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“That course Mr. IHarding is willing to follaw.”

The Democratic platform adopted at San Francisco July 2, 1920, con-
tained the following:

* We can not make peace except in company with our allies. It
would brand us with everlasting {ﬁshonor and bring ruin to us also if
we undertook to make a separate jgeace.

“YWe commend the Democrats in Congress for voiin as;alnst Te80-
lutions for separate peace which would d ce the Natgn.’

At a meeting held October T, 1921, the executive commiitee of. the
Woodrow Wilson Democracy unanimously placed itself on record as
being opposed to the ratification of a separate treaty of peace with
Germany and directed the president of the Woodrow Wilson Democracy
to forward to each of the Members of the Senate of the United States a
copy of this statement,

TREATY WITH GERMANY—* WHY RATIFY IT?"

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, I also ask to have inserted
in the Recorp an editorial which appeared in the New York
World of to-day entitled, * Why ratify it?"—referring to the
treaty with Germany.

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered fo be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

¥ WHY RATIFY IT?

Had Mr. Wilson, after the final refusal of the Senate to ratify the
treaty of Versailles, negotiated such a separate treaty of peace with
GGermany as that which is now before the Senate, it is safe to say
that not a Republican Senator would have voted for it. It is equally
safe to say that the administration would have been hard pressed to
muster any Democratie support for it

The Senate would not have divided on partisan lines. There would
have been practically a unanimous opinion that, while an honorable

rate peace could have heen negotiated with Germany, the treaty
submitted to the Senate was not a treaty in proper form, that it was
not a treaty in any sense in which that term has hitherto been employed
in the foreign affairs of the United States.

The Senators, Republicans and Democrats alike, would have called
Mr. Wilson's attention to the fact that the text of the treaty that he
had presented to them was unintelligible in itself. XNobody who read
it could tell what concessions Germany had made to the United States
or what it was all about. Te find a kKey it woul] be necessary to turn
to the text of a treaty to which the United States was nof a party and
which the Senate had twice refused to rotify. Even with this key there
wonld still remain much doubt and confusion as to the meaning of this
new treaty which the President asked the Senate to make a part of
‘“the supreme law of the land.” The Senators would have sald, and
said rightly, that they did not purpose to help enact a supreme law of
the land unless they understood exactly what this supreme law pur-
ported to be—that to describe it as a treaty of peace without making
clear and precise definitions of the terms of that peace was farcical
and an ipsult to a coordinate branch of the treaty-making power.

All this and more the Senate wonld have gald If Mr. Wilson had
submitted the treaty with Germany that Mr. Harding asks the Senate
to ratify, and ne adequate answer could have been made to these
objections. We ean not see how the case is changed by the change in
the political complexion of the administration. A treaty that would
have been :miversa!l‘; condemned as a bad treaty if negotiated by Mr.
Wilson is still a bad treaty when it is negotiated by Mr. Harding,

The only argument thus far made in favor of the Harding treaty of
Berlin is that it establishes peace with Germany. But what kind of
peace does it establish? It 1= apparent that the adminlsiration has
sought to grab everything that was awarded to the Tnited States under
the treaty of Versailles and fo repudiate all the obligations and re-
szom;lhilities that the Unite] States assumed as one of the signers of
the armistice, but even this is more or less conjectural. Thus far not
a single responsible person, neither Mr. I{nrdlnignor _Mr. Hughes nor
Mr, LopGe nor any representative of the administration bas ventured
to say in simple, straightforward fashion, what this treat
what the definite legal relations between the United Sta
will be in the event of ratification.
at is equally important, nobody has dealt with the complieations
with the Aﬁles which must inevitably result from any attempt to
arrive at an interpretation. Is there w single Senator who is prepared
to say that under the terms of this treaty the United States and Ger-
many will be free agents in the execution of the treaty? Lo

The relations between the United States and Germany are not eritical,
The two countries have gone aleng for nearly three years without a
ireaty of peace, and it is admitted by the administration that this
treaty must be supplemented by commercial ireaties in order to re-
establish the cconomic relationship. The duty of the Senate in the
circnmstances is to send the treaty back to Mr. Harding with a polite
request to negotiate an intelligible treaty in proper form in order that
the Senate may know what it is ratifying.

means and
and Ger-
man

DISTRICT BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS.

Mr. CALDER. Mryr. President, I am in reeeipt of a letter
from the president of the Building Association Council of the
District of Columbia, in which reference is made to an extract
from some remarks delivered by the senior Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. NeLsox] during the debate several days ago in the
Senate on the guestion of allowing an additional exemption of
$500 to investors in building and loan associations. I send the
Jetter to the Secretary’s desk and ask to have it read.

The VIOE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the
Secretary will read the communieation.

The reading clerk read as fellows:

Brirpixe AssocrarioN COUuNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBLA,
Wuashington, D. C., October 8, 1921,
Senator WinLiAaym M. CALDER

United States Capitel, Washington, D. C.

Dear SgxaToR: In the debate on the amendments to the revenue
bill on Qctober 1 in the Henate Senator NELsoN made the following
statement :

“1 wish to say that some feam ago, in connection with the appoint-
ment of a judﬁe in the District of -Columbia, I had occasion to look up
what the building and lean associations here were charging the poor
borrower who went in there for a loan, I found in the case of that
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particular company here in the District—and the man had the papers,
having made the loan and finally redeemed it—that he had been paying
over per cent interest to that building and loan association.”

There are 22 local building and loan associations now doing business
in the District of Columbia, and when my attention was called to this
statement I made an investigation and found that for the last 20
vears no local association had charged over 6 per cent interest. The
association that Senator NELsox referred to must have been a national
association which did business all over the ecountry and had an office .
in Washingion. AIl of these associations have long since been put out
of business. The Senator further says: “ It is the most expensive and
burdensome way to borrow.” Again the Senator is in error, as a build-
ing association loan in the District of Columbia is the least expensive
and the least burdensome way to borrow. The only expense the bor-
rower is required to is the examination of title, conveyancing, and
a small fee of about to. the appraisers. who value his property. If
he borrows from other sources than a building association, he will
have to B:xy 4 broker’s commission to renew the loan when it comes due.
During the war period, when Congress raised the rate of interest in the
District of Columbia from 6 per cent to. S per cent, the building asso-
ciations all nﬁeﬂ that they would not charge more than 6 per cent
interest, On ns, made other than through building associations the
prevailing rate is 7 per cent and 8 per cent.

The building associations of the District of Columbia feel proud of
the record they have made, and it is the only financial institution
that I know of that & man can borrow money from as cheap now as
he could before the war. If yon will kindly read this letter on. the
floor of the Senate and correet the erroneous impression that must
have been c¢reated as to local building and loan associations by Senator
NELSON’S speech, we would greatly appreciate it

Very truly, vours,
C. CLiNTON JAMES,
President Buildin, Assaciation Council
of the Distriet of Columbia.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

The bill (H. It. 6508) to amend sections 213 and 215, act of
March 4, 1908 (Criminal Code), relating to offenses against the
Postal Service, and sections 3929 and 4041, Revised Statutes,
relating to the exclusion of fraudulent devices and lottery
paraphernalia from the mails, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on the Judi-
eiary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is closed.
RECESS UNTIL MOXNDAY,

Mr. LODGE. The routine morning business having been
concluded, I move that the Senate tuke a recess until Monday
next at 11 o'clock a. m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 e'clock and 20 minutes
p- m.) the Senate took a recess until Monday, October 17, 1921,
at 11 o'clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frmax, October 1}, 1921,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Jaumes Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer :

Almighty God, give us a happy sense of all our blessings and
help us to look upon the bright side of our circumstances. May
we not forget Thy benefits, but may we yield our grateful
hearts to Thee. In all our lubors and in all our ways may we
acknowledge Thee as our Sovereign, and bring to Thee the
offerings that we owe. KEnable us day by day to be deeply
conscious of the truth that unto the upright there ariseth a
light in the darkness and the path of the just is as a shining
light that shineth more and more unto the perfect day.

Grant that the richest blessings of our most holy faith and
the conselidation of Divine Providence may abide with those
who are to-day in the shadows of their honored and sacred dead.
Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of vesterday was read and
approved.
THE LATE SENATOR KXNOX.

The SPEAKER appointed the following committee to attend
the funeral of the late Senator PHicaxper €, Kxox: Messrs.
THoMmas S. Burrer, BENJAMIN K. FoCHT, GEORGE S. GRAHAM,
Wirraxm 8. Vare, Georce W. Epxonps, HeExgy W. WaATsoxy,
Louis T. McFappeEx, HEsery W. TExpLE, STEPHEN G. PORTER,
Joux M. Moriy, Guy E. CampeserLy, THoMaAs 8. Craco, GEorGE P.
Darrow, Epcir R, Kiess, H. D, Froon, Hatrox W. SUMNERS,
W. Bourke Cockran, Jases W. Wisk

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, at a meeting of the delega-
tion in Congress from the State of Pennsylvania, held yester-
day afternoon, a committee was appointed to draft a suitable
statement concerning the life and work of our late colleague,
Senator PHizAxpER C. Kxox. As chairman of that committee,
I was requested to ask unanimous consent that there be read
from the Clerk's desk this morning the statement which was
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prepaved, and that it be made a part of the record. I make
thut request now,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleniin from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

The members of the "ennsylvania delegation in the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States feel a deep sense of personal loss and
sorrow in the sudden separation from them of their distinguished eol-
league and friend, PHILANDER CHASE KxoX, and they in common with
the people of the State of Pennsylvania, whose natlve son he was,
and with the people of the whole United States, in whose service and
for whose swelfare he was an outstanding figure of unselfish devotion
to dutr. meurn the passing of this great and good man, Indeed, the
whole civilized world loses a constructive statesman, whose profound
knowiedae and abundant experience in the realm of international ad-
justments will be an Irreparable loss to the American representatives
in the fortheoming conference for the limitation of armaments, in
whose participation he was destined to be a wise and conspicuous coun-
selor. PriLAxpER €, Kxox would have brought to that symposium of
statesmen through our representatives contributions of a pure life and
righteous purpose, of n mind refined and trained in the complex and
vast domain of statecraft, of a developed and intelligent Americanism
that understood and applied practically the genius of republican insti-
tutions and constitutional liberty, and qualities of heart that reflected
the hopes and aspirations of Americans and of peace-loving peoples,
as evidenced by his invaluable service on the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations.

To his intellectual attainments this great public servant added mod-
esty and industry, Whatever the task, little or t, he performed it
well and thoroughly, Whether as counsel to the humblest client or
representing the Nation as its chief law officer in_ the Cabinets of
MeKinley and Itoosevelt, he bronght to bear his profound learning in
the law in like degree and with that pertinacity of devotion to duty
which characterized and molded his life. It was PHILANDER CHASE
Kxox, whose unerring judgment, sound reasoning, and clear logie vital-
lzed aud brought into operation the provisions of the so-called Sherman
antitrust law, innocuous for n demge. and opened the door to its ap-
plication by subsequent judicial interpretation.

From the Sennte, to which the people of Pennsylvania were proud
to send him in 1904, he was called to be the premier in President
Taft's Cabinet, where the display of hils ability and talents distin-
guished him in the world’s judgment as a dlgnified exemplar, as a
worthy type of American citizenship, and a statesman of erudition
taking rank with the best of his illustrious predecessors in that exalt
office. Ripe in cxperience, rich in talents, profoundly learned, lofty
in purpose, unselfish in motive, retiring in disposition, an unusual
combination of attributes in one man, recognizing his ability and de-
tighted to honor him, the State of Pennsylvania again sent him to the
United States Senpate in 1916, in which great forum he was a fore-
most figure, influential in Its deliberations, wise in his counsel, patri-
otic in every act and word, respected allke by political friend and foe,
fhe author there of constructive legislation of broad national and
intervational import, possessed of a reservoir of information of world
conditions, ready and eager to apply his bountiful store of gifts in the
discussion of a most momentous and vexed international question, upon
the right solution of which the future eivilization and the happiness
of mankind may depend, he passes out from us.

The busy, useful earthly career of Kxox is ended. Ile has entered
“the gray eve between two shining days,” the day of mortal past and
the day of immortal future—what we call death, which a pagan philoso-
pher centuries ago thus illustrated : :

*As in many groups they were busied in diverse occupations, some
in games and others in work, the master opened the door and with a
smile Dbeckoned to the leader of the busiest group, who, laying down
his tools. went within and the door was shut behind him. § com-
rades waited for him, and finding that he came not realized that that
wis death,” ;

We have scen it oceur in our midst that the leader of the busiest
group was heckoned into the open door. And as men we sorrow, but
not without hope, for his deeds and his example will abide with us.

REAPPORTIONMENT,

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr., Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of the bill H, R. 7882, a bill
providing for reapportionment. Pending that, I ask unanimous
consent that debate be limited to four hours——

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, T make the point of order that
this bill is not a privileged bill.

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr. BLANTON. Then I raise the question of consideration.

The SPEAKER. The motion to go into the Commiltee . f the
Whole raises the question of consideration.

Mr, WINGO. This is a privileged bill, Mr. Speaker,

The SPEAKER. The Chair so ruled. Will the gentleman
state his request for unanimous consent?

Mr. SIEGEL. That debate be limited to four hours, to be
divided into four parts—one hour to be contvolled by the rank-
ing Member of the minority, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Larsgn], one hour by the gentleman from Indinna [Mr. Famr-
FiELD], one Tour by the gentleman from DMississippi [M:,
Raxkix], and one hour by myself.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that general debate upon the reapportionment bill
be limited to four hours. one hour of which shall be controlled
by himself, one hour by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr,
Larsex ], one hour by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, Fa-
¥ierp], and one hour by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr,
RaxkinN]. Is there objection?

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, T object.

The SPEAKER. The questiotr is on the motion of the gentle-
man from New York that the House resolve itself into the Coni-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the reapportionment bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
BrAaxTon) there were—ayes 139, noes 8.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Speaker, 1 object to the vote, because it
shows the absence of a quorum, and I make the point of order
that there is.no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The geutleman from Texas makes tae point
of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred and sixty-one Members
present, not a quorun. The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absentees, and the Clerk will
call the roll. The question is on the House resolving itself into
the Committee of the.Whole House on the state of the Union
for the consideration of the reapportionment bill.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 301, nays 3,

answered “ present " 3, not voting 124, as follows:
YEAS—301.

Ackerman Daoughton Layton Rose
Almon Dowell Lazaro Rosenbloom
Andrew, Mass. Drane Leatherwood Rossdale
Andrews, Nebr, Drewry Lee, Ga, Rouse
Appleby Dunbar Lenlbach Rucker
Arentz Dupré Lineberger Sanders, Tnd,
Aswell Dyer Linthicum Sanders, N, Y.
Atkeson Echols Logan Sanders, Tex,
.Bacharach Elliott London Bandlin
Bankhead Ellis Lowrey Neott, Mich.
Barbour Evans Luce Seatt, Tenn,
Barkley Fairchild Lyon Shelton
Beck Falrfield MeFadden Shreve
Beedy Faust MeLaughlin, Mich Stegel
Begg l-‘a\'rot McLaughlin, Nebr.Sinnott
Bell Fenu McLaughlin, Pa. Sisson
Benham Fields Alel*herson =mith, Idaho
Bird Fisher MeSwain Smithwick
Bixler Flood MacGregor Enel]
Black Foster Madden Snyder
Blakeney Frear Magee Speaks
Bland, Ind. Free Maloney sproul
Bland, Va. Frothingham Mapes Stafford
Doies Funk Martin Bteagall
Dowling Garrett, Tenn. Michaelson Stedman
Box Garrett, Tex, Alichener Bteenerson
Brennan Gensman Miller Stephens
Briggs Gernerd Millspaugh Stevenson
Brin=on Filbert Monidell - Btrouz, Kans,
Brooks, 111. Glynn Montague Summers, Wash,
Brown, Tenn. Goldsborongh Montoya Swank
Buchanan Graham, 111, Moore, 111, Sweet
Bulwinkle Green, lown Moore, Ohio Swing
Burdick Greenc, Mass. Moore, Va. Tagus
Burroughs Greene, Vi. Morgan Taylor, N. I.
Burtness Hardy, Colo. Nelson, A, P Temple
Burton Hardy, Tex. Nelson, T.M. = 'Ten Eyek
Butler Harrison Newton, Minn, Thompson
Byrnes, 8, C. Haugen Newton, Mo. Tillman
Byrns, Tenn. Hawley Norton Tilson
Cable Hayden O’'Connor Timberlake
Campbell, Kans. Herrick Ogden Tincher
Campbell, Pa. Hersey Oldfield Tinkha:n
Cannon Hickey Olpp Towner
Carew Himes Oshoine Treadway
Chalmers Hoch Overstroet Tyson
Chandler, N. ¥, Hognn Padgett Upshaw
Chandler, Okla. Huddlosion Talge Vaile
Chindblom Hudspeth I'arker, N. J. Yare
Christopherson  Hukriede Parker. N. Y. Vestal
Clague Hull Parrish Vinson
Clark, Fla. Husied Patterson, AMo. Vo:stend
Clarke, N. Y. Hutehinson Patterson, N. J,  Walsh
Clagson Ireland Perkins Walters

‘odd Jacoway Poters * Watson
Cole, Iowa Jumes Petersen Weaver
Cole, Ohio Jelferis, Nebr. I'on Wheeler
Collier Jeffers, Ala. Pringey White, Kuns.
Collins Johnson. Wash., Purnell hite, Me.
Colton Jones, Tex, Quin Williams
Connally, Tex. Kelly, I"a. Radeliffe Willinmson
Conneil Kendall Rainey, I1l. Wilson
Connolly, Pa Kennedy Raker Wingo
Cooper, Wis. Ketcham Ramseyer Winslow
Coughlin Kinkaid Rankin Wood, Ird,
Crisp Kirkpatrick Rayburn Woodrnff
Crowther Kissel = Reavis Woods, Va.
Curry Kline, N, Y. Reber Woodyard
Dale Kline, Pa. Reece Wright
Darrow Kopp Reed, N. Y. Wurzharcn
Davis, Minn. Kraus Reed, W. Va. Wrant
Davis, Tenn. Langley Ricketts Yates
Deal Lanham Riddick Young
Denizon Lankford Reach

Dickin=on Larsen, Ga. Robertson
Dominick Lawrence Rodenberg

NAYS—3.
Blanton Kincheloe Parks, Ark.
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—3.
Cockran Fuller MeClintie
NOT YOTING—124,

Anderson Bowers Browne, Wis. Clouse
Ansorge Brand Burke Cooper, Ohio
Anthony Britten Cantrili Copley
Bond Brooks, Pa Carter Crago
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Cramton Hawes Little Robsion | Kentucky..__- 11 ;:North-Dakota- .o - o -
Cullen Hays Longworth Rogers | Lonisiana. 8 ol "o
Dllinger Hicks Luhring iyan | Maine____ 8 | Oklahoma
Dempsey Hill MeArthur Sabath || Maryland.___ i TegON..- .
Driver Moughton MeCormiclk chall husetts 17 | Pennsylvania
Duonn Humphreys McDuffie Sears | Michigan ~=~ 16 | Rhode Island.
Edmonds Johnson, Ky. McKenzie Shaw | Minnesota______ZTTTTTTTT ~ 10 | South Carolina
Elston Johnson, Miss.  Mann Sinclair § Misstesippi. - .. 8 | South Dakota_____
Fess Johnson, 8. Dak. Mansfield Blem i R L IR D 15 | Tennessee
Fish Jones, Pa. Mead Smith, Mich. Montang, - oo ST R TR 2 T i S e
Fitzgerald Kahn Merritt . Btiness Nebesakn - .- -vo om0 o 0 RN S P e R
Focht Kearns Mills Stoll bl T MG a =L EC T 1 | Vermont
Tordney Keller Moores, Ind, Strong, Pa. New Hampshire _ __________ 2 | Virginia
Freeman Kelley, Mich. Morin Sullivan I New Jersey_ . - is il 14 || Washington -~ - Ll oo .. G
French Kiess . ott Sumners, Tex, Wew Mexioo: - foa i 2 | West Virainis oo 6
Fulmer Kindred Mudd Taylor, Colo. Wew: Eopl = ey 45 | Wiscondin. . ool 11
Gabn Ktnﬁ] Murphy Taylor, Tenn, | North Carclina___——————____ 1 | W pamtng e 1
Gallivan Kitchin Nolan Thomas 1
Garner Kleczka O’Brien Underhill Bac. 2, That in each State entitled under this apportionment to more
Gioodykoonts Kuight Oliver Yoigt | than one Repregentative, ithe Representatives to the Sixty-elghth and
(yorman Knutson Park, Ga. Volk | .each subsequent Congress shall be @ected by districts composed of a
Gould Kreider Perlman Ward, N. Y. | contiguous and compact territory .and econtaining as nearly as prac-
Graham, Pa, Kunz Porter © Ward, N. €, || ticable an equal mumber of dnhabitants, The said districts shall be
(iriest Lampert Rainey, Ala. Wason | equal to the number of Representatives to which such State may be
Griffin Larson, Minn, Ransley Webster | 'entitled in Congress, no district electing more than one Representative,
I1adley Lea, Calif, Rhodes Wise p Sec. 8. That in case of an increase in the number of Hepresentatives
Iammer Lee, N. Y. Riordan Zihlman | in ;any ‘State under this apportionment such additional Representative

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announeed the following pairs:

Until further notice:

Mr. LoxeworTH with Mr, CockraN.

AMr. Jouxsox of South Daketa with Mr. McCrLiNTIC.

My, Furrer with Mr, Kuxz,

Ay, Craco with Mr, DRIVER.

AMr. Ruopes with Mr, HAwEs.

My, Rogers with Mr. PArk of Georgia,

Mr. AxTHONY with Mr. OLver,

Mr. Mrop with Mr. Rionpax,

Mr, Kremer with Mr. KiNprep,

Mr. Grrest with Mr, SULLIVAN,

AMr. VoLx with Mr. THoaAs.

Mr. Momrix with Mr., SABATH,

Mr, Hirr with Mr, KizcHIN,

Mr. Goryax with Mr, SEams.

Mr. Kagx with Mr. McDUFrIE,

Mr. McArTHEUR with Mr. Wasp of North Caroling.

AMyr. C'oorer of Ohio with Mr. GARNER.

AMr. Brookxs of Pennsylvania with Mr, ‘O'BriexN,

Mr. Pegryax with Mr. HUArPHREYS.

Mr. MurraY with Mr, Svarsers of Texas,

Mr. Darrixger with Mr, Lea of California.

Mr. Strxess with Mr. Wisk.

Mr. FrRExCH with Mr. CANTRILL.

Mr. Hays with Mr, Raxey of Alabama.

Mr. AxpeERsox with Mr. CARTER,

Mr, Kxursonx with Mr. Braxp.

Mr. Dusy with Mr. GRIFFIN.

Mr. GAax with Mr. Taxror ef Colorado.

Mr. Eparonps with Mr. CULLESN.

Mr. CraxrroN with Mr. Haarues.

Mr. Sixcrame with Mr. GALzvay,

Mr. Kiess with Mr. JorNsox of Kentucky.

Mr. Lee of New York with Mr. Jouxson of Mississippi.

My, Boxp with Mr, MEeap,

Mr. Gragaxr of Pennsylvania with Mr. Storr, }

AMr. ROACH. Mr. Speaker, 1 voted aye when the name of my |
colleague from Missouri [Mr. Ruopes] was called. T have noi
doubt he would so vote if he were here, but T ask that the roll
call he corrected accordingly. !

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEARKER. A quernm is present; the Doorkeeper will
open the doors, !

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of |
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. . 7882) with Mr. Warsy in the chair,

The CHAIRMAN, The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H. R. 7882), which the Clerk will report.

APPORTIONMENT OF REPRESENTATIVES,

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 7882) for the apportionment of Representatives in Con-
aress amongst the several States under fhe Fourteenth Census.
"He it cuacted, cte,, That after the 3d day of March, 1923, the House

of Representatives shall be compesed of 460 Members, to be appor- |
tioned among the several States as follows: |
Alsbama._ . _________ netilpe et h PSS af L 4
Arizona__ S B g D R R S IR SR 13
Arkansas__ = 8 | Idaho-_

Califorpia__ - 15 | Illinois_ 28
Colorado 4 | Indiana 13
Connecticut— . _ . ___ 6 | Towa___ 11
DO T S et it o o i 1 ! Kansas. 8

| Missouri.
| Arkansas, 1; California, 4; Connecticut, 1; Georgia, 1; Illinois,

| New York. for example, gave 493,892 men to the late war.
| means each Member of this House will mnder the 460 number

or Representatives shall be elected by the State at large and the other

| Representatives by the district now preseribed by law until such Siate
|| shall 'be redistricted in the manner prescribed by the law thereof and
1 in aceordance with the rules epumerated in section 2 of this act: and if

there be no change in the number of Repregentatives from a Btate, the
Mepresentatives thereaf shall be selected from the districts now pre-
geribed by law until such State ghall be redistricted as herein preseribed ;
and if tflel'e be a decrease in the number of Representatives from a
State and the legislature thereof in sesslon after the passage of this

| act and before the ensuing election at which Members of (ongress are

electad faile to redistrict such State, or if the legislature of such Stute
be mot in session before the next biennial election, then and in either
event the governor, secretary -of state, and attorney general of such
State are ‘hereby empowered to redistrict such State according to the
termg and provisions of section 2 herein.

‘BEC. 4. That candidotes for Representative or resentatives to be
«elected at large in any State shall ‘be nominated in ‘the same manner as
candidates or governor, unless otherwise provided by the laws of such

| ‘Btate.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog-
nized for one hour.
Mr. SIBGEL. Mr. Chairnran, the country’s population at the

|| present ‘time is 105,710,620. We have at the present time 435

Members based upon an average ratio of 211,877 inhabitants.

| Under this bill the House would be increased to 460 based on an
|average of 228882 persons for each congressional district. No

State loses any representation except the States of Maine and
The States which would have an increase would be

1; Massachusetts, 1; Michigan, 3; New Jersey, 2; New Mexico,
1; New York, 2; Nevth Carelina, 1; ‘Ohie, 3 ; Oklahoma, 1; Penn-
sylvania, 2; Texas, 2; and Washington, 1. The proposition has
‘been advanced o use as a basis the Harvard system of caleula-
tion which is knewn as a preportional system, and others have
urged the old systenr known as the majority fraction system.

|| The committee did not spend much time on that guestion be-

cause when we fixed the ratio at 228,822 and fixing the number

‘| of membership of the House at 460, both systems agree. Now,

there has been considerable discussion here in the House anil
throughout the country as to whether there was required an
increase of the House. I call your attention to the fact that

/| new conditions bave arisen since the last act was passed by

COongress providing there shall be one Representative for every
211,857 inhabitants. "We find in the reeent sar 4,764,670 men
awere called into the service of the country, and each congres-
sional district en the average gave 11,000 men. The State of
That

have to look after the wants of at least 11,000 ex-zervice
mei.

