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Edwin Stanton to be postmaster at A "talon, Los Angeles CONF;IUl\fATIONS. 
County, Cal., in place of Edwin Stanton. Incumbent's commis- E xecutire nominations confirmefl b1} the Senate, lllm·ch 6, 1908. 
sion expires April 27, Ul08. CONSUL-GENERAL. 

coLoRaDo. Alfred L. l\1. Gott chalk, of New York, now consul-general of 
Jet;:sie L. Cozens to be postma ter at Littleton, Arapahoe cla~s 3 at Mexico, to be consul-general at large of the United 

County, Colo., in place of Clark Z. Cozens, deceased. St.ates. 
ILLIXOIS. 

Lewis J. Farmer to be postmaster at Tamaroa, Perry County, 
Ill., in place of Lewis J. Farmer. Incumbent's commi.:sion ex-
pireu January 1 ', 190 . . 

Yale T. Kiblinger to be postma£ter at Morton, . Tazewell 
County, Ill., in place of William H. Voelpel, re igned . . 

·IXDIA~A.. 

Charle Laramore to be postmaster at Knox, Starke County, 
Ind., in place of Charles Laramore. Incumbent's commission 
expired February 23, 100 . 

KAXSAS. 

Thomas R. Jones to be po tmaster at Girard, Crawford Coun
ty, Kans., in place of Albert :M. Wasser. Incumbent's commis
sion expired December 1, 1907. 

MICHIGA~. 

Fabius A. Fisk to be postmaster at Colon, St. Joseph County, 
Mich., in place of Fabius A. Fisk. Incumbent's commission ex
pired February 20, 190 . 

Jacob Leroy Gumaer to be postmaster at Ovid, Clinton Coun
ty, Mich., in place of George B. Faxon, removed. 

Eugene T. Slayton to be postmaster at Lapeer Lapeer County, 
Mich., in place of Eugene T. Slayton. Incumbent's commission 
expired February 23, 1008. 

. DISTRICT JUDGE FOR .ALASKA, 

Silas H. Reid, of Oklahoma, to be jud~e of the district court 
for the district of Alaska, assigned to diYision Ko. 3. 

'C'NITED STATES .ATTORNEY. 

John T. Robinson of Connecticut, to be United State attor
ney for the district of Connecticut. 

.A.PPOINT)!ENT IN THE N .A IT. 

A aph Hall, a citizen of ~lichigan to be a profe or of mathe
matics in the Knxy from the 26th day of February, 100 . . 

PROMOTIONS IN THE K.AVY. 

Lieutenant ( Junior Grade) Frauk Ror chach to be a lieu
tenant in the Ka 'Y from the 30th day of July, 1007. 

Passed As istant Engineer Henry E. Rhoades, who was con
firmed by the Senate on January 23, Hl07, for adyancement from 
the grade of as i taut en!!ineer, with the rank of lieutenant 
(junior grade), to the o-rade of pa ed a si taut engineer 
(junior grade), in accoruance with the pro'Yi ions of an act of 
ConO're s avproYed June 2D 1!)08, to be a pas ed assistant engi
neer, vdth the rank of lieutenant, on the retired list, from the 
date of his ad·rancement, in accordance with an opinion of the 
Attorney-General dated .January 13, 100 

MINXESOTA. IDAHO . 

.Anton R. Erickson to be postmaster at Bemidji, Beltrami Francis Ball to be postmaster at Pocatello, Bannock County, 

POSTMASTERS. 

Cotmty, Minn., in place of George E. Carson. Incumbent's com- Idaho. 
mission expires March 12, 1008. 

NEBllASKA. 

Daniel N. Wonder to be postmaster· at Blue Springs, Gage 
County, Nebr., in place of Daniel ~· Wonder. Incumbent's 
commission expired January 25, 1008. 

N:E,ADA. 

Theodore R. Hofer, jr., to be postmaster at Carson City, 
Ormsby County, Nev., in place of Theodore R. Hofer, jr. In
cnmbent's commission expire April 27, 1n0 . 

NEW JERSEY. 

Charles D. Staintou to be postmaster at Englewood, Bergen 
County, N. J., in place of Charles D. Stainton. Incumbent's 
commission expires 1\larch 16, 1008. 

N.EW 1\IEXICO. 

Albert R. Carter to be postmaster at Tucumcari, Quay 
County, N. 1\lex., in place of Albert n. Carter. Incumbent's com
mission expired NoYember 17, 1007. 

PENXSYLVA.NIA. 

John Vir. Chamberlain to be postmaster at Wyalusing, Brad
ford County, Pa., in place of John W. Chamberlain. Incum
bent' s commission expired March 4, 190 . 

Thomas Finch Hampton to be postmaster at Honey Brook, 
Chester County, Pa. · Office became Presidential January 1, 
1008. 

TEXAS. 

William H. Bradley to be postmaster at Groveton, Trinity 
County, Tex., in place of ·william H. Bradley. Incumbent's 
commission expired January 27, 1908. 
· ,V. A. Gardner to be postmaster at Fa1fmrias, Starr County, 
Tex. Office became Presidential January 1, 1908. (Postmaster 
remo•ed.) · 

Lucius C. Guin to be postmaster at Mount Calm, Hill County, 
Tex.. Office became Presidential January 1, 1908. -

Andrew J. Harrison to be postmaster at Goldthwaite, Mills 
County, Tex.., in place of Andrew J. Harrison. Incumbent's 
commission e..\:pired January 27, 1908. 

Charles B. Moore to be postmaster at Lovelady, Houston 
County, Tex. Office became Presidential January 1, 1908. 

Rudolph L. Reuser to be postmaster at llunge, Karnes County, 
Tex., in place of Rudolph L. Reuser. Incumbent's commission 
.expired February 12, 1908. 

'ERMOXT. 

Henry S. Web ter to be postmaster at Barton Landing, Or
leans County, Vt., in place of Henry S. Webster. Incumbent's · 
commission expired January 14, 1008. 

WITHDRAWAL.' 
Executive nmnination 'U;ithdraton from the Senate March,-6, 1908. 

C. C. Johnson to be postmaster at Melville, in the State of 
Louisiana. 

XEW JE~SEY. 

Philip H. Focer to be postmaster at Pitman (late Pitman 
Groye), Gloucester County, K. J. 

George B. Jacobus to be postmaster at Caldwell, Essex County, 
N.J. 

Cl!arles S. Simonson to be postmaster at Verona, Essex 
County, N. J. 

XEW YORK. 

William W. Worden to be postmaster at Saratoga Springs, 
Saratoga County, N. Y. 

MISSISSIPPI. 

Malcolm S. Graham to be postmaster at Forest, Scott County, 
Miss. 

ARlliTRA.'l'ION CO~'V'ENTION WITH SWITZERLA1\"D. 
The injunction of secrecy was remoyed 1\larch 6, 1908, from 

an arbitration convention between the United States and Swit
zerland, signed at Washington on February 29, 1908. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, M a1'Ch 6, 1908. 

The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. HENRY N. CoUDEN, D. D. 
The -JouTnal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap

proved. 
INVESTIGATION .AS TO SUBMARINES. 

Mr. DALZELL. I submit the following privileged report 
from · the Committee on Rules. · 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House resolution 288. 

Whereas Mr. GEORGE L. LILLEY, a Representative from the State 
of Connecticut, on his responsibility as a Member of thls House, before 
the Committee on Rules, has among other things, stated in substance 
that the Electric Boat Company, of New Jersey, and their predece sors, 
the Holland Boat Company, have been engaged in efforts to exert cor
rupting influence on certain Members of Congress in their legislative 
capacities, and have, in fact, exerted such corrupting infiuence: There
fore be it 

Resolved, That a committee of five Members be appointed to in
vestigate the charges made by said GEORGE L. LILLEY of corrupt prac
tices on the part of said company and of Members of Congress with 
respect to legislation; and that said committee shall have authority to 
send for persons and papers, and to take testimony in Washington 
D. C., OL' elsewhere, either before the full committee or any subcom
mittee thereof. Said committee shall r~port as speedily as po sible 
with such recommendation, if any, as to th1l committee shall seem meet. 

Mr. DALZELL. Now, .Mr. Speaker, I ask for the previous 
question. · 

The previous question was ordered. 
Mr. DALZELL. All that I care to say upon the subject is 

embodied in a report, which is in print, which I send to the 
Clerk's desk and ask to ha•e read, after which I want to say 
a word or two. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

To accompany House resolution 288. 
On tbe 20th day of Febru.a.ry last Mr. GEORGE L. LILLEY, a Repre

sentative from the State of Connecticut, introduced into the House 
a re olution calling for the appointment of a special commi~ee o~ five 
Members of tbe House, to be appointed by the Speaker~,." to mvestlga~e 
the conduct of tbe Electric Boat Company of New Jersey and theu 
predece ors, the Holland Boat Company respecting the methods . em
ployed by said companies in connection wlth passed or proposed legisla
tion before Congress." 

There was nothing on tbe face of the resolution that charged corr~pt 
or even improper methods on the pa.rt of the company or compames 
in connection with legislation or proposed legislation. On t.he day 
snccceding the introduction of the resolution, however, an article ap
peared in the Washington Post which did charge the companies naf!led 
in the resolution with corrupt practices, and which quoted an interview 
on the subject with Mr. LILLEY, the author of the resolution. There
aftet· numerous alleged interviews with Mr. LILLEY appeared in certain 
newspapers of the country coupling the names of Members of the House 
with the Electric Boat Company and legislation in its interest. 

Following upon the e publications, Mr. LILLEY at his own instance 
appeared .before the Committee on Rules; admitted the authenticity 
of the interview in tbe Washington Post, but repudiated all others, 
and made a statement which is submitted herewtth as part of t~s 
repot1:. 

In that statement charges are made of corrupt practices on the part 
of the Electric Boat Company influencing Members and legislation, and 
of such chat·acter, taken as a who1e, as to lead your committee to 
c0nclude that ·it is due to the maintenance of the dignity and integrity 
of the House and its Members that an investigation into the charges 
made by Mr. LILLEY should be had. They therefore recommend the 
adoption of the accompanying resolution. 

·.Mr. DALZELL. Now, Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that 
nttached to this report, which is in print, is a full account of the 
proceeding had before the Committee on Rules, including Mr. 
Lr:u.EY' tatement, and also the Washington Post article, the 
genuinene s of which he admitted. In printing this document a 
mi. take was made at the Printing Office in marking it "Confi
dentiaL" It was asked to be considered confidential until de
lilered to the House, and by mistake they marked it" Confiden
tial." These reports can be had at the document room. I now 
a 'k for a 1ote. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 
'l':tJ_e SPEAKER. The Chair announces the following com

mittee. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
llr·. BouTELL, Mr. STEVEXS of Minnesota, Mr. OL~STED, Mr. How

AnD, and Mr. BROUSSA.BD. 
ORDER OF BUSINE.SS. 

The SPEAKER. Is there a gentleman representing the Com
mittee on Claims present? The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. CooPER]. 

. Mr. COOPER of 'Visconsin. Mr. Speaker, I have a bill re
ported from the Committee on Insular Affairs on the Private 
Calendar. 

The SPEA.KER. The gentleman can move, if he desires, that 
the Hou ego into Committee of the Whole for the consideration 
of !Jill on the a1cndar. 

)Jr. OOPER of Wisconsin. I moye that the House resolye 
it elf into Committee of the Whole on that bill. 

Tile SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves that 
the House re olve it elf into Collllllittee of the Whole to consider 
bu. iness on the Pri•ate Calendar in order to-day under the rule. 

The que tion wa taken, and the motion was agreed to. 
The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole Hou~e. Mr. WEEKS in the chair. 
The IIAIR.MAX The House is in Committee of the Whole 

llou e to consider bills on the Private Calendar under the rule. 
CATHOLIC CHURCH CLAIMS IN THE PHILIPPI1\"E ISLANDS. 

:\Ir. COOPER of Wi cousin. Mr. Chairman, I move to take 
up for con ideration at this time the bill (H._ R. 16143) to pro
Yid for vnrment of the claims of the Roman Catholic Church 
in the Philippine Island . 

'l'h motiou was agreed to. 
'.rhe CHAIRdLlli. The Clerk will read the bill. 
The lerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any 

moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of --
dollars and --- cents, the same to be paid to the archbishop of 
Manila. in the Philippine I la.nds, as ' the rept·esentative (and trustee) 
of the Roman Catholic Church in said islands; and that the acceptance 
of said sum, paid under the provisions of this act, shall be in full 
sa ti faction of all cia ims for use and occupation of the property of 
said chm·ch in said islands and for damages done· thereto by the mili
tat·y fot·ces of the United States prior to the date, to wit, Aunust 31, 
1903, of the official report of the "Board on Church Claims,' which 
said board, compo ed of John A. Hull, lieutenant-colonel, judge·advo
cate: Alexander 0. Brodie, lieutenant-colonel, military secretary, and 
J. W. Moor·e. first lieutenant, Second Cavalry, was , duly convened 
August 1, 1905. nt headquarters Philippines Division in the city of 
Manila, in said islands, to consider and report upon . said claims. 

The following committee amendments ~ere read: 
In the blank space at the end of line 4, page 1 of the bill, insert the 

words "four hundred and three thousand and thirty." 
In the blank space in line 5, page 1 of the bill, insert the word 

"nineteen." 

In lines 12 and 13, page 1 of the bill, strike out the words "August 
31, 1905," and insert in lieu thereof the words "January 15, 1906." 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. 1\Ir. Chairman, this bill is -what 
is known as the "Catholic Church claims bill." It provides for 
the payment of certain claims presented by the Catholic Chureh 
in the Philippine Islands for use and occupation of church prop
erty, and for the destruction of churcp property in the Philip
pine Archlpelago. Shortly after the victory of Admiral Dewey 
at Manila the troops of the American Army landed in the Phil
ippines. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, can we not have 
order? We can hear scarcely a word over here that the gentle
man from Wisconsin is saying. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. 1\Ir. Chairman, I would like to 
inquire how much time there is for this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin has an 
hour; and the gentleman representing the minority will have 
an hour. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. In view of the fact that there 
is a minority report, 1\Ir. Chairman, I move that the time to be 
consumed on this side may be controlled by myself, and the 
time on the other side to be conh·olled by the gentleman from 
Virginia [~fr. JoNEs]. Inasmuch as I see that Mr. JoNES is not 
in his seat, I will ask that the time on that side be controlled 
by the gentleman from Tennes ee [Mr. GARRETT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent that the time for aebate be divided equally, 
one-half to be controlled by hiril and the other half by the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARBETT]. 

Mr. PATh'E. What time is to oe divided? 
The CHAIRMAN. The time for general debate. 
1\Ir. P A.YNE. The committee can not fix the time for general 

debate. 
The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection, it may be di1ided 

by unanimous consent. 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I will mo1e that 

the committee rise. 
l\Ir .. MANN. 1\Ir. Chairman, I suggest to the gentleman from 

Wisconsin that he will have no difficulty about the time. He 
has the· control of one hour and he can yield such part of that 
as he deSires. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I was apprehensive that the 
time might not be so easy to arrange. 

Mr. TAWNEY. In the absence of any agreement in the 
House the Chair has control of the time for general debate and 
recognition . 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri . . 1\Ir. Chairman, the parliamentary 
situation about it is that anybody who gets the eye of the 
Speaker has an hour. Now, if you want to make an agreement 
contrary to that, it is well and good. The gentleman from Wis
consin has an hour, and then anybody who gets recognition has 
an hour. 

1\Ir. COCKRAN. And the members of the committee have the 
preference. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And members of the committee 
ha 1e preference. 

l\Ir. JONES of Virginia. 1\Ir. Chairman, I have just this 
moment come into the Chamber, and I would like to have my 
friend, the chairman of the committee [Mr. CooPER of Wiscon
sin] state what the situation is. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The House is in Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of House bill 16143, to provide for the payment of Catholic 
Church claims in the Philippine Islands. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. And any arrangement made for de
bate? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I have made a motion that the 
committee rise in order that the House may fix a time for 
general debate and the time to take a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves 
that the committee do now rise. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. A-c
cordingly the committee rose, and the Speaker having re umed 
the chair, Mr. WEEKS, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, reported that that committee 
had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 16143) to provide 
for payment of the claims of the Roman Catholic Church of the 
Philippine Islands and had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. COOPER of ·wisconsin. 1\fr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the House go into Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill 
H. R. 16143, and at the hour of 4.30 the committee rise and 
report the bill to the House and that a >ote be taken. And 
pending that, I ask unanimous consent that the time be equally 
divided. . 
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The SPEAKER. 'l'he gentleman from Wisconsin moves that 
the House resolves itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 16143. And pending that motion, the gentleman 
moves to cJo e general debate at what time? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. At 4.30, the time to be equally 
divided between the gentleman from Virginia, who represents 
the minority, and myself. 

Mr. 1\IANN. General debate on what? 
1\Ir. COOPER of Wi consin. On bill H. R. 16143. 
1\Ir. 1\IANN. The gentleman can not make any such motion. 
The SPEAKER. The Chairman of the Committee of the 

Whole has reported that that committee have had this bill 
under consideration and have come to no resolution thereon. 
Now it is in order for the gentleman to move to close general 

-debate upon this bill at a given time. 
l\Ir. l\l.Al\TN. That is what I a~ked as a parliamentary in

quiry, what they were going to close debate upon. The motion 
the gentleman made was to close general debate, when we are 
going into Committee on the Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that the gentleman 
from 'Visconsin moves to close general debate upon this bill 
at 4.30 o'clock. The Chair will can the attention of the gentle
man from Wisconsin to the fact that his motion to close gen
eral debate is in order, but this bill will then be read under 
the :the-minute rule for amendment. Will the gentleman state 
his motion again? 

1\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman will accept 
a suggestion to close general debate at 4 o'clock. I presume he 
want~ to conclude his bill to-day, and if he closes general de
bate at 4 o'clock there will be a chance for debate under the 
five-minute rule. 

·1\Ir. COOPER of Wi consin. In view of the fact that there 
is only one paragraph in the bill, and that the amendments are 
very simple indeed, I did not suppose there would be much 
nece ity to discuss it under the five-minute rule; but in view 
of what gentlemen say around me, I will move that genei·al 
debate close at 4 o'clock. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 'Wisconsin moves that 
all general debate close upon this bill at 4 o'clock. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, would it be :tn order now 

for the gentleman to ask unanimous consent that the time in 
general debate be equally divided between the two sides, one 
half to be controlled by himself, and the other half to be con
trolled by the gentleman from Virginia [:Mr. Jo~Es]. 

The SPEAKER. Undoubtedly. 
1\Ir. CRUMPACKER. Then I ask unanimous consent--
1\:lr. COOPER of Wisconsin. That was my original request. 

I ask that the time be equally divided, one half to be controlled 
by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNES] and the other half 
by myself. . . 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent 
that the time be equally divided between the majority and the 
minority, one half of it to be controlle-d by himself and the other 
half by the gentleman from Virginia [1\:lr. JoNES]. · Is there ob
jection? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER.. The question is now on the motion that the 

Hou e resolve itself into the Committee of the ·whole House. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the 'Vhole House, with Mr. WEEKS in the chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 

House to consider bills on the Private Calendar. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. CooPER] is recognized to discuss the bill 
H. R.16143. General debate is limited until 4 o'clock this after
noon. 

1\Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, this bill, reported 
by the Committee on Insular Affairs, provides for the payment 
of the claims of the Catholic Church in the Philippines for the 
use and occupancy of property of that church in the islands, and 
also for damages done to the same by United States troops dur
ing the insurrection. 

It is an important measure, not onJy in the amount of money 
appropriated, but also because of some of the que tions involved. 

In the year 1808 our troops landed in the Philippine Islands, 
and from that time on took possession of churches, parish 
houses, schoolhouses, and other buildings belonging to the Cath
·olic Church and used them for prisons, hospitals, or barracks. 
Some of these buildings were fine structures, costing many 
thousands of dollars. The cathedral at Manila and other similar 
buildings were notable in architecture and interior adornment. 

After hostilities ceased the occupation of these buildings had 
to be continued until suitable quarters could be erected for the 

troops which remained in the archipelago, the entire time of the 
occupancy varying in individual cases from a few weeks to two 
years or more. This occupation was exclusive, entirely prevent
ing the church authorities from taking measures to protect the 
property. Some of the buildings thus seized and occupied were 
seriously damaged, others partia11y or wholly destroyed. 

Claims for damages and for use and occupancy were pre
sented by the Catholic Church authorities to the Government of 
the United States. Thereupon the Government, through · the 
War Department, issued an order convening a board called 
" The board on church claims " for the sole purpose of making 
an investigation and report. 

This board consisted of Lieut. Col. J. A. IIull, judge-advo
cate; Lieut. Col. Alexander 0. Brodie, military secretary, and 
First Lieut. J. W. 1\.Ioore, Second Cavalry, all of the United 
States Army. They met August 1, 1905, at the headquarters 
of the Philippines Division, in the city of Manila, and entered 
upon what proved to be a very exhaustive investigation, contin
uing upwards of six months. Lieutenant-Colonel Hull, who, by 
the way, is a son of our colleague on this floor, the distinguished 
gentleman from Iowa, was one of the witnesses before the Com
mittee on Insular Affairs during the hearings on the pending 
bill. 

I know that I voice the unanim·ous opinion of the Committee 
on Insular Affairs when I say that in its judgment the work of 
the board on church claims was most conscientious, painstak
ing, and thorough, and that it was conducted with conspicuous 
ability. [Applause.] The award of the board carefully ex
cluded all compensation, first, for damages incident to military 
operations; second, for damage done by the insurgents; third, 
wanton damages by soldiers of the American army ; fourth, for 
use and occupancy by servants of the civil government. 

Of the total number of cases presented by the Catholic 
Church, aggregating between four and five hundred in number, 
the board entirely excluded from consideration fifty-nine, hold
ing in these that no rent was due, and that the damage, if any, 
was done by the enemy, or that it was an incident of actual 
warfare. The total amount of claims presented by the Cath
olic Church in the Philippines was $2,442,963.13, and the total 
amount awarded by the board was $363,030.19. 

1\.Ir. LAWRENCE. Now that order has been restored, I wish 
the gentleman would state again the amount of claims and the 
amount allowed by the board. I was unable to catch the 
figures. 

l\Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin. The total amount claimed by 
the church was $2,442,963.13; the total amount awarded by the 
board · was $363,030.19. 

Mr. L.A. WRENOE. And the bill which you are advocating 
followed the report of the board and reported that amount? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I intended to reach that point 
a little later, but I will digre snow and answer the inquiry of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. In addition to this award 
of $363,030.19, which was for damages and for use and occu
pancy onJy, the board found that there had been a loss also 
of articles of cult and ornamentation, for which the church 
claimed $298,222.50. 

This board, however, reported that in so far as the American • 
army was concerned the testimony concerning the loss of such 
articles did not warrant them in suggesting a larger amount by 
way of compensation than $40,000. A majority of the Committee 
on Insular Affairs saw fit, in the exercise of its judgment and in 
view of the very conservative award for damages and for use 
and occupancy, to add the $40,000 to the $363,030.19. In this 
connection I call the attention of the gentleman from 1\.Ia..,sa
chusetts and other gentlemen to the testimony of the witne es 
before the Committee on Insular Affairs as to the award of the 
board. From page 73 of the hearings I read the testimony of 
Mr. Secretary Taft, a witness thoroughly familiar with the facts 
relating to these claims: 

I think that $363,000 is much too low for rent and damages in occu
pation by our troops. It is much too low, because of the difficulty of 
bringing in evidence so long after the event. I think the board went 
through the matter witij. great care. But there are a great many 
claims filed in excess of the $363,000 that, nearer to the event, might 
have been proven. 'fhe burden of course was on the claimants; but 
with the immense loss that the church suffered from war, and other 
causes, I am quite sure that the increase of $363,000 to a half a mil
lion or more would be no injustice. 

Maj. John Biddle Porter, judge-advocate United States Army, 
who served in the islands in command of troops which oc
cupied some of this property, said in his testimony before the 
Committee on Insular Affairs : 

Major PORTER. I think the awa-rd is extremely conservative, Mr. 
Chairman; that is my opinion of it. I have no interest in it one way 
or another, but the impression made on my mind from what I have 
seen in the Phllippines during the two years and a half that I was iu 
the islands is that the estimates were very moderate, particularly con
sidet•ing the difficulty of replaci_ng the property destroyed. 
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Colonel Hull, on page 103, said, concerning the award of the 

board: 
Mr. WASHBURN. There is one question that I would like to ask 

Colonel Hull. If this $363,000 award was a fair one at the time it was 
made by the Commission, should anything be added to that because of 
deterioration of property between that time and the time that this 
matter is acted upon? 

Mr. l\IcKINLAY. Material is higher and labor is higher. There has 
been an advance in prices evt'r since that award was made. 

Colonel HULL. That award was based not on the value at the time 
it was made (1905-6)-t but it was based on the value at the time of the 
occurrence (1898-190:.:). I probably have a more intimate knowledge 
of these claims than any other one man. I have gone over them all, 
and I know them intimately. I am confident that $500,000 would not 
be an excessive award at this time. 

He went on a little later to speak of the enormous loss that 
the Catholic Church has suffered because · of our occupation of 
the Philippines. _ 

I now call your attention to the testimony of a very dis
tinguished witness, Bishop Rooker, an American bishop sent 
to the archipelago to supersede a Spanish ecclesiastic. Bishop 
Rooker, whom many on the floor knew well while he was a 
resident of Washington, testified: 

This subsequent deterioration has not been included in the claims 
which have been presented. The repairs to-day would be much more 
than at time of damage. For example : If the claim made for damages 
in the parish of l\Iaasin (case 369), amounting to P2,000, had been 
paid at the time they were made the amount would have restored the 
property to its original condition : to-day that restoration would cost 
not less than 'P10,000. 

.Mr. LAWRENCE. 1\Ir. Chairman, it would be interesting to 
know if the Committee on Insular Affairs considered the matter 
from that standpoint. Did the committee follow absolutely the 
report of the board? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Followed absolutely the report 
of the board. I am speaking of this only for the purpose of 
showing the uniform care and conservatism of the board when 
making this award. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Did not the chairman of the committee 
feel, or did not the committee feel, that those suggestions might 
have been considered with reference to raising the award that 
seemed very reasonable, as the gentleman states? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I wish to say this frankly in 
reply to that suggestion-and it is very pertinent, the suggestion 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LAWRENCE]-that I 
did not favor what I was instructed to report-the allowance 
of $40,000 for loss of articles of ornamentation, on the theory 
that they had been taken away by our soldiers. But I am 
perfectly willing, and I think it only my duty under my oath 
as a Representative in Congress to vote that additional $40,000 
by way of legitimate compensation to the church for use and 
occupation and for damage to these properties. I therefore 
shall vote _ the amount appropriated in the bill, but with the 
distinct 11nderstanding that I vote it upon the theory that I 
have just announced. 

1\fr. HINSHAW. What proportion of this sum that is sought 
to be appropriated here would probably be a reasonable com
pensation for the rent of the buildings occupied by the men of 
the United States forces? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The board awarded three hun
dred and sixty-three thousand and a fraction dollars. 

Mr. HINSHAW. For the rent? 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. For the rent, occupancy, and 

damage. • 
Mr. HINSHAW. So that sum would not really compensate 

for the destruction of the property? 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. That only includes rent and 

damages. 
1\Ir. COCKRAN. I would like the question propounded by 

the gentleman from Nebraska repeated. . 
Mr. HINSHAW. The q~estion I sought to make plain was 

the amount of the proposed award here which is justly at
tributable to the rental value of the land, and how much for 
the church structure. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. If my memory serves me right 
the amount allowed for rent alone is $306,000 and the damage~ 
about fifty-seven or fifty-eight thousand dollars, approximately 
the aggregate being $363,000 and a fraction for the two items. ' 

.Mr. CRAWFORD. Upon what theory is it that the church 
claims $2,000,000 and the award was only $306,000? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The claims as original1y pre
sented comprised many items which the board entirely refused 
to ~onsider. Claims were presented for use and occupation 
and for damages not only by our own forces, but also by the 
forces of the insurgents. The board excluded all compensa
tion for damages by the insurgents; they also excluded all 
compensation for damages incidental to military operation. 
These were included in the claims. They excluded also claims 
for wanton damages by soldiers of the Army. 

These were included in the claims. And they excluded com
pensation for use and occupancy and damages by servants of 
the civil government, all of which were included in the claims. 
Striking out these items greatly reduced the amount of the 
award. 

Mr. ORA 1VFORD. Why was it necessary to put the soldiers 
in the churches? 

1\Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin. It was necessary to put the sol
diers in the churches because in almost every barrios the only 
buildings suitable, strong, and safe for soldiers to occupy were 
the church edifices. Many of them were massive stone struc· 
tures, built like fortresses. 

1\Ir. ORA WFORD. It was not necessary to use the churches 
for protection against the enemy? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Sometimes; yes, sir. They used 
them also as barracks, as hospitals, and prisons. In one of them 
they had for a time 4,000 Spanish prisoners. 

As to these buildings, Secretary Taft says: 
!"o;w, in the ·Philippines, in a good many of the villages, the only 

bUildmgs of strong material-to use the expression they use there
are the churches and conventos, the convento being what we call the 
rectory, the priest's house. This is ordinarily a building nearly as 
large a~ the church, with a good many rooms in it--a place in which 
entertat:J?.ments are given, and In which the people have a sense of 
owner~h1p, a.nd which In the olden times was used, really, as the only 
hotel m wh1ch to entertain people. It was the only building, there
fore, adapted for the occupation of the troops, unless they used the 
c~ur<'h: And so. it was that these rectories in the islands, and espe
Cially m those VIllages wl!ere the priests had been driven away, were 
used by the American troops. 

We had to use these buildings that we might have suitable 
hospitals and barracks for our soldiers and safe places to keep 
our prisoners. I will ask that I be allowed to proceed with
out interruption, in view of the fact that a number of the mem
bers of the Committee on Insular Affairs desire to be heard. 

1\Ir. WANGER. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him 
one question? 

1\Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. WANGER. Is what you term "rent" a designation of 

rent or is it compensation for use and occupation? 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. It is for use and occupation. 
1\fr. Chairman, just a word as to the work which has been 

done in the archipelago by the bishops and the clergy by way 
of assisting the Federal Government in bringing about and 
maintaining order in the islands. I have here an extract from 
the annual report of the governor of the province of Samar. I 
call particular attention of gentlemen of the committee to the 
language of the governor, Hon. George Curry, in his report for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1906. The province of Samar 
has been one of the most warlike of any in the archipelago. It 
was in this province some years ago that occurred the horrible 
massacre of United States soldiers. Here is what the governor 
says: · 

In the municipal erections in December last for consejales for all of 
the thirty-two towns there were only two contests, and in the seven 
newly created municipalities, where all of the municipal officials were 
electe?, the.re ":as but one contest, as the law had not been complied 
with m regtSte!·mg the voters. There were no disturbances of any kind · 
and the elections were held in a very orderly manner. 

'.rhere have been no religious disturbances of any kind in this prov
ince. All of the people being members of the Roman Catholic Church 
they have been visited by the Right Rev. Thomas A. Hendrick, bishop 
of Cebu, who exercises great influence over the people of the island of 
Samar·, and whose influence has always been exercised in the interests 
of good government; in fact, I believe that the influence of Bishop 
Hendrick has done much to bring about the good results that have been 
obtained in this province, and that, with two or three missionaries in 
the interior working under the direction of Bishop Hendrick the results 
obtained will be permanent. ' 

Here is a copy of a letter sent to Maj. Gen. Leonard Wood, 
in command of our division in the Philippines, by Gen. James 
F. Smith, the governor-general of the islands, dated l\farch 5, 
1907: 

MilCH 5, 1907. 
MY DEAR GE:NERAL: I have just received several telegrams from Gov

ernor De Veyra stating that the native clergy are lending great assist
ance in securing surrender of Pulahans. This is largely due to the in
fluence of Bishop Hendrick. He informs me, however, that many officers 
both Regular Army and constabulary, are disposed to look upon th~ 
native clergy with suspicion. Would it be too much trouble to have the 
commanding· officer of Leyte call the attention of the officers and men to 
t~ fact that these clergy are rendering valuable assistance and that 
their efforts should be encouraged? 

SincerelJ, JAMES F. SMITH, 
Govet·not·-Genera J. 

Maj. Gen. LEO~ARD WOOD, U. S. A., 
Commanding Philippines Division, Manila, P. I. 

Colonel Hull, in his testimony before our committee, said of 
Bishop Rooker of the diocese of Iloilo : 

Colonel HuLL. He died since I left the islands. 
nof~he CHAIRM.A.J.~. He was formerly stationed in Washington, was he 

Colonel HULL. ?e was probably known to a great many of the mem
bers of the comiDJttee. _He was the Doctor Rooker who was secretary 
of the papal delegation here. He was one of the best-known Washing-

: 

• I 
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- tonians, a man who was invited everywhere on account of his wit ilnd 
. mental activity, and I think that it would not be out of place to call the 
attention of the committee, although you may not desire to have it go 
in the record--

The CHAI!Uf.A.J.~. I want you to state, so that it may go into the rec· 
ord, his mode of life there, his influence in the church, and how he died. 

Colonel HULL. I did .not have the pleasure of knowing Doctor Rooker 
at the time that he was in this country. 1. did meet him in the 
Philippines as the Bishop of Jaro. I have bad a great many personal 
talks with him, and I know that the man was bending every energy 
that he could to fix up the buildings and the cause of education in hi 
dioce e. I know that the man lived in conditions entirely different 
from that usually supposed bishops enjoy, on account of expense, and 
he felt that he could better·use the money for buildings and education 
than be could for living; and I know that the man went hungry, and 
I have Ro doubt that his death was probably hastened from the fact 
that be starved himself for the benefit of his diocese. I know that at 
times he did not have enough to eat. 

• • • • • • • 
I was there one time, and he told me that he was sorry that he 

could not have me to lunch that day because he bad nothing but native 
food, and he would not care to offer that to an American ; he did not 
think it was fit to serve to a friend. He lived on fish, rice, and other 
thing-s that are not palatable to one who bas not been thoroughly edu· 
cated to them. 

Bi hop Hendrick's testimony was as follows : 
'l'he pri-ests and the bishops have no salaries. Where churches have 

been de troyed the people are worshiping in huts made of bamboo and 
gm s, hoping for some help from elsewhere. The people are exceed· 
ingly poor everywhere. 

When I heard Colonel Hull gtre that testimony of the life 
led by Bi hop Rooker there came. to my mind the sa3·ing of 
George Eliot, that-

The growing good of the world is partly dependent upon unhis~oric 
acts ; and that things are not o ill with you and me as they rrught 
have hecn i partly owing to those who lived faithfully a hidden life 
and rest in unvi ited tomb . 

Mr. Chairman, I desire now to call attention to some of the 
statement in the report of the minority. 

1\Ir. PAY~~. Before the gentleman goes to that, I under· 
stand that the real ba is of this claim is a legal one; that the 

atholic Church is the owner of the property, that the Govern
ment of the -nited States in uppre sing the rebellion took pos· 
e ion of that property, and that it became injured while in 

po se sion of the Government, and that the claim itself is for 
the rent and the injuries to the property, a claim well recog· 
nized in the books as a part of the burden of th~ Government. 
I not that true? 

1\fr. COOPER of Wi consin. Yes; but there are many things 
aid in the report of the minority to which I wish to refer 

briefly. 
Mr. PAYKE. Well, I know; but the deci ion of the courts 

was ba ed on the ground that the church owned the property, 
and al o on the ground that the United States, being a tenant 
of the church, could not dispute the title; but the courts traced 
the legal title to the Catholic Church, to whom you propo e to 
pay this money. Is not that correct? 

l\lr. COOPER of Wi cousin. The equitable title only, it is 
claim~ by the minority of the committee.-

Mr. PAYNE. But the courts trace the legal title. I haTe 
read the prevailing opinion, and I have not any question but 
wbat it was the legal title that vested in the Catholic Church, 
they having the right to claim the property and the use of it, 
certainly, without any que tion. 

Mr. OLMSTED. And that in any e\ent we occupied as their 
tenan1s and could not dispute their title. 

Mr. PAYNE. That was another branch of the decision. 
'.rhey put it on both a-rounds. 

Mr. C OPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, the minority re· 
port makes a forceful reference to the friars and their claims. 
But the friar claims were expre sly and entirely excluded from 
consideration by the Committee on Insular Affairs, and they 
ha \e nothing to do with the pending bill. 

The work of the board which we con idered had no ref· 
ere.nce whatever to the friars' claims, and therefore any refer· 
ence or discu sion of them at this time is not germane. 

The minority of the committee as e.rt also that there are 
many hundreds of other chuTch claims, Catholic and Prote taut, 
now pending before Congress which have been waiting for a 
Ion" time. In reply to this statement of the minority I need 
only to suggest that the fact that there are a number of other 
claims demanding attention by Congress do s not in any way 
affect the \alidity or merit of the claims now before us. The 
only thing here before us is whether the claims appropriated 
for by this bill ought or ought not to be paid. There may be a 
hundred other worthy claims that ha\e not been considered, but 
that ought not to deter u from paying these just claims of the 
Catholic Church in the Philippine I lands. 

Now, in view of what the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PAYNE] aid to me, I wish to ~ay that there is another phase of 
this que tion-a \ery important one; more important than that 
the gentleman has mentioned. The minority of the committee--

and there are four members of the minority-united in declaring 
that the.re is an Independent Catholic Church in the Philip
pines which claims con ideration in connection with the e 
claim . Let us understand about the origin and character of the 
Independent Catholic Church in the Philippine Island . 

On page 20 Colonel Hull ays that the Independent Church in 
the Philippine Islands was not organized-was never heard of
until after the time co\ered by the award of the board on church 
claims. This award CO\er damages for u'""e and occupancy from 
1 to 1902. That Philippine church, the Independent Church, 
was not organized until after the e claim had accrued. 

Instructive te timony concerning thi church was gb-en by 
Colonel Hull. I will read the questions and answer , o that 
gentlemen may get thoroughly in mind the es e.ntial facts con· 
cerning the Independent Church in the islands: 

'.fhe CHAIRMA.~. Let us have a distinct understanding as to what 
was mellllt by the Independent Catholic Church in the Philippines. 
When was that church first heard of there? 

Colonel HuLL. Along about the latter part of the summer, or in the 
early fall of the year 1902. 

The HMiniAN. That was after our occupancy of the islands? 
Colonel HULL. Yes, sir. 
The HAmllAN. Who was Aglipay? 
Colonel HGLL. lie was a sort of vicar-general, at one time, of the 

dioce e of Vigan, under the Romllll Catholic Chut·ch. 
The CHAI1UIAN. '.fhat was prior to the war, and before our occu

pancy? 
olonel HeLL. It wa.s after out' occupancy-say, August, 1 98, to 

March, 1 99. The in urgents eized the Bi hop of \iga.n and cat·ried 
him to the mountains. and he sub-equently died of hardships that 
were placed upon him by the insurgents. 

The CHAIRMA~ . The Bishop of Vigan of the Catholic Church 7 
Colon(ll HULL. Y , sir. . 
'l'be H-Hit:l!A..'i . Not of the Independent Church? 
Colonel HGLL. No, no ; that was before the Independent Church had 

started. Then A"'lipay joined the insurrection as a general of the 
insurrectionary fore , and he had the reputation among the Americans 
of being a very bloodthirsty individual. He surrendered, finally, to 
the American authorities lllld shortly afterwards started the so-called 
"Independent Catholic Church." . 

Concerning Archbi hop Aglipay, the head of the Independent 
Catholic Church, Colonel Hull te tified: 

The CHAIRM.AX. And this man. who had the reputation of beinO' a 
bloodtbir ty individual, was the head of the Independent Catholic 

burch in the Philippine Islands 7 
olonel HULL. Yes, sir. I might add that it was frequently reported 

that he was guilty of burying Amel'ican soldiers alive if they fell into 
hi bands as captives. 

The CHAIRY.L'. Now. the po ession or the e churcbe by the Inde· 
pendent Catholic Church, at the head of which was Aglipay-this man 
who had the reputation of bm·ying our soldiers alive-was what--

llr. DRISCOLL. Has the · gentleman the exact date of that 
surrender? 

Mr. COOPER of Wiscon in. It was after we went ther . 
On page 139 of the hearinO' i more rnformation. I will read: 

Mr. GAnRETT. I want to ask Colonel Hull thi question in view Of 
the answer just given by him : At the time for which you made the e 
a wards, wa there any Independent Chur·ch there? 

olonel HuLL. No, sir. 
Mr. GARRETT. There was no Independent Church for the time that 

you made these award ? 
olonel H LL. No, sir. 

