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1203. Also, petition of 285 residents of the county of Ionia, 

:Mich., protesting against the passage of House bill 78, or any 
othe1· bill p1·oviding for compulsory Sunday observance; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1204. Also, petition of 100 residents of Lakeview, Mich., pro­
testing against the passage of House bill 78, or any other bill 
providing for compulsory Sunday observance; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

1205. Also, petition of 170 residents of Gratiot County, 1\Iich., 
protesting against the passage of House bill 78 or any other bill 
providing for compulsory Sunday observance; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

1206. Also, petition of 119 residents of the eighth congres­
sional district of Michigan protesting against the passage of 
House bill 78 or any other bill providing for compulsory Sunday 
observance; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1207. By Mr. WEAVER: Petition of citizens of Henderson­
ville, N. C., protesting against the pa~sage of House bill 78, 
Lankford Sunday observance bill ; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

1208. Also, petition of citizens of Old Fort, N. C., protesting 
against passage of House bill 78; to the Committee on the Dis­
trict of Columbia. 

1209. Also, petition of citizens of Tryon, N. C., protesting 
against passage of the Lankford Sunday observance bill (H. R. 
78) ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1210. By Mr. WOOD: Senate Concurrent Re~olution No. 6 of 
the seventy-fifth regular session of the General Assembly of the 
State of Indiana requesting the Congress to appropriate funds 
to carry out certain recommendations of the Chief of Staff of 
the United States .Army to be used in the furtherance of the 
national defen::;e act of 1920; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. -

SENATE 
Tu:EsoA Y, January 10, 1928 

(Legislative day of MO'nday, Jamtary 9, 1928) 

The Senate reassembled at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expira­
tion of the reces 

1\fr. CURTIS. l\Ir. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and t:ibe following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Ashurst Edge King 
Barkley Edwards La Follette 
Bayard Ferris McKellar 
Bingham Fess McLean 
Black Fletcher McMaster 
Blaine Frazier McNary 
Blease George Mayfield 
Borah Gerry 1\Ietcal! 
Bratton Gillett Moses 
Brookhart ~uld Norbeek 
Broussard Greene Norris 
Bruce Hale Xye 
Capper Harris Oddie 
Caraway Harrison Overman 
Copeland Hawes Phipps 
Couzens I~aey!lnen Pine 
Curtis ~ tli Ransdell 
Cutting Howell Reed, Pa. 
Dale Johnson Robinson, Ark. 
Deneen Jones Robinson, Ind. 
DiU Kendrick Sackett 

Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Shortridge 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Swanson 

.Thomas 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Wagner 
Walsh, )lass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 
Willis 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three Senators 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

having 

SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS 

Mr. DE~"EEN. :\1r. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a statement by Senator-elect FRANK 
L. SMITH, of Illinois, before the special committee on expendi­
tui·es in senatorial elections at its meeting on Saturday last. 

There being no objection, the st.:'ltement was ordered printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 
STATEMENT OF THE Ho~. FRANK L. SMITH BEFORE THE SPECIAL COM­

MITTEE O:Y EXPE~DITURES I~ SE~ATOniAL ELECTIO::>;S SA.Tt:;RDAY, 

JANUARY 7, 1928 

Mr. SMITH. 1\lr. Chairman and gentlemen of tbe colllllllttee, ·in def­
erence to the notice from the chairman of this special committee I 
re pectfully come before you to make a statement as briefly as the 
circumstances and the importance of the present matter affecting the 
people of Illinois and myself will admit. 

For 110 years llinois has been a member of the Union of States which 
comprise our Nation. More than 7,000,000 people within her borders 
are directly concerned and affected by the denial of het: C()nstitutional 

right to full, equal, and continuous representation in the Senate of 
the United States. Her very motto embraces the theory of our dual 
form of government that was uppermost in the minds of the patriotic 
and farsighted men who framed our National Constitution, namely, 
" National Union ! State sovereignty! " _ 

Prou<lly Illinois has advanced through all the years since she was a 
loyal county of Virginia, later to become a Territory, and, finally, in 
1818, to achieve her high and justly earned distinction of statehood 
in our National Union. Her history and traditions in support of con­
stitutional government is as glorious as it has been constant and effec­
tive. She has ne>er failed to maintain constitutional government and 
conform to its laws. Her sons have never failed to respond to the call 
of our country. In peace as in war, at home and abroad, a recital of 
more than a century of deeds accomplished and devotion unerring 
for the National Union is the glory of her people and commands the 
rightful admiration of her sister States. 

The denial to Illinois of her inherent constitutional rights, which 
affects not only this State but, as she earnestly believes, the future 
welfare of the Nation, is of such grave importance that it makes this a 
solemn moment. Unimportant as may be my personality as one of the 
least of the factors in this far-reaching situation, I can not avoid, even 
if I willed it otherwise, to raise my voice in protest against such denial. 

It bas been said : " Let no man be sure that the injustice be to-day 
inflicts on another that to-morrow may not make of him the subject 
of the same injustice." This maxim applied to Illinois to-day may, and 
probably will, return again and again to plague other States of our 
Union. 

Our Federal Constitution, as I understand it, provides that the Senate 
of the United States sball be C()mposed of two Senators from each 
State, elected by the people thereof for six years, and that no State 
without its consent shall be deprived of its equal representation in this 
body. It further provides certain qualifications !or membership. No 
one shall be a Senator who shall be under 30 yeat·s of age or is non­
resident of the State from which be is chosen. All powers not 
delegated to the National Government are reserved to the several States 
and to the people thereof. 

The Senate is made the judge of the election of its own Members, 
and also of whether such Members possess the qualifications set forth 
in the Constitution. Every Senator upon assuming the duties of his 
office shall qualify by taking the oath to support the Constitution. 

After its Members have been elected and qualified the Senate may 
punish any of them for disorderly conduct, and by a vote of two-thirds 
expel a Member therefor. 

I feel justified in taking the position that whenever the State of 
Illinois, or any other sovereign State of this Union, sends to the National 
Senate its representative who bears the credentials of an uncontested 
and incontestable election, and possesses all the qualifications for that 
office that are set forth in the Constitution, that such State bas the 
right to have such representative given the oath to membership. 

Neither the Senate nor any nor all branches of the Federal Govern­
ment has any right or authority to add anything to the qualifications 
as they are set forth in the fundamental law. If any such power exists 
it remains in the States or in the people thereof, and neither the States 
nor the people have yet seen :fit to call it into being. Nowhere in the 
Constitution is the Senate authorized to select its own membership. 

I come to this body bearing the credentials of the third State of the 
Union. I possess all the constitutional qualifications of a Senator. 
The fact of my election is beyond controversy. I was nominated as the 
Republican candidate for the office of Senator at a free and equal 
primary of the Republican voters of illinois. Under the law of my 
State any question as to the integrity of my nomination could have 
been rai ed in the courts of each of the 102 counties of the State. No 
contest of any k.ind was ever instituted, and no suggestion has ever 
been made but that I was the choice of a large majority of the Republi­
can voters of illinois. 

Between the primaries in April and the ensuing election held Novem­
ber 2, 1926, I was opposed by two able and ngorous candidates. The 
contest was spilited and even intense, and every charge of every kind 
and character that has ever been made against me anywhere was laid 
before the voters of my State, who have known me all my life. The 
event resulted in my election by a decisive vote. That result was 
canva sed _by the State canvassing board, no contest was made or even 
threatened, and I was duly certified to the Senate of the United States 
as the uncontested choice of the electors ()f my State as one of its 
Senators. 

Further, as indicative of the choice of the people of my State, there 
is of record here the joint resolution adopted by both houses of 
the General Assembly of Illinois insisting that her constitutional rights 
be respected and given effect by my admission to the office to which I 
was legally elected. 

I am not unmindful that perhaps it might be politically expedient, 
so far as my individual fortune may be concerned, to assume to waive 
the constitutional rights of my State for the irregular opportunity of 
trying to convince the distinguished members of this special com­
mittee that the certificate of moral fitness, which the people of lllinois 
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gave me in a general election, was merited. But if individual misfor­
tune shall come by my act of refusing to sanction what I believe to be 
an unconstitutional proceeding, I shall all my life be comforted with 
the thought that if at some future time a denial of the rights of my 
State for the sake of political expediency shall be acquiesced in, it will 
be the act of someone other than myself. My State bas honored me 
and bus a right to expect in return, at whatever personal sacrifice 
may be the outcome, that I will stand firm in protest against the 
denial of her rights. 

The framers of our Federal Constitution in an unamendable article 
guaranteed to each State equal representation in the United States 
Senate. It is my position that Illinois bas been deprived of this 
guaranty. 

The framers of the Federal Constitution provided that United States 
Senators should be elected by the various legislatures. Illinois was one 
of the first States to propose and affirm that this power should be 
lodged in the people. 1\'Iy credentials are, therefore, a mandate from the 
people of illinois, as a result of a general election against which there 
never bas been nor can there lie a charge of fraud or irregularity. 

The people again spoke through their representatives in the adoption 
of resolutions creating the delegation on the constitutional rights of 
Illinois, which has appeared here. l\Iy position is supported by the 
choice and act of the people, by the act of th~ general assembly of my 
State, and by a unanimous opinion of the Supreme Court of Illinois. 

In volume 261, commencing at page 413, Illinois Supreme Court 
Reports, the Supreme Court of illinois said: 

"All persons are equally eligible to office who are not excluded by 
some constitutional or legal disqualification. * * * Eligibility to 
office, therefore, belongs equally to persons whomsoever not excluded 
by the constitution "-

And that-
" the legislature can not establish arbitrary exclusions from office or 
any general regulation requiring qualifications which the constitution 
has _ not required." 

The court further says : 
"There is a distinction between the office created by the constitution 

and those created by statute. Where an office is created by statute, 
it is wholly within the power of the legislature creating it. The length' 
of term and mode of appointment may be altered at pleasure and the 
office may be abolished altogether." 

But the court makes this important distinction: 
"It is not so of constitutional office." 
The court further reasons : 
"It may be true that many persons having the constitutional qualifi­

cations are wholly unfit to discharge the duties of many offices within 
the State, but if the legislature posseNses the power to vat·y the con­
stitutional qualifications for office by adding new requirements or im­
posing additional limitations, then eligibility to office and freedom of 
elections depend not upon constitutional guaranties but upon legislative 
forbearance. If the legislature may alter the constitutional require­
ments, its power is unlimited, and only such persons may be elected to 
office as the legislature may permit. In our judgment, when the con· 
stitution undertakes to prescribe qualifications for office its declaration 
is conclusive of the whole matter, whether in affirmative or negative 
form. Eligibility to office belongs to all persons. In our constitution 
no other form of stating eligibility to office is found than the declara­
tion that no person shall be eligible who does not possess certain qualifi­
cations. The Constitution of the United States is in the same form 
in this particular, and so are the constitutions of other States. The 
expression of the disabilities specified excludes others. The declara­
tion in the constitution that certain persons are not eligible to office 
implies that all other persons are eligible." 

My counsel advises that the Supreme Courts of California, Indiana, 
Maryland, Kansas, ~1innesota, Montana, Texas, and Wisconsin have like­
wise consistently held concerning the power of a legislative body, which 
is that it may change qualifications for offices created by statute but can 
not change nor add to nor take from the qualifications named in the 
constitution. 

In view of the action of the people of Illinois, by which they made me 
United States Senator, and in view of the act of the general assembly 
creating the delegation on the constitutional rights of Illinois in this 
matter, and, finally, in view of the interpretations of those constitutional 
rights by the Supreme Court of Illinois, I doubt whether even this 
special committee would expect me to depart from my plain duty in this 
instance by assuming to waive the rights of Illinois that I might partici­
pate in what the supreme court of my State has plainly said would be 
an extraconstitutional proceeding. 

Thus I have been honored: 
First. By the preference of my party at the primaries. 
Second. By election at the hands of the people of my State. 
Third. By executive appointment to fill a vacancy in the Senate. 
Fourth. By the General Assembly of illinois in resolutions adopted. 
Fifth. By the demand of the senior Senator of Illinois. 
Sixth. By the appearance in behalf of the State of the attorney gen­

ernl of Illinois. 

Seventh. By interpretation of the Supreme Court of Illinois in sup­
port of my position to my right to membership in this body. 

Under the circumstances now confronting me I can at this time do 
neither more nor less than to insist upon the sovereign rights of the 
State whose credentials I bear. That right is to have the candidate of 
her choice, who possesses all the constitutional qualifications, admitted 
to membership in this body, thereby according to my State the equal 
representation to which she is constitutionally entitled. When that 
right is granted, then I shall freely, gladly, and unafraid meet any and 
all charges respecting my moral or other fitness to continue a Member 
of this distinguished body. But unless and until the right of my State 
to such full, equal, and continuous representation is first accorded I 
can not become a party to an unwarranted precedent, nor to any pre­
tended inquiry as to my personal fitness for association with the di~. 
tinguished men now composing the Senate of the United States. 

Great as my ambition to sit in the Senate may have been, and keen 
as my regret may be for the denial of my right to admission to this body, 
the duty I owe to the people who have honored me is the thing of highest 
importance in my life. To keep faith with this people is to me a greater 
thing than to be a Senator, and I shall keep faith with them, whatever 
the cost to myself shall be. 

To keep faith with my people my course must be compatible with 
their rlghts. The people of Illinois know their rights under the 
Constitution. They know them by the unbroken practice of 150 years. 
They know them by the traditions which have been handed down from 
the founding of this Nation. They know them by the history of their 
country. They know their · rights from that instinctive, inherent 
knowledge which tells all men in their souls whether they are bond 
or free. 

The citizens of Illinois know that if they are a free people of a 
sovereign State they have the right, upon the day and in the manner 
prescribed by law, to choose of their own free will whomsoever they 
please to send a.s their representative to the Nation's Capital. They 
know that if they are restricted in this choice by the whim, the 
caprice, or even the conviction of any power on earth other than 
themselves that they are not free but are the bondsmen of tyranny. 

I am here as their carefully considered and lawfully made choice for 
Senator. Therefore, in their name, and with full authority from my 
State and my people, I protest against any invasion of their rights, 
and demand that their choice of a Senator be respected, and that the 
Senate of the United States keep the faith of the Constitution which 
created it by giving to the representative of Illinois the seat justly 
due him. 

If the Senate shall not comply with this demand; If it shall con· 
tinue to deny to my State the right to have her representative adminis­
tered the oath of office; and if it shall at last refuse to accord to the 
third State in the Union the equal representation guaranteed to it by 
the Constitution, I will have the consolation of knowing that Frank 
L. Smith refused to compromise the rights of those who have trusted 
and honored him, even though he might thereby have lost a seat in 
this august and historic assembly. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EKROLLED BILL SIG. ED 

A message from the House of Representatives, by 1\fr. Chnffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had affixed his 
signature to the enrolled bill (H. R. 483) authorizing the Secre· 
tary of the Treasury to acquire certain lands within the Dis­
trict of Columbia to be used as sites for public buildings, and it 
was thereupon signed by the Vice President. 

PETITIONS .AND MEMORIALS 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I present a 
letter fi·om l\fr. George Hannauer, president of the Boston & 
l\1aine Railroad, of Boston, Mass., which very concisely and 
clearly presents reasons why certain important changes should 
be made in tile revenue bill now pending before the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate. I ask that this letter be treated in 
the nature of a petition, printed in the CONGRESSIO~AL RECORD, 
and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

There being no objection, the letter was referred to the Com­
mittee on Finance and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Bon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

BOSTON & MAINE RAILROAD, 

Boston, Mass., January 6, 1928. 

United Sta.tes Senate, Washington, D. C. 
MY .DEAR SENATOR WALSH: 

* * * * 
I should like now to submit for your consideration in connection with 

the revenue bill (H. R. 1) which passed the House December 15, 1027, 
two provisions of special interest to the Boston & Maine Railroad. as 
well as to business corporations generally. 

1. Section 13, which (we believe properly) reduced the corporntion 
income tax from the existing rate of 13% to 1172 per cent. 
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2. Section 141, which. except us to the taxable years 1027 and 19.:!8, 

abolishes the present right of u.filliated corporations to make consoli­
dated returns. 

1. The equity of the corporation-tax reduction is obvious when we 
con idcr: 

A. That the normal tax upon indiYiduals is only llh, 3, or 5 per cent, 
and that while the net income of corporations distributed to stockholders 
is exempt from this normal tax, payments 12 per cent, 10¥.1 per cent, 
or 8 per cent greater than would be made upon each dollar of net 
income earned by the individualistic or partnership form of business are 
made as a result merely of the use of the corporate business form. 

2. In··tead of e~iminating the provisions for affiliated or consolidated 
returns, we believe these pro\isions should be made more generous. 

Section 240 of the 1926 act provides : Two Qr more domestic corpora­
tions may be deemed to be affi.liated-

(a) If one corporation owns at least 95 per cent of the stock of the 
other or others; or, 

(b) If at least 95 per cent of the stock of two or more corporations 
is owned by the same interests. 

(Stock as used in this requirement docs not include non>oting stock 
which is limited and preferred as to dividends.) 

The object of the provision is set forth clearly in article 631 of regu­
lations 69 under the bending affiliated corporations- . 

" Consolidated returns are based upon the principle of levying the 
tax according to the true net income of a single enterprise, even 
though the business is operated through more than one corporation. 
Where one corporation owns the capital stock of another corporation 
or other corporations, or where the stock of two or more corporations is 
owned by the same interest , a situation results which is closely 
analagous to that of a business maintai.lling one or more branch 
e tabli. bments. In the latter case, because of direct ownership of the 
prop~rty, the net income of the branch forms a part of the net income 
of the entire organization." 

In other words, the tlleory of affiliation and the consolidated return 
is that of an " economic unit " with all intercompany transactions 
and relationships eliminated and a resulting balance sheet and profit 
and lo. s statement showing the situation as though it were a single 
business. 

Pronsions permitting or requiring consolidated returns have been 
placed in every revenue act since the 1917 act. 

When tile r evenue bill of 1917 was before the Senate the Finance 
Committee r eported: 

" "'"11ile the committee is convinced that the consolidated return 
tends to conserve, not to 1·educe, the revenue, the committee recom­
mends its adoption not primarily because it ope1·ates to prevent 
evasion of taxes or becau ·e of its effect upon the revenue, but be­
cause of its effect upon the principle of taxing as a business unit, 
what in reality is a business unit, is sound and equitable and con­
venient both to the taxpayer and the Government." 

If we admit this theory to be sound, manifestly the stipulation of 
ownership of 95 per cent of stock of an affiliated corporation is an 
arbitrary requirement. Tbe true test should be the facts with respect 
to the economic unity. 

Let us assume the case of a railroad owning 96 per cent of the 
stock of corporation A and 96 per cent of the stock of corporation 
B; in that event consolidation is permitted. Tbe result is that if 
corporation A for the given year bas a taxable income of $100,000; 
corporation B bas a deficit of $200,000, and the parent company X 
bas an income of $500,000, the taxable net income of the economic 
tmit will be $400,000. But if the three companies are in fact one 
economic unit and X company is responsible for the deficits of A 
and/or B companies, why should an arbitrary 9:5 percentage of stock 
ownership be adopted; why 95 per cent or 51 per cent, or any other 
percentage? It would seem clearly that the test should be the fact 
as to economic unity alone. 

Assume a parent corporation X which has guaranteed the principal 
and Interest of all the outstanding bonds of corporation A. A 
minority stock ownership of A is in X. Yet in order to protect the 
bonds it is necessary for X annually to pay to A large operative 
deficits without hope of return. Is there not here also one economic 
unity? 

These are some of the reasons why we believe that the provisions 
for consolidated returns should be reinstated in the new revenue act, 
and should be made more generous in order to reflect the true intent 
to tax an economic unit as such. 

Respectfully, 
GF.JORGE H.A.x~ACER, Prc.sident. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts presented a petition of sun­
dry citizens of Medfield, Mnss., prnying for the passage of 
legislation granting incr.eased pen,,ions to Civil War veterans 
find their widow , '"hich was referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Mr. ASHURST presented a re~olution adopted by Cactus 
Chapter, No. 2, Disabled American Yeterans of the World War, 

at Tucson, Ariz.t which was referred to the Committee on Fi4' 
nance and ordered to be printed in the R.Econn, as follows: 
A resolution protesting against the enactment of any legislation which 

would defeat or nullify the Ashurst amendment to the World War 
veterans' act ($50 per month statutory award for arrested cases 
of service-connected tuberculosis) 
Whereas it has come to the attention of the ex-service men's organ!-; 

zations throughout the United States that there are persistent rumors · 
to the effect that the central office of the United States Veterans' Bureau 
intends to recommend to Congress a substantial reduction of the $50 
per month statutory award for arrested cases of service-connected 
tuberculosis (Ashurst amendment) ; and 

Whereas it has been shown that the statutory award of $50 per' 
month for life for arrested tuberculars cost the disabled men and; 
women of America untold energy to have enacted into a law, and.: 
this law did not become a reality until after our lawmaking bodies in 
Washington had been thoroughly convinced of its merits by the most 
expert and convincing evidence made possible by the highest skilled: 
men in America ; and 

Whereas tbe A. hurst amendment has demonstrated the success ot 1 

statutory award, inasmuch as a much smaller percentage of ex-service, 
men have become reactivated since the inception of this law; and 

Whereas the arguments of the United States Veterans' Bureau 
against this amendment and in favor of a. graduated scale from 25 
per cent to 33 per cent, according to the advancement of the disease, 
have been proven by medical and substantial facts to be both unfair , 
and impracticable, due to the fact that nearly all cases of arrested 
tuberculosis which are service connected could not possibly be in· 
cipient cases at the bureau rating of 25 per cent, or they could not 
be moderately advanced, because if this were the case, according to 
bureau rulings, their disability could not be service connected; therefore 
they would not receive compensation. Therefore, the bureau must 
admit that practically only a few moderately advanced B and C class 
beneficiaries are receiving compensation, while the far-advanced cases 
are in the majority. For example, in United States Veterans' Hospital, 1 

No. 51, at Tucson, Ariz., there are at the present time approximately · 
38 beneficiaries receiving the rating of temporary total, 28 ex-service. 
men receiving no compensation whatsoever, and 172 beneficiaries reo • 
ceiving a total permanent rating; and 

Whereas the above :figures prove beyond a doubt that the unfortu· 
nate men who are at present far-advanced cases, but who may some 
day be fortunate enough to become arrested cases have before them a 
poor financial outlook, should the bureau's ruling of 33 per cent for 
arrt>sted far-advanced cases become a reality: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we, the members of Cactus Chapter, No. 2, Disabled 
American Veterans of the World War, Tucson, Ariz., in regular session 
assembled on the 5th day of January, 1928, do hereby protest against 
the enactment of any amendment by Congress which would defeat OJ!' 

nullify the Ashurst amendment to the World War veterans' act ($50 
per month statutory award for arrested cases of service-connected 
tuberculosis) ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded by the Director 
of the Veterans' Bureau; ROYAL C. Jon~so~, chairman of the Veterans' 
Committee in Congress ; Commander Tate, of the Disabled American 
Veterans of the World War; Captain Kirby, national legislative com­
mitteeman of the D. A. V. W. W. ; Ron. CARL HAYDE~; Ron. HENRY F. 
AsHURST; and I. A. Marcotte, the State commander of the Disabled 
American Veterans of the World War. 

Attest: 
THos. S. SAWYER, 

Oonuna n tim·. 
CHARLES L. EDGERl'O~, 

A.dju.tant. 
JAYES C. fiERRO~, 
JOSEPH TH03fA.S, 

FRANCIS J. NILES, 

Members Erecutive Committee. 

Mr. COPELAJ\'"D presented a telegram from F. Park Lewis, 
of Buffalo, N. Y., which was referred to the Committee on For~ 
eign Relations and ordered to be printed in the R£coRD, as 
follows: 

BUFFALO, N. Y., Januat·y 5, 1928. 
Ron. RoYAL S. CoPEL.A..'\'D, 

Senate Chamber, WaBhi11gton, D.· 0.: 
Hope Nicaraguan resolutions will not be allowed to remaln 1n com­

mittee. Interference witb armed force in foreign · country unwarrantable 
and reprehensible, not in harmony with American principles or tradition. 

• F. PARK LEWIS. 

Mr. COPELAND also presented memorials numerously signed 
by sundl·y citizens of New York, N.Y., remonstrating against the 
passage of legislation providing for compulsory Sunday obser­
vance in the District of Columbia, which were referred to the. 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 
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Mr. WARREN presented a resolution adopted by the Lions 

Club of Greybull, ·wyo., favoring the passage of legislation to 
aid in insuring adequate supplies of timber and other forest 
products, which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and ~~orestry. , 
. He also presented a resolution adopted by the Lions Club of 
Greybull, Wyo., favoring the making of adequate appropriations 
for the reforestation of denuded areas within the national for­
ests, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. CAPPER presented resolutions adopted by Woman's Re­
lief Corps, No. 9, of Lawrance, Kans., favoring the passage of 
legislation granting increase of pension to $50 per month to 
widows of Civil War veterans, which were referred to the Com-

. mittee on Pensions. 
He also presented petitions of Topeka Post, No. 71, and 

Topeka Post, No. 94, Woman's Relief Corps, both of the Grand 
Army of the Republic, Department of Kansas, of Topeka, Kans., 
praying for the passage of legislation granting pensions of $50 
per month to widows of Civil War veterans, and also for the 
repeal of the provision of the law baning Widows f1·om pensions 
who were married to veterans after June 27, 1905, which were 
refened to the Committee on Pensions. 

REPORTS OF CO:MMITTEES 

Mr. ASHURST, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (S. 1154) to authorize 
the use by the county of Yuma, Ariz., of certain public lands 
for a municipal aviation field, and for other purposes, reported 
it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 46) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill ( S. 1155) to grant extensions of time under oil and gas 
permits, reported it with amendments and submitted a report 
(No. 47) thereon. 

Mr. KENDRICK, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill ( S. 1312) to change 
the name of the Utah National Park, the establishment of 
which is provided for by the act of Congress approved June 7, 
1924 ( 43 Stat. 593), to the "Bryce Canyon National Park," 
and for other purposes, reported it without amendment and sub­
mitted a report (No. 48) thereon. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on the District of Colum­
bia, to which was referred the bill ( S. 1284) amending the act 
approved April 30, 1926, entitled "An -act amending the act 
entitled 'An act providing for a comprehensive development of 
the park and playground system of the National Capital,' ap­
proved June 6, 1924," reported it without amendment and sub­
mitted a report {No. 49) thereon. 

Mr. NYE, from the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 
to which was referred the bill ( S. 440) for the relief of Charles 
H. Send, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 50) thereon. 

Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur­
veys, to which was referred the bill ( S. 1193) granting certain 
rocks or islands to the State of Oregon for park purposes, re­
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 51) 
thereon. 

BIT.LS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 

Bills and joint resolutions wet·e introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By l\Ir. JOHNSON: 
A bill ( S. 2426) to establish a uniform rule of natura.I.ization 

and to amend and codify the laws relating thereto, to provide 
for recognition of citizenship in certain cases, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Immigration. 

By l\Ir. DILL: 
A bill (S. 2427) to enact supplemental section 8853-1 to sec­

tion 8853 of the General Code relati-ve to public raih·oad cross­
ings of highways, and to provide that drivers or occupants of 
vehicles at such crossings guilty of contributory negligence 
shall not be barred a recovery ; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

A bill ( S. 2428) for the relief of William M. Wiser ; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By J\Ir. SHEPPARD : 
A bill (S. 2429) fo1· tile promotion of pecan cullure in south­

western United States; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

A bill (S. 2430) for the relief of W . .T. Moodyman; to the 
Committee on Olaims .. 

By 1\Ir. JONES : 
A bill (S. 2431) to authorize an appropriation for the con­

struction of a road on the l\Iakah Indian Reservation, Wash.; 
to the CommitU.e on .Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. NORRIS : 
A bill ( S. 2432) granting a pension to Mary Longstreth ; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: 
A blll ( S. 2433) granting a pension to Alice F. Leach ; 
A bill ( S. 2434) granting a penSion to Catherine Shea; and 
A bill (S. 2435). granting an increase of pension to Frances P. 

Gibbs; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 
A bill ( S. 2436) to amend the act entitled "An act relating 

to the use or disposal of vessels or vehicles forfeited to the 
United States for violation of the customs law.s or the national 
prohibition act, and for other pm·poses," appro-ved March 3, 
1925, as amended; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

A bill (S. 2437) for the relief of Irene Strauss; and 
A bill ( S. 2438) for the relief of the firm of 1\I. Le-vin & Sons ; 

to the Committee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 2439) to amend the military record of Arthur 

Waldenmeyer; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. SHIPSTEAD : 
A bill (S. 2440) to provide that four ho:urs sllall constitute a 

day's work on Saturdays throughout the year for all employees 
in the Government Printing Office; to the Committee on Educa­
tion and Labor. 

By 1\lr. LA FOLLETTE : 
A bill ( S. 2441) for the relief of Frank Murray; to the Com­

mittee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 2442) for the relief of Lieut. Henry 0. Weber, 

Medical Corps, United States Navy; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

By l\Ir. ·wHEELER: 
A bill (S. 2443) for the relief of Joseph l\lorrison; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 2444) granting an increase of pension to Thomas G. 

Nielsen ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. HAWES: 
A bill (S. 2445) granting a pension to John Mayfield (with 

accompanying papers) ; and 
A bill (S. 2446) granting a pension to Susan A. Yount (with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. GILLETT: 
A bill (S. 2447) for the relief of the stockholders of the First 

National Bank of Newton, Mass.; to the Committee on Claims. 
By l\Ir. HARRIS : 
A bill ( S. 2448) for the relief of Margaret Doyle, adminis­

tratrix of the estate of James Doyle, deceased; to the Committee 
·on Claims. · 

By Mr. BROUSSARD (by request): 
A bill ( S. 2449) to authorize the construction of a bridge 

across the :Mississippi River at or near the city of Baton Rouge, 
in the parish of East Baton Rouge, and a point opposite thereto 
in the parish of 'Vest Baton Rouge, State of Louisiana (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania· : 
A bill (S. 2450) to amend the immigration act of 1924, 

entitled "An act to limit the immigration of aliens into the 
United State~, and for other purposes" ; to the Committee on 
Imm.igra tion. 

By Mr .. TRA.-;\E\IELL: 
A bill ( S. 2451) for the relief of William J. Carter; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. HO,VELL: 
A bill ( S. 2452) g1·anting a pension to .Andrew Brown ; and 
A. bill ( S. 2453) granting an increase of pension to Orrie A. 

Har'VeY ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By l\Ir. SWANSON: 
A bill ( S. 245!) for the relief of Freel Elias Horton (with 

an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Naval Affair . 
By 1\Ir. THO:l\1AS : 
A bill (S. 2455) to amend and further extend the benefits of 

the act approved l\Iarch 3, 1925, entitled "An act conferring 
jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adjudi­
cate, and enter judgment in any and all claims, of whatever 
nature, which t.he Kam:as or Kaw Tribe of Indians may have or 
claims to have against the United States, and for other pur­
poses" ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas: 
A bill ( S. 2456) to establish game sanctuaries in the national 

forests; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
A bill ( S. 2457) for the relief of ,Bert Moore; to the Com­

mittee on Olaims. 
By Mr. EDWARDS: 
A bill (S. 2458) to amend the World War veterans' act, 1924. 

as amended, in respect of furnishing flags to drape the ca. kets 
of deceased veterans; to the Committee on Finance. 



1928 CONGR.ESSION AL RECORD-SEN ATE ·1223 
A bill (S. 2459) authoiizing a preliminary examination and 

survey of the Elizabeth River, N. J.; to the Committee on Com­
merce. 

A bill ( S. 2460) granting a pension to Annie Boden ; and 
A bill ( S. 2461) granting an increase of pension to Susanna 

S. Paxson (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. TYDINGS: ,. 
A joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 72) to grant permission for the 

erection of a memorial statue of Cardinal Gibbons; to the 
Committee on the Library. 

By :Mr. COPELAND: 
A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 73) to amend the act of May 

29, 1884, as amended ; the act of February 2, 1903 ; and the act 
of March 3, 1905, as amended, to include poultry within their 
provisions ; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

OHA ""GES OF REFERENCE 

On motion of 1\lr. REED of Pennsylvania, the Committee on 
Military Affairs was discllarged from the further consideration 
of the following bills and joint resolution, and they were re­
feiTed as indicated below : 

8.1433. An act for the relief of J. C. Peixotto; to the Com­
mittee on Claims. 

S. 854. An act to authorize the reinstatement of honorably 
discharged soldiers and sailors to former positions in Gove·rn­
ment service and restoration to eligible register of the names 
of honorably discharged soliliers and sailors ; and 

S. J. Res.ll. Joint resolution to amend the census act of 
March 3, 1919 ; to the Committee on Civil Service. 

COMMITTEE SERVICE 

On requef.lt of Mr. WATSON, and by unanimous consent, the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. 'VILLIS] was excused from further serv­
ice upon the Committee on Public Land's and Surveys, and the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cu'ITING] was assigned to the 
yacant place on the committee. 

IXVESTMENTS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES 

1\lr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I submit a concurrent resolu­
tion, which I ask may lie on the table so that I may call it up in 
a day or two, or whenever other important pending business of 
the Senate is disposed of, and discuss it at that time. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 7) was ordered to 
lie on the table, as follows : 

Resol·vea by the Beoote (tlle HO'U1ro of Representatives c011£urring), 
That the policy of this country with reference to investments and the 
conduct of traue by American citizens in foreign countries should be 
grounded upon the following principles : 

1. American citizens engaged in trade or commerce in foreign 
countries must obey the laws of these countries. 

2. Investments made by American citizens are subject to the laws of 
the country wherein they are made. 

3. The Government of the United States will not assume responsi­
bility for the fulfillment of contractual arrangements made by American 
citizens with foreign governments or with private citizens of foreign 
countries. 

4. Before American citizens can expect the Government of the United 
States to take any action with reference to their complaints that they 
have been unfairly dealt with in foreign countries, they must first 
have exhausted the remedies available to them in the courts of such 
countries. 

5. If, in the opinion of the President of the B'nited States, decisions 
made by the court of last resort in any foreign country deny to 
American citizens the same rights aceorded to nationals of other 
countries or violate the principles of international law, and also in the 
event that the legb;lative or executive branches of· such foreign gov­
ernments shall refuse to observe decisions of their courts favorable to 
American citizens, this country will endeavor to adjust such di1ferences 
through friendly negotiations and stands ready to submit the same to 
arbitration. 

6. In no event will the Government of the 'Lnited States have 
recourse to arms or resort to force in any manner to gain or preserve 
tor American citizens rights and privileges in any foreign country 
beyond those enjoyed by the native citizens of such country. 

7. For the security of the Government of the United States, and to 
promote peace, the interests of the governments in this hemisphere 
are mutual. We owe it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable rela­
tions existing between the United States and the governments of the 
world to declare that we should consider any attempt on their part to 
extend privileges and engage in conduct not permitted to the Govern­
ment of the United States or its citizens under the foregoing declara­
tions as dangerous to our peace and safety, We could not view any 
attempt on the part of a foreign govern.ment to encroach upon the 

rights of small nations and the equality of nations guaranteed to the 
countries of this hemisphere in any other light than as the mani­
festation of an unfriendly disposition toward the United States. 

l.l."'\'VESTIGATION OF NAVAL OIL RESERVE LEASES 

l\lr. HARRISON obtained the tloor. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from ::\Iississippi 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
1\Ir. HARRISON. I yield. 
:ur. NORRIS. I would like to state to the Senator from 

Missi~:=sippi that yesterday afternoon the Senate passed a reso­
lution of mine directing the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys to continue the investigation heretofore made of naval 
oil leases. There are just a few words I want to say on that 
question, and I am wondering if the Senator from Mississippi 
will yield to me for that purpose. 

Mr. HARRISON. I take it that it \\ill not start any general 
discussion? 

Mr. :XORRIS. Of course, I can not guarantee that it will not. 
l\Ir. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska 

provided I can obtain the floor when be has concluded. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the resolution which was 

passed yesterday directed that the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys should continue the investigation heretofore made 
by that committee in reference to the leasing of public lands, 
and particularly of the naval oil reserves in Wyoming, and the 
committee i-; particularly clirected to make -an investigation as 
to the transactions and activities of the Continental Trading 
Co. of Canada and especially directed-
to trace all the Government bonds held and dealt in by said corporation, 
'1\"ith the purpose of ascertaining the beneficiary or beneficiaries of all 
the illegal tmnsactions connected with the fraudulent and dishonest 
sale or leasing of the said naval oil reserves. 

It occurred to me that for the benefit of the members of the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys I ought to make at 
least a brief statement as to what has been shown by investiga­
tions made by the attorneys representing the Government in the 
trial of the lawsuit pending against Mr. Sinclair and former 
Secretary FalL 

In November, 1921, 1\fr. A. E. Humphreys, an oil producer 
of Texas, entered. into negotiations with Harry F. Sinclair, 
H. :U. Blackmer, James O'Neil, and Robert W. Stewart for the 
purpose of selling to them oil that be was producing from his 
oil wells in Texas. On November 15, 1921, at a conference with 
those men in New York City, Mr. Humphreys sold them more 
than 33,000,000 barrels of oil at the agreed price of $1.50 per 
barrel. 

On the next day, when they met for the purpose of putting 
the contract in writing for the first time, these purchasers noti­
fied Mr. Humphreys that the real purchaser of the oil was the 
Continental Trading Co., of Canada, and asked that the con­
tract be drawn in the name of that company. 

Mr. Humphreys had never heard of the Continental Trading 
Co. and, because be knew nothing of its financial standing, ·he 
refused to enter into a conh·act for the sale of the oil to tllat 
company. Thereupon these men told 1\fr. Humphreys that they, 
on behalf of the companies which they represented, would guar­
antee the payment for the oil on behalf of the Continental 
Trading Co. The contract was then drawn in the name of the 
Continental Trading Co., and payment of the price of the oil 
by the said trading company was ·guaranteed by Sinclair, 
Blackme1·, O'Neil, and Stewart. 

At this time O'Neil was president of the Prairie Oil & Gas 
Co. ; Stewart was chairman of the board of directors of the 
Standard Oil Co. of Indiana and still holds that position ; 
Blackmer was chairman of the board of directors of the Mid­
west Refining Co., which was practically owned outright at that 
time, and still is, by the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana. Sinclair 
represented the Sinclair Consolidated Oil Corporation. This 
corporation, together with the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana (rep­
resented by Stewart), jointly owned the Sinclair Crude Oil 
Purchasing Co. 

On the next day, November 17, 1921, Henry Smith Osler, an 
attorney of Toronto, Canada, appeared upon the scene and exe­
cuted the contract as president of the Continental 'l'rading Co., 
while Sinclair and Stewart, " for the directors " of the Sinclair 
Crude Oil Purchasing Co., and O'Neil, on behalf of the Prairie 
Oil & Gas Co .• signed the contract as guarantors. 