Now, the minority veport calls attention to the fact that we
can obtain additional secretaries in order to attend to ‘the
wants of these men, If we take one additional secretary or
clerk for each of the 435 Representatives here, it will entail an
expense of at least $500,000 per annum, because the average
clerk or secretary who can be of any real, practical mse must

| be given at least $1,400 or $1,500 per annum. Under the pro-

visions of the bill as veported, making the House 460, the total
amount of the increased expenditure would be $287,000. That
dncludes salaries of Menibers, salaries of secretaries, telegraph
expense, and mileage allowanees. 1 say to you frankly that the
soldier boys, the marines, and those who served in the Navy in
this late war ave entitfled to have their individual cases

| handled by the Members of the House individually and not by
2 | additional secretaries. When they were called out into the

service, they were called out by a selective draft law passed by

| us. Neow, when they come back to us, as they are coming back
* to us and will continue to come back to us for at least another
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seven years, they are entitled to receive the personal atteniion
of the individual Members of the House and net the attention
of secretaries,

1 want to say to you here to-day that every expert in the
medical and surgieal world agrees that the crux of the number
of men who have been wounded and required. attention will

arrive seven years from now. From now on these cases will in-

crense by thousands and thousands until seven years from now;
the number of insane and those who will have become sick
from.: diseases like consumption will be more than trebled.
Now, the country is not asking for such economy in the amount
of money which we are going to expend for Members of the
House and their secretaries. What the Nation demands.of the
House is efficiency and prompt service, and I for one feel that
this House has rendered prompt and efficient serviee, regardless
of what others may say or think,

Now, Mr. Chairman, in view of my time being limifed, I ask
nnanimous consent to revige and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks: Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,

Mr, SIEGHL. The majority report contains the following as
part of'its reasons for increasing. the House to 460:

This bill provides that after-the 3d day of March, 1923, the House

of Representatives-shall be composed: of: 460 Members, to be assigned
to the- States ns follows:

Alabama = O e = s i T G
Arizona | Nevada. .o 1t
o DU T T RE T AEE Py 8 | New. Hampshi 0
R A e e 15" | New: Jersey. .- 14
olorady o cot o s 4 | Kew Meéxico oo 2
Commentient_" - -l S p 6| New: Xork_________ 45
Delaware -~ 1| North Carolina. 11
Florida == A ENGRERY Digkobss-—oi=" S e g
e Ble) 5 ER R 25
2| Okldhom. oo 9
28 | Oregon SR
13 | Pénnsylyaniae oo oo - IbR
117 Rhiode: Islimdc - —_______ - 3
8| Seuth Carolinge___________ T
11 |- SénthiDakotd e e -8
8| Tennessee 10
e =
G.| Utah 2
Lichi ﬂ %‘f ’é’;’s“ R A 3
Michigan ‘ rginia 10
Minnesota . e 10| Washington . __.__ i
Missigsippd . ___________ 8 West¥ivginln - G
Mis=on 16| Wimeonshn Do oo o 11
Montan e A Y SR L |

Tnder this apportlonment 30 States will retain their present number:
of Representatives, as follows:

[

Nebraska _
Nevada-._____
New Hampshire P
(h;orth‘ Dakota _ =
R e
Ri:%.; Isiand
i Sonthy Carolinad o~
South. Dakota ——___ 5
Tennessee__________
Ttah
Vi
y
West Virginia
Wisconsin
TWyoming.

. The States in which there are gains in the number of Representatives
are as follows:

g

ey
-t

Maryland
Mot

ssissipp
Mo

[y A
HHESoKEOw-ws St

[
L T e =

=

stockholders and at the same time satisfy those who arve employed by
such railroads, bearing in mind that the righits of the public must be
carefully considered and protected.

The tiuention of maintaining peaceful relationship with the world at
Inlg:- will constantly remnin at the forefront.

long as the wireless was unknown and when it took from 10
days to 2 weeks to cross the ocean we could be isolated from Euro-
ean and Asiatic problems, for they were not of our direct concern.
ith the coming of the airplane, however, and the enccessful ter-
mination of the Great War in our favor, new conditions have arisen
requiring America to take her place in the world fo lead if along the
lines- of peace. How to do this will require the greatest statesman-
shif in Congress, :

Those of us who have studied the census. of 1020 know that the
majority of our people are now living in the cities. How to encourage
the rising generation to aetively engage in agriculfure is one of the
big problems which must be faced. X

To take proper ecare of those who donned the uniform for the
Nation in the recent conflict and to Dbring about contentment and

rity: in this country are two of the subjeets which will con-
stantly come up before the next five Congresses.

Woman suffrage is now a reality.

The war called into actual service approximately 4,600,000 men.
Under the provisions of this bill each Member of Congress will be
looking after the interests and welfare of approximately 10,000 men
who saw. service. Doctors tell us that the number of cases. of serious
disease. nmopgst {hese men: will grow by leaps and bounds for: at
least 10 years. This being a fact, the work of looking after these
individual cases will require the personal attention of each and every
Member of the Iouse;

It is true that some-of those presenting the minority views take
the stand * that additional clerks when mnecessary will undoubtedly
care for any increase in the work required of Members.” We feel,
however; that: the. man who entered the service hnd as a result: is
suffering from handicaps and disease; is entitled to receive the per-
sonal attention of the individunl Member of the llouse and not merely
th%t o aﬂlmak%g:;u le lmrki'11 deny that C is bei lled

Tew t 2 8 W eny that Congress is being cal upon
fo legislate upunlﬁg?nerous questions. which have heretofore been han-
dled by the respective States. Also that slowly but surelﬁ. under a
broad construction of the Constitution, the number of such problems
brought to Congress for a solution has heen growing.

In the public press: and in other: places we find a growing demand
that the people be brought closer and nearer fo their Representatives
in: Congress. .

As a-result of the demand to which we have referred, Congress has
been in session during the past few years for a longer time than ever
before, In view of the requests by the people for different kinds of
laws, It is. beeomi self-evident that t Members will soon. find
themselves in a position that they will only be able to serve on one
committee in order to become experts of the particular subject which
the committee is handling.. We all know that most of the legislation
passed by Congress is enacfed after- the most careful and thorough
consideration by its- commitiees. In order to. become  thoroughly
familiar with the work before such committees, it is highly advisable
that Members serve only upon one committee.

We deny the proposition advanced by some of the minority that
both in the Capitol and the House Office Bullding conditions are such
that additional Members can not be provided for in both buildings.

Some of the minority have alluded to the expense which it is claimed
the people of the United States will be put to if 25 additional Mem-
bers are added to the House. If is not the amount of mouey which is
spent for salaries-of legislators, but the efficiency and kind of service
which is received by the-people which is most vitally important to them.

1t would, indeed, be false economy were we to adopt the theory of
the minority to- provide additional clerks when we all know that what
the peeple are seeking is representation thromgh. their Representatives
and mot through clerks. The expenditure for additional clerks. if the
theory of the minority: was to be followed, would be at least §500,000,
beeause: each - clerk would have to receive, if he.is in any way com-
petent, at leastithe sum of $1,400.

The total amount which: 25 additional Members of the ITouse will
cost the people of the United States is as follows:

G T AN e e F e e i $3, 125,00
TFor telegraph frank __ - 1, 87500
For mileage_— 12, 885. G4
For clerk and secretarial hire______ 91, 000, DO
¥ sataries, 25 Members. .~ "~ 187" 500, 00

Total = 296, 385! 04

For the infermation of the House we will state that an examination
ofthe Statesman’s Yearbook for 1920 shows that the popular branches
of ‘legislative bodies of the-chief countries are larger in relation to theie
respective populations than ds our louse. They ave as follows:

ATKRDBR S 1} Newdlexicos ammn e s
CRHIERe D 4| New York o
Connaptiontro o oot 1 | North Carolina-__ 1
O R s e e e e O S e e o3
Ilinois e 1 | Oklahoma i 1
Massachusetts . __ 1 | Pennsylvania: 2
Michigan. - 3 | Texas-—— -2
New Jersey 2. YWashdngton: .~ T L A
The States which lose Representatives are as follows:

AdleL 1
_______________________________________ 1

The committee adopted a ratio of 228,882 for each Representative,

By fixing the ratie of population to each Representative at 228,882
the average congressional. district under this bill will comtain 17,005
more inhabitants than the average district under the last apportionment
act.

Three States, namely, Delaware, Nevada, and Wyoming, have a
tion less than 228,882, Fach of these States gets a Member:y
Constitution, which
Representative.

Under: the bill there
present House.

In considering the question of the size of the House we mustiremem-
ber that we now have a population in continental United States of
105,708,771. We should approach the question of fixing the size of the
Houge by bearing in mind that In no decade of the Nation's history has
Congress faced more great problems than those which will have-to be
solyed in the next 10 years.

Not merely will Congress have to determine how billions of dollars
ean be raised by tariff and taxation laws, but the big problem as to
how the railronds are to be operated in order to produce u profit to the

ula-
er the
provides l_lmi every State shall have: at least one

will be anincrease of 235 Members more than ‘the

Number of| Ratiool | Population

Countiies Census| members | members | on which

t year. | inlower | topopu- | ratiois

house. Iation, based.
United Kingdom...oeveesiocnconcanss 1911 07 |, ewenes| 45,518,259
England and Wales. deansny] (191E 28 70,0001, . ...
Scotland............ 1911 74 70,000 |.
1o R SN 1911 105 43,000 1..... e
T R R g e R 1913 150 40,000 | 7,555,576
Denmark. . 1916 140 OL,000 | 2,940,000
France:..... 1919 02 66,255 | 41,475,523
GRS R 1919 423 130,227 | 55,085, 000
Greece....... I 1913 316 16, 000 4, TH, 725
T R e [ 1911 503 71,000 | 36,740,000
Jugiu-Sh\'ia (Berbis) .. iilliliiiin | 1919 166 86,2331 14,318,450
e et (3 1010 o Avem| Sorie

Orway..... 8, LT
Portugil... ....... 1611 164 36,320/ 5,957,085
BUmanIa. . i e e e 1819 7 50,124 | 17,383,149
Spain...... 1910 17 47,84 | 18,950, 817
Sweden. .. 1918 230 %.218 | 5 813,850
e e S 1918 159 2,127 | 3,937,000
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The membership and ratio of the different apportionments hereto-
fore had and when enacted is as follows:

5 Date of apportion- | ¢ Mem-
Census ment st States. ] bers Ratio.
13 | [iH 40, 000
15 | 05| 33,000
16 | 141 33,000
17 181 35, 000
v 213 40, 000
May 22, 1832, ... 24 240 47,700
.| June 23, 1842..,... 26 223 70, 680
| May 23,1850, 050 32 24| 843
----| May 23, 1850 . ... H 243 127, 381
Feb. 2, 1872... ... 5 203 131, 425
manpeianans) 00 20, 1RRT. 0 3 325 151,911
.- Fob. 7, 1891....... 44 358 173, 001
-+ Jan. 15,9901 ... 45 856 194, 182
............. | Aug. 8, 1011....... 46 433 21, 877
| |

One of the minority is opposed to the adoption ¢f a provision in the
bill which provides that in those States where there is a decrease In
the membership, if the legislature does not act, that the governor,
seeretary of state, and attorney general should be empowered to redis-
trict such State.

We are all familiar with the rule that the House has repeatedly
declined to interfere with the act of a Stale in changing the boundaries
of a congressional district, but this is the first time that it has been
serionsly contemded that where a State declines, fails, or refuses to
redistriect such State after the passage of a roapljort!onmmt act by
Congress that Congfess doea not possess the power to direct such redis-
tricting to b2 (done by three officials of such State,

We can not assent to the propocition that Congress does not possess
such power amd that it is helpless In a,case of that kind.

In conclusion, let us state that there has been no reduction in the
membership of the House since the act of 1843. This is not a ques-
tion of benefiting any particular distriet or State. Members of Con-
gress take an onth to uphold the Constitution of the United States
and to serve the entire counfry to the best of their ability. We feel
that the best interests of the Nation at large will be served by increas-
ing the size of the House to 460, as provided in this bill. We feel that
careful consideration of the facts stated herein must convince every
thinking American citlzen who has no personal ax to grind and no
hobby to uphold that what the Nation needs most in the next 10 years
is veal eficient service in Congress, and that lhie ls prepared to stand
the small additional expense which this bill calls for in order to
obtain It.

The talles are as follows:

Papulation, nimber of Indians not tazed, and population exclusive of
Indigns not tared, by .§'tt:rcs, 1920,

Total | Indians not ll.’n'_r;ug?!lan
: it | exclusive of
State. PORUIAON, | taced, 162). | Indians not
Stk | taxed, 132),
T T P G e 2,348,174 l ............ 2,348,174
T R wveas 334,102 24,408 , 754
ATRANEAR. - S e iy seaiab v Cob b e 1,752,204 |...... R Ak 1,752, 204
Callfarmniay = ot i e 3,420, 81 530 426, 031
T TR S S T A e et 230, 463 439, 161
Conmecticut.....o.ciiaiiiaii, O 1,380,631 Looniiniaii 1,380, 631
Delawire. o e ek 203,008 oo ieaaaanas 223,
Florida. . ... 5 68, 470
Georgia. ..oovuis 2,805,832
e T 0:.33.42%
........... SN s d R e |, 485,
Indiang. i chesamanan 2,930, 390
igwa..............‘....... .............. f.%.g?s_}
L e e R R S , 769,
&lggky. PR G e e e d R 2,433:&0
TR < o 41w i g w e e el g
TR I R R RS R 768, 014 768, Ol
Margtand . il iR 1,449,661 | 1,449, 661
Massachusotts. . . .ccoccunsennanin 3,852,358 |.eeniennrannas 3, 852, 350
3008403 il 3,668, 412
2,387,125 , 469 2,385, 636
T e T T o 1,740,618 1;720.618
LT Rt S R e 3,403,055 3,404,055
548,880 | 541, 511
1,2%;,3*3- 1,2‘?@,37).
; J,
New Hampshire.............. 443,083 . 443,08}
NeW JOISeY . ciovriaonminssmaonas 3,155,000 |. 3,155,900
New AT s R T e 360,330 | ; 353, 423
New Yark.......oiiennianas oo 10,585, 227 | 4,211 10, 3580, 087
North Carolina............c.c.. re T b 1) SENESE RS Conion 2,550,123
North Dakota...........c.o... 045,872 | 2,123 641, 745
e T T T S e o 2 BRI, . e itenannts 5,739, 301
Oklaboma: .o ORIy e 2,025, 233
(3] e ) 183, e e 783,380
PennsylvaniB. .. c.ocoecananecais 8,720,017
Rhode Island. . oiccisiiciiinaaazans 604, 397
South Caroling.......ceovenennasraeas 1,683,724
Eorth Dakotas. £, . 631, 239
2,337, 835
4,063, 223
448 383
352, 473
2,300, 157
1,334, 503
2691405
, 631, 305
Wyoming...... a5 , 487
Total for 48 States......oieiooanss 103, 278, 049 | so,sro[ i03, 212,170
District of Columbia............_. 07 | ASE ATl o L e T
Total, United States........... l ma,m,fm'l €0, sml 103, 212,179

In November, 1920, the Review of Reviews contained an
article discussing the question of the census, and in view of its
importance I deem it advisable to insert sawe;

I8 THE NATION GROWING IN RIGHT wWAYS?

The chief business of the United States hitherto—looking to the
conntry’s future—has been the creation of an American nationality.
Far more desirable than mere growth in numbers are evidences of the
right kind of development. hen the Census DBureau and other
agencies for obtaining accurate information show us’that, in one way
or in another, the Nation's development is proceeding wrongly, we
have before us the duty of correcting harmful tendenecies, It Is well
on the announcement of the main facts that are ascertained every 10
years by the Census Bureau to study thoroughly the tendencies that are
indicated and to help the public to grasp the lessons that should be
learned. Up to a certain point sheéer growth makes for strength.
Beyond that, uneven or discordant growth may make for weakness,
It i worth many times what the census taking costd to have the
figures as an aid to intelligent statesmanship.

THIRTY MILLIONS GAIN SINCE 1900,

The total population of the 48 States making up the contiguous
territory of this country, as listed early In the present year and an-
nounced in October, 15 105,683,108. (Now reported to Congressman
SikgEL, chairman of the House of Representatives Censns Committee,
a8 105,710,620.) There are also about 12,000,000 ll])enp!e living under
the American flag outside of the continental area of the Union, but we
are not here concerned with these additional populations in Alaska,
Porto Rico, Hawali, and the Philippines, the final figures not having
been announced fer these Territories. Within the avea of the 48 States
there are 13.710,842 ‘more people than in 1910, The gain in the
previons decade had been larger, both in percentage and in absolute
numbers. having been 15,977,691, 1In 20 years this continental stretch
of the United States from the Atlantic to the Tacific and from the
Canadian line to the Rio Grande and the Gulf of Mexico, has added, in
round figures, 30,000,000 people lo the number found in 1900. TUsing
approximate rather than exact figures, we had 76,000,000 people 20
vears ago and we have 106,000,000 now.

NATIONAL GROWTH BROUGHT UXITY,

The total population of the country in 1840. after more than two
centuries of settlement, was only 17,000,000, Thus we have added as
many new people to our population in the past dozen years as our
total population amounted to in 1840, When the census was taken in
1850 we had rounded out our continental possessions by the acquisition
of Texas and California. Our total number at that time amounted to
23,000,000—considerably less than the surplus added in the two decades
since we entered upon the twentieth centary. We had a total popula-
tion, North and South together, of 31,500,000 in 1860, just before the
outbrenk of the Civil War. We still have veterans of the Civil War
serving us in Congress, and we have millions of people living who were
old enough in 1865 to remember vividly to-day the rejoicing over the
peace that came with Lee's surrender at Appomattox and the sorrow
that shook the Nation with the assassination of Linecoln. Yet we have
more than three times as many people in the United States now as there
were in 1865,

That war involved. indeed, the slayery issue, and it had relation to
the doctrine of State rights. Dut it was won by reason of the growth
and shifting of population in the decade or two preceding 1860, In
building up the new States of the Mississippi Valley we were creating
the dominant forces of American nationality.” If this westward develop-
ment had not taken place, the secession movement wonld have heen
gucecessful.

FURTHER GROWTH AND EXPAXNSION.

After the Civil War and the reconstruction days the further west-
ward growth of the Nation was accelerated. In that generation up
to the end of the century—a period of 80 years—we mlde(?‘\] 00 per cent
to our population. Our resources had n largely developed ; our
present railroad system had been for the most part constructed, and
the Nation was beginning to feel some sense of maturity. It was

under these circumsfances that we began to assert a broader inter-

national influence. We intervened to end the deadlock letween the
insurgents and the Spanish forces in Cuba, and the result has been a
new era for the West Indies. We assumed a leading place in the regu-
lation of the affairs of the Pacific, annexing the l}u“’alinn Islands ;
acquiring control of the Philippines ; helping to settle the war between
Japan and Russia; waiving the Chinese indemnity; confirming the °
Alaska boundary and beginning to develop that great Territory; and
as a crowning step creating the Panama Canal as a national enferprise
and a token of our permanent policy to safegnard and secure develop-
ment of the Western Hemisphere.

INFLUENCE FOR ORDER AND PEACE.

Since we used our Navy fo liberate Cuba and establish peace in the
Caribbean region there have been no wars Ly land or by sea between
nations in the Western Hemisphere, nor armed strife of any magnitude
except the factionnl domestic contests in Mexico. Furthermore, since
we became sponsor for the international well-being of Hawaii and the
Philippines and helped to end the inevitable conflict between the Japa-
nese and the encroaching Russian ezardom, there has been unprece-
dented security for commerce and for human progress in all the lands
that face the Pacific Ocean. Thus there was undoubtedly an advan-
fage of great historical moment in our rapld national growth from
1850 to 1900. That growth moved the center of gravity away from
the original States of the North and South. and the result was our
own permanent nationmal stability. Our further growth from Atlantic
to Pacific gave us such intrinsic strength in sheer numbers of capable
people and in the material as well as moral resources of efficiency
that we were ahle to exert a new kind of influence for peace and order
in the world. Our powerful influence was producing harmony through-
out the Western Hemlisphere and pointing the way toward security and
peace on the Pacific and in the Far East.

Mr, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the ehair, Mr. Warsn, Chalvman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee, having had under consideration the bill H, R. 7882,
had come to no resolution thereon.
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Mr, SIEGEL. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate upon this bill may be limited fo four hours, to be equally
divided between the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Larsex], the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr, FAmriern], the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. RaxkIx], and myself,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that general debate be limited to four hours, one
hour to be controlled by himself, ene hour by the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Larsex], one hour by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. FamrreLp], and one hour by the gentleman from Missis-
gippi. [Mr. Raxkix]. Is there objection?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Reserving: the right to object,
does the gentleman think that four hours of general debate is a
long enough time to diseuss a question that goes to the working
elficiency of one branch of the legisiative department of this
Government?

Mr, SIEGEL. I do.

AMr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I do not: and I object.

Mr. SIEGEL. Then, Mr. Speaker, I move that debate be
limited to four hours, and be divided amongst the four gentle-
men just named by me. ;

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, You can not divide the time.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the debate be limited
to four hours, to be equally divided——

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Will the gentleman yield to me
before that question is put?

Mr. SIEGEL. Yes.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, May I ask the gentleman from
New York, for the benefit of Members on both sides of the
Chamber, if it is the purpese to attempt to carry this bill to
final passage during to-day’s session?

My, SIEGEL. It is.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That may or may not necessi-
tate an evening session, but whatever the condition may be, it
is the purpose of the gentleman to press this matter to final
passage before the House findlly adjourns to-day?

Mr. STEGEL. Yes.

Mr, Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for
the further consideration of the hill H. R. 7882, and pending that
I move that general debate be limited to four hours.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves that
zeneral debate be limited to four hours.

The quest'kon was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House divided ; and there were—ayes 169, noes 19.

So the motion was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from New York that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 7882, with Mr. WarLsHa in the chair.

The CHATIRMAN, The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
of the bill H. R, 7882, which the Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bl (I. R, 7882) for the apportiomment of Representatives in
Congress amongst the several States mmder the Fourteenth Census.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

Mr. RAKER. I desire to be heard on the bill,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SIEGEL].

Mpr, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, T ask unanimous consent——

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order,
if T may be permitted to state it, that under the rules of the
House regulating general debate in fhe Committee of the
Whole, where there has been debate upon the question by the
chairman of the committee having in charge the bill, and there
has been no agreement as to division of time, which there has
not been in this case, and a gentleman arises and gets recogni-
tion of the Chair to ask unanimous consent to be recognized on
the bill, the gentleman from California [Mr. Raxer] is entitled
to recognition,

The CHATRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the time be equally divided as follows: To the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Tamererp] one hour, to the gentleman from
Georgin [Mr. Lagsex] one hour, to the gentleman from Missis-
sippl [Mr. RANKIX] one hour. and to myself one hour.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks

umtimons consent thar general debate may be equally divided,
ol honr to be controlled by himself, one hour by the genfleman

from Georgia [Mr. Larsex], one hour by the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Famermerp], and one hour by the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Rasgix]. Is there objeection?

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I have no objec-
tion, but I would like to submit an inquiry., Is it in order to
do that in the Committee of the Whole?

The CHATRMAN. The Chair thinks where the time for gen-
eral debate has been fixed at a certain limit the committee can
then by unanimeus consent arrange as to how that time may be
distributed. Is there objection? '

Mr. RAKER. My, Chairman, reserving the right to object, I
Evonder if there would be any chance to get 10 winutes on this

i117

Mr, SIEGEL. I think the gentleman can ask both gentlemen
on the other side, who have two hours between them, or would
have two hours under this unanimous-consent request, even
though the—

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. RAKER. If the time is not fixed by unanimous cousent
in the House, the Chair would recognize four men for an hour
each and no one can occupy the floor for four hours, can he?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the time fixed
for general debate by the House is four hours, and if the gen-
tlemen have no agreement in committee as to how that time
shall be distributed, any gentleman recognized by the Chair
will be entitled to consumne an hour. If each gentleman recog-
nized by the Chairman econsumes an hour, the debate having
been fixed at four hours, it would necessarily follow that four
gentlenten would be recognized.

Mr. RAKER. Another parliamentary inguiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. RAKER. It would depend, then, of ¢ourse, on whom the
Chairman saw in asking recognition?

The CHAIRMAN. It all depends on the Chairman seeing a
Member. [Laughter.]

Mr. BLANTON. My, Chairman; further reserving the right to
object, it is understood, of course, that the fime already con-
sumed by the gentleman from New York [Mr. SiEeeL] is to be
taken out of his hour? Ofherwise there would be an overplus
of time in the hands of the gentleman from New York. Unless
that is understood, I shall obiect; otherwise I shall not.

Mr. SIEGEL. I will say to the gentlemman that every effort is
going to be made to close debate as quickly as possible.

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman does not want any unfair
division of the time?

Mr. SIEGEL. The gentleman knows I do not want that.

. Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will agree that the time
already consumed is to be taken out of his hour, I will not
object ; otherwise I will.

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection?

Mr. BLANTON. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brax-
ToN] objects. The gentleman from New York [Mr. SiEceL] is
recognized for one hour,

Mr, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, in view of the faet that the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TinkaAMm] has a subject
which he desires to discuss but which is not related to this bill,
I yield to him 10 minntes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
TinkHAM] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr., HUDDLESTON. My, Chairman, a
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN., Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield to the gentleman from Alabama for a parlinmentary in-
quiry ?

Mr, TINKHAM. I yield to a pariinmentary inguiry.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, is it understood that
gentlemen to whom time is vielded by these in control of the
time will be recognized by the Chair? b

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the gentlemin
having an heur at his disposal can eonsume if or yield of it
such time as he may desire under the rule.

My, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time. -

Myr. TINKHAM., Mr. Chairman, T desire to repudiate and
deny categorically the statement of the chairman of the com-
mittee, the honerable Representative from New York  [Me.
SegeL ], when he assertg that I desirve to talk upon a subject not
related nor germane to this bill.

I will read section 2, Article NIV, of the Constitution of the
United States, whieh every Representative has sworh to oley
and uphold. It reads as follows:

Representatives shall be apportioned smong the several States ae-

cording to their respective numbers, eounting the whols number of
persons in each State, excluding Indians wpot taxed. Wit when the

parliamentary in-
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right to vote at any election for the choice of electors for President and
Vice President of the United States, Representatives in Congress, the
executive and judicial officers of a State, or the members of the iegis-
inture thereof, is denied to any of the male inhabitants of such State,
l:emg 21 years of age, and citizens of the United States, or in any way
abridged, except for participation in rebellion or other crime, the basls
of represenmt?un therein shall be reduced in the proportion which the
number of such male citizens shall bear to the whole number of male
citlzens 21 years of age in such State,

[Applause.] |

This is the section of the Constitution which we are proceed-
ing to execute. The language is explicit and provides for the
apportionment of Representatives. It provides as part of the
apportionment of Representatives that representation shall be
reduced in accordance with disfranchisement and says this
“shall ” be done. The language concerning reductions of repre-
sentation in aceordance with disfranchisement relates neither to
race nor color, but is general and national in its scope and
should have national application, As part of the Constitution
it must be applied as written and to modern conditions and cir-
cumstances—not nullified for any reason whatsoever.. The sec-
tion is mandatory both in language and character and directs
Congress to reduce representation where disfranchisement ex-
ists in the manner prescribed. It directs and commands Con-
gress to do this unconditionally.

There are only four mandatory sections of the Constitution
in which the word * shall ” is directly employed, and one manda-
tory section which by implication requires that apportionment
shall be made every 10 years. The four mandatory sections
direct and command Congress to count the electoral ballots,
reconsider a veto of a President, have n census made once in 10
yvears, and reduce representation in accordance with disfran-
chisement.

These mandatory sections of the Constitution are of the very
essence of our Government and of our national being. No
greater violence can be done to our Constitution than refusal by
Congress to obey these mandates. All other sections of the
Constitution where the word *shall” is used either create a
prohibition or limitation or devolve a power.

The eighteenth amendment to the Constitution merely for-
bids the manufacture of intoxicating liquors for beverage pur-
poses, and then provides that * the Congress and the several
States shall have -concurrent power to enforce this article by
appropriate legislation.,” This is not a mandate that Congress
shall pass appropriate legislation.

If Congress refuses to reduce representation in proportion to
disfranchisement, as it has under this general apportionment
bill, it has profoundly and fatally nullified the Constitution in
one of its great and vital parts.

The question of reduction of representation in the Federal
Government in proportion to disfranchisement involves the most
important fundamental issue which can be raised in this equal
union of States and our so-called Republic or democracy. It
involves equal political power and equal political rights among
the several States, equal political power among the citizens of
the several States, and the great question of constitutional en-
forcement.

