those are the main subjects of these two sections—
obtaining property by false pretenses.

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, may we have the amendment
reported again?

The Clerk again read the amendment oﬂ.ered by Mr. WALSH,
as follows:

Page T, atter line 22 tnsert a new section, as follows:

* SEC. No newspa ost eard, letter, circular, or other written
or prmml matter cnntn. g information or smtem b{‘ way of
advice or sug%mztkms purporting to give the odds at which bets or
wagers are be made or w upon the outcome or result of
horse race, prlze fight, or other conbeat of speed, s or s
or setting forth the bets or wagers made, or offered to made, or
the sums of money won or lost upon the outcome or result of said
contests by reason of such bets or wagers, or which sets forth mm:ges-
tions as to the odds at which bets or wa should or may be made
or laid, shall be deposited in or carried by the mails of the United
States or be delivered by any postmaster or letter carrier, and such
matter is hereby declared to be nonmailable, and any pe:rsm who
deposits or causes to be deposited, or shall send or eause to be sent,
any such thing to be conveyed or delivered by mail shall be fined not
more than $§5,000 or imprisoned not more than five years, or both such
fine and imprisanm

Mr., WALSH., Mr. Speaker, I am not familiar with the
method of placing wagers or bets on horse racing or prize fights

or any other contests or events upen which wagers are ordi-

narily made. But I have noticed of late when I have been
passing the bulletin board of a certain newspaper published
lere, as well as the bulletin boards of papers published else-
where, that during the latter part of the afternoon a vast crowd
is usually waiting for the results of the herse races to be posted.
It is only a few years ago that the State of New York passed
legislation in an attempt to wipe out this evil, because they had
in an amazingly short length of time a great number of embez-
zlements—cases where clerks and young men, and even yeung
women, working in places of responsibility, had embezzled the
money of their employers, and on investigation it was found

that they had been betting on horse races held at Saratoga and

other places.

The horse-racing season seems to be here, and you do mnot
have to have very keen eyes to notice evidence of bets being
placed on horse races which are held not far from ‘the Capital
City, and it may be betting occurs within the jurisdietion of
the Capitol police. You will find that there is more and more
space being given in the daily press to horse racing and -ether
events upon which betting and wagers are being placed. They
are encouraging the spirit of gambling ; and while we have gone
helter-skelter headlong as the result of the war, and have been
somewhat lowering our moral standards, possibly inspired arti-

ficially by the means taken to increase our patriotism during:

the war, I believe that we might well say that these publications
shall be excluded from the mail. I saw one of these publica-
tions a short time ago in the hands of a gentleman, and it ap-
penred to be devoted exclusively to horse races, and it appar-
ently contained information solely for the purpose of inducing
the people to bet their money on these contests, as no eother
information of any particular nature was set forth.

It is a very easy thing to hold ont an inducement to people
who are not ordinarily thrifty, who are not eareful of their
mouney, that if they will wager their money upon a horse or a
ecertain event they will win so much money, But upon doing

it they lose, but are encouraged to try again and again until |-

desperate means sometimes result. Sometimes it is a wery
easy thing to attempt to make up those losses by committing a
seripus crime. I recall that when this statute was passed in

New York State it became somewhat of a political issue. The
present honored Secretary of State, who was then a candidate
for governor in the election following the enactment of that
statute, I believe had to meet the assaults of the gamblers and
followers of these race tracks; and I remember attending a
meeting in the great city of New York when his picture was
thrown upon the screen, and it almost precipitated a riot be-
cause certain of the gambling element hissed and booted the
reproduction of his picture and his champiens resenfed it. It
seems to me, where we are careful to exclude from the mails
matter relating to lotteries and cheating devices and unlawful
prize schemes, such as are included in the bill, it might be well
if we said to these publications who are holding out encourage-
ment to bet upon horge racing and these various other contests
upon which betting is very gemeral, that the United States mail
is not open to them. This would not exclude the information
going over the wire, but it would prevent its being published or
printed in any newspaper to be sent through the mail, and while
this language possibly does net include every contingency that
ought te be specified, I believe it is sufficiently broad to aceom-
plish the purpose.

I think the time has come, in view of the situation which can
be seen here, and which anyone can see by simply taking a
walk down Pennsylvania Avenue this afternoon around 4.30
when the departments are out and observing the people cheeck-
ing up the winners placed on the blackbeards, and by listening
to some of the conversation and casting one's eye over the class
to be seen there, when swe should =ee to it that this rampant
spirit of gaming and wagering, especially on horse racing as ex-
hibited by these erowds, ought to be curbed. It seems fo have
taken possession of some young men and young women who can
ill afford to lose, and Whe can scarcely afford to win, for that
would but eneourage the gaming instinet which we all possess
but which becomes mighty dangerous if carried to excess.

As T stated before, T did not know ‘that there would be an
opportunity to-(lay to consider ‘this matter, assuming that the
Committee on Naval Affairs would have the call, and, therefore,
I have net been prepared to submit a more carefully drawn
amendment or to get forth my reasons more clearly, but I be-
Tieve the amendment will be easy of interpretation. T have just
been handed a publieation containing a racing chart with the
names of the horses and the odds that are suggested to be paid
upon the herses. That can be found, I think, in the columns of
many newspapers and in certsin of the loeal newspapers.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. Yes.

Mr. STEVENSON. My, Speaker, would the gentleman object
‘to also including in his proposed amendment a provision mak-
ing it a criminal offense for people to go about through. the
departments in this city soliciting bets, as they do every day
in the week? .

Mr, WALSH. That ought to be prohibited by the depart-
ments, but T doubt if such an amendment as that can he
included in this measure, becanse this bill deals with nonmail-
able matter. The matter the gentleman refers to ought to be
prohibited by the chiefs of the various departments. 1 know
‘that we Members here who {do not indulge in such games of
chanee may not think that this is very important, but I recail
how important it became in the great State of New York, and
I know how strict and rigid some of the statutes of other States
are with reference to placing bets and wagers. For that reason,
while we may not be able to pass a statute saying that it shall
be a criminal eoffense under the Federal Penal Code to make
a bet or wager, we can restrict the operations of these pre-
fessionals whe are behind the scenes in this vieious work, who
seldom, if ever, do an honest day’s work from the time they
first begin to follow the fortunes of the race track until they
are laid beneath the sod. We can restrict their preying upon
other people by means of the United States mails. I trust the
amendment will be included in this measure, [Applange.]

Mr. STEENERSON, Mr, Speaker, this amendment offered
as a separate seetion is not as objectionable as when offered io
the other parts of the bill, for then it would have practically
destroyed and confused the bill. ‘While I have been very much
edified by the very able and eloquent remarks of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Waznsn] upon the subject of gambling,
yet I hope gentlemen will not be entirely led away from ithe
principal subject. The subject of gambling is one thing and
the circulation of matter in the mail is another.