On the same day this fraudulent Continental Trading Co. 
assigned its contract and resold the oil it had thus contracted to 
buy to the Sinclair Crude Oil Purchasing Co. and the Prairie 
Oil & Gas Co. jointly. This sale was made at a pro-fit o-f 25 
cents on each barrel. 
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By the terms of the contract from Humphreys to the Con­

tinental Trading Co. payments for oil deliveries were to be made 
on the 15th day of each month ; and by the terms of the contract 
wherein the Continental Trading Co. resold the oil to the 

! Stewart, Sinclair, and O'Neil corporations payments were to be 
made on the lOth day of each month. It was therefore possible 

· for this fraudulent Continental Trading Co. to get its money 
~from the real purchasers of the oil five days before it was re­
quired to make payments to the man who produced and sold 
the oil. 

Under this conh·act oil was delivered by l\Ir. Humphreys -and 
turned over to the Sinclair, Stewart, and O'Neil corporations 
until some time in May, 1923, when the Continental, through 
its president, Osler, assigned its interest in its contract to the 
Sinclair Crude Oil Purchasing Co. At this time there were still 
25,000,000 barrels of oil to be delivered, and the profit of the 
Continental Trading Co., at 25 cents a barrel, on this remaining 
amount of oil would have been at lea ·t $6,250,000; yet Osler, on 

. behalf of the Continental Trading Co., surrendered this con­
tract to the Sinclair Crude Oil Purchasing Co. for $400,000. 

Immediately this fraudulent Canadian company went out of 
1 business. The company was formed the day the contract was 
1 made. It never bad any capital. It never had any property 
. except the profit on this oil contract. It never did any busines~ 
· either before or since this oil tran. action. \Vhen it went out 

! 
of business it destroyed its records and all its documents. It 
is worthy of note that it went out of busines::; about the time 

1 the Senate investigation of the Teapot Dome oil lea ·es was 
. threatened. While it was in business its profit of 25 cents a 
•

1 

barrel on this oil amounted to $3,800,000. All of this money 
was deposited, under the direction of 0 ·ler. at the New York 

1 agency of the Dominion Bank of Ctmada and, under his direc­
tion, all of the money was invested in Liberty bonds of the 

' United States Government. These bonds were, by this Dominion 
bank, then huned over to Osler. 

In the trial of the Sinclair and Fall cases $230,000 of these 
bonds were h·aced to Mr. Fall. The balance of the bonds have 

~ never been accountecl for ; and the principal object in directing 
1 the committee to continue the investigation is to determine what 
became of the remainder of those bonds. 

Upon the trial of the civil suit to recover Teapot Dome the 
Government counsel obtained a commission from the United 
States district court to take Osler's testimony in Canada When 
he was put on the stand he refused to testify on the ground 
that he was attorney for the Continental Trading Co. and its 

, officials and that an the information he posse sed was privi­
, leged. He was thereupon cited for contempt of court and on 
December 13, 1924, Justice Riddell, of the Supreme Court of 
Ontario, delivered judgment against him, ordering him to testify. 
Osler then appealed to the appellate division of the Supreme 
Court of Ontario and a hearing was then had on the 11th of 
February, 1925 ; and on l\Iarch 12, 1925, the appellate division 
of the Supreme Court of Ontario rejected Osler 's plea and 
ordereu him to te tify. 

It may be worth while in passing to say that the appellate 
division of the Supreme Court of Ontario passed on the question 
on the 12th of March, 1925, just 2!) days after the matter had 
been submitted to it. I mention that to show how expeditiou.s 
justice seems to be across the line as compared to the manner 
in which it is dragging along here for months at a time to find 
out whether or not somebody may be in contempt of court. In 
Canada the question went clear to the appellate division of the 
supreme cot1rt in less than 60 days and the court rendered a 
decision. 

In the meantime, while this case wa. pending, Osler left 
Canada. After he had appealed from the court to the appe~ate 
court he left Canada and went to Egypt, it is alleged, on a lion 
hunt. It wa therefore impossible to carry out the order of the 
court. He never returned uutil the case was disposed of, when 
his te ·timony, of com'Se, would be of no value. 

Also in the meantime Blackmer and O'Neil left the country 
and went to France. Senators will remember that they were 
the representatives of the oil corporations that really bought the 
oil and which had guaranteed the payment for the oil to Mr. 

· Humphreys, the man in Texas who sold the oil. Of course, in 
view of the ab ·ence of Blackmer and O'Neil it was impo ·sible 
for the Government to get theh· testimony. Stewart, who repre­
sented the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, also left the countr;y 
and went to South America.. Stewart came back later and said 
he did not know that tbey had been hunting him, as they had 
been all over the United States trying to get him on a sub­
pcena ; that he was down in South America on some oil business. 

Blackmer and O'Neil are still in Europe and it is supposed 
that they will remain there perhaps for the balance of their 

lives, the Government, of course, being unable to get their 
testimony. 

Both the Supreme Court of Ontario and the Supreme Court of 
the United States have branded the Continental Trading Co. as a 
corrupt and fraudulent in::;trumentality for the commencement 
of some illegitimate purpose. The Supreme Court of the United 
States said : 

The creation of the Continental Co~ the purchase and resale of 
contracts enai.Jling it to make more than $8,000,000 without capital, risk, 
or etl'ort; the assignment of the contract to the resale purchasers at a 
small fraction of its probable value, and the pUI'pose to conceal the dis­
position of its assets make it plain that the company was created for 
some illegitimate purpose. * * 

The record shows * • * that the Government, notwithstanding 
the diligence reasonably to be expected, was unable to obtain the testi­
mony of Blackmer. O'Neil. Stewart. Everhart. or Osler in resoect o! the 
transaction by which the Liberty bonds recently acquired by the Conti-
nental Co. were giyen to and u ·ed by ll'all. .:o .:. * 

::\'Ir. President, I will not take the time to read it, bnt I 
should like to have inserted in the RECORD a letter which calls 
attention, it seems to me, to several important items. 

The Standard Oil Co. of Indiana is involved in this trans­
action. If in this deal, which was made in New York, the rep­
resentatives of the~e oil companies who bought oil of Humphreys 
themselves and then u. ed thi::; trading company to transfer it 
to their company were honest ami really bought it. they were 
cheating tlleir own companies, and the Standard Oil Co. of In­
diana \YRS one of the victims as well as the Sinclair company 
and O'Neil company. In other words, the officials of these com­
panie. were buying oil at $1.50 a barrel and selling it to their 
own companies at $1.75 a barrel, and they were using thil:l 
fraudulent corporation a~ a go-between to make the transfer. 
So that the stockholder~ of eaeh one of th~ companiel', a~sum­
ing that this transactiou had not ~orne other ulterior purpo~e~ 
were being robbed by th~?ir officials, and among the number 
comes the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, owned to a great ex­
tent, I am informed, by Mr. Rockefeller and the Rockefeller 
l!...,oundation. 

I have a letter written to me by :\Ir. Green, of Chicago, Ill., 
referring to that, and I ask unanimous com·ent to have it 
printed in the RECor:n as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDIKG OFFICER (l\Ir. OoorE in the chair). With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The letter is as follows : 

Hon. GEORGE W. NORRIS, 

Washington, D. C. 

CniC.lGO, Decembe1· 1, 1927. 

DE.\R SEN.lTOR : In these times when such unconscionable efforts are 
being made to .shield the criminals in the Teapot Dome oil case and 
make it appear that it is the officials of this Government who are the 
ones responsible for jury tampering, is it not well to consider that 
the interests which would have been the most benefited bad our Gov­
ernment been unsuccessful in recovering its own property are the ones 
who are supplying the funds to protect the oil criminals in this country 
as well as paying others to remain away from the country? 

The decision of the Supreme Court links together in a chain of evi­
dence that can not he broken the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, with 
the Sinclair company in their united attempt to rob the Nation of its 
Teapot Dome deposits of oil set aside by Congress for the defense of 
this country. 

The Standat·d Oil Co. of Indiana has authoritatively proclaimed 
through its advertisements that the Itockefeller Foundation is the larg­
est stockholder in the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana and that the tht·ee 
largest influences in that company are the llockefeller Foundation, the 
employees, and the General Etluca tion Board. 

'l'he decision of the United States Supreme Court declare~ that tbe 
Standard Oil Co. of Indiana and the Sinclair Consolidated Oil Corpora­
tion own, sbar·e and share alike, the Sinclair Pipe Line Co. and the Sin­
clair Oil Purchasing Co. and that the performance with the Continental 
Trading Co. of Canada, which was created for orne illegit imate pur­
pose, was guaranteed by llobert W. Stewart, chairman of the board of 
directors of the Stand•ll'd Oil Co. of Indiana, and Sinclair, chairman 
of the board of directors of the 'juclair oil organization. 

The decision of the Uuitetl States Supreme Court also cite the 
departure from this country for Europe ip 1024 ot H. M. Blackmer, of 
the Midwest Refining Co., a subsidiary of the Standard Oil Co. of 
Indiana, and James O'Neil, of the Prairie Oil & Gas Co., ami th e ab­
sence from American jurisdiction of Ro.l>ert W. Stewart, of the Stand· 
ard Oil Co. of Indiana, at the time of the trial of the case iu 
Cheyenne, Wyo. 

The Rockefeller Foundation professes to b~ an organization estab­
lished with the chartered purpose to promote the well-being of mankind 
throughout the world, and that its chaetet· i,:; a pledge of limitl('hll 
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faith in the power of progress, in the triumph of good over evil, of 
education o>er ignorance, of brotherly love over selfishness. 

And yet in the face of these sublime sentiments the Rockefeller 
Foundation, with John D. Rockefeller, jr., the chairman of its board of 
trustees, seems never to have made an effort to have the industrial 
organization which it controls restore the Teapot Dome deposits of oil 
to th1s Government, where they belong, but rather ha>e the officials of 
the foundation, by their inaction and apathy, invited a suspicion that 
they hoped the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana and its confederate might 
be able to retain the spoil of their a~tempted banditry and that it is 
disappointed at the result. 

What a deplorable case of covetous greed and hypocrisy, of corrup­
tion, collusion and fraud, of disloyalty to this country has been exposed 
by the United States Supreme Court. 

Why should not John D. Rockefeller, jr., chairman of the board of 
direetors, and George E. Vincent, president of the Rockefeller Founda­
tion, be subprenaed by the Government or the Senate committee and be 
questioned regarding the disposition of the $8,000,000 transaction in 
the Continental Oil deal and the scandalous activities of Stewart and 
other subordinate officials in the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, the 
control of which appears to be vested in the Rockefeller Foundation, 
the Rockefeller Educational Bureau, and the employees of the Standard 
Oil Co. of Indiana? Why prosecute the tools and dummies and let the 
principal behind the scene remain unmolested? 

Yours ;ery truly, 
A. w. GREEN, 

74 Board of Trade, Chicago, Ill. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I believe that is all I have to 
say, and I am much obliged to the Senator from Mississippi 
for yielding to me. 

THE TARIFF AND AGRICULTURAL RELIEF 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the resolution (S. 
Res. 52) submitted by Ur. Mc~!ASTER, favoring a reduction of 
tariff schedules and the consideration of tariff legislation at the 
present session of Congress. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, it was a pitiable spectacle 
yesterday to see the distinguished Senator from Utah [1\Ir. 
SMooT] standing in his accustomed place speaking in behalf of 
the protected interests of this country and trying to defend the 
nefarious provisions of the present tar~ law. It drew even 
from my warm-hearted Democratic breast some sympathy for 
the distinguished Senator, because all through his address his 
former fellow conspirators in clime deserted him and he took 
refuge by reading to the Senate resolutions which had been 
adopted by the United States Chamber of Commerce, compo ed 
in large measm·e of distinguished bankers and manufacturers 
of the country, which resolutions expressed views contrary to 
his, even going to the extent of saying that the tariff should be 
revised so that agriculture might be lifted and be placed upon 
an equality or at least a partial equality with the manufactur­
ing industry. Then he took occasion to criticize the American 
delegation to the Economic Conference at Geneva because their 
work was contrary to his views touching this matter. He stood 
there forlorn, though~ defending the old bill and old system, like 
the boy who stood upon the burning deck, "whence all but him 
had fled." 

I am sorry that the distinguished Senator from Utah is not 
now in the Chamber. He probably will. wend his way in in a 
moment. He took umbrage at the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. Mc::UAsTER] yesterday because the Senator from South 
Dakota left the Senate Chamber for about 10 minutes during 
that four-hour speech. He forgot that about the only person 
who did listen to all of the speech happened to be in the gal­
leries and went crazy during the discourse. The poor fellow 
even yelled •· Murder." But the Senator probably will return 
in a moment. It was perfectly natural that he should have 
read from the message of the President of the United States 
both to the Chicago congress and to the .American Congress as 
to the importations of agricultural product.<~, and the benefits 
that agriculture received from this system.. 

The distinguished Senator from Utah, when he has a lucid 
interval, is sometimes right; but the trouble is that he does 
not stand long enough in one place. I recall, and other Sena­
tors recall, that last fall we read in the papers that the dis­
tinguished Senator from Utah visited Washington and gave out 
to the press a statement in which he said that the Ame1ican 
people we1·e entitled to share . in these large surpluses that had 
been accumulated from the exactions of the Government from 
the taxpayers of the country, and that he would. exercise his 
high position as chairman of the Finance Committee of the 
Senate in seeing to it when the Congress convened that they 
should be given immediate tax reduction, and the reduction 
would be higher than the amount that·l\1r. Mellon had said the 
Treasury would stand; that he was in favor of going !!igher 
than any $250,000,000. 

We had some hope then that perhaps we would get some 
relief from these burdens of direct taxes; but some weeks 
after that the Senator again visited the Secretary of the Treas­
ury, and he had a confab with him, and he came out and ga\e 
to the press another statement in which he said, "No; we 
can not pa...<:tS a bill carrying a l.arger amount of reduction than 
that recommended by the Secretary of the Treasury. We must 
confine om· work in fax reduction to $250,000,()()(}." He still 
held to the view, however, that this surplus had been piled up 
through the exactions of the Government from the taxpayers, 
and that immediate tax reforms should be entered upon by the 
American Congress when we convened in December. 

The Senator, however, is still on speaking terms with the 
Secretary of the Treasw·y ; and the other day he had another 
conference with him. Then he came out and said that now 
the Secretary and he are agreed that there should be no tax 
reduction until after the 15th of l\larch; and this morning I 
read with amazement in the papers that this same distinguished 
leader so.ys that they have the votes in the Finance Committee 
to prevent the Democrats from bringing it out and giving an 
immediate reduction to the American taxpayer; so he is rather 
inconsistent in his position. Little wonder that yesterday he, 
and he alone, would speak a word in defense of the duties writ­
ten in behalf of the Al,uminum Trust. :u.r. Mellon, you know, 
and his family dominate that suffering concern. 

l\lr. President, "Truth crushed to earth shall rise again." 
Facts will te:ll. It was a beautiful and a roseate setting that 
you gentlemen over there consn·ucted. in 1921, when you steered 
to passage the emergevcy tariff bill. .All the ills of the fanner 
were to be cm·ed in the pages of that law. No longer was 
depression to confront him. No longer were hardships to 
handicap him and adver ity to advance upon him. The cure 
bad been found, and the remedy was to be applied, and through 
its soothing application all irritation was to be removed, and 
a recurrence of the disease made impossible. 

Ah, what a beautiful rainbow, with all the radiant colors, did 
you stretch across the heaYens presaging hope to the .American 
farmer ! Through the duties in that bill you made beds 
throughout the fields of agriculture that the farmer might rest 
his weary head and recline his tired body. His fields were to 
becanw verdant with plenty, and his prices were to soar to 
high heawn. To the farmer the old moon seemed to shine more 
softly aml the sun more gently. In your work at that time, 
however, ,vou were only applying an anesthetic to him that you 
might perform a lllf!jor operation on him in the next Congress, 
when you intended, and you did, to pile higher tariff duties 
against · him and for the protected manufacturers of the 
country. 

But the farmer soon came out of his coma. He soon saw that 
a job wns being put up on him. The man in the moon began 
to "'ink his eye, and the old sun got angry and hot under the 
collar. He saw the rainbow of hope and anticipation disap ... 
pear and fade from his view. Those roseate beds upon which 
he laid down to r.est his tired and depressed body soon became 
l!ard and uncomfortable. The trap that you had prepared had 
entrapped yourselves. Those wonderful fields, so verdant with 
promise, that you told him about began to grow up with the 
weeds of retaliation, cocklebu1·s of entanglements, and the 
thistles that pricked him on every side. It was not long, sirs, 
until the skies became overcast-at first clouds no larger than 
the hand made their appearance and day by day they ha\e 
enlarged, until now a storm threatens and a downpom· of con­
demnation awaits you in the coming election. The trap you 
fixed has entrapped you. The gun you loaded has recoiled upon 
you. 

The farmer sees now, as never before, what the iniquitous 
protective-tariff system, with all its discriminating influences, 
does for him. He understands now, as never before, that you 
can not through artificial measures give protection to this and 
that and work equality to all the industries of America. It will 
not do. Too much depends upon the consideration. The farm­
ers of the country can not compete with the bloated special 
interests. Then, too, the law of economics will not permit it. 
Long have those who believed as I believe prophesied that the 
time would come under such a system when the purchasing 
power of those highly protected industries would soar high, while 
that of agriculture would decline until the difference would 
become apparent to everyone. And yet my friend from Utah 
on yesterday said that there was no difference between the 
farmer's dollar and the manufacturer's dollar ! He really 
believes that. Why, he said that talking about differences in 
exchanging of the product of the farmer for those things that 
the manufacturer produces was out of the question. 

Before I finish I expect to show the purchasing power of the 
farmer's dollar when compared to the manufacturer's dollar, 
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and how small is that which may be received by the farmer 
when he takes his products to the market and exchanges them 
for some of the things that it is necessary for him to buy. 

·what do the facts show? And when I talk to-day I am not 
talking along Democratic principles. I know there are men 
on the other side of the aisle who believe just as strongly as 
I do that this system of protection has enriche<! one class 
while it has pauperized another class. I know of no legisla­
tion that has been presented to the American Congress that I 
regretted being unable support more than the legislation pro­
posed by the distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY], 
known as the McNary-Haugen bill. I wanted to support any­
thing that might help the farmers; and unless this system can 
be changed by the American representatives as it is now upon 
the statute books, I do not know, my friends, but that I shall 
vote for the proposition. I was against it because I was 
afraid it might perpetuate this iniquitous tariff system upon 
the country. Of course, the tariff wa~ not written into its 
pages, but it was the tariff that made it possible for you to lift 
the prices as you sought to do. 

While I could not support that measure, I welcome the reso­
lution of the distinguished Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Mol\IASTER]. I believe much support for it will come from 
the other side, because I know how truly those who are work­
ing with the Senator for the passage of the resolution represent 
the wi hes of that great section of the country that has seen 
its purchasing power go down while that of the manufacturers 
of the country has gradually climbed higher. I am not so 
much interested in the particular wording of the resolution. 
If you want to change it so as to stand for revision of the 
tariff downward from the general tariff levels now upon the 
statute books that is all 1igbt; but if you want to leave it as it 
is for the lo~ering of tariff duties, it meets my viewpoint. 

' I know that the Senator from South ·Dakota did not intend 
by his resolution to favor the lowering of the tariff duties on 
every article. He was only striking at the whole tariff system 
as it is now on the statute books, and he wanted the Commit­
tee on Ways and Means of the House and the Finance Com­
mittee of the Senate so to draft it as to carry out the general 
idea of a tariff revision downward. To put it merely "tariff 
revision" would not suffice, because I recall, and you recall, 
that in one of the memorable campaigns in this country a dis­
tinguished candidate for President who now adorns the Supreme 
Court of the United States said, following the enactment of the 
Payne-Aldrich tariff law, that he construed "revision" not to 
mean " downward " but " upward." 

But. Mr. President, let us look at the col~ facts in this situ~­
tion. Let us analyze the ad valorem duties upon these agn­
cultural products that were placed in the emergency tariff and 
incorporated in the main in the general tru·iff law, ~mel then see 
how they compare with the ad valorem rates earned on many 
of the things that the farmer buys. 

Mr. President, I do not assume that the rates on agricul­
ture in the present law protect agriculture. I believe that the 
whole scheme was a delusion and a snare. I knew, when it 
was written that it would not work. The distinguished gen­
tlemen over' there who sponsored the measure and who sit 
before me now knew it would not work ; but they were willing 
to offer the sop to the farmers of the Middle West and the 
West in the hope that they might continue to keep them within 
the folds of Republicanism. 

l\f:r friend from Indiana, Senator WATSON-­Mr. WATSON rose. 
1\fr. HARRISON. I yield to him. 
Mr. WATSON. Is the Senator aware of the fact that the 

agricultural schedules of the present tariff law were largely 
framed by the heads of the Agricultural Department as repre­
sented in the city of Washington, and that after they bad been 
formulated they were carried to those heads and approved 
practically without a single dissenting voice on any one of the 
items involved? 

Mr. HARRISON. That does not contradict anything I have 
said, may I say to the Senator, and I hope be will just restrain 
himself a little while and give me the benefit of his smiling 
countenance, and I shall convince him that it does not have 
any effect upon me. -

1\fr. WATSON. No; I imagine not. 
Mr. HARRISON. Not a bit in the world. I believe in cer­

tain principles, and because some one else takes the opposite 
view it does not change my allegiance to those principles. I am 
going to read to the Senate the differences and compare the 
rates on agricultural products which the Senator and his col­
leagues imposed with the ad valorem rates on manufactured 
products. I said that that was a paper comparison. That does 
not mean an actual comparison, because it is impossible to 

compare them. The Senator from Indiana knows that it makes 
no difference what tariff duties you may impose upon cotton 
of the short-staple variety, it could not possibly affect the 
price of it. 

The Senator and his colleagues know that distinguished 
leaders of the Republican Party have always said that the 
t:lriff on wheat did not affect the price of wheat. Let me read 
for the Senator's edification, that the RECORJ) may still contain 
them, some expressions of some very distinguished leaders of 
his party who have made that contention, although you placed 
this high duty upon wheat and the President, in his generosity 
and his ambition at the time-because then be chose to run 
again-still lifted the price of wheat. But, unfortunately, from 
that time on in most instances the price of wheat on quotations 
in Winnipeg has been higher than either at Minneapolis or 
Chicago. 

The Senator does not contradict that proposition. For nine 
days after the emergency tariff law bad been signed by the 
President wheat went down 9 cents a bushel. Yet they tried to 
make the farmers of the great Northwest believe that they were 
going to cure all their ills. 

I do not know bow to get along without my friend from Utah 
[Mr. SMOOT] in his seat. He was on a commission back in 
1907, a commission appointed to investigate this whole agricul­
tural situation from the standpoint of the tariff. He served on 
that commission with the late distinguished leader of the ma­
jority side of the Senate, Senator Lodge, and other distinguished 
Republicans. Also on that commission was the last chairman of 
the Finance Committee of the Senate before the Senator from 
Utah, Senator McCumber. 

These are the men who made up that commission in 1907: 
Senator Gallinger, Senator Lodge, Senator Crawford, of South 
Dakota, Senator SMooT, of Utah, and Senator McCumber, of 
North Dakota. They said in their report: 

The tariff on the farmer's products, such as wheat, corn, rye, barley, 
cattle, and other livestock, did not and could not in any way affect the 
prices of these products. 

My friend from Utah can read that in the RECORJ) to-morrow. 
Our late friend, the distinguished Senator from Iowa, Mr. 
Cummins, stated, in answer to a question, that he did not 
believe that the tariff affected the price of wheat, and said: 

It is idle for even an enthusiast to assert that the price of these 
products is directly affected by the protective tariff. 

Mr. Bristow, then a Senator from the State of the next Repub­
lican nominee for President-not even that suggestion awakes 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CURTIS] from his slumbers­
said: 

We raise far more wheat, corn, cattle, and bogs than we consume, 
and the result is that the farmer can not be protected by a tariff 
because the price of his produce is fixed by the world market. 

Senator Nelson, of Minnesota, expressed this view in refer­
ence to the matter: 

I do not recall the millions of bushels produced in the State of Minne­
sota, but I desire to tell the Senator that the tariff on wheat, which is 
on the statute books, has not done us a particle of good. It would be 
like a tariff on cotton, because up to this time we have been exporting 
from 150,000,000 to 250,000,000 bushels of wheat a year. The price of 
our wheat is fixed by the Liverpool price-the export price--and no duty 
up to this time has helped us. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that only on one kind of wheat­
that is, No. 1 northern spring wheat-can the tariff duty have 
any effect at all. That particular kind of wheat, experts tell us, 
is mixed with other kinds of wheat in the making of certain 
kinds of flour, and to some extent that grade is imported, when 
there is not enough of that grade of wheat in the Dakotas, in 
Minnesota, perhaps, and in Montana ; but that is only a small 
percentage of the great bulk of wheat in this country. 

1\11;. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
1\Ir. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. WATSON. Do I understand the Senator, then, from his 

argument, to take the position that we should at once repeal the 
tariff duties on all agricultural products? 

Mr. HARRISON. I did not say that. The Senator certainly 
did not understand me to say that. 

Mr. WATSON. If the tariff is of no earthly avail, and does 
not help in any respect, or one particle, why have it? 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator did not rise to contradict 
what these distinguished Senators said with reference to this 
matter. 

1\Ir. WATSON. I am not interested in that. That was 18 
years ago. I am interested in the Senator. What does he 
think? 
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Mr. HARRISON. The Senator should accept their views. 

Tlley were, and some of them still are, leaders of his party. I 
would so adjust the tariff rates, if I could write- a bill, that if 
of this particular kind of wheat there was some imported into 
this country, and we could raise some revenue and could lift 
it to a competitive basis-and we could-! would put a tariff 
on that pmticular kind. I would look with the greatest particu­
lar favor on the products of the farmer that could possibly be 
benefited by the tariff, so that I could help to lift the farmer's 
products to a parity with the protected products of. the manu­
facturers of this country. The Senator knows I am trying to 
show to him that these paper rates on agricultural products are 
merely on pap2r, and do not, practically speaking, bring the 
benefits he talks about. 

Mr. W .AT SON. Will the Senator yield for another inter­
ruption? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do. 
Mr. WATSON. The last Democratic revenue tariff law 

passed-the Underwood-Simmons law-gave practical free trade 
on all agricultural products, and in one year thereafter there 
was brought into the United States a total of agricultural prod­
ucts of $350,000,000, in that single year, more than in the whole 
four years under the preceding tariff adminish·ation. Does 
the Senator hold that that was for the good of agriculture in 
the United States? 

Mr. HARRISON. The trouble about the Senator is that 
his mind has been on other propositions and be bas not looked 
at the facts lately. He is a little wrong on the fncts, and I am 
going to give them to him before I have finished with that 
particular proposition. 

Mr . . W .ATSON. I "ill be very glad to have them. 
1\ir. HARRISON. So far as wheat is concerned, I have stated 

the situation. Let us take corn, on which they put their tariff 
rate. We raise in this c."'untry over 2.000,000,000 bushels and 
import into it about 1,000,000 bushels a year. We export ten 
times as much corn as we import. No one can contend that the 
tariff on corn helps tbe corn farmers of this country. 

Mr. SHIP STEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARRISON. The only kind of corn that is imported is 

some that comes to the Pacific coast, of a character that is not 
produced in this country. I yield to the Senator from Minne­
sota. 

Mr. SHIPSTE.AD. I want to call the Senator's attention to 
the fact that we produced very nearly 3,000,000,000 bushels of 
corn last year. In 1926 we imported 1,055,000 bushels. 

Mr. HARRISON. I thank the Senator for the correction. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. And that corn that is imported, I would 

like to state to the Senator, is imported for chicken feed, be­
cause it is of a small kernel, coming from AI·gentina. 

Mr. HARRISON. And we exported many times more than 
we imported of corn in this country. So you can take these 
duties placed upon agricultural products in the most instances 
and you will find they are not effective at all. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. The American Farm Federation bas just pre­

sented the case for an increase of the tariff on corn. 
Mr. HARRISON. I am not surprised at that. It i made 

up of Republicans for the most part. 
Mr. FESS. The American Farm Federation? 
Mr. HARRISON. I thought the Senator said the Tariff Coin­

mission. 
Mr. FESS. Oh, no; it is the American Farm Federation. 
Mr. HARRISON. I think they are wrong, that is all. Does 

not the Senator think they are wrong about it? 
Mr. FESS. The Senator doe not think they are wrong. 
Mr. HARRISON. The Senator does not? He thinks that 

where we produce 3,000,000,000 bushels of corn in the United 
States and import a million bushels, and when we export 
billions, we still ought to have a tariff on corn, that it helps 
somebody? That is his idea of the proposition? When for me 
it does not make any difference. The tariff on corn is in­
effective one way or the other. 
• Mr. President, in the ad valorem rates upon these products 
corn got a 16 per cent ad valorem duty, hogs about 5 per cent, 
cattle 32lh per cent, wheat 31 per cent, potatoes 22 per cent, 
oats 31 per cent, apples 12lh per cent, barley 27 per cent, rye 
14 per cent, and on down the line. Let me read, in comparison 
with those paper duties, the ad valorem rates upon some manu­
factured products. Let us see how they compare. 

Woolen manufactures : The ad valorem is 61 per cent. 
Cotton manufactures : The ad valorem is 47 per cent. 
Silk manufactures: The ad valorem is 60 per cent. 
Metals: The ad valorem is 49 per cent. 
Pottery and earthenware : The ad valo1·em is 60 per eent. 

Those are some of the things that the farmer buys, carrying 
these high ad valorem rates, from 50 to 60 per cent, and more, 
while your little paper rates on agricultural products range 
down as low a !5 per cent ad valorem. 

That is not all, Mr. President. Here are some of the in­
creases in the present law that affect the agricultural inter­
ests of this country. The factory value of chemicals in this 
country is approximately $630,000,000. Chemicals are a serious 
cost factor in textiles, leather, steel, and other industries, yet 
most of the rates on acids are practically prohibitive, and such 
articles as potassium compounds, sodium compounds, flavoring 
extracts, lead compounds, and calciums, are so heavily taxed 
that approximately only $20,000,000 worth subject to duties 
under the chemical schedule are imported annually. While 
paints and colors and pigments carry duties averaging as high 
as 32 per cent, and the factory value of the domestic output · 
approximates $400,000,000 annually, we import only about two 
and a half million dollars' worth annually. Our exports range 
around $15,000,000 of that item alone. 

Soap is taxed 30 per cent, with a value of production in the • 
United State approximating $300,000,000 annually. Seven and/ 
a half million dollars' worth only is exported annually, and the : 
tariff is so high as to permit $550,000 worth of importations 
annually. 

Iron and teel products: The distinguished Senator from 
Utah told the Senator from South Dakota yesterday that he 
could not point out anything that cost the farmer more by 
virtue f this proposition. Iron and steel products are a large . 
cost factor in practically every industry in America. Coal and 
iron are the two great basic commodities which underlie all 
industry. In the face of these facts we now find the tariff 
restored on pig iron, steel rails, and all the alloys, and most 
other materials. .Although the United States produces 60 per 
cent of the world's pig iron and steel, the new tariff on pig iron 
and iron in slabs and blooms was raised to as much as 36 per 
cent. I shall not continue down the line. The iron and steel 
schedule shows impol'ts of $26,000,000 and revenues of only; 
$7,500,000 annually. 

There is an average ad valorem tariff duty of 29 per rent 
on these items, yet the total exports of steel and iron products 
is $221,000,000 annually, and the value of iron and steel prod­
ucts in the United States is $7,000,000,000. Every product that 
the farmer buys into which iron or steel enters is increased in 
cost to the farmer by virtue of the rates imposed under this 
law. 

Let us take earthenware. The farme1·s buy that. Duties 
were heaped on the crude materials from which earthenware is 
made, such as magnesite and graphite, and they were taken 
from the free list and placed upon the dutiable list, making 
earthenware cost more to the American farmer in every product 
made from that particular material. 

Glass and glass products were increased, affecting the cost 
of every article in which glass enters. Every goblet and pane 
of pass the farmer buys is increased in price by virtue of the 
tariff. The great automobile industry of the country needs 
glass, and every time we increase the price of glass to them we 
increase the cost of the automobile to the American farmer and 
to every automobile user in the country. 

Sixty-two million dollars' worth of jute bagging and cordage 
and manufactured flax and hemp was ~mported to this country. 
These articles were taken from the free list. 

In the matter of linoleum, some farmers like to have linoleum 
to put upon the floor in their kitchen or their dining room, or 
maybe even in their parlor or sitting room, and yet there was 
a high tariff put on linoleum when the domestic production of 
it is $52,000,000 annually. 

In the matter of silk manufactures, of course, those gentle­
men who WI'Ote this law do not believe that a farmer's wife 
should have anything made out of silk, that that sort of thing 
must be left to those who are more fortunately protected in the 
great manufacturing interests of the country. The importa­
tions of silk manufactures were $36,000,000, notwithstanding 
the great increase in silk consumption in the United States. 
The principal silk fabric comprising silk manufactures comes in: 
at 55 and 60 per cent ad valorem. Importations of silk wearing 
apparel were only $8,000,000 annually. The factory value of 
silk in this country is $800,000,000. It is manifest that this 
great class of luxuries, retailing at $1,000,000,000 to $1,250,-
000,000 annually, should pay more than $17,000,000 in revenue 
to the Government. 

These are some of the things that make the task of the 
farmer bard ; that make his cost of living high. Ah, but the 
President of the United States, as quoted yesterday by the 
Senator from Utah, said that over $780,000,000 of importations 
into this country affected the farmer, th~t duties upon dutiable 
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farm products amounting to $780,000,000 worth came into this 
country that go to benefit the American farmer. What does 
he include in that list? Among other things he included sugar. 
Sugar ! One man on the Tariff Commission was practically 
discharged and sent as minister to Rumania because he stood 
for a reduction of the exorbitant rates on sugar. If there is 
one thing that is costing the American people millions and 
millions of dollars it is the high rates on sugar. There are 
certain products which are raised by the farmer which, wh(:m 
they are imported into this country, benefit the farmer to the 
amount of the tariff that is imposed. Sugar is one of those 
propositions, but it does not benefit all the farmers. It does 
not benefit the cotton farmer, and there are some 12,000,000 of 
them. It does not benefit some 8,000,000 or 9,000,0.00 of wheat 
farmers in the country. They all buy sugar. It does not benefit 
the tobacco growers, who are farmers. It does not benefit the 
corn farmers, and there are some 15,000,000 to 20,000,000 of 
those in this country. But the 150,000, or possibly a few more, 
of sugar producers, either of sugar cane or sugar beets, are 
benefited to the extent of the tariff imposed on sugar. 

.And so when the President was talking about these large 
amounts of importations in agricultural products he included 
tobacco, sugar, and wool. What a very small percentage of the 
American farmers are interested in wool. Every time a tariff 
rate on wool is raised, it naturally causes the price of those 
things from which wool is made to be raised to those farmers 
who are not producing wool. The same is true of sugar. So far 
as the tobacco farmer 1s concerned, he is very small 1n number, 
there being not over 150,000 who raise tobacco. Tho. e who are 
1·eporting the raising of tobacco are engaged in the production 
of other products. 

So the large importations of which President Coolidge 
spoke as amounting to $780,000,000, in which the farmer is 
interested and by which he said the farmer is benefited, do 
not really benefit him. If he would segregate the small num­

, ber benefited by the sugar tariff, if he would segregate the 
small number benefited by the tobacco tariff, he would see 
the inequality of the proposition compared to the great num­
ber of cotton farmers in the country whose products increase 
in price by virtue of those rates, and the great ·number of 
wheat farmers in the country whose products are increased 
by those rates, and the 15,000,000 or 20,000,000 of people in­
terested in corn production in the country who must pay the 
higher prices for those products. And as to the tobacco 
farmers they get no protection from the duties on tobacco. 
The only kind of tobacco imported are the kinds not raised in 
this country. Our· own tobacco growers have a monopoly on 
our home market. 

Yesterday the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] said if we 
would lower the tariff 10 per cent on everything it would 
affect the revenues of the Government. l\Ir. President, there 
are certain products imported into this country which, I do 
not care how high may be the duty placed upon them, have no 
effect. If we placed a duty of a dollar a pound on short­
staple cotton, we could not affect the price of cotton. • We 
look to the markets of the world to sell our surplus cotton. If 
we placed a duty of a dollar a bushel upon wheat, only when 
we had a depressed condition in Montana and in the Dakotas, 
when the farmers of that section failed to produce a sufficient 
amount of No. 1 northern spr1ng wheat and an adequate sur­
plus of it could be had in Canada, would it affect in the 
slightest the pl'ice of wheat in this country? If we put a 
duty of a dollar a bushel upon corn, we could not possibly 
affect the price oj: corn. The same is true of hay, rye, and 
similar products. It is not so true with reference to rice, be­
cause we import some rice and wherever we import a product 
and lay a duty upon it, it does to some extent incidentally 
give some protection to the producers of that particular 
product. But the number of rice farmers is only 11,476 in 
the whole United States. 

l\Ir. President, I submit, tmder the rates which I have read, 
carried in the present law on the manufactured goods of this 
country, comparing them with the small paper protection that 
is given to agriculture, that there can not be an equilibrium 
established between those two great industries. If it is main­
tained long the farmer can do nothing except to leave his 
farm, go out of the farming business, with all the conse­
quences that will inevitably follow from such a condition. 

The distinguished Senator fi·om Utah [l\Ir. SMOOT] on yes­
terday-and it was hinted by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
W .ATSON] a moment ago--spoke of the large amount of impor­
tations coming into this country in 1920 and 1921. The Senators 
forgot to state that there were very large increases in exporta­
tions during those times. It is quite true that importations in 
1921 over 1920 showed an increase of $619,000,000. That is 
true. But, 1\Ir. President, the amount o~ incre~sed @po!'t~tions 

was in raw materials which came in at that time. The 
amount of increase in manufactured products which came in 
during 1921 aver 1920 was only $44,000,000, and during the year 
the Senator spoke of we exported $1,000,000,000 more of man­
ufactured products that we imported into the United States. 
If the Senator will take into consideration what Mr. Hoover 
said in his reports on two occasions, that the increased impor­
tations "were due to the advanced prices at that time," he 
would have a different idea about the situation. The Senator 
knows, though he might not rise in his place in the Senate 
and say it, that a dollar before the war bought more than it did 
in 1920 or to-day. So the value of things are higher. So if 
we take the value of importations before the war and compare 
them with 1920 and 1921, we find there is practically no differ­
ence in the amount of importations into this country. 

Talk about importations! That is not the key to the situa­
tion. The success of the tariff system is revealed in the bal­
ance of trade which is shown between the exportations and the 
importations into this country. Give us a tariff system that 
will bring $2,000,000,000 worth of gold into this country an­
nually over one that only shows a difference of $200,000,000 or 
$300,000,000 between exportations and importations. 

The success of the system which the Senator from Utah has 
perpetrated on the country has been mentioned. Mr. President, 
I want to read to him from the reports showing that under his 
system this law has not worked so beautifully in the interest 
of this counh·y. 

