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Also, resolufion passed by the California Federation of Wom-
en's Clubs, of Los Angeles, Calif, relative to aleoholic liquor
traffic; to the Committee on Alcoholic Liguor

Also, resolution passed by the California Federation of Wom-
en’s Clubs, of Los Angeles, Calif.,, favoring more stringent legis-
lation affecting child laber; to the Committee on Labor.

Also, resolution passed by the California Federation of Wom-
en's Clubsg, of Los Angeles, Calif,, favoring a change in the citi-
zenship laws as they affect women; to the Commitfee on Im-
migration,

Also, petition of Napa County Viticultural Protective Associa-
tion, $t. Helenn, Calif., urging repeal of the war-time prohibi-
tion measure; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolution passed by the California Federation of
Women's Clubs, Los Angeles, Calif., favoring the Army mnurse
bill ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, resolution favoring the establishment of a department of
education, by California Federation of Women's Clubs, Los
Angeles, Calif.; to the Committee on Education.

Federation of Women's Clubs, Los Angeles, Calif.; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Aflairs,

By Mr. RANDALL of California : Petition of city commission
of Pasadena ; Normandie Avenue Methodist Church, Los Angeles;

fornia District Lodge Good Templars, Los Angeles; Friends' Tem-

testing against repeal of war-prohibition act; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

. Also, petition of Federation of Women's Clubs of California,
in favor of enforcement of national prehibition, and protesting

to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Alse, petition of California TFederation OI Wowen's Clubs,
favoring change in citizenship laws in favor of women, so they
will not be secondary te their husbands; to the Commiftee on
Woman Suflrage.

Also, petition of California Federation of Women's Clubs,

mittee on Labor.

favering league of nations; to the Committee on Tereign Af-
fairs.

Also, petition of California Federation of Women's Clubs,
favoring creation of Federal department of education; to the
Conmmittee on Education.

Alse, petition of California Federation of Woemen's Clubs,
favoring granting recognition and rank te nurses in the mili-
tary service; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of Friendly Circle of Pasadena; Boyle Heights
Methodist Church, Los Angeles; Methedist Preachers’ Associa-
tion of southern California; Bethany Baptist Church, Long
Beach ; Inglewood Methodist Church ; Lincoln Avenue Methodist
Chureh, Pasadena; Highland Park Baptist Church; Pilgrim
Congregational Church, Pasadena; 27 missionary societies of

time prohibition act ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. REBER : Petition of East Susguehanna Classis, Gowen
City, Pa,, representing 15,000 people, urging against the repeal of
war-time prohibition law ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Pottsville (Pa.) Chamber of Commerce, op-
posing repeal of daylight-saving law; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

By Mr. ROWAN : Petitions of Allen & Nugent Co.; H.J acquin
& Co.; Paul L. Phelan; G. Levor & Co. (Inc.) ; M, thipa, 1138
Bryant Avenue; M. McClnre; E. Leap, 1321 Seeond Avenue;
Daniel Currle, 232 West One hundred and thirty-second Street;
A. von Kileh, 224 West One hundred and thirtieth Street; P. 1.
Dinan, 2184 Valentine Avenue; Edward M. Hanley, 601 West
One hundred and seventy-fourth Street; Ed. M. Hanley, 0601
West One hundred and seventy-fourth Street; Leo D, Fox, 1048
Kelly Street; G. Megroz, 222 Fourth Avenue; Mack Wolf, 313
‘West One hundred and twenty-first Street; J. A, Guillaume, 50
West Forty-fifth Street; and H. T. Kramer, 913 Jackson Avenuc,
all of New York City; and A, V. Wahlberg, 627 Madison Street;
8. Williams, 111 Ninety-second Street; V. W. Knutsen, 663
Quiney Street; Elbert Butts, 939 Bushwick Avenue; Philippe
Lambert, 7205 Tenth Avenue; and Leo C. Lucke, 1355 Park
Place, all of Brooklyn, and all in the State of New York, against
repeal of daylight-saving law ; te the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Julius Jorgenson & Son. New York City, ask-

mittee on Ways and Means.
Also, petition of National Woman's Trade Union Leagune of
Amar]on for the continuation of the Woman in Industry Serv-
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| other residents of Bolsters Mills, Me., asking for the repeal of
Also, resolution favoring the league of nations by California |

Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Ceres; Southern Cali- |
perance Committee, Pasadena, all in the State of California, pro-

against invasion of China by American brewers and distillers; |

favoring legislation for prevention ef ¢hild labor; to the Com-
Also, petition of Federation of Women's Clubs of California,

Long Beach, all in the State of California, against repeal of war-

| anthorizing the Secretary of War to loan to the city of Dawson,
1 Ga., tents and cots for use of Confederate veterans in their State

ing for repeal of section 905 of revenue act of 1918; to the Com-’

ice :t[)i 1t)l{:e TUnited States Department of Labor ; to the Committee
on r.

Also, petition of D. Auerbach & Sons, New York City, against
continuance of Department of Labor Employment Service; to
the Committee on Labor.

Also, petition of Goodfriend Bros.,, New York, engineers and
contracters, and F. C. Barlau, protesting against repeal of day-
light-saving law ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SNYDER: Petition of sundry residents of Marcy,
N. Y., for repeal of daylight-saving law; te the Committee on
Agriculture.

Also, petition of members of the First Methodist Episcopal
Church of Herkimer, N. Y., for the repeal of war-time prohibi-
tion act; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Slovanian Lodge, No. 282, and St. Josepl's
Seciety, No. 53, of Little Falls, N. Y., for recognition and jus-
fice for the Jugo-Slavs: to the Connnittee on Foreign AfTairs.

By Mr. WHITE of Maine: Petition of Lyman Shedd and

the daylight-saving law; to the Committee on Agriculture.
Also, petition of George 0. Hill and others residing in the
towns of Oxferd and Norway, Me., asking for the repeal of the
daylight-saving law; to the Committee on Agriculture.
Also, petition of Cecil H. Mitchell and others residing in the
town of Byron, Me,, asking for the repeal of the daylight-saving
law; te the Committee on Agriculture.

SENATE.
Webpxesoay, June §, 1919.
(Legistative day of Tucsday, June 3, 1919.)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock noon, on the expiration of the
TeCess.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quortim,
ﬂﬂ;he PRESIDENT pro tempere. The Secretary will call the
rall.

The Secretary ecalled the roll, and the following 'wnnmr:. anm-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Harding MeLean Bmith, Md.
Ball Harris MeNary Smith, 8. C. ‘
Beckham Harrison Moses Emoot
Berah Henderson Nelson Spencer

| Brandeges Hitchenck New Btanley
Calder Johnson, Calif. Newberry Sterling
Capper Jones, N. Mex. Norris Sutherland !
Chamberiain Jones, Wash, Nugent Swansen .
Cummins Ke. Overman Trammell i
Curtis Kendrick Page Underwood !
Dial Kenyon Phelan Wadsworth .
Dillingham Keyes Phipps Walsh, Mass,
Rage King Pittman Walsh, Moent. .
Elkins Kirby Polndexter Warren
Fall Kunox Rangdell Watson
Fernald Lenroot Tteed Williams 1
Frelinghuysen I Sheppard Wolcott
Gay MeCormick Sherman |
Gronna McCumber Bimmons -
Hale McKellar Smith, Ariz. f

Mr. McKELLAR. The senlor Senator from Tennessee [Alr. ,
SHIELpS] is absent on important business,

Mr. KIRBY. I wish to anneunce the unaveidable abscnce
of the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosixsox] on public
business.

The PRESIDENT pre tempore. Seventy-seven Senators have
answered to their names. There is a guorum present.

MESBAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K. Hemp-
stead, its enrolling clerk, announced that the Speaker of the
House had signed the enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res, 79)

convention, June 17 and 18, 1919, and it was thereupon signed by
the President pro tempore,
WOMAN SUFFRAGE.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the joint reselution (H. J. Res. 1) propesing an
amendment to the Constitution extending the right of suffrage
10 women.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.. The pending question is on
the amendment proposed by the Sensator frem Alabama [Mr,
UxpERWOOD].

Mr. WADSWORTH obtained the floor.

Mr. BRAXDEGEE. 1 should like to have the amendineant
read.

Mr. WADSWORTH.

Let the amendment be read.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Alabama.

The SecreTArRY. On page 1, line 6, strike out the words “ the
legislatures of ” and in lieu thereof insert the words * conven-
tions in,” so that the paragraph will read:

That the following article is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution, which shall be valid to all intents and purposes as part of the
g?:r:ituuen when ratified by conventions in three-fourths of the several

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, like the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Boran], I represent in part a State which has ex-
tended the franchise to women residing within its borders. In
view of that fact and my decision to vote against the proposed
amendment to the Constitution, as I have done upon two prior
occasions, I desire to make my attitude clear before the Senate.
- No vote of mine cast upon this amendment will deprive any
of the electors of the State of New York of any privilege which
they now enjoy. The people of that State, as the people of sev-
eral other States, have decided for themselves, in an orderly and
constitutional manner, to extend the franchise to the women.
I feel so strongly on this question that the people of the several
States should be permitted to decide this matter for themselves
that I desire to say that were this amendment, instead of being
drafted for the purpose of extending woman suffrage all over
the country, drafted for the purpose of forbidding the extension
of the franchise to women, I would vote against it.

The Senator from Idaho yesterday discussed the right of the
people to settle their own affairs, particularly in matters which
were local and intimate. My feelings upon that question are
somewhat like his. The people of the several States when they
organized their governments and adopted their constitutions
delegated certain powers to their legislatfures and to their
executives. Then they set up their judiciary to see to it that
both their legislative and executive departments should keep
faith and should not transgress the limits set by the people.

When a society organizes itself to do business, about the first
thing it does is to prescribe the qualifications of its voting mem-
bers, and it is the usual procedure for an organization in the
process of formation to prescribe in its constitution that the
voting membership shall not be extended or restricted except by
a vote of the members of the society. And so the regulation of
the franchise in the States, and I think I can say in every State,
when they were organizing their governments, was left to the
voting memwbers ; in other words, the people of those States.

Acting upon that theory and in accordance with that prineiple,
which I believe lies at the bottom of a truly democratic govern-
ment, several of the States have voted from time to time by
popular referendum and have decided to extend the franchise
to the women. Many other States have voted in popular refer-
endums and have decided against the extension of the franchise.

Even though one might be opposed on general principles to the
extension of the franchise to women, one can not logically object
1o the pecple of a great Commonwealth voting upon that ques-
tion, settling it for themselves, and if they settle it in the
affirmative with respect to woman suffrage one can not then
logieally objeet, even though one mnay have voted against it as
a citizen of the State. Nor can I see how one can logically ob-
ject to the application of the principle, even though in its appli-
cation the people, voting freely and openly, decide that they
shall not extend the franchise in this way.

Something has been said in the debate which has thus far
taken place upon this amendment as to the popular demand in
favor of it all over the country. Some criticism has been uttered
by one or more of its advocates against Senators who are oppos-
ing it and who have consistently opposed it in times past. An
examination of the record of the different States which have
voted upon this question does not, I venture to say, indicate that
there is any overwhelming popular demand thus far evidenced
in the elections.

If my computation is correct, there are at least 30 States of
the Union which have either refrained from voting on the ques-
tion at all or have voted upon it and rejected it. In the States
which have voted upon it, if a computation is made of the
majorities n favor of the proposition and the majorities op-
posed to the proposition, we find that the aggregate majorities
opposed to the proposition is about 1,300,000 votes, whereas
the aggregate majority in favor of the proposition in these refer-
endums amounts to 254,000. So from the standpoint of popular
demand it would not seem that the Senate or the Congress
should feel itself driven to adopt an amendment to the Consti-
tution which revolutionizes the rule and practice of the Ameri-
can people in regulating the franchise. ;

Mr. President, it may seem somewhat old-fashioned for a
Senator to express his reverence for the Constitution of the
United States, his reverence and his devotion not only to its

letter but to its spirit. When one views modern tendencies and
the influences that are at work in this country to-day, one is
tempted to suggest that now is an appropriate time to rededi-
cate and reconsecrate ourselves to a proper understanding of the
letter and the spirit of our Constitution and to a better under-
standing of its meaning. The tendencies of the day, without
any question, are traveling fast along the road which, if fol-
lowed to its ultimate goal, will mean its destruction or its altera-
tion to such a degree in spirit, if not in letter, that it will be
scarcely recognizable. It is now proposed in this amendment,
as a part of this fendency which has been so evident in recent
years, to take away from the people some of that sense of re-
sponsibility the exercise of which is the only safeguard for the
intelligent conduct of a democracy and to assume that responsi-
bility at the seat of government.

The central Government is remote, comparatively, and even-
tually, if this tendency continues, that responsibility will be
borne in such a way that the individual citizen will not be able
to understand what is going on in the maze and confusion of a
great centralized Government.

I assume that a Senator, when discussing this matter, should
endeavor to remember that he is a Senator of the United States
and not confined in his functions to representing merely the
State, and only the State, that sends him to Congress. I assume
that it is the function of a Senator to take into consideration
the Nation as a whole, to have some concern and to give some
consideration to the condition of public contentment and the
wishes of the people as a whole.

It is very true, of course, that a Senator elected from a State
should exert every influence and power that he can wield to
protect his State from injury by Federal legislation, if in his
judgment the legislation proposed is unjust and diseriminatory
against the people of his State. That question does not arise
in the discussion or consideration of this amendment, for no
Senator who may desire to vote against this amendment is de-
priving the people of his State of anything which they already
pPOSSess.

If the people of his State have already voted to extend this
franchise, no vote of his, no vote of mine, can take it away;
but a vote in favor of this proposal does in several instances
impose upon the people of certain States things which they have
said they do not want. When that side of the question is pre-
sented it seems to me that it is incumbent upon a Senator to
regard the Nation as a whole and to give his consideration to
the wishes of the people of the States that have expressed them-
selves freely upon the question at issue.

Mr. President, the conduct of government of a great Com-
monwealth is of concern to us all, for it is from the governments
of the Commonwesalths and their constituent parts that this
Federal Government derives its inspiration, and which, as the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borau] said yesterday, provide our
schools of political education.

Let us take the Commonwealth of Massachusetts as an ex-
ample. The people of Massachusetts in their own way, in con-
formance with their constitution, in the exercise of their un-
doubted right and privilege, held a referendum on the question of
suffrage, and the proposal to extend the franchise to the women
of the State of Massachusetts was defeated. It was defeated
in every city of the State, in every county of the State, and in
every town of the State, and had three votes in the aggregate
been changed it would have been defeated in every ward. The
people of the State of Maine, by a vote of nearly two to one,
defeated woman suffrage; the people of the State of New Jersey,
in spite of the interposition of the President of the Unifed
States, who is a resident of the State, defeated it by 50,000 ma-
jority ; the people of Pennsylvania defeated it by a similar ma-
jority; the people of West Virginia defeated it in a popular
referendum in the approximate proportion of three to one; the
people of Ohio have three times defeated it within six years,
the last defeat being registered only last year, if my memory
is correct, and the last majority against it was over 140,000 votes.
The people of Towa have defeated it; the people of Louisiana
have defeated it; and only the other day the people of Texas
defeated it. The people of Wisconsin have defeated it, as was
referred to yesterday, and there may be some other States which
have defeated it which I do not at this moment recall.

Now, the question is, were the people of Massachusetts, the
people of Pennsylvania, and the people of Ohio competent to
settle that question for themselves or not? There is nothing
to prevent them under their form of government from securing
the franchise of women if they want it.

There is no tremendous emergency facing the country, no
revolution or rebellion threatened which would seem to make
it necessary to impose upon the people of these States which
have given their verdict upon it something which they have




1919.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

617

sald, as free citizens, they do not require or desire. Is it un-
reasonable to ask that they be permitted to continue to govern
-their own affairs in this respect? Is it contrary to the spirit
of American institutions that they shall be left free to decide
these things for themselves?

Other States besides those I have named have voted to extend
the franchise. The State of Michigan did it but a few months
ago; the State of South Dakota did it but a few months ago.
No man can logically complain against a system which permits
such a practice.

Mr. REED. Mr. President——

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. I do not want to interrupt the Senator, but he
has named a number of States where in the not remote past
a direct vote has been taken and the people have repudiated
this proposition. I wish he would include in that list the State
of Missouri, which in 1914 repudiated the proposition by 140,000
votes. I merely want Missouri included.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I stated at the time that my recollection
was imperfect and that there might be other States besides
the ones I mentioned which had repudiated the proposition; and
I now remember, of course, that the State of Missouri is in that
category.

Now, without discussing the merits of woman suffrage as
such, the question is simply this: Why is it that this power,
resting in the people of this country in their several States, is
to be taken away from them and lodged elsewhere? What is
the reason? Is the principle faulty? Is it undemocratic? Is it
un-American? Does it fail to satisfy the people themselves?
I think not. No such contention has thus far been made.

Let us speak frankly. The advocates of this movement—and
I do not criticize them for exercising whatever power or influ-
ence they may bring to bear or for resorting to whatever device
they may find ready at their hand to bring about their purpose—
the advocates of this proposal for the extension of the franchise
all over the United States through a Federal amendment
believe that that is the easiest way for them to achieve their
purpose, To them it has become a purely practical questlon.
Regard for the spirit of our institutions does not enter into
their discussions. The Constitution of the United States means
nothing more to them than that it shall be used as a vehicle
to achieve a set purpose; and, being intent upon the purpose,
they pick up the instrument and use it. They do not want
referendums. They have said so in many of their public
utferances.

I am not reflecting upon their intelligence when I describe
their reasons. As a matter of fact, I rather admire their skill
and resourcefulness in carrying this movement up to this point.
They were skillful, and have been skillful, in using the me-
chanics of the situation, but they have not gone to the people
of the country. They have believed—and I think most men in
their honest second judgment will agree—that it is easier to
persuade a legislature to ratify a proposal of this sort than it
is to get the people of a State to do the same thing in a popular
referendum. It can be done more quickly and with less expense
in the matter of propaganda, and, as was said here yesterday
on the floor, the members of legislative bodies—and I do not
except the Congress of the United States—are peculiarly sus-
ceptible to pressure, to insistent and persistent agitation and
propaganda.

There have been instances in this very matter of the exten-
sion of the franchise which illustrate that very thing. The
people of Ohio on two separate occasions voted down the pro-
posal for the extension of the franchise to women., The year
following the second defeat by the people of Ohio the legislature
of that State, in the face of the mandate of the people, promptly
passed a statute to extend the presidential franchise to women—
an exact illustration of how much easier it is to persuade or
eajole a legislature to do something that the people have refused
to do. It became necessary for the people of Ohio to repeal
that act of the legislature within a few months after it had
been put upon the statute books, and they repealed 1t by popular
vote.

My contention has always been with respect to amendments
to the Federal Constitution that if an amendment be placed in
the Constitution it should command the reverence and devotion
of all the people of the country. The discussion here upon the
floor yesterday makes it perfectly apparent that in part at
least, in a certain section of this country, this proposed amend-
ment will be a dead letter. No pretense is made that it will be
lived up to in spirit, and it is the spirit of our Constitution
which we, it seems to me, should have some reverence for at
this hour.

I have discussed this matter with people from different por-
tions of the country, and I have beepn surprised upon occasion to

note the frivolous and casual way in which so many people |
discuss the Constitution of the United States and what it
means, and to hear the suggestion made, * Oh, well, you must
not take it so seriously as all that; things can be arranged here
and there in such a way that it will not be strictly enforced.”
That is a spirit which is abroad in the United States to-day.
That same spirit has been made manifest in the recent discus-
sion of the last amendment to the Constitution which was rati-
fied last winter. To-day there are thousands of people all over
the United States who are attempting to contrive ways and
means by which the prohibition amendment to the Constitution
can be evaded, showing an utter lack of regard for the instru-
ment itself, showing an utter failure to understand that if
that instrument is not held sacred by the people of this country,
then there is no use of our endeavoring to continue our experi-
ment in self-government.