Mr, BLACK. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes,

Mr. BLACK. If I understand the purpose of the bill, it is to
deal wifh the cireulation of mail matter which encourages and
induces gambling. That is what we are ftrying to do. Tt
occurs to me that the gentleman from Massachusetts has offered
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a very excellent amendment to what is also a very good billy and
I should think the gentleman from Minnesota would be glad to
aceept it.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to explain the
reasons why I can not accept the amendment. It is not because
I am not as much opposed to gambling as is the gentleman from
Massachusetts. I think his contribution to the discussion of
the subject of gambling is a very great one. Gambling is a
very grave evil. My objection to tacking this provision on the
bill now is this: As the gentleman himself has twice stated in
this debate, he did not have time to prepare this amendment.
He stated that he expected that another committee would take
up the time of the House to-day, and he prepared the amend-
ment in a hurry. Therefore, he regrets that he did not have a
chance to take the time to compare it with existing law. This
is an amendment to the penal code, Orderly legislation would
require that a proposition of this kind should go to a committee
and be considered, and the department whose duty it is to en-
force the law should be heard and their view should be con-
gidered. Those who might be affected by the legislation and
made criminals by it ought to be given a chance to be heard.
While gambling and betting on horse racing is very objection-
able, yet I am not so sure that this might not bring very good
men, who do not intend to do anything wrong, before the bar
as criminals. It is not very carefully drawn. It is admitted
to be hastily drawn, and we might bring publishers and those
who have to do with correspondence concerning these matters
up as criminals when they have no intention of violating any
law or of promoting gambling or betting on horse racing.
There has been no consideration of this amendment. It is
offered upon the spur of the moment, while this bill comes up
on the floor of the House. It seems to me that the conservative
sentiment of the House would require that a measure of this
kind, which can be brought up at any time, which can be re-
ferred in a separate bill to the Judiciary or the Post Office
Committee, should be given careful consideration. That is my
objection to it. . ”

On prineciple I should be very glad to have legislation which
would stop the advertisement of this betting on horse racing,
It is a remarkable thing, however, that this newspaper which
has been offered here is a New York newspaper, the New York
Herald of October 12. The races referred to seem to occur in
the State of New York, where the gentleman says they have
been prohibited. This newspaper refers to what is called the
New York Herald Racing Chart, and the races seem to be
held at Jamaica. It says that the weather is clear and the
track fine, so the racing must be in the State of New York, and
still the gentleman says that they fought a political campaign
upon the question of prohibiting horse racing and betting on
horse racing in that State and won.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does not that refer to races that have
already taken place?

Mr, STEENERSON. No; this is a chart of races that are to
occur, That must mean that they are going to run these races.

Mr. LONGWORTH. How do they know a day in advance
that the weather is clear and the track fine?

Mr. STEENERSON. Well, that is the condition this morn-
ing. The races are going to be run the latter part of the day.

Mr, LONGWORTH. That was published last night, was it
not? 25 w1)

Mr. STEENERSON. I do not see that it makes——

Mr. LONGWORTH. I should think a great prophet can not
tell a day in advance, although I do not know anything about it,
whether the weather will be clear or not.

Mr. STEENERSON. They say the track is fast in Jamaica,
N. Y., and that means that these races occurred in New York.
That is a fair conclusion, and I therefore——

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on
the amendment.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr, Speaker, I move to strike out the last
word.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the Chair ought to recog-
nize the gentleman from Massachusetts first,

Mr, WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on
the amendment,

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts yield for a short statement? The gentleman mentioned
the question of racing in the State of New York, which, I think,
I know something about.

Mr. WALSH. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SNYDER. All that the gentleman says about the dis-
tinguished Secretary of State having passed the Hughes anti-
race track law some years ago is a fact. He had to face that
when he came up for reelection, and, notwithstanding that fact,
he was reelected, and notwithstanding this, there is no diminu-

tion in the amount of racing in the State of New York, neither
has there been diminution in betting on the races in that State,
and all that the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON]
has just read is a fact. In the State of New York the races are
advertised every day in the newspapers, and there is just as
much betting, and the only thing that the Hughes antirace track
bill did was to do away with the posting of the odds on a
blackboard. : :

Mr. WALSH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNYDER. I will

Mr. WALSH. I assume there is a law against burglary and
also one against murder in the State of New York?

Mr. SNYDER. I am not speaking against the gentleman's
amendment by any means. I am stating facts. The fact is, I
take very great pleasure, myself, in going to Saratoga several
times every year, and have for the last 35 years, and the only
difficulty I have to-day in betting over that which I used to have
before the Hughes law was put into effect is that I now go to a
bookmaker and tell him what I want to bet on, and I can not
see it on a blackboard or elsewhere at the track. That is the
only difference. Now, let us be perfectly frank. This is an
era of gambling, We are talking about restricting people who
desire to bet on horse racing and we are doing altogether too
much of that sort of thing. There may be men in this House
now with a couple of “bones” in their pockets with spots on
them, This is an era of gambling the country over, and if you
want to be fair and square, there is scarcely a man in this
House who does not sometimes bet on a horse race and scarcely
a4 man who does not like to pick up a newspaper and see what
the odds are. So let us go a little bit slowly about this.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. The gentleman must reaiize
that there are some of us here who do not indulge,

Mr. SNYDER. Do not think that by passing this law you
will keep the newspapers from advertising these things or that
we are going to diminish the desire, at least, to bet on horse
races,

Mr. WALSH, Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the distinguished
gentleman from New York, and I am sure if I were perhaps so
situated that I could visit Saratoga I might not -have offered
this amendment and might have more sympathy with this class
of gambling; but if this country keeps on with the gambling
instinet we will wake up some fine morning and find that we
have wiped out the moral law and lost regard for the Ten Com-
mandments and will be next door to the situation that is facing
unhappy Russia.

Mr. SNYDER. There is one thing more I would like to men-
tion, if the gentleman will kindly permit me for a second. The
two things that have been most unsatisfactory and distasteful
to the people of the State of New York which have taken place
in the last 10 years were the passage of the Hugles Antirace-
track Act and the Mullin-Gage Act, which passed the legislature
last year, to assist in the enforcement of the Volstead Act.
Those were the two most unsatisfactory and distasteful acts
which I recall.

Mr. WALSH. It is pretty hard work to satisfy the people of
the city of New York when you attempt national legislation.
The people who live up State are a little more reasonable and
sometimes more law-abiding. I move the previous question on
the amendment,

Mr, WINGO. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. WALSH., I will yield to the gentleman from Arkansas
to ask a question.

Mr, WINGO, The gentleman said something about the papers
publishing the results of races recently. This debate has
aroused my curiosity. Will the gentleman tell me where in the
results of the races of the last few days I could find where some
favorite has fallen down?

Mr. WALSH. Of coursge, I could not tell the gentleman until
I knew what the gentleman’s favorite was,

Mr. WINGO. I have no favorite, but from this debate it
appears that some gentleman had a favorite that did not win.

Mr. WALSH. Mr, Speaker, I move the previous question on
the amendment.