Article IV, section 2, of the Constitution of the United States
says, “ The citizens of each State shall be entitled to all the
privileges and immunities of the citizens in the several States,”
and the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution says, * No
State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the
privileges or immunities of the citizens of the United States.”

It is true, however, that the States may make what restric-
tive laws they wish respecting the franchise, subject only to the
inhibitions of the fifteenth amendment and the nineteenth
amendment, but always subject to the fourteenth amendment,
which controls in this union of States the principle of equality
among the several States and equality among the citizens of the
United States. :

Franchise equality is fundamental and profound.

A republic can not exist and a democracy does not exist un-
less there is franchise equality.

The enforcement of the fourteenth amendment, always of pro-
found importance both because it is mandatory upon Congress
and because it corrects the great scandal now existing of dispro-
portionate political power among the enfranchising and the dis-
franchising States and the citizens thereof, is given additional
importance because of the recent passage of the eighteenth and
nineteenth amendments to the Constifution. The eighteenth
amendment, which forbids the manufacture of intoxicating
liquors and under which Congress has taken action, has made
constitutional enforcement a great national issue. And the
nineteenth amendment, which has enfranchised all women, has
nearly doubled the disfranchisement in those States which dis-
franchise and has made the disproportion in political power be-
tween the disfranchising States and their citizens and the en-
franchising States and their citizens nearly double,

Disfranchisement can be caused by laws which disfranchise,
the administration of laws regulating elections, by fraud, vio-
lence, and intimidation. The laws in the several States which
disfranchise—and those are what we must deal with here in
our present situation without evidence concerning the adminis-
tration of laws, concerning fraud, violence, and intimidation—
are laws relating to the payment of poll taxes, the possession of
property, and laws concerning certain literacy qualifications.

The poll-tax law exists only in a group of 11 States. Apart
from this group of 11 States no other State requires property
to be owned in order to vote at a Federal election, and there are
not many States apart from this group of 11 States which re-
quire literacy qualifications.

I shall offer an amendment to the bill, carefully prepared by
the Census Bureau, using as far as possible such evidence as it
has, to reduce representation in accordance with disfranchize-
ment. This I consider my sworn and bounden duty.

Without reduction of representation in accordance with dis-
franchisement this bill is unconstitutional, unlawful, and un-
just. I have proceeded on the best evidence obtainable; that is
all which the Constitution, in my opinion, requires.

The proper method of procedure to obtain full evidence of
disfranchisement would be an investigation by a committee of
this House, This has been denied by the leaders of the major-
ity party, of which I am a member. Such an investigation has
been pressed upon them both upon this floor and at other times
and places. For this refusal by the leaders of the majority
party I do not possess a command of langnage strong enough to
use in denunciation and reprobation. By their action they have
refused to enforce this mandatory section of the Constitution,
violated their oaths in so doing, and committed the highest
moral and constitutional offense.

The real anarchists in the United States, the real leaders of
lawlessness, are the Members of this House of Representatives
who refuse obedience to the Constitution which they have sworn
to obey. Let them first purge themselves of their anarchy bhe-
fore they denounce anarchism. Let them purge themselves of
their lawlessness before they attempt to pass laws to control
Iawlessness. If the Constitution is not obeyed by Members of
the House of Representatives, there is the beginning of anarchy—
and may not this example of repudiation and nullifieation seri-
ously contribute to make the United States the most lawless of
all civilized nations? If Congress shall violate the Constitution
there is no moral sanction behind the acts of Congress and the
people can not be called upon to obey its enactments.

National elections ean no longer be half constitutional and
half unconstitutional. There can be no double standard of con-
stitutional enforcement. The Federal political morality of one
State of the Union must be the Federal political morality of
all States of the Union. The very essence of law and order is
the enforcement of the fundamental law of the land, which in the
United States is the Constitution. The Congress of the United
States has no right to ask the citizens of the United States
to obey laws which it itself passes when it has refused to cbey
the plain commands of the Constitution in relation to its own
election and how it shall be constituted. For America to pose
before the world as dictator of international morality and spon-
sor of international ethics, with her national Representatives
elected in flagrant and defiant violation of her own Constitution,
is the height of national hypocrisy.

Will you stand with the Constitution, or will you stand against
it? Will you stand with a bill which is unconstitutional, de-
fiantly so, or will you obey the injunctions which are plain,
direct, mandatory, which you have sworn solemnly to obey?

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the remainder of my time, with
the request that I may extend and revise my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired. The gentleman asks unanimous consent
to revise and extend his remarks. Is there objection?

AMr. STEVENSON. T object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina
objects, The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Larsex] is recog-
nized for one hour.

REAPPORTIONMENT FPOSITION OF COMMITTEE, GENERAL,

‘Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, there are three
views regarding the number of Representatives for membership
of the House, as follows:

1. That the membership is too small and should be increased,

2. That the membership is sufficient and should be retained.

3. That the membership is too large and should be reduced.

The membership of the committee present and ordering the
bill reported was a tie on the first and second propositions;
that is, the number voting to inerease the membership to 460
and the number voting to retain it at 435 were equal. There-
fore, in order to get the bill before the House, so as to settle
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the question of reapportionment and to apportion membership
among the various States as is contemplated by the Constitu-
tion, two Members opposed to the suggested increase on the
second eall voted to report the bill.

The report contains two dissenting views, one being signed
by six Members and the other by one Member, Both dissent-
ing views oppose increased membership and favor a retention
of the present number, 435,

The dissenting members of the committee take the same posi-
tion to-day that was maintained in the last Congress, when it
was proposed to inerease the membership, and by a vote of 267
to 76 the House decided it should remain at 435.

An examination will disclose that with few exceptions those
who favor increased membership come from States that will be
directly affected by a loss or gain of representation. Appar-
ently a dread of loss on the one hand and the hope of gain on
the other materially affects the judgment of the individual
and engenders a conflict of opinion regarding the guestion of
membership which the House must settle.

As my own State will not lose if the present membership be
retained, I may not be in position to fully appreciate the
position of the Representative whose State will lose. Should
the proposition of increase prevail, my State would gain a
Meniber, and hence I know something of the unholy temptation
which comes to those who are lured by the hope of gain.

That the present membership of the. .House is so large that
it has impaired its deliberative capacity and at times makes it
unwieldy and cumbersome no experienced and impartial mind
will doubt, but as a practical legislative proposition it is
thought by those who signed the minority report that, all
things considered, it would be well tg retain the present mem-
bership, and that it should be apportioned among the States in
accordance with the last census. Hence we ask and shall ex-
pect the conservative judgment of the House to vindicate our
position. There are those who say this will not be done be-
cause the membership of the House has changed. So it has,
hut there are still in the House 208 Members who as recently as
January last voted that the membership of this House should
remain at 435. Why should they change their votes at this
time? Has the financial condition of the couniry so improved
that a useless and unnecessary expense of this proportion would
not be felt by the taxpaying public?

Does not the same pledge which bound them to rigid economy
at that time bind them now? No man will change so radically
for slight provocation. I assume no one will endanger the re-
spect of the House or jeopardize his own good standing among
constituents by changing his vote unless he be in a position to
advance some legitimate reason for so doing. As for myself, I
am unable to assign any reason why I should not cast the same
vote upon the gquestion to-day that I did in the last Congress.

Some one has suggested that he would go back home and tell
his constituents that the last census showed that during the
war the population had shifted from the agricultural States
info the great industrial centers, and that in order to protect
the agricultural interests of the country had voted for increased
membership. Ah, gentlemen, you will have a hard proposition
of convineing the people of any community that the great States
of New York and Pennsylvania are not industrial centers. You
may fry it. Go back home and tell your constituents that you
voted to inerease the membership of the House, That you pro-
tected the agricultural interests by giving to New York and to
Pennsylvania two additional Representatives each. You may
convinee them of your sincerity and satisfy them, but I fear
you will noft,

The report of the committee, page 5, contains an extract from
the Statesman's Year Book, 1920, showing the size of the popu-
lar branches of the various legislative bodies of the world’s
chief countries and elaims they are larger in proportion to popu-
lation than that of the United States. It states that Great
Britain has 707 members, that France has 626, Italy 508, and
Germany 423, and says the population of each country is less
than that of the United States.

Mr. SIEGEL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from
New York. % ]

Mr, SIEGEL. There is no statement made that the popula-
tions of those countries are greater than those of the United
States. The gentleman is mistaken about that., The gentleman
means to say that the population is less than the United States.

Mr, LARSEN of Georgia. T accept the correction. Gentle-
men should not be misled by the statement, as made, never-
theless. The inference is that the 707 representatives of Great
Britain, which has a population, according to the statement, of
45,000,000 people, are only charged with the responsibility and
representation of those people. The fact is quite the contrary.

Everyone knows that those members, in addition to legislating
for Great Britain, legislate for all the possessions of -the
British Empire, including India, Australia, Canada, Ireland,
the Sudan, Egypt, South Africa, and many insular possessions,
with a total population of 435,000,000 instead of 45,000,000,
as they would have you believe. I concede, of course, that the
dominions have local legislation, but for all the people through-
out the wide-flung British Empire the House of Commons speaks
and exercises ministerial as well as legislative functions.

Belgium, including its Kongo possessions, has a population
of 14,500,000 instead of 7,000,000, as the report would have yon
believe. France, including Indo-China, Asia Minor, and its
African, American, and Oceanic possessions, has a population
of not less than 66,650,000 instead of about 41,000,000, as the
report shows. :

Mr. REAVIS. Will tlie gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes,

Mr. REAVIS. If the gentleman proceeds upon that theory
ought there not to be added to the population of the United
States that of the Philippine Islands?

_ Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes,

Mr. REAVIS. And Hawaii.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. REAVIS. Making how many?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Not exceeding 120,000,000. The
same I have stated as to Great Britain, France, and Belgium
is true, in a somewhat less degree, of all other countries
mentioned.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I really regret, Governor, that I
have not the time.

Another difference must be noted. Not one of the countries
mentioned, with the exception of Germany, has a state form of
government like the United States.

The representatives of these Governments are intrusted with
both local and national legislation. The Congress of the United
States deals only with national questions, and each State of the
Union looks after its individual affairs. If we consider the
various State legislatures as a part of the Nation's Legislative
Assembly, the people of the United States, so far as representa-
tion in matters of legislation is concerned, are already better
provided for than any other country in the world. Take the
case of Germany, to which attention is called, and you will
see that she has 423 members and a population of 60,000,000.
There is no material difference in actual ratio of members to
population of the two countries. As before stated, Germany
has a state form of government like the United States, and
hence constitutes the only parallel for comparison.

Regardless of difference in form of government, I am no
more prepared to accept the theory or to follow the example
of either France, Italy, or Belgium in fixing number of repre-
sentatives for legislative assemblies than I would be to adopt
their ideas as to the size of an army or form of government.
If we should follow them in one instance why not in both? If
we do we will have an army of more than a million men. We
recently fixed it at 150,000.

Another difference may be noted. In most of the European
countries, especially the leading ones, government legislation

is introduced and provided for by the ministry, the cabinet,

as we call it. It has a special right of way over other legisla-
tion. Legislation not introduced by the ministry has little or
no chance of passing, unless it receives the approval of the
Government, Thus, you see most of the legislation not planned
and promoted by the Government is of a local character. It
is such as is dealt with here by the legislatures of the various
States.

Gentlemen, the political life of a Member should be a matter
of little concern as compared with the preservation of efficiency
for the House. The people must look to the House for many
reliefs from unjust burdens. If you destroy its efliciency you
destroy the rights of the people.

You may depend upon the people, through the process of
political elimination, to preserve the most useful Members for
the good of the Nation, but if you destroy the efficiency of the
House you not only endanger the rights of the people but yon
impose a useless burden upon them. Increased membership
can not result in benefit to the House or to the public. As we
increase membership we lessen responsibility, destroy efficiency,
and render the House unwieldy and its membership abject
tools in the hands of the chairmen of committees. [Applause.]
The proponents of the proposition for increase attempt to justify
it upon the theory that the demands of the public upon the in-
dividual Member are such that he can not properly discharge
them. If such instances exist I am sure they are rare and
would not be relieved by the proposed measure,

v
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Within the past five years we have increased clerical force
and assistants $2,180 for each Member, a total of $948,300 per
annum, or more than 100 per cent. This sum is quite suffi-
cient to take care of any increased work in this House. Now
you want an increase of half a million dollars or more per
year, for what? Oh, you talk about overworked Members.
We have made ample provision for every Member-in this House.
Everyone is now prepared to do the work that is legitimately
expected .of him. T pause now in order that any overworked
Member of the House who works two clerks regularly and can
not finish his work without extra help may Identify himself.

Mr. DALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. DALE. Does the gentleman ask if any man in fthis
House has paid for work from his private funds?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I say, Has any Member used his
two clerks regularly and in addition paid out of his own pocket
money to support his office?

Mr. DALE. Let me get the gentleman's question. Does the
gentleman ask if any Member of the House has paid out of his
own pocket money for clerical help? 1

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. If he has worked his two clerks
all the time and worked himself and not been able fo do the
work that is legitimately a part of his duty, let him stand up.

Mr. DALE. The gentleman now is putting in several restric-

tions——

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Here you are. [Laughter.]

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I knew the gentleman from Kan-
sas would identify himself at a late hour, as usual.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I supposed the gentleman was ask-
ing his question in good faith.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. How much has the gentleman from
Kansas paid out per month? J

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. “I do not know that T have got it
by the month, but probably $260.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. In all, $260. < Oh, well, the gentle-
man hag not been burdened sufficiently so that the House should
put upon the country an additional expense of half a million
dollars per annum.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I am not erying about it; I was
glad to do it. The gentleman asked a question and I simply
answered it.

Mr. DALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Not now. Heretofore increased
membership may have been justified upon the theory of in-
creased territory for representation, but territory has not in-
creased since the last apportionment. Highway extensions,
automobile development, and telegraph and telephone com-
munieations have more than compensated for any increase in
population. The mimeograph, the multigraph, and other labor-
saving devices have all very greatly multiplied our capacity
for labor and communication. The tax burden upon the people
of the United States to-day is more than four and one-half
hillion dollars per year. This is more than $40 per capita, or
$200 per family; and yef, gentlemen, you are not satisfied with
this enormons burden on the taxpayers of the eountry.

My. GREENE of Vermont. Mpr. Chairman, will the gentleman

jeld?

. Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I am sorry that I have not the
time. Have gentlemen favoring the increase counted the costs
of the steps which they propose to take? Do they realize how
much greater burden they propose to place upon the already
overtaxed citizen? It amounts to at least $500,000 per year.

Mr, ASWELL. How does the gentleman account for that?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I shall account for it, if the gen-
tlemsan will permit. On the 18th of January of this year the
Washington Post said that if we increased the House by 48

Members we would increase the cost by more than one million -

and a half dollars per annum.

Mr. ASWELL. Does the gentleman accept that as an au-
thority ?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. We propose now to increase it by
25. According to the Post, this would be $750,000 per year.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LARSEN of Georgia. If the gentleman will give me time,
I will try to explain. Yes; I yield. What is it?

Mr. ASWELL. I wondered how the gentleman caleulated
$500,000, when anyone who can multiply and add wounld make it
$300,000. .

Mr, LARSEN of Georgia, Perhaps the gentleman can multi-
ply and add. I .do net know. We will give hinr an opportunity
to do so. There is incrensed salary for Members amounting fo
$187;500 a year: there is increased clerk hire for Members,
amounting to $92,000 o year; increased mileage for Members,
$15,000; increased stationery allowance, $6,200; increased cost

of CoxcressioxNar Recorp, $12,500; increased cost of the tele-
graph franks, $2,757; rent for Members’ guarters, $25,000 per
year. In addition to this there would be much additional as-
sistance in the House, in the departments, and elsewhere, We
should also require erection of new building for office, equip-

-ment, and so forth,

Mr, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I can not yield.

There is no popular demand for inerease, even among the
States. whose representation is to be reduced. During the
present year 3 of the 8 Members from Missigsippl voted to
retain the membership at 435. One man of the Mississippi
delegation signed the minority report. Gentlemen will say
that he is not here. No; he was not a candidate for reelection,
and he could vote, therefore, according to his convictions.
Only as recently as January of this year the Legislature of the
State of Indiana met, if T am correctly informed, and passed a
resolution condemning the increase, and vet the great State of
Indiana would lose under the apportionment .of 435,

My, REAVIS, Mr. Chairman, will' the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. REAVIS. Does the gentleman think the personnel of
the delegation inspired the legislature of that State to favor a
decrense of 17

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Ob, it is a very good delegation.
This is an age of sacritice;, The man who is not willing to
sacrifice is neither a good citizen nor worthy of representing
the people. We have just reached the end of the greatest war in
history, a war in which 4,500,000 men surrendered their oppor-
tunities, abandoned their ambitious dreams, and without a
thought of selfish gain offered their lives in defense of the
country. 8ix hundreéd thousand of those men to-day walk the
streets without employment or the means of subsgistence. They
seek employment, but find none. ‘They ask for a bonus, adjusted
compensation, if you please, but the Republican Party pleads
poverty and declines,

Yet you are willing to inerease the burdens of taxation and
thereby add further to industrial depression in this country.
Oh, how eonsistent yon are! You disregarded the army of the
unemployed merely that you, or some friend, may retain a seat
in the House of Representatives. God forbid that such selfish
spirit should possess any American citizen.

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I have not the time. The plat-
forms of both the Democratic and the Republican Pariies last
year pledged an economical administration of national affairs.
The Republican ' Party was intrusted and will be held rve-
sponsible for such an adminisiration. This dees not relieve the
individual Member of either party from responsibility. [Ap-
plause,] We were all intrusted by the constituency of our dis-
tricts, and not one of us would have been here if they had not
been satisfied that we would impose no useless or unnecessary
burdens upon the people.

Your vote to-day, brother Democrats, will show your respect
for the pledge of your party and: your sympathy for the tax-
paying public which you represent. Your vote, Mr. Republi-
can, will be considered as an index to your party loyalty, and
will demenstrate whether you desire to nullify the solemn
pledges of your party in its last eampaign. Tt will determine
‘whether you desire to serve the selfish interests of the few
who fear they may lose their seats in this House, or whether
you will serve the public interest. Your vote will be con-
strued as your preference to saving a few Members and destroy-
ing the efficiency of the House. If you vote for this increase
everyone must know your motive; there ecan be but one.
Choose ye this day whom ye will serve. Shall it be the selfish
interests or the public whom you were elected to represent?
[Applause.]

My, Chairman, it would perhaps be easier for me to yield to
the solicitations of my friends and support the measure; but I
am here to represent the American people, and the American
people need more sympathy in the lessening of taxes than any
man in this country needs fo retain a seat in Congress. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. WHEELER. My, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN of Georgin. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the re-
mainder of my time,

The CHATRMAN.
minutes.

Mr., FAIRFIELD. Mpr. Chairman

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana is recognized
for one hour.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair Eindly
notify me when I have used eight minutes? Mr. Chairinan and
members of the committee, there {s no need for an increase in

The gentleman from Georgia reserves 32
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the membership of this House. The Sixty-sixth Congress, by
a vote of 267 to 76, repudiated any increase, No changed con-
dition in the necessities of the country would justify a change.
The same men who are now advocating an increase of 25 were
just as earnest in their advocacy of an increase of 48. When
the House by an overwhelming majority voted and determined
that it was unwise, throughout the country there came back
the word of approval. No man has undertaken to gay that
there is any real need of another Member of Congress. The
present body can take care of every public duty efliciently,
The House is large enough. What is the reason that men are
urged and have been willing {o block legislation for months?
What is the reason that underlies this strenuous effort?

Mr. DALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FAIRFIELD. I can not yield.

Mr. DALE. I will tell the gentleman one reason.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. I have but a few minutes. Men have been
blocking it at every step when the judgment of a majority of
the House not only was with us but is with us in this contention
if it were not for the considerations of State pride, of personal
interest, or of political expediency. And, gentlemen, when we leg-
islate upon a problem of constitutional mandates on the ground
of political expediency and personal interest we are falling
short of the character and dignity which should become Mem- 4
bers of the House of Representatives. [Applanse.] Another
thing. While if it were needful, the amount of money involved
is insignificant, but when unnecessary, when wasteful, when
there is no need, to say for the country we make it possible to
elect 25 more Members of Congress and carry with its personnel
expenses of over $11,000 each, making on the personnel expense
side more than a quarter of a million dollars, and that in face
of the fact——

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FAIRFIELD. I do not yield. And that in the face of
the fact just the other day the Secretary of the Treasury in-
formed us that we would have to increase the appropriations
by $360,000,000. But that is not all. That quarter of a mil-
lion is expense for all time. The present office building will not
house the membership. [Applause.] There will have to be
quarters provided outside, and you know and I know that there
will be pressure for a new building, so that a perfectly useless
addition to the membership of the House will entail before we
are through with it an additional half million dollars yearly at
a time when we are pledging ourselves to economy. If it were
necessary to make the House more efficient——

Mr. ASWELL. Now, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FAIRFIELD. If it were necessary—I do not yield—
because the quality of the membership is not high enough that
we need to go outside and bring in some more in the hope that
the dragnet will get men of greater ability; if that were true, I
would not oppose the inerease. But the men here are strong
and virile. I respect the membership of this House. I have no
word of reflection. This House expressed its deeép conviction
on that fact when it said by a majority of three and a half
to one—

Mr., ASWELL. Now will the gentleman yield for one ques-
tion?

Mr, FAIRFIELD. No; I will not yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yleld.

Mr. ASWELL, Just one simple question,

Mr. FAIRFIELD. I do pot yield—and the House having
thus expressed itself I can not understand how men who not
only voted to keep it down, but who talked, and talked wisely,
are said to be changing; changing because it is sajl that an-
other body will not be willing within the limited time to pass
an apportionment bill. Gentlemen, I am unwilling to be-
lieve——

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman has used eight minufes.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. That any other body will take the respon-
sibility of saying to the House, * You can not fix the size of your
own membership.” Mr, Chairman, I reserve the remainder of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman reserves 52 minutes.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman—

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Mississippi is recog-
nized for one hour. [Applanse.]

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Chairman, I presume it is violating no
rules of the Census Committee, of which I am a member, for
me to tell you that I was opposed fo reporting any bill at all
providing for the reapportionment of the membership of this
House under the census of 1920. I was opposed to it because
of the fact that the census was taken at a time when we were
just emerging from the World War and when so many thou-
sands of people had left the farms and the small towns tempo-
rarily and gone to the large cities of the North and East, that

a reapportionment under that census would necessarily take
| from Mississippi and other agricultural States their just rep-
resentation and place it to the credit of the congested centers.

If the census could be taken to-day, since our. boys have re-
turned from the service and those who were engaged in the
various manufacturing industries and war activities have gone
back to their homes, I dare say that an apportionment under
such a census would justify little or no shifting of representa-
tion with the House remaining at its present membership.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois, Will the gentleman yield?

° Mr, RANKIN. Not now; excuse me.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, there has been one other issue
raised in the course of this debate by a Member from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. TizxzanM] to which I trust the House will pardon
me for referring briefly, and that is the race question. He
wants this House to eut down the representation of the South-
ern States because the Negroes in those States as a rule do not
vote, gpd bases his indictment of the South on the second sec-
tion of the fourteenth amendment to the Federal Constitution.
His iniquitous scheme, if carried out according to his tabula-
tion, would reduce Mississippi's representation in this House
from eight to four and would affect other Southern States ac-
cordingly. But, Mr. Chairman, I am glad to call the attention
of the House to the fact that Congress has no more right to
interfere with the representation of a southern State under
the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments to the Constitution
than it has to revise the school laws of Indiana or the tax laws
of Pennsylvania or to regulate the internal affairs of any other
State. The second section of the fourteenth amendment to the
Constitution fo which he [Mr, TixgHAM] referred provides
that—

Representatives shall be apportionad among the several States ae-
cording to their respective numbers, counting the whole number of
persons in each State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the
right to vote at any election for the choice of electors for President
and Viee President of the United States, Representatives in Congress,
the executive and judicial officers of a State, or the members of the
legislature thereof, is denied to any of the male Inhabitants of such
State, being 21 years of age and citizens of the United States, or in
any way abridged, except for participation in rebellion or other crime,
the b of representation therein shall be reduced in the proportion
which the number of such male citizens shall bear to the whole number
of male citizens 21 years of age in such State. -

« That clause of the Constitution was directed at the State,
and not at the individual citizen, and contemplated that when-
ever a State passed a law depriving any people of the right to
vote the representation of that State should be reduced ac-
cordingly. But the fifteenth amendment, which was soon after
‘adopted, provides that—
the right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or
abridged by the United States or by any State on account of race,
color, or previous condition of servitude.

Under the fifteenth amendment any law passed abridging
the right of people to vote, as contemplated by the second sec-
tion of the fourteenth amendment, would be null and void and
therefore held for naught: In other words, the fifteenth a_mend-
ment superseded and rendered nugatory, if not null and void, the
second section of the fourteenth amendment, so far as regulat-
ing representation is concerned.

Mr. Bryant, of Wisconsin, in his treatise on the Constitution
of the United States, at page 333, says:

The fourteenth amendment is prohibitory upon the States only, and
the legislation authorized to be adogted by Congress is not direct legis-
lation on the matters respecting which the States are prohibited from
making or enforcing certain laws, or doing certain acts, but is cor-
rective legislation, such 25 may be necessary or proper for counteracting
or redressing such laws.

Also, n notation in the Eleventh Federal Statutes, annotated,
page 1096, says that—
the prohibitlons of the fourteenth amendment are directed to the Btate
and they are to a degree restrictive of State power.

In other words, up until the passage of the fifteenth amend-
ment, if a State had passed a law that deprived the Negroes
of the right to vote, the representation of that State could have
been reduced in proportion as the male population of the
Negroes numbered to that of the male population of the entire
State, but when the fifteenth amendment was adopted, providing
that no such law should be passed, it by implication repealed that
part of the fourteenth amendment or rendered it nugatory.
The Supreme Court of the Unifed States in the Civil Rights
cases, in 1883, reported on page 3 (109 U. 8.), uses this lan-
guage:

Until some State law has been passed, or some State action through
its officers or agents has been taken, adverse to the rights of citizens
sought to be protected by the fourteenth amendment, no legislation of
the United Stutes under said amendment, nor any proceeding under

such legislation can be called into activity, for the prohibitions of the
amendment are against State laws and acts done under State authority.
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Ion. James G. Blaine, the Republican leader for years, and
who was Speaker of the House of Representatives at the time
the fifteenth amendment was: adopted, and was a leader in tl;a
House when the fourteenth amendment was ;_bassed, in  his
Twenty Years in Congress, volume 2, page 418, in speaking of
this second section of the fourteenth amendment and the re-
duetion: of southern representation thereunder, said:

Its prime object was to correct the wrongs which might be-enacted im
the gigﬁrth.e:n ecthe correction  proposed wgsss Adirect and unmistakable,
viz, that the Naution would exclude the Negro from the basis of appor-
tionment ' wherever the State should exclude him from the right of
sulfrage. :

When, therefore, the Nation by subsequent change.in its Constitution
declared that the State shall not execlude the Negro from the rlght of
sulfrage, it neutralized ' and surrendered the: contingent right bDefore
held, to exelude him irom the basis of apportionment. Congress is thus
plainly deprived by the fifteenth, amendment of certain powers over the
representation in the South, which it previously possessed under the

rovisions -of ‘the fourteenth amendment. Before the adoption of the
Eﬂcenth amendment if o State-should exclude the Negro from suffrage
the next step would be for Congress. to exclude the Negro from the
basis of apportionment. After the adopiion of the fifteenth amend-
ment if a State shonld exclude: the Negro from sufffage the nest step
would be for the Supreme Court to declare that the act was unconstitu-
tional and therefore null and void.

Se it will be seenthat the fifieenth amendment superseded
the second section of the fourteenth amendment, which referred
to action taken by the State and not by individual citizens.