Unlike the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boranu], I voted against
the prohibition amendment to the Constitution, because I be-
lieved that such a proposal had no place in the Constitution,
and, second, because I believed that the people in great and im-
portant communities of this country were competent to decide
that matter for themselves; and I feared the very thing that is
making itself so apparent to-day—a settled determination upon
the part of hundreds of thousands of people living in those com-
munities which were not consulted, to evade it, to urge some
act of Congress or State legislature under that peculiar provi-
sion for concurrent jurisdiction, which in part at least would
make a laughing stock of that particular amendment to the
Constitution. The danger is, if we go on in this way and deprive
the people of important communities of their right to decide
these questions which they are competent to decide, which in
dozens of instances they have decided to their own satisfaction.
that a contempt for the Constitution of the United States will
gradually and inevitably spread all over this country. It will
be regarded by hundreds of thousands of people as merely 2
vehicle for the exercise of a will to power upon the part of some
group of people who desire to impose their ideas upon another
group of people. -

Mr. President, I can not blind myself to the fact that this is

-the tendency of the day; I do not blind myself to the fact that

slowly, but surely, not so much by constitutional amendment per-
haps, although this is a glaring instance of it, but by statutes
passed by the Congress and by statutes passed by the State
legislatures, we are whittling away the sense of responsibility
of the individual citizen. We are teaching more people every
year that the Government owes them a living; we are teaching
more people every year that the Government should and can
do things which they as individual citizens can do for them-
selves; we are urging the * easiest way.” Scarcely a year goes
by but what that tendency becomes more marked, and when we
whittle away that sense of responsibility which should live in
the breast of the individual citizen and teach him that the
Government at Washington, remote as it is and rapidly becoming
top-heavy with a bureaucracy, the intricacies of which I chal-
lenge any Senator to understand to-day, when we teach him
that the Government at Washington, with its so-called bottom-
less Treasury, can take over, and should take over, all of these
functions and duties and that the people of the communities of
this country need not be expected to do those things for them-
selves, that they shall not even be expected to decide as to
who shall vote for sheriff or district attorney or county judge,
then I say that step by step we are building in this country a
paternalistic system such as was the curse of Germany. There
was a people, as we all know to-day, 70,000,000 of them, who
were educated, one might say, almost from the cradle by the
teachers in the schools, educated by the professors in the uni-
versities, educated by all their public men, at the inspiration
of the autocracy that topped that Government, educated, drilled,
coached, guided out of all sense of individual responsibility
until they reached the condition where they lost their very
souls.

I frankly confess, Mr. President, that I fear this tendency in
the United States. I do not want to see it go any further.
I know, of course, that there are some things that only a gov-
ernment can do. I know, of course, that every man and every
woman who calls himself or herself human wants the burden
of the overladen members of society lightened; and if members
of society as individuals, or as volunteers organized in a rea-
sonable way, can not perform that function then it is the duty
of government, the protector of society, to perform it. But it
seems to me that we might well call a halt. It is not that any
one of the statutes or amendments to the Constitution which are
proposed is fatal. It is the fact that we pile one upon another,
year after year. Some say, “ Let us enact the second one be-
cause we have enacted the first, and the two proceed along
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parallel lines, and therefore the second, the third, the fourth, | was in other States. Ewven if the franchise had been granted to

the fifth, and the sixth are justifiable.” DBut the trouble is, Mr.
President, that as we proceed in taking away the sense of re-
sponsibility from the people in their cemununities year after
year and decade after decade we do not proceed along parallel
lines. The lines of those pieces of legislation slowly converge,
and when they reach the point of convergence the citizen will
have become the servant and dependent of government instead
of being its master; and it is exactly along one of those con-

verging lines that this amendment of the Constitution is pro- |

ceeding., The people of some 30 States, if this constitutional
amendment is ratified, cease being the masters of their govern-
ment in so far as the franchise is concerned. And that, ac-
cording to my way of thinking, is contrary to the spirit of our
institutions.

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, the historical reference
which my distingunished colleague [Mr. Lieep] made to the
action of Missouri is true. It was some years old. Perhaps it
might be fair to add that the vote of Missouri taken some years
ago is hardly a fair indication of to-day, berause in the legisla-
ture just adjourned beth houses were in aceord with the grant-
ing of suffrage to women in Missouri. [Manifestations of ap-
plause in the galleries.]

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the statement which the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Seexcer] has made is correct; amd it ex-
actly illustrates the vice te which I aRuded and te which the
Senator from New York [Mr. Wanswonra] has so fittingly aul-
dressed himself,

The last time the people of the State of Missourl had an ep-
poriunity te vote on this question was in 1914. They defeated
suffrage by over 140,000 majority. Since that time they have
electcd legislatures witheut any regard te the suffrage gues-
tion. It mever has been made an issue to the people, The last
legislature of Missouri, in disregard of the last mandate of the
people of Missouri and in defiance of it, passed a statute au-
thorizing votes by women at presidentinl elections. That ex-
actly proves the ease. It demonstrates that legislatures ean be
handled when the people can not be. It was because of the
notorious incompetency of legislatures, and because of the fact
that they could be reached by influence and often by sinister
meauns, that the people took from legislatures the right to elect
United States Senators and declared that the people alone
should exercise that high right. Tt is bectuse of the fact that
legislative bodies wvery freqmently do not represent the sense
of the people, that they are very often composed of inen grossly
incompetent, that protest is now being made against taking
away from the people of the State of Missouri the right of
settling this guestion for themselves.

Since my distinguished colleague has seen fit to challenge
me to this guestion, I want to ask him if he is willing hy his
vote to deprive the people of the State of Missouri of a right
to themselves fix the qualifications of the voters within the
State which they expressly reserved to themselves in their con-
stitution—to take that power from the people of the State of
Missouri and confer it npon a legislature?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President, as others have
said before me, nothing that I can say, perbaps, can change a
vote; but in view of the pending amendment and the vital
issues that are now at stake, I should be derelict to duty if I
did not enter my protest against the passage of this amendment,
which to all intents and purposes is exactly similar to one that
has already been passed, the result of which is an illustration
of the point that has been made so splendidly by the Senater
from Idaho [Mr. Boran] and emphasized this morning by the
Senator from New York [Mr. WapsworTH].

In our dual form of government the principle of its duality is
the one that makes it possible for every part of this vast domain
of ours to progress as conditions justify. Were we a homogene-
ous people, were the local conditions, both social, cominercial,
and industrial, the same, it might be less destructive of the spirit
of democracy for us to take the principle that underlies democ-
racy and emasculate it as this will emasculate it. Dut when
the conditions are so divergent, when local conditions through-
out the United States are so different, the splendid principle in-
corporated into the Constitution finds its sanction.

¥ referred n moment ago to another amendment, incerporat-
ing exactly the same principle as this, that was made into our
organic law. The fiffeenth amendment—but whe does not know
and realize that fhe fifteenth amendment, when it was passed,
was passed in a moment of heat, passion, sectional strife, and
bitterness? There is not a man in Ameriea to-day capable of
exercising the functions of citizenship but that recognizes that
that amendment, passed when and how it was passed, jeopar-
dized the civilization that you and I represent in a section of
our country. The alien population amongst us was not like it

them in other States, their fewness of number made it possible
{ior those States to absorb them without danger to their civiliz:i-
on. :

But unlimited franchise in certain other States would have
deluged and destroyed with a horde of ignorance and incom-
petency the civilization that it had taken all of these years to
build up and perfect. It placed a burden upon those States
that has eclipsed every other, and that has been the main cause
of the retardation of the progress of the South. It has ecaused
that section, in every line of endeavor and in every line of work,
to be retarded, because unless there was a united front to this
menace the absolute submergence and destruction of our social
and political edifice was threatened. So that the work of the
South for years has been not one of the unified attention of the
people to constructive work bmt one of unified operation to
avold the greater danger.

Now, I want te appeal to some of my southern colleagues. We
contended that the passage of the fiffeenth nmendment was
crime against the civilization of the white men of Ameriea.
Those on the other side, when sanity reassumed its dominion
over the minds of men, recognized that fact. We busied our-
selves with the passage of such laws as would minimize the
disastrous effect of unlimited suffrage to the Negro in the South.
Be it said to the honor of these whe were in positien to enforee
it that, recognizing the evils that would grow out of the un-
limited franchise as provided in the fifteenth amendment, they
acquiesced in silence to such laws as we passed to minimize its
evil effects; and be it said to their honor that they did se be-
cause they recognized, as we recognize and as the world recoz-
nizes, that local conditions there have te be met by such laws
and such acts as will protect and preserve the civilization that
characterizes the white man.

‘That was your reason, founded =as it was in justice aml
in righteonsness. Those nien from the South who are sitting
here to-day, who are going to vote for the ratification of this
amendinent or vote to submit this amendinent to the people, by
that vote ratify and confirm the fifteenth amendment, beeanse
I maintain te-day that there is no difference whatever between
the fifteenth mmendment and the proposed Susan B. Anthony
amendment, The Susan B. Anthony amendment is the fifteenth
amendment with the insertion of one word nlone, namely <

The vight of u citizen of the United States to vote shall not be denled
or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of race,
color, previeus conditlen of servitude, or sex,

Those of us from the South, where the prependerance of {he |
Negro vote jeopardized our civilization, have maintained that
the fifteenth amendment was a crime aguninst our civilization.
Now, when a southern man votes for the Susan B. Anthuny
amendment he votes to enfranchise the other half of that race,
and ratifies, not in a moment of heat and passion, what we have
claimed was a crime, but in a moment of profound calmness and
sectional amity he votes to ratify the fifteenth amendment and
give the lie to every protestation that we heretofore have made
that the enfranchisement of the Negro men, unlimited, was a
crime against white civilization. When Senators and others of
the North, East, and West viewed conditions calmly the fifteenth
amendment did become a dead letter, and infinitely better that
it should become a dead letter than that the civilization of the
South should be destroyed and in its destruction jeopardize the
civilization of America.

Here is exactly the identical same amendment applied to the
other half of the Negro race. The southern man who votes for
the Susan B. Anthony amendment votes to ratify the fifteenth
amendment. Senators on the other side have acguiesced in
silence when in desperation we passed such laws as would
nullify the disastrous effect of the fifteenth amendment. South-
ern Senators voting for this amendment puts them without ex-
cuse to still further withhold their hands.

I can understand how a man from the West or a man from
the East, viewing it strictly from his own local impression,
might get the idea that we ought to extend it to all, but those of
us from the South who have seen the evil effect upon our section
of country from this menace—worse than poverty, worse than
retarded commercial and industrial grewth—thoese of us who
have seen the very sanctity of the fireside and the sacredness of
womanhood jeopardized, can not vote for this amendment with-
out once again making possible all these evils that we have for

years combated and overcome. How southern Senators
can vote to turn loose upon the South anether era similar to that
through which we have passed I can not understand.

Not only that, Mr, President, but I have heard it flippantly
remarked by those who propose to vote for this amendinent,
“Yomu found a way to keep the Negro man from voting and yon
will find a way to keep the unworthy Nezre woman frot Yoting™
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We found the way because of the recognition on the part of our
colleagues on the other side that it was their blunder, perhaps,
that had deluged the South’or made it possible for the South to
be deluged by an alien and unfit race.

We had their moral support in maintaining the civilization
of the white man of the South. Can we appeal to them after
to-day if southern men vote to ratify the fifteenth amendment?
When the clamor comes to you now from that race, thai they
demand that they shall be recognized, what excuse will you
have when southern men vote to ratify it? You of the other
sections have said, and said rightly, that in spite of the fif-
teenth amendment, let the South work out its own salvation
and we will give our brethren of the white race our support.
Now, if your brethren of the white race of the South vote for
an amendment which ratifies the previous amendment, what
support can we hope from these other sections? I warn every
man here to-day that when the test comes, as it will come,
when the clamor for Negro rights shall have come, that you
Senators of the South voting for it have started it here this
day for reasons it is not necessary for me to try to state.

The other features of this proposed infraction and destruc-
tion of the Constitution of the United States have been given
ably. No man would attempt to gainsay or deny that democ-
racy means the vote of the people under the sensible restric-
tions that the people themselves in their local statutes see fit
to impose. The very conditions that might arise in the State
of Utah might make it impossible for Utah to rise and progress
with a certain condition of franchise enforced upon her by
Washington. Left alone to adjust her own internal affairs
through her franchise, she might rise to a point where it would
be perfectly proper for that franchise to be extended. The
splendid principle of our dual form of government was never
better illustrated than in the condition of the South and the
condition of the East and the West.

I say, when we have taken from the several States the right to
modify, qualify, and determine their franchise, the sovereignty
of the State in every other particular has ceased to be; we shall
all be living in a centralized Government; there will be nothing
else left. - -

Local self-government presupposes the right to meet local
conditions by peculiar local franchise law. If there were no
other remedies, there might be an argument for us to come to the
Federal Government to extend this franchise; but where each
State has the right to extend the franchise in whatever manner
it deems best, for my State to come and ask that Massachusetts,
Montana, and California shall take charge of the affairs in my
State, because the voters in my State are incompetent to deter-
mine what is best for them, is to make a statement that is proof
that democracy has passed.

Mr. President, I am not going to take up the time of the Sen-
ate any further on this question. All the legal phases of it, and
all the democratic phases of it, have been discussed; but I felt
that I would not do my duty if I did not warn southern Demo-
crats—southern white men—that this day they solemnly ratify
what they have for the last 50 years denounced as the crime of
the century. We protested against the act that incorporated
into our organic law the right of an alien and ignorant race to
be turned loose upon us, and it numerically in the majority.
When you vote for this amendment to-day, you vote to ratify it,
and say to those who enacted that amendment that they did not
make a mistake but that you are now ratifying it.

Let me repeat, the Susan B. Anthony amendment provides
that the franchise shall not be denied on account of race, color,
previous condition of servitude, or sex, and if it was a crime to
pass the fifteenth amendment, why is it right to pass this amend-
ment? If it was a crime to enfranchise the male half of that
race, why is it not a crime to enfranchise the other half? You
have put yourselves in the category of standing for both amend-
ments, and when the time comes, as it will come, when you are to
meet the result of this act, you can not charge that it was a
erime to pass the fifteenth amendment.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I yield.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I have been listening to the
very positive statement made by the Senator from South
Carolina, and I have felt like not making any interruption,
even for the purpose of asking a question. However, 1
have finally concluded that unless something be said at this
juncture it will go to the people of the State of South Caro-
lina and other Southern States that the remarks just made by
the Senator from South Carolina have been universally accepted
here in the Senate.

I do not want to provoke any discussion of the subject, but
1 do want at this time to protest most earnestly against the

construection which the Senator from South Carolina has placed
upon this proposed constitutional amendment. If I am able te
read the English language, the amendment does absolutely
nothing more than to prevent discrimination in the franchise on
account of sex, I think it requires an extreme imagination for
one to draw any inference or to fabricate any argument to the
effect that the passage of the amendment is a reaflirmation or
readoption of the fifteenth amendment.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolinn. Does it not extend suffrage
to female Negroes?

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. That is true; but the Senator
knows that the fifteenth amendment was directed to a class
of people only, and this amendment is intended to liberate the
women of the entire country, the millions of white women of the
country. It is to operate upon them and is not confined to the
black women of the South.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. But it includes them.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Yes; it includes them.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Certainly. I =said it did not
differ from the other, You went specifically after the Negro
men in the fifteenth amendment. Now you go specifically after
the Negro and white women in this amendment. By thus add-
ing the word “sex" to the fifteenth amendment you have just
amended it to liberate them all, when it was perfectly compe-
tent for the legislatures of the several States to so frame their
laws as to preserve our civilization without entangling legisla-
tion involving the women of the black race. You simply have
amended the fifteenth amendment by adding the Negro women.
When we could have had all the white women vote by State
action, you want to add the Negro women by Federal action.
That is what you have done, and that is what I am protesting
against.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. That, I take it, is the Senator's
construction, and, of course, I do not expect to convinee him, but
I want the statement to go into the Recorp that in my judgment
this amendment is entitled to no such interpretation.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. There is no use to quibble
about what is the language of the amendment. When it says
that there shall be no restriction of the suffrage on account of
sex, it means the female sex, and means the millions upon mil-
lions of Negro women in the South.

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, may I ask my colleague if it is
not true that the legislature of our State meets every year?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Certainly,

Mr, DIAL. Is it not also true that at the last session of the
legislature no request was made to submit this question of
woman suffrage to a vote of the people of the State?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. That is true.

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that the Senators representing
the South and the splendid advocates of our dual form of Gov+
ernment representing other States on the other side can see their
way clear to vote:for the Underwood amendment and let this
matter be submitted to the people. If South Carolina, the State
that I in part represent, shall be given the privilege of calling a
convention to elect delegates for that convention specifically
charged with the purpose of deciding this question there will
be no mistake made, It will be put squarely before the people of
the State of South Carolina. I really have no fear of what my
legislature would do. I know the women of my State pretty
well, and I am quite sure that if they had wanted suffrage, with
all the dangers and evils that it would entail, they would have
said so. But they have resolutely refused to be stampeded by a
few hysterical propagandists or propagooses, I do not know
which is the proper term. They have refused fo be stampeded,
and a vast majority of our women are opposed to opening this
Pandora’s box of evils and threatening once again the civiliza-
tion of that State and other States with similar conditions.

I sincerely hope, Mr. President, that those of the South who
for some reason or other have committed themselves to this de-
structive proposition will at least have the grace, in the moment
of our passage into the unknown, to vote for the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I shall be very brief in
the statement that I make to the Senate upon this question. I
heard quite a large portion of the speech made by the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Borau] yesterday. I was then called fromr
the floor on business, and I did not hear the latter part. I see
that it is withheld from publication in the Recorp, so that T am
unable to read it, but, so far as I heard it, I entirely agree with
his views upon this matter.

The Senator from Idaho comes from a State that has for
years had woman suffrage. I come from a State which has
never had it. The legislature of my State has just declined to
submit to the people of the State a constitutional amendment
providing for it in that State. There is no way of ascertaining,
so far as I have been informed, what the sentiment of the
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voters of my State is upon that question other than the indi-
vidual opinions that people may entertain upon the question.
From information that I have recelved—and I think I have
been in pretty close touch with the sentiment of the State—I be-
lieve that a vast majority of the present voters of the State
who are men are opposed to woman suffrage in the State of
Connecticut. I believe that a vast majority of the women of
the State are opposed to woman suffrage in the State of Con-
necticut. I am absolutely certain that a vast majority of both
the women and the men of Connecticut are opposed to Congress
and three-quarters of the other States of the Union telling them
what the qualifications of the electors of the State of Connecti-
cut shall be.

However that may be—and that, of course, I admit is a ques-
tion of opinion about which I have stated mine, and others are
welcome to theirs—I am opposed to putting in the Constitution
of the United States a provision which will force the ideas of
Congress and three-quarters of the States, if three-quarters of
the States concus with the ideas of Congress, upon that State
and their ideas of what the qualifications of the electors of the
other quarter of the States shall be. I believe that this country
has become prosperous and great and strong by the exercise of
home rule and the people of the different localities in this coun-
try minding their own business and, by minding it, developing
a eapacity to manage it. I may be wrong about that. It may
be that the various localities of this country should transfer all
the powers which the States which formed this Union reserved
to themselves to the Federal Government here in Washington,
but it is contrary to the biological and physiological laws of the
world that we will get stronger by abandoning the exercise of
these functions than we would be by exercising them. It con-
tradiets the laws of history and experience.

Mr. President, in my judgment the framers of the Constitu-
tion designed that instrument to be the broad charter of our
liberties and the definition of our form of government. They
never expected the use of the process of amending the Constitu-
tion to be prostituted to putting a lot of police regulations, ordi-
nances, and Iaws into the Constitution of the United States.
They left the police power and the rules which should govern
the inhabitants of this country in their respective subdivisions
in the hands of the people who were to be affected by those rules.
They wisely thought that the people in a country differing in
climate, population, habits, and historical traditions could bet-
ter administer their own affairs in the far-removed sections of
the country in aceordance with their local traditions and ideas
than they could be sdministered by the fiat of a body sitting in

the city of Washington. They wisely thought that the Senator |

from South Carolina and his colleague were better adapted to
say what was for the best interests of the-people who elected
them, and to whom they are responsible, than the Senator from
Connecticut or the Senator from New York, and vice versa. I
think the Senators from South Carolina ‘will agree that the
Senator from New York and myself from my State are better
qualified to state to this body what sort of laws are best adapted
for our section of the country tham the Senators from South
COarolina would be. If that were not so, there would be no
sense in having Senators 'of the United States required to be
residents of the States which they pretend to represent here.

Now, Mr. President, we have come upon this situation in this
country: Our southern brethren suddenly, owing largely to a
local condition, go crazy about prohibition, largely because they
do not want the Negroes in their States to indulge in alcoholic
drinks. Not satisfied with passing their own laws upon that
subject, they come here and vote to jam a prohibition amend-
ment into the Constitution of the United States and make other
States——

Mr. KIRBY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PorxpeExTER in the chair).
Does the Senator from Connecticut yield to the Senator from
Arkansas?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes; I yield,

Mr. KIRBY. Does the Senator from Connecticut regard the
adoption of the prohibition amendment by 45 States as conclu-
sive evidence that it is a loeal and southern proposition?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I regard it as a violation of the principle
about which I am talking, and I say that you Senators voted
to perpetrate that which I regard as an outrage upon the States
that do not want it. It does not make any difference whether
45 or 47 States wanted it. The great Empire State of New York,
with about 10,000,000 people, does not want it; it never had a
chance to say so; but because your States want it and eertain
other States want it for their States, you think that you ought,
in the Constitution of the United States, the fundamental law of
the land, to force your views upon the Empire State of New
York without its consent, except by the consent of the legisla-
ture, which is managed by the prohibition lobby.

You may think that is demoeracy. I do not. I think it is
tyranny. I think it is tyranny, because I do not think that class
of subjects was ever designed by the framers of the Constitu-
tion to be put into the Constitution of the United States. I
think they regarded them as rules and local laws to govern the
people in their respective localities as they wanted to be gov-
erned. Having established that principle, however, you find
it rather difficult to refuse to put this woman suffrage amend-
ment into the Constitution of the Units; States, and because
certain States have adopted woman suffrage and desire it youn
think it is your duty to impose your notions upon tint question
upon States which do not desire it and to which it is not adapted,
provided you can get three-fourths of the States to concur.