The question was taken, and the previous question was
ordered.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STEENERSON. I move the previous question on the bill
and amendments to final passage.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman withhold
that for a moment for the purpose of offering an amendment
which I suggested a moment ago in reference to the Revised
Statutes, 40417

Mr. STEENERSON. I will withhold it.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on further exami-
nation I find that section 4041 was amended after it was passed,
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and 1 ask unanimous consent that, on page 6, line 15, after the
word “ Statutes,” there may be added “as amended,” and after
the word “ hereby ” the word *“ further.”

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SaNpEns of Indiana: Pa
the word * Statutes,” insert the words * as amend
word * hereby " insert the word “ further.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the bill to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

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

The title was amended by inserting the words * and for other
purposes.”

On motion of Mr. STEENERSON, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

INTERNATIONAL AERO CONGRESS CANCELLATION BTAMP,

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill S. 2359,
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota calls up
a bill, which the Clerk will report.
The Clerk read as follows:
An act (8. 2359) providing for an International Aero Congress cancella-
tion stamp to be used by the Omaha post office

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General be, and he is hereby,
authorized and directed to permit the use in the Omaha goet office of
;mres “In-

specinl canceling stamps bearing the following words and
ternational Aero Congress, Omaha, November 3 to 5, 1921

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, this bill is in the usual
form. It has passed the Senate. This event is going to happen
next month, and so there is some urgency for its passage. It is
in the usual form and does not impose any obligation whatever
on the United States. The stamp is provided by those interested
in the International Aero Congress at Omaha, November 3 to 5,
1921. This is an international affair, and there are several
countries to be represented. It is not a matter for any private
profit or anything of that kind. It is a public matter. The
committee unanimously reported the bill, and I hope it will pass,

INHERITANCE TAXATION.

Mr. RAMSEYER, Mr, Speaker—

Mr. STEENERSON, If the gentleman wishes some time, I
will give it to him,

Mr. RAMSEYER. I would like to have 10 minutes to explain
an extension of remarks I am trying to get.

Mr. STEENERSON. I yield 10 minutes.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
I may proceed out of order.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman asks unanimous consent to
proceed out of order. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, T have asked for the time so
generously allotted to me by the distinguished gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON] in order to get certain extensions
into the Recorp, and I do not think it would be fair to the Mem-
bers to insert them without some explanation.

On the 25th of July last I introduced a bill to increase the
tax rates in our estate tax law, or what is commonly known as
tlie * inheritance tax law.” I appeared before the Ways and
Means Committee and made an argument.in support of my bill,
and I also explained the provisions of that bill to the member-
ship of this House when the tax bill was up for consideration
under general debate in the Committee of the Whole. Owing
to the “ gag rule” under which that bill was considered I was
not privileged to offer any amendments to the tax bill in order
to increase the inheritance-tax rates. At the time the tax bill
was under consideration I called the attention of Members of
this House to the fact that our national inheritance-tax rates
were very much less than they were in either France or Great
Britain. I also called attention to the fact that our National
Government collected taxes on estates during the last fiscal
year in the sum of $154,043,260.39, while France collected $179,-
160,743 and England collected $231 962,940,

In this connection I further called attention to the fact that
the national wealth of the United States was more than three
and one-half times greater than that of France and from three
to five times greater than that of Great Britain, and that if
we had imposed in this country the same tax rates on estates
as were imposed in France or in Great Britain we would have
collected from $600,000.000 to $1,000,000,000.

6, line 15, after
*: and after the

At the time the tax bill was under discussion a number of
Members of this House asked me for the inheritance tax rates
imposed by Great Britain and France, and also for the amounts
collected by the several States of the Union under their in-
heritance tax laws. As I did not then have the latest available
information, I could not give definite answers to those in-
quiries. Therefore the latter part of August I addressed a
letter to every State treasurer in the United States asking him
for the amount of inheritance taxes collected in his State for
the last fiscal year, and I received answers from each one of
them. All but three States in the Union have inheritance tax
laws. I could not get the inheritance-tax receipts from the
State treasurers of Nebraska and Wyoming for the reasons that
in Nebraska the inheritance taxes are collected by the county
probate courts and no report thereof is made to the State treas-
urer, and in Wyoming the inheritance taxes are collected by
the county treasurers and no report thereof is made to the State
treasurer. The inheritance-tax receipts in the 43 States which
reported their collections for the last fiscal year total $57,351,-
59299. Adding the amount collected by the States to the
amount collected by the Federal Government the fofal is $211,-
394,853.38. The amount collected from estates by both our
National and State Governments is less than the amount col-
lected by Great Britain. To get the significance of this com-
parison you must bear in mind that the national wealth of the
United States is from three to five times greater than is the
national wealth of Great Britain. If we should impose com-
paratively the same burdens of taxation on estates and in-
heritances in this country as are impesed in Great Britain, we
would collect into the Treasury of the United States from this
source between $600,000,000 and $1,000,000,000 annually.

I shall insert in the Recorp the inheritance tax receipts as
reported by the State treasurers of the several States for the
last fiscal year. The inheritance tnx rates in the several States
vary, depending in nearly all the States on the degree of rela-
tionship of the beneficiary. It would unnecessarily burden the
REcorp to print the inheritance tax laws or even the inheritance
tax rates of the several States. Members who are interested in
the inheritance tax rates of the several States I refer to New-
comb’s Inheritance Tax Charts, which can be procured from the
Library of Congress,

I shall also make part of the record the inheritance tax rates
of Great Britain and the tax rates on inleritances and on gifts
inter vivos in France. The rates which I shall insert in the
Recorp were prepared by the legislative reference service of
the Library of Congress, and I think Members will find them
accurate.

“Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I will yield.

Mr. STAFFORD. Has the gentleman given any considera-
tion to an amendment that has been proposed by some Members
of the Senate as to increasing the inheritance taxes above a
certain amount, and if he has will he inform the House or in-
clude in his remarks the amounts that are likely to be derived
from those higher inheritance taxes as proposed?

Mr, RAMSEYER. In answer to the gentleman from Wis-
consin I wish to state that on yesterday I first came into pes-
session of the amendments proposed by the Finance Committee
of the Senate to the tax bill that was reported by that commit-
tee some time ago and is now pending in the Senate. I have
before me the proposed amendments, Under existing law we
start with an exemption of $50,000 and then tax the next
$50,000 1 per cent and increase the percentage rates until we
reach $10,000,000, where the rate is 25 per cent. The amend-
ments proposed by the Senate Finance Committee do not in-
crease those rates but makes the 25 per cent rate applicable on
net estates between $10,000,000 and $15,000,000. In order that
Members may understand I shall insert at this place in my
remarks the rates under existing law, They are as follows:

One r cent of e amoun s
$§0.000?e t of th ount of the net estate not in excess of

Two per cent of the amoant _by which the net estate exceeds $50,000
and does not exceed $150,

Three per cent of the nmount by whlch the net estate exceeds
$150,000 and does not exceed $250,000

Four per cent of the umount b_v whlch ihe net estate exceeds £250,000
and does not exceed $450,

Six per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds $450,000
and does not exceed $750,00

Eight per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds
$750,000 and does not exceed $1,000,000;

Ten per cent of the amount h} which the net estate exceeds
$1,000,000 and does not exceed $1,500,000;

Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds
$1,5600,000 and does not exceed $2,000,000:;

Fourteen per cent of the amount IJ,\ which the net estate exceeds

,000, and does not exceed $3,000,000 ;

Sixteen per cent of the amount b which the mnet estate exceeds
$3,000,000 and does not exceed $4,000,
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la&?teen per cent of the amount

which the net estate exceeds
000 and does not exceed $5,0
of the amount b

&' cent whfch the net estate exceeds
$.; 0000 nnd does not exceed $8,0

ety t of the amount by wluch the net estate exceeds
$8, 0000 0 ancl doea not exceed $10,000,000;
513‘3'0 %gve per cent of the amount by whlch the net estate exceeds

The proposal of the Senate Finance Committee applies to
estates from $15,000,000 up and is as follows:

Thirty 05" cent of the amount bv which the net estate exceeds
$15 0{)00 and does not exceed $25,00
ty-five per cent of the amount 0(? which the net estate exceeds
25 000000 and does not exceed §$ 0,00
I-"o oggr cent of the smount IJS' w’hlo_h the net estate exceeds
008 and does not exceed $100,000 ; and
5100 g Ser cent of the amount by which “the net estate exceeds

The taking of 50 per cent of all estates over $100,000,000 may
sound big to some, The minute I saw this proposal I grew
somewhat suspicious, and I immediately called up the officer in
the Treasury Department having charge of the estate-tax divi-
sion to ascertain, first, how many estates bordering on $50,000,-
000 to $100,000,000 and above had gone through the Treasury
Department since the estate tax or inheritance tax law had
been enacted and to ascertain how much additional revenue
would likely be realized from the proposed Senate amendment.

The Treasury official was unable to make any estimate in
the time at his disposal of the amount of revenue that the pro-
posed Senate amendment would likely yield. I did, however,
receive some interesting information, to wit: That since the
estate tax law went into effect in 1916 the 15 largest estates on
which estate taxes were levied ranged from $38,000,000 to $110,-
000,000 ; that is, gross estates. The net estate of the $110,000,-
000 gross estate was $80,000,000, and on that amount the tax
was levied. The net estates of the three highest estateés that
have gone through the Treasury Department and on which the
estate tax was levied were $89,000,000, $79,000,000, and $53,000,-
000, respectively, while the remaining 12 estates of those 15
largest estates that have gone through the Treasury Depart-
ment were from $30,000,000 to $40,000,000 net estates. Up to
date not a cent has been collected on any net estate amounting
to over $100.000,000. There have been only three estates over
£50,000,000. In my opinion, the amendment called to my atten-
tion by the gentleman from Wisconsin will add very little to
the revenues of the Government. A rate of 50 per cent on net
estates above $100,000,000 may look good in print, but it will
not bring any revenues into the Treasury.

Estates of that kind have not existed, and they are less likely
to exist in the future, as men of great wealth will be more dis-
posed to distribute their wealth before they die. We might as
avell impose a rate of 100 per cent on all net estates above
$100,000,000, because that, judging the future by the past, will
yield as much of nothing as the rate of 50 per cent on all net
estates above £100,000,000. If you want to increase the revenue
from estates, you must increase the tax rates on lower nmounts.
The bill I introduced and for which I argued in the House
doubled the existing rates—that is, instead of having progres-
sive tax rates from 1 per cent to 25 per cent on net estates from
$30,000 to $10,000,000, the progressive tax rates ranged from 2
per cent to 50 per cent on net estates from $50,000 to $10,000,000,
That proposed change in existing law, together with the other
changes in my bill, would have yielded an annual income to our
Government of over $400,000,000.

I wish to call the attention of Membera of this House to the
fact that in France taxes are imposed on gifts inter vivos as
well as on inheritances. The taxation of gifts is a matter that
ought to be considered by Congress at once, because men of
large fortunes are beating the Government out of estate taxes
by disposing of their holdings during their lifetime.

My, Speaker, I did not ask for time to make an argument in
favor of estate or inheritance taxes, and I would not have con-
sumed this mueh time but for the question of the gentleman
from Wisconsin, I simply wished to explain to the Members
the data I propose to place in the Recorp, and I ask unanimous
consent, Mr, Speaker, to extend my remarks along the line indi-
cated. on inheritance faxes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks for unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Inheritance taxr receipts as reported by the State treasurers of tn,c
several States for the last fiscal year.

Alabama. (No inheritance tax law.)

Arizona - $17, 109. 49
Arkansas____ A 80, 376.11
California G, 804, 732, 08
Colorado-— 409, 269. 70
Connecticut. 1, 855, 856, 34
Delaware.. &l 37, 249. 36
Florida. (No inheritance tax law.)

Georgia 210, 482, 21

£ R S L S e s W S $21, 220. 86
3, 368, 005. 16
Indiana oy 60, 000, O
Towa. 657, 227,
T S S TSRS R R S S 536, 118. 18
Kentucky. ol s e 435, 562.-32
Louisiana T 224, 8O1. 77
Maine e 594, 100. 03
Maryland 656, 027. 93
Massachusetts. -= 4, 296, 507. 63
Mi an 1, 391, G77. 68
Minnesota i —em— 1,074, 038. 82
Miasissippl-__ _______ 88, 370. 18
Missour 1,472, 000. 00
Montana 86, 680, 26
Nebraska. (Inheritance taxes collected by the county
grobate courts and no report thereof made to the
tate treasurer.)
= of e e Sl e S M S L e 14, 8 \i]
New Hampshire (for 10 months prior to June 30, 1921) _ 261, 312, 83
New dergey. tocon i amra—on 4,709, 433. T4
New Mexico =34 1,181. 38
New York — 18, 185, 506, 73
North Carolina A, 603, 077. 18
o 1,184, 805, 04
_____________________________________________ ¥ + 805.
Oklahoma s s 150, 06T, 82
EpmaN LD T e A e A S e e s e L e e 214, 215. 34
Pennsylvania ~~- 10, 198, T18. 06
RRode IR e e 1, 403, 306. 20
South Carclina. (No inheritance tax law.)
South Dakota Sl 202. 271.06
Te 375 878.00
Texas. e, 547, 227, 30
HREE eI (A5 EE DR SR by 525, 038. 08
Vermont 140, 502, 99
g 199, 538. 00
Washington______ 520, 899. 75
West Virginia 700, 864. 76
Wiscomin 1, 265, 456, T3
{nm (Inheritance taxes collocted by the county
reasurers and no report thereof made to the State
treasurer.)
4y 2 e el o A DT e b7, 831, 592. 99

INHERITANCE TAx Laws.
[Covering estate, legacy, and succession duties.]
GREAT BRITAIN AND IRELAND.

LiBrARY OF CONGRESS,
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE.