Take the year 1923. The Republican majority had placed 
this ·law upon the statute books, and yet what were the ex­
portations and importations of agric'Ultural products during 
that year? To hear the Senator from Utah [1\I~. SMOOT] and 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. W .AT SON] speak one would cer­
tainly think that under the benign infiuence of this system the 
exportations of agricultural products were more than the 
importations into this country, and yet what are the facts? 
Let me drill them into the minds of Senators on the other side 
of the Ch.amber. In 1923 the exports of agricultural products 
were $1,799,000,000. 

l\1r. WATSON. Is tl:!e Senator referring to the fiscal year or 
the calendar year? 

Mr. HARRISON. To the fiscal year. 
Mr. 'VATSON. The year beginning with June, 1923? 
Mr. HARRISON. I am referring to the fiscal year 1923. 

These figures I am quoting were furnished me by one of the 
authorized agencies of the Government. 

1\lr. WATSON. Are the figures for the year beginning June 
30, 1922, or June 30, 1923? 

1\lr. HARRISON. I think on reflection that these figures are 
for the calendar year 19-23, but I do not care whether they are 
for the calendar year or the fi~cal year. The Senator from 
Indiana is employing his usual talent when he is driven to the 
wall of trying to confuse the issue. 

Mr. WATSON. The only difference is--
Mr. HARRISON. WhetheJ;: the figures are for the fiscal year 

beginning on the 1st of July, 1922, or on the 1st of July, 1923, 
or for tbe calendar year beginning on the 1st of January, 1922, 
or the 1st of January, 1923, I do not care. · 

Mr. WATSON. Of course, the Senator would not care­
l\1r. HARRISON. No. 
Mr. WATSON. Because he is not paying much attention to 

the facts ; but what I am trying to get into the Senator's 
mi.nd--

l\lr. HARRISON. The difficulty is that I get my figures from 
one of the authorized agencies of the Government, while the 
Senator from Indiana takes his figures f1·om his own head. 
That is the reason that I am usually right and he is - always 
wrong. 

1\lr. WATSON. May I say to the Senator from :MissisRippi 
something I have got in my head that I want to transfer to hi~? 

Mr. ·HARRISON. Very well; I hope the Senator will 
"shoot" it. 

1\lr. WATSON. I shall be very glad to do so. The Senator 
from Missis.sippi is reading from figures for the fiscal y~r 
beginning on the 30th of June, 1922, and running to the 30th 
of June, 1923. Three months of that time were under the 
Underwood Tariff Act, because the Fordney-McCnmber tariff 
law did not go into effect until the latter part of September, 
1923. Not only that; but if the Senator from Mississippi will 
look into the history of all tariff acts he will find that before 
the new tariff rates go into effect there are always large im­
portations, because people rush in to take advant~ge of th.e 
low tariff before the high rates are imposed. That IS the uni­
versal history of tariff making in the United States, and that 
will account in part for the large importations to which the 
.§.enato! calls attentio~. 
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Mr. HARRISON. Has the Senator from Indiana finished? Mr. HARRISON. It does not mean anything of the kind. 
Mr. WATSON. I have. 1\Ir. "\VAT SON. That is precisely what it does mean. 
Mr. HARRISON. Then, I am not going to give the figures Mr. HARRISON. That is merely the Senator's view about it. 

for 1923. Let us take the year 1926. I think the present tariff 1\Ir. WATSON. However, I am not going into that discus-
law was in force then. How will that suit the Senator? sion with the Senator. What I desire to come to is this: That 

Mr. WATSON; Yes; it was. the Senator voted against eyery one of the duties on agricul 
l\Ir. HARRISON. Well, let us see about tho ·e figures. The tural products grown in this country. 

exportations of agricultural products in 1926 amounted to 1\Ir. HARRISON. I presume I _did, and I voted against all of 
$1,891,000,000, while the importations were $1,918,000,000-prac- the exorbitant increases in duties which the Republican Party 
tically $50,000,000 more of imports than of exports of agricul- put upon manufactured products. 
tural products. Has the Senator from Indiana anything to Mr. WATSON. The Senator voted against every rate im-
say now? posed, so far as I remember, in the present tariff law, and now 

Mr. WATSON. Certainly I have. he turns around and abuses us and pours out the vials of his 
Mr. llARRISON. Of course, I knew the Senator would have. wrath upon our heads--
Mr. "\VATSON. Certainly I have. I have to say, in the first l\Ir. HARRISON. And you need it. 

place, that I understand the Senator's argument to be that the Mr. WATSON. Because in an effort to impose tariff duties 
tariff on agricultural products is wholly ineffective and can not satisfactory to all the agricultural interests as to their efficacy 
be made effectiye; and, in the second place, if the imports are we did not put them high enough to exclude all foreign agri­
interfering with American ag1iculture and an increase of those cultural products, although the Senator was against imposing 
rates would make the tariff effective, then we ought to impose tarlff duties on any agricultural product coming into this conn­
higher rates. I want to say to my friend that I am one of those try from abroad. Now, who is in a better position on that 
who believe that wherein taTiff is ineffecti>e, if we can not proposition? We did our level best. When we passed that act 
make it effective as to agricultural products by the imposition we believed that tho e rates would pro-ve effecti>e; we had 
of increased rates, then we should buttress the tariff by every reason to believe that they would do so becau ·e everyone 
some such measure as the l\Ic~ary-Haugen bill, so as to make interested in the question who carne before us testified that 
those rates effective as to agricultural products, because I will those rates would be effective. ".,.e acepted their conclusion; 
ask my friend if he does not concede--and I understoou him to we incorporated their suggestions in the bill, and many of them 
say a while ago that he intended to support the McNary- have proved effective, although some have not. Now, who is in 
Haugen bill-- n better po:;;ition on that question-the Senator from Missis-

Mr. HARRISON. I said if the Republican majority con- sippi or the Senator from Indiana? 
tinned to carry on their nefarious practice of keeping present Mr. HARRISON. The Senator's conscience never hurts him 
tariff rates in force, to the great disadvantage of agriculture, I about any legislative action which he may have taken, but if 
might be forced to accept that proposition. it ever did pl'ick him it certainly ought to do so for his action 

1\lr. WATSON. There are a great many things I might say in this instance. As for me, I am merely consi tent in my atti-
about that. tude all the way through. I thought that it was a piece of 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. hypocrisy, that it was a sham and pretense; I did not believe 
l\Ir. W ATSO:N. For instance, I will digress long enough to that the tar:ff on corn would be effective and it has proven not 

ask if the Senator from Mississippi did not vote against the to be ; I aid not believe that the tariff on wheat would be 
imposition of every one of the agricultural rates which the t:>:riff effective and it has proven not to be; I did not believe the tariff 
law imposes? . 1 on bay would be effective, and it has proven not to be. 

1\Ir. HARRISON. I opposed the emergency tariff bill~ and , Mr. 1\IcNARY ro e. 
with my small ability, but more enthusiasm, I likewise opposed 1\Ir. HARRISON. I yield now to the Senator from Oregon. 
the indefensible rates carried in the McCumber tariff law. 1\fr. WATSON. If I may be pardoned a moment, let me ask 

Mr. WATSON. The Senator opposed that? the Senator from l\1Lsissippi another question. The Senator 
l\Ir. HARRISON. I stood upon this floor for three weeks and voted against the rates imposed by the emergency tar iff law? 

opposed it for this reason. may I say to the Senator: I knew 1\fr. HARRISON. Yes. 
that he was applying the first dose to the farmers of the coun· :Mr. WATSON. Is it not a fact that the Tariff Commission 
try so that he might perpetuate the obnoxious protective tariff itself found, and is it not the universal testimony of the farmers 
system upon the country. I knew that when the Republican everywhere who have any knowledge of the subject, that the 
Party had succe~ded in imposing these duties upon agricultural em~rgency tariff law actually saved the wool industry of the 
commodities, duties which the 8enator said in many instances United States from destruction? Is it not further a fact that 
were but a sham and a fraud and he did not belieye they would tlw rates imposed by the emergency tariff act greatly aided the 
·work-- dairy interests of the United States as well? What does the 

l\Ir. WATSON. Ob, no; I said no such thing. Senator say about that? 
Mr. HARUISON. They had it in mind to come along with Mr. HARRISON. The Senator did not understand me. I 

a major operation and give to the manufacturers a thousand have ne>er said the tariff on wool was not effective; there is not 
per cent more protection than was given to the farmers. My any question about that, because we import wool eYery year. 
position about that matter has always been consistent, I will We do not produce sufficient wool in this country to take care 
say to the Senator. of our consumption. 

Mr. 'VATSON. The Senator has always been absolutely con- Mr. WATSON. But my friend from Mississippi voted against 
sistent. the tariff duty in that instance. 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. l\Ir. HARRISON. I did vote against it, and I would vote 
1\lr. WATSON. The Senator from Mississippi is the one free against it again. It was too high, and tbe benefits it giYes to a 

trader that I know in this body-- small group did not begin to measure in the great disadvan-
l\Ir. HARRISON. No; the Senator can not properly say tages it worked upon so many more. 

that. Mr. WATSON. Then, if it wa effective, why did the Sena-
Mr. WATSON. I mean by that that the Senator is the one tor vote against it? 

man-- 1\fr. HARRISON. I would not put wool upon the free list. 
l\1r. HARRISON. The Senator has made this political speech Wool is a revenue producer. A rate of duty much higher than 

so often that he is in the habit of saying that anyone who is a the present rate could be put on wool and a great deal more 
Democrat is a free trader, but the Senator can not find in any re>enue could then be 1·aised from it, and, so far as that is con­
tariff law the Democrats ever enacted or ever wrote anything cerned, on other items, such as sugar, greater revenue can be 
to indicate that it was a free-trade measure. raised by virtue of the duty which is imposed because of the 

l\Ir. WATSON. Then the Democratic Party is not consist- large importations that might come in during certain years. 
ent. Mr. WATSON. Yes; but the Senator voted against those 

1\fr. HARRISON. The Democratic Party is consistent. duties either as protective measures or as revenue measures. 
1\Ir. WATSON. It is not consistent because a revenue tariff Mr. HARRISON. Yes; but I do not think the duty imposed 

essentially means free trade. on the wool saved the wool growers of the country. The Re-
1\Ir. HARRISON. That statement shows the Senator's idea publican Party put a tariff duty on raw wool and then they 

of a revenue tariff. The Democratic Party does not try to fool allowed compensatory duties upon every item going into the 
anybody in this country. fini ·bed woolen products, and thus allowed the woolen manu-

1\Ir. WATSON. 'I'he Senator knows just as well as that he facturers to increase their prices to the innumerable millions 
is alive--and he is a pretty live citizen, I will say-that a of farmers that do not produce wool in this country. The wool 
revenue tariff means free trade in all competing products. schedule was arranged so that the duty upon finished woolen 

LXIX--78 
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products was about 50 per cent, I believe. Now, I yield to the 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. Is 
there an amendment pending to the resolution now under dis­
cussion? 

Mr. HARRISON. There is no pending amendment, as I un­
derstand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoWELL in the chair). 
No amendment to the resolution is now pending. 

Mr. McNARY. Will the Senator from Mississippi yield to me 
for the purpose of offering an amendment? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. I move that the resolution be amended by 

striking out the word "lowering," in line 2, and inserting the 
word " revision," and also by striking out the words " embody­
ing lowered schedules," in line 3. I thank the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator I'epeat 
his proposed amendment? 

Mr. McNARY. I move to strike out the word "lowering" 
in line 2 and insert the word "revision," so that it will read 
"favors an immediate revision of the tariff schedule." 

I move to strike out also the words " embodying lowered 
schedules" ; so that if the resolution should be adopted as 
amended it would be a true expression of the sentiment which 
I believe exists in the Senate, namely, that there should be a 
revision either up or down. I myself feel that as to certain 
agricultural products there should be an increase in the tariff 
rates, and that in some instances, particularly as applied to 
the products of industries, there should be a lowering of rates. 
I wish to make the resolution liquid, so that it will meet every 
situation that might arise. 

1\Ir. COPELAND. The Senator bas made himself very clear, 
and I thank him for the explanation. 

1\Ir. HARRISON. Now, Ur. President, as to the question of 
revenue, the Senator from Utah said that to reduce rates on 
everything 10 per cent would destroy the revenue. The rates 
of duty on sugar could be increased to 3 cents a pound and 
just that much more revenue could be raised. As a matter of 
fact on three commodities which are imported into the United 
States annually in l8...1'ge quantities we derl-£:e over one-third 
of the customs revenue. From the duties on tobacco, wool, 
and sugar-those three items alone, we derive probably $250,-
000 000 a year. It would be easy enough by an increase of 
duty upon those items to raise as great a reyenue as is derived 
from the whole tariff schedule at the present time. 

Reference has been made to the increased importations 
cominO' into the United States. I said a moment ago that that 
was ;ot the true test. I assert that under the influence of 
the Democratic tariff measure passed in 1913 our condition was 
healthier our exports were larger, our percentage of exporta­
tions of 'agricultural products over importations ':as grea!er 
than ever it bas been under the system of Republican tariffs 
which has been in vogue. 

l\1o1·e real benefit came to the people of the whole country 
under this Democratic legislation than could possibly come 
under this system, because it rather equalized matters. It 
did not create in this cotmtry a condition whereby the manu­
facturers might gradually extol't profits from the farmers of 
the country, and build up the purchasing power of their dollar, 
while that of the farmer gradually went down. 

I do not know that we can ever invoke a system that will 
place the purchasing power of the dollar of every industry 
upon a parity; but I do know that when you create. ~ere a 
srstem that guarantees to some manufacturers such pnVlleges, 
that permits them to increase capitalizations, declare dividen~, 
enlarge their operations, and increase the percentage of the1r 
production, you will eventually put them in a position where 
they can fix the price of their products to the farmers and 
everybody else in this country. 

That is what you ba-ve done by virtue of your system. The 
tadff E:ystem is so arranged that it can not possibly work to 
the advantage of th'e great mass of the farmers in this country. 
It will not do it. You will have discrimination; you will have 
inequalities; you will have fa-vored treatment to some indus­
tries as against others. The whole thing is too artificial. We 
can, however, by legislation try to maintain a parity; and what 
is desired by the distinguished Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. 1\Icl\fASTER] and the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. BROOKHART] and other Senators on the other side and 
those of us who are fighting for this proposition over here is not 
fr·ee trade, as some Republican Senators would have you be­
lieve. It is not particularly a tariff for revenue; it is not p-ar­
ticularly a tariff on a competitive basis for which the Demo­
cratic Party stands; but it is for lowering the duties where the 
rates are now too high, and, if possible, on some !tems, if the 

conditions warTant it, increasing the duties if they are noti 
sufficient, but to bling about a condition that will equalize the 
situation as much as possible. 

Let us try, if we can, to restore the purchasing power of the 
farmer's dollar. Let us make it as it was in the halcyon days 
of the Democratic law in 1914, when a farmer could take his 
five bales of cotton to the market and buy almost dollar for 
dollar in exchange those things that be needed ; when the wheat 
farmer might go to the market with his 100 bushels of wheat 
and exchange them on an equlil basis for the things be needed. 
Those are the facts in the case. It can not be done now. 

l\Ir. President, let me read some ratio prices. My friend from 
Indiana [Mr. WATSON] smiles. I like to see hiJD smile. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, the Senator must know, of 
course, that the large exports of agricultural products after 
1913, of which be speaks, were occasioned by the war, and the· 
enormous demand abroad. The Senator understands that as 
well as anybody else. 

1\Ir. HARRISON. Ob, yes. Every time the Senator speaks, , 
he gets into it. We were not in the wa1· in 1913, however. 

Mr. WATSON. But we went into the war later. 
Mr. HARRISON. Ob, yes; we went into it later. 
l\Ir. WATSON. The fact that we did not go into the war 

immediately bad not anything to do with it. The war began 
within less than a year after this tariff became effective. The 
war on the other side began in July, 1914. 

MI-. HARRISON. In 1913 the exports were $2,484,000,800 •. 
The imports were only $1,792,000,000. 

In 1914 the exports were $2,113,000,000. The imports were 
$1,789,000,000. 

But let me proceed further. Here is when we got into the 
war. Here is when the war began to tell. 

Mr. WATSON. The war began in July, 1914. 
Mr. HARRISON. Wait a minute. Facts speak more con­

vincingly that the Senator's protestations. 
1\Ir. WATSON. But the war began in July, 1914. 
Mr. HARRISON. In 1915 our exports did rise, and during. 

the next two or three years the war did affect the proposi­
tion--

Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. HARRISON. But not in 1913, and not in 1914. 
Mr. WATSON. Why, certainly it did. 
1\Ir. HARRISON. Those years were under normal · condition... 
1\Ir. WATSON. No. 
Mr. HARRISON. We were not in the war. We were not 

influenced by it. 
In 1915 our exportations rose to $3,500,000,000, and our impor­

tations were only $1,778,000,000. 
In 1916 they rose further. Our exportations were four and a 

third billion, and our imports were practically $2,000,000,000. 
In 1917 it reached away up. Now the condition bas come 

about on which the Senator was trying to prove as an alibi. In 
1917 the e:A-portations run six and a quarter billion dollars, 
and om· imports were only two and a half billion dollars. 

When we got down under the workings of the present system, 
however, then our balance of trade began to decline and decline, 
until we do not know now whether we have a balance of trade 
or not. It is very small, indeed. 

In 1926 the importations were $4,464,000,000, and the expor­
tations were only $4,753,000,000-a difference of $300,000,000.­
That is what the Senator bas done to us with the E~ystem that 
be has here. You have restrained international trade. You 
have closed the world markets to the farmers of the country, 
and they have been affected by virtue of it. You have not, bow-­
ever, slowed up the manufacturers' profits. 

All you need to do is to read the history of the Aluminum 
Trust, and the dividends of some of the othei: manufacturers 
that my friend from South Dakota put in the REcoRD yester­
day. They have prosperity. If there ever was in this country: 
a spotted prosperity, it is now. It exists only in certain indus­
hies in this country. Those industries are the ones that bad 
a key into the back door of your committee I'Ooms and a cord 
to the White House. 

The importations of a~cultural products as compared ~o the 
exportations of agricultural products from 1910 to 1926, mclu­
sive, reveal that during the operation of the Underwood law • 
the excess of exportations over importations ranged from 
$200,000,000 to $400,000,000. The figures show t:Jlat the first 
:vear following the passage of the McCumber tanff law, 1923, 
the importations were $1,905,000,000 while the exportations 
were only $1,799,000,000. 

In 1926, as I stated a moment ago, the importations were 
$1,918,000,000 and the exporta_tlons were only $1,891,0~0,000. 
In both instances t4e exportations were less than the rmpor-: 
tation~. 
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Now, let us see •the increase of exportations over importa­

tions of finished manufactures. We have seen how the importa­
tions of agricultural products were greater than the exporta­
tions. Let us see about the manufactured products. The 
exportation of those products showed a greater percentage of 
increase under the present law than under the Underwood law. 

For instance, in 1913 the importation~ of finished manufac­
tures amounted to $408,000,000, while the exportations of 
finished products were $776,000,000. 

In 1914 the importations of finished manufactures were 
$449,000,000, while the exportations of the same things were 
$724,000,000. 

These percentages of exportations over importations under 
the Underwood law are as 90 per cent and 61 per cent, respec­
tively. 

In 1923, under the present system, let us see what the per­
centages are. Are they lower than 90 and 61 p~ cent? 

In the first year under tile operation of the present law, 1923, 
the importations of finished products, both dutiable and free, 
were $770,000,000. The exportations for that year were $1,477,-
000,000-an increase of 91 per cent in the exportation of 
finished manufactures. 

In 1924 the importations were $748,000,000; the exportations 
were $1,500,000,000, showing a percentage increase of 112 per 
cent. 

In 1926 the importations were $876,000,000, while the expor­
tations were $1,956,000,000-a percentage increase of 123 per 
cent. 

This shows that the increase in our exportations over our 
importations in finished manufactured products under the 
present tariff rates has greatly outstripped our percentage of 
increase in exportations over importations of agricultural 
pr'oducts. In. addition, the table shows that the annual average 
of imports of agricultural products since 1920 has increased 
over the annual average before the war 152 per cent, whereas 
the average annual increase of importations of finished manu­
factured goods has increased only 96 per cent since 1920. 

There you are. Importations of agricultural products in­
creased 152 per cent, while in the case of manufactm·es the 
increase was only 96 per cent. 

On the other hand, the annual average of exports since 1920 
has increased 123 per cent on agricultural products as com­
pai·ed with the pre-war average, whereas the exportation of 
finished manufactures has increased 183 per cent since that 
time. That is to say, the increase of agricultural exports is 
less than the percentage increase of imports, whereas the per­
centage increase of exports of finished products is much greater 
than the percentage increase of imports. 

Are tho-se facts? Can they be controverted? Do they not 
show that agriculture, under the " benign " workings of your 
system, is getting an unfair deal ; that the system has closed 
the markets of the world to our agricultural products, while 
under the walls of protection your manufacturing companies 
fleece the American consumer and sell in the markets of the 
world? 

Oh, yes ; there are some industries in this country, some 
manufacturing interests, that have progressed without the help, 
particularly, of your tariff system. It has hurt them in many 
instances. Take the great automobile interests of this country. 
They get their rubber free. They pay high import duties upon 
their glass. They pay high ad valorem rates upon the steel 
that goes into the making of the cars and upon many other 
things that go into them ; and yet, notwithstanding that, they 
have been able, under the leadership of Ford, constantly to 
reduce the prices of automobiles and go out into the markets 
of the world and sell them in competition with everybody. 

There are other industries that have progressed notwith­
standing this favored treatment that you have given to the 
Steel Trust and to the Aluminum Trust and to the Woolen 
Trust and to the Cotton Manufacturers' Trust and these other 
trusts that bleed agriculture and prosper through increased divi­
dends to their stockholders. The trouble is, your system in­
vites retaliation in higher tariff duties from other countries, 
and closes or restricts those markets to those in this country 
who have built up great organizations without your tariff 
assistance. 

Take the importations during the year 1926. On total im­
portations of $4,430,000,000 there were imported into the 
United States, on four items, over one-third of the total. 

Talk about your big importations! Of rubber we imported 
$505,000,000 worth. Of raw silk we imported $400,000,000 
worth. Of coffee we imported $322,000,000. Of sugar we im­
ported $232,000,000 worth. Yet Senators talk about the great 
importations that come here! It is due to the raw materials 

that have come into this country, used by the manufacturers 
to increase their prices to the American consumers. · 

Take tin and tin ore. Take many other articles--copper, 
which comes in to-day free, and piles high the importations. 
Why, you talk about importations, but it does not tell the tale. 
Back in 1920 we imported into the United States over a billion 
dollars' worth of sugar. We had to have it. We needed it. It 
was selling high at that time. Indeed, it was so high that the 
Republican Party printed a campaign pamphlet and issued it 
broadcast to the country and charged the Democratic Party 
with responsibility for the high price of sugar, notwithstand­
ing we were importing this great amount at that time. 

Let us take rubber. Look how it has increased because it 
has fallen into the hands of a monopoly. The same thing holds 
true of coffee. We have to have it. If you want to raise more 
revenue, if you do not want to incur some loss of revenue, you 
can tax coffee. I do not favor that, but we have to have 
coffee, because we do not produce it. It has gradually in­
creased. Look at the increase in the importations of rubber. 
Back in 1921 we imported only $73,000,000 worth of rubber. 
Last year it was $505,000,000. That is the situation. 

Mr. President, let me give you some more of the ratio of 
prices between farm products and those of manufactures. Im­
mediately after the war the index of farm prices was almost, 
though not quite, as high as the index of prices of articles 
which the farmer purchased. In 1\:lay, 1920, for example, the 
index of farm prices of 19 important products was 273 per cent 
of the 1913 base, and the index of the principal products pur­
chased by the farmer was 278 per cent. There was not much 
difference. 

Since 1920 the condition of the farmer has been getting stead­
ily worse with respect to . the relative prices of products with 
what he has to buy. In .January, 1927, the prices of 19 repre­
sentative farm products-this is under your tariff system-was· 
139, on the 1913 base of 100, whereas the relative prices of the 
principal products the farmer buys was 166 per cent. Look at 
the widening differences in the purchasing power of the dollars. 

Stated in more detail and from a slightly different point of 
view, in October, 1926, 100 units of the principal farm products 
would purchase only 84 units of the principal products the 
farmer had to buy. In still greater detail, in October, 1926, a 
hundred units of farm products would purchase 94 units of 
foodstuffs, a hundred units of farm products would purchase 86 
units of clothing, 76 units of household supplies, 80 units of 
building material. 

Expressing the purchasing power of a hundred farm units in 
terms of ·individual commodities it is found that thev would 
purchase-and here is how it affects the farmer--87 units of 
rope, only 70 units of men's shoes, only 59 units of women's 
shoes, only 72 units of cotton hosiery, 76 units of woolen suit­
ings, 46 units of men's woolen underwear, 68 units of table 
plates, 66 units of knives and forks, 70 units of cotton blankets, 
83 units of woolen blankets, 77 units of cotton sewing thread, 
78 units of quinine, 63 units of Epsom salts. 

Oh, you have taxed everything, so that it costs the farmer 
that much more. If he wants to take his bushel of wheat or his 
bale of cotton or his oats or his corn and exchange it, even for 
Epsom salts, his dollar would only get 63 cents worth of Epsom 
salts. It would purchase 84 units of shingles, 86 units of 
cement, 83 units of window glass, 63 units of white-lead paint. 

The value of 19 important farm products was only 4 per cent 
greater than the value of the same products in 1913-that is, 
the index was 104, whereas the index for union wages for 1925 
on the 1913 base was 140. Let the products of the farm be 
measured in union wages, and the wage earner gets $1.40 to 
every dollar's worth of farmer's products. 

Those are facts that answer the argument of the distin­
guished Senator from Utah made on yesterday. He talked 
in his speech about labor, and how it was affected by these 
high-protected interests. If you will analyze the situation, in 
most instances you will find that the smallest pay to the 
laboring man comes from the most highly protected industries 
in this country. There are only a little more than 8,000,000 
men and women working in the manufacturing interests of 
this country. There are 40,000,000 and more American labor­
ing people employed on farms, in counting houses, in various 
places, who are not protected by these high and exorbitant 
tariff duties. 

Mr. President, I have said about all that I want to say. 
I am sorry that the distinguished Senator, after my analysis 
of these rates on agricultural products, sought to say the 
Democratic Party is a free-trade party. It is not. The Demo­
cratic Party differs little, if any, from the views of men who 
are progressive and who believe . in equal rights to all and 
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special privileges to none, who occupy seats on the other side 
of the aisle. 

I shall not forget the magnificent fight that was waged 
against special privilege in this body in 1909 when tbe Payne­
Aldric-h tariff bill was before this body for consideration. 
History recalls few characters that will live longer, who per­
formed a greater service for the great masses of the Ameri­
can people than did Dolliver, from Iowa, and La Follette, 
from Wisconsin, and those who fought with them against the 
iniquitous provisions carried in that measure. They sotmded 
the toe in call. They aroused the West as it had never been 
aroused before against these rates that bore down upon that 
great ~ecfion out across the Mississippi. 

You thought then that it made little difference. The dis­
tinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT], who was then 
styled a "little shepherd," sitting not far from the distin­
guished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. W ARRE'..""Q';], who was 
called the •· big shepherd,'' spurned their protestations. They 
did not believe that it would have any effeet. But, sirs, it 
started the crystallization of public sentiment in that ection 
of the country and arou~ed the people, who went to the polls 
in 1910 and swept from power the Republic-an Party. 

You may look witl1 no concern upon this little modest reso­
lution offered by a Republic-an Senator from the far-off West. 
You may say it makes no diiTerence if you pass it. You may 
say you v..ill spurn it if it passes, that you will not consider it 
in the committee, that you and the party are bigger than any 
section or any class of individuals in America. Remember what 
happened in 1910. In my humble opinion the Senator from 
South Dakota and his colleagues who are working "ith him in 
this matter are beginning a crusade that \Till gain in number 
as the ides of November approach, and it will not be long before 
you reactionary friends of the angels of this administration, the 
special interests that have bled and bled the American con­
sumer until he is snow white, will demand and concede some 
revision of the tariff. 

.Ah, we can go into the committee and in a practical, sensible 
way look at the conditions as they exist, not ·write measures 
in a tree-trade style, not disorganize business in this country, 
but we can look at the cold facts; we can re\ise the tariff upon 
some basis that might help to restore the equilibrium and parity 
between the purchasing powe1· of the dollars of agricultw·e and 
those of other industries in America. 

I believe personally in a tariff that breeds no bollllties, that 
spawns no special privileges. I believe in a tariff tbat pro­
motes trade, not trusts. I believe in a tariff that will not tax 
the poor, but will take the revenue from the fortunes of the 
rieh. I want to promote the tariff competition rather than com­
binations. I want to bring the peoples of the world closer 
to my Government through trade and commerce, and not en­
courage them to make war and battle against them. I want a 
tariff for peoples, not persons. 

No wonder the precedents that rou have · established have 
fotmd root in what other governments ha\e done. When the 
last tariff law was before the Senate for consideration we said 
that if you passed it and put these barriers up against the 
importation into this country of some products that might 
meet in competition with the trust-made goods of this country, 
and give to the people some benefit in cheaper rates and prices, 
other countries would ereet like baiTiers against our farmers' 
products being sold to them. You said no, you were a govern­
ment to yourself. You did not eare. You had started out on 
a policy of isolation. What mattered it to you what other 
go>ernments might do or \Yhat other statesmen might think? 

The cold facts now confront· you that since you passed this 
law and erected tbese barriers 51 governments have passed 
high tariff rates retaliating against us. I shall put a few of 
them in the RECORD. It is so infamous, although the Senator 
from Utah and the Senator from Indiana, and maybe my friend 
from Ohio, haye not yet caught the spirit of the new day. But 
remember that the great bankers of your own party, many of 
them \Yhose advice has been . ought, who in the past haYe been 
invited even to the White Hou. e to sit around the festive 
board-of coure, that was just before some election was to 
take place, so that the shekels might fall from their bulging 
pockets into the coffers of the Republican Party-have spoken 
up. They said that the tari.ff ought to be revised, that agri­
culture was not getting a fair deal out of it, and that you ought 
to restore some equilibrium. That arouses my friend from 
Utab. He does not like it, and .when the representatives of this 
Gon~rnment sit in an international economic conference at 
Geneva, appointed by this Government, they are met with 
rebuke because they say that the tariff is one of the things that 
is grieving the worlt.l, that is ·holding European countries back, 
that is delaying economic rehabilitation. 

That delegation was composed, not of nemocrats particu­
larly. There was one on it, Norman H. Davis, one of the finest 
men who has ever lived, a man who is competent to represent 
this Government in any body and in the consideration of any 
question. 

But the other gentleman on that committee, -whose name I 
have forgotten-! think it was 1\Ir. Robinson-is whom? He is 
a hidebound Republican. I understand he never scratched a 
ticket in his life. He owns an interest in manufactures, and is 
a banker of repute and standing. He is one of the members of 
the delegation. Why, this man Robinson even served under 
the distinguished Vice President of the United States when he 
was head of the Dawes Coiillllis:sion. He was good enough then 
to ·erve the Government. His advice was accepted in that 
difficult matter. But now he differs from the Senator from 
Utah, and consequently he is not worth while. 

)!r. O'Lea1·y, another member of the delegation, who said the 
tariff ought to be r~vised to help agriculture, is another big 
Republican from Chicago, a big banker interested in manufac­
turing. Doctor Klein is another. What finer authority and 
agent of thi. Go\ernment could we have than he? He is the 
man who ha~ employed his fine talents to build up trade 
throughout the world, and if my good friend from Indiana 
wuuld consult him, he would have more wisdom. I like to 
drink from tbe fountainhead myself, and that is why the facts 
I gi•e are good. Doctor Klein is supposed to be a good Repub­
lican. 'That is the delegation which is spumed here and held in 
contempt because they say the tariff should be revised. 

I welcome this movement. I wish it were a bill, so that we 
could really do something. But we can do this much- we can 
give an expression that agricultm·e should be ele-.ated, that it 
should be helped, that the manufactluers should not continue 
to be made the only favored angels of this administration. I 
shall Yote for the resolution. I hope that it will be unanimously 
adopted. 

Mr. HARRISON subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the REcORD, follo'\'iing the remarks 
which I made this morning, a statement of some of the changes 
in tariff rates by various countries of the world. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The statement is as follows : 
NOTES 0:-< RECE:-<T TARIFF INCREASES IN FOREIG.:>l COUNTRIES 

C:I\J:TED KI~GDOM 

On July 1, 1925, the United Kingdom reimposed the McKenna duties-
i. e., the duties of 33¥.! per cent ad valorem on passenger automobiles, 
musical instruments, clocks, and watches, and a specific duty on cine­
matograph films. Later in the same :rear duties of 33% per cent ad 
valorem were imposed on cutlery, gloves, and lace and embroidery. 
Specific duties were placed on silk and artificial silk, hops and bop 
extracts, and gas mantles. 

In 19:!!6 a duty of 3373 per cent ad ·valorem was placed on commercial 
motor cars and 16% per cent ad valorem on wrapping paper. In 1927 
a duty of 33% per cent ad valorem was placed on automobile tires; 
a new speclfic duty of 28s. per hundredweight was placed on china ware; 
and the duties on tobacco, wine, photographic film, and matches were 
increased. 

FRAXCE 

Effective from April 7, 1926, the French Government applied a 30 
per cent increase to all specific import duties, with certain exceptions, 
which included tobacco, paper pulp, and certain specified grades of 
paper. By a decree of August 14, 1926, specific import duties, with. 
some exceptions, wen: again increased by 30 per cent. The deprecia­
tion of the franc was given as the reason for these two 30 per cent 
increases. · 

On July 10, 1926, the value for the application of a 20 per cent 
ad valorem import duty on positive films ia France was inc1.·eased from 
2 francs to 5 francs per meter, making the duty 1 fmnc per meter. 

Tbe Franco-German treaty, effecti"ve September 6, 1927, imposed on 
certain lines of A.merican goods duties four times as high as those 
applied to competing products from Germany, England, and other 
countries ha>ing most-favored-nation treaties with France. These 
duties were removed from American products on ~ovember 21, Hl:::!7. 
However, on some articles on which the "Cnited States received inter­
mediate rates of duty and the Franco-German treaty provided new 
minimum rates higher than the old intermediate rates, France now 
applies whichever rate is the higher. Among these products are veg­
etable-tanned hides and skins, chamois-dressed or parchment-dressed 
leather, Hungarian leather, certain leather manufactures, machine­
made paper, parchment and fancy paper, vehicles other than auto­
motive and railway, milling machinery, certain fine cutlery, toys and 
parts, and certain rubber manufactures. 

Ell'ecti>e from September 3, 1927, the French import duties on wheat 
. and rye in grain or 1lour and certain cereal products were increased. 
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The table below shows the old and the new French duties on these 
products: 

Tarifi 
Ko. Article 

68 Wheat, spelt, meslin: , 
Grain ____ --------_--------------------------------
Crushed, and grist containing more than 10 per 

cent of flour __ ----------------------------------
Flour, at the rate of ertraction: 

70 per cent or above. __ --------------------------_ 61 per cent to 70 per cent_ ________________________ _ 
60 per cent and below ____________________________ _ 

71 Rye: 
Grain _______ --- __ ----.----------------------------
Flour ________ -- __ ---------------------------------

75 Ship's biscuits and bread ______ ______________________ _ 
76 Groats, grits, pearled and cleaned grain ______ ________ _ 
77 Semolina in the form of pastes; Italian pastes- __ ------

GERMA~Y 

Import 
francs 
kilos 

Former 

18.20 

37.40 

37.40 
45.90 
54.40 

7.80 
17.00 
23.80 
54.40 
54.40 

duties in 
per 100 

New 

25.00 

45.00 

45.00 
52.00 
58.00 

11.00 
19.00 
25.00 
66.00 
66.00 

On May 19, 192;5, the German Government presented a preliminary 
tariff revision embodying new maximum rates of duty to the Reicbsrat. 
The German Government emphasized the possibility of obtaining reduc­
tions from these higher rates on some items by the process of tariff 
bargaining. The new German tal'it'f rates became effective on various 
groups of items on different dates up to October 1, 1925, when the last 
of the new duties went into effect. '!'he new rates on automobiles were 
considerably higher t·han the old rates, but provision was made in the 
law for their decrease at successive six-month intervals, beginning July 
1, 1926. 

nv a modification of the temporary commercial agreement between 
Fra~ce and Germany, effective from April 11, 1927, the German conven­
tional rate on wheat flour applying to the Unifed States was increased 
from 10 marks to 11.50 marks per 100 kilos. This new rate expired on 
June 30, 1927, and since that date wheat and rye flour from the nited 
States and all other countries have been subject to the general rate of 
12 . .10 marks per 100 kilos. 

Effective from January 1, 1928, automobile parts, formerly dutiable 
acco r-ding to their component matetial, become subject to the generally 
higher rates applicable to complete automobiles or complete automobile 
motors. 

The rates of duty on automobiles after January 1, 1928, under the 
decreasing plan provided in 1925 are as follows: 

Gold marks 
per 100 kilos 

Automobiles weighing less than 2,200 kilos ______________________ l 00 
Automobiles weighing 2.200 to 3.200 kilos----------------------- 75 
Automobiles weighing ovet· 3,200 kilos-------------------------- 70 

ITALY 

The Italian Government bas made increases in tariff rates on val"ious 
items and groups of items in the last two years. In 1926 import duties 
were reimposed on machinery and matet·ials for new construction. 
Large duty increases were made on hides and skins and their manufac­
tltres. '!'he import duty on newspl'int paper increased from 5 gold Hm 
to 8 gold lira per 100 kilos, effective November 1, 1926. Effective from 
December 19, 1026, import duties were increased on agricultural ma­
chinery, typewriters, cash registet·s, meters, motor cycles, and cinemato­
gt·apb films. Further increases were made on a long list of commodities, 
effective fr'Om February 18, 1927. 

BELGIU;\1 

The duty on refined mineral oil of a density under 0.78 at 15° C. was 
increased from 20 francs per hectoliter to 40 francs per hectoliter, 
effective January 1, 1926. 

Increases in import duties on au extensive list of articles in Belgium 
were made by a law of June 7, 1926, and decree of June 24, 1926. 
Among the increases of special interest to American expot·ters were those 
applying to gasoline, kerosene, lubt·icating oils, sugar, a.nd uumanufac­
ttu·ed tobacco. 

Important increases in coefficients applied to specific rates of import 
duty in Belgium, especially on luxury goods, became effective June 28, 
1926. Among the commodities affected were cereal flours, certain fruits, 
industrial chemicals, textile products, clothing, expensive woods, tires, 
rubber belting, and metallurgical finished products. 

After July 28, 1926, special authorization was required for the impor­
tation of flour. 

Effective from November 2, 1926, import duties were increased on an 
extensive additional list of products, inclmling fresh and dried fruits, 
automobiles and parts, a.uu many other items. More increases went 
into effect January 24, 1027. 

NETHERLAXDS 

A new customs law became efl'cctiYe from Jul3• 1, 1!>2.3. Tlie duties on 
most items were increased from ;:; to 8 per cent ad valorem with a few 

classes of goods subject to higher duties, such as motor vcbiclcs (12 
per cent) and package foods (20 per cent ad valorem). 

