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Also, a bill (H. n. 58!}±) granting an increase of pension to 
Jane C. Stiunett; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 5895) granting a pension to 
.Amanda •r. ]fuller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

ll)~ ).lr. MERH.l'rT: A hill (ll. R. 5896) granting an inrrea:e 
of pension to Charlictta A. Bloxsom; to the Committee on In
valid Pension ·. 

By ::\1r. ::\IOO lEY: A l>ill (H. R. 5 97) granting an increa::.~e 
of pt-u~iou to 'l'homas H. Flynn ; to the Committee on Pension . 

By ~lr. ~100RE of Kentn<:ky: A bill (H. R. 5898) granting 
au iucrea::;e of pen ion to Henry P. Logsdon; to the Committee 
ou Pen. ions. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 5899) granting an increase of pension to 
Minerva J. Ca~Hady; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By ~Ir. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 5900) granting a pension to 
C<ltherine A.. Stevens ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen~ion:. 

.Al~o. a l.Jill (IT. R. 5001) granting au increase of pension to 
:Mary S. Rine-; to the Committee on I.nvalid Pensions. 

Al:-o, a bBl (II. R. 5!)02) granting an increase of pension to 
Ella Wright; to the Committee on Pension~. 

AlRO, a bill ( ll. R. 5!)01) granting an increase Of pemdon to 
John Casey; to the Committee 011 Pe.n. ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5004) granting an increar-:e of pension to 
Cordelia A. Wil on ; to the Committee on Invalid PPnsions . 

.Al 'O, a bill (H. R. 5905) granting an increase of pem:ion to 
Emma A. Larue ; to the Oommittee on Im·alld Pensions. 

By Mr. P.ARK,': A bill (H. R. 5906) granting a peuF:ion to 
John Jackson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. PARKF1R: A bill (H. R. 5907) granting an increa:e 
of pen ion to Ito etta Connelly; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pen ions. 

By 1\Ir. PURNELL: .A bill (II. R. 5908) granting an increa e 
of pension to \on a Dickerson ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Al ·o, a bill (ll. R. 5909) granting an increase of pension to 
:Margaret Haas ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. REECE: A bill (H. n. 5910) granting an increase of 
pen.'i0n to 1-Jlimina C. Stanley; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (II. R. 5911) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles E. Hilliard; to the Committee on Pemdons. 

By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. u912) granting 
a pension to Pearl Elizabeth Worley; to the Committee on 
Pen ions. 

..\.h;o, a bill (H. R. 5913) granting an increa e of pension to 
William R. Neal; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 5914) granting an increu. e of 
p 11:-;ion to Jane Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sion . . 

By Mr. SMITH: A bill (II. R. 5!l15) granting an increa e of 
pensi.on to Sarah E. ZeDWler; to the Committee on I11valid 
l>enswns. 

.Al o, a bill (H. R. 591G) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary M. Sams; to the Committ~e on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5917) to reimburse certain fire-insurance 
compa11ies the amounts paid by them for property destroyed b,v 
fire in suppl·e -·sing bubonic plague in the Territory of Hawaii 
in the years 1899 and 1900 ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\lr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 5918) granting a pension to 
Amanda A.• Clar.v ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Al::~o, a Lill (II. R. 5919) granting a pension to Sarah A. 
1\oxon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\lr. STALKER: A bill (H. n. 5920) granting an increase 
of pen ion to l\Iary E. Stowell ; to the Committee on ren.:ions. 

By Mr. STllO'l1HER: A bill (H. R. 5921) for the refund of 
money erroneou ly collected from Thomas Gdffith, of Peach 
Creek, 'Y. V a. ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. STUOKG of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 5V22) for 
the relief of l\lartha D. l\IcCune; to the Committee on 1\lili
ta ry Affairs. 

By Mr. TIIURSTOX: A bill (H. R. 59.23) ~anting a peu
·ion to Henry Webb; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Al ·o, a bill (H. R. 5924) granting an increase of pension 
to l\ltutha J. Syferd; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TINCIIER: A hill (H. R. 5925) granting a pension 
to Sarah E. Powell; to the Committee on Invalid Pen. ions. 

By Mr. TINKIIA.M: A bill (H. R. 5926) for the relief of 
Martin J. Duggan ; to the Committee on Claims. 

Al o, a bill (H. n. u927) for the relief o~ Annie Cragg ; to 
the Committee on Claims. • · 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5!)2 ) for the relief of Miriam E. Ben-
jamin: to the Committee on Claims. 1 

By l\lr. TRRAD,Y....\Y: A bill (H. R. 5929) granting an in
crease of pension to Hep~e;y A. Wheelock ; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pension::J. 

By Mr. VARE: A bill (H. R. 5930) for the relief of William 
J. Donalu~on; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WHITE of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 5931) granting an 
increase of pension to Julia l\1. Go1·don; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5932) granting an increa. e of pension to 
Sarah S. Yaugh:m; to the Committee on Pension .. 

By Mr. WILLlA.:llSON: A bill (H. H. u933) granting an in
crea e of pension to Mary )1. Payne ; to the Committee on In, 
valid Pension . 

By l\1r. WOODYARD: A bill (II. R. 5934) granting a pen ion 
to :Mary Cline; to the Committee on Invalid Pen!':lion . 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5935) granting an increase of pension to 
Lucy A. Smith; to the C0mmittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. 'VYAr~'I : A bill {H. R. 5036) granting an increa~e 
of pen ion to Elizabeth Clark; to the Committee on In\alicl 
Pension . 

Also, a bill (H. R. u937) granting a pension to Christ 
Cribbs ; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (ll. R. 5938) granting an increase of pension to 
Annie Elizabeth Brinker; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sion:;. 

PE'£ITIO::\"S, ETO. 
Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, r1etition:-; and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's de k and referred as follows: 
17G. By Mr. BA.l{BOUR: Re. olntion of Madera County 

(Calif.) Cham! er of Commerce, urging continuance of Federal 
aid to highways; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

177. Also, resolution of Stanislau County (Calif.) Develop
ment Board, favoring continuation of Federal~aid appropria
tions for highways; to the Committee on Apprpriations. 

178. By :Mr. FULLER: Petition of l!,, M. Lam~r"on and 
sundry citizens of DeKalb County, Ill .. favoring repeal or re
duction of the' tax on indu._trial alcohol ; to the Committee on 
·ways and :Mea:ns. 

179. By ::\Jr. KINDRED: Petition of the Kew York State 
Pharmaceutical Association, favoring committee bill reducing 
tax on medicinal alcohol; to the Committee on Ways and 
M~~ . 

180. Also, resolution adopted by large gathering of repre
sentati\es of Methodist Episcopal Church, Buffalo area, Syra
cuse, rT. Y., fa-.;roring the ·world Court; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. · 

181. Also, petition of E. R. Squibbs & Son, of Brooklyn, N. Y., 
to the Congress of the Vnited States ·to defeat anv bills w-hlch 
contemplate tax changes on alcohol; to the Committee on Ways 
and ~Ieans. 

182. By Mr. SWARTZ: Evidr-nce in . upport of pen:ion claim 
of :Mrs. Sarah A. Heilig (H. R. 3-157) ; to the Committee on In· 
yalid Pt>nslons. 

183. By l\lr. WY.AXT: Papers in support of House bill 4731 
granting an increase of pension to Hester A. Brier ; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

184: . .Also, papers in support of Hon:e bill 5557, granting an 
increa~e of pension to Henrietta R. Bill ; to tile Committee on 
InYalicl Pen~ions. 

18!3. By :\Ir. YATES: Petition of the Anti. ·aloon League of 
America, concerning proposed tax on smuggled liquors, and 
advocating same; to the Committee on Way· and Means . 

186. Also, petition of International Union of Steam and 
OperatinO' Engineers, 2715 East Seventy-sixth Place, Chicago, 
Ill., praying for inyestigation of the Bread Tru t, and to fix: 
prices; to the Committee on Interstate and l'oreign Commerce. 

'SENATE 
Frun.AY, Decernber 18 19~5 

The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father, the author of our being and from whom all 
ble sings flow, we want to recognize this moming in thi1 
brightness of the day our dependence upon Thee more and 
more. May we get away from the selfishne:s that prompt~ 
us to be our own interpreters of life and of duty, and so help 
us that in dependence upon Thy w-isdom we mny fulfill the 
highest purposes to the glory of Thy great 11ame. For Jesus' 
sake.. Amen . 

The Chief Clerk vroceeded to read the Jourual of ye~ter
day's proceedings. 'Yhen, on reque<:t of Mr. Cunns and by 
unanimous con ent, the further reading was cli>:3pensed with 
and the Journal was approved . 

• 
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DISPOSITION OF USELESS P APERB 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi
cation from the secretary of the Federal Board for Vocational 
Education transmitting, pursuant to law, a list of :files no 
longer ne~ded in the conduct of business and having no pern;ta
nent value or historic interest, which was referred to a Jornt 
Select Committee on the Disposition of Useless Papers in the 
Executive Departments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. OouZENB and Mr. 
JoNES of Kew l\Iexico members of the committee on the part 
of the Senate. 

PROCEEDI:NGS OF THE INTERP.A.RLIAMENTARY U:r<."TJON 

Mr. 1\IcKINLEY. Mr. President, the Congress is entitled. to 
know something of the labors and results of the twenty-third 
conference of the Interparliamentary Union, held in our House 
of Representatives. October 1-7, 1925. Just before the. out
break of the World War our Congress requested the PreSident 
of the United States to extend an invitation to the Interparlla
mentary Union to hold its annual meeting in the city of Wash
ington. Notwithstanding the war, the act containing this re
que~t was extended in 1916, in 1917, and in 1918. In 192~ the 
Congress pa sed another resolution .requesting t~e Prest~e~t 
to invite the Interparliamentary Umon to meet rn Washrne
ton in 1925. In August, 1924, the following self-e:xpl:matory 
invitation was presented by our United States Mintster to 
Switzerland at the twenty-second conference of the Interpar
liamentary Union in the city of Bern: 
To the In.terparliamenta·ry Union-: 

The Congress of the United States or America having, by a joint 
resolution approved May 13, 1924, requested the President of the 
United States to invite the Interparliamenta.ry Union to hold its 
annual meeting for the year 1925 in the city or Washington, it 
affords me very great pleasure indeed, as President of the United 

. States, to extend to the .Interparliamentary Union, in pursuance of the 
said joint re olutlon, the cordial invitation of the Gover~ment and 
the Congres or the united States to hold its twenty-thud confer
ence in the city of Washington at such time during the year 1925 
as the union may fix. 

By tbe PR-ESIDENT : 

CH.A.BLES E. H UGHES, 

t:learetary of State. 
WASHI::O.:GTON, Jlltte SO, 19Z~. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

This invitation being accepted with no little enthusiasm, our 
United States group, of which I har-e the honor to be the 
president, went at the business of organizing th~ conference. 
We made A.rthur Deerin Call, permanent executive seeretary 
of our group, the director of the conference. Mr. Call's l~bors 
are most warmly appreciated ·by all who have been associated 
with the details of his work. I am particularly pleased to 
call attention to the fact that the ~xp.en es of the confer~nce 
have been kept within the appropriation of $50,000 ~roVlded 
by the Congress. Counting the seven small outstandmg and 
unadjusted claims, the total expenses of the conference, ac
cording to our director's report, have been $49,402.55. It 
should be added that these expenses ha Ye been made under a 
budget approved by the State Department and disbursed by 
Mr. William 1\IcNeir, chief of the Bureau of Accounts, and 
disbursing clerk with the approval of the Comptroller Gen
eral. An itemiz'ed account of all these e:xpen es is a r-ailable 
for any who may be interested to examine it. 

In the light of these facts you will not expect me to apolo
gize for presenting to the Congress this some":hat careful 
report, co\ering preliminary statements by the d~ector rela
tive to the nature of the Interparliamentary Umon, reasons 
for the success of the conference, and the story of tbe con
ference and including various remarks by Members of our 
own C~ngress. The final resolution as adopted by the con
ference should of course, appear in the RECo&n. 

1\fr. Pres!de~t, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a report of the meeting of the Interparliamentary 
Union held in the llall of the House of Representatiyes in 
Octob~r last. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The report is as follows : 
TWENTY-THIBD CONFERE~CE OF !l'Hl'l lNTERPA.RLLUIE:\TARY UNION 

(By Arthur Deerin Call) 
The Interparllamentary Tinlon is an agency for the promotion of 

international understanding, an organization with which the Congress 
of the Ullited States can work without violence to any of our estab
lished policies. 

• 

The twenty-third conference of the Interparltamentary Union was 
quite ln keeping with the aims and spirit of democratic institutions. 
The object of the lnterparllamentary Union is the study of all questions or 
an international character suitable for settlement by parliamentary action. 
Since international treaties and understandings, any hopeful international 
laws, depend or should depend upon legislative action, such conferences 
of lawmakers are of importance, the discussions relating, as they 
often do, to matters of peace and war. The Interparllamentary Union 
may be said, therefore, to be to the legislative bodies of the world 
what the League of Nations is to the executive departments of gov
ernments. It alms to aid and to coordinate parliamentary action on 
the international plane. Its goal is the cooperation of law-making 
bodies in the interest or that community or nations governed by law, 
which bas existed since states began. An unofficial clearing-house of 
official legislators, a get-together conference of lawmakers, the In
terparliamentary Union is the world's nearest approach to a parlia
ment of man. The twenty-third conference or the Interparlia.mentary 
Union was such a parliament. 

CIUTICISMS OF 'lHE CONFERENCE 

There have been a few critics holding that t he twenty-third con
ference of the Interparliamentary Union (see Advocate of reac.e, Oc
tober-November, 1925), held in Washington October 1 to 7, failed in 
important respects. 

A vital aspect of legislative procedure is freedom or discussion, 
candor, frankness. Here was a group of legislators concerned with 
legislative aspects of international relations. To be of effect their 
discussions should have been untrammeled by any rules save the ordi
nary rules of courtesy and legislative procedure. The delegates were 
not untrammeled. They were forbidden the privilege or talking about 
the Saklatvala case, about tarifi's, about international debts, about 
immigration. These prohibitions did not take the form of official 
decrees, but they were none the less effective. When one or the labor 
members of the British Parliament expres.sed the conviction that all 
members should enjoy equal rights, and said that his labor collea,.ooues 
felt a profound regret "that, in connection with this twenty-thitd 
conference, a member of this union. whose personal views we are not 
in agreement with, but who was entitled by every statute and article 
of the union to be present and to participate in the work of this 
conference. has been prevented from doing so," his words were met 
with applause. The next morning, however, a leading Washington edi
torial called the gentleman a "blatherskite." There was no fur· 
ther attempt to discuss the Saklatvala case. There was censure in the 
atmosphere of the conference against any discussions of ta1·iffs, 
internationlil debts, or immigration, because it was made known that 
these are matters of vital interest to the United States. A Belgian 
senator mentioned them, but no one seemed inclined to follow them 
with discussion. Thus frankness and candor were sometimes con
spicuous by their absence. One gathered the impression at the se~slon 
in Ottawa that the British delegation successfully maneuvered the 
conference away from any discussion or the traffic in drugs. 

Then, too, there is an element -of postponement in the resolutions 
whlch subtracts from their value. Eight matters were before the con· 
terence in the rorm or draft resolutions. In only two of them, the 
one relating to ·national minorities, the other to the reduction of arma· 
ments, was definitive action taken. One or them, relating to danger· 
ous drugs, as we have said, was omitted altogether. The others, relat
ing to the codltication of international law, the declaration of the 
rights and duties of nations, the criminality of wars of aggres ion, 
~nropean customs understanding, and the parliamentary system, got 
no :further than recommendations tor :further studies. It was easy to 
gather the impression that too many subjects were before the confer· 
ence. It is difficult to put one's finger upon precise achievements. 

There were evidences that the conference was overshadowed by the 
League of Nations. SQme of the delegates had just come from the 
sixth assembly at Geneva. The president of the council, In present
ing the report of the secretary general, devoted a disproportlona~e 
amount or his time, not to the work of the Interparliamentary Union, 
but to the importance or the League or Nations. Mr. Root's address 
opened the way for a resolution calling for a conference or the 
nations in the interest of international law. Such a resolution was 
blocked by the friends of the league. Indeed, fear of such a resolu
tion bad moved the League of Nations to backfire such an effort. 
During the summer there came from the league a most astonishing 
circular denouncing the effort or certain members of the 'Interparlla
mentary Union as originating "in sources inimical to the League or 
Nations indifferent to the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
and sk~ptical of the work of codirylng international law as initiated · 
by the league." This effort on the part or the league officials to stop 
the Interparliamen.tary Union was tmccessful. 

REPLIES TO THE CRITICS 

And yet the twenty-third conference of the Interparliamentary 
Union was far from a failure. Never before · have representatives 
from so many parliaments met in conference. In our judgment, the 
conference was right in not dlscussitli the Indian communist of the 
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British Parliament. After accepting the invitation of the American 
group for himself and his wife, be announced through the press that 
he was coming to America to preach a doctrine which he knew to be 
distasteful to his hosts. By such conduct he had surrendered all 
claims a~ a guest. Furthermore, taril'l's and pollcies of immigration 
are acute questions, particularly just now, in America. It has always 
been the wise policy of the Interparliamentary 'Lnion to omit dis
cussion of such questions. That policy bas proved to be not only wise, 
but beneficent. If tlle resolutions did not bead definitely into actual 
legi latlon, their discussion was most profitable. All of the resolu
tions are in better form to-day because of the conference. As for 
the League of Nations, its fea1·s of the Interparllamentary Union are 
as unneceMsary as they are unfounded. No one in the Interparlia
mentarv Union wisbes to injure the league. Nothing in Mr. Root's 
Rpeech, ·nothing in the efforts of the friends of international law has 
been calculated to counteract the el'l'orts of the league. Quite the 
contrary. 

The conference was treated by the press, with one or two excep
tions, with kindliest consideration. A careful rending of the addresses 
shows that the dlscu ·sions were of a very hl.gh order, free of cant 
nnd hypocrisy. '.rhe delegates averaged of a higher order of importance 
In tl!ell· respective countries than at any previous conference. The 
quest ions discussed were significant. Invaluable acquaintances were 
made. The atmosphere of the conference was the atmosphere of a 
world parliament. Because of this gathering, foreigners have met 
American ladies and gentlemen, visited American cities, ridden upon 
American railroads, lived in American hotels, and sensed something 
of American art, energy, and kindliness. Many of our American 
people met the e distinguished foreigners and caught something of 
the charm, of the problems, and of the aspirations of other lanus. 
The conference was a success. A problem clearly stated is half sol1ed. 
In thi · conference many problems were clearly stated. For that reason 
their solution is nearer at hand. Here was an exchange of opinions 
betw·een continents. Statesmen from 41 parliaments, including onr 
own American parliament, know each other better, appreciate more 
fully the issues of inequality, of class conflicts in the financial. eco
nomic, and oclal areas., the divergent human intereRts, such as the 
fnrions competitions and the national- ambitions at the basis of world 
policies. It impatient onlookers \Yished that more were done, it Is only 
nece sary to remind them that it is better to do nothing than do 
somt>thing and do it badly. The conference was a success because of 
what it did not attempt to do. Jt was a sllccess becau3e of what it did. 

ELEAIE~TS IN ITS SUCCESS 

Representatives fi.·om 41 parliaments ~f the world, 14 of them from 
Latin ..imerica, convened in the House of Representatives, Washing
ton, Thursday morning, October 1, at 10 o'clock. The Washington 
se~:,1ons continued through the 2d, 3d, 5th, 6th, until 1 p. m. of the 
7tlt. The final session was held Tuesday, OctoiJer 13, in the Hou. e 
of Commons at Ottawa, capital of Canada. The maximum number 
of rrgistered deleg[ttes was !W2. Accompanying these dl'legates were 
143 ladies and secretal'ics. Counting the 43 members of the A.merl
can group who registered and paid the registration fee, there was a 
grand total of 435 persons. 

.As a re ult of the conference new groups have already been formed 
for the parliaments of Brazil, ::\Iexico, Cuba Panama, and the 
Dominican Repuulic. The e are the first groups to be formed within 
Latin America. The number of parliaments repregeuted In this 
conference exceeded that of any previous conference by 15. For the 
flr . t time in the history of the union a conference has been held 
upon the in.vitation of the chief executive of a government. The 
United States Congress appropriated $~0,000 for the entertainment of 
the~e guest . The Canadian Government spt>nt substantially the same 
amount. 'fhe Carnegie endo"·ment for international peace spent many 
tlwus:mds of dollars for their entertainment during October ~ and n. 
The War Department transfened large quantities of their luggage 
from the piers of New York to various hotels without compensation. 
The mayor's committee on reception of the city of Xew York met a 
number of the incoming boats at quarantine with radio messages of 
welcome and at the expense of the city transferred the incoming 
delegates from their steamers to their hotels. The pollee department 
of the city of New York guarded the incoming delegates, escorted 
them to their hotels, to the city hall, and back to their hotels. The 
ma~·or of Philadelphia and a repretentaUve couunlttee alilo provided 
a long-to-be-remembered reception The Pennoylvania, Baltimore & 
Ohio and New York Central Railroads grant('d reduced rates, issu.ed 
special souvenlr brochUl'es, and offered the best of meals on tht>ir spe
cial trains with the compliments of the roads All of the hotels-the 
Hotel Pennsylvania in New York, the new !\Irtyilowet· in Washington, 
the Waldorf-Astoria, and otht>rs in Xew York made ev.ery possible 
ftrort to add to the comfort of the vUtors. The Pan .American 
Union, the United States Chamber of Commerce, the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, the entire force of the United States Capi
tol, the women of Washington, the diplomatic aud consular repre
sentatives both in Washln,tou and in New York, the State Department 

in Washington, Treasury and customs officlals, Members of the Senate 
and of the House of Representatives-these and many others con
tributed immeasurably to the success of the confer-ence. 

The conference met in an atmosphere of disappointment because of 
the t'aUuro of the Franco-American debt negotiations. Otrsetting this, 
however, was the hope in the conference at L<Ocarno. Too, a number of 
the delegates had just come from the se slons of the sixth assembly or 
the League of Nations in Gene-va. If there appeared something ot 
bewllderment in the early moments of the conference, it soon disap
peared. The addre~ ses by the Secretary of State, Mr. Frank B. Kellogg, 
and by Senator W'ILLI.A~f B. McKI~LEY, president or the American 
group, indeed, seemed to place the vi !tors quite at ease. Bosines:~ got 
under way quickly. It was announced that the sessions were to be 
held from 10 to 1 and from 3 to 6 daily. The first subject for discus
sion was the report of Dr. Christian L. Lange, secretary general of the 
Interparliamentary "C'nlon. The debate upon this report lasted through
out the first session and until noon the next day, October 2. 

The confru·ence of the afternoon, October 2, following a rect>ption by 
President Coolidge, met in the Hall o.r the Americas, Pan American 
Union Building. Senator CLAUDE A. SW..L'isox, of Virginia, rapporteur, 
dt>livered an adut·ess upon the Pan American Fnion. Speeches were also 
delivered by Senator Pedro de Alba, of Mexico; Representative Jos-s 
Ramon Cruells, of Cuba; Senator Josu Mattoso Snmpalo Correa, or 
Brazil; Senator Ismal Cortinas, of Uruguay; Representative Ezequiel 
Padilla, speaker of the Mt>rlcan House of Representath·es; Representa
th·e Carlos Grisanti, president of the Venezuela Congress; and Senator 
Bergstrom, former Minister of War of Sweden. At this se sion a re:J
olutlon was introduced asking that the Spanish language be lwreafter 
considered, along with English, French, and German, as an official 
language of the Interparllamentary 'Union. "Lnder the constitution, the 
resolution was refenetl to the council for consideration. 

The third session of the conference, lleid in the House of Repres~nta
tives, was devoted to the development of international Jaw. The subjrct 
was divided into three parts: (1) The codification of international law; 
(2) the declamtion of the rights and duties of nations; (3) tlle crimi
nality of wars of aggression. The first of these three was laid before 
the conference in the form of an address written by Ilon. Elihu Root 
and read by Representative THEODORE E. Bum'Ox, both of. the L"nited 
States. The second took the form of an address by Senator Henri Lit 
Fontaine, of Belgium. Senator La Fontaine's remarks aimed to aid the 
commission whose work is to formulate a flnal draft or the rights and 
duties of · nations for the next intN·pnrliamentary conference. Tlle 
third, having to do wlth the criminality of wat·s of aggression, was laid 
uefore the conference in an address by Prof. V. V. Pella, of Rumanla. 

Professor Pella is tb~ author of a volume of nearly 400 pag·es, 
entitled " La Criminalit~ Collective cles Etats et le Droit Penal do 
l'Avenir." In his address he dwelt upon the collective criminality of 
wm·-wnging nations, of the criminal psychology of cowttri!'S and of its 
causes, such as criminal heredity, atavism, herd instincts. He dwelt 
wilh certain external aspects of the problem, such as race antagonism, 
competition, imitation, and contagion. The st>eaker pleaded for intel
lectual, ecGnomical, and political solidarity among the nations. Pro
fessor Pella's audn• s, like his book, shows him to be a student sch?n
tifically conct>rned with the problem of enabling nations to check their 
blind lmpulst>s with the supremacy of reason. Notable addresses wcte 
also given by Mr. Gustave Gratz, former Minister of Foreign Alfairs in 
Hungary; the beau of the German group, Prof. Walttr ShUcking; lli. 
Dennis Herbert, of the Brltish House of Commons; ~lr. Thomas John
son, of the Irish Free State; Madame Pfillf, of the Gt>rmnn Reich~ tag; 
Senator 0 menu, of the Philippine Congress ; Sir Robed Horne, for
mer Chancellor of the Exchequer of Great Bt'ltaiu; )ir. Carl Liutl
hagen, of Sweden ; ~Ir. Maxence-Bibie, of the French Chamber of 
Depllties; WilHam )Iedinger, of Czechoslovakia ; Giuseppe Stefano
Napolitanl, of the Italian Senate; :M. Falcoz, of the French Chamber or 
Deputies; ~lr. A. Fraenkel, of Denmark; Gen. Rieh:ud Mulcahy, of 
the Irish Free State; and II. J. Procope, of Finland. 

The fourth session, held October 5, con~idered Eut·ot'lean custom3 
uncler-stand1ng_ The discns.'lion was opened by Dr. Adolf Braun, of the 
German Rl'ichstag. Trus adtlrcss was dj<JcussNl br Sir ~\.~·thut· Shirley 
Benn, of Great Bl'ituin; l\1r. Procop~, of Finlantl; Mr. Yankovitch, of 
Yugoslavia ; Mr. William ~Iedinger, of Czecho. lovakia; Mr. P. E. 
Flindin, of the French Chambel' of Deputte~; ~Ir. Karl Drexel, ot 
Au~tria; and Rudolf Schneider, of Germany. It was <luring this 
session that Mt·. Procope's resolution wa · pre ·t-nted and ref\!rred to 
the council. The original re~olution, together with Mt·. Procop~·s 
substitute, appear elsewhere in these columns. 

On the afternoon of Octobet' :5 the discussion turned to the r{'ductloa 
of armaml'nt and a report on demilitarized zones. 'I'he whole matter 
was opened with an address by Bt•ig. Gen. E. L. Spears, of Great 
Britain. General Spears's views had been laid before the Intet·parlia
mentnt')' 'Gnion months befo1·e the conference, with the result that the 
delegates were able to discus the problem after preparation. G('.il
eral Spears starts with the principle that there can be no hopeful 
reduction of armaments until the nations are sati:illed that they cnu 
be secure under such a readjustment_ lie proposes demiVtarlzed zone3 
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along national boundary lines as etrectlve assurances of that security. 
He belleves that no demilitarized zones can be etrectlvely imposed 
except by mutual consent. He also holds that reciprocity is essen
tial-that is to say, sacrifices and concessions required by one of the 
zoned states must be met by corresponding sacrifices and concession 
on the part of the other. Those taking part 1n the discussion were 
Dr. P. Munch, of Denmark : Sir Park Gofl', of Great Britain ; Senator 
THO~IAS J. WALBH, of the United States; Mr. Simon Reynaud, of 
France; Mr. Alfred Gildemeister, of Germany; Mr. Kurt Grabe, of 
Poland; and Mr. Thomas Williams, of Great Britain. After the discus
sion of the demilitarized zones the conference was turned to the debate 
on the report of the secretary general. It was here that Mr. Jeptha B. 
Duncan, of Panama, pleaded for compu1sory arbitration, and Mr. 
Axel de Vries, of Esthonia, called attention to the dangers of the Third 
International Conference of :Moscow. Other speakers at this time were 
Reich of Poland ; Tinz1, of Italy; Bianchi, of Italy ; Nakamura, of 
Japa~; 1\Iateu, of Rumania; and Kwiathowskt, of Poland. It was at 
this time also that Lindhagen, of Sweden, brought up his three mo
tions systematically and unanimously turned down at Bern last year 
and ~t Copenhagen the year before, calling for a revision of the co\e
nant of the League of Nations, for an appeal to the United States to 
join the League of Nations, and for a universal language. All three of 
these motions were subsequently defeated. 

The fifth session of Oct()ber 6 was devoted principally to a. general 
debate on the reduction of armaments, participated 1n by Mayeda, of 
Japan; Zamorskl, of Poland; Lukacs, of Hungary; Hudson, of Great 
Britain ; Escoffier, of France; Sollman, of Germany; Maddison, o~ 
Great Britain · Mangabelra, of Brazil ; Molofl', of Bulgaria ; Brabec, of 
Czecboslovaki~; Lindhagen, of Sweden; Pella, of Rumania; Charteris, 
of Great Britain ; Quidde, of Germany ; Rennie Smith and Sir Robert 
Hutchinson, of Great Britain. After this discussion the two resolu
tions, appearing elsewhere In these columns, were passed. 

In the sixth and last session the discussions related to customP. 
understanoing. The resolutions as finally adopted were discussed by 
Wittert van Ho.ogland, of Holland; Gratz, of Hungary ; llsk1, of 
Poland ; Qeorgesco, of Rumania, who ofl'ered amendments to the reso
lutions: Semerdjieft', of Bulgaria; Bento Jos~ de Miranda, of Brazil i 
Llthander, -of Sweden; McMaster, o! ~anada; BLANTON, of the United 
States; and Col. A. England, of Great Britain. There was also a 
debate upon the parliamentary system. This debate was ope~ed by 
J. Hugh Edward~, of Great Britain, and continued by Sc.hopfer, of 
Switzerland ; Lindhagen, of Sweden ; Chassaing, of France; Yepes, of 
Colombia · Cortlnns, of Uruguay; Moore, of Great Britain i Bergman, 
of Sweden; Capgt·es. of France; and Connally, of the United States. 
'l'he resolution afl'ecting the parliamentary systems, drafted by Michaell, 
of Switzerland, appearing els~where in these columns, was passed at 
this session. 

It was in the light of these facts, summarized as briefly as possible, 
that Representative THEODORE 19. BURTO~ was led to say at thls the 
last of the s('sslons In Washington: "In many respects this bas been 
the most notable gathering eyer h£>ld in this city," and that Bro.nlslaus 
Dembinski, of Poland, was move.d to remark: "We have made a Ion:; 
step forward on the road of intemational progress." 

General Spears, of the British group, has written of the conference : 
"What was really impressive was to see the unanimity with which 
the conference welcomed any attempt which bad as Its object the 
peaceful solutio# of International disputes. In this matter there was 
no division of opinion, no hesitation, • • • in itself a justlftcatlon 
of the conference.'' 

CANADIA:-. COLLEAGUES 
The Canadian group of the Interparliamentary Union gave to the 

visiting delegates a vivid lllustration of the energy and ab1Uty at the 
heart of the Canadian people. For a number of reasons Senator N. A. 
Belcourt and Senator C. P. Beaubien found themselves early 1n Sep
tember faced with the problem of entertaining some 400 foreigners in 
flye different cities within five consecutive days, and nothing in the 
way of organization accomplished. Within the limits of one month 
they laid all their plans, set up their organization, and carried every 
detail through to a successful issue without a hitch, and to the 
admiration and unalloyed pleasure of every guest. 

THE NEXT CO~"FERE:-ICE 

The next conference or the Interparliamentary Union will probably 
not be held until 1927. 1'he decision lies with the council, the govern· 
ing board of the union. It now appears that in 1926 there will be a 
meeting of the council, made up of two members from each group, and 
of the six commissions. Each of these commissions consists of one rep
resentative from each of the groups. This means that with its two 
members upon the council and its six members of commissions each 
group will be represented by eight persons. 'The place of the meeting 
bns not yet been determined. 

STORY OF THE CONFERENCE 

The outstanding events of the twenty-third confer('nce of the Inter· 
parliamentary Union were associated with New York City, September 
28 and 29; Philadelphia, September 30; Washington, October 1 to 7; 

New York City, October 8 and 9; Niagara Falls, October 10 and 11_; 
Hamilton and Toronto, Ontario, October 11 and 1~; Ottawa, Ontario, 
October 12 and 13; Montreal and Quebec, October 14 and 15. 

IX XEW ¥0RK 

ffeauquartei'S of the American group of the Interparliamentary union 
were opened at the Hotel Pennsylvania, N"ew York City, Saturday, Sep
tember 26, at 10 o'clock a. m., where incoming delegates registered as 
they arrived. The mayor's reception committee or the city of New 
York, led by Mr. George F. Yand, met incoming steamers bearing dele
gates at quarantine and conveyed them from the piers to the hot~ls, 

accompanied by official escort. September 28 the mayor's committee 
conveyed the delegates fron1 the Hotel Pennsylvania to the city hall, 
where they paid their respects to his honor the mayor, who delivered 
to them an address of welcome. Following the welcome by t11e mayor 
the delegates were conveyed to the Astor Hotel, where they were given 
a luncheon by the League of Nations Nonpartisan Association. The 
English-Speaking Union gave a dinner to the members of the English 
delegation the same day. The executive committee of the Interparlia
mentary Union met in the afternoon of September 28 at the Hotel 
Pennsylvania and the council had a meeting the following day at 10 
a.m. 

September 29, at 1 o'clGCk, the delegates became the guests of the 
city of New York on a sight-seeing tour around the harbor, being 
conveyed to and f1·om the Ilotel Pennsylvania by an official escort 
of the mayor's committee. On the same day the Council on Foreign 
llelations gave a dinner to the officers of tbe Interpnrliamentary Union 
and the head of each delegation at the Har-rard Club, New York City. 

IN PliiLADELPHIA 

Wednesday, September 30, at 9.30 a. m., the delegates became the 
guests of the American group on its special train at the Penn ylvania 
Station. The party arrived at Philadelphia at 11.30 a. m., where 
they were met at the Broad Street Station by the mayor's committee. 
~'hey were received by the mayor and shown the shrines of Philadel
phia. They were then taken to Villa Nova, the home of Mr. Morris 
Lewis Clothier, where luncheon was served. Later in the afternoon 
they drove to the home of ex-Gov. William Cameron Sproul, near 
Che ter, stopping for a short visit at Swarthmore College. At 6.30 
p. m. the delegates took the special train at Chester for Washington. 
The dinner aboard the train wa given with the compliments of the 
Pennsylvania Railroad. The party arrived at Washington at 9.30 
p. m., where they were received at the \Vashlngton Termlnal Station 
by a delegation from the United States Congress, assisted by the 
Marine Corps, the ~avy Band, and the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia. The delegates were taken to the Mayflower IIotel, where 
they remained as guests of the American group throughout their stay 
in Washin:;ton. 

I~ WASHINGTON 
October 1 delegates reg! tered at the bureau of information, at the 

United States Capitol, where they received their invitations, notices, 
and the like. The first session of the twenty-third conference opened 
in the IIouse of Representatives at 10 o'clock. 

The Capitol Building had been prepared and manned especially for 
the conference. A branch post office was opened for the benefit of the 
guests. There was a ticl.::et office, an American Express Co. tourist 
office, and the National Metropolitan Bank of Washington s~rved the 
banking needs of the delegates. Telegraph and telephone service was 
at their disposal. Special rooms were assigned to the various com
mittees of the union, to the officers, and to the groups. 

The Washington social program included the followln~: 
Thursday, October 1, 1 p. m., luncheon at the Mayflower Hotel for the 

ladies of the delegations by Miss Julia Mattis; 4.30 to 7 p. m., tea and 
reception for the ladies by the League of American Pen Women at the 
Shoreham Hotel; 9 p. m., reception and ball for all guests by :Mrs. 
.John B. Henderson. 

Friday, October 2, 2 p. m., the President of tbe United States re
ceived the guests at tbe White Hou~::e. The conference of the Interpnr
liamentary 'Union convened at the Pan American Union Building imme
diately following the reception by the President. From 4.30 to 6 p. m. 
there was a reception and tea for all guests by the American National 
Red Cross at Red Cross Headquarters. 

Saturday, October 3, 4 to 6 p. m., there was a garden party for all 
guests at "Twin Oaks," home of Mr. and. Mrs. Charles J. Bell, Woodley 
Lane. From 9 to 11 p. m. there was a reception for the ladies by tho 
General Federation of Women's Clubs, 1734 N Street. 

Sunday, October 4, 4.30 to 7 p. m., tea for all guests by Mrs. Thomas 
F. Walsh, 2020 Massachusetts Avenue. 

Monday, October 5, 1 p. m., luncheon for all guests by the Chamber 
of Commerce ot the United States, Connecticut Avenue aud 11 Street; 
4.30 p. m., reception and tea for the ladies by the National University 
Women's Clubs, 1634 I Street. 

Tuesday, October 6, 2 p. m., the guests left the Mayftower Hotel fot· 
Mount Vernon; at 8 p. m. there wa a dinner for all guests, the Sec
retary of State presiding, at the .Mayftower Hotel. 
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Wednesday, Octol1er 7, 4 p. m., the delegates took the special train at 

the Washington Terminal Station and were conveyed by the Baltimore 
& Ohio RaUroad to Xew Yot·k City. The dinner aboard the train wal'! 
gh·en with the compliments of the railroad. Arriving in New York, 
the party became the guests of the Carnegie Endowment for Interna
tiona l Peace. some at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel, some at the McAlpin 
Hotel, and some at the Martinique Hotel. 

COOPERATIOX OF CAR~EGHl ENDOWMENT 

The program of the Carnegie endowment was as follows: 
Thursday, October 8, 10 a. ru., automobiles were provided and the 

guests were taken through the parks and parkways of New York City, 
th rough We ·tchester County, stopping for lunch at Briarcliff Lodge, 
returning to the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel at 6 p. m. At 1 p. rn. there 
was a banquet at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel, attended by nearly a 
thousand persons. 

Friday, October 9, through the courtesy of the endowment, some of 
the guests were able to visit the stock exchange, others the Museum 
of l'ia t mal History, others the Metropolitan Museum. 

0~ TO CANADA 

Saturday, October 10, the delegates were taken from the New York 
ho tel ~ to the Grand Central Station, from which they went by two 
special trains to Niagara Falls, where they arrived at i p. m. At 9 
o'clock the delegates were shown the colored illumination of the Falls, 
and later the night di play of the rapids below the Falls. 

Sunuay, Octol.Jer 11, farewell luncheon by the American group. At 
2.35 p. m. the delegates became the guests of the Canadian group of 
the Interparliamentary Union and left by train for Hamilton. There 
was a driYe throngh.the city of Hamilton that afternoon and a dinner 
gin•n by the city, after which the delegates left by train for Toronto, 
wll{'re they were entertained at the King Edwat·d Hotel. 

On tbe 12th they wt>t·e given a drh·e ~ 11rough the city of Toronto 
and a Juncheon by the government of Ontario. They arrived at Ottawa 
at 10.45 p. m. Monday the 12th, where they stayed at the Chateau 
Lam·ier. 

'l'nesday, October 13, the final SE:'Ssion of the conference was held, 
las ting all day. The dinner in the evening by the Feileral Parliament 
wns another brilliant affair. Similar hospitalities were extended by 
the city officials at Montreal Wednesday the. 14th and by the govern
ment of the Pro·dnce at Quebec Thur dar the 15th. 

Perhaps nothing, howeYcr, pict ures the international importance or 
the conference more than a mere reading of the names of the delegates. 
The " Who's Who of the Conference " follows : 
WHo's WHO OF THE XXIII Co:-<rERBNCE OF THE INTBRPARLIHlENTARY 

UNION- 0RGAXIZATION OF THE CONFERENCE 

Bat·on Theodor Adelswaerd, presiJent of the council, senator of 
Sweden. 

Dr . Christian L. Lange, secretary general, Geneva, Switzerland. 
Dr. Leopold Boissier, assl tant secretat·y general. 
~li s Hilda Strachan, private secretary to Doctor Lange. 
Senator Wll. B. 1\lcKIXLEY, general chairman or the conference, 

president of the American group. 
Arthur Deerin Call, director of the conference, executive secretary, 

American group. 
Hon. J. Butler Wright, chairman of the budget committee, As

sistant Sect·etary of State. 
l-Ion. William Mc~eir, disbursing officer, chief, Bureau of accounts, 

and disbursing clerk, Department of State. 
Representative THEODORE E. BaRTOX, of Ohio, chairman committee 

on reception. 
A~DP.EW J. Mo.-TAGC'E, of Virginia, chairman committee on enter-

tainment. 
Representative FRED A. BRITTEX, of Illinois, chairman committee 

on transportation and hotel aGcommodations. 
)Jrs. John Allan Dougherty, chairman ladies' committee · of Wash

ington. 
INTERPU.ETERS 

French: J. Labat. 
German: Arthur F. J. Remy and Edwin Emerson. 
Spanish: Antonio Llano. 

AUSTRIA 

(Five delegates) 

Dr. Karl Drexel, member of National Assembly. 
Mr. Josef Heigl, accompanied by Mr·s. Heigl, member of National 

Asseml.lly. 
Dr. Viktor Keinbock, membet• of National Assembly, forn:er Minister 

of Finance . 
.Mr. JOf3ef StOckier, member of National Assembly, former Seeretary 

of State, 1918-1920. 
Dr. Erwin - Waiss, member of councU of Interparllamentary Union: 

secretary general of Austrian group ; - member of National Assembly; 
former Undersecretary of State, 1918-20. 

liELGlUM 

(One delegate) 

Hon. Henri La Fontaine, accompanied by Mrs. La Fontaine ; mem
ber of Interparlla~entary "Union and senatot·. 

BRAZIL 

(Three delegates) 
Dr. Jose Mattoso Sampaio Corr~a. with Mrs. Corr~a, senator· from 

district of Rio de Janeiro, civil engineer. 
Dr. Joao Mangabeira, with l'llrs. and Master MangaiJeira; deputy 

from State of Bahia ; lawyet·. 
Dr. Bento Jose de Miranda, wlth Mrs. and 1\fiss de Miranda; deputy 

from State of Para; civil engineer. 
Mr. Joao Carlos l\luniz, sect·etary of delegation: deputy consul !or 

Brazil in New York; gmduate in law com·ses from lllo de Janeiro 
and UniYersity of New York. 

~Ir. S. Britto Correa, secr~t:uy. 
Mr. F. Bueno Brandao, secretary. 
Eloise Austin, secretary. 

BULOARU. 

(Four delt'gates) 

Mr. Yladimit· Molloff, mem~r of council of Interparliamentary 
Union ; president of Bulgarian gt-oup; member of Chamber of Depu
ties; professor of law, University of Sofia; m~mber of Council o1' 
Bar Association of Bulgaria; member of Bulgarian Academy of 
Sciences. 

Mr. Nicholas Mouschanotl', memher of Chamber of Deputies; fot:
mer minister. 

Mr. Georges Semet·djie!'l', secretary of Bulgarian group; member of 
Cham bet· of Deputies; chairman of committee on finances of Cham
ber of Deputies. 

Mt·. Gl'igor "\·assilieff, member of Chamber of Deputies. 

CANADA 

(Nine delegates) 
Hon. N. A. Belcourt, with Miss Belcourt; president of Canadian 

group; meocber of · the executive committee and of the council of 
Interparliamentary l Tnlon ; senator. 

Hon. C. P. Beaubien, with Miss Beaubien; senator; attended sev
eral previous conferences of lnterpat·liamenia t·y Union: former presi
dent Canadian group. 

~fr. J. P. B. Casgraln, with Mrs. Casgraln; senator. 
Sir George Foster, w·ith Lady Foster; sen a tot·. 
l\Ir. Andrew McMaster, with l'llrs. McMaster; ex-member of Par-

liament. 
Hon. Smeaton White, senator. 
Hon. W. B. Willoughby, senator. 
l'llr. L. McMeans, with Mrs. McMeans; senator. 
Mr. A. H. Macdonell, senator. 
Mr. L. de Montigny, secretary. 
D. J. Halpin, secretary. 

COLOMBIA 

- (Four delegates) 
Mr. Roberto Botero Saldarl'laga, senator; lawyer. 
Mr. Antonlo J.ose Uribe, member of Congress; charter member of 

.American Institute of International Law; member of American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, and many other intema
tlonai organizations. 

Mr. J. :\1. Yepes, senator; lawyer. 
Dr. Luls Zea Uribe, member of Congress; physician. 

COSTA niCA 

(Six delegates) 
Mr. Antonio Facio, accompanied "by · Mrs. Facio: member of Con

gress from Limon; gradnate in medicine from l::niverslty of Pennsyl
vania ; chief surgeon, United Fruit Co. Hospital at Port Limon. 

):[r. Le6n Fernandez, accompanied hy brother, Mr. Luis Fer
ntindez: congressman from Province o! Alajuela. 

Mr. Enrique Fonseca, congre man·from Province of San Jose. 
Mr. Carlos Leiva, accompanied by Mr. Alfred Pirie, secretary of 

group; congre sman from Province of Cartago ;- la\vyer. 
Mr. Miguel Angel Robles, accompanied by Mrs. Robles; congressman 

from Province of Limon; plantation owner. 
1\Ir. Arturo Volio, former president of congress; lawyer and capi· 

tall st. 
CUBA 

(Four delegates) 

Mr. Jose Ram6n Cruells, with l\Irs. Cruells: representative ln Cuban 
Congre ·s; lawyer; former attorney general of Province of Santa Clara. 

11!1'. Alfonso Duque de Heredia, with l\fi·s. Duque; senator (serving 
first term) from Santiago; formerly representative for four terms ( 
lawyer. 
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Mr. Jose Ram6n Espino, with niece, ~iss Dlaz; reprPscntntlve. 
Mr. Juan Rodriguez Ramirez, with his wife, Mrs. R.odriguez, mother, 

and sister ; lawyer; representative, serving third term ft·om Province 
of :Matanzas; chairman of committee on finances and the budget of 
HottRe or Repr!'Rentative!'l. 

~Ir. T. Garcia, secretary of group. 

CZECHOSLOYAKJA. 

('l'wo delegates) 
Dr. Jaroslav Brabec, with nephew, :\Ir. George Beaufort; president 

of {.!roup: member of the executh-e committee ami of the council of 
Interparliamentary Union; senator; vice chairman of judicial com
mittee; member of committee on foreign affairs. 

Dr. Wilhelm ~Iedinger, with daughter, Miss Medinger; member of 
ChambH" of Deputies; ncting member of council of Interparliamentary 
rnion. 

Capt. Em. V. Voska, secretary to delegation. 
Otokar Nebu:-:ka, permanent secretary of group; ns!'lista.nt sl:'crctary 

of Parliament ; composer and authority <lD music of CzE:'cbo:-:lovakia. 

DEX:UARK 

(Twelve delegate 
Mr . Ivar Berendsen, former mt.> mber Chamber of Deputies; member 

central commUtes> Dauil:ih Ua<li<::al Party; cu toms inspector; newspaper 
man, free-lance. 

:Mr. A. Fraenkel, memb~>r of Chamber of Deputi~. 
Andr. Th. Gronborg, former member of Parliament; author and 

teacLer. 
Mr. H. P. Han. !'!en, acting memb r of council of Interparliarrentary 

Union; member of Chamber of Depoti~s: former minister. 
Mr. Halfdan Henclricktwn, with Mrs. Hendrick en; member of 

Chamber of Deputies; shipowner. 
Mr . Mathilde Ilauschultz, with Mrs. Signe Cle-ve; member of 

Chamb<>r of Deputies; lawyer_ 
. J. C. Kyed, member of Chamber of Deputies; farmer. 
l\lr . .1. Lanesgaard, with Mrs. Lauesgaar<l; secretary of Danish 

group. 
Dr. Johannes Lou, with on, Niels Henning Lou; member ot Cham· 

bet· of Deputies ; physician. 
)1r . Elna Munch, member of the Chamber of Deputies. 
Dr. P. Munch, with son, llr. Ebbe "Munch; member of Chamber of 

Deputies; former minister. 
l\Ir. J. P. Sundbo, with daughter-in-law, Mrs. Sundbo; member of 

Chamber of Deputies; editor. 
Mr. Sven Trier, member of council of Intert>arliamentary Union; 

member of Chamber of Deputies ; Director of Labo1· Bureau. 

DO:MI:-\JCA.N REPUBLIC 

(Five delegates) 

Mr. Rafael Brache, with Miss Brache; representative. 
Mr. Gustavo Adolfo Diaz, president of the Senate. 
l\lr. Manuel J. Gomex, senator. 
Mr. Francisco Perez, with Miss Perez, representative. 
Rev. Father Santamaria, representative. 

JI}STHONIA. 

(One delegate) 

Axel de Vries, member of Parliament. 
FINLA.'D 

(Three delegates) 

Mr. Hj. J. Procope, member of Cllrunber of Deputies; former Min
ister of Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. A. Saastamoinen, member of Chamber of Deputies; former 
Mlnister tQ Washington. 

l\lr. W. Tanner, member of Chamber i>f Deputies; former Minister 
of Finance. 

FRANCE 

(Twelve delegates) 

Mr. Maurice Bokanowski, forrper minister; df'puty. 
Mr. Beaumont, senator from !'Allier. 
~Ir. Capgras, deputy from Tarn-et-Garonne. 
Doctor Chassaing, deputy from Puy de DOme. 
Mr . .Andre Esco.ffier, deputy from Drome_ 
:Mr. Henri Falcoz, deputy from Savoie; secretary of delegation. 
~Ir. Pierre Etienne li'landin, with Mme. Flandin, former ndersecre

tary of St11.te for aviation ; bend of interal11ed ntr commission, 1917; 
president of first aeronautical conference in 1919. 

Mr. Grinda, deputy Maritime Alps. 
Dr. Fernand Merlin, president of the group ; member of the executive 

committee and of the council of Interparliamentary Union; senator. 
Mr. Maxence-Bibie, deputy from Dordogne. 
Mr. Simon Reynaud, deputy from the Loire. 
Mr. Thivrier, deputy from l'.Allier. -. 

GF.R~IAN'Y 

(Twenty- enn delrgates) 

Mr. Franz Bartsehat, meml; r of Reichstag. 
Dr . .Adolf Braun, with daughter, Miss Braun; mrmber of the Reich· 

stag; author; journalist. 
~Ir. _-\lfr·eu Brodauf, member of the Reichstag; judge. 
Carl Di<!z, member of the Rcichstag; Landwirt. 
Prof. Richard Eickhoff. mt>mher of council of Intprparliamentary 

Union; teacher; former deput)'. 
1Ir. Erich Emminger, member of the Reicbstag from Davaria; for• 

mer Minister of Justice. 
Mr. Anton Erkelenz, member of the Reichstag; journalist. 
Dr . .Alfred Gildemeister, member of the Reichstug; lawyer. 
~Ir. Karl Hildenbrand, member of the R.eicbstag; former mjni ' ter of 

'Yertemburg in Berlin. 
Mr. Adolf Korell, member of the Reicbstag; minister of the gospel. 
:.Urs. Thusnelda Lang-Brumann, member of the Reicllstag; teacher. 
Mr. Ern t Lemmer, member of the Reichstag. 
Mr. Paul Lobe, pre ·ident or the Reichstag. 
Mrs. Clara Mende, member of the Reicbstag; former teacher. 
Dr. Fritz Mittelmann, memuer of the lleichstag; lawyer. 
~Irs. Antonie Pfiilf, member of the Reic-llstng; t('acller. 
Dr. Lull wig Quidde, with Mrs. K1ein.·cbmi<lt; profe Ror o1 llistory; 

author an<l lecturer; former deputy. 
llr. HanR Rauch, memi.J r of the Reichstag; engineer. 
Baron Wernc>r von Rheinbaben, meml>E:'r of the Reiehstag-; forrner 

Secretary of State. 
Dr. Kurt Rosenfeld, member of the Reichstag; lawyer. 
Dr. Heinrich Schnee, with Mrs. Schnee ; member of the lleichstag; 

form r governor of German East Africa. 
Dr. Ru<lolf Schneider, lawyer; member gf the Relchstag. 
Mrs. Louise Schroder, member of the lleichstag. 
Dr. Walter Schiicking, president of the German group; member of 

the council of the Interparliaiil'entary nion; professor of law . 
Mr. Wilhelm Sollmann, member of the Reicbstag; editor; former 

::Uinister of Interior. 
)lrs. Christine l'eusch, member of the Reichstag; teacher. 
Dr. Jo~;:ef Karl Wirth, men::ber of the Reichstag; former Chancellor. 
Richar<l Boye, secretary to the German group. 

GREAT BRITAIN 

(Forty-one delegates) 

Sir .Arthur Shirley Benn, with Lady Benn; member for Plymouth 
since 1910; former president of British .Association of Chambers of 
Commerce; member of International Chamber of Commerce. 

Sir Robert Bird, Bart., with Latly Bird; member for Wolverhampton; 
bu iness man. 

Mr. R. J. G. Boothby, member of Parliament. 
Mr. Edmund Brocklebank, member of Parliament. 
Brig. Gen. Brooke, C. R. I., C. M. G., D. S. 0., member of Parliament. 
Bt1g. Gen. John Cbarteris, C. l\I. G., D. S. 0., member for Dumfries 

since 1924; Times correspondent in Balkan War; D. S. M. (U. S. A.), 
Uising Sun (Japan), Leopold (Belgium), Croix de Guerre and Legion 
of Honor (France). 

Maj. W. P. Colfox, with Mrs. Colfox; member of Parllament since 
1918 ; major Royal Field Artillery. 

Mr. J. B. Couper, member for Glasgow; shipping business. 
Sir Henry Cowan, with Lady Cowan, and Miss Cowan; member for 

North Islington; chairman of W. & B. Cowan (Ltd.). 
Maj. George F. Davies, with Mrs. and Miss Davies; member for 

Somerset; business man; served in World War, 1914-1919. 
J. Hugh Edwards, member of Parliament ft•om Wales; author and 

lectm·er. 
Col. A. England, with Mrs. England; member for Lancashire; bend 

of Manchester business ; served through war in Gallipoli, Egypt, 
France, and Belgium; C. M. G., D. S. 0_, T. D. 

Capt. Arthur Evans, with Mrs. Evans; member for Cardift, Wales. 
Sh Park Goft', member of Parliament; King's messenger; member of 

several interparliamentary and commercial conferences. 
Capt. D. M. Gunston, with Mrs_ Gunston; member of Parliament; 

officer of Irish Guards ; served through war In Irish Guards. 
Capt. W. D'A.rcy Hall, with Mrs. Hall; member of Parliament. 
Mr. C. M. Barclay Harvey, with Mrs. Bat·clay-Harvey; member of 

Parliament. 
Mr. George Harvey, member of Parliament. 
Lord Hemphill, with Lady Hemphill and Hon. Martyn Hemphill; 

member of Parliament; lawyer. 
Dennis Herbert, with 1\Irs. Herbert; member for Watford Divi ion 

of Herta; solicitor. 
Str Robert Horne, former Chancellor of the Exchequer. 
R. S. Hudson, with Mrs. Hudson 1 member for Cumberland; was in 

diplomatic service. 

.I. 
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Sir Herbert Huntlngton-Wbiteley, Bart., with Lady Huntlngton

Whiteley, and son, Eric Arthur; former member of Parliament. 
Sir Robert Hutchison, with Lady Hutchison; member of Parlia

ment; in charge of British Army of Occupation_ in Cologne, 1919-1922; 
K. C. M. G., C. B., D. S. 0., D. S. l\1. (U. S. A.), and other foreign 
decorations. 

T. Law, assistant secl'etary. 
Mr. Lewis Lougher, member for Cardiff; extensively interested in 

shipping; member of court of governors, National Museum of Wales 
and university of \Vales. 

Sir Robert Lynn, with Lady Lynn; member of British and Ulster 
Parliaments ; journalist ; chairman lster educational commission. 

Mr. F. Maddison, with daughter, Miss Ellen Maddison; secretary, 
British group ; former member of Parliament; secretary of the Inter
national Arbitration League. 

Lieutenant Colonel Mason, G. K. M., with Mrs. Mason ; member of 
Parliament; served through war in France, Salonika, Serbia, Palestine; 
D. S. 0. 

J. Wardlaw Milne, with Mrs. Milne; member of Parliament; ex
member, viceroy of India's council; ex-chairman Bom!Jay Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Maj. Gen. Hon. Sir Newton J. Moore, with Lady Moore; member of 
Parliament; former prime minister of Western Australia; chairman 
standing orders committee, House of Commons. 

Capt. T. J. O'Connor, and Mrs. O'Connor; member of Parliament; 
member of English bar ; Fellow Royal Geographical Society ; served 
with west African frontier force. 

Mr. Wilfred Paling, member for Doncaster, Yorks, 1022-1!)::!4; coal 
miner until 1916; West Riding County Council, 1919. 

Mr. F. W. Pethick-Lawrence, with Mrs. Pethick-Lawrence; member 
of Parliament; author ; barrister; lecturer. 

Lieut. Col. Assheton Pownall, with Mrs. Pownall and Mi s Pownall; 
member from East Lewisham since 1918; parlian:entary sccretar~· to 
Minister of Labor. 

Mr. Ben Riley, member of Parliament. 
Mr. Samuel Roberts, with Mrs. Roberts; member of Parliament 

for Hereford ; one, of chairmen of standing committees, Hou ·e of 
Commons. 

1\!r. Hcnnie Smith, member of Parliament. 
Brig. Gen. E. L. Spears, former member of House of Commons; 

first British officer at the front in 1914; head of liaison work and 
of British military mission until after Peace Conference ; C. B., 
C. B. E., M. C., and numerous foreign military decorations. 

Col. K Vaughan-Morgan, member for East Falham, London, since 
1922; director and vice chairman of Morgan Crucible Co. (Ltd.) ; 
served through war in France and Belgium. 

Thomas Williams, with Secretary J. T. Rowan; member for. Don 
Valley division, South Yorks; former coal miner. 

Col. H. C. Woodcock, member for Liverpool; member of city council 
of Bri tol; commander of battalion in 1914; served through war in 
command of regiments; stockbroker. 

GREECE 

(One delegate) 

Maj. Byron Carapanayoti, M. P., ex-Minister of Communications; 
delegate to the Twenty-third Interparliamentary Conferen~e. 

GUATEMALA 

(One delegate) 

Mr. Antonio Batres Jauregui and son; member of Congress; charter 
member of American Institute of International Law; historian and 
author. 

HAITI 

(Two delegates) 

Mr. Emmanuel James Thomas, with daughter, Miss Elvy1-a Thomas; 
president of the council of state ; held many public offices in his country 
and represented IIaitl as consul general in ::\lobile. 

Dr. G. Beauvoir, member of council of state. 
BOLLAND 

(One delegate) 

Darou Wittert van Hoogland, E. B. F. F., member of council of 
Interparliamentary Union; senator of Parliament of Holland; member 
of city council of The Hague; president of the labor council of The 
Hague. 

Mr. F. N. Horn, secretary of delegation. 

HO:YDURAS 

(Two delegates) 
I'rof. Gustave A. Castaneda, member of Congress; teacher; author. 
Mr. Vennncio allejas, president of Congress. 

HUNG AllY 

(Six delegates) 
Mr. Andr6 de Gaal, member of Parliament; former Secretary of 

State. 

Mr. Gustavlus Gratz, forn:er member of Parliament; former Minister 
of Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. Tibor de Kallay, member of Parliament; former Finance 
Minister. 

Mr. Georges de Lukacs, member of Parliament; former Minister of 
Public Instruction; mem!Jcr of the executive committee and of the 
council of the lnterparliamentary Union. 

Mr. Paul Petri, membtr of Parliament; state secretary to Minister of 
Public Instruction. 

Dr. Adalbert de Poka-Pirny, with Mrs. Poka-Pivny ; secretary of 
delegation ; formerly counselor of the Ministry of Commerce. 

IRISH FREE STATE 

(Four delegates) 

Mt·. Michael Hayes, member of council of Interparllamentary union: 
speaker of Dail Eireann ; chairiiUln of civil service commission. 

Thomas Johnson, member of council of Interparliamentary Union; 
representative in Dail for Dublin ; member of several commissions of 
Dail. 

Patrick McGilligan, member of the Dail Eireann ; Minister of Indus
try and Commerce; membee of executive committee; former member of 
high commis ion for the Irish Free State in London. 

Gen. llichard Mulcahy, representative in Dail Eireann since 1!)18; 
chief of staff Of Irish Republican Army ; made commander in chief on 
death of Gen. Michael Collins; chairman of commission on educational 
and economic conditions of the Irish-speaking areas. 

IT.lLY 

(Ten delegate ) 

l\lr. Salvatore Barzilai, with son, Mr. Georges Barzilai; senator; 
lawyer; former minister. 

Mr. Fausto Bianchi, deputy; lawyer. 
Mr. Vittorio Buratti, accompanied by brother, Bramante Buratti; 

deputy; manufacturer. 
Hon. Giuseppe Di Stefano-Napolitani, president of delegation; mem

ber of council of Interparliamentary Union; lawyer; senator. 
Mr. Luigi Lulggi, with daughter, Mi s Lusia Luiggi; senator; engi-

neer. 
Mr. Giambattista Miliani, deputy; manufacturer; former minister. 
lli. Domenico Nuvoloni, senator; lawyer. 
Baron Alessandro Sardi, deputy; former Undet·secretary of State; 

vice president of ltalia-America Society. 
Mr. Carlo Tinzl, deputy; lawyer; secretary on train only. 
Mr. Filippo Ungaro, deputy ; lawyer ; secretary of Chamber of Depu

ties. 
Mr. Luigi Nnvoloni, lawyer; secretary to delegation. 
Mr. Ignazio Guzzardi, secretary. 

JAPA~ 

(Ten delegates) 

Mr. l\Iitsuo Hirano, with secretary, Mr. Shutaro Tomimas; member 
of Parliament; editor. 

~lr. Hisashi Isobe, member of Parliament; lawyer. 
Mr. Fusanosuke Mayeda, member of Parliament; business man. 
Mr. Shigeru Morita, member of council of Interparliamentary Union; 

member of Parliament; lawyer. • 
Mr. Kaju Nakamura, member of council of lnterparllamentary Union; 

lawyer. • 
Mr. Daisuke Sakal, member of Parliament. 
l\lr. Shunkiti Seki, member of Parliament. 
Mr. Sukeichi Taguchi, member of Parliament; secretary of House of 

Representative . 
Mr. Masutaro Takagi, with daughter, Miss Kiyoko Takagi; member 

of Parliament; lawyer. 
Mr. Junsaku Takatori, member of Parliament. 
Mr. Hosigawa, secretary to Mr. l\.Iarita. 

KINGDOM OF THE SEUBS, CROATS, AND SLOYEXES 

(Five delegates) 

Dr. Velizar Yankovitch, with Mrs. Yankovitch; member of Parlia· 
ment; former Minister of Finance and Communications; president of 
the group. 

Dr. Voislav Uarinkovitch, with l\Irs. Marinkovltch; member of Par
llament; former Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. Ljoubisha Neshitch, member of Parliament; former Underse<l-
retary of State and minister at Prague. 

Dr. Srdjan BoudisavljeYitch, member of Parliament. 
Mr. Nikola Preka, member of Parliament. 
l\lr. Veljke Drignakovitch, secretary of the delegation. 

LITHUANIA 

(One delegate) 

Dr. A. Smulkstys, member Chamber of Deputies. 
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MEXICO 

(Eight delegates) 

Dr. Pedro de Alba, with Mrs. de Alba; senator; delegate to the 
Twenty-first Conference of Interparlia.men~ary Union; physician. 

Mr. Gonzals Bautista, secretary of the group. 
Mr. Gilberto Fabila, representative; agricultural engineer. 
Mr. Victoria E. G6ngora, senator. 
Mr. Manuel HernandeZ" Gal>lin, representative; lawyer. 
Mr. Pedro Merla, representative. 
Mr. Ezeqniel Padilla, president of delegation; representattve; 

speaker of bouse; lawyer. 
Mr. Genaro V. Vasquez, representative; lawyer; former Governor of 

Oaxaca. 
NEWFOUKDLAND 

(Six delegates) 

Mr. Robert K. Bishop, senior member legislative council; business, 
exporting and importing and shipping; in public life since 1889, rep
resenting Newfoundland on commissions and at conferences. 

lion. Cyril J. Fox, speaker of assembly since July, 1924; barrister 
and solicitor ; elected to House of Assembly 1919. 

Mr. William J. Higgins, with Mrs. Higgins; member of the House 
of Assembly; Attorney General and Minister of Justice; in public life 
since 1913. • 

Ron. Sir Patrick McGrath, with nephew, Mr. Claude Fraser; presi
dent of legislative council since 1916; knighted for war work; jour
nalist and author; represented his government on many commissions 
and at conferences. 