(’\iauum!pt sup Elementau to manuseript No. 41626, grepared by T. H,
Thiesing, 20 1916, on the basis of United States, Sixty-first
Congress, first sessinn. *“Inheritance tax laws " ;
;s\élfi;:g manuseript to 31 Dec., Mangum Weeks, 16 Sept.,

Nore: Since 1915 there has been little legislation of primary im-
portance affecting the law upon inheritance taxes, the revised gchedule
fm estate duty in the finance act, 1919, being the only full revision of

i,y ensti schedule. Most of the amendments to these laws within

his period nve dealt with the remission of ** death duty " (estate duty)
m respect of persons killed in the military or naval service, I:Imuf
obviously necessitated by the Great War; in this connection attention
should be called to clause 31 in the present finance bill, 1921, which
extends the benefit of sectjun 14, 63 and 64 Viet,, c. T, to the case of
persons killed while en, n the military or naval serviee during the
prezent rebellion in Ireland hy remission of death duties within certain
prescribed limits. #

Senate Doc. No. 114,
19820,

FINANCE ACT (NO. 2), 1915
[5 and 6 Geo. V, c. 89, s, 46.]

Section 2 of death duties (killed in war) act, 1914, providing for re-
mission of estate duty in respect of proper ssing more than onee
owing to deaths caused by the war, extende to succession and legacy
duty as well as estate duty.

FINANCE ACT, 1817,
{7 and 8 Geo. V, ¢ 31, 5. 29.]

Section 14, finance act, 1800, as extended by death duties (killed in
war) act, 1914, and section 46 of finance act (No. 2), 1915, “ applled
to master or member of crew of ship or fishing boat dying
from causes arising out of o?emtwns of the present war * *

(An extension of the law in respect of the remission of death dnty)

. FINANCE ACT, 1918
[8 and 9 Geo. V, c. 15, s, 44.]

Death duties (killed in war) act, 1514, “ shall have effect, and shall
be deemed always to have had effect as though references therein to
lineal ancestors included references to hrothers and sisters and de-
scendants of brethers and sisters of deceaged.”

FINANCE ACT, 1019, PART ITL
[9 Geo. V, ¢ 6, 5. 29-31.]

29. The scale set out in the third schedule to this act shall, in the
case of persoms dying after the commencement of this act, be substi-
tuted for the scale set out in the first schedule to the finance act, 1914,
as the scale of rates of estate duty:

Procided, That where an interést in expectancy within the meaning
of Part I ‘of the finance act, 1894, In any pro has, before the

ay of April, 1919, been bona fide sold or morigaged for full con-
srdemtlon in money or money's worth, then no other duty on that
property shall be payable by the purchaser or mortgagee when the in-
terest falls into possession than would have been payable if this part
of this act had mot passed, and in the case of a morigagee any higher
duty payable by the mortgagor shall rank as a charge subsequent to

that of the mort

30. Section 18 the finance act, 1896 (which determines the rate
of interest on death dutles, shall, in its application to interest accru-
ing due after the commencement of this act, have effect as though 4
per cent were substituted for 3 per cent as the rate of interest per
annum,

31. Section 14 of the finance act, 1900 (which relates to the remis-
sion of death duties in case of persons killed in war), and any enact-
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ment amending or extending that section, shall, in their application to
ﬂmt resli]ut war, have effect and be deemed always to have had effect
as though—

(a) CI.Ehree years were substituted for 12 months wherever that ex-
pression oceurs ; and

(b) In the said section 14 the expression * wounds inflicted, accident
occurring, or disease contracted while on active service against an
enemy ' included wounds inflicted, accident occurring, or disease con-
tracted in the course of operations arising directly out of the present
war but after its termination,

Guear BriTary FIxaxce Act, 1919,
THIRD SCHEDULE,
Reale of rates of estate duty.
Duty payable
at rate of
{per cent)—-l-

Where the principal value of the estate exceeds—
£100 and does not exceed £500
£500 and does not exceed £1,000...__
£1,000 and does not exceed £5,000___
£5,000 and does not exceed £10,000__________
£10,000 and does not excéed £15,000 . _ _ -
£15,000 and does not exceed £20,000__ . _ . ____
£20,000 and does not exceed £25,000.
£25,000 and does not exceed £30,000_______________________
£30,000 and does not exceed £40,000-___ __ . _______
£40,000 and does not exceed £50,000____ ______ -
£50,000 and does not exceed £60.000_______________________
£60,000 and does not exceed £70,000
£70,000 and does not exceed £00,000______________
£90,000 and does not exceed £110,000

and does not exceed

and does not exceed
and doed not exceed
and does not exceed
and does not exceed £
and does not exceed
and does not exceed
and does not exceed
and does not exceed
and does not exceed

) and does not exceed

£500,000 and does not exceed

£600,000 and does not exceed £800,000__________________

The total of the fraction of inheritance duty enacted by article 20
falling on an heir, donee, or legatee by virtue of the present article,
can not exceed 80 per cent of the net part which has descended to him,
calenlated on the net inherited assets without deduction of inheritance
3nly. The reduction will continue on the duties of succession by
ecease,

Art. 31. When an heir, donee, or legatee shall have four children or
more living at the moment of the beginning of his succession duties
the duties to be collected by virtue of the above article shall be dimin-
ished by 10 per cent for each child in excess of the third, withont the
reduction exceeding 2,000 francs for each child and the total reduction
exceedilég 50 per cent.

Art. 32, The registration duties on gifts inter vivos of real and per-
sonal property, such as were established in article 18 of the law of
February 25, 1001, article 11 of the law of April 8, 1910, and article
14 of the law of December 31, 1017, shall be collected in accordance
with the following quotas, without addition of any decimal surtax, .
(See Schedule III.) I

ART. 33. The net shares not exceeding 10,000 francs, received in suc-
cegsions, of which the sum total does not exceed 25,000 franes, just as
gifts and legacies made to the departments, communes, and public
establishments, or those of public utility, shall continue, conformably
to article 12 and to article 16, second paragraph, of the law of Decem-
ber 31, 1917, to be subject, in what concerns the succession duties by
decrease and donation duties, to the rates enacted by the laws precedent
to the said law, reserving application to successions between spouses
of the rate-fixed by these laws for successions in direct line to the sec-
ond degree.

The individual gifts and legacies made to those maimed by war by
the loss of at least 50 per cent of their working ability shall benefit
to the extent of the first 100,000 francs by the reduced rate of 9 per
cent enacted by article 19 of the law of February 25, 1901, and retained
by this present article.

ART. 34. Article 15 of the law of December 31, 1917, is abrogated
and replaced by the following provisions:

For the application of the rates enacted by articles 29 and 32 pre-
ceding, and of the provisions of the second paragraph of article 30,
there should be added to the number of living children or representa-
tives of the decedent or of the donor any child who—

1. Has died after having attained the age of 16 years.

2, Being at an age less than 16 years, has been killed by the enemy
in the course of hostilities or has died from the consequences of war,
whether during hostilities or within a year from their cessation.