My, Chairman, I make this.statement, and cite {hese emi-
nent authorities-to counteract any argument in this Congress ov
elsewhere, to the effect that Congress has any right under the
Constitution to interfere with the representation of the South-
ern States onaccount of their elections-or their:election laws.
Every election clause in the: constitutions of those States has
been contested before the Supreme: Court of the United States
time and again and has been found to meet the rigid test. of
constitutionality. , v

No, Mr, Chairman, this.Congress has: no.righti to interfere
with southern representation on account of our:elections. That
question has-been settled, and Iitrust setfled for all time to
come; [Applause:]: :

While: we are on that subject, permif'me to say-to you im all
frankness and in all sincerity. that the time has passed when a
man or & party can successfully make: political capital by hold-
ing out to the Negro the hope or promise of social 'or political
eqifality. By a recent'amendment of the Constitution the white
women of this conntry were enfranchised ; and mark my words,
they are going to set' the seal of’eternal condemnation upon
those individuals who attempt or: propose to foree upon. them
the curse of Negro-equalify: The white women of America have
paid ‘the awful penalty:for the political mistakes-oi:the carping
demagogues who are continuously raising: this gquestion and
abusing the South for:pursuing the only possible course by
which its white civilization could have been maintained. They
have had to suffer, and are still suffering, as a result of this
nefarions practice on the part of o few misgnided or-unserupu-
lous politicians. There has not been a week since I have been
in this Congress, it seems-to me, that the local papers have not
carried the news of 'some white woman being outraged by seme
brutal Negro within a radius-of a few hundred miles around
Washington.

The time has come when the white women of America are
going to protect themselves at the ballot box against those
irresponsible individuals who are willing-to sacrifice them and
their children by pandering te the baser passions of ian inferior
race,

As anoillustration, there was a movement said to be on foot
some time: ago fo have a Negro appointed Register of the
Treasury, over the signed protest of 837 white girls, who woul_d
liave heen compelled to worle under him or: else give up their
positions. It looked as if this appointment would be made, in
spite of all these poor girls could do, until the various .women{s
organizations throughout: the country: began. to bombard. this
Capitol with their protests; individually and collectively, Then
the situation began to take on a different phase and the appoint-
ment was “indefinitely postponed.” :

One noble, intelligent, courageous woman from Indianapolis;
Ind., wrote her protest to Senator NEw, of that-State. A copy
of her letter fell into my hands and I have secured her permis-
sion to insert it into the Recorp. If reads as follows:

IXDIANAPOLLS, IND,, April 5, 1021
Hon. IAgry 8. NEw,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O,

HoxoranLE Sir: A few days ago I noticed an article written by a
Washiufton correspondent in regard to the appointment of a Negro to
the posftion of Register of the Treasury and a petition sigoed by six
Hocsier white girls against the appoilntment.

As a Republican, I wish to present the grotest- of myself ‘and every
white woman of Indianapolis st any further Negro appointments
to publie office or placing them: in-any position of authority over white
people. You are a white man with.a white father and mother. How

would you like to have a Ne boss over you, What effect does It
have on every Negro in the United States for some of the misgnided
;lirtﬁ-? lovers" to place a Neégro.in an offieial position such as contem-

We are not against the Negro enjoying his freedom, so long as he
does not disregard the rights of those who i%:u'e him his freedom.

TUnfortunately, when you give some possibly deserving. Negro certain
privileges;yon let down. the bars-for the vast multitude of undesirable,
untrustworthy, incompetent Negroes to overrun the earth and make life
unbearable for the white people.

You know that it i3 not any love for the Negro that prompts the
Republican Party to place him in.an official position, but it is merely
playing politics, pure and simple. You are playing it unwisely now,
gince the women: have come into power, as we universally abhor the
Negro, having-had sad occasion to know him. e will not support any
pmﬂ who longer tolerates and affilintes with this irresponsible element.

e Negro occupies a well-defined place in our world; 1. e., position of
servitude. The Lord marked him thus, and there never was any inten-
tion of placing him in a position. or:aughuritg'. Mérely  divty politica
1lmd dlrg / dollars have attempted.to foist this benign evil on.a thought-

ess public. .

However, for your information I would call your attention to the
formation: of: civic associations in all the larger cities—there are a
dozen such associations in this city, These associations are formed
for the purpose of protecting the rights of our white citizens ; necessary
because the law; as interpreted by some misguided lawmaker, has seen
fit:to give the Negro equal State rights; and by the use of the word
“equal” has- given the N the impression of ! racial and social
equality, perpetnated by the andclasg of the thoughtless white * Negro
Jover” possibly  shaking his hand ‘while covering the dollar bill given
him: for his vote,

s We are not averse to. the: Negro acquiring an education and uplifting
himself ; in fact, we do much te aid him; but it is entirely unnecessar
to -bring: him tntol your own home -to do it. Let him develop himself
to: be “ somel " among his own race.. We do not need the Negro in
polities, and we do not intend to support any party who. longer con-
tinues the nefarious practice of catering to him.

Do you know that our northern cities are overrun with Negroes from
the: South, and that they are moving into the white restdential sections
of our cities, greatly depreciatin, ({meerty values, making themselves
obnoxicus, and. inviting. race pre:Fu ice by such. actions?

Look at the statistics, at the increase of the Negro population in our
northern cities, and realize what this means. There has been approxi-
mately 60 per cent increase in the Negro population' of Indianapolis
during the past 10 years. What would it mean to you to have a Negro
buy property adjoining yours on' one of the most beantiful thorongh-
fares of your.city? Just remember that it is the white man’s dallars
that enable the Negro to do this.. You must realize that we are coms
pelled to fight for our own protection.

We- believe in segregation in our schools; and we believe in: segrega«
tion in business and politics. Recently during.our last State nssem-
blage State Senator lish was appreached in wgrd- to the segregation
problém, and was. asked how he would like for his daugbter to be com-
pelled to associate with a Negro child in sehool, and to show you how
narrow-minded he was, he answered, ' Well, my daughter-does not at-
tend  the. publie school.””; in other words, *“ What.do I care about the
white children: . who are compelled to attend the public schools; my
child’s father is financinlly able to provide a private tutor; thereby elimi-
nating. the Negro- contamination.” Thus you.may see that it depends
upon whose toes are stepped on as-to. whether this merits attention..

Our chamber; of commerce, manufacturers’ association, and real es-
tate board all urge o man' to own his home:and beeome-a useful citi-
gen; but I beg:you, where is the incentive for a man to invest n.life-
time savings -inia home- when a.despicable Negro may be fpermjtted- to
by adjoink ..pmpertg. depreciating it to less than half its normal
value,- yet it is taxed full value the same as if it were not depreciated
by this B o contamination. What recourse have you?

you.t that we are just going to grin and bear it and continue
to uphold in power the politician who artificially Elves the Negro the
wrong -conception of ra 'and - social equality which causes him to
invade the white residence sections where he.is distinetly not wanted?
Nuo: a thousand times no! We have had enough.: It is time for the de-
luded 'white man to wake up and protect his own.

In this respect we ask you to help us, and help yourself, by expending
all your ppwer to prevent the ;P‘pointment -or election: of lany Negro. to
li.n}:iy office or publie trust that gives him authority over white people.

ow, my dear Senator, we ask you in the name of your mother, your
wife, your daughter, in the name-of everything that-is holy to you, to
help stop this Negro curse-that ds ruining our cities and destroying the
sacredness of our homes.

May we beg.of you, not your-sympathy but your assistance?

Yours, sincerely, =
Mgs, O. J. DEEDS,
2j8 West Maple Road, Indianapolis, Ind.

That letter, Mr. Chairman, speaks the sentiments of practically
the entire tvhite womanhood of America, and it sounds a warn-
ing that no political party can afford to disregard.

So much for that phase of the case; let us now return.te
the question of reapportionment based upon the census of
1920,

I have heard men regale this House by declaring.thai those
who favor this bill want to increase the size of this body. T
do not want to increase it; I want to leave it just as it stands.
But we brought this bill out of the committee as a compromise,
in erder that justice, as nearly as possible, might be done to
every State in the Union.

This census was taken at a time, as I said, when Amerien was
just emerging from the World War, and when thousands, possi-
bly millions, of people had been drawn from the agricultural sec-
tions of the country into the congested centers to engage in
various manufacturing. enterprises and other activities. I1f we
depend <upon. that census, and reapportion on a basis- of our
present membership, the agricultural sections will, as a. rule,
lose their gquota. of representation, and it will be credited to
those centers to which these people temporarily moved during

or just after the war, even though they have now returned to
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their homes, and those manufacturing centers have been reduced
to their normal :populations.
Rather than see the agricultural States of Missisgippi, Louis-

imma, Kentueky, Missouri, Nebraska, Jowa, Kansas, and So on, |

lose their just proportion of representation on the floor of this
House, the Census Commitiee arrived at this compromise in
order that, as nearly as possible, exact justice might be dome
to all concerned. [Applause.]

Mr.Chairman, I reserve the halance of my time.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield four minutes to the |

genpleman from Iowa [Mr, Core],

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen, this is my
first appearance as a speaker in this House. My election is 50
recent that I ask with some trepidation your indulgence for
even the brief time that has been allotted me. I sit here as the
sueccessor of a man who was so potent in your debates and
transactions that a year of silence on my part might not be
unbecoming. But as I recall sacred history, after the burial of
Moses, Joshua was constrained to cross the Jordan. And the
question which we have under consideration to-day is one of
guch historic and vital importance {o the State of which T repre-
sent one district here that in jestice to her and to myself I
can not «de otherwise than speak.

The gentleman who has preceded me, Mr, RANKIN, of Missis-
sippi, has expressed many of the things which aré uppermost in
my own mind in connection with this question. The Stateg of

- Towa and Mississippi were somewhat similarly situated during
and after the Great War. Neither State was favored with war
industries, except the somewhat unrecognized and yet essentinl
industry of producing foods out of the soil. Young men, and
older men also, left these States by the ‘thousands, not only fo
serve under arms but to serve in the factories where the imple-
ments of war were made. Both classes were moved by the
desire to help win the war.

Tt has been said that in 1920, when the last census was taken,
the men who had been thus drawn away from the agricultural
States into the industrial centers had returned to their homes,
Gentlemen, that is not true. At that time we were still suffering
from the industrial and financial debaucheries that followed
the war. It was net until near the end of that year that the
final and terrible disillusionment was under way. In January,
1920, when the census was taken, the State of Towa was still
largely depleted of its men. In the spring of that year. old
men and even women had to help put in the crops while the
vounger men still loitered in silk shirts in the cities on the
proceeds of high wages. To take the census in midwinter under
such conditions was one of the many grotesque blunders that
accompanied and followed the war. Since that time, T am glad
to say, the return tide has sef in, and I believe that a census
taken to-day would make an enfirely different showing for
Towa and for other States similarly situated.

On behalf of my State 1 ask, gentlemen, that you shall not
take away from us a due part of our representation in this
historic House, and that on the basis of an enumeration mani-
festly unjust. It was patriotism at first and later sthe infatua-
tion of extravagant wages that drew and lured away so much
of our man power. Do not punish us for our patriotism and do
not penalize us for even our folly.

I need not say to you that the representation of the so-called
agricultural States is vital ‘to this Nation. A home on the farm
stands for something more than a tenement in a city. From the
time when the poet’s embattled farmers fired the shot heard
around the world the toilers on the land have been a large part
of the safety and security of American institutions.

To transfer more of the power in this House from the farms
to the cities is so serious a thing, so fraught with meaning, if
not mischief, that it should not be undertaken on the basis of
a census taken under the conditions that existed in January,
1920. For one, I think it swould be better if mo reapportionment
were made on that showing, but this hill, while it adds some
Members fo the cities, at leagt does not deprive the great agri-
cultural States of any part of their representation,

In this we are asking mo special favors for the agricultural
States. We are only ‘asking that you shall do us mo injustice
in the proposed reapportionment. We are here asking no
favors, seeking no privileges for ourselves. TFor one, I am not
even in favor of so-called * bloes,” whether agricultural or not,
Those who are inclined to think in “bloes ™ should study care-
fully the effect of such organizations in European assemblies
before helping to crystallize them in American legislation. I
do mot believe that we who represent so-called agricultural
States should band ourselves together to get special favors. I

am in favor of legislation for and by and of the whole Nation,

and upon appeals made.to the whole Nation and not to any
mere section or interest of it. [Applause.]

T am glad that the beneficial farm legislation which has bheen
passed by this House has been passed not by * bloes,” not by

sections, and noi by coteries, but by the whole membership of

this House, representing the whole Nation. And on behalf of
a State whose premiership in agriculture is knewn by all, I
want to thank you for that remedial legislation which ranges
from enactments to regulate packing houses and grain ex-
changes to making $2,000,000,000 available for loans to tide
over the great basic industry which has been 80 severely
stricken following the war.

The men on the farm haye borne the first and, I believe, the
greatest brunt of the demobilization of prices, and this burden
is still being borne by them, The farmer’s dollar is worth only
50 cents in the purchase of urban goods. 1 make this statement
on the authority of so eminent a statistician as George E. Rob-
erts, formerly director of the United States Mint. A bushel of
corn or oats to-day is worth less than the charge for hauling it
from the farm to the seaboard markets. T think the sufferings
of my constituents have been aggravated by the fact that
others have not been willing to accept their share of the total
suffering which was bound to come upon the world following
the madness and «destruction of the World War.

But with it all the farmers have not been guitters, and they
have gone on no strikes to restrict preduction. Last spring,
with their bing and eribs filled te overflowing, they did not
withhold their hands from the plow. They went forth in the
olad sunshine like good husbandmen and faithful enes, like
good patriets and true ones, and planted their accustomed acres,
They planted in the hope and in the faith that the earth might
continue to bring forth the sustenance for the world, even if
they should themselves be poorly paid in meney for their
labors. I point to this fact with pride. May Heaven help all
other men in America to do likewige, and to continue to do so.

The farmers have not yet lost the faith fhat is American. T
think that most of them are accepting their present condition
as something inevitable. They are paying for the folly and the
crime. of these who instigated the World War. They look to
the Congress to do what it can to alleviate their distress, bat
they ask from the Congress nothing that is either unreasonable
or impessible. They know that we can not re-create markets
nor legislate moneys into the pockets of the people by mere
enactments. They know that we are all engulfed in the trough
of a troubled sea and that we must wait and werk for the
waters to regain their equilibrium. A man writing to me the
other day out of the distress of the West said:

Things will come back in good time, and we will be patient. And
when they do come hack we are going fo have the best times in the
history of the world right here in these United States.

He underscored the words “we will be patient.” T may call
attention to the fact that the man who wrote in that sub-
lime faith is mot a member of my political party, but is a
Democrat of the ancestry of the pieneering Hendersons of
Kentucky and Tennessee, T am proud of him, and I am prond
of the fine sentiment which he expressed. His is the Taith
that we need in America to-day, On the farms of the Nation
I think we still have that Taith left, and that somewhat
abundantly.

But at this critical time I :ask that you shall not disappoint
nor «discourage the men on the farms by taking away from
States like Towa any part of their representation in the Con-
gress of the United States, And do net, I beg of yeu, deprive
them of such power on the basis of a census whose defects [
have tried to point out. The Nation needs these men on the
farms and it needs their Representatives in the halls of legis-
lafion. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Lag-
SEN] is recognized,

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I would rather that some move
debate shonld proceed on the other side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr, Fair-
FIELD] is recognized.

Mr. BARBOUR. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr, Farg-
riern] has stepped out. If gentlemen on the other side desire to
use time, all right, ;

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Alr. Chairman, I yield five minutes
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr, SANDERS].

The CHATRMAX, The gentleman from Texas is recognized
for five minutes.

Mr. SANDERS of Texas., Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, we are now about to perform a serviee which presents
itself every 10 years, and that is fo pass a bill which will fix
the number which shall censtitute this House for ihe mext 10
years. In seeking to discharge this duty, I take it that our one
eontrolling purpose should be to enact such a law as will re-
dound to the best interest of the people of the United States,
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keeping in mind solely the public welfare. For that reason I
shall vote against the bill which places the membership of the
House at 460, thereby increasing the membership 25, and sup-
port an amentlment placing the membership at 435 as now con-
stituted. Cowming here at this ferm of Congress, as I did, a
new Member, my first impression of the House was that it is too
Jarge and unwieldy, and my service lhere during this short
time has confirmed that first impression. I think the member-
ship is already too large and would gladly vote to fix the mem-
bership at even a smaller number than as now constituted, but I
realize that we will do well under the circumstances fto even
prevent an inerease. While I realize that if the number is
again placed at 435, as it is now, that some few States will
lose a Congressman, yet I can not see wherein that is unfair,
for the reason that the Constitution requires that the apportion-
ment shall be made according to population, and each State
will be represented according to its population, whether it
aains or loses a Member., This is not a question as to which
States will gain and which will lose. In the Senate the repre-
sentation is by the States, while in the House it is according
to population, and each State will therefore have representation
in accordance with its population, which is all that can be
fairly and legitimately demanded.

As one of the reasons for an increase in membership it may
be suggested that ihe House of Cominons has a membership of
T07; that the French Chamber of Deputies consists of 626; and
that perhaps the law-making bodies of some of the other coun-
tries are larger than ours; but I submit that that is no argu-
ment in favor of an increased membership here. Rather the
argument for an increase of membership suffers by the com-
parison, for those Governments are less efficient than ours, and
those who are familiar with their history know that they are
dominated and controlled by a few, and that in them the promi-
nence of the individual member is diminished. Moreover, they
have a different system to what we have. In the House of
Commons, for instance, 40 members constitute a quorum for
the transaction of general business and 20 for the considera-
tion of private bills. Here it takes a majority of our member-
ship to constitute a gquornm and 100 when in the Committee
of the Whole. Everybody must know, it seems to me, that this
House is too large and unwieldy. It is not a deliberative body
as it is, and its efficiency will be impaired rather than strength-
ened by an increase, In considering this question it might be
well fo give heed to some of the suggestions of the early patriots
whose wisdom assisted in the forming of this great Republic
and who have contributed so much to our past glory and pres-
ent greatness. In writing on this subject Mr, Madison said:

One observation, however, I must be permitted to make, as elaiming
in my judgment very serious attention. It is that in all legislative
bodies, the greater the number comprising them may be, the fewer will
be the men who in fact will direct their proceedings. In the first place
the more numerous any assembly may be, of whatsoever character com-
posed, the greater is known to be the ascendancy of Passjon over rea-
son, The people can never err more than in supposing that by mul-
tiplying their representatives beyond a given point they strengthen the
barrlers against a government of a few. Experience will ever admon-
ish them on the contrary that after securing a sufficient number for
the purposes of safety, of local information and diffusive sympathy with
the whole soclety, they contract their own views by every addition to
their representatives. The countenance of the Government will become
more democratic but the soul which animates it will become more oli-
garchic. The machine will be enlarged, but the fewer and often the
more secret will be the springs by which its motions are directed.

These words, to my mind, almost bespeak political inspiration,
and I offer no apology for quoting from Madison. Edmund
Burke once said * that those who never look back to their
ancestors will never look forward te posterity,” and that is
frue. Show me a nation that is ready to go back on the faith
of the forefathers, to forget or disregard the teachings of its
early patriots, to abandon those fundamental and wholesome
principles which were established at its beginning, and I will
show you a nation on its way to decay. But the wisdom of the
statement by Madison is confirmed by our own experience
and observation. In the hearings in the .subcommittee con-
sidering this bill at the present session of Congress the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Burtox], who has served several terms
in this House and also in the Senate, and who is so rich in
legislative experience and observation, expressed the opinion
that the House is now roo large and unwieldy, and that to
increase its membership is to further impair its efficiency and to
diminish the opportunity and influence of the individual Mem-
ber and put the House, even more than now, in the contrel of
a few. I have said that this House is not a deliberative body
now. To deliberate means to take counsel with one another,
What counsel can be taken with one another with our present
membership and under the rules and procedure of this House?
Is not the legislation now done by committecs, and have we
not seen and heard the chairman of the most important com-

mittee of this House come in at this session of Congress and
tell the House that a certain measure had to be passed without
the dotting of an “i” or the crossing of a “t” ? And did not
the Republican membership pass it exactly as they were told?
Did not the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cockrax], in argu-
ing against the passage of an arbitrary rule, forcibly and elo-
quently call attention to the faet that the reason Congress is
losing its prestige and power is because there is not sufficient
time afforded for discussion? Webster, Clay, Calhoun, and
many others flamed like meteors across the intellectual sky
and demonstrated their ability and statesmanship to the ages.
Were they alive to-day and Members of this House, just begin-
ning their careers, do you think they could set the world afire
under the 5-minute rule? What chance would they have and
what chance does anyone have with the membership as large
as it is now, to say nothing about increasing it? We may not
have any supermen in this body, but if, perchance, we have,
how is it to become known?

No man is able to measure the power of his own strength or
to test his own eapabilities untit given an opportunity to try
them out upon the battie field of the world’'s endeavor. Not an
argument put forth in the majority report on this bill will stand
in the light of reason. This House can transact any business
and as much businegs ag a House of 460 Members can transact.
This is not a party question, and both of the great political par-
ties had pledges of econowy in their last platforms. We can
not economize if we go on ereating more offices. We have too
many offices already, and we already have too many Congress-
men, The only way the expenses of this Government can be
paid is out of the pockets of the people. The people are hard
pressed finanecially and overburdened with taxation. Why pro-
vide more jobs and heap more taxes upon thein? There is no
publie demand for an increase in the membership of the House,
and if we are to register the publie will by our votes, which is
our duty to do, we will not vote to increase the membership.
Say what you please, but there is no denying the fact that there
is one thing the people of this Nation, regardless of politics, are
agreed upon, and that is that they are sick and tired of paying
taxes and want the tax burden reduced as much as it can pos-
sibly be done consistent with efficient administration. If the
House membership is increased to 460, as provided in this bill,
it means 25 more Congressmen, and that means that it will
require about $300,000 annually to pay their salaries and the
salaries of the secretaries, mileage, and stationery. This will
be disputed by some, as it is in the majority report, but it is a
matter which each Member can satisfy himself about by mak-
ing the calculations. But it means more than that. It means
that another House Office Building would be erected at an
enormous cost. This Congress has already appropriated too
much money, and congidering the enormous war debt of approxi-
mately $24,000,000,060 hanging over us and the estimated cost
of Government, amounting to five or six billion dollars annu-
ally, it is high time that we curtail expenditures as much as
possible. Our taxes are so high now that it is estimated that it
takes for the expenses of this Government one-third of all every
man in the United States produces each yvear; that every family
pays an average of 8550 per year in Federal, State, and local
taxes; and that every billion dollars to be raised adds $45
per family to this sum. We should not forget that every useless
appropriation and every useless job, office, and position must be
paid out of the pockets of an already overtax-burdened people.
High cost of Government contributes to the high cost of living,
and from every nook and corner of the United States comes the
agonizing cries of a patient and long-sufiering people. The war
hias been over since November 11, 1918; yet war taxes have not
been reduced. The party in power seeins impotent to function
in the interest of the people, and to vote an increase of the
membership of this House at this time will justly invoke the
practically unanimous disapproval of the people. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The tinre of the gentleman from Texas has
expired. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. FAIRFIELD] is recog-
nized.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. My, Chairman, I yield eight minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. BARBOUR].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recog-
nized for eight minutes.

Mr. BARBOUR. Mryr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, in opposing this bill, which provides for an increase of -
the Hause to 460 Members, I know that T am voicing the senti-
ment of the district which I have the honor to represent, I
believe it is my duty to represent the sentiment of my district
rather than to be bound by any conference of my party, par-
ticularly when it has been understood that the action of no
conference held since I have heen a Member of this House has
in any way been binding upon the Members. In this case it
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was distinetly understooed before we went into conference that:
the action there had would not be binding. Had it not been;

g0 understood I would not have atfended that conference,
When the Committee on the Census by a very narrow ma-

jority voted to report this bill inereasing the membership of

the House fo 460, I awaited the report of the majority of the

committee in order to see what reasom they would: give for

incredasing the membership of the House. I have read that
report with care. 1 find that it states that in recent years
additional duties have been impesed upon the House:-and that
from now on it will have to meet and solve many important
problems. I concede all that. Yet no argument is made and
no reason is given why thoge duties can be better performed
by 460 Members than by 435, There is no argument that will
sustain such contention.

For that statement I have the highest authority, and for such

authority T do not need to go back to the fathers of our country

or to the men who laid the foundations of the Republic. I
have only to refer to the speech delivered in this House on
the 18th day of January of this year by the present majority
leader [Mr. Moxperr]. It is well known that the gentleman
from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpELL] opposed an increase in the mem-
bership of this- Hbuse on January 18, 1921, and is now in favor
of inereasing that membership from 435 to 460.

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. I am sorry I can not yield. If I can finish
my remarks hefore the expiration of my time I will be glad to
vield. In the speech delivered by the gentleman from Wyoming
[AMr. MoxpgLL] on January 18 we find this statement:

As the debate has gone on I have heen surprised at the lack of real
argnment in behalf of an inerease in the size of the House, Of a

that has arcused our sympathy without cenvincing our judgment there
has been much, but of logical argument but little.

He also said:

It is our duty to continue the House of Representatives what it was
intended to be, a body truly representative, a body small enough that
each and every Member may hepe and expect that on g{r:per. occasions
he shall have full oppertunity to present the views of constituency,
If we inerease the size ol the House we shall diminish the stature of
the Representatives. If we increase the size of the House greatly be-
youd its ent number, we ‘reach @& condition under which the
individual will count for little, under which the committees will be all
{mw:-rfm and under which a small, compact organization can abso-
utely contrel the destinies of the House. e should do nothing calcn-
latedy to bring about that condition.

And then I find the word * applause.”
tieman from Wyoming spoke as follows:

We have already imperiled that ideal of the founders of the Republic;
we can afford to imperil it no longer; much as we may desire to meet
the wishes and serve the convenience of our colleagues. The interest
of the Republie sheuld be paramount, and that interest can be: best
served by retaining the House at its present membership. It would be
well if the members of the House could be somewhat decreased. As
that is not praetical, let us at least not increase it.

Gentlemen, the argument of the majority leader was good on
January 18, 1921, and it is good to-day. I have referred to it
so that some of the Members who were not here at that time,
and some of those who were here but may have forgotten what
the majority leader said at that time and who are now in doubt
15 to whether they should follow their leader, may have the
opportunity of choosing whether they will follow him in the
position that he occupied on January 18, 1921, or whether they
will follow him in his present attitude toward this bill, Yon
can not follow him both ways, becanse it is impossible for most
people to travel in opposite directions at the same time.

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Al BARBOUR. No; I ean not yield. I have only a few
moments left. I propose to follow the majority leader in the
position that he oceupied on January 18, 1921, He was right
then and he is wrong now; and I want to say that I can not
understamd why some of the leaders on our side of the House
should have at that time made convincing arguments why the
membership of the House should not be inereased, and now
come hefore this House and urge that the membership be
increased by 25. There is only one way that I can account
for it, and that is that my friend, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Trxcrer] has been talking to some of our leaders and
has them bluffed. [Laughter.]

In passing, I want to say that there are only two reasons,
and ecan be only two reasons, for increasing the membership
of the House. One is for the sake of expediency and politics
and the other is because more members are necessary. If we
are going to increase the size of the House for the purpose of
expediency or for political purposes, tlien why not go the limit
and take care of the State of Maine?

If a large membership is necessary in order to have proper
representation, then why stop at 460? Why not inerease the
membership to 500 or 1,0007 If the membership is retained at

In conclusion the gen-

‘exceeds the present ratio.

California [Mr. LINEBERGER].