Ron. Walter S. Monroe, with Mrs. Monroe; Prime Minister of New
foundland; engaged in fisheries intlustrles ; in political life since 19:!3. 

Hon. Alfred B. Morine, with Mrs. Morine ; member of legislative 
council; journalist; lawyer; politician; minister without portfolio. 

NICARAGUA 

(Three delegates) 

Mr. Santiago Callejas, with sister-in-law, Miss Mayorga; member 
of Senate, from Chinandega ; former Minister 1Jf War :md of Finance; 
Knight Commander, Order of Leopold II of Belgium. 

.llr. Francisco Paniagua Prado, with son, ::\Ir. Luis Paniagua; mem
ber of Senate from Leon ; lawyer; former justice of Central American 
International Court. 

Mr. J. Leopoluo Salazar, with daughter, Miss Emily Salazar; presi
dent of delegation ; member of Senate from Matagalpa; coffee exporter. 

Mr. Evaristo Carazo Uorale , secretary of delegation. 

NORWAY 

(Three delegates) 

~fr. Johannes Berger en, member of Parliament. 
lfr. Jon Sundby, member of council of lnterparlia.mentary Union; 

member of Parliament; agriculturist. 
Mr. Wefring, m{'mber of council of Interparliamentary Union; mem

ber of council of tate ; ~linister of Foreign Affairs. 

PANAMA 

(Three delegates) 

Mr. Julio AJemlin, with l\Ir . .Alem!1n; member of National Assembly. 
Mr. Jeptba B. Duncan, member of National Assembly; secretary of 

education, 1918-1923; professor of modern languages in National Insti
tute "'of Panama; editor of T.he Times, daily paper published in English 
and Spanish; editor and publisher of English weekly. 

Mr. Octavio A. Vallarino, with Mrs. Vallarino; memoor of National 
As embly. 

Mr. J. A. Zubieta, with Mrs. Zubieta.; secretary to delegation; former 
member of city council of Panama; delegate from Panama. to Interna
tional Labor Congress, Washington, 1910. 

PERU 

(Two del£>gates) 

Mr. Lauro A. Curlett!, with Miss Curlett!; senator; chairman joint 
congressional committee on foreign affairs; lawyer, author, lecturer. 

Mr. J. F. Pazos Varela, and .Mi s Pazos; member of Chamber of 
Deputies. 

Miss Cecilia Pazos, secretary of the group. 

PHlLIPPfXES 

(One delegate) 

Hon. Sergio Osmcna, with his wife, l\lrs. Osmena; president pro 
tempore, senate; formerly speaker, lower bouse (1907-1922), and >ice 
president, council of state. 

Dr. J. S. Reyes, secretary of the delegation. 
POLA.:SD 

(Ten delegates) 

Dr. Bronislaus Dembinski, president of the Polish group; member of 
council of Interparliamentary L'nion ; professor of history in the Uni
ver ity of Posen (Poland) ; former member of Parliament and former 
Undersecretary of State, etc. 

Jan Zamorski, member of council of Interparliamentary Union; 
member of Chamber of Deputies (Sejm) ; profes or of college. 

Wladislaw Kosydarski, treasurer of Polish group; member of Cham
ber of Deputies (Sejm). 

Jan Dabski, member of Chamber of Deputies (Sejm) ; former Under-
secretary of Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

Dr. Thaddaeus Dymowski, member of Chamber of Deputies (Sejm). 
Kurt Graebe, member of Chamber of Deputies (Sejm). 
Dr. Konrad Ilski. member of Chamber of Deputies (Sejm) ; >ice 

pr·esident of city of Warsaw. 

Rev. Otto Krajczyrski, member of Chamber of Deputies (Sejm). 
Michal Kwiatkowski, member of Chamber of Deputies (Sejm). 
Dr. Leon Reich, member of Chamber of Deputies ( Sejm). 
Stanislaus Czosnowsld, secretary. 
Rev. Stanislaus Sobieniowski, secretary. 
.Tan Stanislaus Szczerbinski, secretary; representative of Poli h 

governmental telegraphic agency. 

B.UMA.NIA 

(Five delegates) 

Mr. Sever Bocu (Mr. Bocu was not present), with Mrs. Bocu and 
secretary ; deputy ; in public life for many years; prominent in Ru
manian affairs since war. 

Mr. Nicolae Botez, with Mrs. Botez; president of group; senator. 
Mr. Canstant Georgesco, with Mrs. Georgesco; deputy; professor 

of economics, Univer ity of Rumania; lawyer ; author of many works 
on economics and social questions. 

Dr. Jon Mateiu, deputy since 1922; teacher, lawyer, and author. 
Mrs. Mateiu, inspector for the Ministry of Social Protection and 

Public Health ; secretary of the group. 
Mr. Vespasian Pella, with Mrs. Pella; senator, in Parliament for 25 

years: lawyer; journalist. 

Prot. V. V. Pella, deputy; member of council of Interparliamentary 
Union; professor of criminal law in university; specializes in criminal 
law, both private and international; author of works on various 
aspects of crime and criminals. 

SWEDEN 

(Twenty-one delegates) 

Mr. E. R. Abrahamson, member of first chamber. 
Baron Theodor Adelswaerd, with Baroness Adelswaerd; president 

of Council of Interparliamentary Union ; president of Swedish group. 
Mr. Sven Bengts on, member of second chambc~: ; proprietor. 
Dr. J. Bergman, with Mr . Bergman; member of first chamber; 

former university professor. 

B~rgstrom, with Mrs. Bergstrom ; member of first chamber; former 
Minister of War. 

Mr. J. L. Carlsson-Frosterud, member of second chamber. 
Mr. Martin Fehr, member of fit·st chamber; profe sor. 
Mr. Eric Hallin, with on, Hon. Eric Hallin ; member of First Cham

ber ; lord of the bedchamber. 
Mr. Felix Hamrin, with :lliss Ilamrin ; member of Second Chamber; 

merchant. 
)fr. Otto Jaerte, with Mrs. Jaerte; member of Second Chamber; 

chief first division of the Swedish Royal Social Board. 
Mr. Edvard Larson, memb~>r of First Chamber. 
Mr. Carl Lindhagen, member of First Chamber; mayor of Stockholm. 
Mr. Emil Lithandi!r, with Mrs. Lithander; member of Second Cham-

ber; merchant. 
Mr. Ernst Lundell, member of First Chamber. 
Mr. C. P. V. Nilsson, men:ber of First Chamber. 
Mr. Johan Olofsson, member of Second Chamber. 
Mr. Oscar Olsson, member of First Chamber ; lecturer. 
Mr. J. Palsson, member of First Chamber. 

1\tr. David Pettersson, member of Second Chamber; former Minister 
of Agriculture. 

l\Ir . .Algot Sjostrom, member o( Parliament. 
Mr. Ivar Vennerstrom, member of Second Chrurber; editor. 
Mr. Frederlk Johannesson, secretary to delegation. 
Mr. Kurt \Valles, assistant secretary. 
Miss Engstrom, secretary to Baron Adelswaerd. 

SWITZERLAND 

(Two delegates) 

Dr. Paul Usteri with daughter, Mrs. Loosli; member of council of 
Interparliamentary Union; member of Council of Switzerland. 

1\Ir. Sidney Schopfer and his sister, 1\luua.m Ellen de Kernay; mt>m
ber of council of Interparliamentnry Union; deputy of congress; 
lawyer; acting president of delegation. 

URCGUAY 

(One delegate) 

Hon. Ismael Cortinas with Mrs. Cortinas; senator. 
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VEXEZL'ELA. 

(Two delegates) 

'Mr. Lufs Churi6n, president of Chamber of Deputies; former Min
ister of Foreign Affairs; fot·mer secretary to Washington legation; 
author. 

Dr. Carlos Grisanti Vl11h 'Mlsses ::\Iargarita and Ana Teresa Grisanti i 
IH'esldent of Congre s; law.rer; professor of law in uni\crsity; formet 
preflident of federal court. 

Mr. J. A. Olavnrrla Matos with llrs. and ~Ls 'Matos; secretary tt 
delegation. 

XITf.O STATES OF AmmiCA 

'I'hc officers and excc:uliYe committee or the .American group of the 
lnterparliamentary Union: 

OF!"! CEllS 

President: Senntot· WrLLIDl B. hlc KL-LEY. 
Vice presidents: Reim~scntatiYe AxoBEW J. MoxTJ.GGE, \irginia; 

Representative ITr:~nY W. TE~IPLE, Pennsylvania; Representative 
WILLLHI A. OLDFIELD, Arkansas. 

Treasurer: Rept·esentative ADOLPH J. SABATH, Jllinois. 
Sect·etiU'y: Representative Jou-x J. :McSwArx, South Carollna. 
ExecutiYe secretary : Arthur Deerin Call, 613 Colorado Building, 

Washington. D. C. (telephone, Main 7400). Cable address, "Ampax, 
Washington." 

BXECUTI\Jl CO~BTlT'rEEJ 

Senator WrLLIA:U B. l\IcKIXLE¥, Illinois, ex officio chairman; nepre
sentatiYe FilED BRITTEX, Illinois ; Representative TIIEODOllE E. BGRTOX, 
Ohio; Representative IIEXR¥ ALLEX CoorEn, Wisconsin; Senat~r 
JOSEl'H T. ROBINsox, Arkansas; Senator CLAUDE A. SWA"!\Sox, Vn
ginia; Senator CIIA11UlS CenTis, Kansas; llepre ~ntative .T.\:UES C. 
McL.UiGILLIN, 1\Ilchigan; Representati\e To~.r Co~rNALLY, Texas; Rep
resentative JoHx E. RAKER, California. 

Delegates registel'ed rrom United States as of October 2, 1925. 

(Forty-three delegate ) 

SEX ATOllS 

SDIEOK D. FEss, Ol.lio; Washington only; W'ILLI.UI B. McKrxLEY, 
Illinois; CLAUDE A. SWA..'\SO:-t, Yirginia. 

UEl'HESEXTATIY.J::S 

ER!\EST n.. ACKErnux, New Jersey; Wa ·hington only; A. W. BARK

T.EY, Kentucky; L. :ll. BLJ.CK, New York; THOMAS L. BWNTOX, Texas; 
Wa hington only; l•'RED A. BRITTEX, lllinois; THEODORE E. BGRTO.-, 
Ohio; CLA.BEXCE CAxxox, Mis ouri; EmiC\D N. CllPEXTER, Pennsyl
vania; EllANUEL CELLER, New York; New York only; CAnr .. R. CHI)ID
nr.o.u, Illinois; Ross A. CoLLL-s, Mis issippi; Washington, doubtful; 
New York and Oblo; To:o~r COXK.iLLY, Texas; F. CORDOBA DAVILA; 
EDWARD E. DExrsox, Illinois; l!'I~Is J. G-ARRETT, Tl'nne~see ; ...\LLJ.RD 
II. GASQuE, South Carolina; Washington only ; TliOliAS IhLLJ North 
Dakota; Jon~ l'niLlP HILL, Maryland; Wasltl..ngton only; LISTER 
HILL, Alabama; ITO!IIER Hoerr, Kansas; Washington, possibly; New 
York and Ohio ; Gru.xT ~L llCDSO~, Michigan; Wa llington only ; Mon
TO~ D. HULL, Illinois; L..urAR JEFFERSJ Alabama; Washington only; 
FronEr..r.o II. LAGUA.RDIAJ New York; J. CHAirLES I~IKTHICG~r, Uary
lanll; Jon~ J. :McSw.ux, South Carolina; OGDE~ L. 1!£LLS, New Yorl.:; 
AXDREW J. MOJ\TAGUE, virginia; Washington only; '\VILLIA~I .\.. OLD
FJELD, Arkansas ; STEPHE~ G. PouTF.RJ Pennsylvania; GJ::OUGFJ ·J. 
ScHXEIDER, Wisconsin; J. II. Srxcr.AIR, ~orth Dakota; Wa hington 
only; JOHN B. Sos.'OWSKIJ Michigan; all essions; IlEXnY W. TE~IrLE, 
l'enn~ylvania; MAURICE II. TH.1TCHEn, Kentucky; J. Q. Tn.so.x, Con
necticut; C. B. TDIBERLAKE, Colorado; J. U. 'WAIXWRIGHT, :Kew 
York; RICHARD YATF.S, Illinois; F. ll. ZIHLMA.X, ~Iarylanll . 

lNTERPARLI.HIEXTABY u~rox Coxll'FJREXCE OrExrxa ADDEnss 

(By Frank B. Kellogg, Secretary of State of the 'C'nited States of 
America, House of Itepl'esentatives, October 1, 1925, at 10 o'clock) 

Mr. President anll members of the Intcrparliamentai·y T.Jnion: It is 
a notable e>tmt when delegate from ihe parliaments of 41 self-govern
ing nations meet for the first time in convention in the Capital in one 
of the first Republics e tablishcd in the elghteenth century. It sho\YS 
that in this remarkable age tlle attention of the world is centered 
upon the study of self-governnwnt. Probably in no period in history 
has there been gt·eater expansion of democratic government, a more 
decided trend toward liberal views, and a. greater awakening of the 
people for participation in government, than since the close of the 
Great War. The end of tl.le eighteenth century and the beginning of 
1be uineteenth was a notable period in the growth of western civillza
tion, because it wa the period in which came the greatest development 
in self-government. Parliamentary government was not, of com·~e, 

unknown in the· eighteenth century. The British constitution was a 
conspicuous examtJie of ·uch governments, but, prior to the American 
Revolution and the French Reyolution, the go>ernments of the world 
were in the main monarchies, in some cases tempered in degree by 
parliamentary control. The fact remains, however, that eycn dm·ing 

the first dec:ulc of the nineteenth century there were only two repuu
lics in the world, the Swiss Republic and the United Stutes. To-day 
neurly all countries of the world are either representative democraciea 
or constitutional monarchies wlth parliamentary control. Following 
the .American and the French Revolution, there was an almost uni
versal movement again t absolute monarchy, growing out of aspira
tion of the people for greater participation in government. This was 
notably true of the ·western Hemisphere, for between 1810 and 182o 
there swept over that -..a.st continent of Centntl and South America 
a general uprising of the people, a demand to be released from the 
antocralic colonial control of the Old World and for the establishment 
of self-governing democracies or mona.r·chie . . 

As a result o! this wonderful degree of unanimity or sentiment 
among the people nnd of their combine.d action, there were established 
in substantially all the central and South American countr·ies repre
SE:'ntative democracie very imilur in their construction to that or 
the Vnited States. It is also true that, in spite of the suppression 
(}f the French ne,·olution and in Ep!.te of t.llc reactionary influence 
of the l'\apoleon regime which followed, there were in Europe al o a. 
great awakening of' the people and an ad,·ance in libt>ral ideas of 
go>emmcnt. The hl:story, ho\\·ever, of the last 100 years dem
onst rates that the pathway of re.prescntative democracies and parlia
mentary govemmen ts is beset with many difficulties. Many nations 
haYe uurler~one long and painful struggles, disorders, and revolutions 
before reachlng that stability necessary to the pro perlty and hal>P!.
ness of the people. nut in spite of difficultie the last llundred years 
haYe revealed a wonderful growth in democratic spirit, in self-reliance 
and capacity for self-government. and in the education of the masses 
of the people !.n the duties and ouligations incident thereto, and 
once more. the Western llcmisphere has taken a leading part. In no 
part of the world has progl'css been greater than in Central and 
South America. You represent coWltries with varying economic con
tlitions, many races with "·hlely different political histories and tradi
Hons, and one of the prime objects of your organization is, I under
stand, to further the cause of peace--a noble aspiration which will 
find sympathy in mllllons of hearts. after the devastation of the 
great world conflict. i\"othing can be more stimulating to the advance
ment of liberal ideas or will contriuute more certainly to peace than for' 
members of the various parliaments and le.glslntive bodies to meet 
as ron at·e doing to exchange views on yon.r resp~ctive problems. 
The permanent peace of the world depends on tlle spread of knowl!:dge 
and the proper under tanding of each otl.ter·s problems. 

'rhe principal causes of wat· are national ambitions, national jeal
ousies, and racial hatreds. Knowledge and acquaintance remove suspi
cions and intercourse softens animosities. Universal peace has been 
the dream of statesmen for ages, but no one has ye.t found a specific. 
The cure must come from the hearts and understanding of the people. 
They must be tau~ht to think in terms of peace; they must realize 
tbat there are better · means of allju.: ting intet·national di~putes than 
the arbitrament of war. Arbitration and judicial settlements have a 
con~picnous place :mel are powerful instruments for peace, but there 
must be more than treatil'S and conventions; there must be the spirit 
of tolerance and a willlugness to submit to arbitration or judicial 
settlements. How many nations haYe beeJJ plunged into war by a 
false sen ·e of patriotism! 

The l"xtension over the world of true repre cntatiYe democracies 
where the Yoice of the people way be made effective in shaping the 
destinies of nations is undouutedly a Yery powerful instrument in the 
mai.ntenanee of peace, but unfortm1ately all hi. tory teaches us that 
en.•n this i not always effective. To make it effective the people 
themsclYes mus t ~tully and m1derstand the probl'enrs of government, 

· the relation of nations to each other: they must acquire an appre
ciation of the obligations of citlzen .. hip and the ·e principles should 
be taught tv the ronth of every lanu. Parliamentary government, 
used in its broad sense a inclttlling all forms of repre ·entatiYe democ
racie , is to-llay facing as grave problems as at any time within the 
memory of any man now living. There are forces at work for tlle 
dlslntc>gr::~tion of orderly r cpresentatiYe government anu for the estab
li. hmcnt of clas rule which may well give us serious thought. I 
am not an alarmist, and I ba>e absolute confidence in the intelli
gence and the patrioti:;m of the people of all tho e nations who have 
reat·ed and maintained the mvrvclous institutions of the twentieth 
century, but I can not be blind to the forces which are working in 
many of the self-governing countries for the de:1truction of really 
representative government and the establishment of class trranny. 
It is not sufficient to label a government a democracy and simply 
provide for majority rule. A government must be stable, must in ure 
the protection of law to minorities as well as to majorities, the main
tenance of indhidnal libert~-. the protection of property, freedom of 
religiou belief und worship, freedom of the press, maintenance of the 
home, an equal opportuHit.y for individual entNprise and initjative. 
There may be a tyranny of the majority as arbitrary and as detri
mental to human lil>rrt~· u the t~·ranuy of monarchs. Some of the 
darkest pages of human history have been written unde.r the guise of 
liberty. 
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I am aware that one of the questions which has invited the atten
tion of the Interparliamentary Union in the past, and still is a burning 
question in some countries under a republican. form of government, is 
protection of minorities . . I have no mind to touch upon this delicate 
and controversial subject. I can only say in passing, without assuming 
to hold up the Constitution of the United States as an example to all 
the world or as containing all the wisdom of government, that the 
framers of ow· Constitution did not leave to the representatives of the 
people in Congress assembled the sole protection of the rights of 
minorities. They placed in the written Constitution prohibitions upon 
the power of Congress and in the Bill of Rights guarantees of liberty 
for the humblest citizen, irrespective of racial origin or religious belief, 
as well as for the wealthy and powerful, and by the Constitution itself 
established a Supreme Court with full power to protect all citizens in 
those rights and to declare void any legislative or executive act in
fringing upon them. I know there are many in this country who are 
restive under the restraint of these constitutional protections and 
demand unlimited power for Congress, but I believe the experience 
of 140 years has demonstrated the wisdom of the constitutional pro
vision and I have absolute confidence that the people of the United 
States will never sweep away those guarantees of liberty. 

Whether a government has a written constitution or not, these prin· 
ciples for the guarantee of individual liberty underlying all represen
tative democracy must be maintained if self-government is to survive. 
Stability of government, security for the person, the right to labor 
and to enjoy the fruits of industry, protection of property and of 
equal opportunity are necessary for the highest advancement of the 
human race. The genius of enterprise, of invention, or learning can 
not thrive under a government that is too weak or too vacillating to 
insme protection. Education, in its highest sense, which fits a man 
for citizenship and participation in government, can take place only 
where there is guaranteed security for the fruits of education. Not 
only, as I have said, must there be a sense of the responsibility of 
individual citizenship, but there must be e.qually a high sense of re
sponsibility by the represenatlves of the people. The high ideal of 
government is that the representatives of the people shall be free to 

, act for the greatest beneiit to the whole people. This can not be ac
compli bed where representatives are torn by factions and are not 
morally free to use their best judgment. 

There is another phase of legislative responsibUity, which I should 
like to mention in passing, and that is the growing practice of na
tions to submit treaties to parliaments or to some branch of their 
legislative bodies for ratification. Under our fot·m of government, 
and that of many other countries, this is obligatory, and the present 
tendency among European countries is to follow this practice. Under 
the British constitution, to be sure, the government in power has 
the right to make a treaty, which may be ratified by the King without 
the authority of the Parliament; but, especially since the war, this 
practice has been abandoned, and all treaties of importance are sub
mitted to the House of Commons ; in France a certain class of treaties 
must be ratified by both the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies. 
This is generally true in Central and South America. I believe the 
adoption of this practice by parliamentary governments 1s a wise step 
toward the maintenance of peace. There has been, at times, criti
cism of the American Government that treaties negotiated by the Presi
dent can become valid only when ratified by the Senate. I think lt 
has always been considered in this country a very wise provision. 
Treaties between nations often, in fact usually, atrect the intimate 
life, business, and economic interests of the people. They are often, 
and should always, be, powerful instruments for the maintenance of 
peace, but many times in history secret treaties and alliances have 
been the cause of war. The more the people know about their own 
governments the better for them and for the stability of the world. 
Why should not some representatives of the people have a right to 
pass upon the treaties, which shall be made between the nations? 

Permit me, on behalf of the Government and lhe people of the 
United States, to extend to you a sincere and cordial welcome. It 
is a most enlightening and momentous occasion when the representa
tives of the world's parliaments meet to discuss the problems of gov
ernment, to lend their influence to the passage of wise and beneficent 
laws, which are so necessary to the stability and the peace of the 
world and the advancement of civilization. 

.ADDRESS OF WELCO.Mlll BY SENATOR WILLIAM B. MCKI~LEY, PRESIDENT 

OF THE A)IERICAN GROUP 

Mr. President, colleagues, and friends, in behalf of the American 
group I welcome you most heartily to the thirty-sixth anniversary and 
to the twenty-third conference of the Interparliamentary Union. 

We are glad that you are with us. We treasure the memories of 
those guests of ours at the twelfth conference in our midst, 21 years 
ago ; but we recall especially just now how through the years many 
of us of America have been immeasurably benefited and charmed by 
the choice friendshipS nnd the boundless hospitalities from your 
groups across the seas. For your countless- unforgetable courtesies 

we thank you every one. While we can not repay, we must as ure 
you-and I am proud here also to speak for our Canadian colleagueR, 
who have so kindly cooperated to inal<e your visit to these shores a 
pleasure and a profit-we must assure you that we are comforted 
becau e you ha>e so graciously accepted our invitation, becau e you 
.are here, and we open wide to you not only our hearths but our hearts. 
We aim to leave no stone unturned to make your stay among us a 
worthy expression of our common hope. 

As a re ult of your visit, you will discover increasingly that we, 
of the Congress of the United States, belleye in the Interparliamentary 
Union. 

BECA'CSE OF ITS PAST 

We believe in it because of its past, which at least is secure. 
The Interpa.rliamentary Union has modified the thoughts of men. 

Its history is a history of practical persons bent upon the pursuit of 
attainable ideals. 

For a generation it has stood for the principle of arbitration of dis
putes between nations. Follovoing 1802, "largely upon the initiative 
of our late and lamented Lord Weardale, it labored in behalf of 
a permanent arbitration tribunal until that tribunal became a fact. 
In no small way it Influenced the calling of the first Hague confer
ence. A resolution, adopted at our Brussels meeting in 1895, ser>ed 
that conference in 1897 as the basis for its discuf)sion , relative to an 
international organization for the furtherance of international arbi-
tration. · 

Row in 1904 the Interparliamentary Union prevailed upon President 
Roose\elt of the United States to take the initiative in the calling of 
the seconu Hague conference has often been told. The draft treaty 
of arbitration drawn up by this body in LOJidon in 1906 became the 
basis of discussion at the second Hague conference in 1907. 

It is not necessary in this presence to recall the labors of the 
Interparliamentary Union in behalf of a third Hague .conference and 
of a Permanent Court of International Justice. 

There is not OJily history, there is a \eritable romance in the efforts 
of the union to develop its own organization, to provide for a perma
nent office and a paid secretary general, to increase its support, finan
cial and moral, from the parliaments of the world, and to pr<>JlWte a 
friendlier international understanding. 

Some of the results have been tangible. It is proper to note that 
there were 12 group represented at Stockholm in 1921, 26 at Vienna 
in 1922, 26 at Copenhagen in 1923, and 26 at Bern and Geneva in 
1924, with 211 delegates. When we think ot the costs of travel, of 
the depreciated currencies abroad, and of the many distresses following 
the World War, 1t is peculiarly encouraging to report at this om· 
twenty-third conference 41 countries, represented by a total of 292 
delegates. You from the Eastern Hemi pbere will join with me in 
expressing our special gratification that repre entatives of 14 Latin 
American .Republics are with us. 

Evidently not only is the past secure; there is evidence of a sub
stance and of a value to the present. 

BLCAUSE OF fTS PURPOSES 

We believe in the Interparliamentary Union because of its purposes. 
While all of these purposes are not fixed and unchangeable, we shall 
continue to believe in arbitration as a practicable and civilized method 
of settling disputes between nations. We shall always believe in the 
judicial settlement of controversies between states. As members of 
parliaments we are concerned to k:no.w more of the relations between 
our legislative bodies and foreign policies. We crave that light and 
leading which can come only from. intercourse with our fellow par
liamentarians. We would know more of each other's c<fndttions pre
cipitated by the Wo.rld War, of the mandated t~rritories, of tire 
minorities, of the economic, financial, and health problems, of the 
League of Nations and its- Permanent Court of International Justice, 
of passports and customs, of international production and transporta
tion, of the achievements and failures of diplomacy, of social and 
colonial problems, of armaments and of the traffic in munitions of war, 
of de'lnilitarized zones, and particularly of the all-important efforts to 
restate, amend, reconcile, and promote the principles of international 
law, without which there can be no peace or justice between the 
nations of the world. The only agency regularly and permanently 
organized for parliamentarians collective1y to promote that 1nterconrs~ 
es entia! to these high matters is the Interparliamentary Union . 

In no small sense, therefore, the interests of all peoples are affected 
by our aims, as set forth in our constitution, " to unite in common 
action the members of all parliaments • • • to secure the coopera
tion of our respective states in the firm establishment and the demo
cratic development of the work of international peace and cooperation 
between nations · • • • to study all questions of an international 
character suitable for settlement by pat·liamentary · action." 

Through all these purposes runs a golden thread, a thread of reason, 
strengthened by an abiding faith that out of our honesty of discuss1on 
and bt!tter understanding nations may enjoy Increasingly that peace 
which inevitably reigns where justice prevails under law. 

\ 

) 
I 
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Thus the futurG of our Interparliamentary Union is a challenge to 
every parliament of the world. Our work has just begun. We are a 
nonpartisan body concerned with the international problems or to -day 
in the light of a better to-morrow. It is not unreasonable to e~pect 
that we shall become more and more, albeit unomctaJly, a "parliament 
or parliaments." 

With all the diifcrenccs between us~ifferences in language, in re
ligion, in politics, in local conditions-we know that there are problems 
common to us all by nrtue of the fact that we are upon the same earth, 
deriving our motives from the same great springs of action, sensing our 
goal with certain purposes and intere ts, similar and enduring. 

We of the InterparliamentaL'y l::nion, especially we who have been 
with it through the many years, owe to it a great debt of gratitude. 
Without it certain deeply cherished friendahips could not have ooen 
po. ~ible. Because of it, its studies, its dlscusslons, its acquaintanca
shlps, we have been able to serve our own constituencies, we hope, with 
a richer intelligence. In any e¥ent, because of it we are challenged 
to advance the cause of international righteousness with a firmer pur
pose and a finer nobility. 

Since w~ believe in the Interparliamentary Union because ot lts his
tory, which is secure; b!'cauae of its purposes, which are clear; and 
because of its future. standing as a challenge to every pal'liament in the 
world, we welcome you all, friends of many lands, to this the twenty
third conference of the Interparliamentary Union. 

The Codification of International Law 
(Read by Hon. THEODORE E. lluRTO~ at the session of the Interparlia

mentary Union, Saturday, Octobet· 8, 1923) 

(By Elihu Root, rapporteur) 

Codification, so called, of international law has a pecial importan'!e 
at this time, because it is necPssary in order to enlarge the senice 
rendered by the Permanent Court of International Justice as o~e of 
a group of related institutions which, tAken togetl!er promise to facill
tate the preservation of 1)eace to a dt'gree never before attained. 

'.l,'hese institutions are in their early stages and there is unmistak
able ind~cation, l.>Oth hy the expression and action of many of the most 
powerful governments, and in the speech and writing of the most 
competent and exp~ricncecl students of international affairs, ~nd in the 
exhibition of general public inter~st, tbat the civillzed world is turnin;:: 
its hopes for the future toward their development. These institu
tions are three. 

(1) ..in automatic 8ystem providing for immediate genPral conferen.:!U 
whenever serious irritation arises between nations, whether it be upon 
eonfiict of .policy or misunder. tanding or resentment. 

(2) An estnbli ht>d ystem providing for the determination, by a per
manent and competent court, of que tions of legal right al'i lng l.letweeu 
nations. 

(3) An established system to facilitate anu regulate arbitration, 
whicll will bring the opinion of impartial arbitrators. selpctt>d by th·~ 

parties, to bear upon controverted que··tions not strictly or wholly 
justiciable in their nature. 

'l'he first of these is supplied wlthln the llmlts of its membershltl by 
tile League of Nations. Tl.le second is supplied for the benefit of the 
whole world Oy the Permanent Court of In ternational Justice. Th~ 

third is supplied for the whole world by the continuing organization 
of the original Hague court of arbitration established by the fir'>t 
Hague conference ia 1899. It will be ob erved that the ·first of these 
institutions affords opportunity for conciliation, for the friendly ~x

prt>ssion of outside opinion. for tltc cooling etl'ect of deliberation, for 
a realization of other points of viPw, and for r pflection upon tbe results 
of bra-ring the public opinion of the v.-orld. 

All three · of the in. titutions affotJ opportunity for dispelling mis
understanding and 8U pidon by the ascertainment and determination 
of facts through such commi sions or inve tigatious as may IJe adapted 
to the particular requir!'ments of the several institu tiollil. It is also to 
be observed that the exist ' nce of the League of rations, with its essen
tial feature of evt>r-reacly confert>nce, is a distinct advantage not only 
to its members but to nation.:~ _ which are not merubprs of the lengtH.'. 
Whenever a qut>.tion ari es which, for example, affects the United 
States or Germany, the fact that 50 nations have in operation the 
machiuen· through which the-y are able to thre'h out among them
seh·es their dews and pos ible differences upon the subject makes the 
prompt and satisfactory solutlou of the queation between all nations, 
1ndut1iug the United States and Germany, compaL·ative-ly simple. 

These thre-e institutions are not antagoni.;;tic or mutually exclusive. 
Each contributes its part toward the application of a practical theory 
of the way to pre¥e-nt war, wllil'h the world is now engaged in tt·ying 

· to put into effect.- That theory pr·oceeds upon the following considera· 
tlons: 

War results from a state of t.nind, and in th se modern times that 
has to be the state of mind ot a peotlle. Govemme-nts may promote 
or governments may allay such a state or mlnu, IJut we have reached a 

point where war can not be successfully carried on unl~ss 1t gratifies 
the feelings of the great body of the people of the country. 

Controversies and quarrels ootwe-en nations are certain to come. 
There will be conflicting interests, disputes, differing under tanding of 
facts, dlfferlng opinions of what is right and just, irritation and resent
ment over what the people of each country deem to be the refus!ll of 
justice by the people of the other. There will be by each country sus
picion and apprehension as to the pm·poses of the other. Mere agree
ments not to have these things happen are futile. They result from 
the nature of man and they can not be controlled at will. 

The time for the useful application or whatever force, moral, or 
physical, we may rely upon to prevent war is when that state or 
mind has arisen. No previous agreements or declarations against 
war, made at a time when there was nothing to fight about, have 
any substantial effect when the quarrel comes. Practically all modern 
wars have been made in the face of solemn agreements fot· perpetual 
peace. 

Previous agreements by other natloru~ to e-xercise compulsion to 
prevent war are not much better. It carried out, they would them
selves bring on war and the only etl'ect would be upon the alignment of 
nations engaged in the war. But the world bas learned that in 
modet'n war the victors sniier about as much as the vanquished, and 
few nations can be depended upon to subject themselves voluntarily 
to the disaster of going to war because of a previous general agree
ment for the purpose of preventing some other countrs' from going 
to war with somebody else. No country ean carry on a war unJe ~s 
its people at that very time want war. No government can constrain 
its own people to go to war in the future when they do not wlsb to 
go, and no generation can effectively bind a future generation to figilt 
against its will. The motive is not sufficiently compelling to create 
and hold together an alliance for purposes of compulsion. A single 
great power might compel peace, but a Pax Romanum implies a 
Roman imperium. 

The great difficulty in settling interna tiona I quarrels has onlinal'ily 
arisen from tbe fact that the only alternative has been wat· or a 
surrender which would mean humiliation. This difficulty ts inl'reased 
hl' the continually advancing democratic coutrol over foreign at!alrs; 
because the people of each country are apt to see only one side of 
the controversy; to assume that their · own country is coml_)letely 
right; and to regard any concession whatever by their government as 
a betrayal. It is popular in every country for the press to stress 
chiefly the arguments in that countt·y's favor. Accordingly the 
public in every country Is always mi informed by a part of the 
press. To dispose of such an international controversy without war 
it seems necessary to find a way which will avoid humiliation and 
correct public misjudgment. 

'fbe conclusion ls that the most effective metbou of dealing with 
the state of mind which leads to war is not by any mere nc:gativ~ 

but by a counter affit·matfve, consjstlng of a substitute for decision by 
war in the form o,f decision by proof and reason. 

The three institutions above enumerated afford tb Is substltut{', and 
they alford lt in such varied fo1·ms as to he adaptalJle apparently to 
every conceivable situation. This mode of treating the subject has 
not been evolved by any iudi\'idual mind. It is not any!>ody's theory, 

Considering the . discussions in The Hague conference of 1S99 and 
in its committel's in which was wrought out the organization of tll 
court of arbitration at The Hngne. 

Considering the discussion in the second Hague conference in 19{Jl 
and its committee in which were produced the framework of n Per
manent Court of International Justice and complete provision for an 
international prize court. 

Considering the multlt.ude of nPgotia tions betwePn foreign offices 
before and after these conference-s, the multitude of arbitration tr arie!J 
signed and discu sed iu national legislatures, and rejected Ot' confirmed, 
and the many draft treaties for the per·manent court framed aud du
cussed by foreign offices. 

Considering the di!\cussion in the peace conference of Pal'is at the 
close of the Great "·ar, in whtcb was adopted the definition ot justi
ciable questions and in which it was made the duty of tile Council or 
the League of Nations to take up tbe task or finding a plan for R 

permane-nt court which could be agreed upon by the nations. 
Considering the discussions in the commission convened at The 

Hague from many countries by the council of the league, and which 
produced the plan for the permanent court. 

Con>\idering the discus ions upon that plan and the amendments to 
it in the council and assembly or the league. 

Considering the discussions of the plan !Jy the gt·eat majority of all 
the nations of the earth who became parties to the treaty accepting it. 

Considering the extensive use of these thre institutions in the dis
posal of 1nterna tiona l controversies untler the trouhled and ('Xdted 
conditions of Europe during the past five years and the bcneficlent 
results which have be u accomplished. 

It is npparent that these institutions are an evolution from the 
practical necessities of intie'rnatlonal life worked out by the c~ntiuui>ua 
etrort of many most competent and e-xperienced men, approaching the 

/ 
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subject from the points of view <>f all nations, and finally coming to 
11.greemcnt upon what is at once practicable and useful for the preven
tion <>f war. 

In considering the utility of a Permanent Court of International 
Ju~'tlce there is a com.mon tendency on the part of those who have 
not studied the subject thoroughly to underestimate the importance 
nmoug the cau~es of war of contro'fersies about legal rights. uch 
eontro,-ersirs are important in three different ways: First, as being 
the real thing about which nation go to war; second, as being the 
origins ft·om w.bich arise irritation and resentment and the kind of 
popular misn•preseuta.tion and abuse and insult which make other 
peoples ready to fight be<'anse they are angry; and, third, as being 
pretexts by whh-h governments and war parties in governments may 
~-;ecure popular l'uppcrt for war which they really seek to wage for 
entire:-lv different reasons. There is danger also of forgetting that the 
value ~f a court i. not to be measured solely by the cases it decides, 
hut also uy the \astly greater number of caf'es which are settled because 
the court is there to dc>cide. There is frequently a failure to appreciate 
one es:ential distinction betweE'n the work of a conference an.n the 
work of a court. Immediate conference is the only mode of dealing 
with fiagranl cases of confiktiog policies in which war is imminent, 
but the method of confer(>nre is the method of negotiation. Time out 
of mind the world has been negotiating for the pre•ention of war, 
and each negotiation, successful or unsuccessful, begins just where all 
the othc>rs have begun. Every case in court, howe>er, begin not 
where the last case bc>gan but where the last case ended. 

Th judgment of the court ma:r be binding only upon the parties, but 
tht genernl acceptance of the court's decision wHI be continually build
ing up a body of agreement which narrows the field of controversy 
between nations and prevents future controversies. The conference 
deals only with particular situations. The court :a an instntment 
of international progress toward the government of the world by law. 
Uost serious in considering this subject is the mistake of tho~e who 
ex11ect human institutions to be born full grown, who condemn Tbe 
Hague Court of Arbitration, and the Permanent Court of International 
Justice, and the League of Nations within its own membership, and all 
the international confer&nces of the postwar period, because they have 
not already stopped all wars. These people would have the clock begin 
by striking 12. Immediately after planting an acorn they would dig 
it up and throw it away becau e it is not already an oak. They 
fail to understand tbut all international progr(>Ss is the result never 
of compulsion but always of a proces , and that the process bas to 
go on in the minds nnd feelings of many widely diiierent nations, ·and 
therefore it must be slow. Although yon can not change human nature. 
you can change standards of conduct, but always gradually, never vio
lently. If you see clearly and rightly the path of international 
progress, the fir t important questJon is not, What is the complete and 
perfect system which should be attained. The first important question 
is, How many steps along that path can all these nations, differing in 
intere~ts and circum tances and traditions, and modes of thought and 
feeling, be brought to agree upon now! That is the first thing to 
ascertain, n.nd when it i. ascertained, although it may be possible to 
get immediate agreement upon only one step, the part of wisdom i to 
get that step agreed upon and put it into effect. Get your institution 
out of the realm of theory into that of fact, and then if you are right 
your fact will immediately begin to change the way in which men 
think. These three institutions, for conference, for judicial decision, 
and for arbitration, are still in their infancy, but they have made 
extraordinary development in the last 30 year , and the simple fact 
of their existence is already rhanging the way in which mankind thinks I 
and feels about the disposition of international controversy without 
war. 

Article 36 of the statute establishing the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice limits the jurisdiction of the court, unle s extended by 
agreement of the parties, to questions arising under treaties and under 
international law, and the court is therefore excluded from the decision 
of the great number and variety of questions not now covered by inter
national law. The limitation was necessary because upon so many sub· 
jects the nations had long been unable to agree upon what the law 
ought to be. These disagreements had arisen from tbe differing char- 1 

acteristics and conditions of -the different na Uons. Sometimes they 
came from diiierent modes of thought and feeling; sometimes they came 
from conilictlng interests ; and upon such subjects every rule proposed 
has always found some nation which conceived that it would be injured 
aud its rivals would be benefited by the adoption of such a rule. We 
can all agree upon the principles of international law, but it has been 
exceedingly difficult to secure agreement upon the rules which will ade
quately and properly apply tho e principles. To authorize a court not 
merely to apply the rules of international law, but to make those rules 

_ and then apply them, would be to authorize the court to overrule the 
nations themselves in their contention as to what the law ought to be, 
to establish rules to which the nations have not consented, and thus 
to deprive international law of one of its essential characteristics as a 
body of accepted rules. 

The dtfficulty of gtring to an international court jurisdiction without 
limlt was encountered when the international prize court treaty was 
framed ln the second Hague confe..rence of 1!>07. That treaty provided 
that if there were a treaty between tbe parties the treaty provisions 
should govern, but that "in tbe ab ence of such provisions the court 
shall apply the rules of international law. If no generally recognized 
rule exi ts, the court shall give judgment in accordance with the gen· 
eral principles of justice and equity." When the treaty came up for 
ratification it was met by the objection that there were so many dif· 
ferent view tn so many dl!ferent nations about what constituted ju tice 
and equity that under this authority no one could tell what law was 
to be applied to conduct and no one could know by what law to regulate 
his conduct. Accordingly a new conference of maritime nations was 
called, and it met in London in 1908. 

There for months the representatives of Germany, the United States, 
Austria-Hungary. Spain, France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, the ~eth
erlands, and Russia discussed un ·ettled questions as to what the law 
ought to be within the field appropriate to a prize court, and they 
adopted a declaration containing 71 articles concerning blockade in 
time of war, contraband, unneutral service, destruction of neutral 
prizes, trnnsfer of a neutral flag-, enemy character, convoy, resil'tnnca 
to search, and compensation. The operative clause of the prov-ision 
was in these words: "The signatory powers are agreed that the rules 
contained in the following chapters corrE>spcnd in substance with the 
generally recognized principles of international law." Some questions 
relating to naval war remained still unsettled. 

To Illustrate the nature of all such proceedings, I quote from the 
official report presented to the conference by that · admired and be
loved master of international law, M. Louis Renault. The report ~>ays: 

"The questions of the program are all settled except two, concern· 
ing which explanations will be ginn later. The solutions ha-ve been 
deduced from the various views or ditrerent practices anu correspond 
to what may be called the " media sententia." Tbey do not always har
monize absolutely with the views peculiar to each country, but they 
do not shock the essential ideas of any. They sbould not be examined 
separately, but as a whole, otherwise one runs the risk of the most 
serious misunderstandings. In fact, if one considers one or more iso
lated rules, either from the belligerent or the neutral point of view, 
he may find the interests with which be is especially concerned have 
been disregarded by the adoption of these rules; but the rules base 
their other side. The work is one of compromise and a mutual con
cession. Is it, as a whole, a good work? 

" We confidently hope that those who study it seriously wlll answer 
affirmatively. The declaration substitutes uniformity an<l certainty 
for the diversity and the obscurity from which international relations 
have too long suffered. Tbe conference has tried to reconcile in an 
equitable and practical way the rights of belligerents and those of 
neutral commerce ; it is made up of powers placed in very unlike con
ditions, from the political, economic, and geographical points of view. 
There is, on this account, reason to suppose that the rules on which 
these powers are in accord take sufficient account of the different in
tt're ts involved, and hence may be accepted without disadvantage by 
all the others." 

It needs no argument to show that the appropriate and nE-cessary 
way to reach conclusions as to what the law ought to be is the way 
followed tn the conference of London and described by M. Renault ; 
the way of consideration, discussion, reconclllatlon of conflicting views 
on the part of the direct representatives of the nations, and not by 
the arguments of counsel in a particular case before e. court created 
not to make law but to apply it. 

Upon such considerations the jurisdiction of the permanent court 
was limited to the application of law, and If we would broaden the 
usefulness of the court we must broaden the field of law which tho 
court 1s competent to apply to controversies between nations. 

The admirable conduct or the court du.ring these few early years 
of its existence, its conformity to the highest ideals of judicial dig
nity and propriety, the uniyersal confidence wblcb tt has inspired, 
the unguestioning respect which has been paid to its decisions, the 
long series of questions which It has removed from the field of inl
ta ting dispute, have already made the court an established fact which 
enters into the consideration of every nation in the treatment of 
every international controversy. It bas already made the rules of 
international law more substantial and valuable, because now they 
can not be finally thrust aside by the mere denial or neglect of an 
interested party. Already the world is becoming familiar with the 
idea of judicial deci ion upon international questions, and already 
the world is beginning to think that way. Already in many coun
tries sensible people are coming to realize that here is a reasonable 
elternative to the proposals of the demagogue and the follies of 
hysteria. Plainly it is important now to enlarge the scope of the 
court's jurisdiction by enlarging the law which the court is author
ized to apply. 

All this ls covered when we now use the term codification of inter
national law. The process Is not properly codification in the en e 
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in which the term is used to apply to municipal law. What ts called 
for uow, and what we mean when we spt>ak of codification of inter
national law, i the making of law, and the necessary process .is de
scribed in the report of Louis llenault, which I have quoted. The 
ordinary codifier bas to deal witll E.'Xisting law created by the dictum 
of superior power. He has to systematize, classify, arrange, and state 
clearly what he finds to be already the law, and if there be doubt it 
1 to be resolved bv appeal to the same superior power. The task 
now before the civilized world is to make law where law has not yet 
exi ted, because of a lack of agreement upon what it ought to be. 
Tlle process is necessarily a process of agreement quite different in 
it character from the procE.'ss of codification and declaration by 
snperlor authority. Codification. properly so-called, is, however, a 
necessary incident in tllis law-making process, because to extend the 
law without duplication or confusion we must know definitely what 
the law already is; and so far as the law-making process reaches 
concluE:ions the statement of those conclusions may be called codifica
tion, although the process by which the conclusions are reached must 
nece. ·sat·Uy be entirely different from the process of codification. 

We have gradually come into a method of making international law 
quite different from the slow general aceeptance of the rules adopted 
in particular concrete cases, by which the law was originally created. 
The change~ in the conditions of civilized life during the past century 
have been so extensive and so much more rapid than the growth of 
tnternntlonal law in the old way, that the law has been falllng behind 
and becoming continually less adequate to cover the field of inter
national contacts. The declaration of Pari upon the close of the 

and worked out the plan for the Permanent Court of Intet'llational 
Justice, made to the league the following. recommendation : 

"I. That a new conference o! the nations in continuation of the 
first two conferences at The Hague be held as soon as practicable for 
the following purposes : 

"1. To restate the estaulLc;hed rules of international law, especially, 
and in the first instance, in the field afl'ected by the events of the 
recent w.ar. 

"2. To formulate and agree upon the amendments and additions, 
If any, to the rules of international law shown to be necessary ot· 
useful by the events of the war and the changes in the conditions ot 
international life and intercourse which have followed the war. 

"3. To endeavor to reconcile divergent views and secure general 
agreement upon the rules which have been in dispute heretofore. 

"4. To consider the subjects not now adequately regulated by inter
national law, but as to which the interests of international justice 
require that rules o! law shall be declared and accepted. 

"II. That the Institute of International Law, the Ameri('Rn Insti
tute of International Law, the Union Jurldique Internationale, the 
International Law Association, and the Iberian Institute of Compara
tive Law be invited to prepare, with such conference or collabora
tion inter sese as they may deem useful, projects for the work of the 
confprence, to be submitted beforehand to the several governments 
and laid before the conference fot· its consideration and such action 
as it may find suitable. 

"III. That the conference be named • Conference for the Advance-
Crimean War in 1856 was a new departure in the making of 1nterna- ment of International Law.' 
tlonal law by a conventional statement of rules and an ap{>('al to the "IV. That thls conference be followed by further successive confer-
nations generally for an official acceptance of the rules thus stated. ences at stated intervals, to continue the worl' left unfinishE.'d." 
The three neutt·ality rulE's of the treaty of Wa. bington of 1871 were It will be perceived that these recommendations describe the law
an attempt to dett>rmine by convention what should be the law to making process by agreement preceded by extensive unofficial prepara
gnitle the tribunal in the Geneva arbitration upon the Alabama case. tlon. 
The Geneva conventions, Tile Hague conventions, contain numerous After a delay, which has illustrated the general truth that no pt·o
provislon established between the parties by conventional agreement posal for International action can prevail suddenly, the work of prep3.· 
in reliance upon general acceptance to give them the quality of law ration bas been begun in ways which show that the time is ripe for 
ns distinct from mere agreement. To that convE.'ntlonal method we effective action. 
must now look for the 0xtension of international law. On the 26th of April, 1923, the fifth International Conference Qf 

~everal things should be said about this undertaking. American States, held at Santiago, Chile, prortded for a commission 
It is necessarily a low and difficult process. It will require pa- of jurists to meet for the codification of international law at Rio de 

tlence and good temper, and lE.'arning, and distinguished ability and Janeiro during the year 192r:i at a date to be fixed by the Pan Ameri
kaderi>hip. The differences of opinion and of interE.'sts among the na- can Union upon consultation witll the Government at Brazil. 
tions whiclt have long prevented the establishment of further rules of On the 2d of January, 192!, the Pan American Union, by resolu
intemational law can not be disposed of in a day. There is, however, tion, requested the .American Institute of International Law to pre
ground for hope that the changes of conditions may have changed the pare a codification of the international law of peace for the considera-

. attitude of many nations upon many questions, so that progress may tion of the commission which was to meet at nto. On the 2d of 
be made now where progress ne,·er could be made before. Yarch, 1925, a codification of tile .international laws of peace, pre-

The work must ultimately be ·accomplished by official representa- pared by the American Institute, was lai-d before the governing 
tlves of the nations acting under the instructions of their several gov- board of the Pan American Union, by s~cretary Hughes, and was 0 t:
ernmeuts. It is only results attained in that way which can secure dered by that board to be transferred to all the American governments, 
consideration and r:tt.ificatlon. The work, however, can not be done . with a view to lts submission to the commission of jurists at Rio de 
ab initio by official repre entatives. Their work must be preceded by Janeiro. 
and bused upon the pain taking prepa.ntion wrought out by individuals In September, 1924, the League of Nations adopted a resolution 
and unofficial organizations; the work of such men as Field and Blunt- providing for the appointment of a committee of jurists for a pro
schli and Fiore; such work as the codification of the laws of peace gressive codification of international law. This committee incluue!l 
prepat·ed by the .!.meriC!l.n Institute of International Law n.nd sub- eminent jurists from Argentina, Belgium, China, Czechoslovakia, Eng
mitted to the governing board of the Pan American l.Jnion on the Innd, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Port:u-
2<l of )lar':!b, 102fi; such work as that of the Institut de Droit Intet·- gal, Salvador, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, and the United States of 
national, which made tlle achievements of the first Hague conference America. The committee met at Geneva on the 1st of April, 192;), 
possible. Such work must be done in preparation. Without it official and appointed subcommittees among which were distributed 11 topic 
conferences will be helpless; partly because they have not the time; selected by the general committee for preliminary examination, with 
partly because a large numuer of theil· membership will naturally be a view to a report to the council as to which questions appear to be 
composed of mE.'n of affairs who have not the learning and the aptitude sufficiently ripe for action and what procedure should be followed 
for scientific research neces ary to laying the foundation for agree- in preparation for conferences for their solution. The International 
ment; allll partly because the freedom and frankness of discussion and Law Association, the Institut de Droll International, the Societe de 
mutual concession necessary fot· the reconclllation of views are difficult Legislation Compar~e, the Instihtt Iberique de Droit Compare, the 
to secure among officla.l delegates acting under instructions and obliged American Institute of International Law, the lJnion Jurldique Int('r
to get governmental authority for every position they state. nationale, the American Society of International Law, and the Comite 

Because the process must lJe a slow one, because official action must .Maritime International were invitE.'d to collaborate with the committee. 
be preceded by long and laborious preparation on the part of private These two independent proceedings are not exclu ive or competitive. 

· indh·idunls and organizations, no time ought to be lost in getting to They are contributory to a common end. They exhibit a general 
work systematically. It Is now 18 years since the second IIague sense that the time bas come when there should be no further delay 
confet·ence in its final act recommended the calling of a third con- in the nece sary preparation for a general .international conference. 
ference, and declared it to be "very desit·able that some two years which shall make more definite and certain and comprehensive the 
before the probable date of the meeting a preparatory committee body of law by which 1nternatiQnal conduct is to be ruled. 
should be charged by the governments with the task of · collecting the As a declaration of war brings to the soldier the opportunity for 
variou proposals to be submitted to the conference; of ascertaining which ills life has been a preparation, so this can f-rom botb sides or 
what subjects are ripe for embodiment in an international regulation, the Atlantic presents the occasion for which all these societies, learned 

· and to prepare a program which the governments should decide upon in international law, exist. It is · for such an opportunity as tills 
1n suffic[e.nt time to enable it to be cat·E.'fully examined · by the conn- that they have been preparing, some of thE.'m for 70 years pa t. 

- tries iutcre ted." Now is their time to justify. Of course, they will justify with ardor 
It is now five yl.'ar sine the ndvisory commlttee o:l" jurists, which and oe;otioo, and there wiU be no more avoidable delay, no· more 

met at The Hague in 1920, on the invitation o! the League ·of ~ations, - hesitation. ·· 
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RE~fARKS ON CODIFICJ.l'ION OF INTERXATIOXAL T ... AW-MEETING OF lNTER

PAULJAl\lXNTARY "CXI0!\1 8A'I.'URDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1925, F'OLLOWl!'i'G THE 

R~ADIXG OF TllE AP.TICLE ~y MR. ROOT 

(By THEODORE ID. BURTm\) 

It would he superfluous for me to atlll any extended remarks to Mr. 
Root's admirable paper, to which we have all listened with intPrest 
aml profit. The statement is made with all the authority and force 
which be possesses that the time bas come for the codification of 
jnternalional law. 

He . pE>cifies conference, judicial settlement, and arbitration, with all 
three of which we are fortunately familiar, as the effective means 
of . Pttling controversies between nutious without a resort to arms. 
He deyotes his chief attention to judicial settlement and speaks o! I 
the Permanent Court of International .Justice, established and in suc
ces ful operation at The Hague, as "an instrument of international 
]Jrogress toward the government of the world by law." I 

In the trict technical, and therefore narrow, sense, cortificatlon 
would only include a statement in the form of a code of existing prin- 1 

ciples of the law of nation.. In the broad ense, it means not merely 
the tatement of exi ting rules in the form of law, but the formulation 
of other rules from the principles generally recognized. Upon euch 
addition· we should all agree. In this connection it may be said that 
unbnlancrd attention bas been given to international agreements relat
ing to the conduct of war as compared with those for the prHention 
of war. It has bPen very generally maintained that national policies 
which in-volT"e the right to declare war and kindred questions are not 
proper subjects for control by international law, but propositions are 
now pending and may be considered at this conference for the out
lawry of war, and unque"tionably it is mo~t desirable that the scope 
of international agreements should be so broadened as to minimize the 
po. sihility of warfarl:'. 

Ts codification desirnble and is it possible? Co<lificatlon ls desirable 
l)'rause it would promote peace and international cooperation; would 
n~ake possible a readier adjustment of controversies between nations as 
to their re pective rights; would render that which is now vague and 
only partially accepted definite, clear, and binding. 

The great changes which we generalize under the term "progrE:>ss of 
of the world," the painful lessons of the Great War, and the rapid 
development of new problems all alike demand codification. It is a. 
mo t praiseworthy aspiration to establish intemational law which may 
govern the conduct of nations in the same manner In which municipal 
ln"· eeks to govern the conduct of individuals. 

The burning question for the future is: Shall there be a reign o! law 
or a reign of force? CiviUzntlon demands it, and if civilization 1s to 
survive tbt>re must be a reign o! law. 

Is codification po ible? This is an era of closer contact between 
nations. In the last 30 years there have been numerous gatherings, 
and negotintions have been conducted 1n which most salutary results 
have been achieved. Among the most notable of these are The Hague 
conferences of 1 99 and 1907, the League of Nations, the Washington 
eonfet·ence of 1921 and 1922, the periodical meetings under the aus
pices of the Pan American Union, to wWch reference was made by 
Mr. Root, and last, but not least, the a embling now, for the twenty
third time, of tWs Interparliamentary Union. 

The <li po ition to abfite claims of individual nations for the larger 
benefits of universal welfare has been very plainly manifested and bas 
m:tde a profound impre s1on. There is a deep-seated aiHl most influen
tial conYiction that such a. cataclysm as that through wbtch the world 
bas recently passed must be avoided by the strength of all the intel-
lectual and mom! forces which the world can mu ter. 1 

How can codification be accomplished? A great American statesman, 1 

speaking on the resumption of specie payments, which had been sus-
1 

p<>nded during the Civil War, said: "The way to resumption is to 
re. ume." I woulQ. like to paraphrase his dictum, which contains a 
wholesome moral : "The way to codification is to codify." 

What is the rational method fo pursue? It Is universally agreed 
that there shonld be preliminary meetings of jurists and experts, wbo
'lla\l give elaborate study to the problems involved. Their contlu-
ions may be presented either to a conference representing the largest 

po siule number of nations, or perhap be directly transmitted to the 
re pectlvc governments. In any event, their work must be renewed 
and approved by the political authorities of the nations which they 
represent. It is essential that established organizations for the 
consideration o! these subjects, euch as the various institutes of 
international and comparative law, should collaborate. This union 
IJy a committee or committees, can perform a most important part. 
Periodical meetings should follow. 

The work 1s already well begun. Allow me to call attention to 
tllat which has been accomplished by the Pan American Union, com
po ed of the diplomatic representatives of the 21 American repub
lics and holding regular meetings in Washington, under the presi
dency ot the Secretary of State of the United States. The union 
has arranged for conferences o! all these republlcs at several capi
tals in the New World. 

Codification has beep recommE>nded at conferences at Mexico City 
In 1!)0~ and at Rio de Janeiro in 1!)06, but definite action was taken 
in accordance with a resolution of April ~6. J!)~3. of the Fifth Pan 
American me-eting at Santiago. In accordance with this re olution 
the .Amt>t·ican Institute of International I.aw wn reque::::ted to codif; 
the law of nation , and that the re~ults of it deliberations miaht 
ue submitted to a forthcoming conference of jmi ·ts, compo ed b of 
two me~her ft·om each of the American republics, to meet at Rio 
de Janetro for the purpose of codific:ation. 

Trrrn PA. A:'!IERICA~ rxro~ 

(By St-nator CLAUDE A. SwAxsox, of the United S1atPs, at the third 
session of the conference of the Interparliamentary Union, Pan 
American nion Building) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Interparliamentary Union, T 3 m 
persuaded that to such an organization as tbi , repre enting the lrgis
lative as. emblies of the world, et"ery movt>ment which has for Hs 
purpose clo er international cooperation and better understanding be
tween nations, and which seeks to promote peace by enlarging the 
pursuHs that pertain to peace, mu. t be a matter of profound intere t 
since Its work is in full accord with the purpo e which occasioned th~ 
establi8hment of this great international body. 
. For a period of more than three decades an international organiza. 

t~on, whose central office Is situated in Washington, bas been in ope1·a
tion, who.<>e worl;: possesses a deep significanc" for all of us, and 
to whose acthities I desire to call your attention. This pleasant duty 
ba fallen to my lot mainly because of the fact that the central 
office of t?e organization being located In Washington, it bas probably 
been possible for me to follow its activities somewhat more clo ely 
than my Latin-American colleagues. I have thus been placed in a 
peculiarly favorable position to estimate the larger significance of the 
work undertaken by the Pan American Union, and it is to certain 
general aspects of this work that I de ire to call your special attention. 

.As early as 1826 plenipotentiaries of Peru, Mexico, Central America, 
Colombia, and the United States met in conference to consider im
portant matters of special interest to the nations of the Western 
Hemisphere, to strengthen their friendship, to encourage bl:'tween them 
larger commerce and intercourse. It is co-nceded that the idea of 
this conference originated with Simon Bolivar, the eminent sollller
sta~e man, one of the world's great outstanding figure , a rare combi
natHm ot courage, capacity, and character. His efforts were warmly 
supported by Henry Clay, then Secretary of State for the united 
States and one of her most distinguished and infinenoal pu!Jlic men. 
This conference perfected no permanent organization. The principle 
of inter-American cooperation was kept alive by internatio-nal confer
ences between groups of American states held In 1847 1850 18li-l nod 
1877. , , • 

It was not, h<>wever, until 1881 that the plans of another Pan Ameri
can conference took definite form. The then eminent Secretary of 
State for the United States, the Ron. James G. Blaine, realized th~ Im
portance of bringing the Republics of the American Continent in closH 
touch with one another and of developing between them a spirit of 
international cooperation which would contribute toward the olutio•1 
of their common problems. A he visualized the situation, the first step 
was the establishment of closer commercial ties and with this end 111 
view be arranged for the assembling of the first Pan American confer
ence, officially known as the First International Conference of the 
American States. Although he had originally planned to bold thU! 
conference in 1882, circumstances made 1t nece .'ary to postponf thtl 
holding of the conference until 1889. The invitations were extended in 
pursuance of an act <>f Congress, which also appropt·iated funds fOL" 
defraying the expenses of the conference. Whereas the conferen~'e 

which it was pr~posed to hold in 1882 was to be confined solely to a 
consideration and discussion of tbe methods of preventing war betwe!'n 
the nations of America, the program of the conference. when it eventu
ally assembled, on October 2, 1889, had been considerably broadened. 
Not only was the preservation o! peace and the promotion of the pros
perity of the American states included in the subjects to be consit.ler<>u, 
but also the establishment of regular and frequent communication be
tween the American states; the adoption of laws to protect patents, 
copyrights, and trade-mark ; definite p!an ot International arbitration; 
and the consitleration of other matters relating to tbe welfare of the 
several countries. All the government ot the American Con tin 'nt 
were represented at the conference with the exception o! the Dominican 
Republic. 

Without burdening you with further details of this first confer
ence, there were two significant results to which I desire to call 
special attention. First, the determination to hold r:m American 
conferences at st!lted intervals ; and seconcl, to establish a pcrma· 
nent central office or bureau, which should function as the perma
nent organ of this conference. The recommendation for the organi
zation of a. central bureau was approved on ~farcb 29, 1890. Under 
the terms _ of this recommendation an organization was est:Lblishetl, 
under the title of " International Union of American Republics,'' for 
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the prompt collection and distribution of commercial data and infor
mation. The tmion was to act through a bureau called " The Com
mercial Bureau of the American Republics," the purpose of which 
was to erve as "a medium of communication and correspondence for 
person applying for information with regard to mutters pertaining 
to the commerce of the American republics.'' The report of the com
mittee adopted by the first conference is the original charter of the 
bureau, and under the terms of this document the bureau was under 
the direct control of the Secretary of State of the United States. In 
practice it was found that this provision of the ·charter to a large 
<'Xtent nullified the international character of the bureau as tn
tende<l by the first conference." 

Accordingly, at the instigation of the Secretary of State of the 
United States, the Eion. Richard B. Olney, a special committee of the 
diplomatic representatives of Latin Ametica was appointed on April 
1, 1896, which recommended the creation of an executive committee 
of five members, the chairman of which was to be the Secretary of 
State of the United States, and the other four meml>ers to be taken 
in rotation from the Latin-American countries. This committee was 
to act as a board of superv:l ion of the admini tration of the bureau. 

On March 18, 1899, this executive committee of five members, in ad
dition to having advisory powers, was given the power to appoint the 
director, secretary, and permanent translators of the bureau; to fu 
their salaries ; and to dismiss them whenever It was deemed advi able 
to do so. This was the second change in the original charter and the 
one that made the bureau international in character, as was intended 
by the first conference. 

At the second international conference of American states the name 
of the bureau was changed from "The Commercial Bureau of the 
American Republics " to "The International Bureau of the American 
Republics." The resolution adopted at this conference provided that 
the bureau should be under the management of a governing board 
composed of the Secretary of State of the United States, as chairman, 
and the diplomatic representatives of all the governments represented 
in the bureau and accredited to the Government of the United States 
of America. 

At the third international conference no fundamental change was 
made in the organization of the bureau; but at the fourth conference, 
held at Buenos Aires in 1910, the scope of the organization was further 
enlarged and the name changed to that of " Pan American Union." At 
the same time the name of the organization of American countries 
which support the Pan American Union was changed to " Union of 
American Republics" instead of "International Union of American 
Republics." 

The bureau was first established as the commercial bureau of the 
American Re-publics, but with each successive conference its functions 
have been constantly enlarged, its organization more carefully inte
grated, and, what is more important, its infiuence in the international 
life of the American Republics constantly strengthened. From its 
early beginning as a commercial bureau It bas developed into a full
fledged " Pan American Union," whose activities extend far beyond 
the commercial field, a.tfecting the cultural and moral relations between 
the Republics of the American Continent as well as their commercial ties. 

At the present time the Pan American Union embraces the 21 Re
publics of the American Continent and is under the direction of a 
governing board, composed of the Secretary of State of the United 
States and the ambassadors and ministers of the Republics of Latin 
America. The chairman of the board, under the terms of a resolu
tion adopted at the fifth international conference of American state , 
is elected each year. The board meets on the first Wednesday ot 
each month to consider matters of common interest to the Republics 
of the American Continent. 