Mr. President, if this process is to be continued, if the peopla
of this country want to be governed in their local customs, to be
told what they are to eat and what they are to drink and how
much, and when they are to go to bed, and what language they
are to use, and to be regulated in every move they make in
their daily lives and in their personal habits by a constitutional
amendment in the United States Constitution that can never be
got ont except by a two-thirds vote of each branch of Congress
and then a vote of three-fourths of all the State legislatures in
addition, you have made a set of police regulations of the Con-
stitution of the United States, and, as the Senator from New
York has wisely warned you, it is a process that is calculated
beyond all others to drag the Constitution of the United States
into the mire and to destroy all respect for it, because you ean
not enforce a law or even a constitutional amendment against
people who do not believe in it,

If the arguments against this process will not prevail in the
case of two such shining abuses of the exercise of this power,
simply because you have the power, as are furnished by this
woman suffrage amendment and by the prohibition amendment,
they will not prevail in other eases where the clamor is suffi-
ciently strong to intimidate people to violate their traditional
policies and the historical traditions of their party.

Mr. President, the last expression in national eonvention of
both the Republican and Democratic Parties was opposed to
this constitutional amendment, Both political parties declared
in solemn national convention, after due consideration, that it
was a matter that ought to be left to the several States; while
they approved the principle of woman suffrage, they said, if it
came, it ought to eome through the action of the States. The
President of the United States was the first one to say so, but,
of course, like every other issue with which he deals, he says
the other way, too; and there has not been a single issue of
importance before the country, and there will not be during
his administration, upon which he would not with equal faecility
and sincerity take either or both sides. Now, having resided
for the last six months in & foreign country, he cables to his
subservient idolators here how they shall vote on this consti-
tutional amendment, and they will “come to heel™ with due
humility, I have no doubt. ;

Mr. President, if this process goes on of governing this
country by constitutional amendment on questions that are not
at all of constitutional size or of constitutional quality, I for
one say that if the people are to be governed by constitutional
amendment in their daily habits and life then it becomes neces-
sary that the people themselves should be consulted about what
shall be the constitutional amendments to which they are to
bend the knee and have the yoke adjusted to them. Is there
anything unfair or unreasonable about that? We know per-
fectly well that after Congress by a two-thirds majority of
both branches has submitted a proposed amendment to the
legislatures of the States that, although it has been extorted
from Congress on the theory that we need not commit our-
selves to it, but simply not obstruect it and pass it along to the
legislatures for their action, that immediately we have taken
them at their word and dignified ourselves into the honerable
function of being a funnel, and funneling things through with-
out responsibility on to the various legislatures of the States
which are of so much superior ability and knowledge to us, and
then they immediately turn around and say, “ Congress, by a
two-thirds majority, has set the seal of its approval on this
and demands that we act, and is any one State legislature to set
its judgment up above that of the great United States Senate
and House of Representatives?”™ Then they use us as the
ggument in favor of the very thing that we were doubtful

ut.

It is not a pleasant thing to contemplate that a Senator of
the United States, having walked up to that desk before that
starry banner, Mr. President, which, thank God, still waves and
sparkles back of your chair, and holds up his right hand and
takes a solemn oath to support and sustain the Constitution of
the United States without equivoeation or mental reservation,
that the minute an embarrassing question is presented to him
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he runs like a dog away from it and says, “ I do not know any-
thing abouf it; but there is a ¢ry in my district that I shall not
stand in the way of it; and while I do not believe in it, while I
regret it, still it is coming anyway ; I do not want to have any-
body say that I did not vote for it, and therefore I will sluice it
along on to somebody else.”

The Senate of the United States was not always composed of
men of that backbone and caliber and virility. In the days of
Calhoun and Webster and Clay, Senators of the United States
were not too prond to think nor too cowardly to stand for their
convictions, Mr. President ; and there are a few left here to-day,
I think, who, mistaken and old-fashioned as they may be, are
actuated by the same motives which moved those gentlemen,
and sit in the same Chamber, breathe the same air, and have
been nurtured upon the same doctrine.

So if we are going on with this sort of thing, putting all
kinds of police regulations and ordinances into the Constitution
of the United States, for God’s sake let us amend the Constitu-
tion of the United States so that we can submit to the electors of
the States the amendments which we propose to the Constitution.
Then we will not have so many propositions for constitutional
amendments; but if we do, and they are approved, the people,
then, will have no cause of complaint. They have a cause of com-
plaint now, Mr. President, when we are prostituting the Con-
stitution of the United States and using it as a vehicle to ac-
complish indirectly the destruction of home rule and local self-
government and the exercise of the functions which have made
free men in this country. When we now initiate a series of
acts and constitutional amendments which deal with the things
that we men of New England have been used to dealing with in
our town meetings, where we carry our sovereignty under our
own hats and take orders from nobody—when we put such pro-
visions into the Constitution at the behest of the legislatures of
our States, dominated and controlled by a clerical lobby and
other kinds of lobbies, highly financed by charitable and mis-
taken people all over the country, then we are going to kill the
American spirit in this country unless we submit these gques-
tions to the people themselves,

This is a Government of the people, for the people, and by the

people, and they have a right to say what is going into the Con- |

stitution of the United States. As I said the other day when I

. introduced the proposed constitutional amendment which I have
pending now, I have provided that whenever Congress in the
future shall think it wise it may submit proposed amendments
to the electors of the States as well ag to the legislatures of the
States or conventions to be called therein. Although that pro-
posed amendment has no relation either to the prohibition
amendment or to the woman-suffrage amendment, and would
not affect them, because, if adopted, it will not be adopted until
after they have been acted upon, I hope that the Senate will
see the consistency and the logic of the position I take. If we
are going to dabble in these local affairs, let us submit them to
the people of the localities, and then we will have a contented,
submissive, and loyal support of such amendments instead of
having them the cause of dissension and disunion in this
country.

There is another feature, Mr. President, that was called to
our attention by the great Senator from New York when he
was a Member of this body—Senator Elihu Root—and that is
this: It is easy to conceive that by the process of amending
the Constitution three-quarters of the State legislatures might
approve an amendment, while the other quarter of the States
that are to be governed by it are opposed to it. The other
quarter to be governed by it against their will may contain
the majority of the wealth and the majority of the people of
this country, and so under the boasted democracy and home
rule and independent Government in this country you have a
situation wherein the minority of the voters and the minority
of the wealth of the country are imposing their will upon the
majority of the people and the majority of the wealth; and
a minority of the people and a minority of the wealth repre-
sented under that system ean control the financial policy of
this country, levy taxes all upon one section of the country,
aud arrange the bills so that one section shall pay all of the
taxes practically. It can be done by scientific jugglery. I do
not say that it will work out in that way in every case, but
it works nearly enough that way to make it, as the then Sena-
tor from New York suggested, the most terrifying portent

- that is now in the sky against the perpetuity of the Union of
American States, for one-quarter of the States of this country
will not continue to be governed in that way. It was never
the intention of the framers of the Constitution that they
should. They were supposed to be governed by a majority of
Congress, of course, but they were not supposed to have the
process of amendment of the Constitution, which was supposed

to be only amendable as to the fundamental matters of which
it treats—it never was supposed that that process would be
resorted to to accomplish these ulterior purposes.

Now, to be brief, and in conclusion, I am simply opposed to
this amendment because it deprives the States of this Union
of the power to fix the qualifications of their own electors who
are to vote for their own officers. I think they can do it, and
do it better than the Congress can do it. I am opposed to
this amendment becnuse it is not demanded by my State. I
do not take the view that suffrage, whatever may be its merits,
can be better determined by this Congress than it can be by
the local States.

I believe that the great majority of the women of this coun-
try are opposed to it. When it comes, of course, I know they
will exercise the franchise to the best of their ability. I do
not think it will make much difference politically. T suppose
the women will probably divide as their husbands and fathers
and brothers do, and they will divide upon the issues that are
presented to them probably about as the men do.

I have deplored from the beginning the dragging of polities
into this question. I have regretted the unseemly and undig-
nified haste of political managers to get themselves in front
of this woman movement, to claim the credit of getting suffrage
for the women. I believe the women will vote as honestly as
the men and as intelligently as they ean; perhaps they will vote
more intelligently than the men do now. 1 do not look for
additional uplifting and purity and the hastening of the
millenium by their participation in polities. I think very likely
the better of them will soon become disgusted with their asso-
ciates at the polls, and the practical administration of politieal
affairs, so far as the women are concerned, will be left in the
hands of those who are less desirable to manage them; but
that is simply my opinion, and I hope I will be a false prophet
in that respect.

Mr. President, I have said all I eare to say.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWoOD].

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

uThe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will eall the
m A H 2 s - 3
| “The Becretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names: : L

;:.nkh %ﬂ]&nm ggll;mn Smoot
ckham ale ary Spencer
DBrandegee Harding Moses S?:nley
i Harriso Neleon Sutherly
pper ar n utherland
Chamberlain Henderson New Swanson
Culberson omes, N. Mex. Newberry Thomas
Cummins Jones, Wash. Norris Trammell
Curtis Kell 1\%1: Underwood
Dial Kendrick Wadsworth
Dillingham yon Phipps Walsh, Mass.
Eeyes Pittman Walsh, Mont,
Elkins Poindexter Warren
Fall Klrgy Ransdell Watson
Fernald Reed Williams
Fletcher La Follette Sheppard Wolcott
nce root Sherman
Frelinghuysen MeCormick Smith, Ariz.
McKellar Smith, 8. C.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to afinounce the absence of my
colleague [Mr. BANKHEAD] on account of iliness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-three Senators have
answered to their names. There is a quorum present.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, until the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Borau] made his very interesting speech yesterday, it had
not been my purpose to take any part in this discussion; for I
am as anxious as any one to reach a vote, and thus finally dis-
pose of the subject, as it undoubtedly will be disposed of on this
oceasion. I think, however, in view of the argument submitted
by the senior Senator from Idaho, which unquestionably im-
pressed his audience as it did myself, something should be said
in reply to one or two of its features.

During its delivery I asked the Senator how he differentiated
between his position at this time and that taken by him on the
oceasion of his vote upon the prohibition amendment; and his
explanation, if I correctly comprehended him, was that inasmuch
as a number of the States had adopted prohibition, and inas-
much as it could not be made effective so long as other States
not having adopted it were permitted to manufacture and im-
port aleoholic liguors therein, which neutralized prohibition, it
being necessary to enable the States to enforce their laws, and,
in the interest of local self-government, that the constitutional
amendment providing for general prohibition should be sub-
mitted to the States for ratification or rejection, the Senator
voted for the amendment,

I have no doubt that this reason was conclusive and controlling
with the Senator from Idaho; but T am unable to perceive the
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force of that logie which justifies the enactment of a prohibition
amendment to the Constitution but which rejects the proposed
suffrage amendment. Each of them deals with a subject which
was reserved to the States at the time of the adoption of the
Constitution. Were it not so, these amendments would be un-
necessary. That it is so is most obvious by reference to the
general proposition that powers not expressly or by necessary
implication delegated to the Federal Government are reserved to
the States, or to the people.

If the argument be a substantial one, it could be made, as I
think it has been made, against every amendment hitherto pro-
posed to the Constitution, whether adopted or rejected. Funda-
mentally, the people of the United States, when conforming to
the machinery and the requirements of the Constitution in their
action, may incorporate into the Constitution of the United
States anything they please. It is a matter of judgment—a
matter, if you please, of necessity—in the opinion of that ma-
jority which is required to make the fundamental change.
Whether it encroaches upon the rights of the States or inter-
feres with local self-government, or abolishes local self-govern-
ment, is entirely a practical question, and, in my judgment, has
nothing to do with the constitutional right and power of the
people to amend their organic act as they may see fit.

Prohibition and the suffrage are both matters of local con-
cern; and they will be matters of local concern, subject, of
course, to national legislation within the purview of our powers,
until constitutional amendments are not only proposed by the
Senate and House of Representatives but actually ratified and
enforced by a two-thirds majority of the States voting thereon.

Mr. President, when the prohibition amendment was before
Congress for its consideration Congress had already solved
the problem of interference by legislation—I refer, of course, to
the Webb-Kenyon bill, under whose provisions the invasion by
one State with its prohibited goods of another State where the
prohibition was in effect had been effectually provided against;
and I think that at that time the Supreme Court of the United
States had sustained the constitutionality of the law. There-
fore, conceding the argument of the Senator from Idaho to
be perfectly sound, its application in this instance fails, because
under the powers of the National Government whereby and in
pursuance whereof it could make this regulation, no constitu-
tional amendment to that end was essential. So it would be
just as pertinent to offer the same objection to the consideration
of that amendment as is offered to this.

I can readily understand, Mr. President, how a Senator who
had cast his vote against the prohibition amendment could con-
sistently oppose this amendment upon the ground that it inter-
fered with local self-government ; but I am unable to understand
the logic which justifies a favorable vote for the one and an
unfavorable vote for the other.

I am as much concerned for the integrity of local self-
government as any lover of his country can be. I concede all
that was said in its favor yesterday by the Senator from Idaho.
I am glad that he has become so fervent and capable a cham-
pion of that great principle; and I freely admit that never in
this country did it stand in as much jeopardy as at present and
in the recent past. The right of the people to meet in thelr
separate and several communities and legislate in their own
interest and for their own welfare may be said to lie at the
very foundation of Anglo-Saxon liberty—a right which should
be safeguarded at all times and respected everywhere; a right
the disregard or lowering or abandonment of which will, in
my judgment, be inevitably followed by all the consequences
so eloquently pictured by the Senator from Idaho. But, Mr.
President, I am unable to perceive how this amendment, shoula
it become effective through ratification, can affect the prin-
ciple of local self-government, while that regarding prohibi-
tion certainly will; for the right of a man to eat or to drink
or to conduct his personal affairs as he sees fit, provided only
that he pays the same respect for the right of others to do the
same thing, is infinitely more of a subject for local self-govern-
ment than the right of suffrage.

I do not refer to the moral or police aspect of the subject.
This is not the time or place for thaft, but I assert fundamentally
that the one affects local self-government much more than the
other.

Mr. KING. Mr, President

Mr. THOMAS. In just o moment. If I had been present
when the vote was taken upon the prohibition amendment I
should have voted for it, not because I believe it is the best
thing for the people, but because I was instructed by the people
of my State to do it, and I would have 1-especte(l that instrue-
tion. I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. KING. I agree with what the Senator has said that the
support of the prohibition amendment to the Coustitution, if a

man acted logieally, ought to call for a vote in favor of amend-
ing the Constitution with respect to suffrage. And yet, does
not the Senator think that this amendment is more of an as-
sault upon the States than the other, because one of the in-
evitable characteristics and indispensable qualities of a sov-
ereign State is the right to determine who shall hold office
within the State, determine the qualifications of electors, and
this amendment is a restriction upon the right of a sovereign
State to exercise their sovereign power.

Mr. THOMAS. No, Mr. President, I do not. It is unques.
tionably an invasion, an absorption, if you please, of a right
which the States may now, subject to another amendment re-
garding suffrage, exercise without national interference, except
in so far as-national elections are concerned. We had at onae
time a law upon the statute books enacted by Congress and ens
forced for many years under which at all elections where any
national officer was chosen the entire machinery of the elec-
tion was in the hands of the Federal authorities represented
by United States marshals and supervisors. It was a delib-
erate and unwarranted intrusion into the affairs of the States,
but it was a law, nevertheless, within the power of Congress,
if it saw fit to do so, to enact. Inasmuch as State elections are
constantly narrowing or decreasing in number, so that State
officials and presidential electors and Members of Congress are
chosen at the same time, there is no reason in the world why,
if Congress saw fit to do so, it might not independently of this
proposed amendment take charge of and control those elections.

But, Mr. President, whether that be so or not, the time for
applying that argument has gone, for there can be no question
that in spite of the obstructive tactics of the so-called National
Woman’s Party, which has prevented the successful submission
of this amendment heretofore, the overwhelming majority of the
people of the United States are in favor of the amendment.
There can be no more significant evidence of the fact than that
the vote about to be taken will be confined to no particular sec-
tion of the country.

Mr. President, a word about local self-government and the
dangers which menace it, and I am done. I do not believe loeal
self-government is being directly assailed anywhere. I do not
think it will be directly assailed under the provisions of this
amendment, which after all only serves to double the vote, I

believe that is the only practical consequence of the adoption of .

the amendment, and those who regard this matter as a subject
for political influence will find to their sorrow before they are
very much older, for women like men will cast their vote ac-
cording to their convictions upon political questions and issues
as tkey shall from time to time arise and be considered.
Frankly, if I felt that half the people of the country would east
a vote for one particular party, locally or generally, simply
because that party happened to be in power at the time the
right was conferred, I should vote against the amendment. Such
a conclusion is a reflection upon the intelligence and patriotism
of womankind. As Democrats and as Republicans, as dissidents
from both of the great parties, they will act hereafter precisely
as they have acted heretofore, and in national affairs precisely
as they have acted in State affairs where the franchise has
prevailed,

Mr. President, what is it that is jeopardizing the fundamental
principle of local self-government in America? It is largely the
indifference of the average citizen to his public duty, largely
the desire of the people to escape obligations by transferring
them to the National Government, and largely because the States
have themselves with regard to certain fundamentals broken
down, either in their efforts to enforce the local laws, preserve
peace and order, or have been unable to do so. If these condi-
tions continue, as I am afraid they will, then it will make no
difference whether this amendment be defeated or whether it
be ratified. We must change fundamentally in some things or
the old institution of local self-government, of community gov-
ernment, will become a tradition in this country instead of a
living fact, as it has been and ought to be.

Mr. President, for the last quarter of a century and more every
State in the Union has not only been willing but anxious to ex-
change its obligations and its powers of local self-government
for Federal appropriations; and it would seem that as long as
appropriations can be secured for the exercise by the Govern-
ment of the United States in whole or in part of those duties
which rest upon the States fundamentally and primarily, the
exchange will continue. I shall not detain the Senate by at-
tempting to enumerate a list of the various duties and powers
which the States have passed on to the shoulders of the Federal
Government and now feel free to insist that the Government itself
shall observe them if they are observed at all. Great combina-
tions of capital in the past have laughed at State laws and re-
strictions, The enforeement to-day of law and order for the pro-
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tection of the individual in his fundamental rights in the States
can only be secured, and sometimes not then, by Federal inter-
ference.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if it will not interrupt the Sen-
ator, does he think the Federal Government has afforded any
better protection against the great aggregations of capital than
the States?

Mr. THOMAS. I do not think it has done so; but that does
not affect the soundness of my proposition.

Mr. REED. I am not questioning that at all.

Mr. THOMAS. My proposition is that the States are passing
on this duty to the Federal Government, which I think they
could more effectively perform if they would do it themselves,

Mr. REED. I agree with the Senator in that.

Mr, THOMAS. To-day, Mr. President, we are confronted with
a measure which clamored for recognition at the last Congress,
which proposes that the States shall release themselves from
still another burden and require the Government of the United
States to assume the duty and bear the expense of educating
the people of the country. If there is a phase of the duty of local
self-government more obligatory than any other, it is that of the
State to educate its citizens and to assume the financial obliga-
tions necessary to effectuate that great obligation. Yet Mem-
bers of this body during the expiring days of the last session
and since the commencement of this one have been deluged with
letters and petitions from associations and individuals from
one ehd of the country to the other urging them to support the
measure creating a new cabinet department and clothing the
Federal Government with the duty and authority of educating
the children of the country.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr., THOMAS. I have no doubt it will pass, because it
brings Federal money into the various distriets of the country,
and that is unfortunately regarded as a cure-all for every
subject of public discontent.

I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. KING. Has it not been the experience of the Senator
from Colorado that many of the movements which look to the
extension of the activities of the Federal Government into the
States, and to that extent a destruction of the States, emanate
from Federal employees who want to extend their authority and
aggrandize the Federal Government increase their compensation,
and extend their opportunities into the States, and to that extent
diminish the powers of the States?

Mr. THOMAS. Oh, Mr. President, there is no question that
Federal employees, who are now organized, seem to indicate a
desire to encourage every movement that inereases the number
of Federal employees and extends the activities of the Federal
Government. That is one of the beauties of civil service in its
ultimate stages of development. r

But, Mr. President, I do not think it would be fair to place
all these measures upon one class of people. Every city in the
. United States, every community, incorporated or unincorporated,
so far as I know, sooner or later comes clamoring to Congress
for appropriations for the accomplishment of things that ought
to be done at home, and to say that a Federal amendment strik-
ing out the distinction of sex in the matter of suffrage is a
fundamental blow at local self-government in the face of these
conditions is to assume a position which I do not believe can be
sustained either by reason or by logie, as it certainly can not
be by precedent.