The benefit of this provision is conditioned upon the prompt produc-
tion in the first case of a certificate of death of the child, and in the

L0
£800,000 and does not exceed £1,000,000__________
£1,000,000 and does not exceed £1,250,000_ - . ____
£1,200,000 and does not exceed £1,500,000
£1,500,000 and does not exceed £2,000,000
£2,000,000

TAxEs OoN INHERITAXCE AND OX GIFTS INTER VIVOS IX F'rRANCE IMPOSED
Berwees Jasvany 1, 1918, axp Joury 1, 1921,

Liprany or COXGRESS,
LEGISLATIVE IEFERENCE SERVICE,

(This manuscript is supplementary to a manuseript prepared by Mr,
Bernard, June, 1916, and revised by Mr. Hirsch, August, 1918,
Mangum Weeks, Oct. 1, 1921,)
NoTg: Since the enactment of the law of December 31, 1917, there has

been no legislation of importance affecting inheritances (“ domaine )

and gifts inter vivos save the law of June 25, 1920, In regard to the
subsidiary laws on registration duties and stamp taxes, which affect all
legal transfers of {ll‘ope'l‘l}“ and therefore indirectly the taking of
property by succession and by gift, there have heen certain minor

changes (law of June 235, 1920, Title II, Duvergier-Lois, Décrets, 1920,

pp. 615 et seq., pp. 619 ct seq.) The subsidiary fax law, known as the

mortmain tax (* taxe de mainmorte ), was revised and is to be caleu-
lated on the basis of 260 centimes per franc of the .Frlnclpnl of the

land tax on property improved and unimproved (law of June 29, 1918,

art. G, having effect from Jan. 1, 1918).

The law on inheritances and gifts inter vivos has, however, been com-
letely revised in ils schedules, of rates. The schedules of the revising
gw of June 25, 1920, with their governing provisions, are therefore
given infra (translated by the present compiler) as set forth in the
text of that act.
[From Duvergier-Lois, Décrets, 1920, pp. 616 et seq.]

Law June 25, 1920, Title 1I. Translation:

Anr. 29. Article 10 of the law of December 31, 1917, is modified as
follows :

“In every succession where the deceased does not leave at least
four living children or representatives there is to be collected, inde-
pendently of the duties to which the transfers of property, either real
or personal, are subjected by decrease, a progressive and graduated duty
on the net round sum of the inheritance.

“ This dutf is fixed as follows, without addition of any decimal
surtax (‘décime’). (See Schedule L.) :

“ There are applicable to the duty established by the present article
the provisions which govern the settlement, the payment, and the
recovery of the duties of succession by decrease, as well as the penalties
for default of declaration in the period allowed, omission, or false
valuation. The payment of the whole of the duty is an obligation on
the heirs, donees, residuary legatees. or those taking by general right
who should make payment within the same periods as the daties of
succession by decease,” :

Anrt. 80. The duties of succession by decrease established by articles
2 of the law of February 205, 1901: 10 of the law of March .
10 of the law of April 8, 1910; and 11 of the law of December 31,
1917, are fixed by the following rates, without addition of any decimal
surtax, for the met part received (by inheritance) by each one owing
duty. (See Schedule IL.) )

In every succession where the decedent leaves more than four living
children or representatives there is deducted from the net round sum
of the assets for the settlement of the duties of transfer by decease 10
per cent for each child in excess of the fourth, provided this deduction
shall not exceed 15,000 francs per child.

Whenever any succession shall pass from the grandparents to the
grandchildren in consequence of the predecease of the father or of the
mother, killed by the enemy or having died a victim of the war, under
the conditions fixed by Nos. 1 and 2 of the second paragraph of article
34 of the present law, the rate applicable shall be that of the lineal
descendant of the first degree, saving to the helrs the right to produce
the proofs provided for by the last paragraph of article 34.

1 case of a certificate of general knowledge delivered without
charge by the justice of the peace of the deceased’s domicile and estab-
lishing t{e circumstances of the wound or of death.

For the application of article 31 preceding there will be assimilated
to the living children of the heir, donee, or legatee, every child, of
whatever age of the heir, donee, or legatee who—

1. Being in military service, is killed with the colors during the
Eer[od of the war, or who, whether in active service or after his return

ome, has died within a year from the cessation of hostilities from a
wound or an illness contracted during the war,

2. Not being in military service. has been kllled by the enemy in the
course of hostilities or has died from consequences of the war, whether
during hostilities or within a year from their cessation.

The benefit of this provision is conditioned upon the production—

1. If it is a question of a soldier, of a certificate from the military
authority certifying that his death was caused by a wound received
or an illness contracted during the period of the war,

2, If it ie u question of a civilian, of certificate of general knowledge
delivered without char;ie by a justice of the peace of the domicile of
ahettlljeceased and establishing the circumstances of the wound or of his

eath.

Art, 35. The semiannual payments provided for by article 7 of the
law of July 13, 1911, are fixed at the number of two, when the exigible
duties of succession by decease do not exceed 5 per cent of the net
shares inherited, whether by all the coheirs together or by each of the
legatees or donees; at four paymenis when the duties do not exceed
10 per cent of the same shares, and so on, increasing the number of
payments from two in proportion as the duties ex a new multipla
:{ i %r cent, but without the npumber of pa¥ments becoming greater

an 10.

The number of the successive paymenis may be reduced by half,
without becoming less than two, when cash, claims fallen due, and
negotiable paper are included in the inheritance, The legacy or gift
representing a sum at least equal in amount to the exigible duties.

The duties of which the payment has been deferred become exigible
immediately when it is established that the heirs, donees, or legatees
who owe such duty have realized from the property of the inheritance,
gift, or legacy a net value at least equal to the sum of the duties
remaining due.

Inheritance tar rates in France.
ScHEDULE T,

Number of children left by the decedent.

Rate applicable to the fraction 3living 2living Lliving Noliving

included between— children or | children or | child or child or
represent- | represent- | represent- | represent-

atives, atives. ative. ative.
Per cent. Per cent. Per cent. Per cent.

Fr. ¢. Fr.e. Fr.c. Fr.
1and 2,000 francs...........caneee %5 50 L0 3
2,001 and 10,000 franes............. 50 e F 20 6
10,001 and 50,000 franes .......... 73 1 50 3 0 9
001 and 100,000 franes........... EAe0) 2 :0 4 0 12
100,001 and 250,000 francs. .. ...... 1 %5 2 30 50 15
250,001 500,000 francs. . | 130 3 50 6 30 18
500,001 and 1,000,000 francs........ 2,20 4 25 8 0 21
1,000,001 and 2,000,000 francs -2 1 5 20 6 0 120 2

2,000,001 and 5,000,000 franes...... 3 60 6 75 13 a0 2
5,000,001 and 10,000,000 francs..... 4 0 T30 15 0 30
10,000,001 and 50,000,000 francs .. . 4 40 § 25 16 50 3
000,001 and 100,000,000 francs. . . 4 80 9 0 18° 0 35
100,000,001 and 500,000,000 francs .. 5 50 0 0 2 0 37
Alf over 500,000,000 francs. ... ..... 7 30 12 0 2 0 20
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French duty according to degree of relationship.