Although no attempt is ever made to use compulsion, It is in
evitable that, by reason of the !act that on the first Wednesday of 
each month the ambassadors and ministers of the Latin-..imerican 
Republics assemble with the Secretary of State of the United States 
to consider matters of common interest, there should develop a spirit 
of continental solidarity, an atmosphere of International good feeling, 
which has meant so much to the preservation of cordial relations be
tween the Republics of the American Continent and to the amicable 
settlement of such disputes as have arisen. 

In addition to the splendid work performed by the Pan American 
Union, the five conferences held have been productive of most bene
ficial ~results. These conferences have resulted in conventions for 
the exchange of official, scientific, literary, and industrial publica
tions; for establishing the status of naturalized citizens who again 
take up their residence in the country of origin ; for the settlement 
of pecuniary claims ; for the patent of inventions, designs, and in
dustrial models; for protecting trade-marks; for publicity of certain 
documents; !or uniformity of nomenclature; for classification of 
merchandise, and treaties to avoid or prevent conflict between the 
American states. • 

The sphere of activity of the Pan American Union may, for pur
poses of convenience, be classified as follows ; 

LXVII-67 

I. ACTIVITIES A.FFECTL~G THE RELATIO. S BETWEEN THE GOYER~MEXTS 

O't THE AM.ERIC.L'i REPUBLICS 

The Pan American Union, a.s the permanent organ of the Pan 
American conferences, is intrusted with the duty of securing the 
ratlficatlon of and giving effect to the treaties, conventions, and 
resolutiong adopted by tbe Pan American conferences. From an 
international standpoint, this is a most important function, inas
much as one of the ~rreat dangers confronting all international con
ferences is the al>sence of a permanent organization to give effect 
to the conclusions reached by such assemblies. In this respect the 
Pan American Union bas performed a most important service. It 
would carry us too far afield to enumerate the many agreements 
reached at the Pan American conferences, further than those previou ly 
mentiohed, and it is sufficient for our present purposes to emphasize 
the facl that the Pan American Union has spared no effort to gi>e 
effect ·to the many conclusions reached by the I'an American confer
ences. The record of achievement in this respect is most encouragin~. 

II. ACTIVITIES HiTElNDED TO SECURE CLOSER COMMERCIAL A::O.""D Fl"XAXCIAL 

RELATIO:KS BETWEEN THE REPUBLICS OF AMERICA 

Since the date of its establlshment the ran American Union has 
served as a great center of information, not only for the governments 
of the Republics of. America, but also for individual citizens wllo 
desire data relative to commercial and financial opportunitie . Equip
ped with. a well-<Jrganized commercial section, financial section, anu 
statistical bureau, the union is ever ready to furnish complete anu 
accurate information. In furtherance of this purpose the union also 
publishes each month a special " Commerce, industry, and 1lnance " 
series. 

III, ACTIVITIES DESIG!iED TO PROMOTE CLOSER CULTURAL TIES BETWEE:S 

THE RmPUBLICS OF AMERICA 

The Pan American Union is equipped with a well-<Jrganized educa
tional section, which is ke-pt in close touch with educational develop
ments in every section of the Am9rican Continent. The best experience 
of Europe and America is tlrereby placed at the disposal of governments 
and educational Institutions. In addition thereto the educational divi
sion aims to encourage the interchange of professors and students 
between the Republics of the American Continent, and furnishes to 
students accurate data relative to conditions of admission, courses of 
study, and cost of living in the countries in which such students may 
wish to pursue advanced work. In furtherance of this purpose, the 
union al o publishes a monthly special " educational" series, intended 
to place at the disposal of the governments and peoples <>f the American 
Continent the most recent advances in educational organization and 
method. Constant effort is also made to encourage the inclusion of 
the history and progress of the American Republics in the schools of 
the American Continent. 

IV. ACTIVITIES UiTEKDED TO PROMOTE THE PROGRESS OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

Alm HYGIENZ 

There is established at the Pan American Union a Pan American 
sanitary bureau, whose services are placed at the disposal of public
health officers throughout the American Continent, and which serves 
as a clearing house of information relative to all matters affecting 
public health and hygiene. The sanitary bureau publishes a monthly 
bulletin intended specially for public-health officers. In addition the 
union publishes monthly a popular series dealing with " public hygi('ne 
and child welfare," intended to educate public opinion to the require
ments and necessities of public sanitation. 

V. ACTIVITIES 11\TENDED TO BE OF SPECIAL SEBVICE TO THE AGRICULTURAL 

DEVELOPMEXT OF THE REPUBLICS OF THE AMERICAN CO~TINENT 

Inasmuch as agriculture is the basic industry of all the Rt>pnblics 
of America, and especially of the Latin-American Republics, the union 
publishes monthly a special " agricultural " series, in which the most 
recent information relative to agricultural advance is set forth and 

. placed at the disposal of agriculturists throughout the American Con
tinent. 

VI. GEXERA.L ACTIVITIES 

In addition to the more specialized activities, the Pan American 
Union publishes at stated intervals monographs and pamphlets intended 
to make the Republics of the American Continent better known to one 
another. A monthly bulletin is published in English, Spanish, and 
Portuguese, which contains detailed information relative to the agri
cultural, industrial, and financial development of the Republics of 
America. In addition, pamphlets are published descriptive of each of 
the countries and of their capital cities. A general guide for Latin
American tourists in the United States and for visitors from the United 
States to Latin America has recently been published. Each year a 
series of pamphlets reviewing the commerce of each of the countrie is 
also issued. 

Through these publications closer acquaintance, closer cultural tlca, 
and closer commerctal relations are fostered. 
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It will be seen from this recital that the Pan America~ Union devotes 
itself primarily to the deyelopment of the spirit of cooperation between 
the American Republics, and that its most effective activities are de· 
sigue<l to place the best experience of each of the Republics at the 
disposal of all. Not only is the spirit of mutual helpfulness thus fos
tered but the e sentlal community of interests and problems is strongly 
emphasized. In no case is any attempt made either to bring pressure 
to Lear or to use compulsion in securing action. Through constant 
united actiun, howe>er, a continental "esprit de corps" is gradually 
developed which is of l.ncalculable value, even in the settlement of 
purely political question pending between the Republics. The estab· 
lished habit of united action has grndually developed a viewpoint 
under which any question pending bet-ween two ere more Republics 
as umes a continental character and importance. 

An outstanding illustration of this spirit of continental solidarity 
and the beneficial relations flowing from this policy of united action 
in the solution of purely political problems confronting the American 
Gon~rruuents is the settlement in 1914 of the controversy between 
the United States and Mexico, through the mediation of Argentina, 
Brazil, and Chile. Initiated by these Governments, as expressly sta.ted, 
" for the purpose of serving the interests of peace and civilization on 
our (the American) continent, and with the earnest desire to prevent 
any further bloodshed, to the prejudice of the cordiality and union 
which have always surrounded the relation1> of the Governments and 
the peoples of America," the discussions at Niagara Falls resulting 
from this offer of mediation averted what threatened at one time to 
become a serious clash between Mexico and the United States. 

Furthermore, the offer and acceptance of the mediation of the three 
sister Repul.Jlics served to emphasize the principle of American policy, 
that disputes between any two republlcs of the American Continent 
are a matter of real interest to all, and that political questions shall 
be settled by peaceful means rather than by a recourse to force. 
This principle, at the Fifth International Conference of Americen 
States, was embodied in a treaty for the prevention of conflicts be
tween the American States, providing• for the arbitration of any dis
putes that may arise between the nations or'the American Continent. 

'Ihere is gradually developing a distinctly American system, not in 
any sense antagoni tic to any other part of the world, but designed 
to emphasize the unity of interest and the unity of problems of the 
American Republics. Such a spirit can not help but contribute toward 
the de>elopment of good feeling on the American Continent toward 
tile maintenance of a " Pax Americana ., and may well serve as an 
example to the world at large. 

I desire to emphasize that there does not exist the slightest antago
ni, m between the work of the Pan American Union and that of the 
League of Nations. In the first place, the League of Nations bas 
carefully refrained, out of deference to the traditional policy of the 
Alll'erican Republics, from addressing itself to distinctly inter-American 
pt·oblems. 

Furthermore, the activities of the league are largely political in 
character, in tho sense that the covenant of the league sets up a 
definite machinery for the prevention of aggres ·ive warfare. 1'he 
Pan American Union, on the other hand, is not intended to deal with 
distinctly political questions. Its purpose is to develop the spirit 
of sNnce between the American Republics in the hope and with the 
thought that the de>elopmf'nt of such a spirit of cooperation will make 
it relatin>ly easy amicably to settle any differences that may arise. 
The fact that 17 of the La tin-American Republics are members of tile 
League of Kations does not affect the functions or the scope of activi
ties of the Pan American Union. 

The governments and peoples of the Latin-American Republics look 
to the Pan American Union for a type of concrete sernce which they 
do not and can 11ot obtain from any other source. Even if the united 
~tates were to enter the league, the usefulness of the Pan American 
l:nion would remain unchanged. The spirit of continental solidarity 
which the Pan American Union bas constantly fostE.>red does not 
im·ol>e the slightest antagonism to Europe or to any other section of 
the world. It simply means that the American Republics, by reason 
of their conditions, their geographical situation, and the community 
of ideals which have dominated their political de>elopment, are in a 
position to givE' to the world an example of international helpfulness 
and international solidarity which means a real set·vice to humanity. 
The Pan American union is a potential organization promotive of 
the peace, progress, and good will of mankind. 

FAREWELL ADDRESS 

NIAGARA FALLS, ~. Y., October 11, 19~5. 

The following addres es reflect the _spirit of the delegates following 
the conference and entertainment in the United States. They were 
given at a luncheon at which the delegates were turned over to the 
representatives of the Canadian Parliament. Senator WILLlAM B. 
McKINLEY, president of the American group, presided. 

(Stenographic report) 

SENATOR M 1K1XLEY'S ADDRESS 

My friends and fellow lawmakers of 40 countries, for the time 
being, but we hope not for long, you are leaving the confines of the 
United States. We trust you have enjoyed yourselves. [Loud ap
plause.] We hope you will soon be back. [Applause.] 

We of the United States modestly admit we ha>e a great country. 
Let me tell you what I underst.and to l.le a true story: 

In the Southern ·States is the State of GE>orgia. In Georgia are 
located two large and thriving cities-Savannah, a city perhaps 200 
years old, on the Atlantic Ocean, and Atlanta, a city in the interior 
that has sprung to prominence within the last few years. It is ad
~itted that the city of Atlanta is well satisfied 'vith itself. Kot long 
smce, the Commercial Club· of Atlanta gave a dinner. To that dinner 
some men from Savannah were invited. The speakers from Atlanta 
admitted that they had a very wonderful city, and some of them said 
that if Atlanta bad been located on the ocean thE>re would ha>e been 
a city perhaps as large as New York. When the time came for the 
Savannah man to speak be said: "Gentlemen of Atlanta, I have 
listened with interest to your talk. I have noted your statement that 
if your city were on the ocean, as is Savannah, you would have a most 
wonderful city. Gentlemen, if you will lay a pipe line from Atlanta to 
the sea and suck as hard as yo.u can blow, you certainly will have the 
most wonderful of all cities." [Laughter.] 

Several hundL'ed years ago strong men from England and Holland 
and France, and Spain, and Italy, and other countries ca~e to America' 
liked this fair land, and took it away from the North American Indians: 

Doctor Lange, from Norway, corrects me and says that it was 1,000 
years ago America was discovered by his people. 

Be that as it may, we now have 115,000,000 of inhabitants. Should 
I seem to be boasting, I hasten to admit that these inhabitants or their 
forbears came from some of the 40 countries represented here to-day. 
With apologies to the delegates from Ireland, I make bold to confess 
that my grandfather came from Ireland, from the county of Donegal-

" From the county of Donegal, 
Where they eat potatoes, skins and all"

and are glad to get them. 
Thi has been a wonderful two weeks you have spent with us, and I 

know that the getting togE.>ther of so many lawmakers from so many 
countries, all for a common purpose, will have much to do toward 
bringing peace and good will to this troubled world. 

For your last three days of entertainment in New York you are in
debted to Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, president of Columbia uni>erslty 
and bead of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 'Ibere 
is no little work connected with the arrangements for the entertain
ment of 400 people for two weeks. We of the American group of the 
Interparliamentary Union fully appreciate that we nre indebted to 
many for their fine cooperation, particularly to the mayor and various 
societies of the city of New York; to the mayor and many persons of 
the city of Philadelphia; to the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States; to the Pan American Union; to the Pennsylvania, the Baltimore 
& Ohio, and the New York Central Railroads; to the Mayflower Hotel, 
of Washington; the Waldorf-Astoria, the Hotel Pennsylvania, and the 
McAlpin Hotel, of New York; and last, but nJt lea t, to the Niagam 
Hotel, in which we are. They have all been so hearty in their cooper:r 
tion that it has appeared to be a pleasure to them to help and to 
honor us. · 

But, ladies and gentlemen, there is always a master mind control
ling; and if your visit has been made pleasant, the credit should largely 
go to 1\fr. Arthur Deerin Call. [Loud and prolonged applause.] lie 
began his labors a year and a half ago. For eight months be bas 
labored daily to make our conference a success. [Hear! llear .] Mr. 
Call is the secretary of the .American Peace Society an<l editor of the 
Advocate of Peace. Hls work as executive secretary of the American 
group of the Interparliamentary Union is a labor of love for the cause 
given, as we say l.n this country, "free, gratis, for nothing. without an; 
charge." In a moment I am going to ask him bow be does it. 

Before doing that, however, permit me to add that we are about to 
turn you over to the representatives of the Canadian Government, our 
neighbor on a border of 3,000 miles, and with whom we have been at 
peace for over 100 years. But perhaps I should make this reservation; 
I have heard of some "bootlegger wars" having broken out recently 
along tbe borCler. [Laughter.] 

I have told you the United States contains 115,000,000 people. In 
closing I want to tell you a story that is old in America, of the summer 
hotel that was close to a Jake or pond where the bullfl'Ogs made a great 
deal of noise. An inhabitant of the locality came to the hotel and said 
"I want to sell you 100 dozen frogs' legs." The proprietor said, "w; 
can not use 100 dozen frogs' legs, but we could use perhap~ 10 dozen. 
You bring them in to-morrow." The next day he came with 10 frogs' 
legs. The proprietor said, " Why, I told you I wonted 10 dozen frogs' 
legs." " Well," he said, "you see it is tllis way: I thought from the 
noise they made that there were easily 100 dozen frogs out there." 
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[L ugbter.] Now, the Canadian Dominion bas perhaps ten mllUons of 
pe011le, but from their auility to carry out and carry through projects 
I am sure you will think they have at leaf!t 115,000,000. 

I am now going to a.sk .1\Ir, Arthur Deertn Call how be does it. 
(ApplaUSt!.] 

JlF..JAHKS DY MR • .A'H'l'JHJR DlilEUIN CALL, DIRECTOR Ob' THE CONVENTION 

. Jr. ('llairmnn, officers of the Interparliamentary Union, ladies and 
gt-ntl<'m.ou, the train leaves at 2.0:1. [Laughter.] It is important that 
;ron sbonlu have your bugguge omewhere in sight, so that the porter ot 
tbl hotel will get it. .Artl"r thiR luncheon we Rholl adjourn and go 
imruf'dlntt>ly to the front of the hotel, where we shall hn.ve a group 
picture takr•n. We hope, therefore, you will nil go immediately after 
the lunt·beon to the sidt'walk and look your prettiest, bec:.mse we want 
a group picture of you all. 

Now, that is the way I do it. I do not know any other way to 
do ~t. [Laughter.] 

You know that wh<'n your friends are going away it is always 
Cllfficult to realize it. Wht>n they are wtth you their presence seems 
TeQ' reHl and quite permanent. lt ill difficult for us to realize that you 
ar soou to leave us. 

I think it ought to be ronde perfectly clear, here and now, that the 
ucc~.· or this confel'l'ncc ha not been due to any one person. It bas 

bf>{'n due fir~"<t to the Int(''l'parl!amentary Union itself. Without 1t we 
conld·. of cour~e. hnve bad no conference at all. Without it and its 
pr~> ... illent and its Recretnry general and its xecnti~e committee and its 
conndl we shonld ha~c got nowhere. Without the United State:.; Con
gress we could not have bt>gun. Without the President of the United 
Atntes we could not have advanced. Without Senator ~!.:KINLEY [ap
plan.·~>J we could have done notbin"" of this sort. iVlthout the va11t 
army of helper , peoplt> la1Jori11g unsepn and unsung, Capitol employees, 
seer tnrles, stenogrnpbeJ·R, an army of people wllo have done this work 
for the love of the work-we could have donP nothing of what hM 
heen done. Last but not lf.'nc:t, we could llave done nothing of this 
I· inJ bad 1t not been for you. 

'fo work with you l1ns hf'l'n a joy. 1\fany have come to me nnd 
altl "Aren't you tired? "on't you he glnd to get rid of us? Oh, 

I am so sorry for you!" Tbey are quite mlstnken. The only feeling 
tllot I llaYP had durin~: the entire pPrformnnce is first a SPDFH? of 
l'!•gT't·t t11at the work hll"l not !wen done bl'tter • nud, f.lecondly, n 
f~Ung of profound, unforgottaule plE-a. ure that I have been per
mitted to he with you t11rou~h the>:e wonderful days. [Lond ap
plause.] 

Rl!nator • I< KI!\IXY. Lnclic nnd g-entll'ml'n, it i my great pl,..asure 
no 1V to pre,.,~ut to you narun Adeh;waerd, your prE'.Idnnt. 

lit:ll!dtrS BY B.!.HO.· ADEl-SWAi:RD rUJ•:iHDC:ST U.l>' TDE CUL.'C'JL1 INTJm

rARf,I nn:."rArn ux ro.:-~ 

Ladies aml geutlemt•n, we llave now atTh·eu at the sad moment 
(If p:Jrtin;r. nnd this is. I aru tlorry Lo f;aJ', tl1e last tlmP l am to ad
clrt'.''! m ;:wlf to our clear pi'P::<IdPnt, ~Jr. McKr::-~r,J!JY. 'VP have had 
many pce~'hes during these weeks, and I myself have b0en ratlier 
c•ti'UJiil?l! with tllo;1•: f;O I will not tsny man,v wurdH tllis tirue. We 
have nlrcarly b~>E:'u t!Jld that we have to be r~·ady vcty Roon. To tell 
:you the eeling· we bn~e in purting with you I~> not eaHy. I can not 
• U"lly tind just tbe right ;vordts in which to expreHR thef;e feelings 
ot great gratitud~> aud to tell ~·ou how sau we arc to part with you. 
W nrc so tbnnl•ful fo1· all you have done for liS during these weeks. 
lJE"t us hope that the work that bas been dono In thl' conference 
may l1f' 1Hl ~oort ns Hll the hnnqnets and ull the receptions we have 
Le n given here. If It Is, tltcn I think we ougllt to l.x: well sati>;fied. 
I . Imply express on bchaH of th ruerullet'A of the Interparlia.ruentnry 
Enlon wl.to have tnl<en part in tbits cvnferenc~ our hearty thanks 
to our American friends. und nsk that onr eminent l'ecretary general, 
llr. Chr1Btlan Lange [npplnu•o], wlll ny n rew words. I nru sure he 
. ill expre •. whnt ve nre f£:oeling wuch better tl1an I am al.Jlt> to uo. 

In fact, he repre-sc,nts the lnt<•rpurliamentary Union from many 
poiut~ of >lew OR mul'b as I clo ami p\'rliaps more. 

Sr·nator MI'KDU.F.Y. Do<.'tor Lttng-e. 

AD[;Ur.~S BY lilt. CIIR. L. T.A:\'11E, SEIT.BTAllY GF.' DAL 

:\[r. Chairman. lnuies anrl gt·ntll'men. you will Pal'lily untlerstand thilt 
rhe uu tlJlR oct~mdou w1th a ccrt:lin hc>:::.ltatlon uml some uiffidence. I 

renwrul~l' that ·omP ~0 JPlll'S ngu, when I wat!l preSL'llt at an intcr
nutionnl cougre1-;s in my own 1 ountry, I met there nn old and wortbl• 
cil1zc•ll uf Bustvn, an emlne11t lawyer. I wns tol1l. At one of thl' gl'ent 
l.auqul'ts we bail ou that occa~1on h:- Jlltrtouk very fre •ly of what was 
o.ll"crcd, both oli1l and fluid, aud at last be IJt·t·nme so eluted that b ... 
rose to Rpcak, anu made a very jolly and •utrt tnlnlng speech. lie 

·ru d wr~· happy f'lill when my \\ife and I mPt him nt the clonk 
r,1om, anc.l at a ct>rtalu moment hP turn d rouiHl to us und asked, "Do 
.•ou thiuk (his i mr coat~" 

Tile Ill' ·1 morning be was in a dlff<'rl'ut mood, and he took me by the 
arm ancl --aitl to TU(': ''ThPrc• :zz·• tbnP thill.l!" w!Z:l'!1 I thoroughly hate, 
noel those arc eallug, drinkin••, u.nd makin;; ~:>pceche~::~." 

Now, ladles and gentlemen, I have thoroughly enjoyed the eating 
to-day. The American Nation, 1n its wisdom, has seen to it that I 
shall not llave to regret any drinking [la.nghh•r] ; but as to making a 
speech, thnt is renlly on this occasion a rather difficult task. I shall 
consider my elf simply tts bcl11g one of those pieces of luggage which 
will now bo handed from the hospitable hands of the .America..n gt·oup 
to the ho~pitable bands of the Ca nadlan group . 

On lookh1g back now on those 14 dnys w" hnve passed In the Unltt'd 
States, I think I have, 1n the first place, a relatively easy task in I'X

presslng-indeed, it has been a.lready admirably expre~ ed by our 
presldent--1>ur gratitude for the reception we have had he-re. We are 
profoundly grateful to the representatives of the American l-"l'Onp 
who have taken this matter in hand. [Applause.] In the first place, 
to President McKINLEY, always genial, always calm, never dlsturlwd, 
and always full of common sense; always able to find the right v.orll 
1n every situation. I do not know whether you rE'nliw that Mr. 
McKI "LEY finds blmscl:C at the present moment in the midtlle of a 
political campaign, in which he has to go round a conntry-tbe State 
of Illinois-of some, 1 it, Senator, nine or thirteen million lnhahita11ts? 

Senator McKrKLEY. Sev n mUlions. 
Mr. LANGE. Well, you see my European ignorance. Seven milliou

that is the population of B!'lgium; it is the. population of the NrtbN'
lands. And be has to address tbe whole of that population. Never
theless, be bas found the tilD'e not only to como to our meeting., not 
only to take part in the functions, but ablo to watch behind the scenes 
to sco that everything should go so smoothly and so well as he was 
tntrnt on bnvlng it go. 

Alongside of him was Mr. Call, who~e rJlormous task nohody can 
realize who has not l.Jad the task of organizing a conference. I think 
tbnt sufficient ha.<J been said about his 1ahors, but let us just for 
one moment realize wbnt It meanf'l for the or~nnizrr to have nt 
a particular moment the representatlv!'. of 40 nations rolling tow~1·d 
him in mighty waves, and then to try to lend those nations 
into peaceful channels and find rooms and beds and seats at tllo 
tal.Jle for each a.nd all of them. Of neccsRity, la(Jies ann gentlemen, iu 
ouy large organization as this there has to be n scapegoat, on who e 
head the sins of everybody can be vh;ited. I nm rather accustomed 
to be the scapegoat in another 11phere, tn the mntter of Pl'l'pnringc and 
crrganlz!ng the wot'k of our conference, and I am glad now to find a 
urother scapegoat in Mr. C'nl1. I tru ·t that wbPn on our wandcrin~s in 
the desert, where the scapegoat are to he RPnt out, ben we m<'et: 
tbct·c we hall both be glad to lle In a place where "the wicked ceal:!e 
from troubling and the Wl'ary are at re11t." 

Ladies 1\Drl gentlemen, it j • imt)QSSible to name a.ll thoRP. who have 
been behind us and helping u , but may I single out jm;t two names, 
because thP b<':n-crs of ibcm are 11rc ent. Con;.p·rs!lmn.u ~ll'SWAIN [Hear! 
IlMl'! anrl aPJll:tn Pl lla bern from ihe flrl"t day of our nrl'ival :In 
'rw York a leading tar. His tall tlg~u·!' un<l his kind fac<' hnve 

nlways been in evid~>nce, nnd he hnA a.Jw;lys heen nc-a<ly to help aud 
to nclvise. Then, among those active lJeblud the scenes was Senator 
Bnn·roN's secretwry, i\lr. Fenton, who bus lleen an efficient and devott·d 
worker in all tl1e organizing ·ork of tbe confNence. 

Now. Indies alHl g n1lemen, I come to the l'econd part of 10y tnl'k, 
o.nd l.Jere m.v uifficulty comes in. For a fodnlght, I1Nhaps the wost 
cruwdt'd fortnight in my life, I have bren 1H.Jkin.. hup, I htn·c bf'<.'D 
wt·iting folbop, 1 have been Ol'ganizing t~hop, and if I were given to 
dreams at all I t!hould certainly havE> b•'t>n drramlng Ahop. To-day, 
during n quiet morning \Hlll\ along tllf' rapicl,.; of the 'lagarn, 1 ha\ e 
tril'cl to g<'t to a higher standpoint, just to llav(• an ontslde look at 1bat 
flhop inHI1le which I hAve beE>n working. I muRt say H <llzl not look 
from above jn!4t a nic'' little, dnluty shop; if looked rnthOL' like : 1arg••, 
buslling af'l'nir, in whkh ditfer!.'nt intt>rl•. t , flii"''Pr!.'nt pointf:l of view. :1111'1 
diO'('l'ent convictions were pxpr(>S~·wll. Aud I tliinlt tltnt is jm;t tlw 
thing which is the charncteriRtic, nnd houhl he tile clwracterisilc, o! 
our intPrparliamentary confPronces. F.>ery opinion hone~tly st11 tPd, 
every oplnioll couL'tt>OIIRly eXJ>I'f'S!'!Nl, l"houlll ha.ve a llearln in thc•st> 
m1•etings. :\!lnd, lacliP anti gt>ntlemeu, onr conf!'rPDCNI urc• not only 
international, but if l muy coin a word-I d01iut wbt>tlwr lt exit-,t · i11 
the Eugli ·h language-they are alt;o, nnd ·honlrl he, "itlt"I'Oplnionnl,.. 
'Within every nation tb<>re may he ditrerent points of view. Not o1lly 
do we Rl'!' hl'l'e the meeting unci the contl'll.flt of rontllll'ntl' anrl of 
untlons-of Amerll.'a. anll Eur·opp and Asia ancl .\ustt•uliu, of tlw ilrlti:;h 
Empire antl tbP German Empire, of I;'rHtlce and Italy and Bclginm nml 
all the dil'ferent stA.tcs-IJUt ohiO wllhin eneh g1·oup we have. flllll we 
Hhonld have, we must have, 1lltfen·nt points of view on tho question 
which nre put under discu!:S'siou; not only t11e points of view or the 
political pnrtiel!!-Soclali;;t, Rndicnl, Liberal, Con ·crvntin!-but al:o 
points of view from principles wb feb lmve nothing or llttle to do with 
party politics, pr11verly t;peaklng·-the free-trade point of '"iQw, th o 
prote ·tiontst point ot view, the PI'obllJitionist point of view, anti till! 
nntiprobibitlonlst, the majority point of view, the minorit · 11olut of 
view. 

think it is a very great set'\'ice lndrPd rPn<lf'retl to the c>HIIst• of 
Qur uniuu that tbe Awel'ican group helped us to orgnnize this con-
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fercnce and to give it a world-wide echo by the fact that 1t met in a 
world capital, and that it therefore found a hearing which we bad not 
always been able to obtain at former sittings of our union. I am not 
going to consider the weight of each of these different points of view. 
Personally, I am fond of citing the words of the wise old I<'rench 
philosopher Montalgne: " Je m'avance vers ccluy qui me coulre
dlct ''-" I advance toward him who contradicts me." There is some
thing to learn, there is something to realize, from the viewpoints, 
from tl1e interests of other people. To help us to do that is really one 
of tLc great missions of this union. 

And what are the impressions gathered from all these different 
declarations and speeches which we have beard? 

Certainly the first and the strongest impression is one of "con
fusion, wild and stirring"; out I think that if we realize that the 
world is iu travail, that problems are raised which are difficult of 
solution, and which demand devoted work for their solution, we should 
be al•le to enlist as cowot·kers women and men of widely divergent 
points of view, because we may l.le able to teach them how to move for
wnnl, n~'verthelesR, towar\1 a common aim. The French saying goes: 
" La vie est bien triste. Soyous gals "-" Life is sorely sad. Let 
us he of good cbeet·." Let the good cheer be one of our contributions 
toward tbe improvement of human relations. 

Th<>l"C is anoth{'r saying which I met for the first time in my 
youth, now some 3G rears ago, in a poem of the great American poet, 
Jnm~s nus ·ell Lowell, which seems to me appropriate on this oc asion. 
Ht- ars somewhere : 

" For humanity sweeps onwanl : wb()re to-day the mal"lyr stands, 
On the morrow crouches Judas with the silver in hls hands; 
Far in front the ct·oi's stands ready and the ct·ackling fagots burn, 

Wllilc the hooting mob of yesterday in silent awe return 
To glean up the scattered ashes into History's golden urn." 

Mind, ladies and ~entlemf'n, humanity sweeps onward. Rut 1t 
will not sweep onward if we do not push It on. We want the euthus1-
asm of the martyt·s, we want the work of rebels aud reformers, in 
ortler to lltt the wot·ltl up aud out of the presout chaos of the strite 
of opiuLons; we also waut the steadying effort of sol.>er-minded, cool
headed men and women. I think thll.t the greatest sen-ice, after all, 
whieh bets been rendered by the American group in uniting us at their 
Capitol in Washington is that we lta,re been enabled to seud out a 
mes~nge of hope to tbe world. .After all, there is a will to improve
m!:'n t, there is n will for bettt>r conditio us. If I should sum up in 
one word the message we have lJeen enalJled by om· American frieudo 
to ~t·ud out, it would be found in the clo ·in~ words of the greatesl 
po~>m of modern times, Goethe's Faust: " Wir heissen Eucll hoffcu "
,,We bid you llope.' · [Lou<l appbust>.] 

.·cuator dcKI.:-<LF.¥. I always leave ont an important part of my 
talk. We were met last nigllt at the railroad station by tile repre
St•ntulives of the city government of Niagara and the representatives 
o1' tile business men's as .. oclatiou here, und we have ueen entertaiucd 
by t11em royally up to t11is honr, aml we thank them. [Applause.] 

Ladit-s and gelltlemen, I uow turn this meeting ovet· to the Yery 
diRtln~n1~bed repre~entative of the Canadian Go~erument, Senator 
llelcou ::-t. 

ADDRESS OF SEX.\TOR X. A. BELCOCilT, OF CA."'A.D-'-

Sl'nator .hlcKIXLEY, it is not altogfi'tller with unmixed feelings that 
aceept from you tile guardianship of the di tingulslled wards coming 

from so many nations, whom you have during the last 10 days so 
well and royally entertained. The pleasure which has beeu mainly 
yours, and which i to be mlne from now until the end of tile eonfer
('ll~'P, is somewhat mitigated by the danger whicil I see facing me, 
that the task may be beyond ruy power. Everyone will admit that 
it was au audacious program which we Canadians set ourselves to 
accomplish in bringing 4:00 delegate3 through five of the cities of 
('Usteru Canada in flye days. I um afraid tbnt our desires have been, 
pt'l"iluvs, in exces::! of our means. In the uamc of the Canadian dl:'le
gat(•:>, I take this renewC'd opportunity of expressing the profound 
gnlitudc wllich we shall always entertain for the mngni!iceut hos
pitality which it ha::; been our privilege and honor to share with your 
guests from all parts oC tho WOi"ld. 

Notwith;;tanding a frontier marked only by an imaginary llne, 
without the slightest evldent>o of force for more tllan 8,000 mlles, we 
lla ve llvell siue by siue for more than a century in perfect peace 
[applause] ; we have solved, to the satisfaction of both, all internu.
tlonnl difficnltJrs, and we have given to the world the magnllicent 
e. ample of peace never for one instant intorrnpted. We are all .Ameri
cans. We all have American duties, and the grea.tC'~t of them all is 
the common dnty and purpo;,c, which we must pur:;ue with constant 
courage nnd hope, tbe establi ·llment of tllc rl'ign of perfect democ
racy, because democracy is tl:Je e.·sential base upon which dt•rxmds the 
future of your state as wl.'ll a!:l of our own, and because this con
tinent offers democracy the iJ st, per·l.laps the last, opportuulty for its 
real success. 

'£he economic and social iuteL·estR of the United State>; aud Canada 
ln each other have alway~ been great. Tlle,v have large-ly increased 

durin, recent years, antl in the near future they will uccome greater 
still. The economic boundary limitations bctwef'll the two rountrl-•"1 
aee gt·owing less, while the political boundariPs remain in effect. 
'l'he permuuence of the latter hi, ou both sltles of the border, gener
ally accepted ns desiruulc and definite. An extension of American 
economic o.nd social unity seC'ms as deHlrable as it is iucvltabie. 

Yon Am<'ricans and we Canadians both admit tllat we un-ve alao 
on this continent a cornu on d<>stiny an\1 a common mis:-.lon, which 
in ruany re:~pect imposes upon l.Joth of us national ns well as lnt.er
nutlonal duties and obligations. In the lart;"l' field of world int.·r
nationalism thero is a growing rapprochement behvf'eu the Rrltl:lh 
Emph·e and your great Hepubllc, nnd there i;; <'levelopiug ou hotlt 
si<.le"! of the line a dreper sl'nfle of ~-our solhlnl'ity and ours Jn all 
matters of world concern. We Canadians, uecan~e of onr tluuhk 
origin and double culture, brcanse of the qualities and g-Pnius which 
we have inherited from out· respective mother couulrie~. Englancl a.nd 
France, can be, as we wiF;b to ue, interpreters-a real trait d'unlon 
between these two great civilized powers and your own powHful 
countr:r, and we eau thereby con tribute in no small drgree to t!10 
sacl·ed cnu;;es of world peace. [Lourt appla11se.] 

J'lir. CALL. Now, ladles and gcntlC'men, do 11ot forget the ptcture, 
i111mediately following thls, In front of the hotel. The tralu will not 
go until we get to it, but we shall have to lte there pretty soon. 

S('nator McKrXLEY. In good Irish form, "Good-bye, and God blt>dS 
us all." [.Applause.] 

APPENDIX 
ll!<JSQI,CTIO:'(S .ADO:r;"''IW BY TIIF. COSFERENCJll Ofi' lNTFlRI'Htf.tAI\.I[q:)ITA!lY 

U~IOY, W.1SIH!fOTON, D. C., OcTOBim 1-7, 19:.:!o 
Il'lRST COl\BliSSlO~ 

'l'he det·elopment of intet·natioual law 
Resolutions pres~nted on behalf or the permanent committee fot· tlla 

study of juridiclal que:,;tlomt 

I 
THE COOlFICATtO~ OF 1N1:'ERN-'.TIO:i-'.L LAW 

Rapportenr: lion. Senator Elihu Root, former S •cretary of State 
(United States of America). 

'£1Je Twenty-third luterparliamcntary Conference. 
While greeting witil sallsfaction tlle labors undertaken l>y the com

mittee of experts called together by the L<>ague of Nations to inuit:>ate 
the questions of international law suitable for progr·csslve codification, 
anu also expressing its satisfaction because of the work already accom
plislJed, as well as that in prospect by the l'an American rnlon anu 
all other or:;aniza.tions eugagcd in the same laudable work, 

Nevertheless considers that the best mctllod to follow woul<l eon. Lit 
in establislllng a general and constructive plan for such cotlificntlon 
based on the progt•ess made tllll'ing recent years, with a vif'w to d lin
ing the fundamental conditions of the r~gime or pence to !)(' institut"'l 
between the nations, to providing for tlle judicial s0.:tle01ent of dliJ· 
putes "hich constitute a threat to tllat reg·ime, and to the applicatlou, 
H necf'ssary, of method~ of ex:ceution and of ~:~anction, • 

And invites the committee for tll study of jur-idical que-stions to 
prcs-:?-nt propo~mls for i.llis pu1·pose to a fo::-thcoming conference or the 
union. 

'l'hese proposals wonld eventually l>e submitted to an internatioo:ll 
eouference of nations called for the ptll'po ·e of eliectuatiug the codifi
cation of international lu.w. 

II 

Dl1JCLARJ.Tt0:-f Oll' TIIE niQil:'rS A::\'D DUTlES OF :'C\TIO~S 

Uappor·teur: JI.I. H. La Fontaine, vice president of ti.Je lJpJgiun S<'nate, 
presiclcnt of the Belgian group. 

The Twenty-third Interparliamentary Coufereucc considering, ou tbc 
one hand, 

That a declaration of ihc rights and dntll's of nutioni, rcgnrd~.-'(1 ad 
member' of the int rnntioual community, woultl p1·ove u pow~rful 

factor In promoting among thl'ill the sense or order, of iutcru~ttional 
justice, and of responsil>illty; 

And that, on the other haucl, the insertion of such :1 declnnttion in a 
future code of ini.cl"Datloual law would help to ei:llnbli.,h the fuudd· 
mE.'ntal principles of that lnw; 

RequestR the committ<'e for the slutly Qf jurldicttl qul't>liona tn prn
pnr a draft decluratlon whll'h couhl be :mbmit lc<.l to n n Pnsuin.r; cou
ferenre of nations. In addition to puliticul and jurhlico.ll conuitit~ul{, 

it would nll'!o be desirable to tul'e into account C'<.:unomic l'ontlilion.-J 
guarantl•o..'ing the right of nntiow~ to cxblenee. 

III 

'rilE Clll~!."ALITY OF WARS OF AClGitES~lON AND ~'1Jiil OJli}A~<rZATWN Oil' 

L"J'J<;n • .lTIO~.\L ItEPTtE!;S[\'Iil 1\lF..\SURF.~ 

Rapporteur: :U. V. V. Pella, prof('S ·or at tile l'uivt>r-:lty or Buch.a
rest, member of the RL•mauinu l'nl'linu~t'nt. 

'l.'ht" Twenty-third Inlerparllamentury Coufen•nco, 
Having heard the report of hi. V. V. Pcll11., 
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Realizin"' the possibility or a collective criminality of states and 

believing that that criminality should be studied from a scientific 
standpoint in order to determine the natural laws governing It and to 
decide upon methods for its prevention and suppression, 

Resolves, 
To institute a permanent subcommittee within the committee for 

the study of judicial questions-
a. To undertake the study of all the social, political, economic, and 

moral canses of wars of aggression and to find practical solutions 
for the prevention of that crime ; 

b. To draw up a preliminary draft of an international legal code. 
For this purpose the conference calls the attention of the subcom

mittee to the principles laid down by M. V. V. Pella in his report 
and summarized in the annex to the present resolution. 

This annex follows : 
1. The international legal code must apply to all nations. 
2. Measures of repression should apply not only to the act of 

declaring a war of aggression, but also to all acts on the part 
of individuals or of bodies of persons with a view to the preparation 
or the setting in -motion of a war of aggression. 

3. The principle should be recognized that individuals, independ
ently of the responsibility of states, are answerable for offenses 
against public international order and the law of nations. 

4. The offenses committed by states or by individuals should be . 
laid down and penalties provided for in ad•ance in enactments drawn 
in precise terms. International repression should be founded on the 
principle nulla poena sine lege. 

5. It would be desirable to indicate clearly in . the general part of 
the preliminary draft of the international legal code the material, 
moral, and tmjust elements in an internatiobal offense, and in that 
way to determine the conditions of constraint, necessity, a.nd lawful 
defense in the sphere of international law. 

6. Cau es which may aggravate or diminish the responsibility of 
states must similarly be determined with special reference to the case 
of provocation, reparation of injury, repetition of the offense, and pre
meditation. 

7. In the event of there being two or more criminal states, special 
provision should be made for repressive measures in the case of com
plicity or partnership in a criminal design revealed by the conclusion 
of ofl:'ensiYe a.lllil.nces. 

8. The sanctions imposed should be of two kinds: 

A. SANCTIONS APPLICABLE TO STATES 

(a) Diplomatic sanctions: Warning that diplomatic relations will 
be broken off; revocation of the exequatur granted to the consuls of 
the guilty state; withdrawal of the right to benefit by international 
agreements. 

(b) Legal sanction : Sequestration of property belonging to na
tionals of the guilty state in the territory of the other states; with
drawal from these nationals of the rights of industrial, literary, artis
tic, scientific, and other property; prohibition to appear as a party 
in the courts of the associated states; depri>ation of civil rights. 

(c) Economic sanctions: Application to the guilty state of meastfres 
depriving lt of the advantages resulting from the economic solidarity 
of the nations and severing it . from the economic life of the world by 
means of blockade, boycott, embargo, refusal to furnish foodstuffs or 
raw material, increased customs, duties on products coming from the 
guilty state, refusal to grant loans, refusal to allow the securities of 
the delinquent state to be quoted on the stock exchange, prohibition 
to use means of communication. 

(d) Resort to armed force. 

B. SANCTIO~S APPLICABLE TO INDIVIDUALS 

(a) Warning. 
(b) Fme. 
(c) Admonition. 
(d) Prohibition of residence. 
(e) Incapacity tn the future to bold diplomatic funetions ·abroad. 
(f) Imprisonment. 
(g) Exile. 
9. Provision must be made ln the special part of the preliminary 

draft of the International Legal Code for all positive or negative acts 
which are regaraed as prejudicial to international public order. 

Penalties will thus have to be provided for the following offenses: 
A.. OFFENSES COMMITTED BY STATES 

(a) The international crime of aggressive war. 
(b) Violation of demilitarized zones. 
(c) Nonfulfillment of the obligation to submit serious disputM to the 

Permanent Court of International Justice in cases in which that court 
has compulsory jurisdiction. 

(d) Military, naval, air, industrial, and economic mobilization in the 
event of a dispute arising. 

(e) Preparing or permitting to be prepared on its territory attacks 
directed against the internal security of another state or aiding or 
abetting bands of evildoers making raids on the territories of other 
states. 

(f) Interference by one state in the internal political struggle of 
another })y supplying grants or money ·Or giving support of any kind to 
political parties. 

(g) The mere unjustified threat of a war of aggression, a proeednre 
which ln the past took the form of an nltlm11tum. 

(h) Raising effectives or arming beyond the limits laid down in con
ventions or treaties. 

(i) Maneuvers or mobilizations carried out for purpo es of ~illtary 
demonstration or preparation for war. 

(j) Violation of the diplomatic immunity of foreign representative'!. 
(k) Counterfeiting of money and bank notes and any other disloyal 

nets committed or connived at by one state for the purpose of injuring 
the financial credit of another state. 

B. OFFE~S"ES COMMITTED BY DIDIVID'C.A LS 

(a) Declaration by a sovereign of a war of aggression. 
(b) Abuse of his privileges by a diplomatic agent for the purpose 

of committing acts which are in flagrant contradiction to the funda
mental principles of international public order, or which con titute 
acts preparatory to a war of aggression. 

(c) International military offenses and all other acts performed 
in time of war which are contrary to the rules and customs of inter
national law. 

(d) Ordinary common-law offenses committed by foreign armies 
in occupied territories (massacre, pillage, rape, theft, etc.). 

(e) Dissemination of false news liable to endanger peace. 
10. The Permanent Court of International Justice must have p()wer 

to adjudicate upon all international crimes and offenses. 
11. With a view to the proper working of the International Legal 

Code, provision should be made at the permanent court for an inter
national public prosecutor's department and a chamber before which 
offenders can be arraigned. 

12. The preliminary investigations and the preparation of the evi
dence should be intrusted to ad hoc commissions of inquiry set up 
to discharge legal pollee duties. 

13. Offenses committed by states shall be heard and determined by 
the chambers of the permanent court in combined session. 

14. Cases in which individuals are the responsible parties should , 
be dealt with in a special criminal chamber set up in accordance with 
article 26 of the statute of the court. This chamber would have 
jurisdiction ovet· all international offenses committed by individuals 
and all offense which by their nature would not come within the 
jyrisdlction of the national courts. 

15. The court shall pronounce judgment both on the public accusa-· 
tion and on the claims for compensation filed by the injuretl states 
prejudiced by the international offense. 

16. In the case of violent uggression the Council of the Lea.,"'Ue of 
Nations will take urgent counter police measures. 

The Council of the League of Nations shall also have jurisdiction 
in regard to the execution of the decisions of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. . 

It will indicate the methods by which these decisi()DB are to be 
executed. 

17. In order to reconcile the idea of general security with the 
special needs of individual states all states members of the League 
of Nations should be declared to be under a virtual obligation to take 
part in carrying out sanctions. 

This obligation would become operative in the case of each state 
only from the moment that the Council of the League of Nations 
called upon it to take part in repressive measures, and indicated to it 
the sanctions which it was bound to apply. 

The part which each state will take in the carrying out of sanctions 
will be decided }}y the council, which will have regard to the geo
graphical, political, and economic position of each state. The coun
cil will decide, by reference to the nature of the dispute, which states 
are to intervene immediately. Should the necessity arise, other states 
would also be called upon to apply the sanction. 

18. States which have been called upon by the Council of the League 
of Nations to apply sanctions and which have refused to participate 
or do not partieipate loyally in putting the sanctions into effect shall 
also be liable under the international legal code. 

8ECOI'\l> COMMISSION 
EUROPEA..~ CUSTOMS UNDERSTANDI~G 

Resolutions presented on behalf of the permanent committee for the 
study of economic and financial questions 

Rapporteur : Herr Adolf Braun (of Franken), member of the Ger
man Reichstag. 

.After discussing the feasibility of a " European customs union," 
Mr. Procope, of Finland, submitted a substitute resolution, afterwards 
passed by the conference, as follows : 

Considering that it would be of the greatest importance for good 
relations between European states, and thus contribute to guarantee 
the peace of the world, if the economic barriers at present dividing 
these states would, as far as possible, be abolished. 

Considering, further, that such measures probably, in any case in 
the long run, would contribute to create a steady and more extensive 
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market for the products of EuropCiltl agriculture and industry, and 
therefore al:-;o to tletrenf\e the cost of production and the unE-mploy
ment in Europe. 

Con ·iclerin:;. on tile othet• hand, that the question 1l and bow such 
mea nn" could be realized ought to be subject to a ,-ery close study, 
with due rl'gard to the dlll'erent economic comlitions in different 
countrie:-;. 

The conference request the committee for economic and financial 
que. tion to appoint ~ special subcommittee, whose duty it will be, 
after heariug of the natio11al group:.:, to study the que. tion as to what 
could he done to abolish or (liminish the economic barriers existing 
IJehn<'n European stnt<•s, and to present a report on this matter to a 
uh:.el}Uent conft'L'<·nce. 

'l'HIJ:D CO~BII SION 

X11'JOX.I.L MISORITIES 

(Di:-:eu.:sed and arlopted, Britain and the United fltatl.'s not voting, at 
the .:ei-!Rion in Ottawa, (lctober 13, 1!)2o) 

Re:;olutiuns prc::-cuted by the permalJent committee for the study of 
ethnic and colonial que ·tions 

Rapporteur: Dr·. PAul l'l"trri, form<'r Con ·emer 1mx Etats (Switzer
laml). Suu~;titutc: Haron E. B. F. F. Wittert van Hoogland, member 
of the First Chamber of the Dutch rarliament. 

I 

~eeing that there exist in most European states mixed populations 
corupri ing majorities and minori tles of race, language or religion; 

~ecing that tlw~;e · conditio11s are liable at times to create difficult 
anti intricate problems which it is e!'i .,,ntial to olYe as far as possible 
uy din•d agreement IJetween the majority and the minority; 

~eeinl! that the. re><olution of tile twenty-first conference recommend
in.~ the in,titutiou of paritati'fe commis ions for the solution of 
minority proulems has not receintl the desired consideration, 

The twenty-third interparliamentarr conference, in the interest of 
Europf'an peace antl of good understanding IJet wel.'JL majoritie and 
minorities in state;' having a mL·ed populntion, 

Agtltn call the attention . or the groups to the services which might 
he rendered in countries with minority problems by paritative com
mission: comvo. ed of :m ettual numlJer of representatives of the ma
joritr and of one or oth.-r or the miHorities anu adapted to the condi
tions and to the variou. nred of the country, with the task of 
suggesting just t:;olution of the questions under dispute with a view 
to nppPasiu;; conflicts. • 

In the opinion of the conference pRritRtive commis ions might with 
nd \':tntage pursue their work either within local divisions or in con
junction with the central institul ions of. the state, according to the 
natm·e of the question to ue treated. 

II 

Seeing that the International Court of Ju tice at The Hague, founded 
in ltl21. enju~·s general confidence and esteem, 

l'edng that the Council of the League or Nations has already applied 
to that court for the solution of contestations relating to the situation 
of minorities, IJy solidting it advice on disputed points; seeing that 
the treatie no'" in force pro•ide for the refe~nce of conte. ted ques
tions L'ela ting to the il1terprctation or the application of existing 
minority treaties to the International Court of Justice, at the request 
of one of the states rept·l.'sented on the Council of tlte League or 
Nation,:, 

The twenty-third interparliamentary conference expresses its desire 
that all contesteu <JUeRtion suitable for such reference, allt'l p::u-ticu
larly those relatiug to the interpretation and the application of 
minority treatie , should be referred by the council to the International 
Court of Justice, whether for its atl\ice on litigious points or for a 
definite soloHon. 

FIFTn Co_ullrs ·wx 1 

THE REDL'C·riOX OF ARM.AliEXTS 

Re ulutions presented on behAlf of the permanent committee for the 
reduction of armaments 

DE:'>IILITARIZED ZOXES 

Rapporteur: Brig. Gen . E. L. Spears, C. B., C. B. E., ~f. C. (Great 
Britain). 

A 

'The twenty-third interparliamentary confet:ence, recalling the bene
ficial re ·ults for the cause of peace of the establi bment of demili
tarized zone , and particularly of the treaty of 1817 between the 
United States and the British Empire; 

Seeing that every measure calculated to avoid immediate contact be
tween oppo eel military forces would avert the danger of frontier in
cidents and help to create a greater sense of security on either side, 
thus making a considerable reduction of armaments posJSible, 

1 The fourth commission's report on dangerous drugs was not dis
cusseu or acted upon IJy the conference. 

Call attention to the very special importance which the creation 
of demilitarized zones on exposed frontiers, unuer the a u."pices of the 
League of Nations, would have, 

And recommends for the consideration of the gt·oups of the union the 
declat·atlon and statement of principles annexed to tlle present I'eso
lution, which might serve as :t basis for the draHing of special con
>entions providing for the e tablishment of particular zone . 

'l'he interparliamentary bureau is l'cqne ted to transmtt the prest'nt 
resolution with its annexes to the groups and the goyernments of the 
countrie· repres-·nted within the union. 

B 

The interparliamentary committee for the reduction or armaments i:~ 
empowered to place it ·elf at the disposal or group drsirous of enter
ing upon reciprocal negotiutiom;, with a new to the couelusiou or 
treaties providing for the establishment of demilitarized zones along 
their frontiers . 

II 
PLAXS AXD lih'l'HODS FUR THH REDl:iCTIO~ Ob' .!UM . .UIEXTS 

Rapporteur: Dr. P . Mun('h, fot·mer Minister of Defense (Denmark). 
The twent.r-third interparliaroentary conference, 
Recalling the resolutions o! preceding conferences and insisting 

strongly upon the urgency of a reduction of armaments for all 
nations; 

Notlcing with the greatest regret that of late rear the milital'J' ex
penditure of most countries shows a serious increase; 

Realizing on the other hand, the nece ·sity of gir-ing to the nations 
a feeling of security, 

A. ks the groups of the union to consider every practical means ol 
creating such a mutual feeling of security between 1 he nations. 

The conference IJelie>es that one of those means-and one of th 
mo t important-would be a general reduction of armaments. It thet·e
fore insi ts on ihe urgency of a thorough c:xarn1nat1on of melbodg fol' 
the reuuction of armaments and IJegs the permanent committee for 
the study of these questions to appoint a subcommittee among its mem
bers to draft a technical cheme for a general reduction of armament11. 

This suiJcommittee shall examine the two schemes presented to the 
preceding conference, and any other suggestions J.n·Gught forward iu 
the cour e of the pre ent conference. It may cnll in experls. 

Doc·uments anneJ:ed to Resolutiolt II on demflitari.::ed zones 

DECLAIUTIO~ 

'l'he Int<'rpctrliamentary rnion calls the attention of the govern
meuts to the institution of demilitarized zone· . It also recommends 
to the careful study of its groups the rep,Jrt presented by its com
mittee fot· thi. question. 

The conclusions of that report are: 
'That tile vital problem now facing Eurvpe i that o! ecnrity; 
'I'bat so long as tllat problem has not been solved di armament can 

not be obtained. 
Europe will not disarm o long as distru. t of D{:igbbot·s and fear o! 

the future subsist, for tho o fel.'lings inevitably drive the nations, de
sirous though they be of peace, to remain armed. The crushing burden 
of at·mnments forms an obstacle not only to economic recovery, but 
al o-and this is more serious-carries the nations imperceptibly but 
wilh cel'tainty toward new conflicts and fresh di asters. 

'The Interpar1iamentary Union sees in the institution of demilitarized 
zones the possibility of creating in many ca e that ense of security 
e . .-ntial to the peace of nations. 'I'he creation of such zones is com
patillle with any indi\·idual plan for peace and for security, and can 
also, in the absence of snch anangements, constitute a basis for more 
extensh·e agreements. 

'The existence of the League of Nations makes po~ ible conceptions 
hitherto unattainable; it would be culpable not to seek to explot·e all 
the po~sibilities of peace created by that new and great outcome or 
human thought. 

'Thus a new conception o! the frontiN can be entertained. In the 
past certain frontiers were a source of constant danger; ft·ontier inci
dents were always to be feared, and the origin of an act of provo('atiou 
or e'·en of aggression was dltlicult to ascertain. 

The League of Nations can intervene IJetween the peopleR and can 
declare that whosoever violates a zone established between them com
mits an international crime to which the entil'e world may be witnP.s . 

In no country does the common law allow the individual to take his ' 
own vengeance, no matter what may be his provocation. Similarly, no 
provocation should justify a nation in taking the law into its own band 
and violating an international agreement, as, for instance, a conven
tion e tablishing a demilitarized zone. 'That nution must appeal to 
arbitration as the individual appeals to the jud~c. 

It is unavoidable that the creation of a zone should entail mutual 
concessions, bot these concessions will be limited by the fact that every 
zone w1Il be freely agreed upon and that no zone will be establlsh.-d 
entirely to the cost or one country. 'The countries concerned must not 
for~et that they gain the greatest of all benefits-that of peace. 
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The Interparliamentary Union has examined the most difficult cases. 

nnd has arrived at the conclusion that if the parties concerned show 
good will and are firmly resolved to succeed there is no case impossible 
of solution. 

It is not proposed to thrust any measure on :my party. Suggestions 
have been made ; agreements must rest with those concerned. 

We wish, however,· to utter a solemn warning to those who may 
neglect this great possibility for peace. War is now a disaster which 
affects the whole of mankind. He who, by neglecting any means prof
fered to him, allows mankind once again to be overtaken by that 
catastrophe would run the risk of finding himself the object of the 
world's censure. 

11 
DE~lLITARlZED ZO~ES 

Proposed general regulations prepared by the committee for the reduc
tion of armaments 

GE XERAL PROVISIONS 

1. In demilitarized zones. 
(a) No fortifications may be retained or constructed. 
(b) No armed forces, whether permanent or temporary, may be main

tained or assembled, nor may any military maneuvers of any sort be 
executed. 

(c) No contrivance of any kind to facilitate mobilization rpay be 
retained or constructed. 

Military and naval aircraft, without distinction of nationality, are 
forbidden to cross a zone. 

2. Demilitarized zones shall be policed exclusively by a police force, 
which must not be militarily organized and which shnll be subordinate 
to the civil authorities of the country only. 

3. The numerical stren_gth of the police and their arms shall form 
the subjeet of special agreements. The members o! that police force 
shall have only the personal weapons nece. sary for police work. It 
should be a recognized principle that the police force must be large 
enough to be able to suppress even erious dls1:urbances without having 
recourse to reinforcements from without the zone. Should there be a 
difference of opinion, the general commission provided for in article 5 
shall be the judge. 

THE CONTROL OF Dl!lMTLITARIZATION 

5. The League of Na tions is requested to nominate a. general com
mission, having its seat in Switzerland, for demilitarized zones. The 
commission hall be competent for all questions relating to the appli
cation and the interpretation of treaties concerning demilitarized 
zones. It shall order investigations with regard to the different zones 
and shall make the necessary decisions based on the results of those 
investigations. 

The general commission shall have power to nominate a commis-

ficient to maintain public order, and considers it necessary to can 
in supplemental pollee forces, it shall be obllged to lodge a formal 
notification of this .measure with the general commission, in the excep
tional event of its not having been able to do so in advance The 
supplemental force is not, however, to exceed a maximum number equal 
to one-third of the regular police force, without the preliminary con· 
sent of the general commission. 

Should the general commission not approve the use of the supple
mentary police force notified, the zone government concerned shall be 
entitled to submit the matter to the Permanent Court of International 
Justice at The Hague, which court may, by means of a provi ional 
injunction, request a restriction of the force concerned, or the with· 
drawal of the measures adopted. 

16. Should a zone state believe itself unable to maintain order with 
police forces and consider it necessary to send troops into the de· 
militarized zone of its territory, it must ob-tain the previous consent 
of the general commission. For this pur pose it shall accurately indi· 
cate the number, composition, and equipment of the troops to be em
ployed. The commission may approve the measure. if necessary after 
certain modifications, or it may refuse its consent. 
- In the e>ent of modifications being asked for, or of the commission 

refusing its consent, the states concerned may submit the matter 
to the P ermanent Court of International Justice at The Hague. 

17. The procedure provided for in the foregoing paragraphs shall not 

I prevent the zone state concerned from coming to an agreement with 
the general commission as to the extent and duration of the measure 
proposed, even after an appeal has been lodged with the Permanent 
Court of Justice. 

18. Without losing sight · of the general principles laid down in 
articles 15 to 17, special provision may be made with regard to par
ticular zones on the basis of an agreement between the zone states. 

19. If the government of a zone state raises objections to an order 
or a decision of the general commission in cases other than those 
covered by articles 15 to 17, it may appeal to the verdict of a court of 
arbitration. This court shall be composed of four members, two ·of 
whom shall be appointed by the plaintiff government and two by tlie 
general commission, and of a chairman appointed by the president of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

20. 'Ihe zone states shall consult together as to supplementary 
measures to be taken by one or other of them to create a sense of 
security on both sides of the zone, specially with regard to the appli
cation of the principles laid down in Article I. 

SIXTH COMMISSION 

THE PARLIAMENTARY SYST!iiM-THE PltESE.ST CRISIS IN THAT SYSTEM 

AND ITS REMEDIES 

Resolution presented by M. H. Micheli, conseiller national (Switzerland) 
sion of control for each zone. The commission shall be able, if it The twenty-third interp:1rliamentary conference, 
considers i t necessary, to transfer the seat of the commission of con- Having examined the report of M. Horace Michell, conseiller national 
trol within the zone either as a permanent or as a temporary measure. (Switzerland) ; 

7. Each commission of control is to be compo ed of a president and Considering the crisis through which the parllamentary system is 
two assessors. Each member must belong to a different nationality. now passing in almost every country, the criticism and even the at
They must not be nationals of the countries immediately concerned tacks to which it is subjected from the most diverse quarters ; 
(zone states) or be engaged in their service. In order to Insure a Considering, on the other hand, that the Interparliamentary Union 
constant quorum, a deputy and a vice deputy shall be appointed for is the international institution best qualified to discuss that criticism 
every member of the commission. and, in so far as it may prove justified, to find remedies, and also to 

The members of each commission ·of control shall be nominated from refute the attack directed against the very existence of the parlia
lists of candidates presented, in the case of the president and of his I mentary system as the protector of public liberty; 
substitutes, by the Permanent Court of International Justiee; and in I Requests the committee for the study of political and organiZation 
the case of the assessors and of their substitutes, by the government questions, after having instituted an inquiry among the national groupR, 
of each of the zone states. Three candida~es shall be proposed for each 1

1 to study the parliamentary system in the different countries and to 
po t. present a report to a subsequent conference. 

9. The memwrs of the general commission and of the commissions 
of control shall enjoy the privileges and immunities of diplomatic repre- PREBIDE~TIA.L APPROVAL 

sentatives 1n the performance of their duties. A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
10. The general commission may appoint, either permanently or tem- Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on December 17, 

porarily, experts and other assistants. 1925, the President approved and signed the joint resolution 
11. Immediately on receiving a complaint the general commission ( S. J. Res. 1) to continue section 217 of the act reclassifying 

may, by a simple majority, order an investigation on the spot. Such the salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal Serv
an investigation must t ake place if one of the zone states so requests. ice, readjusting theh· salaries and compensation on an equitable 

12. 'The governments of the two demilitarized zones are each entitled basis, increasing postal rates to provide for such readjustment, 
to .end at their own expense delegates to every investigation. and for other puTposes (Public, No. 506, 68th Cong.), approved 

13. The control commissions shall submit a report to the general February 2S, 192-5, in full force and effect until not later than 
commission. The latter shall call upon the governments of the zones the end of the second week of the second regular session of the 
concerned to express their views on the report within a reasonable lapse Sixty-ninth Congress. 
of time. On the expiration of this period the general commission shall 
giYe its decision. The government of the zone to which the decision 
relates may appeal to a court of arbitration. 

14. In urgent cases the control commissions may order the imme
diate redress <>f the grievance. In this case the decision must be 
unanimous. The government of the zone concerned shall, however, 
have the rig,ht to appeal to the general commission, and in the second 
instance to a court o! arbitration. 

15. In urgent cases, if a zone state finds that the police forces at 
its disposal within the demilitarized zone of its territory are insuf· 

PETmo - AND MEMORIALS 

:Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry members of the 
Topeka Radio Club, of Topeka., Kans., praying for the making 
of adequate appropriation for the advancement of radio com
munication, which was referred to the Committee on lntei'state 
Commerce. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Kansas State 
Nurses' Association at Topeka, Kans., favoring the participa
tion of the United States in the Permanent Court of Interna-



1064 CON GRESSIO~ AL RECOR.D- SEN .LL\..TE DECEMBER 18 

tiona! Justice under the terms of the so-called Hardi.ng-Hughes
Coolidge plan, \Yhich was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. COPELA.I\""D presented a memorial, numerously signed, 
by sundry citizens of Jefferson County, N. Y., remonstrating 
against the participation of the United States in the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

1\lr. JO~ES of Washington presented petitions of the Demo
cratic \Vomen's Club; the Plymouth Girls' Club; the Seattle 
Texas Club; the City Federation Colored Women's Club; the 
Hainier Nol>le Po t, No. 1, American Legion; the Daughters of 
Pioneers of Washington; Seattle City-Wide Democratic 
Women' · Club; members of Chapter A. 0. P. E. 0.; the City 
Federation of "'.,.omen's Clubs; the Women's King County 
Republica;n Club, all of Seattle; and the Western Wat3hington 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union, all in the State of 
·washington, praying for the passage of legislation establishing 
n. universal salute to the national flag, which were referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

BEPOR'f OF THE PUBLIC LANDS COYIDTTEE 

1\Ir. CAMERON, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (S. 1423) to relinquish 
the title of the United States to the land in the donation claim 
of the heirs of J. B. Baudreau, situate in the county of Jack
son, State of Missis. ippi, reported it without amendment. 

COLUMBIA RIVER BRIDGE 

Mr. JONES of Washington. From the Committee on Com
inerce I report back favorably with amendments the bill ( S. 
1267) to extend the time for the completion of the construction 
of a bridge acr·oss the Columbia River between the States of 
Oregon and Washington, at or within 2 miles westerly from 
Cascade Locks, in the State of Oregon, and I submit a report 
(No. 5) thereon. I ask unanimous consent for the pre"ent 
consideration of the bill. It merely extends the time about a 
~ear for the completion of the bridge. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
com;ideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendments were, in line 4, after the word "and," to 
st rike out " approach " and insert '' approaches " ; in line 5, 
before the words "of navigation," to strike out "interest" 
and insert " interests " ; at the end of line 5 to strike out 
" the " and in ert " a " ; in line 8, after the numerals " 1920," 
to insert " whicll has heretofore been extended by act of Con
gress approved January 30, 1924"; and in line 9, after the 
word " llereby,'' to in ·ert " fm·ther," so as to make tlle bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., Tluit the time for the completion of the con
struction of the bridge and approaches· thereto across the Columbia 
River at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near a 
point within 2 miles w~sterly from Cascade Locks, in the county of 
IIood River, State of Oregon, authorized by the act of Congress ap
pro\ed February 3, 1920, which has heretofore been extended by act 
of Congress approved J anuary 30, 1924, be, and the same is hereby, 
further extended to February 15, 1927. · 

SEC. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex
pre ly reserved. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill wa reported to the Senate as amended, and the 

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

read the third time, and passed. 
BILLS INTRODUCED 

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

By Mr. FESS: 
A bill (S. 1812) for the relief of \Va hington County, Ohio, 

S. C. Kile estate, and Malinda Frye estate ; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By I\Ir. FLETCHER: 
A bill ( S. 1813) for the relief of H. C. l\Iagoon ; to the Com· 

mittee on Claims. 
A bill ( S. 1814) granting an increa ··e of pension to Charles 

Adams (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee' on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas: 
A bill ( S. 1815) granting an increa e of pension to Thomas 

S. Garen ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. NEELY: 
A bill ( S. 1816) granting an increase of p2nsion to Dona B. 