Mr. GARRETT. The organization of the Independent Church bas all 
come since the time of our occupancy for which these awards were 
made? . 

olonel H LL. Ye , sir; unless in one or two particular cases, where 
we have kept scout : but as a very general proposition, I should say 
that it wa afterwards. 

The HAIR~IA.'i. During the time that the e damages were inflicted 
there was no Independent Catholic Church in the Philippines? 

olonel HULL. No, sir. • 
Mr. IlEL~I. Perhaps it is a little bit apart from the Colonel's office, 

but it occurs to me, and I would like to ask him if it would be po i· 
ble out of abundant precautions that there would be an award made, 
that a case could be prepared and presented to this Manila court, or 
to whatever court prevails over there, and have it adjudicated thor· 
oughly and completely as to whom this money should be pnld? Could 
that be done? Would it be po sible? 

Colonel HGLL. Ii'or what purpo e? What claims are you afraid of? 
Mr. HEL11. There seems to have been orne confusion or some mis

understanding as to who was the proper person in each in tance to 
whom to pay this money. Could that not be all adjudicated or deter
mined conclusively by the court in a certain case? 

Colonel HULL. It could be determined conclusively by the War De
partment without the neces ity of an inve ti!"ation by judicial proce s, 
by securing any neces ary quittance of every legal authority of the 
Catholic Church-

• • • • • • * 
The CHAIItMAN. I think that I can ask a question whlch will cleat· 

up part of the doubt in your mind, Mr. Helm. Let me ask the olonel 
this : Has the Independent Catholic hurch evel" presented a demand 
for damages to any property mentioned in any of the e claims? 

Colonei IIULL. No, ir ; and there is a document on record, ecured 
from Aglipay by an officer whose name I do not now recall, stating 
that no uch claim were contemplated. 

The CHAIRllA~. That being tl'Ue, the only claimant who bas a ked 
compensation for dnmages on the property mentioned in your . item
ized report i the Roman Catholic Church. of the Philippine lslllllds? 

olonel HULL. Yes, sir; of which there are only five owne1·s-the 
bishops. 

There is only one pos ible way by which the Independent 
Catholic Church could ha\e acquired title to the church prop
erty in the islands. 'That would be upon the as umption or 
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theory that before we went to the Philippines the title to 
church property there was in the Spanish Government and 
that by virtue of the treaty of Paris such title passed to the 
United States Go1ernment and through the United States Gov
ernment to the Independent Catholic Church. But the United 
States has never made any claim to this property; it has neyer 
transferred or attempted to transfer any property claimed by 
the Roman Catholic Church. 

So, then, the sole question. is this: Prior to the treaty of Paris, 
was the title to the church property in the Spanish Government? 
And if so, is it now in the United States Government? This as
sumption that the title to church property in the Philippines 
passed from Spain to the United States by the treaty of Paris, 
has been given attention in the supreme court .of the islands in 
an opinion by Justice Willard, in the case of Barlin, bishop, etc.; 
plaintiff, v. Ramirez, ex-rector, ete., and the municipality of 
Laganoy, defendants. This case was brought in 1904 under the 
act of 1901, which gave the courts of iirst instance the 1·ight to 
try questions of title to, and right of possession of, real estate 
in the Philippines. The complaint alleged the title in the 
Roman Catholic Church. The defendant in .his answer denied 
such ownership and alleged title in the province of Laganoy, 
That province be.iDg given permission to intervene, filed its 
pleading in intervention, alleging that it owned the property in 
question. The plaintiff thereupon replied to this complaint, or 
answer in intervention, and denied ownership in the province of 

. Laganoy. The court of first instance decided that the plaintiff 
was entitled to possession of the property in question, and an 
appeal was taken to the supreme -court. 

The supreme court of the Philippine Islands, with the allega
tion of ownership in the province made and denied and of 
ownership in the church made and denied. used the following 
language in its decision dated Kovember 24, 1906, more than a 
year after the date of the act of 1905 conferring original juris-

.diction on the supr.eme court to hear and determine cases, includ
ing questions of title to church property: 

We have said that it (that is, the municipality of Laganoy) could 
have no such title or ownership even admitting that the Spanish Govern
ment was the owner of the property and that it passed by the treaty of 
Paris to the American Government. But this assumption is not true. 
As a matter of law, the Spanish Government at the time the treaty of 
peace was signed. was not the owner of this property or of any other 
property like it situated in the Philippine Islands. 

· The supreme court declares that Spain was not the owner of 
this property " nor of any other 1ike it situated in the Philippine 
Islands," and the court based this declaration not upon the 
facts of that particular case, but upon its construction of the 
Spanish written law governing the status of all property in the 
Philippine Islands. They decided it not as a question of fact
that is, that particular fact-but as a question of law in con-
truing the Spanish statutes. The treaty of Paris confirmed 

all property right~. either of title or possession, which were 
guaranteed under the Spanish law. ~o one will deny that all 
property in the Philippine Islands before we went there which 
wa devoted to religious purposes was in the exclusive control, 
possession, and occupancy of the Roman· Catholic Church. Even 
if we were to disregard this decision of the supreme court of 
the islands, no one can truthfully say that the relation of the 
Spanish Government to any of the property concerned by these 
claims was anything else than that of a mere trustee. 

Therefore the United States could ha1e no title except that 
of a mere tru tee. The United States Government can not 
and ought not to hold title to property as the trustee of any 
religious organization, Catholic or Protestant We hold that, 
throwing aside this decision of the supreme court of the Philip
pine Islands, the equitable title has always been and now is 
unquestionably in the Roman Catholic Church, and that this 
money should be paid to that organization. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. I would like to ask the 
gentleman is there any suit now pending in this court that has 
been gi1en jurisdiction over thiS matter between 1hese two 
churches in the Philippine Islands, upon a decision in which 
case it is expected that this matter may be determined dif
ferently from what it has already been decided? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. We have the testimony of Colonel 
Hull here that the archbishop of that church, the head of it, 
.Aglipay, filed a paper with the American authorities in the 
islands in which he expressly disavowed any intention of making 
any claim for damages to this property. The independent 
church has never filed any claim and does not intend to file any. 

.Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. I understand the claim 
of the Roman Catholic Church is predicated on a decision of 
the supreme court o1er there, which it is claimed was made 
prior to the time when original jurisdiction was gi1en to the 
court to determine this matter. 

XLII-187 

Mr~ .COOPER of Wisconsin. No; that is a mistake. Now, 
here is an important fact for the gentlemen of the committee 
to bear in mind. This decision of the supreme court of the 
Philippine Islands in which they held in express language that 
the title to all the church property in the Philippine Is4tnds was 
in the Roman Catholic Church, was made in November, 1906. · 
It was on appeal 

But the statute which conferred upon the supreme court orig
inal jurisdiction to hear, try, and determine such cases was 
passed in July, 1905, a year and several months before it ren~ 
dered this decision on the question of title on appeal, so that 
this court must haye had in mind that statute of 1905. Even 
the dissenting opinion does not seem to doubt the right of the · 
court to render that decision, notwithstanding the statute of 
1905. 

.Mr. Chainnan, I ha1e ·now occupied more time than I in
tended to. There is another case which has been decided since, 
and attention . to it will be called by the gentleman who will 
follow me. 

Mr. OOUGLAS. May I ask the gentleman a question for in
formation before he takes his seat! It is this: What has the 
committee done or what can be done to see to it that this money 

·shall go to the repairs of the buildings that were injured by the 
Government? I do not think the House would care so much as 
to exactly who the beneficiary is or who the trustee is, proYided 
that, for the benefit of the village or the city or the hamlet 
where these buildings are, they are repaired. I think the letter 
of Go\emor Taft of January 20, 1903, really leaYes it a question 
of possession rather than a question of title. So how can this 
committee know that this money if paid to a certain Roman 
Catholic bishop will actually be appropriated to the repair of 
that damage done by the troops of the GoYernment? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I will answer that question by 
quotill.g from the te timony of men best qualified to answer. 
Colonel Hull, on page 15 of the hearings of the committee, said: 

Colonel HULL. I have no hesitancy in answe1·ing that question em
phatically. I have no doubt but that any amount of money that may 
be received will be spent in the reconstruction of church property in 
the individual towns. 

He also says : 
Colonel HULL. I can answer that question, I think, very fully. I 

have talked with, I think, almost every priest in the island and with 
every bishop, and I know the purpose and intention of the Papal dele
gate in case of payment. Any amount of money that is paid there 
will be spent in the individual localities in the reconstruction of 
chw·ch property. 

Gen. Claren<:e Edwards, who was sitting by, interrupted 
to Eay: 

There is no question about that. 
General Edwards said in addition: 
Wnen I was in the Philippines the last time with the Secretary 

1 found that the archbishop was not any too anxious to assume this 
responsibility, but it should be borne in mind that there is an 
American archbishop with four bishoprics under him. They are 
harmonious in any decision they might make, or if the money be 
turned over to the archbishop, and he is not at aU keen to have this 
done; in other words, just as Colonel Hull has said, he does not care 
about adjudicating these matters with the different churches, although 
it strikes me that that is the most practicable way. Any lump award 
would be made to the archbishop and he would reconcile the various 
amounts according to the dioceses under him, the four dioceses presided 
over by the bishops, and therefore if they are willing to turn over the 
lump sum they Will have to be wiUing to adjudicate those various 
·claims. So there is no contention among the various churches; they 
are perfectly harmonious, under the church control over them, as to 
the acceptance of this money. 

Now, then, if the gentleman will permit me, I absolutely 
insist that I close right now by saying this additional word. 
'rhe Constitution of the United States pro1ides that Congress 
shall make no law for the establishment of religion. ~ow, 
have we a right to appropriate money out of the Treasury of 
the United States and specifically pro1ide that it shall go to 
the building of Pre byte1ia.n churche"' or Methodist churches. 
or Catholic churches? Have we anything else to do than to 
appropriate money to compensate for damages which we ha""'e 
inflicted? We do not ordinarily say in a judgment in a circuit 
court, or in any other court, to the man who succeeds in getting 
it, "We will give you this amount of money if you will use 
it in a certain way." The man upon whose property the dam
age is inilicted is entitled to compensation in money, and -he 
takes the money and does with it as he pleases. 

Therefore it is much better not to limit to this province 
or that province the expenditure of the money to be here ap
propriated. Railroads are being built, conditions are changing, 
and it may be that some of these hamlets will gradually be 
transferred from their present location to the vicinity of the 
railro.ads, and it may be necessary to build these churches 
miles away from where they are now. 
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Mr. COCKRAN. If the gentleman will allow me, Mr. Chair~ 
man, would like to give an answer to that question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin re~ 
serve the balance of his time? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I do reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, I understand the gentleman 
yields to me just enough time to answer the question pro
pounded here concerning the use to which this fund may 
be put. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields to the gentleman 
from New York to answer a question. 

Mr. COCKRAN. I desire to answer that question propounded 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [1\Ir. CooPEB] by this state
ment: Wherever the organization of the Catholic Church ex
tend there is one solemn vow which every bishop must take 
at the moment of his consecration, and that is to guard, as a 
precious deposit, all the church property that may come into 
his custody while he exercises the episcopal flmction. That 
oath, which is a feature of his consecration, is exacted as 
much against temptations to use church property himself for 
his OVi'Il profit as against any surrender of it by him to others, 
no matter who may seek to invade it. There is no power any
where on earth under the canon law-that is to say, under the 
very constitution of the church-that can take from a diocese 
a single penny coming to it from any source for ecclesiastical 
purl)ol:le . The Pope himself has no such authority. The 
bishop is prohibitro under a solemn vow from attempting such 
a diver ion himself or suffering anyone else to effect it. The 
moment a fund reaches his hands, at that instant, under every 
obligation of his office, affirmed as a distinct solemnity of his 
con ·ecration, he becomes its trustee, to use it solely for eccle
siastical purposes, and transmit it intact to his successor for 
the benefit of those falling within that particular episcopal 
jurisdiction. 

1\fr. DOUGLAS. Does the gentleman seriously think that 
answers my question? This House can not deal with a few 
bishops, nor an individual party, nor the church itself. It must 
be its own judge as to who this money shall go to, and, if neces
sary, by commission remedy the wrongs that this Government 
did. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Why, Mr. Chairman, the property having 
been in the custody of the church, if return is to be made and 
compensation given for the use of it, surely the amount must go 
to the person or body who held the legal title. 

1\fr. DOUGLAS. If t.he gentleman will pardon me, if you 
will read page 4 of the minority report, the language of Judge 
Taft, you will see that he gives a statement which is strictly 
true as to the decision of this great question. 

l\1r. COCKRAN. The gentleman is now referring--
The CHAIRMAN. The Ohair reminds the gentleman from 

,Wisconsin that this is being taken from his time. 
1\Ir. COCKRAN. The gentleman from Virginia [1\Ir. JoNEs] 

who presents the report of the minority can probably state that 
objection, based on his own report, better than anybody else, 
and we might as well hear it from him now. 

l\1r. JONES of Virginia. l\1r. Chairman, there are two or three 
excellent reasons which can be advanced against the payment to 
the Roman Catholic Church of the $403,030.19, recommended in 
the report which accompanies this bill. It is well known that 
since the year 1902 there has existed in the Catholic Church of 
the Philippines a most serious schism, which has resulted in di
viding that church into two branches-the Roman Catholic 
Church and the Independent Filipino Catholic Church. The rites, 
ceremonies, and manner of worship in these two branches, or 
separate and independent Catholic churches, are the same. The 
only difference between them is that the Independent Filipino 
Church does not recognize the authority of the Pope of Rome. 
Since the organization of the Independent Filipino Church a 
bitter conh·oversy has been waged between the two over the 
right to the use and occupation of the six or seven hundred 
church edifices which are scattered over the thirty-four civi
lized pro-vinces of the islands. To this moment this question, 
which involves the ownership and possession of church proper
ties worth many millions of dollars, has not been judicially 
determined. In my judgment, it should be so determined be
fore Congress undertakes to pay any sum for the use and occu
pation of and for damages inflicted upon the four hundred and 
odd churches and other church buildings embraced in this re
port. The Philippine government has never undertaken to de
cide this bitterly controverted question, but, on the conh·ary, 
has expressly relegated it to the supreme court of the islands. 
That this court has never decided it is, in my opinion, equally 
clear. 

In January, 1903, the Hon. W. H. Taft, then civil governor 

of the Philippines, realizing, as he declared, that the confiicting 
claims in respect to church property might result in attempts 
to dispossess those in charge of the various churches and con
sequent disturbance of the peace, issued an order the · purpo e 
and effect of which was that where the Roman Catholic Church 
or its representatives was in actual po se sion of church pro~ 
erty that possession should not be disturbed, and where the 
Independent Filipino Church or its representatives was in pos~ 
session that po e sion should be respected until the question 
could be finally determined by the courts. Acting under that 
order the members of the Independent Catholic Church of the 
Philippine Islands retained pos e ion of the churches and con
ventos of which they then had posse sion, and the members of the 
Roman Catholic Apostolic Church, where they wer~e in po es
sion of churches and other church property, retained po es ion 
of the same. In other words, Secretary Taft, then civil gov
ernor of the Philippines, realizing that unle s such an order 
was issued there would be waged throughout the Philippine a 
bloody controversy between the two branches of the atholic 
Church as to the pos e sion of church property, determined to 
see that those in actual possession of the Yarious properties 
should be protected in that possession until a question of such 
tran cenden.t importance as this should be determined judicially 
and finally. 

Accordingly he issued the order which is pre ented in the views 
of the minority. And in the year 1{)05, on the 24th of July, the 
Philippine government enacted a law which conferred upon the 
supreme court of the Philippine Islands original jurisdiction to 
hear and determine every question relating to the right of posses
sion and ownership of all church property in the islands. This 
property was, as I have said, located in thirty-four different 
provinces. In order to avoid a multiplicity of suits the act pro
vided the means by which one suit might determine the owner
ship and po se ion of all the church property located in any 
one of the e provinces. Bear in mind, please, that Civil Gov~ 
ernor Taft, in order to avoid public disturbance over t.his pro~ 
erty, and being unwilling to assume the grave. responsibility of 
determining so important and far-reaching a question, took the 
wise, just, and humane course of referring it to the courts, 
and the Philippine government then proceeded to designate the 
supreme court of the islands as the tribunal to try the ques
tion, conferring upon it original jurisdiction for that purpo e, 
and providing all the legal machinery requisite to its speedy 
and final determination. · 

Some of those here will doubtless be surprised to be told that 
notwithstanding what has been said by gentlemen who have 
preceded me, notwithstanding the imperative and universally 
recognized necessity for a legal determination of the question 
of ownership of this vast church property, and notwithstanding 
the wise action of Civil Governor Taft and the subsequent en
actment of a special act conferring original jurisdiction upon 
the supreme court of the islands to hear and determine these 
church controversies, no action has ever been brought up to 
this time having that object in view. It is true that some sort 
of an action was brought in January, 1904, in an inferior court 
in the province of Ambos Camarines, to recover the possession 
of a small church and convento located in the pueblo of Lago
noy. This case, brought a year and a half prior to the enact~ 
ment of the statute to which I have alluded, was carried on 
appeal to the supreme court. This is the case of Barlin v. Rami
rez, relied upon by the advocates of this report to sustain their 
contention that the question as to the ownership and title 
of all the church properties in the Philippines has been decided 
in favor of the Roman Catholic Church, and that it is, there~ 
fore, entitled to receive whatever sum may be paid for damages 
thereto as well as for the use thereof. 

As I have said this section was brought for the purpo e of 
determining the right to the po session, and not the actual own
ership and title to this property. 1\Iy friend, the chairman of 
this co:rnrilittee, says that the complaint in this case sets forth 
that the plaintiff was the owner of the property, and that is true; 
but this bare statement in the opinion handed down by the su
preme court is all that can be found in that opinion which 
supports the contention that anything beyond the mere right of 
pos es ion was in issue, The prayer of the complaint, we are 
told, was that the plaintiff be restored to the po ses ion of tho 
property, and throughout the opinion it is made clear that bare 
possession, and only possession, was the que tion involyed. 
Mr. Chairman, I dare affirm that there is not a lawyer in thi 
body who, if he will take the trouble to read carefully this 
rather remarkable opinion, will say that any question of title 
was involved in this case. On this point the court said: 

As to the defendant, Ramirez, it appears that he took possession of 
the property as the servant or agent of the plaintiff. The only right 
which he had to the possessjon at the time he took it was the right 
which was given to him by the plaintiff, and he took posse sion under 
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the agreement to return that possession whenever it should be demanded 
of him. Under such circumstances be will not be allowed, when the 
return of such possession is demanded of him by the plaintiff, to say that 
the plaintiff is not the owner of the property and is not entitled to 
have it delivered back to him. The principle of law that a tenant can 
not deny his landlord's title, which is found in article 333, para~raph 
2, of the Code of Civil Procedure, and also in the Spanish law, 1s ap-
plicable to a case of this kind. ' 

And again: 
The plaintiff, in 1902, bad been in the lawful possession thereof for 

more than thirty years and during all that time its possession had 
never been questioned or disturbed. That possession has been taken 
away from it and it has the right now to recover the possession from 
the persons who have so deprived it of such possession, unless the lat-

- ter can show that they have a better right thereto. This was the prop
osition which was discussed and settled in the case of the Bishop of 
Cebu v. Mangaron, No. 1748, decided June 1, 1906. That decision 
holds that as against one who has been in possession for the length of 
time the plaintiff has been in possession, and who bas been deprived 
of his possession, and who can not produce any written evidence of 
title, the mere fact that the defendant is in possession does not entitle 
the defendant to retain that possession. In order that be may con
tinue in possession, he must show a better right thereto. 

1\Ir. DOUGLAS. What is the title of that case? Is that the 
Barlin case? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Yes; I am reading from the Barlin 
case. 

These are the words of Judge Willard, who delivered the 
opinion of the court, and to my mind they conclusively estab
lish, without any reference to what is said on this subject in the 

. independent opinion of Judge Carson, that the only question be-
• fore the court was the question of possession. No copy of the 

record in this caEe has ever been received here, so far as I 
know, and we can only gather what the facts were from reading 
the two opinions which have been furnished us. 

It is true that Judge \Villard declares, in the concluding part 
of his opinion, that the King of Spain was not the owner of the 
consecrated churches in the Philippines, and that the exclusive 
right to their possession was in the Roman Catholic Church; 
but this, at most, was merely obiter dictum. No such question 
as that was raised in the pleadings, and, moreover, neither 
Spain nor the United States as her successor under the treaty 
of Paris was a party to this suit. 

1\Ir. COCKRAN. As I understand the gentleman, this priest 
had been in the possession of this church property, and the issue 
there was the right of possession and not the actual possession? 

1\fr. JONES of Virginia. The issue was the right of posses
sion, the right to recover the actual possession. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Did not that inYolve the title? 
1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. Not the ownership; there is a vast 

difference between the two propositions, as my friend knows. 
Mr. COCKRAN. Yes; but I would like to ask the gentleman 

another question. 
111r. JO~S of Virginia. I will yield to the gentleman from 

New York. 
1\Ir. COCKRAN. What other question was litigated in order 

to establish the right of possession except the question of title, 
if any? 

1\fr. JONES of Virginia. The question of title was not liti
gated at all. The case was decided upon a principle familiar 
to every lawyer, namely, that a tenant is estopped from deny
ing the title of his landlord. 'I'he defendant priest had been 
put in possession of this church by the Roman Catholic Church, 
and when he refused to surrender possession thus conferred 
upon him by that church suit was brought in the court of first 
instance of the province to compel him to restore the posses
sion thus unlawfully withheld. He was not permitted to even 
deny the title of his landlord. 

'l'his case having been carried to the supreme court, the only 
question properly before that appellate tribunal was the ques
tion of possession. Every single word, every single expression, 
in the opinion delivered by the supreme court dealing with ques
tions not properly before that tribunal, as every lawyer knows, 
is nothing more nor less than pure obiter dictum, and, in so far 
as that opinion undertakes to decide anything except the right 
of possession of this property, it is absolutely ultra vires. 
. lHr. KEIFER. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. 

1\fr. JONES of Virginia. I will yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. KEIFER. I want to know if the gentleman stated what 

the claim of the plaintiff, if that is his title-the party bringing 
the suit-what the claim was based on as against the possessory 
title of the defendant in this case? I unders.ta.nd that a pos
ses ory title is as ·good as another title if it has been long enough 
established. 
- 1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. In the absence of any copy of the 
record in this case, it is nqt easy to determine from the opinion 
of the court just what the facts were. They were certainly very 
meager. It is stated that the form of action was a complaint, 
and that is all. Just what was set out therein does not appear. 

It does appear; however, from a careful reading of the t.wo opin
ions filed that the right to the possession of the church was the 
only issue properly involved. 

Mr. KEIFER. Is it not fair to infer that they had a superior 
title to the defendant, or that the apostolic church had granted 
them the right? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I can only speak as to what was 
claimed from the record before me. It may be, and I presume 
is, true that the Roman Catholic Church claims the ownership 
of all the church properties in the islands, and I am not under
taking to express any opinion on that subject. I am only con
tending that no such claim has as yet been set up and judicially 
determined. 

The point I make is that this was a suit brought in the early 
part of the year 1904, in an inferior court, to determine the pos
session, and not the title and ownership, of the Lagonoy church. 

I further contend, even if I can be mistaken in believing 
that no question of title was involved in this· litigation, that a 
decision which affected only this particular piece of church 
property could hot determine the title of all the vast church 
properties scattered throughout the Philippine Archipelago, the 
magnificent cathedral at .Manila, and the hundreds of churches, 
conventos, and seminaries in the various provinces. To hold to 
the contrary is to maintain what to my mind is bordering on 
the absurd. To dignify this paltry case, the very issues of 
which it must be at least admitted by the most strenuous ad-' 
vocates of this report are enveloped in doubt and uncertainty, 
as an all-important test case and one deciding the ownership of 
vast property interests and settling great questions of canon 
law seems to me to be absolutely preposterous. 

l\Ir. KEIFER. Will you read the decision? 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. The decision or the sylabus? 
Mr. KEIFER. The syllabus. 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. The syllabus of the case, which I 

haye been asked to read, is as follows: 
1. In an action brought by the Roman Catholic Church to recover a 

church building against a priest whom it has put in possession thereof 
to administer the same, the latter is estopped from alleging ownership 
at the time he took possession, either in himself or in a third person. 

2. Obispo de Cebu v. Mangaron, No. 1748, June 1, 1906, followed to 
the poirit that a person in possession of real estate who has been de
prived of such possession can recover it unless the defendants can show 
a better right thereto. 

3. The government of the Philippine Islands has never undertaken to 
transfer to the municipalities the ownership or right of possession of 
the churches therein. 

4. Prior to the cession of the Philippines to the United States the 
King of Spain was not the owner of the consecrated churches therein 
and had no right to the possession thereof. The exclusive right to such 
possession was in the Roman Catholic Church, and such right has con
tinued since such ce sion and now exists. 

5. The Roman Catholic Church is a juridical person in the Philip
pine Islands. 

What is said by Judge Willard, to the effect that neither Spain 
nor the United States owned the church property in the Philip
pines, was not at all necessary to the proper disposition of the 
case, and, as I have said, was mere obiter dictum. That ques
tion was not before the court, and if it had been the United 
States, as the successor to Spain, not being a party to the liti
gation, would not have been bound by any deliverance in rela
tion thereto. 

1\Ir. CRUl\IP ACKER. I would like to ask the gentleman this 
question--

1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I shall be glad to have the gentle
man ask a question. 

Mr. CRU:\fP ACKER. Does not the gentleman know two-thirds 
of this entire opinion is taken up by the supreme court in dis
cussing and deciding the question of title, and the court decided 
that the title to the property was not in Spain nor the United 
States nor the Independent Church, nor any property situated 
as this was in the entire archipelago, and that it involved every 
principle that applies to the controversy between churches over 
there--

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Please do not make a speech; I 
yielded for a question. I will answer the gentleman. I am 
entirely aware that a large part of the opinion deliyered by 
Judge Willard is devoted to an attempt to show that neither 
Spain nor the United States owned the church property in the 
Philippines; but no such question as that was or could haye 
been involved, for the . simpl~ reason that neither the Kingdom 
of Spain nor the United States was a party to the suit. 1\Iore
over, as I think I have shown, no question of title was inYolved 
in this suit. The court could not determine questions not be~ 
fore it. 

I freely admit that Judge Willard's opinion was a long-drawn
out and labored attempt to decide a question of vast importance 
not before him, a question which he may have thought the po-
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lit(cal exigencies of the situation as to church property made it 
most de irable that the court should decide, but I utterly deny 
that it did or could have decided this question. 

Now, permit me to say to the gentleman from Indiana [:Mr. 
CRUMPACKER] that I shall be glad to have him explain, when 
he comes to address the House, why it was that the Philippine 
government in July 1905, pa sed a special act providing the 
means for determining the ownership of all church properties 
in the Philippines, if that question was at that very moment 
pendin(J' before the supreme court on an appeal from a court 
of first instance. If this momentous question had. been pas ed 
upon by an inferior court and was ilien before the supreme 
court, why did the Philippine government pass a special act 
conferring jurisdiction upon that court-original jurisdiction
to hear and determine it? Was ~t possible that the governor 
of the Philippines~himself a member of the Philippine Com
mission-could have been in ignorance of this important de
ci ion? The truth is, and gentlemen know it, that nobody 
regarded this as a test case. To maintain otherwi e is to seri
ously reflect upon the intelligence of the Philippine Commission 
and to hold that the Philippine government in passing this act 
stultified itself. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. If the gentleman will permit, the 
gentleman knows that--

1\lr. JO~"ES of Virginia. The gentleman can answer in his 
'OWn time. Ask me a question. 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. Let me ask the gentleman if he does 
not know this decision of the supreme court governing the 
Philippine Islands was not rendered until more than a year 
after that act; that the decision was rendered more than a 
year after the special act to which the gentleman referred? 

1\lr. OL...\ISTED. November 24, 1906. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. Does not the gentleman furthermore 

know--
1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I will answer that--
Mr. DRISCOLL. I want to ask the gentleman--
Mr. CRUMP ACKER. Let the gentleman answer the ques

tion; I would like to have him answer my question. 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. The case was not passed upon until 

the latter part of 1006, but it was decided in the court of first 
instance in January, 1.,04, and it wa pending before the 
upreme court in July, 1905, at the very moment the act was 

passed. Surely the Philippine government was not unaware 
that a case of this great magnitude was already pending when 
it passed this act 

Mr. CRU:UP.A.CKER. What were the i sues? 
Mr. JONES of · Virginia. The only is ue was that of the 

right of possession-that was the sole i sue. Just why the 
supreme court took nearly three years in which to consider 
its opinion in this case i not disclosed by the opinion. I might 
assign a reason if I cared to discuss that phase of this remark
able case. I prefer not to discuss its political aspects. 

1\lr. WASHBURN. Mr. Chairman--
The CH.A.IRM.A.N. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle

man from Massachusetts? 
Mr. JOr'ES of Virginia. I do. 
Mr. WASHBURN. May I ask the gentleman a question? I 

would like to ask if the gentleman is familiar with the ca e in 
which the Roman Catholic Apostolic hurch is plaintiff and 
certain municipalities and .A.glipay him elf as head of the In
dependent Church, are defendants, the original action in the 
supreme court? 

.Mr. JONES of Virginia. I have it here in my hand. 
Mr. WASHBURN. The gentleman is going to comment on 

that case. 
Mr. J01..ms of Virginia. I am going to comment on that 

case later on. · I now yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. DRISCOLL]. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. .A.m I correct in my understanding of the 
gentleman from Virginia that he has never seen the bill of com
plaint in this case that was brought and tried over there, in 
which Justice Willard rendered a decision? 

Mr. JO~TES of Virginia. You are, and I think nobody else 
in the United States ha ever seen it. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. Then the gentleman does not h.-now what 
facts or allegations are contained in that bill of complaint iu 
that action? 

:Mr. JOli.'"ES of Virginia. Only in o far as they are tate<l 
by the judge who delivered the supreme court opinion, and 
who ought by the labored argument to which I ha•e referred 
to settle the title to church pro11erty in the i lands. 

1\lr. DRISCOLL. The gentleman admit that ~bout two
thirds of the opinion of Jud(J"e Wi11ard was given up to the 
consideration and determin,ation of the que tion of title. Is 
that not so? · 

.Mr. JONES of Virginia. .A. large part of it The gentleman 
from Indiana [.Mr. CRUMPACKER] says two-thirds. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. Since the gentleman ha not read the 
complaint, and ince two-thirds of the opinion were given up 
to the determination of title, why does the gentleman ay that 
the question of title was not raised in the complaint? 

Mr. J01\T)DS of Virginia. I say it becau e a careful reading 
of. the text of this opinion makes it ab olutely clear to my 
mmd that nothing more than the mere possession was involved. 
I have already stated that whilst the complaint is said to 
ha-ve alleged ownership in the plaintiff, its prayer was for the 
recovery of the pos ession. Be ides, Judge Carson, who con
curred in the result, explicitly states in his independent opinion 
!hat there was no question of titl~ in-volved. There is nothing 
rn Judge Willard's opinion in conflict with this statement; on 
the conb.·ary, that opinion strengthens my contention. 

Mr. DRISCOLL. I understood the gentleman to say that it 
considered the right to possessio"n and not simply the question 
of po ession. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I have read the syllabus in the 
case-

Mr. DRISCOLL. Since the gentleman has--
1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I request the gentleman not to 

make a spee'"'h in my time. I am very anxious to pre ent my 
rea ons for declining to concur in this report. 

Mr. GOLD FOGLE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. If the gentleman will wait for • 

half an hour in order to enable me to present my views with
out interruption, I will then endeavor to answer any .further 
questions that may be asked me. I wish Members of this 
House to understand exactly what the issue is, and I am utterly 
surprised that some of my colleagues upon the committee eem 
prepared to contend that the case of Barlin v. Ramirez settles' 
the ownership and title of all the church property in the 
islands. 

In enacting the legislation which conferred upon the supreme 
court the jurisdiction to determine the question of the owner
ship of all church properties the Philippine Commi sion not onl 
made it perfectly plain that it did not regard the case of Barlin 
v. Ramirez as settling anything but the rio-ht to the po ion 
of the particular church which was the subject of that litiga~ 
tion, but it also made it clear that the Philippine government 
did not believe that the determination of any one ca e could 
settle the owner hip of all the properties wherever located. 
This is shown by the fact that it pre cribed the method by which 
the title to all the church property in any one province might 
be determined in a simple suit, brought originally in the su
preme court at Manila. Let me read the preamble to that act 
and let us see if it does not sustain my contention. Here it is. 
l\lark you, this was in July, 1905, a year and a half after the 
dec! ion of the ca e of Barlin v. Ramirez in the court of fir t 
instanee and whilst it was pending on appeal before the supreme 
court. It reads : 

Whereas controversies have arisen between the Roman Catholic 
Apo tolic Church on the one band and the association called " the Inde: 
pendent Filipino Church," certain municipalities, and other per· ons on 
the other hand as to the ri.,.ht of admini tration or po se~sion of nu
merou" churche , convents, cemeteries, and real and personal property 
u ed in connection therewith, and as to the ownership thereof and title 
thereto ; and 

Whereas if actions involving controversies as to said church property 
are brought in the courts of first instance great and interminable delay, 
by reason of the great numb r of properties involved and the fact that 
the com·ts of first in tance are fully occupied with ordinary llti<Yation, 
will result not only in the di position of the actions o brought, but also 
in the dispo ition of the ordinary litigation pending before said courts; 
and 

Whereas frequent and angry controversies have arisen and continue 
to arise in numerou municipalities of the Philippine Islands between 
contending religious or'ganizations, municipalities, and other per ons as 
to the right to the po ses ion of said properties. often culminating in 
illegal and for<'ible seizure thereof and in grave disturbances of the pub
lic peace and order·, and it is believed to be in the interests of the 
Filipino people that such a condition of affairs should no longer con
tinue and that all <'ontroversies of this character should be speedily 
settled in a legal and orderly way, etc. 

In this preamble it is declared in plain terms that the contro
\ersies waged OYer the ownersllip and po se sion of church prop
erties had not been settled. They had not l>een settled in the 
very case now relied upon to support the claims we are asked 
to pay the Roman Catholic Church. It was not believed that 
the final determmation of that case by the supreme court could 
ettle this great question, and hence this enactment. 

This is the fir t ..,ectlon of the act pas ed to ettle this impor
tant legal question and to compose these unfortunate differ-
ences: 

SECTIO~ 1. The upreme court of the Philippine Islands is hereby 
~iven original jurisdiction and constituted the tribunal to hear and 
finally determine nil actions which involve controversies between the 
Roman Catholic Apo tolic Church and its representatives on the one 
hand and the Independent Filipino Church and its representatives o~: 
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any municipality or other person on the other hand as to the title to 
any and all churches, convents, or cemeteries in the Philippine Islands 
and real and personal property used in connection therewith, or as to 
the ownership, right of administration, or possession thereof. 

That is a complete answer to the question asked by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. CocKRAN]. The Philippine gov
ernment in enacting this law seems to have considered that a 
distinction was to be drawn between a suit to determine "the 
right of possession" to a church and one to settle the question 
of " title and actual ownership." 

.Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mis issippi. Was that statute made 
retroactive so as to affect anybody's right who had begun a pro
ceeding prior to that enactment? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I have already attempted to an
swer that question. But for the purpose of my argument, I 
might concede, although such is by no means the case, that in 
the case of Barlin v. Ramirez the plaintiff not only recovered 
possession of the property, but was also adjudged ·to be the 
actual owner thereof. If this were true, that case' conld not be 
held to settle that the Roman Catholic Church was entitled to 
the possession of any other church edifice than the one actually 
in controversy. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. The gentleman miscon
cei-ves my question, I think. 

l\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I think that everybody must admit, 
even the gentlemen who argue so strenuously for this report, 
that there is at least a doubt as to whether the title and owner
hip to the Lagonoy church was decided. You must admit 

that much. Admitting that--
.Mr. CRUMP ACKER. I do not admit it. 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. Admitting that, are you going to 

seriously ask this House to accept it as a test case, and proceed 
to hold that as 'Such it has finally and irrevocably settled the 
ownership and title of all the vast church properties in the 
Philippines? Surely this would be going further than the most 
zealous partisan would dare go. 

Now, mark you, that was a case in which the defendant had 
been put in posse slon by the plaintiff, and the court held that 
he was estopped from denying his landlord's title. Are we to 
say by our action upon tilese claims, dare we say, that the facts 
as .to the possession of e\ery other church in the Philippines 
are indentical with those disclosed in the case of Barlin v. 
Ramirez? Taking the most extreme view of this case contended 
for by the ad\Ocates of this report, it only decides that the 
Roman Catholic Church is entitled to be 11nid for the u e and 
occupation of the church of Lagonoy and the damages thereto, 
fixed by the board of church claims at $475. 

~Ir. FORNES. You made a statement that the amount of 
damages involved accrued prior to 1902? 

l\Ir. JONES of Virginia. Yes. 
Mr. FORNES. Is that correct? You also make a statement 

that the Independent Church did not exist prior to 1902. That 
is a fac_t, is it not, acco_rding to the testimony? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Is that the question? 
Mr. FORNES. I am not a lawyer, but I am on the jury. 

How can you take into consideration either a corporation or a 
person that does not exist at the time the action has accrued? 
Will you answer that as a lawyer? [Laughter.] · 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I will answer your question in this 
way: It is not the first time it has been propounded. If the 
Roman Catholic Church can be shown to have been entitled to 
the possession of these churches during the period they were 
occupied by United States troops, then that church would be 
entitled to receive compensation for such occupancy. But any 
payment for damage to or destruction of church property 
should, of course, be paid to the owner without any regard to 
who was entitled for the time being to the mere possession. 

Now, this is my answer to that question, and I beg that 
gentlemen who do not agree with me will ·at least restrain their 
eagerness to interrupt the thread of my argument until I have 
proceeded with it a little further. I shall probably be the only 
one to speak at any length in favor of the views set forth in 
the report submitted by the minority. I have been asked if the 
passage of the act of July, 1005, took from the courts of first 
instance jurisdiction theretofore exercised by them. 

:Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. "Was it retroacti,e?" 
was my question. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. It does take away their jurisdiction 
to try questions of title. As to whether it was retroactive or 
not I am not so clear. In my view of this matter that is not a 
question of any great importance. The claim which we are 
now asked to pay relates to the occupancy of four hundred and 
odd churches, and even if the act of July, 1005, did not take 
away the jurisdiction of the supreme court to n·y the case of 
Barlin v. Ramirez on appeal (that case having been appealed 
prior to its enactment), the decision rendered in that case can 

only affect the property actually in litigation. This was evi~ 
dently the view taken by the Philippine government. . It is 
perfectly clear to me that no question of title was in any way 
involved in that case, so that the question as to whether or not 
the act of July 24, 1905, was retroactive is of no importance. 

But, Mr. Chairman, whatever view may be taken by the 
House as to this legal question, I submit that there can be no 
justification for incrP..asing the award of the board of church 
claims to the extent of 40,000. The chairman of the Com
mittee on Insular Affairs, who was directed by the committee 
to report this bill, said a few moments ago that he had not 
favored the payment of this $40,000. Upon what principle of 
law or justice anybody can favor its payment passes my com
prehension. The military board of church claims awarded 
$363,000 in round numbers. In reaching their conclusions as to 
the amount for which the United States was justly liable, they 
had the benefit of the advice and assistance of the Army officers 
who occupied the church buildings and who personally investi
gated the injuries inflicted upon them by United States troops. 
It was not possible in the limited time at their disposal for the 
indi\idual members of the board to make personal investiga
tions in a majority of the cases. Acting lmder the explicit 
written instructions of the Secretary of War as to the char
acter of the injuries for which the United States could be held 
liable, this board awarded $363,030.19 as the total amount. This 
was a larger sum than the officers who had occupied the prop
erty, and who pos essed personal knowledge as to the injuries, 
believed should be paid. To the amount a certained to be due 
by these Army officers, the board added from 12 to 15 per cent, 
so as to be certain that they would do full justice to the claim
ants. Under these circumstances, what possible justification 
can there be for the payment of $403,030.19? 