ScEEDULE I
Rate applicable to the fraction of the net part taken between—
P : 200 | 10000 | 20001 001 001 ,001 | 2,000,001 | 5,000,001 11 001
mmeememaniess | | | B R i i
& trag’m francs. | frames. | franes. ﬂgﬁ{n’ m m’ucs. D,m # . |
Per cent, | Per cent. | Per cent, | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent, | Per cent. | Per cent.
Fr. e | Fr. ¢|Fr. | Froo| Pr.c| Fric| Fr.e| Fr. e.| Froce| Fr. c.| Fr. ¢.| Fr. ¢
Lineal dm].daug {o first degree............. 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 5 0 6 0 7 0 9 0 y AN | 13 0 15 0 17 0
mea”mm”"m“mmw 1] 20| s®»| 40| s8] 6m| 70| 90| nsw|l 13H| 150 17T
S ey O T RO B e ) e G T R VTR Y S S (TR
2| 3m| 4s0f] 5| 68| 78s0| 8s| 1050 20| 40| 80/ 1380
VR [T S e (IR L R e T R T 1T ) R T ) R R T
3m| 42| 55| 60| 7| 8| 95| 11| 18| 15| 170 1950
10 o} 12 o] 14 of 16 o] 1 0] 22 o] 2 o 28 o] 3 of 3 0] 4 0 4 0
%5 0] 17 ol 1 of 2 o] 20 o| Z o s o 3 6| & o 4 0| 4 of 40 0
o0 o 2 ol 2 of 26 of 2 o] 3 of 3 o| 3 of £ o 4 of o 0] 5 0
B e ey maatoa e | 5 o =z o] @ o 3 of 3 of & o] © of & of @ o & o] ¥ of
Donations and gifts. To Mr. Beaxp (at the request of Mr, Larsen of Georgia), in-
ScmepuLe I definitely, on account of sickness.
ADJOURNMENT,
Tndicating the degrees of relationsbip. Rale | /e SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota moves that
the House do now adjourn,
ﬁ;fd» The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 30
Gift ﬁiﬂ?‘bﬂg;?&d"“‘ Among mare than twoliving | “™ © | minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday,
with articles. 1075 and ch“‘ﬁ"‘muﬂngmﬂmw 2 ® | October 13, 1921, at 12 o’clock noon.
1076 of the Civil Code 4 50
fatt mptesmnt
e an other e | Among the, descoidsnis | | REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
scendants. “"’j& m"ﬁ;;;;‘"&;;; RESOLUTIONS.
Lineal descendant. i dren or representatives..... 8 8| Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
et 1o tho aniidren of Two firing 1""‘:’3““?“ + 0| exally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
the ATTiage. . vex---+ | Ong living child or repre- referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:
sentative...... tresmnsasnsen 5 % Mr, MOORES of Indiana, from the Joint Select Committee
mlm?é -1 . 5| on the Disposition of Useless Executive Papers, submitted a
: Tywo living children or repre- report (No. 403) conecerning disposition of useless papers in
DN QORRELE - ~nas Owntam-m--&-;ﬁ- 7 ® | the Smithsonian Institution, which said report was ordered to
s be printed.
Sentative. cnscenssnecaneny-a| 9 00 pr
Tineal RSeendant. .. .o, osssasaassnassasssinnsasavaren A ) A A 1l e m Mr, MADDEN, from the Committee on Appropriations, to which
By marriage contract... ot oy Critp o v 4 D | was referred the joint resolution (8, J. Res, 123) authorizing
%%nnﬁm of tlle' Secretary of War to expend from the appropriation * Dis-
Bet ) mhymmm 5 5 | position of remains of officers, soldiers, and civilian employees,
bk et Ty living ehldren ot répre 1922 (act of Mar. 4, 1921, Public, No. 389, 66th Cong.), such
] Without marriage con-| warrigge. .. .. ....0eee.o.- 7 s | sum as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of public
spemeanscase=vnzsrelONAG orrcprmntn!iveo' resolution 67, Sixty-sixth Congress, reported fhe same with an
By ok i g o 9 0| omendment, accompanied by a report (No. 404), which said
re'aem.';atiwaegﬂmnw‘gh joint resolution and report were referred to the Committee of
ssrsrevessonsonsss }é 5 | the Whole House on the state of the Union.
Between brothers and Sisters,....ses» mwm 25
Tt h Sh e S mmt‘mm”m““mm._,wm:;': 2 PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.
B""“m“ S ienhews. of smndnisces| B contract of intended mariage....| 23 Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
A Tt ORIy BODSIBS OTRIATL, ro o | 1V 1EIOUL THALTBED CONIRLK. ... ... - were introduced and severally referred as follows:
Bebween “*‘“",“l beyond; he ""“"“ By contract of intended marriage....| %0 By Mr. OSBORNE: A bill (H. R. 8642) to enlarge, extend,
S;ﬂ’& m ____________ R t marriage contract.......... 49 and remodel the post-office building at Los Angeles, Calif., and
3 authorizing the purchase of additional land adjoining the pres-
ent site sufficient in area to permit of the extension, erection,
INTERNATIONAL AERO. CONGRESS CANCELLATION STAMP. and completion of a huilding thereon, in the discretion of the
The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the | Secretary of the Treasury; to the Committee on Publie Build-
enBta Toh 1 dered to b a third ti wit mgﬁs‘ra{ﬂ ((;}rl‘:.uEI}a‘?gT of Towa: A bill (H. R. 8643) to extend the
e read a me, was v Mr. : . R. ,
re;.r(}l %hﬁeg?i% ﬁnﬁeﬁiﬁf&fm . % tariff act approved May 27, 1921; to the Committee on Ways
On motion of Mr. STEENERSON, a motion to reconsider the ; and Means. 4 e
vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. By Nl-ﬂ?«-t\gi-ms gg:i‘:tx}fori]ixeid‘&agau téﬂéﬁidme m; Eﬁeiﬁf
Mr. BLANTON. M. Speaker, I make the point of order that | & Survey e sSara + - det oGy -t!l)w 3 L
B K 0 il et g e B i
The SP The gentl from Texas makes the polnt orams, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Military
of order that there is no quorum present, B i irﬁairé.
mgrédsj'rml;]mENERSO\T Mr, Speaker, I move that the House do By Mr. Osgoﬁ:;,gﬁ A hzm (E‘ llt}m%) to D{m'i de tf,m, tgm 2
corporation o me bui g corporations, for the ap-
The SPEAKBR. Will the gentlemsm from Texas withhold pogl’fmm s Camtimmlioie ST T e tiOaR, Rl IoE G
his point for a moment? purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary, -
Mr. BLANTON. I withhold it. By Mr. TAGUE: A bill (H. R. 8646) providing that the At-
LEAVES OF ABSENCE. torney General of the Unitednistz:ites shall Ilﬂ\-ww%r to tc}le-
4 nsent, leave of absen a anted as fol- | termine that any society, organization, or associa within the
lm?s) 3 e VS e United States or its territorial limits is a menaee to the wel-
To Mr. GAEN, for two weeks, on account of important busi- | fare of the citizens thereof, and for other purposes; to the Com-

ness;

mittee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. VINSON: A bill (H. R. 8647) to amend the war risk.
insurance aet as amended ; to the Committee on Interstate and
IPoreign. Commerce.