435, each Member will represent only 13,533 persons more than
he would if it is increased to 460. It Is ridiculous to contend
that the small amount of additional work that will be entailed
by representing these 13,533 persons justifies the added expense

‘of 25 new Members of the House. Tlhe fact is that to-day there

are Members representing distriets the popnlation of which far
The: district that L represent has a
population 140,000 in excess of the ratio, and I know of another
distriet that has pepulation enough for two districts. In my

-opinion it would he inexcusable to incur the permanent addi-

tional expense of 25 new members, particularly at a time when
the people ire demanding economy in public expenditures. To
incur this expense would be inconsistent with our pledges.
There is no public demand for an increased membership in the
House of Representatives. The last Congress by a vote of 267
to 76 deelared that the membership of this House shonld not he
inereased. That action received the approval of practically

every newspaper and magazine in the country that discussed

the question and met with the universal commendation of the
people. Even in States that would have lost members the publie
and' the press approved our action. Why then should we now
take the back track?

This iz not a matter of expediency. It is not a matter of
politics: The last time this matter came before the House there
was a principle involved. That principleis still'involved. It has
not changed. It is the same to-day. [Applause.] -

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from €alifornia has used

‘eight minutes,

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman from New York use some
of his time?
' Mr. SIEGEL. I yield five minufes to the gentleman from

[Applanse. ]

Myr; LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, I did not anticipate that I was so soon to follow my
distinguished colleague from California [Mr. Barsovr] on the
other side of this question; but inasmuech as it has fallen to

me to do so I am very glad that T shall have the opportunity of

answering at least some of his argnments,

The prineipal thing, as I see it, in this bill is whether or not
the individual Member of Congress will or will not be ahle
more cfficiently to voice and give interpretation to, the desires
and feelings of his constituenfs back home. The very fact rhat
with pest-war problems we now have a multitude of unpreece-

‘dented and all-important questions before us, the awakened

conscience of the American people making them all the more
interested in the vital affairs of this Nation and more desirous,
therefore, of keeping in close personal’ contact with their Repre-
sentatives, is of itself sufficient to prove to me the necessity of
the increase carried in this bill. The further fact that each
Representative in the House to-day has 10,000 veterans of the
late war, whose welfare and interests in. Washington are in-
trusted to his care and attention, has practically doubled! the
work that falls upon the individual Member. As every Member
well knows, many phases of this work is of such a character
that it ean not and should not be delegated to clerks and as-
sistants, as has been suggested by Members of the House, be-
cause it is preeminenily deserving of the personal attention of
the Representative himself. [Applause.]

Many new problems have arisen of great national and inter-
national import which have stirred the conscience of this Natiom,
The individual constituent at home to-day, and no doubt as
many older Members of the House will tell you, is in more direct
touch with and imposes greater demands on his Representative
than ever before. This condition of affairs will not decrease
but will inerease as the years go by; nor do I desire that it
should, for greater interest in national affairs is indicative of
better citizenship. We are informed to-day that the increase in
the number of war-risk cases has practically doubled within the
last year. There is not a Member here who would for one
instant desire to neglect or delegate the authority and power to
deal with these cases, but he would very likely have to do so
if the membership is not increased and 17.000 constituents are
added, 23 per cent of which would be ex-service men.

I have not been greatly interested in the political phase of
this question, because I believe it is bigger than polities.
However, the founders and builders of the Nation themselves
down through the years have certainly seen fit from time to time
to increase the membership of the House, and I for one do not
now question their-wisdom, patriotism, or motives.

It has been stated further that a Member loses prestige and
is dwarfed in influence by the passage of this bill. Short though
my experience has been on the floor of this House, I have been
convineced that in this House, as in all other walks of life, every
man rises or fallg, as the case may be, in direet proportion to
his own ability; true, not as he may appraise it himself but
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as he is appraised by the House, his constituents, and the
country. [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN., The time of the gentleman from California
has expired. J

Mr, RANKIN, Mr Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Louislana [Mr, Aswerr].

Mr. ASWELL. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, the fundamental question in this bill is one of repre-
sentation and service to the people at home, A Member of this
House has the largest constituency—two to five times larger
than any other House of Representatives in all the world, The
fundamental question is to reduce the number of people so that
a Member may represent them efficiently. My earnest desire
to see a 460 membership become a law is based upon the fact
that the losses under 435 are entirely from the agricultural
States. Gentlemen of the committee know why. The soldiers
were away from home, had not come back to the farms, and
every gentleman in the House knows now that if the census
were taken to-day the relative distribution of Members in this
House would be exactly what it is now. The men have come
back to the farms. I am very earnest in my desirve to see the
agricultural sections of this country protected and not take
away their Representatives in the Congress.

There has been a lot said this mornihg about economy. There
have been enormous exaggerations, It has been said that the
cost is a million dollars, when anyone who can multiply knows
that it will be only $300,000. And yet these gentlemen this
morning shed crocodile tears on the floor in behalf of economy.
The gentleman from Indiana, my good friend, Mr, FAIRFIELD,
almost wept in his effort to save $300,000 to the American
people, and yet if you will turn to the Recorp of a few months
ago you will find that he supported by his vote and earnestly
worked for the appropriation of £500,000,000 to the railroads
of this country. Economy! What about this pitiable sum?

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Lagsex]—oh, he was so
touched and moved that he wept almost on the subject of econ-
omy. How he raved over the people this morning, and yet he
voted for the $10,000,000 appropriation for Muscle Shoals.
[Laughter.] If you are going to economize now on this propo-
gition, it would be well for us to face the truth and be sincere
in all matters.

The gentleman from Maine, my good friend Mr, Hegsey, he-
lieves that public opinion, as he told me, is opposed fo increasing
the membership of the House, and yet Brother Hersey a little
while ago, when the State of Maine was protected in its mem-
bership, worked and spoke for a membership of 483. What
about public opinion then and now? -

Mr. HERSEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASWELL. In a minute. The gentleman from Maine,
when the bill appropriating $500,000,000 to the railroads was
up, was paired in favor of that appropriation,

Mr. HERSEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASWELL. T yield.

Mr. HERSEY. When I stood for a membership of 483 there
had been no public opinion expressed upon it. Since that there
has been expressed everywhere an opposition to increasing the
membership of the House. [Applausé.]

Mr. ASWELL. My reply, in all kindness, is that the gentle-
man from Maine represented his people when he voted for a
membership of 483, and.it is supposed that he knew about it
then,

Mr. LANGLEY.

Mr. ASWELL. Yes.

Mr. LANGLEY, I desire to say in answer to the gentleman
from Maine that the people in all sections of the country are
not against the increase, I have just returned from Kentucky,
and Kentucky is in favor of the increase,

Mr. HERSEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASWELL. Yes.

Mr. HERSEY. 1 have just come from Maine, and I have
been all over that State and I know how my people feel; and
they are against the increase, and I am with them. [Applause,]

Mr. ASWELL. Unless the State of Maine gets ifs four Rep-
resentatives. I can say that the public sentiment in my State
i3 universal against not losing a Member from the agricultural
sections of the country. That is the whole proposition. It is
a question whether you take the Representatives away from the
agricultural centers and put them in the factory centers. That
is all that is involved. 1 think that is fair and just and eco-
nomical. I think it is statesmanlike to follow the history of
this Government from its foundation, that the Members of Con-
gress shall respond to the increase of the populatiou of the
country, It i= democratie, it is the only form of government for
which we stand, and I believe in the principle that representa-

Will the gentleman yield?

tion in the House shall
tion.

Mr. DALE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASWELL, Yes.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes more to
the gentleman, if his time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state that the time of the
gentleman has not expired.

Mr, ASWELL. I yield.

Mr. DALE. I just wanted to say that a few days ago I came
through Portland, Me. I dropped into the Portland National
Bank and into geveral other banks while there, and into several
law offices. I found the whole city of Portland, as far as I
could learn from its business men, its lawyers., and bankers,
very much agitated because this House was not going to in-
crease its membership, so that my information from the city
of Portland is quite at variance with what the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. HERSEY] says.

Mr. ASWELL. That will be very valuable information for
my friend Mr. Hersey, I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yiel ¢ minutes to
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Beepy].

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. Beepy].

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes to the
genfleman from MMaine [Mr. Beeoy .

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maine is recognized
for 14 minutes.

AMr. BEEDY. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this bill. I sub-
mit that there are but two views which the committee and Con-
gress could logically take with respect to reapportionment:

First. The House is not too large, indeed is not large enough,
and an increase in its membership will operate to the well-being
of the country.

Second. The House is large enough, is, indeed, too large, and
in the interest of the American people should not be increased
in size, :

The committee in reporting this bill does not stand squarely
on the one proposition or the other. If the committee believed
there was no danger in increasing the size of the House, why
did they not report a bill permitting a normal increase and give
us 1 House of 483 Members? Clearly they saw the evil of such
a course; saw danger in increasing the size of the House, Prin-
ciple was therefore abandoned, and policy was the motive force.
Moved solely by political expediency the committee at length
reported this bill ealling for a membership of 460,

In its veport, which seeks to justify the bill, the committee
states that the House in the near future must deal with large
problems incident to the tariff, taxation laws, and the operation
of our railroads. It ecalls attention to the mulfiplied complexity
of, and our vital concern in, international problems. It finally
declares that there is a growing demand that the people be
brought closer to their Representatives in Congress.

With these statements of the committee I am in hearty ac-
cord, but why the need of the people to be brought in closer
touch with their Representatives? Why, except that they may
be able to secure through their Representatives the enactment of
fliose laws and the adoption of those Federal policies which
they deem essential to the general welfare,

Jt is my personal judgment that this pressing demand for
closer contact of the people with Congress is the direct outcome
of the inability of Congressmen to get results for their constitu-
ents under rules and procedure rendered necessary in a large
representative body. But this great need is to be met not by
making more Congressinen to whom constituents may appeal for
Governmnent positions and relief under pension laws. It is fo
be met rather by limiting the size of Congress, so that a Repre-
sentative when approached for enactment of new laws or the
modification of propoged laws may not find himself powerless,
because the size of the House forbids deliberation. My posi-
tion is that the House is already too large for the most effective
representation of the body politie.

Long since the House should have taken a bold stand and
limited its membership. But then as now there were those who
declared that,when the House attained a membership exceed-
ing -300 the addition of 25 Members, more or less, made little
difference.

respond to the increase in the popula-

Consequently they allowed the matter to drift and
to-day with 435 Members it is again said that the addition of
25 Members makes little difference.

It is a sad truth that this House has already lost the most
essential characteristics of a deliberative body., Here upon this
floor were once effectively debated those issues vital to the
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future of this Republic. Here was the forum of the people
where Federal policies were in truth susceptible of modification.
Here Federal laws were once molded under the influence of
thoughtful discussion and their enactment, in due course, be-
gpoke the crystallized thought and conscience of a Nation,

To-day, let me ask, what is the effective avenue of approach
for the average citizen who, when informed of a proposed bill,
desires that it be modified in essential respects? You say the
citizen has his day in court before the committee. Yes; but
comparatively few can journey to the Capital and appear be-
fore legislative committees. The majority look solely to their
Congressman, who is not informed of his constituent's desires
until some bill is reported which, though inspired by a few,
vitally affects the many. Then it is indeed that there is an
essential need for the people to come close to Congress.

But what can the Congressman do for his constituents? The
bill is reported by a committee. Amendment upon the floor of
the House is well-nigh impossible, The average man has no
opportunity to touch the pulse of Congress, This body, with
a membership of 435, has now become a machine. Bills intro-
duced by committees, unless glaringly defective, are practically
insured a passage, Members all too often support the com-
mittee not, alas, because they understand the bill in its various
 ramifications, but because it is assumed that the committee,
like the king, can do no wrong. There is but one answer for
our constituents when appealing for relief from the provisions
of reported bills, * We shall be glad to do everything in our
power, but we must confess that amendment in the House
under rules essential to expeditious business is well-nigh im-
possible,”

All too frequently the law in its enactment does not bespeak
the desires of the great majority. This, the popular body of
the legislative branch, the bulwark of the people’s rights, with
no limitation imposed upon membership, has failed in large
measure to fulfill the great mission of its conception.

The committee admits this need of a closer touch with Con-
gress, but recommends an increase of 25 Members, a step which
renders this House more incapable of bespeaking the public
will. For the average citizen there can be no relief until larger
possibilities for smendments on the floor of the House obtain.
Sane adoption of amendments is impossible without proper op-
portunity for debate. Restraints and limitations now imposed
by necessity—and doubtless properly so, considering the size of
this body—forbid thoughtful discussion. The very atmosphere
of this Chamber discourages attempts to induce the Members
of the House to action through debate.

The time has indeed arrived when for the good of the Nation
we must take a firm stand upon this most important issue and
put a stop to a further increase in the House membership.
[Applause.] Gentlemen, there is only one way to solve a prob-
lem, and that is not to dodge the issue, but to meet it squarely,
to solve it on principle.

The Census Committee has had a wonderful opportunity for
service to the country. How has it met the situation?

The former Census Committee of the Sixty-sixth Congress
recommended a House of 483 Members. The present committee,
consisting in part of Members of the former, perceives fallacy
in the conclusions of the old committee. It reports this bill
for 460 Members, which, if adopted, works an injury to the
country and results in the grossest injustice. It can not be
successfully contended that a House whose membership is arbi-
trarily fixed at 460, and such a House alone, will be most con-
ducive to the country’s well-being. Nor will it be contended
that, disregarding the dignity and efficiency of the House, aye
the well-being of the country itself, the bill aims only to save a
few States a Congressman, This and this alone is, however,
the real purpose of the bill.

Under the provisions of this bill one Congressman is saved to
each of the States of Indiana, Towa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisi-
ana, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, Rhode Island, and Vir-
ginia. It would accomplish a saving of 10 Congressmen at the
cost. however, of adding 25 new Members to the House and ne-
cessitating an annual expenditure of nearly three hundred to
five hundred thousand dollars, or three to five million dollars in
the next 10 years. The expenditure of this vast sum incident
to the new progranr is declared by some to be a minor considera-
tion. Personally, I feel that before this Congress arranges to
add 25 to its membership the country should first find itself in
a position to pay living salaries to the Congressmen already
here. [Applause.]

As for Maine, she also loses a Congressman. But she was not
considered by the committee, and perhaps we need not consider
her at this point. Permit me to say, however, that if the good
of the country demands that further increases in the member-
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ship of this House cease, she does not ask this Congress to save
her a Member. [Applause.]

I quote from an editorial in the Daily Herald, of Poriland, Me. :

Decision to make another attempt to increase the membership of the
National House of Representatives, this time to 460 Members instead of
483, the figure previously planned, the scheme to enact which was de-
feated, Is based more largely on political than practical or economic
lines, As a matter of fact, it is acknowledged in all but political circles
that the membership of the House is too large for practical purposes at
the present time, so any adidtion to the membership, no matter how
small that addition may be, is to make harder of accomplishment the
work of this branch of Congress,

Naturally, the geot})le of Maine are anxious to have as large a repre-
sentation in the National House of Representatives as possible and are
not pleased with the prospect of losing one Representative, but we doubt
if there are many in Maine who would prefer to see the business of the
Nation retarded by a House of unwieldy membership simply for the pur-
pose of retaining our Present four Members—that is, except the li-
tician, who measures all affairs, both national, State, and municlpal, by
the yardstick of political opportunity.

Maine is ready to pay the price. She trusts, however, that
the hour has not yet come when this House, moved not by
the welfare of the whole but actuated for the accommodation
of a few, will support any bill which in essence commits foul
murder upon Maine, while administering a sedative to Kansas,
Towa, Nebraska, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas, [Applause.]

By what process of ratiocination did the committee conclude
to increase the membership of the House but to put on the
brakes at 4607 Why not stop at 450% Of course, it would have
been suicidal to stop at 437. In that event Texas would only
giain one new Congressman. The committee must pass to 438
and give Texas two new Congressmen. It would be equally poor
policy to stop at 439. In that event Mississippi would lose a
Congressman. Surely the comnrittee must save Mississippi.
Nor could a stop be made at 440, It must take two steps fur-
ther. A House of 441 would never have satisfied the gentleman®
from Oklahoma. He wears his honors lightly and frequently
enters the lists with the gentleman from Texas to the great
edification of the House and added renown of both distin-
ruished Members. Surely the committee must yield to Mr. Heg-
rick, and with a House of 442 Members present Oklahoma with
a new Congressnmn.

Nor will Kansas be ignored. The contention of Kansas is
that with a House of 444 Members the fate of the Republican
Party is doomed, but that her salvation lies in a House of 445
Members, Thus the committee heeds the voice of Kansas.
This great State renders a lasting service to our great party,
incidentally saving herself one Congressman. But having once
embarked upon this perilous excursion for the saving of Con-
gressmen, the end of the journey is indeed difficult of accom-
plishment, From the viewpoint of Nebraska the country is safe
only with a House of 447 Members. Buf, again, why not stop
at 4507 Missouri insists upon saving one of her Congressmen,
and else a membership of at least 451 be conceded she balks
at the whole program.

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEEDY. No: I can not. I have not the time. But
how, after all, did the committee so easily accomplish this
ascending grade from 435 to 4527

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEEDY. 1 should like to do so, but I can not at this
time. Time forbids it. Now the great discovery. It so hap-
pens that the urbane chairman of the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds, the distinguished Member from Ken-
tucky, is also a member of the Committee on the Census. Like-
wise the genial Member from Iowa, chairman of the Committee
on Insular Affairs, is also a member of the Committee on the
Census. The first long since discovered that a House of 459
would save Kentucky a Congressman. Likewise the other dis-
covered that a House of 460 would save Iowa a Congressman,
The problem is solved, hands are joined, the compact is sealed,
and this bill, conceived in a spirit of petty politics and wrapped
about with a cloak of party service, is dedicated to the proposi-
tion that else we save a Congressman for both Kentucky and
Towa our great party and the Nation itself is eternally damned,
[Prolonged applause.]

Mr. LANGLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEEDY. I refuse to yield. [Applause.] But a chair-
man of yet another committee has, after the fashion of the
angels in Dante’'s Divine Comeédy, fallen from high to low
estate. Ten years ago the now distinguished chairman of the
Rules Committee [Mr. CamrpELL of Kansas] arose in opposition
to a bill then pending which provided for increasing the House
to its present size. From his place in this Chamber he solemnly
declared :

Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I shall offer an amendment in the
nature of a substitute for the pending bill, with a view of retaining
the membership of the House at 391. 1 should be glad, indeed, if it
were possible to do so, to see that number very materially reduced.
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He continues:

The Honse of Representatives has grown from 65 Members up to |

491, That growth of the House has not been the result of argument
in favor of a .more representative hody. It is safe to say that every

the ambition of a State or of Members of the House rather than keep-
%Jl;% in wiew the fundamental principle of a representative body in this
i Y.

Surely the need seen by the gentleman from Kansas fo have |

existed in February,-1911, still obtains in exaggerated measure.
But of late a new star has arisen on the mental horizon of the
genfleman from Kansas. Beneath its effulgent light he has
discovered that a Congress of 460 which will save Kansas one
Member will preserve the power of the Republican Party :and
save the Nation from destruction.

Tven the mind and conscience of our beloved leader has suc-
cumbed to the soporific spell of the beaming conspirators from
Kentucky and Iowa. [Applause.] In January of this very year
our distingnished leader, standing upon this fleor, spoke as
follows:

When I came here there were 369 Members in the House., After I
had served here .a short time there was a proj to increase the
glze of the Honse. The sentiment then, as now, was against the in-
crease, but through political trading the best judgment of the House
was not carried out and the House was increased in size. 1 believed
that increase unwise, * * * “We heve already imperiled that jdeal
of the founders of the Republic: we can afford to imtpm:ll it mo longer,
much as we may desive to meet the wishes and serve the conyvenience of
onr colleagues. The interest of the Republic shonld be paramount, and
fnhat I:Jintgehvi«fmnt can be best served by retaining the House at its present

e'_f";::‘ron‘i;-sent!ment we .can allow to.affect our action to-day is that
of lively regard for the welfare of this Touse and of the Republic.

He meant what he said then. But he gabandons the high
saround which he then occupied and now advocates an increase
in the membership of this House, thus lending his support to a
hill steeped in that political trading which he formerly con-
demned. [Applanse.] A

JAnd to think that any man, leader or plain Member, should
fall so far short of his duty to this House as to reverse his
position completely within a year and be heard even to inti-
mate that an attempt by this House to pass a bill maintaining
the present membership is well-nigh impessible, because the
United States Senate would strangle it in committee. And so
the day has come that the Senate would forbid this imbecile
House to fix its own membership in its own way.

If, indeed, under the Constitution it be the duty of the party
in power to apportion the couniry decennially, then I dare the
United States Senate to throttle any bill in committee and as-
sume responsibility before the American people for thwarting
this Congress in the fulfillment of its constitntional obligations.

But do I hear it said that this bill should pass in order that
the Republican Party may increase its membership on this
floor? Such a suggestion is improper and iniquitons. The
Democratic membership of this Honse know full well that the
American people will never sanction such tactics. This legisla-
tion should in no way savor of party politics. If the leadership
of this House wishes to place the Republican membership of
this body in the pesition of making this a party matter, then
be the price upon his own head. The day of petty politics is
gone. The country backs the party as it does the man who is
not moved by petty motives, but stands npon the solid rock of
disinterested service,

I appeal to yon men of the extreme and middle West; to you
gentleman from the New England States and the avhole Atlantic
seaboard. Let us foil this insidious program. Let us throttle
this bill, and true to our paths of office, likewise may we be true
to this motto, “ Loyalty to our firesides; loyalty to our States;
but, first and always first, loyalty to our country.”

Maine carries on her coat .of arms the Latin word “ Dirigo.”
Her history is that of the best blood from the Irish, the Seotch,

the Huguenot, and the Tnglish races. From ber hills and lakes |
have gone the sturdy men and women who have helped to people
In these very

the Middle West and develop the Pacific slope.
Halls her words of wisdom have fallen from the lips of a Dingley,
a Hale, a Frye, the incomparable Reed, and the magnetic Blaine.
Hers are a plain people. Hers is the simple, frugal life so essen-
tial to the present-day stability and prosperity of the Nation,
Quadrennially hers has been to point the way to sound polities
and a safe national régime. She has met the trust. Like Mas-
sachusetts, “ there she stands and there she will stand,” shear
her of such Congressmen as you may. But shame be upon him

who by his vote on this pending bill becomes accessory to that |
blow, whose consummation would leave the Pine Tree State a'

stunned and bleeding sacrifice upon the altar of petty partisan
politics. [Applause.]

Mr, SIEGEL, Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that Ken-!

tucky has been mentioned so much, T yield five minutes o the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Lancrey]. [Applause.]

Mr. LANGLEY., Mr. Chairman, according to the distin-
guished gentleman from Maine [Mr. ‘Beepy] the committee had
already taken a nuniber of steps when it reached 460, and

increase made in the Honse of Representatives has been made to gmtltyf being a rather stout man, and having several colleagues on

the committee in the same condition, we were naturally a bit
tired when we reached 460, and it looked like it would require
400 many steps to veach the Btate .of Maine, which had fallen
#0 far in the rear in the march of progress and population that
we just (ecided to stop at 460. [Laughter.]

Mr. ASWHELL. Is it not a fact that the gentleman from Maine

who just speke voted for 483 in committee and tried to bring’

it o that point?

Mr. LANGLEY. The whole Maine délegation was for 483 in
the last Congress, and the Member from Maine, who was on
the committee then, strongly urged 483. I want to say that, in
my judgment, if this bill cavried 483, so as to save Maine from
logsing a Member, the .genfleman from Maine [Mr. Brrpy]
would join readily and gladly the eompavet to which he has just
referred. [Applause.]

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., LANGLEY. 1T can not. The gentleman from Maine de-
clined to yield ito me, and, quoting his own language, “I would
like to talk to him, but I can not hear.” [Laughter.] If you
will approach those gentlemen who are wanting to reduce the
gize of the House and talk to them privately, you will find that
whatever reduction they propose ‘in the membership they al-
ways have a mental reservation that they are ‘to be one of the
reduced number, whatever that number may be. '[Laughter.]

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the gentleman yield for a single
question?

Mr. LANGLEY. ¥Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is'itnot truethat inthe last Congress every
Member from the State of Maine voted for 4837

Mr. LANGLEY. That is my reeollection; yes, T know they
did.

Mr. KENNEDY. And one Member made an eloguent speech
in favor of 4837

Mr. LANGLEY. Yes: but T do not blame them for that. We
are all human beings, gentlemen, and we do mot forget the
interests of number one. [Laughter.] .

As to this argument of the House ‘being unwieldy, it is all
a fake in my estimation. BEven though everybody knew that the
Member from Maine, who is an elequent and interesting talker,
was going to make a speech, ‘ihe Hall of the House is mot
half full of Members now. lenever we have ‘a point of
no quorum made there are 75 to 100 Members who come from
their offices or committee rooms to answer the call, and they
are usually asking between cuss words whether the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. BoaxTon] or some other
pestiferous statesman has caused all the trouble and taken
them away from their work.

As a matter of fact, gentlemen, there has been an enormous
increase in our work since the adoption of woman suifrage.
No one will contend that the work of the membership of this
Housge is not very considerably increased as a result. I know
mine has been and T know that the work of every other Mem-
ber has. [Laughter.] Of course, that does mot apply to the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Fammrienn], who was
already doing the best he -could. [Laughter.] He says that
we who favor an increase are sictuated by one of fhree motives—
either political advantage, State pride, or personal ‘interest. T
confess that I am influenced by political advantage to my own
party. I am also willing to admit that I have some State
pride, and that T do not want to see the great Commonwealth
of Kentucky lose a Member of ‘Congress. I am not actuated by
personal interest, becaunse there are only a few Democrats
who live within the range of a Big Bertha of where I do, and
if T should run again and have a -contest T think T could get
a part of them to vote for me,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman hasexpired.

Mr. STEGEL. I yield one-more minute to ‘the gentleman.

Mr. RANKIN. I yield four additional mimrtes to the gen-
tleman.

The CHATRMAN. The ‘gentleman from Kentucky is reeog-
nized for five minutes.

Mr. LANGLEY. I thaunk the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. RaNxIN] for his courtesy,'but I do not think I shall want
that much time. The population of the congressional district
which T represent in this body has increased over 100,000 in the
last decade, so that my political fortunes are not at stake if
Kentucky does lose a Member. Some of this ‘increase came
from the Demoeratic sections of the State. T -do mot mean to
say to my Democratic friends from Kentucky that they come
to ‘the mountains to escape from the Democracy of the sections
where they formerly lived. They came rather to fake advan-
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tage of the great natural resources that are now being devel-
oped in the mountains of eastern Kentucky. T want to say to
vou that I do not know whether I shall be a candidate for the
next House or not—I rather think I shall. [Laughter and ap-
plause.] This is only an inferential and informal announce-
ment; but if I am, I venture the prediction that I will be with
439 other Members of the Sixty-eighth Congress if we pass an
apportionment bill.

As a parting admonition to my party friends I beg to sug-
gest, as the distinguished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Braxn]
said in substance recently, we had better cut out some of this
high-brow stuff and get a little closer to the people if we
expect to retain their confidence and remain in power. This
can be best accomplished, in my opinion, by increasing the
number of Members, and thus accomplish more promptly and
more effectively the 'things they want us to do. They do not
care sp much about the number of Representatives as they do
- about the expeditious transaction of the public business and
prompt responses to their requests. [Applause.] T might add
that our leaders would enjoy a greater degree of the reai work-
ing, worthy Republicans of the country if they would stop so
much of this civil-service business and fire more Democrats and
put good Republicans in their places. [Applause on the Repuh-
lican side.]

I believe in action rather than talk, and if I had had my way
about it we would have had two hours of general debate on
this proposition instead of four. I am ready to vote on this
proposition right now, because everybody has his mind made
up and debate is useless. So.far as I personally am concerned,
I feel that I have already inflicted myself upon the committee
as far as I should. I thank you for your patience, and I yield
back the balance of my time. [Applause,]

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman yields back the balance of
his time,

Mr., FAIRFIELD. Mpr. Chairman, I yvield eight minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woon].