Simonton ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GERRY: 
A bill ( S. 1817) to establish a children's court in and for 

the District of Columbia, to determine its functions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. GEORGE: 
A bill ( S. 1818) for the relief of Lillie ],, Evans ; to the 

Committee on Claims. · 
By Mr. COPELAl\lJ): 
A bill ( S. 1819) for the relief of Edward F. Wei kopf; to 

the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. SHEPP A..RD : 
A bill ( S. 1820) for the promotion of prevocational educa

tion; to the Committee on Education and Labor. 
~ bill (S. 1821) authorizing joint investlgatious l.>y the 

Umted States Geological Survey and the Bureau o.f Soils of 
the United States Department of Agriculture to determine tl.Je 
location and extent of pota h deposits or occurrence in the 
United States and improved methods of reco\ering pota ... h 
therefrom ; and 

A bill ( S. 1822) to provide for the estal>li: hment of a dairy
ing and livestock experiment station at Dalhart, Tex.; to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

A bill ( S. 1823) for the relief of H. L. Roberts & Co. and 
Thomas C. Edwards ; and 

A bill (S. 1824) for the relief of R. E. Swartz, W. J. 
Collier, and others ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\Ir. JOJ\"ES of Washington: 
A bill ( S. 1825) to extend the provisions, limitations, and 

benefits of section 4 of an act entitled "An act to revise and 
equalize rates of pension to certain soldiers, sailors, and ma
rines of the Civil War and the war with Mexico, to certain 
widows, including widows of the War of 1812, former widows, 
dependent parents, and children of such soldiers, sailor. , and 
marines, and to certain Army nurses, and granting pensions 
and increase of pensions in certain cases," approved May 1, 
1920 ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\fr. CAPPER: 
A bill ( S. 1826) to ·promote forest conservation, to extend 

the national forests, to raise a l'evenue from forest products, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Foresh·y. 

By Mr. PHIPPS : 
A bill (S. 1827) granting an increase of pension to Ade

laide R. Haldeman (with accompanying papers) ; to the Com
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. RANSDELL: 
A bill (S. 1828) for the relief of Lieut. (Junior Grade) 

Thomas J. Ryan, United States NaT"y; to the Committee on 
N a T"al Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 1829) to promote the production of sulphur 
upon the public domain; to the Committee en Public Lands 
and Surveys. 

A bill ( S. 1830) authorizing the construction of additional 
hospital facilities for the port of New Orleans, La.; to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

A bill (S. 1831) to e tablish an air mail service between the 
city of New Orleans, La., and the Panama Canal Z~ne; to 
the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

A bill ( S. 1832) making appropriation for the construc
tion and equipment of a light ve sel for The Pa ·ses at the 
entrances to the Mi sissippi River, La.; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

By Mr. HARRELD : 
A bill (S. 1833) providing for the construction of a· sana· 

torium and hospital at Claremore, Okla., and providing an 
appropriation therefor; to the Committee on Public Build· 
ings and Grotmds. 

A bill ( S. 1834) providing for remodeling, repairing, and 
improving the Pawnee Indian school plant, Pawnee, Okla., 
and providing an appropriation therefor; to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SWANSON: 
A bill ( S. 1835) granting the consent of Congress to George 

Washington-Wakefield Memorial Bridge, a corporation, to 
construct a bridge across the Potomac River; to the Commit· 
tee on Military Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 1836) for the improvement of Mulberry Creek, 
Lancaster County, Va., and the channel connecting the said 
creek with the Rappahannock River; 

A bill ( S. 1837) to provide for the examination and survey 
of Mathews Creek, Mathews County, Ya., and of the chan
nel connecting the said creek with East River, Mathews 
County, Va. ; 
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A bill (S. 1838) to provide for an examination and survey 

of Nomini Bay and Creek, Westmoreland County, Va., and 
channel connecting the same with the Potomac River; 

A bill (S. 1839) to provide for an examination and survey 
of Mill Creek, Middlesex County, Va., and of the channel 
connecting said creek with Rappahannock River, Va.; 

A bill (S. 1840) to provide for an examination and survey 
of Carters Creek, Lancaster County, Va., and of the channel 
connecting the said creek with Rappahannock River, Va.; 

A bill ( S. 1841) to provide for an examination and survey 
of Beach Creek, Lancaster County, Va., and of the channel 
connecting the said creek with Rappahannock River, Va.; 

A bill ( S. 1842) to provide for an examination and survey 
of channel leading from Oyster, Northampton County, Va., 
to the Atlantic Ocean; and 

A bill ( S. 1843) to provide for an examination and survey 
of Starlings Creek, Accomac County, Va., and of the channel 
connecting said creek with Pocomoke Sound ; to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 
A bill ( S. 1844) for the relief of the owner of the steamer 

Sqttantum; 
A bill ( S. 1845) for the relief of the owner of the derrick 

lighter November; 
A bill ( S. 1846) for the relief of the owner of the barge 

Albany; 
A bill (S. 1847) for the relief of the owner of the barge Katie 

Tracy; 
A bill ( S. 1848) for the relief of the owner of the scow 

S·isters; 
A bill (S. 1849) for the relief of the owner of the scow Ben; 
A bill ( S. 1850) for the relief of the owner of scow 65 H; 
A bill (S. 1851) for the relief of the owner of scow No. "1-'IJ 

and 
A bill ( S. 1852) for the relief of the owner of the steam 

lighter Victor T; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. KING: 
A bill ( S. 1853) conferring jurisdiction on the Court of 

Claims to hear and determine certain claims of persons to prop
erty rights as citizens of the Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations 
or Tribes ; to the Committee on Indian Aft'ail's. 

By Mr. GOODING : 
A bill ( S. 1854) to pension soldiers who were in the militJ!ry 

service of the United States during the period of Indian wars, 
campaigns, and disturbances, and the widows, minors, and help
le. s children of such soldiers, and to increase the pensions of 
Indian war survivors and widows ; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. CAMERON: 
A bill ( S. 1855) granting pensions to certain Indians of the 

Sioux Nation and to widows of such Indians; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

A bill ( S. 1856) amending further an act providing for the 
withdrawal from public entry lands needed for town-site pur
po es in connection with irrigation projects; to the Committee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: 
A bill (S. 1857) to confer jurisdiction on the Court of 

Claims to certify certain findings of fact, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: . 
A bill ( S. 1858) authorizing the Secretary of .Agriculture 

to pay one-half the cost of the bridge authorized to be con
structed across the Mississippi River connecting the county 
of Carroll, Ill., and the county of Jackson, ·Iowa; to the C'{)m
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. HARRIS : 
.A bill ( S. 1859) for the relief of Patrick C. Wilkes, alias 

Cl~bourn P. Wilkes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. W .AT SON: 
.A bill (S. 1860) for the relief of F. G. Proudfoot; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 
A bill (S. 1861) to reinstate Victor Iago Morrison as a 

major in the United States Marine Corps ; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania: 
.A bill (S. 1862) authorizing an appropriation to the Harrls

bm·g Real Estate Co.; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
A bill ( S. 1863) for the relief of Carrol A. Dickson ; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. McKELLAR: 
A bill (S. 1864) authorizing the President to appoint 

J. H. S. Morison to the position and !Rnk of major, Medical 

Corps, in the United States .Army; to the Committee on Mili
tary Aft'airs. 

A bill ( S. 1865) granting a pension to John P. Gray; and 
A bill ( S. 1866) granting an increase of pension to Israel W. 

Bennett; to the Committee on Pensions. 
FISHING INDUSTRY IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER 

Mr. STANFIELD submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
95), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Whereas the fishing industry in the Columbia River is of large and 
major importance, giving employment to approximately 10,000 people; 
and 

Whereas the annual catch of salmon in the Columbia River approxi
mates 40,000,000 pounds, of a value in excess of $12,000,000; and 

Whereas the Federal Power Commission has granted a permit to the 
Washington Irrigation & Development Co. for the development of 
hydroelectric power in the Columbia Ri~er at a point near Priest 
Rapids; and 

Whereas the natural spawning area of the Columbia River lies above 
Priest Rapids, where it is proposed to construct a dam to develop the 
hydroelectric power mentioned; and 

Whereas a dam constructed across the Columbia River at this point 
without proper provision for the protection of the spawning area will 
result in the destruction of approximately one-half of all the natural 
spawning area in the Columbia River; and 

Whereas destruction of a large part of the spawning area in the 
Columbia River will result in the desn·uction of the fishing industry in 
the said river and, in turn, result in destroying the means of livelihood 
of a large number of citizens and cause serious financial loss to the 
capital invested 1n the fishing industry in that river : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That a committee of three be appointed by the Vice Presi
dent to investigate the terms and conditions of the permit granted by 
the Federal Power Commission to the Washington Irrigation & Develop
ment Co., and also in>estigate the effect the proposed development 
under such permit will have upon the fishing industry in the Columbia 
River. And be it 

Resolved Jurtlu:r, That the said committee is hereby authorized, du.r
ing the Sixty-ninth Congress, to send for persons, books, papers, sub
p<ena witnesses, administer oaths, hold hearings at the Capitol in Wash
ington, and to employ a stenographer at a cost of not exceeding 25 
cents per 100 words to report such hea1ings as may be had before such 
committee, the expense thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund 
of the Senate, and that committee may sit during any session or recess 
of Congress. And be it further 

Resolved, That said committee shall make report of its findings to 
the Senate of the Sixty-ninth Congress. 

USE OF WHISKY, E'.OO., BY REPR.ESENTA'l'IVES OF FOREIGN GOVERN

¥ENTS 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, upon yesterday I asked that 
the resolution offered by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
BLEASE] go over under the rule. I now move that the resolu
tion be referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The resolution (S. Res. 93), submitted yesterday by Mr. 

BLEASE, is as follows : 
Resolt·ed, That the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, Hon. Lincoln 

C. Andrews, who is in charge of the enforcement of the Volstead Act, 
be requested to investigate immediately and inform the Senate whether 
or not whisky, wine, or beer has been served by any of the foreign 
ambassadors, ministers, consuls, or other agents of any other countries 
in Washington, D. C., since the passage of the Volstead Act, and if it 
is now being done; and if so, with the approval of the President of 
the United States, or any other official whose duty it is to enforce 
the said law; and, further, if it is true that the recent representatives 
of the Italian delegation to this country in reference to the settlement 
of its debt to tbe United States were perrilltted to bring into this coun
try champagne, wblsky, and beer, or e.itber of them j and if so, by whose 
permission ; and if they did, why were they not promptly arrested, as 
American citizens would have been? 

Second. That a similar request be ma.de of Hon. James E. Jon~s, 

Director of Prohibition. 
Third. That a similar r equest be made of the Secretary of the 

Treasury. 

PROPOSED INVESTIGATION OF ST. ELIZABETHS HOSPITAL 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that Senate Re olution 84, providing for the election of a com
mittee of the Senate to investigate all matters concerning the 
operation and maintenance of the St. Elizabeths Hospital, sub
mitted by me on the lOth instant, which was then ordered to 
lie on the table. be now referred to the Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordel'~.d. 
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DECEMBER 26, 1925, A LEGAL HOLIDAY IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. CAPPER. 1\Ir. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 28 now 
on the calendar. 

l\Ir. ROBINSON" of Arkan._as. Let the joint re ·olution be 
read before consent to its consideration is given, or let a state
ment be made respecting it. 

The YICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the joint 
resolution, for information. 

1\-Ir. CAPPER. Certainly. 
Mr. NORRIS. The inquiry I am about to make has not any

thing to do perhaps with the merits, but it seems to me that 
we ought not to apply a different rule to one set of employees 
than to another set. They all ought to be treated alike. But 
this que tion arises in my mind : As I understood it, the Sen
ator said the President by Executive order had made a certain 
day a holiday. I was wondering if there is any doubt about 
the President having authority to do that. Under what law 
does he do it? 

l\Ir. CAPPER. The cu -· tom has been heretofore to declare a 
half holiday on the day before Christmas. 

The Chief Clerk read the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 28) to 
declare Saturday, December 26, 1925, a legal holiday in the 
District" of Columbia, as follows: 

Mr. NORRIS. That may be. I am asking just as a matter 
Resoh:ed, etc., That Saturday, December 2G, 19~;:;, be, and the same of information-it bas not anything to do with this particular 

is hereby, declared a legal holiday in the District of Columbia for all case-if the Pre ident has authority to declare Saturday of 
purposes. next week a holiday, and, if so, why be could not dt>clare 

The VICE PRESIDEKT. Is there objection to the request every day a holiday and make it legal? I was wondering 
of the Senator from Kansa ? what authority he had. 

Mr. JONES of Wa ·hington. I think the joint resolution had ~fr. CAPPER. The constitutional lawyers will have to pass 
better go to the calendar. on that question, I will say to the Senator from Nebraska. 

The VICE PRESIDEXT. It is on the calendar at present. I can not pass on it. 
Mr. CAPPER. It i on to-day's calendar. l\Ir. SMOOT. I want the Senator from Kansas to under-
Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that it may go over. stand that I am not opposed to a reasonable holiday or rea on-
The YICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made, and the joint able leave of absence. For instance, during the summer time 

resolution remains on the calendar. as chairman of the Building Commission I took occasion to 
Mr. JOXES of Washington subsequently said. Mr. Presi- ascertain the temperature in all the temporary buildings that 

dent, I understand the joint resolution that was called up a we have here to see under what conditions the Government 
moment ago uy the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER] does 1 employees were working. I found that the temperature in the 
not create a permanent national holiday for the District of 1 buildings themselves was about 2 degrees higher than it wa. 
Columbia, but simply take· care of the situation that comes I outside of the buildings. During those extremely sultry days 
about by reason of Christmas falling on Friday. Therefore I of July and August last I knew that it was unwise for Gov
with<lraw my objection to the pre ·ent con icleration of the joint 

1 

ernment employees to work in those buildings more than four 
resolution. hours in the morning, so dming all those days the employees 

The YICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present w~re discharged for the afternoon but were paid in full by the 
consideration of the joint resolution? I Government. It was proper that that should be done, because 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to have an explanation of the joint . they were working under conditions which were almost un
resolution, or I want it read first. bearable. The quicker we get the Government employe('3 
- The YICE PRESIDE~T. The joint resolution will be again out of those shacks the better it will be for all concerned. I 
read. have not yet :figured out what it cost the Government to pay 

The Chief Clerk again read the joint resolution. those employees during the time to which I have referred when 
1\Ir. CAPPER .. :Ur. President, the President has issued an it was next to impossible for them to work. 

Executive order closing all of the. departments of the Govern- ~ Mr. XORRIS. ~lr. President, I suggest that the remedy fur 
ment on Friday and Saturday of next week. All other Gov- the situation described by the Senator from Utah is to move 
ernment employees except those of the District of Columbia the Capital into a decent climate. [Laughter.] 
will receive pay for those two holidays. The District Commis- ~ Mr. S)IOOT. The Senator from Utah neYer suggests any
sioner.s ~ent t~lis measure in, prepared b;y t~e corporation thing which would be an impossibility if he knows it to be 
council, rncludmg the employees of the D1stnct government 

1 

such. 
for that day. the same as all other Goyernment employee . Mr. FLETCHER. We might have a Capital in the moun-

Mr. SMOOT. "'e have so many holidays now, and we pay out , tains in the summer and another in Florida for the winter. 
so much for holidays, not only to Go"'ernment employees in the ~Ir. NORRIS. There would be no room for the Capital 
District, but to the District employee as well, that something in Florida now. 
should be done to limit it. I take for granted, of course, that Mr. Sl\IOOT. I recognize tlle great ability of the Senator 
what the Senator bas said is correct, that the President has from Florida [llr. FLETCHER] to advertise his State. 
issued a proclamation making Saturday next n legal holiday. :Mr. FLETCHER. Florida does not need advertising. 
I suppose the object of that was so that all the employees of :\lr. S~IOOT. Even though it may not, the Senator from 
the District of Columbia would have Friday, Saturday, and Florida never misses an opportunity to do so, and I congratu
Sunday as holidays. If they did not have the holidays that late him. 
they already have, I would not speak of it; lJut it doe seem to Mr. Pre ident, ina ·much as this proposed legislation applies 
me that we are going mad on the question of holidays-30 only to the District employees and to navy-yard employees, I 
days leaYe of ab ·ence, 30 days sick leaYe, half holiday for suppo e the only right thing to do now i to pass the joint 
every Saturday during the summer months with the demand resolution. I hope that hereafter, however. there will be a little 
that it be made to apply all the year through. more attention given to .the needs of the Government than to 

l\Ir. OVERMAN. According to the joint reF:olution the Pre ·i- tho e of some special interest which may desire another play 
dent has already issued a proclamation making SahiTday the day. 
26th a holiday. l\Ir. CAPPER. Mr. Pre ident--

Mr. SMOOT. But it does not apply to the employees of the I\lr. KING. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator from 
District of Columbia. The proclamation covers all of the em- Kansas [lir. CAPPER] a question, if I may do so. 
ployees of the Government, but it does not cover the employees The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 
of the District of Columbia, and I think certain employees in yield to the Senator from Utah? 
the navy yard. They are left out. I suppose it would be un- Mr. CAPPER. I yield. 
just to grant a holiday to all of the Government employees in ~r. KING. I should like to ask the Senator whether tltis 
the District of Columbia and not include any of the employees measure is so comprehensive as to release certain employee·
of the navy yard, and it may be unjust to those who are em- for instance, policemen and watchmen and other employee· of 
ployed by the District government. But if such a provision is the Government who are responsible-from any duty whatever 
made for the Di trict of Columbia,.. it ought to be made for upon the holiday proposed? 
every State. Mr. CAPPER. The joint resolution will apply to per diem 

I merely wanted to take thls occasion to say, and I will be employees of the District government. 
satisfied now with saying, that it does seem to me we are going Mr. KING. It will not release the employees to whom I have 
mad on the question of holidays and leave of absence and sick referred from a<;tive duty? 
leave and now half-day holidays. We now get very little over· 1\Ir. CAPPER. Not at all. 
10 months' labor out of the employees of the United States. I 1\Ir. KING. That would be inadvisable, because if certaia 
wanted to say that much at this time. This is oi1Iy another employees were to be freed from rendering any service wh<l t-
step, just another step, in the wrong direction. ever injury might result to the District and to District property. 

1\lr. NORRIS. 1\Ir. President, may I make an inquiry of the l\Ir. CAPPER. All of the departments here in Washington 
Senator from Kansas? will be closed on Saturday, regardless of any action we may 
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take concerning the joint resolution. If passed, the joint reso- What is the difference between these two world courts?-A. The old 
lution will simply · put all the employees on the same basis and world court is a real, regular, independent court. 

In another answer it is said : will pay a few thousand of them their per diem, as 55,000 
others will be paid whether we pass the joint resolution or not. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I have an amendment which I There is in existence an old, real, regular world court. 
desire to offer to the resolution. I know that no Member of this body would undertake to 

The YICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from 1Iaine offers an make that statement to the Senate and the couutry, because 
amendment to the joint resolution, which will be stated. i every Senator knows that statement is absolutely untrue. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to add at the end of the I I shall make just one more reference to this pamphlet with 
joint resolution the following proviso: regard to the advisory opinion of the court in what is com-

Provided, 'rhat all employees of the United States Government in monly called the Morocco case: 
the District of Columbia and employees of the District ·o:r Columbia In a dispute rega1\ling citizenship in Tunis and in Morocco the 
shall be entitled to pay for this holiday the same as on other days. new court advised the league to the effect that questions of citizen· 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the reason for the amendment ship were not domestic questions but international questions. 
ls that the joint resolution which is now under consideration Of course, every Senator who has read the opinion knows 
would not, as it now stands, apply to employees in the navy that there was no such advice given at all; in fact, the advice 
yard in ·washington: and my amendment, if adopted, would was exactly the contrary, but the court did hold that if two 
simply take care of those employees and put them on the same nations had made a b·eaty or agreement with reference to 
ba is with the other employees who will be covered by the joint that question their contract would govern the relationship. 
re. ·olution. I shall not spend further time on that except to say that 

The House Committee · on the District of Columbia has everything that has come to me in fayor of the World Court 
already acted on the proposition embraced in my amendment, has borne the name or the title of its sponsors. This pamphlet 
and has approved it. If the amendment were not adopted, has no sponsors and I am not surprised at that, because no 
instead of the President granting a boon to certain employees citizen of tlle United States who desires the good opinion of 
he would be penalizing them by taking away from them a his fellowmen would dare sponsor such a misrepresentation 
clay's work for which they would not receive pay. as that. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to Then, we constantly read, Mr. President, in the newspapers 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Maine. op_posed to the court, editorials to the effect that this court 

The amendment was agreed to. ~ns been created by the league, is the agent of the league, and 
The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, IS owned by the league. The statement is constantly made 

and the amendment was concurred in. that the covenant of the League of Nations is the constitu-
The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third tion of the court and that the court has no jurisdiction out-

reading read the third time and passed. side of the covenant of the League of Nations. It is because 
' ' of these very misleading statements that I wish to discu~ s, 

CHANGES OF REFEREXCE as briefly as I may, principally the question of the origin of 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, on December 8 I introduced the this court and whether or not it is absolutely independent 

bill (S. 717) to amend section 9 of the act entitled ".An act to in the performance of its functions of the League of Nations. 
~upplement existing laws against unlawful restraints and The fact is, as every Senator knows, that this court is 
monopolies, and for other purposes," approved October 15, American in its origin ; and the general outline, with the 
1914. By mistake I caused it to be referred to the Committee exception of the election of judges, the payment of their ex
on Interstate Commerce. After further study and reflection I penses, and references to the League of Nations was first 
am convinced that it should go to the Committee on the proposed by American statesmen many years ago. lt was first 
Judiciary. I ask that the Committee on Interstate Commerce proposed at the First Hague Peace Conference in 1899, in Presl
be di~llarged f1·om further consideration of the bill, and that it dent McKinley's administration. In his instructions to our 
be referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. delegates to that conference Secretary Hay said: 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. Nothing can secure for human government and for the a-uthority 
On motion of Mr. WADS WORTH, the Committee on Military of law which it represents so deep a respect and so firm a loyalty as 

Affairs wa, discharged from the further consideration of the the spectacle of sovereign and independent state , whose duty it is to 
bill ( S. 1655) authorizing a preliminary examination and prescribe the rules of justice and impose penalties upon the lawless, 
survey of Humboldt Bay, Calif., and it was referred to the bowing with reverence before the august supremacy of those principles 
Committee on Commerce. of right which give to law its eternal foundation. 

COMMITTEE SERVICE At that time the United States presented a plan for a per-
. On motion of l\.lr. RoBI:iSON of Arkansas, it was- nanent court to The Hague conference. That conference did 

not provide for a permanent court, as we all know, although 
Ot·de1'ed, That Mr. BRATTON be assigned to service upon the Com- arbitrations were provided for, and there was created what 

mittee on Territories and In ular Possessions. was called a permanent court of arbitration, but which, in 
THE WORLD COUR"T 

The VICE PRESIDENT. l\Iorning business is closed. 
Mr. LENROOT. I move that the Senate proceed in open 

executive session to the consideration of Senate Resolution 
No. 5, providing for adhesion on the part of the United States 
to the protocol of December 16, 1920, and the adjoined statute 
for the Permanent Court of International Justice, with 
reservations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
There being no objection, the Senate, in open executive 

session, resumed the consideration of the resolution. 
Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I shall speak to-day very 

briefly upon but one phase of the subject before the Senate, 
and that only in a general way. 

There is much propaganda coming to Senators upon both 
sides of this question, and it will undoubtedly increase as the 
days go by. I have no doubt that legitimate criticism can 

fact, is not a court at all. 
At the Second Peace Conference at The Hague in 1907 the 

United States again urged the creation of a permanent court 
of international ju~tice and Secretary Root issued to our dele· 
gation the following instructions: 

It should be your effort to bring about 1n the second conference a 
development of The Hague tribunal Into a permanent tribunal com
posed of judges who are judicial officers and nothing else, who are 
paid adequate salaties, who have no other occupation, and who would 
devote their entire time to the trial and decision of international 
causes by judicial methods and under a sense of judicial responsibility. 
The judges should be so selected from the different countries that the 
difl'erent systems of law and procedure and the principal languages 
shall be fairly represented. The court should -be of such dignity, con· 
sideration, and rank that the b£:St and ablest jurists will accept ap
pointment to it and that the whole world will have absolute confidence 
\n its judgments. 

be made of some of the propaganda in favor of the I invite a comparison of the statute which I shall discuss 
court, but I do know that much of the propaganda in opposi- with these principles of a world court laid down by Secretary 
tion to it is misleading and that alleged statements of fact Root in 1907. 
are made in reference to it that have not the slightest founda- The second peace conference failed to provide such a court 
tion. To illustrate, I hold in my hand a little pamphlet, which solely because the delegates could not agree upon the method 
I assume every Senator has received, entitled " Catechism of of electing the judges. 
the World Court." "Americans must understand just what The mere fact that the existing statute was recommended 
kind of court it is proposed to have the United States join." . for adoption by the League of Nations should neither com-

In the catechism I find that after referring to The Hague mend nor condemn it, but the court's statute should be ex-
tl'ibunal the question is asked~ amined and judged by what it is. I realize, Mr. President, 

.• 
./ 
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that there are some who are so prejudiced against the League 
of Nations that they can conceive of no good possibly coming 
out of it. 1\fr. President, nearly nineteen hundred years ago 
the question was asked : " Can any good thing come out of 
Nazareth?" The reply was: "Come and see." So, whatever 
opinion may be entertained with reference to the League of 
Nations, we may well say, so far as this one recommendation 
is concerned by it with regard to the permanent court, "Come 
and see." 

While it is true that the statute in its present form was 
recommended by the league, it had no power to give life to the 
court, and it never could have come into ~eing by its action. 
That required the separate action of the states who were mem
bers of the league ; and the nations not members but named in 
tlte annex to the covenant of the league, of which the United 
State· is one, had the privilege of joining it upon the same 
terms as members of tlte league. As Senators know, 48 nations 
have adhered to the protocol establishing the court; and it is 
their action, and theirs alone, that has vitalized it into existence. 

I therefore wish to briefly examine the organic act which 
establishes the court, and then consider the question of its 
independence, and especially whether it bas any such relation
ship to the League of Nations as makes it dependent upon the 
league in the performance of its duties. 

First, with regard to the judges: 
Article 2 of the court statute reads: 
Tile Permanent Court of International Justice shall be composed of 

a body of independent judges, elected regardless or their nationality 
from amongst persons of high moral character, who pos ·ess the qualifi
cations required in their respective countries for appointment to the 
highest judicial offices or are jurisconsults of recognized competence in 
international law. 

I think it will be admitted that language could not be more 
comprehensive to secure an independent body of judges who in 
the 11erformance of their duties bear allegiance to no country, 
but only to the law of truth and justice. 

As a judge of the court an Englishman will violate the oath 
of oilice he takes if he permits his decisions to be influenced in 
favor of Great Britain by the fact that he is an Englishman. 
A great American, John Bassett 1\Ioore, is one of the judses, 
but no one who knows him would believe for a moment that 
his nationality would influence his decisions. · 

trpon that point we have in the decisions of the court itself 
one or two very striking illustrations of the independence of 
the judges. Take the l\Iorocco case, to which I referred a 
moment ago. France was one of the contending parties. 
There i a national of France on the Permanent Court of 
International Justice; and yet that judge, that Frenchman, 
joined in the unailimous opinion of the court against France. 

"\Vllile it is true that the judges are elected by the Council 
and Assembly of the League of Nations, acting separately, this 
has nothing to do with their independence, any more than an 
honest judge would allow his decisions to be influenced by the 
fact that one of the parties in a suit before him had voted for 
him. 

It should be remembered in this connection that the Council 
and As~embly of the League of Nations have not an unrestricted 
choice in election of judges, but they are nominated by the 
Court of Aruitration at The Hague, and the league can make 
no selection except from the persons so nominated. And may I 
say in passing that although we are not a member of the 
League of Nations, nor have we yet adhered to the World Court 
statute, we to-day have a right to participate in the nomination 
of these judges. 

Finally, on this point, the 11 judges and 4 deputy judges 
elected arc men of great ability as international lawyers, 
and each has received distingui bed honors in his own coun
try by reason of his learning and public service. If any ques
tion hall hereafter be raised regarding the standing, tlle 
ability of these judges, we shall be glad to discuss that ques
tion when it comes up. 

Second. The powers and duties of the court are defined 
by the statute creating in the court, and none others can be 
exercised. There is a mistaken idea quite prevalent that 
the court is dependent not on the statute but on the covenant 
of the League of Nations for a part of its jurisdiction. In 
support of this contention it is aid that the court statute makes 
no mention of advisory opinions and that it is the covenant 
of the league which confers such jurisdiction. The fact is 
that article 36 of the statute expre sly provides that the juris
diction of the court comprises all ca e which the parties 
refer to it ancl all matters specially provided for in treaties 
and conventions in force. 

The covenant of the league is such a treaty or convention: 
and as the request for advisory opinions is a matter that 
is specially provided for in it, therefore, under article 36 of 
the statute, the court has jurisdiction to render such opinions. 
But such jurisdiction is not confined to rendering advi ory 
opinions to the League of Nations. If the United States and 
Great Britain should enter into a treaty and in it provide 
that either party mi~ht request an advisory opinion from the 
court as to the interpretation of any clause in the treaty, 
the court would without question have the same right to 
render an advisory opinion in that case as has the League 
of Nations. 

'Ye have a Pan American Union. Suppose we should pro
vide by treaty between all of the states on the Western Hemi
sphere that with reference to some subject matter of that 
treaty the Pan American Union should have the right to 
request the ·world Court to render an advisory opinion. It 
would have the same right to do so that it now bas to re"nder 
an advisory opinion to the League of Nations. 

The statute establishing the court is complete in itself and 
is the constitution of the court. It can no more exercise 
powers not conferred expressly or by implication by that 
instrument than our Congress can exercise powers not con
ferred upon it by the Constitution of the United States. 

Third. The court is absolutely independent in the perform
ance of its functions. I have already referred to the fact 
that the judges, as such, owe no allegiance to the country of 
which they are nationals; but it is said that the court is the 
agent and servant of the League of Nations. This as ertion 
is based for the most part upon two facts : 

1. That the council and assembly of the league elect thf' 
judges; and 

2. That the salaries of the jud.;es and other expenses of the 
court are paid through the league. 

While this is a fact-and I personally wish it might be 
otherwise, and I shall refer to that a little later-! contend 
that it in no way affects the independence of the comt. 

I think no one will contend that the Supreme Court of the 
United States is not absolutely independent of both the execu
tive and legislative branches of our Government. Its judgeJ 
are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate, 
and the Senate, sitting as a court of impeachment, has the 
right to remove them. Will anyone ..,ay that because of this 
fact the Supreme Comt of the United State is subservient to 
or is the agent of the President and Senate? No one would 
dare so assert, because the recorded history of the court would 
confound him. 

No Justice of the Supreme Court can receive any compen a
tion for his services except as it is appropriated for by Con
gress. In other words, the Justices of our Supreme Court are 
as dependent upon Congress for their salaries as are the 
judges of the World Court upon the League of Nations for 
their salaries. Will anyone say that our Supreme Court is 
subservient to or is the agent of Congress because its ju.· tices 
are dependent upon it for their salaries? The decisions of the 
court setting aside acts of Congress as unconstitutional ure 
a complete answer. Indeed, Mr. President, it is worthy of 
note that most of the complaint of the Supreme Court of the 
United States is not that they are influenced in their decisions 
by the fact that they are appointed by the executive branch, 
their salaries are appropriated for by Congress, and that they 
are subserdent to them. Most of the complaint again t that 
comt of late years bas been that they are too independ.ent; 
that they pay too little attention to the acts of Congre s and 
too often find what we do to be invalid becau.·e contrary to 
the Con titution. So I contend that it can not be said that 
either the election of judges of the World Court or the pay
ment of their salaries affects in any way the independence of 
the court. 

I anticipate, 1\Ir. President, that it may be said that inasmuch 
as they must be reelected, their terms being for nine years, that 
will affect their independence; and yet, l\Ir. Pre. ident, I antici
pate that most of the Senators who mar urge that Yiew are in 
favor of the election of judges in the United States as again t 
appointment by the Executive. In most of our States we do so 
elect them. In many of the States they are elected through 
party nomination. Is there any que.tion about the inde
pendence of the courts of this country? How often ha-re you 
beard, 1\Ir. President. that a judge in the performance of his 
functions is actuated br the fact that he i nominated by a 
political party or elected by their vote ? 

But, further, the court by it: own action has conclusively 
shown its independence of the League of Xation~. An ad vi 'ory 
opinion wa asked of it by the council of the league iu a £lispute 
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between Russia and Finland. Russia was not a member of the 
league and declined to consent to the jurisdiction of the court 
to :~.·ender such advisory opinion. For that reason the court 
declined the request of the league and refused to give the ad
visory opinion asked for. This is the familiar Eastern Karelia 
case, and sometimes is termed the fifth advisory opinion of the 
court, though in fact it was not an advisory opinion at all in 
the ordinary sense, but an opinion gi nng reasons for refusing 
tv comply with the request. 

While I am upon this point, Mr. President, this opinion con
clusively determines that the United States, if it shall ratify 
this protocol, will not only not be bound in any way by any 
advisory opinion, but none can be rendered by the. court where 
our interests or our rights are the issue. I want to read just 
a paragl'aph of the advisory opinion in the Eastern Karelia 
case. The court said : 

There has been some discwslon as to whether questions for an ad
visory opinion, if they relate to matters which form the subject of a 
pending dispute between natioD.B (members of the league), should be put 
to the court without the consent of the parties. It is unnecessary in 
the present case to deal with this topic. 

Note that the court in this case even refused to decide the 
question as to whether they could give an advisory opinion 
when the question was solely between two members of the 
league, where, by joining the league, they had consented to the 
request by the council for such advisory opinion. 

The opinion, which the court has been requested to give, bears on 
an actual dispute between Finland and Russia. As Russia is not 
a member of the League of Nations, · the case is one under article 17 
of the covenant. According to this article, in the event of a dispute 
between a member of the league and a state which is not a member 
of the league, the state not a member of the league shall be invited 
to accept the obligations of membership in the league for the pur
poses of such dispute, and, if this invitation is accepted, the pro
visions of articles 12 to 16 inclusive-

That includes article 14, relating to advisory opinions
shall be applied with such modifications as may be deemed necessary 
by the council. This rule, moreover, only accepts and applies a prin
ciple, which is a fundamental principle of international law, namely, 
the principle of the independence of states. It is well established in 
international law that no state can, without its consent, be com
p~lled to submit its disputes with other states either to mediation or 
to arbitration or to any other kind of pacific settlement. Such con
sent can be given once and for all in the form of an obligation freely 
undertaken, but it can, on the contrary, also be given in a_ special 
ea e apart from any existing obligation. The first alternative ap
plies to the members of the league who, having accepted the covenant, 
a.re under the obligation resulting from the provisions of this pact 
dealing with the pacific settlement of international disputes. As con
cerns states not members of the league, the situation is quite dif
ferent; they are not bound by the covenant. The submission, there
fore, of a dispute between them and a member of the league for 
solution, according to the methods provided for in the covenant, 
could take place only by virtue of their consent. Such consent, how
ever, has never been given by Russia. On the contrary, Russia has, 
on several occasions, clearly declared that it accepts no intervention 
by the League of' Nations in the dispute with Finland. The refusals, 
which Russia had already opposed to the steps suggested by the 
council, have been renewed upon the receipt by it of the notification 
of the request for an advisory opinion. The court, therefore, finds 
1t impossible to give its opinion on a dispute of this kind. 

Not only is that the opinion, but I do not think any lawyer 
would question the correctness of the court's opinion as a 
matter of international law. 

True, it is said that the recent opinion in the Mosul case, 
pending between Turkey and Great Britain, in ~hich the court 
rendered its twelfth advisory opinion a few weeks ago, modi
fied this opinion ; but a reading of that opinion shows condu
sively that there is absolutely nothing contradictory between 
the holding in that case and the holding in the Eastern Karelia 
case, because that question was not in any way involved in the 
Mosul advisory opinion. In that case Turkey had submitted 
to the jurisdiction of the council, and, in fact, it did not ob
ject to the jurisdiction of the court, so far as parties were con
cerned, basing its objection on the ground that the dispute was 
not one judicial in its nature, but was a political question. The 
court examined that question and found that the dispute was 
judicial, involving, and involving only, the interpretation of a 
treaty. 

I therefore submit, Mr. President, that it can not be success~ 
fully contended that the court is not an absolutely independent 
body, as all courts of justice should be. I submit, further, that 
the only effect of a contention that it is not an independent 

body would be to impugn the motives of the men who have 
been elected as judges of this court, and assume that they 
would violate tlleir oaths of office and serve the nations of 
which they happen to be citizens or subjects, rather than to 

-follow and declare the law. 
It is said by some of our oppouents that we now have a 

World Court in the Court of Arbitration ·at The Hague, and 
that no other is necessary. The answer is that the so-called 
Court of Arbitration at The Hague is not a court at all. It is 
nothing but a panel from which arbitrators may be chosen. 
These judges have no fixed tenure, and there are no rules laid 
down with reference to their conduct, except as to procedure. 
They can no more be called a court than a panel of jurors, 
drawn as they are drawn ev-erywhere in the United States, 
can be called a court. 

Further than that, 1\!r. President, I have beard The Hague 
Arbitration Court very highly praised, and I join in that 
praise; and, of course, Senators know that this World Com·t 
does not in anywise displace The Hague international tribu
nal. It merely provides one additional method for the settling 
of disputes. But when I hear the method for the selection 
of judges of that tribunal so highly praised by some of the 
opponents of the World Court, I wonder if they have care
fully examined the provisions under which arbitrators are 
chosen under The Hague tribunal. 

Note this, that if two nations agree to submit a dispute to 
arbitration, they may agree upon arbitrators selected from this 
panel. If they can not agree, th.en other powers are selected 
to select them. If then they can not agree, what happens? I 
read from article 45 : 

If, within two months' time, these two powers can not come to an 
agreement, each of them presents two candidates taken from the list 
of members of the permanent court, exclusive of the members selected 
by the parties and not being nationals of either of them. Drawing 
lots determines which of the candidates thus presented shall be 
umpire. 

In every arbitration where decision is made by · a majority 
vote the umpire is the judge, his. vote decides every case, and 
in this Hague tribunal, if the nations are unable to agree 
upon arbitrators, the umpire must be s'elected by lot. In other 
words, these gentlemen who so highly praise this method ap
parently are entirely content, if we submit a case to arbitrators 
and we can not agree as to who the judge shall be who will 
decide our rights and our interests in that dispute, that he 
shall be chosen by the throwing of dice or the flipping of a 
coin. . 

Some of our opponents also tell us that if we join the World 
Court we shall be co;mpelled to submit to that court the inter
pretation of the Monroe doctrine, the question of immigration, 
the settlement of the foreign debt to the United States, and 
similar questions. It is hard to be patient with those who 
make this contention. I think it a fair statement that no one 
should venture to express an opinion as to the powers of this 
court unless he had first read the statute creating it-and, of 
course, I am not referring to any Senator, because all Senators 
have read the statute-and I do not think that anyone who 
has read the statute can fairly make the statement. Let me 
read the article relating to jurisdiction: 

ART. 36. The jurisdiction (}f the court comprises all cases which the 
parties refer to it. 

That is the first clause, and clearly, unless a nation ex· 
pressly consents to refer a matter to the court, it can not secure 
jurisdiction under that clau e. No one can ever hale us into 
this court without our consent, either being given generally 
in a treaty or expressly in a particular case. 

The next and last clause of the article reads: 
And all matters specially provided for in treaties and conventions 

in force--

Under this clause we might by treaty with another nation 
agree to refer to the court any dispute hereafter arising, but 
unless we expressly agree by action in a particular case or by 
entering into a treaty to refer a matter to the court, it can 
acquire no jurisdiction over us. 

This means that the court could never pass upon the 
Monroe - doctrine, immigration, the settlement of foreign 
debts, or any other question affecting our rights and inter
ests without our consent. 

True, there is an optional clause which, if accepted by 
an-y nation, will confer compulsory jurisdiction upon the court 
in certain matters; but that clause must, to be binding, be 
accepted separately and in express terms, and, as it is not 
proposed that the United States accept the clause, it is not 
material to our discussion. 
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Some of our opponents take the position that codification 
of international law shoulu precede the establishment of a 
world conrt. That such codification is very desirable I freely 
grant. I hope progress may be made in that direction. But, 
Mr. l'rosi<leut, it is a task that must be performed a little 
at a time, and complete codification <:an not be effected 
within the next 50 years. I undertake to say that no Senator 
within the souml of my ·roice will live to see the day when 
there. will be complete C{)dification of international law. The 
prnrtical difficulties in the "·ay are too numerous. 

Although not couified, howeyer, international law does 
exist, has been recognized o"er and over again by our own 
Supreme Court, and it is heiug constantly applied by every 
civilized court ill the world. It came into being and it has 
had it ' growth very much like the common law of England, 
which came to ns; but that its growth has been so slow, 
comlmred with the development of the common law, has been 
due to the fact that there has been no international court 
to interpret it. Next to codification, the World Court, with 
the most eminent jnri$tS of the world as its judges~ will be 
an effective means for the c:leyelopment of international law, 
to be obseTred !Jy all the nations of the world. 

l\Ir. PreEident, there are to my mind defects in this statute. 
There are many things I would like to see diffet·ent. For 
instance, I am sorry tbat the election of judges is left to the 
J.eague of Nations, not because I fear the action of that 
electoral body, but if the League of Nations should not be a 
permanent institution, if it should be abandoned, all the 
machinery for the election of judges will ha1e disappeared 
and new machinery will have to be created. The same can 
IJe said. with regard to the payment of salaries and other 
expenses of the court. But, 1\lr. President, the League o.f 
Nations might go out of existence to-monow, and it would 
not affect the jurisdiction of the com·t or its power. · The 
only effect would be that the members of the court would have 
to perform their duties without compensation until some 
other method had been provided, and when their terms ex
pired the vacanc-ies could not be filled until some other method 
wa <levised. But if that should come to pass, does any 
Senator que ·tion that the nations who haye now adhered to 
the statute would not find another means for electing judges 
anll pnying their salaries? Of course not. 

Then there are other things I would like to see differently. 
For instance, in a <lispute between two nations, if only one 
of the nations, or neither of them, has a national sitting as a 
judge of the court, the nation or nations having the dispute 
may select a national of their own to sit with the court. It 
seems to me that provision is a little contrary to the strict 
idea of a court of justice, but it is there. Certainly it is not 
such an objection as should prevent us from adhel'ing to it. 
Indeed, so far as these defects are conce1·ned, they are much 
more likely to be 1·emedied if we adhere than if we do not. 

Without going into detail further, and in concluding my re
marks, it may properly be asked i1 we adhere to the court 
what obligations will be imposed upon us by so doing? I 
answer just one-the pnyment of our proportionate share of 
the expenses of the court-wllich will amount to about $35,000 
per year. There is no other obligation whateYe'r incurred; 
absolutely none. While this is to me clear on the face of the 
statute, the proposed reservations remove any possible doubt 
on that subje<:t. There is no obligation upon us to enforce 
the judgments of the court, for no sanctions are provided for 
in the court statut~. and the only enforcing power is that of 
public opinion. Of course, if we in any particular matter 
agree to the submission of a case to the court, we will be 
morally obligated to abide by tile judgment. 

l\Ir. President, in this connection it is urged by some of the 
opponents that article 13 of the covenant of the League of 
Nadons, becau~e it prondes for sanctions for the enforcement 
of the decisions of the council, and the amendments which 
have later been made but which, I belieV"e, have not as yet 
been ratified, of decisions of the court, that that is an in
superable objection to our adhering to the statute. Mr. 
President, again I say the covenant of the League of Nations 
is nothing but a treaty-a treaty in this case between 55 
nation . If any 2 or 50 nations desire to agree among them· 
selves that they will assist each other in enforcing a decision 
of the Permanent Court of International Justice where there 
has been default upon the part of a nation that has volun
tarily ubmitted to it, it is none of our busiuess. Certainly 
we could not be affected unless we bad submitted a case to 
the court and after submitting it refused to be bound by its 
decision. 

Next, it may be asked, what benefits will we receive if we 
ailllere to the court? :Frankly I answer, none, except as we are 

interested in the peace of the world, anu this is a step in the 
direction of peace-a short step, I admit, but it is in the right 
direction. The court is open to us now to the same extent 
that it will be if we join it, so we gain no direct material ad
vantage by so doing. There is one indirect advantage in 
our having the right to participate in the election of judges 
of the court which we do not now have, and, so participating, 
it will help to insure the continued hlgh character and ability 
of the men selected as judges. 

We should adhere to the com·t, because we will thereby givo 
the indorsement and encouragement of the most powerful 
nation In the world to an instrument for peace. Without 
the World Court the small and weak nations of the world 
must submit to the decision of disputes by political repre
sentatives of powerful nations, to arbitration, or fight. Thf're 
is no forum of justice in which their cases may be tried. To 
illustrate, Germany is disarmed and helpless from a military 
standpoint. In disputes with other nations she mnst submit to 
the decision of the Leagne of Nations, a political body, to arbi
tration, or to the World Court, a judicial body, whose judge- .~ 
are elected without regard to nationality. She must do one 
or the other of these things or ftgh t. She can not make war 
and it is therefore no wonder that Germany, although not yet ~ 
member of the court, has participated in cases before it to a 
greater extent than any other power. This is because in this 
forum right is greater than might, and it is the only inter
natiQnal body in existence where this is true. 

I do not doubt that before this debate is concluded we will 
be asked many, many times, What can the court do to prevent 
wnr? They lmdoubtedly will ask us to point to some war that 
has occurred which in our opinion could have been prevented 
by the existence of such a com·t as this. Mr. President, I am 
not one who believes that any formula can abolish war or that 
any declaration that war shall be a crime and outlawed can 
abolish war. I am not one who believes that any instru
mentality that may be set up by all the nations of the world 
can itself abolish war. There is only one way, in my judg
ment, that war can be abolished in this world, and that is 
through the people of the different nations of the world in
stead of having suspicion and distmst and hate toward each 
other, supplanting those sentiments by feelings of fricndshi11, 
accord, and good will. 

Now, how do those feelings, those sentiments of bate, occur? 
If a nation desires, because it is strong and powerful, to ac
quire additional territory, or desires to exploit a weaker peo
ple and has no regard for the public opinion of the world, I 
frankly admit the court could not prevent war upon the part 
of such a nation. But, Mr. President, how are those feelings 
of hate and distrust and suspicion created? Oftentimes we 
have to go back a long way to find the· real primary cause of 
a war. It may be found in some little interpretation of a 
treaty causing irritation between two peoples, which, if left 
undecided, may go on and on, exactly as in the human system 
one may have a scratch upon. the skin. Properly taken care of, 
the scratch will be cured within a day or two, but left with
out attention it may become a festering sore, septic poisoning 
may set it, and the patient dies. 

Exactly so with nations. We may have this cause of irri
tation and unfriendliness reaching way back to some trivial 
matter that a court of justice could decide, just as this court 
has in many cases in its advisory opinions and in its judgments. 
It has decided these cases which, perhaps not of major hn
portance in themselves. i£ left undecided would have caused 
a constantly growing bitterness between the nations, whereas 
in eV"ery case except one-the recent case of Turkey-the 
opiniom: and the judgments of the court have been accepted 
by all the nations involved. 

Then, I want to say one word with regard to political 
parties upon this question. I am one who has · always be
lieved since I have been in public life that where any matter 
of principle is invol1ecl coneerning which a Senator or a Rep
resentative has deep convictions he is not bound by the declara· 
tions of his party platform. I have always felt, however, that 
his cus~ent should be made known at the earliest possible 
moment. But as to mere matters of policy, if there is to be 
any such thing as party government in the United States
and I am one who believes the United States can not succes!'l
fully function without party government-if there is to be 
any such thing as party government, when a political party 
makes an explicit and solemn declaration with regard to a 
great que ·tion before the American people, I submit tlwt all 
doubt on the part of the members of that party should he 
re ·olved in favor of the declaration of the party. The Re
publican Party has spoken in el..--plicit terms upon this question 
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of the world Court. This was the plank in our last Repub
lican platform : 

The Republican Party reaffirms its stand for agreement among the 
nations to prevent war and preserve peace. As an immediate step in 
this direction we indorse the Permanent Court of International Jus
ti~e and favor the adherence of the United States to this tribunal 
as recommended by President Coolidge. 

Mr. President, could language be more explicit ~an .that? 
Furthermore, Mr. Pre ident, there have seats on th1s s1de of 

the aisle to-day 22 Senators who occupied seats in that con
vention, who were present when this plank was adopte~, and 
no word of di sent was raised by one of them concermng it. 

Mr HARRELD. Mr. President--
Th~ VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 
Mr. LENllOOT. I yield. 
Mr. HARRELD. I ·hope the Senator from Wisconsin does 

not include me in that statement. I was a member of the 
committee on re olutions of the convention and did lift my 
voice on this question. 

Mr. LENROOT. In the convention? . 
Mr. HARRELD. In the meeting of the comm1ttee on reso-

lutions. · 
1\Ir. LENROOT. Mr. President, of course I do not pretend 

to say what the Senator from Oklahoma did, but in~smucb ~s 
he did not carry his dissent to the floor of the convention, I Wlll 
assume that be accepted the action of the committee on resolu
tions. Of course, however, every Senator will decide his own 
view with reference to the matter for himself. 

Mr. HARRELD. My only object in making the statement is 
that I did not want the matter left without making my position 
absolutely clear. 

::ur LENROOT. Mr. President, as to the Democratic plat
fo;m ·upon this subject, I will read it, so that it may be in the 
REcoRD. The Democratic platform provided : 

It is of supreme importance to civilization and to mankind that 
America be placed and kept on the right side of the greatest moral 
question of all time, and therefore the Democratic Party. renews its 
declaration · of confidence in the ideal of world peace, the League of 
Nations and the World Court of Jru;tice, as together constituting the 
supreme effort of the statesmanship and religious conviction of ow· 
time to organize the world for peace. 

There is one clause, as Senators will observe, upon which 
both parties are in accord. The Democratic Party in its last 
platform still stood for our joining the League of Nations, while 
the Republican Party is opposed to that, but upon the question 
of the World Court both parties agreed. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, this statute, as I have said, is an 
instrument for peace. It may not do very much, but it is an 
instrument to which the nations may appeal and have a settle
ment of petty quarrels, if you choose, that unless settled may 
ultimately lead to war. This court is a body that at least 
promises somethinoo in the future toward world peace, and as 
such in my judgment, it should have the indorsement of the 
Unit~d States of America. That we are interested in the peace 
of the world no one can deny. More than 50,000 graves of 
American boys in France, 200,000 ex-service men crippled and 
shattered in health, and an internal indebtedness of $20,-
000,000,000 loudly proclaim the interest of the United States in 
the peace of the world. 

Mr. President, I believe that the conscience of America in
dorses this World Court, both parties have indorsed it, and I 
am confident that when we shall reach a vote upon the ques
tion the necessary two-thirds majority of the Senate will vote 
for it. 

Mr. BORAH obtained the floor. 
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sec1·etary will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen

ators answered to their names: 
Bayard 
Bingham 
Blease 
Borah 
Bratton 
Brookhart 
Broussard 
Bruce 
Butler 
Cameron 
Capper 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Cummins 
Curtis 

Dale 
Deneen 
Edge 
Edwards 
Ernst 
Fernald 
Ferris 
Fess 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
George 
Gillett 
Glass 
Goff 
Gooding 

Hale 
Harreld 
Harris 
Harrison 
Heflin 
Howell 
Johnson 
Jones, N. Mex. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kendrick 

~~ollette 
Len root 
McKinley 
McLean 

Mc~aster 
Mci\ary 
:Mayfield 
Means 
Metcalf 
Neely 
Norris 
Oddie 
Overman 
Pepper 
Phipps 
Pine 
Pittman 
Ransdell 
Reed,Pa.-

&binson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Sackett 
Schall 
Sl1eppard 
Shipstead 

Shortridge 
Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Stanfield 
Swanson 

Trammell 
Tyson 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh 
Warren 

Watson 
Wheeler 
Williams 
Willis 

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

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the portions of the able ad
dresses of the Senators who have preceded me in which they 
expres ed their horror of war and their desire to be helpful in 
accomplishing something in the way of peace I agree with 
entirely. I do not think, however, that anything is to be gained 
by continuing the discussion of that particular phase of this . 
interesting subject. I take it that every sane man and whole
some woman is desirous of peace and should like to be helpful 
in accomplishing something in the way of bringing it about. 
We shall not differ here in the Senate Chamber, and I take it 
there will not be much difference of view in the country, upon 
that subject. If there be a difference of new, it is as to the 
method by which to effectuate our great desire. · 

My purpose to-day, Mr. President, is to confine my remarks 
to the sole question of what is the relationship of this trjbunal 
of which we are asked to become a member to the political 
institution known as the League of Nations. There has been 
such difference of opinion in regard to this question and 
the facts so variously stated that it seems advisable at this 
time and in the very beginning of this debate to determine 
that relationship. This is of interest not only to those who 
do not wish to become identified with the League of Nations 
through the court and who feel by reason of their view 
with reference to the league that they are entitled to examine 
this question most carefully, but it is of interest also to 
another class who believe that the relationship which this 
court sustains, as we believe, to the league will be detri
mental to the court itself, not because it is the league, but 
because that relation sustained to any political body would 
be hurtful, and in the end destructive of the tribunal as an 
efficient instrument in the cause of peace and in the substitu
tion of law and justice for politics and force in international 
affairs. So by reason of the convictions which some of 
us entertain with reference to becoming identified with the 
league, and by reason of the belief that, whether it is the 
league or any other political institution, the relationship which 
the court bears to it is of supreme importance, I propose to 
confine my remarks to that one question to-day, and at least 
present the question as I see it. 

I wish to say, too, in the beginning, Mr. President, that if I 
shall be able to sustain the proposition for which I contend 
to-day, I shall do it solely upon the record and from the lips 
of those who are ardent supporters of this court, so called. 
Knowing full well that my colleagues and the country under
stand my views with reference to the league, and knowing full 
well that I would be charged, as intimated by the Senator who 
bas preceded me, with prejudice against anything which comes 
from the league, I shall confine my remarks to-day, so far as 
the facts are concerned, to the actual statements found in 
the record and to the language of those who are advocating 
before the counb.·y our adherence to this court. I may have 
some views of my own deduced from the record and from the 
statements of the supporters of the court and some com•lu
sion to offer later in the debate. But to-day I "'ball confine 
myself almost wholly to what may be called the admissions and 
confe sions of the advocates of the court. I hall not assume, 
in other words, to offer very many, if any, views of my own, 
but rather to put before the Senate and the counb.·y what 
seems to me the indisputable record and the view of those 
who can not be charged with being prejudiced against the 
court. 

As a text, as it were, from one of the advocates of the court, 
I invite attention to the language of Judge de Bustamente, 
who is a member of the court at the pre ent time. He bas 
written a book entitled "The World Court." This book is 
being circulated by the advocates of the court; it has been 
sent free to hundreds and thousands of people throughout the 
United States, and a copy of it came to .me. I presume its 
statements are satisfactory to the advocates of the court. He 
says: 

Any tempest that beats down on the league will inevitably react 
on the court. 

He is discussing here the relationship of the court to the 
league, its dependence upon the league. 

Suppose another general war were to break out in Europe, lasting 
for several years and ending with a new peace treaty, which, by the 
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familiar hazard of conflict, might not be influenced by the same con
siderations that ruled the Paris renee Conference. All the tremen
dous progress implied in world-wide justice might vanish, carried down 
by the destruction of another institution, more easy to overwhelm, 
but, perhaps, not less lamentable. 

We have, therefore, not only the question of the relation
ship to the league, for the reasons which I have stated, but 
we have another question of what will be the effect upon the 
court if it sustains a relationship to a political institution 
which may be changed or warped or di arranged or disorgan
ized by any political storm that sweeps over Europe. This 
member of tile court freely admits that such is the relation
. hip of tlle coUTt to the league-that the political conditions 
which affect tlle league will affect tlle court. No statement 
could more effectiYely concede the relationship, the close re
lationship, of the court to this political body and the effect of 
such relationship on the court. 

Let us first inquire, Mr. Pre ident, what was the intent and 
purpose of tho e who had to do with tile fra.zv.ing of the stat
ute whicll brought the court into existence? It will help us 
greatly if we can know the purpo e and the design of the 
architects, what they had in view, and the ta. k which they 
believed had been irupo ed upon them. 

The men who sat upon that committee of jurists, such as 
Mr. Root, Lord Philimore, and M. Bourgeois, from France, 
were men capable of carrying into effect any task which was 
imposed upon tile-m ; and knowing tile de ign and purpose of 
these men, we shall more accurately and more safely arrive at 
a conclusion as to tile kind of work which they finally deliv
ered and termed "the World Court." What was their under
standing? 

They did not go into conference for the purpose of creating 
a court separate and independent from tile league. They did 
not go into conference, wllate¥er their views previou,sly may 
bave been, for the purpose of creating a world tribunal inde
pendent of thi. · political institution. 'l'hey went into confer· 
ence for the puri)O;-)e of performing the task which had been 
imposed upon tilem, and that was to create an organ, a com
ponent pru.'t, a legal department, of the League of Kations. 
Will anyone doubt that .men of their ability would be able to 
accomplish what they desired to do in this re pect? If this 
court is not a de11artment of the league, if it is not a legal 
division of tlle League of Nations, then it is because they 
failed in tlw effort and the design which they had in view 
when they entered upon their work. 

1\Iay I pause to read? 
The secretary general of the league, in writing to the juri. ts 

inviting tl1em to serve upon this committee, advised them as 
follows: 

The court is to be the most e sential part of the organization of the 
League of Nations. 

This was the plain and unmi. takable plan which the jmists 
accepted when they became members of this committee. 

And so, accepting this instruction, they deviated not at all 
from the task whicll was imposed upon them, and stated many 
times during the discussions while the statute was being formed 
and in the report afterwards that they were limited and con
strained by the ta ·k which had been imposed upon them and 
which they undertook in good faith to carry out. Whatever 
function and powers the court was to have it was to be as a 
part of the league sr tern. 

.1.\I. Bourgeois, speaking of this in the discus ions, said : 
The court must have nt hand a political organization, first, to supply 

it with the law which it is to apply, and, second, to give it the neces
sary authority and, if need be, sanction. Similarly, the league itself 
must have at hand a court of law for the administration and inter· 
pretation of its laws and regulations. The political phase of the league 
will be as dependent upon the legal phase as the legal phase is upon 
the political. 

Certainly no tbougllt other than creating a department of 
the league was entertained by the leading committeeman rep
resenting the Government of France. Tiley were engaged in 
completing the systei.U by giving it a legal department to 
interpret the league's "laws and regulations." 

Again, he says in the discussions : 
l\lay I be permitted to state why the Council of the League of Na

tions considers the two institutions as complementary, one to the 
other, as of necessity being organized at the same time and as being 
unable, as long as they wish to preserve their existence, to do without 
each other? 

Finally, there is a last point of view which we must take in order 
to envisage the necessary relations between the League of Nations and 

the International Court of Justice, and the close solidarity which 
exists and which will always exist to an increasing degree between their 
two actions. 

So they went into conference for the purpoRe of creating one of 
the departments of the league, one of which was the council, 
another the assembly, another the department of labor, and still 
another, the court or the legal department, and they dealt with 
the subject upon that theory and no other. 

.Mr. Root, in the discussions, said: 
We must first consider that tllis new court mu~-;t be provided for n.s a 

part of the system of which the League of Nations is a part. "\\c can 
not accept the invitation of the council and recommend a plan for a 
court which is not going to form a part of the system of the League ot 
Nations. 

It is immaterial what might ha¥e been t11e ¥iews of Mr. Root 
heretofore, and before this debate clo es I shall undertake to 
qu-ote from hi public speeches in support of the propo ition that 
many of the ¥iews which he entertained were ·unendered by 
reason of the fact that he under 'tood that he was performing a 
specific task. He understood here what his duty was to the 
body which had selected him, and he proceeded to perform it. 
He said plainly we must form and recommend a plan for a court 
which will fit into the league system, form a part of it. Shall 
we doubt that Mr. Root understood this court was to be a part 
of the league, one of its divisions? :Mr. Root was and i an 
advocate of the league, and he did not likely find his task dis
agreeable. 

The reporter of the committee, after the work was drawing 
to a close, said : 

This court is to be the judicial organ of the League of Nations, anu 
can only be created within this league. 

Tilere, Mr. President-and I might quote further from the 
discussions and from views expressed-was the view which 
they entertained with reference to the work which was cut out 
for them; and, I repeat, if they did not make it a legal depart
ment of the league it was not because they did not intend to, 
but through inability to do so. They certainly strove 1.n an 
earnest, sincere way to carry out that program. 

So, l\1r. President, after they had performed theii· labor they 
looked upon their work and ~aid it was good, and they st..'lted 
that they bad performed their task in accordance with their 
instructions and bad made the court a league court, a depart
ment of the system. 

A great deal has been said with reference to the claim that 
the election of the judges by the league was made necessary 
because there was no other way by which to achieve it. I am 
sure the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LE!'IROOT] would not 
agree with that, because lle bas here a resolution providing 
another method. So they contemplated another method, and 
Mr. Root said in a public speech after his return home that 
there could hat"e been another method devLed. The real 
reason they did not consider another method is stated in the 
report which they made when they reported the statute to the 
council. I quote : 

The new court, being the judicial organ of the League of Nations, 
can only be created within the league. • • • As it is to be n 
component part of the league it must originate from an organization 
within the league and not from a body outside of it. 

They evidently did not feel free to eek another method by 
which to elect the judges in pursuance of what they under tood 
to be their duty. The court, being a component part of the 
league, must necessarily be created from within it, and it judges 
must be elected by the league and not by somebody outside- or 
the league. 

Later in the report, speaking of the publicity of the proceed
ings of the court, the committee in its report to the council ::;aid : 

Nevertheless, as the court is a component part of the League of 
Nations, it is clear that it is the duty of the court registrar to inform 
the members or the league of the application through the secretary 
general of the league, who is the natural channel of communication 
between the members of the league and the various organizations-tho 
assembly, the council, and the court of the League of Nations. 

Now, let us seek further views on this point. 
The Sei;J.ator from Wisconsin referred to the fact that certain 

propaganda had come to his notice, in which it was decla.reu 
that the court was an agent of the league, aud he found fault 
with the fact that no one had seen fit to l'ponsor thi communi
cation. But, Senators, I will give to the Senator from Wis
consin that exact language from one who is in a po ltion to 
know, and who can not be considered unfriendly to this court. 

Dr. James Brown Scott accompanied Mr. Root as a coun
selor and advise~ when he we~t forward for the purpose ot 

' 

\ 
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helping to organize the court. As we all know, Doctor Scott 
has been a lifelong ad\ocate of peace measures, an advocate 
of an international court, and a student of and author on 
international law. He says, speaking of this in a written 
communication after his return home: 

The court i -. the age>Jt of the league, and therefore is intimately con
nected with it. 

Having been present when the organization was created nnd 
when the statute wa · framed, and knowing the design and pur
pose of tho e "'ho had the work to do, and being somewhat 
competent to judge, he uses the exact lauguage which some one 
ha used in the propaganda which is here criticized, that the 
court is the a~cnt of the league. As we shall proceed I think 
we will be able to demon trate that he was eminently correct. 

Judge Loder. who was the first president of the court, and 
who is now an ' associate justice upon the court, has written an 
article in which he undertal;:es to show that the court is free 
in the formation of it opinions-a matter which. I shall dis
cuss later. 

I want to call attention to the language of Judge Loder as to 
the relationship of this court to the league, leaving the other 
proposition, as to how far that leaves the court wholly inde· 
pendent, to another phase of the discus ·ion : 

The court • • • occupies within the League of ~ations-

Says Judge Loder-
a place similar to that of the judicature in many States, which is an 
integral part of the ~tate and depends upon the national legislature as 
regards all that concerns its constitution, its organization, its powers, 
its maintenance. 

Whatever may be hi.~ view as to the independence of the court 
in the formation of its opinions, he leaves no doubt as to the 
proposition that the court is an integral part of the league, just 
the arne as a State supreme court is a part of the State gov
ernment. 

I read briefly and without comment some further statements. 
Sir Eric Drummond, secretary of the league, has stated: 

The definite establishment of the court completes the organization of 
the league. 

1.\Ir. Hagerup, of Norway, when he reported the statute of the 
court to the a sembly December, 1920, said: 

This is the first step which will lead to the entry of the United States 
into the league. 

In one of the latest publications of the information section of 
the League of Nations, the Secretariat, a booklet entitled "The 
League of Nations, January, 1920-June, 1925," will be found 
thee words: 

For a clear understanding of the actual record of the league it is 
perhaps necessary to gi;e a few essential indications upon the organ· 
izations. 1'he main organs are the assembly, the council, and the 
permanent secretariat with the two essential wings, the Permanent 
Court of International Justice and the international labor organization. 