I hope and believe that the good women of this country, who
in my State study and therefore understand political questions
quite as well as, if not better than, the average man, who regard
their enfranchisement not as the grant of a privilege, but as the
imposition of a public duty, will be a powerful aid in the
restoration as well as the preservation of local self-government
and not become a mere numerical addition to our electoral fran-
chise whose influence and whose power will be extended in
some other and less laudable direction.

Mr. KIRBY. Mr. President, I had not intended to speak on
this question, and shall do so but briefly. My remarks are
chiefly provoked by the statements of the Senator from New
York [Mr. WapsworTH] and the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BeaNpEGEE] that the action of this Congress and the action
of the people of the 45 States in the adoption of the prohibition
amendment has a tendency to bring the Congress into disrepute
has a tendency to make the people have less regard and respect
for the Constitution,

When I heard the statement of the Senator from New York
that there were many men in the United States who already
now feel aggrieved because of the prohibition amendment to
the Constitution, and that they are proceeding to avold or
evade the effect of this amendment, and that such action would

have the effect to bring the Constitution into disrepute with the
people of this country, I could not help but think of an
instance I remembered from away back yonder in the days of
my youth when I used to read the Scriptures more than I do
now. I want to read it here now. This has reference to the
time when Paul was in Asia, and had preached over there, and
his preaching had caused the people of that country to quit
worshipping idols. Here is the Biblical account of it:

For a certain man named Demetrius, a sllversmith, which made silver
shrines for Diana, bronght no small gain unto the craftsmen ;
Whom he ecalled together with the workmen of like oceupation, and

.said, Sirs, ye know that by this craft we have our wealth,

oreover ye see and hear, that not alone at Ephesus, but almost
throughout all Asia, this Paul hath persuaded and turned away much
people, ”‘ymi that they be no gods, which are made by hand :
that not only this oor craft is in danger to be set at nought, but
also that the temple of the great goddess Diana should be despised, and
her l;-&nsnetl.llilcence should be destroyed, whom all Asia and the world
worshippeth.
And when they heard these say they were full of wrath, and
cried out, saying, Great is Diana of the Ephesians,
And the whole city was filled with confusion—

And so on.

The adoption of the amendment to the Constitution, com-
plained of by the SBenator from New York, interfered with the
business of those engaged in this prohibited traffic, as' did the
preaching of Paul in ancient days with the sale of images of the
idol by Demetrius and his fellow craftsmen.

There existed in this country a kind of business that had
Government support, a kind of business that had debauched the
people of the United States of America; that was entrenched
with special privileges; that the people of this country said
had existed too long; that such business should be destroyed.
The sentiment began to grow in the States, in the counties, in
the towns, in the cities, and finally it impressed the Congress
of the United States. The people said, “ We want the Constitu-
tion amended to abolish and destroy this system that has grown
up, this special privilege, in which the Government had given
the privilege to certain people to debauch with the liquor traf-
fic the other people of the country and call it business. We
want it destroyed. We want it destroyed forever, effectually
and finally, and it must be done by writing an amendment into
the goisuastitution of our Nation.” How did the people proceed to
do

Sentiment crystallized. It spread and extended throughout
the country, and it demanded to be voiced here, and that the
opportunity be given for the States to ratify the amendment
that should be proposed. They proceeded with the amendment
through the Congress of the United States, according to the
rules laid down by the Constitution. It came here from these
representatives of the people everywhere. Then it was pro-
posed by Congress, two-thirds of the Members voting for it.
It was submitted to the States of the Union, and 45 of the 48
States of the Union voted for it overwhelmingly, according to
the rules laid down for adopting amendments to the Const-
tution.

And now the Senator from Connecticut comes upon the floor
and says it was in effect a willful interference with the rights
of the people of the other States, due to the desire and prefer-
ence of the South. That is the sort of idea he has about it.
The Senator from New York, because the liquor interests’ gain
has been taken from them, because they have stirred up this
confusion or attempted to, because they have attempted to
bring the Constitution of the United States into disrepute on
account of their gain having been affected, says now you ought
to be careful about adopting this proposed amendment lest you
increase that sort of feeling, lest you cause it to spread through-
out the country. The saloon people and the liquor trafiie do
not appear to recognize that the world has progressed. They
seem to be in the attitude of the man who stood still; and yet
they have learned a little, I judge, from the procedure heretofore
of people who have been opposed to the traffic.

The other day in Baltimore they attempted to have a great
parade, and the papers announced that the antiprohibition com-
mittee would regard all keepers of saloons as traitors to the
cause who refused to close their saloons during the three or
four hours in which the parade was expected to march, They
learned that they themselves could not even have a parade and
demonstration without closing the saloons, the agencies that ali
the people have insisted shall be closed for all time.

The Senator from New York thinks we will bring the Con-
stitution into disrepute by adopting an amendment as provided
in the Constitution.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop] has offered this
amendment, and he has offered it not to improve the condition
but in the hope of defeating the resolution. He is an enemy to
the cause. He is not in favor of the proposition of permitting
women to vote. He makes no concealment of that fact. He
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has not been in favor of it. He is not in favor of it now. He
offers this amendment to injure the cause and not to help it.
Why should his amendment be adopted? No other amendment
of the 17 amendments to the Constitution of the United States
has ever been submitted to conventions in the States. It has
never been attempted to be done before. It is permitted under
the Constitution, yes; but it has never been availed of. It
has never been done heretofore, and why should it be employed
now on this question, and why should it be proposed by an
enemy of the resolution and expected to be indorsed by those who
are its friends? I say it should not be done.

Is there any reason to fear that in the United States of
Ameriea in the adoption of this amendment the people will not
have a fair expression of their views about it? Women only
vote in comparatively a very few States. The men in all the
States vote. They vote to elect members of the legislature, they
vote to elect Members of Congress, they vote to elect United
States Senators, and they will vote yonder upon this proposi-
tion of the ratification of this amendment, which is proposed in
accordance with the rules laid down for amending the Consti-
tution.

Can you say it is wrong to amend the Constitution according to
the rules laid down for the purpose. If all the people of the
country can not be trusted to amend the Constitution according
to the rules provided in the Constitution, then is it not time that
we have no further amendments? Some of these gentlemen,
I believe from the arguments they have made, would be willing
and think it better for the interest of the country in future
that we have no further amendments to the Constitution, that
the people can not be trusted to amend their own Constitution in
the way they laid down when the Constitution was made for
amending and changing it. That seems to be the idea some of
them have.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BraxpeEcee] inveighed
against the degeneracy of the times. He talked about those
ancient Senators of great ability and great courage who stood
here and took the same oath that these Senators in these de-
generate days take. He said they were courageous, that they
were patriotic, that they regarded their oath when it was taken.
1 do not know whether the Senator thinks he is more loyal and
more patriotic and more courageous than the Senators who are
supporting this amendment or not. He may be more able, but
I will not even make any concession on that point.

That is the condition we are confronted with here to-day.
No other amendment to the Constitution has ever been proposed
in such a way as it is attempted to propose this. It never has
been done. All the legislatures in the States are elected by the
people. They are sent to their different assemblies representing
their people. They will vote on this question, and if you had a
convention and elected these representatives for this particular
purpose they would be mo more representative of the people
than they are now. You are attempting here an innovation, so
far as that practice is concerned.

As to what the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Sarra]
has said, the Senator still seems to be in the unreconstructed
period. I live in the South. I have lived under the fifteenth
amendment since I was born, practically. It is the law of the
land, and what is the use in discussing conditions under which
it became s0? Where is the harm that shall come to us if here-
after as to one-half of our people who have been denied the
right to vote we shall utilize their ability and their judgment
in the settlement of questions that affect local conditions and
affect national interests? There has been, so far as I am con-
cerned, no good reason urged here to-day at all why this amend-
ment should not be adopted. I did not expect to say anything
to-day and would not have done so except for those remarks
from the Senator from New York [Mr. WapswortH] and the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Branpecer] that provoked it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, only a few words., I
have listened with interest to what the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. Kmey] has just said. Of course, I am opposed to the
pending joint resolution, and have been from the beginning, but
that does not affect the question of the amendment to it, as to
which is the better way to reflect popular sentiment in its
adoption or rejection.

The Senator says that this is an innovation; that he desires
to have this amendment adopted along, the lines of the Con-
stitution. It is no more an innovation if my amendment is
adopted than the joint resolution would be as it stands as
originally drafted, because the Constitution itself provides two
modes of ratification, and it is left entirely optional with the
Congress as to which made shall be adopted. The Congress can
determine that it shall go to the legislatures for adoption or the
Congress can determine that State conventions called for this

sole purpose shall pass upon the ratification or the rejection of
the amendment.

The Senator from Arkansas says that this amendment of mine
is introduced for the purpose of defeating the joint resolution.
That is a very candid confession by one of the proponents of
the measure. In itself it could not defeat the measure. There
can be no question that every State in the Union would call a
convention for the ratification or rejection of the amendment
if we adopt this method. More than that, if they did not call
it, the Federal Congress could call a convention.

But it narrows itself to this, that if a legislature is elected,
this, being one of the issues, may become subordinated in many
States to other issues. It may become subordinate to the per-
sonal equation of the candidates, and men may be elected to
vote on this issue who will not directly reflect the mature judg-
ment of their constituents. But if a convention is called for
the sole purpose of ratifying or rejecting this measure, then the
delegates to that convention will be merely the instrument of
the popular will, as the Electoral College is the instrument of
the popular will in the election of a President of the United
States. When the Senator advances the argument that the
adoption of this amendment would defeat the woman-suffrage
amendment he concedes in that moment that the popular senti-
ment in the States is not for the Susan B. Anthony amendment,
and that the proponents of the measure dare not submit it to
the popular will of the people of America. A

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I simply want to add a word in
connection with the stdfement just made by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. UxpErwoon]. We are already informed through
the press that the purpose has taken shape of immediately con-
vening legislatures in extraordinary session fo ratify this amend-
ment. Those legislatures were not elected upon the issue of
suffrage or nonsuffrage; they were elected upon totally differ-
ent issues ; and now it is proposed that men who were not selected
by the people for the purpose of passing upon this issue shall
pass upon it before the people even have the opportunity to
again elect a legislature.

Mr. KIRBY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. REED. I yield to the Senator.

Mr, KIRBY. The Senator suggests that there is a purpose to
call the legislatures of the different States to get immediate
ratification. Where does the Senator get any such idea? Where
is there anything upon which to base such a statement as a fact?

Mr. REED. I will answer the Senator. I have already stated
it, if the Senator had been listening. I said it had been repeat-
edly stated in the press that that is the purpose of the leaders of
this movement. I have seen what professed to be quotations
by those who have been leaders of the movement. I have gen-
erally found that the newspapers have been pretty able to prog-
nosticate the movements to a reasonable extent in the future
of the suffrage program. I have just been informed by a citizen
of the State of Texas that two of the great papers of Texas are
already advocating the calling of the legislature in extraordinary
session for the purpose of ratifying this amendment, although
the State of Texas by popular vote held within the last few days
has defeated suffrage, I understand, the majority amounting to
nearly 30,000. :

So we may as well understand that it is the purpose of the
proponents of this measure to do everything within their power
to keep from submitting it in any way to the popular will and
to obtain ratification in any manner possible. I expect to hear
all of these proponents within the next few months loudly pro-
claiming their belief in the doectrine that the great people of
the eountry shall in all respects rule. I wish they could bring
themselves to an adherence to that doctrine to-day. :

The amendment which is proposed by the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Uxperwoon] does give the people of the States, at
least, the opportunity to have a vote on the selection of men to
constitute the members of the convention. It will not work
necessarily any delay, unless the delay is merely the vote to be
attained by the extraordinary methods I have spoken of; that
is, extra sessions of the legislatures called to ratify, the mem-
bers of those legislatures having been elected for entirely differ-
ent purposes. Why is it that men who claim to be in favor of
government by the popular will are not willing to accept this
amendment which will afford the people some chance to ex-
press themselves? It seems to me there ought to be some
Senators here, even from the suffrage States, who are willing
to let the people of the States of this Union have the oppor-
tunity to cast a vote at least for delegates to a convention
that will debate and consider this important amendment to the
Constitution.
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“Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

+ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. - Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. KING. I have not been privileged to hear all of the de-
bate upon the resolution under discussion, and the question I am
about to ask may have been fully answered in the debate. The
question which I desire to submit to the Senator is this: Is
there any valid reason why the question of amending the Con-
stitution of the United States, as contemplated in the resolution
now before the Senate, should not be submitted to a vote of the
people of the States? For myself, if the Constitution is to be
amended, I see no reason for denying the people the right to
vote upon the proposed amendment. There is no question but
what the proposed amendment to the Constitution materially
changes the framework of our organie law and commits to the
Federal Government authority which now belongs to the States.
The proposed amendment is a limitation upon the powers and
rights of the States, and likewise is a restriction upon the rights
of the people within the States. To deprive them and the sov-
ereign States in which they reside of rights now enjoyed by the
States and the people is a very serious matter. If I may be
pardoned for further occupying the time of the Senator, I would
like to state, because I do not intend to discuss this question, that
I can not bring my judgment to approve of the plan to amend
the Constitution of the United States to grant woman suffrage
through the Federal Government. While I have for many years
been a believer in woman suffrage, and earnestly advocated
within my State the right of women to vote, and urged that in
the State constitution they should have the same political rights
as men, I have always entertained the view that the question
was one for the States to determine for themselves. This has
been the view of all Democrats and those who believed in our
form of government: The proposition now is to overturn the
principles held sacred for so many years, and to further intrench
upon the prerogatives of the States and the reserved rights of the
people. Under our form of Government the States alone have
the right to determine the qualifications of electors. If States
may not ordain their own constitutions and determine their own
domestic and internal affairs, this Republic will soon be de-
stroyed. We often speak of the “ sovereign States of the Union,”
and the Supreme Court of the United States has referred to the
States as “ indestructible.”” One of the indispensable attributes
of State sovereignty is the power to determine who shall hold
office within the State. An elector is an official, and therefore
an elector holds an office within the State. To deprive the States
of the right to say who shall vote and who shall hold office is an
abridgment of the rights of the Staté. It seems to me that this
proposed amendment is along the lines of centralization, which,
if persisted in, will lead to disastrous consequences, However, 1
am in the anfortunate situation of being unable to vote in har-
mony with my convictions. I represent, in part, a sovereign
State; and the mandate of my party and the people of my State
requires that I vote for the submission of an amendment to the
Constitution providing for woman suffrage. It is a matter of
sincere regret to me that I am compelled to support a proposi-
tion by my vote which is so repugnant to my conceptions of the
rights of the States, and, indeed, the rights of the people them-
selves, and which will prove to be a dangerous precedent and a
continuing menace to the peace and welfare of this Nation. How-
ever, I rose merely to propound the question which I have sub-
mitted to the Senator, and not to argue the question so ably dis-
cussed by the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. The only reason I have heard was the one ad-
vanced by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Kmey], who, as I
understood him——

~ Mr. KIRBY. I should like to ask the Senator from Missouri
a question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. REED. I was trying——

Mr. KIRBY. The Senator stated he could not understand
why the proponents of this measure insisted on the amendment
being adopted regularly, as all other amendments to the Constitu-
tion have been adopted.

Mr. REED. I did not make any such statement,

. Mr. KIRBY. The Senator made a statement practically to
that effect.

Mr. REED. No; I did not make any such statement in effect.
- Mr, KIRBY. The question I want to ask is, Is it not a fact
that all of the other 17 amendments to the Constitution have
been adopted by being submitted te the State legislatures? Is
it'not true that a single amendment has never been proposed
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otherwise? If that is true—and it is—then why does the Sen-
ator wish to oppose it in this case and insist on an innovation?

Mr. REED. Now, Mr. President—— i

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President—— RN

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr, STANLEY. I shall vote for the amendment to the (jon-
stitution permitting women to vote. I do not think, however,
that the statement of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Kirny]
is entirely warranted—that it necessarily follows that I shall
vote to deprive the people of my State or of any other State of
the right to express their opinion on the subject. I shall there-
fore vote for the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD].

Mr. REED, Mr. President, there are now pending two ques-
tions which have been propounded tome. I want toanswer them
in the order in which they were asked. The question was pro-
pounded by the Senator from Utah [Mr., Kixa] what reason has
been advanced for denying to the people of the States an oppor-
tunity to express their desires with reference to this amend-
ment? In answering that I have to say that the only reason I
have heard advanced—but I have not been here during the en-
tire debate—was the one brought forward by the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. Kigey], which was that it would work delay, and
his further reason that the method now proposed to be pursued
is the method that has been pursued in adopting all other con-
stitutional amendments,

The other questions propounded to me were those just asked
by the Senator from Arkansas, which embraced the idea I have
already expressed as coming from him, namely, Is it not true
that all other amendments to the Constitution have been sub-
mitted in the same manner in which it is proposed to submit this
pending amendment? All of the late amendments to the Con-
stitution have been so submitted ; but whether always that has
been the rule I am not prepared to say, I confess to some little
embarrassment when I must say that I can not answer with
certainty.

Mr. KIRBY. They all have been.

Mr. REED. I think they all have been.

Now, Mr. President, the Senator asked me a third question—
Why should there be a different method followed here?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, before the Senator
leaves that point will he yield to me?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Montana? :

Mr. REED. I yield. (

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I want to say to the Senator
from Missouri that we have been admonished by him and by
other Senators to remember the teachings of the fathers and to
guide and govern our actions by their practices and their
teachings. Immediately upon the adoption of the Constitution
there were at least 10 amendments submitted when the method
was new. Those amendments might very properly have been
submitted to a convention called in each State, for there was a
large number of them; but my recollection is that the fathers
chose the other system. We have followed that system in-
variably down to this time., Does not the Senator think that
that is a good reason why we should continue to do so?

Mr. REED. Well, Mr. President, first let me answer the
Senator's statement, I have frequently said in this Chamber
that I have great regard for the wisdom of the framers of our
Constitution and that I did not believe that those policies of
government which they had inaugurated and under which we
had lived and by virtue of which we have become the greatest
nation of the world ought to be disregarded and treated lightly
or set aside without mature deliberation, and all of that I re-
affirm. But as to questions of policy of government, such ques-
tions as the Monroe doctrine, such questions as the United
States keeping herself free from entangling alliances, to all of
these ancient doetrines my distinguished friend and those who
are with him have turned aside their faces. Now, the Senator
comes to me and asks me, on a mere matter of procedure, not a
matter involving the principle itself, that we should be bound
by the procedure they took.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri again yield?

Mr. REED. I do.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do not understand that that is
the position taken by the Senator from Missouri. I understand
his argument is that it is a fundamental right of the people of
the States in a referendum to decide this matter, rather than
that it should be decided by the legislatures of the States. I
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do not understand that the Senator has heretofore argued that
this is a mere matter of choice between two procedures. I
understand his argument to be that it is a question of sub-
stantive right of the people to pass upon these questions. I
called his attention to the fact that we are pursuing the policy
that was pursued by the fathers, for obviously they thought it
was the better policy. Now, the Senator seems to think that at
the present time, at least, the policy of the fathers is not the
one we ought to follow.

Mr. REED. Oh, I do not think anything of the sort in the
sense that the Senator puts it. There are really two questions
presented here: One is, Shall the people of the States be de-
prived of the right, which they have reserved in their constitu-
tions, to determine the gualifications of the voters of their re-
spective States—shall that right be taken away from them by a
Federal amendment? Upon that I answer that it ought not to
be taken away, first, because to take it away is violative of the
very genius of our dual system of government, a government by
independent States and by a central nation at the same time.
Upon that we have the wisdom of the fathers, for they so wrote
the law. We have the experience of the country and we have
the prineiple of government that the people of every. State ought
to have the power o name their own electorate, especially when
that electorate is voting only on loeal affairs, and that when the
Federal Government comes in, contrary to the wisdom of the
fathers—to which the Senator from Montana now appeals for
the first time in many months and which he has been assidu-
ously denying all along—and proposes to deprive the people of
the States of the right they have reserved in their constitutions
to themselves to change the qualifieation of voters, that is an
impingement and an impairment of the very structure of our
Government. Now, that is the first question. But when you
come to the question how that Constitution shall be amended,
the particular form to be followed is a matter of procedure and
is not a matter of principle, except that you may follow a pro-
cedure which will be caleulated to deny the people a right or
calculated to extend to them a right.

It is true, I believe, that in the past we have followed the
method of submission to the legislatures, but it is also true that
when the fathers wrote the Constitution they provided two
methods,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I am calling the
attention of the Senator to the fact that, when they were called
upon to make a choice between the two methods, they chose the
one we propose to follow while you propese another one.

Mr. REED. They proposed two methods.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; but when they were obliged
to make a choice between the two methods, they chose the one
that you propose to cast aside.

AMr. REED. They proposed two methods, and when they came
to submit their amendments it is true they submitted these
amendments to the legislatures of the States. Very well; let
the precedent stand for whatever value there is to it; but let me
call attention to the difference in conditions. In those days the
smaller population all over the country, the fact that every
man was closer to the public guestions of the day, the faet
that every one of these questions had been discussed for years
and that the prineiples of government which were involved in
the constitutional amendments upon which the vote was about
to be taken had been the subject of debate, and political align-
ments had been made, so that a legislature elected might be
well said to go there instructed and with a full understanding of
what the people wanted, may have been very great factors in
determining the question.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, I think the Senator
is quite right about that. The very subject before us, however,
has been debated before the people of this eountry for 75 years
or more.