CUBA 

A complete revision of the import duties containing many increases 
in rates was put into effect October 26, 1927. 

MEXICO 

Mexican import duties were increased on a number of items April 
22, 1925. 

An extensive revision of the tariff was made Marcil 7, 1927. Approxi­
mately 350 items were changed, most of the rates being increased, but 
there were also a few decreases. 

AUSTRALIA 

The Australian import tariff schedule was revised September 3, 1025. 
Duties on iron and steel _products were increased August 12, 19:!G. 

Effective September 29, 1927, increases were made in the duties and 
the British preference on automobile chassis. On unassembled chassis 
the general rate of duty was increased from 12~ per cent to 17¥.! per 
cent ad valorem and on assembled chassis from 17% per cent to 25 per 
cent ad valorem. 

A tariff revision on 133 items, mostly upward, was presented to Par­
liament November 24, 1927, and became effective the following uay, 
subject to parliamentary approval. 

NEW ZEALAl\D 

A revised sclledule of import duties increasing the British preferf'nce 
and providing many increases of 5 per cent and 10 per cent ad valorem 
in the general rates became effective September 13, 1927, subject to con­
firmation by the legislative body. Further amendments to the revised 
tarill' wet·e- presented on October 13, 19::!7. 

SWITZERLAND 

The Swiss import duties on automobiles were increased. The tariff 
classification according to weight was changed at the same time, making 
it difficult to determine the exact amount of the increase. 

CA~ADA 

Canada. is about the only country which dul'ing the past few years, 
while other countries have increased their import duties, bas made a 
numl>er of decreases in duties and practically no increases. Decreases 
have been made on sugar, agricultural and other machinery, automobiles, 
and many other products. In some cases. particularly on textile items, 
the preference on British products has been increased. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 
Barkley Edwards La Follette 
Bayard Ferris McKellar 
Bingham l;'ess McLean 
Black Fletcher l\fcMal:"lter 
Blaine Frazier McNary 
Blease George Mayfield 
Borah Gerry Metcalf 
Bratton Gillett ~orbeck 
Brookhart Gould Norris 
Broussard Greene Nye 
Bntce Hale Oddie 
Capper Harris Overman 
Caraway Harrison Phipps 
Copeland Hawes Pine 
Couzens Hayden Ransdell 
Curtis Heflin Reed, Pa. 
Cutting Howell Robinson, Ark. 
Dale .Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Deneen Jones Sackett 
Dill Kendrick Sheppard 
Edge King Shipstead 

Shortridge 
Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Swanson 
Thomas 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Tyson 
Wagner 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Waterman 
Watson 
Wheeler 
Willis 

1\ll'. KENDRICK. I desire to announce that the Senator fi·om 
Arizona [1\ft•. ASHURST] is engaged in the worJi of the Commit­
tee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

1\fr. OVERMAN. I wish to announce that my colleague the 
senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS] is ab~ent 
on account of sickness. 

The PRESIDING OF:h'ICER (1\Ir. 1\IcNARY in the chair). 
Eighty-one Senators having answered to their names, a quorum 
is present. 

Mr. WATSON. l\Ir. President. I always listen with keen 
interest to the mellifluous flow of speech from the lips of my 
distinguished and beloved friend from Mississippi [Mr. HAR­

rusox]. I heard him in 1\.Iadi on Square Garden, in that demon­
stration which our Democratic friends had which lasted 
most of the summer, and his clarion voice ·ounded like a bugle 
call across the hills and valleys of the Republic summoning 
the hosts of democracy to battle. I am not unaware of the fact 
that the answer to that call on behalf of my eloquent friend was 
a 7,000,000 majority against the thing he advocated. Therefore 
I have not been seriously alarmed at the attack he has made 
to-day upon the citadel of protection. 

I recall further that my friend from Mississippi, while hav­
ing voted twice against the 1\Ic~ary bill, to-day intimated that 
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he intended to vote for it; and fm·ther that while he has in­
veighed in caustic terms against the Finance Committee or its 
Republican membership and tbe Republican membership of this 
body for having failed to formulate a tari1I bill in which the 
rates on agricultural imports were sufficiently high, that he 
has voted even against those rates and against every rate im­
posed upon any agricultm·al import from the time he became 
-a Senator down to the present hour. Therefore it might be 
that my friend would respond that consistency is for small 
minds and that-

New conditions teach new duties. 
Time makes ancient good uncouth. 

But after all, when we are being criticized for having failed 
to protect the agricultural interests of the country by rates 
sufficiently high, it ill becomes my friend, who has \Oted against 
every rate ever sought to be imposed by any tarifi bill on agri­
cultural imports, to criticize us because of that policy. 

Personally, I am somewhat in a singular situation at this 
time. I am against the resolution offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. McMASTER], and yet I am in fa\or of farm 
le!tislation. I want, as briefly as I may, to give a reason for the 
faith that is within me on both propositions. I am against the 
one because I am for the oth~r. The l\IcNai'Y bill was founded 
upon the proposition that the tariff should be made e1Iective. 
That was the very core of it all and the purpose of it all. If 
the tari1I be abrogated there is no foundation upon which the 
Mc:Nary proposition can rest in the future. 

The problem confronting agriculture in the United States is 
a stupendous one and one that has been the subject of in­
tensile debate thi·oughout the life of the Republic. Inability 
to agree does not furnish proof that there is no proper solution, 
but debate and discussion must continue until one shall have 
been found and applied. With occasional fluctuations agricul­
ture has been on a comparative decline since 1900 and has not 
maintained its former level with industry. 

The Republican platform adopted in 1924 recognized that 
fact and gave a specific pledge tb the people of ~e country 
that legislation would be enacted to restore agriculture to the 
level of industry. That meant t\\o things: First, that it was 
not on the level of industry, and secondly, that by legislation 
it could be restored to that level. The Democratic Dlatform 
contained almost the same provision-at least the same in 
meaning-yet we have not redeemed that promise and have 
not ful1llled that pledge.. Still, however, the occasion is here 
when some legislation along that line should be enacted in the 
interest of the American farmer. 

However, it is not wise, in my judgment, for any friend of 
agriculture to take the position that unless he can at once get 
all he wants by way of go,ernmental relief he will kick the 
whole eastern side out of the House, for he must remember 
that the western side can not stand after the. eastern side shall 
have been kicked out, but that the whole edifice will fall 
together. Revenge is not a proper foundation upon which to 
erect an enduring structure in either individual or in national 
life. 

1\Ir. McMASTER. l\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNARY in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota? 

Mr. WATSON. I will yield in a moment. Assuredly it can 
in no way inure to the benefit of agriculture to attempt to 
destroy or even to undertake the initial steps to destroy its 
home market and impair the ability of its present purchasers 
to buy the products of the American farm. Now I yield to the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

1\Ir. McMASTER. I was interested in the statement or impli~ 
cation made by the Senator that the reason for the introduc~ 
tion of this resolution was due to a spirit of revenge. 

1\Ir. WATSON. No; I did not mean that. 
1\Ir. McMASTER. Well, what did the Senator mean? Does 

the Senator think that the resolution was inspir~d in any way 
from a sense of r·evenge on the part of the farmer? 

Mr. WATSON. I do not. 
1\Ir. McMASTER. I do not quite understand, then, why the 

Senator used the word "revenge." 
Mr. WATSON. I used it because I have beard many times 

throughout my section of the country and farther on toward 
the West that the farmers would rise against the protective 
tariff system unless it was extended to them in accor·dance with 
their wishes. That was the reason for my statement. 

Mr. 1\Icl\IASTER. Does not the distinguished Senator from 
Indiana feel, after the fa1·mers have been knocking at the 
doors of Congress for six or seven years, and those doors have 
been closed in their faces continuously for that long perio~ 
that it ~ time that agricultural reli~ :we~e pro-ride~\{ 

1\Ir. WATSON. The Senato1· from South Dakota knows that 
there is no man in this body who bas devoted himself more 
assiduously to the passage of the McNary-Haugen bill than 
have I. _ By voice and by vote and by assistance in organiza­
tion I have helped to promote the passage of that measure, and 
I intend to do so again. In doing that, however, I am not actu­
ated by any desire to destroy the protective tari1I in any 
particular or for any purpose. 

Mr. Mcl\iASTER. ~lr. President, fir t, I wish to commend the 
distinguished Senator from Indiana for the position he . has 
taken upon the fam:i relief question. He. is one of the few 
1\lembers of this body who are c-on idered as belonging to the 
old school who have taken a decided stan<l. However, I wish 
to say that there is not one word, one sentence, or one syllable 
in the resolution which Eeek.::~ in any shape, manner, or form 
to destroy the principle of protection; but I wish to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Indiana if~ in his own mind, he does 
not think that there are a few industrial schedules in which the 
duties imp<>sed are too high? 

l\lr. WATSON. That is a matter of individual opinion. I 
have been a student of the tariff for 35 years ; I have made as 
many tariff speeches in my time, perhaps, as any living Ameri­
can and I have always tried as best I could to have the tariff 
measure the real difference between the cost of production at 
home and abroad in :fixing any rate on any item of import. I 
think that is the only proper course to pm·sue. 

It may be that some of the rates a1·e too high. I do not 
now know. It may be that some of them ai'e too low. I can 
not now say. I do know, however, that we brought into this 
country last year four and one-half billion dollars worth of for­
.eign products. A billion dollars worth of them approximately 
were noncompetitive, such as rubber, raw silk, and so forth, but 
$3,000,000,000 worth were competitive. I also know that we 
can not bring into this country $3,000,000,000 worth of com~ 
petitive products '\\ithout in some way or other interfering with 
American industry. 

I know that whenever we buy a coat which is made abroad we 
do not buy a coat which is made in the United States, and to 
that extent we put out of business the man who is making that 
coat in the lJnited States and those who make coats generally. 
The same thing is also true of e'ery other article of import 
which we bring into this country. If I had my way about it, 
I would make 1·ates just as high as I could on all imports ade­
quately to protect the A.me1·ican producer whatever his occupa­
tion or in whatever field of activity he may be working. 

Mr. l\lcMA.STER. Will the Senator from Indiana yield for 
one more question? 

Mr. W .ATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. McMASTER. It was tated here yesterday on the floor 

by the distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] that the 
administration had stated that there would not be tariff !'e­
duction fot· two years. That implied that possibly in two years 
there would be tariff reduction. If there would be reason for 
a tariff reduction in two years from now, why should not there 
be a reason for a tariff reduction at the pre ent time? 

l\lr. WATSON. I diu not hear the Senator from Utah make 
the statement to which the Senator from South Dakota refers; 
I have not talked to the President about the matter; I do not 
know what his vie\\s are; but I know, as the Senator from 
South Dakota will recognize, that, with the revenue bill ahead 
of us, if we should attempt to pass tari1I legislatiqn we would 
stay here the whole summer through and could not get away. 
I want to say this to my friend, inasmuch as--

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. WATSON. Yes. 
Mr. BROOKHART. Is there any objection to staying here 

all summer if we can thereby enact legislation to give the 
farmers the !'€lief which the Republican platform promised 
them? 

Mr. WATSON. I will say to my friend from Iowa that I 
think it can be done otherwise. I wish to say further to my 
friend from Iowa and also to my distinguished friend from 
South Dakota that we have heretofore encountered situations of 
this kind, and we know what the gentlemen on the other side 
will resort to in the teeth of a c-ampaign when it comes to mak~ 
ing a tariff bill. We permitted that to be done in 1890, and they 
swept us out of power because they devoted months upon months 
to a discussion of the tariff bill and never permitted it to be 
pas ed until two weeks before the election. It did not have 
time to be tried and tested practically in the country ; people 
rose up against it, and they defeated even McKinley for Con­
gress in his district, although he was the author of the bill. 

Not only that, but il! the last election they talked and debated 
tl!_e !'o~dney-McCu~bel,: .biJl fo1· ~eeks anq weeks and weeks; 
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they discussed the tariff on vinegar for two weeks; and they 
kept talking about the bill until it was passed only a short time 
before the election ; and so the people had no opportunity to 
measure it and determine what it would do, and we had no 
chance to ascertain what the real benefits of it would be. I do 
not intend to be caught in that kind of a trap again, if I know 
it. I am opposed to any tariff revision at this time, because I 
believe that by the enactment of just and meritorious legislation 
aside from the tariff we can so bolster up the tariff rates and 
schedules as to insure adequate protection to agriculture in the 
United States of America. However, I may say to my friend 
that I am not quite sure that any tariff rates which the Congress 
might impose would be sufficiently high to protect agriculture in 
the United States against some of its competitors in other lands. 
I do not know as to that. 

Mr. BROOKHART. 1\Ir. President--· 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi­

ana yiel<I to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator pictures the Democrats on 

the other side as a bad and designing lot--
1\lr. WATSON. Oh, they are. 
Mr. BROOKHART. And as wanting to win the election. 
Mr. WATSON. They do. 
1\fr. BROOKHART. But is that any reason why the Repub­

lican side does not carry out its pledge to the farmers of the 
United States? 

Mr. WATSON. I can not answer for the Republican side. 
There have been times when I could not answer for my friend 
from Iowa who is on the Republican side. fLaughter.] 

l\1r. BROOKHART. I remember, however, a time when the 
Senator from Indiana has answered even for me. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WATSON. I only know that right in the teeth of an 
election is no time to start out to revise the tariff, and I only 
know that, so far as I am concerned, I would rather the tariff 
rates 1·emain just as they are than to attempt to revise them 
in the face of a presidential election and in the midst of a 
presidential campaign. I have been through contests of that 
kind, and I know just what they meant. 

I will say further to my friend that if there were no other 
way by which agriculture might be adequately protected, even 
under these extreme and emergent conditions, I might be willing 
to see tariff revision undertaken, but there is another way and 
another method that I believe will prove adequate and effective 
for the protection of the agricultural interests of the country, 
and I know that wisdom as well as prudence demands that we 
shall march along that path. I want my farmer friend also-

:Mr. 1\!oMASTER Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In­

diana yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 
Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. :Mcl\IASTER. The Senator states that there is another 

way of equalizing the condition of the farmer, that is to put 
him on a parity with other forms of industry, namely, by the 
passage of the McNary-Haugen bill or other legislation of the 
same substantial nature. Now, suppose that such legislation 
shall be passed and then shall be >etoed by the President; then 
what position will the Republican Party be in with reference to 
the redemption of its pledge? 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I have never been one of those 
who thought it necessary to go up to the White House every 
morning to find out what we should do as a senatorial body 
on that day. I believe that we have a duty to perform; I be· 
lieve that we have a burden to carry; I believe that we have an 
obligation to discharge; and I am in fayor of doing it regardless 
of what happens at the other end of the AYenue. 

Mr. J\fcl\IASTER. Yes ; but it is highly important ·that the 
Republican Party do something to redeem its pledge to the 
farmer. 

Mr. WATSON. With that sentiment I cordially concur and 
to the expression of the Senator I fully agree. 

Mr. McMASTER. 'That plan has the Senator to offer in 
the event that the proposed farm legislation shall be vetoed by 
the President? We had better stay here all summer, had we 
not? 

Mr. WATSON. Does the Senator want me to answer that 
question? 

Mr. McMASTER. Yes. 
Mr. BRUCE. 1\ir. President, may I ask the Senator from 

Indiana a question? 
The PRESIDIKG OFFICER. Does the Senator from In­

diana yield to the Senator from Maryland? 
Mr. WATSON. I really ought to answer the question of the 

Senator fl·am South Dakota first, but I will yield. 
1\Ir. BRUCE. I ask the Senator whether he does not think 

· he is taking the Senator from South Dakota just a little too 

seriously? Does he believe that the Senator from South Da­
kota really contemplates a general lowering of tariff duties? 

Mr. 1VATSON. I am going to come to that after a while 
and ask him that question myself. ' 

Mr. BRUCE. I should think the Senator would do that 
first. 

Mr. McMASTER. I will be yery glad to answer that ques­
tion. 

Mr. WATSON. I haYe been wanting tD ask that question. 
Mr. BRUCE. If the Senator from South Dakota does really 

contemplate a universal lowering of the tariff, I do not see 
how he could possibly expect to get any considerable number 
of Democratic votes for his resolution. 

Mr. WATSON. That is one of the most comforting assur­
ances I ha>e had at this session from any source. [Laughter.] 

l\lr. BRDCE. Did any party ever provide for such a lower­
ing of tariff rates in the history of the country since the Civil 
War? 

Mr. WATSON. Certainly, the Democratic Party did when it 
had a chance. 

Mr. BRUCE. E>ery one of our tariff laws since the war 
has been protectiYe, more or less. 

1\Ir. WATSON. The Senator from Maryland forgets the 
Morrison Tariff Act which provided for a horizontal 20 per 
cent reduction, which just whacked the duties off regardless 
of where such action would strike. 

Mr. BRUCE. Was it not Mr. Cleveland who said that it 
was a condition and not a theory that confronted us? 

l\lr. WATSON. Yes; but there was tariff reduction all 
along the line. 

1\lr. BRUCE. I do not wish to use any inconsiderate lan­
guage, but it is hard for me to believe that this resolution is 
offered in good faith if it contemplates a lowering of all tariff 
duties. 

l\Ir. McMASTER. Anything that does not come out of Mary­
land or anything that is not wet is not in good faith, in the 
opinion of the Senator from Maryland. 

1\lr. WATSON. Mr. President, I have no desire to enter 
into a personal controyersy as between my two distinguished 
friends. I cheerfully accord to my friend from South Dakota, 
of course, the highest motives; I have no question about that. 

Mr. BRUCE. Is the Senator from Indiana saying that for 
the sake of the argument? 

Mr. WATSON. No; I am saying it because I believe he 
is an honest man; I am saying it because I believe he is serv­
ing the interests of his constituency in intl·oducing this reso­
lution, as he believes. 

Mr. BRUCE. Is he serving the interests of his constituents 
by lowering the duty on Canadian wheat? 

1\lr. WATSON. That is up to him to decide. 
1\lr. 1\lol\IASTER. 1\lr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 
Mr. WATSON. Oh, surely; I am interested in this. 
1\fr. Mol\IASTER. I wish to say just a word in answer to 

the statement made by the Senator from Maryland, although 
I found but two days ago that he was here making a speech 
entirely in accord with this resolution, condemning high indus­
trial rates; and on the second day he made a splendid high­
protection speech. 

In reference to the particular resolution that is pending, 
however, if I may explain the intent and p"ftrpose that was in 
the mind of the author, I will say that if I had intended in 
the resolution that all schedules should be lowered I would have 
used tile word " all " ; but I used the word " schedules " ; and 
I expect to amend that by putting in the word " general," that 
there shall be a general lowering, so that my distinguished 
friend from Maryland will be able to vote for the resolution. 

Mr. BRUCE. I n·ill ask the Senator why he did not do that 
first? 

Mr. 1\lcl\IASTER. That will explain the situation for tile 
distinguished Senator from Maryland. 

l\fr. BRUCE. No; it does not. 
In the first place, tile Senator stated that I had made two 

speeches in the Senate on the subject of the tariff. I am 
afraid the Senator is confusing me with a much more distin­
guished and much abler man-that is to say, the Senator from 
Massachusetts [l\Ir. WALSH]. I haYe had no occasion to say 
anything on the subject of the tariff except once, and then. 
tentatiYely, to commit myself to the proposition that the whole 
matter of fixing tariff duties should be lodged in some nonpar­
tisan commission, subject to the approval of Congress. 

Mr. WATSON. 1Yhich, of course, I do not believe at all. 
Mr. :Mc~1ASTER. No; nor I eitller. 
1\Ir. FESS. 1\'Ir. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
:Mr. 'YATSON. Certainly; with pleasure. 
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:Mr. FESS. The language of the resolution is general­
Immediate lowering or tarUI schedules, and tariff legislation, embody­

ing lowered schedules. 

The question I want to ask is does not that include the sev· 
enth schedule, which is agriculture? 

Mr. wATSON. Why, according to my understanding, of 
course, by the terms of the resolution. As to whether or not 
the Senator meant to·inciude the agricultural schedule, of course 
·I do not know. 

1\.Jr. F.EJSS. We are considering this resolution. 
Mr .. WATSON. But, as I read the resolution it means a 

lowering all along the line of the rates imposed by all schedules. 
Mr. McMASTER.. Mr. President--
Mr. FESS. Will the Senator yield further? 
Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. FESS. The first act of the Congress that met in 1021 

was the emergency tariff act, passed in May of that year. 
1\ll.·. WATSON. It was. 
Mr. FESS. I have it in my hand. There are 28 items in that 

act, every(}lle of which, without an exception, is agricultural ; 
and most of those items were includeu in the permanent tariff 
legislation of September of the next year. 

l\fr. WATSON. Practically embodied in it. 
Mr. :H'ESS. Yes. Has the Senator had any information to the 

effect that there is a demand from agriculture for the lowering 
of the schedules under the present act? 

Mr. WATSON. I have not from anybody, anywhere. 
1\Ir. FESS. I made inquiry of the Tariff Commission, and I 

am told officially that there are 585 applications for investiga­
tions. Two hundred and fifty-seven of these are for agxicultuTe, 
all but two of them asking for an increase. 

Mr. 1\Icl\IASTER. 1\Ir. President, may I interrupt just there? 
The PRESIDI~G OFFICER. Does the Senator from In­

diana yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 
1\Ir. WATSON. I do. 
l\Ir. McMASTER. How many of those farmers were asking 

for increases on industrial products? 
Mr. FESS. I asked the question as to whether there had 

been any demand for a decrease of tariff duties on agricultural 
products. I did not ask with reference to nonagricultural 
products. The resolution of the Senator from South Dakota 
applies to agricultural products just the same as it does to 
nonagricultural products. 

Mr. llcliASTER. 1\Iay I interrupt the Senator again? If 
we should amend the resolution in that re pect, so as to con­
form to the Senator's ideas, would he then yote for it? 

Mr. FESS. I certainly would not. If the Senator will offer 
a resolution here for the revision of the tariff schedules, I shall 
be willing to di cuss it with the Senator; but the Senator ha 
demanded a lowering of the schedules. That includes every 
schedule; and that is why there has been a general resent­
ment against that sort of legislation. 

Mr. BRUCE and Mr. l\IcMASTER aduressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana bas 

the floor. To whom does be yield? 
1\Ir. WATSON. To all the Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair under tands that 

the first Senator to address the Chair was the Senator from 
Ohio. 

l\Ir. FESS. I think the Senator from Indiana had yielded 
to me. 

Tl1e PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the Chair's under-
standing. 

:Ur. WATSON. I 3·ielded to the Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. FESS. · A further statement: 
The commission has completed and sent to the President 28 

reports, covering 35 articles, 9 of which are agricultural prod­
ucts. Action has been taken on seYeral of these. Based on 
the investigations made by the commission, the President has 
adjusted rates of duty on six agricultural products--wheat from 
30 cents to 42 cents per bushel; wheat flour from 78 cents to 
$1.04 per 100 pounds; butter from 8 to 12 cents per pound; 
Swi s cheese from 5 cents per pound, not less than 25 per cent 
ad valorem, to 71;2 cents per pound, not le"s than 37% per cent 
ad yalorem. Here are the exceptions : The duty on milk feeds, 
such as bran and shorts and othe1· by-product feeds, which the 
fal'mers purchase for feeding Jivestock, WaB reduced from 15 to 
7% per cent ad valorem ; and the duty on quail was reduced 
from 50 to 25 cents per bird. In other words. there are two 

· items on which tbere was a reduction. 
Referring to the question I asked about corn, the American 

: Farm Bureau has presented to the commission and they are 
' makin<>' an investigation of an increase of the duty on corn 
from l5 cents to some higher figure ; I do not recall just what 

f they are asking. lly question was-and it grew out of the ~-

traduction of this resolution by a representative of the great 
farming section-whether this resolution would not be counter 
to what we generally regard throughout the country as a cl~ 
mand for an increase rather than a lowering. That is my 
specific question. 

1\Ir. WATSON. That is my. vie\Y of it. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit 

me to make a statement? 
The PRESIDIXG OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from California? 
1\Ir. WATSON. I do. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. For the. RECORD, I desire to add that 

very recently the President bas granted the petition of agri­
culturists, and has issued an appropriate order increasing the 
tariff on certain brands of imported cherries by the full 50 
per cent permissible under the flexible section of the tariff act. 

I also wish to have it appear that there are pending before 
the commission two petitions, tiled there by agdculturists, 
seeking increase of the ta.Tiff on imported onions and also upon 
poultry products. Both these petitions are supported by a vast 
number of producers, all of whom, I take it, are hopeful, as I 
am, that the Presiuent may be persuaded to increase the 
duties. 

1\lr. McMASTER. 1\lr. President--
1\lr. ·wATSON. I yield to the Senator from South Dakota. 
1\Ir. :McMASTER. First, I wish to say, in reference to the 

statements of the Senator from Ohio [1\Ir. FESs], that practi­
cally all of the Members of this body who fa\or the resolution 
understand and comprehend that the purport and the intent 
of the resolution is for the purpose of lowering some of these 
outrageous . chedules that vrere accorded the industrial prod­
uct<=, and thereby, by lowering those schedules, increasing the 
purchasing power of the farmer. . 

It was ably shown here on the floor of the Senate this morn­
ing by the distinguished Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HAR­
nrso~] that that kind of a re'olution would eYen permit the 
raising of a ce-rtain schedule upon a manufactu1·ec1 product if 
it should be neces~ary; but those who are tr~·ing to find fault 
with the lcmguage are trying to find a loophole through which 
they can e:,;eape and avoid votiiig for the resolution and then 
make excuses therefor. This resolution was inh·oduced in the 
interest of agricultu1·e and with the object and the aim of 
bringing about a reduction in some of those exorbitant sched­
ules thut are accorded industry and that haYe given some of 
the indtu,1:ries theo.:e enormous profits. 

:Mr. WATSOX Wbat schedules are they? 
1\Ir. l\lcl\fASTER. For instance, as I suggested yesterday, 

there is a little company up here in Providence, R. I., known 
as the Brown-Sharpe Co., which just a few months after the 
passage of this law declared a stock dividend of 16,000 per 
cent. I l:'hould say that they had been pretty well taken cm·e 
of; that tbey were in a rather prosperous condition when this 
particular law was passed in 1922. I should say that the 
Aluminum Co. have done pretty well, in view of the fact that 
we inserted in the RECORD ye terday that beginning with a 
capital of . 1,500,000 that capital had grown by leaps and 
bound.· until in a few rears it had reached the sum of $131,-
000.000: and that on their finished product-that is, the finished 
aluminum cooking utensils-the American consumer pays a 
duty of 11 cents a pound and a 55 per cent ad yalorem duty, 
while upon milk the farmer has asked for a duty of 31h cents 
a gallon and was allowed just 2% cents, or about 5 per cent 
of the Yalue of the product. I will say that there are a nnm· 
ber of those :-;chedules that ought to be lowered; and by reason 
of lowering those schedules we can increase the purchasing 
power of the farmer and help to restore the equality between 
agriculture and the industries. 

~Ir. BRUCE. ~Ir. Pre~ident, just one moment more. 
The PRESIDL"'\G OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi­

ana further yield to the Senator from Maryland? 
1\Ir. W A.TSON. I will yield once more. 
Mr. BRUCE. I should like to call the attention of the Sen­

ator to the fact that while the Senator from South Dakota 
says now that he is prepared to accept an amendment to his 
re olution, yesterday when such an amendment was suggested 
by the Senator from Massachusetts [l\Ir. W ..usn] be made no 
such announcement ; nor did he make any such announcement 
when the Senator from Oregon [Mr. l'llcX.A.BY] brought for­
ward a similar amendment to-day. 

1\lr. 1\Ic::.\IASTER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi· 

ana yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 
1\Ir. WATSON. I do. 
Mr. Ucli.A.STER. When the distinguished Senator from 

Massachusetts [Mr. W ..usn] made the suggestion to me on the 
floor of the Senate I stated that I did not choose to quibble 
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over words in the resolu.tion; that I thought I was willing to 
make any particular change. I tried to make changes that 
would suit even the distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. 
SMOOT], so that he could vote for the resolution. 

Mr. BRUCE. Was not that a little like saying, "I do not 
choose to be a candidate for the Presidency"? Was that the 
kind of language in which willingness to accept an amendment 
would usually be indicated? I say what I do simply because 
my suspicion is-it may be nothing but a perfectly unjust sus­
picion-that the Senator from South Dakota is trying to use 
this resolution of his as a whip with which to compel the 
regular Republicans in this body to support the McNary­
Haugen ·bill. 

Mr. McMASTER. Mr. President, this resolution was intro­
duce(} for the reasons that I have already enumerated here 
upon the :floor of the Senate; also to serve notice upon the 
industrial interests here in America that the hour has come 
when the farmers of America are going to strike for their eco­
nomic independence, and they are going to begin with that 
method, and they have some other methods that they are going 
to use later on; and if they do not 1·eceive that economic inde­
pendence pretty soon, they have another method, the ballot, 
that will bring them the final results that they intend to 
procure. 

1\Ir. BRUCE. In other words, as I hope you will all become 
Democrats. Is that it? 

Mr. WATSOX. Which certainly will relieve everybody in the 
United States of anything he has. 

Mr. BRUCE. But what kind of Democrats? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana has 

the floor. Does he desire to proceed ? 
Mr. WATSON. Now, if e•erybody is through, I will resume. 
l\lr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President--
1\Ir. WATSON. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In order that we may inject 

a little pleasantry into the serious speech of the Senator from 
Indiana, I want to suggest that the Senator from New Jersey 
says that the reason why it took two weeks for the Democrats 
to discuss the item of vinegar was because it involved certain 
phases of the prohibition question. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WATSON. I did not recall that the Senator from Mary­
land was in the Senate at that time. 

Mr. BRUCE. I was not; but I will say I was delighted a 
few moments ago to find that the discussion was leading us to 
the discussion of brandied cherries from the State of Cali­
fornia. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I believe that the problem of 
agriculture is to lift agriculture up and not to pull industry 
down. I can not conceive that agriculture is to be helped by 
lowering or even disturbing schedules on manufachued prod­
ucts unless there be some great outrage which should be 
remedied or some manifest unfairness that should be corrected. 
I can not conceive that by interfe1·ing with the manufacturing 
industries of this country, by permitting large imports of manu· 
factnred products from abroad, by bringing our laboring people 
into keen and merciless competition with the underpaid and 
underfed people of the world, that by lowering the general 
wage level in the United States, which is the home market of 
the American farmer, we thereby help agricultural industry in 
this Nation. 

Mr. McMASTER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. McMASTER. I just want to say to the disnngu.ished 

Senator from Indiana that every Member on this side of the 
Chamber who is opposed to the resolution is always insisting 
th .. ·l.t there is something about the resolution that is going to 
drive labor out of employment, that is going to close down the 
industries. As a matter of fact, all that the resolution would 
do if it were put into force and effect, would be to squeeze out ' 
so::Ue excess profits from manufacturers and distribute those 
excess profits among the common people of America and in­
crease their purchasing power. There is not one Une or one 
sentence or one syllable in the resolution that is intended or 
prop<Jses to throw labor out of employment. 

1\lr. WATSON. But the Senator must know, in the first 
place--and I mean no offense--that this can be no more than a 
gesture, because the Senate has no right to originate legislation 
of this kind. The Senator must know, in the second place, 
that if his resolution should pass it would not mean anything. 

Mr. l\IoMASTER. If this resolution should pass and it would 
not mean anything, what is the use of all this discussion? 
Why does the distinguished Senator from Indiana take up any 
time on this matter if it does not mean anything? 

1\Ir. WATSON. Because I am going to prove that it does not 
mean anything. I mean this, I will say · to my friend, the 
Senator from South Dakota-and he will understaP:d there is· 

nothing offensive about this : I mean that you can not just pass 
a resolution and say that we are going to lower a tariff rate. 
Congress is the only authority. Congress must determine what 
these schedules will be. Congress must fix the tax on every 
item. Congress must fix every rate that goes into the bill. 
You can not just waive a wand and say "Tariff rates are hereby 
reduced." Somebody has to legislate. All the schedules must 
come under legislative scrutiny. Every item must go through 
the regular process of going into the Ways and Means Com· 
mittee, and then into the House, and then before the Finance 
Committee of the Senate, and then into the Senate. 

Everybody knows that that takes months and months of time, 
and the most serious debate, and the most earnest considera­
tion. No measure receives the real attention that a tariff bill 
does under ordinary circumstances, because it enters into every 
home in the Nation, and touches every industry from ocean to 
ocean. Is not that true? Therefore, if we should pass this 
resolution, what could the House of Representatives do with it? 
Suppose the House were to pass it; what would it signify, what 
would it mean? It would be sent to the Ways and Means Com­
mittee, and then the 'Vays and Means Committee, if they 
wanted to follow it out, would begin to have tariff hearings, 
and run for weeks and even months in having tariff hearings, 
and then formulate a measure along the line of the policy sug­
gested by the resolution, then fling it into the House. Then the 
House would begin that consideration which the House gives 
to such measures, and if it should pass it, it would be sent to 
the Senate and referred to the Finance Committee. We would 
take our turn at it, then it would come into the Senate of the 
United States, where it would not be passed more than one 
week prior to the next election, I know, and so does the Senator. 
That is the situation. 

Therefore, merely passing this resolution is of no avail. 
Mr. 1\fcl\f.ASTER. 1\'lr. President, if the passage of this reso­

lution is a good thing, and if it would be a good thing to have 
a lowering of sonie of the tariff schedules, then it would be per­
fectly proper to go through all of the effort and all of the 
trouble and spend all of the time that we would have to spend 
here during next sp1ing and next summer to accomplish the 
desired result. Is it the interest of one party over another 
party, an election approaching, or what interest is pararrtount to 
the interests of the American people and of the American 
farmer? 

1\'lr. WATSON. It is in the interest of maintaining these 
industries in the United States until such time as, measuring 
our steps, we may in orderly manner proceed to the reconstruc· 
tion. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Georgia? 
:Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. I wish to inquire of the Senator from In­

diana if he heard ·the statement made more than once by the 
distinguished Senator from Utah yesterday, that this resolu­
tion was already slowing up business? I make the inquiry, 
whether he recollects that statement made by the Senator, in 
response to his statement that it is a mere gesture, and can 
not possibly have any effect. 

Mr. WATSON. I did not hear the remark of the Senator 
from Utah. He usually speaks by the card. He usually tells 
what he knows. So far as I am concerned, I know of no slow­
ing up in the country because of the introduction of this resolu­
tion, because in my humble judgment the country does not be­
lie\e the resolution will pass, and if it does, that it can not 
bP consequential in its effect, because everybody knows that it 
must go to the House of Representatives before it can be made 
effective. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Pxesident, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
1\'lr. FESS. The Senator- had a distinguished career in the 

House. What, in his judgment, would the House do with this 
resolution if we hould pass it and send it oYer there? Would 
they receive it? · 

Mr. WATSON. I hope the Senator will withdraw that ques­
tion. uecause under the rules here we are not permitted to 
comment on the body at tile other end of the Capitol. 

Mr. FESS. I withdraw the suggestion. 
Mr. BROOKHART and Mr. BORAH addressed the Chair. 
Mr. WATSON. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. BORAH. I think the Senator from Iowa rose firs t. 
Mr. BROOKHART. Tlle Senator suggested that there has 

been no slowing up of industry under this wonderful protection 
and prosperity that we have in the United States. 

Mr. WATSON. I did not say that. 
Mr. BROOKHART. I read a statement from the Department 

of Commerce about our great prosperity under this system, 
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and then I sent over to the department for its bulletin on the 
earnings of corporations. I knew that 90 per cent of the 
farmers of the United States were on the verge of bankruptcy, 
and I wanted to see what the corporations were doing. 

In 1925, out of 430,000 corporations, 177,738 were operating at 
a loss of nearly $2,000,000,000, and they had been operating 
since 1922 in the same way. So I think there is some in­
equality in this tariff prosperity we have in the United States, 
even among the corporations themselves. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, that only adds to the com­
plexity of the problem. If that be the situation, we ought to 
raise the tariff. -

Mr. CARA""WAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

l\Ir. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Did I understand the Senator to say that 

a higher tariff would increase prosperity? Is that the Senator's 
position? 

Mr. WATSON. I did not understand the Senator. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Did I understand the Senator to say that 

to raise the tariff would increase prosperity? 
Mr. WATSON. It always has. 
l\Ir. CARAWAY. It has? 
l\1r. ·wATSON. Always. 
1\Ir. CARAWAY. Then, when you have an era of profitless 

prosperity, why does not the party in power go to work and 
raise the tariff? 

Mr. WATSO~. I have a.ll·eady answered that question two 
or three times. 

1\Ir. CARAWAY. What was the answer? 
:Mr. WATSON. Will the Se-nator pardon me? I do not care 

to go an over that again about what it mean. to revise the 
tariff at this particular time. I will not go into that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. In other words, the Senator is perfectly 
willing for agriculture to die--

Mr. WATSON. No. 
Mr. CARAWAY. And o-ther business languish, in order not 

to disturb a political situation. 
Mr. WATSON.. Not at all. I have said that there is an­

other way, and the Senator has worked with me side by side 
and sh<mlder to shoulder in working out that other plan by 
which agriculture can be benefited and protected in the United 
State , in addition to the tariff. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is not what I asked. 
1\fr. WATSON. Not only that, but the Senator can not see 

that by imposing higher rates on agricultural products we 
could adequately protect agriculture. 

Mr. CA.RAWAY. That is exactly what we are coming to. 
I absolutely know that the tariff, so far as the farmer is con­
cerned, is absolute •· bunk"; that he gets nothing out of it 
except an increased cost of living. Everybody knows tllat. 

l\Ir. WATSON. I am going into that. 
Mr. BORAH. lli. President, let me ask the Senator if he 

has the figures as to the amount of food produets coming into 
this country at this time. -

l\Ir. WATSON. I have them here somewhere. I do not 
recall them. 

Mr. BORAH. I want to call the Senator's attention to the 
fact that there are a bout $2,500,000,000 of food products 
coming intq this country. 

:Mr. W .ATSON. It is very large, I know. 
- Mr. BORAH. 'Vhich the American farmer is perfectly 

capable of producing. 
Mr. WATSON. I agree with the Senator entirely, and I 

believe in raising the rate as far as we can adequately to 
protect that industry. But there may come a time when we can 
not protect the industry by rates sufficiently high. We can not 
levy an embargo on articles of agriculture coming into the 
country, and that is why I favored tbe McNary plan, a plan 
to buttress the tariff ami to make it effective wherein it was 
not effectiYe. 

For instance, take the tariff on wheat. We passed a tariff 
of 30 cents a bushel on wheat. By and by · it was found that 
that was not adequately prote-ctive. A complaint was made to 
tlle Tariff Commission, and aft~r the requested hearing the 
Tariff Commission reported that it would take 42 cents a 
bushel to measure the difference in the cost of production be­
tween this countl·y and Canada in the production of a bushel 
of wheat. Whereupon the President-and I think quite prop­
erly-raised the tariff on wheat to 42 cents a bushel. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And wheat went down that week. 
l\fr. WATSON. It now transpires that wheat is seiling for 

more in Winnipeg than in the United States. It now transpires 
that 42 cents does not measure that difference at this time. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator-- -

Mr. WATSON. Wait a moment. -Remember the question, 
if you can, and give it to me after a while. Let me finish this, 
if you "' please. 