Ex-Governor Sweet, of Colorado, in his statement lately made 
said: 

Senator Bon..l.H declares that the Permanent Court of International 
Justice is not a world court but is a League or Nations court. I agree 
with the Senator that it is a League of Nations court. It is a depart
ment of the league and an instrument created by it. 

Go\ernor Sweet i an ardent advocate of our entrance into 
the court and al o an ardent supporter of the League of Nations. 

Sir Robert Horne, publicly speaking before the Interparlia
mentary Union, 1025, remarked that-

Although the united States does not formally take part in the 
League of Nations, yet he was glad to say she appears likely to give 
her adhesion to one of the most important fu11ctionaries of the league, 
the International Court of Justice. 

l shall not at this time read further from these statements, 
although one could well fill a volume. It is too late, Mr. Presi
dent, for the advocates of the court to contend that this court is 
not a league court, a department of the league, a part of the 
league system. The record is made from their own lips. We 
take their own construction. We accept their judgment. It is 
not our contention alone; it was first their contention. 

MI·. President, all one needs to do in order to find out the 
exact relationship of this court to the league is to turn, first, 
to the co\enant, and, secondly, to the statute iself. There 
are some 22 sections of the statute which tie the court into 
the league. Some of these provisions are of minor importance ; 
some of them are of major importance. Some of them are in-
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.cidental ; some of them are dominating and controlling, but 
taken as a whole leaves no doubt that the committee of jurists 
carried out its work in good faith and created a court which 
was one of the departments of the league. 

Let us take up now some of the relationships of the league 
and the court, and di ·cuss them a little more fully. I do not 
want to content myself with the mere statement that that rela
tionship exists. I shall want to show, if I can, by the language 
of the covenant and of the statute, and the action of the 
court, that no other vifw is entertained. I venture to make 
the as ertion at this point that never until the cam
paign began to take the United States into the court was 
there any language used upon the part of those in authority 
indicating that the court was anything else than a depart
ment of the league, that it was a league court. 

First, the league elects the judges; it pays the judges; it fixes 
the salary of the judges; it fixes the salaries of all the em
ployees of the court; it fixes the pensions of the judges. These 
provisions some will consider of minor importance. Therefore 
let us take up a most important relation. The league may call 
upon this court at any time for advice or counsel upon any 
dispute or any question which the council or the assembly of 
the league see fit to submit to it. It makes it the consulting 
legal adviser of the league, which the league alone controls. 

There is not a word in the statute authorizing advisory 
opinions, or authorizing the court to act as co1msel and adviser 
of the league. If the court should perform its functions ac
cording to the .statute to which we are asked to adhere, it 
would have no power to consult and advise with the league. It 
would not be authorized to give advice in the nature of ad
visory opinions. Will it be said that a tribunal which may be 
called upon by a political body to advise and counsel is not 
bound and tied into that political body? Will it be said that it 
is not a coordinate department in the league system? 

If we find that the sole authority for the advisory opinions 
and the sole authority to call for them are in the covenant of 
the league, upon what possible theory can it be contended that 
this court is not a part of the league and bo1md by the ctYre
nant as its constitution, as the Supreme Court of the United 
States is bound by the Federal Constitution? 

May 1 turn again to Judge de Bustamante, from whom I rearl 
a moment ago? In discussing the question of advisory opin
ions, and whence the authority is derived, and aLc;o the obli· 
gation of the court to perform, we find a most illuminating 
statement. He first calls attention to the fact that the lan
guage of article 14 is construed in the French language to 
mean "will give " an advisory opinion, and then calls atten
tion to the fact that according to the English view it is u may 
give " an advisory opinion. After proceeding with this discus
sion he says : 

The word "may," in the sense in which it is u ed here, implies the 
grant of an additional function for the new organism, but that does 
not mean that the el:ercise of this function is in the discretion of the 
court. The idea is not that the court may refuse to give the advisory 
opinions which are asked, but that the council and the assembly may 
or may not ask for them. These bodies are given power to ask for the 
opinions, but the permanent court has not the power to glve them 
when it wtshes to do so, as an act of grace, or to refuse them for any 
reason whatever. 

The treaty of Versailles simply placed the court, for the creation of 
which article 14 provides, at the disposition of the league as a con
sulting body. It is useless to argue whether this task is or is not com· 
patible with the judicial function, or to assert that it compromises 
the comt's prestige and future; it is not a question of arguing about 
article 14, but of applying it; and these reasons are not strong enough 
to modify it. 

What is the subject matter of the opinions? "Any dispute or ques
tion referred to it by the councll or by the assembly" are the precise 
words of article 14 of the covenant. 

There is the view of one member of the court, which view 
I understand is entertained by three other members of the court 
at the present time. The judge tells us that the court is not at 
liberty to disregard the covenant-that it is binding upon the 
court and mandatory. What relationship of the court to the 
league does that create? 

Bear in mind, my friends, that the view here entertained is 
that the league alone has the power to ask for these advisory 
opinions; second, that it is not within the discretion of the 
court to refuse; third, that those opinions may be asked upon 
any question or dispute; and, fourth, that a majority of the 
court may render the opinion. 

This is the most important function of the court so far, 
~d we are asked to adhere to a statute an~ content ourselves 



1074 CONG:RESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE DECEMBER 18 

with what is in the statute, not being a member of the council 
or the assembly, and leave it exclusively to another body to 
call for advice or an opinion upon any question or dispute, 
and a majority of the court may advise or counsel upon that 
pru·ticular subject. We would be a member of the court, and 
that court would be bound to obey the league and give opinions 
upon all questions. · 

Can it be said, in all fairness, that this does not constitute 
the court the legal ad\iser and counselor df the league? Ob
ser\e the language of the judge "consulting body." Much 
wrath bas been exhibited toward some of us because we have 
said the court i. the ad \iser and counselor of the league. This 
member of the court declares it to be the "consulting body" 
of the league_ How would you establish a closer relation
ship? It may be said-and that I shall discuss at a later day
that in the Eastern Karelia case the court declined by a major
ity to render an opinion upon a particular question submitted. 
It ought to be said, however, that the court declined by a 
majority deci. ion only and that a strong minority contended 
otherwi e. ]jurthermore, the controlling proposition in that 
caR was not the one which I am here discussing but the con
n·olling proposition, and the one upon which the decision 
turned and upon which a majority finally settled it, was the 
fact that Russia was not a member of the league and not a 
signatory of the statutes. Without that, if I can read the 
record-and I have something more-a majority of the court 
would have taken jurisdiction of the matter, notwithstanding 
the fact that it in\olved political matters of the most mo-
mentous character. ' 

Let us consider these advisory opinions briefly from another 
viewpoint. I think eTen if I were an advocate of the league 
I should hesitate long before pi.nning my faith to a judicial 
tl'ibunal which could be called upon by a political institution 
to advise and counsel with reference to the multitudinou 
things which may arise in the politics of Euro11e in the coming 
years. That was the view of orne of the learned jurists who 
framed the statute and organized the court. 

Mr. Root opposed the advisory function very earnestly. He 
declared that in his opinion it constituted " a violation of all 
jmidicial principle ." I feel that this strong statement, coming 
from one not given to exaggerations in discussing public ques-

- . 

That the emission of such opinions would necessarily diminisl'i the 
opportunities for exercise by the court of its judicial function since 
1f the opinions were tn'ated by the court as binding upon it, the; 
would tend to preclude the subsequent submission of disputes for deci
sion, while if treated as mere utterances and freely discarded they 
would inevitably bring the court into disrepute. 

Again, upon another occasion he said : 

. Admittedly :hese advisory o~inions are inconsistent with and poten
tially destructive of the judicial character with which the court has 
been invested. 

Whether we view these advisory opinions as indicating the 
relationship which the court bears to the lea.gue or whether 
we view them in their ultimate effect upon the court, it does 
seem to me that we ought to pause before becoming a member 
of a b?dY which exercises a power at the command of a body 
of which we ru·e not a member. I can perfectly understand 
why the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LE..l\TROOT) is not di'3-
turbed about these advi ory opinions. He is an ardent sup
porter of the League of Nations. And I can perfectly under-· 
stand the consistency and the logic of the able Senator from 
Virginia [l\Ir. SWANSON]. 

Mr. LE1\'ROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
. The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
.Mr. LENROOT. I am sure the Senator does not wish to 

mrsrepresent me. The Senator ought to know I have never 
be.en a supporter of t~e L~ague of Nations as at present con
stituted. I vot~4 fl:gamst It when it was presented here, and 
voted only for It wrtb the Lodge reservations. 

Mr. BORAH. I do not care to discuss the Lodge reserva
tions, but if we bad gone into the League of Nations with the 
Lodge reservations, that would have been the la t that there 
would ever have been heard of the Lodge re ervations. In the 
practical workings of the league they would mean but little. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is the Senator's opinion. 
~fr. BORAH. We would have been in and, as Viscount Grey 

said when he returned from the United States to Great Britain 
after he served a short time here as ambassador : 

tions, is well worthy of our consideration. We are supposed Let them come in with the reservations. After they are in they 
to be adhering to a court. As a matter of fact, we are will amount to nothing. 
adhering to an institution the larger portion of whose business 
is in "violation of all juridicial principles." I under tand the Senator from Wisconsin was an advocate 

When we take into con ideration the numerous political of cou.rse, ~f the reservations. I did not think I was misrep: 
questions, and the complex nature of them, concerning which resenting hrm. I do not understand the Senator is oppo ed to 
this court may be called upon to advise, and of which we will the league. He simply wants reservations. 
be a member, how is it possible for us to keep that other Now, another proposition which I want to call to the atten-
pledge-that is, to stay out of the politics of Europe? tion of the Senate is this. The court tatute makes no provi-

Take the last case which bas been before the court in an sion for an amendment to the statute. The sole amending 
advisory capacity, that of Mosul. No one knows where that I power: is the ~~a~~ of Nations, the council, and the assembly; 
contro\ersy may end, and Great Britain claims the right to that rs, all rmtrative must be found there_ I see the able 
call upon the league to enforce the judgment of the court by Senator from Montana [Mr. W .ALSH] shakes his bead, and 
military force. We being a member of the court, in what that always causes me to hesitate. I should not say the sole 
different attitude are we toward the politics of Europe when amending power, but I do not believe the Senator from Montana 
sitting as a membet· of the court ad\ising upon these matters will contend that the ~mending power is with the council; that 
th!ln if we were sitting as a member of the council of the these amendments must be initiated. 
league advising upon them? Indeed, sir; I say in all frank- Mr. WALSH. I did not understand the Senator. 
ness that if these opinions are to continue I would prefer to Mr. BORAH. I say the league, represented through the 
sit upon the council, where my vote might stop everything, council, claims the right to amend the statute. 
than t? be a member of the court and advise, where om· vote, Mr. WALSH. I do not so understand it. 
assumrng we have one, may amount to nothing and where a Mr. BORAH. Then I will proceed to show it. In the first 
majority may render an opinion. place, the statute itself of course makes no provision for an 

I do not want, if we are going to make an effort to stay out amendment. Naturally the power which created it through 
of the politics of Europe, to conceal the fact that the power whose initiative it came into existence, would be pr~sumed to 
which directs the court is a power in which we have no voice. have the power to amend. But, in addition to that, when the 

Judge John Bassett Moore, now a member of the court in Geneva protocol was put out and ratified by 47 nations that 
discussing advisory opinions, declared that- ' Geneva protocol imposed npon the com·t obligations and duties 

The giving of advisory opinions in the sense of opinions having no 
obligatory character, either on actual disputes or on theoretical ques
tions, is not an appropriate function of a court of justice. 

That the exercise of such a function is at variance with the funda
mental design of a permanent court of international justice, which 
was to advance application between nations of the principle and the 
method of judicial decision. 

That the emission either on actual disputes or on theoretical ques
tions of opinions avowedly having no binding force would tend not 
only to obscure but also to change· the character of the court. 

In other words, Mr. President, as I understand Judge Moore 
the acting in an advisory capacity to a political institution must 
ultimately undermine and destroy the dignity and character and 
competence of a conrt when it comes to perform its real judicial 
functions. 

unknown to the statute itself. This was in practical effect an 
amendment. It did not technically change the statute, but it 
imposed duties upon the court not provided in the statute. 
No one contended in the council or the as embly, and no one 
contended in opposition to it, that the league did not have the 
power to impose a duty upon the court not provided for in the 
statute. For instance, according to the Geneva protocol the 
court was called upon to advise subcommittees of arbitration 
which the Geneva protocol proposed to set up, or to provide 
for setting them up, not imposing upon it the power and duty 
to render judicial determination of matters and controver ies 
provided by treaty, but imposing upon it the duty and obliga
tion of advising and counseling the subarbitration committees 
which the Geneva protocol provided for. May I read the lan
guage of the protocol? 

Subdivision (c), paragraph 2, Sectio.Q. IV, provides: 
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After the claims of the parties have been formulated, the commit

teo of arbitration, on the request of any party, shall, through the 
medium o! the council, reque ·t an advisory opinion upon any points 
of law in dispute from the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
wblch in such case sball meet with the utmost possible dispatch. 

So, Mr. President, here is a uuty unknown to the tatute. 
They <lid not propose to amenu the statute. There was no 
proposition to ameud the statute. The league claimed tho right, 
us the author and father of thi. institution, to say to it what 
functions it should verform. But the pec·uliar part of it is that 
the court wns made the lPgnl a<hi!'et' of n. FOnbarhitration com
mittee, not the legal adYiser now of the coundl and the as· 
"'emlJly or tl1e J.eagne of Nations, hut of an arbitration com· 
mittce wbi<.:ll might be Ret up to arbitrate any pfirticular ques
tion ari.'iJ1g in the mnltitudinou: conh·or-<'rsies in Europe. 

I n:-nture to .·ay the aurhority of tlle league to impu··e this 
duty w-as never que:.:tioned. )lind you, !\lr. President, at the 
la)o:t assemhlr of the Lea~ue of Kntion' a di~tlngui;~hed repre
:entatir-e, I think from Holland. proposed an amendment to 
the cor-enant by vYbich sHlditional duties were to be hupo~ecl 
upon the court. Wh~· did they put that af:itle? They stated 
frankh· tllat the rnit-eti States IYas about to enter the court 
nnd at this time it ~roulcl be unwise to impo~e upon the court 
11ew <lntie: anti o1•1ig·ations-uot by reason of amendment of 
the ~tatnte lJut by rC'a~on of an authority coming from the 
league itf'elf. I will call attention in a few moments to another 
arut>ndrneut. 

If tllc ~enator from ~Ioutan11. [::Hr. '\ALSH] is correct-and 
no one in this body bas a lli~her rrgard for hi. ability than 
I haye-thert- will he no olJjection to thi:-; kind of a reservation 
or amendmE>nt: 

The n dhcrcnre of 1 be L"nited States i o t11e Rtatute of the 'Y-or1d 
Court is conditioned upon the understanding that no jurisdiction shall 
be exerc·lsf'fl h)' ot· conferred upon and no duties or service shall be 
per!ol'mcll by or impo!'.etl upon or requirt'd or reque._· ted of the court 
otller than such as now prodded for in the statute of the court unless 
the statute is ameuflf'd in dne form and , uch amendment ratified by 
e>ery nation signatory 1o the protocol of adherence to the statute 
of the court. 

If the ole authority of the court to act is the statute, 
let u.~ cut out the pos:ibility of the League of Nations impos
ing new obligations upon it. The Hughes resolution prondes 
that the stntute shall not be amended unle s they haYe our 
consent. What is the difference about that? If the league 
may impose new duties, if the league may impose new func
tion , if it may call upon t~1e court for additional work, 
how· are we protected by saymg that the statute shall not 
be amended? If the amendment i. offered in good faith
and I do not doubt that, considering its source-then there 
can be no question that the sole amending power, the sole 
power to add new duties, ·honld be confined to the amendment 
of the statute. In u ·ing the word "amend " I mean to impose 
functions and duties not found in the statute, which amounts 
to an amendment. 

My able friend, the Senator from Vir~rinia [.Jlr. SwA~so~]. 
said upon yesterday that there was no power to enforce 
the judgments of the court, that their enforcement re·· tecl 
upon the power of public opinion, something as the enforce
ment of tbe judgments of the Supreme Court against Htates 
l'ests upon the power of public opinion. That is not the 
contention of the league, The league ·contends that it has the 
power under articles 12, 13, and 16 to enforce the opinions 
of the court. 

)fr. · SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, I will say 
that in my remarks, if l1e read them, I admitted that between 
the members of the league there was a sanction contained in 
the covenant by which they agreed to abide by judicial deci
F:ions to which they ha1e submitted. I took the position that 
there was no sanction except what was contained in the cove
nant of the league and not in the statute of the court. I admit 
that as between the members of the league there is a sanction, 
but if we do not propose to be a member of the leag-ue and had 
a reservation saying we assumed no obligations under it, I took 
the position that there would be no sanction in the court other
wise so far as the United States was concerned. 

1\Ir. BORAH. 'l'he position of the Senator is that the United 
States could not be called upon to furni. h military force to 
enforce a judgment of the court? 

Mr. SWAN. 0~. Absolutely, not unless we were a member 
of the league, which we are not. 

Mr. BORAH. Yery well, we "ill discuss it from that stand
point Suppose that we sit as a member of the court, or after 
adhering to the statute take part in renderinli an advisory 

opinion, which advisory opinion is to be enforced by the league, 
the advisory opinion relating to the interests of two parties 
who are member of the lea~;ue. 

Let u · take the case just as he has suggested it and con
sider that it applies only to members of the league. r\everthe
less, l\lr. Pre.Jdent, we are sitting adt'ising the leao:ue, as coun
cilors of the league, and the judgment which they render is 
to be enforced by military power. 

l\lr. W AI~SH. Mr. President, will the Senator from Iuaho 
suffer an interruption there? 

:ur. TIORAH. I yield. 
ltr. 'WALSH. I inquire of the Senator what he means by· 

the United States sitting as a member of tlle court? 
.J.Ir. BOR.iH. What I mean is that after we join we ~'~hall 

be n member ·of the court. 
Mr. ""' ALSH. A. member bow? The court consi::;ts of 11 

juugcs. 
Mr. BORAH. But we would be one of the adherent of tbe 

·tatute a member of the court. 
Mr. WALSH. One of what? 
~lr. BORAH. One of the members of the court. 
l\Ir. WALSH. Not at all. After we subscribe to the proto

col, of cour~e. how do we sit as a member of the court'? 
Mr. BORAH. After we adhere to tile protocol, I assume 

that we shall haye precisely the same relation to the court 
a. France has. 

l\lr. 1\T AL~ 'H. Anu as er-cry other nation. 
l\lr. BORAH. Exactly. 
l\lr. WALSH. Exactly. 
Mr. BORAH. That l. my po ition. 
Mr. WALSH. Yes; but that-is what the Senator mean by 

sitting a. a member of the court 
Mr. BORAH. Yes; that is what I mean. 
!\Jr. W A.LSH. I supposed the Senator referred to the 

judges. 
Mr. BORAH. I did not mean the United States as a Gov

ernment would be sitting there; I meant that we should have 
our representati\e there. We adhere to the statute and be
come a part of the court. 

:\It·. WALSH. But that is just the point. Have we any 
repre:entatiYe there? All of the nations subscribing-.,ome 50 
of them-elect 11 judges. One of them may be a national of 
the United State • and he may not be; there can not lJe any 
more than one. 

l\Ir. BORAH. Suppo e, then, that we have no member at 
all; but suppo~e we adhere to the tatute, then we are respon
. .:ible for eYer.rthing which takes place under the 5tatute. 
Consequently, so far as I see, we arriYe at the same destina
tion. 

l\Ir. WALSH. The Senator from Idaho and I, of com·~e, 
woulu not agree on that. The Senator state it as an abso
lute fact, but, of cour .. e, my position is that we do not a sume 
any respon:ibility whateyer. 

::\lr. BORAH. The significance of this court becomes more 
and more apparent as we proceed. 

l\Ir. SWANSO~. Mr. President. let me ask the Senator this 
question : It two members of the league were to agree to sub
mit a question to the Permanent Court of Arbitration--

Mr. BORAH. That i an entirely different propo ·ition. 
Mr.' SW AXSON. I contend it is not different. Two members 

of the league, let us sa~·, bar-e agreed to submit a proposition 
to the permanent court of arbitration ; they have agreed in 
the cownnnt that they will abide by the decision. If they 
fail to abille by an arbitration or a judicial decision, the 
same sanction which applies in that caRe would apply in the 
case of this court. -we ha1e adhered to the permanent court 
of arbitration, as ha>e 43 other nations. If a case is sub
mitted to that court by two memLers who are members of the 
League of Kations, and they do not abide by the decision, the 
same sanctions of the league woulu apply to them which would 
apply to the '-corl<l Court. 

hlr. BORAH. I do not agree with the Senator from Virginia. 
::\lr. SWAN"SOX. All the Senator ha to do is to read the 

articles of the covenant. I always thought the Senator did 
not understand the covenant nry well, else he would not be 
so bitterly opposed to it. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 'Yill Senators please observe Rule 
XIX-that when interrupting a speaker they shall reque~ t the 
Chair to make the inquiry of the speaker as to whether or not 
he will consent to be interrupted. 

:Mr. , 1\' AXSON. Mr. President, I shall be glad to do so, but 
it will sometimes retard the busine s of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. When a Senator interrupting 
starts !'!peaking before the Ohair has an opporhmity to inquire 
whether the Senator who has the floor yields to an interruption, 
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the Chair has no opportunity whatever to carry out the rule, 
which he is desirous of doing. 

Mr . BORAH. Mr. President, let us get back to the beginning 
of this question of sanctions and follow it up a little more 
carefully. Then perhaps we can arri\e at a conclusion as to 
where the power to enforce a judgment or opinion lies. In the 
fir t place, I call attention to the language of tbe judge from 
whom I have been quoting. After discus ing the question of the 
enforcement of the judgments of the court, and calling atten
tion to the fact that some people cla im that they should be 
enforced by public opiuion alone, he says: 

There is a third pos.,ibility, and t he current is turning in this direc
ti on. Since all or almo t all the nations and their colonies and self
gowrning dominions no form one social organism for certain j.oint 
purposes, this organism, which must have force and authority, might 
w<'ll a ume the duty of enfo rcing the judgments of t he Permanent 
Court of Int ernational Justice in case the defeated nation resists the 
decision. 

The covenant of the League of ~ations provides t his joint sanction. 

Then he goes on to say that-
In the second session of the assembly, in 1922, the e articles

Referring to articles 12, 13, and 15-
and others were amended so as to add, wherever arbitration was men· 
tioned, the words, "or solution or judicial deci ion." 

Thus the result of this amenument would be to make all the league 
sanctions identical, by making the sanctions now provided for arbitral 
decisions applicable to judicial decisions as well. This is the logical 
arrangement; it would ~:,>ive to the permanent court in the covenant a 
definitive ituation as to the sanctioning power; undoubtedly this would 
liave been done at the Paris conference when the final form of the 
covenant was draft ed, if the court had been from the beginning one of 
the institutions the framers had in mind. • • • It is very desir
able that this situation should be cleared up, and that the execution 
of decisions by joint will and action should be assured. 

There is now pending, although not ratified by all the nations, 
an amendment proposed by the assembly and the council which 
includes along with the word " arbitration " the words " or solu
tion or judicial decision," the intent and purpose being to leave 
no doubt as to the contention that the duty de\olves upon the 
league of enforcing the opinions of the court. If there is any 
doubt now, that doubt is in process of being removed. The plan 
is to make the league the sheriff of the court. 

l\Ir. SlV ANSON. If the Senator will permit me to interrupt 
him--

:Mr. BORAH. Wait ju t a moment. 
The "VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 

to the Senator from Virginia? 
Mr. BORAH. I will yield in a moment. This, Mr. President, 

applie to advisory opinions the same as judgments rendered 
in a judicial action, so to speak. Now I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. SW .ANSOX If the Senator will permit me, as I under
stand, under the original covenant of the league, which was 
binding between its members and nobody else--it was not bind
ing on us-the word. " judicial opinion " were not included as 
one of the matters upon which sanction should be enforced. 
As the Senator ha properly said, it has been amended, so that 
now, as between members of the league, if a judicial opin,ion is 
rendered by the Permanent Court of International Justice there 
is a sanction of the league to enforce it. But that is a treaty, 
a covenant, between the 55 nations that have ratified the 
league. As we are not members of the league, a judicial opin· 
ion of the court has no sanction upon us. I hope I have made 
that clear to the Senator. 

Yr. BORAH. Turkey is not a member of the league. 
Mr. SWANSON. No; but, Mr. President--
hlr. BORAH. Wait a moment. 
lli. SW A...~SON. If the Senator will permit me-
Mr. BORAH. Just a moment. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from .Idaho has the 

floor. 
:Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, what happened with reference 

to :Mo ul. A great deal bas been said about that, and it fur
ni hes a :fine illustration of how politics and law mix in this 
situation. In the first place, 1\fosul is one of the fruits of the 
secret treaties which were concealed from the President of the 
United States when we entered into communication with the 
Allies. Great Britain and France agreed to divide up certain 
territory after the war was over. They bad some trouble 
among themselves. Mosul went to Great Britain. France, how
ever, thought that she ought to have bad it, and so they entered 
into a contract upon the side to divide the oil. But there came 
another nation which had originally owned the country, and 
that was Turkey. Turkey was not a member of the league, 

and is not a member now. A controver y aro e as to whether 
this particular territory should go to Turkey or to Great 
Britain, or rather under a British mandate, which is in prac
tical effect the same thing. At the conference at Lausanne 
it wa agreed that the matter should be sent to the council, 
where Turkey was a Slll'ed she could sit for the purpose of 
that controversy and that, a her vote would be necessary in 
order to make the deci ion unanimous, she could always protect 
herself. So a deadlock occurred, and they called upon the 
court. 

The court held, first, that the coUllcil was an arbitral body, 
and, secondly, that the vote had to be unanimous, but that 
could be accomplished by refusing Turkey and Great Britain 
the right to vote. So we come to the point that the territory 
goes finally to Great Britain. Turkey, as I have said, is not a 
member of the League of Nations, and yet, l\Ir. President, the 
case was discussed and a par tial agreement arrived at that 
notwithstanding that fact the judgment of the court, together 
with that of the council, was to be enforced by militai'Y power 
against a nation which was not a member of the league. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 

to the Senator from Virginia? 
1\fi•. BORAH. Yes ; I yield. 
Mr. SWANSON. I have the full opinion in that case before 

me. I do not know whether the Senator has it or not. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not care about that opin· 

ion. I am not discussing the merits of the decision. I am 
referring to it only to illustrate the matter of sanctions. 

Mr. SWANSON. No-
. Mr. BORAH. Wait a moment. I do not want to be detained 
here by the reading of a long opinion. 

Mr. SWANSON. I am not going ro read it. 
Mr. BORAH. What I say is this, that the court was called 

upon to render an advisory opinion, not a judicial determina
tion between two parties who had submitted it, but an ad
visory opinion against a nation which was not a member of 
the league and which protested against the court taking juris
diction, but, after the opinion was rendered, the council pro
ceeded to approve it, and then, when Turkey still protested, 
it was proposed by military power to enforce the judgment 
against a nonmember nation. 

Mr. SWANSON. Now, will the Senator permit me to inter
rupt him? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
Mr. SWANSON. I made a statement in regard to that case 

yesterday. Turkey had agreed--
Mr. BORAH. Wait a moment. Mr. President, I do not de

sire to go into all that at this time. If the Senator will con
fine himself to the que tion of whether or not it was proposed 
to enforce a judgment against a nonmember state or a judg
ment which was rendered which affected a nonmember state, 
I will not object to the interruption. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, I will get 
to that. 

Mr. BORAH.' 1\Ir. President, I think I will not yield, be
cause I do not desire at this time to go further into that con
troversy. I am interested only in illustrating sanctions. 

Mr. SWANSON. I hope the Senator will not decline tt) 
yield. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho has the 
floor and does not yield. The Senator from Idabo will pro
ceed. 

Mr. SWANSON. I will not ask the Senator to yield; if he 
does not wish to do so. 

Mr. BORAH. I do not want to take the time to discuss 
the merits of the decision. This news dispatch says: 

Facing the threat of hostilities with Turkey over the Mosul area in 
the Near East, Great Britain this afternoon consented to accept the 
Franco-Belgian proposals for the pooling of military and naval forces 
for a league international army and fleet to make the decisions of 
Geneva and The Hague court r espected. 

Mr. President, it is true if we were not a member of the 
league the United States could not be called upon for its pro
portion of the military force to enforce the judgment of the 
court. That is not the question which I am arguing. What I 
am saying is if we adhere to the statute under which the court 
operates and that court renders an opinion, although it may be 
an advisory opinion, that opinion can be enforced against not 
only members of the league but nonmembers of the league as 
well. That is the contention of the league and that is the 
.contention of the dominant ~embers of the league. 
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M. Bourgeois, in discussing this matter at the time of the 

organization of the court, said: 
Finally, there is a last point of view which we must take in order 

to envisage the necessary relations between the League of Nations 
and the International Court of Justice, and tile close solidarity whicll 
exists and which will always exist to an increa ·lng degree between 
tllelr two actions. I approach here briefly the decii!l \'e problem of 
sanction. What would be the efficacy, what would be the reality, of a 
sentence of justice if it did not find in a strong organization of inter
national institutions what one calls in a technical term "the executory 
of these decisions "? The corenant foresees several degrees of sanc
tion-juridicial auction, diplomatic sanction, economic sanction, and, 
as a last resort and within limits yery closely confined, military 
sanction. 

As I said a moment ago, this has been made more certain 
and definite by the amendment which has been proposed to 
include judicial decisions. 

Lord Philimore, during the proceedings of the commis3ion, 
said: 

The court must have behind it the m.uterial force. * * If a 
decisi<tn was resi ted by any state, the League of Nations shoulu 
intervene. • 

1\I. Politis, an earnest advocate of tlle cotut, in hi~ book on 
International Ju .. tice, speaking of this court says: 

Article 13 gives the council the right to intercede for the pur·pose of 
insuring respect for a judgment, even when the maximum execution of 
such judgment does not imperil peace. * * • This sanction ap
plies to all arbitrations between members of the league, and still more 
to the decisions of the Permanent Court of International Justice. 
• • * The new form of article 13 of the covenant, wherein the 
rermanent Court of International Justice is st>ecificaUy mentioned, 
leaves not the slightest doubt on the subject. 

There can be no doubt that it is now contended, both upon 
the part of the league and of the court, or at least members 
of it, that the power which is to be depended upon to execute 
tlte judgments of the court is the League of Nations. And I 
contend that theNe judgments which are to be executed by the 
league may be advisory opinions and that the execution may 
be against nonmember tates. 

One other question which I shall not discuss at length, but 
to which I call attention, is the fact that the league control-s the 
ncce ·sibility to thi · court. Tllat is to say, only members of the 
!~ague and state mentioned in the annex can u. e the court 
except upon such terms and conditions as the League of Na
tions specifies. 

In 1922, I think it was, the league provided the method and 
manner in which the court should be open to the use of other 
states than those that were members of the league. Among 
the conditions established by the league was the following : 

The Council of the League of Xations reserves the right to rescind 
or amend this resolution, which shall be communicated to the court; 
and on the receipt of such communications by the regi;;trar of the 
court, and to the extent determined by the new reNolution, existing 
d<!clarations shall cease to be effective except in regarj to dl putes 
which are already before the court. 

After specifying the terms upon which states other than 
members of the league and those mentioned in the annex 
might use the league court, the league makes special reserva
tion reserving the right to cancel or rescind the right to use 
the court. A court which no one save league members may u ·e 
without the consent of the league seems to me to be a league 
court. The statute of the court expressly provides that the 
right to use tlte court shall be fixed by the league. How com
pletely they made that a league court! 

Finally, Mr. President, we have thi.· ituation: The league 
creates the court. It fixes the salaries of the judges. It pays 
the judges. It provides for the inc1·ease of the number of 
judges. It pays the salaries of the employees of the court. 
It is the adT"isor and counselor of the court, not by reason of 
the statute but by reason of the covenant of the league. Its 
judgments and opinion~ are to be enfo1·ced by the league. 1'he 
league conh·ols the accessibility to the court. No one not a 
member of the league can use the court other than upon the 
conditions provided for by the league. If the league breaks 
down, the court must go. As said by Judge Loder, it depends 
upon the league for its constitutional powers and for its main
tenance, the same as a State court depends upon the State 
go-rernment. 

Kow, noue of these relationships are changed or sought to 
be changed by the re enations in the resolution which we are 
now <lisen. s.ing. After thi. resolution is passed, if it is, and we 
shall have adhered to the court under its authority, the judges 

will still be elected by the league, paid by the league, pensioned 
by the league, and the number increased by the league. The 
league will 8till be calling upon the court for counsel and advice. 
The league will still claim the right to enforce the opinions of the 
court. The league will still determine wbo shall use the court. 
These relationships are all left intact after these reservations 
shall have heen adopted just as they are now. There is no 
propo ·ition here to change any of these relationships. That 
ought to be thoroughly under .. tood throughout the counh·y. 

Just a word, Mr. President, with reference to the closing 
remarks of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LE:mtooT] as to 
political parties and the obligation wllich we owe in this par
ticular situation by reason of the fact that a plank in tho 
Republican platform declares in fHvor of the court. 

If I may be permitted to say o, per ~onally that does not 
reach me at all. I . took occasion, as soon as the platform 
was pul.Jlished, to announce publicly that I should not be 
bound by that platform in that particular; and during the 
campaign that position was made known. 1\ben some of the 
associations in the East who were in favor of the court aml 
the league wrote me ashi.ng me my po ition, I replied that I 
should not be bound by the platform; anu tpat letter was 
published. So as far as I am individually concerned, I do 
not feel any embarrassment in the situation. At a later date 
I shall discuss the two propositions as to our obligation to 
remain out the political affairs of Europe and at the same 
time to indorse or to adhere to a court; but now I want to 
say this, and this only : 

I do not belie\e there is a Senntor in this Chamber who, 
in a serious and solemn matter of this ldnd, would thin!\: 
of voting for it, if it did not represent his contictions and 
did not on its metits command his support, simply because 
it was indorsed in a political platform. That would be to 
say, 1\Ir. President, that although a Senator thought tlle 
court ineffective in the cause of peace, and although he thought 
the court injurious to lli country and menacing to his Gov
m·nment, nevertheless he would vote for it because it wa.s found 
in a IlOlltical platform. 

I do not assume that any Senator here will vote against 
hi conT"ictions on a great issue like this because of a declara
tion in the platform. It comes at best on a question of this 
moment to tbl : Is it a wise or unwise, a safe or unsafe propo. 
sition? It i.;; too serious a question to be disposed of in a 
political convention which gave not a moment to it· discussion 
or consideration after it reached the convention. 

We are here to determine the question of whether we think it 
is wise. whether we think it is safe for our cotmtr3r and in the 
interest of peace, to adhere to this court; and by that we will 
be governed, and by nothing else, in my opinion. I do not 
feel, therefore, that I am any les embarrassed than the other 
Senators. I Yenture to say that when the vote is ca t. each 
Senator will vote his convictions and not his party's platform. 
:\Ir. Pre ident, if a man could be found who, notwithstan~ling 
he believed thi proposal unwise, unpatriotic, and a menace 
to his country, would still vote for it because his party's plat
form declared in its favor, he would be the slimiest pa.rty 
slave that ever \niggled his way through the United States 
Senate. 

Mr. WALSH obtained the floor. 
Mr. NORRIS. 1\!r. President, may I make a suggestion be

fore the Senator from Montana proceeds? 
The VICE PRESIDE!\'T. Does the Senator from Montana 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
l\lr. WALSH. I do. 
Mr. NORRIS. I should like to ask the Senator from Idaho 

if he will not ask that the resenations that he has shall be 
printed in bill form so that Senators can ha\e them on their 
desks? 

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator from Montana will pardon me 
just a moment, I will read two other reservations which I 
have: 

'Ihe adherence of the United Stutes to the statute or the World 
Cou1·t is conditioned upon the understanding that no force or economic 
sanction shall at any time be u ·ed or employed to enforce the judg- · 
ments, decrees, or opinions of the court. 

The adherence of the 1Jnlted States to the statute of the World 
Court is conditioned upon the understanding that nothing contained 
in the statute shall be so construed as to require the United States of 
America to depart from its traditional policy of not intruding upon 
or interfering with or entangling itself in the political que tions or 
policy or intemal administration of any foreign state; nor shall any
thing contained in the said ~tatute be construed to imply a relinquish
ment by the United States of America of its traditional attitude 
toward pu1·ely American questions. 
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Mr. WALSH. 1lr. President, before proceeding I ask lJ.!l~i
. mous consent that there be printed in the RECORD the opmwn 
of the court in the Mosul case, to which reference has been 
made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? If not, it is 
so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows : 
NINTH SESSION 

(Extraordinary) 

Present: MM. Huber, president; MM. Loder, former president; ~M. 
Weiss, vice president; Lord Finlay, MM. Nyholm, MM. Altamira, MM. 
Anzilotti, judges; Mll. Yovanovitch, MM. Reichmann, MM. Negulesco, 
deputy judges. 

ADVISORY OPI~ION KO. 12 

Fronti-er between Turkey and Iraq 

On September 19, 1925, the Council of the League of Nations adopted 
the following resolution: 

"The Council of the League of Nations, having been seized of the 
question of the frontier between Turkey and Iraq ~Y application of 
article S, paragraph 2, of the treaty of Lausanne, deeides, for the pur
pose of elucidating certain points of law, to request the Permanent 
Court of International Justice to give an advisory opinion on the 
following questions : 

"(1) What is the character of the decision to be taken by the coun
cil in virtue of article 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty of Lausanne; is it 
an arbitral award, a recommendation, or a simple mediation 1 

"(2) Must the decision be unanimous or may it be ~taken by a major
ity? May the representatives of the interested parties take part in the 
vote? 

"The permanent ·court is requested to examine these questions, if 
po::sible, in an extraor dinary session. 

" The council request the Governments of Great Britain and Turkey 
to be at the disposal of the court, for the purpose of furnishing it with 
all relevant documents or information. It has the honor to transmit 
to the court the minutes of the meetings of the council at which the 
question of the frontier between Turkey and Iraq has been examined. 

"The secretary general is authorized to submit the present request 
to the court, together with all the relevant documents, to explain to 
the court the action tal:en by the council in the matter, to give all 
assistance neces ru:y in the examination of the question, and, if neces· 
sary, to take steps to be represented before the court." 

In pursuance of this resolution the secretary general of tM League 
of Nations submitted to the court on September 23, 1925, a request for 
an advisory opinion in the following terms: 

" 'The secretary general of the League of Nations, in pursuance of the 
council resolution of September 19, 1925, and in virtue of the authori
zation given by the council, bas the honor to submit to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice an application requesting the court, in 
accordance with article 14 of the covenant, to give an advisory opinion 
to the coun.cll on the questions which are referred to the court by the 
resolution of September 19, 1925. 

" The secretary general will be prepared to furnish any assistance 
which the court may require in the examination of this matter, and 
will, if necessary, arrange to be represented before the court." 

In conformity with article 73 of the rules of court, the request was 
c-ommunicated to the members of the League of Nations, to the states 
mentioned in the annex to the covenant, and to Turkey. At the same 
time members of the league were informed that, having regard to the 
nature of the questions put, and their possible bearing on the inter
pretation of the covenant, the court would no doubt be prepared favor
ably to receive an application by any member to· be allowed to furnish 
information calculated to throw light on the questions at issue. The 
notifications to Great Britain and Turkey wer~ further based on the 
principle laid down in the rules of the court, in accordance with which 
a question referred to the court for advisory opinion is communicated 
to governments likely to be able to supply information in regard to 1t. 

The Council of the League of Nations having requested the court to 
examine the questions set out above, if possible, in an extraordinary 
session, and having informed the court that it would be gJad to receive 
the opinion asked for by a date which would enable it to proceed with 
the examination of the a.ft'air at its own next session commencing on 
Decemb~r 7, 192!5, the president of the court deeided, by virtue of the 
p()Wers conferred upon blm by article 23 of the court's statute, to 
summon nn extraordinary session of the court, beginning on October 
22, 1925. 

Following upon the notification above mentioned the Turkish Min
ister fot· Foreign Affairs sent to the registrar of the court tbe following 
telegn1m, dated October 8: 

(Translation) 

"I have the honor to acknowledge re~elpt of your telegram 26th 
SeptembPr. TurkiRh Government, whilst having greatest e teem and 
r£' pect for the International Court of Justice, as it has stated on 

many occasions, is comi.nced that the questions mentioned in Cowtcil 
of League of . Jations' request dated September 19, and in regard to 
which court's advisory opinion is asked, are of a distinctly political 
character and, in tbe Turkish Government's opinion, can not form the 
subject of a legal interpretation. Powers intrusted to council in Mosul 
dispute under final text of article 3, Lausanne treaty, and previous 
declarations of the late Lord Curzon which led to adoption by Turkey 
of t hat article exclude all possibility of an arbitration. Further, the 
fact that council has it elf felt neeessity of asking court for advi ory 
opinion as to nature of powers possessed by it under article 3 above 
mentioned demonstrates correctness my Government's views. British 
representative having, for his part, declared before council that pre
vious undertakings given by his Government in regard to this point 
no longer hold good, the intention thus officially manifested r esolves the 
question in regard to which, moreover, no doubt could sub::;is t. Feel 
my duty call court's attention to the fact that my Govemment bas 
al o clearly and adequately explained its view re-garding request sub
mitted by council and latter s competence. My Government al o con
siders there is no need for it to be represented at extraordinary session 
of court for consideration ot above-mentioned reque t, having alreauy 
made known its opinion on the subject. Request you to inform court 
of foregoing. 

" TEWFIK HOt!CHDY, 

"Mi ni.'lter Foreigr~ A.ffai1·s, TtttlUJy/' 

Ilis Britannic :llajesty's Government, for its part, fil ed with tbe 
registt·y on October 21 a "memorial" on •· the question of the frontier 
between Turkey and Iraq." The court al so heard the information fur
nished orally by the representative of the Btitish Government-the 
Attorney General, Sir Douglas Hogg-in the course of the hearings helu 
on October 26 and 27. 

The two governments directly concerned had, furtllermore, sent to 
the court complete collections of tbe acts and uocuments relati 11g to 
the conferences of Lausanne and Constantinople and also collections 
of documents relating to the so-called Mo ul question. Lastly, the 
'.rurkish G<>vernment was good enough, ubject to the reservations made 
in the telegram set out above, to reply to certain questions whlch the 
court had already seen fit to put to it befo"re the hearings. 

In addition to the evidence produced by the interested partie , the 
court has had before it the dossier sent by the secretary general of the 
League of Nations, together with the council's reque t, anu also cer
tain additional documents and information which the secretary general 
was good enough to furni h at the request of t he court. (Sec list in 
annex:.) 

The court must, in the first place, indicate tbe circumstances which 
induced the council of the League of Nations to ask for an advisory 
opinion on the questions set out in the request. 

During or as a result of the war of 1914-1918, the British forces 
occupied the Turkish Vilayets of Bagdad and Basra, and at least a large 
part of the VUayet of Mosul; Great Britain subsequently set up a ciYil 
administration there. When in 10.:?0 the supreme council allotted the 
mandates contemplated in article 22 of the covenant of the League of 
Nations, Great Britain reeeived, among t others, the mandate for 
"Mesopotamia, including 1\losul." (Declaration by .llr. Lloytl Ueorge 
in the House of Commons, April 29, 1920; see Hansard, 1920, vol. 128, 
pp. 1469-1470.) 

In the peace treaty signed at Sevres on August 10, 1920, the fron
tiers of Turkey " with Mesopotamia " are laid down as follows : 

"(3) With Mesopotamia: 
" Thence in a general easterly direction to a point to be chosen on 

the northe.rn boundary of the Vllayet of Mosul, a line to be fixed on the 
grounu ; thence eastward to the point where it meets the frontier be
tween Turkey and Persia, the northern boundary of the Vilayet of 
1\Ios ul modified, however, so as to pass south of A.ma.dia." 

This treaty, however, was never ratified. 
In consequence of the events which took place in Turkey in 102~, 

the powers entered into fresh negotiations with that country, which 
were opened at Lau anne on November 20, 1922, and resulted in the 
signature, on July 24, 19.:!3, of the peace treaty which came into effect 
on August 6, 1924. During these negotiations the question, amongst 
others, of the frontier between Turkey and Iraq (which name had 
been substituted for Mesopotamia) was reopened. 

Thus, on January 23, 1923, Lord Curzon sa.id, at a plenary meeting 
of the territorial and military commission, that "among the matters 
requiring to be laid down in the form of articles in the treaty of 
peace • • • was the determination of the southern frontier of 
the Turkish dominions in Asia," 1. e., between these dominions and 
Syria and Iraq. The question was brought before the commission be
cause a private "exchange of views and notes" bad "led to no result." 

A discussion foJlowed in the course of which His Excellency Ismet 
Pasha and afterwards Lord Curzon set out the views of their respec
tive G<>vernments. As these views appeared irreconcilable, Lord 
Curzon eventually proposed, on behalf of the British Government, to 
refer the question of the frontier betw~n Turkey and Iraq " to inde-
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pendent inquiry and decisio.n "-by the League of Nations-and declared 
that his Government would abide by the result. Lord Curzon con
cluded by formally "inviting the Turkish delegation to accept this 
proposal." 

At the following meeting, however. Ismet Pasha stated that be 
could not accept the proposal in question, adding that "tbe delegation 
of the Government of the grand national a sembly could not allow 
the fate of a great r<>gion like the Viluyet of Mo. ul • • to be 
made dependent upon any arbitration. 

Lord Cm·zon at once replit>d, explaining what, in his view, if Tw·key 
had accepted his propo al, would have been the procedure adopted by 
tbe Council of the League of ~ations, a procedure to which Turkey 
bad just refused to submit. In this speech, upon which the two Gov
ernments directly concerned place different constructions, Lord Curzon 
was at pains to demonstrate, amongst other things, the perfectly equal 
treatment which Turkey would have received before the council. He 
adcled that if Turl;:ey persisted in her refusal he would be obliged on 
behalf of his GoYernment "to act independently" under article 11 of 
the covenant of the League of :Nations. 

Ismet Pasha ha¥ing repeated that he con!d not " concur in the 
propo al to submit the solution of the Mo. ul question to arbih·ation," 
Lord Curzon stated that he would "take without delay" the action 
which he bad previously indicated. 

Accordingly, on January 25, 1923, be addressed to the secretary 
general of the League of Nations a letter in which be requested the 
latter to be good enough to place upon the agenda of the council 
ses ion wWch was about to open in Paris " the case of the disputed 
frontier between the Turkish dominions in A ia Minor and the man
dated territory of Iraq." 

'l'he secretary general complied with this request and the council 
considered the matter at a sittiug held on January 30, 1923. On that 
occasion Lord Balfour made a statement on behalf of the British 
Government to the effect that the proposal unsuccessfully made by 
Lord Curzon at Lausanne, according to which "the League of Xations 
should be asked to use its good offices to determine the frontier," 
wo.uld be renewed, and that only in the event of the failure of this 
further step, and in order to avert "the dangers which failure might 
bring in its trl\in," would the British Government desire to "invoke 
article 11 of the covenant" in order that the league "might take 
any action that might be deemed wi e and effectual to safeguard the 
peace of nations." 

Lord Balfour took this opportunity to explain that "if the con
tingency of which he had spoken arose," article 17 of the covenant 
"would certainly be one of the articles invoked,'' but that under the 
\er.v terms of that article Turkey would be received "as a member 
of the league on complete and absolute equality with all otbet· 
members." 

Tlle council contented itself with noting Lord Balfour's statement. 
On the following day, January 31, the commission on territorial 

and military question of the conference of Lausanne lleld another 
plenary meeting. Lord Curzon merely stated on that occasion that 
" the decision of thi dispute" regarding Iraq had been " referred 
• • to the inquiry and decision of the Council of the League of 
Nations." 

Some days later, on February 4, 1923, a private meeting between 
the principal delegates at the conference took place in Lord Curzon's 
room. The allied powers lJ,ad, at this time, drawn up and communi
cated on January 29 to the Turkish delegation a draft peace treaty, 
dated January 31; then, on February 3, they had sent to the same 
delegation a document setting out .what further concessions they were 
prepared to make. At the meeting of January 31 the Turkish dele
gation had asked for eight days in which to reply. The time allowed 
was, boweYer, fixed to expire on February 4. 

The draft treaty contained an article (No. 3) t·egarding the frontiers 
with Syria and Iraq accoruing to which the latter frontier was to con
sist of "a line to be fixed in accordance with the decision to be given 
thereon by the Council of the League of Nations." · 

In its written reply to these proposals, which was made on the day 
agreed upon, the Turkish delegation expressed the opinion that, for 
the sole purpose of preventing. the Mosul question from constitu"ting 
an obstacle to the conclusion of peace, this question should be ex
cluded from the program of the conference in order that it might, 
within the period of one year, be settled by common agreement be
tween Great Britain and Turkey. 

At the private meeting held on February 4 Lord Curzon stated in 
regard to this reply that he was no longer able to consent to any 
alteration of the wording of the treaty in regard to Mosul, since the 
matter had already been referred to the teague of Nations and 
was now in the hands of that body. He was, however, prepared to 
suspend the result of his appeal to the league for a period of one 
year. This would enable the two Governments to examine the mattet· 
by direct and friendly discussion. Should, however, the two Govern
ments fail to reach a direct understanding the intervention of the 
league would be resorted to in the manner originally proposed. 

Aocording to notes taken by the British secretary, but which do not 
constitute an authoritati-re record, except in so far as the views ex
pre sed on the British side a.re concerned, Ismet Pasha then stated 
that he "accepted Lord Curzon's proposals regarding Mosul" ; these 
proposals were embodied in a draft declaration, the first paragraph 
of which was as follows : 

"In regard to article 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty of peace, HiR 
Majesty's Government declare their intention not to invite the c'ouncil 
of the League of Nations to proceed to the determination of the 
frontier between Turkey and Iraq until the expiration of a period of 
12 months from the date of ratification of the present treaty." 

On the other hand, according to information supplied to the court 
by the Turb.isb Go>ernment, Ismet Pasha's acceptance of Lord Curzon's 
proposals only related to the maintenance of the status quo during the 
period allowed for attempts to arrive at a fl'iendly settlement. 

However that may be, as no agreement in regard to the Allie · 
proposals as a whole could be reached at the pri,·ate meeting of Feb
ruary 4, the meeting came to an end in face of this difficulty, and the 
conference of Lausanne WflS interrupted for more than two months. 

When the conference resumed its labors on April 23, 1923, it had 
before it a letter from Ismet Pasha, dated March 8, 1923, forwarding 
the modifications proposed by the Turkish Government in the draft 
treaty banded on January 29 by the allied delegations to the Turkish 
delegation. This letter mentioned with t•eference to Mosul the writ
ten Turkish reply of February 4 ; it also contained the following 
passages: "As regards Part I (political clauses) * there is no 
sub~tantial modification. Territorial questions are settled in accord
ance with the proposals of the allied powers." The counterproposals 
annexed to the letter of March 8 contained the following provisions 
for the detNmination of the frontier between Turkey and Iraq: 

"The frontier -between Turkey and Iraq shall be lait.I down in 
friendly arrangement to be concluded between Turkey and Great 
Britain within 12 months from the coming into force of the pres1!nt 
treaty. 

" In the event of no agreement being reached, the dispute shall 
be referred to the Council of the League of Nations." 

On April 24, the British delegate, Sir Horace Rumbold, at a 
plenary meeting, alluded to this proposal and to the declaration 
" of this kind" which the British Government had been prepared to 
make at the time of the suspen ion of negotiations on February 4; 
he added, llowever, that that declaration was dependent upon a 
reciprocal undertaking that the status quo would be preserved during 
the contemplated period of 12 mouths, aud that, provided a clause 
to that effect was inserted in the Turkish amendment, the British 
delegation would be prepared to accept that amendment, subject to 
discussion with Ismet Pasha in regard to tlle exact duration of the 
time allowed for the Turco-British negotiations. 

It was not, however, until the following June 26 that Sir Horace 
Rumbold was able, with the assent of Ismet Pasha, to announce that 
tbe British and Turkish delegations had agreed-in the course of 
private meetings and negotiations-to propose for adoption by the 
conference the following clause in regard to the frontier of Iraq: 

•· The frontier between Turkey and Iraq shall be laid down in 
ftiendly arrangement to be concluded between Turkey and Great 
Britain within nine months from the coming into force of the 
present treaty. 

" In the event of no agreement being reached betwet>n the two 
Governments within the time mentioned, the dispute shall be refert'ed 
to the Council of the League of Nations. 

"The Turkish and British Governments reciprocally undertake that, 
pending the decision to be reached on the subje{'t of the frontier, no 
military or other movement shall take place which might modify in 
any way the present state of the territories of which the final fate 
will depend upon that decision." 

On July 11, it was agreed that the period of nine months provided 
for should begin to run, not on the date of the coming into force of' 
of the treaty, but at the expiration of the time allowed for the 
evacuation of the territories occupied by the Allies; and, on July 
24, the treaty was signed, its third article substantially embodying 
the clause set out above. 

The negotiations designed to fix by friendly arrangement the 
frontier between Turkey and Iraq, began at Constantinople on 1\Iay 
19, 1924, and continued until June 9 of that year. They were un
succe.sful, and Sir Percy Cox, the British delegate, when their 
failure was apparent, invited the Turki h delegate to agree upon the 
terms of a "joint declaration referring the question to the League of' 
Nation " under article 3 of the treaty of Lau.anne. Fethy Bey, 
the Turkish delegate, did not, however, feel able to comply with 
this in-ritation, ".as the instructions of ltis Government, did not 
authorize him to discuss the terms of the proposed declaration." 
Whereupon, Sir Percy Cox stated, that, "failing a joint reference, His 
Majesty's Government would itself refer the matter to the League 
of Nations," though it hoped "that the Turkish Government would 
associate itself with it in taking this step.'' 
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It was in the e circumstances that the British Government, <~n 
Augm"<t 6, 1!'1~4. f'nt t o the sf'cretary general ~f the League ot 
~ations a letter asking that the following question should be placed 
on t be agenda of the next council meeting: 

' Frontier of Iraq. Article 3 (2) of the treaty signed at Lausanne 
on July 24, 1924." 

The secretary general complied with this request and informed the 
Turki h Go>ernment of his action by a letter dated August 9. In the 
same letter he reminded that Go>ernment of the communication ad
dre: ed to the League of Nations by the British GoYernment on Janu
nr.r 25. 1923, and be attached to his letter a copy of that communi
ration. of the minutes of the council meeting of January 30, 1923, 
:md of article 17 of the covenant. 

In it reply, dated August 25, the Turkish Government stated that 
it agreed in principle to the inscription of the question on the agenda 
of the council. 

The latter decided, on Augu t 30, to send a telegL·am "inviting the 
Turki ' b Government to be represented on a footing of equality at its 
lli. ens ions" and informing that Government that con idera.tion of the 
fjUe tion would be postponed until the arrival of the Turkish repre
sentatives. 

In these circumstance it was not until September 20 that the 
council was able to begin the examination of the question, Fethy Bey, 
the Turkish representative, taking his seat at the council table. 

As early as this meeting the parties used different expressions 
when de cribing the role which the council would have to play in the 
matter. Whilst, according to Lord Parmoor, the British repre entatiYe, 
the council was to " act as arbitrator,'' Fethy Bey merely referred to 
the submission of the question to an "impartial examination" by the 
council. .At a subsequent sitting, on September 25, the representattres 
of the partie , at the request of M. Branting, the rapporteur, ex
plained bow they under tood the reference to the council provided 
for .in article 3 of the treaty of Lausanne. Lord Pa.rmoor tated that 
the British Govemment " regarded the treaty as placing the council 
in the position of an arbitrator, whose ultimate award must be ac
cepted in advance by both parties." Fethy Bey, on the other hand, 
tated that the Turkish Government " recognized the full powers of 

the council as conferred upon it by article 15 of the covenant." 
\Vhereupon the rapporteur stated that the replies would seem "to 
. how that the parties were both willin.,. to recognize the council's 
decision, one of them through arbitration and the other under article 
15 of the covenant." Since, however, there was a difference of 
opinion as to the subject of the dispute to be settled, he propo ed that 
the discus ion hould be adjourned in order to enable him " to con
sider, in consultation with the two parties, the preliminary question 
of the precise duties of the council." 

The di cussion was resumed on September 30. M. Branting then 
read a report in which be gave an account of conver ations which be 
bad had with Lord Parmoor and Fethy Bey. The former had reminded 
him that " his Government accepted 1n advance the council's decision 
regarding the frontier between Turkey and Iraq." The latter, in 
reply to the question whether " be could, on behalf of his Govern
ment, now give an undertaking to accept the council's recommenda
tion, ' had replied " that on thi point there was no disagreement 
between his Go-vernment and the British Go-vernment." On the basis 
of these statements the rapporteur felt able to announce that "the 
doubts which might ha-re ari en 1n regard to the • • role of the 
council " had been " removed," and suggested, in order that proceed
ing might be commenced, the appointment of a commi sion of in
t]uiry. 

The council ad up ted this sugge ·tion. In the resolution passed to 
this effect the following pas age appears : 

"Haying heard the tatements of the representative of the Britl 11 
and Turkish Governments, who undet·took on behalf of their respec
tive governments to accept in advance the deci ion of the c<mncil on 
the question referred to it." 

Lord Parmoor and Fethy Bey stated that they accepted this reso-
lution. 

The members of the commi sion of inquiry were appointed on 
Octouer 31, 1924, and the commission filed its report with the 
secretariat of the League of Nations on July 1G, 1925. The council 
therefore bad to consider the conclusions of this report at the session 
held by it in September, 1925. 

In an Introductory report M. Unden, the rapporteur, laid stress, 
firstly, on the footing of equali ty on which the parties were placed 
before the council, and secondly, on the agreement as to the council's 
rOle recorded in tlle resolution of September 80, 1924. A discussion 
then ensued at the meetings of September 8 and 4, 1925, between 
the British and Turkish representatives, Mr. Amery and Tewfik 
Rouchdy Bey, upon the merits of the question of the frontier line 
between Turkey and Iraq. At the conclusion of this discussion the 
rapporteur proposed, at a private meeting at which the delegates of 
the parties were present, that 'lbe council " should appoint a sub
committee to examine the question and make a report." The council 
decided accordin~ly, and the president "reminded the parties that 

t hey had before the council placed their cause solemnly in the bands 
of the League of Nations, of which the council formed part, and that 
they were awaiting from the council that justice which it would 
endeavor to grant them." 

I t was by the report of the subcommittee thus appointed-of the 
proceedings of which no record, if any were kept, bas been communi
cated to the court-that the pro~sal to refer to the court the que -
tions to which this advi ory opinion is intended t() reply was, on 
September 19, 1925, laid before the council. The adoption of the 
resolution by which the council decided in accordance with this pro
~sa.l was preceded by an exchange of views between the British and 
Turkisb representatives, in the course of which Mr. Amery main
tained that what was intended by article 3, paragraph 2, of the 
treaty of Lausanne "was an arbitral decision given on the broad 
merits of the ca. e," whereas, according to Tewfik Roucbdy Bey, " the 
only possible procedure" was "to reach solution with the con ent of 
the pat·ties through the good offices of the council," and not to re or.t 
" to a decision given by the council without their con ent." 

II 
Before proceeding to examine the questions put to it by the council, 

the court wishes to observe that it intends strictly to confine it elf to 
consideration of these questions, without in any way prejudging the 
merits of the problem before the council; nothing In the pre ent opinion, 
therefore, is to be interpreted as anticipating the solution of that 
problem. 

* • • • • • 
The first question put to the court regards the nature of the "deci

sion to be reached " by the council under article 3, paragraph 2, of the 
treaty of Lausanne. In order to be able to reply to it, that article 
must be analyzed, with a view to discovering any factors which may 
determine the nature of the decision. The explanatory phrase follow
ing the question indicates that the nature of the functions to be under
taken by the council must be defined, having particular regard to the 
effect that its decision is intended to produce in relation to the parties ; 
that is to say, whether it is designed to be binding upon them or 
whether, on the contrary, this is not the case. 

The mission which the court bas to fulfill is to interpret a treaty 
provision, namely, article 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty of Lausanne, 
which runs as follows : 

"From the Mediterranean to the frontier of Persia,. the frontier of 
Turkey is laid down as follows : 

"(1) With Syria: 
" The frontier de cribed in article 8 of the Franco-Turki h agreement 

of the 20th of October, 1!)21; 
"(2) With Iraq: 
"The frontier between Turkey and Iraq shall be laid down in friendly 

arrangement to be concluded between Turkey and Great Brit ain within 
nine mouths. 

"In the event of no agreement being reached between the two gov
ernments within the time mentioned, the dispute ball ·be referred to 
the Council of the League of Nation . 

"The Turkish and British Governments recipL·oca.lly undE.'rtake that, 
pending the decision to be reached on the subject of the frontier, no 
milita.t·y or other movement shall take place which might modify in 
any way the present state of the territories of which the final fate will 
depend upon that decision." 

The court must therefore, in the first place, endeavor to ascertain 
from the wording of this clause what the intent ion of the contracting 
partie was ; subsequently it may consider whether-and if so, to what 
extent-factors other than the wording of the treaty must be taken 
into account for this purpose. 

The court is of opinion that in iguing article 3, paragraph 2, of the 
treaty of Lausanne the intention of the parties was, by means of re
course to the council, to assure a definitive and binding solution of the 
dlf;pute which might arise between them, namely the final determinn
tlon of the frontier. The court feels bound to ad~pt tbis interpretation 
for the following reasons : 

Article 3, which forms part of tl1e sPction of tile treaty devoted to 
" Territorial clauses," is intended to lay down the frontier of TurkPy 
from the Mediterranean to Per ia. It draw a. uisti.nction between 
two different sections of this frontier: (1) That separating 'furkey 
from Syria, a frontier already described in the Franco-Turkish agree
ment of October 20, 1921, the line of which is maintained; (2) thn.t 
which is to separate Turkey from Iraq, a frontier to be laid down in 
friendly arrangement between Turl.:ey and Great Britain within nine 
months, failing which the dispute is to be referred to the Council of 
the League of Nations. Although one of the ections of the fronti':'r 
still remains to be determined whilst the other is already definPd, it 
is clear that the object of this article i to establtsh a continuous anrt 
definitive frontier. Not only are the term u ed ("lay down,". 
"fixer," "dHerminer ") only to be C.."\:plained by an intention to estab
lish a situation which would be definitiv-e, but, furthermore, the very 
nature of a frontier and of any convention designed to e tublish fron
tiers between two countries import that a frontier must constitute a 
definite boundary line throughout its length. 
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It often happens that at the time of the signature of a treaty estab

lishing new frontiers certain portions of these frontiers are not yet 
determined, and that the treaty provides certain measures for their 
determination. In this way article 2 of the treaty of I.ausanne, which 
is intended to lay down the frontier of Turkey from the Black Sea to 
the ..iEgean, · and which, as regards the greater part of the frontier line. 
gives topographical indications, leaves the determination of a portion 
of the Greco-Turkish frontier to the decision of the boundary commis· 
sion set up under article 5. It is, however, natural that any articla 
de igned to fix a frontier should, if possible, be so interpreted that 
the result of the application of its provisions in their entirety l:'hould 
be the establishment of a precise, complete, and definitive frontier. 

The e conclusions, which may be deduced from an examination or 
the first subparagraph 2 of article 3 alone, are confirmed by an analy
sis of subparagraphs 2 and 3. Subparagraph 2 provides that in the 
event of no .agreement being reached between the two States concerned 
within the time mentioned the dispute shall be referred to the council. 
Although these terms, taken by themselves, do not expressly indicate 
the nature of the action to be undertaken by the council, there does 
not seem to be any doubt that for the settlement of a dispute only two 
alternatives present themselves-agreement between the parties, ar-. 
rived at either directly or through a third party, or else decision by 
the intervention of a third party. Now, the succes ive application of 
these two methods is precisely what is provided for under article 3, 
and for the r easons already set out and drawn from the very nature 
of frontiers it must be concluded that the parties when signing that 
article contemplated intervention by a third party-the council-as a 
result of' which a definitive solution would be reached. 

Even, if there were any possible doubt in regard to the meaning 
of the first two subparagraphs of paragraph 2 of' the article, this 
would be dissipated by the terms of' the third subparagraph. By this 
clause, the British and Turkish Governments undertake that, pend
ing the decision to be reached on the subject of' the frontier, no mili
tary or other movement shall take place, ·which might modify in any 
way the present state of the territories of which the final tate will 
depend upon that decision. This, therefore, is a temporary settle
ment, pending a definitive settlement. The latter w1ll be effected by 
the "decision to be reached," or, according to the protocol of July 
24, 1923, relating to the evacuation of the Turkish territory occu
pied by the British, French, and Italian forces, by the "determina
tion of the frontier." Again, this decision may be either an agree
ment between the ~'lrties or, failing such agreement, the solution 
given by the council. Now, a decision on which the final fate of the 
territories in question depends can only be a decision laying down in 
a definitive manner the frontier between Turkey and Iraq, binding 
upon the two states. This interpretation or the third subparagraph, 
which is indicated by the terms therein employed, is entirely in ac
cordance with the conclusions drawn from the preceding subpara· 
graphs and from article 3, as a whole. 