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of
the committee, I have listened attentively to the arguments
made upon this proposition, and up to this moment I have heard
no argument produced in favor of a renresentation of 460 ex-
cept that based solely upon expediency. There iz no man
within the sound of my voice or, I think, a Member of this
House who at some time pr other when a measure of this char-
acter was not up for consideration but has expressed his
opinion that this House is too large and unwieldy. If it were
expediency that actuated me upon this occasion, I would be in
favor of 460 Members, If 435 Members should be the number
fixed, the State of Indiana will lose one Member. I do not
know who that would be, T would regret to see any Member of
the present membership of Indiana fail to be returned if it is
his desire to come back, But I care not even if it be myself that
would be excluded ; T would still vote in favor of not increasing
this membership. [Applause.] Long before I became a Mem-
ber of this body I was convinced that its membersghip is too
large and there has searcely been a day pass since I came here
but what I have seen and heard convineing evidence to confirm
that opinion.

I think the time will come—I am sure some time it will
come—when this body will speak its mind and vote ifs convie-
tion on this question and not continue to yield to expediency.
It has been said during this debate that this body will never
increase beyond a membership of 500. What assurance have
we that that will be irue? From the time when the increases
first commenced men have been predicting the limit beyond
which this membership would never go. Irom 1860 down to
this good hour with each decennial apportionment some one
has fixed the limit. At one time it was fixed at 300, beyond
which they predicted it would not extend. Then it was made
375, which would be the largest possible number that would
ever assemble here. Then it was made 400. Now it has
reached the figure of 433, and it is proposed to extend it to 460.

Ten years from now there will be but few of us who are here
to-day to participate in the reapportionment that will then be
made, but with the same specious arguments, based upon the
same character of expediency, Members will then be predicting
the figure beyond which the future will not dare go in their
endeavor to again increase this membership, each one of them,
as each one of us now, knowing in his heart and in his own
conscience that he is not doing that which is best for his coun-
try, but is serving solely the interests of expediency.

We had a beautiful example here this morning illustrating
what will be the result in the march of time if this proposal
obtains. At the very threshold of our proceedings to-day it was
announced that we had no quorum. Half an hour was taken
up for the purpose of getting a quorum here in order that

business might be transacted. With an inerease in the member-
ship of this body you will decrease the possibilities of a quorum,
and youn will make it that much harder to obtain a gnorum.
More time will be taken then than now in calling the roll in
order that there may be a quorun,

1t has been stated frequently. and it is appavent fo every
one who has observed the fransiuction of husness in this House,
that with each inerease in numbher the influence of the House
has beén lessened, It is not the great mass of the people that
constitute a represenfative form of government. It is those
chosen for the purpose of representing the mass. If the logie
of these gentlemen who arve asking for this incresse were car-
ried to the ultimate extent, we would go back to the aunc’ent
system and have all the people serve as Members of Congress,
It was the idea of the fathers of the Republic that this repre-
sentative form of government sheuld be truly representative,
not only in character but in form, and it was never intended by
them that this House should ever become the unwieldy body
that it is at this time,

Now, arguiuent has been urged here, coming froin some of the
Representatives of my own State, to the effect that it would
necessitate extra sessions of some 30 State legislatures through-
out the Union if the unit is not fixed at 460, entailing an extra
expense upon those several States.  That expense would not be
i drop in the bucket if we were counting this thing in terms of
money, It would require, if you please, for the additional
salaries alone thal would be pail here for one year the amonnt
of more than "$280,000, and that expense would be fixed upon
the people of this country each year and for all time. Yet we
are preaching economy here, amd still we are saying to the
people who sent us here to retrench and reform the expendi-
tures that we are now going to levy a buvden upon them of
more than $280,000 yvearly for additional salaries, and how much
incidental expense will be entailed by this addition of 25 Mem-
bers it is almost impossible to calenlate, Some have estimated
the entive additional expense as $500.000,

Mr, GRAHAM of Illinecis. Mr, Chaivman, will the zentleman
yield?

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Certainly.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. It has heen stated here on numer-
ous oceasions that the Constitution makes it numdatory npon
us fo pass an apportiomment act. Does the zeutleman believe
that is true, or that there iz any lezal warrant for such a
statement? :

Mr., WOOD of Indiana. I think it was the intention under
the Constitution with the taking of each census to make a
reapportionent.

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois, Well, is there any law of that
kind, or any decision of any court to that effect?

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I do not know of any, but it has been
the practice since the beginning. and T dare say never has it
even heen prolonged beyond the earliest session convening after
that census has been taken, Tt has hecome so fixed that it has
become a law, if you please, or a custom or a practice, and we
should not depart from it.

It has been suggested here that we should do nothing at this
time. I would rather do something and make a mistake than
to be cowardly and do nothing. 1 believe, gentlemen, that we
should just take and arouse ourselves to do the duty that we
owe our country. Every one of us in his heart knows that the
size of this body should not be increased, and that if you in-
crease this body now to 460 you will hear in the next 10 years
every Member of this House from time to time proclaiming that
it is too large, as every Member has proclaimed it to be in the
past. Why not serve the best interests of the people now?
In my opinion, I am free to say, the people of Indiana are over-
whelmingly in favor of not increasing thig body in the interest
of better legislation and better government. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Indians
has expired.

Mr. RANKIN.
maining? :

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has consumed 39 minutes,

Mr. RANKIN. 1 yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CoCcKxrAX|.

The CHAIRMAN.
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. COCKRAN, Mr. Chairman, as usual, T have been highly
edified by the ability and force displayed by Members of this
House in the course of the debate. It leaves me more regretful
than ever that talents so brilliant should be obseured and
rendered practically valueless by ridiculous methods of pro-
cedure,

The gentleman who has just concluded [Mr. Woop of In-
dianal, and I think all the gentlemen who have spoken on that

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I re-

The gentleman from New York is recog-
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side of the guestion, e¢laims to be peculiarly concerned about
the efficiency of this House, and by some strange proeess of
ratiocination they have convinced themselves that its efficiency
wilk be promoted by keeping it as it is. It is impossible to keep
this House as it is, and I think it would be about the worst
thing that could happen if it were possible. Either the mem-
Dership of the House must be increased or each constituency
must be enlarged. And to-enlarge each constituency is to ehange
yvery materially the character of the House, I know of nothing
more deplerable than the condition of this House to-day. It
has virtually ceased to exist as a legislative body. It is allowed
to do nothing but vote yes or no upon proposals formulated by
the Committee on Rules under conditions whieh preclude the
offering of an amendment by any Member, with the result that
legislation of momentous importance is foreed threugh this
body by methods that saver mere of comie opera than of
serious governmental procedure. The natural, indeed the in-
evitable, consequence is that the entire business of legislation
is carried on at the other side of this Capitel.

This House as at present constituted has abdicated as a
legislative body, and gentlemen are now urging that it be pre-
served just as it is in the name of efficieney and patriotism.

I am in favor of this enlargement proposed by the committee.
It is not so extensive as I should like to see it. I should like
to meet the views of the gentlemen from Maine and enlarge
the membership te 384, or even more, because I think anything
that changes the condition of this House must be for the better,
It can not possibly be worse. [Laughter.]

Mr. LANGLEY. Would it interrupt the gentleman if I
asked him a question there?

Mr. COCKRAN. Not at all,

Mr. LANGLEY. The gentleman is recognized as one of the
distinguished exponents of frue American democracy. Does
not the gentleman think that an enlargement of the representa-
tion in the House, especially in view of the tremendous increase
in the electorate, would be in the direction of frue demoeracy
and popular representafion?

Mr, COCKRAN. 1 think it is absolutely essential to preser-
vation of anything like a representative character to this body.

Now, I wish gentlemen to remember that the alternative
before them is not decreasing or increasing the present mem-
bership. Were it proposed to change the character of the House
by a radieal reduction of its present membership that would
be matter deserving very serious consideration. Buf there is
no such proposal. It is not proposed by anyone to reduce the
membership. The alternative is inereasing it or preserving this
House as it is. That is impossible. There must be, as we
have already seen, an enlargement either of the membership of
the House or of each coustituency. You eam not escape one or
the other. The question for the House to consider is whether
its representative character will be better improved by enlarg-
ing the gize of each censtituency than by increasing the mem-
bership. I think gentlemen must realize that the constituen-
cies are now too large. It is quite impossible, even before
adoption of the last amendment to the Canstitution, for any
Member to be acguainted with his constituency or with any
large propertion of them,' Now, the choice of a Representative
should involve two elements. He should be chosen by his con-
stituents, firgt, on the ground of what is known about him pez-
sonally—that is to say, by neighborly knowledge of him—and,
secondly, by his publie character. It must be obvious that a
beginner instituting a eampaign against an incumbent is at a
tremendous disadvantage, so far as his public record is eon-
cerned. If he can not be in a position where he can make some
proportion of his constituency familiar enough with his personal
gualities to exercise a judgment on them and by that judgment
decide between the two, then he can have no ehance of suecess
whatever. A Congress chosen under such conditions is not a
representative body at all.

Now, it might be well for the House to recall that originally
representative bodies were not chiosen to represent men. They
were chosen to represent property. Certain corporate bedies
owning property which could not be reached by methods of
taxation existing under the feudal system were invited and,
indeed, required to send representatives to Parliament not to
frame laws but to eonsent to taxatien. And when, as I pointed
out a few weeks ago, these representatives of guilds, eorpora-
tions, or cities adopted the plan of imposing conditions upon
grants of money, they established the legislative feature of the
representative body. In the evolution of Democratic instituo-
tions the funetion of legislation became the decisively impor-
tant feature of representative action, with the result that in-
stead of property the representative body came to represent
not property but men.

To-day we are the representative body, the sueccessors of
those original representatives of the taxpayers who voted the
sabsidies which they themselves should pay; and that char-
acter of our office is recognized and confirmed by the Constitu-
tion, which declares that we alone must initiafe measures
affecting revenne. That is to say we alone must make appro-
priations, preseribe the sources from which the means to fur-
nish these appropriations are to be drawn, and to regulate dis-
tribution of them between the different departments of the Gov-
ernment. And yet here in this very exira session we have
passed through this House two measures affecting vitally and
in most momentous degree the whole revenues of the conntry,
one revising the entive tariff system of the conntry—the system
of imposing taxation at the customhouses—and the other chang-
ing completely the scope of internal taxes, and those bills were
driven through here without allowing a single Member power to
offer an amewdment. Everything that we did or said with
respect to this phase of the main purpese for which a represent- -
ative body is organized, has been treated with absolute con-
tempt, as if it were entirely negligible—and properly so—by the
body at the other end of the Capitel, which to-day iz in faet
the sole legislative body. We are practically a single-chamber
Government now, because the fareical performances we go
through here with respect to the most important proposals ean
not be dignified with the name of legislative procedure,

Now, what is the remedy? I do not kmow whether there is
any, Mr. Chairman. My study of history Ieads me to conclude
that a political institution which is moribund can never be
revived. It may be quickened into a semblance of activity for
a while, but once the vigor of life is lost it never can be
recalled.

And so I doubt very much whether any system of repre-
gentation that we should establish here could arrest the process
of decay which has already overtaken us.

There is but one way in whieh that eould be done, and that is
by an awakening on the part of Members to a knowledge and
perception of their duty; I will net say to an assertion of
power for the sake of regaining importance, because I utterly
repudiate the idea that political power is conferred on any
body or man to advance their own dignity. Wherever it is
conferred under our system it involves the performance of a
duty. And when we who are charged by the Constitution with
the duty of initiating revenue legislation—that is, of deciding
and prescribing the amount that shall be levied, the persons who
shall pay it, and the methed of its distribution—proceed to pass
a bill levying enormous faxes through the House under rules
that precludes anything like fair consideration or even under-
standing of its provisions, and that absolutely excludes Mem-
bers from all power to offer an amendment, I say we are
not merely derelict to our duty bnt we are forsworn, we are
perjured, we violate the oath we have taken.

But even though the task may seem hopeless, we should not
shrink from doing everything in our power that we think
likely to restore the consequence of this body.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. COCKRAN. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. RAKER. Under this bill—

Mr, COCKRAN. I hope the gentleman will ask his question
without making a speech. I have but little time.

Mr. RAKER. If the gentleman’s position is correct, why is
it that the House should mow yield after having once passed
an apportionment bill in the last session by a vote of 269 to 76,
and why should we mow raise the number of Representatives
because word has been sent from the Senate that unless we
do raise it they will not pass the bill?

Mr. COCKRAN. I have never heard any such word from the
Senate or the faintest suggestion of it. As far as changing a
former attifude of the House is coneerned, I should not at all
regret it. If it would only change its attitude in other re-
speets, I would weleome that change as a most salutary symptom
of a probable constitutional recovery of its powers,

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman permit a
question?

Mr. COCKRAN. Yes,

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman says he never
heard that werd from the Senate. A very distinguished for-
mer Member of the United States Senate told the Republican
conference last night that a United States Senater of promi-
nence had said to him that the Senate wanted the House in-
creased in membership because it gave all the power to the
Committee on Rules, and that is what the Senate wanted.

Mr. COCKRAN. That is a very interesting statement, but
with all respect to my friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin,
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it is of no import whatever. I do not care what any Senater
said, no matter what his prominence; I do net care what that
Senator thinks; and I do not care what all the Senators put
together think or say. I am concerned solely with the action
of this House. [Applause:]

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Wisconsin has sug-
gested a matter with which I was about to deal. He asked
me how this particular increase of membership may affect the
capacity of the House to recover its lost importance. I admit
that it is in the nature of an experiment. I do not know what
its results will be. But we do know how the present mem-
bership has resulted. We do know that it has resulted in
absolute paralysis of the House in abdication of its power as a
legislative body—abdieation so complete and so generally ac-
knowledged that the President of the United States, when he
wants to discuss matters of legislation with the Congress, does
not any longer invite the House te listen. That is the low
estate to which the present organization of the House has
brought its dignity and consequence. I say that no condition
could be worse. It is therefore certain that any change must
be for the better, because it could not be for the worse,
[Laughter.]

Now, with reference to the argument that the House has
been steadily inereasing in size and that it must continue to
inerease unless the constituencies are enlarged, I admit that it
presents some awkwardness, but it is an awkwardness insep-
arable from rapid and excessive growth. The growth of a child
at the knee of its mother is a source of awkwardness. It is
awlkward as children grow in size that the mother must spend
more money for clothing and to provide them with more suste-
nance, So it is conceivable that when the country grows fo
deuble or treble its present population it will become a very se-
rious matter how we are to preserve the representative character
of this House without eausing it to be swamped by excessive
numbers. But that condition is not now before us. When it
actually arises there will be wisdom enough to deal with it.
The question now confronting us is to enlarge the House by
a very small number in order to avoid increasing the size of
each constituency fo a point where one man can not properly
represent it. Since the last apportionment the voting popula-
tion has been doubled through the suffrage amendment. It is
absolutely ridiculous to assume that a constituency of eighty or
ninety thousand can be represented effectively by a single
Member in this House. The increase proposed by this measure
is small. I would gladly see it much larger. I would not
object to seeing the House composed of 500 or 600 Members.
What differenee would it make in the proceedings? It might
lengthen the time reguired for a call of the roll. But the
method of calling the roll might be improved so that this dif-
ference would be comparatively slight. An increase in the size
of the membership of the House, as the gentleman from Wis-
consin would probably realize, might afferd opportunity for
a revolt against the tyranny exercised by the steering com-
mittee and the Committee on Rules, The House with its present
membership does not know how to revolt. The idea of * revolt”
is not within the range of its concept. Through even this
slightly inereased membership we may hope that some independ-
ent Members will find their way into the body brave enough to
rise and challenge the right of any committee to throttle the
House by prescribing the matters with which they think we
are competent to deal and in a manner which shows with
cynically contemptuous candor how deeply they distrust our
capacity to deal with anything.

Mr. Chairman, I eonfess that inerease of membership does
not insure recovery by the House of its powers. But, as it hap-
pens, there is no other way open to us. If does afford a chance
of relief, and I am willing to take any chance that will afford
the slightest prospect of this House becoming once more what
it was when I knew it first—when I knew it during all the
different periods of my service down to this last—the period of
MecKinley, of Reed, of the Breckinridges, of Randall, of Mills,
and men who on both sides informed the publie mind and
directed the public conseience in this country.

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COCKRAN. I will

Mr. FAIRCHILD. What was the size of the House when
the gentleman first served ag a Member?

Mr. COCKRAN. With a population of 70,000,000 I think
the House had a membership of 360 or 370, as well as I
can remember. But it is not the size of the House that deter-
mines its capacity for effective service. This House now has
ability and size enough to establish its control over its own
legislation, if it had the will to do it.

There is no one who will dispute that. The House is now
by its own sufferance organized to suppress utterance of his

views by any Member, no matter what may be the inrportance
of the subject under consideration or the value of the sugges-
tion that he might have to offer. Every time it adopts a rule
prohibiting amendments it writes down its own belief, its own
confession, that it is incapable of dealing with the very ques-
tions it has been established to decide, yet you gentlemen here
say that this is a condition which you want to preserve. God
help us all if that be your conception of the duty imposed upon
you by the American people.

I admit, Mz, Chairman, that some objections of considerable
force have been advanced against the increase of menrbership.
They are weighty, but not sufficient, in my judgment, to out-
weigh its advantages. It has been said that it will increase the
difficulty of obtaining a querunr. I do not believe that presents

-a feature of awkwardness. But it was just as hard to find a

quorum when the membership of the House was much less,

Mr. Chairman, the important, capital fact whiech should
determine us in dealing with this proposal is the present condi-
tion of the House. We are the most highly paid legislative
boedy in the waorld and the least efficient. In no other country
is there a popular body that is not the dominant feature of its
political system.

In England the House of Commons, which for a long time
forbade amendment but allowed rejection of a revenue measure
by the House of Lords, now does not even permit such a meas-
ure to be rejected by that body. In France the vote of the
chamber determines the existence of a ministry. So it does
in Italy. And in every country on the face of the earth except
this country the representative body is the all-important legisla-
tive chamber. And this not by any specific grant of supreme
power but by the ferce with which its control of the purse is
exercised. But here, where the Constitution bestows upon us
in specific terms the power through which other chambers have
established their authority, we allow ourselves to be zageed,
manacled, made contemptible by one of our own committees,
and the authority with which we are clothed is by our own uct
literally throwh under the footsteps of the Senate to be
trampled upon and disregarded. And while our consequence
shrinks our compensation expands. We receive $7,500 a year.
The very highest-paid member of a foreign body gets $2,000 a
year. We have each two clerks paid from the Treasury. When
I first came here Members had none. Then this was an all-
competent body. Now it is a negligible gathering. Besides the
clerk who is assumed to be close to us, we have another clerk
to be close te the first. Then I suppese that as our real impor-
tance in the political system declines still further, approaches
the vanishing point still more closely, we will have a third to
look after those two. I have no objection to the size of our
salaries or to the number of clerks provided for us if these
exclusive provisions for our comfort were fruitful of better
public service. But I can not help feeling that every addition
to our comnfort has resulted in decreased, not increased, effi-
ciency. I would like to see the Office Building closed, locked
up, when this House is in session. .

While business is to be done Members should be here attend-
ing to it on_this floor. If the Office Building is to be con-
served at all, it should be conserved not as a temptation to
forsake the legislative task but as a place to which Members
may have recourse when the House is not in session to dis-
charge those other functions of their office about which seo
much has been said in the course of this debate.

Mr. Chairman, we are:here now face to face in a concrete
form with the grave difficulty which affects the very life of
this body. Gentlemen on the other side speak about efficiency.
There is nothing else to consider. If the eflicieney of this House
is to remain as it is now, then it will remain a laughing stock;
its operations suggesting, as I have said, opéra bouffe rather
than serious legislative labor. Everyone concedes that a chunge
is desirable. No one pretends to be satisfied with the present
condition. There is but one way in which we can change it,
and that is to expand it. There is no possibility of reduncing it.
If not increased, it must remain as it is, and that would be
conulemning it to hopeless decay. I would rather see 500, yes,
600, Members here, with the chance under that increased mem-
bership of bringing to it independents enough to restore the
House to what it should be and what it has been, than to
see it condemmed to permanent uselessness hy preserving is
present membership. There is no fetish about this membership.
Everyone admits it has not produced results of which anyone of
us is proud. Weighed in the balance, it has been found wanting.
Why, then, should we hesitate to take the only step open te
us which affords even a possible chance of improvement—ihat
of inereasing the membership? [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.
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Mr. BARBOUR. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Burrox].

Mr. BURTON. Mpr. Chairman, friends, and colleagues, I
sincerely hope that the Members of this House will vote on this
measure according to their convictions and not according to
considerations of personal or local interest. This is the fourth
time that I have taken part in the consideration of an appor-
tionment act, and I make the statement without any fear of
contradiction that if at any time the question of the enlarge-
ment of the House had been left to the real judgment of Mem-
bers, every proposition to that effect would have been defeated
by an overwhelming majority. [Applause.] But the appeal
of friends, the statement, “ Shall you allow the State of Maine
or Virginia, or other Commonwealths that have played so im-

portant a part in the building up of this great Republie, to be |

deprived of their Members?"” These are the influences which
have prevailed. Another point I wish to make here is this:
We are in danger in this Government of minority rule. An
assertive body of men, compact, sure of what they desire, when
confronted with the inertia of the far larger number which
looks to the interest of the whole Nation, can often succeed,
What are the reasons why this House should not increase its
size? The argument of expenditure is something, but to me
that is a bagatelle. Of course, it would mean added expense,
some $300,000 in salaries, an enlargement of the House Office
Building, an increase in the facilities, danger that this audience
room is not large enough. The mere physical fact that some
find it hard to be heard should be emphasized. Increased ex-
. pense is the first reason, and that at a time when the people
are demanding of us the ntmost economy. The next reason is
that the larger this body is the more clumsy it becomes, the more
it becomes an inefficient agent for the transaction of business,
and the more unwieldy it becomes. :

I listened with great respect to the argument of my friend
from New York [Mr., Cockran], but I think his argument is
tke very strongest one that could possibly be made against the
increase. He says that we have abdicated to the Senate. No;
we have not. This House is still powerful, but what has dimin-
ished the relative power of the House as compared fo the Sen-
ate? It is the enlarged membership of this House, which many
now are asking to increase. [Applause.] When you compare
two Houses, in one of which an individual Member can move an
amendment to a tarifl or revenue bill or any other measure, with
one where, as in this House, he can only vote on certain specific
amendments selected by the Committee on Rules, then of course
there is a certain shifting of power to the other body.

What is the necessity for the rules that we have here, against
which the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cockrax] declaims?
Either we must have a confused mass of Members here who do
no business or we must have strict rules so as to know how to
proceed, so as to limit debate, limiting debate of Members
oftentimes to five minutes, when they could speak with the
earnest attention of the House for a much longer time. What
is the reason for that? It is because of the increase in the mem-
bership of this House. Why is it that 30 years ago the news-
paper correspondents and visitors who came to Washington said
that the House was of equal interest with the Senate? It was
because of the smaller number of Members. I can remember
when there were 325 Members here, and when an important
question arose for discussion the interest was so intense that
both sides were erowded ; it was like a football rush; the Mem-
bers were present, eager, waiting, and listening to the argu-
ments presented. To-day the ability is not one tithe less, and I
would say that the average standing of the Member is higher,
especially in readiness of speech and in touch with affairs, but
there is the diminished opportunity; there is the diminished
prestige of the individual Member.

There is a diminishing of the standing of the House itself
becanse the individnal Member does not stand out so promi-
nently but is more nearly lost in the mass. I beg of you, my
colleagues, do not add to these features which, as the gentle-
man from New York says, have tended toward decay, that it
can not be worse fhan it is, that bills are driven through. Stay
this increase. In every one of the three bills passed in 1890,
1900, and 1910 the statement was made by advocates of the
increase that it was the last. They admitted their cowardice,
but passed it on to the later Congress, which was to fix the
next apportionment. Now is the time—in 1921—for us to show
courage to do what our predecessors, who increased the size of
the House, said should be done by a later Congress. In the
bill of 1910-11, passed by this House but lost in the Senate,
there was a definite provision that the size of the House should
be permanently fixed at 435, and that future adjustments should
be made by the Secretary of Commerce and Labor. In effect
they said, We will increase the size of the House to 435, but as

far as we can we will bind any future House from enlarging
the size of this body.

Then, another thing I wish to say, but I can not say all I
would say in the time that I have, the argument is made that
a larger House will be more democratic. I want to read from
language partly quoted by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
SAxpeErs] from the words of a statesman for whom I give un-
stinted reverence, James Madison. Here is what he says in
regard to the size of a legislative body :

In the ancient republics, where the whole body of the people as-
sembled in person, a single orator or an artful statesman was gen-
erally seen to rule with as complete a sway as if a scepter had heen
placed in his single hand. On the same prineiple, the more multitu-
dinous a representative assembly may be rendered, the more it will
?artake of the infirmities incident to collective meetings of the people.
gnorance will be the dupe of the cunming and passion the slave of
sophistry and declamation. The people can never err more than in
supposing that by multiplying their representatives beyond a certain
limit they strengthen the barrier against the government of a few.
Experience will forever admonish them that, on the contrary, after
securing a sufficient number for the purposes of safety, of local infor-
mation, and a diffusive sympathy with the whole soclety they will
counteract their own views by every addition to their representatives.
The countenance of the government may become more democratie, but
the sonl that animates it will be more oligarchic. The machine will
be enlarged, but the fewer, and often the more secret, will be the
springs by which its motions are directed.

In the discussion of this subject in 1842 in the Senate, Mr,
James Buchanan, then at the zenith of his mental powers, said
of the size of the House:

The Senators from EKentucky and Missouri [Messrs. Crittenden and
Benton] have both urged stromgly that a House of 400 Members wonld
be more free from Executive influence than a Ilouse of 200, because,
say they, it would be more difficult to influence or corrupt a large body
than a small one. * * * Whenever the body shall become so nu-
merous that it will be impossible for all the Members individually to
represent thelr own constituents, then the power of the House will
necessarily devolve upon those who conduoet the business, and the re-
mainder must become comparafively ciphers. * % ® Although the
House may be numerous, the influence will then be confined to a few
Members, and the very number will shield these few from a just re-
sponsibility. It is therefore my og!niun that a House composed of 200

embers, in which each will feel his individual responsibility and ench
be able to represent his own constituents independently, without being
compelled to follow in the wake of some party leader, will present a
more dpowerfr:l barrier against Exeeutive influence than would be pre-
sented by a House of 400 Members.

These opinions are applicable to-day. There is one thing
upon which I would like to lay emphasis. If there is any
question which has been before this body and upon which the
people of the United States have expressed themselves it is
against the enlargement of the size of this House. [Applause.]
From every part of the country, from the very States where
there is a decrease their voice is well-nigh unanimous, I think
the gentleman from Vermont in his visit to Portland and in his
association with a few bankers and a few lawyers probably
did not reach the real thought and the real heart of the people,
for from all sections of the country, by press, by public utter-
ances, by the opinion of the more judicious everywhere there
is a demand that this House shall not be enlarged but shall re-
main at the figures now prevailing, 435. [Applause.]

I wish to review briefly some of the arguments which have
been made in favor of increased membership :

Reference has been made to the size of the House of Com-
mons, consisting of 707 members, and of other legislative bodies
in Europe. It may be remarked in passing that the room for
the House of Commons at Westminster affords space for not
more than two-thirds of the members. The vital difference
from this House is that there is a responsible ministry in the
House of Commons and similar bodies, members of which sit
with these legislators. Opposite them are found the leaders of
the opposition ; these control their respective sides except in cases
of party revulsion. An examination of the index of the de-
bates will show that very few comparatively of the large num-
ber of members in the House of Commons take part in the
debates—they are mere voting members.