Mr. REED. Now, T will answer that. The very subject be-
fore us has been debated by the people of the United States—
by n few of the people of the United States—for n good while;
it has been debated by a few agitators——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Does not the Senator think that
as many have participated in fhat debate as participated in the
debate of the fundamental principles expressed in the first 10
amendiments to the Constitution?

Mr. REED. Not in the same proportion, nor anything like it.
I will tell you how the debate has been conducted in my State.
I know something about what has gone on there. It has been
the subject of laughter and jest more than of any serious con-
sideration., Ladies have come, ns I said the other day, and
asked to address audiences that were called together by Demo-
crats or Republicans. They have been aceorded the platform
and have spoken their little piece, bowed themselves out, and

* the business of the evening went on. Nobody regarded it in a

very serious way. We had a vote on it. There was not any
debate during that campaign on woman suffrage, except en one
gide, Some of the ladies turned out amd spoke for it. I be-
lieve I state the truth when I say that the great mass of the
women of Missouri were totally indifferent to it, and when
they got through the people voted it down by 140,000 majority.

In the days when the Constitution was first amended, when
the Bill of Rights was added, when Thomas Jefferson was
gathering in his two hands, fizuratively speaking, the lovers of
human liberty and molding them into a tremendous force for
the perpetuation of liberty, the burning issues of liberty were
flaming in the hearts of all the people.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. And he submitted them to the
legislatures of the States.

Mr. REED. Yes; he submitted them to the Ilegislatures.
Take the full benefit of that. Now, I am going to show you a
reason that ought to appeal—and weuld appeal to anybody but
a suffragist—why this ought to be distinguished from the ordi-
nary method of submission. Several States of the Union had
the original right to fix the qualifications of their voters, and
they proceeded in nearly every instance to write those qualifiea-
tions into their eonstitutions. They did so for the purpose of
depriving the legislatures of any power or right ever to change
those qualifications. Now it is proposed to take an action by
which three-fourths of the States of the Union may change the
fundamental law of this country so as to ehange the qualifica-
tions of the voters of a State aganinst the will of the people of
that State. Upon such a question as that, where the people
have reserved to themselves in their constitution the right to
fix the qualifieations, the least that this body ean do is te pre-
serve to the people in the form and manner of submission th.e
right to express their opinioms. That is what

this amendment from every other amendment, and the Jline of
demareation and of distinetion is so plain that any man, except a
suffragist, ean see it: and a suffragist can see it, but will not
admit it. That is the reason.

I will take a conerete ease. I went over it yesterday, but I
venture to repeat it in substanece. My own State, with 3,500,000
people, has an electorate of many hundred thousand. Those
people have written a econstitution and said, *“ We will pot
again change the qualifications of voters; the legislature shall
not do it.” Now, we propose o say to these people, “ The legis-
lature ghall or may do it; and not only your legislature, but, if
your legislature should vote agajast it, the legislntures of other
States ean change the qualifications of the voter, whieh you
expressly reserved to yourselves.” We ask at least that you
give our people in some manner amnd form the opportunity to
vote on this amendment ; that if you pass it you will at least
give us the privilege of having an election and of selecting our
delegates to a convention to pass upon this particular question,
and te that extent you will save fo them a portion of the rights
they sought to reserve in their constitution. Why ig not that
fair? Why is not that reasonable, and why should not Demo-
erats here grant it?

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an inter-
ruption?

Mr. REED. I am quite content to stop, but I will yield to the
Senator.

Mr. KING. Apropos of the discussion which was provoked
by the statement of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Kikey],
with respect to the manner of submitting the first 10 amend-
ments and other amendments, my recollection of the historical
circumstances attending the first 10 amendments is this:
Patriek Henry, particularly, and some other Virginians, tendered
some 13 or 14 amendments to the Constitution of the United
States, 10 of which constitute the first 10 amendments to that
instrument. Those amendments were submitted to the people
for discussion, and were earnestly discussed from the North to
the South, many of those who were afterwards followers of
Hamilton and the Federalist Party opposing the amendments
and the followers of Mr. Jefferson and others supporting them.
The legislatures chosen to pass upon the amendments were
selected with reference to their views upon the amendments, so
that in effect they econstituted conventions selected by the
people fo vote upon the ratification of the amendments. The
same can be sald with respect to the eleventh amendment; the
same can be said with respect to the fourteenth and fifteenth
amendments, because they were live issues; they were presentedl
to the people, all eyes were focused upon the same, and the
members of the legislatures were largely, if not entirely,
selected because of their support of or their opposition to those

amendments.

Now, with respect to the legislatures that are at present in
existence, some of which have been recently elected and some
of which were elected two years ago, with half of the Senators
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holding cver for four years—many of them were selected with
reference to local issues, with reference to questions not involv-
ing woman suffrage at all; so that in submitting to the legisla-
tures in many of the States the proposed amendment it will
*be found that a portion or all of their members were elected upon
other issues. The question of amending the Constitution of the
United States, as contemplated in the resolution under consid-
eration, was not an issue when they were elected, and they were
chosen without reference to their views upon this question.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator for his statement; it is
very clear. That is not all, Mr. President. In ordinary elec-
tions in the States, when there is no matter of special impor-
tance, it is frequently the case that you have great difficulty
in getting anybody to go to the legislature who amounts to very
much. I do not think that I would be guilty of a breach of
courtesy even if I stated the plain fact that there have been
times in this country when a man who was a member of the
legislature of some State would apologize when he announced
the fact; and, as was said the other day, it was because legis-
latures were so susceptible to influence, because so many scan-
dals broke out in them, that the important matter of the elec-
tion of United States Senators was taken away. from the legis-
latures altogether. In the Senator's own State of Montana one
conspicuous case arose in which I know that the Senator and
his colleague took a distinguished part in favor of purity and
decency ; but it was one of those cases that contributed mate-
rially to the sentiment in favor of a direct vote of the people.
I do not know whether we improved the personnel of the Sen-
ate; I do not know, if we keep on having these expensive elec-
tions, whether we will have improved the moral tone of the
;I:ethod of election. That is a question fo be determined in the

iture,

Mr. President, there are some Senators here from the South.
I want to talk to them for a minute, not on the lines pursued
by my friend Mr. SymiTH this morning. I leave that argument
to Senators fromr distinetly Southern States. Missouri is in
the twilight zone, in a way, between the North and the South.
We have the virtues of both, and the vices of neither. I do not
know in how many Southern States this question has been sub-
mitted to a popular vote in any form. It has just been sub-
mitted in Texas, the great Empire State of the Southwest, that
came into this country as an organized and independent gov-
ernment, that has always proudly asserted its independence as
a State, and whose people have always justly exhibited a pride
in their great Commonwealth. The people have just voted in
that State, and in a very decisive vote have repudiated woman
suffrage. Now the Senators from that State, both of whom I
esteem very highly, have this question to answer by their vote
on this amendment; and I hope they will understand that I am
not trying to make this unpleasantly personal, because that is
not my object.

This is the question: Would you now cast a vote the effect
of which may be, so far as Texas is concerned, to have the
present legislature, elected upon a different issue, convened
and have it declare for the ratification of this amendment, in
the face of the decision of the people at the election just held?
Or will you, at least, say this to the people of Texas, * While
I voted to submit this proposed amendment to the Constitu-
tion, I also voted for the Underwood amendment, which reserved
to the people of the State of Texas the right to elect delegates to
a convention and to give them the instructions of the people of
Texas” ?

That is the question that is presented there.
Senators will answer that as they ought to answer it.

Mr., WALSH of Montana. Mr. President—— ;

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. REED. Oh, yes; I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Before the Senator takes his seat,
a very interesting question was precipitated yesterday by the
discussion of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] in
respect to whieh I should like to have the views of the Senator
from Missouri. If this amendment should prevail, what is the
Senator's view as to the machinery for conducting the election
under which the delegates to the conventions in the various
States should be selected? Is it his view that it should be
provided by the State legislatures, or that Congress should
provide it?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me to
answer that question in a moment, and let me pursue for the
present the theme I was on?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Certainly.

Mr. REED. I shall be very glad then to answer it; and if
I start to take my seat without answering it, I hope somebody
will call my attention to it, because I think the answer is very
simple, plain, and easy.

Of course

= Now I address myself to other Members from Southern
tates.

We all know that it has been the commonly understood
sitnation that in the South the women have not desired the
right of suffrage and that the sentiment has been strongly
against suffrage. There have been more reasons than one for
that. One of those reasons undoubtedly arises out of the race
question. Another reason is probably found in the fact that
for the most part the ladies of the South are intensely wedded
to their home life, and are but little inclined to thrust thems-
selves into public affairs; and I think I can say, without at all
disparaging the women of other parts of the country, that at
least it is true that one of the most glorious types of woman-
hood that ever beautified and rendered sweet and lovely this
old earth is the women of the South. Down in the South you
have taught State rights—a doctrine which was originally
fundamentally right, if properly understood, but to which I
have always thought the South gave too extreme a construc-
tion, that resulted in the endeavor of the South to withdraw
from the Union, for I do not believe that right ever existea;
but I do say, as I ought to say in passing, that the man who
would harshly judge the South to-day for the position that it
took would be a most ungenerous man.

The doetrine that the State of Georgia or the State of Missis-
sippl or the State of South Carolina was a little republic in
itself, whose people controlled its own affairs, and which in
all local matters was a sovereign, with only the limitation that
certain rights that had been yielded to the Federal Government
should, of course, be subtracted from the sum total of the
powers that the State otherwise would have had as a complete
sovereignty—that doctrine was a splendid doetrine. It has
been close to the hearts of the people of the South. It has, sir,
been very close to the hearts of all men who have understood the
dangers of centralized government. How can men from the
South be found who will vote to take away the very thing that
constitutes the control of the destiny of every State, that thing
being the electorate itself? How can you, who have sought to
retain as large a measure of power and control in your own
States as possible, go back to your people and justify this sur-
render of that right which lies at the very foundation of all
your rights, and which, when legislation follows, may be found
to constitute the means by which the entire election machinery
of your State will go into the hands of Federal agents?

We might just as well look this question in the face. When
politics run high, as they will again, and when passion rides in
its chariots of fire across this land, as it will again, and when
the clamors go up from the dark sisters of the South that
they are mot being permitted to vote, and the sisters of the
North who belong to the political party that feels that it is
losing votes down South get aroused, I want to say to you,
Senators, you are very likely to get some legislation compared
with which the force bill will be a gentle and merely persuasive
measure. So I say that men of the South ought at least to give
their people a chance to vote on this question.

There was something said here in the argument to-day—and
I am occupying the floor when I did not expect to stand here
more than a moment—to which I want to allude, because of the
fact that people of the different parts of this country know
their own affairs, and that they may be misled by judging the
entire country by the conditions of their own States or people.

I readily confess—I not only readily confess, but I gladly
insist—that the people of the State of Montana, with its not
very large population, with its boundless opportunities, its un-
developed resources, may properly decide a guestion in favor of
women voting, when under the conditions in other States it
might be highly unwise. I know—any man who has visited the
great West knows—that the people of these Western States that
are sparsely settled are closer to their government and know
more about their public men and public affairs than the people
of the great congested States. An entirely different proposition
is presented. I do not know what the vote of Nevada is to-day,
but, if I recall aright, a few years ago, when I was serving on
the executive committee of the national committee, I think
they had a total vote of about 25,000 in the State. That vote is
not as large as the votes of some wards of some cities.

In a population of that kind, if a man is a candidate for Sena-
tor or governor, every man, woman, and child in the State knows
him and knows all about him. It is an intimate and close rela-
tionship that exists. They know his publie life; they know his
private character; and not only the men, women, and children
know him, but every well-bred dog recognizes him. So I some-
times think that it is a greater compliment to be elected from
one of those States than it is to be elected from a great, big
State, where they do not know the men so well.

The women in those Western States, with their environment
and their surroundings, are closer to public affairs than they
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are in the great, congested centers, I suppose there is not a
lady of any intelligence in the State of New Mexico who does
not know all about the distinguished Senators from that State.
They know about their past and their present and, as nearly as
anything human can judge, they know about what their future
is going to be. They know who are the members of the legis-
lature. They know the questions that are arising out there
that affect them and affeet their State. They have all been
talked over. I do not mean to say that they have not anything
else to do, but the life of the whole State is close to them.

Let us take New York City. I do not pick it out as a place of
ignorance, but as a place of great numbers, The average lady
in New York City does not know her Congressman or what his
name is. There are a good many men who do not know. A
good many hardiy know where the capital of their State is,
and they are not intensely ignorant at that. The problem is
afar off. There are too many theaters and moving pictures and
cabarets, and there are too many matters of interest happening
every day, tens of thousands of events where there is one hap-
pening out in these Western States; and that is not a dis-
paragement of the Western States. Nobody ever heard me
disparage the Western States. If I had my life to live over
again, I would rather go in a place like that than in any other
place in the world. So that it is so outrageously unjust for the
people of one State to try to force a law upon the people of
another State.

What right have I as a citizen of Missouri, or what right have
the people of Missouri, or what right has the Legislature of
Missouri, to say who shall vote in the sovereign State of Texas,
when the people of Texas by their vote have just decided that
question? And what right has Texas to say who shall vote in
Missouri, when the people of Missouri are capable of deciding
that question for themselves, -and have decided it in recent
years? What right have I to go down into Mississippi—a State
where I have never had the privilege of visiting, but a State
which I respect, and whose people I respect—and try to tell
those people down there whom they ought to allow to vote?
What right have I to insist that the question shall be submitted
to a legislature composed in most of the States of the Union,
when they are picked up at ordinary by-elections, of men who
have very little to do, and who are sent to the legislature to
fill out a ticket?

Why, I tell you, sirs, that I have attended many political
conventions in my State—and I cite it because it is as good
a State as there is anywhere—and I have attended many politi-
cal conventions where, when we got through making up the
rest of the ticket, we would have to canvass the convention
to find men who would let us put their names on the ticket
for the legislature. Now, why not give the people of these
States a chance to elect delegates to a convention, at least?
Why not give to the people of the State of Texas the right,
before their privilege of fixing the qualifications of their
voters shall be taken away from them, at least the right to
express their opinions through delegates elected by the people
and sent to a convention? How ecan any man justify a denial
of that?

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsm] asked me a ques-
tion, which was——

Mr., WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, let me remark that
the Senator apparently feit that I was endeavoring to ask him
a hard question. I am sure that it was a very easy one for
the Senator to answer. I did not intend to put it as a poser to
the Senator at all.

Mr. REED. Oh, I know the Senator did not, and I did not
mean to make any reply that would give the impression that
the Senator had. I am unfortunate when I talk in doing it in
a sort of a brutal way, I guess. I do not mean if.

My opinion is that the problem is very easy of solution. All
that is necessary in the world is for the legislatures of the
various States, when they meet, to pass a simple statute pro-
viding for the selection of delegates to a convention, to be
held at a certain time, to consider and pass upon the amend-
ment. That machinery may be easily called into play by simply
employing the ordinary machinery of elections for the purpose
of taking the ballot. Of course, I would say, as a matter of
preference, just my opinion that comes to me on my feet, that
probably could be done best at some general election when the
people would turn out.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly.

Mr. REED. But, of course, the elections could be held before
that, if the legislatures of the States should meet in time, or,
if we are to have extra sessions, they could be convened for that
purpose as well as the other.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course, the legislature could or

could not call a convention, as it saw fit.

Mr. REED. Yes,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. And, of course, legislatures that
were against woman suffrage would not eall a convention.

Mr. REED. I do not think that would follow.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That would be the natural political
tendency, would it not?

5 Ihlir REED. I would not say so. I do not think that would
ollow.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Is it not a fact that it would re-
sult, first, in a contest before the legislature over the question
as to whether a convention should be called, then a contest
would occur before the people over the election of delegates to
the convention, and finally a contest would ensue before the
convention as to whether it should be adopted or not; and does
it not mean there would be three fights over this matter, and
that is the reason why the Senator desires to pursue that
method?

Mr. REED. No; that is not the reason, not as the Senator
puts it. It is true there might be a contest as to whether the
convention should be called, but if there was any large senti-
ment in favor of the propoesition I have not the slightest doubt
of its being called even by a legislature that upon a vote on the
main question might be against it, and for this reason——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But, Mr. President——

Mr. REED. Permit me to complete the sentence. The argu-
ment that the people have the right to express their opinion, and
this is a means provided for the expression of that opinion,
would be a very potential argument.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I agree with the Senator, but he
will bear in mind that is exactly what we are now asking and
what he is resisting.

Mr. REED. Oh, no.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. We are asking that the people be
given an opportunity, and he is objecting even to the submission
of it. If he were a member of the Legislature of the State of
Missouri, how eould he consistently, with his record here, vote
to call a convention?

Mr. REED. The Senator does not state my position with the
fairness he usually manifests. You are not asking that the
people be given a chance to vote. You are asking that the
legislatures be given a chance to vote, and we, by this amend-
mr.;ut. are asking that the people should be given a chance to
vote.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I should like to ask the Senator
just one further question. If this joint resolution had been
originally introdueed with a proposition to submit it to conven-
tions called in each of the States, would the Senator have voted
for it?

Mr. REED. I would have declined to vote for it and for the
reason——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly.

Mr. REED. I say it is a question that belongs exclusively
to the people of each State. That is well known to be my posi-
tion. But if T was a member of niy State legislature and the
question was presented as to whether the people of the State
should have the right to vote on suffrage, and there was any
considerable sentiment in favor of it, I would vote to give the
people a chance to have that vote and decide that question.
Now, I follow the Senator along in his objection. I do not think
there would be any difficulty in getting the legislature to pass
a law for submission ; at least, there would not be any difficulty
if there was any considerable sentiment in favor of the measure,
At least there would be no difficulty in getiing a convention
called by any legislature that would ratify this amendment.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. REED. Therefore you will not lose an hour or a second
there.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The guestion would be presented
in exactly the same way. Those legislatures that are in favor
of the amendment would call conventions, and those that were
against it would not call the convention.

Mr. REED. Very well. If you had three-fourths of the legis-
latures of the States in favor of suffrage, you would get your
conventions in three-fourths of the States.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly.

Mr. REED. And if you did not have three-fourths of the leg-
islatures or could not get them ultimately, you never could pass
your amendment.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly, and you would have three
fights to make instead of one.

Mr. REED. Let us discuss the fights as a separate proposi-
tion. The point I am making now is that there is no founda-
tion whatever in your claim that you would be delayed because
the legislatures would not act by calling the conventions, be-
cause every legislature that would vote for suffrage, that would
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vote to ratify this amendment outright, would certainly vote to
call a convention. So you do not lose a minute. You do have
to go and ask the legislatures to cast that vote, and if you do,
that affords a little time while that law is being passed, and
it may be passed at any session of the legislature for the people
to disceuss nnd understand the question.

There would be a little delay in calling this convention. How
much delay? Just enough delay so that there eould be fair
discussion by the people. Do you want this thing or do you
not want it? Do you want to change your fundamental law or
do you want to retain it as it is? Before you change a funda-
mental Inw that has been a part of the Constitution of the
United Stites since the foundation of the Government, that has
been engraven in the constitutions of the several States from
the first, there ought to be a little period of discussion when
the people have that issue segregated out and presented to them
sharply for their consideration, and two months’ time or three
months' time and a debate before the people will do no harm.

There would be three fights, says the Senator. There never
ought to be a change in the fundamental laws of this country
without discussion, and that is what the Senator means by a
fight. If this measure is so sacred and so holy and if it ear-
ries so much of good as is contended, then the proponents of it
can woll afford to argue its blessings to their people and let
their people become wise and advised. :

Now, we have elected a convention of delegates. We have
proceeded to that point. How much time does it take for them
to act? Just a reasonable time fo debate and discuss this one
question and vote upon it. Such a convention as that ought {o
meet, organize, debate the proposition, and adjourn in less than
five days' time, Probably if there was a decisive vote it would
meet, organize, and adjourn on the same day. So there is
nothing in the claim that this works an endless delay. The
truth is that those who stand here erying for suffrage in the
name of democracy are afraid to submit this question fo a
general vote,, They are fleeing from a general vote. Those
who stand here pronouncing encomiums upon the rights of the
cltizens of the Republic to vote regardless of sex are trying to
deny the right to vote to the great electorate of this country
upon this Important question, There is no escape from that.
That is all there is in it. The thing we are appealing for now
is that the people shall have the right to vote at least to the
extent that is provided by the Underwood amendment. How
can you deny it to us?