I am betraying no committee secrets when I say that the 
members of the Ins1:1lar Affairs Committee who signed the 
views of the minority are not the only ones who do not believe 
a particle of justification can be found for arbitrarily adding 
the sum of $40,000 to the award of the board of church claims. 
The chairman of the committee· has been frank enough to avow 
here, and openly, that he did not favor· adding this sum to the 
award, and he is not the only member of the majority who did 
not favor it in committee. It is a gratuity pure and simple
a sop thrown to Cerberus. The pretext for its payment is that 
there had disappeared from the churches at some tiine qr oth~r 
certain sacred ornaments, images, and vestments, but there is 
absolutely no evidence to show that these articles were taken 
or appropriated by any representatives of the United States, if 
they were actually taken by anybody. 

The bill we are considering also provides that this $403,030.19 
shall be paid to the Archbishop of Manila. The Archbishop of 
Manila, as the · gentleman from New York [Mr. CocKRA~] as 
well as every other Catholic in this House knows, does not 
hold the title to the church property in the various dioceses of 
the Philippine Islands. The gentleman admits this. The 
bishops of the fi\e dioceses hold the church property. The 
gentleman now says this is true. Nevertheless, this bill pro
vides, and the report recommends, that this money be paid to 
the Archbishop of Manila. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman has not stated all of it, 
has he? 

· Mr. JO~"'ES of Virginia. All that is of any importance. 
Mr. ~..,ITZGERALD. But the gentleman has not made a com

plete statement. It is to be paid to the Archbishop of Manila 
as trustee. Will the gentleman go on and state what the bill 
pro,ides? 

Mr. JOl\"'ES of Virginia. If I can put my hand on it I will 
read its exact provisions. It is to be paid to him as trustee 
for the Roman Catholic Church, of course. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The bill provides that it shall be paid 
to him as trustee for certain specific purposes. -

l\1r. JO"NES of Virginia. It shall be paid to him as the repre
sentative of the church in the islands. I am coming to that. 

Mr. OOCKRA.L~. Is the gentleman not aware that all the 
bishops have agreed to make Archbishop Harty the depositary 
of,this money? 

Mr. JO~S of Virginia. That may be, but it can not be 
denied, I think, that the archbishop can collect this money as 
soon as the act of Congress becomes a law, and that he can 
expend every dollar of it according to his own sweet will for 
the benefit of the Catholic Church anywhere without regard 
to the wishes of either one of these bishops, in whom the title 
to the property must be if the church owns it. 

It was mid at the hearings, and the printed testimony will 
show it-the Secretary of War and Colonel Hull both said that 
in order to obtain for the United States a clear acquittance 
it would be necessary to haye _the bishops of the Yarious dio-
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ceses join in any receipt which might be given. What assur
ance have we that either of these bish6ps will execute an 
acquittance? How do we know that if this large sum of money 
is paid to the archbishop of Manila it may not be spent in the 
United States, or, for that matter, in Spa in or in Italy? Permit 
me to call the attention of the House to this bit of testimony bear
ing upon this very point. I commend it to the gentlemen who 
may wish to vote according to· the lights befqre them. 

When Secreta ry Taft was before the Insular Affairs Com
mittee I asked him this question: 

Mr. Secretary, would there be any objection to limiting the ex~ndi
ture of this money to objects in the i lands ? 

Now, mark the question, "limiting the expenditure of this 
money to objects in the islands.' Bear in mind, too, that e1ery 
chnrclt in the islands was built on Government property, ami 
built out of funds contributed by, and labor furnished by, the 
inhabitants of the islands. Secretary Taft's reply was--

Mr. OCKRAN. Will the gentleman allow me? 
· 1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. If the gentleman will wait just a 

minnte. The gentleman from rew Y()rk is trying to get in be
tween a question and an answer. I will read the question 
agaiu: 

l\Ir . .Jo:-rns. Mr. Secretary, would there be · any objection to limiting 
the expenditure of this money to objects in the islands ? 

Secretary TaFT . 'o, sir. I wish, certainly, that would be the case. 
If, may I ask, the purpose be to expend this money in repair

ing and in rebuilding the churches injured and destroyed by 
American troops in the Philippines,. why do gentlemen object 
to its being paid to the bishops of the dioceses where the prop
erty is or was, located, and why do they object to a require
ment that it shall be expended within the islands? Secretary 
Taft thought such a limitation as this should be placed upon 
the payment, and his interest in the welfare of the Filipinos is 
conceded by everybody. 

At another time I asked him another question along this line, 
and I will also read that question and the Secretary's answer: 

Mr. Jo:-rns. i should fear if it were paid to the apostolic delegate it 
might be used outside of the islands-in Spain, for instance. 

Secretary TAFT . If there were any danger of that, I should like some 
limitation made to prevent it. 

So far as I know there has been no reason advanced by any
body why this money should be paid to the Archbishop of 
Manila rather than to the bishops of the dioceses by whom 
the title to all church property ·is held, or why some limita
tion as to how and where it shall be expended should not 
be placed upon it. 

Mr. LENAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. I will yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. LENAH.AJ.~. Did anyone suggest that the money was to 

be diverted from the Philippine Islands except the gentleman 
who has the floor. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. The subject was discussed by va
rious members of the committee. But whether or not anybody 
else suggested that in the absence of some limitation the money 
could be expended outside the islands I do not know nor do I 
care. [Applause.] I made such a suggestion, and it was gra
ciously received and accepted by the Secretary of War, who 
feels a deeper interest in the settlement of these church claims 
than anybody else known to me. 

1\Ir. FORNES. Will the gentleman from Virginia yield? 
1\Ir. JO:i\TES of Virginia. For a question. 
Mr. FOR~ES. The gentleman is aware that the archbishop 

is · superior to the bishops and that the bishops have agreed 
and are most an..·dous that the archbishop should receive it. 
The gentleman is furthermore aware--

~Ir. JONES of Virginia. Oh, Mr. Chairman, I can not allow 
the gentleman to make a speech in my time in order that he 
may tell me of what he says I am aware. [Laughter.] I ad
mit that there was some loo e talk before the committee to the 
effect that the bi-shops desired that the rrioney should be paid to 
the archbishop. There was like loose talk before the committee 
to the effect that the apostolic delegate, who is the special rep
resentati"re of the Pope in the islands, would be a proper per
sou to whom to pay it. Nobody, however, who testified before 
our committee pretended to speak for the bishops. I am con
tent to know that Secretary Taft expressed the wish that the 
bill should require the expenditure of this money upon objects 
in the island , and one of the most vital objections to it is that 
it does not do so. 

I ha...-e aid that there could be no justification for arbitrarily 
adding $40,000 to the amount found to be due by the board of 
church claims. At first the proposition was to add a large 
sum by way of interest, but when attention was called to the 
fact that Congress never allowed interest on claims of this 
character, and that to do so in this instance would be to estab
lish a troublesome precedent and perhaps jeopardize the pas-

sage of the blll, that idea was abandoned. Finally somebody 
conceived the brilliant idea of paying for vestments and sacred 
ornaments, the spoilation of which was never proven. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I want to ask the gentleman a question. 
Air. JONES of Virginia. Very well. 
Mr. FITZGERALD. My under tanding is that the Secretary 

of War said that $500,000 would be a reason·able amount. 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. He said he would be glad to see 

even twice the amount found to be due by the board paid, and 
at another time he suggested $500,000. He always expressed 
the hope that Congress would be as liberal a po sible in the 
settlement of these claims, but he always regarded, I think, 
anything that might be paid in excess of, the $363,000 as a gift. 

.Mr. FITZGERALD. Was it not stated before the committee 
upon what the Secretary based his estimate of $300,000? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. The church claimed more than two 
million dollars, if I am not mistaken, and it was the idea of 
Secretary Taft that the committee should go as far as it could 
with propriety in meeting its demands. It was hi opinion that 
whatever sum might be given would be wisely expended in the 
way of settling disturbing questions in the island . Perhaps I 
might describe it as "peace money.'' 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will my friend yield for a 
question? 

l\Ir. JONES of Virginia. Just for a question. 
.Mr. GAINES of '.rennessee. Will the gc!ltleman f~·om Vir

ginia please put his finger, as it were, on that part of the opin
ion which adjudicated that the title was in this church and the 
part which he says decides that it was a question purely of 
possession which the court decided. I would like to have the 
gentleman read 'those portions. 

Mr. JOJ\TES of Virginia. I can not undertake to read thls 
long opinion. 

l\fr. GAINES of Tennessee. Well, that particular part. 
l\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I have ·read the syllabus and cer

tain parts of the opinion. I can not take up my time now 
by reading the whole opinion. I will give the case to the gen
tleman and direct his attention to those portions of the opin
ion which have been commented upon. 

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. We are very anxious to get at 
those two points. 

l\fr. COCKRAN. Will the gentleman allow me-
Mr. JONES of Virginia, In just one moment--
Mr_. COCKRAN. As to the question of the gentleman from 

Tennessee-- . 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. I want first to make it clear, if I 

can, just what the supreme court did decide, for the minds of 
gentlemen seem to be greatly ·confused as to this point. If gen
tlemen will examine the testimony given at the hearings they 
will find that even the Secretary of War, who is doubtless the 
best informed man in the United States as to conditions in the 
Philippine Islands, was himself mistaken e'\"en as to how this 
case came before the supreme court. When this claim was 
first brought to the attention of the Committee on Insular Af
fairs, in January, 1907, Secretary Taft appeared before that 
committee and advocated its payment. He said then that the 
supreme court of the Philippines had decided that the Roman 
Catholic .Church owned all the church property in the islands. 
He had just received a cablegram giving him that information. 

He was asked by the gentleman from Indiana [:\fr. C&UM· 
PACKER] whether the case to which he referred went up to tho 
court upon an appeal or whether it was a case brought origi
nally in the supreme court under the act which I have cited, 
and the Secretary unhesitatingly said, and, of course, belieTecl 
it when he said it, that it was a case brought originally in the 
supreme court and not one carried there upon appeal. He did 
not then dream, of course, that the case which he had been led 
to believe decided the title to all the immensely valuable church 
property in the Philippines had been brought in an inferior 
court for the purpose of regaining the possession of a single 
church in a remote province. I have his testimony before me 
and will read it if any gentleman desires it-both the que tion 
of Judge CRUMPACKER and the Secretary's answer. It turned 
out, as I have shown, that the Secretary was absolutely mis
taken. No case had ever been brought in the supreme court to 
test the ownership of this church property. The case taken to 
that court on appeal did not even involve any question of title 
or ownership. 

The defendant, Ramirez, did not and could not deny that he 
had been put in possession of the church by the bishop who 
sought to recover its possession. The court held that he was 
estopped from denying the title of his landlord and tllerefore 
ejected him. The gentleman from New York [l\fr. DRISCOLL] 
asks me where I got my. information that the question involved 
in this case was merely one of possession. He wished to know. 
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if I get it from the record of the case of Barlin v. Ramirez. 
My answer is that I do. No -lawyer can read this case and 
come to any other conclusion. Every line of the opinion makes 
this absolutely clear. Judge Carson, who concurred in the 
decision of the court, but who dissented from some of the 
statements and much of the reasoning of Judge Willard, who 
deli-vered the opinion, makes lt absolutely clear that the only 
question properly involved in this case was the question of pos
session. It was because no question of title was before the court 
that Judge Carson felt constrained to write his separate views, 
and it was doubtless for the same reason that Judge Johnson 
declined to subscribe to the opinion of the majority of the court. 
He was present and withheld his vote and there could have 
been no other reason for his course. It can not be possible that 
I am mistaken as to the issue in this case, and I do not have to 
go outside the two opinions to make clear my contention. 

1\Ir. COCKRAN. Now, will the gentleman allow me to ask 
a question? 

Mr. JO:NES of Virginia. Certainly. 
Mr. COCKRAN. Does the gentleman concede, then, that the 

court held the Catholic Church was this priest's landlord? 
l\Ir. JONES of Virginia. Yes, sir. 
1\Ir. COCKRAN. Did the court find how the church became 

his landlord? Could they haYe found it was his landlord ex
cept by first finding that it had title to the property? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. We are not le.ft in doubt as to 
that--

1\lr. COCKR.tL~. I want to know--
1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. We are not left in doubt as to that. 

The court explicitly declared that the defendant had been put 
in possession by the church. Just how or when he was put 
in possession I do not know, but he was put in possession. I 
may say, too, that when he was put in possession he was a 
priest of the Roman Catholic Apostolic Church, but that he 
subsequently, as I understand, and his whole congregation with 
him, went over to the Independent Filipino Catholic Church. 
His contention was that the title to the property was in the 
United States as the successor to the Spanish Government, but 
that it was held in trust for the benefit of the people who 
worshiped in the church, and that inasmuch as the priest 
and all the worshipers were members of the Independent 
Filipino Catholic Church they were entitled to occupy and use 
it for religious purposes. But the court held that having been 
put in possession by the Roman Catholic Apostolic Church he 
was estopped from denying the title of his landlord, and the 
caEe was decided upon that point. All of the judges agreed 
as to that proposition, but Judge Willard went so far as to de
clare in his opinion that the King of Spain had never really 
had any title to this church, and that therefore the United 
States, as the successor to the rights of the King of Spain, 
could have none--that in effect the title was in the Roman 
Catholic Church. Th_is declaration, as every lawyer knows, 
was a mere obiter dictum, and in so far as it may have at
tempted to decide the title and ownership of property, the 
right to the possession of which alone was before the court, the 
decision was clearly ultra vires. 

Mr. COCKRAN. There was no dispute about the fact of 
·pos ession itself, was there? Was there any dispute about 
Ramirez being in actual possession? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. There was not. I have stated that 
Ramirez was put in possession by the authorities of the Roman 
Catholic Church. When the schism in the church came and he 
and his whole congregation went into the independent Filipino 
branch of the church, he attempted to retain the possession of 
the church property. A suit was brought in an inferior court 
of the province to oust him. It is preposterous to claim that 
anything more than the right of possession was or could have 
been decided in this case. 

Mr. COCKR~rn. Will the gentleman allow me? I want to 
get his meaning perfectly clear. 

1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I have stated it as clearly as I can. 
The gentleman will have to state his own fine-spun theories. 

l\lr. COCKRAN. I do not think there is much difference be
tween the gentleman and myself, and I think this -would be 
clear if I could get his position stated according to what I ap
prehend is the real significance of his language. 

1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. If the gentleman will only ask a 
question--

1\Ir. COCKRAN. As I understand the case, it was admitted 
that this pFiest was in possession and he set up as a claim of 
right against the church which appointed him-against its right 
to take possession or exercise control over this church prop
erty-the fact that he and his congregation had seceded from 
the Roman Catholic Church and had gone over to Aglipay, and 
against this contention the court- held that the right of the 

church was superior to his and that even the transfer by his 
whole congregation of their allegiance to this other body did not 
justify him in holding the property against the church that had 
placed him in possession of it. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I do not find that in the opinion. 
l\Ir. COCKRAN. I understood that to be the gentleman's 

own statement. 
1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. What the court said was that the 

defendant, having been put in possession of the property by the 
Roman Catholic Church, he was estopped by a principle of law 
familiar to every lawyer from denying the title of his landlord. · 
That was all that was decided, and I have so stated over and 
over again. That was all that could have been decided; but 
Judge Willard, although he is presumed to have known when he 
wrote his opinion that the government of the Philippine Islands 
had conferred upon the supreme court original jurisdiction to 
try and determine all contro-versies over church p·roperty, under
took to decide in an insignificant case which came to his .court 
by appeal the absolute ownership of all the church property in 
the Philippines, and that, too, a case which did not involve any 
question of title. The defendant ne-ver for one moment con
tended that the branch of the church to which he belonged had 
any actual title to this property. He made no such defense. I 
trust I may now have made it clear that the case of Barlin v. 
Ramirez, relied upon to sustain the contention that the courts 
have adjudged the Roman Catholic Church to be the absolute 
owner of all church properties in the Philippines, decides 
nothing of the kind. Therefore, for the reasons which I have 
set forth, it is worse than absurd to contend that this is a great 
test case. 

And, now, a word as to the parties to this church con
versy. It is purely a question between Catholics-betw~en 
two branches of the same church. It is not a question between 
the Roman Catholic Church and any Protestant Church. The 
members of the Independent Filipino Catholic Church, who 
claim the right to worship in the Catholic churches of the Phil
ippines, are as devout Catholics as can be found anywhere. 
They have· never known any other religion than that of Catholi· 
cism. 

There exists a schism--
Mr. CLAYTON. May I interrupt the gentleman? I under

stand from your speech you are advocating the claims of the 
bolting side, and I am for the regular organization. [Laughter 
and applause.] . 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, tradition has it that 
there was once a contested election case pending before this 
House, when a Member who had heard none of the evidence 
was caned upon to vote as to which of the contestants -should 
be seated. Without the slightest hesitation he turned to a 
colleague and asked, " Which is our d-- rascal? " "[Laugh
ter.] The gentleman may make the application. 

Mr. CLAYTON. I think it is right. I think your men got in 
possession and while in possession--

Mr. JONES of Virginia. The gentleman can not discuss this 
subject in my time. He can get time from the other side, if 
he wishes it. 

Mr. CLAYTON. I am against the bushwhacker. 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. Well, I am only the custodian of 

my own conscience and only responsible for my own vote, I am 
happy to say. I am attempting to give the reasons for my own 
action and that of the three members of the Committee on 
Insular Affairs who united with me in filing the views of the 
minority. 

1\Ir. DRISCOLL. Will the gentleman allow me? 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. I would like to, be permitted to 

conclude what I was saying when interrupted by my friend 
from Alabama [Mr. CLAYTON]-that there is a most serious 
schism in the Catholic Church in the Philippines-a schism 
that has rent the churches in twain is a m"atter of well-known 
history. Just how many l!.,ilipinos there are who belong to the 
branch known as the " Roman Catholic Church " and how many 
to the other branch, styled the "Independent Filipino Catholic 
Church," I do not know. In the opinion of the four Members 
signing the minority views there are about 3,000,000 Filipinos 
in the independent church. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. If the gentleman will permit 
me one interruption. I have it from a person who has just 
returned from the islands, and who presumably knows, and he 
says that there are hardly to exceed 350,000 of these Inde
pendents. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I will accept that statement for 
what it is worth. I do not know who the gentleman is or what 
may be his means of information, and therefore, for one, l 
seriously question the accuracy . of his statement. - I have 
gotten my information from sources which I have every reason 
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to believe are entirely trustworthy, and_ never before have I 
heard anybody estimate the membership of the Independent 
Catholic Church · as low as 350,000. Bishop Brent, who has 
been stationed for seven years in the Philippine I lands, is 
reported in the papers as having recently expres ... ed the opinion 
that there were 4,000,000 members of the Independent Church. 
This di tingui bed divine, who has but recently vi ited this 
country, is certainly competent to speak on this subject. He 
po e .. es an intimate knowledge of every part of the Philip
pine Archipelago. A gentleman near me sugge. ts that his 
testimony should not be accepted for the reason that he is a 
Protestant bish~p. I decline to accept o unworthy a sugges
tion. The fact that he is a Protestant bi hop does not, in my 
opinion, disqualify him-as a witness. 

Mr. FOlll\TES. Will the gentleman allow me--
Yr. JONES of Virginia. No; I can not be interrupted now. 

I wi h to ~ay, in further reply to the statement just made by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CooPER], that I hold in my 
hand a. book entitled " Our Philippine Problem," written in 
1905 by Henry Parker Willis, Ph. D. Profe sor Willis spent 
some time in the Philippine , and I imagine that he is quite as 
well informed as to the membership of the Independent Fili
pino Catholic Church as is the nameless gentleman from whom 
the gentleman from Wisconsin obtained his information. 

I now read from the book of Profes or Willis : 
To state the precl e extent of the following gained by the Iglesia 

Filipina would be· difficult, if not impossible. Aglipay himself esti
mates the number of his followers at 4,000,0'00, but some enthusiastic 
partisans raise this figure to 5,000,000. l\lore conservative estimates 
made b.v American observers place the number of A~lipayans at 3,000,-
000. atbolic authorities are inclined to underesttmate the strength 
of the movement very considerably. They usually speak of the whole 
OL'ganization as artificial and temporary and place the number of people 
actually engaged in it far too low. The truth is that the movement 
bas gained a very strong hold in many parts of the islands and bas 
left other portions entirely untouched. This, of course, is due to the 
extreme shortness of the period during which active operations have 
be n conducted by the Aglipayans, while, on the other hand, the new
nes of the movement m!lkes it impo sible to say how fu·m will be the 
al!eaiance of tho e who have already accepted membership 1n it. 

This same author claims that there u.re at least 250 priest~ 
and 20 bishops in the Independent Catholic Church. 

I talked some two years ago with a O'entleman whom I be
lieve the chairman of the Insular AffaJ.rs Committee him elf 
will admit is-or was, at least, at one time-thoroughly . well 
informed on this subject, a gentleman who spent years in the 
Philippine Islands in the capacity of pri-vate secretary to one 
of the Philippine Commissioners, who has written much on 
Philippine subjects, and who is widely accepted as an authority 
in regard to things Philippine, and it was his opinion at that 
time that the Independent Church had a membership of 3,000,000. 

Now, I do not care whether they number two million or three 
million or five million. They largely outnumber the adherents 
of the other branch of the church, and they are native . They 
are Catholics, as are the others. They believe in the arne 
tenets and they have the same rites and ceremonies that the 
Roman Catholics have. And they are as niuch etttitled to con
sideration at the hands of Congress as are any other Catholics 
in the Philippine Islands. The native Filipinos, practically all 
of whom profess the Catholic religion, with their labor, their 
taxes, and their private contributions built and equipped these 
churches, and shall we say to them by our action to-day _that 
they shall ha-ve no further interest in them? They were built, 
every one of them, on land belon~ing to the Government, and 
not to the Roman Cattwlic Church, under the concordat entered 
into between the King of Spain and the Catholic Church by 
which that overeign agreed to build and maintain them. They 
were built by t4e Government for the benefit of all, and not 
of a Fmall part of the Catholic population of the islands. .And 
so, when my distingui bed friend from rew York [Ur.- CocK
RAN] undertakes to- say that the legal title to these cb'urcbes 
i in eitb'er branch of this church, be says what can not be 
sub tantiated by the facts. The legal title neYer was in the 

atholic Church. The legal title was always in the King of 
pain, and there are those who contend-and as to that I ex

pre s no opinion-that it pa sed under the treo.ty of Paris to the 
Unitecl State , and that when the United States Gorernment 
tram:ferred all of its property right in the Philippine Island 
to the Philippine government it pa ed to the Philippine gov
ernrneut. I do not even contend that the Philippine goyern
ment should administer this tru t, if there is one, for the benefit 
of all the Catholics in the island . My contention i simply 
that we should not prejudice any rights which the members of 
the Independent Church may have by our action here to-day. 
If it be as clear as some gentlemen eem to think that the 
Homan Catholic Church is the real owner of all this valuable 
church property let that church e tabli h its title in the court 
which bas been designated as the tribunal to settle the question. 
,Why, I ask, should it not do so? 

Mr. LENAHAN. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt the gentle
man? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. You may. 
Mr. LEN.A.HAN. I desire to ask the gentleman if Secretary 

Taft did not declare in 1905 that the title to this property was 
in the Roman Catholic Church? 

Mr. JO~ES of Virginia. He stated that a his opinion. 
The CHAIRMAN. -Before the gentleman from Virginia re

sumes, the Chair would like to remind him that he has used 
one hour and fifteen minutes of his time. 

Mr. JOJ.JES of Virginia. I will use a few minutes more and 
then I will re erve the remainder of my time. 

I believe it to be true that Secretary Taft has said more than 
once that in his opinion the Roman Catholic Church was the 
rightful owner of this property. Neverthele , he earne tly de· 
sired that the question should be settled in the court . He 
never for one moment undertook to settle it him elf. He merely 
expressed his indi-vidual opinion. Moreover, when he appeared 
before the Insular Affairs Committee in January, 10 7, he 
thought the whole subject had been judicially and finu.lly de
termined. In that, as I have shown, be was greatly mi taken. 
. A word more as to the legal question ·and I will conclude. 
One of my colleagues asked me a moment ago if I had seen 
some late decisions of the supreme court bearing upon this 
question. When some time since I called the attention of Sec
retary Taft to the fact that the case of Barlin v. Ramirez had 
not been brought originally in the supreme court, as he sup
posed was the case, and that it did not, in my opinion, settle 
anything but the right of posses ion to one small church, he 
replied that he thought there were two recent cases in which 
the question of title had been passed upon by the supreme court 
and immediately requested that they be ent me for my ex
amination. Learning that this bill would in all probability be 
considered to-day, and not having received the promi ed de
cisions, I called at the War Department this morning on my 
way here in order to procure them, if possible. I got them, but 
the only opportunity I have had to read them was on the car 
which brouO'ht me here. I was informed by Major Mcintyre, 
of the Insular Affairs Bureau, however, who gave me the copies, 
and who had examined the cases, that much to his regret they 
did not undertake to dispose of the question of title and owner
ship but only of that of the right of po e., ion. From my 
hasty reading of the opinions I think this i ab olutely true. 

I came straight from the War Department here, and when I 
entered the Hall I found this bill under consideration. I can 
only regret that I did not receive these decision in time to care
fully examine them. They were promi ed rue at least two 
weeks ago. As to what they actually decide I must therefore 
depend, to a very large deg1·ee, on Major Mcintyre, for whose 
judgment I entertain a very high opinion. · I am entir ly sat
isfied that they settled nothing more than was settled in the 
case of Barlin v. Ramirez, which, up to this very moment, has 
been relied upon by the advocates of the payment of this laro-e 
sum of money to the Roman Catholic Church. The fact that 
these decisions have not before been furnished the committee, 
and the further fact that the case of Barlin v. Ramirez ha all 
along been relied upon, convinces me that they decide nothing 
beyond a question of mere possession. 

I will read a paragraph from one of these deci ions upon 
which my eye has just happened to fall. 

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Will the gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. I can not yield now. 
Mr. GOLD FOGLE. But the gentleman promi ed to yield to me. 
1\lr. J0.1TES of Virginia. I hope the O'entlernan will not in-

terrupt me without my consent. I will yield to the o-entleman 
in my own weet time. I shall now read from the opinion de
livered by Judge Willard, the same judge who wrote the opin~ 
ion in Barlin v. Ramirez: 

The only que rums to be considered therefore, relate to this pt·operty 
in the barrio of La Paz, . in the municipality of Tarlac. and the only 
defendants interested therein are the defendant Gregorio Aglipay and 
the municipa.lity of Tarlac. 

This clearly indicates to my mind that thi could not po -
ibly be 1:egarded as a test case. The i sue eem to have been 

of preci ely the same character as was that in Barlin v. Ram
irez. I notice, too, that two of the four American judges de
clined to subscribe to this opinion. They ay : 

We agree to the dispositive part of the foregoing decision which 
adjudges the right of po ession in favor of the plaintiff, adopting in 
thi en. e the rea.soning of the concurring opinion in the ca e of Har
lin v. Ramirez. · 

E\idently another ca e in which only the right of po es ion 
was pa sed upon. 

If there had been anything in this decision which, by any 
po ibility, could have been o con trued as to sustain the con
tention of the advocates of the payment of these claim , it 
would have been read long before in this discussion. The 
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slightest expression tending to uphold the position so earnestly 
contended for by gentlemen would have been eagerly seized 
upon. That they ha-re not been read shows the futility of 
reading them. 

Row, I will yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. GOLDFOGLE. I want to ask the gentleman if it is not 

n fact that the so-called " independent church , was not known 
and was not chartered or organized at the time of the making 
of the a ward? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. No, sir; it is not a fact 
lli. GOLDFOGLE. Does not this evidence before the com

mittee show that to be the fact, and does it not appear in the 
hearings? . 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. The evidence most emphatically 
does not show that to be the fact, and it does not so appear in 
the hearings before the committee. Now, I hope I have an
swered the gentleman's question to his satisfaction, · and if his 
Yote was dependent upon my replies, he will, of course, vote 
with me. [Laughter.] 

1\fr. GOLDFOGLE. I want to say to the gentleman--
.1\fr. JONES of Virginia. But I do not want anything further 

said. [Laughter.] 
1\fr. GOLDFOGLE. The gentleman from Virginia is against 

the whole proposition? 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. Ye5"; and I believe the gentleman 

fi·om New York is in favor of the whole proposition. And if the 
committee had recommended the payment of $5,000,000 instead 
of $4()0;000 he would still have been in favor of it. I give the 
gentleman full credit for his enthusiasm in behalf of these 
claims. Now, Mr. Chairman, one word more. I deprecate the 
attempt to have matters of religion and politics enter ·into the 
consideration of, and perhaps determine, a question like this. 
If gentlemen are going to permit their church affiliation and 
political considerations to determine their action in so impor
tant a matter as this, then, of course, I have wasted a great 
deal of time in discussing the legal aspects of the proposition 
now before us. Still, I haYe felt it to be my duty to present 
the case as it appears to me. 

I hold that the legal status of the Catholic Church property 
in the Philippines is precisely what it was when Secretary 
Taft, then Civil Governor Taft, issued his order protecting its 
po se sion and occupancy; that it is precisely what it was whea 
the Philippine government designated the coui"t and provided 
the legal machinery for a speedy and final adjudication as to 
its rightful -ownership, and that until this question of owner
ship and title has been finalJy passed Ul>On Congress should 
not pay the claims embraced in this bill. The need for the 
adjudication of the title to this vast property is no less impera
tive now than it was in January, 1903, and in July, 1905. But 
if gentlemen will insist upon passing this bill, then strike out 
of it the $40,000 intended to be, or, rather, alleged to be, com
pensation for sacred ornaments, the loss of which has never 
been established, and provide that the money shall be expended 
in the Philippines for religious pUl'poses. 

1\fr. McKINLAY of California. Will the gentleman yield for 
just one question? 

1\lr. JONES of Virginia. In just one moment. In what I 
have said concerning this bill I certainly can not be accused of 
having been actuated by prejudice. AU who are directly inter
ested in this subject are Catholics. There is no earthly rea
son why I should prefer one party to this controversy rather 
than another, not the slightest. 

Two weeks ago, or thereabout, a bil~ was passed by this House 
carrying a umber of church claims, known as the " omnibus 
claims bill," claims for the use and occupation of and injmy to 
churches. When that bill was being read under the fire-minute 
rule I offered an amendment providing for the payment of a 
small claim to the Catholic Church of Fredericksburg, Va., in 
my district, a claim which had been pending here for many 
years. It had long since been referred by Congress to the Court 
of Claim , and had by that tribunal been thoroughly inve li
gated and finally adjudicated, and by it certified to Congress 
for payment. 

Mr. OLMSTED. Did you investigate the title to the 
land? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. There was no such question to be 
inYestigated, and yet my amendment was strenuously objected 
to by gentlemen who are now using their utmost ende.:'lvors 
to pa this bill. There has never been, and there never can 
be, any question as to either the amount, the justice, or the le
gality of the claim of the Catholic Church of Fredericksburg, 
and yet I was forced to withdraw my amendment looking to 
its payment by this Congress. That little church is located 
within 60 miles of this Capitol building, and yet the great Gov
ernment of the United States has declined for a third of a cen-

tury to pay it the paltry sum of $500., which the Court of Claims 
has adjudged to be due to it. The churches for the use of which 
we are now asked to pay $403,000 are separated from this cap
ital city by 10,000 miles of land and sea, and it never has been 
judicially determined that the church seeking this payment 
actually owns them. This is a beautiful illustration of that 
ev.en-handed justice of which so much has been said here. .... row, 
I will answer the gentleman from California. 

1\fr. McKINLAY of California. I would like to nsk th~ gentle
man from Virginia, Has the Aglipayan branch of the Roman 
Catholic Church of.the Philippine Islands eYer made any claim 
for any portion of this award to the American Government or 
the island government or to Congress? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I am very glad the gentleman asks 
me that question. The Aglipayan branch, or the Independent 
Catholic Churcll in the Philippines, has not set up any claim. 
The contention of the Independent Filipino Catholic Church 
is that this property is held, or should be held, by the 
Philippine government, as it was originally held by the Spanish 
Kingdom, in trust for the benefit of the Filipino Catholic people 
who worship in the churches. Archbishop Aglipay, as I under
stand it, is perfectly willing that where a priest of the Roman 
Ca thoHc Church and his congregation are worshiping in a 
church that they shall continue to worship there, but he in
sists that in those localities where every communicant is a mem
ber ef the Independent Church they shall be permitted to nse 
the church edifices there located for purpo es of religious 
worship. He insists that those who built such churches shall be 
permitted to worship God therein according to the forms and 
ceremonies of the Catholic Church to which they ha ,.e e1er 
been and are still devoted, and that these splendid churches 
shall not be abandoned to the habitation of owls and wild 
beasts. 

.Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. I yield so 
much as may be nece sary to the gentleman from 1\Ii sissippi 
[1\fr. WILLIAMs], who desires to ask for unanimous consent--

1\Ir. BONYKGE. Before the gentleman takes his seat I desire 
to ask a question in regard to what he last tated. I under
stood the gentleman to say the independent branch church prop
erty is now held by the United States Government the same as 
it was held by the Kingdom of Spain. 

Mr. JONES <.'f Virginia. The United States Government has 
by act of Congress transferred eyerything that it got from 
Spain to the Philippine government and it is now held by the 
Philippine government. 

1\f.r. BONYNGE. Ha not the supreme court of the Philip
pine Islands determined that que tion and decided that neither 
the Kingdom of Spain nor the Philippine gm·ernment has any 
titJe to this property? 

.Mr. JO~ES of Virginia. That is just the question to which 
I ha-re been addressing myself for most <i the time that I have 
occupied the attention of the House. I have been endeavoring 
to demonstrate that no such question has ever' been before the 
supreme court, and that therefore no such question could by 
any possibility haYe been adjudicated by thnt tribunal. 

Mr. BO ... TYNGE. But in the case that is cited by the ma
jority of the committee, the court did determine, did it not, that 
the Kingdom of Spain did not have title and that the Philip
pine government has not the title? 

1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I will say to my friend-
Mr. BONYNGE. It did decide that, did it not? 
Ur. JONES of Virginia. I say it did not, for the excellent 

rea on that no such question was presented to the court in the 
pleadings. That question was not properly before the court, 
and two of the four American judges refused to concur in the 
opinion of the court because it discussed a question not before 
it. They did concur in the judgment of the court. 

~Ir. BONYXGE. But we have not the pleadings, and have 
no method of determining what the issues were except as we 
read the opinion. Now, taking the opinion without the com
pia int, does not the opinion decide that the Kingdom of Spain 
did not have the title and that the Philippine government has 
not the title? 

1\fr. JONES of Virginia. If the gentleman will take the 
trouble to earefu1Iy read that opinion, and he will then say to 
me that in his judgment the case of Barlin v. Ramirez finally 
di E:I;osed of any claim which the United States as the successor 
to Spain might have had to church property in the Philippines, 
I wi11 abandon my contention. I have this much faith in his 
ability as a lawyer and his fairness as a man. The United 
States was not even a party to the suit. 

Mr. BONYNGE. I never read this opinion until to-day, but, 
in a cursory reading of it, I conclude the court does decide that 
specific question; that the Kingdom of Spain has not the title 
and the Filipino government has not the title. 
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Mr. JONES of Virginia. I laid down this proposition when 
I first arose and now repeat it, that there is not a lawyer 
. in this body who would dare assert that as his deliberate opin
ion in a court of justice. I have never discussed the case with 
one who would do it, and I will now go ·so far as to declare 
that there are members of the Insular Affairs Committee on the 
gentleman's side of the House, one of them into whose face I 
am now looking, who have frankly admitted to me that the 
position taken by me as to what this case does and does not de
cide is absolutely unassailable. One of the Members on your 
side of the House who will vote for this bill has, nevertheless, 

· assured me that he is even more convinced than I am that my 
contention as to what this case decides is absolutely unan
swerable. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman ·from Mississippi is recog

nize~ for ten minutes. 
1\Ir. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I bold !n my band a letter 

addressed to the Ron. Charles J. Bonaparte, Attorney-General, 
by 1\Ir. Herman Ridder, president of the American Newspaper 
Publishers' Association and editor and proprietor of the Staats
Zeitung. It gives the facts upon which a prosecution of the 
paper trust ·can be based. I do not want to take up the time of 
the committee, and I therefore ask consent to publish it as a 
part of my remarks. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from .Mississippi asks 
unanimous consent that his remarks be extended in the RECORD. 
Is there. objection? 

There was no objection. 
The letter referred to is as follows : 

AMERICAN NEWSPAPER PUBLISHERS' ASSOCIATION, 
March 4, 1908. 

DEAR SIR : I take pleasure in sending to you a copy of letter to the 
Attorney-General. It summarizes the publishers' statement of the 
efforts made by the seven ~roups of the American Paper and Pulp As
sociation to stifle competitiOn, to increase prices, and to put an addi-

- tional burden of $60,000,000 per annum upon the printing and pub
lishing interests of the country, without other justification than the 
power of combination. 

- Yours, faithfully, 
HERMAN RIDDER, 

President American Netospaper Publishers~ Association. 

AMERICAN NEWSPAPER PUBLISHERS' ASSOCIATION, 

Hon. CHARLES J. BONAPARTE, 
A.ttorne1}-General, Washington, D. a. 

February 10, 1908. 

SrR: In the matter of combination of paper makers in restraint of 
trade, I venture, as president of the American Newspaper Publishers' 

. Association to reply to your letter of November 13, 1907, addressed 
to Mr. John Norris. In that letter you say: 

" If you are in possession of any further evidence tending to estab
lish the fact that there exists an agreement or understanding among 
such manufacturers to maintain or increase the prices of paper to the 
consumer I shall be pleased to receive it; and should such additional 
evidence be sufficient to establish a case of an illegal combination or 
conspiracy I shall direct at once that proceeding be instituted with a 
~iew to obtaining immediate relief." · 

Appreciating the obligation that rests upon you to require evidence 
that shall be more than inference, I beg to call your attention to the 
following: 

THE FIBER AND MANILA. POOL. 
I inclose (Exhibit 1 ") records of one organization of twenty-four 

paper mills (the Fiber and Manila Association), including ten mills, with 
capacity for news print paper. These records show that a pool was 
formed under the chairmanship of one John H. Parks, of No. 1 West 
Thirty-fourth street. The eight meetings of which we have reports 
show: 

Creation of a ways and means committee. 
Agreement on schedules of prices and discounts, with uniform trade 

customs resoecting terms and charges for finishin~, preparation, and 
packing. (See Exhibits 1 A and B 4 for schedules., 

Agreement upon a code establishing the percentages of sulphite pulp 
in each grade of paper. 

The filing with the originator of the so-called " Parks pool plan " of 
all orders and names of customers and quotations of invoices and sam
ples of paper and date of shipment. 

The division of the product into " preamble " and .. nonpreamble " 
goods. 

Allotments of output by each of twenty-four mills. _ 
Restriction of production. 
Reg-ulation of the basis of weights of paper. 
Agi·eement to fix prices. 
Agreement to advance prices. . · 
Actual advances that ultimately reached $12 per ton. . 
Di criminations in prices upon shipments west of Minneapolis and 

north of Omaha. 
· Payments into a pool of part of the proceeds of all sales. (Usually 
• the pool tax was $5 per ton sold.) 

Dtvisions of 70 per cent of proceeds of the pool. 
Allowances to mills that shut down. 
Imposition of a penalty for shipments in excess of allotments. 
Denial of quotations to six brokers. (Exhibit ·1, p. 25.'") 
Restriction of jobbing to a special class and fixing the commission 

thif:!fiiction of contract periods to three months, subject to permis· 
sion of ways and means committee for a longer period. 

Payments of money for expenses of pool and of those who had 
organized the association. 

Creation of an exemption list with corresponding reductions in the 
participation of profits. 

G Not printed. 

Votes by mall on numerous questions, including the following: 
" Should the association sell bag paper to jobbers or to bag manufac

tm·ers exclusively . 
"Granting special privilege to a number to sell on terms better than 

thirty days." 
Participation ln the organization by members of the General Paper 

Company, who had been prohibited by Federal court from participating 
in such combinations. . 

Negotiations with " western trustee" mills and cooperation by them 
in the programme of the association and subsequent withdrawal of the 
" western trustee " mills. 

Curtailment of profits of mills of one company to 50 per cent. 
Insh·uctions to counsel to find a plan for conducting the affairs of the 

association in such manner as would defeat any attack made upon it by 
the Federal or State government, 

The association also voted upon the question of granting permission 
to members to bid on a large prospective contract in competition with a 
mill outside of the association. 