As regards touch with their constituents, which has been
0 much emphasized to-day, it is stated by an English publicist
that the history of the past 200 years shows that those who
have exerted the greatest influence in the House of Com-
mons have been elected from localities outside of those they
represent. In our own country the selection of candidates from
the loeality is firmly fixed; in faet, by constitutional provision
the Member must come from the Sfate in which he is elected.
The argument has been made here that this bill will not pass
the Senate unless the number is fixed at 460. Can those who
have said so much about the predominating power of the other
Chamber conceive of a more potent method to increase that
power than to interject here an argument of this kind?
The determining of the size of the House is of especial interest
to ug. Shall we be controlled or even influenced in our vote by .
the threat—for it is nothing less—that if the measure be passed
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it will not be enacted into law unless a certain number is
chosen? If it be the case that we must shape our aetion ac-
cording to probable conclusions in the Senate, why not abdicate
all our workings as a legislative body, abandon independence,
and determine the vote by the probable result in the Senate?

In this connection I must say that so far as I have inter-
viewed Members of the Senate a decided majority has been
found in favor of retaining the present mumber, and I do not
believe there is any such threatened action there, If there is
it is from a minority.

Another argument was made that there are some .11,000 ex-
soldiers on the average in each congressional district, and that
the size of the House should be enlarged so that the Members
can more readily respond to the yequests of those who have
rendered service in the war. That there should be the most
earnest attention to the demands of those who fought for
their country will be the undivided opinion of everyone here.
We owe to them undying gratitude, but will the difference
between 11,000 and 10,300 in each district materially increase
the efforts of Congressmen in aiding this class of their con-
stituents? What is needed more than this personal touch is the
passage of helpful legislation for their good, which sghall be
general in its nature, which will provide proper organization of
the activities for the ex-soldier. This, more than anything else,
will aid the soldiers of the late war, and that can best be
accomplished in a smaller Hounse rather than in a larger one.
One point whieh should not be overlooked is that the larger
the House the more a Member becomes a mere agent of a
locality ; his vision is not so broad; his spirit of loyalty to the
whole country is diminished; his efforts for a pork barrel are
materially increased rather than his interest in legislation
which would be of general benefit.

1t has been said that the agricultural communities will lose
if the smaller number is accepted. This is a fallacious argu-
ment. The proportion will continue the same between country
and city, whatever the apportionment, and in toe larger num-
ber of Members the cities will be more likely to gain than
the rural districts with 460 than under the smaller number
of 433

It is said that the census was taken at a time when many
of the soldiers and young men from the couniry were still in
the cities. Just what is meant by this statement? It would
seeilr to signify that no apportionment should be made on the
census of 1920. The census as taken must be effective what-
ever the number chosen. I am inclined to think the importance
of this alleged absence from the country has been much exag-
gerated because in the taking of the census the enumerators
would assign inhabitants to their permanent localities rather
than to temporary domciles when the census was taken.

The CHAITRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Me, LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, T ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, I make the same request.

Mr. SANDERS of Texas. I make the same request.

Mr. BARBOUR. I make the same request.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. I make the sane request.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to these requests?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Chairman, by direction of the chairman,
1 yield four minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, Wir-
riams]. [Applause.]

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, when this proposition was
before the last Congress I voted against the increase proposed
at that time. I expect fo vote to-day for the bill as reported
at 460. I have been led to take this position in the first place
because of the manifest injustice to the great agricultural sec-
tions of this country which an apportionment of 435 would
now bring to those States. We all know the conditions under
which the last census was taken, After the close of the Great
War throughout the farming sections of the country not only
young men who were taken away from home into the Army
but almost every able-bodied man who could leave their homes
had gone to the cities and industrial centers and found employ-
ment in war work, munition factories, automobile factories.
When the census was taken every State that is largely agri-
cultural showed a large decline in population. That was true
of the agricultural seetions of Illinois. They are now drift-
ing back to the country and more of them will drift back as
the months go by, and if a census were taken to-day you would
find eonditions very much changed from what they were when
the census of 1920 was taken. ;

If it were possible not to have an apportionment and to allow
this matter to go over until the next census, I think I would
favor that, but manifestly it will not be posgible for that to be

done. I do not agree to the proposition that has been asserted
here that this great legislative body has ceased to function or
that it has forfeited the confidence and respect of the American
people. My observation has been throughout that the people
are not complaining about the work or the actions of this body,
but whatever there may be of delay, which is a disappointment
to the country, the criticism is directed at another body, and
not at the House of Representatives. [Applause.] One of the
greatest legislative bodies in the world is the British House of
Commons. Perhaps no legislative body is as responsive to the
public sentiment and the public pulse in any country as is the
House of Commons to the British public sentiment in a country
with a population of 50,000,000, where they have more than
700 members. Gentlemen complain about the large size of the
House at 460. Why, gentlemen, this is becoming a very large
country. More than 100,000,000 people are represented here,
and during the eight years I have served here, and I take it
it is the experience of every Member, the work that has come
to be has more than doubled.

I think it is just as essential that we preserve the proper size
of our constituencies in this country, in order that they may be
properly represented, as that we conserve the size of this body.
And the time will come—TI may nét see it; you may not—when
this body will number more than 500 men and women, and
when it will be necessary, for a proper performance of the
duties that come to a representative of the people, that the size
of the House be increased to that number. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. TOWXNER. Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the commit-
tee yields four minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Maceg].

- Mr. MAGEE. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to hear the House

of Representatives condemned. T believe, as I once heard the
Hon. Champ Clark say, that the House of Representatives is
the greatest legislative body on earth. [Applause.] I believe,
as the distinguished majority leader of the House said at ihe
last session, that the House of Representatives is the hope of
the Republic. I am proud to be a Member of the Flouse. Dur-
ing all the time that I have been a Member the House has
proved itself efficient and has functioned in an efficient mun-
ner. I believe that the Members of this House in intelligence,
in efficiency, and in ability fully sustain the splendid traditions
of the House of Representatives. [Applause.] If I felt other-
wise I wonld resign and go home. That is the way I feel about
the House.

So far as this pending bill is coneerned, it is a compromise
between 483 and 435 Members. We passed a bill during the
last Congress for 435. It failed in the Senate. I do not know
that there is any reason to believe that if we should pass a bill
now for 435 it would not fail in the Senate. We are assured,
I think, that if we pass this bill it probably will be prompily
passed by the Senate. I think it is generally conceded that we
must have an apportionment bill. I have been against an in-
crease in membership of the House, but I attended the Repub-
Jican conference and voted there. T feel bound by the determi-
nation of that conference. I think that my people expect me
to be a good sport, to act like a man when licked, and to be
regular. That is my idea about it. [Applause.]

We have a representative Government, the best form of gov-
ernment in the world, but one of the fundamental prineciples of
a representative government is the rule of the majority. We
ean not all have our way. We have fo pay the price of repre-
sentative government, and a part of that price is compromise.
I do not think that any man is greater than his party. I am
willing to bow to my colleagues when they outvote me, and to
do it graciously, Under existing circumstances I feel that it is
my duty to support this bill. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr, FAIRFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. J. M. NELsox].

Mr. RANKIN, And I yield to the gentleman one minute.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. And I yield three additional min-
utes to the gentlenran.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog-
nized for nine minutes.

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Macee], who has just spoken, presents a
splendid illustration of the misuse and evil effect of party
action on questions which are not party measures in any sense
whatever, The gentleman from New York, who is as able and
eloguent as he is active, says, “I have been against an increase
of the membership of the House.” So he has. At my request
he sounded out the New York delegation on this question. At
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a meeting of his delegation about a month ago le moved it
to be the sense of the delegation that the House be not in-
creased. It was adopted, so he reported to me, by a vote of 21
to 2. Only a few days ago he again consented to check up his
delegation and to do what he could to prevent an increase.

I can certify to the fact that he *“has been against the in-
crease,” as he has stated. But says he, “I attended the Re-
publican conference.” “I feel bound by the determination.”
* My people expect me to be a good sport” and “ to be regular.”
So he now thinks that it is his “duty to support this bilL”
Here we have a specific illustration of the evil effect of the
conference. Before the conference, to my certain knowledge,
the House would have voted overwhelmingly against the in-
crease, but after the conference men who deem it the thing
“to be regular” and * go with the organization” now intend
to support the bill by their votes against their better judgment.

Let us see how the conference came to decide by a small
majority in favor of the increase; and I speak here from per-
sonal experience and accurate knowledge. My keen interest in
this measure is due to the fact that 10 years ago when this

subject of reapportionment was before Congress I had been a.

Member of this House several terms. I then spoke against the
increase. I offered the motion to refer the bill, but a combina-
tion of Members actuated by self-interest and appealing to party
expediency had so effectually organized their forces that no
set of Members appealing to the common good could possibly
prevent the sacrifice of the best interests of the House. I there-
fore then resolved that if I was again a Member of this body
when another apportionment bill should come up I would do my
utmost to head off this selfish propaganda if such a thing was
possible.

Now, it so happens that after a vacation of one term I find
myself a Member of this body when another apportionment bill
is up for consideration. At once upon my return to the House
I went to the majority and minority leaders and asked them,
“ How do you stand on the increase of the membership of the
House?"” Without exception they answered, * We are against
an increase.” I particularly had an understanding with the
majority leader [Mr. MoxpeLL]. At the previous session he had
spoken strongly against an increase. I told him of my interest
and of my resolution. He expressed a hearty approval of my
suggestion that everything be done to head off a movement of
self-interested Members at the earliest possible moment. I se-
cured one Member, sometimes two, to canvass each Republican
delegation. Reports were made to me, and as a result I found
the House on the Republican side about 2 to 1 against an in-
crease. Months ago I so reported to Mr, MoNDELL.

About 10 days ago, after it was announced that the appor-
tionment bill would come up, some of us again checked over the
membership, This time we included the Democrats. We
found that the House was still strongly opposed to an increase,
but we discovered, too, that the combination of personally
interested Members had been formed and was exceedingly
active,

While making the first canvass of Members I conferred with
Mr. MoxpeLL frequently, Judge, then, of my surprise when,
after receiving the eall of a party conference, I went to him
for an explanation, only to find out that he had gone over to
the other side. In the Republican conference Mr. MoxpeLL led
the fight for an increase of the House, assigning as his sole rea-
son political expediency; and, as more than a hundred Menr-
bers were absent, the combination of personally interested
Members from 12 States approved of the proposed increase by
a vote of 94 to 76. In securing this small majority Mr. Mox-
DELL was the decisive factor. It was due to his leadership,
his astute and persuasive play upon the motive of political ex-
pediency that did the trick. Inshort, Mr. MoxpELL, the majority
leader, had changed his mind and thereupon changed the minds
of enough other Members to make this legislative proposition a
party measure. Members who desire “to be regular,” “to go
with the organization,” like nry friend Mr. Maceg, must vote
contrary to their real convictions. :

But does this change of mind by Mr. Mo~¥pELL make an in-
crease of the House right? Does his switching against prin-
ciple for political expediency suddenly make right wrong? Mr.
MoxpeLr, after all, is only one Member. It does not follow that
because he changes his mind suddenly the rest of us are all
suddenly in the wrong. The conference decided nothing, It
only afforded self-interest the opportunity to ally itself with
political expediency so as to magnify its barmful power, and
that was the object of the party conference,

Having replied to the conference argument presented by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Macee], I now wish to address
the House on principle. I wish to address myself to the con-
science of Members, I take it this is not Mexico, This is the

House of Representatives of the people of America, What has
made this Nation great? Is it not loyalty to the great prin-
ciples which are embedied in the Constitution?

I shall prove by logical argument and by appeal to self-
evident faets that this apportionment bill is an unjustifiable
evasion of the Constitution. If it is an evasion, it is an abuse of
legislative power; and if an abuse of legislative power, it is vio-
lative of the solemn obligation we assumed before the Speaker,
before the country, and in the name of God.

My first proposition is that to evade the Constitution is the
chief purpose of this apportionment bill. Article I, section 2,
provides for an “apportionment according to number” and a
*“ census every 10 years.” It is to evade this section that the
House membership is increased. The mischief behind this eva-
sion consists first of self-interest. This self-interest arises be-
cause of the change of population. Thus at the present time
the States of Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Missis-
sippi, Missouri, Nebraska, Rhode Island, and Vermont, having
failed to keep pace in population, will each lose one Member—
Missouri two—to other States that have moved ahead in pop-
ulation. The Members from these States are keenly affected by
anticipated loss of their seats. No one knows beforehand who
will be the vietim. These generally group themselves together,
therefore, to evade the Constitution by increasing the member-
ship. Self-interest appeals to fellow Members for sympathy
and aid. Usually this sympathy is successfully worked, and
always self-interest seeks the aid of political expediency. The
claim is puf forward that by the increase of membership party
suecess in various forms will be promoted; so that a most
powerful group is thus organized with self-interest at the center,
supported by the evils of partiality and of political expediency.
It is thus that section 2, Article I, providing for apportionment
according to number, is nullified by an increase of the member-
ship of the House,

My next proposition is that this increase is unjustifiable,
Obviously, it is not justifiable to evade a provision of the Con-
stitution for the sake of self-interest, favoritism, or political
expediency. These are vices—dangerous and destructive vices,
All authorities on the prineciples of morality as well as on the
history of conmstitutional government, recognize that these are
three forms of destructive motives that bring ruin to repre-
sentative government as their ripe fruitage. On this point I
quote Mr. James Madison, afterwards President, who in one
of his letters published in the Federalist—see page 54—dis-
cusses in nruch detail the harmful effects of such groups, which
he terms “factions™:

United and actuated by some common interest or passion or of an
interest adverse to the rights of other citizens as to the permanent
and aggregate interests of the community.

Likewise Judge Story, who was afterwards Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court, discusses in detail these dangerous evils in
a free government. He quotes approvingly these words of John
Adams:

Of all ﬁ)ossible forms of government a sovereignty in ome assembly,
successfully chosen by the Peaplc. is perhaga the best calculated to
facilitate the gratification of self-love and the pursuit of the private
interests of a few individuals.

He then discusses the remedy—the necessity of two legislative
bodies, the one to act as a check on the other, If operates
indirectly, he says—
as a preventive to attempt to carry private, personal, and party ob-

ects, not connected with the common good. (Story on Constitution.

he Legtslature. Chap, VIIL)

Yet at the conference these passions of self-love were boldly
appealed to, and suceessfully, to make a party matter of a bill
to increase the membership of this House. In plain terms, an
appeal was made to the evil motives, specifically pointed out
by our ablest writers as the most dangerous because the most
destruetive of the House of Representatives, the main ground
and support of our republican form of government.

There is one way to justify an increase of the House—only
one—in accordance with the letter and spirit of the Constitu-
tion, and that is to bring the proposition to increase the mem-
bership into harmony with the specific objects stated in the pre-
amble of the Constitution itself—the general welfare, justice,
and the common defense. Manifestly and self-evidently, it
can be shown—it was shown over and over again in debate—
indeed, it is admitted privately and frequently publicly by
Members who, notwithstanding this admission, permit them-
selves to be actuated by self-interest, partiality, or political
considerations, that the proposed increase would involve a
great expense to the taxpayers, would be harmful to the House,
and still further greatly decrease the opportunities of indi-
vidual Mentbers for service in this body.

The matter of expense to the people should be considered,
but is not the most serious feature of this bill. The resulting
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tax burden should, however, in itself have due weight with
Members. It is estimated by the minority report that this ex-
pense will equal $500,000 a year. I have checked up this esti-
mate; it is my belief that, considering the difficulty of furnish-
ing office rooms to these 25 extra members, the expense will
more than equal a half million dollars. Consider what that
means in a period of 10 years alone. It will amount to
$5,000,000, Dividing that sum by the number of States we
et an average tax upon each State for the next decade of not
less than $100,000. It would be far cheaper to the taxpayers
if we would vote pensions to these 12 Members of their salaries
for life. We wonld save to the taxpayers at least $250,000
annually, and the expense would end with their death. But
the successors of these beneficiaries of abused legislative power
will make the expense perpetual. The evil of this bill from the
point of view of taxation may be thus stated: To show par-
tiality to 12 Members, whose names are unknown to us, we
are to force by taxation and annual contribution from our
constituents of over £5,000,000 in 10 years. Clearly this is not
in any material sense in harmony with the general welfare.

But a far worse feature of this matter is the harm to the
House of Representatives itself. As the House functions for all
the people, the evil is an assault upon the general welfare, Old
Members know that every increase of the membership of this
body tends directly and proportionately to magnify and in-
tensify every evil by which this legislative body has been long
afflicted. Not one good thing, within my observation and ex-
perience, has come to the House by reason of its enlargement
10 years ago. It is self-evident that increasing the membership
inereases the evil of the filibuster. Every Member added makes
it more difficult in the committee or in the House to keep a
quorum, or {o make a quorum. Increase of membership tends
directly to increase the legislative power in the hands of a few
Members—chairmen of committees, members of the Committee
on Rules, members of the steering committee, and the so-called
majority leader. Increase of membership makes it an easy
matter for a steering committee and the party leader to manage
a party conference at will. Increase of membership of the
House, as has been demonstrated time and again, tends fo frans-
fer debate and proper consideration of legislation from the
House to the Senate, Of this there is abundance of proof at
the present moment. The Senate has become the forum of real
debate, the place where legislation is observed with the keenest
interest by the American people, Increased membership, cen-
tralizing power in the hands of the chairman of a committee,
party leader, party conference, and in a steering committee,
made it possible to rush a tariff bill and a tax bill through the
House this' session without permitting the right of amendment
to the membership generally.

I will not discuss the less important evils greatly aggravated,
such as the loss of time, more noise, more erowding, and more
waste. I will but point to the principal evil, as I see it, that
results to the House of Representatives as the paladium of the
rights and liberties of a free people, and that is the decreased
interest and increased loss to the individual Member—about 6
per cent of his representative capacity.

Axjomatically, as the House inecreases the individual Mem-
ber decreases. He decreases in dignity and worth. He loses
a part of his legislative power. He loses a part of his legisla-
tive opportunities. He loses a part of his privileges, and espe-
cially does he lose respect—that of others and that of him-
gelf. He comes to feel that he is only one of a mob, that he has
little power in actual legislation; and he, therefore, loses inter-
est in a detailed study of the principles and facts concerned
in the mass of legislation before Congress. In brief, he finds
himself reduced in the main to three functions: To vote with
his party—that is, the party leader; to draw his salary fixed by
the Constitution; and, finally, by the courtesy of unanimous
consent, to extend his remarks in the Recorp for circulation
among his constituents. The exact loss to each Member by
reason of this proposed increase, figured on the basis of per-
centage of Members, is very nearly 6 per cent of his repre-
sentative standing, power, and opportunity of service.

* That these evil effects upon the House as a whole or the
membership individually can not be consistent with the general-
welfare clause of the preamble of the Constitution is perfectly
clear. No less are they inconsistent with the ideas of justice
and of the common defense. My time will not permit me to
denronstrate this in detail. but obviously justice ean not be
harmonized with injustice to the individual membership of
this body, nor can the destruction of the House be compatible
with the preservation of it as the head that formulates both
the ways and the means of providing for the common defense.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-

consin has expired.

Mr. J. M. NELSON.
nrore?

Mr. FAIRFIELD. My, Chairman, I yield one minute more
to the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is-recognized for one min-
ute more.

Mr, J. M. NELSON. In the minute remaining let me sun up.
I have shown that self-interest allied with political expe-
diency seeks to evade section 2 of Article I of the Constitution.
I have shown that this evasion is not justifiable, certainly not
negatively, by an appeal to vices that disintegrate free govern-
ments, nor is there any serious attempt to justify this evasion
or nullification of both the letter and the spirit of the Consti-
tution by an appeal to the general welfare, to justice, or to
the safety of the House as the center and bulwark of our com-
nron defense of the rights and liberties of the American people,

If, therefore, this is an unjustifiable evasion of this provi-
sion of the Constifution, as I have shown, it follows inevitably
that it is a gross abuse of legislative power, and being an abuse
of legislative power support of this measure is a violation of
the spirit generally and the specific language of our oath of
office. Did we not solemmnly swear with hand uplifted before
the Speaker, before the country, and in the name of God that
we would * support and defend the Constitution,” “faithfully
discharge the duties of our office,” * without mental reserva-
tion” or “ purpose of evasion”? I unhesifatingly affirm that
any Member who votes on this matter, which touches the Con-
stitution directly—for the House of Representatives is the
backbone of our form of government—every Member who con-
siders self-interest, partially to fellow Members or party
success, and, therefore, who disregards the general welfare,
the demands of justice, or the sanctity of this House as the
forum of the people of this country, when he votes on this
question makes of the Constitution on this subject a thing with-
out purpose, mreaning, or restraining power and of our solemn
oath of office a mockery and a sham. Mr. Speaker, a vote
against this increase is a vote to save the House of Representa-
tives from suicide. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon.
sin has again expired.

My, J, M. NELSON, Mpr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the REcorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, how much time have I re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Mississippi has 18
minutes remaining, The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Fam-
¥ieLn] has 15 minutes. The gentleman from Georgian [Mr,
Larsex] has 14 minutes, and the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Srecer] has 24 minutes.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to yield over to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Sieger] four minutes of my”
time, and I desire now to yield to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr, WHiTE] four minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Mississippi yields
four minutes to the gentleman from New York and four min-
utes to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Waire]. The gentle-
man from Kansas is recognized for four minutes.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
moment while I make a correction?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Kansas yield to
the gentleman from Georgia?

Mr. LARSEN. I do not want the gentleman to yield to me.

Mr. SIEGEL. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas one
mjnute.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York yielas one
minute to the gentleman from Kansas., The gentleman from
Kansas is recognized for five minutes.

Mr., WHITE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, Thomas Gray, in his
beautiful elegy, said:

For who, to dumb forgetfulness a prey,
is pleasing anxious being e'er resigned,
Left the warm ]freclneta of the cheerful day, =
Nor cast one longing, lingering look behind?

The opponents of this bill have insisted persistently that It
was founded upon considerations of expediency, but they must
concede that the gentlemen from States whose representation
will be increased as the result of the provisions of this bill must
at least be consistent. I think there is a striking analogy be-
tween physieal life and political life, and F have wondered, while
freely according sincerity of motive to gentlemen in opposition
who are so persistent in charging the supporters of this bill with
acting from considerations of expedjency, if in case they were

Myr. Chairman, may I have a minufe
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not sitting tight through geographieal situations or safe condi-
tions in their States, and whether, if they were in danger of
losing a place in this legislative body, would they be more gen-
erous than ourselves, they, too, nright * cast one lenging, linger-
ing look behind.”

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. I might say consistently that I
am not actuated by any considerations of expedienecy. So far
as the legislature of my State is concerned, I believe that my
position is abselutely secure. But, Mr. Chairman and gentle-
men of this House, when did it become a fundamental proposi-
tion that gentlemen should stand and proclaim that this House
is unwieldy; that the representation of the people of this great
Republic for the first time but egne in our experience under the
Constitution should be restricted? 7WWith one exeeption the
precedent has beem followed for 137 years which we are asked
to follow in this bill. Where is the leadership in this great legis-
lative bedy recruited from? Are Congressmen of influence and
leadership developed in a single day? Certainly not. The
leaders of to-day were the modest beginners of a few sessions
back in our history.

Whether—

There shall came a mightier hiast,

ere shall be a darker day,
When the stars tmm heaven down cast
Like leaves shall be swept away—

I do not knew. That is somewhat problematical, but here in
the forum: of time the leaves are falling, solemnly and slow.
Within a few months the great Champ Clark, that mighty
leader on the minority side, and our beloved Mason, from the
ranks of our own gide, have gone. And their places must be
recruited from the ranks of the men of shorter service.

I say this House funetions and has always functioned. If I
may make a comparison without offense, it funetions with more
promptness and at least with as much efficieney and wisdom
as does the other legislative body of the American Congress,
composed of less than one-fourth the mumber of Members con-
tained in the House,

The position of gentlemen opposing this bill appears to me
inconsistent with the spirit of progress and perverts the origi-
nal and fundamental conception of representative government.
I said their pesition is inconsistent with the spirit of progress,
and is not this apparent when we reflect that population is
rapidly ‘inereasing and will continue to do s0? We are now
105,000,000 souls ; before the end of this decade we shall deubt-
less be 125,000,000.

Our wealth is increasing at a rate of billions each year. Our
world influence is paramount; and yet gentlemen say that all
this increase in population, in national wealth, in werld in-
fluence shall have no additional representation. These stupen-
dous facts carry no weight with gentlemen who, being patriotic
Americans, must perforce contemplate this advancement with
pride and satisfaction, and yet evidently they hold the view
that however great our progress in all other lines we should re-

-main stationary in eur legislative faeilifies.

In our first experience under the Constitution it was not
thought one Representative for each 30,000 of population was
too large a number, nor did experience so prove. I said, and I
repeat, that restriction of representation is perversive .of the
very fundamental idea of representative government,

The proposition te restrict representation is a dangerous step
and if carried too far may lead to fatal resulis for the security
of our civil liberties.

History abounds in examples of the abuse of power when
reposed in the hands of relatively small numbers of indi-
viduals.

There is littie of the atmosphere of suppression in this Cham-
ber. I came here with a large number of new Members. T have
heard no complaint from any one of them that they have not
found full opportunity for expression of their respective views.

I have observed and experienced a splendid spirit of mag-
nanimity and helpfuloness toward new Members on the part of
the older Members of the House. In this, the greatest legisla-
tive forum in the world, I care not what may have been a Mem-
ber’s previous training er opportunities—it is here alone by most
diligent apd unremitting application to his werk and exami-
nation of the questions of public interest and policy constantly
being presented for action that a Member acquires eficieney in
legislative work. It shall be wiser legislation, safer for the
Republie, if we increase the number of Representatives proposed
in this bill rather than to reduce that number even by a single
Member. [Applause on both sides.]

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I yield three minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. BLANTON].

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I am against this bill, and
favor reducing the membeyship to 304. The gentleman from

Illinois [Mr. Witnianms] remarked that he was led to change
his former position, when he voted against the other Siegel bill,
beeause the agricultural districts need more Representatives,
The agrienltural districts do not get them under this bill
Boston gets its extra Representative, New York City gets its
two, Pittsburgh and Philadelphia get their two, Cincinnati and
Cleveland get their three, Detroit gets its three, Chicago gets
its one, San Franecisco gets its four, and yet gentlemen talk
about agricultural districts. The big cities gobble up the new
Members, and it will be the big cities in Texas that will gobble
up all new Members,

Mr. LINEBERGER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BLANTON. No; I am sorry I can not, as T have ounly
three minutes.

We each of us can not eseape individual responsibility in our
vote on this bill, and you Republicans can net eseape party
responsibility. On the 1%th day of January last this House
turned down a proposed increase in membership by a vote of
267 to 76, an overwhelming majority of 191. Yet you say you
are going to change -enough votes to pass this bill. You have
got to change 191 men. Will the Republican steam roller do it?
Yesterday's press stated that you Republicans night before last,
in a Republican caucus, as a party measure, by a vote of 94
te 76, which makes just 170 Republicans attending that caueus,
approved this bill increasing membership as a party measure.
If you pass-it, the country will hold you Rlepublicans responsible,
ag you have a majority of 170 Members in this House. Are
you going to do this awful thing? This morning's Poest says,
on the frent page, that Seeretary Mellon is calling on Chairman
Madden to raise for him immediately $370,000,000 to cover an
existing deficit, and there is no revenue for if, net even pro-
vided ip the new revenue bill that went to the Senate. What
are you Republicans going to do about it? You can mat escape
your party responsibility en this measure. Are you Republi-
cans who do not want to de this thing going to be whipped into
line? Are you going to be “led” to change your vote and
former position?

But yon say, “ We can net perform the work for our present
distriets.” 1In the Sixty-fifth Congress I represented the old
Jumbo district of Texas that extended 556 miles east and west
from Mineral Wells to El Paso and had 59 counties in if.