I know some people think this is a political question that
ought to be settled so that we can play a little polities. Witness
the ambitious rivalry of Democratic and Republican leaders,
Demoerats got together in the last days of the last session say-
ing if we do not put this through the Republicans will put it
~through at the next session. So we will put it through regard-
less of the merits, in order that we may get the votes of the
Women. (]

Mr. PHELAN, Mr. President——

Mr. REED. And when this session is convened, behold the
spectacle!  Before the new committees were organized the
Democratic chairman rushed forward with this bill, without
a report from a committee, standing here like another Ajax, not
defying but inviting the lightning, and declaring “ here is the
Democratiec Party ready to give you suffrage,” all in the hope
of getting the votes of the women.

Then upon the other side there is the little filibustering tac-
ties to delay action by the Democrats, so that committees may
be organized and the Republicans can bring in the bill and
they can coddle the ladies and deceive them by the ardor of
their advances., Although there is business of the most press-
ing character, and although appeal after appeal has come for
hearings, they have set aside all that, and the manly form of
the Senator from Indiana [Mr, Warsow], stretched to its fullest
height, is visible upon the floor demanding instantaneous ac-
tion, by attitude and manner at least declaring to all these
Jadies, * behold, I alone am the true lover of women. The Re-
publiean Party has always opened its hearts and its arms and
its embraces to your cause, and we are the real champions of
this measure.”

Why this performance? For the cheap clap-trap politieal
purpose of trying to get some votes, not because of the merits of
the case. Let me tell these valorous and knightly gentlemen
upon both side that they reckon without the intelligence of
women. If the women of this country are fit to exercise the
sacred privilege of citizenship and voting then they will never
vote the Democratic ticket or the Republican ticket because
of the performances of either of these echampions of their cause.
They will see and have seen through the thin veneer of your
pretenses and have understood your motives from the first, and

know as well what you are up to as your wife knows when you'

. you are going for a game of poker.

adorned the beauty, while beauty in turn graced them.

tell her you are going down town on business and she knows
[Laughter.] Well, look-
ing for a game of pinochle, then.

It may be that women are not by reason of mental attitude,
not from lack of mentality, as well qualified for suffrage as men,
but when it comes to the question of knowing what you are up
to and seeing clear through you, they ean see through the little
shams and pretenses of a man in the dark of the moon without
a star shining when you could not see through them if you had
a microscope that magnified a thousand times. They know ex-
actly what you are trying to do here to-day. They understand
all about it, and In their hearts they despise you for if, and
they play upon you one against the other just as women have
played with foolish men since Eve and Adam met in the Gar-
den of Eden.

How thrilling it was yesterday when the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. Warsox], standing at his full height and speaking
in a round rich tone, said as he waved his finger in the air in
true dramatic style, “ 1 shall insist that the Senate remain in
session to-morrow until this great measure is passed.” Did he
sce the women flocking to the polls in Indiana and demanding
ballots for WaTtson for anything he wanted? But I warn him
that the women in Indiana if they come to vote will have
* other fish to fry,” and other attachments to follow, and other
questions to determine. The glorious vision of yesterday will
have departed from their recollection. The inspiring scene will
be lost in the limbo of time, the days of forgetfulness will have
covered the great event, and in the silence of the grave it will
be lost with many other celebrated and wonderful events.

Yon Democrats who talked about initiative and referendum;
who went up and down your States declaring that it was the God-
given right of the American citizen to cast a vote on every ques-

| tion ; who insisted that legislatures acted so improvidently and so

thoughtlessly that it was not safe to trust them with the final
enactment of a law; who declared that in every instance the
people of the State should have the right to demand a reference
to them of every act passed by the legislature; and who, when
you secured the enactment of such a statute in the Western
States, impressed upon your people that you had brought to them
a new charter of liberty, a new Declaration of Independence, n
new and splendid guaranty of the rights of man—we ask you
for a referendum of this constitutional question, and we point
out the way for that referendum under the Constitution of the
United States, and you propose to sit here with your speeches in
favor of referendum votes in the one hand and a denial of a
referendum vote in the other. How are you going to justify it?

Let me tell you something you will have to reckon with, you
gentlemen who are foreing this measure. You will have to
reckon with that large class of women who de not want the vote
at all, who have never asked for it, who do not want to be equal
to men, because they have always held themselves to be superior
to men. You have got to reckon with that large class of women
who are not so vocal in their desires, who stay by the fireside and
in the homes, and who are not taking orders from anybody ;
who are not repudiating old policies because they are told to do
so. I venture the prediction that, whereas you may gain some-
what of the foree of some who may advoeate this cause, you may
lose some on the other side.

Why not let the voters in the States have a vote on it? Texas
has just voted. Why not let her have anofher vote? My State
voted three years ago. I am willing to have a vote to-merrow ;
and if the people of the State of Missouri vote for woman suf-
frage, it is all right with me. So far as I am concerned, I do not
think I would lift my voice about it. We ask for a referendum
vote. I want to keep on repeating it to you referendum men who
insist that the people have a right to a referendum vote on
everything : What are you going to say when we ask for a mere
referendum vote? Consisteney is a rare jewel. I would like to
see that jewel set firmly in the crown of glory and greatness
that adorns the brows of some of my distinguished Democratic
initiative and referendum friends.

Mr. ASHURST. Will the Senator kindly yield to me for a
moment?

Ar. REED. I will

Mr. ASHURST. I merely wish to say that my view of the
situation is that jewelry is vulgar.

Mr. REED. That depends entirely on who wears it and how
it is worn. Of course, a diamond on a dirty shirt front does
not look well, but I have seen diamonds so worn that they
So I
think we might hang jewels all over the distinguished Senator
and the jewels and he alike would be more resplendent.

How many States have the initiative and the referendum?
Has Iowa a referendum vote? I thought progressive Jowa had

all the new things. ' I know Montana has the referendum vote
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and Wyoming has the referendum vote and Texas has the refer-
endum vote, It is impossible that the Senator from Texas [Mr,
SHEPPARD] should have overlooked the referendum. Missouri
has a referendum vote, and every time the people have voted
they have rejected what the legislature did that was submitted
to them, that without the least variation or shadow of turning,
and I think generally to the benefit of the State. I think Cali-
fornia is progressive enough to have the referendum vote.

Mr, PHELAN. Mr. President—

Mr. REED. I will gladly yield to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. PHELAN. I was about to interrupt the Senator a mo-
ment ago, Mr. President, to ask him if it is not true that Con-
gress could provide for the calling of conventions in order to
secure an expression from the people of the States. The Sena-
tor seemed to assume in his argument, in answer to the Senator
from Montana, that it would be necessary for the legislatures to
call the conventions,

AMr. REED. I did not so intend. I said it was the way it
could be done. I did not mean to say that Congress could not
provide it.

Mr. PHELAN. That would defeat your purpose if it was only
possible for the legislature to call the convention?

Mr. REED. O, no; it would not defeat it.

Mr. PHELAN. You seem to have a poor opinion of the legis-
latures. y

Mr. REED. I have not a very exalted opinion of them.
There was a time when men like Patrick Henry and Thomas
Jefferson sat in the assemblies of their States, but really and
candidly I do not know of anybody of that caliber who is run-
ning for the legislature in any State just now.

AMr. PHELAN. The Senator seems to have interrogated me
on the question of the referendum. I want to assure him that I
am in favor of the referendum and will probably support the
amendment offered by the Senator from Alabama. California
is the home of the referendum. We have perfect confidence in
our people and we consult them; and in this amendment before
the Senate I have no question of doubt as to the response which
California will make, because it is already a suffrage State. I
believe in the principle of the referendum and therefore shall
support the amendment.

Mr., REED. I am delighted to find the Senator of that
opinion.

Mr. PHELAN. May I be permitted to finish my statement?

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. PHELAN. 1 wish it were incorporated in the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Alabama that Congress
should provide for the calling of the conventions. I would not
like to leave it to the legislatures, because you first have to
secure the legislature before you can secure the convention.

Mr. REED. Would you think, if we may just converse a
moment about it, that there would be any question of your legis-
lature in California calling a convention?

AMr. PHELAN. The people instructed our legislature—that
is to say, by referendum—against prohibition, and the legisla-
ture the other day voted for prohibition. There seems to be no
communication between the several parties, [Laughter.]

Mr. REED. So much the more reason then for submitting
this question und any other question of importance to the people.

Mr. PHELAN. The people are always right.

Mr. REED. The people are not always right. Of course, they
make mistakes, but the people have the right to say. I think
we should agree on thai, and if the people make a mistake they
can correct it.

Mr. MYERS., Myr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yvield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. REED. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. MYERS. The Senator from Missouri seems to be rather
severe on legislatures. Did not the legislature of Missouri once
eleet the Senator to the United States Senate?

Mr. REED, Is that the end of the guestion?

Mr. MYERS. Noj; I have another question. Do you think
any better result would have been obtained if there had been
a direct vote of the people?

Mr. REED. I will answer both questions. First, the legisla-
ture elected me to the Senate after the people had a primary
that instructed them to elect me—a State-wide primary, where
we had a general vote. .

Mr, MYERS. A primary of your party only?

Mr. REED. Yes; a primary of my party held under the law
under which every man running on the ticket that I was on
would vote for me in the legislature and every Republican
would vote for the Republican candidate. I got a majority of
‘the vores of the State, and I likewise got a majority of the votes
in the legislature.

The Senator asks me whether a better result could have been
obtained if the people had had a direct vote. I can only answer
that by saying that the people ratified and confirmed the action
of the legislature by afterwards electing me by a direct vote.
I do not know but both of them made a mistake. [Laughter.]

I do not claim infallibility for either of them. I do net claim
the legislatures always are wrong. I would not be so under-
stood. Many splendid and very patriotic men get into legisla-
tures; very stupid men get into legislatures; many men who act
from improper motives get into legislatures. The Senator, along
with me, voted to take the right away from the legislatures to
elect Members of the Senate, I believe he voted with me on it;
I know if he did not he stood with me on it, for legislatures
have been found wanting.

Now, I am delighted to find what the Senator from California
says, and if I was understood as meaning that Congress could
not provide the means, I was misunderstood. I directed myself
to the question of the Senator from Montana, and I answered
him in part merely and answered otherwise, and thank the Sen-
ator for his correction.

Mr, President, if we could get one or fwo more votes of men
who believe in the initiative and referendum, we would be all
right here to-day.

Mr. ASHURST.
for an interruption?

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. ASHURST. I want to point out to.the Senator that,
even should the Senate adopt the amendment, it would be of no
utility. I think I can demonstrate that to him in a moment. I
am not without sympathy for the amendment of the Senator
from Alabama, but there is no use to waste time in trying to do
that which will not be done. Suppose the Senate should to-day
adopt this amendment. It would go to conference, and under the
present make-up of the committees of conference the conferecs
would recede in five minutes from the Senate’s amendment. be-
cause both the committee of the House and the committee of the
Senate are opposed to this amendment or to any other amend-

Mr. President, will the Senator pardon me

ment. The Senator from Missourli knows that as well as I
know it,
Mr. REED. Well, now the Senator——

Mr. ASHURST. Let me finish.

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. ASHURST. What I say here is as well known as any fact
can be to anybody, that both the committees are opposed to auy
amendment of any character whatever ; that the conferees would
recede in three minutes; the report would come back to this
body ; and the conference committee's report would not be re-
jected, but would be accepted. We would simply have lost a
week’s time; we would have been fooling ourselves and other
people in attempting to do a vain and useless thing.

I repeat, I am not without sympathy for the amendment, but
it,is of no practical utility whatever to urge it now.

r. REED. Has the Senator from Arizona concluded?

Mr. ASHURST. Yes.

Mr. REED. Now, the Senator brings me some information
which he says I know as well as he knows it—well, I did not
know it. I did not know that the committee of either House of
Congress would deliberately betray its instructions.

Mr, ASHURST. Will the Senator pardon me there?

Mr. REED. Let me finish the statement, and then I will
yield. Whenever the conferees go out from this body with their
minds made up in advance that they will not endeavor to carry
out the action of this body, they go out to betray the body

AMr. ASHURST. Now, will the Senator yield?

Mr. REED. And I am not prepared to say that that is the
situation.

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is uniformly courteous, although
at times he uses, as I myself do—I am a very frequent sinner
in that regard—a word now and then that has a little sting to it.
The conferees on the part of the Senate who would be appointed
wonld not betray the Senate. Conferences are nearly a thou-
sand years old; they go back to the days of the ancient Wite-
nagemote. It has been the rule for centuries that when a matter
is committed to conferees, when one house passes a bill in
one form and the other house passes it in another form, the
house that recedes does not betray. i

Mr. REED. No; but the man who goes out intending not
even to fry to carry out the instructions he receives—the Sena-
tor has objected to my term, so I will not again use it—goes
very far from fulfilling the obligations of his position. I will
put it in that way.

Mr. ASHURST. That might be true; but I will ask the Sena-
tor if he does not believe that what I have related would be
exactly the thing that would take place? If we put this amend-

ment on, does not the Scuator believe that that would take
place?
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‘Mr. REED. XNe; I am not prepared to think that, because I
think it would be discreditable on the part of the Senate con-
ferees to de a thing of that kind. T would think it very dis-
courteous en the part of the House conferees not to give due
and proper and serious consideration to any action of the co-
ordinate legislative branch. To my mind, when the House of
Representatives acts it speaks, so far as one branch of the
legiglature can, for the great American people, for no matter
what may have been said, no matter how may have
been made to belittle it, it is the branch closest to the people,
and it is the only way the great American people have to ex-
press their voice, except as they may now and always have
had that right in this body.

‘Therefore, when the House of Representatives meets and, after
due deliberation, passes upon a measure and sends it here, I
think it is worthy of the most serious consideration, and in any
conference I have ever sat upon—though they have not been
mumerous—I have felt that the representatives of the House
of Representatives had the right to be heard, their epinions to
be weighed, and I never found them unwilling to hear and to
weigh the opinions of the Members of the Senate. Upon the
other hand, when this body speaks in the name of the American
people, so far as one branch of the legislature can so speak, and
when, after debate of days, it adds an amendment of this kind
to n measure, 1 believe, first, that our conferees, as loyal Mem-
bers of the Senate, will endeavor to have it accepted. I do not
sec why a question so well grounded in justice as this would
not receive the cordial ¢onsideration and mayhap the support
of the other House. So I hope my friend will at least give us
his vote; for, if lie does give us his vote, and this matter is
treated so sumnarily that it is disposed of in three minutes,
there will be very little time lost, and he will at least have the
satisfaction of saying te some of us that he gave the people of
our States an opportunity to vote and the peeple of his ewn
State an opportunity to vote.

Mr, ASHURST. DMr. President, in response to the interroga-
tory propounded by the Senator as to whether or not I would
vote for the amendment, let me say that there is not a man in
the Senate Chamber who feels more than do I the necessity for
an amendment to the Federal Constitution to sweep away the
present archaic, reactionary manner of ratifying and passing on
referred amendments. Indeed, Mr. President, as I said the ether
day, under the present situation 431 men Congress ;
if they were of a mind to do so—they would not do seo, Imn*e
hend—but if they were of a mind to do so, they could pass a
joint resolution providing for kingly government or for a govern-
ment directed by the apostles of secialism. "Then, 3,500 men
composing the legislatures of the States could ratify the amend-
ment. So, I repeat, as I said the other day, that mnder the
present archaie reactionary method of submitting amendments
to be passed upon by the legislatures, and not by the people of the
States, 4,000 men constitutienally and legally could sweep away
every vestige of liberty which the American people pessess; and
likewise these 4,000 could transform this Government into a Bol-
shevik government, into a soviet, into a kingly gevernment. But
the American people are not goinl: to do that, for their particu-
lar virtue is the virtue of knowing how to govern themselves and
other people. .

I am in the near future geing fo urge with what poor capacity
I have the preposed constitutional amendment which has been
introduced by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BraxpecEe]
to provide that hereafter when constitutional amendments are
submitted te the States they shall be ratified by the votes of the
people of each State. The reason, however, why I shall not vote
for this particular amendment at this partieular time to be sub-
mitted to a c¢onvention is the following: No constitutional
amendment, except the prohibition amendment, has been more
widely discussed, more theroughly understood, than has this
amendment. All the American people whe ¢an read, all the
American people who receive mail and receive dispatches of any
kind, know that Congress is submitting this amendment. They
know that the legislatures will be in session, and the people will
not be taken unawares. They can petition their legislatures.

Then, again, Mr. President, I hardly think it would be fair
to what I would eall the cause of woman suffrage to make an
exception in this instance, after having amended the Constitution
eighteen times since 1789, and upon each occasion the amendment
having been submitted to the State legislatures. The first 12
amendments were all submitted at one time, and two, I think,

the first and second amendments which were submitted, are still |

pending. The eleventh amendment was submitted to the legis-
latures; the twelfth was sulunitted te the legislatures:; the
thirteenth, fourteenth, and fiffeenth were submitted te the legis-
latures, and the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth were
submitted to the legislutures,

I hope the Senator will pardon me when I say—and [ want to
say here that what he says on any question, whether I agree
with him or not, carries with me great weight—I somewhat
question the source from which the amendment comes. No man
has a higher regard for the ability and the stalwart statesman-
ship of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] than have I,
but I rather suspect—no; I can not use that word—I dread,
rather, that this may defeat, delay, and hinder the celerity with
which I would like to see this amendment adopied.

I think the Senator from Alabama is correct in his philosophy
as to how amendments should be ratified, yet I do not wish to see
this particular one singled out and have it ratified in this way.
I trust, however, that we shall pass a joint resolution submitting
an amendment to the Constitution providing that hereafter no
amendment shall be ratified by a State except by the vote of
the people.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mrpr, President, if the Sentor from Mis-
souri [Mr. Reep] will allow me, I should like to suggest to the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Aspurst] that the fathers some 128
years ago in writing this Constitution provided a method by
which the voice of the people might be heard. I listened with
deliberation and eare to the proponents of this measure for many
months favering the opportunity of the American electorate
to pass on this grave question. Of course, we all know that the
constitutional provision directly gives the epportunity if Con-
gress avails itself of it. I did not rush into offering this amend-
ment, becanse I agree with the Senator that it wonld come
stronger from the propenents of the measure, but when ne one
on that side, after advocating the submission of this question
to the people, proposed the method, and the only constitutional
method by which the voice of the people might really be heard,
I felt that it was not rushing in; that with due modesty I might
myself propose it.

Mr. ASHURST. I am speaking in the {ime of the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Reep], but I want to say again that for the
statesmanship of the Senator from Missouri and the Senator
from Alabama T have the regard. Indeed, so far from
finding fanlt with their spirit of independence, I am inclined to
overpraise it at times.

Now, another thing—and I hope 1 am not offensive when I
say it—I am very certain that, even if we should attach this
method, which provides for ratification by conventions instead
of by the legislatures of the proposed constitutional amendment,
neither the distinguished Senator from Missouri ner the able
Senator from Alabama would vote for the joint resolution,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; but the Senater overlooks the fact
that the pesition the Senator from Missouri and I occupy is not
the propesition of favoring the establishment of the right of
suffrage by the Federal Government and taking it away from
ihe States, but the challenge has been repeatediy hurled on the
floor of the Senate by the proponents of this measure that the
people of the several States had a right to grant this privilege
to the women of the country, and we have merely accepted the
challenge which has been thrown at our feet. We challengze
you to go to the hustings; we challenge you to submit this ques-
tion to the people and net to the legislatures of the States.

If the Senator from Missouri will pardon me for eccupying
his time a moment longer, let us analyze the situation. The
Senator from Arizona thinks that because some 17 or 18 amend-
ments have been adopted by the legisiatures of the States that
forecloses the other method provided in the Constitution. Let
us see as to that. Ten of the amendments constituted the Bill
of Rights, which it was undérstood would be adopted in the
beginning when the original instrument was agreed to. 'Three
of the amendments grew out of the Civil War, settling a great
contest between the people of the sections of this country. Nee-
essarily there was ne issue made as to the right of the people to
vote on the adoption of those amendments. In the case of the
first 10 amendments all of the States were for them, the people
were for them; and in the case of the 3 amendments growing
out of the Civil War the South was on its back and the North
was determined to ratify them and put them in the Constitution.

Ag to some of the later amendments—for instance, the one
changing the decision of the Supreme Court in reference to an
income tax—almost every man on this floor, every man in the
State legislatures, and the people themselves recognized that the
power of the Federal Government in the beginning ecarried the
right to levy an income tax, and that only by a divided court had
that power been taken away from them.