Mr. OARA WAY. Let me inject this, so that the Senator can 
make his argument consistently. Wheat went down 9 cents a 
bushel when they raised the tariff. 

Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Then the tariff did not help the farmer. 
Mr. WATSON. It did not help him. That is what I am 

saying. 
Mr. CARAWAY. I did not know that was what the Senator 

was saying. 
Mr. WATSON. That does not add to what I am -already 

saying about it. If the tarlff is not effective on wheat at 42 
cenf:B a bushel, then should we not do something to make it 
effective if we mean to have a protective tariff on wheat? 

Mr. BORAH. If you can not raise the tariff high eno-ugh to 
protect the wheat raiser in this country, it is as certain as 
that night follows the day that you can not do it by inverting 
the tariff proposition, as in the 1\IcNary-Haugen bill. 

Mr. WATSON. · I do not think we invert it at alL I think 
we simpl;y support it and buttress it, to make the tariff effective 
wherein it is ineffective. I am coming to that in a little bit, 
if tbe Senator will listen to me. 

Mr. FESS. l\11·. President, will the Senator yield on the 
question of the Winnipeg wheat? 

.Air. W' ATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. FESS. Has the Senator followed the operations of the 

wheat pool that was stuted some time in September? 
Mr. WATSON. I kept it up partially, but the Senator knows 

I was in tbe hospital part of the summer, and I did not keep 
up fully and accurately with those reports. 

:Mr. FESS. I think it would be perfectly ob"rious that if we 
could employ a method such as is used in Canada by which we 
could control the marketing as they are controlling it, we could 
fix the price also on wheat as Winnipeg has. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. PI'esident, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. W ATSOX 1 yield to the Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. BROOKHART. On that question of wheat, the Canadian 

pool had its price fixe-d at the wol'ld market in Liverpool, the 
same place where the Chicago mru·ket had its pri.ce fixed. 
The pool helpel us as much as it ·did Canada. It improved the 
world price and stabilized the world price. I think there is 
no doubt about that. But here is the kind of protection we 
bave o-n wheat unde-r om· 42 cents a bushel. September 8 at 
l\linneapoli No. 1 winter wheat was selling at from $1.33 to 
$1.38. At WinniJ.*g it was selling at $1.52%. 

Mr. W ATS01 . That is what we are saying. 
1\Ir. BROOKHART. Something happened on September 12. 

Xovember 16 in :Minneapoli it was $1.24 to $1.30, and in 
Winnipeg $1.50%. So the spread increased 8 cents on wheat 
between September and November. Something happened to 
cause that jncrease. 

The thing that happened was the Canadian Railway Commis~ 
sion lowered railway rate-s about that time and imme-diately tbe 
Canadian farmers got that much better price, and half of om· 
whole tariff of 42 cents a bushel is nullified by discrimination 
in freight rates in the United States to start with. 

l\fr. FES;;. Does the Senator from Indiana approve of the 
statement of the Senator from Iowa about the transportation 
rate fixing the price? 

~11'. WATSON. Oh, no, I do not; but I can not go into that 
question. That is on the sidetrack now. 

Mr. FESS. I wondered whether the Senator would fall for 
that statement. 

Mr. WATSON. Oh, no. 
~Ir. BORAH. Mr. Pre ident, does the Senator from Ohio 

dispute that proposition? 
Mr. FESS. The Senator from Ohio does dispute the prop()o 

sition. The rate may measure what the producers get, but it 
does not mod.ify the price that the consumers pay. The farmer 
who raises wlleat in Iowa and sells it in New York will have 
to pay out of the thing he gets in New York the price for the 
transportation. Tbe price to the consumer has not change-d, 
but the price to the producer is lowered by the amount of the 
transportation he pays. 

Mr. BORAH. That is what I understood the Senator from 
Iowa to contend. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That is exactly my point. 
Mr. FESS. No; what the Senator from Iowa said, as I 

understood it, was what wheat was ranging in Winnipeg, as 
he gave the figures. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yea; I quotoo those prices because that 
illustrates what the producer gets. 

Mr. FESS. What is the price ~t Minneapolis: 
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Mr. BROOKHART. It was 10 or 15 cents less at 1\finne­

apolis than at Winnipeg, and then they lowered the freight 
rates and then it was 20 or 25 cents less. 

Mr. FESS. The only effect upon the producers of wheat in 
Winnipeg and 1\linn·eapolis would be the difference in the freight 
rates they had to pay to where they marketed. It would not 
be the difference in the price paid by the consumer, but the 
difference is in the amount the producer got. The one gets 
more than the other because he does not suffer so much in the 
market. 

Mr. BROOKIIART. That is what I claim. Under this benef­
icent protection of 42 cents a bush~l on wheat, the farmers of 
the United States have taken for the present crop from 10 to 
20 cents less per bushel than the Canadian farmers got. 

1\Ir. WATSON. Does the Senator from Iowa want u.s to 
repeal it all? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I want to repeal it wherever it is ex­
cessive. I want to put it on the basis of the cost of production 
of every article. I think that would raise it on most farm 
products while lowering it on industrial products. 

Mr. 'VATSON. Not all industrial products. 
Mr. BROOKHART. I do not, merely because it may defeat 

some candidate for President, want to shirk my duty in the 
Senate, and say we will wait until after next election. Congress 
ought to have been called in session immediately after the 
close of the last session to settle this great question, this 
greatest calamity that ever come to the American: people, this 
greatest problem that has confronted the people--equality of 
agriculture--the greatest problem since the abolition of slavery 
itself. 

Mr. WATSON. I cordially agree with the Senator as to the 
momentous character of the problem which confronts agricul­
ture at this time and demands solution at the hands of the 
American Congress. I have no doubt at all about the character 
of that problem. I believe, as strongly as the Senator believes, 
that the time has come when steps must be taken' to rehabilitate 
agriculture in the United States and bring it to the level of 
industry in accordance with the campaign pledges of both 
parties, so we shall have a full-rounded, symmetrical civilization 
in the United States. But I do not agree with the Senator, 
nor with my friend from South Dakota, as to the method which 
shall be pursued to reach that desired objective. 

We have been talking about the remissness of the Republi­
can Congress with regard to the agricultural schedule. The 
truth about it is that the very first thing we did was to enact 
an emergency tariff law. Is there any one here sorry that 
we enacted that law? I wonder if my fl'iend from Iowa or 
my friend from South Dakota will say that he did not rejoice 
in the effect of that act? Everybody knows how beneficially 
it resulted to the agricultural interests of the United States. 
The Tariff Commission itself found, after a full hearing on 
the subject, that it had saved the wool industry of the country 

1 from absolute destruction and greatly aided the dairying in­
dustry of the United States as well. I do not think that 
proposition can be successfully controverted. 

l\Ir. FESS. l\Ir. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WATSON. I will. · 
Mr. FESS. The Senator remembers that in the House the 

emergency tariff act was almost nonpartisan. 
Mr. WATSON. It was nonpartisan. 
Mr. FESS. The Democratic Members voted for it the same 

as the Republicans. 
Mr. WATSON. I am glad the Senator called my attenti.on 

to that fact. 
Mr. BROOKHART. And since that time ne~rly a million 

farmers have lost their homes in the United States. 
l\Ir. WATSON. Mr. President, I am agreeing to what the 

Senator said about the problem and its seriousness, but he 
and I do not agree at all as to the method by which the 
problem should be solved. 

After the crushing depression of 1921 had wrought its de­
struction to agriculture, Congress immediately set out to dts­
cover some methods of relief. We passed the first emergency 
tariff act. We revived the War Finance Corporation and 
placed $500,000,000 at the disposal of the farmers and stock 
growers of the land. We at that time thought it would be 
helpful, and greatly helpful, to the· agricultural interests of 
the country. We established intermediate banks of credit and 
made possible a supply of money to the farmer at reasonable 
rates and on long terms, so that he could not be forced to 
rush all of his products to market at once in order to meet 
his obligations, and thus further depress the price of all he 
produced. 

The present tariff act was written to meet the demands of 
the friends of agriculture. It is not altogether true that the 
farmer sells in an open market and buys in a protected ~arket, 

for a large percentage of all that he uses on his farm or in his 
home is on the free list, while there is imposed the highest 
rate on agricultural products coming into this country from 
other countries that was ever levied by any tariff law in the 
entire history of tariff making in the United States. 

It may be true that those rates are not effective, but nevelthe­
less when we passed them we did so in the best faith and believed 
they would be adequately protective, because it was a pro­
tective-tariff Congress, which believed in the doctrine of pro­
tection and in its immediate application to the affairs of the 
country as they then existed. It has since transpired that we 
have found that many of those rates are not sufficiently pro­
tective, but at the time they were passed they were passed 
in the best of faith, and the heads of the agricultural interests 
and industries in the United States represented in the city of 
Washington indorsed every one of those schedules and at that 
time said that they would be adequate, and on their recom­
mendation and with their consent we passed the agricultural 
schedule. 

My friend the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY] 
said it is all "bunk." It is not "bunk," by reason of the fact 
that but for this agricultural schedule and the rates it imposed 
agriculture in the United States to-day would be infinitely 
worse off than it is, and I do not think that is a controverted 
proposition. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 1\Ir. President--
1\fr. WATSON. I yield to the Senator from Montana. 
Mr. W .ALSH of Montana. Does the Senator include wheat in 

that statement? 
1\Ir. WATSON. Part of the time; not now. Of course, that 

is an unfortunate condition. The condition existing with re­
gard to wheat has not always existed and will not always exist. 
Circumstances change as production increases or as the demand 
increases or as the world production increases. There is no 
question about that. We can not always adequately measure a 
tariff through the coming ages or centuries or decades by the 
condition that exists now. We may levy tariff rates now that 
are adequately protective, but everybody knows that because of 
changed conditions in· industry and agriculture, in production 
and in consumption, the whole thing may be upset or largely so. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator say 
how the condition as respects wheat differs from a year ago? 

Mr. WATSON. I can go into that, but will the Senator wait 
and let me do it in my own good time? . 

1\Ir. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
just a question? 

Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. SHIPSTE.A.D. The Senator will agree that no tariff is 

adequate unless it is effective, will he not? 
Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. So it is useless to talk of adequate sched­

ules when at the same time we know they have not been able 
to operate and have never been effective. 

Mr. WATSON. l\fy only answer to that is as I said that at 
the time we passed this schedule we thought it would' be ade­
quate. We had the best advice in the country on the question 
and that ad>ice was that it would be adequate. 

Mr. SHIPSTE.AD. Did the Senator think it would be effec-
tive? 

Mr. WATSON. I thought it would be effective, certainly. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Has the Senator changed his mind? 
Mr. WATSON. I ha>e changed my mind on that point be­

cause conditions have forced me to change my mind on the 
que tion. I have not any doubt about that now. New condi­
tions have come and I think that we ha>e to meet those new 
conditions. I have been for two years trying to get a bill 
pas ed which, while not dogmatically asserting that it is the 
only measure that will cure the situation, yet I conscientiously 
believed that it would, and I still believe it will, if we give it 
an opportunity to be tried in the United States. 

The real problem that confronts the farmer at this time is 
to maintain the tariff, as I understand it, for all phases of our 
industry alike. The farmer sells but about 10 per cent abroad 
of all he produces and about 90 per cent at home. It would be 
according to my view, a wicked and wanton policy to destroy 
the market in which he sells his 90 per cent in order to at­
tempt to increase the 10 per cent. for the whole world is be­
coming rehabilitated agriculturally, and the competition of all 
agricultural products abroad will be keener in the days to come 
than it has been at any time in the past. 

Let us remember that the exports of grain and grain-food 
preparations for 1925 were less than for 1924, and in 1926 were 
less than they were in 1925. This decline in exports is due 
to two reasons: 

First, the Eltuopean nations are recovering their agricultural 
capacity. In reality they are making greater efforts to stimu-
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late agricultural production. They learned in the war that they 
must make themselves a nearly self-sustaining as possible and 
to that encl must revitalize agriculture in their respective 
countries. In addition they have learned the necessity of re­
ducing imports in order to help balance their budgets, and 
thus they are making every effort to raise as much food at home 
as po~sibly cnn be done. 

Secondly, it must be remembered that the whe-at area in 
Canada has increa ed from a pre-war average of 10,000,000 
acres to 22,000,000 acres in 1925, while there are still large 
uncultivated areas in that country suitable for wheat produc­
tion. A recent report of the Agricultural Department shows 
that the Australian wheat area has increased from a pre-war 
average of 7,600,000 acres to 10,800,000 acres. The wheat area 
in those countries together is now about 53 per cent above pre­
war average. New Zealand and Australia have just finished a 
.season in fine . hape. The further development of the western 
Provinces of Canada and the recovery of Em·ope are adding to 
the world's supply. 

Therefore, I contend that what the farmer wants to do is to 
<enlarge his home rna rket. What the farmer wants is more 
bungry mouths to feed and inore empty stomachs to fill. He 
wants more men working in the factories and in the mines and 
in the fore t and on the railroads, and he wants them paid 
the American wage rate, the highest known among men, in 
'Order that right at home they can pay the American farmer 
the best price paid for agricultural products paid anywhere 
in the broad circle of the earth. 

That is the American system of protection, and throughout 
the years it has worked so marvelously that our country to­
day stands easily :first among all the nations of the world in 
ou:r universal prosperity~ I do not ~ay that it is directly the 
outgrowth of the protective-ta.riff system alone, but I say that 
it is largely the result of the protective-taliff system operating 
through the years, because it is our policy as protectionists to 
promote production in the country. We believe that production 
should be unlimited and unhampered; that we should not put 
it in leading strings. The United States should do everything 
its resources and its labor, skilled and· unskilled~ its capital, 
its inventive genius, will enable it to do, because it is a n·uism 
from wWch there is no escape that if we care for the producer 
the consumer will be in a position to care for himself. 

Furthermore, the 1·eport of a survey made by a special com­
mission under direction of the foodstuffs division of the De­
partment of Commerce in 1925 states that only one-tenth of 
the wheat land of the Argentine and only one-sixth of the 
wheat land of Canada is at present under cultivation and 

· that virgin soil in each country is being utilized in an increas­
ing quantity each yea1·. This report also points out . that, be­
cause of cheap land and other cheap production costs, crops 
and li-vestock can be produced in these countries at a much 
lower figure than they can be produced in our country. 

Additional evidence is supplied by the report of a special 
representati>e of the Bureau of Animal Industry of the De­
partment of Agriculture covering the livestock industry in the 

' Argentine. This report asserts that, after taking into account 
all of the co t of production, cattle in the Argentine can be pro­
duced for 75 cents per 100 pounds, which is below any possible 

: cost of production in the United States. 
We all remember that the Tariff Commission in 1924 sub­

mitted to the President it report on the difference in the cost 
of producing wheat in Canada and in this country; we have 
discu sed it, and I shall not again go into it, but if the tariff 
on that product be inadequate, then I am in favor of making 

· it adequate. That is why I fa-vor the McNary-Haugen bill. 
1 I do not dogmatically assert that that is the only measure 
1 that can produce this re ult, but I do believe that it will pro-
duce it, and I favor it because I think it is the best solution 
of the problem that yet has been presented to the American 

· Congress, and it is the one ·olution that has the almo t unani­
mou support of the agricultural interests of the United States. 

' Mr. BROOKHART. 1\ir. President, when the Senator from 
Indiana says that if the tariff fs inadequate he is in favor of 
making it adequate, how is he going to do that without doing 
anything at all? 

Mr. WATSON. I will tell the Senator all about that. 
Undoubtedly the e causes operate to the ad-vantage of the 

producer of food in these other counhies and, undoubtedly, 
, these cause are driving our farmers out of the European 
market because of the fixed fact that all of these other people 
are able to undersell him in the world market and yet make a 
profit. 

The Xational Industrial Conference is an ot·ganization of 
industrialists, financed by capitalists and conducted by men of 
wealth. Its object is to in"Vestigate every phase of American 

industry and to report its conclusions to the American public. 
At the beginning of 1925 they employed the finest experts they 
could command in this land, who put in one whole year investi­
gating the eonditions of agriculture in this country as com­
pared with the condition of agriculture in other counhies and 
as compared with other phases of Americnn industry and 
activity. Those experts have no hesitancy in predicting that 
the American exp01·ts of farm products to foreign markets must 
rapidly be reduced in the future becau e of the conditions set 
forth by these -various reports of our governmental agencies 
and because of conditions which these experts found existing 
here and el ewhere around~ the world. 

What, then, would be the condition of the American farmer 
if our whole tariff system were to be abrogated and we at once 
ente1·ed upon. a policy of universal free trade? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
The YICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Was not that the same commi siOii 

which recommended a reduction in tariff rates, as is suggested 
in the pending resolution? 

l\Ir. WATS0"8. Tbe Tariff Commission? 
Mr. WALSH of :Montana. No ; the commission to which the 

Senator from Indiana is referring. 
l\Ir. WATSO:N. The Senator states they recommended what? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I refer to the Industrial Con­

ference. 
Mr. WATSON. No; I do not think so. That was a special • 

commission, I understand, headed by ex-Secretary of Comme-rce 
Nagel, of St. Louis. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly; it was the Industrial. 
Conference. 

Mr. W ATS0"8. If it wa a part of the Industrial Conference, 
I do not recall ~t. I think it was especially appointed. I do 
not think it was a part of the Industrial Conference. It was 
appointed by the "Cnited States Chamber of Commerce. . 

::Ur. W A.LSH of Montana. It was the In'du trial Conference 
that recomme-nded as one of the measures for relief a reduction 
of tariff rates, exactly as is suggested in the resolution under 
consideration. 

Mr. W ATSO~. The pending resolution does not suggest any 
rates, I will say to my friend from Montana. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I will put the report to which I 
refer in the RECORD. 

llr. WATSON. I know what the t·ecommendation is, but I 
did not agree with it, and do not agree with it now. I can not 
understand it. 

Mr. WALSH of ::\-lontana. The Senator, however, was quot· 
ing from it. 

Mr. WATSON. Oh, certainly. 
Ml·. WALSH of Montana. That is why I interrupted the 

Senator. 
1\Ir. WATSON. I may quote many things from my friend 

from Montana that I believe, and others that I do not believe, 
because we do not concur, that is all; although I know he is 
honest in making any statement. But the point about it is 
that they recommended that the tariff be lowered in order to 
help agriculture. To my mind that is an unthinkable propo i­
tion. If the tariff schedule generally be lowered very much, 
if the American laboring man is interfered with, if he is driven 
out of business in any great number, if his capacity to buy is 
limited or curtailed, then we should not help the agriculture of 
the United States. We should stlike down agriculture in this 
country in that proportion and to that degree. I do not think 
there is a doubt about that in the world. It has been demon­
strated over and ov-er again. That is why I can not agree with 
my friend from South Dakota [Mr. ~loMAsTE&]. He doe not 
say what schedules he propose to re-vise; he does not say how 
much he proposed to revi Ne them ; he does not say anythin·g 
about revising them in accordance with the protective tariff 
idea so as to mea ure the difference in the cost of production 
at home and abroad. He does not say that the American 
market is to be pre erved either for the American farmer or for 
the American manufacturer. Therefore, I am not in favor of 
this resolution. 

l\Ir. McMASTER. l\lr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
lli. McMASTER. Most a suredly it is ab urd to introduce a 

resolution for tariff reduction enumerating exactly the sched­
ules which ought to be changed, stating specifically what the 
rate ought to be. If I have not any better reason for present­
ing the resolution in its present form I baye the platform of 
the Republican Party of 1908, in which that party went on 
record in favor of a. revision of the schedules downward but 
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did not specify a single schedule that ought to be reduced. No 
one would think of introducing a resolution or entering into an 
arrangement of that kind specifying the schedules. It is a 
question that ought to come up for consideration by the Con­
gress and be thoroughly threshed out. 

It seems to me the distinguished Senator from Indiana ought 
not to expect, and does not expect, a resolution of that kind to 
go into detail, even though he were in favor of it. 

l\!r. WATSON. That is the very reason I am against this 
resolution. 

Mr. McMASTER. And in addition, I wish to say to my dis­
tinguished friend the Senator from Indiana that if I were 
going to vote against the resolution I would do exactly what 
he proposes to do, only in that case I would take up the 
aluminum schedule and would demonstrate to the satisfaction 
of tb.e Senate that that schedule was just, that it was neces­
sary, that all the excess profits accorded the industry are a good 
tbiug for the country at large. S9 I would take up the dye 
and chemical schedules and I would go through all the sched­
ules. I would search through the profits accounts of certain 
corporations engaged in those businesses, which are making 
enormous profits, and then I would justify my position that 

· those schedules ought to be maintained and preserved for the 
purpose of permitting that condition to continue. 

l\Ir. WATSON. 1\Ir. President, I do not believe that a gen­
eral resolution of this kind adopted by this body can at all be 
effective in helping the farmer or helping agriculture or pro­
moting industry in the United States. I can not get it into 

· my mind that any such result will occur, and, because of that 
fact, I can not support it. 

1\Ir. President, the last tariff for revenue bill placed all farm 
products, grains, vegetables, all fruits except a few grown ex­
clusively in the South, sugar, fresh meats and meat animals 
dairy products, poultry, eggs, and wool on the free list. Pleas~ 
do not forget that the object of a tariff for revenue is to produce 
revenue, and that in order to produce revenue there must be 

- a tremendous volume of imports from abroad or else revenue 
will not be produced and that policy would thus fail in the 
very object of its adoption. Please bear in mind also that 
whenever we buy articles made abroad we do not buy articles 
made in the United States and thereby to that extent destroy 
the ability of the people to buy. This is precisely what fol­
lowed the tariff act to which I have just referred. During 
the first 12 months of the operation of that law there were im­
ported into this country grains, potatoes, hay, butter, cheese, 
eggs, poultry, meat, cattle, horse ·, 8heep, and wool from Can­
ada ; butter, cheese, and eggs from Europe; eggs in vast quan­
tities from China ; cattle, fresh meats, wool, and hides from 
South America and Australia; in total value of $350,000,000 
more than the aggregate importations of like products during 
the entire preceding tariff administration. 

I call the attention of my friend from South Dakota [1\Ir. 
l\Icl\IASTER] to the fact that we can not hope to reduce the 
tariff on manufactured products, and at the same time raise 
the tariff on agricultural products unless there be reason and 
justification for doing it. I am in favor of increasing rates 
on certain agricultural products as I have studied them; I 
might vote in favor of reducing the rates on manufactured 
products in certain schedules, but I am not one of those who 
believe that we can pull down industry and at the same time 
lift up agriculture by striking down below a just normal or 
medium the rates on manufactured products and raising them 
above that medium on agricultural products. I may say that 
this is one country; that agriculture and industry must go 
side by side; that we must have one law in the United States 
and we can not aid and lift up agriculture at the expense of 
industry and then accomplish what we start out to do for agri­
culture. Is not that just as plain as that two and two make 
four? 

Mr. BROOKHART and Mr. KING addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts 

in the chair). Does the Senator from Indiana yield· and if so 
to whom? ' ' 

Mr. WATSON. I yield first to my friend on tWs side and 
then I will yield to the Senator from Utah. ' 

Mr. BROOKHART. I should like to -ask the Senator from 
Indiana what it was that pulled down 177 000 corporations in 
the United States with a $2,000,000,000 l~ss a year for five 
years? 

Mr. WATSON. I will say to my friend that that is partly 
due to low tariff rates on importations. 

1\Ir. BROOKHART. Yet the Senator does not want to do 
~ything about the tariff until after the election. 

1\fr. WATSON. Oh, well, we are all right· we will do it 
~ter the election, and do it in good time. ' 

1\Ir. KING. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. WATSON. I yield. 

. Mr. KING. I assume that the Senator is making the conten­
tion-and I do not say this by way of facetiousness-that the 
tariff increases the price of the domestic product which is pro­
tect.ed by the tariff. Starting out with that assumption, it is 
obviOus then that the Senator . believes that the maintenance of 
the tariff is necessary in order to increase prices. If the main­
ten~ce of the tariff increases the prices of manufactured 
articles and of all commodities affected by the tariff, obviously 
to ~he farmers it means an increase in the cost of the things 
which .they must buy. If, therefore, the tariff were reduced, 
would It no.t .follow t11;at there would be a reduction in the price 
of co~o.dihes, and if there were a reduction in the price of 
co~modities purchased by the farmer does not the Senator 
believe that that would be advantageous to the farmer? 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I will say to my friend 
that that is the old tariff-for-revenue argument which has 
been used ever since the foundation of the Government· that 
the tariff is a tax; that it is imposed upon imports and that 
the people pay the tax. The truth about it is that we have 
had that argum,ent put forth in Democratic campaigns over 
~n~ oyer again, that the tariff is a tax; we have heard it ad 
h~Itum, and ad nauseum. Now, let me say this to my 
friend--

1\ir. KING. Mr. President--
1\ir. WATSON. · If the Senator will pardon me, let me say 

tha.t after a tariff ts imposed, if there be no competition in the 
p~Ited States in the particular commodity, the tariff is a tax; 
It IS !1-~ded t? the price, and the people have to pay it; but that 
condition. ensts ~nly for a short time; that condition 'Obtains 
only until that mdustry can establish itself in the United 
Sta.tes, . when co~1petition among those producing that very 
article .m the Umted States tends to biing the price down to 
where It ought to be, to where the law of supply and demand 
?Perates. I could illustrate by citing any number of article 
If I cared to. do. so, but it is far afield from what I run trying 
to say at this time, and I do not wish to be diverted. How· 
ever, I might mention, for instance, tin plate; I might mention 
pear! buttons, or the wool schedule, or the cotton schedule, or 
the Iron and steel schedules, and show that at the time tariff 
rates first were imposed, and for a short while thereafter 
there was an increase in prices, but after the industry becam~ 
thoroughly established in the United States the competition 
at home, the domestic competition, cut the prices down to 
about where they ought to be and where the law of supply 
and demand operated. Then the danger is that the tariff 
which made possible this growth and development, may be tor~ 
down; tha~ the !aboring me.n. in American institutions may 
be brought mto dll'ect competition with laboring people abroad 
w~o r~eive fro~ on~-third ~o one-half as much as do the oper~ 
abves m Amencan mdustries, and that those industries may 
be destroyed or closed down, until the sk:v is clear and until 
the. protective tariff policy is once more ~reestablishe<l in the 
Umted States. That has happened six times in the United 
States. 

Every ~e we have changed the tariff it has been invariably 
accomparued by commerc-ial depression and industrial disaster. 
The only way in which we have ever gotten out of it has been 
by the ~eestabJ!.shmen~ of the protectiv~ tariff as the policy of 
the Nation, which agam has caused capital to be reinvested and 
labor to be Teemployed and brought prosperity back once more 
to the people of the United States. That is not "political 
bunk," a~ my frie~d from Arkansas might say; that is irre­
futable hiStory which no man may successfully dispute. 

:Mr. BROOKHART. 1\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi­

ana yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. WATSON. I do." 
l\~r. BRO.OKHART. Does the Senator insist that this pros· 

penty applies to the farmers of the United States, and also to 
the 40 per cent of corporations which are operating at a loss? 

Mr. WATSON. Oh, I have said to my friend time and again 
that I agreed thoroughly with him about the position of agri­
culture in the United States. I have no doubt about that. 

:Mr. BROOKHART. I do not like to hear this "prosperity" 
talk when it applies only to a third of the people of the United 
States. 

l\Ir. WATSON. I have not said a word about prospelity­
not a word. .I have been describing the conditions that exist; 
and I am saymg to my friend now, if he will permit me to use 
an ordinary street expression, that if be pulls down the tariff 
on industry he will saw off the limb he is sitting on, and saw it 
off next to the tre.e, and great will be the fall thereof. 
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Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 

question there, pursuing this thought that the tariff is a tax in 
the early stages of its imposition, and afterwards manufacturers 
get on their feet and compete with each other? T_hat is a very 
pretty theory; but is it not the actual experience that the manu~ 
facturers who have been built up as a special privilege by rea~ 
son of this tax then get together and form a trust or monopoly, 
and control the price of the product? 

Mr. WATSON. That is not the fault of the tariff. That is 
the fault of other laws. We have passed laws against that 
sort of thing in the United States. 

Mr. GEORGE. l\Ir. President, let me ask the Senator a 
question. -

Mr. WATSON. Just a minute, please. Let me make the 
ad hominem argument to my friend from Florida. I notice 
that when the tariff is up he is entirely willing to vote a tariff 
on citrus fruits coming into this country from other countries, 
and on tomatoes, and on other things produced in Florida. My 
friend has great anxiety to protect tlle particular things pro· 
duced in his own State, while he believes in free trade for all 
the l'emainder of the Republic. Is that fair? 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is not quite accurate, either. I never 
have believed in free trade. 

~lr. WATSON. Pretty close to it. 
Mr. FLETCHER. I never have believed in free trade, and 

I contend that there should be a tariff. 1\Iy thought in that 
connection is that the only duty I have ever asked, either on 
citrus fruits or on tomatoes, is a revenue~producing duty. Then, 
again, I may say to the Senator that citrus fi·uits ue not an 
absolute necessity anyhow. They are more in the nature of a 
luxury than a necessity. 

:Mr. SHORTRIDGE. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator fi•om 
Indiana yield to me? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes. Here is another citrus-fruit man. We 
will listen to him. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I recall with great pleasure the mas· 
terly argument made by the distinguished Senator from Florida 
in support of his amendment to the tariff bill increasing the 
tariff duty from one-half cent to 1 cent a pound on grapefruit. 
The Senator argued persuasively and convincingly that there 
was a pressing, vital necessity fo1· that increase. I joined with 
him, and the rates were raised, and are now 1 cent per pound 
on grapefi·uit. 

Mr. WATSON. And everybody is happy. 
!Uil~EWED EVID1ilNCE 

1\lr. President, in 1921 a Joint Commission of Agricultural 
Inquiry was established, consisting of Membe1·s of Congress, 
representing both the Senate and the House, and both political 
parties. It made a report announcing its conclusions as a resUlt 
of all its investigations in response to a resolution passed by 
Congress. In order that you may have a just idea of the fair· 
ness and representative character of this ~ommission, I give 
the names of its personnel: Senators CAPPER of Kansas, LEN· 
ROOT of Wisconsin, and McNARY of Oregon, Republicans; Sena­
tor RoBINSON of Arkansas, the DemocratiG leader, and Senator 

· HARRisoN of Mississippi, Democrats; Representatives ANDERSON 
of Minnesota, MILLs of New York, and FUNK of Illinois, Repub­
licans; and SuMMERS of Texas and TEN EYCK of New York., 
Democrats. Therefore, there can not be charged any partisan­
ship or effort to play politics against this committee or its 
report. 

Their conclusions were signed by all of the Members, without 
a single exception, and very clearly announced that as an inva­
riable rule exports of farm products have very little to do with 
domestic farm prices, but that on the other hand there is the 
closest possible relationship between farm prices and domestic 
consumption; and, further, that the history of farm prices in 
our country justifies the statement that industrial depressions 
in the United States are always accompanied by a decline in 
fa1·m prices, simply because industrial depression means less· 
cned domestic consumption. 

Every farmer knows these facts to be true, and can easily 
prove it to any doubter by referring to the figures of 1921, in which 
year we exported $2,607,641,000 worth of agricultural products, 
or a gt·eater quantity than in any other peace year in the entire 
history of the Nation; and yet, notwithstanding that fact, 1921 
was the year in which the agricultural structure qf the country 
collapsed, and left our farmers in the most distressing condition 
they have ever known. The reason was that 5,000,000 men were 
out of employment, tbat their capacity to buy was largely cur­
tailed, and. in addition to that, cheap agricultural products were 
coming into this country from elsewhere about the world. The 
emergency tariff checked the one, and the McCumber tariff 

- checked the other ; and singe that time ~gricultural produc~s 

have steadily increased in p1ice, though they have not yet 
reached the level to which they should go if agriculture is to 
be placed on a parity with industry in the United States. -

THE M'NARY BILL 

And how is that task to be accomplished? Many of us 
sought to bring it about by the passage of the so-called McNary . 
bill through the Senate. The object of this legislation was to 
secure a greater degree of stability in the price levels of corn, 
wheat, hogs, and cotton in this country. We· proposed to do it 
by placing at the disposal of the producers a mechanism with 
the assistance of which they could GOntrol the handling and 
marketing of crop surpluses, thereby preventing plice fluctua­
tions and securing in domestic markets the price benefits of the 
protective tariff. 

Secretary Mellon in his celebrated lette-r correctly states one 
principle, as follows : 

Farming differs from most industries in that tlle output largely fixes 
the price, whereas in manufacturing price largely controls the output. 

In other words, by reason of closely organized and effective 
methods, the manufacturers of any given product are in a 
position to determine about what the demand for that product 
will be for the ensuing year and to 1·egulate production accord­
ingly. The farmer is in no such favorable position. There are 
six and on~half millions of them in the United States, and 
there is no possible way in which they can be organized so as 
to fix the quantity of the production of any crop, and even it 
they could definitely arrange to have a certain number of acres 
planted, for instance, to wheat, no human foresight could pos­
sibly determine the amount of wheat that could be produce<! on 
that fixed number of acres. As an illustration, no prophetic 
insight could possibly have foretold six months ago the amount 
of wheat that would be produced in Indiana this year, for the 
quantity and quality alike surprised everybody; and the same 
thing is substantially true of every year of eve1·y product. 

Because of this fact we sought to set up a mechanism that, 
through the operation of a governmental agency, would enable 
the farmer to do what the manufacturer does, and which manu­
facturers by reason of their limited number can do, and which 
farmers by reason of their great numbers can not do. 

If farmers could be compactly organized -for the purpose of 
cooperative marketing, the whole problem would be solved, for 
production might at least be partially regulated and products 
could be fed into the market at such a rate as to hold up the 
price; but at the present time that is not possible, though one 
of the very objects of the McNary bill was to aid in making 
cooperative marketing effective. 

THE SURPLUS 

Notwithstanding all that has been done for the farmer in the 
way of legislation, there is one other thing that must needs be 
done, and that is to make arrangements by legislation to take 
care of his surplus product, for any solution of the farm prob­
lem that does not take into consideration the disposition of the 
surplus must of necessity fall far short of the mark. 

Opposition to this measure was twofold ; first, to the aim 
itself; secondly, to the means proposed by the bill. 

The aim of this legislation is to prevent relatively small 
annual surpluses above domestic requirements from depressing 
the prices of the whole crop below the cost of production. It is 
only when the producer must offer his surplus in the competi­
tion of the world market that he is forced to take the price 
determined by the world supply of any given crop. As to such a 
crop the protective tariff affords slight relief, because the pr~ 
ducer becomes the victim of world supply and world demand. 
If the world produces a large surplus of any crop, that sur· 
plus fixes the price for the whole crop. If there be a great 
world surplus of any crop, the protective tariff will keep the 
domestic price above the world price and at the top of the 
tariff wall only in case the domestic crop is about sufficient for 
domestic consumption; but if there is not only a large world 
surplus but a large domestic surplus protective tariffs can not 
possibly raise the domestic price. 

For instance, let us suppose that we produce 650,000,000 
bushels of wheat and consume 650,000,000 bushels at home, 
and further, that there is no large world surplus of wheat. Then 
the surplus sold abroad would not depress the price of the 
domestic supp1y sold at home, and this might possibly be true 
even without a tariff, but only if there were no world surplus. 

On the other hand, let us suppose that we produce 700,000,000 
bushels and consume 600,000,000 bushels at home and that at 
the same time there is a large world surplus. Then the world 
price obtained for the- 100,000,000-bushel surplus sold abroad un· 
doubtedly fixes the price. of the 600,000,000 bushels sold at 
home, and the tariff is of littie or no avail to change the 
result. 
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Therefore in the McNary bill we sought to set up a mecha­

nism that would be able to determine as far as is humanly pos­
sible about what the surplus would be, if any, here and in the 
competing countries of the world and then to buy up and take 
off of the market that surplus. thereby enabling the Amelican 
supply to just about meet the Amelican demand; in which case 

-no living human being can deny that the tariff would be effective 
and that the price of the domestic product would be lifted to the 
top of the tariff wa 11. 

Under the provh!ions of this bill the surplus bought up by 
those in control of this device could be fed into the world 
market at the most favorable times and under the most favor­
aule conditions to get the largest possible price out of it, and 
then whatever loss might be suffered by its sale abroad at the 
world price could be collected. and under ·the terms of the 
bill was to be collected, from all the producers of wheat in the 
country, the collection to be made from the first processor. 

Ko one disputes that American farm costs of production are 
higher than those in other countries of the world; and, further , 
no one can gainsay that legislation creating artificial condi­
tions largely made and keeps them so. Protective tariffs make 
and maintain higher wages ; higher wages make higher costs 
for all that the farmer buys; our immigration laws shut out 
labor from othe1· lands, and the demand for labor in this 
country increases the cost of labor to the farmer. The Adam­
son law fixed eight hours as the standard day·s labor on all 
railroads, and this became the standard in all industry. thus 
adding to the production cost of what the farmer buys. Tme, 
this high-priced labor furnishes a market for the farmer and 
enhances the prices of his products: but unless his surplus 
crop be taken care of in the same artificial way, he does not get 
the full benefit of the industrial prosperity produced by this 
artificial legislation. Our entire national policy has been to 
build up our farm production on a surplus basis, and because 
of this surplus our prices. both at borne and abroad, are deter­
mined by foreign rather than by domestic costs. Therefore the 
tariff is not effective. for the farmer on these surplus crops, 
and the problem that confronts us is to make it so. 

THE PROBLEM STATED 

Tile surplus can be controlled in one of two ways: First. by 
eliminating 25 per cent of the farmers and forcing them into 
the cities because of their inability to make substantial profits 
on the farm; secondly. by handling by artificial means, aided 
by the Government, the surplus, thu enabling the farmer to 
make a profit on his production. Our opponents do not argue 
that we should cea e nroducing food for export, but what they 
do quarely say is that we must sell our farm products at 
home at the same price that foreign labor pays. That has been 
repeated over and over again until it may be said to be the 
annolmced policy of the opponents of any plan to raise farm 
prices in America. In other words. the tariff must not be per­
mitted to work to equalize the differences in production costs 
on farm crops between the United States farmer and his low­
standard competitor abroad. 

I do not believe this is a tenable position for an advocate of 
the doctrine of protection, of whom I am one, to take, and I 
nsk my friends to bear in mind that the maximum difference 
between the price abroad and the price at home, whether 
under any proposed legislation or because of a shortage in pro­
duction that make~ the tariff effective, would be the tariff 
.itself, and that difference would still exist if we lessened our 
p1·ocluction so that there was a domestic shortage. In that 
cwent the logic of our opponents would unquestionably lead 
them to advocate a repeal of all agricultural tariffs, because, 
if they are effective, they would maintain an American price 
for the American farmer above that which foreign labor has 
to pay. 