DATES OF POOL MEETINGS. 
Meetings of this particular association, of which we have reports, 

were held in New York City, either at the Waldorf-Astoria or at the 
offices of .r. H. Parks, across the street, on the following dates : 

November 14, 15, and 16, 1906. 
December 13, 14, 15, 1906. 
January 18, 19, 21, 22, 1907. 
February 25, 26, 1907. 
May 27, 28, 1907. 
August 20, 1907. 
September 19, 1907. 
November 21, 1907. 
At the meeting in February an advance of $3 per ton was ordered. 
In May $3 per ton additional advance was ordered, with a rerating 

of mills. . 
In August $4 per ton advance was ordered by the eastern and west-

ern mills. . 
In November a shot down of one week was ordered, to restrict pro-

duction. · 
At the meeting in November the following authorized statement was 

issued: 
"At a largely attended meeting of wrapping-paper manufacturers it 

was the opinion of every manufacturer present that on account of the 
difficulty in getting cash to meet the pay roll, due to the financial strin
gency, and on account of the shortage of pulp wood, it was wisdom to 
shut down paper machines for at least a week. In order to give sta
bility to the market it was also deemed advisable not to increase or de. 
crease prices, but to hold them as at present." 

The western fiber and manila paper manufacturers held a meeting in 
Chicago in the third week of December, 1907, at the Grand Pacific 
Hotel, at which the mills in Wisconsin and Michigan making these 
classes of paper were represented. A shut down of thirty days to starve 
the market was agreed upon, and the maintenance of pool prices was 
approved. · 

BOX BOARDS. 
The box-board makers met in New York in the first week of June, 

1907, and advanced the price $2 per ton, effective June 11, 1907, upon 
everything except patent white-coated board. This division of the 
Ame'rican Paper and Pulp Association also planned a raid on the raw
material men to force down their prices. 

In t,he first week of September, 1907, the box-board makers met at the 
office of J. H. Parks, No. 1 West Thirty-fourth street, New York, to act 
u_Qon prices and to rerate mills. 

MO~EY IN KNICKERBOCKER TRUST CRASH. 
May I call special attention to a statement published in the Paper 

Trade Journal of October 31, 1907, giving a report of the locking up of 
half a million dollars of the funds of this Parks pool in the Kueker
boeker Trust Company? This fund pUl'ports to represent several months' 
profit of all the mills, as well as a two-year accumulation of a con
tingent fund. 'l'he attitude of the Government taward such a fund is a 
matter which I am sure you wil_l promptly determine. 

BOOK PA.PEJl.. 
The book-paper makers, members of the · American Paper and Pulp 

Association, combined in November, 1906, and adopted so-called "trade 
customs," fixing terms of sale, the minimum basis of weight, and extra 
prices for lighter weights, for finishing, and for trimming and wrapping. 
Subsequently, after conference with the jobbers' association, these regu
lations were slightly changed. In the modified form they were submit
ted and formally approved by the American Paper and Pulp Association 
at its meeting in New York in the second week of February, 1907. 
From time to time, on dates of which we have not at present the precise 
record, advances were made in the price of book papers by the combina
tion of book-paper makers. 

On April 1, 1907, this book-paper combination mad~ an additional 
advance of $2 per ton in prices. New clauses were added to the " trade 
customs" regulations. 

At Atlantic City on May 24, 1907, the book-paper manufacturers met 
to act in combination upon the price of book papers. 

On September 30, 1907, they met in New York City and advanced 
the prices of eastern mills $3 per ton and of western mills $5 per ton. 
The old custom of sending out trade notices and of giving the new 
price list was abolished. A new ·method was adopted. Customers were 
notified that old nrices had been withdrawn and new prices would be 
quoted on application. 

At meetings held in New York, November 20, 21, and 22, 1907, an 
agreement to restrict production was acted upon. A further agree
ment to the same effect was made for the holiday week at the end 
of 1907. · 

WRITING PAPER. 
On .January 26, 1907, the writing-paper manufacturers, in accord

ance with an agreement made among themselves in combination, with
drew previous quotations und issued a new price list averaging $2 per 
ton increase. They also adopted trade customs regulations fixing 
prices on special sizes of papers and on special colors and on special 
orders of papers and for special welgbts of papers 'and for folding. 
These regulations were formally ratified by the American Paper and 
Pulp Association at its meeting in New York in February, 1907. (See 
p. 422, Paper Mill Directory.) · 

From time to time the makers of writing paper have met in New 
York to fix prices. The meeting on the third Friday of September, 1907, 
was held at Hotel Astor. A restriction of production ovet the holi· 
days at the end of 1907 was also agreed upon by the writing-paper 
makers. 
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DLOTTI~G PAPER. 

The blotting-paper makers, members of the American Paper and 
Pulp Association, advanced their prices S5 per ton in the last week of 
February, 1907, as the result of an agreement by a combination, this 
advance following a similar advance of $5 per ton, making a total of 
$10 per ton within a short period. , 

TISSUES. 

The makers of No. 2 white and manila tissues met at the Fifth 
Avenue Hotel in the last week of March, 1907, to stop price cutting. 
The Crystal Paper Company, of Middletown, Ohio, bas recently with
drawn from that association and has revised its price list to cut under 
that of the association. 

SOD.! PULP. 

The soda-pulp makers in the second week of October, 1907, at a 
meeting in New York, agreed upon a combination price for the year 
190 . 

On November 21, 22, and 23, 1907, the soda-pulp makers met in New 
York City to discuss a shut down in order that the artificial scarcity 
which they had produced mi~bt be maintained. At that meeting they 
decided not to reduce the pnce previously agreed upon. 

SULPHI'l'E PULP. 

The sulphite-pulp makers met in New York November 20 and 21, 
1907, to dissolve the old combination and to form a new one which 
would dodge the antitrust law. The shutting down of mills to con
tinue the paper famine and maintain old prices was also planned at that 
meetinl?. 

On December 19, 1907, the sulphite-pulp makers adopted new by
laws to carry out in new guise the purposes of price fixing and output 
restriction and trade conditions while evading the Federal statute, 
The new by-laws and the list of new officers are attached hereto, marked 
"Exhibit 4." a 

A restriction of production over the holidays was also planned at the 
last meeting in December, 1907. 

The sulphite-pulp makers, in anticipation of Federal inquiry, have 
changed the form of their organization, which has held monthly meet
ings in this city for more than a year. (See Exhibit 2, giving rules of 
the new association.a) 

We furnish herewith (Exhibit 4) a list of sulphite-pulp manufac
turers, including Canadians, who attended a meeting at the Hotel 

. Belmont, November 20, 1907, for promoting the purposes of the sulphite 
combination in restraint of trade. 

!\EWS PRI~T. 

We herewith furnish your Department a list of news print paper 
manufacturers who met in New York City early in September, 1907, to 
advance prices and who did so advance them, as follows : 

For 1,000-ton orders in rolls, 2i cents. 
For less than 1,000-ton orders in rolls, 2,60 cents. 
For less than 1,000-ton orders in sheets, 2.85 cents. 
A prior advance had been made in the first week in March, 1907, 

and a meeting of eastern and western manufacturers was held in 
Cbic:J t;o, March 11, 1907, to act upon another advance in price. (See 
Exhibit 3.a) 

SEVE~ GROUPS OF PAPER MAKERS. 

Seven groups of paper makers have held meetings in New York 
City within the last fortnight. These groups include pulp makers, 
makers of boards, tissue, book paper, news print paper, writing, and 
manila and wrapping paper. Sulphite pulp constitutes one-fifth of 
the material that enters into print paper, ground wood constitut
ing four-fifths. 

AMERICAN PAPER L""'D PULP ASSOCIATION. 

All of the groups referr d to have a common purpose and a com
mon method, which is illustrated by the details herewith shown. All 
of these are subdivisions of the American Paper and Pulp Association, 

·a national organization that bas its headquarters and address at 309 
Broadway, New York City. ll'rom a merely statistical body, with a 
restricted purpose of discussion and interchange of ideas, it has be
come a center for seven divisions of paper makers who have under
taken to cooperate through it in a general restriction of production, 
a regulation of the output, and an advance in prices through combina
tions so solidly organized as to control the market arbitrarily by pool 
agreements and penalties and restrictions. 

The paper-making business is so interdependent between these groups 
that the actions of many of them have contributed materially toward 
produc;.ing an artificial scarcity in news print paper and an abnormal 
and utterly unjustifiable increase in the price of news print and book 
and other papers. 

Half the members of the Fiber and Manila Association are rated also 
as producers of news print paper. 

IGNORING PROHIBITION OF FEDERAL COURT. 

We call your attention to the general shut down recently decided 
upon by many of these groups to curtail the supply and to maintain 
the artificial scarcity by which consumers of paper have been op· 
pressed. (See Exhibit 5.a) 

We call your attention to the action of the twenty-four mills which 
formerly constituted the General Paper Company and which, after dis
solution by the Federal court at the instance of your Department, and 
after service upon them of order of prohibition of further participation 
in combinations, have employed a common traffic man'ager to regulate 
shipments for all of them. In other respects they .have acted in concert 
for the promotion of .mutual profit and in disregard of the order of the 
court. 

In March, 1907, the announcement came from Milwaukee that the 
former traffic manager of the General Paper Company, Mr. W. H. Hurl
burt, of St. Louis, bad be€n put in charge of routing and shipping all 
the product of the mills formerly tributary to that company. Previously 
there had appeared in the western field one John J. Hanrahan, said 
to be a representative of Dean & Shibley, of 26 Broadway, New York. 
Mr. Hanrahan traveled from mill to mill with a force of nine men, 
comprising N. M. Jones, of the Katahdin Mills, Lincoln, Me., a sulphite 
pulp manufacturer; George F. Hardy, a paper-mill architect; Stuart B. 
Lansing, a paper-machinery maker, of Watertown, N. Y.; four repre
sentatives of the American Appraisal Company, and two expert account
ants from New York. 

Evidence is at band that former members of the General Paper Com
pany have agreed as to " prices and to the imposition of conditions 
upon the manufacture. sale, and distribution of the paper manufac
tured" in direct violation of the decree issued by Judge Sanborn. 

a Not printed. 

Their participation in the action of the American Pdlp and Paper 
Association respecting trade customs-the participation of some of them 
in the Parks pools and in the various arrangements for penalties on 
excess production are challenges to the authorities which can not be 
ignored without danger to the foundations of government. 

WITNESSES WHO TOLD OF CO~I~ATIO r PLANS. 

We can furniSh evidence that J. C. Deery, of J. W. Place & Co.; 
W. B. Moore, a representative of the Berlin Mills, of Berlin, N. H.; a 
representative of the International Paper Company of New York; a rep
resentative of the Richmond Paper Company, and a representative of the 
Graham Paper Company, of St. Louis, Mo., bad knowledge of the uniform 
raise in prices among manufacturers in advance of the actual announce
ments by the mills. They told various publishers of an agreement among 
the mills to uniformly advance prices, and that a uniform price bad been 
fixed; that customers had been allotted to special mills and jobbers; that 
certain jobbers controlled given territories ; that an actual combination 
existed; that information as to prices, quotations, contracts, and orders 
was interchanged ; that advances in prices were practically simultaneous 
by the mills. We will furnish evidence that contracts and orders were 
shifted between mills located East and West without the knowledge or 
consent of the newspapers, and this occurred between mills that bad no 
known trade relation. These outgivings of proposed increases in prices 
preceded the alleged increase in the cost of labor and in the cost of 
wood attending the manufacture of news print paper. Many of the 
mils have refused to make quotations to newspapers. One of them 
claimed to have been oversold when its agent stated that it was not 
then oversold. 

PUBLISHERS' SUPPLY PREDERTERMINED. 

Publishers who apply for quotations realize that in some intangible 
way the source of their supply bas been predetermined for them and 
that the price they are to pay bas been prearranged for them. In each 
case the publisher finds that all bids but one are at a prohibitory price. 
He also finds that he has no remedy against the supply of infet'ior paper. 
Unity of action on the part of manufacturers and uniformity of price 
are obvious. _ · 

Publishers who make inquiry of one mill discover that the others have 
been advised of that inquiry. A secret bureau of information is at 
work. New selling agencies, representing an aggregation of previously 
independent mills have merged the output of those mills. 

Various mills have been shut down ror various periods upon various 
pretexts. We allege and expect to be able to prove that some of these 
mills were shut down to starve the paper market and to create a paper 
famine. 

CREATI~G A PAPER FAMINE. 

At the beginning of the year 1907 there was a stock of 60,000 tons 
of news print paper on hand. August, 1907, should have disclosed a 
reasonable stock on hand and an accumulation; but the announcement 
came in that month from paper makers that a paper famine was immi
nent. The president of the American Paper and Pulp Association 
wrote in September, 1907, as follows: "Every indication points to the 
fact that the consumption of news paper has rather more than over
taken the prodl!ction, and with the natural yearly increase in consump
tion it would seem as though there would be a real scarcity of news 
paper during 1908, and perhaps for a much longer time." 

INCRE.A.SED ExPORTS OF PAPER. 

Newspapers find a difficulty in reconciling these statements with in
creased shipments of paper to Mexico, Cuba, Chile, Argentina, and 
Japan, and an export of 60,000 tons of news print paper during the 
year ended June 30, 1907, in disregard of the depleted condition of the 
domestic market. 

Heretofore newspapers have been able to contract for a supply of 
paper for two or more years, and to adjust their business accordingly. 
At present they are unable to get bids for more than one year. Jobbers 
report difficulty in obtaining quotations for any period unless they 
disclose the names of customers and the use to be made of the paper. 
When this disclosure is made, jobbers find that satisfactory quotations 
can be obtained · from only one mill. No publisher is safe when mills 
refuse new orders, as some of them have done. 

CHEAP:r-.'ESS OF AMERICAN PRODUCTION. 
Apart from the purely legal or technical phases of the proposition, 

we can establish to your satisfaction through reports from consuls in 
Canada on file in the Department of State that the pretexts put for
ward by paper makers for their advances in prices are not borne out 
by the facts; that the cost of labor bas not increased to the extent 
represented by the paper makers. Figures printed in the Paper Mill 
Directory for 1907 shows an increase of only 1 per cent in labor cost 
of a news print papt!r mill, the increased production of faster running 
machines and other improvements having offset the increased pay of 
the paper-mill employee in up-to-date mills; not one-twentieth of the 
proposed advance m paper price goes to labor. We can -show that news 
print paper bas been recently made and sold in Canada at $32 per ton, 
including profit of mill, and that American mills can and do make 
paper more cheaply than Canadian mills by reason of a better supply 
of skilled labor, cheaper coal, and adequate home market for their 
products, lower ocean rates, and lower marine insura.i:lce on their ex
ports. American mills pay less in the first cost of their machinery, in 
the cost of repairs and maintenance of machinery, in the cost of mill 
supplies, and in many other things. 

Canadian paper mills with American stockholders have been paying 
the duty of $6 per ton and have profitably undersold American mills 
in the American market. 

SPECULATING IN WOODLANDS-POURING MILLIONS INTO CANADA. 

The latest census bulletins on pulp and pulp wood refer to a gigantic 
speculation in woodlands by pulp and paper companies, as an explana
tion for an increase in the quoted cost of pulp wood; but these quo
tations do not represent any considerable part of the supply of pulp 
wood used by news print paper makers. The International Paper 
Company c.ontrols 5,000 square miles of timber land. Within the last 
week it bought 550 square miles on the Restigouche River, New Bruns
wick, and it is credited with pouring millions of dollars into invest
ments in Canadian forests, though it previously held woodland that 
would reproduce forever a supply of spruce pulp wood sufficient to make 
twice the quantity of pulp it now uses. An~ purchases of pulp wood 
by it from outside sources tend to stimulate the price of pulp wood and 
to furnish a pretext for an advance in price of news print paper. 

STUMPAGE. 
The stumpage of the International Paper Company is rated on its 

books at about $1.70 per acre, but its officers claim to be buying outside 
supplies on a basis which is three times that book valuation. The 
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International Pap~r Company advanced its price of papt>t' to $50 per 
ton when it had been invoicing 1\00d in the raw from Canada at 5 
per cord. Its officer have been quoted within the last week as saying 
that 14 had b en paid for pulp wood, and that "this phenomenal 
ad>ance has forced all companies to mark up the price of paper." Dis
patches from Minne ota indicate that the price of pulp wood has 
dropped to $4.75 per cord or les than one-half the former quotation. 
Canadian paper makers say that $3 per cord was paid last summer to 
farmers for pulp wood. Ottawa advices say that there is no increase 
in the cost of pulp wood. 

News print paper mills that are not entirely modern are now making 
paper at figure that show a profit of more than $20 per ton on the 
paper prices just announced by the Inte1·national Paper Company 
( 52.50 per ton). In other words, for paper delivered, say in New 
York, up-to-date mills are making a profit of more than 60 per cent on 
the cost of manufacture, delivery, and storage, and they are making a 
profit of 40 per cent upon a r asonable allowance for the capital re
quired by a modern plant. Public officials who might look with lenient 
gaze upon those who were trying to sa>e themselves from loss are nol 
justified in countenancing such oppression of innocent boyers by crim
inal combinations of papel.' makers. 

PROFITS OF 60 PER CEYT. 

In 1905, when the International Paper Company was admittedly 
s~lling paper at 38 per ton, delivered on the sidewalk. it made a profit 
of 5 p~r ton, a shown by its annual report, indic3.ting that the cost 
delivered on the sidewalk was 33 pet· ton. and that the cost at mills 
was averaging about $~9 per ton. Many newspapers are at the mercy 
of this combination of mills that groups together twenty-four plants, 
one of which (Haverhill), scheduled at a valuation of '228,000, was 
promptly dismantled. Another mill (Harkimer), scheduled at 592,800, 
had not bf:en profitable and is not now in operation. Another mill 
(Fan Mountain), scheduled at $4,105,507, had one ma.chine that was 
sixty year t:>ld. 

The~e illeii- t combinations have imposed burdens upon consumers of 
all kinds of paper, and, if carried out as indicated by the published 
utterances of the leaders of the various groups, they will add at least 

60,000,000 per annum to the cost of paper as compared with two 
years u.go. 

We therefore ask that you direct that proceedings be instituted with 
u. view to obtaining immediate relief. 

Yours, truly, HERYA..N RIDDER, 
Pt·esident American Ketcspaper Publishers' Association. 

Ur. WILLIAMS. 1\Il-. Chairman, I also hold in my hand the 
ad\ance sheets of an editorial which will appear in the next 
issue of the Commoner from the pen of Hon. William J. Bryan, 
giving his opinion concerning the so-called "Williams currency 
bill," indorsing the same and recommending its support to Mem
bers of the House. For the same reason, to wit, that I do not 
desire to take up the time of the House, I ask unanimous con
sent that it be published as a part of my remarks. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] asks unanimous consent that the paper which rep
resents advance sheets of an editorial to be published in the 

ommoner be included and added as a part of his remarks. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The editorial is as follows : 

THE WILLIA.~IS CURRENCY BILL. 
Hon. JOHN SHARP WILLIAMS, the Democratic leader of the House of 

Representatives, has introduced a bill, a copy of which will be found 
upon another page. It was introduced aftet· :1 conference with other 
Democrats of the Senate !llld llonse--u. conference which Mr. Bryan 
attended-and has the support of practically all of the Democrats. The 
'ommoner commends this bill to its readers and to the country as a 
vast improvement over the present national banking act and over both 
the Aldrich and Fowler bills. 

In the fust place'- it requires the reserves to be kept in the banks and 
repeals the law wnich permits these reserves to be loaned to other 
banks. This provision requiring the reserves to be kept at home pro
tects the country from the concentration of money in 1\ew York, where 
it is not only loaned for speculative purposes, but where it ean be re
tained to the embaiTa sment of outside bank.s. In order that the banks 
rnay not be crippled by this requirement another provision of the bill 
permits national, State. and municipal bonds to be rounted in the re
~erve up to one-half of the reserve. As these bonds draw as high rate 
of interest as the banks now receive on that part of the reserve which 
is loaned to banks in reserve cities, there is no loss to the bank in keep
ing its reserves at home. 

These bonds wt:ch are kept in the reserve are, by another provi
sion of the bill. made the basis for an emergency currency, consisting 
of national notes loaned to the banks upon rate of interest which will 
compel the retirement of the notes when the emergency is over. 

These three provisions-first, that the reserves shall be kept in the 
banks; second that half of the reserves may be kept in bond , and, 
third, thu.t these bonds may be used as the basis for an emergency 
currency-will protect the counb·y from any such panic as that 
through which we are passing, for the present panic began with the 
refusal of the New York banks to return the reserves deposited with 
them. 

Under the Williams bill these reserves will be kept in the home 
banks, and therefore always ready for use. The banks can not say that 
a hardship is imposed upon them by this requirement. because the 
reserve held in bonds is drawing interest, a1;1d these bonds furnish a basis 
sufficiently large for any emergency currency that may be needed. Every 
interest therefore iB protected without any hardship to anyone. What
ever emergency currency we need ought to be issued by the Govern
ment, and the Williams bill provides for such an emergency currency. 

The second provision of the bill requires the banking associations 
of the reserve cities to Jreep not less than half ot their reserve in gold 
or gold certificates. This puts upon the banks in the reserve cities 
the burden of carrying a part of the gold reserve, and thus relieves the 
Government to some extent. 

Section 3 substitutes salaries for fees for bank examiners, and is a 
step in the right direction. 

But the Williams bill goes further. It adds restrictions npon the 
banks which look to the prevention of failures. The cause of failures 

is to be found in the use of the money of the banks by officers and 
directors. The present law limiting loans to any one person to one
tenth of the capital and surplus is merely directory and is violated 
with impunity. The Williams bill provides a penalty for such loan
ing, and thus makes it a criminal offense to violate the role laid down 
as to loan. . This will stop loaning of an exces ive u.moun t to any 
one individual and will in itself ~o far toward preventing failures. 

Section 5 adds another valuable restriction, namely, that the aggre- • 
gate loans of u. bank shall not amount to more than seven times its 
paid-up capital and unimpaired surplus. Some of our banks are top· 
heavy. They have enormous deposit and enormous loans, but have 
a small capital and surplus back of the loans and deposits. 

·o argument need be advanced in proof of the sta:ement that the 
bank is safe just in proportion as its capital and surplus are large 
when compared with its deposits. One of the large bank that failed 
during the pre~ent panic had deposits to the amount of seventeen times 
its capital and surplus, and sometimes the deposits amount to as much 
as twenty or thirty times the capital and surplus. It is t·eadily seen 
that a bank with 100.000 capita.l and surplus and 500.000 dcpo it 
is conducted upon a safer basis than a bank with '100,000 capital and 
surplus and 2,000,000 deposits. In the first ca e, the bank could loan 
its capital of $100,000 and· 75 per cent of its deposits- 375.000-or 
a total of $475,000. In this case its capital and surplus of 100,000 
would olfset a shrinkage of $100,000 in its loans, or shrinkage of more 
than 20 per cent. In the latte1· case the bank could loan ~ 100,000 
capital and surplus plus 1,500,000, or a total of 1,600,000. In this 
case the capital and surplus of $100,000 would cover a shrinkage· of 
only about 6 per cent. 

The Williams bill, by limiting the loans to seven times the capital 
and surplus, compels the bank to keep all of its deposits on hand after 
it has loaned seven times its capital and surplus, and as thel·e i no 
profit in accepting deposits that can not be loaned, the bank will at 
once increase its capital and surplus in order to make use of its de
posits. In other words, it will increase the basis upon which it is 
doing business and the margin which protects depositors from any 
shrinkage in the value of the bank's securities. Oklahoma, so far as 
the editor knows, is the first State to attempt this regulation, and the 
loans are there limited to eight times the capital and surplus. The 
Williams l,lill makes the bank even safer by putting the ratio at seven. 

Section 14 of the Williams bill makes it a criminal offense for any 
officer or director of a bank to knowin~ly loan money for gambling pur
poses. While this provision may be difficult to enforce, it is a declara
tion that will, to some extent at least, restrain the officer and will do 
good, and Mr. WILLIAMS might have gone further and made it a 
criminal offense for any official of a bank to buy or sell stock or farm 
products on a margin, a margin being deiined as less than one-half of 
the purchase price. A man who handles money of others ought not to 
be subjected to the temptation into which gambling leads one. 

Another important provision of the Williams bill relates to the de
posits of Government money in banks. The bill provides that Govern
ment deposits shall be made in response to sealed bids and the money 
divided, where bids are equal, between the States in proportion to 
population, and banks making the same bid are to be treated alike. This 
provision for the loaning of Government money at competitive rates 
eliminates favoritism which has existed up to this time, and at the 
same time secures to the Government a profit. Where the security is 
fixed as it is in the Williams bill, there is no reason why the loans 
should not be made to the bank offeri.Qg the highest rate of interest, the 
deposits in any bank being limited to 50 per cent of the paid-up 
capital. 

Mr. WILLIAMS is to be congratulated upon inserting ~ese provisions 
in the bill for it points a way to the only remedy for favoritism in the 
loaning of money. 

But the Williams bill not only provides for an emergency currency 
and the better regulation of banks, but it provides for a guaranty fund 
for the protection of depositors. A semi-annual tax of one-sixteenth 
of 1 per cent is lev;ied upon the banks voluntarily entering the plan 
until the sum of 15,000,000 is collected. After that the assessment 
is suspended until it is necessary to reimburse the fund for money 
paid to the depositors of failed banks. This sum is held by the Treas
urer of the United States and administered for the protection of de
positors. '.rhe fact that the banks enter the system voluntarily rath~r 
than under compulsion has no disadvantages, for all banks will be able 
to enter the system, or if they do not, the people ha.ving an opportunity 
to protect themselves will knowingly assume the risk if they deposit in 
unsecured banks. 

WHY OPPOSED. 

Tt.e bill provides that the money should be drawn from the funds 
"after the exhaustion of the assets of any failed bank." This ought to 
be amended so as to provide for the payment of the depositors imme
diately upon the suspension of the bank in order to protect the com
munity and the 9-epositors from embarrassment, and then the Govern
ment can proceed to collect the assets of the bank, including the 100 
per cent liability of stockholders, and reimburse the fund. Thl amend
ment would improve the bill, and there could be no objection to it. 

THEN BA.'l'KS WOULD NOT ENTEB. 

The only other amendment which needs to be suggested is that the 
Government should han the right to collect additional assessments if 
necessary to p.rotect depositors so that there would be no danger of any 
time elapsing between the failure of the bank and the payment of de
positors. The banks can very well afford to risk these additional as
sessments in order to give ab olute security to depositors. While the 
fnnd is sufficient for all probable emergencies, the law should provide 
for possible emergencies, as well as probable ones, and in subjecting 
all of the banks of the system to unlimited assessment. it is simply giv
ing the benefit of the doubt to the depositor, who iB likely to be more 
timid than the banker. The banker knows •by experience that the ll&
sessment could not be large, and therefore takes no great risk in making 
the depositors' security absolute. 

The guaranty system proposed by the Williams bill is open to State 
banks as well as national banks, and very properly so. A law that 
provides for the protection of national-bank depositors only would dis
criminate between the State bank, just as a laW' protecting depositors 
of State banks only would discriminate between national banks. It is 
well that the system proposed in the State and in the nation should be 
broad enough to avoid discrimination, and thus _put all banks upon the 
same level when they are wiUlng to stand upon the same footing as to 
inspection and security. . 

Mr. WILLIA.MS has rendered his party a distinguished service in pre
senting this currency reform measure. The Democrats can afford to 
support it unitedly and then ask the judgment of the country between 
it and the measures proposed by the Republican leaders. The Williams 
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bill meets the difficulty from the standpoint of all the people, the Fowler 
bill nnd the Aldrich bill look to the interest of the bankers alone. If 
the Democrats of the House will stand by the Williams bill and put the 
Republicans on record, the Republicans will have to support the Wil
liams bill or risk retirement at the next election. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I now yield back the bal
ance of my time to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNEs]. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose; and Mr. GREENE hav,ing taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, 
by Mr. CROCKETT, its reading clerk, annotmced that the Senate 
had insisted upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 15219) 
making appropriations for the current and confulgent expenses 
of the Indian Department, for fulfilling treaty stipulations with 
various Indian tribes, and for other purposes, for tlie fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1909, disagreed to by the House of Repre
sentatives, had agreed to the conference asked by the H~use on 
the disagreeing -votes of the two Houses thereon, and had ap
pointed Mr. CLAPP, l\Ir. McCUMBER, and Mr. OWEN as the con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

CATHOLIC CHURCH CLAIMS IN THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS. 

The· committee resumed its session. 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I" yield ten 

minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER]. 
Mr. CRUMP ACKER. Mr. Chairman, there are only three 

que tions in volled in this contro\er y. The first is the charac
ter of the claim, the second the amount, and the third the 
ownership. The e are the three problems before the Committee 
of the Whole House for con ideration. The character of the 
claims has been quite fully explained to the committee by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [.Mr. CooPER], and also the gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. JoNEs]. They are claims for uEe and 
occupation of church property by the Federal Government 
during the insurrection in the Philippine Islands, including 
schools and hospitals, and tor damages resulting from acts of 
destruction by occupants of the Federal Go-vernment "\\hile it 
was in possession of the property. The Hull board made a 
careful and exhaustive inwstigation of these claims, and made 
a report recommending that $363,030.19 be appropriated by the 
Federal Government in payment of th~ claims. The board in 

. its report likewise recommended or suo-gested an additional 
$40,000 that might be paid as the share of liability for which 
the Federal Government might be responsible in the loss and 
destruction of sarred ornaments, vestments, and utensils in the 
churches, con-vents, and other buildings. 

The chairman of the board said the evidence upon that ques
tion was not -very clear. But I want to call the attention of 
the committee to this proposition: Colonel Hull, in his testi
mony before the Committee on Insular Affairs, reported that 
the board, in determining the question of liability, only con
sidered the property actually appropriated by the Federal Gov
ernment and the rents of property actually occupied by the Gov
ernment during the occupancy. That the board decided not to 
include wanton cases of damage and destruction by our sol
diers, notwithstanding these acts of damage and destruction 
occurred by them as our tenants of church buildings, convents, 
and educational institutions while the Fed.eral Government was 
in possession of the property, and had excluded the rightful 
owner from its possession and control. There is a considerable 
element of damage of that kind that has a recognized basis in 
law and justice that the board admitted it did not consider at 
all. That element is as well based in law and justice as any 
claim that was allowed. 

There is no doubt in the world that when the Federal Gov
ernment takes possession of a building of a noncombatant in 
time of warfare and con-verts it to its own use for the time 
being, it becomes a tenant, it assumes responsibility that belongs 
to a tenant. It has excluded the rightful owner, taken from 
him the right to control the property and protect it against 
wanton acts of destruction; and by its own occupancy, where 
it has destroyed furniture and decorations, carried away 
sacred vestments and ornaments, in that relation the Federal 
Go\ernment, under the law of war, is responsible, and that sub
stantial element of damage, Mr. Chairman, was entirely ig
nored by the Hull board. I do not know how much it may ha-ve 
been. A number of thousands of dollars in all probability 
would be required to co\er it. At one time, in the magnificent 
cathedral at Manila, the United States Government had se-veral 
thousand Spanish soldiers confined for a number of months 
as prisoners of war, and the damage to that property by those 
prisoners was outrageous. No allowance was made for that. 

Again, the Committee on Insular Affairs, in reaching its 
conclusions, decided to add $40,000, as the Hull ·board recom-

mended or suggested, as the share of the Federal Government 
for the taking and destruction of sacred ornaments of the 
churches and convents. That claim was about $288,000 in the 
aggregate. The board said that the share for which the United 
States might be held responsible would amount to about 
$40,000. 

Now, I want to call the attention of the committee, too, to 
the fact that Colonel Hull stated to the committee that, in his 
judgment, if _Congress ·should allow $500,000 upon this claim, 
it would not be excessive; it would not be more than the church 
was justly entitled to. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman allow me? 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. I only have ten minutes, and if I 

yield to interruptions I can not present the questions I ha \e in 
mind as fully as I desire to. I hope the gentleman will pardon 
me. 

Secretary Taft, who is familiar with the situation, has recom
mended an allowance of $500,000. Mr. Chairman, in my judg
ment, the $403,030.19 falls many thousand dollars below fair 
compensation for the actual damage that this Government com
mitted and for which it was clearly liable under the law. 

Now, another question is: To whom does this damage belong? 
There can be little doubt about that. The gentleman from Vir.
ginia [Mr. JoNEsj, my genial friend, has made a very elaborate 
argument to prove that the question of title is in doubt. Mr. 
Chairman, I undertake to say that no man who is a lawyer 
and who has not started in wrong, who has not conceived some 
mental bias before undertaking the examination, can read the 
opinion which is appended to this report and not come to the 
conclusion that the title to all property situated like this in the 
Philippine Islands was conclusively adjudicated by the decision 
of the supreme court of the Philippine government. The opinion 
is here. We present it in the report, and I make the assertion 
that the question of title was adjudicated as clearly as it was 
possible for it to be. The plaintiff went into. the court declar
ing he was the owner and entitled to possession of the prop
erty. The defendant answered title and right of possession 
in the municipality under which he held possession. The 
municipality was made a party defendant upon its own petition, 
and as erted ownership and right of possession, and these were 
the questions in issue. 

The case was filed in a court of general jurisdiction, not 
before a justice of the peace. Jurisdiction in such cases was 
giYen courts of first instance in the islands ·by the organic act 
passed by Congress creating the government of the Philippine 
Islands, with the right to appeal to the supreme court. The local 
court decided in favor of the plaintiff, and the case went to 
the supreme court of the islands regularly on appeal, and the 
supreme court took up the propositions one after another, eT"ery 
proposition that was presented in the record, and decided fully, 
clearly, and conclusively that the title and right of possession 
-were in the Roman Catholic Chnrch. The court devoted two
thirds or three-fourths of its long opinion in discussing the 
question of ownership, of title, upon the theory, as the gentle
man from New York [.Mr. CocKRAN] intimated in his questions, 
that the right of possession followed the ownership. 

(The time of .Mr. CRUMPACKER having expired, Mr. CooPER 
of Wisconsin yielded to him three minutes.) 

Mr. OVERSTREET. What was that decision? The gentle
man has not stated it yet. 

.Mr. CRUMP ACKER. The decision was that the Roman 
Catholic Church of the Philippine Islands was the owner, that 
it held all the title to the property there was in existence, that 
the title never was in the Crown of Spain, that it never was 
in the United States, that it never was in the Independent 
Church. Why, Aglipay, the founder of the Independent Church 
has placed on file with the government down there a renuncia
tion, a disclaimer of any right or title to the damages in con
troversy. Those damages accrued before there was any Inde
pendent Catholic Church in the Philippine Islands. The church 
"\\US not organized until after the damages had accrued, and 
noboqy questions that when the damages accrued the title 
and the right of property were in the Roman Catholic Church. 
There is no legal problem in this case. It has been adjudi
cated by the court of last resort in a typical case, as the court 
practically said; and the court took occasion to say that the 
title to no property situated as that was in the Philippine .Archi
pelago was anywhere else than in the Catholic Church. It is 
as fair and clear and conclusive an adjudication of title and 
right of possession of all that class of property as it is possi
ble to make, and I make this statement knowing that the 
opinion of the court is within ready reach of every member 
of the Committee of the Whole. The Aglipayan church is Sc'lid 
by the gentleman from Virginia to humber five or six mil
lion communicants. 
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Mr. JONES of Virginia. No; I did not say that. I said Now, why should we waste words on the mere question of 
three million. whether or not these cases decide in whom is the legal title-

:Mr. CRUMP ACKER. I took occasion this morning to call up who would finally receive it if the churches should cease to use 
the War Department upon that question, and 1\lajor Mcintyre it for church purposes? The Roman Catholic Church claimed 
told me that at no time bad it exceeded one million, accord- rental and damage to the amount of $2,442,916.13. The board 
ing to the best information, and that included men, women, allowed $363,030.19. The Secretary of War and the chairman 
and children, and he said that to-day the communicants were of that board _ held that the damages that bad accrued for 
not one-third of a million. They have but one small chapel deterioration as the result of damages by the United States 
in the great city of Manila, in which city there are sixteen during its occupancy had caused an additional damage, so that 
important Roman Catholic churches. $500,000 would not be an excessive amount to be paid at the 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I yield ten minutes to the gentle- present time. The Committee on Insular Affairs has allowed 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED}. a total of $403,030.19 as rent for occupm:icy and damages to the 

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Chairman, the Government of the property during the occupancy by the United States, or by 
United States occupied 407 different church properties in the those whom it authorized to occupy them. Nothing whatever is 
Philippines, or at least that many claims were presented. The allowed for damages by insurgents, who were in possession of 
contention of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNEs] is that many of the properties before the United States took posses
there ought to be 407 lawsuits to determine the title to those sion. 
properties, when everybody concedes and everybody knows that N?w, let me swnma~ize the matter. The Gove~_ent having 
they were all held by precisely the same title, and that the ques- for Its purposes occupied some or all of these bwldings-some 
tion bas been decided in the Ramirez case, to which be has re- . for use as hospitals, some for the housing of troops, some as 
ferred. Now, here is the syllabus of that case: There could be barracks, etc.-the church made claim for rental and also for 
not more than three possible claimants to the title of this prop- damages. The Secretary of War appointed a so-called " board 
erty-one, the Government of the United States, deriving through of ch~rch claims" for the sol.e purpose of_ investiga?ng and 
the Kingdom of Spain; the other, the Roman Catholic Church; reportmg upon. the matter. Th1~ board con tsted of Lieut. Col. 
and third the new claimant, which does not claim but on John .A.. Hull, JUdge-advocate; Lieut. Col. Alexander 0. Brodie, 
wh~ e beh~lf the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Jo::m's] bases military secretary, and First Lieut. J. W. Moore, Second Cav
larO'ely his contention the Aglipayan branch of the Catholic alry. They went upon the ground and spent some six months 
Ch~rch. ' in making a thorough investigation. The total claims presented 

There was some difference of opinion in the supreme court, fo~ rent and dama~es amounted to ~2,442,963.13. In addition to 
not the inferior c01trt, but the supreme court of the Philippine ~ ther~ were claims .m~de for articles of cult and ornamenta
Islands. Five of the judges of that court held, as stated in the tiOu clarmed to be. mis mg, to the value of $2 0,222.50. The 
syllabus, that "prior to the cession of the Philippines to the board al~ow~d nothing excei;>t for rent and damages ~o the prop
United states the King of Spain was not the owner of the con- erty while m the occupatiOn and use of the Umted States 
secrated churches therein and had no right. to the possession Go~er~ent. . . . . 
thereof. The exclusive right to such possession was in the Nothmg ~hatever was. al~owed for damages m?Ident to mill
Roman Catholic Church, and such right has continued since ta~·y operatiOns as an mcident of war. For mstance, take 
that cession, and now exists." th1~ ex~·act from th_e repor~ of the _board: 

The minority of the court one judO'e held that the leO'al title ~o. 2a6. Pac<?, Manila. Claim for damages t~ church, convent, and 
• . ' . o ' o . effects, amountmg to P300,000 (amount of Pa54,785, as stated in 
to the churches was m the Umted States, but he concurred Ill Exhibit B, was taken from an abstract and is incorrect), We recom-
tbe judgment upon the ground that the right to possession and mend that nothing be paid. 
control of these churches is in the Roman Catholic Chur.ch so That church was occupied by the insurgents at the outbreak 
long as they continue to use them for the purpose to which they of hostilities in February, 1899. In order to dislodge and 
were dedicated. E\en the dissenting judge conceded, and the subdue them it was necessary for the United States artillery 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNEs], I think, must. concede, to hell the church. During the engagement it was set on 
that the exclusive right to the occupa~cy and posse sion of fire and de troyed. The damage was an incident of war, and 
these churches was in the Roman Catholic Church. Why need no claims of that kind were allowed. 
we go into any refinement of distinction between the right to Some of the claims were for damages done by the insurgents. 
ownership and the right to possession through all time, if not These were not allowed, as the United State was not respon
eternity? sible for such damage . Then there were claims for rentals 

Mr. HARDY. Does it not also give them the exclusi\e and and damages for occupation and use by officers and agents of 
perpetual right of possession? the civil government of the Philippines. Those claims were 

Mr. OLMSTED. The exclusive and the perpetual right just as all disallowed on the ground that if any lawful claim existed 
long a they are occupied for ecclesiastical purposes. Now, if it was against the Philippine government and not against the 
I am in possession of a building, if you please, and the courts United States. None of the claims for lost articles of cult 
decide that I have the exclusive right to the possession of that and ornamentation were allowed. The evidence concerning 
·property forever, and you blow off a chimney or blow out the such articles was very meager. There was little or no evidence 
windows, who is damaged? Am I not? And if I am driven out that the articles bad been taken by United States soldiers. In 
of the possession, as the Roman Catholic Church was dri,en many instances the property had been abandoned by the church 
out of the possession of these buildings in the Philippine Islands, and occupied by the insurgents. before the United States troops 
who is damaged? came along. It is more than likely that if any articles were 

,Who e property was taken? Whose right was taken? Was stolen they were stolen by the insurgents before our troops got 
it not the property-the property right-of the Roman Catholic there. In any event, wanton damages by soldiers, thefts of 
Church? What other claimants could there be? This, Mr. property, etc., are never allowed in claims against the United 
Chairman, is simply a bill to pay rent. The Government of the States. The same principle is applied in this case as was 
United States occupied these buildings; it owes the rent to applied here at home during the Spanish war. 
somebody. The question is to whom the rent is due. To In my own district we had Camp Meade. The Government 
whom is it owing if not to the body whom the Supreme Court paid rentals for properties occupied and they paid for damages 
has decided-not only in this case, but in a later case, only to the property caused by the Army neces arily re ulting from 
last December, and from which the gentleman from Virginia the occupancy by the Army, but where rails were tolen from 
has read-has decided that the exclusive right of possession is fences, chickens from roosts, pigs from pens, or horses fToiii 
in the Roman Catholic Church in perpetuity? stables no payment has been made by the Government. The 

Mr. CHANEY. Will the gentleman yield? theory is, as I understand it, that such wanton acts when com-
1\fr. OLMSTED. For a question. mitted by persons who are soldiers are committed by them not 
l\lr. CHANEY. I want to inquire if the decision of the dis- as soldiers, but in their individual capacities, and can not be 

senting judge that the title was in the United States was not construed as in any event the act of the Government nor so as 
on the theory that the church had only been gi\en the right of to make the Government responsible. The reductions that were 
property on the ground that it was to be used for public wor- made brought the total down to $363,030.19, which was the sum 
ship? allowed by the board of church claims for rent and damages 

Mr. OLMSTED. That is the fact. There was no difference of for the use and occupancy by the Government. It was urged 
opinion among any of the judges as to the exclusive right of that deterioration of the properties resulted from the Govern
possession. They all held that the exclusive and perpetual right ment use and damage had followed the Government occupancy, 
of possession and occupancy was in the Roman Catholic Church. and the Committee on Insular Affairs was urged to allow a total 
·Everybody conceded it. The Aglipayan faction of the church of $500,000. This it refused to do, but did add $40,000 to the 
bas renounced all claim. The Kingdom of Spain, for obvious award of the board, bringing the total up to $403,030.19, and 
reasons, can not make any claim- of ownership now, and the the bill now under discussion provides for the payment of this 
court bas decided that it never had any title. amount. 
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The very full and comprehensive report accompanying this bill 

shows numerous precedents where Congress has appropriated 
money to pay just such claims as these to nearly every religious 
denomination arising out of the occupancy and use of churches 
during the civil war. Such payments have been made to the 
German Evangelical Church, Presbyterian Church, and others, 
and only a few years ago, in the Fifty-fifth Congress, there was 
appropriated $2 8,000 to the Methodist Church South upon just 
such a claim. This is not a question of politics or religion. It 
is merely a question of the Government paying the proper rental 
for its use of property belonging to others. 