In the last place, it must be ascertained whether any other articles 
or the treaty of Lau anne are calculated to throw any light upon the 
scope of article 3. In this connection, special regurd must be had 
to article 16, which has been cited both by Turkey and by Great 
Britain in support of their respective contentions. In the eyes of 
the court, this article, under which Turkey "renounces all rights and 
title whatsoever oYer or respecting the territories situated outside 
the frontiers laid down (prevues) in the present treaty," seems rather 
to furnish an argument in favor of the definitive character of the 
decision to be reached. The frontier of Iraq, though still remaining 
to be determined in accordance with article 3, is, notwithstanding, a 
frontier laid down (prevue) by the treaty, since there is no doubt 
that the expres ion "laid down" (prevue) can include both frontiers 
already defined and frontiers, which have yet to be determined by 
the application of methods prescribed in the treaty. The fact that, 
in a treaty, certain territories are indicated as ceded, or that rights 
and title to these territories are renounced, even though the fron
tiers of them are not yet determined, has nothing exceptional about it. 
For instance, all treaties of cession, in which provision is made for 
plebiscites, offer examples of the same kind. The same also applies 
to treaties, which entrust the determination of certain frontiers to 
an international commission or to the decision of a third party. In 
such cases the renunciation of rights and title is suspended until the 
frontier has been determined, but it will become effective, i~ the 
absence of some other solution, in virtue of the binding decision. 

The other articles in the treaty of Lausanne which bestow powers 
on the Council of the League of Nations, though they have been cited 
by the two Governments concerned, can hardly have any bearing on 
the interpretation of article 3 from the point of view now under con
sideration, for they relate to situations very different from that under 
contemplation in that article. 

Since the court is of opinion that article 3 is in itself sufficiently 
clear to enable the nature of the "decision to be reached " by the 
council under the terms of that article to be determined, the question 
does not arise whether consideration of the work done in preparation 
ot the treaty of Lausanne (les travaux preparatoires), would also 

lead to the conclusions set out above. Nevertheless, it may be well 
also to consider article 3 and the com;truction which the court has 
placed upon it, in the light of the negotiation at Lausanne, for the 
Turki h Government has cited certain facts connected with those 
negotiations in support of its adverse opinion. 

In the discussion which took place before , the cotmcil on September 
19, 1925, Tewfik Rouchdy Bey drew attention to a pas age in the 
speech made by Lord Curzon at the meeting of January 23, 1923, in 
the course of which he had said: 

"I do not know what it [the council] will do; but my point is that 
the Turki.h delegation will be there just like ourselves, and when the 
two cases have been stated you will get the most impartial examina· 
tion which it is pos ible to secure. Further, article 5 of the covenant 
provides that the decision of the council upon which the Turkish Gov
ernment will be repre ented will have to be unanimous, so that no 
decision can be arrived at without their consent." 

This passage, however, even if it is held that tbe preparatory work 
(travaux preparatoires) can be taken into account, in the court's 
opinion, can not be used to interpret article 3. It should in the first 
place be observed that this passage forms part of a speech formulating 
a proposal which was rejected by the Turkish delegation ; but if the 
passage had at that time been tmderstood in the sense in which 
Tewfik Rouchdy Bey now wishes to read it, this rejection is difficult 
to understand. And, moreover, at the time when Lord Curzon made 
his first proposal to the effect that, failing agreement, the disputed 
question should be settled by the League of Nations, article 3 did not 
yet exist, even in draft form. Turkey at that time had not accepted 
any obligation in regard to reference of the question to the League 
of Nations, nor had she accepted any invitation under the terms of 
article 17 of' the covenant. By the adoption of article 3 during the 
second phase of the Lausanne conference and five months after Lord 
Cbrzon's speech the legal position was fundamentally modified, and it 
is not therefore possible to interpret this article by reference to state
ments relating to the situation previously existing, more especially 
since neither in the drafts for article 3, submitted on either side, nor in 
correspondence or records or proceedings belonging to that period 
which have been brought to the knowledge of the court was mention 
made, notwithstanding its importance, of the question of the consent 
of the parties to the solution to be recommended by the council. 

But, assuming that a study of the preparatory work (travaux pre
paratoires) led to the conclusion that article 3 should be interpreted 
as though it had been adopted, subject to the condition that the coun
cil could not arrive at any solution without the consent of the par
ties, the action of the council would, in effect, be reduced to simple 
mediation. Now, this conclusion, which would eliminate the possi
bility of a definite decision capable, if necessary, or replacing agree
ment between the parties. would be incompatible wHh the terms 
of article 3, the interpretation of which, as indicated both from a 
grammatical and logical point of view as well as from that of the 
role as igned to that article in the peace treaty, has been set out 
above. 

Nor is it pos ible to argue against the interpretation adopted by 
the court on the ground that the first draft for article 3, paragraph 2, 
prepared by the Allies, expre sly stated that the frontier line should 
b~ " fixed in accordance with the decision to be given thereon by 
the Council of tlle League of Nations," whereas the Turkish counter· 
proposal employed in its second paragraph a less precise wording : 
"The dispute shall be referred to the Council of the League of Na· 
tions," a wording that corresponds to the second subparagraph of 
paragraph 2 of the article as finally adopted, the terms of which 
had necessarily to be a1te1·ed in consequence of the insertion of the 
clause providing for an amicable settlement. It should be pointed 
out that the Turkish counterpropo al in no way excluded a definitive 
decision by the council, and that in his letter or March 8, 1923, 
Ismet Pasha described the Turkish counterproposals regarding terri· 
torial questions as in conformity with the proposal of the allied 
powers. It should also be observed that subparagraph 3 of the 
final draft of article 3, paragraph 2, in which reference is made to 
a " decision to be reached," a " deci ion" on which will "depend" 
the " final fate " of certain territories, appears in neither of the 
two drafts referred to. This clause, the scope of wnich has already 
been considered when analyzing article 3, hardly admits of an inter
pretation which would depri-ve " the decision to be reached " by the 
council of its definitive character. L'or the same reasons it renders 
it impossible to deduce t'rom the divergence between the two drafts 
any arguments against the binding force of the decision. 

The facts subsequent to the conclusion of the treaty of Lausanne 
can only concern the court in so far as they are calculated to 
throw light on the intention of the parties at the time of the con
clusion of that treaty. The question put to the council seems to 
refer solely to the interpretation of article 3 of the treaty; obliga
tions which may have been assumed after the conclusion of the treaty, 
or facts which may have had !'Orne influence in regard to the exist
ence or nature of engagements entered into under the treaty, would 
therefore seem to be outside the scope of the question submitted by 
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the council. Moreover, the council, by keeping the questions put to 
the court exclusively within the domain of article 3, appears itsell 
to adopt the standpoint that article 3 is still at the present time 
applicable in its entirety. 

In the court's opinion this view is well founded ; it considers that 
tbe attitude adopted by the British and Turkish Governments after the 
signa.ture of the treaty of Lausanne i only valuable in the present 
respect as an indication of their views regarding the clauses in question. 
In this connection tbe exchange of views which took place between the 
parties at the meetings held by tbe council between September 20 and 
30, 1924, inclusive, is of especial importance. But the statements made 
by the Fapporteur, M. Branting, and which were confirmed by the unani
mous vote of all members of the council, including the British and 
Turkish representatives, show that there was no disagreement between 
the parties as regards their obligation to accept as definttive and binding 
the decision or recommendation to be made by the council with a view 
to fixing the frontiers. 

For it can not be as umed that the representatives of the parties 
would have declared that they accepted the solutions to be given by the 
council as definitive if in their view this constituted a new undertaking 
going beyond the scope of the obligations entered Into under article 3 
of the treaty. The fact that they have accepted beforehand the council's 
decision upon the question now before it may therefore be regarded as 
confirming the Interpretation which in the court's opinion flows from 
the actual wording of the article. 

In its telegram to the court of October 8 the Turkish Government 
adduced as an argument in favor of the correctness of its contentions 
the fact that the council itself had felt constrained to ask the court 
for an advisory opinion as to the nature of the powers derived by it 
from article 3 of the treaty of Lausanne. This argument appeal'S to 
rest on the following principle : If the wording of a treaty provision is 
not clear, in choosing b{'tween several admissible interpretations, the 
one which involves the minimum of obligations for the parties should 
be adopted. This principle may be admitted to be sound. In the 
present case, however, the argument is valueless, because, in the court's 
opinion, the wording of article 3 is clear. Moreover, the attitude of 
the council in the matter is sufficiently explained by a natural desire 
not to set aside the views of one of the parties as to the role of the 
council without previously obtaining the court's opinion upon this legal 
que tion. 

The same tel{'gram states that " the British representative having 
for his part declared before the council that the previous undertakings 
given by his Government in regard to this point no longer hold good. 
the intention thus officially manifested resolves the question, in regard 
to which, moreover, no doubt could subsist." The court, however, can 
not admit that the declaration made by M1·. Amery at the council 
meeting of" September 19, 1925-which is no doubt the declaration 
referred to in the passage quoted-bore the meaning which the ·.rurkish 
Government endeavors to read into it. 

For this declaration does not affect the rights and obligations fol
lowing n ·om article 3 of the treaty of Lausanne; it only refers to the 
undertakings which Lord Parmoor and Mr. Amery himself had given 
during the previous deliberations of the council, and only contemplates 
the event that Turkey-after the court's opinion had been given-would 
persist in her refusal to recognize any obligation to accept in advance 
the council's decision. It was only in this contingency that Mr. Amery 
reserved for Great Britain the same liberty of action as was claimed by 
the Turldsh Government. 

• • • • • • 
The court, by an examination of the scope of article 3, paragraph 2 

of the treaty of Lausanne, ha.s thus arrived at the conclusion that that 
clause is designed to provide for a definitive settlement of the frontier. 
It will now proceed more closely to consider, with reference to the 
explanatory phrase appended to the first of the questions put, what the 

nature of this decision may be. 
If the word " arbitration" is taken in a wide sense, characterized 

simply by the binding force of the pronouncement made by a third 
party to whom the interested parties have had recourse, it may well be 
said that the decision in question is an "arbitral award." 

This term, on the other hand, would hardly be the right one, if the 
intention were to convey a common and more limited conception of ar
bitration, namely, that which has for Its object the settlement of differ
ences between states by judges of their own choice and on the basis of 
respect for law (Hague Convent.ion for the Pacific Settlement of In
ternational Disputes, dated October 18, 1907, article 37). It appears, 
in fact, that according to the arguments put forward on both sides 
before the council, the settlement of the dispute in question depends, 
at all events for the most part, on considerations not of a legal char
acter ; moreov{'r, 1t is impossible, properly speaking, to regard the 
council, acting in its capacity of an organ of the League of Nations, 
as will be hereinafter described, as a tribunal of arbitrators. 

For this reason the court feels that it hould not attach any lm
portance either to certain consequences which legal doctrine endeavors 

to deduce from the idea of axbitratlon or to certain rules of procedure 
adopted by courts of arbitration themselves, though both have been 
cited by the British Government. It wlll rather seek the answer to 
the question before it in considerations which seem peculiarly appro
priate to the present case. 

The covenant of the Lt>ague of Nations, while it in no way restricts 
the liberty of the parties to intrust any dispute whatever that may 
arise between them to arbitration, refers in article 13 to the more 
limited conception of arbitration, and the council, who e first duty is 
to di.,sipate or settle political disputes, is nevt>r considered in the cov
ene.nt as exercising the functions of arbitrator within the meaning of 
that article. 

Nevertheless, the court holds that thjs fact does not prevent the 
council from being called upon, by the mutual consent of the parties, 
to give a definitive and binding decision in a particular dispute. 

Though it is true that the powers of the council, in regard to the 
settlement of disputes, are dealt with in article 15 of the covenant, 
and that, under that article, the council can only make recommend.n
tioru;, which, even when made unanimously, do not of necessity settle 
the dispute, that article only sets out the minimum obligations which 
are imposed upon states and the minimum corresponding powers of 
the council. There is nothing to prevent the parties from accepting 
obligations and from conferring on the council powers · wider than 
those re:mlting from the strict terms of article 15, and, in par· 
ticular, from substituting by an agreement entered into in advance, 
for the council's power to make a mere recommendation the power to 
give a decision which, by virtue of their previous consent, compulsorily 
settles the dispute. 

Nor are precedents lacking of cases in which the parties have un
dertaken beforehand to accept a recommendation by the council, and 
this, in effect, is tantamount to intrusting it with the power of 
decision. 

Thus, in the Upper Silesian question, which, moreover, was alluded 
to by the British representative at the council meeting of September 
19, 1925, the powers represented on the supreme council invited " the 
recommendation of the Council of the League of Nations" as to the 
line to be laid down (decision of .August 12, 1!)21, Official Journal of 
the League of Nations, second year, No. 9, p. 982) and "solemnly ·• 
undertook " to accept the solution recommended by the Council of the 
League of Nations." (Note from M. Briand dated August 24, 1921, 
op. cit. Nos. 10-12, p. 1221 :) The latter in its turn adopted (on 
October 12, ibid) " a recommendation,'' which it transmitted to the 
president of the supreme council. 

Similarly, in the protocol of Venice of October 13, 1921, concerning 
the delimitation of the frontier between Hungary and Austria, the 
latter power undertook to accept " the decision recommended by the 
Council of the League of Nations." (Treaty series of the League of 
Nations, Vol. IX, p. 204.) 

Since the object of article 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty of Lausanne, 
is, as has been shown :~.bove, to bring about a definitive and binding 
settlement of the frontier, it follo·ws that the decision ·which the 
council has to take under that article can not be regarded as a mere 
recommendation within the meaning of article 15 of the covenant. 
Such a recommendation, in fact, would not settle the dispute ; more
over, it might result in placing in a position of inferiority a State 
which was not in possession of the territory which would be allotted 
to it uy the frontier recommended; for, in the event of the council's 
recommendation being in its favor, this State would not have an 
actual right to in~ist upon the cession of the territory in question . 

But the fact that the " decision to be reached " by the council 
under article 3 of the treaty of Lau anne can not be described as a 
recommendation within the meaning of article 15 of the covenant does 
not imply that the applicability of the latter article is excluded in 
the present case. For the various and more extensive powers con· 
ferred by the parties in this case on the council merely complete the 
functions which it normally possesses undl'r arti cle 15. In agreeing 
to refer the dispute to the Council of the League of Nations tbe parties 
certainly did not lose sight of the fact that the powers of mediation 
and conciliation of the council form an essential part of the functions 
of that body. If such a procedure fails, the council will make use 
of its power of decision. .And in actual fact it would appear that the 
council's efforts to settle the dispute in question have hitherto been 
made on these lines. 

III 

The second question put to the court is whether the decision of the 
Council of the League of Nations, to which the matter was referred 
under article 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty of Lau anne, must be 
unanimous or may be taken by a majority, and whether the repre
sentatives of the interested parties mny take part in the vote. 

• • • • • • 
In order to reply to this question it should be observed in the 

first place that article 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty of Lausanne refers 
to the Council of the League of Nations; that is w say, to the council 
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with the orgauization and functions conferred upon it uy the covenant. I Unanimity, therefore, is required for the• dcci.'iou to be taken hv 
The di::;pnte has not Leen refened to one or more per ons ns such, the Council of the Lellgue of Nations in virtue of article 3, pat.~
bnt to the council. g-raph 2, of the treaty of Lausanne, with a view to the tll•termlnation 

.l'\ow. th~> council, in accordance with article 4 of the covenant of the frontier behveen 'Turkey antl Irnq. 'l'he queation has now to 
and the re olutiou aoopted by tile council on September 21, 1922, be considered whether the representatives of the interc ·ted parties 
\Yi•icll was appron~d by the assembly on the 25th of the same month, may take part in the vote. 
consLts of repre:-~entath·es appointed uy fonr great powers, wbo are In thi connection it should be ob~en·ed that the very genet'al rule 
f'Dtitl ed to permaueut seat • upon it, and by ·h:: other members selected lahl down in article 5 of the co,·enant uoes not specially coutemplate 
by the al'st>mhly. It may also include reprt> t•ntatiye of . tates iu- ~ the cnse of an. actual dispute which has Leen laid uefore the council. 
Yitl'll to sit at the council table by reason of the interest which they On the other hand, tbi contingency is dealt with in article 15, para
max bave in ome questlon upon its agenda; it is untler this provision graphs 6 and I, which, whilst making the limited binding f'ffect of 
that in the pre cnt case tlle council H. elf ha im·ited a reprcseutath·e recommendations d<>pendent on unanimity, explicitly state that the 
of Turkey to sit with it. council's unanimous report nef'd only be agreed to by the members 

lt i,;. therefore, compo.'etl of representatives of m!'mbers-tbat is to thereof, otller than the r epresentative of the parties. The same 
sar, of ptr. ons (lelegated by their respecth-e governments-from principle is applied in the cases contemplated in pamgmph - 4 of 
whom ther r ceh·e instructions and whose responsibility thf'y engage. article 1G of the coYenant and in the first of the three paragraphs, 

In a body constitulPd in this way, whose mission is to deal wltb which, in accordance with a resolution of the sec-ond assembly, are 
any matter "within the sphere of action o! the league or nlfectlng to be inserteo between the first and seconu paragraphs of that article. 
the peace of the world," obsen·ance of the rule of unanimity is It follows from the foregoing that. according to the covenant 
naturally and ereu necessarily indicated. Onl.r 1f the decisions of itself, in certain cases, and more particulal'ly in the case of tile settle
the council have tbe support of the unantmou consent of the powers ment of a dispute, the rule of unanimity is applicable, subject to the 
compo.ing it will they possess the drgree of authority which they limitation that the votes cast lJy repre entatives of the interested 
must have. 'l'he \' ery pre tige of the leagut-: might be impN·iled if it parties do not affect the rec1uired unanimity. 
were admitled, in the absence of an express proYi~>ion to t.llat etreet, The court is of opinion that it is this conception of the rule or 
that d"cision.' on important question · could be taken by a majority. unanimity which must be npplied in the dispute l.Jefot·e the council. 

:\Io~·eorcr, it is hardly conceivable that resolutions on questions 

1 

It is llnrdly open to douht that in no circumstances is it possibie to 
aJiect lllg the veace of the world could be adopted a1,rainst the will of be :o:at i. fied with less than this conception of unanimity, for ii uclt 
tho. e Hmon"'st the members of the council who, although in a minority, unanimity is nece:;sary in order to endow a recommendation with the 
would, by re:t ·ou of t.lleir politiC<ll llOsitlon, have to bear the larger I limitrd effect contemplaterl ill paragrapll 6 of artide 15 of the cove
share of the respon ·ibilitie · and consequences eu·uing therefrom. nant, it mu ' t a fortiori be so when a Linding deci .. ion has to !Je 

Again, the rule of unanimity, which is also in accordance with the taken. · 
unvarriug tra<liliun of all diplomatic meetings or conferences. is 1'he que lion which arises, therefore, is solely whether such unanimity 
explicitly laid down by article 5, paragraph 1, of the covenRnt on . Ute 1 is sufficient or whdher the representclth·es of the parties must alf!o 
folio ·ing terms- accept the dech;ion. 
"eXC~>l't wherP otherwise expressly provided in this coveunnt or 'by i Tile principle hlid down by the covenant in paragraphs 6 and 7 of 
U1e terms of the vresent trea ty, uecisions at any meeting of the article 15 seems to meet the requirement ~ of a case such as that now 
as eml.Jly or of the council shall require the agreement of all the before the council just as well as the circumstances contemplateu in 
member:; of the h•ague repres('nted at t he meeting." that article. The well-known rule that no one can be judge in his own 

'o exceptions to this principle are made other than tho:;:e pro- suit holds good. 
-vided for in the covenant u ~eu and in the peace treaties of wldcl! it From a vractical standpoint, to l'Pqulre that the repre entatives of 
constin1tes the first part. The treaty of Lau anne is not one of these th e parties should accept the council's deci ion would ue tantamount 
treaties. I to giYing them a right of Yeto, enabling them to preyent any decision 

A rej!ards the exception ·· contained in the eo,·cnant, it is clear that being reathed; thl;;; would hanlly be in conformity with the intention 
the prest-Ht case does not fall within the scope of the second parn- manifested iu arti<:le 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty or Lausanne. 
gravh of at·ticle 5 (question of procedure). In the ab ·enc(' there- Lastly, it may per hap- !Je well to obser ve tl!ut since the council con
fore. of au ex1n·es iHOvi ion to the e•mh·ary in article 3. pa~agraph sists of representative · of tates or members, the legal po ilion of the 
2, of the tt·eaty of LaUI;anne, the rule of unanimity applies in yegard representative of the parties upon the council i · not comparable to 
to the question before tlle council. that of na t ional arbitrators upon courts of arbitration. 

Tile re1m·s~utatiYe of tile British Go,·ernment 11as contended .that . The Yotes of the re11re~ cutative · of the parties at·e . therefore, not to 
the clau ~e iu article 5 of the covenant only contemplates the exer- be taken into account in ase~>rtaining whether there is unanimity. But 
cise of the }lOWer· granted in the covena nt it ·elf. The c-ourt ean not the repre entative will take part in the vote, for they form part of 
accevt this new. ~hticle 5 states a general pl'iuciple which only the council, and, like the other repre-t'ntatlves, they are entitled and 
admits of exccrJtlon.· which are ex1wessl,\- provilletJ for, and this pdn- are in duty bound to t:1kc part in the deliberation of that body. The 
ciple, as h<1s already been stated, may be regarded as the rule natural I terms of paragraph 6 and 7 of article lG of the covenant anti of the 
to a lJotly such as the Council of tbe League of Xations. The fact ' new clause to be in..:erted in arlicle 16 clearly show that in the cases 
that the present case concerns the exerci e of a power outside therein contemplated the repre entatives of the parties may take part in 
the uormal proYince of tbe council clearly can not be used as an 1 the voting. and that it is only for the purpose of determining wllethet· 
argument for rhe diminution of the safeg-uards with which, iu the cove· II unanimous ag-reement has been reached that their votes are not counted. 
nant, Lt was felt nece ·sary to surround the council's decisions. Tllere is nothing to justify a further derogation from the essential 

On tile oth~r lland, no one tlf:'nies that the council can nndertako 1 principles of unanimity and of the equal rights of members. 
to gi,·e decisions by a majority in specific ca es. if expre .. proyision For these r~asons the court is of the opinion : 
Js made f<•r thi pow('r by treaty stipulations. Tbat this is the case 1. That the "decision to be take.n ., by the Council of the League of 
is confirmed I.Jy, amongst other things, articles 44 and 107 of til•) Il\ations ln virtue of article 3, paragraph 2. of the treaty of Lausanne, 
treaty of Lausanne, which have been cited on one side and the other I will be binding on the parties and will constitute a definitive determina
in support of their re~pective contentions. The court, therefore, re- tion of the frontier between Turkey and Iraq. 
garus these articlee as tending rather to confirm the >lew which it I 2. That the "decision to be taken" must be talwn by unanimous 
has taken. Tote, the representatlns of the parties taking part in the voting. but 

In suppol't of the contention that the decision may be taken lJy a their votes not being counted in ascertaining whether there is unanimity. 
majority, tlle pl'inriple generally acct-pted in the case of arbitral Done in French and English, the French text being authorltati>e, at 
tribunal-., in accoruauce with which such tribunals as a rule decida the Peace Palace, The Hague, this 21st day of 11\ovember, 1925, in two 
by a majority, has also been invoked; anu it hR s been argued that copies, one of which is to be placPd in the archives of the court and 
the main t·ea on for t.be application of this principle is that it would the other to be forwarded to the Council of the League of :Nations. 
often prove impossible to obtain any deci ion if unauimitv were re- (, igned) MAx HeBER, President. 
quired. The court ha alread~· explained why it can not a·dmit argu- (;signed) A. H.UlMARSKJOLD, 

ments and principles drawn from the theory and practice of arbitra- Reg·iatrar. 

tion in the limited sense of the term. In pnxticulat· 1t should be 1\[r. WALSH. l\lr. Pre:;ident, I sllall not take it at all ami~s 
observed that though certain arguments used by the representati"e to be interrupted at any t ime during the course of my remarks 
of tliC Brilish Government might be regarded as well founded in tbl3 by any Senator who desires to interrogate me. either for the 
case of arbitrators appointed ad hoc and not forming a permanent purpose of securing information or for di. cus::;ion. I believe 
body, they do not, on the other hand, apply in a case where t!Je that in no other way can the que tions at issue and ille differ
pul'ties lla ve hatl recou1·se to a body already constituted and having ences that may exit with reference to them be so completely 
its own rules of organization and procedure. Unless a contrary ·elucidated. At the same time I shall trust to the fairness of 
in tention has been expressed, the interested parties are in such ca. ~s Senntors not to prolong tlle disctrsion tmduly and thus break 
held to have accepted such rules. tlle course of the argument, or en<leavor to incorporate in the 

• • • • • • • midst of my remarks any speech of their own. 
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Before proceeding with the regular discussion which I had 
intended to begin this afternoon, I want to advert to a few 
matter" to which attention was })aid by the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations, who has just 
addre sed the Senate. 

The Senator opened his remarks by calling attention to the 
fact that the very erudite and able work of Judge de Busta
mente, a member of the court, had been widely circulated, 
and doubtless at the expense of the friends of adherence. I 
have no doubt that that is correct. I have not the slightest 
doubt that it has been widely circulated and paid for by those 
who are friendly to the adoption of the resolution now pend
ing any more than I hn.ve any doubt that another book, a 
copy of which I bold in my bands, entitled "The United States 
Senate and the International Court," by Frances Kellor, was 
paid for and is being circulated in equal numbers by those who 
are opposed to the World Court. 

Miss Kellor is not, as Judge de Bustamente is, an inter
national lawyer of great renown. This is her second work 
upon tbi ~ general subject, the first consisting of two large vol
umes which were devoted not only to the World Court but to 
the League of Nations. It, with a book by Prof. Manley Hudson, 
was reviewed recently in the Nation. I think it will be recog
nized on nll hands that the N:rtion has never been particularly 
friendly to the League of Nations, to put the case mildly. I 
read fTom that review by Lewis S. Gannett some extracts, as 
follows: 

Why is it that the National Council for the Prevention of War and 
the League of Women Voters and thousands of church societies urge 
so passionately that we join the World Court as a great step toward 
world peace? Why is it that others are so alarmed lest by joining it 
we somehow compromise our purity and postpone the great day of 
good will on earth? I have read patiently Manley Hudson·s plea for 
the court and Frances Kellor's attack upon it, and still I do not know. 

It is not much as a court. The nations of this cautious, selfish, over
victorious allied world of ours made it, and they no longer even pre
tend to wear halos. None of them was willing to give it much power, 
and they have been timorous about referring important matters to It; 
but it bas acted reasonably and expeditiously whenever it has bad 
a chance. Even lliss Kellor admits that, and she bas such a mag
nificent bitternes against the league and all its works that when 
she admits anything good about them she is extraordinarily convincing, 
'l'be court, in the East Karelia case, even showed a bold independence 
of the league that gave it birth. In that dispute between Russia and 
Finland it declared itself incompetent to judge, Russia having refused 
to appear before it. That, it seems to me, was a splendid and 
deserved rebuke to the council of the league, which ignored, as the 
league has always resolutely ignored, the fundamental flaw in its own 
constitution-its failure to include Germany and Rus<>ia as equal 
partners. 

• • • • • • • 
The court is better than the league. No political chancellery dic

tates to any of its judges. The Hague conferences were unable to 
build a permanent court because the little nations and the big could 
not agree upon a method of electing judges satisfactory to both ; the 
league constitution, with its two bodies-one in which, as in our 
Senate, all the States are equally represented and one in which the 
great powers preponderate--offered a compt·omise solution. 

The powers nominate by geographical groups, and both assembly and 
council must vote for a judge before be Is chosen. If Germany, 
Russia, and the United States were to participate in the choice, it 
would seem to be as good a compromlse as can be devised. Some 
compromise there must be; it is nonsense to insist that Liberia and 
Siam and Panama stand upon an absolute par with the great empires 
of the world. The facts that the court is thus a creation of the 
league and that the league sometimes turns to it for advisory legal 
opinions need not upset one's equiUbrium, even though one is con
>inced that for the United States to join the league at this juncture 
would help chain Europe further to the prison of Versailles. Nor 
need the fact that the European nations have been slow to trust their 
troubles to the court destroy faith ln the court or lead one to suppose 
that a different court would be better. The world will still be made 
up of the same nations, even it we should start afresh upon the basis 
of the old Hague treaties. 

Reference was made to the comment of Judge de Bustemante 
in his work, and the possibility that some great cataclysm in 
Europe might ensue and the whole machinery through which 
the court came into being would be wiped out, and it would 
be left stranded. The states of Europe in a general way have 
subsisted for some centuries, and really, Mr. President, I do 
not belie\e anybody at this time need be deeply exercised about. 
the disappearance from the field of international action of 
the League of Nations. We used to hear in this body day after 
day, time after time, on occasion after occasion, that the 

league was dead, that it had not any existence, that it was 
gone, that the election of 1920 in the United States disposed 
of the whole thing; but it seems to have more than the nine 
liY'es of a cat, and is to-day, as has been stated here a more 
vigorous institution than at any time before in its history o! 
six years and gives promise of having longevity equal to that of 
most of the states of the world. 

Reference has been made by the distinguished Senator, in 
this connection, to what was said in the course of the delibera
tions of the committee of jurists which prepared the statute 
of the World Court as to the relation which it was to bear to 
the league, and that it was an organ of the league, or an 
agency of the league, or a part of the political organization of 
the league. So far as I am concerned, I am not at all troubled 
about this court being an organ of the league. That is not 
a matter that really deeply concerns any of us. The questian 
i , Is it such a court, of whatever body it is an organ, that 
international controver ies may be safely intrusted to it for 
determination, that is to say, such controversies as are re
solmble upon legal principles? 

If I were going to discuss that matter, I should say, What 
is the difference what view M. Boru·geois expressed when the 
statute of the court was under consideration and the commit
tee were endeavoring to frame it? He had his own peculiar 
view about it. The members of the committee, my recollection 
is, with 11 in number. Other member may have had quite a 
different opinion about the matter. We must judge of then· 
work by what they laid before us, not by what they said. The 
Supreme Court of the United States has repeatedly said 
debates in this body, or in that at the other end of the Capi
tol, afford very little basis upon which the court can judge 
as to what was the meaning of acts passed by Congress. 

Thus, in the case of Lapina v. Williams (232 Supreme Court 
Reporter) I find the following : 

Counsel !or petitioner cites the debates in Congress as indicating 
that the act was not understood to refer to any others than immi
grants. But the unreliability of such debates as a source from which 
to discover the meaning of the language employed in an act of Con
gress bas been frequently pointed out. 

About a dozen decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
State are cited in that connection. So that really we need not 
concern ourselves very much as to what M. Bourgeois thought 
about whether there was any relation to the league, or whetber 
there was not any relation to the league, in the statute which 
they then prepared. 

The views of Mr. Root, however, and the views of Judge 
John Bassett Moore, are perhaps of more consequence to us 
and more persuasive. It is true that both of tho e gentlemen, 
when the subject of advisory opinions first came before them 
for consideration, expressed the views to which the Senate has 
listened as quoted by the Senator from Idaho. But some water 
has gone over the dam since that time. Mr. Root's comru(lnt 
was quoted in an effort to establish the proposition that the 
court is not a world court but a league court. Mr. Root, what
ever may have been his views at one time as to any specific 
provision of the statute, is to-day one of the most earnest 
advocates of adherence by the United States to the protocol 
and has been so ever since he returned. I hold in my band 
a speech which he delivered before the American Society ·for 
International Law on the 26th day of April, 1923, in which he 
re\iewed the entire statute and commended it as a splendid 
piece of wo~k, and the court as having before it unctlmbtedly 
a most creditable history. I refer particularly in this connec
tion to a subdivision in his speech which is entitled ''A world 
not a league court," in which he shows why it is a world court 
and not a league court. 

As to Judge Moore, I ha-ve sent to my office-because I did 
not expect this matter to come up-for a compilation of essays 
by Judge Moore, one of which deals with this subject of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, in which in the same 
way he commends it as a most worthy institution, Cind the con
clusion must necessarily be drawn from what be says about 
the matter that he thinks the United States ~ught to give it 
its support, notwithstanding the feature he once criticized 
but which he finds no longer objectionable. 

We were told by the Senator from Idaho that this jurists' 
committee was created for the purpose of arranging for a court 
which would be a league court, which would be an organ o:t 
the league, that they took their instructions from article 14, 
and that they religiously endeavored to comply with it. I shall 
show, in the course of my general discussion, that, on the con
u·ary, in three important particulars they departed from the 
suggestions of article 14. I need not remind you, Mr. President, 
that article 14 simply provides for the creation of a World 
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Court which shall have' jurisdiction only of such cases as the 
parties respectively submit to it. You well know that, disre
garding that injunction, · the jurists' committee endeavored to 
give to the court compulsory jurisdiction, and when the matter 
came before the assembly and the council, the committee was 
criticized upon the ground that it had departed from the in
structions of article 14. 

Mr. BORAH. And they struck it out. . 
lllr. WALSH. Exactly; I am going to talk about that later. 

Just now I content myself with the argument that the jul'ists' 
committee followed scrupulously the' direction of the covenant ; 
that they did not is indisputable. 

Now, as to the amendment of the statute, said by the Senator 
to have been effected by the league, I scarcely expected from 
the Senator from Idaho the suggestion to this body that with
out an express provision in a treaty in relation to its amend
ment or modification, a treaty can be amended or changed 
without the consent of every nation signatory to it, any more 
than a contract between two individuals, or a half a dozen 
parties can be changed without the consent of all. 

'Ve will sign a treaty, if we sign at all, promulgated on the 
16th day of December, 1920; not July, 1919, but December 16, 
1920. That can be changed only as therein provided, or accord
ing to the established principles of international law, by the 
con ·ent of every nation signatory to it. 

Reference was made in support of the contention that the 
league had amended and could amend the statute to the fact 
that some additional jurisdiction was to be given to the court 
by tile Geneva protocol of October 2, 1924. It will be recalled 
that that protocol provided for the outlawry of · war, and 
denounced aggressive war as an international crime. That 
wa. · approved by the assembly of the league upon a draft 
made, as I shall show afterwards, by two distingui hed states
men of Europe, aided by an eminent American. This was a 
proposed treats signed by the representatives at Geneva, but 
needing the ratification of the various countries, when it would 
become a treaty between them. 
- As has been shown, under the provisions of article 36, when

ever parties enter into a treaty providing that the construction 
of any particular provision of that treaty shall be referred to 
the Permanent Court of International Justice, the court takes 
jurisdiction of it. There was no amendment of the statute of 
the court. The statute provides for just exactly such a condi
tion, and I shall show that that provision of the statute has 
been availed of in nearly 30 different treaties to confer juris
diction upon the Permanent Court of International Justice 
pursuant to that clause in article 36. The treaty to be entered 
into giving life to the Geneva protocol would fall in the same 
category had it been ratified. 

Reference was made, l\Ir. President, to the alleged sanctions 
or means through which judgments of the court are enforced. 
There are provided no sanctions whatever in the statute to 
which we are asked to .subscribe, as I shall hereafter show. 
It is a matter of no consequence to us whatever what sanctions 
there are in the covenant of the League of Nations. 'l'hose 
sanctions apply only, as has been shown, to the members of 
the league, and they apply just exactly as well, as was said 
by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Sw.ANSON], to the decisions 
made by the Permanent Court of Arbitration, to which we 
arc a subscribing Nation, as to the judgments of the Perman
ent Court of International Justice. So that if we are in any 
wise whateYer morally bound to help enforce any judgment 
rendered by the Permanent Court of International Justice, we 
have been bound ever since 1899 in exactly the same way with 
reference to the judgments of the Permanent Court of Arbitra
tion. 

Here are the provisions of the covenant in relation to the 
sanctions: 

AnT. 12. The members of the league agree that if there should ~rise 
between them any dispute likely to lead to a rupture they will submit 
the matter either to arbitration or to inquiry by the council, and they 
agree in no case to resort to war until three months after the award by 
the arbitrators or the report by the council. 

In any case under this article the award of the arbitrators shall be 
made within a reasonable time, and the report of the council shall be 
made within six months after the submission of the dispute. 

Now, under that p.rovision two nations could agree to submit 
their disputes to the Permanent Court of Arbitration, the old 
Hague court established by the convention of 1899. 'Ihen 
article 13 provides: 

Tbe members of the league agree that they will carry out In full 
good faith any award that may be rendered, and that the;y will not 

resort to war against a member of the league which compiles therewith. 
In the event of any failure to carry out such an award, the council 
shall propose what steps should be taken to give effect thereto. 

That provision of the covenant applies, as will be 8'£-en, 
equally to the judgments of the Permanent Court of Arbitration 
and the Permanent Court of International Justice. So ·.ve do 
not change the situation in the slightest degree by subscribing 
to the protocol, because we are already bound, if '"e are bound 
at all, and I insist we are not botmd to anything. 

I pass now to a discussion of the subject as I had cont2m
plated entering upon it. 

1\Ir. President, the consequence and the consequences of the 
step we are invited to take by the resolution before us has been 
magnified out of all reason by the friends and the foes alike 
of the World Court, or rather 1Jy the overardent friends and 
the implacable enemies of the League of Nations. 

The latter assert-cry from the housetops in season and out 
of sea. ·on-that to subscribe to the protocol by virtue of which 
the Permanent Court of International Justice exists is to enter 
the league by an indirect route or back-door portal. 'l'he 
former, in numbers not a few, with only vague ideas of the 
relation the two institutions bear to each otlter or tile limita
tions under which the court functions, conceive that 1f they 
are not identical, at least the one is but an antecham1Jer 
through which it becomes necessary to pass, and it is relath·ely 

. easy to pass into the league. Others emotionally inclined, pos
sessed of a wholesome horror of war and fer\'ently looking to 
its outlawry-like dueling, piracy, the slave trade, and prh·ate 
feuds-indulge t11e belief that through it, strengthened by the 
support of the United States, all international controversies 
are to be resolved and the sword forever sheathed. 

I shall essay at the outset the ungracious task of dispelling 
the illusions, pleasing on the one hand and unduly disquietin~ 
on the other. We shall get nowhere in this discussion unless 
we clearly appreciate the issue before us, and we shall excite 
hopes and e:>.."Pectations doomed to disappointment or stL-nulate 
unreasoning and groundless fears by our action unless we can 
succeed in making perfectly plain its signlficance. 

Upon a dispassionate consideration of the proposal sub· 
mitted to the Senate by the late President Harding in the 
month of February, 1923, now nearly three years ago, the ac
ceptance and approval of which are contemplated in the resolu
tion under debate, it will appear that we bind ourselves to 
nothing, absolutely nothing, by the ratification of the treaty 
as he proposed, save that we agree to contribute toward the 
expense of maintaining the court, a perfectly trifling consid
eration. We enter into no coyenant to do or refrain from 
doing anything. ·we would continue to enjoy, should the 
treaty, or protocol as it is called, be ratified, every right as a 
sovereign nation we now enjoy. We do not undertake to sub
mit to the court any controversy in which we may become 
involved, we assume no responsibility fo1:- any decision it may 
make or promulgate or for the enforcement of nny judgment it 
may render. As we incur no obligations by adhering to the 
protocol, we acquire no rights. We may, if we see fit to do 
so now; resort to the court for a determination of our rights 
in any controversy we may have with another nation. Our 
right in that regard is neither expanded nor restricted by 
ratification of the protocol. I repeat that we obligate our
selves to nothing by the treaty or protocol. 

The covenant of the League of Nations embraces undertak
ings of the most serious import. Any nation might well hesi
tate about subscribing to it, though no existing impediment may 
appear, having in mind the impossibility of anticipating serious 
situations that might arise in the more or less distant future 
rendering compliance on its part embarrassing in the extreme. 
It may be a matter of surprise to some, from much that has 
been said and written on the subject it will be a surprise to 
many, to learn that neither the present Chief Executive of the 
Nation nor his amiable and complaisant predecessor has, 
through their advocacy of adherence to the p-rotocol, sought 
to commit us to any of the obligations of the covenant or to 
lead us into the outskirts of the league. It is to the following 
brief article, and to that alone, that it is proposed we become 
a party, namely: 

The members of the L€ague of Nations, through the undersigned, duly 
authorized, declare their acceptance of the adjoined statute of tha 
Permanent Court of International Justice, which was approved by a. 
unanimous vote of the assembly of the league on the 13th December, 
1920, at Geneva. 

Consequently they hereby declare that they accept the jurisdiction 'l)f 
the court in accordance with the terms and subject to the conditions 
of the above-mentioned statute. 
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The present protocol, which has been drawn up fn accordance with 
the decision tnken by the Assembly of the League of Nations on the 
13th December, 1920, is subject to ratification. Each power sh~.ll send 
its ratification to the secretary genera.l of the League of Nations; the 
latter shall take the necessary steps to notify such ratification to the 
.other signatory powers. The ratification shall be deposited in the 
archi>es of the secretariat of the League of Nations. 

The said protocol shall remain open for signature by the members of 
the League of Nations and by the states mentioned in the annex to the 
.covenant of the league. 

The statute of the court shall come into force as provided in the 
above-mentioned decision. 

Executed nt Geneva in a stngle copy, the French and English texts 
of which shall both be authentic. 

That is the agreement that some Senators are afraid of. 
That is the agreement that carries with it all these tremendous 
risks of wllich we have heard. 

Appended to it, as therein stated, and necessarily an integral 
part of it, is the statute or constitution of the court, to which 
reference is made. That statute consists of three chapters, the 
first dealing with the organization of the court-the number 
of judges, the method of their selection, and so forth ; the 
second with the competency of the court-that is to say, as it 
would be expre;::sed in the terminology . of our law, the juris
diction of the court ; and, third, procedure. One would scarcely 
el..rpect under the e titles to find provisions in the nature of 
obligations on the part of the signato1·y powers, nor does he, 
not even as to cau~es to be ubmitted to the court nor pro
ceedings looting to the enforcement of its judgment . I shall 
1.mclertak:e later a more compleb:~ nnalysis of the .. tatute. For 
the present purpose I remark that under it a signatory nation 
is at l1berty to submit any controversy in which it may be 
involved to the court. and it is equally at liberty not to submit, 
ju~'t as it sees fit. Article 36 of the statute pro"ficles that-

ters which the parties by treaty or convention may bave agre('ct 
shall be submitted to its arbitrament. Since the court began 
functioning ln 1922 a great number of treaties have been 
entered into containing stipulations to the effect that if there 
should arise any differences between the parties thereto either 
oy-er the con truction or interpretation of the same 'or the 
rights of the parties respectively under them or any of them 
the matters .in difference should be presented to the court fo~ 
adjudication And no inconsiderable number of case. thus far 
entertained by the court have come before it upon such stipula
tions. nut it will be ob en-ed that it is not by vii·tue of the 
protocol to which it is proposed the United States shall sub
scribe but pursuant to some other treaty between the parties 
tlutt a compulsory jurisdiction, if it may be so termed is as
sumed, the protocol simply vesting the court with auth~rity to 
hear ca~es arising under uch other treaties or conventions. 
The Uruted States has entered into no such treaty or com·en
tion. It may do so in the future, whether favorable or un
favorable action is taken on the resolution before us, and with 
exactly the same effect. 

The statute doe indeed provide that any nation signatory to 
the protoc_ol ~ay, on sub~cribing to it or at any time sub. equent 
thereto, bmd Itself by a separate undertaking to submit to the 
court any dispute with another falling under any one of four 
cla '.. e , namely : 

(a) The interpretation of a treaty. 
(b) Any question of international law. 
(c) The existence of any fact which if estaulished would 

constitute a breach of an international obligation. 
(d) The nature or e:\.'i:ent of the reparation to be made for 

the breach of an international obligation. 
The . und:rtaking ~ay be unconditional or upon condition 

of ~ec1proc1ty; t~at Is to ay, it shall be effective ollly as 
agam ~t other nu tions assuming the like obligation. It is not 
proposed that the United States shall subscribe to such separate 

tbe jurisdiction of the court comprises all cases which the parties convention. None of the great powers have done so sa ·e 
refer to it and all matters specially provideu for in treaties and con- France, which recently-a most commendable evidence of her 
veutions in force. pacifi~ <li pm;ition-ga_ve her adherence to this undertaking to 

The court accordingly has no jurisdiction to proceed in any submit any and all disputes of the character indicated whic.:h 
ra$e unle:s the parties have theretofore agr ed that it may de- may arise between her and any other nation to the abitrament 
termine thr :arne. 1.'he court, contrary to recklcs · tatements of the court, such other nation having similarly bound itself. 
widely published, bas no power, it is inve::;ted with no author- 1 But ~s stated, it is not propo ed that the United States do so ; 
itr ~hould the United State ~ allhere to the protocol, to hale that I , go a far as France-often charged with being mili
it. before the bur of tllat tribunal. It must come of its own taristically inclined-has willingly gone toward the pacific set-
volition or the court is impotent as to it. tlement of international controversies. 

In thi ~ ~·ituation lies the complete answer to the suggestion I hope that it has been made altogether clear that the I nite<l 
that, should we adhere to the protocol, the Monroe doctrine States remains perfectly free, ::;hould it become a ub ·c:riber to 
will co111e uefore the court or may come before the court for the protocol, as it is now free to ubmit or not to submit any 
adjudication. It will oni~- if the United States consent to cause, whatever its nature, to the court; and that it remains 
. t~bmit it not otherwi:.:e. It may e\en now be dealt with free, as it is now free, from any compulsory process the purpo~e 
liy the court if it is eoneeiYable that the Cnited States should of which is to bring it before the court. w·e obligate ourseh·es 
aj,:;ree to bring before it a ('ontro,ersy inYOl"fing that doctrine. neither to seek the court for the solution of any dispute we 
The authority of the court to deal with that or any other may ha\e with any other nation nor to go there with any L uch 
question will be in no manner affected by any action th~t on eitller the reque t or the demand of any other power. 
may ue taken in respect to the resolution ~efore us. It. IS What rcspon.::ibility do we assume with reference to judg
a serted, however, that the Monroe doctrme may be m- ment rendered IJy the court? What pledge do we make with 
vol\ed in a controYer ·y submitted by two other nations. If reference to any judgment that may be rendered a~ainst t11e 
so, those nations, IJein~ members of the league, may now sub- United States, as"uming we do agree in the .future to submit 
mit such a controversy to the court. 'l'he situation is not and do ach1ally submit a specific controversy to the comt for 
c.:llanged in the leust by our becomino- subscribers to the adjudication? Into what undertaking do we enter looking 
protocol. But it h; said that in that event we should be to the enforcement of judgments of the court in controversies 
morally bound to u11hold the judgment of the court. I con- 1 between other nations or in causes to which our country may be 
fe s I finu it impossible to understand what is meant by our a party? None; absolutely none in any case and for the very 
being morally bound when we have obligated our elves in I good reason that the statute makes no proYi 'ion whate-rer for 
no wa.Y to enforce the judgment of the court. If it hould the enforcement of the decrees of the court. It contemplates 
uow take cognizance of a c·ause and reuder an opinion in ' that when two self-respetting nations solemnly enter into a 
whit!h the Monroe doctrine came under review, we should be : compact to ubmit their differences to the court, actually do so, 
quite free to protest or take any other cour"e that might seem and the court renders its decision, it will be observed without 
to us j_ustifiable, and so we are equally free sho~ld we become 1 the necessity of resorting to compulsio;n of any kind. Is there 
sub::;cnber to the protocoL But, whatever pent we may be any among U" who doubts that the Uruted States would, under 
in should such a contingency arise, it is neither different nor such circumstances, come throug-h, however bitter the dose 
greater than that to which we haYe been ·ubject since we might be? Is it not revoltingl3· pharisaical on our part to 
subscribed to the treaty creating the old Hague court, the imagine that other nations would act a less honorable part 
Permanent Court of .Arbitration, in 1899, 26 years ago. Any than would our own? But whether they would or would not, 
two nations signatory to the treaty by which that court was it is no affair of ours. We bind oursel-re in no manner to 
created may ·ubmit to it such a suppositious controversy enforce or to assist in enforcing obetlience by a recalcitrant 
im·olving the Monroe doctrine. We were not alarmed in 1899 State. 
lest the Monroe doctrine should be shattered through a world Some critics of the court, a siduously searclling for reasons 
court. ·why should we now be timorous? The Monroe-doctrine or excuses for their oppo ·ition, profess t.o believe the effort 
argument is not an argument again. t the particular World represented by the e. tablishment of the tribunal under dis
Court under consideration, it is an argument against any cu · ion to be futile for the want of any proyision for coercing 
world court. obedience to its decrees. It is quite likely that the..:e same 

It will be noted from the jurisdictional clause quoted above critics would denounce any system that might be devised or 
that the court may bear not only any cau;·e which by special proposed through the ingenuity of juri, ts and tatesmen, the 
agreement the parties may lay before it but likewise ~ny mat- heirs of those who through the ages have struggled with the 

'. 
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i f th' h prestige and, thus, increase the number of voluntary sub-

problem of world peace. Caption· nnimadvers on ° 1~ c. ar- missions and render less likely resistance to its decisions. 
acter emanates from the hopele ·sly inveterate and reaction- 'l,he controversies that may come before the court are 
ary mind that oracularly declares there have always been limited not only by the requirement that the consent of the 
wars, and always will be, and cites Scripture .to support the parties be secured but by the character of such controversies. 
apothegm, from the military class. easily r_eac_lung the co~clu- It is only such as are dependent upon some question of law or 
sion that in the natural order they are m(hspensa!Jle, 1.rom mixed question of . law and fact with which the court may, 
the inconsiderable but . not uninfluential few who . pr?fit by or perhaps it is more accurate to say will, deal; controversies 
war and by preparation for war, either dire.ctly or mduectly, that are judicial in character, as it is expressed, rather than 
and by those outside the military professiOn, who. are ~n- political. Unfortunately most wars are the outgrowth of dis· 
amorecl of the pride, pomp, and circumstance of war m which putes, such as a court is not fitted to resolve and ought not to 
they may gloriously figure. . attempt to resolve. 

Our own history furnishes abundant ground for the belief By its very constitution as a court it is restricted to the 
that provisions for the enforcement _of the decrees ~f a worl.d consideration of such only as involve the determination of 
court, hearing only such controversies as ar~ submitted ~0 It questions of law or fact, and possibly the character and meas· 
by the voluntary action of the disputant nations, are entirely ure of reparation for a "Tong. The Spanish-American War, 
superfluous. The Supreme Court of the Pnited States. is in- for instance, had its origin in a controversy in no sense judi· 
vested with the power to hear and decide controver"Ie · be- cial-that is to say~ appropriate to trial by a court. The 
tween the States of the L'nion, a jurisdiction it has frequently War of 1812, on the contrary, sprang in the main from cau es 
exercised, hearing boundary controver:::ies alone to the number particularly appropriate for judicial consideration, whether 
of 23. No provision has ever been made by law for the en- Great Britain had the right under international law to board 
forcement of a judgment of that court in s?-ch cases, and yet American vessels and take from them deserting seamen owing 
its deci ·ion in any such has never been di ·regarded, ~hough her allegiance. If Spain should demand that Great Britain 
not infrequently the dispute has given rise t~ the most mtense vacate Gibraltar, it would give rise to a controversy purely 
feelinO' and bitter discussion in the contendmg States respec- political, assuming the demand was based on the view that 
tively~ Indeed, so powerfully did public opinion support such dominion over the rock was unjustly wrested from her. But 
adjudication a century and a quarter had passed before the court if Spain should contend that Great Britain had agreed by 
was confronted :eriou ly with the question of whether there treaty to surrender that sb·onghold or that, having acquired 
resided anywhere in the Federal Government the power to possession by virtue of a treaty by which the period of her 
enforce a judgment against a State PI'Onounced by the Su~ right to occupy was limited and that it had expired, the dis
preme Court, and though it then asserted that it was not t~us pute would be legal in character, to be determined by a study 
impotent, it did not point out ho"· it could make effective of the insh·ument, guided in its interpretation by well-estab
against a recusant State its judgment, and eventually a set~le- lished rules of law. 
men t was effected rendering it unnecessary to put the question China is demanding the abrogation of treaties in which she 
to actual test. was inveigled or forced to enter by which her right to exact 

l\ladison Ellsworth and Marshall all concurred in the view customs duties on imports was limited and the collection of 
that there' was not f~tmd and that there should not be in the the same reposed in certain foreign governments. If they re
Constitution any provision through which the Supreme .court fused to accede to her demands, a court could not help her, 
could enforce its mandate against a State. Perhaps If the however just might be her insi tence. The court must enforce 
crucial test had come in the early history of the court, when the law and the law is the treaty. Her quarrel is purely 
it was the object of no little su._ picion and much rancorous political. 
partisan criticism, the necessity for coercive authority would Some years ago the United States forbade pelagic sealing 
have become manife ·t; but not now, and so lo~g as the court in Bering Sea, the extermination of the Pribilof Islands herd 
shall maintain in the affections of the Am.el'lcan people the being threatened, and subjected to confiscation any ship en
place it holds and has earned by it record of usefulness and gaged in it. Our cutters seized Canadian, Japanese, and Rus
justice, no State will dare brave the opinion of our country shin sealing vessels operating contrary to the law. Their gov
b:r disobedience or dLregard of the judgments of the great ernments protested, insisting that our law violated their rights. 
t~ibunal which crowns our judicial sy tern. . · We urged that the Bering Sea was closed water and under our 

The Permanent Court of International Justice has made a exclusive jurisdiction, not open sea in which all nations have 
splendid beginning. So fair, so jut ?ave been. its ruling~ thus equal rights. We urged further that the home of the seals 
far that acquiescence has followed rn every rnstance without being on i lands owned by us, they were our property. The 
m·en protest and without criticism of consequence. controversy was purely legal, namely, Is the Bering Sea ter-

Perhaps I may be pardoned for reiterating that we bind our- ritorial water or a part of the open ocean? Is the United 
sel-res to nothing by subscribing to the protocol, as has been States the owner of the seals bred on i lands belonging to it 
demonstrated; neither does any other nation that has preceded in that sea? The controvet·sy was referred to arbitrator· who 
us as a signatory or that may come after us. It simply set up decided against us on both propositions. The contro-rer ·y con
a cowt to which the nations may resort, if they are so minded. tinued, however; we were not content to see the seals becom
If they prefer to settle their quarrels in the old way, in the way ing extinct, but it continued as a political controversy. We 
of beasts and savages, they may continue to do so. Yea, if could settle it only by war or by a treaty. A court could do 
any nation party to the quarrel insists upon appealing to the I nothing for us. Agreeably to our policy . we adjusted our dif
god of battles, if there be such ·a god, it may do so without ferences by a treaty with the nations most directly interested 
let or hindrance, so far as the court, the statute, or the protocol who shared our apprehensions as to the future of the herd. 
is concerned. It is not even pledged thereby not to let slip In Pearcy v. Stranahan (205 U. S. 257) it was held that 
the· dogs of war. Accordingly, the organization of the court whether the Isle of Pines is a part of the territory of Cuba 
is but a feeble, halting step toward the goal of the outlawry of or of the United States is a political question to be determined 
war, and yet there are those who would, if they could, re· by the executive department of the Government, not a judicial 
strain this great peace-loving Nation from giving to that step question to be decided by the courts. 
the countenance of its approval. The reasons advanced for The distinction between a justiciable and a nonjustieiable 
their opposition will become later the subject of review and controversy is made clear by the Mosul affair, on the nature 
comment. For the present my purpose is to point out how vain of which some comments in the press make it advi able to 
is the hope that through the establishment of the court war is dwell. 
to be abolished. The Lausanne trea,.ty brought about the dismemberment of 

The wildest expectation we may indulge in connection with Turkey, as a consequence of the war, following as a sequence 
it is that controversies between nations which, otherwise, would of that sanguinary conflict, registering the exactions of the 
be allowed to fester and irritate until their cumulative influ- allies with respect to that country as the Versailles treaty 
ence made war an inevitable sequence may be adjusted as they did in the case of Germany with which Turkey wa as ociated 
arise and thus armed conflict be averted. as a belligerent. The revolutionary spirit rife among the 

Reference has been made to a large class of treaties entered subjects of Turkey in Arabia and contiguous tenitory wa 
into since the war containing stipulations under which the stimulated by Great Britain during the war and on the assur
parties agree to bring before tile Permanent Court of Inter- ance of being giYen an independent government they flocked to 
national Justice any differences that may arise between them the standard of Allenby. 
under the same or under specific covenants thereof. The In redemption of this promise the Kingdom of Iraq was set 
treaties lately negotiated at Locarno bind the governments up by the treaty of Laus~nne UJ?-der the protectorate of Great 
concerned similarly, thus laying the basis for a broadened Britain. It was found unposSible, .howev~r, t? agree upon 
flctivity of the court that, wisely pursued, will add to its whether the Villayet of .Mosul, a reg10n taking Its name from 
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the principal town within it. baring oil-produring potentialitie , 
Rhould remain a part of Turkey or be included within the 
infant Kingdom of Iraq. By the treaty mentioned Turkey and 
Great Britain no-reed to allow the Council of the League of 
Nation to say where the line shonld be drawn. It need not be 
said that the di. pute was purely political, determinable by 
the application of no rul(;l of law, but rather by consideration 
of the desires of the people residing in the area in que. tion on 
the principle of elf-determination, on geocrraphical and topo
graphical fact on tran portation facilitic~, on economical ques
tions, and so forth. The council appointed a commis
~ion to inquire into the question aiderl by a study on 
the ground. That commis. ion con~isted of one Hungarian, a 
celebrated ~eographer; a Belgian, an international lawyer; 
and a , wedi"'h diplomat, the mE>mber fir, t mentioned a subject 
of a country allied with one party to the di put(', the econd 
of a country allied with another, and the third coming from a 
neuh·ai counh·y. The commis. ion reported recommE>nding that 
if Grent Britain would agree to accept a mandate for 25 year 
over the whole of Iraq. ~Io . ·lll should become a part of its 
territory; if not, it . houhl go to Turkey. That country then 
protested against action in conformity with the report or any 
other action not assented to by Turkey, a ·. erting in that con
nf'etion that Lord Curzon, Briti~h ForeiO'n Secretary, had 
as. erted that a under Article Y of the covenant Turkey would 
be entitled to representation on the council ad hoc and unanim
ity wa required, no determination could be arl'ind at not 
satisfactou to her. This ·dew being controverted before tile 
council it ' ubmitted to the court two inquirie ·, strictly legal, 
namely: 

(1) What i the character of the decision to be taken by the council 
in virtue of article 3, para«rapb 2, of the treat)· of Lau anne? Is it 
an arbitral award, a recommendation, or a simple mediation? 

(2) :\lust the deci:sion be unanimou or may it be taken by a rna· 
jo1·ity? May the repre entnth·es of the intere ted parties take part in 
the vote? 

To the ·e the court an wered : 
(1) That the •• deci..:-ion to be taken" by the Council of the League 

of Nation in virtue of article 3, paragraph 2, of the treaty of Lau
sanne, will be binding on the parties and "ill constitute a deflnith·c 
determination of the frontier between 'l'urkey and Iraq. 

(2) That the "decision to be taken" must b taken by a unanimous 
vote, the representatives of the parties taking part iu the voting, but 
their votes not being counted in ascertaining whether there is 
unanimity. 

It is offered in excuse for this detailed reference to the affair 
that among other gross mi.~l'epresentations concerning the 
court, appearing while the questions referred to were under 
con ideration, in editorials in a new paper read by most Mem
bers of the Senate, the tatement wa made that the court in 
que ·tion is not a court but an agency for the resolution of 
political questions, in support of which general assel"reration it 
wa a ~ erted that the court was then wrestling with the purely 
political problem of whether Mosul should go to Great Britain 
or to Turkey. 

I do not care whether that decision is right or whether it is 
wTong; the court was called upon to decide no political ques
tion whatever. 

Mr. BORAH. I did not contend that it was. 
~1r. W ALSII. The 'enator was telling us in connection 

with hi, remark about the 1\lo ul ca ·e about the court de
ciding all these multitudinous controver ie that will arise, 
politieal and otherwise, between the countries of Europe, 
leaving the irnpre sion that subscribed to the newspaper state
ment that the court wa giving 1\losnl to Great Britain. 

~\Ir. BORAH. Mr. President, the Senator and I have not 
disagreed at all with reference to the :llo ul matter, except for 
the fact that the enator does not seem to lay very much 
st1·e s upon the secret treaty uy which this territory was first 
divided. 

l\Ir. WALSH. Why honld I? 
Mr. BORAH. I do not know why the Senator should con

sider it. 
1\Ir. "lV ALSH. Of course that is good enough to talk about 

on the hustings; but we are talking about what the court did, 
what went to the court, anu what the court decided. 

1\Ir. DORAn. Exactly; and I do not disag1·ee with the 
Senator at all. 

l\lr. WALSH. I beg pardon; let me interrupt by saying 
that I have no doubt that secret treaties existed, and that 
before they went into this matter France and Great Britain 
had agreed to divide up this territory. 

l\Ir. BORAH. Exactly. 

Mr. W .ALSH. But how doe that affect the que tion as to 
what it was that went before the court, and what the court 
decided? 

l\Ir. BORAH. It affects it in this way-that they set out 
to carry out a ecret treaty. 

~lr. WALSH. Who set out? 
l\Ir. BORAH. The partie in interest; and in violation ot 

the agreement made by Lord Curzon with Turkey, by which 
Turkey was to take a place there and ubmit the matter to the 
council they finally arrived at the destination upon which they 
had first determined.. 

Mr. WALSH. Let me a k the Senator from Idaho, if be was 
a. member of that court, called upon to render a judicial deci
SIOn, whether he. would pay any attention to what it wa aUeged 
Lord Curzon sa1d or whether he wotlld apply the rule that a 
wri~ten contract can not be invalidated or changed by pu.rol 
testimony. 
. l\Ir. BO~A~. Bu.t. the court does not refer to that proposi

tiOn at all m Its ctec1 ton. If o, I have not seen it. 
Mr. WALSH. What difference does it make whether it does 

or not? 
1\lr. BORAH. It does make a difference. The court does not 

refer to that proposition. 
Mr. '' ALSH. • uppo"e it does not. I take it that if it is 

not mentioned the court did not refer to it uecans£' it was SQ 
plain, o indis1mtable, that it wa. not belie,·ed that even the 
Senator from Idaho would controvert the rule and its appltca-
bility. . 

l\11·. BORAH. Mr. President, the Senator can indulooe in 
remarks of that kind if he desires, but they have little~ r .. Je. 
Yancy here. The Senator from Idaho does not claim to be the 
lawyer that the Senator from Montana is, and I pay great 
deferen{'e to any judgment be may render upon any queation 
but here i. the proposition : ' 

Lord urzon entered into an understanding with the Turkish 
authorities by which tlJe Turki h authorities consented to take 
a place in the league for the purpo e of determining this matter. 
They went in upon the theory that their vote would be nef'es
sary in order to arrive at a final conclusion. There was no way 
by which the judgment could be made unanimous except by 
their consenting, and upon that theory they went in. There 
was no dinpute that Lord CUl·zon made the agreement. There 
wa no contention that that was not the understanding and 
the court refers to it not at all in any report I have see~. It 
did not undertake to say that it wa ·an oral af!reement in <.OB· 

travention of a written agreement, and o I think it did h·He 
an effect upon the , ituation. 

Mr. WALSH. I do not agree to that at all. I thlnk any 
self-respecting court would say: "'l.'bis Is a matter that we can 
not enter into at all." 

Mr. BORAH. If the court bad said: "This wa au ora l 
agreement in contravention of a written agreement, and there
fore we can not pay any attention to it," then I could under
stand perfectly the legal position of the court ; but the court 
does not refer to that at all. 

Mr. WALSH. It did not refer to it because it W!i not 
necessary. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield., 'l.'he 
court does refer to it, as you will see if you will read the whole 
opinion. The whole opinion is there. Lord Curzon's :;tate
ment was before the court. The court states that that state
ment was made in an offer of compromise which was rejected 
by Turkey, and that this treaty wa not signed until about 
two months afterwards; and it is stated in the opinion, as you 
will see if you will read the RECORD. It was all before the 
court, as the opinion shows. 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator from Virginia refreshes my i'ecol
lection on it. 

Mr. SWANSON. It is all there. 
Mr. BORAH. I have not seen the copy that the Senator has 

he1·e, but the copy which was made public and printed in the 
papers did not refer to it at all. 

:Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, the opinion 
was not published in full. A partisan statement of the opinion 
was published in the papers. Not satisfied with that, I had to 
telegraph to get the entire opinion, which I received about Ia ·t 
Friday, and asked to have it printed in the RECORD so that the 
matter could not be misrepresented or misunderstood. I will 
admit that what the Senator states is in accordance with the 
partisan statements given out by newspaper press associations 
antagonistic to Great Britain; but all thi matter--Lord Cur
zan's statement, the entire transaction-was con idered and a 
full, deliberate opinion rendered. 