OUR OPPOXE~TS' ARGU L\I E~T 

Their contention can only mean that they are opposed to a 
tariff that works for the farmer. In other \\'Orcls, they advocate 
for America the same step toward industrialization of the 
Nation at the expense of agriculture tllat was taken in England 
in 1846. .And if we continue to w:ive the farmers from the farm 
into the city, until there come.~ a time wllen the urban popula­
tion greatly dominates and overwhelms the rural population, 
and the price of agricultural products is enhanced because of 
that fact, with lessened production and an increase of consump­
tion, then those in the city having the -vote will insist on a bso­
lute free trade in om' agricultmal products, just as they did 
in England in 1846, and, in my judgment, that is the situation 
that to-day confronts American agriculture. ].'hat is why I 
plead with my protective tariff friends. whether it be in the 
Ea~t or in the \Vest, to help us solve this agricultural problem, 
to put agriculture on a sound basis, protect it as we must 
protect it by the protectiye tariff, and if the tariff be not 

sufficiently protective, then by some other agency that may 
make the tariff effective. 

THE M'XARY-H.Al:"GEX THEORY STATED 

I am one protectionist who believes that the wheat tariff, 
for example, was imposed for the express purpose of enabling 
the farmer to obtain a higher price for his product than that 
obtained by his foreign competitor in wheat production, the 
price to equalize the difference bet,veen his production costs 
and those of his competitor abroad. The very object of the 
tariff is to give the American producer an increased price over 
his foreign competitor. That was the aim of the :McNary bill, 
for it simply supplemented the tariff, making it effective where­
in, because of sm·plus crops, it would · be ineffective. Our 
opponents frankly admit that it would have this effect, but state 
that it ought not to be done because it would cause foreign 
labor to pay more for American crops than American labor 
would be compelled to pay, and thus subsidize them to that 
extent. 

But our friends are opposed to the aim itself. They say that. 
if you make the tariff effective for the farmer by legislation of 
this kind, you will raise the cost of living in this country. But 
any scheme of any kind that niight be adopted to make the 
tariff effective would do precisely the same thing in an exactly 
equal degree. Any step, voluntarily taken by the farmer, or 
induced by govermental aid, that would secure a fair price to 
the farmer would do exactly the same thing, namely, enhance 
the price. So what our friends oppose when they raise the cost 
of living argument is really a profit for the farmer, no matter 
what causes it or what steps ru.'e taken to produce it. 

I call attention to the fact that the American Federation of 
Labor takes no such position. Its representatives testified that 
they wanted tbe farmer to get a fair price ; that they were 
satisfied that a great many farmers were not producing their 
crops at a profit, and that they did not want anyone in the 
Unit€\1 States to work for less than a living and saving wage. 
Furthermore, they are aware of the fact that almost 1,000,000 
farmers a year are driven from the farms to the cities to com­
pete with labor, thus reducing the number of producers and at 
the same time enhancing the force that competes with them for 
their jobs. 

FURTHEI! OPPOSITIO<-

Our friends argue that we should not do anything that will 
cause our workmen to pay more for what they buy than the 
foreign workman pays. As an industrial high protectionist I 
could not without inconsistency support that position . . If our 
friend'S mean that we are to maintain an industrial organization 
that can compete for world trade at the expense of our farmers 
by compelling the farmer to sell at home at the foreign price, 
then I must part company with them, for I believe that the pro­
tective tariff should be made to apply to all phases of American 
industry alike. 

Our friends complain that by this scheme we sell wheat, for 
instance, abroad cheaper than at home, and that that should 
not be permitted. But these same gentlemen were advocates 
of the Edge bill, by which all sorts of industrial concerns are 
permitted to combine, without being suuject to the operations of 
antitrust laws, for the very purpose of selling their products 
abrcad cheaper than at home. That law is in operation and re­
sults in what I believe great good to the country, but if this 
plan is applied to the products of the factory, why may it not 
with equal force and equal intelligence be applied to the prod­
ucts of the farm? Undoubtedly it can be and it should be, and 
this cry of selling abroad cheaper than at home can be set up 
against almost every industrial institution . in the land. Not­
withstanding their foresight and their ability and their power 
to organize a.Jld their knowledge of world conditions, the manu­
facturers of any given product may have a surplus they do 
sell abroad cheaper than at home in order that they may main­
tain the integrity of their organizations and keep their factories 
at work. This is entirely feasible, and should not be objected 
to by any reasonable man. 

Furthermore, our opponents say that if our proposed legisla­
tion secures a better price for the farmer it would tei;ld to stimu­
late production and to reduce consumption. If that be true 
of the price increase secured under legislation we propose, it 
is true of any price increase; for instance, one secured by coop­
erative marketing. The dominant idea in that argument is 
that there must be no increase in farm income because such an 
increase would be followed by a corresponding increase in farm 
production. If this is an argument against our proposed legis­
lation it is also an argument against any attempt to iml}rove 
farm prices by vohmtary action of individual farmers in reduc· 
ing acreage, or by voluntary efforts of farmers through cooper· 
utive marketing. 

There is much more reason to become alarmed over tlte down­
ward trend in agriculture than to fear for its consideralJle 
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expansion. You may find food for thought in the :fact that 
wheat aereage in 1925 was 389,000 acr~ less than it was in 
1899, although the population during that period had increased 
from 7 4:,000,000 to 112,000,000. 

As fo1· the effect of price on consumption, I need but state 
that the figures conclusively prove that the per capita consump-. 
tion of wheat has decrease(! 25 per cent during a period when 
the purchasing power of labor was the highest in the history of 
the Nation and the exchange value of wheat the lowest. Our 
opponents say in effect that the American public must get its 
food at the same price as Europe and Asia, but, with the others 
who supported the :McNary bill, I maintain that the American 
public is willing to pay the American farmer a protected Ameri­
can price for what he produces, and that is all he demands. 

OTHER FALLACIOuS ARGUME~TS 

There are those who contend that we should equalize the 
farmer and the manufacturer by pulling the manufacturer down 
rather than by lifting the farmer up. The farmer himself 
might be attracted to that argument of cheaper prices all 
around, his own included, if he were out of debt. But the 
incumbrance, which amounted . to but $4,000,000,000 in 1910, had 
climbed up to $12,500,000,000 in 1920, and is still higher to-day. 

The Census Bureau, which is completing its 1925 farm cen­
sus, shows that the 17 States whose figures are tabulated have 
increased their farm mortgage indebtedness $323,000,000 since 
1920 and the value of the mortgaged land in the same time 
dropped off over $1,000,000,000, so that the ratio of farm debt 
to land values had jumped from 28 per cent in 1920 to 43 per 
cent in 1925. 

The farmer is entitled to a chance to pay that debt with a 
product high in dollar value, anu he wants to be equalized up, 
not down. The remedy proposed by the Senator from South 
Dakota would, if effective, be equivalent to multiplying the size 
of the farm debt in::;tead of aiding the farmer to pay it. 

I am just as much in favor of adequate legislation to help 
the farmer as my friends da1·e be--or as anybody else dare 
be-because I realize that the one great overwhelming problem 
that to-day confronts the American people is the rehabilitation 
of American agriculture in tl1e United States of America. 

A~OTRER OBJECTIO:Y . 

Other objectors take the position that the equalization fee 
proposed in the McNary bill would be passed on to the con­
sumer. In fact, the ultimate increase in price to the consumer 
would be the tariff, out of which the fee is deducted from the 
farmer's price. The farmer is entitled to the full benefit of 
the tariff, and yet he is willing himself to deduct the equaliza­
tion fee from the amount he is to receive if he sells his product 
up to the top of the tmiff wall. If the farmer could so easily 
}Jass on his cost to the consumer, he would not be seeking 
legislation or artificial means to enable him to obtain a fair 
price. 

There are those who, contrary to all the facts, continue to 
state that the Government makes some guarantee against loss 
to the farmers by the provisions of the McNary bill, when, in 
u·uth and in fact, there is no guarantee provision whatever 
in any way. 

Those who oppose this measure prophesy increased produc­
tion and decreased consumption and then wind up with the 
sweeping statement that. if a plan of thjs kind can be applied 
to farm products, why can it not be applied to all other prod­
ucts. The simple ti·uth is that the textile people and the shoe 
manufacturers have done everything they knew to secure the 
passage of legislation that fits their particular ease, and I think 
justifiably so. Surely our friends are not serious when they 
compare such industries, with their accurate control over out­
put and their ability to shut down without continuing high 
cost~ or plant disintegration, with the farmers who have none 
of these advantages. 

COOPER.A.TITE :UARKETING 

I am a believer in cooperative marketing, but it will be a 
long time before it can be made to -work successfully over the 
whole country. The number of persons involved, the complex­
ity of details, the difficulty in controlling the members, and the 
almost insuperable task of agreeing on the . subjects to be 
operated on and the costs of operation all vwrk together to 
break down the scheme, and this is all the more so when 
applied to commodities which compete with world markets. 

My own thought is, that so far as this plan relates to agd­
culture, it is purely a marketing one and can not become a 
production-controlling scheme. On a nation-wide scale its pur­
pm'!e necessarily will be confined to determining when and how 
to market crops, what crops shall be included, and to prevent 
speculation, and in what ·manner the middleman shall be dealt 
with. When it comes to a national crop that is just ample to 
supply the horne demand, no artifice of any kind is necessary. 

The law of supply and demand gives to the producer a profit­
able return under those conditions, and the object of the 
McNary plan is to withhold the surplus of any given crop from 
the market so that the law of supply and demand will operate, 
bnt on a higher level-namely, on a level equal with the top 
of the tariff wall. 

This is not price fixing any more than the tariff is price fixing. 
For instance, we placed a tariff of 30 cents a bushel on wheat, 
the Tariff Commission found that the difference in the cost of 
production between this country and Canada is 42 cents a 
bushel, and the President rai ed the tariff to 42 cents. There 
are those among us who maintain that that is price fixing, but 
it is not, it is simply an effort to control world movement of a 
particular product so as to give American producers the benefit 
of higher general prices. 

The American agricultural producers know what their own 
experience is in these respects, and I do not believe that the 
great body of our agricultural frienus expect that the tariff 
rates will be lowered immediately, knowing just what that 
means in a legislative body. 

EXGLAND'S EXAMPLE 

In 1846 English statesmen came to the conclusion that that 
country could not produce a sufficient food supply for her great 
industrial population, and therefore adopted a policy of un­
restricted free trade in all products of the farm, which policy 
it bas since religiously maintained. The opponents of artificial 
legislation in this counh·y might do well to consider the English 
example when they assert that a sufficient number of farmers 
should leave the farms to render farming profitable to those 
who remain, for England furnishel!l a striking example of the 
fallacy of this argument. 

Notwithstanding the great urban population of England, no 
farmer can make a real Iivtng in that country. Notwithstand­
ing his proximity to the grent market, he is simply kept out of 
a profitable business by the cheap products of agriculture that 
come from all ·other parts of the world. . 

The same can happen to us in very large degree. Moreover, 
it must be rememlJered that there are now fom· times as many 
peOIJle who want cheap food as there are people who want 
high price.· for farm p1·oducts, and as this proportion increases, 
it "ill finally mean such a preponderant consun1ing population 
that they will vote free trade in agricultural products in order 
to secure cheaper food, thus subjecting whate-ver agricultural 
industry may remain to unlimited imports of farm products 
from all those countries in which it is so cheaply produced that 
no farmer in this country can compete and live. 

COXCLUSIO~ 

Hitherto, our working folk in the city have been perpetually 
revirilized and revitalized by the working folk from the 
country. The farm bas furnis.hed a good part of the back­
bone and sinew of the Republic ; its moral strength, its con­
servatism, a check on the frequent and volcanic eruptions of 
the less ~taple portion of our people, and it is a wholesome in­
fluence in our entire national life. It would be an unspeakable 
calamity to strike all of this out of our civilization and to 
abandon utterly all of tbose strengthening and sustaining virtues 
that abound on the farm. 

Therefore, let us aecommotlate ourselves to present conditions 
to the extent of utilizing our national policy in behalf -of the 
farmer as well as in behalf of indu try and labor. That is 
the true American policy. From it we have not departed in the 
past, and it has brought u~ to our p1·esent unrivaled position 
among the people of the world. From it we should not depart 
in the future, and it will lead us to still greater heights of 
conquest and achievement. 

Mr. BROOKHART obtained the floor. 
Mr. :Mc..,1ASTER. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDIXG OFFICER (Mr. WALsH of Massachusetts 

in the chair). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena­

tors answered to their names : 
Bayard 
Bingham 
Black 
Blaine 
Borah 
Bratton 
Brookhart 
Broussard 
Bruce 
Capper 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Curtis 
Cutting 
Deneen 
Edge 

Edwards 
Fe!"S 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
f'reorge 
Gerry 
Gonld 
Hale 
Han is 
Hat·rison 
Tietlin 
Howell 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kendrick 
King 
La Follette 

McKellar 
:McLean 
::\k~faster 
:McXa1·y 
Mayfit>ld 
Metcalf 
X orris 
~ye 
Oddie 
Overman 
Ran;.:dQ}} 
Rt'ed, Pa. 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Sackett 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 

Smoot 
Steck 
Steiwer 
Stephens 
Swanson 
Thomas 
Trammell 
Tydings 
'Iyson 
Wagner 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, ::\Iont. 
"·arren 
Waterman 
Wat-on 
Willis 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-seven Senators hnxtng 

answe-red to their names, a qoorum is present. The Senator 
from Iowa will proceed. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr •. President, the discussion of the 
resolution has taken a broader field than the mere import of 
the resolution itself would seem to justify. In the latter mo­
ments of the discussion by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
WATSON] the question has presented itself in the form of 
whether or not we shall tear down the industries or raise 
agriculture up to the level of the prosperity of the industries. 
I do not hesitate to say that if it were possible to gi"le agri­
culture the profits which are taken by the Steel Trust, which 
are taken by the Aluminum Trust, which are taken by the 
big combinations of capital, I would subscribe to that doc­
trine. But the Department of Commerce shows that the 
whole .American production increases our national wealth 
only rn~ per cent a year. All of the work of all of our people, 
all of the earni.ngs of all our capital, all the increase of prop­
erty values, the unearned increment, and even the depreciation 
of the dollar added together from 1912 to 1922, increase our 
national wealth only by 5lh per cent a year. 

Fi\e and one-half per cent, then, is what we haYe to distribute 
in our country. That is what we have to ditide out to the 
farmers and to all of the indusbial enterprises. When a por­
tion of the industrial enterprise.~ take a greater share than 5~ 
per cent, somebody else must take less than 5lh per cent or 
the average would not remain. Therefore it is an absolute im­
possibility to equalize agriculture with these other things. 
The excess profits must be brought down. 

I have pointed out that 177,000 corporations in the United 
States have operated at a loss for the last fiye years, and that 
loss has been an enormous amount, an average of almost 
$2,00U,OOO,OOO a year. There is some equalization needed to 
give prosperity to this large portion, over 40 per cent, of the 
corporations of the United States, as well as 90 per cent of the 
farmers of the United States, who are at the verge of bank­
l'Uptcy at this moment. 

Our mortgage indebtedness has enormously increased and our 
foreclosures of mortgnges, which reduced the mortgage indebt­
edness) have enormously increased. Our land values have de­
clined some $20,000,000. Everything has gone backward with 
agriculture and it is impossible to gi"le agriculture equality with­
out transferring some of the profits of the great combinations in 

· our economic arrangement so that agriculture will reap their 
benefit. 

Now let us see about manufacturing a.o;; a whole in the United 
State . Even since deflation there is about $60,000,000,000 of capi-

. tal invested in agriculture. There are about 12,000,000 workers 
on the farms of the United States; that is, men who make a 
nand on the farm. That does not count t11e women and children 
who work the year around on the farms. That $60,000,000,000 
and 12,000,000 of workers produce and have produced during 
the last :fixe years a gross return or revenue of about 
$12,000,000,000. 

How is it in manufacturing, in the protected and patented 
industries? There is about $40,000,000,000 of capital, in round 
numbers, invested in manufacturing, perhaps a little more, but 
not much. There are fewer than 9,000,000 workers in the in­
c.lu:;tries of the United States, 8,778,000 being the. exact figures 
when I last checked them. But this smaller amount of capital 
and smaller amount of workers, only two-thirds as much capital 
and only three-fourths as many workers, produces a gross value 
of $60,000,000,000. 

I might say that tbe comparison is not exactly fair on the e 
figures because the raw material bill of the manufacturers is 
greater than the raw material bill of the farmers. But the 
farmers of the "Gnited States must expend 27 per cent of all 

· their prolluction as raw material-that is, feed, seed, work 
animals and breeding animals, and things that must remain on 
the farm permanently and continuously-in order to operate 
the farm. 

It would be charged to the raw material account of the 
manufacturer. But at that there is still a greater percentage 
of raw material in manufacture, so I deduct $16,000,000,000 
for that item and it still leaves $44,000,000,000 of production 
for the manufacturers of the United States as against $12,000,-
000,000 for the farmers, and that on two-thirds as much capital 
with three-fourths as many workers. 

What chance for prosperity does the farmer of the "Gnited 
States have, these 12,000,000 farmers with their $60,000,000,000 

. of capital, \'\"hen they bring the-ir pi'oducts for exchange into 
these manufactured products and must meet a gross value of 
:five times their own produced by two-thirds as much capital 
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and three-fourths as many workers? There can be no pros~ · 
perity under that condition. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON] indicated that the 
cause of the high prices of manufactured products is the high 
wages of labor. Always when arguing against the position of 
the farmer the eauue of his troubles is figured out to be the 
high wages of labor. But I added ·up the wages of the 9,000,000 
workers in the industries of the United States, as reported by 
the Department of Labor, and their whole wages amounted to 
only about $11,000,000,000. They receive actually less than 25 
per cent of the gross production of the manufacturers . of the 
United States. 

I do not attribute all of this high Yalue of manufactures in 
the United States to the tariff. I only attribute about one-half 
of the excess profits to the tariff and, perhaps, the other half 
is due to patent laws. I have tried to figure out a proportion ' 
of the causes of this great discrimination against agriculture. 
I think probably protective industries are only about one--eighth, 
on my own estimate, and, perhaps, patented industries about 
another one-eighth. I think that other laws, however, and other · 
acts of Congress have contributed to produce the balance of 
this great discrimination. 

Here we haye the transportation act~ passed by the Con~ 
gress of the United States, and that act fixed the value upon 
the railroads of the Cnited States by operation of law at, in 
round numbers, $19,000,000,000 at the moment when they could 
have been bought on the stock-exchange market for less than 1 

$12,000,000,000, adding $7,000,000,000 of fictitious value legalized . 
under that transportation law. 

Then there was put in the law a guarantee for a return, 
a command to the Interstate Commerce Commission to allow i 
a 1·etm·n of 5%, per cent upon that fictitious value. Five and 
three-fourths per cent is more than the .American people on an 
average can produce. If all the production of all this country 
went to capital alone and labor got none of it, it would amount 1 

to only 5% per cent. With 5%, per cent upon $19,000,000,000 
of value, when the actual value, the market value, is only l 
$12,000,000,000, it means over 9 per cent upon the actual value 
of the railroads. · 

That is one of the items which has produced this discrinlilla­
tion against agriculture in the United States. That is one _ 
of the reason why the farmers of the United States must 
take 15 or 20 cent'3 a bushel less, and did take 15 or 20 cents 
a bushel les , for the wheat they produced in this counh·y this 
year than did the farmers of Canada, all traceable to the dif­
ference in freight rates to reach the markets of the world where 
the price of both _productions was fixed. 

Again, the Senator from Indiana mentioned the War Finance 1 

Corporation which came to the aid of the farmers of the United 
States. Then we had the Federal I'eserve bank Jaw enacted 
by the Congress of the United States. For the purpose of com­
parison, before the ·war Finance Corporation and the Federal 
reserve bank mw came along, for 55 years in my State of Iowa 
we had twice as many banks as the State of Massachusetts, 
and they operated on less than one-half as much capital per 
bank as did the banks of uiassacbusetts. 

We had fewer failures than among the banks in the State . 
of M:assachu etts. 'l'hen we were given the War Finance Cor- · 
poration to help us out, and a " decoy duck " was place-d at 
the head of it. Then we were gi"len the Federal reserve bank 
to help us out, and since then our bank failures in Iowa have 
been eighteen times as many as in th~ State of Massachusetts. 

I think, perhaps, about 10 or 15 per cent of our trouble is due 
to excess railroad rates. I think 60 or 65 per cent of the 
present situation is due to that manipulation of credits in the 
Federal resene bauk which caused the deflation of the farm­
ers of the United States, anti then the high cost of credits 
which· compels the farmer to pay a high rate of interest for 
his bank loans while speculation in New York gets almost 
$4,000,000,000 at this moment at 4 per cent interest. Added to 
the tariff, added to the patent laws, those tllings ha\e produced 
this great discrimination against agriculture. But, as I have 
stated, 121h per cent of our b."ouble is due to the excess profits · 
charged the farmer for what he buys because of exorbitant 
tariff schedules. Therefore in order to equalize this discrimi­
nation I stand for a reduction of those tariff schedules. 

I belieye al::Jo that some of the farm schedules are too low. 
There is a rule which is accepted, at least by all factions of 1 

the Republican Party, as the basis for t~riff schedules, and 
that is the difference in cost -of production at home and abroad. 
I do not belieYe that rule has been followed in any reasonable 
degree what-soever. I think that failure to follow it has pro­
duced the excess profits that have pile-d up the millions, indeed 
the billions of dollars of stock dividends in the United States. 
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All of that bas put a charge upon agriculture that it can 
not bear. 

I think that is the direct issue involved in the pending reso­
lution here ro-day. I think it is important ro the extent, at 
lea&'t, of 12lh per cent of the farmer's trouble that we reduce 
the tariff schedules and thereby reduce the excess profits which 
the fanner must pay. 

If along with that we find that there are five or six hundred 
million dollars worth o.f agricultural products imported into the 
United States free--as there are-and a large part of those 
products could be produced at a reasonable cost in the United 
States, it is only just and reasonable that tariff duties be im­
posed in · order to protect those farm products. 

Take the rate on wheat. for instance. \Yhic-h is 42 cents a 
bushel at this time. The duty bas been raised to that amount; 
the President has e:xerci.:;ed his authority in regard to wheat, 
and has raised the duty to 42 cents. However, there is a 20-cent 
difference, or about that, in freight rates to reach the foreign 
market from the points of production in the United States, 
our freight rates being that much greater than the freight 
rate'"' in Canada. Therefore one-half, or about that, of the 
tariff protection is at once nullified by the high railroad rates 
in the United States. I think all agricultural products are 
suffering from a like discrimination in railroad rates. I think 
everywhere tb11t is ti~e. It is proven in the case of wheat 
because we have the paraUei markets on opposite sides of 
the Canadian line that prov-e it beyond question. It is further 

. proven by the fact that the discrimination in wheat prices at 
Winnipeg and at Minneapolis prior to the 12th of September 
was about 12 or 15 cents a bushel in favor of Winnipeg, but 
since the 12th of September the price of whe.at has jumped to 
20 or 25 cents a bu hel more at Winnipeg than at Minneapolis. 

What happened on the 12th of September? On that date the 
Canadian Railway Commission, in one of the most comprehensive 
decisions ever handed down in any country, reduced the railroad 
rates on wheat 8 or 10 cents a bushel. Immediately the wheat 
in Canada advanced by about that amount, and the spread 
became about that much greater between the Canadian price 
and the American price. 

Mr. President, this situation must be met not by a fight at one 
point along the line but by a fight all along the line. I am in 
this fight for agriculture against every excess profit in indus­
try that agriculture is compelled to pay because of tariff 
schedules; against every excess profit in industry that agricul­
ture is compelled to pay because of. patent laws; against every 
excess interest charge that agriculture is compelled to pay 
because of banking laws and a banking system which gives a 
low rate of interest to stock speculators, while agriculture must 
pay high rates; against every excess charge that agriculture 
must pay itt railroad rates that are .fixed by a law of the Con­
gress of the United States. 

The Republican Party promised agriculture eqyality. Its plat­
form is too plain to doubt its construction. What has bec"Ome 
of that promise? Even the Senator from Indiana [Mr. W AT­
sON], who defends the Republican organization, right or wrong, 
admitted that that pledge had not been kept. Almost four years 

. have now passed, and the Republican machine wants to continue 
• the matter over until after another election, to make another 
' pledge that will get the farmer vote-, and then the present situa-
tion can be safely continued for another four vears. 

Unless it ·keeps its pledges the Republican Party ought to be 
defeated in the next elect1oo. I shall vote fer the pending reso­
lution. I shall vote to remove this tariff inequality, and I shall 
vote to remove every one of these inequalities against 
agriculture. 

Equality is the basic principle of .Americanism ; it was written 
into the Declaration of Independence in the beginning; but it 
has been nullified by selfish interests throughout all our history. 
The time has come when inequality has grown so great against 
agriculture that it stands out to-day as the greatest problem of 
our Republic save and except the problem of human slavery. 

TRADE BARRIERS A:'iD CDSTOliS DUTIES 

1\Ir. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I desire to 
ask leave to haye printed in the RJOCORD an address recently 
delivered by Mr. Norman H. Davis on the subject of trade 
barriers and customs duties. 

There being no objection, the addre..;s was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD. a:;: follows: 

Artificial restrainrs on international commerce are not new. Gov­
ernments have always claimed ti.Jat it was an undisputed prerogative of 
sovereignty to estalJlish the terms on which allens could trade within 
or across their frontiers. The Moori:,h corsn.irs of El Tarifa, neat 

Gibraltar, levying a tax on all commerce throu~h tlle straits, gave their 
name to a practice which was very, very old. 

In modern times tarifl's have been imposed not only to raise revenue, 
but to protect home industry from foreign competition. Theoretically, 
such "protection., is a subsidy to local producers, which must be paid 
for in higher prices by local consumers. There are, however, gr(>at prac­
tical difficulties in reaching any defl.nlte appraisal of tbe amount o.f this 
subsidy, who pays it, and the effect on the economic life of the nation. 

The prosperity or adver ity o.f a country is due to multiple and com­
plex causes, of which tariff pollcy is only one. The size of the home 
market; the natural resources; the type and industrial fitness of the 
population are considerations at leas t equally, it not more important. 
It is difficult to prove whether any country is prosperous because o! 
or in spite of high protection. The three countries to-day with the 
highest tariff le>els are the United States, Spain, and Rus~ia. The 
standard of living varies gr<.'atly in these countries. Obviously, a high 
ta.riff does not suffice to bring prosperity to a country which U; poor in 
natural resources, like Spain, or torn by revolution, like Russia. 

In the years immediately preceding the war there was a tendency 
tow-ard increasing protection. Great Britain alone of the indo:-trial 
nations believed tllat its prosperity was enhanced by free trade. 

II. POSTWAR 

After the destt"Uction of capitaJ, the loss of man power, the long inter­
ruption of normal production, the obvious impoverishment, caused by the 
World War, it would seem that long-visioned, broad-minded selfishness 
would have dictated a policy of closer coope1·ation between tile nations. 
Only by cultivating existing markets and opening up new ones. by 
stimulating production, by freeing economic life of its trammels. could 
the loss be speedily made good. But almost without exception the 
nations took the other course. Old trading units, like the .Austrian 
and Russian Empires, were broken up not only politically but economic· 
ally. The 5,000 miles of new frontiers became so many more barriers 
to the free exchange of commodities. Two fallacies-now generally 
recognized as fallacie-s-stimulated this movement. First, many be­
lieved that they could best achieve prosperity at the expense of others, 
and that the more they penalized or blocked the trade of theil· neigh­
bors, the more they would profit. It is pretty generally recognized 
to-day that no nation can Ion~ prosper in the midst of bankruptcy. The 
lowering of prosperity, which comes from general blockade can not be 
compensated for by protective tarifl's. And, secondl;y, the wave of 
political " nationalism " which swept over Europe--e ·pecially in the 
Near East, where new nations had won their long-de ·ired independence-­
ine>itably became economic nationalism as well. Despite the fact that 
all the trend of our day is toward increasing economic interdependence, 
the fallacy of "self-contained nationalism" has bad a great following. 
The general staffs became high protectionists, insisting that all the key 
industries of war supplies should be built up at home. 

We can picture the confusion by suggesting that the militia of each 
of our 48 States insist on having their Army motor cars tuilt in their 
own State and be able to impose interstate tatifl's which would make it 
possible· for agricultural States to build automobiles in competition with 
established industrial centers. 

This "economic nationalism" meant adding the waste o! duplication 
to the impoverisllment o! war. New plants., built where they could not 
be economically operated, were kept alive by high tarifl's. Old plants, 
which had grown up naturally near fuel or power and raw material, lost 
their markets as a result of these tarifl' walls, and so fot·ced to close 
down, threw new brigades and army corps into the ranks of the unem­
ployed, which lowe~·ed the level of living and the general purchasing 
power. 

Not content with formal and declared tarifl' war. many nations sought 
even greater "protection" by embargoes, Import and export prolllbi­
tions, juggling with terminology in the tarifl' schedules, complications 
in customs formalities, which further impeded transfrontier trade. The 
attack on competitive foreign commerce is often veiled, sometimes taking 
the form of "sanitary regulations." .All sorts of ingenious tricks llave 
been tried to beat the axiom that "You can not sell al>road unless you 
buy abroad." 

The raising of tarifl' barriers was also stimulated by the .fluctuation 
and depreciation o! currency. As currencies fell in some countries 
tariff walls rose in others as a protection against an influx of cheap 
good· from the areas of cheap currenc~·. These protective measures 
were deemed necessary to safeguard home industries, but the closing or 
mat·kets to the goous of the countries suffering from currency deprecia­
tion made it mo1·e difficult for them to cure tbeh· exchange and currency 
troubles. Nevertheless currencies h!l.>e now been stabilized or gotten 
within control, but the barriers which were raised against unstable 
currencies stru remain and hamper commeree aftel' the reason for theit> 
erection bas disappeared. 

Tariff revisions have been frequent and almost alwa.~·s upwa1·d. In­
evitably it is cumulative, for it invites retaliation. It .A could raiso 
its own tariffs and persuade the rest of the alphabet to lo,Yer theirs, 
A might gain. But this is not human natun~. B. C, D. and Z raise 
theirs in retaliation and the hoped-for gains prove illusions. A.s it 
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becomes apparent that tlle profits of this pollcy of erecting barriers to 
trade are less than anticJpated-that tt defeats its own purpose-the 
losses which all suffE'r from the slowing down of commerce become even 
inore apparent. 

The policy of protection means, in the long rnn, the saerific~ of the 
foreign market for the home market. The tendency toward mass pro­
duction, the outstanding development of our economic era, demnnds 
mass consumption, the largest possible market. An equally important 
fact of our day is the increasing complexity of industry-mass produc­
tion is not possible without access to all sorts of raw material . Major 
industries gather their raw material from the four corners of the earth. 
A country like our own, with its vast continental area-the largest 
free-trade area in the world-furnishing the greatest part of its basiC' 
raw materials, consuming nine-tenths of its production, has been able 
to pursue a policy which subordinates the foreJgn market Nature has 
been very bountiful to us. Within limits-as yet undetermined-we 
can live on our own fat, but we are reaching out more and more for 
raw materials from abroad; our home market is alreaay becoming too 
small ; and we must have additional outlets for our surplus products 
and wealth. 

The typical country of Europe is small-relatively few consumers at 
home. It is lean-poor in raw material. It lacks the resources and 
markets essential for economic units of production and distribution. 
It can not afford the luxury of a policy of economic nationalism. 

lll. THE GEI\J!:VA CONFERENCE 

The business men C}f Europe have been seeing with more and more 
alarm the disastrous results of "economic nationalism" and its ac­
companying tendency to ever-increasing artificial interference in trade. 
Uneasiness was being expressed by chambers of commerce everywhere. 
And in May, 1027, there gathered at Geneva the World Economic Con­
ference. Much valuable .spade work had already been done by the 
preparatory commission and by the economic section of the League of 
Nations. The information which was given us, in a series of pamphlets, 
furnished a remarkably comprehensh·e picture of present economic con­
ditions. !lien from every country, men from every special industry 
could see how their indlvidual problems fitted into the general picture. 
Viewing the whole in proper perspective, all could see larger signifi­
cance in the details, with which they were familiar. This matter of 
tariffs was discussed not from the viewpoint of any particular manu­
facturer and his possibly selfish interests but from the international 
viewpoint-from the viewpoint of the prosperity of all, the viewpoint 
of the common weal. 

· Approaching the problem from this angle it was at once obl1ous tha.t, 
while the determination of fiseal policy is a matter of domestic juris­
diction, it is a matter of more than domestic concern. The world has 
become so interdE'pendent in its -economic life that measures adopted 
by one nation affect the· prosperity of others. No nation can .afford 
to exercise its rights of sovereignty without consideration of the 
effects on others. National selfishne$8 invites international retalia.tion. 
The units of the world's economy must work together or rot separately. 

The Economic Conference made no attempt to determine an ideal 
tariff level-to settle the old controversy between protection and free 
trade, between high and low tariff. No attempt was made to tell any 
nation what it should do. 

The confel·ence, however, did reach certain very definite conclusions­
unanimously. I do not have to remind you of the composition 'of the 
conference. There were industrialists, bankers, economists, agricultur­
ists and laborers. It was as authoritative a body of experts in the mat­
ter. as was ever convened to di&CUSS economic questions. They were 
unanimous in favor of simplification of customs terminology and formal­
ities ; they recommended universal adherence to the unconditional most 
favored nation principle; they condemned all veiled and indirect methods 
of increasing the barriers of trade; they pointed out emphatically the 
dlfilcu)ties of frequent alteratiolli! in sch~ules. And they agreed that 
further heightening of the barriers would be disastrous, that the time 
had come to take the other direction and reduce them. 

The conference was not composed of official governmental represent&~ 
tives. It did not have" power" to bind anybody. But that it expressed 
the considered convictions of the business world is, I think, proved 
by the cordial and unanimous indorsement of its findings by the Congress 
of the Interna.tionnl Chamber of Commerce at Stockholm. Even more 
encouraging is the news that its resolutions have been formally in­
dorsed by the following governments: ~rmany, Holland, Belgium, 
Czechoslovakia, Austria, and the Scandinavian countries. 

IV. ARMAMENTS 

It is impossible to study the question of reducing these artificial " re­
straints to trade," without being reminded of the very similar problem 
of the reduction of armaments. In one case, as in the other, the matter 
comes directly under the sovereign rights of the nations. Any country 
has a right to build up the military estabHshment it desires. Any nn­
tion bas the right to erect such barriers against international com­
merce as it thinks will serve its interests. But in both cases the free 
and uncoordinated exercise of this right has caused g:reat economic 
burdens and universal embarrassment. In both cases any step taken 

by one nation to protect its own interests is immediately rendered inade­
quate by tbe retaliatory action of others. 

It is, I believe, generally conceded that the only hope for the reduc­
tion of the burdens and dangers of excessive armaments is through 
S<>me form of international agreement. I submit that this is also the 
only method by which we can find sufficient relief from these excessive ! 
barriers to trade. International agreement means negotiation, con- 1 
sideration o! the others' situation and needs, and mutual concessions. 

If each government is to continue, as has been the custom in tbe 1 

past, to fix its customs policy, its military program, as an isolated, 
individual act o1 sovereignty, without thought of the repercussion on 
other countries, the pyramiding of tariffs, the piling up of armamen.ts, 
is inevitable. We can hope fo-r relief-in the one problem as in the , 
other--<>nly by the method of give-and-take cooperation, by taking 
the friendly, considerate, and br011d view. 

V. AMERICA'S PART 

When we come finally to the consideration of .Am~rica'~ relation to 
this problem we must answer two questions. First, Are we sufficiently 
interested to do anything about it? Secondly, H so, what? 

Clearly we have stood in a special position, not so much because of 
distance--the Lindberghs are constantly reducing that-as because of 
our structure. International trade has not in the past been as im­
portant to us as it is to many European countries, but our export trade, 
while small in comparison to our do~stic trade, is rapidly growing 
in volume and importance, and with the possible exception of Great 
Britain is now greater than that of any other nation. At present it 
is largely based on credJt supplied by our investors. Purchasers of 
our products come to us becanse w~ have a praetleal monopoly of the . 

·credit they need. We have thus been able to sell our surpluses and 
let our foreign customers and debtors worry about the trade barriers, 
but that can not continue indefinitely. 

While I am not a protectionist, I recognize tlui.t, with the excep­
tion of agt·iculture, our country has been generally prosperous under 
a high protective tarill', as it has also been under a tariff for revenue 
only; and I admit that our consumers have been able to adsorb, without 
apparent detriment to our economic life, the cost o! tariff subsidies. 
We have, howev~, now changed from a .debtor to a creditor Nation, 
which must alter the effect of our tariff upon our economic life and 
that · of other nations. The real test of our tariff policy will come 
from the need of additional markets and the necessity to safeguard and 
recover our foreign loans and investments_ 

Whatever our !li1rerences of opinion about our own tariff policy, I 
find little dissent from the proposition that Europe can not regain its 
prosperity unless action is taken to reduce these trade barriers-as 
recommended by the Ekonomic Conference at Geneva. 

Mr. Henry U . Robinson, speaking for the entire American delegation 
n.t the Geneva Economic Conference, answered the first question. •• Our ; 
own experience," he said, "has taught us to consider • prosperity' as a 
whole. No industry lives healtbily in a period of general depression : 
and instability. No nation can enjoy its tun economic activity unless ; 
other nations are prosperous. The American people are profoundly in­
terested in the peace and prosperity of Europe." 

There is one other poblt which I submit for your consideration. We, , 
as the growing creditor of Europe, have an added reason to desire the · 
restoration and increase of its prosperity. If we are to continue to 
lend money to Europe, if we are to be repaid on existing credits, it is 
to our interest to do all in our power to help Europe in her effort to 
free herself fi•om this throttling, smothering tangle of artificial trade 
barriers. 

With our increased efficiency, through labor-saving devices and mass 
production, we have raised our standards nf living and our purchasing , 
pcrnrers above that of any other country. Instead of being at a disad­
vantage in competing with Europe, as was formerly supposed to be the 
case, because of the low wage and standard of living in Europe, it is 
becoming increasingly evident that Europe is at a disadvantage in com­
peting with ns just because of their low wages and low standards of 
living which reduce their efficiency, · their earnings, their purchasing 
power, and their consumption. 

The second question, "What can we do?" remains to be answered. 
There is unanimous feeling among our citizens that the results of 
recent cuts in direct taxation have · been beneficial. I suggest that a 
cut in indirect taxation would have an equally beneficial result in our 
national economy. It would be even more popular, for whereas direct 
taxation falls mostly on the more prosperous few, indirect taxation 
bears on all. But It is especially because of its effect on the inter­
n.ational problem that I advocate it at this moment. 

The experts gathered at the Geneva Conference and the leading 
business interests represented in the International Chamber <Jf Com­
merce have expressed the conviction that the removal of barriers which 
unduly hamper trade would promote the prosperity of all the world. 
A 10 per cent reduction of all of our· tarifl' schedules would be a wise 
and effective way to set an example in ll policy Of removing such 
barriers. It wot11d not work a baroship upon any of our efficient indus­
tries, and 1t would bring relief to many of our people. It would also 
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have an enormous effect upon opinion throughout the world and en­
conrage the adoption of policies whicll would make the world more 
peaceful and more pro&<perous. 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR BRUCE ON THE EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President. I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD an address delivered at the Uni­
versity of Virginia on August 18, 1927, on the eighteenth amend­
ment, by the Senator from Maryland, Hon. WILLIAM CABELL 
BRt!CE. 