The report of the minority of the Committee on Insular Af
fairs lays considerable stress upon the fact that there is now 
in the Philippine Islands an Independent Catholic Church, 
headed by Gregario Aglipay and sometimes known as the 
"Aglipayan Church" or faction. What have we to do with 
that? The Aglipayan Church or faction did not exist until 
1902, and the occupancy of these buildings by the United States 
Government, for which rental is now claimed, occurred prior 
to that time. 

The minority report is devoted mainly to a vain and fruitless 
effort to show that the title to these lands is not in the Catho
lic Church. The judicial deci ions cited upon that point do 
nof so decide. The case of Barlin v. Ramirez seems to me 
conclusive upon the subject. But it is urged that this case 
originated some time prior to 1905, not in the supreme court, 
but in the court of fir t instance of Ambos Camarines, and that 
on the 24th of July, 1905, the Philippine government passed, or 
the Philippine Comrnis ion passed, an act giving the supreme
court original juri diction in such cases. They did not claim 
that the act gave the supreme court exclusive original jurisdic
tion, and that tribunal certainly held that it was still proper for 
it to pass upon a case which had, prior to 1905, arisen in an in
ferior court, for the Ramirez case was decided by the supreme 
court it elf on the 24th of November, 1906. Furthermore, two 
cases which did originate in the supreme court itself, after the 
passage of the act of 1905, were decided by that tribunal in De
cember, 1907, and the principles of the Ramirez case were again 
decided and' distinctly affirmed. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I ask that all 
gentlemen have the opportunity to extend their remarks in the 
RECORD. 

'J'he CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
that that must be decided by the House. 

1\Ir. COOPER of Wisconsin. I now yield to the gentleman 
from l\Ia achusetts [Mr. PETERS]. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, this bill provides for the pay
ment to the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Manila of the sum 
of 403,030.19. The bill is to make a settlement with the Ro
man Catholic Church for the use and occupation of its prop
erty in the Philippines and for damages to that property by 
the United States troops. .A. military board, styled the "board 
on church claims," convened in the Philippines, has examined 
each item included in the award, and this appropriation is to 
carry out the findings of that board. 

The bill itself comes before the House as the report of a 
majority of the Committee on In ular Affairs, of which com
mittee I am a member. A minority of that committee, how
ever, are opposed to the measure, and their views are set forth 
in a report which has been filed with that of the majority. 

The objection of the minority is on the ground that "no 
sound public policy is to be subserved by the appropriation by 
Congress of a considerable portion of the amount recom- · 
mended," and in particular denies the right of the Roman 
Catholic Church to have the sum awarded paid to it. 

This bill is a measure of importance, and as I strongly be
lieve in its merits and differ from certain of my associates on 
the committee in my views on it, I wish to state my attitude and 
the rea ons which I believe entitle the bill to receive the sup
port of the House. 

A clear understanding of the grounds on which the claims 
are supported requires a brief glance at the history of the 
Roman Catholic Church in the Philippines, an appreciation of 
the relations between that church and the King of Spain and 
the people of the Philippine Islands themselves, a knowledge 
of the arrangement under which the churches were built, and 
of the events connected with our use of them. 

The relations of the former government of the .Philippine 
Islands and the Roman Catholic Church were of the closest 
kind and existed from the first settlement of the islands by the 
Spanish. One o;f the main motives for foreign conquest, and 
one to which the Crown of Spain devoted especial attention, 
was the Christianizing of the native populations of the new 
counh·ies. The relations of the church and the King of Spain 
in these new possessions found expression from time to time 

in various concordats. In one of the early concordats the 
right to the tithes and patronage of the church was trans
ferred to the King of Spain, who in turn agreed, as part of his 
responsibilities, to maintain the churches and furnish them 
with priests and aid in their consh·uction and maintenance. 
The churches themselves, which were constructed from time to 
time, were built with funds fm'nished partly by the Roman 
Catholic Church directly; partly from the Spanish treasury, and 
partly by donation from the local members. 

The church itself was a part of the Spanish Government in 
the Philippines, and there was no clear line of demarcation be
tween civil and ecclesiastical matters, the Spanish Crown, in 
temporal matters at least, exercising a very large jurisdiction 
over the Spanish church. The cession of the Philippine Islands, 
in taking from the place 6f sovereign a government so intimately 
associated with the church and placing in that position a nation 
which by its constitution and by its h·aditions was precluded 
from all association with ecclesiastical affairs, raised many 
questions most perplexing in their nature. 

The present Secretary of War, l\fr. Taft, in an address to His 
Holiness the Pope, said: 

The transfer of sovereignty and all governmental property rights and 
interests from the Crown of Spain to the United States in the Philip
pine Islands, contained in the treaty of Paris, was a transfer from a 
government between which and the Church of Rome there had been in 
those islands the closest association in property, religion, and politics 
to a Government which by the Law of its being is absolutely prevented 
from having such associations with any church. To make the transfer 
effectual, and at the same tip~e just, it is obvious that the proper line 
of division must be drawn between what were really civil property in
terests of the Crown of Spain and what were religious h·usts of the 
Catholic Church, and that all union of civil and clerical agencies for 
performance of political fllnctions must end. (Report of Secretary of 
War, 1902, p. 237.) . 

Tracts of land of considerable area had been acquired by 
monastic orders in the Philippines, and in 1 96 there arose an 
insurrection directed largely against these friars, who occupied 
and cultivated by native labor these large pieces of land. Dur
ing this insurrection in 1896 many of the convents were occupied 
both by insurgents ~d by Spanish, and no small destruction 
of property ensued. The insurrection of the summer of 189 , 
which occurred against the Spanish Government, brought on 
the same conditions, and the church property, much of which 
had remained unrepaired since the fir t insurrection, was used 
and injured once more by the combatants. 

TREATY OF P.tlUS. 

The treaty of Paris, signed December 10, 1898, ceded to the 
United States the Philippine Islands and all the property located 
there which belonged to the Crown of Spain. The new sover
eignty, however, was not accepted without a struggle and the 
insurrection continued the next year against the United States. 
The great damage to the churches was inflicted in this insurrec
tion in 1899, and it was during this insurrection that the use 
of the church property by our troops occurred. 

In 1902 a Philippine priest named Aglipay started a schism 
in the Roman Catholic Church. Aglipay had refused pre
viously to obey the order of the Archbishop of Manila to present 
himself and come a way from Aguinaldo and had been defrocked 
for disobedience. In his opposition to the Roman Catholic 
Church Aglipay took the position that the municipalities were 
the owners of the churches and organized a body called the 
" Independent Filipino Church," constituting him elf its head. 
This body denied the authority of the Roman Catholic bishops 
over the churches and claimed that each community held the 
title to the church situated within its borders. The churches 
in some of the towns joined in this revolt and essayed to turn 
out the Roman Catholic priests who refused to renounce their 
allegiance to the Roman Catholic bishop of that diocese. 

In fact, on January 10, 1903, S~cretary Taft, then civil gov
ernor of the Philippine Islands, sent to all the governors of the 
provinces a letter in which he cautioned them to avoid so mix
ing themselves in the conh·oversies as to cause them to be criti
cised, and warned them that the right of occupation or . owner
ship of property was one to be determined by the courts. 

Cases involving the right of possession of the church property 
immediately arose and have been so determined by the supreme 
court of the Philippines as to leave no doubt of the soundness 
of this measure in providing for payment to the Roman Cath
olic Church. 
CLAIMS ARE FOR RENT FOR THE CHURCH BUILDINGS USED BY OUB TBOOPS 

AND DAMAGES FOR THEIR INJURY. 

The claims the payment of which this bill seeks to provide 
are, in part, for rent of the church buildings for their use by 
our h·oops and, in part, for damages incident to such occupa
tion. The churches were the principal buildings in the towns, 
and the United States troops used them in most instances for 
barracks. They were obliged to do this, as the church, or 
convento, was, commonly, the only building in the tow.n suitable 
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for sheltering troops. In some instances they were used as 
places in which to detain prisoners. While our troops occupied 
the buildings it not infrequently happened that they would be 
attacked. Even those buildings which escaped attack sustained 
serious damage from the occupation by soldiers. The occupa
tion of the troops was paid for at the time in some instances, 
but usualJy either there was no one there with whom to treat, 
or the commanding officer preferred to occupy the buildings and 
allow the amount of the rent to be determined later. 

EARLY RECOGNITION OF THE EXISTENCE OF CLAIMS. 

Owing to the close relations of the Roman Catholic Church 
with the Spanish Government when the latter transferred its 
rights to the United States, many matters of importance re
quired adjustment, and the recogni\i.on that claims of this 
nature existed is found in the earliest correspondence of our 
officials. When, in 1902, the then Secretary of War, Mr. Root, 
Eent the present Secretary of War, Mr. Taft, to the Philippines 
in relation to the sale of the friars' lands, he instructed him 
to take up certain other matters with the Church of Rome, and 
said: 

Provision - should be made for ascertaining what rentals, if any, 
ought to be paid for conventos and other church buildings which have 
been occupied by United Stutes troops during the insurrection, this 
being, of course, subject to further specific action by Congress. (Report 
of War Dept., 1902, Vol. I, p. 235.) 

In furtherance of these instructions, Mr. Taft, when governor
general of the Philippine Islands ill 1902, in his letter to 
Cardinal Rampolla, representing the Roman Catholic Church, 
agreed to-

Direct the general commanding * * * to ascertain what dam
ages have been done, and in each case what reasons, if any, for denying 
an obligation to pay rentals and damages. 

Following out such orders ·the general commanding in the 
Philippines directed that an investigation into the claims for 
rent and damages be made. Such an investigation was made 
and information gathered, which was sent to the military 
division of the Philippines and later turned over and used by 
the board on church claims. 

The board on church claims, whose award this bill proposes 
to approve, was convened under instructions from the Secre
tary of War, dated June 12, 1905, which directed that a board 
of officers be appointed known as the " board on church claims," 
to be composed of three officers, with instructions to-

Ascertain what sums appear to be due for our use and occupation 
of churches, convents, and for damages or injury whicb have been 
done to such buildings by troops as a consequence of such use since 
the occupation of the i lands by the military forces of the United 
States. • "' • The board will use the evidence collected by the 
military division of the Philippines "' * "' but will not be restricted 
to the information so obtained. * * * A report will be submitted 
through the commanding general to the Secretary of War. · 

F~llowing out the. e orders, l\Iessr . J. A. Hull, lieutenant
colonel and judge-advocate; Alexander 0. Brodie, lieutenant
colonel and military secretary, and Maj. ·william J. Gibson, 
general staff, later succeeded by J. W . .Moore, first lieutenant, 
Second Ca-valry, were appointed. The board commenced its sit
ting on August 1, 1005, and on January 15, 1906, submitted its 
report, which is as follow : 

Four bundred and seven claims were pre ented, amounting to 
4, 3,926.26 pesos, of which is recommen9ed for payment the following: 
For rent------------------------------ ------------- P57D,59 .87 
Damages -----------------------------------~------- 110, 093. 50 

Total---------- ------------------------------ 6 9,692.37 
In addition were added : 

For rent----------------------------------- P34, 158 
Damages----------------------------------- 2,210 

36,368.00 

726,060.37 
Or $363,030.19. 

This report is accompanied with the recommendation-
That Congress be a ked to appropriate the sum of 363,030.19 United 

Stat es currency, and if Congre s should desire to compensate the 
church for the carrying away of sacred ornaments, that $40,000 addi
tional should be paid. 

THE UXITED STATES STAXDS . AS RESPECTIXG RIGHTS OF PROPERTY. 

In considering the question of the advisability, justice, and 
propriety of paying the Roman Catholic Church these claims 
for rental of its churches occupied by the United States h·oops, 
it is important to see the position which the United States bas 
placed itself in with regard to .claims of this nature. In eaCh 
of the official documents on the situation occurs the mention of 
the churches and private property and the recognition of the 
United States as their protector, the duties of which position 
can now with propriety scarcely be disregarded. The articles 
of capitulation of the city of Manila, dated August 14, 1898, 

and signed by representatives of General Merritt's army and of 
the Spanish army, provide: 

AnT. 7. This city, its inhabitants, its churches and religious wor
ship, its educational establishments, and its private property of all 
descriptions are placed under the special safeguard of the faith and 
honor of the American .Army. 

While not quot_ed, these provisions, it . is understood, were 
made strictly in accordance with the orders of President Me· 
Kinley and bound the United States to be particularly on its 
guard against any ·violations by its soldiers of the rights of 
property of the people- of Manila. FollQwing out the articles 
of capitulation, after entering the city of .Manila General Mer
ritt, in command of the United States forces, issued a procla· 
mation, paragraph 6 of which provided: 

All churches and places devoted to religious worship and to the arts 
ap.d ciences, all educational institutions, libraries, scientific collec
tiOn , and museums art!, so far. as possible, to be protected; and all 
destruction or intentional defacement of such places or property, of 
hi torical monuments, archive , or work of science and art, is pro
hibited, save when required by urgent military necessity. Severe pun
ishment will be meted out for all violations of this regulation. 

After the cessation of hostilities, the treaty of Paris, signed 
December 10, 1898, by which the Philippines were ceded to the 
United States, set out the rights of the two nations, and in 
paragraph 8 provided : 

And it is hereby provided that tbe relinquishment or cession, as the 
case may be, to which the preceding paragraph refers can not in any 
respect impair the property or rights which by law belong to the peace
ful possession of property of all kinds, of provinces, municipalities. 
public or private establishments, ecclesiastical or civic bodies, or 
any other associations having legal capacity to acquire and po sess 
property in the aforesaid territories, renounced or ceded, or of private 
individuals, of whatsoever nationality such individuals may be. 

It will be seen in all these documents that in each instance 
where the protection of private property is mentioned property 
belonging to the church is specifically included, and the latter's 
possessions are placed particularly under the cha1·ge and pro
tection of the United States Government, a situation rendered 
especially nece sary on account of the dependency and relations 
of that church with the previous government of the islands. 

THE FI~DIXGS OF THE BOATID ARE J1JST AND SHOULD BE SUPPORTED. 

Following out the directions of the Secretary of War, the gen· 
eral commanding the Philippines appointed, as we have een, 
men of the highest standing, who gave to the task most pains· 
taking inquiry. The board on church claims (so styled) had 
before it the information gathered by the orders of the military 
commander, and it also investigated as much as possible the 
circumstances of each case. There were submitted to the board 
and investigated by it 466 cases, of which it made a report, 
recomending only about 14 per cent of the allowanc~s claimed. 
In sending its report, the board states that it based its recom
mendations-

On the reports of officers sent to investi~ate and report upon the 
property and such other pertinent information as could be obtained 
from records of various offices and other sources. (Report of Board on 
Church Claims, p. 60.) 

The board came to its conclusion only after additional instruc
tions and adopted a conservative attitude in determining the 
class of claims it would allow. When it based its recommenda
tions following legal precedent it excluded any claim for com
pensation for any of these four classes: 

2 Wanton damage by soldiers of the American Army; 
3 Damages incident to military operations; and !1l Damages by insurgents; 

4 Claims for use and occupancy and damages by serv:tnts of the 
civtl government. 

The award reached by the board not only appears most rea
sonable upon its face ana is supported by all the outward e-vi
dence which the board refers to, but it is, in addition, regarded · 
as most conservative, both by the Secretary of War, 1\fr. Taft, 
and by 1\fajor Porter, either of whom is exceptionally qualified 
to form a judgment on the subject, and both of whom testified 
before our committee as to their belief in the reasonableness of 
the recommendations on which this bill is based: 

(Hearing, Committee on Insular Affairs. January 20, 1808.) 
The CHAIRYAN. Mr. Secretary, the aggregate of claims was approxi

mately 4,000,000 pesos, and tbe award was $363,000. In your judg
ment, does that err on the side of extravagance as against the Gov
ernment? 

Secretary TAFT. No, sir; I do not think it does. 
'l'he CHAIRliiAN. Do you think it is a perfectly just award? 
Secretar., TAFT. Yes. 

(Hearing, Committee on Insular Affairs, January 21, 1898.) 
~Iajor PORTER. I think the award is extremely conservative, Mr. 

Chairman. That is my opinion of it. I have no interest in it one 
way or another; but the impression made on my mind, from what 
I have seen in the Philippines during the two years and a half tbat I 
was in the islands, is that the estimates are very moderate, particu
larly considering the difficulty of replacing the property destroyed. 
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THE UNITED STATES TOOK POSSESSION OF A'b"D USED THE BUILDINGS AND 

SHOULD PAY 'THE OWNERS. 

The United States took possession of these buildings against 
the wishes, in most instances, of those having possession of 
them, or, at best, without any conh·act with the owners. It 
occupied, in all fairness, no better position than an ordinary 
tenant, and should pay the owner a reasonable compensation for 
the use and occupation of his buildings, and should be held to 
the same responsibility to its landlord as would be an ordinary 
tenant under similar circumstances. 
THE ROUA~ CATHOLIC CH~CH A GREAT POWER FOR THE UPLIFTING OF 

THE PEOPLE. 

Keed I say that the Roman Catholic Church stands forth as 
one of the greatest Christianizing forces of the world? I am 
not myself a member of that church, but I appreciate the 

_enormous power which it is exercising for the good of the 
community. The earnest seeking for the uplifting of all 
humanity and the lofty character of its ideals make the 
Roman Catholic Church a powerful force in raising the stand
ards of all our Citizens. In developing and strengthening the 
moral fiber of our people that church constitutes to-day, in 
my opinion, one of the most powerful factoi·s for the protec
tion of .American ideals and the upholding of our institutions. 

Grent ns is its importance as a power for good amongst our 
people of the United States, it occupies in the Philippines an 
even closer relation to the people's lives, and its work there can 
but hasten the day of their independence. Developed there as 
a part of the government, in a community where the church 
had an important function in the political life, it became for the 
inhabitants of the Philippines an essential factor in their daily 
affairs. 

The prosperity of the people of the Philippines is desired by 
us all, and we look forward anxiously to that day, which for 
me can not arrive too soon, when absolute independence shall 
be granted to them. It can not be doubted that in strengthening 
and aiding the people of those islands the Roman Catholic 
Church is hastening the time when our statesmen can no longer 
deny to these people the right to govern themselves. As en
abling the Roman Catholic Church better to carry out its work, 
this bill assists in speeding that time. 

The Rom~n Catholic Church suffered great losses through this 
unsettled period in the Philippines, and its misfortunes in 
crippling its work were misfortunes not alone to the church, but 
the Philippine people. Many of these losses were - inflicted 
before the occupation by the United States, or were losses 
incident to war, or of such a nature that they can not be 
compensated for, and this present bill in no wise seeks to 
make appropriation for them, but only for the part of the 
damage caused directly by the United States troops. That the 
misfortunes of the church are misfortunes to the people in the 
Philippines a glance at the testimony given before our committee 
will show: 

The church authorities as at present constituted are our fr'iends, and 
help us in the establishment and preservation of law and order in these 
islands, and are upholders of the authority of the United States. . (Re-
port, Board of Church Claims, p. 65.) · 

The truth is that one of the greatest disasters to the Philippines has 
been the destruction of the Roman Catholic churches. The church there 
is an instrument for the preservation of peace and good order. It is of 
the utmost governmental importance and should be sustained. I am 
looking at it purely from a secular standpoint. (Committee on Insular 
Affairs; hearing, January 7, 1907; Hon. William H. Taft, Secretary of 
War, p. 6.) 

'l'he churches in the islands are very essential to our plans for mak
ing the people better and educating them and elevating their moral 
tone, and therefore the prosperity of all the churches in the islands is 
very important to the government, and the Roman Catholic Church is 
one that exists in every village in the islands. * • * Liberality by 
Congress * * * would be * * * in the interests of the people 
of the island, not sectarian interest, but interest in favor of morality, 
of loyalty to the government, of peace and tranquillity in the islands. 
(Committee on Insular Affairs; hearing, January 20, 1908; Hon. Wil
liam II. Taft, p. 75.) 

I regard the church, outside of the Army, as the greatest single 
agency for law and order in the Philippine Islands to-day. * * * 
Another reason is the enormous losses-it is beyond calculation-it 
runs into the millions-that the Catholic Church has suffered due to 
our occupation of the Philippine Island~ 

THE CATHOLIC CHURCH NOT NEARLY COMPE~SATED FOR ITS IN.JOBY 
THROUGH THE W A:&. 

The Roman Catholic Church in the Philippines has suffered 
tremendous losses, losses which its revenue there is entirely un
able to repair. Commencing with the insurrection in 18!>6 and 
continuing through the insurrection of 1898 and the war with 
Spain, the church suffered tremendous damages and great im
pairment to its resources. Most of this injury was inflicted, 
not in the war with Spain, but in the rebellion against the 
United States, and under such circumstances that no return 
can ever be made to the church for it. A small proportion, 
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however, comes - through the occupancy -by the United States • 
troops, and it is that small part for which we are directly re
sponsible that it is the pm·pose of this bill to repay. 

Their work here (referring to the church authorities) has been made 
hard by the amount of damage that the church has suffered due to the 
war, and the amount awarded by the board-$363,030.10-will not be
gin to compensate for the loss in.fl.icted. (Report, Board on Church 
Claims, p. 65.) 

'!'he United States has established a precedent for the pay
ment of these claims as it has paid damages for many- other 
claims of like nature in the United States. Some of these cases 
are as follows : 
$25,000. The Kentucky University at Lexington, Ky.: 

For use and occupation of their buildings . by United States 
troops. Forty-first Congress. ( 16 Stats., 678.) -

$18,500. East Tennessee University : 
- For use of its property. Forty-third Congress. (18 Stats., 604.) 

46,080 acres public land. University of Alabama : 
For erection of buildings for university, which was destroyed 

by fire during military occupation April 4, 1865, at Tusca
loosa. Forty-eighth Congress. (23 Stats., 12.) 

$18,729.09. Catholic Church of St. Peter and St. Paul, Chattanooga, 
Tenn.: 

For stone and material taken and used by military authorities 
during civil war. Fiftieth Congress. ( 25 Stats., 1188.) . 

$20,000. 'rhe Protestant Episcopal Theological Seminary and IIigh 
School, Alexandria, Va.: 

For finding by Court of Claims. Fiftieth Congress. (23 Stats., 
1312.) 

$3,167.67. The Baptist Female College, Lexington, Mo.: 
For rent of college building while used by United States Army 

for four years from 1861. Fiftieth Congress. (25 Stats., 
1189.) 

$64,000. William and Mary College, of Virginia : 
For destruction of buildings and other property, without au-

. - thority, by soldiers o:t United States Army during civil war. 
Fifty-second Congress. (27 Stats., 744.) 

$17,8"48. Washingbm College (Washington and Lee University), Lex
ington, Va. : 

For injury to buildings and other property caused by 'troops of 
United States Army in civil war. Fifty-third Congress. (28 
Stats., 1039.) 

$288,000. Book agents Methodist Episcopal Church South : 
For destruction and injury to buildings and other property by 

United States Army, 1864 and 1865. Fifty-fifth Congress. 
(30 Stats., 1401.} 

$2,500. Trustees German Evangelical Church, Martinsburg, W. _ Va. : 
Destruction church building and furniture February 17, 1863, 

while in possession of United States military forces . l!'iftieth 
Congress. (32 Stats., 234, 235.) 

$1,850. Trustees Methodist Episcopal Church, Martinsburg, W. Va. : 
Use and occupation of church by Federal troops from Mar·ch, 

1862, to April, 1865. E'iftieth Congress. 
$2,880. Bishop and trustees of St. Joseph's Catholic Church, Martins-

burg, W. Va. : _ • 
Use and occupation of church by Army of United States during 

civil war. Fiftieth Congress. 
$5,000. Cumberland Female College, UcMinnville, Tenn. : 

Use, occupancy~ and consumption of property for hospital and 
other Army purposes by military authorities of United States 
during civil war. Fiftieth Congress. . 

$25,000. Richmond College, Richmond, Va.: 
For use and occupation of b1,1ildings !Jy United States troops for 

eighteen months, commencing in April, 1865, and for injury 
and destruction to buildings and other property by said troops. 

$25,019.96. - Stewart College (now Southwestern Presbyterian Univer
sity), Clarksville, Tenn. : 

Use and occupation of buildings and grounds. material used, and 
injury to buildings and other property by United States troops 
during civil war. _ 

Insular Affairs, January 21, 1908. Lieutenant-Colonel Hull, p. 103.) 
LOSS OF SACRED ORNAl\IE~TS. 

The item of $40,000, for the carrying away of sacred orna
ments, should be included in the award as well, as the loss of 
those ornaments is undoubtedly directly ath·ihutable to the use 
and occupation of the churches by the soldiers. The amount of 
the award is totally insufficient to. compensate the Catholic 
Church for its losses, and could not put the property back to its 
original condition, which, at the time the award was made, in 
i905, was contemplated. 

In :the fiv.e or six years which have passed since th~ <iamage 
was-incurred the condition of the churches has greatly deterio
rated. The increase in the price of labor and supplies since the 
award was made has also rendered it impossible to accomplish 
as much with a given sum of money as was anticipated. 
THE MONEY DIJE SHOULD BE PAID DIRECTLY TO THE ROllA~ CATHOLIC 

ARCHBISHOP OF MANILA. 

The Roman Catholic Church, it is provided in this bill, should 
be paid directly the compensation which the measure provides 
for. Following out the Circumstances which led to the damage, 
the appointment of the board, the justice of its findings, and 
finally its award, we come to the point, To whom shall it be 
paid? Sir, I respectfully urge that this payment be made di
rectly to the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Manila, as repre
senting the Roman Catholic Apostolic Church. 

The Roman Catholic Church, at the time this property was 
used by the United States, had the right of possession, dis
puted by no one. The use and occupation by the troops oc
curred in the year 18D8 and the year immediately following~ 
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and the schism in the church which was led by Aglipay did 
not occur until 1902, or several years after the time for which 
the rent is asked. The Aglipayan Church itself has recognized 
this by stating that no claims will be made by it for the rent 
of the buildings at that time. 

(Hearing, Committee on Insular Affairs, January 23, 1908.) 
The CHAIRMAN. Has the Independent Catholic Church ever presented 

a demand for damages to any property mentioned in any of these 
claims? 

Colonel HULL. No, sir; and there Is a document on record, secured 
from Aglipay by an officer whose name I do not now recall, stating 
that no such claims were contemplated. 
THE EXCLUSIVE RIGHT OF POSSESSION DECIDED BY THE COURTS TO BE IN 

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH. 
A question of this importance could not expect to go long 

without judicial construction, and we already find that the 
church difficulties in the Philippines have been brought before 
its courts. In the leading case on this question, the supreme 
court of the Philippines has decided the exclusive right to the 
possession of the churches to be in the Roman Catholic Church. 
In this case, Barlin 1?· Ramirez (7 Philippine Reports, 41) (which 
was a case arising on appeal), the supreme court decided that 
the Roman Catholic Church was entitled to possession as 
against the claim of the Philipine Independent Church and the 
munici~ality, and stated a doctrine which has been followed 
consistently by that court since. In that opinion, concurred in 
by all except one of the judges, it is stated that the churches 
in the Philippines were in the nature of a kind of property the 
distinctive characteristic of which was that it was devoted to 
God, and the exclusive possession and administration of which 
was intrusted to the Roman Catholic Church, and that-

The King of Spain was not the owner of the property in question, 
nor of any other property like it situated in the Philippine Islands. 

Controversies of a similar nature between the local communi
ties and the Catholic Church had arisen in various parts of the 
islands, and to hasten the disposition of these cases a special 
act was passed by the Philippine Commission (No. 1376) en
titled as follows: 

An act providing for the speedy disposition of controversies as to 
the right of administration or possession of churches, convents, ceme
teries and other church properties, and a to the ownership thereof 
and title thereto by vesting in the supreme court of the Philippine 
Islands original jurisdiction to decide such controversies, and for other 
purposes. · 

This· act set out that-
Whereas controversies .. have arisen between the Roman Catholic 

Apostolic Church on the one hand and the association called " The Inde
pendent Filipino Church," certain municipalities, and other persons on 
the other hand, . * • • 
this act is for the purpose of providing that cases involving 
such controversies may be brought directly to the supreme court 
of the islands in order to avoid the delay incident to having 
preliminary trials in the lower 'Court. 

Under this act certain additional cases, involving the same 
facts, have been brought and decisions rendered. That this act 
is valid an examination of its objects and the cases of our 
Supreme Court will substantiate beyond a doubt, and 'the de
cisions on the cases arising under it establish on a firm basis 
the theory of the title to the churches in the Philippines. The 
act itself was passed under the authority given to the Philippine 
Commission by Congress and as an act of purely local adminis
n·ation will be seen to be absolutely valid. An act passed in 
Porto Rico for similar purposes gives to their court like powers, 
and its validity is supported by a recent decision of our Supreme 
Court. (Kent v. Porto Rico, 207 U. S., 113.) 

The general practice of Congress in conferring full power on 
local assemblies of Territorial districts to legislate on matters 
of jurisdiction has uniformly been supported by the decisions of 
our courts. In American- Insurance Company v. Canter (1 
Peters, 511, p. 543) Chief Justice Marshall says: 

'.rhe powers of the Territorial legislature extend to all rightful 
objects of legislation, s~bject to the restriction, th11;t their laws • s~all 
not be "inconsistent w1th the laws and Constitution of the Umted 
~tates." 

It can not be questioned that the provisions of the fourteenth 
amendment fail to apply to the Philippines, but even if they 
did, this act is not in objection to them. It merely opens an
other tribunal for a certain particularly important class of 
controversies that they may be more speedily and conveniently 
determined for the public good. The view of the validity of 
the act from this point of view is supported by United States 
v. Union Pacific Railroad Company (98 U. S., 569). 

The act of July 24, 1905, could in no way affect the value of 
the decision of Barlin v. Ramirez, as that case had already 
been commenced and the statute itself was a law when the case 
was decided. The intention of this act was simply to enable 
cases involving the church title to be . taken directly to the 
supreme court, and had any other intention existed it certainly 

would have been brought to the attention of the court and 
commented on in its decision. The mere fact of permission 
to commence an action in the supreme court does not, with
out other words, take away from an :lnferior court a jurisdic
tion it already possessed. 

The ·force of the decision, however, does not rest on this one 
case alone. Since its decision the recent case of Harty v. 
Tarlac bas been decided. The latter case was brought under 
the act No. 1376, and removes the objection that the decision 
as to title in Barlin v. Ramirez was but a dictum, in that it 
takes the language of that decision relative to title and spe
cifically approves it. While the decision as to title may not 
have been necessary to the disposal of the original case, yet 
the court, in basing subsequent decisions on these words, gives 
by these later cases to their doctrine the force of a decision. 

This case of Harty v. Tarlac, No. 3212, which is brought by 
virtue of the provisions of the act No. 1376 for the possession 
of certain lands by the Roman Catholic Church, decides in that 
church's favor all the objections as to jurisdiction and affirms 
the doctrine in Barlin v. Ramirez that the Roman Catholic 
Church had the ownership of the property. All the objections 
to the decision of Barlin v. Ramirez urged in the minority 
report were open to this court to consider, yet the court in 
deciding for the plaintiff said: 

The only question presented is "whether the property In contro
versy is or is not owned by the government of the Phillpplne Islands, 
• * • a question which has been discussed and decided adversely 
in the cas'e of Barlin v. Ramirez (7 Philippine Reports, 41) ; " and 
further says specifically, referring to the same case : 

" It was there held that the King of Spain was not the owner of 
the property involved in those cases, and that the title thereto did 
not, therefore, pass by the treaty of Paris to the United States. It 
was further held that the municipalities were not the owners of such 
property and had no right or interest therein. Applying the principle 
of those cases to this case, the result is that the plaintiffs are entitled 
to judgment for possession as prayed for in the complaint." 

And in addition to this latter affirmation, Barlin v. Ramirez 
and the doctrine of Harty v. Tarlac have been affirmed as well 
in Roman Catholic Church v. Santos (7 Philippine Reports, 66) 
and City of Manila v. Roman Catholic Church, decided March 
25, 1907. 

ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH A. LEGAL ENTITY. 
That the Roman Catholic Church is a legal entity with all the 

rights as such, in every way entitled to hold the church property, 
a study of the law of the Philippine Islands establishes beyond 
a doubt. In determining the legal view in the Philippines, the 
organic law of the islands must be considered. Our courts 
will always take judi~ial notice of the Spanish law as far as it 
affects our insular possessions. (Insular cases, 182 U. S., 1; 
Hawaii v. Manchichi, 192 U. S., 197; Dorn v. United States, 195 
u. s., 138.) 

In Artega v. Lara (202 U. S., 339) the present Chief Justice 
says: 

By the general rule of public law, recognized by the United States, 
whenever political jurisdiction and legislative power over territory arc 
transferred from one nation to another the laws of the country trans
ferred, intended for the protection of private rights, continue in force 
until abrogated or changed by the new government. Of coUl'se, in case 
of cession to the United States the laws of the ceded country incon
sistent with the Constitution and laws of the United States so far as 
applicable would cease to be of obligatory force, but otherwise the 
municipal laws of the acquired country continue. 

The Roman Catholic Church under all systems of law has 
been accepted as a legal entity. Since the time of the Emperor 
Constantine the Roman Catholic Church has been recognized as 
possessing a legal personality and the capacity to take ·and 
acquire property. (The Code of the Emperor Justinian, Bool' 
peror Justinian, Book I, Tit. II, Par. I; Tissott, Vol. I, p. 27.) 

The personality of the church is here definitely and clearly 
recognized by the Justinian Code, the basis of all European law, 
and the Spanish law in its fundamental ideas was taken from 
the Roman law as set out in this code. In the same manner 
'the English law developed, the early idea being that the saint 
is the owner of the property, until later the bi hop or abbot 
came to be regarded as the corporate soul. (Pollock & Mait
land, 2d ed., Vol. I, p. 499; L. R., 2 Ind. App., 145.) 

Commencing from the basis of Justinian and following out 
the theories of the Spanish and English laws, the American 
law itself recognizes the corporate entity of churches. Chief 
Justice Story, in Terett v. Taylor, 9 Cranch., page 43, in deciding 
that the State of Virginia could not authorize a person to take 
land granted for a church, said: 

It is not· in the power of the Crown to seize or assume it ; not of the 
Parliament itself to destroy the grants, unless by the exercise of a 
power the most arbitrary, oppressive, and unjust and endured only 
because it could not be resisted. 

The Spanish law in the Philippines from the earliest settle
ment recognized the juristic personality of the church and its 
right to acquire.pro.perty. This position has always been recog
nized by the United States, which up to the time of the loss of 
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the temporal power by the Papacy maintained with it diplo
matic relations. (.Moore, Digest of International Law, Vol. I, 
p. 130-131.) 

THE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY DOES NOT VEST IN THE TOWNS. 

The contention of those who opposed the ownership by the 
Roman Catholic Church that the title to the property is in the 
towns is not legally sustainable. The land on which these build
ings were erected, whether it originally came from the Crown or 
from the towns themselves, was donated in most instances cen
turies ago, and can not now be expropriated. Its donation was 
for a religious purpose, and the courts will always attempt to 
carry that out. Because the Spanish Crown, or one of its 
municipal agencies, chose some centuries ago to donate churches, 
it can scarcely now be claimed that such a gift is revocable, and 
that the municipality may now expropriate the property and 
convert it to any purpose it may desire. The mere fact that 
because the church may have been originally built by the 
people the title is in the municipality is without support 
either in law or in history. The United States Supreme Court 
said on this point, in the case of Mormon Church v. United 
-states, 136 U. S. 1, 53: . 

By the Spanish law, whatever was given to the service of God became 
incapable of private ownership, being held l>y the clergy as guardians 
or trustees; * * • when property was given for a particular 
object, as a church, a hospital, a convent, or a community, etc., and 
the object failed, the property did not revert to the donor or his heirs~ 
but devolved to the Crown, the church, or other commune or com
munity, etc. 

The public funds employed in church building were appro
priated for that purpose without any reservation by the repre
sentatives of the nation or by those of the towns. The applica
tion of the fund thus appropriated and voted by the legitimate 
agents of the nations or of the municipalities, constitutes, from 
the standpoint of law as of justice, a perfect, irre-rocable gift. 
Moreover, this appropriation of public funds in behalf of the 
church was but a just and proper compensation to which the 
church was entitled by virtue of her renunciation of the 
tithes and first fruits in favor of the state and municipalities. 
THE .ARCHBISHOP C.AN ARRANGE FOR THE DISTRIBUTIO~ AMONG THE 

DIOCESES. 

The payment of this money to the archbishop removes from 
the United States the practically impossible task of determining 
the distribution among the churches. It will be distributed by 
him who knows best where the money should be expended to 
bring the most benefit to the people. 
(Testimony before Committee on Insular Affairs January 16, 1908.) 

General EDWARDS. Any lump award would be made to the archbishop 
and he would reconcile the various amounts according to the dioceses 
under him. 

VIEW OF THE MINORITY UNSOUND. 

The minority in opposing this measure deny the title of the 
Roman Catholic Church to the property for which rent is asked. 
That" this denial is mistaken I do not hesitate to affirm, and a 
consideration of the preceding argument will show the founda
tion of my grounds in contradicting it. 