As to the amendment providing for the election of Senators
by the peeple there was mo real opposition. Why delay the
situation in that case when everybody was for it? But when you
come to an amendment of this kind, the second direct attempt to
invade the sovereign rights of the States and give their power
to the Federal Government, it is not such a question as was
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involved in the original amendments; it is a question that in-
volves the very fundamental principles of our Government, a
question that the people of the United States and the people
of the sovereign States alone have the right to pass upon; and
I insist that, if the gentlemen who are proponents of this meas-
ure claim that this proposal should be submitted to the people
in order to give them an opportunity to be heard and to pass
upon it, then they can not deny the propriety and justice of
adopting the only way by which the people of the sovereign
States can reflect their direct will in the acceptance or rejection
of this proposal.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the Senator from Arizona makes
the argument that because we have in the past adopted con-
stitutional amendments by votes of the legislatures, therefore
we ought not to change the method of ratification in this in-
stance; yet he stands here telling us that the method of ratifi-
cation by legislatures is so bad that he proposes to support an
amendment to the Constitution which permanently takes away
from them the right of ratification of amendments to the Con-
stitution and confer that power upon the people. When the
Senator comes forward with his amendment he will be met with
the antiquity argument just as completely then as he can now
summon it to his aid, for the argument will then be made,
“ You are trying to change something that has existed all these
years,” If it be true that the State legislatures and Congress
together might pervert the very form of our Government, if
that danger is great enough so that the Senator is willing to
support a constitutional amendment to change it; and if that
method is, as he deseribed it, archaie and unfair, then why
not embrace the chance which is now afforded in the submission
of the proposed pending constitutional amendment? Let us sub-
mit this proposed amendment in a fair way. Why submit it
in an unfair and archaic way? Why not submit it in a fair
and modern way? The argument goes too far, but it is adroitly
made.

I know the Senator from Arizona is distressed, He does not
like to deny the people of his State a right to vote on any ques-
tien that concerns them. He is that kind of a Democrat. Give
them a chance to vote on this matter. Give the people of my
State a chance to vote on it. I am begging for that; I am
asking it in the name of over three and one-half million people.
If you are going to amend the Constitution and force that
amendment upon the people of my State, at least give those peo-
.ple a chance to express their opinion. They are a great people—
not greater than the people of other States, but as great. They
represent the best there is in education, intelligence, patriotism,
independence, and love of country. Let them have a chance to
have a vote to select delegates to do the thing that you say
ought to be reserved to the people always.. Let us have that
chance now, not to-morrow, If it is good and righteous and
fair to change the Constitution so that the people of the States
will always have the right—Iif that is a good thing to do to-
morrow or next week, why not do that good thing to-day? Why
not deal with the question that is before us?

Mr., ASHURST. Mr. President, the Senator from Missouri
is one of the ablest lawyers I have ever seen, and he is aware
that there is running all through our law the well-known prin-
ciple that the rule of procedure shall not be changed nor the
statute of limitations shortened while the cause is pending.

Mr. REED. Ah; but the cause is not pending until the vote
is taken here,

Mr. ASHURST. It has been pending, I think, if not techni-
cally at least practically for four years. One of the reasons
why I would not at this time vote for the amendment of the
Senator from Alabama is that I think it would be a change of
the remedy while the case is pending. It would be unusual; it
would be analogous to shortening the period of the limitation
right in the middle of a trial.

Mr. REED. Oh, no; when the trial is on and rights have
been fixed under the law then existing, of course, you can not
change it; but this is a question that has not yet arrived at a
point that it can be said to be “a cause.” When the Congress
shall submit it to the people, then it may be said to be in that
shape; and if after it had been submitted we were to undertake
to change the method of submission, there might be something
in the Senator’s argument; but it is more specious than it is
persuasive. i

But, Mr, President, because the question has been discussed
surely does not justify the Senator’s position, for there is not
a question that will be brought forward involving an amend-
ment to {he Constitution of the United States in the next 50
years that will not have been discussed in some form or other at
some time by somebody. No; the Senator is without a reason:
he has to go back on a referendum or else support the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Alabama. I hope he will sup-

port it; I am begging him to support it; I am asking it in the

name of the people of a great State who will not be given any

chance to express their opinion unless the amendment offered

by the Senator from Alabama is adopted. If they are for it,

they ought to be allowed to register their will; and if they are

#igainst it, no one ought {o deny them the right to protest effec-
vely.

There is another reason that I want to offer. I have often
wanted to go to the Senator’s State—I have heard so much
about it—and I have been so pleased with the people of that
State whom I have met; but I do not know anything about the
Senator’s State except as I hear about it and read about it.
The Senator knows more about Arizona in a moment than I
could learn by reading and studying for 5 years or 10 years, for
he has lived there, and he is a part of the people of that State,
and has the spirit of Arizona—the spirit that is born on the
broad plains, the spirit that sweeps across Arizona’s glorious
face upon the wings of the morning. He knows Arizona, but he
does not know my State, and I do not know his. I would not
deny him the right to have the people of his State vote on a
question involving their fundamental rights.

You ask me my position on this question. If we had the votes
to pass an amendment to the Constitution providing that women
could not vote in the State of Arizona, taking that question out
of the hands of the people of the State of Arizona, or Montana,
or Colorado, or Wyoming, I would not vote for such a proposi-
tion, no matter who told me to, because I would say, “ It is for
the people of those States to regulate their own affairs.” DBut
if such a proposition were brought forward—and it may be
brought forward some day, for the tides run in and the tides
run out, and opinions change with time—if it ever is offered
and I am sitting here I pledge the Senator now that I will vote
against it; and if an amendment is offered which reserves to the
people of the Senator’s State the right to vote and the Senator
wants my vote in favor of that he will get it, because it would
only be the fair thing to do.

There is not anything about this question that need lead us
into doing things that are unfair and unjust. I repeat, so that
my position never will be misunderstood, that if an amendment
were offered here to-morrow that would deny the people of any
of these States where suffrage exists the right to permit their
women to vote I would fight it as hard as I am fighting this,
because it is the State’s business; and I have no right, as a
citizen of Missouri, to interfere with the rights of the people
of Wyoming or Arizona., Surely if the Representatives of those
States asked that their people might vote I would give them
that poor privilege, at least.

Mr. President, I beg pardon for speaking so long.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Warsu of Montana in the
chair), The question is on the amendment of the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. UNpERWoOOD].

Mr. REED. I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Gronna McLean Smith, Md.
Ball Hale McNary Smith, 8. C.
ankhead Harding Moses Smoot
eckham Harris Myers Spencer

Borah Harrizon Nelson Stanley
Brandegee Henderson New Hterlinf
Calder Hiteheock Newberry Butherland
Capper Johnson, Calif.  Norris Bwanson
Chamberlain Jones, N. Mex, Nugent Thomas
Culberson Jones, Wash. Overman Trammell
Cummins Kellogig Page Underwood
Curtis L Kendrick Phelan Wadsworth
Dial Kenyon Phipps Walsh, Mass,
Dillingham Keyes Pittman Walsh, Mont,

Kirby Poindexter Warren
Elkins Knox Ransdell « Watson

La Follette Reed Williams
Fernald Lenroot Sheppard Wolcott
France Lodge Sherman
Frelinghuysen McCormick Simmons
Gay McKellar Smith, Ariz. /

The PRESIDENT pro tempore resumed the chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-one Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The question is
on the amendment offered by the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
UxpERWOOD].

Mr. PHELAN. Mr. President, the objection which has been
made to the amendment by the proponents of woman suffrage
is that it may delay the final adoption of the suffrage amend-
ment. I plan to hasten consideration. The reason why a delay
might be caused is that the House has passed the amendment
in one form, and it would facilitate matters to have concurrence
by the Senate; but, of course, the Senate is an independent
body, and that is no reason which should be advanced to us.
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Those of us who are in favor of national suffrage, and also in
favor of the determination of all questions affecting the amend-
ment of the Constitution by a vote of the people, desire to see
that an opportunity shall be given to the people to vote; and to
that end I have prepared an amendment to the amendment,
with a view of facilitating the early determination by the peo-
ple of their will upon this subject, so that there will be no need-
less delay. :

I will read the amendment in order to comment upon it.

The amendment proposed by the Senator from Alabama reads
as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the following article be proposed as an amend-
ment to the (,onstltution which shall be valid to all intents and pur-
poses as a part of the Comstitution when ratified by conventions in
three-fourths of the several States.

The Constitution, as the Senate is aware, provides for rati-
fication by three-fourths of the several States “by the legisla-
tures or by conventions, as one or the other mode of ratifica-
tion may be proposed by the Congress.” Therefore the Con-
gress can propose, as the exclusive method of ratification, rati-
fication by conventions; and I take it that the Congress can
also propose the method by which these conventions may be
called.

I would oppose leaving it to the legislatures for the very rea-
son that the legislatures might, if unduly influenced, delay the
ratification by delaying the calling of the conventions. So an
amendment to the Underwood amendment might read as fol-
lows, which I will presently propose:

The conventions shall consist of 100 members, being qualified elec-
tors of the several States, and shall be voted for at large—

That brings the question fairly before all of the people of the
States, not by congressional districts, but at large. It is the
one issue before them.

Shall be elected at large by electors having qualifications to vote for
members of the most numerous branch of the legislature. Such conven-
tions shall be ecalled to meet by the governors of the several States on
the first Tuesday after the first Monday of September, 1919,

That is an arbitrary date, but it serves the purpose of speedily
determining what is the will of the electors, and allows ample
opportunity for the campaign of education.

I therefore submit that as an amendment to the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Alabama. As the legislatures will
not all meet for several years, this plan will, I believe, bring
about an earlier ratification.

While I am on my feet, I happen to have here a very eloquent
testimonial of the wisdom of submitting all matters to a vote of
the people. I do not know that it is entirely relevant; but it is
doubtless interesting, and especially to Senators on the other
side of the Chamber.

In California, the referendum has been frequently used, Cali-
fornia was among the very first States that resorted to the refer-
endum, and, in most instances, it has expressed very fairly the
will of the people. Sometimes, where the educational campaign
has not been sufficiently extensive or intense, there may be a
doubt as to the fair expression of the people. Anyhow, it is the
expression of the men who participate in these elections, and the
‘women, because both the men and the women vote in California.
Therefore it is fair to say that the expression of opinion by the
voters, with or withont an educational campaign, is exactly what
the voters want; and, as the Senator from Missouri gaid, if the
people make a mistake, it is very easy to remedy it by an appeal
from Philip drunk to Philip sober.

What I have in mind is that on May 17 of this year a Member
of this body holding a high and distinguished position undertook
to instruet the people of my State in the political subdivision—
and a very important one—of Los Angeles city as to how to vote.
Of course, we resented it as an intrusion, because the occasion to
which I refer was a municipal election; and all our chartered
rities sacredly hold to the right to determine their local affairs
by and for themselves. I will read the instruction which was
sent out to the city of Los Angeles. I quote from the Los Angeles
Times of May 18, 1919, a stand-pat Republican paper of general
rirculation. It is headed:

BENATOES FOR WOODMAN—REPUBLICAN NATIONAL ORGANIZATION IN THB
FIGHT TO SAVEH LOS ANGELES,

Dr. A Scott, of Mayor Woodman’s campaign committee, yesterda
geceived thu fo!iowing telegram from UnPaedgnﬁmtes Sen.'nt{)r Bn;
MOOT :

Dr. ATE WasHINGTON, May I7,
Los iugelcs'

Senator Lopge joins me in the hope that every Republican will sup-
Bort the Republican candidate for mayor in the coml.ug clg lactlon.
n’'t let this administration point to Los A as a
city a year hence, when the national cnmpaign on. The Naﬂon 1-
Republican. We hope Los Angeles will
REED SMOOT.

I received just now, from the secretary of the Democratic
county committee, this telegram:

Los ANGELES, CALIF., June §, 1919,
Hon. JaMmrs D. PHELAN,
United States Smote, Washington, D. C.:

M. P. Snyder elected mayor of Los Angeles. All papers concede his
election by 15,000 majori &%er now leading by 10,000. City
clerk estimates total vote cast 75,

F. RAY GROVES,

Secretary Democratic County Commitiee.

I merely introduce that now to show that California is strong
for the referendum, and that her judgment is generally right.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. President

Mr. ASHURST. Who was elected?

Mr. PHELAN. DMr. M, P. Snyder, mentioned in the telegram, is
a Democrat, and has served that city before, conspicuously and
well, as its mayor. Mr, Woodman is a Republican. Los Angeles
is normally Republican.

I yield to the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I merely wanted to ask what the response
of the city was; and in view of that I wanted to ask the politics
of the successful candidate.

Mr. PHELAN, I have already anticipated that question.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator before he
takes his seat will offer a resolution extending our thanks to
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Satoor] for his services in behalf of
the Democratic Party in Los Angeles.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendment offered by the Senator from California.

The SEcRETARY. It is proposed to add at the end of the
amendment offered by the Senator from Alabama the following:

The convenﬁons ghall consist of 100 members, being qualified electors
of the several States, and shall be elected at large Ey clectors having
qualifications to vote for members of the most numerous branch of the
legislature. Such conventions shall be called to meet by the governors

the several States on the first Tuesday after the first Monday of
September, 1919.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amend- ~
ment offered by the Senator from California to the amendment
of the Senator from Alabama.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment submitted by myself.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is upon
the amendment offered by the Senator from Alabama [Mr, UN-
pErwooD]. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SWANSON (when Mr. MARTIN's name was called). My
colleague [Mr. MarTIN] is detained from the Sendte on account
of sickness. He is paired with the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. CorL1]. If my colleague were present, he would vote * yea.”

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). I transfer my
general pair with the senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
McCuumser] to the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Ropix-
son] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr]. I transfer
that Ralr to the Senator from Virginia [Mr. MarTix] and vote
“nay.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called), I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PExrose]. I
transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
SHIELDS] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. HARRIS. I wish to announce that my colleague, the
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. SmrTH], is absent from the
Senate on account of illness.

The roll call having been concluded,
nounced—yeas 28, nays 55, as follows:

the result was an-

YEAS—28.
Bankhead Gay McLean Smith, S. C.
Beckham Harrls Moses Stanley
Borah Harrison Oyerman Bwnnson
Brandegee Hiteheock Phelan Underwood
Dial King Reed Wadsworth
Dillingham Knox Simmons Williams
Fletcher Lodge Smith, Md. Wolcott
NAYS—55.

Aghurst Gronna MeCormick Sheppard
Ball Hale McKellar Sherman
Calder Harding MeNary Smith, Ariz.
Capper Henderson Myers Smoot
Chamberlain Johnson, Calif. Nelson Spencer
Culberson Jones, N. Mex, New Sterling

Jones, Wash, Newberry Sutherland
Curtis Kello Norris Thomas
Edm Kendrick Nugent Trammell
Elk Kenyon §e Walsh, Mags,

1 Keyes Ph Walsh, Mont.

Fernald Kirby JIttmnn Warren
France La Follette Poindexter Watson
Frelinghuysen Lenroot Ransdell
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NOT VOTING—I13.

Brandegee MeCumber Pomerene Townsend
Colt Martin Robinson

Owen Shields
Gore I’enrose Smith, G

So Mr. UxpeErwoon's amendiment was rejected.

Mr. GAY. Mt President, in February last, when the vote
was taken on the woman suffrage question, I explained my posi-
tion briefly at that time. My position to-day, Mr. President, is
the same as it was then. There is no doubt in my mind that
women should be given the right to vote. There is doubt, how-
ever, that they will ever receive the privilege they are now ask-
ing by the methods which some of their supposed friends have
adopted. It is a well-known fact that they have finally secured
the necessary two-thirds vote of the Senate of the United States
to pass the Susan B. Anthony amendment and to submit that
amendment to the legislatures of the various States of the
Union. The advocates of the Susan B. Anthony amendment
have won a great victory and are justly entitled to all the praise
and honor which comes with the winning of a battle which has
been fought for so long a time. It is not my intention to at-
tempt to delay this legislation, but I do desire fo present here
and now an amendment which I believe would be ratified by
the necessary 36 States at the next meeting of their legislatures.
I present this as a substitute for the amendment which is now
before you. The amendment which I am about to present was
drafted by the former first assistant attorney general of Louisi-
ana and by the Democratic national commitfeemen from that
State when this mattér was under discussion during the last
session of Congress. It meets the objection that many have to
the Susan B. Anthony amendment and is more liberal perhaps
than the amendment which I have already presented for your
consideration.

Section 2 reads that the several States shall have the aunthority
to enforce this article by necessary legislation, but if any State
shall enforce or enact any law in conflict therewith, then Con-
gress shall not be excluded from enacting appropriate legisla-
tion to enforce it. s

This, Mr. President, gives to the varieus States the right to
enact and enforce laws giving women the right to vote. It
does not leave all questions te Congress, but puts the matter
where those who believe in State rights consider the power
should be vested.

Mr. President, it only requires 13 States to prevent the adop-
tion of the Susan B. Anthony amendment, and I predict that
there are 13 States that will never ratify the amendment which
the Congress of the United States is about to present to the
American people. The last vote in the State of Texas shows
full well how the wind is blowing. .

With the passage of the amendment which T am now present-
ing to you as a substitute for the other amendments which have
been offered, the objection would be removed and the required
number of States would soon pass it and thus give the right of
suffrage to those noble, patriotic, and splendid women of our
country who have so long fought for this right and who so
richly deserve the privilege.

1 offer the amendment which I ask the Secretary to read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the
amendment offered by the Senator from Louisiana.

The Secrerany. The amendment is in the nature of a substi-
tute:

Resolved by the Benale and House of Representatives of the United
Btates of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House con-
curring therein), That the following article be to the legisla-

pro )
tures of the several States as an amendment to the Constitution of the

United States, which, when ratified by three-fourths of said legislatures,
shall be valid as part of sald Constitution, namely :

ARTICLE —,

SgcrioN 1. That the right of citizens of the United States to vote
shall not be denled or abridged by the United Stateg or by any State on
account of sex.

Spc. 2. That the several Btates shall have the authority to eanforce
this article by necessary legislation, but if any State shall enforce or
enact any laws in conflict therewith, then Congress shall not be excluded
from gnacﬂng appropriate legislation to enforce it.

Mr. GAY. I ask for the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. REED. ILet us have the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. TRAMMEDRL (when his name was ecalled). I make the
same announcement of the transfer of my pair as on the previous
vote, and I vote “ yea.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). Repeating the
announcement made upon the last vote concerning my pair and
its transfer, I vote * nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr, . I wish to announce that my colleague, the
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Sairna], is detained from the
Senate by illness.

| was called).

The resnli was announced—yeas 19, nays 62, as follows:

YEAS—19.
Bankbead Harris Ransdell Thomas
Beckham Harrison Reed Trammell
Dial King Simmons . Underwoed
Fletcher Myers Stanley Wolcott
Gay Overman Swansen

NAYS—02.
Ashurst Gronna MeCormick Sheppard
Ball Hale MeCumber Sherman
Brandegee Harding McKellar Smith, Ariz.
Calder Henderson MeLean Smith, 8. C,
Capper Johnson, Calif,  McNary Smoot S
Chamberlain Jones, N. Mex, 05es Spencer
Culberson Jones, Wash, Nelson Sterling
Cummins Kellog, New Sutherland
Curtis Kendrick Newberry Wadsworth
Dillingham Kenyon Norris Walsh, Mass.
Edge Keyes Nugent ‘Walsh, Mont.
Elkins Kirby Page Warren
Fall Knox I’helan Watson
Fernald La Follette Phipps Williams
France Lenroot Pittman
Frelinghuysen Lodge’ Poindexter

NOT VOTING—15.

Borah Hitcheock Tenrose SBmith, Ga.
Colt Johnson, 8. Dak. Pomerene Smith, Md.
Gerry Martin Ilobinson Townsend
Gore Owen Rhields .

So Mr. Gax's amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pre tempore. If there be no further
amendment as in Conmittee of the Whole, the joint resolution
will be reported to the Senate.

The joint resolution was reported fo the Senate without
amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The joint resolution is in the
Senate and open to amendment. 1If there be no amendment, the
question is, Shall the joint resolution be read a third time?

The joint resolution was read the third time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is, Shall
the joint resolution pnss? The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary proceeded to eall the roll

Mr. BALL (when his name was called). By a special agree-
ment, the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixg] and 1 are
paired with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHizLps].
The senior Senator from Tennessee is absent on account of ill-
ness in his family. If he were present, 1 would vote “ yea.”

Mr. CALDER (when his name was called). On this question
the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. TowxseExp] is paired
with me in the affirmative against the senior Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. PExrosE] in the negative. If I were at liberty
to vote, I wounld vote * yea.”

Mr. KING (when his name was called). I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHixLps] and the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Bati]. If T were permitted to
vote, I should vote in the affirmative, but owing to the pair I
withheld my vote.

Mr. MCLEAN (when his name was called). On this question
1 am paired with the Senator from Rhode Island {Mr. Cort]
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore]. T therefore with-
hold my vote. 1f I were at liberty to vote, I should vote * nay.”

Mr. SWANSON (when Mr. MazrTin's name was called). My
‘colleague [Mr. MArTIN], as previously stated, is detained from
the Senate on aceount of illness. He is paired with the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] and the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Joansox]. If my colleague were present, he would
vote “nay ™ and the two Senators with whom he ig paired would
vote ** )‘&L"

Mr. KNOX (when Mr. Pexposc’'s name was called). As
already announced by the junior Senator from New Yeork [Mr.
CarpEr], my colleague [Mr. PExrosg] is paired with the junior
Senator from New York and also with the senior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. TowxseEsp]. My colleague has requested me to
state that if he were present he would vote “ nay.”