I should like to say in this connection, too, that Great Britain 
insisted that there must be a. majority vote of the council and 
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Tm·key insisted that there must be a unanimous vote. she "tot
ing. 1.11ey con idered the various phase and portions of the 
co\enant of the league and reached the conclusion that the 
matter must be decided bv a unanimous vote of the 10 nations; 
that the 10 reputable, so;ereign, independent nations that con-
tituted the council must be unanimou. . Xext, Turkey insisted 

that their action was simply a matter of conciliation and media
tion; that they were not a deciding body, but a mediating body. 
They took the treaties and interpretE'd them and reached the 
conclusion that the council was a dedding body and ought to 
rE.'acb the decision that I have tatPd. 

Mr. BORAH. I have not found any fault with the decision 
of the court. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the decision of the court is all right, 
why bring in exti·allE.'ous matters to dil'cl·edit the com't? 

Mr. BORAH. I ha\e not brought in any extraneous matters 
to discredit the court. I was citing the proposition to the effect 
that the decision of the court against a nonmember of the 
league was sought to be enforced by the lE.'ague. That is the 
only contention I was making with reference to the hlo~ul case. 

Mr. SWANSON. But does not the Senator think that if 
'l'm·key agreed to submit the matter to the council under a 
treaty the council ought to consider what is wise. and reach a 
decision? 

The Senator speaks about Turkey being a nonmember of the 
league. Turkey became for the 1mrpose. of that dispute, if the 
Senator will permit me, a member of the league under article 
4; and on account of the fact that she wa a member, quoad 
that question she became a member of the league, a member of 
the council, and sat under article 4 as a member of the league 
and council as to that question. 

Mr. BORAH. You can not take that part of the agreement 
which brought Turkey into the league and refuse consideration 
of that part which brought her in--the Ourzon agreement. 

Mr. SWANSON. Oh, if the Senator will permit me, the cove
nant of the league provides that where there is a dispute be
tween meml.>ers of the league and nonmembers, they can be 
invited or by agreement can become members quoad that ques
tion. Turkey was sitting on the council and consequently wa 
practically a member of the league quoad that question. 

1\lr. BORAH. If you take into consideration the fact that 
she was on the council for that particular case you certainly 
would have to take into consideration the terms and conditions 
on which she became a member. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I want to direct the Senator's 
attention now to the matter in connection with which the 
Mosul incident became the subject of comment by him, namely, 
the enforcement by the league of a judgment of the court 
against a nonmember. Upon what authority does the Senator 
say that the court is going to send a military force against 
Turkey? 

Mr. BORAH. I never said that the court was going to; I 
said the league was going to. 

Mr. WALSH. The league? 
!{r. BORAH. All l ha.ve is the newspaper statements. 
Mr. WALSH. Of course that is all the Senator bas. 
l\1r. BORAH. Exactly. What else has the Senator? 
Mr. WALSH. The council has been in session and ha ad

journed. 
1\lr. BORAH. The matter is not settled yet 
Mr. WALSH. It is not settled; but the council has been in 

session and the council has adjourned. 
Mr. BORAH. And it can .convene again at any time it 

wants to. 
l\Ir. WALSH. Why, of course it can convene again ; but how 

does the Senator know what the council will do? 
1\Ir. BORAH. As I say, all I know ls what the press dis

patches say. 
Mr. WALSH. The press dispatches tell the Senator what 

the council is going to do, do ·they? 
Mr. BORAH. They reported what the councll had before 

them and the propositions which they were considering, and 
one of the propositions which they had before . them and were 
considering was the enforcement of this judgment. 

Mr. WALSH. Well, they did not do it. 
Mr. BORAH. They have not done it yet; no. The matter 

is not settled yet. 
Mr. WALSH. So we can not really accept the proposition 

that the League of Nations is going to send an armed force to 
enforce this judgment. 

Mr. BORAH. No; but we can accept what I said, and that is 
that the nations concerned agreed upon a program by which 
1t was to be enforced by military power. 

LA."VII-69 

'Mr. W AIASII. Yes; but the Senator was di. cus~ing the en
forcement of the decree of the court. 

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. 
Mr. WALSH. And he was endea-voring to establish that the 

decrees of the court are enforced, and he was obliged to . ay 
t~~ the <letroo of the court are enforced by the League of 
Natlo,ns, not by the comt; and he undertook to quote from a 
new~pape~ repo_rt as to what the council was going to do, when 
t?e c?unc1l adJourned without doing anything. That is the 
situation. 

. Mr. BORAH. But the question is not yet settled. The coun
cil c:au convene at any time, and will do so ·when occa ion 
rcqmres. 

Mr. W A.LSH. Certainly. 
Mr. BORAH. And the nations concerned, according to the 

~eport, ha-ve agreed that they will pool their military intere t , 
If necessary, to enforce that judgment. 

Mr. W ALSll. What nations have agreed to that? 
Mr. BORAH. Great Britain and Belgium and France and 

other nations concerned. 
Mr. W ~SH. Of course, the Senator perfectly understands 

that. that Is propaganda sent out to induce Turkey to accede to 
tbe JUdgment. 

1\Ir. BORAH. Oh, no ; I do not PE.'rfectly understand it. 
Mr. '\V ALSH. I do, if the Senator doe not. 
1\lr. BORAH. How does the Senator know that it is propa-

ganda'? 
Mr. W ALSII. That is my judgment about it. 
Mr. BORAH. Exactly. And that is all it is. 
Mr. WALSH. Just the same as the Senator's judgment is 

!hat. the council i going to proceed a the new papers pretlict 
lt Will, 

Mr. BORAH. No; Mr. President, I did not exercise any judg
ment. _I quoted what. purported to be a fact, repre en ted by 
responsible news agencies to be a fact, that a certain agreement 
and understanding had been arrived at upon the theory that the _ 
league would enforce the judgment. It was not my judgment. 
It wa the statement of a fact reported by a responsible party. 

Mr. WALSH. I think we understand the situation now. 
. ~h~ court .has n~-ver bet>n asked to deal with any but 
JUdicial questions; It has ne-ver attempted to do so and it 
ha~ no authority to entertain any other. That it i~ so re· 
str1cted is beyond serious question. A tribunal might be called 
a court and yet be invested with authority other than judicial, 
but unless expressly so clothed it follows from its name that it 
has judicial powers only. Blackstone says that-

Courts of justice are instituted to protect the weak from the insults 
of the strong by expounding and enforcing tho ·e law by which rights 
are defined and wrong prohibited. 

And again: 
The function of a court is to examine the truth ot the fact and to 

determine the law upon that fact. 

Mr. President, a display on the part of the people of the 
United States of confidence in the rectitude of the court such 
as would be implied in the adoption of the re olution before 
u , would contl'ibute naturally to its prestige stimulate the 
submission of controvei ies to it, and prom~te the readier 
acceptance of its decisions. That is why some people oppose 
the resolution ; they are chagrined at the success of the court 
for no reason except that it had ·its origin in the League of 
Nations. If, however, there be cautious or timid souls who 
withhold their support of the court because the statute makes 
no provision for enforcing its decrees, they may be reassured 
by the fact that the League of Nations, under provisions of 
the co\enant, may constrain its members, if constraint be nec
essary to observe, a featm·e, however, which need not here be 
discussed, seeing that the United States is not a member of 
the league, and consequently not amenable to the covenant to 
obser-ve which members of the league-comprising some 55 
nations, including all great powers save this Republic, Germany, 
and Russia-have bound themselves. In all reasonable proba
bility Germany will join and leave us isolated except for the 
companionship of the so-viet state and a few ~thers of minor 
consequence. 

Note that by these definitions the court must decide ca es 
before it upon the law, not upon political considerations. This 
idea is tersely expressed by the Supreme Court of the State of 
Illinois as follows : 

The province of a court is to declare the law and to apply it to con
troversies before 1t by some appropriate proceeding. 

It is believed that no different conception of a court is enter
tained by any enlightened nation. .It is alike the view of the 
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·Roman and the English law. Dut,we are not left to any doubt
ful inference from the fact that the tribunal is called a court. 
The history back of its organization demonstrates that it is 
in fact such. Certainly since the calling of the First Hague 
Conference in 1 99, if not long before, the institution of a tri
bunal for the re olution of disputes between nations justiciable 
in character on the basis of law and not of political expediency 
or haphazard choice has been a li-ve question before institutea 
of international law and the prolific subject of discussion at 
mE:>etings of such association. •, and in the secular press as well 
as law journals. Our representatives at the Second Hague Con
ference were specially enjoined by the then Secretary of State, 
Bon. Elihu Root, to urge upon it that steps be taken for the 
establishment of such a tribunal, which was to supplement, not 
to supplant, the Permanent Court of International Ar?itra
tion ~et up by the first of The Hague conferences. The Wisdom 
of such a cour8e was well-nigh univer ally recognized, but it 
was found impossible to agree upon the method of selecting the 
jutlges of the international court. Notwithstanding, a plan 
wa. drawn up for such a court bearing a striking resemblance 
to the statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
to be submitted to the nations interested whenever in the future 
an agreement should be reached on how the judges should be 
cho. en. State men and international lawyers of renown as
sembled at Paris at the Peace Conference following the ces
sation of hostilities in the great World War harbored the hope 
that the work of that conference would be crowned by the 
establishment of such a court. Italy actually pre ented a plan 
for such an institution. Some of the advisers of the American 
delegation were insistent upon having incorporated in the 
treaty a statute ba ed upon the work of the Second Hague Con
ference, heretofore referred to, for a world court of justice to 
take cognizance of justiciable disputes between nations, and 
came away disappointed, if not chagrined and resentful, that 
that com· e was not pursued. Ex-Senator Root criticized the 
original draft severely because of its omission in that regard. 

The task of dividing up the territories of the vanquished 
powers and organizing new states through which the power 
of their late foes would be curbed proved so engrossing to the 
representatives of the Allies that they wisely, as I think, while 
recognizing the need of an international court, made provision 
for more deliberate consideration of the details of the proposal 
later on. President Wilson, skeptical as he was of the inter
position of lawyers in any attempt to adjust international 
controversies, fell in readily with that idea. It was a happy 
thought. The atmosphere was anything but congenial, sur
charged as it was with the fierce passions engendered by the 
war, and reeking with the selfish schemes of multitudes who 
had no thought but that to the victors belong the spoils. So 
the peacemakers-God save the mark-having created a purely 
political institution the League of Nations, for the adjustment 
of differences between nations, charged it with the duty of 
setting up a Permanent Court of International Justice, and 
while Article XIY of the covenant of the league provides that 
the court so to be established should have jurisdiction of any 
controversy the parties may agree to submit to it, there can be 
no doubt that it was not intended that it should take cogni
zance of political controversies, the league itself being quite 
appropriate to the settlement of such and equally inappro
priate to the settlement of those justiciable in character. And 
the same general language in the statute must be understood 
in the sa.me resh·icted sense. So Justice Baldwin, for the 
Supreme Com·t of the United States, pointed out in Rhode 
I sland v. Massachusetts that " though the Con!'titution does 
not in terms extend the judicial power to all controversies 
between two or more States, yet it in terms excludes none 
whatever may be their nature or subject." Nevertheless, the 
cour t can not take cognizance of a dispute between States 
political in character rather than juridical. 

The further history of the effort leading up to the organiza
tion of the Permanent Court of International Justice, to which 
reference will be made later, leaves no room for doubt that the 
distinguished lawyers who collaborated in the preparation and 
perfection of the statute and the eminent statesmen who re
viewed their work and submitted the completed constitution of 
the court for the approval of the powers understood the gen
eral language of the grant of jurisdiction to be subject to the 
restriction heretofore indicated. Accordingly, it was provided 
therein that the judges of the court " should possess qualifica
tions required in their respective countries fo1· appointment to 
the highest judicial offices," or that they slwu.ld be "juris
con;~ults of recognized competence in international law." They 
went further and provided that in the determination of causes 
before them they should apply: 

1. International conventions, whether general or pnrticulo.r, t:-~tab
Ushlng rules expressly recognized by the contesting state . 

2. International custom, as evidence of a general practice accepted 
as law. 

3. 1.'he general principles of law recognized by civilized nations. 
4. Subject to the provisions of article 59, judicial decisions and the 

teachings of the most highly qualified publicists of the various na
tions, as subsidiary means for the determination of rules of law. 

Inasmuch as the rule by which the court is so goyerned is 
wholly inapplicable to the resolution of controversies political 
in character an'd entirely appropriate to determination of justi
ciable disputes, it is necessarily restricted to the consideration 
of the latter class. 

I~ is said, howe-rer, that the \ery article last abo-re quoted, 
article 38, \ests the comt with the power to entertain political 
disputes. It reads : 

This provision shall not prejudice the power of the court to decid 
a case ex aequo et bono, if tl1e parties agree thereto. 

Such a contention would not be seriously ad-ranced by anyone 
familiar with the terminology of the law. If there i any one 
proposition lliat is settled in American or Engli h law it is 
that com·ts have no power to determine political controversies. 
Yet under both relief is granted to which a party may appear 
to be entitled ex aequo et bono. The elementary works teach 
that the action for money had and received lies for money 
which ex aequo et bono the defendant should refund. The 
e:\.rpression simply means " in equity and good con ·cience " or 
"in justice and good dealing." (Bouvier.) Boal'ds of arbitra
tion, which, as. stated in Blood v. nate· (31 \t 147-150), are 
not court ·, decide ex aequo et bono. When the Duke appealed 
to the Jew to forgiye to Antonia a moiety of the principal of 
the debt, "gla.ncing an eye of pity on his lo ·ses," he a~ked leave 
to decide the case before him ex aequo et bono. The commis
sions of foreign lands coming to our Capital to adjust the loans 
made of the United States dm'ing and immediately subsequent 
to the war urged that ex aequo et bono they should be relicyed 
in part from their obligation. The clause in question does not 
expand the jurisdiction of the court. 
It merely relieves it of the obligation felt by the " strirt 

court of Venice" to follow the law, however harsh may 
be the judgment to which it leads The parties may, if 
they see fit to do so, unite its hands. Perhaps the news
paper reporter, presumably trnlearned in the law, may be e-x
cused for raising a hue and cry against the court as a polit
icnl organ and not a court being empowered to decide ex 
aequo et bono if the parties, not the League of Nation , su 
stipulate. One is shrewdly led to suspect, however, that biF; 
observations were inspired by some one who knows better and 
by some one who lmows that 25 years ago we joined in setting 
up the Permanent Court of International Arbitration, the 
tribunal generally refeiTed to in the past as The Hague court, 
which not only has power to decide causes which may be sub
mitted to it (unless the parties stipulate otherwise) ex aequo 
et bono, but may entertain causes which are nonjusticiable
that is, political in character-as well as those pre ·enting legal 
questions only. It was that the latter ·might be segregated tllat 
the effort was made at the Second Hague Conference to set u11 a 
purely judicial body. 

I am not to be understood that though a court has no power 
to decide political contro\·ersies courts are never actuated by 
political co_nsiderations. Everyone agrees that when they do 
they violate their oaths and disgrace their offices. 'rhe only 
guaranty there is against such transgressions is in the charac
ter of the men elevated to the bench and in a wholesome public 
opinion that sustains the righteous and condemns the unjust 
judge. Whether we may safely confide in the rectitude of the 
men now constituting or likely hereafter to constitute the Per
manent Court of International Justice is reserved for con
sideration later. 

Let me repeat, though it be damned iteration, that we under
take nothing by adhering to the protocol; that we acquire no 
rights we do no.t now enjoy; that the court can hear no cause 
to which we or any other nation are a party except by consent; 
and that it can hear no dispute between nations that is political 
in character, the kind that is most fruitful of wars. 

I now address myself to the relationship between the court 
and the league. Despite any objection to the pending re olu
tion heretofore considered or others less tenable hereafter to 
be canvassed, there is but one real ground of opposition, 
namely, that the court was instituted on the initiation of the 
league, which may secure some access of prestige by our in
dorsement of its off~pring. The two institutiou~-the league 
and the_ court-while they are associated, are built and re t 
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upon two separate treaties, the former upon the treaty of 
Versailles, promulgated June 28, 1919, of which the covenant 
o.f the league is the initial article, and the other upo~ the 
protocol of signature of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice, bearing date December 16, 1920, a separate treaty 
altogether. The court is organized and it functions by virtue 
of no provisions in the treaty of Versailles, but by virtue of 
its own statute or con titution, to which life is given by the 
treaty (protocol) of December 16, 1920. 

The treaty of Versailles and the statesmen responsible for it 
recognized the desirability of an international court of justice 
to which justiciable controversies might go, just as the states
men assembled at The Hague conference recognized the wisdom 
of the creation of a similar tribunal supplementary to -tlle 
Permanent Court of Arbitration, which they had set up, seeing 
that it might entertain controversies of a political character. 
The coy-enant of the League of Nations will be searched in vain 
for any provision telling how the court of justice contemplated 
by it sllould be organized, and the provision concerning the 
jurisdiction it should have, as set forth in Article XIV of the 
covenant, heretofore quoted, must, as will hereafter be shown, 
be con idered only as in the nature of a 1·ecommendation to 
the council of the league, which was charged with the prepara
tion of a draft of a constitution or statute for such a court. 
The only authority conferred upon the league or any branch of 
the league by the covenant was to draw up and submit, not to 
the league for its approval and adoption, but to the members of 
the league, to the several states comprising it, a new treat~ 
setting up the court being contemplated, as was in effect sub
sequently entered into. I deem it important that the terms of 
Article XIV be kept in mind u,nd accordingly reproduce it 
here. It reads : 

Tbe couucil sball formulate and submit to tbe members of tbe leagu.e 
for adoption plans for the estabUshment of a permanent court of inter· 
national justice. The court shall be competent to hear and determine 
an3· dispute of an international character which tbe parties thereto 
submit to it. The court may also give an adnsory opinion upon any 
dispute or question referred to it by tbe council or b.r the assembly. 

I repeat that the court looks to the protocol and the accom
panying statute for its powers and procedure, and not to the 
covenant. It is the former alone to which we are asked to 
subscribe. The statute or constitution of the court was, 
indeed, after having been drafted by a committee of eminent 
jurists, as hereafter told, and amended by the action of both 
branches of the league, submitted for the signature of the 
nations interested, but it became effective only by virtue of 
the signatures to the protocol submitting it. The situation 
would have been in no respect di:fferent had some institute 
of international law drafted the statute and caused to be 
opened up negotiations as a result of which the protocol was 
signed by governments fn sufficient number to bring the court 
into being. I am sure that no Senator who believes a 
'Vorld Court to be desirable will avow, however he may feel, 
any antipathy to the one now functioning because the statute 
was drafted by or under the auspices of the league any more 
than if it was drafted by the American Society of Interna
tional Law. What difference does it make to us by whom it 
was drafted if there is no valid objection to the instrument 
itself, or none of such weight as ought to cause its rejection? 
In due course I shall attempt a critical analysis of the stat
ute, but for the present I am concerned only in the question 
of how intimately it is associated with the league. 

The council, proceeding to the task imposed upon it by 
Article XIV, recognizing that its members were politicians 
rather than international lawyers, called to its aid a com
mittee of eminent jurisconsults to prepare a draft of a stat
ute. It disregarded the fact that the United States had 
rejected the treaty of Versailles as well as the covenant and 
requested Hon. Elihu Root to serve on the committee. He 
accepted the inntation and rendered conspicuous service in 
its work. He had long been associated fn the effort to estab
lish a court . of justice before which causes appropriate for 
judicial determination might be heard and decided upon the 
law rather than upon consideration of political expediency. 
He had, as heretofore stated, as Secretary of State, eloquently 
impressed upon our delegates to the Second Hague Conference 
.the urgent necessity for such a tribunal and charged them 
with the duty of securing, if possible, the establishment of it 
as an achievement of the conference. It would be meaning
less here to recite the qualifications individually of the other 
members of the committee. Suffice it to say that they we1·e 
all eminent in the field of international law. Most of them 
had heeu in one way or another associated with earlier efforts 
to establi-;h a court such as that whose foundation they were 

now called upon. to bulld. Like the convention which framed 
our Constitution, the committee did not regard the limitations 
on ita work which the call under which it assembled sought 
to impose. 

Article XIV, it will be remembered, proposed a plan which 
was to be submitted for tbe approval only of the members of 
the league. The committee reported one to he submitted not 
only to the members of the league for approval and signature 
but to states mentioned in the annex to the coy-enant, whether 
members of the league or not, including the United States. 
Article XIV provided that the court should be competent to 
hear any dispute of an international character, which would 
of course, include controversies between a state and a citize~ 
of another state, or pos8ibly suits between individuals present
ing a question of international law. The committee draft 
restricted causes that might be brought before the court to 
th~se between states or members of the league, thus opening 
the way to the court for members of the British Empire, quite 
likely again. t even the "parent" country. It gave to the court 
compulsory jurisdiction over four classes of cases, covering 
substantially the whole :field of justiciable controversies while 
Article XIV contemplated that it should have jurisdicti~n only 
of causes voluntarily submitted. In at lea t three important 
particulars the draft reported by the committee differed in re
spect to the jm·isdiction the court should have from the outline 
found in Article XIV. The draft of the tatute accompanying 
the report of the committee was subjected to the scrutiny of 
both tbe council and the assembly of the League of Nations, 
by which it was amended, without disturbing its general frame
worK, the most important change being that the compul~ory 
jurisdiction feature was eliminated, and instead the signatory 
nations were accorded an option to subscribe to the compulsory 
jurisdiction or not, as they saw :fit. 

It was a source of great disappointment to many of the 
ard.ent friends of the judicial settlement of international dis
putes that the nations, and particularly the great powers, were 
unwilling to agree to submit to the court all justiciable con
troversies in which they should be involved, and the failure in 
that respect is not infrequently urged in the United States in 
criticism of the statute and the court, as a rule emanating from 
the very persons who would most loudly protest were it possible 
under the statute to summon this Nation to answer nolens 
volens before any world court. 

As heretofore stated, 23 nations in all have signed the op
tional clause giving the court compulsory jurisdiction France 
among them, but no other leading nation has, and it is' not pro
posed that the United States shall. 

By another important change made by the two branches of 
the league the court was given jm·isdiction to hear "all mat
ters specially provided for in treaties and conventions in 
force." This has proven a fruitful som·ce of activity for the 
court. Not only the Versailles treaty, but not less than 20 nego
tiated since contain stipulations requiring controversies an s
ing under specific provisions of such treaties to be submitted 
to the court for resolution. As so finally perfected it was 
appended to the protocol of signature and became the vital 
part of a new treaty between the nations signatory to it. It 
is accordingly tQ the statute of the court one must look for 
the jurisdiction it may exercise, not to the covenant of the 
League of Nations or to the Versailles b·eaty. I repeat .the 
court is not a creattll'e of the covenant or of the Versailles 
treaty, but of the protocol to which the pending resolution pro
poses the United States shall subscribe and to the protocol 
only, a treaty which came into existence in l920, 18 mouths 
after the Versailles treaty and after the League of. Nations had 
been launched. • 

By the statute the council and the assembly of the league are 
constituted electoral bodies by which the judges of the court are 
chosen, one of the conditions upon which the United States sub
scribes to the protocol, as set forth in the resolution before us, 
being that when those bodies are engaged in making a choice 
the United States shall be entitled to participate. We attend 
when that business is befor~ either body; we retire when it is 
finished. We participate in none of its deliberations or proceed
ings save such as relate to the choice of judges. 

When the committee of jurists set about the task for which 
it was assembled, it faced the rock upon which the Second 
Hague Conference split in its effort to set up an international 
judicial tribunal, namely the method by which the judges were 
to be selected. The great powers balked at the application of 
the principle of equality in the choice. They asserted that it 
was absurd that Honduras or Liberia should have the same 
voice as Great Britain or the United States, and they pro
tested that a majority of small F;tate. , representing only a 
":!mall fraction of the people of the world, might imp<>se upon 
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the powers a candidate unacceptable to some or all of them, 
The genius of Mr. noot came to the rescue. He proposed that 
the jud"'es be elected by the couneH nnd the assembly of the 
lea;ue, '"'a majority of both branches being requisite for a 
choice. . 

It will be recalled that all members of the league, 55 m 
number the great and the small, are equally repre..;ented in 
the as;embly, the great powers only in the council, 10 in 
number, 4 permanently-Great Britain, Italy, France, and 
Japan-and the others selected annually by the assembly. The 
idea secured acceptance without serious opposition, was car· 
ried into the completed draft, and is now a feature of the 
statute. 'l'he principle of this solution must command uni· 
yersal apprm·al-that is, the making of the choice by two 
electoral bodies, one in which all or substantially all of the 
nations shall be repre ented, the other in which only the lead· 
iug powers shall be represented. 

It will ue borne in mind that the committee of jurists who 
propo~ed this plan was comprised of men most of whom hnd 
been struggling for year with the problem then before them. 
None of them had the ingenuity to devise any plan which even 
he him:elf thought better. No one on this side of the water 
has ventured seriously to propose anything different in prin· 
ciplc. Two distinguished members of this body, impressed with 
the antagonism arou ·ed against the league and yielding to a 
desire to accommodate themselves to it, proposed in substance 
the election of judges not by the council and the assembly of 
the league but by two electoral bodies which for convenience 
may be denominated A and B, A being constituted substan· 
tially as is the assembly of the league, of representative~ of 
all nations signatory to the protocol, and B of representatives 
of certain leading powers identical with or approaching iden· 
tii.y to those having membership in the council, a device which 
avoided the hated name of the lertgue but left the substance 
of the machinery for the election in every material particular 
unchanged. 

The idea of proposing to the 50 nations, approximately, that 
ha \'C already subscribed to the protocol that the statute be so 
amended that electoral bodies quite identical in their com
position be set up merely to appease a sentiment eventually 
appeared e\en to its~proponents so preposterous that it is 
understood they now both concur in the wisdom of the arrange
ment wrought out so happily by the committee of jurists on 
the initiative of the distinguished member from America. The 
committee found at hand a world organir.ation convenient for 
its purpose and made it an agency to accomplish the end that 
had theretofore been unattainable. 

In the same way when it came to making provision for the 
payment of the saiaries of the judges and meeting the other 
expenses of the court, use was made of the league treasury to 
which the 55 nations being members of that organization con
tribute upon a plan worked out on a basis deemed by them to 
be equitable, each paying in the same proportion as it does 
to the treasury of the International Postal Union. So it was 
agreed that out of the fund so assembled the expenses of 
maintaining the court should be met. 

It may be sufficiently accurate for ordinary purposes to say 
that the judges of the court are elected by the league and paid 
by the league, but the actual facts are that the money comes 
from the members of the league, except for inconsequential 
state· identical with the states signatory to the protocol, and 
that the electors of the judges are representatives of the same 
states. This tendency to utilize the machinery of the league 
to accomplish ends in which all nations are interested, social, 
humanitarian, sanitary, and the like, grows with the passing 
years. 

Whatever problem faces the world requiring concert of 
action, the idea immediately presents itself to those countries 
having membership in the league to utilize it. Why set up a 
multiplicity of independent organlzationR through which all 
nations may work for the suppression of the trafllc in opium, 
in women and children, in circulation of obscene literature, 
the traffic in arms, or for the codification of international law? 
So reason the advocates of efficient means for the betterment 
of mankind, not affected with a settled hatred of the league. 
It has come to such a pass that the United States must work 
with the league in such fields as those mentioned or have no 
part whatever in them. Fortunately the Department of State 
has come to realize the alternative which confronts us in that 
regard and the ignominy of holding aloof from such world 
movements, with the result that the repugnance once so dis
tinctly in evidence of associating with that organization in any 
enterprise, however commendable, is fading away, a subject to 
be dwelt upon later. 

In one other particular the statute associates the court with 
the league. A controversy was precipitated b~re tl:le jurists' 

committee over the number of judges of which the court should 
be composed, another phase of the confiict between the few 
great powers and the many small states, the latter apprehensive 
that with a very limited number of judges no citizen of any of 
them would ever be chosen. The result was a compromisa on 
11, with a provision that the number might at any time be 
increased to 15 on tlle proposal of the council of the league, 
concurred in by the assembly-that is, by the concurrence of 
all of the powers and of the leading powers. That, I may say, 
notwithstanding any assertion to the contrary, 1s the only case 
in which the council or the assembly can modify the statute 
of the court in any particular whatever. They can increase 
the number of judges from 11 to 15. With substantial accu
racy it may be said that the only relation between the court 
and the league is that the judges are chosen by the council 
and the assembly and paid out of the treasury of the league. 

Among many perfectly reckless statements made in opposi
tion to the resolution before the Senate it is asserted that by 
reason of this arrangement the court is controlled by or more 
or less under the domination or influence of the league. In 
the first place, the league, as such, has no controversies before 
the court, and can, under the statute, have none. It can neither 
be a suitor nor a party before the court. The controversies 
there heard are between states which may or may not be mem
bers of the league. It has never been heard, by counsel or other
wise, before the court in connection with any decision or opin
ion, for that matter, the court has been called upon to render. 
It has no interest in any such opinion or deci ion, however 
profound may be the interest of any individual members. Even 
in the matter of advisory opinions, to be the subject of some 
extended comment in a later tiddress, the conclusion at which 
the court arrives is a matter of perfect indifference to the 
league as such. Such opinions are requested in connection with 
some pending or potential controversy with which the league 
is or may be called upon to deal. The views expre sed by the 
court may be of immense concern to certain nations members of 
the league, but the organization itself must ordinarily, if not 
always, be entirely indifferent as to the result. 

In the case of the matter on which the court was last asked 
tor an advisory opinion, namely, whether the league was em· 
powered by the convention between Turkey and Great Britain 
to make such an adjustment as the commission appointed by 
the league recommended, those two countries were deeply in· 
terested in the outcome, but it would have been wholly im
proper in the league to take sides, and it is inconceivable that 
it should take sides and endeavor either openly or. secretly to 
influence or control the court in its decision. Regardless of 
that consideration which ought to dispose of the contention it 
is unthinkable that the league should in any wise control the 
action of the court, even if it desired to do so simply because 
it, so to speak, elects the judges and pays them. If it is to be 
assumed that the men so elevated, chosen as judges of the most 
august tribunal in the world, will or may be influenced by 
dread of defeat through the machinations of the league should 
they aspire to a second election, or that their pay may be 
stopped if they rule contrary to what is expected of them by 
that organization, the idea of the organization of any kind of 
a world court may as well be abandoned. Except a life tenure 
shall be granted the same peril is inherent in any plan for 
a world court, and the disturbing infiuence of the salary would 
remain under almost any that could be devised. 

But why indulge in any such outrageous assumption or 
supposition? It is quite likely that under any other plan for 
a world court, had such been successfully set on foot, most of · 
the men now sitting as judges of the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice would have been chosen as members of the 
com·t so set up. In all probability some of them at least would 
be, and there is no reason for believing that the others would 
be men of higher character. The argument is an argument, 
as many others put forward are, not against this pat·tlcular 
World Court but against any world court. 

A sudden admiration has been developed among opponents ot 
adherence for a Third Hague Conference to establish a. world 
court. But it tried once and failed, and failed because no one 
had thought, apparently, of a plan in principle like that devel
oped by the jurists' committee for the selection of the judges. 
Assuming the nations now supporting the court were willing to 
scrap it n.nd join in setting up another, would the judges be 
free from temptations of the character indicated to which the 
members of the court now functioning are subject? If we in
dulge such ungenerous and unjust suspicions about the judges 
of any possible world court, of course we should hold aloof 
from any and let the world go hang. 

But who are these judges who are subject to the domination, 
the control, or the influence of the league upon the considera-

I 
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tions canvassed or any others? Certainly not John Bassett 
Moore. Not even the most uncompromising irreconcilable will 
dare assert that in the discharge of his duties he ever has been 
or ever will be swayed by any improper influence or unworthy 
motive. Had the present Chief Justice of the United States or 
his predecessor been selected as one of the judges of the Per
manent Court of International Justice, or any man at the Ameri
can bar whose name might be seriously considered in connection 
with the place, would any doubt trouble the mind of any citi
zen of this country about him? Yet some of us are ungenerous 
and unjust enough to suspect that judges coming from other 
nations would be less scrupulous than one owing allegiance to 
the United States; that while our State Department would not 
venture to insult him by expressing any desire it might have 
touching any controversy before the court, except publicly at its 
bar in the presence of the court, the foreign office-of any other 
nation would not hesitate to approach privately and improperly 
a judge being a national of such country, or that without sug
gestion from that source his decision would be in conformity 
with its intere ts and desires. Such a pharasaical attitude I 

- am proud to say finds a very limited indorsement among the 
American people. I protest that the League of Nations does 
not and will not, and in the nature of things can not, control or 
influence the decisions or opinions of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. 

The purpose of this address was to make clear that the court 
rests on its own bottom, that it has its foundation not in the 
treaty of Versailles or in the covenant of the League of Nations, 
but is built upon a separate treaty we are asked to approve, 
promulgated December 16, 1920; that by that treaty we assume 
no obligations whatever, either u.nder the Versailles treaty or 
the covenant of the League of Nations or otherwise; that our 
status toward the league is in no wise affected by adherence 
contemplated by the pending resolution; that we acquire no 
l'ights by adhering and incur no risk of any kind; that the idea 
that all controversies between nations likely to lead to war will 
go before the court, and that it with our support will usher in an 
era of perpetual peace is a delusion, the fact being that by 
adhering to the protocol we ta.lrn but a feeble, halting step in the 
direction of promoting world peace, as said by a Frenchman, 
a polite gesture. Staggering as it may seem, t~ere are those 
who maintain we should not even make a gesture toward coop
eration to that end. 

Baving tried to make clear what the court is not, I shall 1ri 
a later address tell what the court is, how it is constituted, and 

· how it functions, and in another I shall endeavor to meet some 
of the more commo]l objections to our giving it the moral sup
port of this Nation, whose people are haters of war .and pas
sionately attached to the cause of peace. I have failed in my · 

-purpose if I have not demonstrated that the league and the 
court are different institutions, acting in entire independence of 
each other, that there Is occasion neither for hopes nor fears 
that we are going in or are getting into the league by subscrib-

. ing to the protocol ; that all either the friends of the league 
may hope from action favorable on the resolution or its foes 
fear is that it would be evidence that the insensate hatred of 
the league undergoing progressive amelioration was in its de· 
cline and that the time is approaching when dispassionate con
sideration may be given to the relation our country should bear 
to that organization through which the nations generally find 
1t most convenient to deal with problems vitally affecting the 
welfare of their own people respectively, a satisfactory solution 
of which requires concurrent action on the par.t of all of them. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The Senate resumed its legislative session . . 
.• 

DEBT SE'l"TLEMENTS WITH FRANCE .AND ITALY--cORRECTION 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I notice an error In the dlfter
ent leading papers of the country in articles giving an account 
of what I stated in the discussion on the debt of Italy and 
France. The newspapers state that I made this statement: 

What happened when the Calllaux committee came over here and 
made a gesture of a settlement? At that time the franc waB about 
12%, cents. I made the statement then 1n conference that unless a 

·- settlement were made there would be but one result, that their finan
cial affairs would be unbalanced and unsafe and that the tranc would 
decline. 

Of course that ls an error on the part of the press report
ers. What I did say was this: 

What happened when the Parmentier commission came over here 
and made a gesture of a settlement! At that time the franc was at 
about 12%, cents. 

In other words, I do not want it understood by the Ameri
can people that I said that Mr. Caillaux stated that the 
French people did not intend to pay, or virtually repudiated 
their obligation. I did, however, say that Mr. Parmentier, 
when he was here in 1922, made a statement before the com
mission that France did not consider that she owed America 
anything. Of course the very fact that the franc is not 12%, 
cents to-day, and was not when Mr. Caillaux came over, goes 
to show that the error was made in the papers, and the REOORD 
so shows. 

I did not want llr. Caillaux to feel that I had made any 
such statement, for he had made a public statement before he 
came to America that France acknowledged her debt to the 
United States •. and that he and his commission were coming 
here to settle It, but no question of terms was ever mentioned 
by Mr. Caillaux, nor did he or any other member of his com
mission at any time make the statement that France did not 
owe the Government of the United States the principal amount 
shown and published by our Treasury Department. 

ADJOUBNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, some Senators 
have expressed a desire that when the Senate adjourns to-day 
it adjourn to meet on Monday. If there is any Senator who 
is prepared to go on to-morrow, and desires to do so I under
stand it will be perfectly agreeable to the Senate t~ adjourn 
until to-morrow. Otherwise, I shall submit a unanimous-con
sent request that when the Senate adjourns to-day it adjourn 
until Monday. . 

:Mr. WALSH. I shall offer no objection to that course but 
I give notice that on Monday I shall continue my addre~ to 
the Senate. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I submit that request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WADSWORTH in the chair). 

The Senator from Washington submits a proposed unanimous
consent agreement that when the Senate adjourns to-day it 
adjourn to meet on Monday next. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I do not want to object to 
such a proposition; but I should like to know just why the 
Senator from Washington proposes it. What special reason 
does he think there is for an adjournment until Monday. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If there is any Senator who 
desires to go on to-morrow, I shall not press the request. 

Mr. BRUCE. No; I just wanted to know the reason. I 
thought the Senator had in mind some special reason why 
the public interests would not suffer by our adjourning. I do 
not know that they would ever suffer, for that matter; , but 
I thought perhaps the Senator had some special matter in 
mind. 

Mr. "JONES of Washington. No; I have not. 
Mr. BRUCE. None at all? 
Mr. JONES of Washington. · No; none at all. 
Mr. BRUCE. Very well. I shall not object. 
Mr. JONES ()f Washington. I hope the Senator will not be 

suspicious of my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 

unanimous~consent request proposed by the Senator f1·om 
Washington? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

..EXECUTIVE SESSION 

1\.Ir. JONES of Washington. I move that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o'clock 
and 45 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously 
made, adjourned until Monday, December 21, ·1925, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Ea:eout£ve nomtnations received by th.e Senate December 18, 1925 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY 

Ogden H. Hammond, of New Jersey, to be ambassador ex
traordinary and plenipotentiary of the United States of America 
to Spain. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS 

Albert White, of Alaska, to be United States marshal, first 
division, District of Alaska~ vice George D. Beaumont, term 
expired. 

Charles D. Jones, of Alaska, to be United States marshal, 
second division, District of Alaska, vice Morris W. Griffith, 
deceased. (Mr. Jones is now serving under appointment by 
the court.) 
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Lynn Smith, of Alaska, to be United States marRhal, :fourth 
division, Dish·ict of Ala ka, 'flee Gilbert B. Stevens, term ex
pired. 

PROMOTIONS AND APPOI~TMENTS I~ THE "N.lVY 

Rear Admiral Al·thur L. "\Villard to be a rear admiral in the 
Navy from the Gth day of June, 1924, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Rear Admiral Henry H. llough to be a rear admirfll in the 
Navy from the 16th day of September, 1924, to correct the date 
from which he takes rank as previously nominated and con
firmed. 

Rear Admiral Harley H. Christy to be a rear admiral in the 
Navy from the 27th day of No-vember, 1924, to correct the date 
from which he takes rank as previously nominated and con
ftt·med. 

Rear Admiral Noble E. Irwin to be a rear admiral in the 
Navy from tire 2d day of December, 1924, to correct the date 
from which he takes rank as previously nominated and con· 
firmed. 

Capt. Thomas J. Senn to be a rear admiral in the ~avy from 
the 23d day of February, 1925. 

Capt. Richard H. Leigh to he a rear admiral in the Na-vy 
from the 4th day of June, 1925. 

Capt. George W. Laws to be a rear admiral in the Navy from 
the 4th day of June, 1925. 

Capt. George C. Day to be a rear admiral in the Navy from 
the 18th day of July, 1925. 

Capt. Luk~ McNamee to be a rear admiral in the ~avy from 
the 16th day of November, 1925. 

Commander Ralph l\L Griswold to be a captain in the Xavy 
from the 5th day of January, 1D25. 

Commander Gilbert J. Rowcliff to be a captain in the Navy 
from the 23d day of February, 1925. 

Commander James P. Lannon to be a captain in the Navy 
from the 24th day of May, 1925. 

The following-named commanders to be captains in the Navy 
from the 4th day of June, 1925 : 

Henry 0. Dinger (additional number in grade). 
Rufus Z. Zogbaum, jr. Henry G. S. Wallace. 
Roc n. Adam. Ralph P. Craft. 
Adolphus Staton. David A. 'Veaver. 
Neil E. Nichols. Otto C. Dowling. 
li'rederick R. Naile. 
Commander Charles W. Early to be a captain in the Navy 

from the 27th day of June, 1925. 
Commander Julius 0. Townsend to be a captain in the Navy 

from the 18th day of July, 1925. · 
Commander "Wilson Brown, jr., to be a captain in the Navy 

from the 16th day of August, 1U25. 
Commander Robert llender~on to be a captain in the Navy 

from the 26th day of August, 1925. 
The following-named commanders . to be captains in the 

Navy from the 16th day of September, 1925: 
Jo:'eph 0. Fisher (additional number in grade). 
\'i'illiam •r. Conn, jr. 
Tile following-named commanders to be captnins in the Na-vy 

from the 2d day of October, 1925: 
Roscoe C. Davis (additional number in grade) .. 
William D. Puleston. 
The following-named commanders to be captains in the Na-vy 

from the 16th day of Kovember, 1925: 
Walter S. Anderson. 
Henry D. Cooke. 
The follQwing-named commanders to be captains in the Navy 

fl'Om the 23d day of November, 1923: 
Samuel M. Robinson (additional number in grade). 
William W. Smyth. · 
Commander William J. Giles to be a captain in the Navy 

from the 1st day of December, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander Edmund D. Almy to be a commander in 

the Navy from the 17th day of October, 1924. 
Lieut. Commander Newton H. White, jr., to be a commander 

in the Navy from the 2d day of December, 1924. 
Lieut. Commander Richard F. Bernard to be a commander in 

the Navy from the 1st day of January, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander Richmond K. Turner to be a commander 

in the Navy from the 4th day of January, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander John W. Rankin to be a commander in 

the Navy from the 5th day of .January, 192;>. 
Lieut. Commander Henry F. D. Davis to be a commander in 

the Navy from the 8th day of .January, 192:>. 
Lieut. Commander Oscar Smith to be a commander in the 

Nn:ry from the 8th day of January, 1925. 

Lieut. Commander IIemy T. :llarkland to be a commander in 
the Navy from the 19th day of February, 1925. 

Lieut. Commander 'Villiam R. Smith, jr., to be a commander 
in the Na-vy from the 23d day of February, 1925. 

The following-named lieutenant commanders to be com-
manders in the Navy from the 12th day of April, 1925: 

Joseph J. Broshek . 
Frank J. Wille. 
Eugene E. Wilson. 
Lieut. Commander John F. Connor to 1)e a commander in the 

Navy from the 15th day of May, 1D25. 
Lieut. Commander Herman E. Welte to be a commander in 

the Navy from the_ 24th day of May, 1925. 
'The following-named lieutenant commanders to be com-

mand<:>rs in the Navy from the 4th day of June, 1925: 
Abel T. Bidwell. Harold W. Boynton. 
Walter K. Kilpatrkk. Edward J. Foy. 
G"lyde G. West. George H. EI:lmerson. 
Harry B. Bird. Harry A. Baclt. 
Francis W. Rockwell. Sydney )1. Kraus. 
Charles C. Ros . Howard M. Lammers. 
Archer M. R. Allen. Francis J. Comerfonl. 
Howard H. Cro~by. William C. Owen. 
Francis Oob"Swell. James l\1. Irish. 
Charles H. Davis. Paul E. Speicher. 
Arthur S. Car1)ender. James L. Knuffrnan. 
Robert A. Burg. William D. Brereton, jr. 
Harrison E. Knauss. 'Tilliam R. Muuroe. 
Lieut. Commander .Albert l\I. Penn to be a commander in 

the Navy from the 27th day of June, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander William F. Gresham to be a commander 

in the Navy from the 27th clay of June, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander Paul H. Bastedo to be a commander in 

the Navy from the 17th day of July, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander Philip Seymour to be a commander in the 

NaYv from the 18th day of July, 1925. 
Lfeut. Commander Frank R. Berg to be a conuunnder in the 

Navy from the 16th day of Augu t, 1925. 
Li,.,ut. Commander Stuart 0. Greig to be a commander in 

the Navy from the 2d day of October, 192r>. 
Lieut. Commander Jame. C. Yan de Carr to be a commander 

in the Navy from the 4th day of October, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander William J. Larson to be a lieutenant com

mander in the Navy from the 5th day of June, 1924, to conect 
the date from which he takes rank as previously nominated 
and confirmed. 

Lieut. Commander Alfred P. H. Tawresey . to be a lieutenant 
commander in the Navy from the 1st day of· July, 1924, to 
correct the date from which he takes rank as pre-viously nomi
nated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Commander John H. Buchanan to be a lieutenant 
commander in the Navy from the 9th day of July, 1924, to 
correct the d.ate from which he takes rank as previously nomi
na ted and confirmed. 

Lieut. Commander Herman A. Spanagel to be a lieutenant 
commander in the Navy from the 21st clay of July, 1924, to 
correct the date from which he takes rank a previously nomi
nated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Commander Frank L. Lowe to be a lieutenant com
mander in the Navy from the 30th day of August, 1924, to 
correct the date from which he take· rank a.· prenou ly nomi
nated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Comntander ~'heodore D. 'Vestfall to be a lieutenant 
commanuer in the Navy from the 12th day of 'eptember, 1924, 
to correct the date from which he taxes rank as previously 
·nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Commander Andrew H. Addoms to be a lieutenant 
commander in the Navy from the 16th day of September, 1924, 
to correct the date from which be takes rank as previously 
nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Commander George B. Wilson to be a lieutenant com
manlier in the Na,~y from the 17th day of October, 1924, to 
correct the date from which he takes rank as previously nomi: 
nated and confirmed. 

Lieut. William K. Harrill to be a lieutenant commander in 
the Navy from the 4th day of November, 1924. 

Lieut. Alfred H. Bal~ley to be a lieutenant commande1· in 
the Navy from the 16th clay of November, 1924. 

Lieut. William E. :Malloy to be a lieutenant commander in 
the Navy from the 2Tth day of No-vemoer, 192-1. 

Lieut. Greene W. Dugger, jr., to be a lieutenant commander 
in the Navy from tbe 2d day of December, 1924. 

Lieut. Commander John :ll. Creighton to be a lieutenant 
-conimander in the Navy from the 16th day of December, 1924, 
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to correct the date from which he takes rank as previously 
nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Charles D. Swain to be a lieutenant commander in 
the Navy from the 17th day of December, 1924. 

Lieut. Edmund W. Burrough to be a lieutenant commander 
in the Navy from the 18th day of December, 1924. 

Lieut. Albert H. Rooks to be a lieutenant commander in the 
Navy from the 23d day of December, 1924. 

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant command-
ers in the Navy from the 1st day of January, 1925: 

Byron B. Ralston. 
Stanley L. Wilson. 
Lieut. Thomas N. Vinson to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 4th (ffly of January, 1925. 
Lieut. Herbert J. Ray to be a lieutenant commander in the 

Navy from the 5th day of January, 1925. 
Lieut. Commander Charles EJ. Rosendahl to be a lieutenant 

commander in the Navy from the 5th day of January, 1925, 
to con-ect the date from which he takes rank as previously 
nominated and confirmed. 
· The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant command-

ers in the Navy from the 8th day of Janua1·y, 1925: 
John G. Moyer. 
Robert W. Hayler. 
Lieut. Archibald N. Offiey to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 22d day of January, 1925. 
Lieut. Richard L. Conolly to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 30th day of January, 1925. 
Lieut. William A. Corn to be a lieutenant commander in the 

Navy from the 1st day of February, 1925. 
Lieut. Thomas L. Nash to be a lieutenant commander in the 

Navy from ·the 16th day of February, 1925. 
The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant command-

ers in the Navy from the 19th day of February, 1925: 
Edwin T. Short. 
William A. Teasley. 
Lieut. John B. W. Waller to be a lieutenant commander Jn 

the Navy from the 23d day of February, 1925. 
Lieut. Thomas J. Doyle, jr., to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 13th day of March, 1925. 
Lieut. Alexander R. Early to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 21st day of March, 1925. 
Lieut. Vincent A. Clarke, jr., to be a lieutenant commander 

in the Navy from the 26th day of March, 1925. 
Lieut. Kemp C. Christian to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 28th day of March, 1925. 
The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant com· 

manders In the Navy from the 12th day of April, 1925: 
Philip W. Yeatman. 
William J. Hart, jr. 
Lieut. Charles F. Martin to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 22d day of April, 1925. 
Lieut. Allan W. Ashbrook to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 15th day of May, 1925. 
Lieut. Raymond A. Deming to be a lieutenant commander 

in the Navy from the 24th day of May, 1925. _ 
The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant com· 

manders in the Navy from the 4th day of Jtme, 1925: 
Charles T. S. Gladden. Charles H. Mecum. 
Robert A. Dyer, 3d. Rudolph F. Hans. · 
William A. Heard. Wilder DuP. Baker. 
George T. Howe. Jesse H. Smith_ 
Lewis H. McDonald. Harold J. Nelson. 
Thomas F. Downey. Ralph 0. Darts. 
George S. Arvin. Martin Griffin. 
Frank ·P. Thomas. Malcolm W. Callahan. 
Francis K. O'Brien. Stuart D. Truesdell. 
Marion Y. Cohen. Robert W. Cary. 
Thomas C. Slinglu:ff. Lloyd J. 'Viltse. 
Thomas C. Latimore. Paul W. Fletcher. 
Karl F. Shears. J o eph C. Arnold. 
Leon·o. Alford. Robert P. Luker. 
Robert C. Starkey. William H. Porter, jr. 
Charles A. MacGowan. Wallis Gearing. 
Oliver 0. Kessing. · Lewis J. Stecher. 
John F. Moloney. Harry J. Reuse. 
John II. Brown, jr. Haiden T. Dickinson. 
Ralph G. Pennoyer. Lynde D. McCormick. 
Walter D. Snyder. Arthur C. Davis. 
Morris ·J. Lenney. Walter A. Hicks. 
Benjamin S. Killmnster. Arthur D. Struble. 
James E. Boak. Warner p_ Portz. 
Lieut. Benjamin F. Pen·y to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 24th day of June, 1925. · · 

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant command-
ers in the Navy from the 27th day of June, 1925: 

Richard W. Bates. 
Louis R. Moore. 
Lieut. Gerard H. Wood -to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 17th day of July, 1925. 
Lieut. Meh-tlle C. Partello to be a lieutenant commander in 

the Navy from the 18th day of July, 1925. 
Lieut. Robert 0. Glover to be a lieutenant commander in the 

Navy from the 16th day of August, 1925. 
Lieut. Archie E. Glann to be a lieutenant commander in the 

Navy from the 4th day of September, 1925. 
Lieut. John C. Lusk to be a lieutenant commander in the 

Navy from the 2d day of October, 1925. 
Lieut. Scott Umsted to be a lieutenant commander in the 

Navy from the 16th day of November, 1925. 
Lieut. John P. Millon to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 

the 14th day of December, 1922, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. James D. Brown to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 16th day of December, 1922, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Alfred Doucet to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 19th day of December, 1922, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. James MacDonnell to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 26th day of December, 1922, to correct the date 
from which he takes rank as previously nominated and 
confirmed. 

Lieut. Everest A. Whited to be a lieutenant in the ~avy 
from the •31st day of December, 1922, ·to correct the date 
from which he takes rank as previously nominated and con
firmed. 

Lieut. Samuel E. Lee to be a lieutenant in the Navy from -
the 6th day of January, 1923, to correct the date from which 
he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. George T. Campbell to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 8th day of January, 1923, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Frank Kinne to be a lieutenant in the Navy from the 
16th day of January, 1923, to correct the date from which be 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Frank Kerr to be a lieutenant in the Navy, from 
the 19th day of January, 1923, to correct the date from which 
be takes rank as previously nominated · and confirmed. 

Lieut. Elmer J. McCluen to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 1st day of February, 1923, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Cornelius J. O'Connor to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 2d day of February, 1923, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Warwick M. Tinsley to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from -the 9th day of February, 1923, to correct the date from 
which be takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Francis P. Brewer to be a lieutenant in the Xavy 
from the 16th day of February, 1923, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. John F. Piotrowski to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 26th day of February, 1923, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. William K. Jolmstone to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 8th day of March, 1923, to correct the date from which 
he takes rank as previously nQmina ted and confirmed. 

Lieut. Emmette F. Gumm to be a lieutenant in the Kavy 
from the 18th day of March, 1923, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Clarence H. Fogg to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 1st day of April, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. George C. Neilsen to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the lOth day of April, 1923, to correct the date from which 
be takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Thomas G. Shanahan to be a lieutenant in the Na-ry 
from the 11th day of April, 1923, to correct the date from which 
he takes rank as . previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. George Schneider to be a lieutenant in the Navy :Q.·om 
the 26th day of April, 1923, to con·ect the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Frank V. Shepard to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 27th day of April, 1923, to correct the date from 
which he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Abram L. Broughton to be a lieutenant in tpe Navy 
from the 9th day of May, 1923, to correct the date from which 
he takes rank ·as previously nominated ·and confirmed. 
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Lieut. Harry F. Gray to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 1st day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previou ly nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Walter M. Blumenkranz to be a lieu
tenant in the Navy from the 8th day of June, 1923. 

Lieut. Francis E. Matthews to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 8th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which 
be takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Philip H. 'l'aft to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 13th day of June 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previ.ously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Henry L. Burmann to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 16th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which 
he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Arthur P. Spencer to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 20th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. John S. Hawkins to be a lieutenant in the ~ Tavy from 
the 23d day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Charlie S. East to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 29th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Reuben F. Davis to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 30th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-
tE'nauts in the Navy from the 31st day of December, 1924: 

Charles H. Gordon. William M. McDade. 
Theron S. Hare. John C. Redman. 
Robert II. Barnes. Ewell K. J ett. 
Frank R. Wills. Rudolph P. Bielka. 
Rudolph Oeser. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 1st day of January, 1925: 
William R. Dolan. Maxemillian B. De Leche. 
Thomas 0. Brandon. James R~ Harrison. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 31st day of January, 1925: 
Roger K. Hodsdon. William N. Thornton. 
Alfred G. Scott. Burton E. Rakes. 
Howard L. Clark. Donald R. Comstock. 
Erne tV. Abrams. Andrew l\1. Harvey. 
Lloyd K. Cleveland. Edgar V. Carrithers. 
Raymond St. C. Beckel. · 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Ove P. 0. Hansen to be a lieutenant 

in the Navy from the 15th day of February, 1925. 
The following-named lieutenants · (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 1st day of March, 1925: 
Ashton B. Smith. 
George Walker. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Frederick A. Smith to be a lieu

tenant in the Navy from the 15th day of 1\Iarch, 1925. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 22d day of April, 1925: 
'Vallace H. Gregg. Paul G. Wrenn. 
James P. McCarthy. Clarence L. Waters. 
William G. Dow. 1\lyron T. Richardson. 
John P. Bowling. Paul G. Haas. 
Albert l\Ici. 'V1ight. Harold W. Alden. 
:Fred J. Barden. J obn A. Sedgwick. 
Herbert IT. Taylor. Clarence H. Pike. 
Ralph W. Floody. Howard ,V. Bradbm·y. 
George K. G. Reilly. George E. Twining. 
Charles R. Will. Charles C. Ferrenz. 
Joseph A. Guard. Henry L. Naff. 
Glenn S. Holman. Clyde A. Coggins. 
Ralph L. Lovejoy. Sidney L. Huff. 
Jam€s S. Warner. George E. Kenyon. 
James C. Taylor. Hugo F. Sasse. 
William M. l\1. Lobrano. Carl E. Wieneke. 
Jack ~on R. Tate. James M. Fernald. 
Alan F. 'Vinslow. Maurice A. O'Connor. 
1\Iilton P. Wilson. Albert R. Buehler. 
Charles R. Price. Thomas F. Hayes. 
Thomas J. Bay. Benjamin C. Purrington. 
Harold B. Berty. Harold J. Walker. 
Samuel S. :E'ried. Arthur H. Small. 
Paul L. Mather. James H. Foskett. 
Floyd J. Nuber. Malcolm D. MacGregor. 
Charles II. K. Miller. James J. McGlynn. 
Edwin 0 . Millhouse. Joseph H. Sayfrled. 
Leon G. DeBrohun. Donald 1\lcK. Weld. 

Irvin M. Hansen. William B. Coleman. 
Floyd Gills. Elder P. John on. 
Edward R. J. Griffin. Robert F. Stockin. 
Albert L. Prosser. Florentine P. Weucker. 
William L. Hfckey. Ralph W. Bowers. 
Russell D. Bell. Harry D. Goldy. 
Joseph W. Mullally. Anton L. Mare. 
James B. Bliss. John D. Murphy. 
Robert W. Boughter. William L. Travis. 
Otto F. Johanns. Cyril E. Taylor. 
Harry Redfern. Robert .E. Permut. 
John F. Wegforth. Harold B. Corwin. 
Frederick L. Farrell. John A. Pierson. 
Benjamin S. Henderson. Joseph S. Donnell, jr. 
Clifford B. Schiano. Emanuel Taylor. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Karl Sommerfield to be a lieutenant 

in the Navy from the 1st day of May, 1925. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 2d day of May, 1925: 
Laurence Bennett. Harold J. Bellingham. 
Albert M. Van Eaton. John E. Gabriel on. 
George C. Weldin. Walter 0. Roenicke. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Nelson. H. Eisenhardt to be a lieu

tenant in the Navy from the 9th day of May, 1925. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Sumner C. Cheever to be a lieutenant 

in the Navy from the 10th day of May, 1925 . . 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 1st day of June, 1925: 
John L. Alb ice. Forrest A. Rhoads. 
Meinrad A. Schur. Lewis R. McDowell. 
'Villiam W. Behrens. Raymond A. McClellan. 
Russell C. Bartman. Nullet F. Schneider. 
Harold R. Holcomb. Gordon T. House. 
Joseph E. Jackson. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 7th day of June, 1925: 
Roscoe F. Good. Robert D. Threshie. 
Thomas H. Robbins, jr. Mead S. Pearson. 
Joseph H. Severyns. Oberlin C. Laird. 
Ro...,coe H. Hillenkoetter. Thomas S. Combs. 
George 1\l Dusinberre. Clarence F. Swanson. 
Raymond W. Holsinger. Lewis Corman. 
Henry S. Dunbar, jr. George P. Kraker. 
Paul Miller. Edwin F. Conway. 
Virgil E. Korns. Robert E. Robinson, jr. 
William E. A. Mullan. Chester L. Walton. 
Frank Rorschach, jr. Delmer S. Fahrney. 
George H. Dana. Kenneth E. Brimmer. 
William B. Goggins. John N. Kelty. 
Kendall S. Reed. Harold E. Peifer. 
Raymond C. Ferris. Lemuel P. Padgett, jr. 
Moultrie 1\loses. Marcy 1\l. Dupre, jr. 
Emmet P. Forrestel. Elwood l\1. Tillson. 
Horatio G. Sickel, 4th. Marion E. Crist. 
Clarence J. Ballreich. Alexander J. Cauble. 
Clarence V. Lee. Alva J. Spriggs. · 
William Sinton. John W. 1\larts, jr. 
Abel 0. J. Sabalot. Donald R. Osborn, jr. 
Asel B. Kerr. Benton W. Decker. 
Reinhard C. Moureau. La Rue E. Lawbaugh. 
William I. Leahy. Warner W. Angerer. 
AllE-n P. Mullinni:x. Richard S. Morse. 
Henry S. Nielson. William A. P. Martin, jr. 
Earl LeR. Sackett. Richard Highleyman. 
Edmund T. 'Vooldridge. \Valter II. Robert'3. 
Charles B. Momsen. George A. Seitz. 
Donald T. Whitmer. John Perry. 
Roger Brooks. Felix L. Baker. 
Ernest W. Litch. Harold R. Parker. 
Edgar P. Kranzfelder. Leo B. Schulten. 
Burton L. Hunter, jr. Fredericl\: V. Barker. 
William H. Galbraith. Hugh E. Haven. 
Sam L. La Hache. Brook S. 1\lansficld. 
Korman R. Hitchcock. Robert E. Melling. 
Warner U. Hines. Frederick B. Kauffman. 
Thomas A. Gaylord. Frederick C. Sachse. 
John P. Curtis. Ernest E. Stevens. 
Charles H. Murphy. George 0. Haeberle. 
Edward E. Pare. John D. Longstaff. 
Herbert C. Rust. George E. Ro enberry. 
Charles S. Beightler. Karl J. Christoph. 
William 1-V. Fife. Lunsford Y. 1\Iason, jr. 
Peter F. Hunt. E'redcrick \V. Mcl\lahon. 
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Carroll L. Tyler. Harry II. Hill. 
Jack E. Hurff. Royal A. Houghton. 
Robert Holmes Smith. Darrough S. Gurney. 
Charle B. Gary. Paul W. Steinhagen. 
John F. Gillon. Robert C. "'.,.arrack. 
Eugene ""· Kiefer. Dougla s P. John .~on. 
Rock\"\""ell J. Town~end. Jo"eph T. Talbert. 
John E. Whelchel. William H. Wallace. 
Dudley M. Page. Beverly A. Hartt. 
Charles C. Hartman. Maurice E. Hatch. 
Alf 0. R. Bergesen. Joseph U. Lademan, jr. 
Henry N. :\Iergen. Benjamin P. Ward. 
Barnett T. Talbott. J oh,n F. Rees. 
Frank C. L. Dettmann. Valentine M. Davis. 
Robert P. Erdman. RobertP. Cunningham. 
EJdwaru H. l\Ic:\Ienemy. Charles C. Anderson. 
Paul R. Heineman. Charles D. Edmunds. 
ElL worth D. McEathron. James B. Carter. 
1\Iaurice E. Curts. Jesse B. Goode. 
Winfield S. Cunningham. John D. Mallard. 
Eugene F. Burkett. Jame L. Wyatt. . 
Earl R. DeLong. Clarence Mcl\1. Head. 
Jerome F. Donovan, jr. John M. Thornton. 
Clyde W. Smith. William H. Hutter. 
Francis Taylor. Roy W. M. Graham. 
Robert Bolton, jr. 'Villiam J. Strother, jr. 
Herbert G. Hopwood. Stephen C. Dougherty. 
James H. Chad"ick. Julian .McC. Boit. 
Augustus J. Wellings. l1'rancis B. Stoddert. 
Stanley E. Martin. John W. Higley. 
James n. Donnelly. John F. Crowe, jr. 
Samuel W. Canan. ·william G. Tomlinson. 
John P. Vetter. John E. Gingrich. 
Thomas B. Brittain. Emanuel C . .Beck. 
Harold C. Fitz. William A. Swanston. 
Royal '\<V. Abbott. Edwin H. Tillman, jr. 
Friclthjof W. Londa.bl. Frederick J. Cunningham. 
Robert W. Bockius. Francis P. Old. 
Harry Corman~ raul S. Slawson. 
Richard R. Hartung. Norman n. Hopkins. 
Frank W. Schmidt. Melvin H. Bassett. 
Lyman S. Perry. Maurice E. Browder. 
Robert H. Hargrove. Forrest M. O'Leary. --
Maurice Yan Cleave. :uartin J. Gillan, jr. 
Carleton C. Champion, jr. Edmond P. Speight. · 
Charles n. Skinner. Raleigh B. Miller. 
Drayton Harrison. Charles B. McVay; 3d. 
Fred B. Avery. Canoll T. Bonney. 
Allen Hobbs. James R. Tague. 
William H. Buracker. 'Villiam A. P. Thompson. 
Charles T. Wootten. Harris C. Aller. 
Oscar A. Weller. Richard II. Cruzen. 
Walter H. Weed, jr. George W. :Mead, jr. 
Lawrence W. Curtin. Hugh W. Turney. 
Theodore G. Haff. George D. Morrison. 
Jennings B. Dow. Harl'y D. Power. 
Samuel H. Arthur. Howard C. Rule, jr. 
Dixwell Ketcham. Thomas S. Thorr:.e. 
Mark H. Crouter. Willard M. Downes. 
Cato D. Glover, jr. Myron A. Baber. 
Harold F. Fick. Au ~tin K. Doyle. 
Charles M. Huntington. Hugh D. Lyttle. 
Frank M. Maichle. George H. Gregory. 

• oliver W. Gaines. Charles R. Woodson. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Marshall A. Anderson to be a lieu

te.nant in the Navy from the 11th day of June, 1925. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 16th day of June, 1925: 
Elmer S. Stoker. 
John B. Lyon. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Campbell Cleave to be a lieutenant in 

the Navy from the 17th day of June, 1925. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy from the 24th day of June, 1925 : 
William E. Miller. 
Charles M. Abson. 
The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-

tenants in the Navy fi·om the 27th day of June, 1925: 
James H. Doyle. 
Harry E. Padley. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Neill D. Brantly to be a lieutenant 

in the Navy from the 1st day of July, 1925. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Charles D. Murphey to be a lieutenant · 

in the Navy from the 4th day of July, 1925. 

Lieut: (Junior Graoe) Elmer F. Helmkamp to be a lieu
ten~nt m the ~avy from the 18th day of July, 1925. 