I believe that the sum of $40,000 should be included, as we 
have included it, in fairness to the church, and that in making 
payment directly to the archbishop we are acting for the best in
terests of the people. The fact that many just claims for the 
destruction of churches in the United States are awaiting action 
by Congress can be no argument against this bill. That in
justice is being done certain claims can scarcely be urged as 
ground for denying justice to others equally meritorious ... 

The bill appropriates an amount determined by a military 
board after careful consideration. The United States, by all 
its traditions as well as by the very words in its official papers, 
holds itself a protector of the church and property, and plainly 
must pay the owner. 

A legal entity, and entitled to hold property from the time 
of the earliest legal systems, the Roman Catholic Church should 
be the body to which this award should be paid. [Loud ap
plause.] 

.Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I yield four min
utes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. HARRisoN]. 

l\fr. HARRISON. l\fr. Chairman, this is an appropriation to 
provide for payment of the claims of the Roman Catholic 
Church in the Philippine Islands for occupation of and damages 
to church property by our troops. Damages were assessed by a 
commission of United States Army officers, and the findings of 
that board have been approved by the Secretary of War and by 
the Committee on Insular Affairs of the House. The general 
principle of payment of these claims is based uPon compensation 
in the form of rent for church buildings and property actually 
occupied either by the troops of the United States during the 
military occupation of the islands or when the buildings were 
used as prisons for the captured Spanish prisoners. Allowance 
has also been made for church vestments, chalices, and orna-

ments actually taken, but no allowance is anywhere made for 
mere damages or destruction purely incidental to warfare as 
conducted by civilized nations. The sum recommended by the 
committee to be -paid in full settlement of all these claims is 
$403,030.19. I most earnestly hope that the report of the com
mittee will be adopted. 

There are many precedents in the history of our own country 
for the payment of claims of this nature. In the Southern 
States church property was occupied by the Federal Army dur
ing the war between the States, and claims for rent and occupa
tion were subsequently paid by our Government. This is notably 
the case in Virginia and in Tennessee, and therefore, in my 
opinion, it is difficult for gentlemen from those States to assert 
any opposition on the ground of principle to the present claims 
before the House. There is no difference in principle. If the 
payment of damages was right then it is right now. I may add 
that, inasmuch as the United States in the Philippines has 
made every effort within its power to pacify those much-vexed 
islands and to promote g:ood feelings between the inhabitants 
and the people of the United States, this measure will, in my 
opinion, go far toward insuring the loyalty of the Filipinos and 
will be an evidence of that good will which we profess for them. 

In the brief time that is allotted to me I can hardly hope to 
cover all sides of this question. I address myself, therefore, 
briefly to the question of title. From this legal point of view, it 
seems to me to have been entirely d-isposed of by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. PETERS] in his report of the most re
cent decision of the Philippine supreme court; but I want to 
establish the fact that never, so far as I have been able to ascer
tain, has the title in the Roman Catholic Church to its own 
church property been challenged before. 

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNEs] has referred to the 
independent church established in the Philippines by Aglipay
a former priest, just described upon the floor to-day as a blood
thirsty revolutionist-as "another branch of the Catholic 
Church," adding that it "differs from that organization only 
in the fact that it does not acknowledge the control of the Vat
ican." I can hardly suppose him to be serious in that position, 
for . anybody who has ever looked into the matter at all must 
know that the backbone of the Catholic faith is absolute and 
unqualified obedience to the authority of the Vatican, and any
body who does not acquiesce in that can not revolt and thereby 
set up another branch of the Roman Catholic Church. If he 
attempts that he goes out of the Roman Catholic Church and 
loses all right to the name and possessions of that church. 
However, inasmuch as the schism led by Aglipay occurred in 
1902, or three or four years after the damages to church prop
P.rty for which this appropriation makes reparation, the mat
ter can not be said to be of any particular importance or Qear
ing in the premises. 

The more interesting subject for discussion is the position 
taken in the minority report that the legal title to the church 
property in question is not in the Roman Catholic Church, but 
is in the municipalities or in the people of the various localities 
of the Philippine Islands. The reason upon which they base 
this argument is that these churches were originally built one
third with moneys that came _out of the general treasury of 
Spain, one-third out of local funds, and the remaining one-third 
from contributions of money or labor made by the members of 
the church. They therefore maintain that the title to these 
properties passed by the treaty of Paris to the United States 
as heir to the King of Spain, and that the United States has the 
legal title, while the equitable title is in the people of the 
Philippines for the purposes of worship. In opposition to this 
argument I submit, first, that the legal title of these church 
properties never was in the King of Spain, but was always in 
the Roman Catholic Church, and secondly, that even had 
the title been in the King of Spain it could never have passed 
to the United States, because by the very elementary principles 
of our political existence complete separation of church and 
state are necessary, and the United States has no constitutional 
authority to hold church property as trustee for any church. 

The right of the Roman Catholic Church to hold title to its 
own property was established as far back as the time of the 
Emperor Constantine, in 321 A. D., and confirmed in the Code 
of Justinian. It has been recognized in all of the jurisprudence 
of continental Europe. The successful assertion of the Catholic 
Church during the middle ages to own its own property gave rise 
in the jurisprudence of England to the whole modern idea of an 
artificial or corporate personality. It has been confirmed by 
the Kingdom of Spain in its colonization of the New World, 
one of the principal objects of such colonization being to Chris
tianize the natives here, and every assistance and aid in the 
way of money and property was rendered to the church for 
that purpose. But it has been finally and once and for all 
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confirmed and settled in the Philippine Islands by the concordat 
between the Pope and the Spanish King in 1851, in which it 
is said: "The church's ' right of property and everything it 
now possesses or may hereafter acquire ' " is specifically recog
nized. This was again confirmed in another concordat in 18.~9. 
which says: 

Especially the Government of His Majesty
Meaning the King of Spain-

again formally rec~<TDizes the full and free right of the church to ac
quh·e, retain, nnd enjoy in full prop~rty right and without limitation 
or reserve all kinds of property and values. 

..... ~ow, it is true that these church properties were built partly 
with the money of the King of Spain and partly with the money 
of the locality, but those gifts were free, without re ervation 
and without restriction, and it is ridiculous at this· late day 
for anyone to assert that such gifts of money or labor or ma
terial are subsequently revocable. By agreement at an early 
date between the Pope and the King of Spain, all ecclesiastical 
tithes in the Indies were surrendered by the church to the King, 
and it thereupon became the duty of the Crown to aid in the es
tablishment and maintenance of the e churches. It is also 
ridiculous to assert that the United States, and through them 
the present Filipino government, could have obtained any 
right or title to this church property. To make such an a ~er
tion, in yiew of the expres. language of the concordat, in Yiew 
of the specific recornition of the church property ~ the Spanish 
civil code of the Philippines and their mortgage Jaw-in view, 
furthermore, of the uniYersal customs of property rights in all 
civilized nations, is to deny not only the letter of the law but 
the Yery facts of hjstory. Our system of go"ternment, more
Ot'er, sp<:>cifically forbids the union of church and state, and 
whatever intere t the King of Spain might haYe had in these 
church properties was absolYed and done. away with, and was 
confirmed to the church itself upon the conclusion of the treaty 
of Paris. 

Cases simjJar to these hat'e arisen in the courts of the United 
States-particularly the well-kriown case of Terrett v. Taylor, 
in 1815 (9 Crunch., p. 43), which h lU that the leO'i lature of 
Virginia could not authorize any per ons to take land forruerlr 
granted to the Church of England before the Re"tolution, and the 
local authorities were restrained from interfering with the 
church property or claiming title thereto. 

Mr. Justice Story mid in his opinion: 
It was not in the power of the Crown to seize or assume it, nor of the 

Parliament it elf to destroy the grants unless by the exercise of a power 
the most arbitrary, oppre ive. and unjust, and endured only because it 
could not be re isted. 0 * * Nor are we able to perceive any ound 
reason why the church land escheated or devolved upon the State by 
the Revolution any more than the property of any other corporation 
created by the rcyal bounty or established by the legislature. 

The Yery case in point has been adjudicated by the supreme 
court of the Philippines. In Barlin v. Ramirez, which is di -
cussed in the report of both the majority and minority of the 
Committee on Insular Affairs, the proposition is clearly e tab
li hed that the title to the church property in the Philippines 
i in tl:e Roman Catholic Church. The position of the minority 
as to this ca e is that the language in the opinion which confirm 
the Roman Catholic Church in .the title to the property under 
question was merely obiter dictum. I consider that this conten
tion has been entirely disposed of by the recent deci ion in the 
ca e of Harty v. Tarlac, in the supreme court of the Philippines 
to which tribunal specific jurisdiction to decide these titles to 
church property was giyen by the act of July 24, 1905. .This 
ca ... e affirms the words of the court in Barlin v. Ramirez relative 
to title and makes final disposition of the question. The 
ca.se of Barlin v. Ramirez has also been affirmed in Roman 
Catholic Church v. Santos (7 Philippine Reports, p. 66) and in 
the City of Manila "-'· Roman Catholic Church, decided .March 
25, 1907. 

I think it is fairly endent, therefore, that the title to these 
church properties is unquestionable. 'l'he teachings of history, 
the decisions of the courts, and the oyer-whelming weight of evi
dence make clear and indisputable the title of the Roman Catho
lic burch to her own properties. An attempt to cast a cloud 
oYer that title is doomed to failure. No other question which 
has been raised in this debate is Of deep significance. The 
House hould therefore "tote this appropriation. The dictates 
of conscience, the promptings of common ju tice call upon us 
as representatiye of the American people to pay these claims. 
Mr. Chairman. I hope the bill will pass. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. ~Ir. Chairman, I think the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. JoNES] ought to occupy his time 
now. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I hope that, as I 
haT'e only eight minute , gentlemen will not attempt to consume 
my time by asking- me questions. I think I ha"te been -already 
sufficiently liberal in that respect. 

I wish to reply briefly to one or two statements made by 
those who have advocated the payment of this claim. My 
friend from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] has maintained that this 
claim for $40,000 for "testments is a perfectly proper one. I 
wish to say to him that his legal mind has undergone a Yery 
great change in the last few months. When Secretary Taft 
was before the Insular Affairs Committee and was being ques
tioned as to these Yery claims Mr. CRUMPACKER said: 

I do not belie>e that Congress has ever recognized claims of that 
~hll!acter. It is one of the incident of war, and property de troyed 
mCidentally during the activities of war. I do not have in mind an 
instance where Congress has made any recompense in such a c:tse . 

This was the view once taken by the gentleman. [Great 
laughter.] 

Ir. CRUMPACKER. It is not that proposition at all. [Re
newed laughter.] 

Mr. JOh'ES of Virginia. I admit the proposition laid down 
by the gentleman, that the right of po se ion follows the right 
of ownership; but I deny the converse of that proposition, that 
the right of property necessarily follows the pos ession. This 
is~ Yery different proposition from that advanced by the gentle
man. 

Now, the gentleman says that Major Mcintyre, of the Bureau 
of Insular Affair "aid to him that the Independent Philippine 
Catholic Church had ne er numbE>.red oYer a million pe ple. I 
do not want to drag Major .Mcintyre into this contro"tersy. He 
is a gentleman of high character and intelligence, but I dis
cussed this T'ery matter with him this morning, and I will say 
that he did not intimate to me that it was his opinion that there 
neyer were more than a million souls in thi church at any one 
time. 

Now, as to these Yestments. I stated in my opening remarks 
that before the board convened by the Secretary of War had 
made any inYeSti<>'utlon of this matter that high official i sued 
written instructions to this board as to how they should pro
ceed in ascertaining the amount of damages sustained by the 
ehurches. I wish to again read to my friend from Indiana what 

ecretary Taft aid to the board on the subject of payment for 
the Yestments. Here is what Secretary Taft said in his instruc
tion to this board, and I commend it to the gentleman from In-
diana: · 

The seizure, however, of sacred vessels, of 83-cred vestments, pre-
umed only by their ab ence at the end of the occupation by the ol

diers, I should regard as of Yery doubtful validity, unle s the evidence 
were direct tending to show that this course was taken by the soldiers 
and authorized by the officers, and e pecially are pre umption of this 
character not to be indulged in where there was previous occupation 
by the in urgents and where the evidence is not di tinct of what the 
condition of the buildings was when entered and the presence of par
ticular property when the United States entered into occupation. [I 
do not intend to advise the board to be technical or to be illiberal in 
estimating damag to property ordinarily incident to occupation by 
troops who are not particularly careful of the property in which they 
live, but do wish to advise against the allowance of large damages for 
the disappearance of particularly valuable ve els or vestments which 
were probably stolen long before the troops enteY"e1 into occupation an<l 
with re pect to which it is to be supposed the church authorities would 
exercise the utmost care in theit· preservation before the occupation of 
the property by the troops.] 

It may be inferred from this languaO'e that, in Secretary 
Taft's. opinion, it was exceedingly doubtful whether our soldiers 
eyer rernoYed, or eYen had the opportunity to remoYe, the vest
ments for which Congre is now coolly a ked to pay JO 000. 
Colonel Hulls board found no evidence of it, and therefore 
recommended no payment. 

.r~ow, my friend [Mr. OVERSTREET] says that I seem to contend 
that there ought to be a separate uit in each one of these ca e 

Mr. 0\"ERSTREET. Does the gentleman say that I made 
that suu<Testion? 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I beg the gentleman's pardon; it 
was the gentleman from Pennsyl1ania [Mr. OLMSTED]. As I 
haYe already tated to the committee, the Philippine goyern
ment, in order to aYoid that very thing, prescribed by ection 3 

. of their act how these suits should be brought. I will read 
~ection 3: 

EC. 3. It shall not be necessary to file separate petitions against 
each defendant alleged to be wrongfully in posses ion of each piece 
of property as above set forth; but all defendants holding several and 
distinct pieces oi property in the same province may be embraced in 
one petition. 

I stated this in my opening remarks, and till my friend from 
Pennsylvania [1\Ir. OLMSTED] maintains tha.t I contended it was 
necessary to bring a separate suit in each ca e. What I con
tend is that it is .the duty of the people who claim this property 
to pursue the course laid down by the Philippine government in 
order to establish their rights, and to do that they are not driven 
to bring a numb~r of different suits. My friend from 1\Ia achu
setts [1\lr. PETERs} says, with great dramatic effect, that there 
is not a single suit pending in the Philippine Islands inYolviug 
the title to this property. That is the very contention which 
I haye always made. There has never been one decided, and 

• 
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the government there has gone to the pains of providing a court 
and of presCribing the method of procedure, and yet these 
claimants who are asking Congress to recognize their title to 
this valuable property have never dared to present their case 
in the supreme court. No; there is no case pending there. 
They are appealing to Congress; they are appealing to you, 
gentlemen, and not to the tribun~.1 the decision of which Secre
tary 'l'aft said they must await-the court specifically provided 
by the Philippine government under authority of the Congress 
of the United States. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that is about . all I wish to say on this 
subject. When the bill comes up for consideration under the 
five-minute rule I shall move to strike out the $40,000 incor
porated for the payment for vestments, because Secretary 'raft 
himself seems to have regarded all claims of that nature of 
yery doubtful Yalidity and because the Hull board rejected them 
as not supported by testimony. 

Mr. BURLESON. What do you have to say in answer to the 
argument of the gentleman from New York [Mr. II.Aimiso~] 
with reference to the concordat between th!i King of Spain and 
the Pope of Rome? 

l\Ir. JONES of Virginia. I discussed that at length in my 
opening argument, and I alone discussed it 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I yield ten minutes to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. W.ABHBmN]. 

Mr. WASHBURN . . Mr. Chairman, in support of the majority 
report in favor of H. R. 16143, to provide for payment of claims 
of the lloman· Catholic Church in the Philippine Islands, I do 
not suppose that it is necessary to spend much time in ·demon
strating the justness of the conclusion of the committee that there 
should be paid· to the Archbishop of Manila, in the Philippine 
I lands, as the representative and trustee of the Roman Catholic 
Church in said islands, the sum of $403,030.19, in full satisfaction 
of all claims for use and occupation of the property of said church 
in said islands and for damages done thereto by the military 
forces of the United States prior to January 15, 1906. I now 
wish to address myself principally to the contentions contained 
in the minority report presented by Mr. JONES of Virginia, of 
which the following is, I think, a fair summary: 

1. That as to where the title to the church property ·resides and as 
to who in justice and equity is entitled to it~ occupancy and ~ for 
religious purposes, it would be premature and Improper at this time to 
express an opinion. 

2. The disputed claim to the ownership as well as to the occupa';ICY 
and possession of this property should be settled before any questiOn 
as to the liability of the United States for damages done to it can be 
passed upon by Congress. 

3. Until it is decided by the supreme court of the Philippine Islands 
to whom this property' belongs it is manifestly improper for Congress to 
pass this bill. 

4. That the case of Barlin v. Ramirez determined the right of posses
sion of and not the title to the property involved. 

5. If the title to the church property is in the Roman Catholic 
Apostolic Church, the recommendation of the majority report that 
Congress shall pay to the Archbishop of Manila $403,030.19 in settle
ment of the claims of the Roman Catholic Apost olic Church can not be 
justified. 

6. This sum should not be paid to the Archbishop of Manila, for he 
has no power to execute a proper acquittance therefor. 

7. Hundreds of claims for the use and occupation of Catholic and 
Protestant churches in the United States have been waiting the pleasure 
of Congre s for more than a third of a century. Are they less met·i
torious than these church claims, the payment of which is now being 
so strenuously urged? 

My first proposition is that the title to the church property 
referred to is in the lloman Catholic Apostolic Church and that 
the representative of that church is entitled to receiYe the· sum 
of money provided in the bill for the purpose specified. 

The corporate entity of the church and its power to acquire 
property is recognized as early as 321 A. D. in the Code of 
Justinian, the law of the Emperor Constantine. There is in 
the code the strictest prohibition against alienating the prop
erty of the church and the ordinary ru1es of prescription did 
not run against the church. The church was constantly recog
nized by the emperors in its corporate capacity. All the funda
mental ideas of the Spanish law were taken from. the Roman 
law. 

The following quotation from t)le Partidas, the fundamental 
code of ancient Spanish law, compiled by Alfonzo the Wise 
(12~2 A. D.), indicates how well recognized was the right of the 
churches to take and hold property: 

[Translation.] 
And, in addition, the churches have other privileges: That as to the 

estates which have been given or sold or left to them lawfully by will. 
even if they have not received possession of them, they get the title 
and right which has been given or sold or left to them, so that they 
can demand them for their own against whomsoever may hold them. 

By the first article of the concordat of March 16, 1851, it is 
provided: 

That the Catholic apostolic religion, to the exclusion of any other 
religion whatever, shall continue to be the sole religion of the Spanish 

nation and will -always be preserved in the domains of His qatholic 
Majesty with all the rights and privileges which it ought to enJOY, ac
cording to the law of God and the provisions of its sacred canons. 

And article 41 specifically recognizes the church's " right of· 
property in everything it now possesses or may hereafter 
acquire." . 

In accordance with the terms of the con.cordat, down to the 
occupation by the American troops in August, 1898, amounts 
were regularly appropriated by the Spanish Government for the 
expenses of worship in Spain, Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Phil
ippines. 

At the date of the American military occupation no one ques
tioned the legal ownership and possession by the church of all 
the property occupied by her. 

In reply to the proposition that the Roman Catholic Church 
had no legal personality in the Philippine Islands, tile court 
said, in B~ulin v. Ramirez (Vol. VII, Philippine Reports, pp. 
57-58) : 

It is suggested by the appellant that the Roman Catholic Church 
has no legal personality in the Philippine Islands. This suggestion, 
made with reference to an institution which antedates by almost a 
thousand years any other personality in Europe, and which existed 
" when Grecian eloquence still flourished in Antioch, and when idols 
were still worshiped in the temple of Mecca," does not require serious 
consideration. 

Secretary Taft has said in referring to the Philippines : 
The transfer of sovereignty and all governmental property rights 

and interests from the Crown of Spain to the United States in the 
Philippine Islands contained in the treaty of Paris was a transfer 
from a Government between which and the Church of Rome there had 
been in those islands the closest associations in property, religion, and 
politics, to a Government which by the law of its being is absolutely pre
vented. from having spch associations with any church. To make the 
transfer effectual, and at the same time just, it is obvious that the 
proper line of division must be drawn between what were really civil 
property interest of the Crown of Spain and what were religious 
trusts of the Catholic Church. 

The claim made in behalf of the Independent Filipino Church, 
that because the churches may have been built by the people 
of the municipalities the title is in the municipality, is contro
T'ertoo in a case in our Supreme Court, in which it was held 
that-

By the Spanish law, whatever was given to the service of God be
came incapable of private ownership, being held by the clergy as guard
ians or trustees; * * * when property was gi\"en for a particular 
object, as a church, a hospital, a convent, or a community, etc., and 
the object failed, the property did not revert to the donor, or his 
heirs, but devolved to the Crown, the church, ·or other commune or 
community, etc. (.Mormon Church -v. U. S., 136 U. S., 1, 53.) 

It appears, to quote from the majority report on this bill, 
that-

From the time that the American Army landed in the Philippines, in 
the year 1898, until the complete return of peace in the islands, the 
Government of the United States, through its military forces, took pos
ses~ion of churches, contiguous parish houses, school buildings, seminary 
buildings, etc., and used them as hospitals, prisons, or barracks. After 
the cessation of hostilities in many instances the occupation of the 
buildings had to be continued until suitable quarters could be con
structed for the garrisons which remained in the archipelago, the entire 
time of the occupancy varying in individual cases from a few weeks to 
two years or more. The occupation by the Government wholly ex
cluded the church authorities, preventing them from taking any meas
ures for the protection of the property. Many of the buildings so occu
pied were fine structures. For example, the cathedral 2.t Manila, a 
large stone building with high walls and a dome, and possessing an in
terior ornamented by handsome woodwork, was used at one t1ae to 
imprison between 3,000 and 4,000 Spanish soldiers. Buildings ttlus 
seized and occupied were often seriously damaged, sometimes partially 
or wholly destroyed. 

The claims for compensation for occupation of and damagei 
to this property were considered by a board of officers callOO. 
"the board on church claims," appointed under a special orde1· 
of the War Department, of which Lieut. Col. John A. Hull, 
judge-advocate, was chairman. The award of the board ca e
fully excluded compensation for damages done by the insur
gents; for damages incident to military operations, for"wanton 

. damages by soldiers of the American Army, and for use anc-1 · 
occupancy and damages by servants of the ci'ril government 

The only claimant that ever asked for compensation for dam
ages to the property was the Roman Catholic Church in the 
PB.ilippine Islands. Bearing upon the question of title to this 
church property, Secretary Taft, in his letter written on the 
transport Logan, September 2, 1905, to Maj. Gen. Henry C . . 
Corbin, commanding general Philippines division at .Manila, ex
presses the following opinion : 

Personally, after having looked somewhat into this matter of title, I 
have no doubt whatever that the cathedral and the various archbishops' 
palaces belong to the Roman Catholic Church. It is true they were con
structed partly out of funds furnished by the Spanish Government and 
on land ·belonging to the Government, but they were constructed in ac
cordance with the concordat in which the Spanish Government agreed 
to furnish the churches and other ecclesiastical buildings used for ec
clesiastical purposes, and by the very act of construction and of delivery 
to the church authorities the title in equity passed, whether what we 
would call legal title passed or not.- For that reason I think the rents 
for such buildings and the damages in use and occupation ought to be 
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paid by the Government of the United States to the Roman Catholic 
Church, and the board reporting, in cases where doubt arises, that such 
doubt exists, should nevertheless include in their award the amounts 
for the rent of such buildings and for damages in use and occupation. 

In order, however, that the matter might be judicially de
termined, an act was passed July 24, 1905, giving to the su
preme court of the Philippine Islands original jurisdiction to 
determine all actions which involved controversies between the 
Roman Catholic Apostolic Church and its representatives on 
the one hand, and the Independent Filipino Church and its 
representatives or any municipality or other person on the 
other hand, as to the title to any and all churches, convents, 
or seminaries in the Philippine Islands, and real and personal 
property used in connection therewith, or as to the ownership, 
right of administration, or possession thereof. 

Prior to the passage of this act a suit had been brought in 
the court of the first instance of the islands, entitled "Barlin v. 
Ramirez." It appeared that Ramirez, who originally had been 
put in possession of a church building by the Roman Catholic 
Church in the town of Lagonoy, had severed his connection 
with the Pope at Rome and had joined the Independent Fili
pino Church, so called, taking his church with him; and it was 
to get possession of the church that this suit was brought by 
the legal representatives of the Roman Catholic Apostolic 
Church in that diocese. Much stress is laid in the minority 
report upon the alleged fact that the right to the possession of 
this particular property was the only question involved in the 
suit, and that the question of title and ownership of the prop
erty was not passed upon. However this may be, it remains 
that the majority opinion of the court maintained, among 
others, the following propositions: 

As a matter of law, the Spanish Government at the time the treaty 
of peace was signed was not the owner of this property, nor of any 
other property like it situated in the Philippine Islands. 

The truth is that from the earliest times down to the cession of 
the Philippines to the United States churches and other consecrated 
objects were considered outside of the commerce of man. They were 
not public property; nor could they be subjects of private property in 
the sense that any private person could be the owner thereof. They 
constituted a kind of property the distinctive characteristic of which 
was that it was devoted to the worship of God. 

'.rhe possession of the churches, their care and custody, and the 
maintenance Qf religious worship therein were necessarily, therefore, 
intrusted to that body-the Roman Catholic Church. It was, by 
virtue of the laws of Spain, the only body which could under any cir
cumstances have possession of or any control over any church dedi
cated to the worship of God. By virtue of those laws this possession 
and right of control were necessarily exclusive. It is not necessary 
or important to give any name to this right of possession and control 
exercised by the Roman Catholic Church in the church buildings of 
the Philippines prior to 1898. It is not necessary to show that the 
church, as a judicial person, was owner of the buildings. It is 
sufficient to say that this right to the exclusive possession and control 
of the same for the purposes of its creation existed. · 

It therefore follows that in 1898, and prior to the treaty of Paris, 
the Roman Catholic Church had by law the exclusive right to the 
possession of this church, and it had the legal right to administer the 
same for the purposes for which the building was consecrated. It was 
then in the full and peaceful J?OSsession of the church, with the 
rights aforesaid. That these nghts were fully protected bY the 
treaty of Paris is very clear. That treaty, in article 8, provides, 
among other things, as follows : 

"And it Is hereby declared that the relinquishment or cession, as 
the case may be, to which the preceding paragraph refers, can not 
in any respect impair the property or rights which by law belong to 
the peaceful possession of property of all kinds, of provinces, munic
ipalities, public or private establishments, ecclesiastical or civic 
bodies, or any other associations having legal capacity to acquire and 
possess property in the aforesaid territories renounced or ceded, or 
of private individuals, of whatsoever nationality such individuals 
may be." 

This opini<>n would seem to establish fully the proposition 
that the right of possession and control exercised by the Roman 
Catholic Church prior to 1898 was complete. Indeed, the Inde
pendent Filipino Church, so called, is in no position to assert 
any title to these properties during the period covered by the 
investigation of the military board, for the reason that the In
dependent Filipino Church was not then in existence, it appear
ing from the record that the Independent Church did not come 
into existence until after that time. 

I may perhaps digress at this point for a moment to explain 
that Don Gregorio Aglipay, obispo maximo of the Independent 
Filipino Church, was ordained priest in the Catholic Church in 
1890. He took no part in the uprising against Spain in 1896, 
and continued in his work until Admiral Dewey destroyed the 
Spanish fleet May 1, 1898. It appears upon his own state
ment that .Aglipay was urged to go to the Filipino insurgents, 
who were cooperating with the American soldiers. Aglipay 
was to offer independence to the Filipinos, and persuade them 
to renounce their allegiance to the American cause. This 
mission failed. Subsequently Aglipay was excommunicated. 
He took up arms against the American forces, and for several 
years continued in revolt. Finally he surrendered and took 
the oath of allegiance to the United States. He is the head 

of the Independent Filipino Church, which does not acknowl
edge the control of thQ Vatican, but observes all the .rites, cere
monies, etc., of the Church of Rome, and in behalf -of the 
church has made the claim that the churches were built by the 
Government of Spain with money obtained from the taxation 
of the people, that the churches and convents were the property 
of the Crown of Spain, and that this ownership passed to the 
United States by the treaty of Paris, and that the Independent 
Church has the right to use the church. property where it is 
in possession. 

Returning now to the proposition advanced by the minority_ 
as to the ownership of this church property, attention is called 
to two recent cases in which this exact question is involved. 

In the first case, No. 3212, decided December 28, 1907, which 
is an original .action brought in the supreme court of the 
Philippine Islands by virtue of the provisions of act No. 1376, 
the Roman Catholic Apostolic Church is one of the plaintiffs, 
certain municipalities mentioned, and Don Gregorio Aglipay, 
obispo maximo of the Independent Church, are among the de
fendants, and from this opinion I make the following quota-
tion: .. 

It is further adjudged and decreed that the plaintiff, the Roman 
Catholic Apostolic Church, is entitled to the immediate possession of 
the following-described property situated in the municipality of Tarlac, 
Province of Tarlac, to wit : The grounds of the old church of La Paz, 
known as the grounds of the old church and convent of La Paz ; the 
grounds of the old cemetery of La Paz, known as the old cemetery of 
La Paz, and the new cemetery of La Paz, known as the new cemetery 
of La Paz, and that neither the municipality of Tarlac nor the de
fendant, Gregorio Aglipay, obispo maximo of the Independent Filipino 
Church, has any right, title, or interest therein. 

It is further adjudged and decreed that the property last herein
before mentioned be returned to the plaintiffs and that the said de
fendants be ousted from the possession thereof, and thlj.t such posses
sion be awarded to the plaintiffs. 

It is further adjudged and df'creed that a writ of possession issue 
out of this court against the defendants, the municipality ot Tarlac 
and Gregorio Aglipay, obispo maximo of the Independent Filipino 
Church, in the manner and form prescribed by act No. 190 . . 

In a second case, No. 3133, decided January 2, 1908, in which 
the Roman Catholic Apostolic Church et al. are plaintiffs, and 
certain municipalities and Gregorio. Aglipay are defendants, 
the earlier decisions are followed, and it is held, among other 
things, as follows : 

And it is further adjudged and decreed that a writ of possession 
issue out of this court against the defendant, Gregorio Aglipay, obispo 
maximo of the Independent !J..,ilipino Church, in the manner and form 
prescribed in act No. 190, for the recovery of the church, cemetery, 
and convent hereinbefor~ described as situated in the municipality ot 
Cuyapo, and against the municipality of Cuyapo for the recovery of 
the possession of the convent in said municipality hereinbefore de
scribed; and against Gregorio Aglipay, obispo maximo of the Inde
pendent Filipino Church, and the municipality · of Aliaga, for the re
covery of the church and cemetery of Zaragoza ; and against Gregorio 
Aglipay, obispo maximo of the Independent Filipino Church, and the 
municipality of Talavera, for the recovery .of the cemetery in Talavera. 

So that it would appear to be settled beyond doubt that the 
title to these properties is in the Roman Catholic Apostolic 
Church. 

There can be no doubt but that the award made by the b<;>ard 
is a conservative one. An examination of the cases (pp. 11 to 42 
of the report) will demonstrate the care with which they were 
considered, each by itself. · 

The board acted under instructions from the Secretary of 
War contained in his letter w1·itten on the transport Logan, 
September 2, 1905. The total amount claimed was $2,442,963.13, 
and the total amount awarded was $363,030.19. Fifty-nine of 
the cases were reported upon adversely. • 

Of the $363,030.19 awarded, speaking in round numbers, 
$306,878 was for rent, and $56,151 wa.s for damages. In addition 
to this the committee allowed $40,000 for the spoliation and 
carrying away of sacred ornaments, image8, '\"estments, etc., 
making the total amount o~ the a ward the sum carried in the 
bill $403,030.19. The amount claimed for the articles of cult and 
ornamentation was $298,222.50. 

In speaking of this item the hoard says in its report: 
If Congress should in its liberality desire to compensate the church 

for the spolia-tion and carrying away of sacred ornaments, images, vest
ments, etc., we recommend that the sum of $40,000 be paid, as, in the 
opinion of the board, this sum will be fully ample. 

That this award is a conservative one will be demonsh·ated 
by a reading of the testimony. Upon this point Colonel Hull 
says: 

I probably have a more intimate knowledge of these claims than any 
other one man. I have gone over them all, and I know them intimately. 
I am confident that $500,000 would not be an excessive award at this 
time. * * * Prices have increased wonderfully from the time that 
I first went to the Philippines, in 1 ~9, and I have no doubt that this 
has continued to go on. Five hundred thousand dollars to-day would 
not do any more than $363,000 would two years ago. It would do 
about the same. . 

And it should be borne in mind that the award of the board 
was based not on conditions at the · time it was made, 1005-6, 



1908. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 2999 
but upon conditions at the time covered by the claim-1898-1902. 
Upon this same point Secretary Taft in his testimony stated: 

I recommended, when it was here before, that this amount of $363,000 
might well be increased to $500,000 or more on general principles of 
equity, and I have not changed my views on that subject at all, espe
cially in view of the last reports. I think that $363,000 is much too 
low for rent and damages in occupation by our troops. It is much too 
low, because of the difficulty of bringing in evidence so long after the 
event. I think the board went through the matter with great care. 
But there are a great many claims filed in excess of the $363,000 that, 
nearer to the event, might have been proven. The burden, of course, 
was on the claimants; but, with the immense loss that the church suf
fered from war and other causes, I am quite sure that the increase of 
-$363,000 to half a million dollars or more will be no injustice. I am 
speaking now of the church claims, and not the friars' claims, which 
are a separate matter. 

And in another part of his testimony said : 
My recollection is that I recommended to double the $363,000. What 

I thought was, that, in view of the circumstances, there ought to be an 
equitable allowance in addition to the exact legal findlhg which was 
made. 

It should also be borne in mind that since the damage to the 
property occurred much deterioration has taken place. Upon 
this point Right Rev. Frederick L. Rooker, now deceased, made 
the following statement before the board December 5, 1906: 

Even if the Government were to grant the claims of this diocese just 
as they stand, the condition of the church here would still remain very 
much deteriorated in comparison with what it was before the war. 
The sums asked for would be .insufficient to put the property back to 
its original condition. These amounts are calculated on the basis of 
damages actually done. Since then, as time has passed, the deteriora
tion to the damaged buildings has increased month by month. This 
subsequent deterioration has not been included in the claims which 
have been presented. The repairs to-day would be much more than at 
time of damage. For example, if the claim made for damages in the 
parish of l\faasin (case 369) amounting to P2,000, had been paid at 
the time they were made the amount would have restored the property 
to its original eondition; to-day that restoration would cost not less 
than PlO,OOO. 

In view of these facts the sum named in the bill can not 
be regarded as too large. Indeed, it might well be made larger. 

The suggestion made in the minority report that because per
chance Congress has been dilatory in recognizing claims of our 
own people this claim should be disregarded is hardly worthy 
of serious consideration~ This obligation should be promptly 
met in justice to ourselves, to the church, and to the Filipino 
people, among whom the church is so potent an influence for 
good. Upon this point the board said in its report: 

The church authorities as at present · constituted are our friends 
and helpers in the establishment and preservation of law and order in 
these islands and are upholders of the authority of the United States. 
Their work here bas been made hard by the amount of damage that 
the church has suffered due to war, and the amount awarded by the 
board, viz, $363,030.19, will not begin to compensate for the loss so 
inflicted. This amount, however, is justly due from the nited States 
and is most urgently needed by the church in ifs work here. 

And Secretary Taft said in his testimony before the com
mittee in January last: 

Now, I am not as familiar with the recent evidence taken as doubt
less some of the members of the committee are, and certainly not as 
familiar with it as Colonel Hull is, and I can only say generally, as 
I said before, that the condition of the Roman Catholic Church in the 
islands is deplorable, because of the destruction of these buildings and 
because of the absence of money with which to conduct the church. 
Under the concordat the Spanish Government paid the priests and 
paid most of the expenses of conducting the church and furnished the 
buildings and the land. Now, by reason of the separation of church 
and state, due to the transfer of sovereignty, the money to administer 
the church bas to come either from the outside or from the people; and 
It is a very difficult thing to go from one system, where the Govern
ment supports the church, to the other, where tlt.e church is supported 
by voluntary contributions. The churches in the islands are very es
sential to our plans for making the people better and educating them 
and elevating their moral tone, and therefore the prosperity of all the 
churches in the islands is very important to the Government, and the 
Roman Catholic Church is the one that exists in every villagE! in the 
islands. Therefore I always thought, in dealing with the church, that 
liberality toward it was liberality toward the Government and the peo
ple thP.mselves ; and liberality by Congress in recognizing the equity 
of these claims, and thus assisting the church. would be, it seems 
to me, in the interest of the people of the islands; not sectarian 
interest, but an interest in favor of morality, of loyalty to the Govern
ment, of peace and tranquillity in the islands. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ADAIB]. 

1\Ir. AD.A.IR. Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration car
ries an appropriation of $403,030.19 to be paid to the Archbishop 
of Manila, in the Philippine Islands as the legal representative 
of the Roman Catholic Church, in full satisfaction of all claims 
for use and occupation of the property of said church and dam
ages done thereto by the military forces of the United States 
during the war with Spain. 

It seems to me, after listening to debate upon this bill for 
two hours, that the sole question to determine is, whether or 
not the appropriation of this sum is a fair and equitable ad
justment of the claim made by the Roman Catholic Church of 
the islands for the use of their property by the United States 

army, and for damages sustained incident to such occupation. 
I want to say in the beginning, Mr. Chairman, that I believe the 
amount appropriated is justly due the church, and I shall vote 
for the passage of the bill. It is not denied that the property 
of the church was used by the United States army for barracks 
and for sheltering troops. The churches were the only buildings 
in the towns suitable for the purpose, and our military forces 
made use of them. Anyone who has even limited knowledge 
of military affairs knows that such use made of a church would 
result in great damage. In some instances attacks were made 
on American forces, while occupying one of the churches, and 
the building practically destroyed. Many were almost---entirely 
destroyed, while others were greatly damaged. 

The bill comes before us in the way of a majority report from 
the Committee on Insular Affairs, recommending the payment 
of the amount specified in the bill, while a minority of the com
mittee report against the payment of the claim, upon the theory 
that only $363,000 of the claim was proven to be due and that 
$40,000 is for property carried away and destroyed, for which 
the United States Government is not liable. It is contended by 
the minority that there is no precedent for the payment of a 
claim for ·ornaments and personal property stolen and destroyed 
during our occupation. So far as I am concerned, Mr. Chair
man, I care nothing about precedent. I am more interested in 
justice, and I am satisfied from the evidence in this case that 
$40,000 is a small sum to cover this item, and I doubt if the 
property could be replaced for double this amount. 

It is also contended in the minority report that the Arch
bishop of Manila is not the proper person to whom this claim 
should be paid. It is claimed that during the war there was a
division of the, Roman Catholic Church in the Philippine Is
lands and that that division still exists; hence there is a ques
tion as to whom this money should be paid. I have gone through 
both reports carefully and have read the decision of the courts 
touching upon this question, and I am satisfied that the posi· 
tion taken by the majority is a correct one and that this money 
should be paid as directed by the bill. 

Now, 1\Ir. Chairman, I want to consider for a few moments 
the merit of this claim and the method employed in reaching a 
decision as to what was really due. When our troops landed in 
the Philipp~e Islands in 1898 they took possession of churches, 
schoolhouses, parish houses, and other buildings belonging to the 
Roman Catholic Church and used them for barracks, hospitals, 
and pris~ms. Some of them were very excellent buildings, 
notable in architecture and interior adornment. They were used 
during the war with Spain, and after hostilities ceased our occu· 
pancy continued until suitable quarters could be erected for our 
army which remained on the islands. During our occupation 
the authorities of the church had no possible opportunity of pro
tecting the buildings or taking care of their furnishings. Hence 
many of the buildings were entirely destroyed, while others 
were greatly damaged, and personal property was either de-
stroyed or carried away. The authorities of the Catholic Church 
on the islands presented a claim to the United States Govern· 
ment for use, rental, and damages to property, and the War 
Department issued an order creating a board authorized to make 
an im·estigation and report. This board was appointed and 
consiBted of Lieut. Col. J. A. Hull, judge-advocate; Lieut. Col. 
Alexander 0. Brodie, military secretary, and First Lieut. J . W. 
Moore, Second Cavalry, all of the United States Army. This 
board met at the headquarters of the Philippine Division, in the • 
city of Manila, on the 1st day of August, 1905, and took up 
the investigation1 of the claim. The report of this board shows 
that they made a very careful examination of all damaged 
property, and that their findings were made after a conscien
tious, intelligent, and thorough investigation lasting for about 
six months. 