By Mr. RAINEY of Illineois: A bill (H. R, 8648) authorizing
and declaring a portion of the west arm:of the South Fork of
thie South Branch of the Chicago River to be nonnavigable; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce;

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BEGG: A hill' (H. R, 8649) granting an increase of
pension to Thomas Mahan; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 8650) granting a pension to Harriet A.
Woed: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8651) granting a pension to Ellen Cien-
denin ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CANTRILL: A bill (H. R. 8652) granting a:peusion to
Tizzie Cragg; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KIESS: A bill (H. R. 8853) granting a pension to
Mary T. Sehmidt; to the Committee on Pensions:

By Mr. KELINE of New York: A bill (H. R. 8654) for the re-
lief of the Mechanies and Metals National Bank, successor to
the New York Produce Exchange Bank: to the Committee on
Claims,

By Mr. LANHAM: A bill (H. R. 8655) granting a pension to
Mary E. Shadle; fo the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LAYTON: A bill (H. R. 8656) for the relief of
Horace . Knowles; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. LONGWORTH: A hill (H. R. 8657) granting a
pension to Anthony Wehner; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8658) authorizing the Seeretary of War
to denate to the Madisonville: Memorial Association, of €incin-
nati, Ohio, one captured eannon of the World Wary to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a hill (H. R. 8659) aunthorizing the Secretary of War
to donate tn the city of Cincinnati, Ohio, two 10-inch howitzers
and eight TT-millimeter guns captured during the World War;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Miehigan:
for the relief of Benjnmin 1.
Military Affairs.

By Mr. MOORE of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 8661) granting
an inerease of pension to John M. Beck; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RAINEY of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 8662) for the
relief of Wiiliam Knourek: to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8603) for the relief of John Marks; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8664) granting a pension to Ann Casey;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8665) granting a pension to Michael
Quinlan; to the Committee on Pensions. )

Also, o bill (H. R. 8666) granting a pension to Joseph M-
kota; to the Commitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. REAVIS: A bill (H. R. 8667) granting a pension to
Cyrus W. Northup; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. REBER: A bill (H. R. 8668) granting an inerease of
pension to Mary K. Rose: to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. RIDDICK: A bill (H. R. 8669) authorizing the
jssuance of a patent in fee to Jerome Kennerly for land alletted
to him on the Blackfeet Reservation, Mont.; to the Committee
on. Indian Affairs.

A bill (H. R. 86860)
Brown; to the Committee on

By Mr. ROSE: A bill (H. R. 8670) granting an increase of

pension to Elizabeth Corl; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr, ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 8671) granting a pension to
Anna W. Nixon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8672) authorizing the Secretary of War
to donate to Evergreen Cemetery, Newport, Ky., four German
cannons or fieldpieces; to' the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. RYAN: A bill (H. R. 8673) for the relief of Joseph
W. Martin; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8674) for the relief of Katherine Cron-
hawvdt; to-the Committee on Claims;

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

2711. By Mr. BEEDY : Resolutions adopted by the Portsmouth
(N. H.) Metal Trades Council, protesting against the poliey of
the Government regarding wages of navy-yard employees and.

:

‘second resolution Mr. PENROSE, Mr.

urging the adoption of a wage schedule consistent with living
conditions; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Navy De-
partment.

2712, By Mr. BURTON : Resolution from the Laymen’s Asso-
ciation of the Northeast Ohio Conference of the Methodist Epis-
copal Church, in session at Massillon, Ohio, September 30, 1921,
praying for world peace and the reduction of armaments; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2713. Also, resolution from the Baptist Church of North Royal-
ton, Ohio, favoring the passage of House joint resolution 159,
to prohibit sectarian appropriations; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

2714. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the Federated Engineer-
ing Society, favoring the Lampert Patent Office bill (H. R.
T077) ; to the Committee on Patents,

2715. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Frederick B. Chandler,
of New York City; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2716. By Mr. ENUTSON : Resolution adopted by St. Peter's
Methodist Church of Long Prairie, Minn., signed by Charles H.
Blake, pastor, and W. G. Anderson, secremry. urging the im-
mediate passage of the proposed constitutional amendment to
prohibit sectarian appropriations (H. J. Res. 159) ; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

2717. By Mr. MAGEE : Resolution of the First Baptist Church
of Homer; N, Y., indorsing House joint resolution 159;:to the
Committee on: the Judiciary:

2718. By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: Memorial of the Cnlture
Club of Jonesville, Mich,, protesting against tax on musical
instruments ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2719. By Mr. YOUNG : Resolution of the North Daketa Farm
Bureau Federation, at an annual convention at Fargo, N. Dak.,
favoring the retention of the excess-profits tax in the tax laws
of the country; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2720. Also, telegram in the nature of a petition of the Leagre
of Women Voters of ["argo, N. Dak., praying for the passage
of the so-called Sheppard-Towner bill and that it be adminis-
tered by the Children’s Bureau; to the Committee on Edunea-
tion,

SENATE.

TrurspAY, October 13, 1921,
(Legislative day of Tuesday, October j, 1921.)

The Senate reassembled at' 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration
of the recess.
DEATH OF SENATOR KNOX.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr President, it becomes my sad duty to
announce to: the Senate the sudden and unexpected death of
my colleague and our associate, Senator Prmanper C. Kxox.
His taking off is so unexpected, so sudden, and: so shoecking,
so soon after he left the Senate Chamber last evening, appar-
ently in: good health and vigor and ready for the great tasks
ahead of him, that T have difficulty at this time in adequately
expressing my personal grief for the great less which the
Senate and the eonntry have sustained.

He was an illustrious son of Pennsylvania, a man of sterling
Americanism, a statesman whose loss at this trying crisis will
be: irreparable. At a later time I shall hope more fully and
adequately to express the sentiments-which I feel and the: views
which T hold' as to his standing and record in the anmals of
Ameriea. )

I now offér the following resolutions for adoption.

Tlic VICE PRESIDENT. The resolutions will be read.

Thie resolutions (8. Res. 152) were read, considered by
unanimous consent, and unanimously agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the:Senate has heard with de&p regret and profound-
sorrow the announcement of the death of the Hon. PminaNDeEr CIIASE
Kxox, later a Senator from: the State of Pennsylvania,

Resolved, That o committee of 17 Senators: be ap

President to take order for superintending the
Senator.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect the remalns of the

inted by the Viee
nneral of the late:

 dead Senator be removed from Washington to Valley Forge, Pa., for

burial in charge of the Sergeant at Arms, attended by the commlttee.

who-shall have full. power to carry these resolutions into effect.
Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the

House of Representatives, and transmit a copy thereof to the family

| of! the deceased Semator.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed as the committee under the
LopeE, Mr. McCuaser, Mr:
BoraH, Mr. Beaxpegeg, Mr. Jorxsox, Mr. NEw, Mr. MosEs,
Mr. KErroge, Mr. McCoracr, Mr, UxpeErwoon, Mr. HITcHCOCK,

'Mr. Wirriams, Mr. Swaxsow, Mir. POMERENE, Mr, PITTMAN,

and Mr. SHIELDS,
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