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

Senator BRl!CE. In discussing tile eighteenth amendment tile first 
thing that we should dismiss from our minds is the idea that it is such 
a hallowed thing that to question its expediency justly subjects the 
person, guilty of such sacrilege, to the reproach of nullification (to 
borrow a much-abused word from the vocabulary of probibWon). Such 
an idea., of course, is mere political claptrap, or else but another sug­
gestion of the distempered fanaticism which, as some one has wittily 
said, seems to regaTd the Federal Constitution, aside from the eight­
eenth amendment, as but a preamble to that amendment. 'rhere is no 
peculiar odor of sanctity, so far as I can detect, about the eighteenth 
amendment ; only the strong. rank smell of illicit abuses, bred by a 
largely unselfish but altogether fatuous etrort to make another man of 
man. To be sure, save undet· circumstances wholly exceptional, all 
laws are entitled to obedienc-e so long as they remain on the statute 
book. Until they are amended or repealed it is the duty of the execu­
tive, the judge, the jtuy.man, the prosecuting attorney, and every other 
official servitor of the law faithfully to do his best to secm·e their 
enforcement, and if the citizen violates them be must not expect to 
escape their penalties. But all laws, neYertbeless, whether they assume 
the form of constitutional or statutory mandates, are but tentative 
expres~ions of the popular will. Otherwise, there would be no such 
thing as an amended or abrogated law. As it is, laws, I hardly need 
say, are very frequently amended, and not infrequently revoked by Con­
gress and our State legislatures. Like pots, they can sometimes be 
tinkered in such a way as to be made more serviceat>le; and sometimes 
thelr misebieYousness or inutility is so thoroughly established by ex­
perience that there is nothing left to do except to consign them, like 
pots too worthless for ti!}kering, to the waste heap. The provisions of 
OIU' Federal Constitution and State constitutions are not so often 
amended or repealed because they usually prescribe rules of conduct 
far more fundamental and axiomatic than those prescribed by statu­
tory law; but they, too, at times have to be changed to meet the 
political, social, and economic changes of a growing human society or to 
retrieve blunders made in hours of popular error, passion, or hysteria. 
One thing is C€rtain. Only a very small part of a. real, respected law 
is found in print. Fa.r the greater part of every such law resides in 
the unwritten code of public opinion. In other words, all truly effi­
cacious measures are enacted by nature and reason rather than by 
legislative bodies. Like a man, a law to be respected must be respect­
able. It must be in keeping with the l!Pettled sentiments and impulses 
of human nature, the sober processes ot human reasoning, and the ·ripe 
instruction of human experience. If it is lacking in these essentials, it 
is only that most futile and desl}icable thing, a law without a moral 
sanction ; and its deficiency in that respect can never be made good by 
any mere legal sanctions, however rigorously punitive. Every effort to 
enforce such a law simply demonstrates the truth of Eidmund Burke's 
saying that bad laws are the worst sort of tyranny. 

To illustrate the soundness of these propositions it is not necessary 
to resort to statutory law. We need only turn to the instrument of 
which the eighteenth amendment is a part. In its provisions relating 
to the Electoral College we have an example of the atrophy that is likely 
to overtake even a constitutional requirement that does not fully har­
monize with the political genius of a people. It was the intent of the 
fr am!'rs of the Federal Constitution that the members of the Electoral 
College should exercise their own discretion in the election of a Presi­
dent, and the inspiration of this intent was the belief that the selection 
of a President could be more safely committed to a comparatively sman 
body of r·epresentative and intelligent men than to the whole mass of 
tbe voters. Yet, as we know, presidential electors have become the 
meL·e dummies of the two great n,ational parties, and submissively name 
as President whomsoever may be designated for the office of President 
by the party to which the majority or the electors belong. In effect, in 
this instance, the Federal Constitution bas simply been nullified by 
pulJlie opinion. In the history of the Federal Constitution is also found 
an example of the impotence of constitutional provisions which have 
become deeply repugnant to the moral progress of humanity. Despite 
the guaranties originally created by tbe Federal Constitution for the 
security of the institution of slavery, and bnt for which it would neYer 
have been adopted, the time came when the hostility of legislatw:es and 
courts in the free States to slavet·y made it impossible for tbe slave­
holding States to enforce those guaranties. In the Federal Constitu­
tion is also fyund an c>..--ample of the ·paraylsis that ultimately creeps 
over every irrational and unnatural effort under constitutional forms to 

accomplish an object not approved by the human reason. All that 
law could do to plare the southern slave on a footing of political 
equality with his master was embodied tn the fourteenth and fifteenth 
amendments, but, by one ingenio1;1s artifire or ano-ther, suggested by the 
instinct of self-preservation, these provisions of the Federal Constitution 
have been redueed to what Grover Cleveland once happi1y termed 
,. innocuous desuetude." Surely I need no better proofs than these 
three examples, which I have drawn from the history of the Federal 
Constitution itself, to show that, no matter how solemnly or sternly a 
provision of the Fedet:al Constitution, whether sumptuary in its nature 
or not, may be framed, it will, if out of accord with the profounder 
political intuitions, the moral sentiments, or the reasoned conclusions 
of those upon whom it operates, S{)oner or later, unless repealed or motli­
fied, as it should be, become dormant or despised. 

Just such a law as the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments, which 
sought, in defiance of all sane thinking, to impose ignorant negro suf­
frage on the southern body politie, is the eighteenth amendment, which 
declares that the use of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes is a 
criminal thing per se, at an times and under all circumtltances. It 
falls within the scope of that other saying of Edmund Burke, as pro­
found as it was passionate: "Never, no never, did nature say one thing 
and wisdom say another!" It is a violation of human nature; it is an 
affront to the human reason ; it is a gross invasion of personal liberty ; 
and, despite all the cri.lne and misery that has resulted from strong 
drink. it can justly be pronounced a totally arbitrary and unreasonable 
incubus upon the generous and joyous side of human existence. In 
fine, it is a. law without a moral sanction. 

Assuming this to be so, how childish is the thought that the millions 
o.f human beings :in the United States, who desire the repeal or modifica­
tion of the eighteenth amendment, are under any obligation to refrain 
from expressing their honest opinion of it, or from doing anything in 
their power lawfully to bring its blighting, demoralizing, and corrupting 
influence to an end! 

As I see it, the prohibition, initiated by the eighteenth amendment, 
has, as I have frequently affirmed, proved a disastrous, tragic failure. 
It is hard to imagine anytlling vainer than prohibition which does 
not prohibit; and ret this is just the kind of prollibltion which has 
distinguislled the practical workings of the Volstead Act. So far ft·om 
the truth is the claim of the Anti-Saloon League that the Federal Gov­
ernment has been insincere or listless in its efforts to enforce that net 
that it ean be confidently asserted that rarely in human history has 
any other govel'Dment ever striven so faithfully and persistently to 
enforce a law, in the teeth of a. vast volume of hostile public opinion. 
Congress bas exhibited a readiness, little short of abject servility, to 
enact any legislation that the Anti-Saloon League bas asked it to 
enact; notwithstanding the fact that many members of that body, and, 
among them, some who are most conspicuously subservient to the 
league, are but poor exemplars in theit· personal habits of the principle 
of total abstinence. Indeed, a docile bull. led about by the nose, is no 
mean illustration of the extent to which Congress has, for many years, 
resigned itself to the guiding hand of the league. Even the sedate and 
self-satisfied Senate, which has always been so reluctant to apply its 
cloture rule to protracted debate, applied it at the last session of 
Congress to the discussion of the prohibition reorganization bill, in 
which the league was so deeply interested, almost ltefore one could say 
"Jack Robinson." So far as I know, not even Wayne B. Wheeler, 
the late general counsel of the league, quick a be is to sniff out official 
misconduct, in connection with the Volstead Act, bas ever found fault 
with the spirit of dispassionate construction that the Supreme Court 
of the United States has brought to- bear upon tile interpretation of 
the eighteenth amendment and the Volstead Act. Nor, so far as I know, 
is any Federal judge justly chargeable with official faithlessness in the 
application of the Volstead Act; though it is fair to assume that some 
of our Federal judges must have felt at times, when scores of helpless 
wretches were passing through their eourts in transit from the und!'r­
graduate school of artificial crime to the postgraduate school of real 
Cl'ime, as if the legislative mind had been caught up in the grasp of 
some kind of mad medieval superstition. Equally conscientious has 
been the official conduct of the higher executive officers of the Federal 
Government in the performance of the obligations that they owed to 
the Volstead Act. 

No more convincing proof of the unenfoz·ceabJllty of that act can 
be cited than the fact that even such an honorable, courageous, and 
intelligent administrator as Gen. Lincoln C. Andrews, the recent 
..l~sistant Secretary of the Treasury, was unable to enforce it; and 
-this, despite the fact that, true to his military training, he even sought 
by the appointment of professional soldiers as his assi. tants to con­
vert ordinary prohibition raids into something closely akin to military 
dragonnades. Nor should I fail to mention the frequent reorganizations 
that prohibition enforcement has undergone in the sincere effort or 
its directors. like a fevered patient, seeking a cool place by shifting 
restlessly from one side of his bed to the other, to find some scheme 
of operations equal to the task of checkmating the bootlegger and his 
patrons. Neither should I fail to mention the extent to which the 
Coast Guard has been diverted ft•om its old function of saving lluman 
life to the function or running down rum pirates, the costly vessels that 
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have been added to its fleet by new construction o.r transfers from the 
Navy, and the vast and ever-mounting sums that have been appro­
priated annually by Congress for the enforcement of the Volstead A~ 
and that now, it is safe to say, aggregate not less than $30,000,000 
per annum, to say nothing of the sums that are expended in the en­
foreement of the same law by all the States of the Union, except 
·New York and Maryland, which have wisely washed their hands, 
as they bad a clear eonstitntional right to do, <>f the whole dirty 
business. 

So far as I ean discern, the only respect in which the Federal Gov­
ernment has been slack in enforcing the Volstead Act has been in 
declining to 'COmply with the request of the Anti-Saloon League that 
It use its Army and Navy also as instruments for prohibition enforce­
ment. But as to that, it is, I think, but just to the Government to 
say that, while to the mind of Wayne B. Wheeler there may be no 
distinction of any sort to be ta.ken betwee-n agencies for combating 
German kaisers and agencies for combating rum kings, this is not the 
case so fa.r as the discriminating portion of the American public is 
concerned. 

For my present purPQses, it is enough to say that, earnestly as the 
higher officials of the Federal Government have endeavored to make 
prohibition a practical reality, they have not succeeded in doing so. 
Before the adoption of the eighteenth amendment, it was a common 
saying that, no matter how far short our States and cities might fall 
of enforcing their laws or ordinances, the Federal Government always 
enforced its laws; but now that it has undertaken to cove with a 
natural appetite, old as the Blue Ridge, and only less imperious than 
hunger, it has more than met its match. The recent discovery of :t 
wine jar at Tell-en-Nashe shows that men were drinking 600 years 
before Christ, and it is safe to say that they will be drinking 600 
years after the advent of the Messiah. This country has been engaged 
in not a few wars. It has had its war with Great Britain, its war 
with Mexico, its Civil War, and its war with Germany, but the most 
desperate war in wbieh it has ever been involved is that which it 
is now waging on human nature, One combatant is a physical want 
which has been felt and gratified by men since man was a primeval 
being, with the sun and the stars about him, and the other is a gov­
ernment which, powerful as it is, is not powerful enough to enforce 
a law intrinsicall.v devoid of mbral authority. When the Volstead Act 
took etl'ect in January, 1920, there was for a time a marked decline 
in the consum1>tion of liquor in the United States. This fact was 
due partly to the dejection to which tbe opponents of prohibition were 
temporarily reduced by defeat, and partly to the disposition of con­
scientious citizenship to give a new law a fair trial ; but it was 
mainly due to the fact that an enti.re liquor underworld could not be 
organized overnight. But one was organized, and with an amazing 
degree of rapidity. 

By 1921 the river of strong drink was flowing underground with 
almost as full a flood as it had ever flowed above ground. Whis-ky and 
other liquors were smuggled in vast qu:LDtities into the United States 
from abroad by way of Canada, Mexico, Cuba, and the Bahamas and in 
smaller quantities from the Bermudas and not a few of the West Indian 
islands, besides Cuba and the Bahamas. Even such small and barren 
rocks as the French islands of St. Pierre and Miquelon on the southwest 
coast of Newfoundland became important forwarding points for a 
bustling contraband trade; and from a paper, contributed to the Satur­
day Evening Post of October 2, 1926, by Maj. Walton .A. Green, chief 
prohibition investigator, we learn that the Bahamas, a group of scat­
tered coral r~fs, with a population of only 53,000 persons, mainly 
negroes, were collecting annually at that time from its bootlegging ex­
porters a customs revenue of around $3,500,000. Illicit stills _ shot up 
like mushrooms, after a mellow shower, in swamps, in mountain fast­
nesses, in dense tbickets, on river craft, in attics, 1n basements, in 
garages, in warehouses, in office buildings, even in ea-ves and other 
underground retreats. Besides, thousands of householders, who had 
never made a drop of spirits, wine, or beer in their lives, availing them­
selves of the fact that the arts of distillation and fermentation are 
among the simplest of all arts, turned to the practiee of manufacturing 
home brew in their own homes from peaches, from cherries, from blaek­
berries, from elderberries, from the dandelion, and, above all, from corn 
sugar, the grape, and the materials that enter into beer. Indeed, home 
brewing soon became such an important branch of domestic industry 
that one began to ask himself whether the resuscitation of the hand­
loom and the spinning wheel was not also at band. From that time 
until the present hour the Federal G<lvernment has been in active and 
lllltiring pursuit of the protean rum deviL So far there is very little to 
justify the belief that it will ever catch up with him. Repelled from the 
front door of the American Continent, be slips around to its back door. 
Driven from the sea, he meets the deficiency in his wares, caused by that 
fact, by setting up more stills, diverting more industrial alcohol, and 
practicing more of other sorts of frauds on the Volstead Act. If he 
were cut off from these resources, it is easy to imagine him donning the 
white apron of a good housewife and giving a still greater stimulus to 
the expansion of vineyard acreage and the sale of corn sugar and wine 
grapes. It is true that with the aid of its immense 1lo-tilla of some 385 
rum-chasing vessels of .all sorts the• Coast Guard has succeeded in mak-

ing the smuggling of liquor into this country by sea more difficult. 
Whole fleets of rum runners nn longer hover close to our Atlantic and 
Pacific seaboards, but the reeent capture from time to time off those sea- ; 
boards of enormously valuable eargoes of liquor is evidence enough that 
the cargoes of some rum runners would not be caught in the Coast , 
Guard net if many more did not slip through. Be this as it may, so far 
as the level of drink has been lowered by the interception of liquor on its . 
way by sea to ou.r Atlantie and Pacific seaboards, it bas been promptly 
restored, as General Andrews himself has 1-ecognized, by a quickened 
inflow from Canada and a quickened outflow from our own many illicit 
sources of domestic suppiy. And what if the Government were success­
ful in suppressing all smuggled and moonshine liquor as w-ell as all other 
liquor derived from commereial sources? Unless it were to abandon 
completely its crackbrained idea that all drink, whether made by the . 
commercial disb"Uer, fermenter, or brewer for sale, or by the Government · 
itself, or by some good, virtuous matron in her own home for domestic 
use, is :LD iniquitous and shameful thing, its troubles would just begin, . 
for anyone who has wit enough to buy the proper container and to 
express and ferment a little fruit juice can manufacture an agreeable 
beverage with a satisfactory alcoholic content. 

In the event that I have suggested all who desired drink would 
simply make lt in their own homes, and then if the Government ven­
tured tu enter these homes more free-ly than it has yet dared to do, 
perhaps, it is not unlikely that SQ much disorder and bloodshed would 
follow that even Congress might recall the noble utterance of the 
renowned orator and statesman., Lord Chatham, -whose name is so inti­
mately associated with the history of American liberty, '-'The poorest 
man may in his cottage bid defiance to all the force of the Crown. It 
may be frail ; its roof may shake ; the wind may blow through it; the 
storms may enter; the rain may enter; but the King of England can 
not enter." The full import of these stirring words came home to 
me a few months ago, when I read a newspaper account of an incident 
that had just taken plaee in the State of Ohio. A prohibition agent 
broke into a private house, and when asked by its occupant why he 
did so, replied, H It is none of your damned business," whereupon the 
occupant, who was afterwards acquitted by a jury, shot him dead. 
From such an incident as this, which was marked by only one of many 
prohibition outrages, it is fair to infer that if the Federal Government 
were to lay aside its presa1t scruples and freely to enter private homes 
for the purpose of arresting and punishing their inmates for manufac­
turing a little drink for domestic use, it might staunch the flow of 
some kinds of liquor, but would certainly set not a little red liquor of 
another kind to flowing. In a recent report Donald D. Conn, the man­
aging director of the California Vineyardists Association, states that 
during the past five years they had witnessed a development in grape 
acreage and production unprecedented in the history of any perishable 
commodity. When the Volstead Act went into effect one of the vine 
growers of California, believing that his business was doomed, took his 
own life. How the heart of the poor fellow would ha-ve been cheered 
if he could only have foreseen that the grape production of California 
would rise from 671,626 tons in 1918 to 1,019,000 tons in 1926 ! 

In maintaining the proposition that prohibition does not prohibit I • 
will not try to delve too deeply into statistics, tor in that Serbonian 
bog armies whole of prohibitionists and antiprohibitionists have sunk. 
It is sufficient for me on this occasion to note the steady increase in 
convictions for violations of the Volstead Act, seizure of illicit distill­
eries, stills, still worms, and fermenters, and commitments for viola­
tions of the Volstead Act to Federal penitentiaries and State institutions ­
for the care of Federal prisoners, and in arrests for drunkenness, which 
have taken place since the effective date of the Volstead Act, January 
17, 1920. In 1921 the first full year of national prohibition, 17,962 
persons were convicted in the Federal eouxts of violations of the Vol­
stead Act, and in 1926 no less than 44,022. In 1921 there were 95,933 
seizures by Federal agents of illicit distilleries, stills, still worms, and 
fermenters, and in 1926 not lesll than 161,979. In 1922 there were 97 
commitments for violations of the Volstead Act to Federal penitentiaries 
and State institutions for the care of Federal prisoners, and in 1926 
not less than 1,837. By personal application, before April 5 of last year, 
to the chiefs of police of 36 of the leading cities of the Union, includ­
ing Chicago, where drink cases are merged in disorderly conduct cases, 
I ascertained that the aggregate number of arrests in these cities in 
1921 for drunkenness was 209,664; and in 1925 not less than 4Q7,032. 
Later the Moderation Le-ague, a civic association of the highest standing, 
published tabl~s of arrests for drunkenness made afte1· the eft'ective ­
date of the Volstead Act, down to January 1. 1926, by the police depart­
ments of 564 cities and towns of the United States. 

The president of the league was Austen G. Fox, the well-known New 
York lawyer, and its research director was Stanley Shirk. Among its­
directoi's were Newcomb Carlton, the president of the West-ern Union· 
Telegraph Co.; William N. Dykman, president of the New York State 
Bar Association; the Right Rev. Charles Fiske, bishop of central New 
York ; Haley Fiske, president of the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. ~ 
Alexander C. Humphreys, president of Stevens University ; Charles A. 
Peabody, president of the Mutual Life Insurance Co.; William Barclay 
Pal'sons, president of the board of trustees ()f Columbia University ; ' 
William C. Redfield, the former Secretary of Commerce ; Henry S. 
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Pritchett, president of the Carnegie Fouridation for the Advancement of 
Teaching, and former president of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech­
nology; Elihu Root, the celebrated lawyer and statesman; and Dr. Wil­
liam H. Welch, the celebt·ated Johns Hopkins pathologist. Aecor.ding to 
the tables of the league, drunkenness increased almost twice as fast in 
the United States in 1925 as in 1924. More specifically, in too 564 cities 
and towns tabulated by the league arrests for drunkenness in 1924 
were 21,000 in excess of the arrests for that offense in 1923, and in 
1925, 36,241 in excess o.f the arrests for that offense in 1924. In 384 
o1 the 564 cities and towns, such arrests in 1925 were even more 
numerous than in 1914, when some of the States still licensed saloons 
and others were under State prohibition or local option. Especially 
significant is the fact, brought out by the league, that conditions in the 
former so-called "dry" States were worse, as compared with 1914, than 
conditions in the so-called " wet " States. One of the most noteworthy 
facts established by the study of the league and my own study is the 
fact that Gen. Lincoln C. Andrews was quite correct when, as Assist­
ant Secretary of the Treasury, he declared a year ~»" so ago that the 
bootleg industry is coextensive wit~ our entire country. It, at any rate, 
is one thing in American life which has no tinge of sectionalism about 
it. There has been much discussion as to what should be our national 
11ower. Let me suggest the dandelion. Even when one speaks of the 
"dry West" he should be understood as limiting that adjective to its 
alkali deserts, and even the " dry South " belongs to the province of 
dry humor rather than to that of statistical verity. In an editorial 
last year the New York Times called attention to the fact that Federal 
prohibition agents had found in 1925 thirty-five times as many stills in 
Montana in proportion to population as they had in New York; and 
about the same time it also called attention to the ,ract that in propor­
tion to population arrests for drunkenness in Pocatello, Idaho, had been 
ten times as numerous as in the city of New York; and in Twin Falls, 
Idah{), nearly five times as numerous. It is quite startling that a little 
provincial home of purity and peace like Pocatello should have a thirst 
ten times as urgent as that of a great cosmopolitan Babylon like New 
York. Of course, the State of New York obtains its supply of liquor 
largely from big smugglers, and Montana doubtless obtains its supply 
largely from small-scale moonshiners. My intent is merely to make 
the point that no matter how the several States of the Union get their 
liquor, somehow or other they all get it in one way or another. The 
West is undeniably a sinner as well as the East; nor is the South by 
any means a saint, to put it very, very mildly. Of the illicit plants and 
agencies seized by the Federal Prohibition Unit in 1925, 70 per cent 
were seized in the theoretically dry States of Alabama, Arkansas, Flor­
ida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. More distilleries and fermenters were 
seized in Georgia during the fiscal year 1925 than in any other State 
of the Unlon. 

Last year I received newspaper clippings from quite a number of 
citizens of Atlanta, Ga., showing that more persons had been brought 
into the police staiions of that city for being drunk on the Easter 
Stmday of that year than had ever been brought into them on any 
previous day in its history. In n letter last year to the Hon. W. D. 
Upshaw, the Member of Congress from Georgia, M. B. Wellborn. of 
the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, said: "I may say that, from 
what I can learn, drinking is almost universal not only in Atlanta but 
in every town in Georgia, and througbout the South"; and Georgia 
is by no means the only southern offender. It is simply keeping up 
its repntatlou as the Empire State of the South in drink, as well as 
in everythlng else. Last May Judge W. W. McCrory, of the district 
court of Sa.n Antonio, Tex., was reported as saying: "If everybody 
in Texas who violates . the prohibition law were really convicted, just 
about everybody in the State, except the preachers, would be In our 
penitentiaries." Last year Ben. C. Sharpe, the Federal prohibition 
administrator for the Carolinas and Georgia, issued a statement declar­
ing that there was more liquor in North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Georgia than there bad been i.n the past three years. Some time ago 
T. L. Caudle, the special pro~>eeutor appointed by Governor McLean of 
North Carolina to assist in the prosecution of a traverser, remindcu 
t)le jury, in the course of his address to them, that they shoulU not 
disregard the testimo11y of witnesses for the Smte who had been in the 
chain gang, because they had bee11 convicted only of violations of the 
prohibition law; and, turning toward. the audience sitting in the court 
room, exclaimed, " If I were to ask every man out there who has 
violated tbe prohibition law to riset there wouldn't be a bench warmer 
left, wi:th the possible exception of a few ministers and tea topers." 
A short time ago, too, in a. letter to the New York Herald-Tribune, R. 
Charlton Wright, the editor of the Columbia· (S. C.) Record, wrote: 
" It there is as a product of sincere conviction and honest observance 
of the law such a reality as the 'dry South,' I have yet to see it, 
and I have li"ved and journeyed all over it for more tllan 40 years." 
When I was compiling arrests for drunkenness in 36 cities of the 
Union my attention was called to the fact that Richmond and New 
Orleans were among the cities in which the number of arrests for 
drunkenness in 1924 was in excess of the number for the last )'ear 
of t.he pre-prohibition era. 

I shall not deal with the North and East in such detail as I have 
done wtth the West and South, beea~ they do not affect, so far as I 
am a ware, to be lands ot Arcadian simplicity and innocence as respects 
strong drink. Indeed, they seem rather to glory in their turpitude. 
Like our first parents they are naked and not ashamed. According 
to a study made by William P. Eno, of Washington City, in 1923, 
arrests per 100,000 of population in dry Boston were eight times what 
they were in wet Montreal. In July, 1926, the number of speak-easies 
in New York City was estimated by Chester B. Mills, the Federal pro­
hibition administrator, at 15.000. a total of more than 100 per cent 
in excess of the total number of licensed saloons existing In the five 
boroughs of Manhattan in 1918 and more than 14 per cent in excess 
of the entire number of licensed saloons existing in the whole State 
of New York in 1918. In July, 1926, a United Press dispatch from 
Deboit reported that the police estimate of tile number of " blind 
pigs" in Detroit at that time "\vas 15.000 as against the 1,600 licensed 
saloons which existed in that city before prohibition. Ne(ld I speak 
of Phllallelphia., Pittsbm·gb, Baltimore, or Chicago? No! I will pass 
them by, merely saying, in the words of Lear, "Pah! Pall! Give me 
an ounce of civet, good apothecary, to sweeten my imagination." 
Perhaps, however, I might dwell for a moment upon Washington, for 
the National Capital might naturally be expected to set a good moral 
example in every respect to other portions of the United States. It 
is there that Congress holds its sessions; that the Supreme Court 
sits; that the President resides; that the Federal Government is clothed 
with exclusive jurisdiction by the Federal Constitution; and that the 
Prohibition Unit has its headquarters. Suffice it to say that arrests 
for drunkenness in Washington have mounted from 6,375 for the year 
1921 to 13,588 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927. 

Whether there has been any increase in drinking in rural communi­
ties since the enactment of the Volstead Act it is. of course, difficult to 
say. For obvious reasons they can not be kept under the same search­
ing surveillance by the Prohibition Unit as cities or towns. As a rule, 
they have no police with which to a.rrest drunkards, and do not 
trouble themselves about drink statistics ; and, moreover, they have 
always looked for refreshment largely to the hard cider and the home­
made wine which the Anti-Saloon League, recognizing the political 
power of the farmer, was so astute as to exempt from the provisions ot 
the Volstead Act, which prescribe an alcoholic limitation of less than 
one-half of 1 per cent. 

From what I have said it is manifest that, whatever else national 
prohibition has done, it has not prohibited. Indeed, this seems to be 
either tacitly or expressly admitted by some of the higher prohibition 
officials of the Government itself. Gen. Lincoln C. Andrews, the sanest 
individual to whom the administration of the Volstead Act has ever 
been committed, under the supervision of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
bas just retired in disgust; and Maj. Walton A. Green, formerly the 
prohibition investigator under him, commenting upon his retirement a 
few days ago, said, "'l'he new man [General Andrews] slowed up the 
process ef disintegration. That is all be did. That is all anyone could 
have done. No man could have maintained the morale of an under­
paid and execrated organlza.tion in the face of the brilliant and in­
sidious campaign of the wets." The same situation bas also been 
summed up with no little epigrammati-c point by Emory Buckner, the 
former United States district attorney for the southern district of the 
State of New York: "The drys think they have won because they have 
the law. The wets think they hove won because they have the 
liquor." Even Dr. Clarence True Wilson, the secretary of the Method­
ist Board of Temperance, Prohibition, and Public Morals, was cred­
ited some months ago with the mournful observation : " Prohibition 
enforcement leaks like a sieve." All together, at the present time, it 
looks aB if Mrs. Partington might yet lay aside her broom and give up 
her Herculean task of sweeping back the Atlantic Ocean. She is, per­
haps, beginning to think that General Andrews employed a very apt 
phrase before his retirement when be spoke of the "endless growth" 
of stills. 

As I see it, national prohibition has not subserved one single useful 
purpose unless it be that of accumulating a fund of experience which 
will be of monitory value when the American people shall retrace their 
steps, as they will assuredly do, and go back to the crossroads where, 
in an evil hour, they deserted the open highway that was conducting 
them safely to temperance for the mire and miasma of the prohibition 
bog. It is said that prohibition bas made its influence felt in the form 
of increased savings deposits and the like, but this idea, of course, 
assumes that there has been prohibition-and there has not been, as I 
have shown. It is too plain for discussion that we have enjoyed an 
extraordinary degree of business prosperity since the World War be­
cause in many remarkable ways we have, above all the other indus­
trial nations of the world, been the industrial beneficiary of that war. 
To no small extent Canada has, likewise, been a beneficiary of the 
World War, and though, with the exception of a few provinces, wet, bas 
yet shared the economic welfare of the United States to such a degree 
that the Canadian currency at times lias been at a premium over ours. 

It is also said that the industt·ial worker is a steadier worker now 
than he was before prohibition. If so, it is only because he is drinking 
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home-brewed wine and beer now in bls own home 1n place of the hard moral and S<>cinl culture to rely for sobriety upon legal compulsion 
liquor which he formerly obtained at the old saloon; which ls just what rather than upon the promptings of social decency nurtured by the 
every intelligent system of liquor regulation might well seek to encour- church, the home, and the general canons of good conduct. 
age. Besiues, even if prohibition had never gone into force, there Is no National prohibition has worked no improvement in the health of 
reason why the industrial worker should not be drinking less to-day the American people. The most that the inexorable statisties of drunk­
than he did when it went into force. Everyone whose memory goes enness permit the prohibitionists to claim 1s that the volume of liquor 
back to the first legislative steps taken in the field of national prohibi- drunk now 1s les.s than the volume drunk before the adoption of the 
tion knows that both employers and workers were more progressively eighteenth amendment. A very bumble claim indeed is that, if it can 
alive then to the need for sobriety in industry than they had ever been be !mStained at all, when the fact is borne in mind that the vast 
in the pa!;Jt ; and this is true of both the worker and his union. One machinery of the Federal Government has been kept in motion ever 
thing is certain, and that Is that nothing can be shallower than the since the adoption of that amendment for the purpose of suppressing 
idea that repugnance to prohibition is limited to the smart set. It bas drink altogether. If the prohibitionist is right in his claim then it 
no more obdurate enemy in the Unite() States to-day than the American must be due to the terribly toxic character of the stnfl' with which 
Federation of Labor, which, very justly, sees no reason why the em- prohibition has poisoned the bowels of the American people, such as 
ployer should have his gla s of wine and the worker not have ·his glass wood alcohol, the fusel oil in new-made whisky, and the denatured 
of beer. In view of the odious system of tyranny that national prohi- alcohol that the Federal Cresar Borgia denatures with lethal and 
bition has set up, in some respects, he might even reasonably doubt, nauseous ingredients that the health of the American people is as 
with the Archbishop of York, whether, after all, it is not better to be .deeply prejudiced by alcoholism to-day, to say the least, as it was 
free than to be sober. And I am glad to see that such renowned before the adoption of the eighteenth amendment. In 1926, the death 
captains of industry as Charles M. Schwab and Elbert H. Gary have rate among the 17,000,000 industrial policyholders of the Metropolitan 
recently been reported as being· sufficiently in accord with the Ameri- Life Insurance Co. was the highest in the history of that company since 
can Federation of Labor to think that there should be a nation-wide 1917, and was 24 per cent in excess of the death rate among the same 
referendum to determine whether the American people wish prohibition policyholders from the same cause during the year 1925. 
to be continued. I take these statements from a statistical bulletin issued by the 

The morbid sequels of prohibition have been so numerous that It is company during the present year. In a report, rendered in 1925, by the 
hllld to state them all for very weariness. To begin with, the eight- State Hospital Commission of the State of New York, it was alleged 
eenth amendment, by engraftlng upon the Federal Constitution a mere that alcoholic insanity bad trebled in that State during the five years 
sumptuary law, has set a dangerous precedent :for the further ei!ace- of national prohibition. In a statement issuoo during the present year 
tnent of the old lines of partition between organic and statutory law, Dr. George H. Bigelow, commissioner for public heqltb in the State of 
and between National and State authority. The prohibition which it Massachusetts, finds that in the States includoo in the registration 
creates is peculiarly one that the States should have been left free to area of tbe Unite() States Census Bureau t1eaths from alcoholism have 
adopt or reject, as they listed, in accordance with their respective increased more than 500 per cent since tbe first year of the Volstead 
socin.l traditions, customs, usages, and urban and rural conditions. In .Act. The effect of prohibition, taken in connection with the precau­
the next place, the fanatical nature of the real driving force behind tions that tbe Government adopts to prevent the diversion of industrial 
prohibition has given a rude shock to the spirit of some of the most alcohol from industrial purposes, is to place the Government in the 
sacred rights guaranteed by the Federal Constitution; such as the right position of frequently visiting a mere human weakness with capital 
of the citizen to be secure in his person, house, papers, and etTects punishment. National prohibition has greatly stimnlated the use of 
against unreasonable searches and seizures; or to be exempt from being narcotic drugs. When a besiegoo town is deprived of wholesome meat 
twice put in jeopardy of life or limb for the same offense, or to have it takes to eating rats. The total number of convictions under the 
a speedy and public trial by an impartial jury. I have in mind, o! Fe0eral antinarcotic act rose from 2,865 in 1922 to 3,465 in 1926. 
course, among other things, the instances in which prohibition agents The national prohibition act has fostered not only a profound con­
have entered homes without a warrant; or have stoppe() and searche<l tempt for itself but more or less disrespect for law generally. It is 
motor cars without reasonable cause; or have brought about prosecu- safe to say that, perhaps, one-half of the people of the United States 
tions for violations of the Volstead Act in both the Federal and State would feel no mor·al obligation to report a violation of· the Volstead 
courts; or have obtained padl<>ek injunctions from juryless courts of .Act that had been brought to their notice; and such an attitude toward 
equity. National probibition has diverted into the pockets of foreign one law, however specially obnoxious, unquestionably tends to create 
and domestic bootleggers the enormous tax revenue of $442,839,544.98, t11e same attitude toward other laws. The worst thing about tbe 
which the Federal Government was receiving from distilled spitits and pathology of prohibition is the fact that it has brought thousands of 
fermented liquors In 1918, and which could very seasonably at this time the most reputable men and women in our American communities into 
be applied to the payment of our national debt and the reduction of close worb."ing relatiollil with some of the most disreputable of their 
Federal taxation, or to fiood control and flood relief in the Mississippi inhabitants. These good people do not balk any more at the thought 
Valley. of using drink purchased from the hootlegger than at the thought o.f 

It has also diverted from the channels of trade and commerce in the consuming supplies bought from the baker or the grocer. Indeoo, many 
United States millions of dollars which are now spent for drink by of them speak of "my" bootlegger as familiarly as they might speak 
Amet·ican tourists in Canada, Mexico, Cuba, the Bahamas, the Bermudas, of "my " baker or " my " grocer. In the great city of Baltimore, in 
and Europe. It is said that as many as ::!00,000 tourists from this which my life is passell, I can truly say that I do not know a human 
country visit Montreal and Quebec each season, and that a large, if I being wbo offeroo a cocktail or mint julep to o. guest before dinner or 
not the greater part, of them are attractoo to those cities by the wine during it, before the adoption of the eighteenth amendment, who 
opportunities that they afford to the .American visitor to gratify a does not do so now. It may be that all this supply is derived from 
perfectly legitimate instinct without any danger of being pestered by preprohibitlon stocks, but, if so, it must have some of the miraculous 
snoopers or spies. It is computed by Gilson Gardner, the well-known quality of the widow·s cruse. It is true that there is a procession of 
newspaper writer, who bas made a special study of Canadian liquor prisoners, who might have "been honorable or useful citizens but for the 
conditions, that out of the total annual gross receipts of the Quebec temptations created by an unnatural and unworkable law, forever filing 
Liquor Commission 40 per cent. or the sum of $16,000,000, is derived through our Fooeral court in Maryland. The number of persons con­
from American patrons of Canadian liquor stocks. When I was in vieted of violations of the Volstead Act in Maryland has risen from 
the crowded dining room of the Mayfair Hotel in London a few 201 in 1921 to 1,013 in 1!)26. But it is tbe bootlegger and not his 
month ago, I observoo that there was hardly an American diner in patron who is fonnu in this procession. He not only suffers on his own 
the room-and with scarcely an exception all the diners were Ameri- account but suffers vicariou!'ly for the sins of his customer also. It is 
cans-who was not enjoying a bottle of wine with his dinner. Truly, bad pnougb to see ordinary citizens living in habitual violation of any 
indeed, does the old Latin writer say that men who cross the seas law, especially when the lawlessness assumes the form of entertainments 
change their sky but not their natures, and yet like some magic given in private homes and clnbs to distinguished visitors from abroad, 
spell of enchantment in a fairly tale the spell · of genial fellowshlp but bow much worse is it to Sl'e indiviunals occupying high stations in 
that has been worked by wine in social intercourse since the earliest the public life of the country aJ o violating such a law? This, of course, 
dawn of human history was by the Volst('ad Act expected to be reversed is a matter about which social decency does not permit one to speak 
as soon as those d.iners turned their backs on London and their faces very freely, but to go no further, who that bas been a Member of 
toward tbe United States. In England, where there is no such thing Congress is not familiar with tl!c Congressman with the dry tongue and 
as prohibition, drunkenness is steadily declining, and during the whole the wet throat? 
time that I was in France, before I went to London (a period of Especially distressing is the change which bas taken place, since 
some weeks), I never saw a man in the slightest degree under the the passage of the Volstead Act, in the relations of women and youth­
influence of drink, though I observed. as every traveler docs, that every ful persons of both sexes to drink. A few years ago a woman was 
carpenter or mason in Paris, as well as his employer, takes his glass rarely seen drinking a cocktail or a mint julip at a respectable social 
of wine with his midday meal. .After observing the habits of some entertainment, even in one of our great cities. Can that be said 
of the European peoples, I find myself asking whether if such a thing to-day? The champions of prohibition "are obliged to admit that 
as prohibition were submissively accepted by a people, that very fact drinking among women is rapidly increasing," Bishop Thomas Nichol­
would not betoken a low rather than a high state of civilization; in son, of Chicago, the president of the Anti-saloon League, was reported 
other words, a human society which was constrained by its own lack of in the press to have declared at the thirtieth annual convention of the 
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league, at Wa hington, in January, 1924. As is true of men, there 
are some things, perhaps, that women would not do if they were not 
tyrannically forbidden to do them. To the love of adventure and 
excitement, which, when legitimately gratified, is one Qf the most win­
ning traits of youth, prohibition has proved a seductive lure of the 
most demoralizing character. After traversing a large part of the 
United States, Ernest W. Mandeville, a writer in the Outlook, says : 
"Women and young boys and girls of social classes, that never took 
a drink before prohibition, are now indulging in liquors which are a 
menace both to their morals and their health." This statement has 
been strikingly corroborated by the testimony of Police Commissioner 
Richard E. Enright, of New York, and the Washington City police de­
partment. " Inability of the prohibition law to enforce prohibition 
is causing an increase in the number of young boys and girls who 
became intoxicated," said Judge H. C. Spicer, of the juvenile 
court, at Akron, Ohio, quite recently, when two boys, aged 15 and 
16, were arraigned before him. "During the past two years," be 
further declared, "there have been more intoxicated children brought 
into court tbim ever before." In June, 1926, Sir Philip Gibbs, the 
celebrated newspaper correspondent, on his return from a visit to this 
country, said, after referring to women and young girls whom he had 
seen intoxicated, "in one of the best houses of a great city in the 
West: • College boys carry flasks in their hip pockets and give drink­
ing parties to girl friends.' " One of the wot·st tendencies of prohi­
bition, as we know, has been to promote the u!'e of hard liquor, at the 
expense of wine and beer, and to give to the lawless hip flask the 
place that was once occupied by the reputable decanter. Prohibition 
has nlso had the morbid efl'ect of rehabilitating the reputation, without 
rehabilitating the c:;haraeter, of the poor drunkard. Formerly he was 
a sort of "drunken helot," and was frequently pointed out as an illus­
tration of the discredit that sooner or later overtakes the habitual 
drinker. His relations and friends, in their efl'orts to control his 
appetite, plead with him, remonstrated with him, warned him, even 
threatened him; but how difficult to-day is it for many of the tem­
perate relations and friends of a drunkard to enter, with a grave face, 
upon the task of adjuring or admonishing him to refrain from a mere 
breach of social decency, when they themselves are violating Consti­
tution and statute! 