The claims filed by the Catholic Church for rent, damages, 
and personal property carried away amounted to $2,442,963.13. 
After a painstaking examination the board found that there 
was due the church for rental and damages to buildings the sum 
of $363,030.19. It was also claimed by the church that a loss 
had been sustained for articles of cult and ornamentation 
amounting to the sum of $298,222.50, but the board, after mak
ing a thorough investigation of this claim, directed that a 
larger amount than $40,000 would be excessive; so ·the bill now 
before us carries an appropriation of $403,030.19 to cover these 
two items. That the Catholic Church in the Philippines suf
fered tremendous losses no one will deny, and it seems to me 
there should be no hesitancy in passing this bill. The justice in 
so doing is emphasized by the position the United States has 
always taken in official documents touching upon such questions. 
A..n investigation will disclose the fact that the United States 
has at all times declared it a duty and responsibility resting 
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upon the Government to protect and care for ·church and per- Catholic Chm·ch in the Philippine Islands to rebuild and repair 
sonal property under such-conditions, and we can not now afford their places of worship in. order that they may carry on their 
to repudiate that position. work of educating the people up to American ideals and the 

The articles of capitulation of the city of Manila, dated Au- uphol<ling of om· institution . [Applause.] 
gust 14, 1898, signed by representatives of General Merritt's llr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I now yield, Mr. Chairman, to 
army_ and of the Spanish army, provide: the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER]. 

ART. 7. This city, its inhabitants, its churches and religious wor- 1\Ir. CRUl\lPACKER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Vir-
ship, its educational e tablishments, and its private property_ of all ginia [Mr. JoNES] in his closing remarks quoted a statement 
descriptions are placed under the special safeguard of the fatth and which I was supposed to have made before the Committee on 
honor of the American army. Insular Affairs in relation to the law as to the allowance of a 

It is generally understood these provisions were made a part certain class of claims. The opinion I expressed there had no 
of the articles upon the order of President McKinley and reference whatever to this particular class of claims. It had no 
bound the United States to protect church property against reference whate\er to the claim for damages for sacred orna
damage during its occupancy by the American army. When ments and vestments that were destroyed or carried away by the 
General Merritt, in command of the United States forces, en- American soldiers while the church property was in the pos es
tered the city of Manila, he is ued a _proclamation, paragraph sion of the United States soldiers. The observation I made at 
G of 'vhich is based on article 7 of the articles of capitulation, that time was that the general rule. of law was that wanton 
and reads as follows: damage to or destruction of property in a time of war as one 

All churches and plnces devoted to religious worship and to the arts of the incidents of ,var was not a legal claim against the Gov
and science , all educational institutions~ libraries, scientific collec- ernment. It had no sort of reference to this claim and inYolved tions, and museums are, so f:lr as possible, to be protected ; and all 
destruction or intentional defacement of such places or property, of altogether a different principle. ·The gentleman from Virginia 
historical monuments, archives, or works of science and 'art is pro- ought not to ha\e read that record without giY"ing me the oppor
hibited, save when required by urgent military necessity. Severe pun- tunity to explain it then and there. 
ishment will be meted out for all violations of this regulation. 

After the war was over the treaty of Paris was agreed to Mr. JONES of Virginia. I think I gave the gentleman full 
warning. 

and signed December 10, 1898, ceding to the United States the lUr. CRUMPACKER. The gentleman gave me warning that 
Philippine Islands. In that document the rights of the two he would not allow me to interrupt him when I wanted to ex:· 
nations were fully set out, and paragraph 8 reads as follows: plain. I think it was hardly fair to me. 

And it is .hereby pro'9'ided that the relinquishment or cession, as the H COOPER f w· . I . ld t th tl case may be, to which the preceding paragmph refers, can not in any Jllr. O lSCOnSln. now y1e O e gen eman 
respect impair the property or rights which by law belong to the peace- from Illinois [Mr. McDERMOTT] . 
ful possession of property of all k.inds, of provinces, municipalitie ·, Mr 1\IcDERl\"OTT 1\l'r· Chairman the purpose of this bill 
public or private establishments, ecclesiastical or · ciVic bodies, ot· · .1.} J.U • J.U • ' ' 

any other as ociatlons having legal capacity to acquire and posse s as I understand it, is to reimburse the Roman Catholic hurch 
property in the aforesaid territories, renounced or ceded, or of private in the Philippine Island.s for actual damage that was done to its 
individuals, of whatsoever nationality such individuals may be. · property by om· soldiers and sailor during the war with Spain. 

In all these documents it will be obsened that the mention It is a matter orhistory that during that war our armie in the 
of private property iS always followed by a mention of church Philippines used the church buildings owned by the Catholic 
property, which is placed under the protection of the United Church for barracks and for the sheltering of troops. The 
States Government, and in considering a claim of this character churches were the only buildings there,that were suited for this 
it is well to remember the position our Government lias purpose, and our oldiers and sailors promptly made use of them. 
placed itself in with reference to such claims. It occurs to Now, Mr. Chairman, anyone knows that when a church or 
me, l\lr. Ghairman, that this is a very meritoriou~ claim, and any other building is used for this purpose it results in great 
its rayment should not be delayed a day longer. The destruc- damage to the church. This occupation, so we are informed, 
tion and damage to the property belonging to the Catholic left some of the churches in a state of ruin. Doors nnd \vin
Church in the Philippine Islands was unfortU:nate, not only for dows were torn off, and some of the ornaments and decorations, 
the church but for our Government as well. many of which were very costly and so rare that it will be 

The authorities of the chm·ch ha\e contl'ibuted much towai·d impossible to replace them, were carried away. On some occa
the establishment and preserration of law and order on the sions the soldiers were attacked by the enemy while they were 
islands and have rendered \aluable service in upholding the thus quartered in these churches, and before the fighting was 
authority of the United States. The · payment of this claim o\er many of the churches were shot to pieces. 
will enable the Catholic Church to rebuild and repair destroyed The officers of the Catholic Church had no use whateYer of 
prope;t·ty over the island~ and furnish the people a place to their buildings while our Army was in the Philippine . These 
worship God according to the dictates of their own conscience. churches, being the biggest and best buildings to be foUnd, 
While I am not a member of that creed, I recognize its power were immediately seized by the soldiers and converted into 
as a Christianizing force in the Philippine Islands·, and what it barracks, hospitals, arsenals, and the like. Even the schools 
has accomplished in the. way of raising the standard -of life and convents were appropriated, so that the church officers, 
and the development of higher idea.ls of Christian character including the priests and the sisters in the convents, were 
among the Filipino~ ha~ attt:acted the attention and won the driven into the streets, homele s and without shelter of any 
admiration of all mankind. I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, we kind. Many of the priests died from expo ure and from the 
underestimate the influence for good exerted by churches of hardships caused by ha'9'ing their homes taken away n·om 
all denominations. Let us not forget that the great advance- them. _ 

• ment of our nation and the rapid progress we have made as a Immediately after the war was over the church· put in a 
people are due to the :U1.ct that we are a Christjan nation, made claim for more than $2,000,000 against the United State Gov
so through the influence and work of the -rario!ts denominations ernment, and, after wrestling with a good many points of law, 
of the church. [Applause.] Christianity destroys the walls a ·commission :tlna1Iy was appointed to investigate the claims and 
that separate class from class and nation from nation. to get to the bottom of the controversy. This commi sion met 

It drives out hatred, envy, malice, and jealousy; it calls in in Manila in 1005, and after a long ession and the taking of 
loYe, charity, beneyolence, and humanity. If all men were evidence from thousands of reliable person , it decided that 
Christian men, if all nations· were Christian nations, what while the church was not · entitled to the amount claimed, it 
a splendid world this would be. The dark clouds of jealousy, should be pn.id at least a part of the money for which it asked. 
bitterness, contention, and war that sometimes hover oyer the This commission, in my opinion, Mr. Chairman, did not report 
nations of the earth would be cnrried away on the wings of as favorably as it should have done. At the time of the war 
peace, and all differences ari ing between nations would be the Roman Catholic Church had prqperty scatter~d all O\er the 
settled on Christian principles by Christian people. [Applause.] islands. Hundreds of schools and parish llou es and churches · 
Then, my friends, let us -use our power and influence in build- had b~en built and cared for for centuries, and these, eYery one 
ing up and maintaining churches of all denominations, that of them, were more or less damaged by the ~oldiers. 
the image of· God may be st.:'lmped on every soul, and that the The commission reported that the sum of $40,000 should be 
people, the world over, may unite in ~e elevation and better-~ paid for the loss of ornaments and decorations that were taken 
ment of human beings eve1~where. [Applause.] from the church. This amount is shamefully small. In some 

I am in favor of the passage of this bill because it is a just of those churches, so I am told, were pictures and statues that 
debt, found to be such after a thorough investigation made by were hundreds of years old. ·To the church they were so -ral
a board appointed by the Government. I hope the day will uable that no amount of money could have bought them. They 
soon come when the people of the Philippine Islands will be represented traditions and had the value of heirlooms. 'To an 
giY"en their independence, and I believe that day will be has- outsider, perhaps, they would not seem valuable, but to those 
tened !)y Pie passage of this bill, which will enable the Roman who had collected them -and who had guarded them and watched 
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m·er them for years and years they were of immense Yalue. 
The amount that is proposed to pay for the loss of these things 
is nowhere near to what it should be. 

Some of the members of the committee that has been consid
ering these church claims were opposed to the payment of such 
a large amount as that asked for by the church authorities. 
They argued, in the first place, that the Catholic Church in the 
rhilippine Islands had no legal existence, and that it was pa~·t 
of the state of Spain. But this is not good logic. The Catholic 

burch has had a legal existence since the days of Galieno. 
He was the first of the Roman Emperors to grant the church a 
standing as a legal entity and to declare that it had property 
ri<Yhts before the laws of the Empire. Before the Commission 
that was appointed to inYestigate the claims that were made by 
the church against the Government of the United St:.c'ltes it was 
conclusi1ely shown that the church existed as a separate insti· 
tution in the rhilippine Islands, and that, while it wielded a 
certain political influence, its property rights were distinctively 
its own. 

In the treaty that was signed at Paris ending the .conflict be
tween the United States and Spain there was recognition of the 
legal ri<Yhts of the church. Paragraph 8 of that document reads 
as follows: 

And it is hereby pro't'ifled, That the relinquishment or cession, as the 
cnse may be, to which the preceding paragraph refers, ean not in any 
respect impair the property or riahts_ which by law_ belong to ~e p~~ce
ful possession of propel·ty of all kmds, or provrnces, mumc1paht1es, 
public or pri vate establi hments, ecclesia tical. or civic bodies, or any 
other associations having legal capacity to acqmre and po~se s pro~rty 
in the aforesaid territories renounced or ceded, or by pnvate individ
uals, of whatsoever nationality such individuals may be. 

It will be observed that the church is recognized in this 
document as a body having legal and separate existence. In 
fact, Mr. Chairman, I think it has been pretty well established 
on the :fioor here to-day that the Catholic Church in the Philip
pines has legal rights there, and that the United States Gov
ernment is not only morally but legally bound to obsene these 
rights. 

l\fr. Chairman, the Catholic Church is a great pioneer. 
Wherever there has been civilization there you will find the 
Catholic Church. In the whole history of the world it will 
be fotmd that it generally was the bold and adventurous spirit 
of the Roman Catholic Church that led to di coveries and the 
opening to civilization of new and tmknown continents. It was 
Columbus, a Roman Catholic, who pushed through the strange 
waters of the fierce Atlantic to the Kew America, and it was 
De Soto, another Roman Catholic, who broke the first pathway 
through the tangled wilderness of the South until he reached 
the Mississippi. The traditions of our own country are inter
wm-en with the noble accomplishments of Roman Catholics. 
From the Yery first this church has had its imprint on our 
progre s, and its influence always has been for the good. From 
the early Jesuit missionaries, who lived in their rude cabins 
of the North that the savage minds of the we tern Indians 
might be yentilated with the light of knowledge, to that noble 
priest in Dem·er who so recently was shot <lown by a wild 
anarchist has the Catholic influence .been felt in this country. 

And so it has been in all the countries of the world, and o, 
also, in the Philippines. Centuries before the nation of which 
we in this House have the honor to be sons was dreamed of 
tho Catholic priests were at work there in the Philippines, 
building their churches, spreading their civilization, and prepar
ing the islands for that civilizatio,n which we some day hope 
to give them. 

Mr. Chairman, I have read both the majority and the mi
nority report of the Committee on Insular Affairs, before which 
these claims hale been pending, and I can reach but one conclu
sion, which is: To vote for the majority report. I believe this 
report is fair and just and that it offers none too much com
pensation for the many losses and hardships that the Catholic 
Church in the Philippine Islands had to put up with, and I say 
we ought to pay the claims of the e hone t men who stand in 
the yanguard of our civilization, breaking down the barriers of 
idolatry and paving the way for the new light of Christianty. 
[Applause.] . 

l\lr. COOPER of Wisconsin. ~1r. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to print in this connection Senate Document No. 11, a 
message from the President, recommending the payment of these 
cl~ hns. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani
mous consent to print Senate Document N"o. 11, Fifty-ninth Con
gres , econd session. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The matter referred to is as follows : 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 
I herewith submit to the Congress the report or the Secretary of War 

and of the Judge-Advocate-Oene1·al in reference to the claims presented 
J>y the representatives of the Roman Catholic Church for amounts due 

from the United States to the various Roman Catholic churches in the 
islands for lLSe and occupation by troops of the nited States,. an~ for 
damage doting snch occupation. I cordially indorse all that lS said in 
these reports, and ea.rnestly hope t~at th~ amount recommende~ by the 
board will be immedlately appropnated, m order to. do what Js really 
an act of substantial justice to the Roman Catholic churches of the 
Philippines in accordance with the uggestlon of the Secretary of War. 
It is not otlly a matter of equity t hat we should pay this sumf but for 
the reasons set forth by the Secretary of War it i v~ry great y to t]le 
interest of the people of the Philippine Islands that 1t should be .Pal~. 
I have accordingly approved the action of the Secretary or War m di
recting that the same board be reconvened, or another convened, to 
report on the advisability of paying additional sums to t!le Roman 
Catholic churches in the islands in view of the damages inflicted ~p~n 
them by reason of -the war and by the .insurrecto:. I .feel that th1s ts 
peculiarly a case where in the intere t of the ~hilipprne p~ople ~hem· 
selves it would be wise for the Congress to exercise a large hberahty. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 5, J!JOG. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill. 
The Clerk read the bill. 
Mr. HI~SHA W. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend

ment. · 
The Clerk read as follows : 
In lines 4 and 5 strike out the words " four hundred an<l; th~·ee 

thousand and thirty dollars and thirteen cents", and insert m hen 
thereof the words " five hundred thousand dollars. 

Mr. HINSHAW. 1\Ir. Chairman, it seems to me, from the dis
cus ion that has been had here to-day and a careful perusal of 
this report, that the award made by the boa~d ~:xcluded al~ ~am
ages done by the insurgents, all damages ~c1dent to m1li~ry 
occupation for wanton damages by the soldiers of the Amencan 
army, for 'the use and occupancy of the servants of the civil 
goYernment, and, further, it appears on page 3 of the report 
that it was the testimony of Colonel Hull and the Secretary of 
War, 1\Ir. Taft, that 500,000 would be a very conservative sum 
for the amount of damages sustained. Now, it appears that the 
committee took not into consideration the deterioration result
ing from the damages done. You will ob erve that these build
ings were damaged and afterwards yarious cau es of desb.·uc
tioned supervened and much deterioration of the buildings oc
CUlTed, so that $57,000 of the amount gh"en for dnmages was 
inadequate. _ .As stated by the chairman, Mr. CooPER, $3~~.000 
was O'i\en for rent and occupancy and only the sum of $<>t,OOO 
for d~terioration and damages-or rather nothing for ·deteriora
tion, but $57,000 for actual damag~ done. 

The award is sen~ral years after the damages were done, and 
it seems to me that it is only equity and fair justice that the 
sum should be increased to $500,000. There was some tes?
rnony that $700,000 would be no more than a sufficient sum for 
the damage done. I submit that it is only justice that this sum 
should be increased to 500,000. 

:hlr. p A.Y~E. The testimony of Colonel Hull was that the 
award of the board was based not on the Yalue at the time 
it wa made, but on the value at the time of the injury. Of 
course, there might have been deterioration of the property 
after the incurrence of the injury, after the troops left, and 
the Go"'ernment of the United States is not chargeable with 
that~ If we paid for the deterioration after the time they left 
the buildings then· very likely it would require the amount 
in this amendment. Colonel Hull says: 

I am confident 500,000 would not be an excessive awnrd at this time. 
Then he says ; 
Prices have increased wonderfully from the time I first went to the 

Philippines, in 18!>9, and I have no doubt that this bas co~t i::med to 
"'0 on Five hundred thousand dollars to-day would not do any more 
than · 360,000 would two years a;;o. It would do about the same. 

Howeyer, I did not riEe so par•ticnlarly to oppose this amend
ment as to present a letter which I have received to-day from 
Bishop Hendrick, who is now in the city, in regard to the 
number of the followers of .Aglipay, in the islands. I shall 
not haYe time to read the letter, but I want to say Bishop 
Hendrick probably knows more about · the number of followers 
of this gentleman Aglipay than any oth~r man now living, as 
he since he was appointed bishop, has been on foot O\er all 
th~ islands over which he has jurisdiction and visited the 
2 000 000 of Catholics he l!as in his charge. Among those he 
says 'that the followers of .Aglipay will not exceed 11,175 in 
all. He also giyes an estimate as to the other provinces. He 
says there are only 11,000 out of 2,000,000, and that afier per
sonally visiting them in the last two or three years. He 17iles 
the number in the other provinces like .Uanila. He ~ays they 
are yery rapidly decreasing in those proviri.ces. I want to 
say, in addition to what has been said about Bishop Hendrick, 
that I have know him for forty years. I knew h1m when he 
was a priest in a small church in my county twenty odd years 
ago, and no man was ever more devoted to his people or ever 
more honest in the discharg~ of the duties of a priest than 
Bishop Hendrick when he was a priest. I ask unanimous con
sent to print the letter in the RECORD. 
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The CHAffil\lli~. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the letter to which he refers be in
cluded in his remarks. Is there objection? [After a · pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

The letter is as follows: 

To the Hon. SERENO E. PAYNE. 

GONZAGA COLLEGE, 
Washington, D. 0., March 5, 1908. 

DEAR SrR: Replying to your inquiry as to the number of Aglipayanos 
in the Philippines, permit me to say that the diocese of Cebu contains 
2,000,000 of Christians. I have been to all the dioceses, and say that 
the proportion is as follows : 

Cebu-700,000, Aglipayanos 1,000; Leyte-500,000, Aglipayanos 100; 
Bohol-250,000, Aglipayanos 75; Northern Mindanao--150,000, Agli
payanos 10,000; Siqiuhor-35,000, Aglipayanos none ; Samar-400,000, 
Aglipayanos none ; total-2,035,000, Aglipayanos 11,175. 

The diocese of Nueva Caceres, about 850,000, Aglipayanos 8,000. 
Diocese of Jaro, about 1,200,000, Aglipayanos 50,000. 
Allowing 70,000 Aglipayanos in Manila and 35,000 Aglipayanos in 

Nueva Segovia, there appears a total of 174,175. 
The dioceses of Jaro (pronounced Haro), Manila, and Vigan had a 

larger proportion of Aglipayanos. Say Manila, 100,000; Jaro 75 000 
and Vigan, 80,000. These figures are estimated from conversation with 
the bishops of these sees, and relate to the conditions four years ago. 
They gained adherents and money by always preaching that they were 
going to drive out the Americans. To do this they needed money to buy 
ships, arms, etc. It was absolutely not a religious, but a political 
movement, put under the form of a religion to protect it against the 
government, which had previously suppressed the same movement under 
the forms of labor unions and social organizations. As the people 
found out that the money they subscribed and paid liberally was not 
used for the purpose, they deserted the Aglipayano organization until 
now it is in a dying- condition. In other word , it was purely a move
ment for graft. The figures given are most liberal A.glipayanism at 
its flood tide. Probably at the present time those willing to declare 
them elves Aglipayanos would not number one-fifth of the figures given. 

See also Senate Document 170, Fifty-eighth Congress, second session, 
page 10. 

T. A. HENDRICK. 
1\fr. JO~'ES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know 

what the parliamentary status is now. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 'the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Nebraska, which is an amendment to the 
committee amendment. , 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I think it is fair to the four 
gentlemen who signed the minority report that it be clearly 
understood and again emphasized here that they are not object
ing to the payment of what the board, appointed under the or
ders of the War Department, found to be legally and legiti
mately due under the rules of law laid down. The only differ
ence of opinion between the majority and the minority is as to 
how that $363,000 shall be paid. 

. That the United States Go\ernment owes somebody three hun
dred and sixty-three thousand and some odd dollars and cents 
is not to be denied. There is a difference- of opinion among law
yers, who have approached the question from a legal standpoint 
and in a conscientious manner, as to how that money should be 
paid. But, Mr. Chairman, when it comes to the pi·oposition of 
advancing the findings of the board, of entering into the realm 
of speculation as is proposed by the amendment of the gentle
man from Nebraska, I must arise, although I have kept silent 
during this other discu sion, and protest against it. I ha\e no 
objection to paying, I desire to pay, this $363,000. If gentle
men differ with the four men who ha\e signed this minority re
port and wish to differ from them upon the legal question, 
and wish to pay, that may be done; but I undertake to say 
here and now, Mr. Chairman, standing in my place as a Repre
sentative, without any prejudice, either political or religious, 
that nowhere from the beginning of this Republic down to now 
can you f\nd a precedent to justify you in adding that $100,000 
to this report, as is proposed by the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. HINSHAW]. Nowhere. This board, presided over by Lieu
tenant-Colonel Hull, as intelligent a witness as I ever heard 
testify before a committee or a court, told us how they passed 
upon that question, and they decided that under the rules laid 
down for them by the Secretary of War, Mr. Taft, who followed 
the practice that has been followed by the Court of Claims, by 
the Quartermaster-General's office, by every department of this 
Government from the foundation of the Republic until now, that 
~363,000 was due somebody.-

! say to you gentlemen, now, in all seriousness thaf there is 
(whatever opinion there may be as to the $363,000) not one of 
you who, as a lawyer, not one of you who by taking any prece
dent that has ever been fixed by this Government, can find a 
single justification for adding to that $363,000. I think $40,000 
of this amount ought to go out. If it did go out, I should not 
object, so far as I am concerned, to the payment of the remain
der. But it is a well-determined and a well-fixed rule of law, 
which you have applied to all the sections of this country 
through· all the years that are gone, that we will not pay for 
wanton damages. And yet the committee has added here in this 
bill $40,000 that are for wanton damages and the gE_mtleman 
from Nebraska proposes to add $100,000 more. I undertake to 

say now that there is not a lawyer on this side of the liouse or 
on that side of the House who can go to the evidence that was 
on file in that committee room and find one single case where 
one single vestment was taken or one single sacred image was 
destroyed or one single sacred vessel in one of the churches was 
despoiled by an American soldier. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. GARRETT. May I have three minutes more? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. G.AR-

BETT] asks unanimous consent for three minutes more. 
Mr. GARRETT. I say, take the action involved in this 

$40,000 and there is not a man here who as a lawyer, viewing it 
from a legal stand'point, can go to that committee room and take 
those papers and find a single case in which, if he were sitting 
as a judge between man and man, he would say the evidence 
would justify the finding that any single one of the items for 
which this payment of $40,000 was included was taken by a sol
dier of the Army of the United States. And not only that, but 
even if they were taken and wantonly destroyed, then by all the 
precedents this Government has never paid for such, neither 
when the party on this side was in power nor when the party on 
that side was in power. Now, gentlemen, why not march up to 
this question here now as lawyers and as Representatives? I 
am willing to pay anyboqy what we owe, but why should you 
add, how can you add, a gratuity? I hold in my hand now, Mr. 
Chairman, the report from the Court of Claims upon two cases 
down in the State of Tennessee. One of them was a school and 
the other was a church-little claims, involving in part use 
and in part destruction. They were refused by the Committee 
on War Claims in the House because they were Senate findings. 
They have been turned down by the Senate committee because 
the court did not make clear the distinction as to what was for 
use and what was for wanton destruction. Not one single item 
of the $40,000 that is added over this $363,000 on this claim can 
be made clear to be anything except wanton destruction, and 
the $100,000 proposed to be added is a gratuity; nothing else. 

Nowl that is a little school down there in Tennessee, and a 
little church, but the principle involved in those cases is pre
cisely the same that is invol\ed in the $40,000 added to the 
$363,000 and the extra $100,000 involved in the amendment 
offered by my friend from Nebraska [Mr. HINSHAW]. What are 
you going to do about it? That in Tennessee is not a big church, 
nor is the school a big one. It is a· little church, a little independ
ent organization, out in the country, out in the woods, but it is 
sacred to those people there. Are you going to treat people 
10,000 miles from home better than you treat your own blood in 
~r~~~?If~~~~~~~~ · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr . .MANN. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the situation. I 

read, very carefully read, the reports both of the majority and 
the minority upon this bill, but what difference is that? 

The political necessities are great on this side of the House, 
but I hope they are not great enough to so far degrade this sid'~ 
of the House as to vote for the outrageous proposition which 1& 
now presented for a vote. [Cries of "Vote!"] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offeret\ 
by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. HINSHAW] to the com· 
mittee amendment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment to the amend• 
ment was rejected. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amend· 
ment: 

Strike out in lines 4 and 5 the words "four hundred and three thou· 
sand and thirty dollars and nineteen cents" and insert instead thereof 
the words " three hundred and sixty-three thousand and thirty dollan 
and nineteen cents." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
In lines 4 and 5 strike out the words "four hundred and three thou. 

sand and thirty dollars and nineteen cents" and insert In lien thereof 
the words " three hundred and sixty-thtee thousand and thirty dollars 
and nineteen cents." 

1\fr. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say jugt 
one more word in regard to this particular proposition. You 
haye been told that the military board, of which Colonel Hull 
was the chairman, excluded all claim for veStments. He did 
so because no such claim was ever established to his satise 
faction, and because, under this instruction giYen him by Sec~ 
retary Taft. which I shall now read for the information of tho 
House, he had no other alternative: 

The seizure, however, of sacred vessels, of sacred vestments, pre• 
sumed only by their absence at the end of the· occupation by the sol
diers, I should regard as of very doubtful validity, unless the evidence 
were direct tending to show that this course was taken by the soldiers 
and authorized by the officers, and especially are presumptions of this 
character not to be indulged in where there was previous occupation 
by the insurgents and where .the evidence is not distinct of what the 
conditio~ of the buildings was when entered and the presenr.e o! 

-
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particular property when the United States entered into occupation. 
[I do not intend to advise the board to be technical or to be illiberal in 
estimating damages to property ordinarily incident to occupation by 
troops who are not particularly careful of the property in which they 
live, but I do wish to advise· against the allowance of large damages 
for the disappearance of particularly valuable vessels or vestments 
which were probably stolen long before the troops entered into occu
pation, etc.] 

As my friend and colleague on the committee [Mr. GARRETT] 
has said there is not one particle of testimony in this 
record, that there was not one word said before the Insular 
Mairs Committee which would justify any rational human 
being in believing that a single vestment of any character or 
description had been taken or stolen by United States sol
dier . Under the rules laid down by the Secretary of War, 
that the board could not presume in the absence of evidence 
that any vestments had been taken, the board excluded them; 
and for this reason I ask the House now to vote ior my amend
ment striking out the $40,000 allowed by the committee for 
vestments. There is no testimony in the record to show that a 
single particle of property of this description was ever taken 
by any United States soldier, and as I have already said, act
ing upon the explicit instructions of the Secretary of War, this 
board did what it was obliged to do, excluded claims of that 
character from consideration. It is in the power of Congress 
to pay 40,000, and to pay the $500,000 advocated by the gentle
man from Nebraska, or indeed, the $2,000,000 or more that the 
church askQd for. The question is whether or not, in the 
absence of any testimony that any such property was ever 
taken by any human being connected with the United States 
service, you are going to pay anything on this account. There is 
just as good reason for paying $1,000,000 as there is for paying 
$40,000. 

Mr. CRUMP .ACKER. Mr. Chairman, the amount of $403,-
030.1!) may be justified in two or three ways. When this bill 
was under discussion in general debate I undertook to explain 
to the Committee of the Whole the erroneous theory-the ad
mittedly erroneous theory the Hull board adopted in estimating 
the damages. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. It was not a theory, but the in
structions of the Secretary of War. 

1\Ir. CRUMPACKER. · It was an erroneous instruction; and 
the Judge-Advocate of the War Department, whose testimony 
I have here, stated that damages inflicted by soldiers and pris
oners of war on property which the Government used, and was 
in possession of at the time, should have been allowed for. 
It was admitted that no estimates had been made of those 
damages. No damages had been allowed on account of those 
injurie . If they had been allowed the just claim of the church 
would have exceeded $500,000. Colonel Hull testified that the 
condition of the cathedral at Manila after the prisonms of 
war had vacated it showed that the grossest acts of vandalism 
were corn_mitted in that building by the prisoners in our charge, 
and nothmg was a1!0wed for that. When it came to the ques
tion of the sacred vestments the commission reported that it 
was difficult to secure prcof of the amount that the Federal 
Government was responsible for. On the theory of law I sug
gested a moment ago, if the furniture of a church is destroyed 
or carried away by our occupants, when we have excluded the 
owner and assumed the responsibility of tenant, under every 
principle of law and justice the Federal Government is re
sponsible. Now the Hull board reported the total claim for 
ornameilts, furniture, etc., was about $280,000, and under the 
best e timate they could make the fair proportion chargeable 
to the United States would be about $40,000. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. May I ask the gentleman a ques
tion? 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. Certainly. 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. If you are assuming that this is a 

fair estimate of cost, why are you so particular in retaining 
the 19 cents? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I take the ground that the Hull board 
reported the fair and equitable share for the Federal Govern
ment to be $40,000. '.rhe 19 cents is admitted. 

Mr. PAYNE. Could not the gentleman effect a compromise 
upon· that 19 cents? [Laughter:] 
· Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not believe I will yield the 19 
cents to the gentleman, either. [Laughter and applause.] I 
simply want the church to get what it ought to have, nothing 
more and nothing less. There is no justification for the ex
clusion of the $40,000 of this award. It is based upon the 
recommendation of the Hull board. That amount is men
tioned by them; that amount is suggested. The committee in
cluded it and decided to. recommend its payment as a fair and 
reasonable liability. Judge-Advocate Porter, when he came 
before the committee, said that it was a well-settled law that 
in all such cases the Federal Government would be responsib~ 

. 

for the destruction of property in its occupation. tWe know 
that the property had been taken charge of and used by the 
Federal Government. I say there is abundant authority in 
the record, in the proof, for the payment of this $40,000 upon 
two theories, and we decided to allow the claim, and when 
we have made that payment we will fall, I repeat, drawing my 
inference from the report of the committee, many thousand 
dollars short of compensatory damages that were sustained by 
the Catholic Church on account of our occupancy of church and 
educational property and the destruction and damage we com
mitted to it, for which in law we are clearly and legally re
sponsible. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Will the gentleman permit a 
question? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will. 
1\Ir. GAINES of West Virginia. I wish to know whether this 

particular part of the award is allowed on account of the use 
of these vestments or their mere wanton destruction? 

Mr. JO~"ES of Virginia. There is no proof that any were 
taken. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It is the destruction and carrying away 
of vestments. There were churches that contained furniture 
and vestments, and we took charge of the churches and their 
contents, and the furniture . was desb.·oyed and oftentimes car
ried away by our soldiers. 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. There is no evidence of that. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. We took from the owner the power to 

protect the property. We assumed the . responsibility. It be
came our duty to protect the property as the tenant and occupant 
of the premises. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired . . 
1\Ir. GAINES of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I moye to 

strike out the last word. I should like to ask the gentleman 
from Indiana whether ·it is the practi~ of this House to allow 
damages for the wanton destruction of such property in 
churches during the civil war? The purpose of my question is 
this: I want to vote on this proposition without reference to 
the church itself. If this is the sort of an allowance that we 
would make to a Methodist or Baptist church in Virginia or 
West Virginia, I want to vote for it. If it is not, I want to 
vote against it. 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. It is the rule everywhere that where 
the Government takes control or possession of a property for its 
own use it becomes responsible for the custody and care of the 
property. That is the ordinary legal obligation of a tenant; 
and if it commits waste, it is responsible under the law for the 
damages that it either commits or suffers to the property. I 
have before me a reference .to the case of the Methodist Book 
Concern South. Its property was located, I believe, in · the 
State of Tennessee. The Fifty-fifth Congress allowed a claim 
of $28 ,000 for occupancy and injury to the property during the 
civil war, and I have been informed by men who were ac
quainted with the property that it was not worth to exceed 
$50,000 when the Federal troops went into posse sion of it. 

l\Ir. GAINES of Tennessee. The gentleman does not know 
what hels talking about when he makes that statement.. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. I have only a little to say. It has been objected to 
the amount fixed by the committee that it includes wanton 
damages, and the objection is on the ground that wanton dam
ages are never allowed for. I conceive that if the United States 
takes possession of private property and places its soldiery in 
that property, and that soldiery commit wanton injury, it is 
right and just that the United States should pay for it, and if 
that kind of damage has not been paid in cases before, for 
other churches or for other buildings, it ought to have been 
paid. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is exactly the principle that the 
committee pursued in estimating the amount that should be 
paid in this claim. 

.Mr. HARDY. I think the committee did right. 
Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. Will the gentleman permit 

me? 
Mr. HARDY. Yes. 
1\Ir. GAINES of West Virginia. I want to say to the gentle

man that I am not disputing the proposition which he lays 
down, that when the Government does put its soldiers into a 
church, and they commit wanton waste in the church, the Gov
ernment ought to pay; but I know that similar propositions 
pending, for instance from West Virginia, in this very Congress 
have been denied. I am not so much obje<;ting to having the 
principle extended as I am objecting to having it extended in 
the Philippines and denied in West Virginia. [Applause.] 

M·r. HARDY. I can call the gentleman's attentio~ to a dis-

• 
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tinction. I am a new .Member and not familiar with old cases; 
but possibly the case the gentleman has reference to is where 
the soldiery 'ml.ntonly and without being put in possession of 
property by those in authority ha"te destroyed it or burned it. 
I can conceive of wanton inj1uy being committed by soldiery in 
war such as burning houses or property when not under con
trol; where the Go"\ernment ought not to pay; _but where mili
tary authority takes charge and control of property, quarters its 
troops, and those troops wantonly desb·oy, deface, or damage 
the property., by all that is right they ought to compensate the 
owner. 

Mr. G.All\TES of West Virginia. The case I referred to-
.Mr. HARDY. Excuse me, but I have but little time. If the 

gentleman is right in that, it has been held that the Federal 
troops may be put into a church or pri,ate property, .and then, 
if they damage it wantonly, the Government is not responsible. 
That doctrine is atrocious and miserably small and unjust. 

Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. The case I refer to is one 
1n West Virginia., where th-e Federal troops ~ere quartered 
~ a college, and where, in the course of being quartered there, 
~ey set fire to the building, and the Go"\ernment refused to 
~ay for it. 

Mr. HARDY. I do not doubt the gentleman's statement, but 
I do say that this Go,ernment is big enough to do justice now 
or at any time, whate"ter it may ha-re done heretofore. It 
ought to pay for your property. 'l~he objection that the ma
jority report makes eompensation for injury w~ntonly done to 
church property by the soldiery quartered there commends the 
report to me, a.nd I shall vote for it because it is just. 

Ur. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] a moment -ago said that some
body told him that the . Southern Methodist Publishing House 
church claim, about $.2 0,000, was on.Iy really .about 50,000 
upon its merits. I do ot know who the gentleman's inform
ant is but whoeTer he is he is a liar. {Laughter and applause.] 

No.;, sir, l passed my eye o-rer e"\ery item of that claim. I 
introduced the bill for its payment Its merits were pro,en by 
people who helped to make and defend this . country, to make 
Tennest:ee and Nashville and that .church, from the printers, 
who testified to the destruction of the type and the paper, dear 
on through the long list of witnesses, all of b·uth and integrity, 
and yet for nearly forty years this GoYernment refused to pay 
that great church its claim. I am glad, l\1r. Chairman, we are 
to-day treating the Filipino nnd the sa\age a little better than 
we treat our o-wn people in like matters. lt may be that afte1· a 
while we can teach ourseh-es that charity and justice should 
'begin at home. [Applause.] 

Mr. GILHAMS. 1\fr. Chairman, as I ha"\e been sitting here 
listening to the arguments presented to this House by the mem
bers of the Insular Committee, who ha "'fe J.'eported favorably 
u:pon this bill, and also to the leaders in behalf of the minority 
report, I am compelled to say that to my mind the question as 
to the rightful ownership of the property in question is perfectly 
ctea~ · 

And again, the objection that has been rai ed, or the plea that 
we are not authorizing through this bill the p1·oper person to 
whom this money shall be paid, is not well taken. 

Th-e v-erdict of th-e court as to the rightful ownership of this 
property was o O\erwhelmingly in favor of the Roman Catholic 
ChuTch that I can see no .real cause for hesitancy in the pay
ment of this just claim, and I sh-all vote for this bill to reim
burse these religious and eleemosynary institutions. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I move that all 
debate on the section and pending amendments be closed. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the 

committee amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia 
[l\Ir. Jol\"'ES]. . 

The question was taken, and the amendment wa l'ej~cted.. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the committee 

v..mendments. 
The question was taken, and the committee amendments were 

ngreed to. 
Mr. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer another 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Strike out, in linE.'S 6, 7, and 8, the words "the same to be paid to the 

Archbishop of Manila., of the Philippine Islands, as rep1·esenta.tive and 
trustee of the Roman Catholic Church." and insert instead thereof 
" the same to be paid to the bishops of the Ro_m~!l Catholic Church 
of the five dioceses of the church in the rhillppme Islands, to be 
expended in said dioceses." 

1\Ir. JONES of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, if there is any title 
in the church-- · 

The CHA.illMA.N. Debate is not in order. 

• 

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Why i it not in order?. 
The CHAIRUAN. The committee ha..s yoted to close debate 

on the section and all amendments th'ffeto. [Cries of · Vote ! " 
"Vote. ~'] 

The CHAIR.MAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The question was taken, and on a dinsion (demanded by 
.Mr. Jo~ of Virginia) fiye gentlemen rose in fa"tor of the 
amendment. 
· Th~ CHA.IRMA.N. Does the gentleman wish for the other 
side"? 

l\f.r. JONES of Virginia. . I am perfectly willing to admit that 
the political necessities are too much for me. [Laughter.] 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 

bill be laid aside with a favora.ble recommendation. 
The question was taken, and on a division (demanded by 

.1\fr. JoNE of Virginia) there were-ayes 182, noes 3. 
So the bill was l.aid aside to be reported to the House with a 

favorable recommendation. 
l\1r. COOPER of Wisconsin. 1\Ir. Chairman, I mo-re that the 

committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee determined to rise; and the 

Speaker ha,ing resumed the chair, Mr. WEEKs, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re
ported that that committee had had gnder consideration the bill 
H. R.. 16143, to pro-vide for payment of the -claims of the Roman 
Catholic Church in the Philippine Islands, and had directed 
him to rerJOrt the same :back with sundry amendments, with the 
recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the 
bill as amended do pass. 

Ml'. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I moYe the pre
Tious question on the bill and amendments to its final passage. 

The pre-vious qu~stion wa-s ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Is a -rote demanded on any particular 

amendment? If not, they will be considered in gross. 
There was no demand for a separate vote. 
The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill wa.s ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; 

and being engros ed, was read the ~hird time and passeu. 
On motion of Mr. CooPER of Wisconsin, a motion to recon

sider the "\ote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the 
table. · · 

1\lr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
Members of the House be given five days in which to print 
speeehe upon this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin moyes that 
Members of the Hou e be given five Jerri lati"'fe days in which to 
print remarks upon this bill. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. 