Mr. MCEELLAR (when Mr. SHiELps's name was called).
The senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHiELDs] is unavoid-
ably detained on business and is paired with the junior Senator
from Utah [Mr. King] and the junior Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Barn]. X

Mr. UNDERWOOD (when the name of Mr. SatirH of Georgia
The senior Senator frem Georgia [Mr. Saura]
wired me and asked that a pair be arranged for him on this
question, which has been done. He also asked me to announce
that if he were present he would vote against the passage of
the joint resolution. i

Mr. HARRIS. My colleague [Mr. Sanrs of Georgia] is paired
with the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex] and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. Rominsox]. Aly colleague is detained by
iliness. ;

Mr. NEWBERRY (when Mr. Tow~NseEND's name was cnlled).
My colleague [Myr. Towxsexnp] Is detained at home by illness In
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his family. He is paired as previously announced. He desired
me to state that if present he would vote * yea.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PENROSE].
Understanding, however, that if he were present he would vote

just as I am about to do, I am at liberty to disregard the pair

for the nonce. I vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded. :

Mr. KIRBY. I announce the unavoidable absence of the senior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosixsox], who would have voted
for the joint resolution if present. He is paired and his pair
has been announced.

Mr. McLEAN, 1 find that I can transfer the pair which I

heretofore announced to the Senator from Ohio [Mr. POMERENE], -

which I do and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to announce that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Pomerese], for whom a pair has been arranged,
is unavoidably detained outside the Capitol and unable to be
here. I wish to announce that if present he would vote against
the passage of the joint resolution.

The roll call resulted—yeas 56, nays 25, as follows:

YEAS—56.

Ashurst Harding MeCumber Ransdell
Capper Harris McKellar Hheppard
Chamberlain Henderson McNary Sherman
Culberson Jehnson, Calif, Myers Smith, Ariz,
Cuommins Jones, N. Mex. Nelson Smoot
Curtls Jones, Wash. New Spencer

1ge Kellogg Newherry Stanley
Elkins Kendrick Norris Sterling
Fall Kenyon Nugent Sutherland
Fernald Keyes Page Thomas
TFrance Kirb, Phelan Walsh, Mass,
Frelinghuysen La F%Ih'ttc Phipps Walsh, Mont.
Gronna Lenroot Pittman Warren
liale MeCormick Polindexter Watson

NAYS—25.
Dankhead Gay Overman Underwood
kham Harrison Reed Wadsworth
Borah Hitcheock Simmons Williams
Iirandegee Knox Smith, Md. Woleott
Dial Lodge Smith, 8. C.
Dillingham McLean Swanson
Fletcher Moses Trammell
NOT VOTING—13.

Ball Gore Owen Shields
Calder Johnson, 8. Dak. Penrose Smith, Ga.
Colt King Pomerene Townsend
Gerry Martin Robinson

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas are 56 and the nays
are 25. A quorum being present and the joint resolution having
received the affirmative vote of more than two-thirds of the Sena-
tors present and voting is declared to have passed the Senate
in accordance with the Constitution of the United States. [Ap-
plause on the floor and in the galleries.]

TREATY OF PEACE.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the
Senate the unfinished business, being Senate resolution 12,
which will be stated.

The SECRETARY. Senate resolution No. 12, submittad by Mr.
Jonxsox of Californin May 20, as follows:

Whereas the peace treaty has been completed and has been delivered to
the representatives of Germany; and
Wherens a synopsis only of the treaty has been given publicity in the

United States, and our people are entitled to know its full contents,

and to what, if any, engagements they may have been committed ; and
Whereas it is rveported in the press that the entire treaty has been

cabled 1o the State Department and is now in the possession of the

State Department : Now, therefore, be it

Resolred, That the Becretary of State be, and he is hereby, uested
forthwith to transmit to the Senate the full text of the treaty of peace
completed at the I'aris conference and delivered to the representatives
of Germany.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr, President, I wish to ask the Senator
from California whether he will be willing to have his resolu-
tion temporarily laid uside in order that a little routine busi-
ness may be transacted? :

Mr. JOHNSON of California. My intention was not to press
the resolution this evening, but to ask te have it go over until
to-morrow. .

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I thought that was the Senator's in-
tention.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Yes; it was.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. If the resolution can temporarily be laid
aside we can transact some minor business.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, the suggestion
is made by the Senator from Nebraska that the resolution be
temporarily laid aside in order that some business which he has
in hand may be transacted. As I understand the rule, in order
that the resolution shall not be displaced it is necessary to
secure unanimous consent to have that done. I am very agree-

able to the request. I ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business may be laid aside temporarily to be taken up
to-morrow as the unfinished business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from California
asks unanimous consent that the unfinished business be tempo-
rarily laid aside to be taken up to-morrow at 2 o’clock. Is there
objection to the request?

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I would not want
to exclude taking it up before 2 o'clock if other business before
then is disposed of.

Mr. SWANSON. That would have to be done by motion.
It comes up as the unfinished business at 2 o'clock. If it is
taken up before 2 o'clock, it must be taken up on motion.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; but if we agree to the
unanimous consent that it can not come up until 2 o'clock, it
could not be taken up prior to that time, even by motion.

Mr. SWANSON. It wounld come up at 2 o'clock at any rate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair suggests that any-
thing in the nature of morning business can be done by unani-
mous consent without laying aside the unfinished business.

Mr. JOHNSON of Californian. Then it is not necessary to
ask unanimous consent. ;

Mr. LODGE. 1 suggest that the Senator ask unanimous con-

sent. .
Mr. HITCHCOCK. 1 think if the Senator simply makes the
request to lay the unfinished business aside temporarily, to
hold its place, it will retain its place and then come up auto-
matically.

Mr. LODGE. Then it can be taken up at any time.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Then it may be taken up after
the conclusion of morning business to-morrow or at 2 o'clock;
if the morning business continues that long. Then it comes
up automatically. Is that understood?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Undoubtedly.

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I ask the Senator to withhold that motion
for a moment.

Mr, LODGE., Very well; I withhold the motion.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I ask to have read the resolution which
I send to the desk, and that it lie over under the rule.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the
resolution submitted by the Senator from Nebraska.

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 64), as follows:
Whereas the Senator from Idaho, Mr. BoraH, has stated in the Senate

that certain interests in the city of New York have secured copies

of the peace treaty with Germany, while the American people have*
been unable to secure one; and
Whereas the Benator from Massachusetts, Mr. Lopce, has stated in the

Senate that he knows of four such copies of said treaty of peaca

with Germany now in New York, and that the only place where if

is not allowed to come is the United States Senate ; ana)
Whereas the Senator from Idaho, Mr. BorAH, has stated that the in-

terests now having possession of said coples of sald treaty are pecul-
jarly interested in the treaty: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign Relations be, and it hereby
is, authorized and directed to investigate the matter with the view to
ascertaining the facts, and particularly to ascertain and report to the
Senate the names of the persons, corporations, or interests which have
secured coples of said treaty, and from whom they were secured, and
by what methods; and also to ascertain and report to the Senate in
what manner and to what extent sald interests are ‘““particularly ™
interested in said treaty. For these purposes the Committee on For-
eign Relations, or any subcommittee thereof, be, and it is, authorized
to send for persons, books, and papers; to administer oaths, and teo
employ a ntcno?;rapher. at a cost not exceeding $1 per printed page,
to report such hearings as may be had in connection with the same,
the expenses thereof, including the cost of travel, to be paid out of
the contingent fund of the Senate; and that the committee, or any sub-
committee thereof, may sit during the sessions or recesses of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Chair desires to re-
mind the Senator that the request of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Joaxsox] has not been disposed of.

Mr. KING. I understood that it had been disposed of.

Mr. LODGE. I thought the request of the Senator from
California had been agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
derstand.

Mr. LODGE. I understood there was no objection,

SEVERAL SExAToRs. There was no objection,

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I ask that my request may be
disposed of, that the resolution which is the unfinished busi-
ness, may be temporarily laid aside, to be taken up to-morrow
at the conclusion of the morning business, or automatically, at
any rate, at 2 o'clock.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate hears the re-
quest of the Senator from California. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, what disposition was made of
the resolution offered by the Senator from Nebraska?

The Chair does not so un-




636

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JUNE 4,

Mr. LODGE. As I understand, the resolution of the Senator
from Nebraska goes, under the rule, to the Committee to Audit
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be referred to the
Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of
the Senate under the rule.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Does the Senator from Massachusetts
think it should first go to the Committee on Foreign Relations
or to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex-
penses of the Senate?

Mr. LODGE. 1 presume it goes to the Committee to Audit
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. We have
discussed that many times.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I ask that the resolution lie over until
to-morrew, if that is agreeable.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
under the rule and be printed,

PETITIONS AND MEMORTALS,

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts presented petitions of sundry
citizens of Worcester, Mass., praying for the ratifieation of the
proposed league of nations treaty, which were referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. McLEAN presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Branford, Cenn., praying for the ratification of the proposed
league of nations treaty, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of Local Branch Connecticut
State Grange Patrons of Husbandry, of Suffield, Conn., and a
petition of sundry citizens of Guilford, Conn., praying for the
repeal of the so-called daylight-saving law, which were referred
‘to the Committee on Interstate Commerce,

He also presented a memorial of sundry employees of the
Oakville Co., of Waterbury, Conn., remonstrating against the
repeal of the so-called daylight-saving law, which was referred
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented memorials of the congregations of the
Congregational Church of Wauregan, the Baptist Church of
Plantsville, the Methodist Episcopal Church of South Manchester,
the Methodist Episcopal Church of Stratford, the Methodist
Episcopal Church, South Farms, Middletown, and the Mary
Taylor Memorial Methodist Episcopal Church of Milford; of the
North Methodist Episcopal Church Society of Manchester, of
the Christian Endeavor Society of the First Congregational
Church of Norwich, and of sundry citizens of Ridgefield, all in
the State of Connecticut, remonstrating against the repeal of
. war-time prohibition, which were referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. HARDING presented petitions of Local Ledge No. 158,
S. N. P. J.,, of Nottingham; of Loecal Lodge No. 153, S. N.
P. J.,, of Youngstown; of Local Lodge Ne. 5, 8. N. P. J,, of
Cleveland ; of Local Lodge No, 20, S, S. P. Z., of Cleveland ; of
Loecal Lodge No. 79, H. Z. J., of Cleveland; of the Jugo-Slay
Republican Alliance, No. 8, of Cleveland; of the Jugo-Slav
Republican Alliance, No. 9, of Cleveland; of the Jugo-Slav Re-
publican Alliance, No. 21, of Cleveland; of the St. Nikola
Society, No. 22, N. C. 8., of Cleveland; of Local Lodge No. 275,
S. N. P. J., of Maynard; of Local Lodge No. 358, 8. N. P. I,
of Power Point ; of the Slovenian Benefit Society, of Barberton;
of Local Lodge No. 279, 8. N. P. J.,, of Ramsey ; of Local Lodge
No. 17, S. N. P. J,, of Lorain; of Lecal Lodge No. 62, 8. 8. P. Z,,
of Lorain; of Local Ledge No. 104, 8. N. P. J,, of Lorain; of
the South Slavie Catholic Union of East Palestine; of the
St. Barbara Soclety of East Palestine; of the Slovenian Pro-
gressive Benefit Society of East Palestine; of the Slovenian
National Benefit Society, No. 55, of East Palestine; of Local
Lodge No. 355, 8. N. P. J., of Fairport Harbor; and of sundry
citizens of Bridgeport, all in the State of Ohio, praying for the
independence of the Jugo-Slavs and for justice and fair dealing
in connection with peace deliberations, which were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE COAMMERCE.

Mr. KELLOGG, from the Committee on Interstate Commerce,
to which was referred the bill (S. 120) to repeal chapter 154
of the act of the second session of the Sixty-fifth Congress, |
being the joint resolution entitled * Joint resolution to authorize
the President in time of war to supervise or take possession
and assume control of any telegraph, telephone, marine cable,
or radio system or systems, or any part thereof, and to operate
the same in such manner as may be needful er desirable for
the duration of the war, and to provide just compensation there-
for,” approved July 16, 1018, reported it with an amendment
and submitted a report (No. 4) thereon.

He from the same committee, to. which was referred the

The resolution will lie over

also,
bill (8. iG‘ll) to amend section 10 of an act entitled “An act to

provide for the operation of transportation systems while under
Federal control, for the just compensation of their owners, and
for other purposes,” approved March 21, 1918, reported it with
amendments and submitted a report (No. 5) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

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

By Mr. WADSWORTH :

A bill (8. 1373) to amend the Articles of War;
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HALE:

A bill (8. 1374) for the relief of Stephen A. Winehell; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SHERMAN:

A bill (8. 1375) for the relief of Catherine Grace; to the
Committee on Claims.

EEGISTERS AND RECEIVERS OF LAND OFFICES,

Mr. HENDERSON submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (8. 1339) to amend sections 2237
and 2240 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, which
was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and ordered to
be printed.

HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS.

Mr. WILLIAMS submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
63), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he hereby s,
authorized and directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Senate
the cost of rting hearings held on Costa Rican matters by the
Committee on Foreign Helations at the last session of the Sixty-fifth
Congress, upon voucher to be approved by the Committee to Audit
and Control the Continient Expenses of the Senate, sald payment
to betast3 9'the rate of $1 per printed page, and not to exceed the
sum o 7

to the Com-

COMMITTEE ON MANUFACTURES.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE submitted the following resolution (S.
Res. 65), which was read and referred te the Committee to
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Resolved, That the Commlttee on Manufactures, or any subcommittes
thereof, be, and hereby is, atithorized during the Sixty-sixth Congress
to send for persoms, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to
employ a stemg::pher, at a eost not exceeding §1 per printed page,
to report such rings as may be had In connection with any subject
which may be before said committee, the expenses thercof_ to be paid
out of the contingent fund of the Semnate, and that the committee, or
m snhcgmmittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or recesses of

Benate. -

LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

Mr. KELLOGG submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
66), which was read and referred to the Committee on Print-
ing:

Resolved, That the Committee on Printing be, and it is herecby, au-
thorized and directed to and have printed 5,000 coples of the
rovised covenant for a league of nations, as it is now embodied, tfo-

ther with the original draft, in Senate Document No. T, presented

Mr. PirTMaN under date of May 20, 1919,

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr, LODGE. I renew my motion that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened.

DEVELOPMENT OF COMMERCE WITH PANAMA. E

The following treaty was ratified by the Senate and the in-
junction of secrecy was removed therefrom June 4, 1919 :
CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND PaNama, Siexep Feb-

RUARY 8. 1919, For THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMMERCE BETWEEN THRB

Two COUNTRIES AND TO INCREASE THE EXCHANGE OF COMMODITIES

BY FACILITATING THE WORK OF TRAVELING SALESMEXN,

The Senate:

I transmit herewith, to receive the advice and consent of the
Senate to its ratification, a convention between the United States
and Panama, signed February 8, 1919, for the development of
commerce between them and to increase the exchange of com-
modities by facilitating the work of traveling salesmen.

Respectfully submitted.

Woobrow WILSON.,

TaE WHITE HOUSE,

Washington, March 1, 1919.

The PRESIDENT : h

The undersigned, the Acting Secretary of State, has the honor
to lay before the President, with a view fo its transmission to
the Senate, if his judgment approve thereof, {o receive the ad-
vice and censent of the Senate to its ratifiention, a convention
signed February 8, 1919, between the United States and Panama,
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for the development of commerce between them and to increase
the exchange of commodities by facilitating the work of traveling
salesmen.
Respectfully submitted.
Fraxk L. Poix.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washinglon, February 27, 1919.

The United States of America and the Republic of Panama
being desirous to foster the development of commerce between
them and to increase the exchange of commodities by facilitating
the work of traveling salesmen have agreed to conclude a con-
vention for that purpose and have to that end appointed as their
plenipotentiaries :

The President of the United States of America, Frank L. Polk,
Acting Secretary of State of the United States of America, and

The President of the Republic of Panama, Sefior José Edgardo
Lefévre, chargé d'affaires of the Republic of Panama near the
Government of the United States of America,

Who, having communicated to each other their full powers,
which were found to be in due form, have agreed upon the fol-

lowing arficles:
ARTICLE I.

Manufacturers, merchants, and traders domiciled within the
jurisdiction of one of the high contracting parties may operate
as commercial travelers either personally or by means of agents
or employees within the jurisdiction of the other high contract-
ing party on obtaining from the latter, upon payment of a single
fee, a license which shall be valid throughout its entire terri-
torial jurisdiction.

In ecase either of the high contracting parties shall be en-
gaged in war, it reserves to itself the right to prevent from
operating within its jurisdiction under the provisions of this
treaty, or otherwise, enemy nationals or other aliens whose pres-
ence it may consider prejudicial to public order and national
safety.

ARTICLE 1II.

In order to secure the license above mentioned the applicant
must obtain from the country of domicile of the manufacturers,
merchants, and traders represented a certificate attesting his
character as a commercial traveler. This certificate, which shall
be issued by the authority to be designated in each country for
the purpose, shall be viséed by the consul of the country in
which the applicant proposes to operate, and the authorities of
the latter shall, upon the presentation of such certificate, issue
to the applicant the national license as provided in Article 1.

ARTICLE TII.

A commercial traveler may sell his samples without obtaining
a special license as an importer.

ARTICLE 1IV. h

Samples without commercial value shall be admitted to entry
free of duty.

Samples marked, stamped, or defaced in such manner that
they can not be put to other uses shall be considered as objects

without commercial value.
ARTICLE V,

Samples having commercial value shall be provisionally ad-
mitted upon giving bond for the payment of lawful duties if
they shall not have been withdrawn from the country within a
period of six months.

Duties shall be paid on such portion of the samples as shall
not have been so withdrawn.

ARTICLE VL

All customs formalities shall be simplified as much as possible

with a view to avoid delay in the dispateh of samples.
ARTICLE VIT.

Peddlers and other salesmen who vend directly to the con-
sumer, even though they have not an established place of busi-
ness in the country in which they operate, shall not be con-
sidered as commercial travelers, but shall be subject to the
license fees levied on business of the kind which they carry on.

ARTICLE VIII.

No license shall be reguired of :

(a) Persons traveling only to study trade and its needs, even
though they initiate commercial relations, provided they do not
make sales of merchandise.

(b) Persons operating through local agents which pay the
license fee or other imposts to which their business is subject.

(c¢) Travelers who are exclusively buyers.

ARTICLE IX,

Any concessiong affecting any of the provisions of the present
treaty that may hereafter be granted by either high contracting
party, either by law or by treaty or convention, shall immedi-
ately be extended to the other party.

ARTICLE X.

This convention shall be ratified; and the ratifications shall
be exchanged at Washington or Panama within two years, or
sooner if possible,

The present convention shall remain in foree until the end of
six months after either of the high contracting parties shall
have given notice to the othér of its intention to terminate the
same, each of them reserving to itself the right of giving such
notice to the other at any time. And it is hereby agreed be-
tween the parties that, on the expiration of six months after
such notice shall have been received by either of them from the
other party as above mentioned, this convention shall altogether
cease and terminate,

In testimony whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have
signed these articles and have thereunder aflixed their seals.
lglliigone in duplicate, at Washington, this 8th day of February,
[sEAL.] Fraxk L. PoLk.
[sEAL.] J. E. LEFEVRE.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 45 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday, June 5,
1919, at 12 o'clock meridian,

CONFIRMATIONS,
Egzecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate June 4} (legisla-
lative day of June 3), 1919.
URITED STATES ATTORNEY,

D. E. Simmons to be United States attorney, southern district
of Texas,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WebxEspay, June 4, 1919.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-

lowing prayer:

Infinite Spirit, never far from any of us, we call upon Thee
out of the deeps of the soul for courage, strength, faith, and
grace to sustain us through the obligations of this day, that we
may be the better prepared for whatever Thou dost lay upon us
to-morrow.

Now is the day of salvation. If we live up to the high-water
mark of Christian manhood to-day, now, in this world, we need
have no fears for the morrow nor for the world that is to come.

To live, to act, to progress is the psalm of life in this world
and the world to come.

Sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof. Protect, guide,
and strengthen us for the present moment, and all praise and
gratitnde shall be Thine. In the Great Exemplar’s name,
Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.

Mr. SEARS rose.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Florida rise?

Mr. SHARS. T ask unanimous consent to proceed for three
minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will wait a moment. Any
Members who desire to take the oath of office will present them-
selves.

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS.

Mr. GLYNN, Mr. HUDDLESTON, and Mr. LEE of Georgia

appeared before the Speaker’s desk and took the oath of office.
PROPOSED SOLDIERS' HOME AT ST. CLOUD, FLA.

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, a few days ago I introduced a
bill (H. It. 34G8) to establish an old soldiers’ home at St. Cloud,
Fla. I am going to send to the Speaker’'s desk some petitions
that I received in support of that bill

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has not yet obtained consent,

Mr. SEARS. I ask unanimous consent to proceed for three
minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent to address the House for three minutes, Is there
objeetion?

Mr. WALSH. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
what is the subject?

Mr. SEARS. An old soldiers’ home.

‘The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the gentleman's re-
quest?
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