That prohibition is among the causes which are responsible for 
the fl'ightful prevalence of murderous violence in the United States at 
this time there ean be no doubt. Scratch a gunman in one of our 
largest cities and 10 to 1 you will find a bootlegger. Morgan A. 
Collins, the chief of police of Chicago, in speaking of such wars as 
rival bootleg groups in northern and southern Illinois were waging 
against each other, with gas bombs and masks, machine guns and 
airplanes, affirmed that the situation was "an almost hopeless Qne," 
and placed the blrune for it all on the lack of popular sympathy which 
made prohibition a toothless thing. 

And how could prohibition be otherwise than the fecund mother of 
crime? When one law is notoriously too obnoxious to the human reason 
to command general obedience, the lawlessness that it produces is cer­
tain to diminish respect for other laws in breasts pone too friendly to 
any law. In the heart of every community there is an element of 
which, to use Shakespeare's phrase, neither the world nor the world's 
law is a friend; and can any sensible man doubt that in time the 
ine-vitable sequel of branding and jailing thousands of human beings 
as criminals on the theory that it is a flagitious crime to sell or 
possess Hen a drop of intoxicating liquor, will be the creation of a 
large body of truly base criminals, ripe for any crime, however 
heinous? Law in tl1e/ United States has shown itself but a poor hand 
at cbecklng crime, b'¥ with the aid of the Volstead Act it is in a fair 
way to demonstrate that as an agency for artificially hatching out 
criminals it is an efficient thing indeed. 

National prohibition, I hardly need say, bas also proved a fruitful 
mother of official corruption. In the beginnings of the Volstead Act the 
Anti-Saloon League opposed every attempt to bring the field positions 
of the Prohibition Unit within the scope of the national merit system of 
appointment. It wished to retain them as spoils, with which to in­
fluence the votes of Congressmen, or to gratify the recommendations to 
appointment of the church element which supplied it with funds. As 
that accomplished and upright citizen, William Dudley Foulke, who 
was at one time a member of the United States Civil Service Commls­
sion, said, the league "thereby made all these places the spoils of Con­
gressmen, many of whom unscrupulously secured the appointment of 
scoundrels, who accepted bribes, dishonored the sen·ice, and made the 
enforcement bureau what President Harding himself called it: "A 
national scandal." So rapidly did this scandal grow and spread, so 
loaded down with popular opprobrium did the field service of the 
Prohibition Unit become, that at the last se sion of Congress an act 
was passed, at the eager request of the league, bringing all field places 
in the PrQhibition Unit within tbe scope of the national merit system 
of appointment. It r emains to be seen whether anything will result 
but the defilement of that fine system, too. During the recent hearings 
before a Senate subcommittee I brought out the fact that between the 

first organization of the probibtion service and February 1, 1926, 875 
persons had been separated from the Prohibition Unit, mostly for 
official faithlessness or downwrigbt rascality, in one form or another, 
exclusive of delinquents not dismissed but allowed to resign. Since 
that admirable organization the Coast Guard has been brought within 
reach of the contaminating touch of the Volstead Act wave after wave 
of sensational scandal has passed over it; though, to its honor and the 
honor of its gallant commander, Rear Admiral F. C. Billard, be it said. 
no commissioned officer in its ranks bas been convicted of any form of 
misconduct in connection with prohibition work. Some cases have 
been reported by Associated Press dispatches in which it has been 
charged that the landing of ~llicit liquor on our shores bas been actually 
effected by the crews of Coast Guard boats. 

There are not a few brave and honorable men in the field force of the 
Prohibition Unit, but drunken prohibition agents, reckless prohibition 
agents, red-banded prohibition agents, perfidious prohibition agents, cor­
rupt prohibition agents, who, that reads the newspapers, from day to 
day, is not familiar with them all? What community is there in the 
United States that has not had their misdeeds brought home to it by 
ruthless invasions of the home, by blood rashly shed, by captured liquor, 
diverted to their own use, by squalid venality, by detestable perfidy and 
trickery? Some time ago a prohibition agent in Maryland obtained proof 
of a violation of the Yolstead Act by the motller of a girl by pretending 
to make honorable overtures of marriage to the daughter. Mo t of you 
doubtless recall the speakeasies that have been set up by pt·ohibition 
officers themselves, in violation of the Volstead Act, as traps for faith­
less prohibition agents and policemen. And, despite their higher rank, 
many of the prohibition administrators have been no better than the 
unworthier prohibition agents. In May, 1926, attention was called in the 
press to the fact that nll four of the Federal prohibition directors, who 
had been appointed for the State of Wisconsin, had successively become 
implicated in charges of criminal collusion with liquor outlaws. In 
November, 1926, General Andrews stated that of the 24 men that be 
had appointed as prohibition administrators only 9 remained in the 
office to which they had been appointed, and that in the course Qf his 
wholesale turnover he had found it necessary to get rid of a number of 
subordinates who were either going wrong or refusing to carry Qut tlle 
established policies (to use his own words). State officials, too, as well 
as Federal officials have been infecfed by the black plague. Among the 
79 persons, including gangsters, saloonkeepers, and bootleggers, indicted 
at Chicago in October, 1926, for conspiracy to violate the Volstead Act 
were the mayor and chief of police of Cicero, one of the suburbs of 
Chicago. Several years ago it took two Pullman cars to convey to the 
Atlanta Federal Penitentiary the disloyal policemen and prohibition 
agents caught up on a single raid in Ohio. In September, 1026, in a 
rai-d by more than 100 prohibition officers in the "hell-bole " section of 
Berkeley County, S. C., part of the bag was a Federnl prohibition agent, 
a State constable, and a county sheriff. In other words, tbe Qfl'ended 
majesty of almost every branch of our American political organization 
wns vindicated at a single sweep. Nevertheless, I am afraid that pro· 
hibition will make more "hell holes " than it will ever plug up. If I 
had time, I could recall dozens of illustrations of the rottenness that 
resides in the very core of the whole police authority upon which the 
Volstead Act relies for enforcement. But I might well content myself 
with condemning that authority out of its own mouth. In July, 1926, 
Edgar R. Ray, prohibition commissioner for western Pennsylvania, in 
resigning his office said : " This position is best suited for a rich man 
or a crook. I am neither." Only last month Col. Im L. Reeves, shortly 
after resigning as prohibition administrator for the State of New Jer­
sey, said in a newspaper article tbat men engaged in pt•obibition enforce­
ment work " depart from the service in two elasses--elther enriched in 
pocket or impoverished in character and reputation. I doubt," he 
added, "if ever before in American history were Federal officials held 
in such contempt by tbe general public." As far· back as 1925, General 
Andrews, himself, declared that the bribery of Government officials was 
the chief obstacle in the way of the enforcement of the Volstead Act. 

Only a few days ago, Seymour Lowman, General Andrews's successor, 
could find nothing more hopeful to say than this: "The great problem 
is to find for enforcement work, in the Prohibition Bureau, skilled men 
who will withstand the temptations that beset enforcement officers." In 
the spring of 1925, Marna S. Poulson, the superintendent of the New 
Jersey Anti-Saloon Lengue, was reported, in the New York Times, as 
saying, in an address, at a prohibition rally at Atlantic City: "I don't 
know of anyone who can make a dollar go further than policemen and 
dry agents. By frugality, after a year in the service, they acquire auto­
mobiles and diamonds." The only hope for the Government, so far as I 
can see, is to appoint the Angel Gabriel, as Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury, and to supply him wltb a field, or rather air, force, of arch­
angels and angels, selected in accordance with some system ){ competi­
tive examination even more searching than our Federal one. 

The narrow-minded, acrid spirit, fostered by prohibition, Is largely 
responsible for the excesses of the Ku-Klux Klan. It and the klan are 
twin cherries. Whenever you find a community in which sectarian 
bigoh·y is rife ill its most rabid and repulsive forms, and masked and 
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hooded miscreants do not hesitate to :flog even old men, boys, and women, 
there you will find the prohil>itionists keyed up to the highest pitch of 
fanaticism. 

I read a day or so ago in the Baltimore E\'ening Sun that the klan 
ouh·ages in Alabama, which have recently stirred so deeply the indig­
nation of the enlightened newspapers and citizens of that State, went 
on from week to week, for four weeks, befol."e two of the leading pro­
hibition organs of Alabama would even comment on them. 

After all, howe\7 el', the gra>est responsibility to which prohibition Is 
amenable is that of having called such an organization as the Anti­
Saloon League into life. As I have recently said, this league is partly 
political and partly clerical; that is to say, political enough to discredit 
the church by bringing it into intimate contact with the mercen::uy and 
squalid side of political activity, and clerical enough to be a deadly 
menace to the iiulependence of the State. If the Catholic Church had 
set up in this country the kind of Vatican that the league has set up at 
'Vashington, and had collected the kind of Peter's pence in this country 
that the league bas collected, a mighty shout of protest would hav~ 
ascended from one end of the American continent to the other. 

No word will ever escape my lips derogatory to the church or to 
religion, or to any minister of the gospel, who, in the performance of 
his duties, as a citizen, is true to the reserye of his sacred calling. For 
years I have been a member of the Protestant Episcopal Church. I was 
born and bred in a Cht·istian home, in Southside, Va., and, next to the 
influence of that home, nothing has ever been of such service to me, in 
my efforts to preserve my character from reproach, as the lnfiuence 
exerted over me in my early life by the teachings and the exampkl of 
some of the Presbyterian divines in that region, who were in learning, 
in personal dignity, and in puTity of life quite the equals, if not the 
superiors, of any group of individuals that I ha>e ever known. Though, 
during my boyhood, the region, in which those godly men lived and 
discharged their duties, felt in :(ull force all the political passions and 
anxieties of that evil time, never once did I hear one of them utter a 
word in the pulpit that had the slightest tinge of politics about it. They 
knew that if ministers of the Gospel could only implant in the hearts of 
their bearers tbe general principles of conduct inculcated by Jesus 
Christ, they could saf~ly leave to the State the high function of har­
monizing all its actions with the righteousness that exalteth a nation. 

But when I speak of the Anti-Saloon League as I do I feel that I am 
rendering a ser"dce to i.he church as well as to the State. As I see it, 
the ministers, who con titute a large part of Hs executi>e committee 
and are the t·eal propelling force behind it, wholly misconceive the scope 
of their professional office and gros ly violate the spirit of the Federal 
Constitution when they collect enormous amounts of money and use them 
in befriending or defeating candidates for legislative or other offices, in 
feeing Members of Congress an<l other public officials enlisted in its 
propaganda, and in bulldozing members of all kinds of legislative bodies 
who are too 'veak to face and defy their efforts to strip them of the 
independence and free discretion with which it was the intent of our 
Federal and State Constitutions to clothe them. 

All the inner workings of the Anti-Saloon League have not yet been 
completely exposed by the R~d Senate committee, for when it was sit­
ting Wayne B. Wheeler was successful in pre>entlug the names of some 
of the pecuniary contributors to the activities of the league from being 
divulged. But the records of the l~gue have, for the first time, been 
laid sufficiently bare to enable us fully to understand just how the 
adoption of the eighteenth amendment was brought about. It ls enough 
to say that, while that event is largely attributable to just resentment 
against the abuses of the old saloon, and is partially attributable also to 
the overstrained feelings kindled by the World War, it Is to a >ery great 
extent ascribable to the lavish use of money by the league. The Reed 
committee elicited the fact that during the period from 1920 to 1925 
the league expended no less than $13,655,313.72, and from its official 
records, which came into the possession of the committee, it would 
appear that the amounts previously collected and disbursed by the 
league, from 1883 to 1918, aggregated $50,000,000, making a grand 
total, exclusive of amounts expended by the league in the yeal'S 1919 
and 1926., of no less than $63,655,313.72. There is reason to believe 
that the whole slush fund expended by the National Anti-Saloon League 
and its slibsidiat':ies during the period between 1917 and 1926 approxi­
mated quite closely the combined amounts expended by the Republican 
and Democratic Parties in the two presidential contests which took 
place during that interval. 

Can any intelligent man doubt that the expenditure of such enormous 
sums as these by such an association as the Anti-Saloon League can be 
otherwise than an appalling menace to the freedom of elections and to 
the principles of represcntati>e government contained in our Federal 
and State constitutions? Can anyone who knows what a greedy thing 
power is doubt that, if the sway of that league is not shattered, it will 
ultimately seek, in still other forms than prohibition, to impose its 
tyrannical and proscriptive will upon the people of the l::nited States? 
Already its history bas vindicated the wisdom of the provision in the 
Maryland State constitution which prohibits any clergyman from being 
a member of the Maryland Legislature, and gives not a little point to 

the malignant observation of John Randolph of Roanoke that no coun­
tries are so badly governed as those that are governed by women, except 
·shch as are governed by priests. The climax of its aggressive insolence 
;:.was reached when, as has now been established from its records by the 
Hearst press, its executive committee fa.ileu, on November 8, 1925, by 

.)1 vote only to adopt a resolution which proposed to publish a manifesto 
address to the American people indicting President Coolidge of " mis­
feasance or malfeasance in office" and paving the way for his impeach­
ment. 

I have said so much about the abuses of prohibition that I have 
hardly left myself any time to say a word about the steps that should 
be taken to bring them to an end ; but I have formed definite views 
upon that subject, which I have frequently expressed. 

The first step should be to elect some such Democrat as Alfred E. 
Smith, of New York; Albert C. Ritchie, of Maryland; or JAMES A. 
REED, of Missouri; or some such Republican as Nicholas Murray Butler, 
of New York; James Wadsworth, of New York; or WALTER E. EDGE, 
of New Jersey, to the Presidency on a platform calling for the modi­
fication of the Volstead Act and the eighteenth amendment. The 
next step should be to modify the Volstead Act in such a manner as 
to permit the use of beer with as high an alcoholic content as can 
be produced without dishonest evasion of the eighteenth amendment. 
Both General Andrews and James Cooper Waddell, the recent bead of 
the alcohol and brewery control squad of the Prohibition Unit, have ex­
pressed the opinion that the general use of such a beer would distinctly 
improve the present situation. It would, at least, tend to wipe out 
the grossly invidious disclimination against the less fortunate members 
of society which the practical workings of prohibition now make in 
favor of those who either own their own preprohibition stocks of liquor 
or can afford to pay high bootleg prices. In these academic walks it is 
peculiarly timely to remember that the Volstead Act was not passed by 
Congress except over the veto of that renowned alumnus of this insti­
tution, Woodrow Wilson. 

The next step should be to amend the eighteenth amendment in such 
a manner as to empower Congress to establish a system of liquor con­
trol, compounded partly of Government supervision and partly of local 
option, akin to that which is now being administered with such brilliant 
results in the Province of Quebec. In four years the Quebec system of 
liquor control cut down drunkenness in Montreal by more than one­
half, and it is steadily promoting the use of wine instead of whisky, 
which was one of Jefferson's cherished ideals. I have recently intro­
duced into the Senate a bill looking to such a constitutional amendment 
as I have just suggested, and when the next Congress convenes I shall 
reintroduce it. 

In conclusion let me add that I trust that what I have said in the 
course of my address has not been misconceived. With excess in drink 
I have no patience whatever. Throughout roy life I have been one 
of the most temperate of men and, beyond drinking an occasional glass 
of wine or so, I do not drink any alcoholic beverage at all. I can 
truly say that I abhor drunkenness only less than I do prohibition; 
and I abhor prohibition more because it is not only a source of drunk­
enness itself but of moral and social abuses far worse than drunken­
ness. Even if prohibition prohibited, I should be opposed to it, believ­
ing as I do that it is based u.pon ethical extravagance and a totally 
false philosophy of life. Puritanism has never been a permanent phase 
of human history, but only a passing episode, for the simple reason 
that it imposes upon the normal and healthy attributes of human 
nature an intolerable burden of restriction. Not infrequently, as. in 
the case of the English Puritan Commonwealth, it merely breeds back 
to lawlessness and vice. Man is not a vinegar bot.tle, though the pro­
hibitionist woulu fain have him so. Rather is he, to recall the beauti­
ful image of Coleridge, " a breathing house not made with hands," 
full of eager sensations, appetites, and desires, whicli do nothing but 
minister to his rational happiness so long as he does not gratify them 
to the extent of injuring himself or others. Temperately indulged, they 
are not less lawful than our moral and intellectual promptings. All our 
propensities and passions tend to excess ; e-very one of them ; and 
there is no man who might not, like .John Randolph of Roanoke, smite 
himself oYer his heart with his fist and exclaim : "This rebel is ever in 
revolt." But it is also true that the same power which bas clothed 
us with our warm garment of fiesh has also endowed us with a reason 
and a conscience which are often far safer guides to human conduct 
than the artificial restraints of any constitution or statute, however 
imperious. 

EXECUTI\'E SESSION 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con­
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executi-.e business. 

After five minutes spent in executive session the doors were 
reopened; and (at 4 o'clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourne<l until to-morrow, ·wednesday, January 11, 1928, at 
12 o'clock meridian. 



11254 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN.A.TE 
CONFIR~IATIONS 

E.rccutive nmnina.tion.s oonfinned by the Senate Jannarg 10 
(le.gi.slatit·e day of Janu,ary 9)., 1928 

RJOOISTER OF THE · LAND OFFICE 

George C. Crom to be register of the land office, Gainesville, 
Fla. 

U ITI'ED STATES CoAST Gu.ARo 
l\Iarvin T. Braswell to be temporary ensign. 

POSTMASTElRS 

ALABAMA. 

John Thompson, Altoona. 
Thomas P. Bonner, Ashland. 
Jacob E. Hood, Cordova. 
John N. Edwards, Eclectic. 
Robert B. Evans, Elkmont. 
Ada l\I. Burks, Fairfield. 
Henry A. Cathey, Florence. 
Lonnie W. Johnston, Hance\ill.e. 
Ste-phen H. Murphy, Hunt ·ville. 
Roy l\1. Boak, Lineville. 
Ruth K. Conerly, Lockhart. 
James L. Ragland, Pell City. . 
Emerson E. Etheredge, Town Creek. 
l\Iartin E. Forsyth, Union Springs. 
Edna Young, Warrior. 
C-harles S. Prescott, Wedowee. 
Maggie Winningham, York. 

ALASKA 

Henry S. Sogn, Anchorage. 
Stephen Birch, Kennecott. 

ARIL\.NSAS 

Jason 0. Burns, Batesville. 
Abram J. Hansberry, Ozark. 
Charles E. Kemp, Trumann. 
George E. Davis, \Vynne. 

COLORADO 

Charles L. Rudel, Fleming. 
Lillian D. Watson, Louisville. 
Zelia 1\I. Hutchens, Seibert. 
Harry A. W. Larkin, Tabernash. 

CONNECTICUT 

Frederick W. Griffin, Cheshire. 
Allen C. Bennett, West Willington. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

William M. Mooney, Washington. 
GEORGIA 

Clive A. Renfree. Lumber City. 
Irene W. Field, Monroe. 

HAWAII 

John I. Silva, Eleele. 
1\Ianuel J. Carvalho, Makaweli. 

II.LINOIS 

Lewis B. Tuthill, Anna. 
Hugh Martin, Argenta. 
Esther V. Wheeler, Ashmore. 
Frank Gain. Astoria. 
Fred W. Pitney, Augusta. 
John H. Holthaus, Aviston. 
Raymond Phillips, Beecher City. 
William Hughes, Bement. 
Lewis A. Roberts, Blandinsville. 
Russell S. Brown, Brighton. 
Della 1\L Green, Cambria. 
Alice Jenkins, Carriers Mills. 
Cecil W. Bishop, Carterville. 
Thomas R. Pearce, Chillicothe. 
Thomas F. Wharrie, Coal City. 
Herbert D. Short, Coffeen. 
Guy H. McKelvey, Coulterville. 
Robert L. Endicott, Crossville. 
Fred E. Flessner, Cullom. 
Carroll C. Porter, Dahlgren. 
George A. Kraus, Danvers. 
'Villiam W. Taylor, Divernon. 
J"obn E. 1\loyer, Dixon. 
Louis 0. 1\IcKerrow, Elmwood 
William E. Mickle, Emaen. 
Glenn S. Wade, Farina. _ 
Perry We terfield. Frankfort Heights. 
George L. Spangler, Franklin Grove. 

Walter J. Ehrler, Galena. 
George J. Patterson, Genoa. 
Bennett F. Henderson, Georgetown. 
Charles 0. Selfridge, Good Hope. 
Thomas M. Jones, Goreville. 
John R. Hanlon, Grant Park. 
Elmer L. Trowbridge, Green Valley. 
Silas H. Rich, Gridley. 
Adam P. Brown, Henry. 
Ina R. Stout, Hopedale. 
William Sutton, Kempton. 
William T. Bedford, La Salle. 
Elizabeth K. Welch, Lexington. 
Dai~y M. Upbaus, ~lacon. 
Ma~rme F. Brooke, ~Iatteson. 
Margaret T. Layne, l\Ienard. 
George E. Whitmore, 1\Iendota. 
Clark D. Smith, l\Iilan. 
Marion F. Stewart, l\l{)weaqua. 
Lydia Drain, Oconee. 
Lewis E. Selby, Pekin. 
Charles B. Switzer, Piper v1ty. 
Homer H. Cravens, Plymouth. 
Benjamin F. Bo!'ley, Ransom. 
Ted Hemlerson, Ridge Farm. 
Samuel M. Combs. Ridgway. 
Lewis H. Richards, Scales Mound. 
William J. Parsons, Silbis. 
Rollin A. Gouwf>ns. South Holland. 
Charles E. McPheeters .• 'ulllvan. 
Ralph K. Crawford. WeRt Point. 
Henry J. Busefink. West Salem. 
Elmer C. 'l'horp, ·winslow. 

INDIANA 

David R. Alpaugh, Andrews. 
Samuel Ratcliff, Bl!llbridge. 
John S. Moore, Battle Ground. 
Earl L. Eldridge, Boswell. 
Claude A. Warr, Brook. 
Earle 0. Gilbert. Brooklyn. 
Roy J. Lingemau, Brownsburg. 
Hugh R. Foss, Cambridge City. 
Samuel C. Morgan, Campbellsburg. 
James E. Tllornp ·on, Clark~ Hill. 
Finley Franklin, Clayton. 
Job C. Burnworth, Columbia City. 
Edward C. B~les, Dana. 
Elvin R. Long, Denver. 
Erasmus R. Bartley, Greencastle. 
Richard H. McHie Hammond. 
Ralph W. Monfort, Hartford City. 
Ned A. Parham, Howe. 
J"ohn J. Himsel, Jasper. 
William H. Morey, Lowell. 
Roy E. Tillford, Martinsville. 
Charlie 0. Alton, Milan. 
James W. Robinson, Milford. 
Neil W. Troutman, Montpelier. 
Harry S. Irvin, l\Ioroc-co. 
John F. Trimble, Morristown. . 
Almeda B. Lochard, North Madison. 
Luella Moore, Orleans. 
Gerry E. Long, Porter. 
J"ames E. Turner, RoaniL 
Charles E. Koble, Rolling Prairie. 
Celia Johnson, Russiaville. 
Glen R. Brown, Spiceland. 
Reader J. Meroney, Topeka. 
George A. White, Union Mills. 
Orville C. Bowen, Upland. 
E. Delight Bradford, Vanburen. 
Betty 1\I. 1.\liller, West Baden. 

IOWA 

Sigvart T. Kittlesby, Calmar. 
Howard C. Cop~nd, Chariton. 
Freddie Baldwin1 Chester. 
Ella Yeager. Cincinnati. 
Wilbur C. Patter on, Cresco. 
William Linnevold, Decorah. 
Leander G. Kelley, Lamoni. 
Thomas A. Sanders, Malcom. 
James F. Albert, :Moravia. 
John M. Garrett, Moulton. 
Keith Gray, Postville. 
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George M. Wright, RusselL 
Gabriel Pederson, Waterville. 
Carl Wulkau, "\Villiams. 

KANSAS 

Harry W. Adams, Elkhart. 
Patrick H. Lindley, Havana. 
Frank A. :\foore, Tribune. 

MARTL.A.ND 

Walter A. Aaronson, Aberdeen. 
Luther Bennett, Goldsboro. 
James 0. ·wilson, Hebron. 
William J. Lyon, Hughesville. 
William Marshall, Lonaconing. 
Jessie P. Smith, Luke. 
James J. Shoemaker, Sandy Spring. 
Guy M. Coale, "C"pper Marlboro. 

MINNESOTA 

P r udence M. Cro bie. Brewster. 
Cora E. Cook, Chandler. 
Olga P. Hatling, Dalton. 
Georgia C. Hompe, Deer Creek. 
Ralph C. Peterson, Dilwo1·th. 
Theresa E. Thoreson, East Grand Forks. 
Halsey C. Baldwin, Edgerton. 
Edward B. Anderson, Elbow Lake. 
Clarence W. Ivey, Elmore. 
John A. Gregerson, Fettile. 
George H. Baer, Frazee. 
Albert W. Johnson, Fulda. 
Charles A. Anderson. Greenbush. 
Frank H. Groetsch, Green Isle. 
Nels 0. Strommen, Halstad. 
John M. Johnson, Hills. 
Olive C. Hall, Hollandale. 
Carl F. Peterson, Kennedy. 
Cline C. Parker, Kinney. 
William P. Marston, jr., Lake Crystal. 
Mary C. Anderson, Lake Lillian. 
Roy Coleman, Lancaster. 
Walter J. Westensee, Lewisville. 
Torstein M. Teigum, Madelia. 
Arnold E. Talle, Mcintosh. 
Isaac I. Ba1·gen, Mountain Lake. 
Harry F. Ward, Redwood Falls. 
Clayton A. Larsen, St. James. 
Grace R. Perry, St. Vincent. 
Josephine E. Brockman, Triumph. 
Theodore C. Radde, Truman. 
Alice K. Hill, Upsala. 
1\Iilda Rieman, Vergas. 
Henry W. Fingarson, Walnut Grove. 
John N. Ross, Westbrook. 

~EW JEI:.SEY 

John B. Buzby, Clayton. 
Frank J. Allen, Delair. 
John P. Adair, HighlancL'3. 
RichardT. Beak, Shrewsbury. 
Han-y H. Hilyard, Williamstown. 

NEW YORK 

Charles N. Wood, Ang.ola. 
Annie J. McFadden, Ardsley. 
Joseph A. Douglas, .Babylon. 
Howard E. Whealey, Baldwin. 
Arthur L. Howard, Baldwinsville. 
Clarence G. Jones, Barneveld. 
Rudolph W. Schoverling, Bayville. 
l\laud Rogers, Bridgehampton. 
George H. Farley, Broadalbin. 
Lawrence R. Ryckman, Brocton. 
Ernest K. Hudson, Castleton on Hudson. 
Charles W. Brock, Cattaraugus. 

• Margaret R. Mulligan, Central Islip. 
Carolyn F. Parker, Chestertown. 
Norman D. Higby, Constableville. 
Clarence L. Grippen, Corinth. 
George C. Palmer, Cuba. 
Mable I. Alverson, Dexter. 
Rhoda Hoyt Lee, Dunuee. 
Raymond L. Hodge, East Syracuse. 
George A.. Matthews, Eden. 
Gaylord F. Carpenter, Elbriflge. 
Philip E. Schaefer, Fleischmanns. 
Walter A. Pierce, F01·t Ann. 

William A.. Patterson, Gansevoort. 
Edward T. Cole, Garrison. 
Arthur Decke;.·, Goshen. 
Paul W. Christen..son, Gowanda. 
Will E. Roberts, Granville. 
Ella E. Rodger, Hammond. 
Ray F. Dunlop, Harrisville. 
Walter J. Pelham, Hensonville. 
Claude H. Preston, Heuvelton. 
Clara E. Tettemer, Hewlett. 
Frank W. Thornton, Holland. 
Thomas J. Wintermute, jr., Horseheads. 
Skidmore Pettit, jr., Jamaica. 
Joseph R. Cowell, Jordan. 
Herbert L. :Merritt, Katonah. 
Waldron R. Hulst, Lagrangeville. 
Lizzie G. Hall, Little Valley. 
Fred H. Van Doren, Lodi. 
Henry Strube, Long Island City. 
Charles L. Stackpole, Lyon Mountain. 
Wallace Moore, Madalin. 
Lizzie M. Tuthill, Mattituck. 
Ernest K. Smith, Middleburg. 
Perry R. Bennett, Milford. 
Edith A. Parker, Moravia. 
Albert Lynd, Nassau. 
Charles H. Brown, Orchard Park. 
Carl R. Allen, Oriskany Falls. 
James Owens, Ossining. 
John T. Mills, Oyster Buy. 
Frank V. Palmer, Philmont. 
Mabel S. Griswold, Pottersville. 
Park J. Johnson, Ripley. 
Bruce S. Preston, Roxbury. 
Max C. Headley, Rushville. 
George H. Farley, Sag Harbor. 
John D. Fratsher, Saugerties. 
William H. Savage, Seneca Falls. 
Frank A. Erickson, Sherman. 
William W. Bates, Sidney. 
Helen 1\1. Braisted, Silver Bay. 
William A.. Hilton, Skaneateles. 
Armon P. Gunnison, Sodus Point. 
William M. Ackerman, Sparkill. 
Oliver Keator, Tillson. 
Marion E. Wroten, Trudeau. 
Ray W. McEwen, Waverly. 
Robert L . Putnam, Weedsport. 
George T. Anderson, Whitesboro. 
Julius H. Fisher, Wellsville. 
Jennie C. Stanton, West Camp. 
M. Clifton Seaman, Woodmere. 
C. Irving Henderson, Worcester. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Lester G. llales, Baldenboro. 
John 1\1. Tyler, Marion. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Ella C. Sweeney, Berthold. 
Nellie E. Gagner, Lignite. 
Donald B. McDonald, Maxbass. 
Elizabeth J. Olson, Medina. 
Ole S. Aaker, Minnewaukan. 
Clarence B. Stinson, "..,.arwick. 

OHIO 

Fred 0. Simpson, Belle Center. 
Charles T. Cline, New :Matamoras. 
James E. Simpson, jr., Racine. 
Alta N. Johnson, Rm;:hsylvanin. 
Russel A. ::\Iedaugh, Spencerville. 
l'llilton W. Stout, West Liberty. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Harold Coburn, Allison. 
Bennett H. Light, A von. 
Willa F. Beall, Beallsville. 
August Neimeyer, Drexel Hill. 
George V. Glenn, East Butler. 
John D. Gerhart, East Greenville. 
Haydn E. Lupoid, Ea t P etersburg. 
John 1\I. :fhompson, Eliza beth. 
Cletu~ L. Goodling, Farm SchooL 
John S. Windle, Fernwood. 
Mildren E. Henn, Freeman~burg. 
Charles 0. Wescoe, Fullerton. 

} 255. 
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Margaret M. Callaham. Glen Mills. 
Edwin B. Heckler, Harleysville. 
Walter W. Gilm-ore, Hillsville. 
Caddie L. Greth, Laureldale. 
Anna W. Kerr, Lincoln Place. 
Ethel H. Palmer, Linwood. 
Rhea L. Moyer, Macungie. 
William J. Lytle, l\layview. 
Albert W. Watts, McVeytown. 
James B. Flounders, Media. 
Edwin W. Crawford, New Castle. 
:Mary R. Clapper, New Enterprise. 
Edwin Zimmerman, Newmanstown. 
Anna C. Young. North Glenside. 
William 1\1. 0. Edwards, Pencoyd. 
Bertha G. Thomas, Port Kennedy. 
Milton H. Vanness, Rummerfield. 
George E. McGlennen, Sharon Hill. 
Calvin S. Leitner, Sheridan. 
David K. Angle, Shippensburg. 
Temple K. Gregg, Strafford. 
John S. Butterworth, Wallingford. 
Elmer E. Grover, Wapwallopen. 
Karl M. Lyons, Warrell. 
Mary E. Tunney, West Brownsville. 
Edwin K. Gedortha, Woodville. 
Howard 1\.f. Gardner, York Springs. 

WASHINGTON' 

William G. Po,,·ell, Aberdeen. 
Louis H. Gurnsey, Addy. 
Charles P. Stapp, Anacortes. 
Fred H. Tonkin, Black Diamond. 
Mark Harris, Brush Prairie. 
Allison C. Presson, Buena. 
Eliza F. Head, Cathlamet. 
Julius C. Raa berg, Clark ·ton. 
Arthur B. Cass, Connell. 
Will T. Howard, Coupeville. 
William W. 'Yoodward, Darrington. 
Henning E. Johnson, Du Pont. 
Herbert P. Fisher, Garfield. 
Tillman E. Kamerer, Hanford. 
Charles C. 1\Iulligan, Kirli:land. 
Ernest R. Anderson, La Center. 
Andrew H. Bryam, .Millwood. 
Anna M. Robertson. Montesano. 
James C. Blevins, Naches. 
Charles A. Fiedler, Newport. 
Hazel P. McVicker, Port Blakely. 
George W. Edgerton, Puyallup. 
John W. Cowdery, Rainier. 
Fred B. Goldsworthy, Rosalia.. 
James Lane. Roslyn. 
Charles M. Perkins, Seattle. 
Warren P. Cres"y. South Bend. 
Robert 0. Logsdon, Sprague. 
Emmett V. Fleming. Sptingdale. 
James H. Adams, Wait ·burg. 

WISCONSIN 

.Jobn Meili, Alma. 
Carl L. Christianson, Bloomer. 
Thomas .A. Walby, Hudson. 
Norma A. llheingans. Jaekson. 
Henry J. La Grandeur. Somerset. 
Lewis H. Cook, Wau::;au. 

WYOMING 

Henry C. Miller, Douglas. 

HOUSE OF REPRESE~TATIVES 
TUESDA-Y, J an-na:1"'"Y 10, 1928 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Jame · Sbera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer : 
Look down, bend low, our Heavenly Father, and hold us in 

the shadow of Thy presence. With tenderness and compassion, 
0 teach us the way to see, to reason, to act, and to bear our 
part that we may ue a real blessing to our country. We are at 
our best only when we fulfill the purpose for which we are here. 
l\1ake us keenly sensitive of our reputation and opportunities. 
By prolonged and studious effort help us to learn tbe most beau­
tiful and valuable lessons of life. By the conquest of difficulties 
help us to live sweeter in our hearts and b!"_!!V:e~ !n o~ lives. 

Keep us better than the bad ancl make u · equal to the best. At 
Thy altar we ask for the blessing of humility-the wonder 
grace that never boasts of victory and never leave· a pain. Be 
gracious to all our land and bless our citizens everywhere with 
peace and plenty. Amen. 

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SE~ATE 

A message from the Senate, by ~Ir. Crockett, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concmrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested : 

S. 773. An act to authorize the President of the United States 
to appoint an additional judge of the District Court of the 
Unite(t States for the Southern District of the State of Iowa; 
and 

S. 1968. An act to authorize the Secretnry of Agriculture to 
pay for the use and occupancy by the Department of Agricul­
ture of the Bieber Building, 1358 B Street SW., Washington, 
D. C., and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled. Bills, re­
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same : 

H. R. 483. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to acquir'e certain lands within the District of Columbia to be 
used as sites for public buildings. 

SWE . .\RING IN OF REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE S. GRAHAM, OF 
PENNSYLVAl\TIA 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, on January 5 I was appointed 
by the Speaker to administer the oath of office to my distin­
guished colleague, Mr. GEORGE S. GRAHAM, of Pennsylvania. 
1\Ir. GRAHAM was in the Mount Sinai Ho. :pital in New York, and 
on January 9, pursuant to House Resolution 72, I swore 1\lr. 
GRA.ITAM in as a Member of the House. The oath wa · adminiti­
tered in conformity with the rules of the House, and I offer the 
following privileged resolution and move. its adoption. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York offers a 
res olution, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 84 

Whereas GEORGE S. GRAHAM, a Representative for the State of Penn­
sylvania, from the second district thereof, has been unable from sickn<'ss 
to appear in person to be sworn as a Member of this House, but has 
sworn to and subscribed the oath of office before the Hon. RoYAL H. 
Vi' ELLER, authorized by resolution of this House to administer the oath, 
and the said oath of office has been presented in his behalf to the House, 
and there ' being no contest or question as to his election : Therefore 

Resol·ved, That the said oatil be accepted and received by the House 
as the oath of office of the said GEORGE S. GRAHAM as a Member of this 
House. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu­
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, may I proceed by unanimous 

consent for one moment'! Judge GRAHAM, our colleague, has 
undergone a most serious operation. It was not known for a 
while that he would survive the operation, but he hus survived 
it and is now convalescent. It is my happy priYilege to report 
to the House that Judge GRAHAM is doing very well and soon 
will be re::;tored to his former good health and his position as an 
active l\1ember of the House. [Applause.] However, in view 
of the fact that he is convalescing and will not for some time to 
come be able to be present on the floor of the House, I ask 
unanimous consent that an indefinite leave of ab:ence be ex­
tended to him. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 

APPROPRIATION BILL FOR THE DEP.dllTME~TS OF STATE, JUSTICE, 
COMMERCE, AND LABOR 

Mr. SHRE"\"'E. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re. ·oi-.·e 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (II. R. 82G9) 
making appropriations for the Departments of State and Jus­
tice, and for the judiciary, and for the Departments of Com­
merce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1929, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 8269, with Mr. LEHLBACH in the 
chair. 

',l'he Clerk reported the title of the bill. 
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