IN'"ESTIGATIONS A.S TO SUBMARINES. 

l\Ir. BOUTELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the following resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolood, That the select committee of which Mr. BoUTELL is ibe 

chairma.a be, and is hereby, authorized to employ a clerk, roes enge.r, 
and stenographer, and thnt the said a. istants be paid out of the con
tingent fund on vouchers approved by the said select committee ; and 
that said committee be authorized to sit during the sessions of the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
1\lr. r.rA WNEY. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentleman if 

it is necesmry to employ stenographic assistance. We ha\e 
committee stenographer , and I would like to ask whether he 
has inquired as to whether or not this select committee could 
not be ser"\ed by our committee stenographers? 

Mr. BOUTELL. If that can be done, it will not be necessary 
to employ a stenographer. However, we wish authority to do 
so in case we ha-r-e to act speedily and should be unable to 
a-rail ourselves of their assistance. 

Mr. :MANN. I can say to both of the gentlemen that if the 
committee sits at present the c~mmittee stenographers are now 
an eng-aged and are very busy. It is, indeed, impossible to fur
nish the present committees-

l\Ir. OLMSTED. And they ar~ bringing them from Bn.lti
more now. 

~1r. TAW:NEY. I just wan~d to know if th~ gentleman had 
in-restigated the que tion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [.liter a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, by previous order of the House 
there is a special order to commence to-morrow at 2 o'clock for 
eulogies. I ask unanimous consent that immediately after the 
reading of the Journal it shall be in order until 2 o'clock to 
ask to take up bills on the Private Calendar, so it can be under
stood that the question of unanimous consent as to taking up 
each individual bill--

Mr. MANN. There are a very large number of bills on the 
Private Calendar--

The· SPEAKER. The Chair fails to understand the request 
of the gentleman from New York. Is it to consider bills on the 
Private Calendar until 2 o'clock by unanimous consent, or is it 
that bills in order for to-day shall be in order until 2 o'clock 
to-morrow? 

Mr. PAYNE. I will ask unanimous consent to extend to-day 
until 2 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I 'have no objection if the gentle
man asks unanimous consent that bills on the Private Calender 
to-day may be in order to-morrow unless objected to. 

Mr. CARLIN. Why not extend that to bills on the Private 
Calendar? . 
. The SPEAKER. The Chah· understands the request of the 
gentleman to be that to-morrow until 2 o'clock shall be con
sidered as to-day for the consideration of bills on the Private 
Calendar in order for to-day. 

.Mr. MANN. Mr. Speakex, if that is the form of the request, 
I shall have to object. I have no objection--

Mr. PAY~. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
take a recess until 11.55 to-morrow morning. 

Mr. MANN. Well, the gentleman will see that that cuts out 
altogether the order for to-morr-ow, because if we adjourn after 
12 o'clock--

1\Ir. PAY~TE. We can adjourn any time before 2 o'clock-
Mr. MANN. But if we adjourn after 12 that goes over until 

Monday. 
Mr. r AY.l\~. I understand the gentleman from Illinois will 

not object to unanimous consent to take up bills to-morrow on 
the Private Calendar that would be in order to-day, not to l>e con
sidered unless unanimous cmtsent is had for their consideration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

Mr. WILSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Ertrolled 
Bills, reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled 
bills of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 5D8. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions 
to certain soldiers and sailors .of the ciru war, and to certain 
widows and dependent relatives of such soldiers and sailors; 
and 

H. R. 13102. An act to authorize the county of Elmore, Ala., 
to construct a bridge across Coosa River, Alabama: 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of 
the following titles: 

S. 3409. An act to extend the time of payments on certain 
homestead entries in Oklahoma; and 

S. 4351. An act for the relief of the Alaska Pacific Railway 
and Terminal Company. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 

By unanimous consent, Ur. LAFEAN was granted leave to 
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, · 
the papers in the case of Ambrose G. Bailey (H. n. 14732), 
Fifty-ninth Congress, no adverse report having been made 
thereon. 

LEAVE OF .ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, Mr. DuNWELL was granted lea1e of 
absence indefinitely, on account of sickness. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. Accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 48 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned. 

EXECUTIVE CO)fliUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com

munications were taken from the Speaker's table, and referred 
as follows: 

A letter .from the Secretary of the Treasury, submitting an 
copy of a letter from the American minister to Portugal trans
mitting the acknowledgments of the Government and people 
of Portugal for the condo1atory resolutions of the House on 
the occasion of the assassination of the King and Crown Prince 
of Portugal-to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered 
to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, submitting an 
estimate of appropriation for payment of a reward toW. H. M. 
Austin for services rendered the Department of Justice-to 
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans· 
mitting a recommendation for legislation to abolish the registry 
fee for sending letters forwarding naturalization fees-to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads and ordered to 
be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS A.....~ 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-_ 
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and 
referred to the several Calendars therein named, as follows : 

:Mr. SMITH of Michigan, from the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
12438) extending the time limit for the completion of the lines 
of the East Washington Heights Traction Railroad Company, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1169), which said bill and report were referred to the 
House Calendar. . 

:Mr. 1\lclliLLA..t..~, from the Committee on the District of Co
lnmbia, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
17297) ·authorizing the extension of New York avenue from its 
present terminus near Fourth street NE. to the Bladensburg 
road, reported the same with amendments, accompanied by a 
report (No. 1170), which said bill and report were referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. OLCOTT, from the Committee on the District of Colum· 
bia, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17305) 
to regulate the establishment and maintenance of _pri'mte hos
pitals and asylums in the District of Columbia, reported the 
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1171), 
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr McMILLAN from the Committee of the District of Colum
bia, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3416) to 
amend an act entitled "An act authorizing the extension of 
Meriidian place NW.," approved January 9, 1907, reported the 
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1172), 
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

l\lr. HALL, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14410), creating an 
additional land district in the State of South Dakota:, reported 
ihe same without amendment, accompanied by a report {No. 
1174), which said bill and report were referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WILSON of Illinois, ~rom the Committee on the l\ferchant 
Marine and Fisheries, to which was referred the bill of the 
House (H. R. 1S659) to establish a biological and fish-cultural 
station in the Second Congressional District of the State of 
Iowa, reported the same with amendments, accompanied by a 
report (No. 117G), which said bill and report were referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. · 

1\Ir. HUMPHREY of Washington, from the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to which was referred the bill 
of the House (H. R. 15452) to establish two or more fish
cultural stations on Puget Sound, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1177), which said 
bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

1\.Ir. ADAMSON, from the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce, · to which was referred the bill of tlJe House 
(H. R. 17510) to construct a bridge across Bayou Bartholomew, 
Ashley County, .Ark., at Portland, reported the same with 
amendments, accompanied by a report (No. 1179), which said 
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 17512) to construct a bridge across 
Bayou Bartholomew, .A.shley County, Ark., at Wilmot, reported 
the same with amendments, accompanied by a report (No. 1180), 
which said bill and report were referred to tbe House Calendar. 

Mr. S:MI1.'H of Arizona, from the Committee on the Terri
torie , to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 
3963) ratifying an act of the Arizona legislature providing for 
the erection of a court-house at St. Johns, in Apache County, 
Ariz., reported the same without amendment, accompanied by 
a rerJort (No. 1181), which said bill and report were referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Ur. HACKNEY, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18617) pro
liding for the disposal of the interests of lndian minors in real 
estate in Yakima Indian Reservation, Wash., reported the same 
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without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1184) which 
said bill and report were referred to the Committee 'of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

l\Ir. S~HTH of Arizona, from the Committee on the Terri
tories, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3962) 
authorizing the county of Gila, Ariz., to issue bonds for the com
pletion of the court-house and jail, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1185) which said 
bill and report were referred to the House Calend~r. 

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House 
(H. R. 17228) to promote the safe transportation in interstate 
commerce of explosives and other dangerous articles, and to 
provide penalties for its violation, reported the same with 
amendments, accompanied by a report (No. 1186), which said 
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SAUNDERS, from the Committee on Indian Affairs to 
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17717), to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to issue patents in fee 
to purchasers of Indian lands under any law now ex,isting or 
hereafter enacted, reported the same without amendment, ac
companied by a report (No. 1187), which said bill and report 
were -referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COUl\ITTTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions 
were severally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk 
and referred to the Committee of the Whole House, as follows~ 

l\fr. DAWSON, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5297) to complete the 
naval record of John Shaughnessy, reported the same with 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1173), which said 
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

l\fr. BATES, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7807) to place John 
Crowley on _the retired list of the United States Navy, reported 
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 
1175), which said bill and report were referred to the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. ELLIS of Oregon, from the Committee on Naval Affairs 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17059) fo~ 
the relief of l\fa~ William Jenney, United States Navy, retired, 
and the eight other retired mates who have been placed on the 
retired list with the rank and pay of one grade above that actu
al1y held by them at the time of retirement, reported the same 
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1178), which 
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

1\fr. HOWELL of Utah, from the.Oommittee on Indian Affairs 
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17005) au~ 
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to issue patents in fee 
to the board of missions of the Protestant Episcopal Church for 
certain lands in the State of Idaho, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1182), which said 
bill and rep8rt were referred to the Private Calendar. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill of the House (H. R. 17167) authorizing the Woodlawn 
Cemetery Association, of St. l\faries, Idaho, to purchase not to 
exceed 40 acres of land from the United States, reported the 
san;e wi~hou~ amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1183), 
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 

from the consideration of bills of the following titles, which 
were thereupon referred as follows : 

A bill (H. R. 7793) granting a pension to Albino Vigil
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions. · 

A bill (H. R. 11879) granting an increase of pension to 
Simon Arias-Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 16032) granting an increase of pension to 1\Iary 
B. Douglass-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 18728) granting an increase of pension to Wil
liam A.. Moore-Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 4156) granting a pension to William Lanier
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 

1 Committee on Pensions. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND 1\IEl"\IORIALS. 

. Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo
nals of the following titles were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows : 

By l\Ir. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 18775) to suppress pools, 
trusts, and combinations in trade and to provide penalties for 
violations of its provisions, and for other purposes-to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. · 

By Mr. MORSE: A bill (H. R. 18776) to provide that no con
veyance of lands allotted to Indians on the Stockbridge .1\funsee 
Reservation, Wis., shall be valid without the approval of the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs-to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BRICK: A bill (H. R. 18777) to amend sections 2304 
and 2305 of the Revised Statutes of 1878 of an act providing 
for soldiers and sailors acquiring homesteads in public lands 
of the United States, and deductions of military and naval serv
ice from the time required generally to perfect title-to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. LAMAR of Florida: A bill (H. R. 18778) providing 
for the construction of a telephone and cable line between the 
quarantine station, Santa Rosa Island, Florida, and Forts 
Pickens and Barrancas, Fla., and for exchange service from 
Pensacola, Fla., to said Fort Barrancas-to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 18779) to permit home
stead entries and final proofs upon lands in Minnesota with
drawn by act of June ~1, 1906-to the Committee on the Pub
lic Lands. 

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 18780) to 
provide for the defense of Beaufort Harbor, North Carolina 
and the inland waters of the State tributary thereto-to th~ 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By l\fr. KEIFER : A bill (H. R. 18781) increasing the limit 
of cost for remodeling and to enlarge the Government building 
at Springfield, Ohio-to the Committee on Public Buildings arid 
Grounds. . 

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 18782) to repeal sec
tion 4216 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, being 
an act to permit foreign organized\yacht clubs to enter or leave 
ports of the United States without entering or clearing at 
cust_om-houses or paying tonnage tax-to the Committee on the 
l\ferchant Marine and Fisheries. 
B~ l\fr. HOWELL of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 18783) to 

provide for the enlargement of the post-office building at New 
Brunswick, N. J.-to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By Mr. 1\IOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 18784) to amend 
an act relating to the sale of gas in the District of Columbia-
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. . 

By l\Ir. PRAY: A bill (H. R. 18785) to provide for the pur
chase of a site and the erection of a public building thereon 
at Billings, in the State of Montana-to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. TAWNEY: A bill (H. R. 18786) for the erection of 
a public building at Austin, l\Iinn.-to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18787) for the erection of a public build
ing in the city of Rochester, l\Iinn.-to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. . 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 18788) authorizing certain life
saving apparatus to be placed at the Farallone Islands, off 
the coast of California-to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. OLCOTT : A bill (H. R. -18789) to provide for the 
appointruent of an instructor to fill a vacancy in the corps of 
instructors in the United States Naval Academy-to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 18790) prohibiting the im
migration of Japanese and Korean laborers to the United 
States-to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HAMILTON of l\fichigan: A bill (H. R. 18791) in
creasing the linlit of cost for a public building at Niles, Mich.
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 18792) to further protect 
the public health, and imposing additional duties upon the Pub
lic Health and Marine-Hospital Service-to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 18793) directing the 
Secretary of War to make an examination, survey, and estimate 
of cost of dredging the navigable channel from Eureka to Ar
cata, in Humboldt :Bay, California-to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 
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By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 18794) to promote the 

efficiency of the Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. R. 18795) authorizing the Secre
tary of War to have constructed a direct road leading from 
the southern end of the new highway bridge across the Poto
mac Ri-ver to the national cemetery at Arlington and Fort 
1\Iyer-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\Ir. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 18796) authorizing the 
Otoe and 1\:Iissouria and the Omaha tribes of Indians to submit 
claims to the Court of Claims-to the Committee on Indian 
.Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. REYNOLDS: A bill ~H. R. 18797) to provide for site 
and public building at Tyrone, Pa.-to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

of the following titles were introduced and severally referred, 
as follows: 

By Mr. ALEXANDER of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 18798) 
granting an increase of pension to Marlin V. Helton-to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensi9ns. 

By 1\Ir. BRICK: A bill (H. R. 18799) granting an increase 
of pension to John Stallard-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. BRODHEAD: A bill (H. R. 18800) granting an in
crease of pension to John Harman-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. ' . 

By Mr. CALE: A bill (H. R. 18801) granting an increase of 
pension to Sanford Morse-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18802) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Eddy-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18803) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel W. Read-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (li. R. 18804) granting an in
crease of pension to William Smith-to the Committee on Inva
lid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. CARLIN: A bill (H. R. 18805) for the relief of the 
legal representati-ves of Thomas Jett, deceased-:-to the Commit-
tee on Claims. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18806) for the relief of the heirs of Mur
ray Mason, deceased-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By l\Ir. CHAP.MAN: A bill (H. R. 18807) granting an in
crease of pension to Henry L. Bolinger-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18808) granting an increase of pension to 
James R. Evers-to the Committee on InvaJid Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARK of Florida: A bill (H. R. 18 09) for the re
lief of Samuel G. Searing-to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18810) for the relief of Thomas R. Webb
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18811) for the relief of Emily Catherine 
Jones-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By 1\Ir. COOPER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 18812) 
granting an increase of pension to Joseph C. La'mbert-to the 
Committee on In'lalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. CURRIER: A bill (H. R. 18813) granting an increase 
of pension to Benjamin W. Adams-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. DAVEY of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 18814) for the 
relief of the estate of Patrick Dooling, deceased-to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FASSETT: A bill (H. R. 18815) granting an increase · 
of pension to Reuben G. Wescott-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 18816) granting a pen
sion to Mary Baker-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18817) granting an increase of pension to 
Michael Carney-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FORDNEY: A bill (H. R. 18818) granting an in
crease of pension to David Ford Collins-to the Committee on 
In-valid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 18819) granting 
an increase of pension to Henry Clay-to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18820) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Ayers-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Al o, a bill (H. R. 18821) granting an increase of pension to 
William 0. McCoy-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18822) granting a pension to Sarah Bolt
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 18823) to correct the military record of 
David Horner-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GAINES of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 18824) 
granting an increase of pension to Edmund P. Matheny-to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18825) granting an increase of pension to 
Cassius C. Wertz-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18826) granting a pension to Shorten 
Smith-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18827) granting a pension to Anna W. 
Clay-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18828) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis H. Halbritter-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18829) for the relief of the heirs of Wil
liam H. Morris, deceased-to the Committee on War Qlaims. 

By Mr. GODWIN: A bill (H. R. 18830) granting a pension 
to James Laughlin-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . . 

By Mr. GREGG: A bill (H. R. 18831) for the relief ef Simon 
Longnecker, of El Paso, Tex., and Albert Longnecker, of Gal
veston, Tex.-to the Committee on War ·claims. 

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 18832) grant
ing an increase of pension to Levi Haus-to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HARDING: A bill (H. R. 18833) granting a pen
sion to John Carnes-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 18834) granting an increase 
of pension to Isaac Hughes-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 18835) granting an increase of pension 
to Giles Otis Pearce-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18836) granting an increase of pension to 
Benjamin P. Pauli-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18837) granting an increase Of pension to 
A. W. Kelley-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18838) granting an increase of pension to 
Milton Lee-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18839) granting an increase of pension to 
John Valentine-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 188-10) granting an increase of pension to 
R. Milo Cooper-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18841) granting an increase of pension to 
Littleton Matthews-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. ·18842) for the relief of George W. Peters
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HELM: A bill (H. R. 18843) for the relief of the 
estate of Alexander Williams, deceased-to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 18844) granting an increase 
of pension to John D. Lankton-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: A bill (H. R. 18845) granting an increase 
of pension to Edward Merills-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18846)_ granting an increase of pension to 
Hezekiah B. Smith, jr.-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: A bill (H. R. 18847) granting a 
pension to .Joseph P. Redman-to·the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HULL of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 18848) granting a pen
sion to Joseph D. Williams-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 18849) granting a pension to 
Wilhelmina Campbell-to· the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18850) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward E. Simes- to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KINKAID: A bill (H. R. 18 51) granting an increase 
of pension to Conrad G. Boehme-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18852) granting a pension to Hiram Cor
nell-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 18 53) granting an increase 
of pension to Alexander Childers-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LASSITER: A bill (H. R. 18854) granting a pension 
to Loring L. Edwards-to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 1 855) to correct 
the muster roll of William H. Nelson in the First Tennessee 
Volunteer Infantry and in the Fifth Tennessee Volunteer Cav
alry-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. OLCOTT: A bill (H. R. 18856) to amend an act en
titled "An act providing for the adjudication of certain claims 
by the Court of Claims," approved January 9, 1903-to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. PADGETT: A bill (H. R. 18857) for the relief of the 
estate of Mrs. Martha B. Skillern, late of Giles County, Tenn.
to the Committee on War Claims. 

• 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 1 58) for the relief of the estate of John 
H. Birdsong, late of Giles County, Tenn.-to the Committee on 
War Claim. 

AI o, a bill (H. It. 18 59) for the relief of the estate of Dan
iel Foresee-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By 1\Ir. POWERS: A bill (H. R. 1 860) granting an increase 
of pension to J. A. Clark-to the Committee on In·mlid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. RUSSELL of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 1 61) granting 
an increa e of pension to Simon n. Rothchild-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Ur. SHERLEY: A bill (H. R. 18862) for the relief of the 
e tate of William Thomas Lmve-to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

AI o, a bill (H. R. 1 63) granting a pension to Robert Rosen
thal-to the Committee on Pensions. · 

By Mr. S~llLL: A bill (H. n. 1 <!4) for the relief of the es
tate of H. H. Watters, deceased-to the Committee on War 
Claim . 

By ~Ir. S:\IITH of Arizona : A bill (H. R. 18865) authorizing 
the ale of certain ·land within the San Franci co Mountains 

. Fore :t Re erve-to the Committee on the Public Lands. 
By .Mr. SlliTH of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 1 66) granting 

an increa e of pension to Samuel W. Dunham-to the Commit
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 1 67) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel D. :\!ann-to the Committee on Invalid Pen ion . 

Al o, a bill (H. n. 18 68) granting an increa e of }'len ion to 
Charles E. Fink-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\!r. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 1 60) granting a 
pension to Chappel Q. Fossett-to the Committee on Invalid 
Pen ions. 

By .Mr. ST LZER: A bill (H. R. 1 70) granting a pemion to 
Charles W. Freund-to the Committee on Censions. 

By l\Ir. THISTLEWOOD: A bill (H. n. 1 71) for the relief 
of John A. Hill-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\fr. TIIOll.A.S of North Carolina.: A bill (H. R. 1 72) for 
the relief of the heirs of D. W. Bell-to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. TOU YELLE: .A. bill (H. R. 1 73) for the relief of 
George R. Gary-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 1 H) granting a pension to Elizabeth E. 
-'Workman-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBB: A bill (H. R. 1 875) granting an increa e of 
pen ion to William Cody-to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 1 876) granting a pension to Mary .A.. 
\Vinters-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 1 77) for the relief of 
Henry L. Blake and others, complaining that their land and 
other property have been taken, damaged, and destroyed in the 
execution of the works of the United States for the improYemcnt 
of the l\Iis is ippi River-to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIOXS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and 

papers were laid on the Clerk's de .. k and referred a fo11ows: 
By l\lr. ACHESO~: Petition of .. Allied Agricultural Orgauiza.

tions of Pennsylvania, for Davis bill (H. n. 534)-to the Com
mittee on .agriculture. 

By )Jr. AL_EX.AJffiER of Missouri: Paper to accompany bill 
for relief of l\I. V. Helton-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sion . 

By Mr . .A.LEliNDER of 1\ew York: Petition of Master 
Steam and Hot Water Fitters' Association of Buffalo, N. Y., 
against the Pearre antiinjunction bill-to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, petition of L. R. Skinner Lodge, No. 276,' Brotherhood 
of Locomotive Firemen and Engineers, of Buffalo, N. Y., for 
S. 42GO ( lapp free-pass amendment)-to the Committee on 
Inter tate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of L. R. Skinner Lodge ~ ·o. 276, Brotherhood 
of Locomotive Firemen and Engineers, of Buffalo, N. Y., for 
S. 5307 and H. R. 17036 .(La Follette- terling employers' lia
bility bill) -to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of L. R. Skinner Lodge, No. 276, Brotherhood 
of LocomotiYe Firemen and Engineers, of Buffalo, N. Y., for 
H. n. 17137 (Rodenberg anti-injunction bill)-to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Deutscher Soldaten-Bund, against any pro
hibition or interstate liquor legislation-to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AMES : Petition of Poll h Societies of Lowell, ,ll"ass., 
against Polish expropriation biil by the Prussian Diet-to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BOOHER: Petition of Board of Trade of St. Jo eph, 
l\fo., a(Yainst H. R. 10576-to the Committee on Agricultur·e. 

By l\fr. BURKE: Petition of Pennsylvania Clay Company, of 
Pittsburg, Pa., opposed to pa sage of eight-hour bill (II. R. 
15G3l, known as the "Gardner bill ")-to the Committee on 
Labor. 

Also, petition of Encampment No. 1, U. L. V., of Pitt burg, ra., 
opposed to the removal of pension agency in that city-to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of G. R. Lauman, of Pittsburg, Pa., in fa -ror of 
prohibition in the District of Columbia-to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. . 

Also, petition of John C. Bragden, of Pittsburg, Pa., fa-voring 
passage of bill providing Federal registration of motor vehicle -
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Allied Agricultural Organization of Penn
sylvania, in support of the Davis bill (ll. n. 534)-to the om
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of United l\Iine Workers of Amer
ica, for the McHenry bill-to the Committee on Mines and 
Mining. 

Also, petition of United :\fine Workers of America, ao-ainst 
decision of Judge .A.. G. Dayton-to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

Also, petition of Sons of Revolution, of 1\ew York, for appro
priation to preserve the record of the Revolutionary war-to 
the Committee on Military Affair . 

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of " 7 ashington Lyon-
to the Committee on Invalid Pen ions. ' 

By 1\fr. CAPRON: Petiton of Kent County Medical Society, 
of Rhode Island, for pension for widows of Doctors Lazear and 
Carroll-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petitions of Grange No. 34, of .A.pponaug, and Grange 
N"o. 30, Patrons of Hu bandry, of Rhode Island, for creation of 
a national highway commis ion-to the Committee on Agri

.culture. 
By l\Ir. CLARK of Florida: Petition of the Gadis Village 

Improvement Association of San :Mateo, Fla., favoring H. R. 
10457-to the Committee on Agriculture. 

.Al o, petition of " roman's Club of Jacksonville, E'la., in favor 
of H. R. 10457-to the Committee on Agriculture. 

AI o, petition of mayor and town council of the town of 
Ormond, Fla., asking for a sUITey of New Smyrna Inlet, in the 
State of Florida-to the Committee on Rivers and Hru:bors. 
· AI o, petition of Pierce Phosphate Company, to grant a reg
ister to the steamer Eua-to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. CURRIER: Petition of Richmond Grange, of Rich
mond, N. H.; Josiah Wheat and others; Vol. l\1. Clough and 
others, and Motor Car Company of Detroit, Mich., for a na
tional hiO'hway commission-to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of Ron. Henry :w. Blair, to accompany a bill 
for enrollment of uneru·olled descendants of enrolled members 
of the Choctaw and Chickasaw nations, and for other pur
po e -to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By l\Ir. DkLZELL : Petition of citizens of Wilkinsburg, Pa., 
for Terrill bill, prohibiting liquor selling on all Government 
property-to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

Also, petition of Encampment No. 1, Union Veterans' Legion, 
Pittsburg, Pa., against removal of pension office-to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

Also, petition of citizens' meeting of Wilkes-Barre, Pa., for 
the Littlefield or other effective original-package law-to the 
Committee on the .Judiciary. -

By 1\.ll:. DA VHNPORT: Petitions of 140 citizens of Collins
ville, and Local Union No. 1072, United Brotherhood of Car
penters and Joiners of America, of Muskogee, Okla., against 
S. 1518 (Penrose bill) -to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By l\lr. DAWSON: Petition of Cigarmakers' Local Union 
No. 172, of Davenport, Iowa, for battle $hip building in navy
yards-to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By l\Ir. DIXON: Petition of Ed. D. Fenton and 44 other cit
izens of Seymour, Ind., against sale of intoxicants in Di trict 
of Columbia-to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petitions of .A.. D. Shields and 225 other citizens, and 
C. H. Withoff and 60. other citizens, all of Jackson County, Ind., 
against religious leO'i lation in the District of Columbia-to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of soldiers of Wyanet, Ill., for bill granting pen
sion of $30 per month to soldiers of civil war-to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DUNWELL: Petition of Victor Herbert, for legisla
tion to protect mm~ical compo ers-to the Committee on Patents. 
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Also, petition of Pacific Coast Lumber Manufactmers' Asso
ciation, to amend interstate-commerce act-to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Comp1erce. 

Also, petition of New York Son·s· of Revolution, for appropria
tion to print and preserve certain documents of the American 
Revolution-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of Washington Chapter, American Institute of 
Architects, against change of site of Grant Memorial-to the 
Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. DUREY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Eliza
beth M. Gould-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Petition of New York Sons of 
Revolution for appropriation for publication and preservatio~ of 
certain documents of the Revolution-to the Committee on 1\Iili
tary Affair!!. 

Also, petition of educators of New York City against increase 
of the Navy-to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. FULLER : Petitions of C. w. Sheldon, of Roc~ord, 
Ill.,and Manufacturers' National Bank of Rockford, agamst a 
parcels-post law-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post
Roads. 

Also, petition of Washington Chapter of American In~titute 
of Architects, against change of site of Grant Memorml-to 
the Committee on the Library. 

Also, petition of International .Molders' conference ~o~rd, for 
employ~rs' liability bill-to the Committee on the Judicmry. 

Also, petition of United Mine Workers of America, !elath·e 
to injunction indorsement of Pearre bill-to the Comm1ttee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON: Petition of citizens of Geary, Okla., against 
a parcels-post law-to the Committee on the Post-Office and 
Post-Roads. 

By Mr. GAINES of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for 
relief of Clarence F. Moore (previously referred to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions) -to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Resolutions from citi
zens of Amesbury, 1\Iass., favoring, first, that general treaties 
of arbitration should be negotiated by the United State with 
all nations, granting jurisdiction to the international court at 
The Hague over as many classes of controversies as the other 
contracting power in each case can be induced to transfer from 
the field of battle to the precincts of courts of justice; second, 
that the United States hould ·declare in fa\or of a permanent 
international congress, containing representatives from every 
nation, to assemble periodically, for the purpose of suggesting 
such changes in the law of nations as the current of events 
may make desirable and practical ; third, the adoption of a 
progressive naval programme for the protection of our sea
coast, our commerce, our distant possessions, and for the pur
pose of executing effectively all the just foreign policies of the 
nation-to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, petitions of Division No. 38, Order of Railway Teleg
raphers, of Springfield; Division No. 104, Order of Railway 
Telegraphers, of Ayer; Local No. 851, United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners, of Arlington; Local No. 48, Brick
layers and Masons' International Union, of Salem; Local No. 
28, Building Laborers' International Protective Union, of Taun
ton, all in the State of Massachusetts, for a constitutional 
amendment striking out the word "male "-to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By l\fr. GRAHAM: Petition of Jo eph F. Cullinan, jr., 
against the pas age of the bill H. R. 17520 (for the relief of 
tobacco growers)-to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Al o, petition of D. R. Reynolds, favoring passage of the 
Kittredge and Barchfeld copyright bills now pending-to the 
Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of Edward C. Tyson, favoring the passage of 
the Davis bill (II. R. 534)-to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of P. L. Thomson, favoring the Fowler bill 
(H. R. 12677) and against the Aldrich bill (S. 3023)-to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, petition of N. N. Cunningham, of Pennsylvania Clay 
Company, of Pittsburg, Pa., against the Gardner eight-hour bill 
(H. n. 15651)-to the Committee on Labor. 

Also, petition of John C. Bragden, of Pittsburg, Pa., favoring 
bill providing Federal registration of motor vehicles-to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HAMILTON of Iowa : Petition of citizens of Guern
sey, Iowa, for law against mail privilege for immoral publica-
tions-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Guernsey, Iowa, against gambling 
in Territories~to the Committee on the Territories. 

Also, petition of citizens of Guernsey, Iowa, against liquor 
selling in Alaska-to the Committee on the Territories. 
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Also, petition of ci~ns of Guernsey, Iowa, against i suing 
money orders or registered letters on Sunday-to the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, _petition of citizens of Guernsey, Iowa, for amendment 
of the Constitution for uniform maniage and divorce laws-to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens· of Gnernsey, Iowa, for an interstate 
anticigarette law-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

.Also, petition of citizens of Guernsey, Iowa, for stronger na· 
tional antigambling laws-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Keota and Guernsey, Iowa, for 
Littlefield original-package bill-to the ComlJlittee on the Ju· 
diciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Keota and Guernsey, Iowa, for 
1\fcCumber::sperry bill against liquor on all Government prop
erty-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of citizens of Keota and Guernsey, Iowa, for 
an antipolygamy amendment to the Constitution-to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Keota and Guernsey, Iowa, for a 
better District of Columbia Sunday law-to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of citizens of Keota and Guernsey, Iowa, against 
internal revenue from liquor in all guises-to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of citizens of Keota and Guernsey, Iowa, against 
opium traffic in United States-to the Committee on Alcoholic 
Liquor Traffic. 

By l\Ir. JLUILIN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Fred 
Wakefield-to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of Prof. C. E. Marston and 235 others, for the 
Littlefield-Hansbrough interstate-commerce bill-to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By l\Ir. HARRISON: Petition of New York Sons of Revolu· 
tion, for appropriation to preserve reports and records of Amer
ican Revolution-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\Ir. HAYES: Petition of Pacific Coast Lumber Manufac
turers' Association, for amendment to interstate-commerce law
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of Shipowners' Association of Pacific Coast, 
against H. R. 225, 10458, and 14941, known as the " complement 
bill "-to the Committee on the Merchant ~.Iarine and Fisheries. 

By 1\fr. HELM: Paper to ~ccompany bill for relief of Alex. 
Williams-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HIGGI1~S: Petition of Woodstock Grange, of Wood
stock, Conn., for H. R. 15837, for good roads-to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Norwich, Conn., against the Pen· 
rose bill, amending section 3 !)3 of the Re\ised Statutes-to the 
Committee on Revision of the Laws. 

Also, petition of Massachusetts State Federation of Women's 
Clubs, for forest reservations in White Mountains and southern 
Appalachian Mountains-to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of American Association of 1\fasters, Mates, and 
Pilots of New London, Conn., against H. R. 4771 (bill to remove 
discrimination against American sailing vessels in the coasting 
trade)-to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish· 
eries. 

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Petition of citizens and business 
firms of Richfield, IJtah, against a parcels-post law-to the Com
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Bingham Canyon, against S. 1518, 
against press 'censorship by the Postmaster-General-to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

Also, petition of Pacific Coast Lumber Men's Association, for 
amendment of interstate-commerce act-to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By .Mr. HUBBARD of Iowa: Petition of l\Iissomi Ri\er Navi
gation Congress, fayoring improYement of ~Iissouri RiYer-to 
the Committee on RiYers and Harbors. · 

By Mr. HUl\fPHTIEY of Wa~gton: Petition of George H. 
Smith, again t religious .legislation in the District of Colum
bia-to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of Queen Anne Church, of Seattle, Wash., 
against sale of liquor on all Go\ernment property-to the Com-
mittee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. · 

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of California Harbor, No. 15, of 
San Francisco, in fa,or of H. n. 15657-to the Committee on 
the Merchant l\1arine and Fisheries. 

Also, petition of American Association of 1\Iasters, 1\Iates, 
and Pilots of San Francisco, Cal., against H. R. 4771-to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fi heries. 

By Mr. KUSTERMANN: Petition of Paul H. Beaulin Post, 
Grand Army of the Republic, of Kaukauna, Wis., against aboli
tion of pension agencies-to the Committee on Appropriation~. 
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Also, petition of members of St. John's Cantins Congregation, 
of Sobieski, Wis., against expropriating the Poles in Germany
to the Committee on Foreign .Affairs. 

.Also, petition of citizens of Oconto and Shawano counties, 
,Wis., against expropriating the Poles from their native land-to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By .Mr. LASSITER: Petition of merchants of Farmville and 
Burkeville, Va., against a parcels-post law-to the Committee 
on the Po t-Office and Post-Roads. 
. By .Mr. LIT'.rLEFIELD: Petition of H. H. Richards and 
others, for a national highway commission-to the Committee 
on .Agriculture. 

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
estate of Daniel B. Ladd-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Ir. McKINNEY: Petition of George Crook Post, No. 81, 
Grand .Army of the Republic, of Kirkwood, Ill., for retention of 
pension agencies-to the Committee on .Appropriations. 

By :Mr. MOUSER: Petition of citizens of Clyde, Ohio, and 
merchants of Carey, Ohio, again t a parcels-post law-to the 
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads . 

.Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of .Albino Vigil (pre
viously referred to the Committee on Pensions)-to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. NYE: Petition of citizens of Minneapolis, in favor of 
the Appalachian Forest Reserve-to the Committee on the 
Judiciary . 

.AI o petition of many ministers of Minneapolis, Minn., against 
further enlargement of the Navy-to the Committee on Naval 
.Affairs . 

.Also, petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers of 
Minneapolis, Minn., in favor of passage of the Rodenburg anti
injunctioh bill-to the Committee on the Judiciary . 

.Also, petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers of 
Minneapolis, Minn., in favor of the passage of the La Follette
Sterling employers' liability bill-to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. OLCOTT: Petition of Edmund Wetmore and Henry 
Rus ell Drowne, directing publication of certain records of the 
Continental Records-to the Committee on the Library. 

By l\lr. P .A.DGETT: Papers to accompany bills for relief of 
heirs of John H. Birdsong, estate of Martha B. Skillern, estate 
of Daniel Foresee, and Cynthia McGavack-to the Committee 
on War Claims . 

.Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William D. Keely
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\lr. RIORDAN: Petition of board of managers of Sons of 
the Revolution, for appropriation to pre erve the records and 
documents of the .American lleyolution-to the Committee on 
Military .Affairs. 

.Also, petition of Pacific Coast Lumber .Association, for amend
ment of interstate-commerce act-to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

.Also, petition of .American Newspaper Publishers' .Association, 
for removal of duty on white paper and wood pulp-to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RYAN: Petition of Lumber Dealers' Association of 
Connecticut, for forest resenations in White Mountains and 
southern .Appalachian Mountains-to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

.Also, petition of People's Forum, of Buffalo, N. Y., against 
Penrose bill, granting additional powers to Postmasters-Gen
eral-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

.Also, petition of United Mine Workers of .America, against 
decision of Judge Dayton-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

.Also, petition of United Mine Workers of .America, for bureau 
of mines-to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: Petition of citizens and societies in 
Texas, for restoration of motto "In God we trust "-to the 
Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

.AI o, paper to accompany bill for relief of Jones Sutton-to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By 1\Ir. SHERl\lAJ.~: Petition of Ret_ail Druggi ts' .Association 
of Rome, N. Y., against a parcels-post law-to the Committee 
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. S.MITH of Michigan: Petition of Fred Hargreaves 
and 21 others, of Harbor Beach, Mich., for prohibition bill and 
interstate liquor bill-to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Petition of citizens of Spanish 
Fort Montague County, Tex., against the Penrose bill aurthoriz
ing Postmaster-General to outlaw certain newspaper publica
tions-to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By 1\Ir. STERLING: Petition of Farmers' Club of Blooming
ton, Ill., for a parcels-post law-to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Hotel Imperial manager, favor
ing the Fowler bill-to the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency . 

.Also, petition of .Ansel E . .McMurtsy, of Kansas City, for the 
Kittredge-Barchfeld bill-to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of New York Sons of nevolution, for appro
priation to publish and preserve certain documents of the Revo
lution-to the Committee on Military .Affairs. 

By Mr. WEEMS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of John 
L. Smith-to the Committee on lnyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILEY : Petition of Board of Trade of Apalachicola, 
Fla., indorsing recommendations of national rivers and harbors 
convention held in Washington, December 4, 5, 6, 1907-to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

.Also, petition of residents of Marlow, .Ala., against religious 
legislation in the District of Columbia-to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Also, petition of residents of Marlow, Ala., for passage of 
H. R. 40-to the Committee on the District of Columbia . 

.Also, petition of residents of Marlow, .Ala., against S. 1519, 
against issuance of money orders, etc., on Sundays-to the Com
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania: Petitions of C. C. Ricker 
and 14 others, of Clinton County; D. G. Wilson and 28 others, 
of Potter County; E. S. Jennings and 25 others, of Tioga 
County; Wallace Burdic and 31 others, of Potter County; 
W. E. Metzger and 37 others, of Union and Lycoming co1mties; 
J. E. Brounlee and 14 others, of Costello and Potter counties; 
Walter .A. Palmeter and 52 others, of Potter County; .A. E . 
Odell and 26 others, of Potter County; Charles E. Brewster 
and 33 others, of Tioga County; C. H. Horton and 18 others, 
of Tioga County, and J. B. Merrick and 35 others, of Potter 
County, all in the State of Pennsylvania, for S. 3152, additional 
protection to dairy interests-to the Committee on .Agriculture. 

By Mr. WOOD: Petition of Windsor (N. J.) Grange, No. 40, 
Patrons of Husbandry, for a parcels-post law-to the Com
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

.Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Frank lU. Gress 
(previously referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions)
to the Committee on Pensions. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

SATURDAY, March 7, 1908. 
The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. HENRY N. CounEN, offered the following 

prayer: 
We thank Thee, our Father in heaven, for the beautiful cus

tom, long since established in the Congress of the United States, 
of memorializing those of its Members who pass from earth to 
the realms beyond and rest from their labors. " The righteous 
shall be in everlasting remembrance and the memory of the 
just shall be bles ed." It quickens the nobler aspirations of 
those who survive and emphasizes the virtues of those who have 
passed on. Bless the special service of the hour in memory of 
one who served faithfully and efficiently upon the floor of this 
House and left behind him a record worthy of an .American 
statesman, who in war and in peace lived to his convictions, and 
died respected and beloved by all who knew him. 

Let the everlasting arms be about the bereaved family to up
hold and sustain them in their affliction and comfort them in the 
hope of a family reunion in the realms above where there shall 
be no more sorrow and no more tears, and Thine be the praise, 
through Jesus Christ our Lord. .Amen. 

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap
proved. 

ELIZABE'rH H. OLCOTT. 

1\Ir. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the bill 
H. R. 2429 be taken from the Speaker's table. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the bill 
H. R. 2429, entitled ".An act granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth H. Olcott," with Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 
Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. l\fr. Speaker, I move that the House 

concur in the Senate amendments. 
The question was taken, and the Senate amendments were 

agreed to. 
BRIDGE ACROSS BAYOU BARTHOLOMEW AT PORTLAND • 

.Mr . .ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 17510) to construct 
a bridge across Bayou Bartholomew, .Ashley County, .Ark., at 
Portland. 
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