Lieut. ( Junwr Grade) William P. Hepburn to be a lieu
ten~nt in the N.ayy from the 1Flt nay of August, 1925 

Lieui: (Junl~r Grade) Charle L. Sun·an to be. a lieu
tenant m the .N~vy. from the .11th day of Augu~t. 1925. 
. Lieut._ (Jurnor Grade) Philip R. Kinney to he a lieutenant 
m the Navy from the 24th day of September 19?') 

Li~ut. (~unior Grade) Harold Coldwell to be ;·lieutenant in 
the .1'\avy fro~ the 1st day of October, 1925. 

L1eut: (Jurno~r Grade) William G. LiYing tone to be a lieu
tenant rn th~ l'\avy from the 1st nay of November, 1925. 
. The f?llowmg-named ensign to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
m the Navy from the 3d day of June. 1924: . 

Ernest fl.. Wehb. 'Yaru C. Gilbert. 
Logan McKee. Edward C. Kline. 
John A. Upshur. Wiley N. Hand. 
Walter P. Ram ey-, jr. Thoma C. Brownell. 

. The f?llowing-named em;igns to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
Ill the ~avy from the 3<1 day of June, 1925: 

Ruthven E. Libby. William F. Jennings. 
John J. B. Fulenwioer. Jes ·e R. Wallace. 
R?be~t N. Hunter. HubiJard F. Goodwin. 
Richard W. Dole. 'Villiam L. Holm. 
H~rvey T. Wal h. Bradford Bartlett. 
Wilson P. Cog. well. Joyce C. Cawthon. 
Peter G. Hale. Corydon H. Kimball. 
Adelbert F. Conver e. John A.. Hollowell jr 
William L. Ware. Ellwood E. Bur(J'e 's. · 
William A. Finn. Thomas J. Raft~ry. 
Robert E. Blue. John J. O'Donnell, jr. 
Adolph E. Beeker, jr. Henry L. Shenier. 
Bruce B. Adell. E<lwa.rd C. Forsyth. 
Harry T. Smith. Robert L. Johnson. 
Alv-in I. l\Ielstrom. Robert E. Blick, jr. 
Lysle E. Ellis. Hyman C. Rickover. 
Henri H. Smith-Hutton. Humphrey W. Toomey. 
John C. Lester. Albert L. Toney. 
Woodson V. Michaux. Howard R. Healy. 
John H. Schultz. Lucien Ragonnet. 
Reger E. Nelson. Marion E. Murphy. 
Herbert E. Regan. Pre" ton S. Tambling. 
Warren K. Berner. George W. Bauernschmidt. 
Clarence E. Voegeli. Frank T. Watkins. 
John J. Pierrepont. Clarence L. C. Atkeson, jr. 
Harold G. Hazard. John M. Higgins. 
Walter E. Zimmerman. James P. Clay. 
Leon J. Huffman. Edward C. Metcalfe. 
John S. Harper. Francis M. Adams. 
Ralph C. Kephart. · Robert B. Rothwell. 
Ralph R. Gurley. Wilfred J. Holmes. 
Milton E. Miles. Roy R. Darron. 
William S. Parsons. John P. Whitney. 
Harold D. Baker. Anthony L. Danis. 
Cornelius S. Snodgrass. Arthur A. Clarkson. 
Raymond A. Hansen. Harry C. Garrison. 
Bradford E. Grow. Fre<lerick _B. Vose. 
Kenneth L. Forster. Frank R. Walker. 
Edwin A. Taylor. Hugh H. Goodwin. 
John R. Hume. Albert V. Kastner. 
Armand J. Robertson. Robert W. Morse. 
Charles L. Ashley. Thomas F. Chri tie, jr. 
James E. Craig. Donald R. Eldridge . 
Thomas B. Dugan. Earl V. Sherman. 
Thomas M. Stokes. Edmonston E. Coil. 
George W. D. Covell. John Connor. 
Alfred R. Taylor. George F. Watson. 
'Villiam J. Sebald. Charles C. Phleger. 
Alan R. McCracken. James B. McVey. 
Paul H. Wiedorn Rogers Elliott. 
Otto C. Wierum. · Frank C. Sutton. 
George P. Hunter. Douglas P. Stickley. 
Arthur LeR. Hamlin. Perry !f. Fenton. 
Harold F. Pullen. Herschel A. Smith. 
Archibald E. Uehlinger. Harold E. Parker. 
David J. Studabaker. Maurice J. Strong. 
Donald S. Evans. Willard J. Suits. 
Charles .T. Cater. Owen Rees. 
Tom B. Hill. John A. Smith. 
Carl F. Espe. Marion N. Little. 
Ehrwald F. Beck. Edward J. O'Kane. 
.T ohn H. Leppert. Frederick L. Riddle. 
George E. Nold. lVhitaker F. Riggst' jr. 
Fulwar S . . Hal ell. ·· Henry F. MacComsey. 
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Howard E. Orem. 
Eugene E. Elmore. 
Clarke H. Lewis. 
Howard L. Jennings. 
Al\in L. Becker. 
Robert McC. Peacher. 
Edward R. Frawley. 
William L. Fre. eman. 
Donald II. Johnston. 
George E. Palmer. 
Lloyd D. Follmer. 
Walter E. Gist. 
Edward R. Gardner, jr. 
RouE:'rt w. Bedilion. 
Austin S. Keeth. 
Edgar A. Cruise. 
Edward A. Solomons. 
Herbert S. Duckworth. 
William B. Holden. 
John S. Hedrick. 
Charles J. McWhinnie. 
I •aiah Olch. 
Samuel K. Groseclose. 
Leo P. Pawlikowski. 
Ignatius J. Haley. 
Michael J. Malanaphy. 
William B. Ault. 
Vernon 0. Clapp. 
Russell G. Sturges. 
Robert Hall Smith. 
RoiJE:'l't B. Riggin', jr. 
Bates H. Johnston. 
Howard D. Mcintosh. 
Aaron R. Lyon. 
William B. Terrell. 
Da'dd B. Justice. 
Lowe H. Bibby. 
Eaton A. Boothe. 
Jolm E. French. 
William S. Campbell. 
Charles F. Hooper. 
Clifford M. Alvord. 
Emory P. IIylant. 
Thomas C. Ryan, jr. 
Thomas T. Beattie. 
Charles 0. Humphreys. 
Charles A. Dodge. 
Yah·in R. Sinclair. 
Augustus D. Clark. 
Edward B. Arroyo. 
Horatio D. Smith. 
Peter J. Neimo. 
Howard B. Hutchinson. 
Henry L. Parry. 
John P. Oady. 
Edwin E. Woods. 
Edward H. Pierce. 
John E. Murphr. 
William R. Terrell. 
Thomas H. Ochiltree. 
John E. Stephens, jr. 
Charles M. Furlow, jr. 
Harold T. Dawson. 
Leon J. ~Ianees. 
Jarne E. Baker. 
Rudolf L. Johnson. 
Arthur L. Pleasants, jr. 
Herbert E. Berger. 
Roland P. Kauffman. 
Worthington S. Bitler. 
Alexander F. Junker. 
Delbert S. Cornwell. 
Byron S. Anderson. 

Kenneth 0. Ekelund. 
Karl A. Thieme. 
Charles A. Havard. 
.Alfred R. l\Iead. 
George R. Cooper. 
George T. Boldbr.sar. 
Harry KeelE:'r, jr. 
Charles 0. Comp. 
Malcolm M. Gou .. sett. 
Yernon Huber. 
Sllerman R. Clark. 
Halstead S. Covington. 
Horace B. Butterfield. 
Thomas A. Cory. 
Hubert W. Chanler. 
Raymond H. Tuttle. 

. Frank Akers. 
William B. Whaley, jr. 
Henr:v J. Schmidt. 
Robe~t C. Strong. jr. 
Edward R. Durgin. 
Frederick J. Eckhoff. 
Robert A. Knapp. 
Louis D. Libenow. 
Henry E. EcclE:'s. 
Beverly E. Carter. 
James A. McBride. 
James G. Sampson. 
Harry St. J. Butler. 
Thomas H. Kehoe. 
Hugh W. Hadley. 
Gerald U. Quinn. 
Robert A. J. English. 
Thomas Aldred. 
William C. Cross. 
Frederick S. HalL 
Malcolm W. Pemuertou. 
John M.. Cox, jr. 
Edward B. Curtis. 
Carlos J. Badger. 
John L. Pratt. 
Richard C. Scherrer. 
:Mellish M. Lindsay, jr. 
Charles D. Garvin. 
Joseph B. Dunn. 
Clarence L. Atkinson, jr. 
Francis B. Johnson. 
Hallock G. Day-is. 
Matthew S. Q. Weiser. 
Hugh W. Lindsay. 
Harold R. Stevens. 
William V. Saunders. 
William P. Da"\-is. 
John P. Bennington. 
·wuuam F. Hurt. 
Carlton C. Dickey. 
Luther B. Stuart. 
Ralph Earle, jr. 
John L. Nestor. 
Charles W. Crawford. 
John P. W. Vest. 
John Y. Dannenberg. 
Albert K. Morehouse. 
Kenmore M. MeManes. 
George L. Menocal. 
Donald W. Gardner. 
Richard S. Waggener. 
Ralph H. Wishard. 
Alfred J. Homann. 
Walter W. Rockey. 
Daniel W. Harrigan. 
Francis J. 1\lee. 
Albert FJ. Chapman. 

Chief 1\fachinh;t Wilfred G. Lebegue to be an ensign in the 
Nary from the 25th day of February, 192G. . 

Chief Boatswain Henry Plunder to be an ensign m the Navy 
from the 2uth day of February, 1925. 

The following-named boatswains to be ensigns in the Navy 
from the 25th day of February, 1925 : 

Howell Hedrick. George H. Charter. 
Paul S. Orandall. Charles J. Naumilket. 
James J. Cunningham. 
The following-named midshipmen to be ensigns in the Navy 

from the 4th day of June, 1925: 

Harry E. Hubbard. 
Clifford J. Collins. 
·william H. Benson. 
Ernest S. L. Goodwin . 
Charle H. Anderson, jr. 
Clifton G. GrimE's. 
William C. Sh·aub. 
William J. :Mar. ·hall. 
Henry CrommeUn. 
Daniel Stubb~. 
George L. Todd. 
James B. Harlow. 
Edward II. Edmundson. 
Dunda. P. Tucker. 
}"'rederick K. Loomis. 
l\Iartin R. Petersoa. 
Edward N. Parker. 
Ernest l\1. Eller. 
Richard G. Yoge. 
Robert L. Dyer. 
William P. McGirr. 
Paul W. Hord. 
·willis H. Pickton. 
William A. Eaton. 
Am~tin W. Wheelock. 
Stanley P. Moseley. 
Edward K. ·walker. 
Richard A. Larkin. 
Liugurn H. Burkhead. 
Wilbur N. Landers. 
Fremont B. Wright. 
John H. Sides. 
Delbert A. Ross. 
Carlton H. Moore. 
Harold V. B. l\fad!:>en. 
Victor D. Long. 
James 1\I. Robinson. 
Alexander Sledge. 
Schuyler N. Pyne. 
Philip S. Creasor. 
Reclfleld Mason. 
Thomas B. McMurtrey. 
John '"· Murphy, jr. 
Robert L. Adams. 
David Goldenson. 
Le-riis Wallace. 
Thomas M. Brown.. 
'Villiam Sihler. 
Leslie F. Hoag. 
Claire C. Seabury. 
William H. Beers, jr. 
John H. Long. 
W Ulis A. Lent. 
Horace G. Trainer. 
George L. Purmort. 
Sherry T. McAdam, jr. 
Edmund B. Taylor. 
Paul A. Hartzell. 
John L. Melgaard. 
Robert E. Cronin. 
Elmer C. Buerkle. 
Charles D. l\IcDanieL. 
·waldo Tullsen. 
Francis J. 'l'homas. 
David R. Hull. 
Thomas C. Thomas. 
1\Iorgan A. Powell. 
Eugene E. Paro. 
John A. Charlson, jr. 
Richaru E. Elliott. 
James A. l\IcKally. 
John R. van Nagell. 
William C. Latrobe. 
l!,red C. Billing. 
Bt·uce D. Kelley. 
Morton 0. Mumma, jr. 
David A. Hurt. 
Jeane R. Clark. 
Byron C. Wanglin, jr. 
Chester C. Smith. 
David M. Tyree. 
Homer 0. Dahlke. 
Dwight M. Allgood. 
Willlflm B. Colborn. 
De Yere L. Day. 

DECE~lBER 18 

Jackson S. 0hnmplin. · 
Terrence R. Cowie. · 
James :\I. l\Iiller. 
.Alexander Jackson, jr. 
Philip D. Compton. 
Lee T. We ton. 
George '\Y. Bain . 
James S. Smith, jr. 
Eugene D. Sullivun. 
Frederick B. Warder. 
Stanton H. Harcourt. 
·william G. H. Lind. 
John H. Spiller. 
Joe W. Stryker. 
Cecil B. Gi\L. 
WiUiam B. Bo"·ard, jr. 
Stephen A. Hammond, jr. 
George L. Phillip . 
Persifor F. Gibson, jr. 
Malcolm G. Dunlop. 
John W. Brennan. 
Franklin W. Slaven. 
Franklin D. Karns, jr. 
Charles F. Miller. 
Stirling P. Smith. 
Horace \\~. Blakeslee. 
Anthony L. Uorschach. 
Geot·ge C. Wright. 
Harry N. Lyon. 
Aubrey G. J..~anston. 
Robert H. Gibbs. 
Ernest St. C. von Kleeck, jr. 
Wallace S. Newton. 
Richard E. Nellis. 
Clarence C. Ray. 
Clarence E. Haugen. 
Charles H. O'Keil. 
Rodmon D. Smith. 
Wilfred B. Goulett. 
Barman B. Bell, jr~ 
Kenneth Y. Daw on. 
Lermond H. Millet·. 
·william H. Putnam. 
Harold C. Pound. 
Willard K. GoodnE:'y. 
Fnmk S. Timberlake. 
Joseph W. Ludewig. 
Merle Van l\letre. 
James P. Knowles. 
Knowlton 'V'illiam . 
Douglas E. Smith. 
\Villiam C. Schultz. 
Herbert ~IcNulta, jr. 
Herbert P. Rice. 
Cameron Briggs. 
·william L; 1\Iessmer. 
Henry T. Brian. 
Fred C. Barnha t·t. 
HariT A. Simms. 
John D. Reppy. 
Charles Y. Broadley. 
Thelman Lester. 
William J. O'Brien. 
Je ·se C. Sewell. 
Edward L. Schleif. 
Jolm F. Frendt 
Monroe Y. McGovm, jr. 
Everett P. Newton, jr. 
Harry F. Miller. 
Thomas Burrowes, jr. 
Claude A. Dilla\OU. 
Lewis S. Parks. 
Donald C. Beard. 
Roland W. Charles. 
Clinton H. Sigel. 
Alwin D. K1·amer. 
Roger B. Nickerson. 
Edmund Tweedy. 
Frank A. Munroe, jr. 
John S. Blue. 
Richard H. Gingras. 
Thomas G. Reamy. 
George E. Fee. 
Donald D. Parke. 
Theodore W. Johnson, jr. 
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Francis R. Stolz. 
Charles A. Bond. 
Rnlph P. Kimzey. 
John H. Broadbent. 
ClemC'nt R. Crirldle. 
Richard W. Reither. 
Frederick F. Sima. 
Arthur H. Graubart. 
Charles E. Tolman. jr. 
Glenn l\1. Cox. 
Frederick N. Ki"'ette. 
Ira E. Hobbs. 
Hubert T. Waters. 
William 0. Gallery. 
Harold 0. Larson. 
Le\v W. Roberts. 
John 0. Lambrecht. 
Donald C. Varian. 
Carleton C. Hoffner. 
Harry H. Henderson. 
Charles S. Weeks. 
George C. Hirst, jr. 
William L. Wright. 
Rex S. Caldwell. 
William L. Turney. 
Russell S. Smith. 
Albert E. Jarrell. 
Robert N. Allen. 
John B. Robertson, jr. 
James D. Taylor, 3d. 
Thomas H. Tonseth. 
Creighton K. Lankford. 
James B. Cash. 
Everett E. Mann. 
John J. Laffan. 
Roland B. Vanasse. 
William R. Headden. 
Eugene S. Lee. 
Paul C. Oro ley. 
James M. Hicks. 
Robert S. Clark. 
George J. Dufek. 
John G. Blanche, jr. 
Edward L. Beck. 
John M. Scott. 
Carl H. B. Morrison. 
William H. TruesdelL 
Vernon D. Wickizer. 
Lee F. Sugnet. 
Haralson F. Smith. 
Kenneth 0. Hurd. 
Warren W. Johnson. 
John H. Griffin. 
Jame H. Carrington. 
Malcolm D. Sylvester. 
Howard T. Orville. 
Oliver F. Naquin. 
John W. Steele. 
James W. Haviland, Sd. 
John 1\I. Miller. 
William L. Benson. 
Waldeman N. Christensen. 
Hunter Wood, jr. 
Clyde F. Malone. 
Joseph H. Weillngs. 
Barton E. Bacon, jr. 
Watson T. Singer. 
.John S. Dny. 
Donald A. Bu b. 
John B. Cleland, jr. 
Harry Wagner. 
John B. Poore. 
George A. Leahey, jr. 
Raymond R. Lyons. 
William A. New. 
W1lliam W. Graham, jr, 
John F. Goodwin. 
Cornelius M. Sullivan. 
Br~mtou H. Field. 
Fremont B. Eggers. 
• John S. Chitwood. 
lfreu R. Stickney. 
Reuben T. Thornton, jr. 
Edward G. Muth. 
Julian B. Jordan. 
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Jarne. 0. Bank.~, jr. 
GeorgE:' F. O'Keefe. 
Herman E. Schieke. 
John G. 1\Ioore. 
Hhane H. Ktng. 
Robert I. Coleman. 
Aubrey B. Leggett. 
Alexander C. Thorington. 
George B. Fowler. 
John J. Hourihan. 
Joseph Leicht. 
Thomas M. McGraw. 
William G. Beecher, jr. 
Charles S. Silsbee. 
Tillett S. Daniel. 
Charles :M. Ryan. 
Austin C. Behan. 
Harold F. Dearth. 
James B. O'Hara. 
David G. Greenlee, jr. 
Hamilton L. Stone. 
Charles F. Chilllngworth, jr. 
Joseph H. Nevins. jr. 
George J. King. 
Richard Davis, jr. 
William H. Standley, jr. 
Frank P. Tibbitts. 
John G. Brown. 
Adolph Hede. 
Harold H. Pickens. 
Walter S. Mayer, jr. 
Linwood S. Howeth. 
Warren P. Mowatt. 
Carter A. Printup. 
James R. Hanna. 
Cecil L. Blackwell. 
Theodore Wolcott. 
Carroll D. Reynolds. 
Harry L. Ferguson, jr. 
Bennett W. Wright. 
Robert N. Gardner. 
Joseph 1\1. Scruggs. 
Samuel D. Simpson. 
George F. Kershner. 
Frank D. Owers. 
Ashby J. Badger. 
Walter B. Davidson. · 
Joseph Y. Carson. 
Reginald C. Johnson. 
Herbert E. Schonland. 
Francis B. McCall. 
William S. Howard, jr. 
Byron B. Loomis. 
John B. Brown. 
William S. Veeder. 
Thomas C. Parker. 
Joseph E. Wilsm1. 
George GellhOTn, jr. 
Harvey N. 1\l.arshall. 
Frederick P. Williams. 
William B. Krieg. 
Andrew E. Harris. 
William W. Agnew, jr. 
Max H. Bailey. 
John E. Florance. 
John G. Hughe , jr. 
Charles S. McKinney. 
Clarence E. Gregerson. 
Lynn C. Petross. 
Martin J. Drury. 
Arthur R. Quinn. 
Virgil F. Gordinier. 
John G. Johns. 
Edward D. Crowley. 
Clifford L. McAuliffe. 
Thomas J. Kimes. 
John R. Lawrence. 
Graham C. Gill. 
Roy R. Ransom. 
Marvin J. West. 
George P. Biggs . 
Percy H. Lyon. 
Norman W. Sears. 
Jack P. de Shazo. 
James V. Query, jr. 

Paul M. Clyde. Charle~ W. Truxall 
Clyde .M. Jensen. Ri<'hard A. Guthrie. 
Thomas J. McGeoy. Benjamin 1\Iay, 2d. 
Albert S. Moore. Walter C. l!'ord. 
Edward A. McFall. Bennett S. Copping. 
Phillip H. FitzGerald. Da\id C. Dreier. 
Harry B. Heneberger. John H. Lewht 
Warren F. Porter. Paul M. Lion, jr. 
Robert .J. K. Mensing. Julian J. l\lc"'hane. 
Thompson F. Fowler. Frank L. Durnell. 
Robert N. McFarlane. William H. Shahan. 
Ed\"\in R. Swinburne. Donald A. Peterson. 
Karl H. Nonweiler. William K. Rhodes. 
Ronald 1\I. MacKinnon. 'Villiam Culbert. 
John F. Delaney, jr. Rene S. Wogan. 
William K. Thompson. Winthrop E. Terry. 
Alexander Macintyre. John C. Hammock. 
Edwin V. Brant. Gordon B. Rainer. 
Gelzer L. Sims. Henry H. Love. 
David G. Roberts. Warren B. Sampson. 
Hugh P. Thomson. Robert G. Norman. 
Arthur B. Thompson. William Kirten, jr. 
Arthur D. J. Farrell. Lewis l\1. :Markham, jr. 
Paul B. Tuzo, jr. George F. Mahoney. 
James M. Smith. Isaac S. K. Reeves, jr. 
Thomas J. Hickey. Alfred J. Benz. 
William E. Hank. Clanton E. Austin. 
George R. Phelan. Frank W. Fenno, jr. 
Cecil L. Smith. Richard K. Gaines. 
Ralph A. Sentman. Robert C. Palmer. 
Ernest J. Davis. Julian K. Morrison, jr. 
Medical Inspector Charles N. Fi ke to be a medical director 

in the Navy, with the rank of captain, from the 5th day of 
April, 1925. 

Medical Inspector John J. Snyder to be a medical director in 
the Navy, with the rank of captain, from the 17th day of April, 
1925. 

Medical Inspector Richmond C. Holcomb to be a medical 
director in the Navy, with the rank of captain, from the 30th 
day of J nne, 1925. 

Surg. Frank E. Sellers to be a medical inspector in the Navy, 
with th~ rank of commander, from the 5th day of April, 1925. 

Surg. Edward H. H. Old to be a medical inspector in the 
Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 17th day of April, 
1925. 

The following-named surgeons to be medical inspectors in 
the Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 30th day of 
June, 1925: 

Paul R. Stalnaker. Edward C. White. 
Thurlow W. Reed. Edward U. Reed. 
Surg. Edgar L. Woods to be a medical inspector in the ~avy, 

with the rank of commander, from the 1st day of September, 
1925. 

Passed Asst. Surg. WUliam R. Levis to be a surgeon in the 
Na"'y, with the rank of lieutenant commander, from the 5th 
day of June, 1924. 

Passed Asst. Surg. Howard E. Gardner to be a surgeon in the 
Navy, with the rank of lieutenant commander, from the 5th 
day of December, 1924. 

The following-named passed assistant surgeons to be surgeons 
in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant commander, from the 
4th day of June, 1925: 

Frederick L. McDaniel. 
John H. Chambers. 
Joel J. White. 
Lyle J. Roberts. 
Frederick R. Hook. 
Percy W. Dreifus. 
Ladislaus L. Adamkiewicz. 
·william H. H. Turville. 
Gilbert H. 1\lankin. 
Benjamin F. Norwood. 
Robert P. Bender on. 
Eben E. Smith. 
James W. Ellis. 
John M. McCants. 
George P. Carr. 
Lewis ,V . .Johnson. 
Harold S. Sumerlin. 
John M. Huff. 
Walter M. Anderson. 
Robert T. Canon. 
Sterling S. Cook. 
Bertram Groesbeck, jr. 

Travis S. 1\Ioring. 
Lynn N. Hart. 
Robert H. Collins. 
James A. Fields. 
James F. Hooker . 
Deane H. Vance. 
llrython P. Davis. 
James E. Potter. 
Joseph H. Dturett. 
Morton D. Willcutts. 
Philip S. Sullivan. 
Paul T. Crosby. 
Jullus F. Neuberger. 
Clarence J. Brown. 
William W. Behlow. 
Arthur II. Dearing. 
Robert B. Miller. 
Paul l\I. Albright. 
.James E. IIoughton. 
Hoger M. Choisser. 
Walter A. Fort. 
Felix P. Keaney. 
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Frank W. Ryan. 
Paul V. Greedy. 
Leslle B. Mar~hull. 
Robert P. Parsons. 
John G. Powell. 
Barry B. LaFavre. 
Raymond B. Storch. 
Otto ·w. Grisier. 
1\Iartin L. Marquette. 
Joseph E. Malcomson. 
Hutchens C. Bi~hop, jr. 
Wilfred l\L Peaberdy. 
Claude E. Brown. 

Lewis G. Jordan. 
Jack S. Terry. 
Albert N. Champion. 
John L. Frazer, jr. 
Harold E. Ragle. 
Horace R. Boone. 
Stephen R. Mills. 
James A. Brown. 
Rollo W. Hutchinson. 
George A. Eckert. 
Ransom H. Holcomb. 
Hardy V. Hughens. 

The following-named citizens of the States indicated opposite 
their names to be assistant surgeons in the Navy, with the rank 
of lieutenant (junior grade), from the 4th day of June, 1D25: 

Fred D. Heegler, a citizen of California. 
Frederick A. Hemsath, a citizen of 1Ia · achnsetts. 
James R. Fulton, a citlzev of Washington. 
Herman D. Scarney, a citizen of Xew Jersey. 
Barry L. Goff, a citizen of Pennsyl\ania. 
Ralph H. Hofler, a citizen of Korth Carolina. 
Clifford A. Swanson, a citizen of ~Iichigan. 
Harry V. Thomas, a citizen of Illinois. 
John Q. Adams, a citizen of Yirginia. 
John N. C. Gordon, a citizen of Kentucky. 
James C. Drybread, a citizen of Indiana. 
Frank U. Townsend, jr., a citizen of Michigan. 
Frederick S. Foote, a citizen of California. 
Bernard S. Pupek, a citizen of New York. 
Harold W. Naeckel, a citizen of Iowa. 
John D. Keye, a citizen of North Dakota. 
Henry W. Patton, a citizen of Tennessee. 
Baxter A. Livengood, a citizen of North Carolina. 
Elmer G. Wakefield, a citizen of Arkansas. 
Marion T. Rosser, a citizen of Yirginia. 
Newman K. Bear, a citizen of California. 
Gunnar Jelstrup, a citizen of Korth Dakota. 
"'alter S. Mountain, a citizen of Pennsylvania. 
Ocie B. Morrison, jr., a citizen of Yirginia. 
John P. Brady, a citizen of Michigan. 
Edward E. Jones, a citizen of Utah. 
Robert F. Hague, a citizen of ::\lichigan. 
Raymond C. Lindholm, a citizen of California. 
Clamor H. Gavin, a citizen of Idaho. 
David W. Lyon, jr., a citizen of Ohio. 
Hugo 0. G. Wagner, a citizen of lllis~ouri. · 
Ebon B. McGregor, a citizen of Indiana. 
Rufus A. Schneiders, a citizen of Wisconsin. 
Harold lU. lf'. Behneman, a citizen of California. 
Carroll O'Rourke, a citizen of Indiana. 
Adolphus A. Berger, a citizen of l\Iissom·i. 
Charles G. McCormack, a citizen of Missouri. 
1\Ielvin D. Abbott, a citizen of Michigan. 
John R. Phillips, a citizen of Indiana. 
Samuel J. Roberts, a citizen of l\Iis~ouri. 
Hurschell D. Kindell, a citizen of Indiana. 
Ray W. Oldenburg, a citizen of Colorado. 
Willat·d B. Pierce, a citizen of l\linnesota. 
Anthony E. Reymont, a citizen of Ill1uois. 
Bruce V. Leamer, a citizen of Nebraska. 
Hanford Phillips, a citizen of Mi-·souri. 
Bartholomew W. Hogan, a citizen of Massachusetts. 
Benjamin R. Ross, a citizen of Indiana. 
LeRoy F. Fanell, a citizen of M.assachu ·etts. 
Ralph R. Ploughe, a citizen of Indiana. 
Louis A. Hitzeman, a citizen of Mis~onri. 
Sobisca S. Hall, a citizen of West Yirglnia. 
David L. Beers, a citizen of Ohio. 
Clark T. Alexander, a citizen of Colorado. 
David 0. Zearbaugh, a citizen of Indiana. 
The following-named citizens of the States indicated op

posite their names to be assistant surgeons in the Navy, with 
the rank of lieutenant (junior grade), from the 5th day of 
June. 1925: 

Harold 0. Cozby, a citizen of Te:xa:::. 
James H. McGranahan, a citizen of Minnesota. 
The following-named passed assistant dental surgeons to be 

dental surgeons in the Kavy, ";ith tile rank of lieutenant com
mander, from the 4th day of June, 10~5: 

Louis F. Snyder. Lou C. 1\lontgomery. 
John E. Herlihy. Joseph A. Tartre. 
Charles C. Bockey. James I. Root. 
Clark E. Morrow. Harold A.. Daniels. 

Paul W. Yeisley. 
Lawrence E. McGourty. 
Hubert J. Lehman. 
Howard R. McCleery. 
James C. Lough. 
Sidney M. Akerstrom. 
Errol W. Willett. 
De Witt C. Emerson. 

Robert S. 1\Iaxwell. 
Robert S. Darts. 
Charles C. Tinsley. 
Hubert F. Delmore. 
Harold A. Badger. 
Spry 0. Claytor. 
David L. Cohen. 

Daniel W. Ryan, a citizen of Iowa, to be an assistant dental 
surgeon in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant (junlor 
grade), from the 21st day of August, 19~5. 

William R. Burns, a citizen of Pennsylvania, to be an a. sist
ant dental surgeon in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant 
(junior grade), from the 2d day of December, 1925. 

Pay Dh·ector Thomas II. Hicks to be a pay director in the 
Kav3·, with the rank of 1·ear admiral, from the 2;:ith day of 
1\Iay, 1925. 

Pay Inspector Ray Spear to be a pay director in the Navy, 
with the rank of captain, from the 25th day of 1\Iay, 1925. 

Pay In ·pector Cuthbert J. Cleborne to be a pay director in 
the Kavy, with the rank of captain, from the lOth day of July, 
1925. 

Paymaster William G. Keill to be a pay inspector in the Navy, 
with the rank of commander, from the 14th day of January, 1925. 

Paymaster Benjamin H. Brooke to be a pay in. pector in the 
Ka\y, with the rank of commander, from the 10t11 day of July, 
1925. 

Paymaster Harry E. Collins to be a pay in~pector in the 
Kavy, with the rank of commander, from the 26th day of July, 
1925. 

The following-named pa sed assistant payma ters to be pay
master· in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant commander, 
from the 4th day of June, 1925: 

Ralph W. Swearingen. 
William V. Fox. 
Charles L. Austin. 
The following-named assistant paymasters to be passed as

sistant paymasters in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenants, 
from the 31 -·t day of December, 1924: 

Letcher Pittman. Harri~on W. McGrath. 
Archie B. McKay. Robert H. Whitaker. 
Charles T. Flannery. Calvin W. Schaeffer. 
Josephus M. Lieber. Harry C. iechtoldt. 
Carl L. Biery. Charles "\Y. Fo:x:. 
Harry H. Hines. E\erett lV. Brown. 
Frank Bumbeutel. 
'l'he following-named assistant paymasters to be passed 

assi~tant paymasters in the Navy. with the rank of lieutenant, 
from the 1st day of January, 1925: 

William H. Phillips. Percy Briggs. 
John L. H. Clarholm. Lamar Lee. 
George H. Crofut. Andrew C. Shiver. 
Matthew T. Betton. Theodore W. S. Runyon. 
John Ball. Joseph G. Hagstl·om. 
Carl W. Seitz. Cyrus B. Kitchen. 
The following-named assistant paymasters to be passed 

assistant paymasters in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, 
from the 1st day of February: 1925: 

Edward W. Hawkes. Charles D. Kirk. 
Earl F. Codding. Charles S. Bailey. 
Assistant Paymastet· Clark H. Miley to be a vas ·ed assistant 

paymaster in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from the 
15th. <lay of February, 1925. 

Assistant Paymaster Guy J. Cheatham to be a passed assist
ant paymaster in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from 
the 1st day of .March, 1925. 

The following-named assistant paymasters to be passed as
sistant paymasters in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, 
from the 15th day of March, 192G: 

Harold T. Smith. 
Charles J. Lanier. 
John H. Davis. 
As~i 'iant Paymaster David W. Robinson to lJe a passed as

sistant paymaster in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, 
from the 1st day of 1\Iay, 1925. 

Ensign Reed T. Roberts to be an assistant paymaster in the 
Navy, with the rank of en ign, from the 1st day of May. 192;). 

The following-named midshipmen to be assistant payma. ters 
in the 1\avy, with the rank of ensign, froin the 4th day of June, 
1925: 

James P. Dowden. 
Paul J. Klel. 
Philip White. 

Pre~tou G. Locke. 
Robert L. Grove. 
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Pay Clerk Don L. Merry to be an assistant paymaster in the 

Navy, with the rank of ensign, from the 11th day of June, 1925. 
Chaplain Robert D. Workman to be a chaplain in the Navy, 

with the rank of captain, from the 25th day of August, 1924. 
Chaplain Edward A. Duff to be a chaplain in the Navy, with 

the rank of captain, from the 11th day of September, 1925. 
The following-named chaplains to be chaplains in the Navy, 

with the rank of commander, from the 3d day of November, 
1924: 

William A. Maguire. 
William N. Thomas. 
Chaplain Ernest L. Ackiss to be a chaplain in the Navy, with 

the rank of commander, from the 5th day of January, 1925. 
Chaplain Maurice M. Witherspoon to be a chaplain in the · 

Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 3d day of No
vember, 1924. 

Chaplain Thomas L. Kirkpatrick to be a chaplain in the 
Navy, with the rank of commander, from -the 11th day of Sep
tember, 1925. 

The following-named assistant naval constructors to be naval 
constructors in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant com
mander, from the 6th day of June, 1925: 

Edward Ellsberg. Edward L. Cochrane. 
Robert W. Ferrell. George C. Manning. 
Donald Royce. Adrian R. Marron. 
Gordon ,V. Nelson. Joseph L. McGuigan. 
Fred M. Earle. John I. Hale. 
The following-named assistant naval constructors to be 

na\al constructors in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant 
commander, from the 80th day of June, 1925: 

Robert N. S. Baker. 
William Nelson. 
The following-named ensigns to be assistant naval construc

tors in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant (junior grade), 
from the 3d day of June, 1925: 

Leonard Kaplan. . 
Francis H. Whitaker. 
Harry W. Pierce. 
Nicholas A. Draim. 
Leslie A. Kniskern. 
Leland D. Whitgrove. 
Bernard E. Manseau. 
John A. Sweeton. 

Carlyle L. Helber. 
Dale Quarton. 
Henry A. Ingram. 
Edward C. Craig. 
Alden R. Sanborn. 
Milo R. Williams. 
Irving L. Lind. 

The following-named ensigns to be assistant civll engineers 
ln ·the Navy with the rank of lieutenant (junior grade), from 
the 3d day of June, 1925: 

Henry P. Needham. 
Beauford '\V. Fink. 
The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 

the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day 
of June, 1924: 

John W. Thrunk. 
Benjamin B. Johnson. 

, George M. Coryell. 
'l'he following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 

the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day 
of July, 1924: 

George L. Kennedy. 
Lewis W. Adkins. 
The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 

the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
August, 1924: · 

William G. Baker. Frank Harder. 
John A. Muelchi. John J. Smith. 
George J. Duck. 
The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 

the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of 
6ctober, 1924 : . 

Claude Tucker. 
Conrad Motz. 
The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 

the Navy, to ran}\: with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
November, 1924 : 

William J. Smith. 
Walter C. Fitzpatrick. 
Boatswain Albert E. Baker to be a chief boatswain in the 

Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
February, 1924. 

Boatswain Frederick W. Filbry to be a chief boatswain in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
December, 1924. 

Boatswain Forest A. Cole to be a chief boatswain In the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
January, 1925. 

Boatswain Hubert George to be a chief boatswain in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
March, 1925. · 

Boatswain Walter J. Daly to be a chief boatswain in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of 
April, 1925. 

The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
May, 1925: 

Robert C. West. 
Farrell N. C. Overall. 
The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 

the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
June, 1925: 

Herman C. Fredericks. 
John T . . Sunderman. 
Gunner Carl J. Nerdahl to be a chief gunner in the Navy, 

to rank with but after ensign, from the 2d day of July, 1923. 
Gunner Alvin W. McCoy to be a chief gunner in the Navy, 

to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of August, 
1924. 

Gunner Frederick G. Weilenmann to be a chief gunner in th9 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of 
October, 1924. 

Gunner Fred Jordan to be a chief gunner in the Navy, to 
rank with but after ensign, from the 14th day of November, 
192~ . 

Gunner George A. Cruze to be a chief gunner in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of November, 
1924. 

The following-named gunners to be chief gunners in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
December, 1924: 

Robert W. Morrison. 
Harrison H. Blevins. 
Gunner George A. Collette to be a chief gunner in the Navy, 

to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of January, 
1925. 

Gunner Edwin C. Jepson to be a chief gunner in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 11th day of July, 1925. 

Machinist Axel E. Tangren to be a chief machinist in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 15th day of 
November, 1923. 

Machinist Eduard G. Jahnke to be a chief machinist in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
.l\Iarch, 1924. 

Machinist Robert Farris to be a chief machinist in the Navy, 
to rank with but after .ensign, from the 1st day of June, 1924. 

Machinist Zemp W. Cornwell to be a chief machinist in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of July, 
1924. 

The following-named machinists to be chief machinists in the 
Navy, .to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
September, 1924: 

Raymond 0. Deitzer. 
Mark A. Savelle. 
Machinist Frank D. Butler to be a chief machinist in the 

Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of · 
October, 1924. 

The following-named machinists to be chief machini ts in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
December, 1924: 

Joseph J. Ouwelant . . 
Paul L. Henneberg. 
Machinlst Henry W. Price to be a chief machinist in the 

Navy, to rank with but after {lnsign, from the 20th day of 
March, 1925. 

Machinist George L. McMullen to be a chief machinist in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
April., 1925. · 

Machinist John A. L~ to be a chief machinist in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of May, 1925. 

Machinist Burr W. Sommer to be a chief machinist in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
July, 1925. 

· Machinist Douglas H. West to be a chief machinist in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the lst•d.ay of Sep-
tember, 1~5. · · 

Carpenter Samuel Butrick to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
September, 1923. 
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Carpenter Lars J. Larson to be a chief carpenter in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of A~ril, 
1D24. 

Carpenter Milton DeMilt to be a chief carpenter in the 1\avy, 
to rank with but afte1· en.Jgn, from the 20th day of Septem
ber, 1924. 

Carpenter Paul J. Lrnch to be a chief carpenter in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of October, 
1!)24. 

The following-named carpPnters to be chief carpenters in the 
N'aYy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
November, 1924: 

Gustave A. Gillgren. 
Harry C. Klopp. 
Carpenter Dand Somers to be a chief carpenter in the NaYy, 

to rank with but after ensign, from the 12th day of .March, 
102J. 

Carpenter William J. Kennedy to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the ~8th day of 
.March, 1925. 

Car11enter William ll. Berry to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of May, 
1925. 

Pharmacist Car on A. Kelson to be a chief pharmacist in the 
Na ' 'Y, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of 
October, 1924. 

Pharmacist Herbert S. Lansdowne to be a chief 'pharmacist 
in the Navy, to rank \Yith but after ensign, from the 20th day 
of Xovember, 1924. 

Pay Clerk Cabell R. Berry to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 14th day of 
September, 1922. 

I>ay Clerk John J. l\IacDonald to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
F~bruary, 1924. 

ray Clerk JameR F. Yoes to be a chief clerk in the Xavy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of July, 1924. 

Pay Clerk Ed\\ard W. Hume to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of 
Oclober, 192-!. 

'l'he following-named pay clerks to be chief pay clerks in the 
Xavy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
December, 1924: 

A.rthm· H. Fletcher. 
Thomas S. Lo\\ry. 
John P. Wilson. 

.Alma E. Sn lm. 
Raymond C. Ball. 

rav Clerk Arthur S. Wrenn to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Kavy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of 
December, 1D24. 

Pay Clerk John J. McGrath to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
January, 1925. 

Pay Clerk Dale A. Palmer to be a chief pay -clerk in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 19th day of 
February, 1925. · 

Pay Clerk George W. Dean to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Kavy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
February, 1925. 

'l'he following-named pay clerks to be chief pay clerks in 
the Xavy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
March. 1D25 : 

Carlile Reicl. 
Harry L. Creswick. 
Pay Clerk Archie J. :McDaniel to be a chief pay cl(>rk in the 

N"avy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 28th day o.f 
March, 192u. 

Pay Clerk Chauncey J. Buckley to be a chief pay clerk in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 6th day of 
April, 1925. 

Pay Clerk James A. Harris to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 6th day of 
May, 1925. 

Pay Clerk Crawford T. Folsom to be a chief pay clerk in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 28th day 
of May, 1925. 

Pay Clerk Norris D. Whitehill to be a chief pay clerk in 
the Nayy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 5th day of 
September, 1925. 

Lieut. Joseph H. Hoffman to be a lieutenant commander 
in the Na~ from the 5th day of June, 1924. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) John W. Dillinder to be·~ lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 15th day of July, 1925. 

'.rhe following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to l>e lieu
tenants in the Na\y from the 31st day of July, 1925: 

Lannis A. Parker. 
Harold F. Hale. 
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Harold J. Kircher to be a lieutenant 

in the Navy from the 1st day of June, 1923. 
The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior 

grade) in the Navy from the 3d day of December, 1D24: 
Kenneth R. Hall. 
Cecil Paine. 
Hiram P. Shaw. 
Passed Asst. Surg. Park l\l. Barrett to be a surgeon in the 

Navy, with the rank of lieutenant commander, from the 5th 
day of December, 1924. 

CO:NFIRMATION S 
EJr.reQutive nominations confirmed by the Senate December 18, 

1925 
ASSIST.A.!\T SECRE'l'ARY OF THE 'l'RE.!.SURY 

Lincoln C. Andrews to lJe Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 
DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF MINES 

Scott Turner to be Director Bureau of Mine . 
MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF CHARITIES OF THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA 

William J. Kerby to be member of the Board of Charltle~, 
District of Columbia. 

CoAsT .A.XD GEODETIC SCRVEY 

Byron Williams to be jtmlor hydrographic and geodetic engi· 
neer. I 

UNITED ST.ATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Fred U. Raymond to be United States district judge, western 
district of Michigan. _ I 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 

Fred Cubberly to be United States attorney, northern district 
of Florida. I 

Paul W. Kear to be United States attorney, eastern di ·trict ot 
Virginia. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS 

Clarence G. Smithers to be United States marshal, eastern 
district of Virginia. 

S. Green PI·offit to be United. States marshal, \Yestern di trict 
of Virginia. 1 

Hugh L. Patton to be United States marshal, distrlct ot 
Wyoming. · 

PosTMASl'ERS 
ALABAMA 

Charles 0. Johnson, Ensley. 
Thomas A. Carter, Grove Hill. 

FLORIDA 

Walter R. McLeod, Apopka. 
Fred H. Gibbons, Archer. 
John ll. McLain, Auburndale. 
James E. Still, Bonifay. 
Charles W. Pierce, Boynton. 
Latrelle W. Greason, Brew.:ter. 
Grace M. Mashburn, Caryville. 
Fred Brett, Crestview. 
Charles A. :\!iller, Crystal River. 
Frank Dean, Delray. 
Edna F. Hope, Dunedin. 
Glenna J. Pedrick, Dunnellon. 
Elwyn B. C. Nichols, Ellenton. 
Pauline 1!~. Colley, Florence Yilla. 
Fred W. Jacques, Fort Lauderdale. 
w· esley S. ~loe, Fort Pierce. 
Jesse E. },ranklin, Glen Saint Mary. 
James T. Phillips, Greenville. 
'Valter 0. Brooks, Gulfport. 
Emma S. Fletcher, Havana. 
Louis F. Randall, Hialeah. 
William H. Do\V"lling. High Springs. 
Wylie L. Buchanan, Hopkins. 
William L. Bryan, J asper. 
James L. Richbourg, Laurelhlll. 
John F. Stunkel, Leesburg. 
John H. Hildreth, Live Oak. 
Daniel II. Petteys, Mcintosh. 
Florence M. Wackerle, Melbourne. 
Daniel H. Lairtl, Millville. 
John H. Collins, Milton. 
David S. Simpson, Mount Dora. 
Edna L. Goss, li ulberry. · 
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Nathan J. Lewis, Newberry. 
Charlotte E. Henry, Nocatee. 
Walter N. Gray, Okeechobee. 
Goldie B. Helm, Oneco. 
Ethel C. McPherson, Passagrllle. 
Henry A. Drake, Port St. Joe. 
Louis B. Ritch, Raiford. 
Dudley H. Morgan, River Junction. 
Abraham H. Lasher, Safety Harbor. 
Charles M. Loy, Stuart. 
Bessie T. Austin, Sulphur Springs. 
Harriet R. Bishop, Tampashores. 
Annie B. Locke, Titusville. 
Arthur L. Stevens, Waldo. 
Lonie M. Watkins, Webster. 
George W. Smith, West Palm Beach. 

GEORGIA 

Leila W. Maxwell, Danville. 
John H. Hendrix, Hawkinsville. 
William N. Casey, Kingsland. 
Benjamin N. Walters, Martin. 
John T. Bird, Ox."ford. 
Mary E. Everett, St. Simons Island. 
William H. Flanders, Swainsboro. 

ILLINOIS 

Hazel Hayes, Armington. 
Charles C. Hamilton, Arthur. 
Henry E. Petersen, Ashkum. 
John P. Kopp, Baldwin, · 
Carl M. Crowder, Bethany. 
Nancy Jamison, Biggsville. 
Matthew G. Yarnell, Bowen. 
Fred Wilson, Broughton. 
Tice D. Mason, Browns. 
Harold M. Brown, Brownstown. 
Myrtle A. Blackward, Bush. 
James E. Voorhees, Bushnell. 
Ralph W. Colver, Cherry. 
John Reineke, Cissna Park. 
John A. Bateman, Clay City. 
J. H. Shaefer, Cross Point. 
Mae E. Laughery, Cuba. 
Bertha I. Askey, Dakota. 
Edward J. Tabor, Earlville. 
Joseph D. Nutt, East Alton. 
Mercy Thornton, Elkville. 
Chalon T. Land, Enfield. 
Nellie T. Lindstrom, Fairview. 
William W. Harbert, Findlay. 
William C. Borger, Freeburg. 
Charles W. Meier, Freeport. · 
Elizabeth Titter, Glen Carbon. 
Lewis M. Crow, Grand Tower. 
Maurice E. Murrie, Grayslake. 
James F. l\lill, Hillsdale. 
Leslie K. Valentine, Hinckley. 
Frank P. Cowing, Homewood. 
Lora Johnson, Hudson. 
William E. Ford, Karnak. 
James F. Harrison, Leaf River. 
George F. Dickson, Little York. 
Clyde F. Clester, Loda. 
Anna C. Boyer, Logan. 
Anna E. Paramore, Loraine. 
Lela Killips, Lyons. 
James M. Pace, Macomb. 
Bailey H. West, Makanda. 
William L. Beebe, Manito. 
Ellis H. Jones, .Minooka. 
Emily M. Erickson, Mount Greenwood. 
Ruth J. Hodge, Mundelein. 
SamueJ E. Shelton, Nason. 
Junius A. Beger, Nauvoo. 
William J. Thornton, Nebo. 
Harvie D. Harris, New Boston. 
Edwin L. Griese, Northbrook. 
Joseph L. Przyborski, North Chicago. 
William D. Abbaduska, Odell. 
Edzard Johnson, Oglesby. 
Robert B. Ritzman, Orangeville. 
James W. Alexander, Patoka. 
Mary E. Lister, Percy. 
Albert S. Tavenner, Polo. 
Jefferson Louk, Prairie City. 

Ralph R. Larkin, Prairie du Rocher. 
Willis M. Hoag, Princeville. 
Emma H. Howe, Ravinia. 
Edna G. Mallette, Reynolds. 
Willis J. Huston, Rochelle. 
Harry L. Johnson, Rockport. 
Herman B. Schmidt, Roselle. 
Charles G. Brainard, Round Lake. 
Forrest E. Mattix, St. Elmo. 
Harry E. Gemmill, Shannon. 
William C. Kelley, Simpson. 
William H. Conkling, Springfield. 
Bomer J. Spangler, Stanford. 
William Faster, Strasbm·g. 
Katherine Maloy, Summit. 
John W. Vangilder, Sumner. 
Polona H. Callaway. Tallula. 
John E. Miller, Tamms. 
Elijah Williams, Tonica. 
Arthur ,V. Shinn, Toulon. 
Fred S. Edwards, Troy. 
Olin L. Browder, Urbana. 
Priscilla Crandal, Ursa. 
Hervey E. Broaddus, Varna. 
Roy C. Tarrant, Versailles. 
August Treu, Villa Park. 
Fred E. Schroeder, Warrensburg. 
Jay B. Hollibaugh, Waynesville. 
Lizzie M. Burch, Western Springs. 
William C. Ohse, Yorkville. 

IOWA 
John Daly, Alta Vista. 
Frank J. Wuamett, Alvord. 
Oltman A. Yoogd, Aplington. 
Harriette Olsen, Armstrong. 
Arthur A. Dingman, Aurelia. 
Barry R. Grim, Belle Plaine. 
Gayle A. Goodman, Birmingham. 
Henry W. Pitstick, Boyden. 
Anton C. Jaeger, Brandon. 
Wheaton A. MacArthur, Burt. 
Earle Miller, Cantril. 
Gustav H. Hackmann, Clermont. 
Edward W. Teale, Davis City. 
Robert B. Light, Deep River. 
Edna B. Wylie, Derby. 
Ernest T. Greenfield, Douds. 
William C. Rolls, Dow City. 
Herman Ternes, Dubuque. 
Edwin T. Davidson, Duncombe. 
Andrew N. Jensen, Elk Horn. 
Ole A. Cragwick, Ellsworth. 
Amel F. Wunn, Everly. 
Dean Taylor, Fairfield. 
James E. Carr, Farmington. 
Charles S. Parker, Fayette. 
John A. Martin, Floyd. 
E. Ray Morrell, Grand River. 
Arthur M. Burton, Grinnell. 
Walter B. Luke, Hampton. 
John B. Nicoll, Harris. 
Clyde E. Wheelock, Hartley. 
William S. Ferree, Hillsboro. 
Nettie B. Mullan, Hopkinton. 
Louis H. Severson, Inwood. 
Fred 0. Parker, Ireton. 
Jesse 0. Parker, Keosauqua. 
Joseph F. Higgins, Keswick. 
Lillian M. Cochran, Lake City. 
J essaline M. Weinberger, Ledyard. 
Irene Goodrich, Lehigh. 
Winfield Cash, Leon. 
Benjamin F. Shirk, Linn Grove. 
Walter E. Prouty, Lockridge.. 
Thomas E. . .Balls, Lucas. 
Charles F. Brobeil, Lytton. 
Austin C. McKinsey, Maquoketa. 
Purley Jennison, Maynard. 
John P. McNeill, Melcher. 
Roy L. Day, Melrose. 
George Kraft, Melvin. 
W. Serenus Peterson, Missouri Valley. 
Hugh L. Smith, Montezuma. 
Charles P. McCord, Nevada. 
Bruce C. Mason, New Market. 
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Everett H. 1\Ioon, New Providence. 
George W. Graham, Oakville. 
James E. Graves, Osceola. 
'l'heodore E. Templeton, Paton. 
Fred H. Seabury, Pisgah. 
0 car Smith, Plainfield. 
0. car M. Green, Prescott. 
George A. Fox, Quimby. 
Alva V. Gillette, Randolph. 
Ge01·ge A.. Bennett, Redfield. 
Carron A. Richardson, Renwick. 
Matilda Johnson, Ridgeway. 
Nettie Lund, St. An. ·gar. 
William W. Simkin, Salem. 
William H. l\ioore, Shelby. 
George J. Bloxham, Sheldon. 
Alfred Jones, Shenandoah. 
.. Ulan l\luilenburg, Sioux Center. 
William II. Jones, Sioux City. 
Andrew :Maland, Slater. 
Elsie N. ~lorgan, Smithland. 
Grace Severson, Soldier. 
·william N. Horn, South English. 
Henry A. Falb, West Bend. 
Eric L. Ericson, Story City. 
Arthur T. Briggs, Sutherland. 
Leona B. Garrison, Swea City. 
Howard W. Edwards, Tingley. 
Mayme L. Petersen, Titonka. 
Clifford C. Clardy, Valley Junction. 
Howard D. Peckham, Yillisca. 
Donald C. Gearhart, Washta. 
B. Frank Jones, Waukee. 
Charles W. Tyrrell, Waverly. 
Roy 0. Kelley, We tsicle. 
Seth B. Cairy, Whittemore. 
Elsie Lowe, Woodburn. 
Pauline W. Hummel, Yale. 

KENTUCKY 
Bell Gray, Corbin. 

LOUISIANA 

. Leo A. Turregano. Alexandria. 
Lee 0. Taylor, Bogalusa. 
Florence L. Harris, Bonami. 
John B. Smith, Cheneyville. 
Charles C. Subra, Convent. 
Henry Johnson, Cravens. 
Ernest B. Miller, Denham Springs. 
John S. Pickett, Fisher. 
Elias F. Kelly, Gilbert. 
James 0. Adams, Good Pine. 
Malian E. Thomas, Grand Cane. 
i\lamie S. Kiblinger, Jackson. 
Mrs. Edwin L. Lafargue, Marksville. 
James H. Leech, l\1er Rouge. 
Sallie D. Pitts, Oberlin. 
Sylvester J. Folse, Patterson. 
Helen W . .Allen, Peason. 
Ada Allums, Plain Dealing. 
John A. Burleigh, Port Barre. 
Ida H. Boatner, Rochelle. 
William S. Montgomery, Saline. 
Monroe Erskins, Sikes. 
Delsa G. Hudgens, Slagle. 

MICHlGAN 

Patrick H. Schannenk, Chassell. 
Charles Hallman, Iron Mountain. 
George E. Meredith, Minden City. 
Volney R. Reynolds, Waldron. 
John F. Krurnbeck, Williamston. 

MINNESOTA 

Thorwald 0. Westby, Avoca. 
Cora 0. Smith, Bayport. 
John N. Peterson, Beltrami. 
Arthur B. Paul, Big Falls. 
Elmer E. Putnam, Big Lake. 
Adolf Wernicke, Bingham Lake. 
Ross Knutson, Bird Island. 
Edward H. Hebert. Bricelyn. 
Anna ID. Baker, Brownton. 
Alice G. Doherty, Byron. 
Ida M. Strawsell, Callaway, 
Benjamin Baker, Campbell. 

Mabel L. Markham, Clear Lake. 
Frank H. Nichols, Comfrey, 
Emil A. Yoelz, Danuue. 
Delma1· J. Carruth, Danvers. 
Alwyne A. Dale, Dover. 
August Wenberg, Dunnell. 
Louis A. Dietz, Easton. 
William O'Brien, Eden Yalley. 
Frank H. Beyer, Elgin. 
George ll. Emmons, Emmons. 
John Lohn, Fosston. 
Matilda Blodgett, Ghent. 
Frank H. Griffin, Good Thunder. 
Herbert L. Day, Graceville. 
Albert Myhre, Grand Meadow. 
Charle L. Engelhorn, Greenbush. 
Genevra E. Ristvedt, Hanley Falls. 
Dwight C. Jarchow, Harris . 
Henry W. Koehler, Hector. 
Charles E. Cater, jr., Herman. 
Myrtle 1\1. Rogne s, Hills. 
Ambrose Holland, Holland. 
Erna H. Benjamin, Kasota. 
Anton Malmberg, Lafayette. 
Elmer W. Thompson, Lismore. 
Charles S. Jameson, Littlefork. 
Ida nickerson, Lucan. 
Emil M. Blasky, Mahnomen. 
Fred E. Joslyn, Mantorville. 
Lawrence B. Setzler, Maple Plain. 
Haldor G. Johnson, Minneota. 
Ernest G. Haymaker, Motley. 
Edward F: Koehler, Mound. 
Ole Kleppe, Newfolden. 
Louis E. Olson, Nicollet. 
Winnifred L. Batson, Odessa. · 
George W. Shipton, Ogilvie. 
Arvid J. Lindgren, Orr. 
Minot J. Brown, Owatonna. 
Nels J. Amble, Peterson. 
Lee 1\1. Bennett, Pillager. 
George H. Tome, Pine Island . 
Anna Barnes, Randall. 
Amelia J. Rajkowski, Rice. 
David L. Williams, Rochester. 
Minnie W. Hines, Roosevelt. 
James E. Ziska, Silver Lake. 
Ella S. Engel en, Storden. 
Gertrude A. l\Iuske, Swanville. 
Frank B. Clarine, Tamarack. 
George E. Brockman, Triumph. 
August W. Petrich, Vernon Center. 
Iver Tiller, Wanamingo. 
Ole N. Aamot, Watson. 
Laurence A. Weston, Waubun. 
Pearl C. Heigl, Winsted. 
Mathias J. Olson, Wolverton. 
Charles Lindsay, W~odstock. 

MISSOURI 

Harvey R. Imboden, Arcadia. 
Margaret E. Matson, Barnard. 
Robert M. Tirmenstein, Benton. 
Henry C. Oehler, Bismarck. 
Samuel F. Wegener, Blackburn. 
Bethel W. Eiserman, Branson. 
Con. 'iant A. Larson, Bucklin. 
Lea K. Glines, Cainsville. 
Walter A. Brownfield, Calhoun. 
Earl 1\I. Mayhew, Callao. 
Henry H. Haas, Cape Girnrdeau. 
Edward Burkhardt, Che terfielcl. 
Edgar H. Intelmann, Cole Camp. 
Henry E. Martens, Concordia. 
Bessie A. Grotjan, Dalton. 
Charles E. Leacb, Deepwater. 
Abraham L. McElvain, Elmo. 
Edwaru Beall, Eolia. 
Ross A. Prater, Essex. 
J ohn W. McGee, Ewing. 
Or·dlle J. White, Fairfax. 
Robert C. Wommack, Fair Grove. 
S. Harvey Ramsey, Flat River. 
"\Van·en D. Berkey, Fortuna. 
Frederick D. Williams, Fulton. 
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Frederick M. Harrison, Gallatin. 
Lola L. Shumate, Gilliam. 
Henry A. Scott, Gilman City. 
Robert C. Remley, Grain Valley, 
Gordon E. Guiles, Green Castle. 
Charles F. Boon, Greentop. 
Grace C. Moore, Holland. 
Thomas E. Sparks, Holliday. 
John R. Wiles, Jamesport. 
Harry F. Gurney, Kidder. 
Jacob B. Marshall, La Monte. 
Edward Baumgartner, Linn. 
Dwight A. Dawson, Lowry City. 
Charles L. Farrar, Macon. 
Lulu M. Williams, Marston. • 
Enoch W. Brewer, McFall. 
Nathan J. Rowan, Meta. 
John Kerr, Newburg. 
Robert L. J one , New Cambria. 
Fred E. Hart, Norwood. 
Mattie D. Farmer, Pomona. 
Edward E. Whitworth, Poplar Bluff. 
Roy D. Eaton, Powersville. 
Earl A. Blakely, Revere. 
Phillip ~f. Beesley, Robertsville. ,. 
J. Herbert Hunter, Russellville. 
William M. Johns, Sedalia. 
Asbury L. Williams, Seymour. 
Washington D. Barker, Shelbina. 
George W. Hendrickson, Springfield. 
John S. Gatson, V andalla. 
Joseph 0. Bassett, Vienna. 
Orville ·H. Hamsted, Walnut Grove. 
William H. Jackson, Winfield. 

NEW HAMPSIDRlil 

Sarah J. Moore, Alstead. 
Waldo C. Var;ney, Alton. 
Harry B. Burtt, Amherst. 
Thomas J. Donovan, Ashuelot. 
Warren W. McGregor, Bethlehem. 
Reuben S. Moore, Bradford. 
Ambrose P. McLaughlin, Bretton Woods. 
Fred A. Hall, Brookline. 
Albert A. Bennett, Center Harbor. 
Arthur H. Wilcomb, Chester. · 
Ernest L. Abbott, Derry. 
Reginald C. Stevenson, Exeter. 
Arthur W. Sawyer, Franconia. 
Edward ID. Cossette, Gonic. 
Arthur G. Robie, Hooksett. 
Anna B. Clyde, Hudson. 
Ben 0. Aldrich, Keene. 
George E. Danforth, Nashua. 
Harriette H. Hinman, North Stratford. 
Frank J. Aldrich, Pike. 
Daniel A. Abbott, Salem. 
Edna C. Mason, Tamworth. 
Alfred S. Cloues, Warner. 
Chester B. Averill, Warr·en. 
Harry E. Messenger, West Lebanon. 

NEW MEXICO 

John H. Evans, State College. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Ollie C. McGuire, Zebulon. 
NORTH DAKOTA 

Elizabeth 1\Iultz, Alice. 
Clifford E. Kelsven, Almont. 
Michael J. Wipf, Alsen. 
John Brusven, Barton. 
Niels E. Sorteberg, Bowdon. 
Clara J. Leet, Brocket. 
Harold R. McKechnie, Calvin. 
Laura A. Kline, Crystal. 
Belle Elton, Deering. 
Otto S. Wing, Edmore . 
.Meeda McMullen, Forest River. 
Jacob Omdahl, Galesburg. 
Rose M. Morrison, Granville. 
Albert E. Thacker, Hamilton. 
'Villiam C. Forman, jr., Hankinson. 
Chester A. Revell, Han-er. 

LXVII-70 

Olaf N. Hegge, Hatton. 
Hattie E. M. Dyson, Haynes. 
Edwind L. Semling, Hazelton. 
Tom S. Farr, Hillsboro. 
Norton T. Hendrickson, Hoople. 
Elizabeth I. Connelly, Hurdsfield. 
Samuel N. Rinde, Lankin. 
Ruth L. Gibbons, Lawton. 
Edith M. Will, Leith. 
1\Iathew Lynch, Lidgerwood. 
Dorothea L. Haugen, Maddock. 
Anton 1\I. Jacobson, Makoti. 
James F. Dunn, McClusky. 
Carl Quanbeck, McVille. 
Lorena S. McDonald, Medora. 
Charles P. Thomson, Minto. 
James A. Elliott, New England. 
John A. Halberg, Park River. 
Bennie l\1. Burreson, Pekin. 
John J. 1\fullett, Perth. 
John H. Gambs, Pettibone. 
Harry Solberg, Pprtland. 
Bernard E. Rierson, Regan. 
Ernest C. Lebacken, Reynolds. 
Edmund C. Sargent, Ruso. 
Donald G. Mcintosh, St. Thomas. 
1\Ions K. Ohnstad, Sharon. 
Wanzo l\1. Shaw, Sheldon. 
Jennie E. Smith, Steele. 
Cornelius Rowerdink, Strasburg. 
Lydia R. Schultz, Tappen. 
Elizabeth M. Gillmer, Towner. 
1\Iary E. Freeman, Verona. 
Elmer H. 1\Iyhra, Wahpeton. 
Will H. Wright, Woodworth. 
Goldia J. Smith, Zahl. 
Henry Walz, Zeeland. 

OKLAHOMA 

Charles W. Youngblood, Hanna. 
Odessa H. Willis, Pittsburgh. 

RHODE ISLAND 

Ralph Chapman, Esmond. 
John C. Sheldon, Hillsgrove. 
Beatrice M. Kelly, Little Compton. 
Walter A. Kilton, Providence. 
Lyra S. A. Cook, West Barrington. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Lewis J. Goodman, Clemson College. 
Paul M. Davis, Donalds. 
Lemuel Reid, Iva. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FRIDAY, December 18, 1925 
The !rouse met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer : 

Almighty God, again Thou hast given voice to the day, and 
Thy hand, so mighty and yet so gentle, is upon us. We would 
respond to Thy claim. Open our minds and hearts to a knowl
edge of Thyself, for to know Thee is life eternal. This is the 
gift of the Father of us all, who is the light and the glory 
forever. As life is so often difficult and discipline is. hard, 
open our lives for the reception of Thy wisdom and direct 
them with its nourishment. Thus may they be as treasures 
held in trust for God and our fellow men. l\Iay the sense of 
fear or dejection have no rule over us. Amen. 

The J ourna.l of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

CONTESTED-ELECTIO-s CASES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication from 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives, transmitting the 
contested-election case of Willia.m I. Sirovich v. Nathan D. 
Perlman, from the fourteenth district of the State of New 
York, which was read and, with accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Elections No. 1 and ordered printed. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House a communication 
from the Clerk of the House of Representatives, transmitting 
the contested-election case of Warren Worth Bailey v. Ander-
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