There are 3 of those 59 counties now in the district of
my eolleague [Mr. HupsperH] that are a hundred miles across,
each one of them—Brewster, Presidio, and El Paso Counties.
It contained 360,000 people. I went inte every counfy. I spoke
to the people of every county. I attended to every call made
on me. In the last two Congresses—the Sixty-sixth and Sixty-
seventh—I represented 315,000 people in my present district.
I have answered every letter and call made on me. No Member
here has attended to more cases for disabled soldiers than I
have. I am as close to my people as any man in this House,
if I do say it. I can attend to the work of my district. This
bill should not pass.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia.
Texas [Mr. Brack].

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, at the last session of Congress
I introduced a bill providing that the membership of the House
under the new apportionment should be 437, That avould have
been an increase of two over the present membership. I did
not introduce the bill in that form, however, because 1 favored
increasing the size of the House, but beeause I used the even
figures of 240,000 population for each Member as the basis for
computation, and the result was 437 Members.

So when the Siegel bill preposing a membership of 483 came
up for consideration in the House at the last session and the
Barbour amendment was proposed, fixing the membership at
485, I gladly supported it and will do so this time when a gimi-
lar asmnendment is proposed.

HOUSE CAN NOT GO OX INCREABIXNG ITSE MEMBERSHIP IXDEFINITELY.

I believe it is quite generally agreed that the House can not
afford to continue increasing its membership every 10 years, as
has been the case for the last 40 or 50 years, merely fo save
some State from a slight reduction in the number of its Rep-o
resentatives. Now, at a time when the country is very properly
demanding economy in Government expenditures, when there is
a general and widespread sentiment against the creation of
more new offices, and when Congress itself has a cvommittee at
work on the reorganization of Government departments, with
one of the principal ends in view of redueing the number of
employees, it would be a mighty good time to start the precedent
of refusing fo increase the House membership.

Of course, there is no Member who votes to retain the mem-
bership at 485 but will regret that States like Mississippi and
Missouri, Leuisiana and Kansas and Towa and others, will
lose in membership; but that is unavoidable, unless we are to

I yield to the gentleman from
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continue the practice indefinitely of increasing the membership
of the House. And it is no new thing for a State to have the
unpleasant experience of seeing the number of its Representa-
tives cut down under a new apportionment, It may be surpris-
ing to some to know that at one time the State of Virginia had
23 Representatives in the House, whereas it now has only 10.
Suppose in the earlier days of apportionment the size of the
membership had been fixed with a view of preventing Virginia
from losing a Representative? Where would the size of the
membership of the House now he?

So, after all, in voting upon this question, we should not be
influenced by our regret that any particular State will lose or
gain. But the real question should be, Is there a necessity
for an inecrease in the membership of the House? If a Mem-
ber really beljeves there is such necessity, then, of course, his
vote for a membership of 460 is perfectly proper and consistent.
But if he does not believe there is any such necessity then the
mere fact that he regrets to see any particular State lose one
or more Representatives will not be sufficient to justify his vote
for the larger membership.

ARGUMENT THAT AGRICULTURAL STATES WILL LOSE UKLESS 460 MEMBERS
ARE PROVIDED IS XNOT SOUND.

Another argument upon which considerable stress is made is
that if the present membership of 435 is retained the agricul-
tural States will be the principal losers in membership, and
therefore to the detriment of agriculture. In the first place, it
is hardly proper to refer to any of our States as agricultural
States or manufacturing States, as the case may be. Most of
our States have varied industries. For example, there is the
State of New York, in which is located the largest center of
population in the United States.

It contains more manufacturing establishments than any
other State—49,374 of them, with an invested capital in the
enterprises of more than $6,000,000,000. And yet this State of
New York, with its great center of population and numerous
manufacturing plants, stands fifth in the value of agricultural
crops prodyced in 1920, Only four States are ahead of her—
Texas, Iowa, Illinois, and California. And there is Illinois, with
the second largest center of population in the country, which
has 18,595 manufacturing establishments, with three and one-
half billions of dollars invested in them, and ranks third as a
manufacturing State, being outranked in that respect only by
Pennsylvania and New York. And yet it also stands third in
agricultural production in 1920, and was only outranked in value
of production by Texas and Iowa. So it is rather misleading
to refer to any State as a manufacturing State or an agricul-
tural State; and I may say here, in passing, that not all men
who represent city constituencies are unmindful of the welfare
of agriculture. For example, there is the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Maxx]. He represents a district situated, I think,
almost wholly in the city of Chicago, and yet I believe it will
be freely admitted by both sides of the House that he has been
a stanch friend to agriculture and has rendered valuable
service in connection with numerous matters of legislation
which have passed the House since he has been a Member
having for their object the improvement and.advancement of
the welfare of agriculture. There are other Members of the
House on both sides of the aisle about whom I could say the
same thing.

WE DO NOT NEED ANY AGRICULTURAL BLOCS OR LABOR BLOCS OR MANUFAC-
TURING BLOCS IN COXGRESS.

As a matter of fact, we are hearing a good deal these days
about the so-called agricultural bloes and the labor bloes and
the manufacturers’ blocs. These things do not appeal to me.
I am only interested in the people’s bloc—all of the people, and
not any one particular class or group of them. I have never
had any admiration for the special pleader in politics, for the
candidate for public office who appeals for his support to par-
ticular classes or groups. I would hate to think, for example,
that in order to convince the business men of my district that
I was fair and just to the rights of business and invested capi-
tal I would have to get an indorsement from some such organi-
zation of business men as the United States Chamber of Com-
merce or the American Bankers' Association.

I would hate to think that in order to convince the laboring
men of my district that I was fair and just to the rights of
labor that I would have to submit my record in Congress for
review and rating by the so-called nonpartisan committee of the
American Federation of Labor. I would regret to believe that
in order to convince the farmers of my district that I was fair
and just to the rights of agriculture that I would have to get
the approval of such organizations as the National Grange or
the Farmers' Union or the American Farm Burean Federation
or any other similar organization. These various organizations
are all right in their proper sphere, and I have no fight to

make upon them; but: I have always told their representatives
that I will only support legislation which they favor when I
believe such legislation is for the public good and not merely
for one class or group. I have no ambition to be termed a
member of the agricultural bloc or the laber bloe or the manu-
facturers’ bloe or any other sort of bloe. I will be quite well
satisfied if I am able to make a record which will justify its
being said of me “ that he is fair enough and just enough and
courageous enough to be the public servant of all.”

So the argument that to leave the membership at the present
figure would canse a loss in membership to certain of the agri-
cultural States does not appeal to me as being a sound argu-
ment. But even if one believes in the soundness of the argu-
ment, just a little inspection will show that increasing the
membership to 460 would not change the relative proportion in
the least. The Constitution says:

Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States accord-
ing to their respective numbers, counting the whole number of persons
in each State, exeluding Indians not taxed.

We are, of course, following that rule in the bill which we
are about to enact, and we will follow it whether the member-
ship is left at 435 or whether it is fixed at 460, as proposed in
the committee bill, or whether we make it 483, as was proposed
in the Siegel bill of the last session. True, if we -leave the
membership at 435 some States, like Mississippi, Louisiana,
Iowa, Indiana, and others, will lose one Member each, but
States like Pennsylvania and New York and Massachuset{s will
not make any increase.

On the other hand, if we increase the membership to 460 in
order to save Louisiana and Mississippi and Indiana and Iowa
from losing a Member each, we will increase Pennsylvania 2,
New York 2, Massachusetts 1, New Jersey 1, which have heen
referred to as manufacturing States. So, after all, what is the
difference? The whole proposition when boiled down is re-
duced simply to this: If there is an increase in representation
from the urban centers in larger proportion than the increase
from the rural communities, it is because the drift of popula-
tion is that way, and it ean not be corrected by a mere change
in the size of the membership of the House. Such fault, if
there is one, would have to be corrected by a constitutional
amendment, giving the agrarian sections a larger proportional
representation than the urban centers. I hardly think anyone
would go so far as to advoeate a plan of that sort in this coun-
try, for a while at least.

So, in making the new apportionment, we simply have fo
follow the rule laid down in the Constitution of apportioning
the number of Representatives according to the whole number
of people in each State, and when that rule is followed I Tail
to see where any State has any just eause to complain,

TOO LARGE A MEMBERSHIP HAS A TEXDENCY TO RETARD RATHER THAN
TO HELP THE HOUSE IN DISCHARGING ITS FUNCTIONS AS A REPRE-
SEXTATIVE LEGISLATIVE BODY. :

There is one more argument which advocates of the plan for
460 membership have used in support of their proposition which
I want to notice briefly and then I am through, and it is this:
These proponents of the 460 membership say that the House of
Representatives in a peculiar sense is the legislative voice of
the people, is closest to them, and that in order to preserve this
close and intimate relation it is necessary to further increase
the gize of the House membership. I agree that the House of
Representatives is in a peculiar sense the legislative voice of
the people and that it is closer to them than any other branch
of the Government, and I am just as anxious fo keep it that
way as any man in the House, but I believe that it ean best be
done by keeping the size of the House at such a figure as will
enable it to function as a deliberative and representative body,
without arbitrary and irritating restrictions.

We know very well that by reason of the size of the present
membership of the House it has been found necessary to adopt
rules that more or less interfere with and circumsecribe the
freedom of debate. I am not contending for rules which permit
such reckless abandon to talk and speech making as prevail at
the other end of the Capitol, but I would like at times to see
more time given to the diseussion of important amendments
than we frequently have in the House. Too restrictive rules
have a tendency to concentrate all of the legislative power in
the hands of committees rather than on the floor of the House
jtself. There is already too great a tendency among Members
to say, * Oh, well, this proposition has received the approval
of the committee, and while the proposed amendment reads
all right and sounds all right I will just follow the committee.”

Committees are important, and I would not seek to minimize
the value of their work, but committees should not become the
legislative voice of Congress. If we operated under a system of
government like the British Parlinment operates, or as the
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French Deputies operate, where they have a responsible ministry
and the majority have only to ratify the bills which are pre-
sented by the responsible ministry, then I will agree that my
objection wonld not be so important. But here in our country
we have a very different system, and our theory of the Gov-
ernment is that committees do not legislate, but that Congress
itself exercises that important function. Therefore, the more
resiricted the rules and the more we hedge about the freedom
of the individual Member in debate and in the power of voicing
his convictions on the floor of the House the more we interfere
with a truly representative Government.

So if we want to maintain the power and prestige of the House
in public esteem, if we want to prevent its becoming so large
and unwieldly as to make it difficult for it to function as a de-
liberative body; if we want to have legislation by Congress,
rather than legislation by commitiees, we will put our foot
down irrevocably on any further inerease in membership and
see to it that the present number of 435 is maintained.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. How much time does that leave
our side?

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman has 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgin. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. CaBre] two minutes.

Mr. CABLE. Mr. Chairman, the issue before this House to-
day is national, not State. The question to decide is whether
or not 25 additional Members to the lower House of Congress is
absolutely necessary for the more efficient fransaction of pub-
lic business. Before the increase is granted there must exist a
justifiable cause.

To-day at roll call one-third of the members failed to answer
when their names were called. The records show that on an
average one of three Members fail to atftend sessions of Con-
gress, The absence, especially during the consideration of this
reapportionment bill, is significant. If indieates to me that the
larger this House grows, the more unwieldy it becomes and
the less opportunity do the Members have for participating in
debates and to permit their colleagues and country to obtain
their views on proposed legislation.

The framers of our Constitution deemed the attendance of
all Members important for the transaction of official business,
becaunse a provision was made in the Constitution that they
may be compelled to attend “ under such penalties as each House
may provide”; and again this attendance was so imperative
that Members, during their attendance at sessions and in going
to and returning from the same, are- under the Constitution
privileged from arrest, except in case of treason, felony, and
breach of the peace. How can these provisions be given full
force and effect if the membership is increased to so large a
number that all Members, if present, can not participate or aid
in the consideration of legislation?

Before an increase from 435 to 460 membership in this House
should be granted we should first show that each Member is
attending to his respective duties and that the present member-
ship is unable to carry on all its official work.

This administration was elected on a platform of economy,
The economy program has worked hardship in all departments,
Work has been stopped. There has been a reduction of thou-
saids from the Government pay voll. Economy has been
preached by many of the Members seeking the inerease of 25.
They have spoken for a reduction in the expense of our Gov-
ernient. Heonomy should begin at home. This Congress
should, by its example, act as well as urge economy. Unless
we cut down expenses in that which is near to us, we ean not
conscientionsly and efficiently ask others to reduce their ex-
penses. Twenty-five new Members in the lower House of Con-
gress means additional expenditure of money collected from the
taxpayer of $296,385.64 annually for a period of 10 years for
the salary and expenses of these proposed Members. 'In addition
there must be builded either a new House office building or an-
other story on the present one, in order to provide offices for these
Members. An increase in the population of the United States
from 91,972,266 in 1910 to 105,710,620 in 1920 imposes a duty
upon Congress—that of passing a new appertionment bill. The
United States Constitution provides for the taking of a Federal
census every 10 years., As soon as the population is determined
by this census it is made mandatory by the Constitution for
Congress to make a new apportionment of Members among the
several States, The number of Representatives to be appor-
tioned among the several States according to the population
rests in the sound discretion of Congress. The present appor-
tionwent was fixed in August, 1911, when the number of Repre-
sentutives was increased 57 under the 1910 census. The present
basiz of appertionment -is one Representative to each 211,877,
With an inerease of 25 it would be 228,882, and without an

increase, under the 1920 census, the apportionment would be
242,415 persons for each Representative in Congress,

The duty of Congress is primarily fo legislate, and the num-
ber of Representatives apportioned to the several States should
be sufficient to earefully consider pending legislation and pass
needed laws. The present membership of 435 is sufficient. It
is so large and cumbersome at the present time that special
rules are required to expedite business and pass laws.

An important part of the legislative work of a Member is
done in the committee roonr in the consideration of bills re-
ferred to that committee. Membership is so large now in the
House that some minor, unimportant committees exist to-day in
order that all Members may be elected to committees. The
average number of Members to a committee is 21, If 25 new
Members were added to the House, so large a number of com-
mittees now exist that it would not mean one new Member to
even half of the existing committees, Can those advocating
the increase in membership conscientiously say that one addi-
tional Member is necessary or needed in any committee for the
proper consideration of bills referred to such comnrittee?

A gentleman who has preceded me this afternoon has asked
that we be consistent. T will ask him if it is consistent for
this House to vote itself an increase of 25 new Members and
during the same session of Congress by refusing appropriations
cause to be stricken from the rolls of the executive Civil Sery-
ice Commission in the District of Columbia over 8,000 em-
ployees and from this same roll for the balance of the United
States over 35,000 employees? Is it consistent to cut down
appropriations of the Navy and cause a reduction in the en-
listed mren of more than 26,000 and by that same method cause
a reduction of almost 100,000 of enlisted men in the Army,
many of whom may now be numbered among those 5,000,600 of
unemployed throughout the United States?

Who can rise here on the floor of this House to-day and de-
clare that any State will be less well represented by continu-
ing the present membership? Who will contend that the present
membership is unable to properly consider all bills introduced?
The records show that an average of at least 20,000 bills have
been introduced into the House each year for the last 14
sessions; that an average of almost 2,000 have been reported
out, with mmny more bills considered and killed in the com-
mittees; that an average of more than 700 of these bills intro-
duced have become laws. It certainly can not be contended that
it is imperative that more laws be enacted by this Congress.
The country is suffering to-day by too much legislation.

We should first be consistent with ourselves and by our ex-
ample of conserving the Public Treasury refrain from enacting
any unnecessary law that will be an added expense to the
already overburdened taxpayers of this coumtry. Let us be
consistent with ourselves and each continue to do our share of
the duties imposed upon the office and not seek to add heavier
duties to others of the United States Government and at the
same time lighten our own burden. Let us by our own example
rather than by our power seek to advance the cause of the
American people,

When will this decennial increase in the number of Repre-
sentatives cense? No more auspicious time exists than the
present.

For the sake of economy and efficient transaction of public
business let us vote against an increase.

Mr, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members who have spoken on the-bill or whe may speak
may extend their remarks in the Recorp.

Mr. RAKHER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman,
will not the gentleman make it all Members, and give them five
legislative days in which to extend their remarks? There are a
number of us who have been trying to get time.

Mr, SIEGEL. We can not do that in committee,

Mr, WINGO. What is the gentleman’s request?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent that all gentlemen who have spoken on the
bill and those who may speak on the bill may have leave to
extend their remarks in the Recorp. Is there objection?

Mr, WINGO. I object.

Mr, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr., SAxpERs].

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of
the committee, there have been so many arguments made on
either side of the proposition before the committee that it is
somewhat difficult at this late hour to advance any new argu-
ment. If I may, I would like to call the attention of the com-
mittee to the guestion that is really presented. The question
is whether or not this bill, which provides that the population
to be represented by each Member of Congress shall be changed
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from 211,600 to 228,000, is a wise measure, or whether the rep-
resentation of the constituency should be increased to a greater
degree. If this measure is passed every Member of this House
will represent a constituency increased 17,000 from that fixed
when the last bill was passed.

It is said that the body which is smaller in number is greater
in wisdom. It is contended that this House 50 or 60 years
ago was a House of great wisdom. If that is true, let us see.
When the House was composed of 234 Members, if that House
was judicious and wise, then it must be remembered that that
House increased the membership to 243. That House composed
of 243 increased the membership at the end of that decade to
a House of 293. That must have been a wise body, because it
is smaller than the House now. That body increased it then
to 325. The House composed of 325 increased it in the next
decade to 336, and that body increased it in the next decade to
386, and the next to 435, Now,.this committee has in its wis-
dom proposed an increase in number of 25, which is not a great
increase compared with the increases made before. Those of
us who propose to support the measure are charged with sel-
fishness and being governed by expediency or being guided by
the interest of our particular States. It is said that if 435
Members are to be in the Congress the next decade 10 States
will lose some membership, and therefore we are selfish in look-
ing out for that interest. [

Gentlemen, I confess that I think we ought to look to the fact
that to leave this membership at 435, changing it as it would
be changed, would deprive State delegations to the number of
10 of one Member each in this House, which would be lost to
this House. I do not know what Member will be lost from
Indiana, I do not know what Member will be lost from Ken-
tueky and Iowa and a number of other States, but I know if
you take 10 States and rob each one of a Member, you are going
to lose some valuable Members of this House. Why, gentle-
men, this body represents people and not territory. The minor-
ity report says “there has been no inerease in territory since
the last apportionment.” This House does not represent ter-
ritory ; the Senate represents the States, the territory, but this
House represents the people. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Indiana
has expired. v

Mr, FAIRFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five niinutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY].

Mr. TREADWAY, Mr. Chairman, I represent in part one of
the States which would be a beneficiary under this bill in in-
creasing the membership. At the same time I feel confident
that I am voicing the views of the people of Massachusetts
when I say that we prefer not to have an additional Member.
[Applause,] If there is some other State that wants a con-
tribution of one Member which is assigned to Massachusetts
it is welcome to it, because we do nof believe in increasing the
membership of the House nor the State delegation.

There hasg been a good deal said in reference to the addi-
tional people we are representing through woman suffrage. I
realize that the gentfleman from Kentucky undoubtedly hag ad-
ditional duties to perform to those which he performed before
we had woman suffrage, but let me ask him if the apportion-
ment has not always been made on the basis of population and
not on the basis of how many voters there may or may not be
in a State at a particular time,

Mr. LANGLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. T will

Mr. LANGLEY. I want to say that I hope the gentleman
from Massachusetts will perform his duties as faithfully as
T do mine. [Laughter.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Well, we might get into a little discus-
sjion if we continued in that line, and I think we had better
stick to the text, [Laughter.] The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Brrrox] made a very eloquent plea for the continuation of
the present membership of the House. There was one argu-
ment he made which he said was not of great importance,
namely, the additional expense the new membership would add.
T think myself that that is a very serious question, even if the
sum does not exceed $300,000 or $500,000 for the 25 new
Members. Every little item counts in the great budget that we
must raise froin the taxpayers of the country for the support
of the Government, If $300,000 can be saved by keeping the
membership of the House af the present number, I am for the
saving of that sum and every other saving of a like character.
[Applause.] ¥

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. TINCHER. Massachusetts does not lose any Member
if the membership is kept at 435,

!

Mr. TREADWAY. That is true; but it is immaterial
whether we win or lose. It is the principle involved; and if
we stood to lose one I would be as strongly for the refention of
the present membership of the House as I am at this time,

Mr. PADGETT. Mvr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. PADGETT. The statement has been made that it would
involve $500,000 additional expense on account of the increased
membership. That does not nearly tell the tale. We have not
room in the Office Building to accommeodate the additional
Members, and it will force the building of a new ofiice
building,

Mr. TREADWAY. T realize that the point is very well taken
by my friend; but, as I understand it. there would be one large
expenditure at the original increase and then the yearly addi-
tional expenditure would be about $300,000.

Mr. LANGLEY. Myr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. LANGLEY. Does not the gentleman think we ought to
have another office building so that each Member could have
two rooms?

Mr. TREADWAY. No. I answer that most emphalically.
I think that we have excellent quarters as it is for the frapsac-
gon of our business and that we ought to be satisfied \vith

en,

The gentleman from New Yeork [Mr. Cockrax] said that we
had stopped functioning as a legislative body. I do not agree
with him. Has Congress ever put greater itenss on the statute
books than this House has assisted in doing during the Sixty-
sevenih Congress? We have eut millions of dollars off the ex-
penditures of the country. e have passed the Sweet bill,
one of the best pieces of legislation ever placed on the statute
books. We have adopted the budget system. Those bills
originated in this body, and I think this House ought to take
to itself great credit for the class of legislation that has
originated in it and that is now on the statute books. [Ap-
plause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetfs has expired.

Mr, FAIRFIELD, Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman two
minutes more. y :

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, we have not abdicated our
functions, and simply because a rule is occasionally required to
make legislation effective is no argument against the nranner in
which we legislate, We are functioning and funectioning well
and as fast as we can consistent with gooed legislation.

The matter of the number of people whom we represent has
been touched upon. It does not seem to me to make a great
deal of difference whether we have one or two or five or ten
thousand people more or less added. It is the character and
quality of the men who come to this hody which count.
Whether or not 10 good men would be lost out of this body
is a very weak line of argument according to my idea. Con-
gress will continue fo function after you and I and all of the
rest of us have gone. Ten nren out of this body are not going
to stop Congress from performing its proper work. Twenty or
30 years ago, before any of us were here, Congress got along
all right. This is not an individual body; it is a collective
body, representing the people, and certainly with 435 Members,
whether they come from one State or from another State, one
here or one there more or less will make practically no differ-
ence either in the character of men or in the class of legisla-
tion. We have not abdicated our powers, and the work of the
House during this Congress is ample proof, I think we should
continue fo save the taxpayer's money. Here is a chance to
save not less than $300,000 per annum. I am for a continua-
tion of the present membership. [Applause.]

[By unanimous consent Mr. TreapwAy, was granted leave fo
extend his remarks in the Recorp.]

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield four minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. JEFFERIS].

Mr. JEFFERIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen
of the House, I think we are losing sight of the important prin-
ciple upon which this Government is founded. This Govern-
ment was founded as a representative government. I helieve
in a representative government. At the time that this Nation
started on its course, then composed of 13 contiguous States
along the Atlantic coast, 30,000 people, by our forefathers,
were deemed as sufficient in number to have a voice in the Halls
of the House of Representatives. If 30,000 people were entitled
to a spokesman here, it would seem to me now with 105,000,000
people that 228,000 people should be entitled fo a voice in this
House, Gentlemen say that the efliciency of the House will he
destroyed if we increase the membership. Just the converse is
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true. If we had 600 Members in this House and we should
pass a measure by a vote of 400 to 200, and that measure should
g0 to the other end of the Capitol, gentlemen there would look
at that vote and say, * There are 400 Representatives from the
people, closer to the people than we are, who have spoken for
that measure, and we can not hope to override the voice of the
people as expressed by their Representatives.” It seems to me
that when we undertake to think of representative government
we should realize that if these institutions are to continue, all
classes of people, whether from the city or the farm, whatever
may be their ideals and theories of government, shall have a
voice in the Halls of Congress. When they have had their
voice here and have met in debate and discussion, when they
have perhaps suffered defeat, they will be satisfied because they
have had a voice, but if we curtail the number of Representa-
tives of the people, then there is bound to exist in the country
and in the cities great nuwbers of people who perhaps have
little aecquaintance with their Representative and who may
feel that they have no voice in the House of Representatives;
and what would follow? They would then want legislation by
direct vote of the people, the worst form of legislation that
has ever been submitted to a free and enlightened people.
Therefore I appeal to you to-day, if you believe in representa-
tive government, to vote for one Representuative for every
228,000 people; to vote and enact this measure establishing 460
as the number of the next House. [Applause.]

Mr., RANKIN. My, Chairman, I yield seven minutes fo the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Harpy].

Mr., HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, there is a principle
involved in this measure in addition to the question of expedi-
ency, and I ask Members to consider that question of prineciple.
When I listened to the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Beepy]
and also later to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Cockrax],
I felt that perhaps it might be said of them that much learning
had made them mad. The real fact of the business is that this
igz a simple proposition, and the last gentleman who spoke on
this floor has sounded the keynote of the principle upon which
my conclusion has been reached. This is a representative Gov-
ernment, and the fathers when they founded it thought that
30,000 people were enough to entitle them to a Member of Con-
gress. The census of 1800 showed that we had something
over 5,000,000 population, and the Congress raised its Repre-
sentatives to 105, making one Member to about every
37,000 of population. To-day we have a Member to every
211,000 or thereabout: that is, a Member- of Congress now
represents between five and six times as many people as
in 1801,

In addition to that, it may be egotism, but I believe our peo-
ple to-day are as virile and intelligent as were our fathers, and
they demand or need as much service and representation as
did the people of 1801. Not only that, but, gentlemen, there is
another suggestion. There is not a State in this Union that
does not have a legislative body to take care of the people’s
business in their State—that is, to legislate in matters over
which the States still retain jurisdiction—and every State has
in its State legislature a far greater proportional representa-
tion than we have here, and State representatives no more look
after the interests of their people than to-day AMembers of
Congress are doing, The Federal Government has gone down
into intimate relation with the citizens, and the Member of
Congress here deals as directly with his people in his State and
district and their interests as does a representative in the
State legislature. But what State is there that would think of
having only one representative to even 100,000 of its popula-
tion in its house of representatives? That is not all, gentlemen,

One great principle that has been seeking to find its way in
the democracies of the world has been minority representation.
Do you know if you*get an aggregation of people of 230,000
with only one Representative in Congress, that if the race is
close in the election of that Member of Congress a large mi-
nority of his district is unrepresented here, and the larger you
have your congressional aggregation the larger the minorities
that will have no voice in the legislation of your country? I
say fhat it is ridiculous to talk about this body being too large,
and under the change proposed by this bill there will still be
228,000 people to every Member of Congress here. Even if he
were their unanimons choice, that number of people is all that
he can represent and do justice to. Gentlemen, suppose you
have a condition under which an election to membership in this
House in some States is thrown into the State at large and you
have 2,000,000 people to be represented by the Members chosen
by the aggregate vote, and 900,000 of them vote one way and
1,100,000 vote another, then you have a minority of 900,000 in
that State unrepresented here in the Halls of the Congress.
When districts are smaller there is more chance for every

shade of political opinion to have a voice and hearing here,
and to present its theories and philosophies of zovernment.
The gentleman from New York laments the decay of the power
of the House. The gentleman from Maine laments the decay
intellectually of the individual membership. Do you know a
long time ago Prof. Blair, of Edinburgh University, author of
one of the most remarkable books on rhetoric in the English
language, in that book lamented at that moment the decay in
eloquence and oratory in the Parliament of Great Britain, and
while lie was lamenting Burke and Chatham were thundering
in the House of Commons? It is a common thinz for us to
look back on the days gone by and call them the golden days.
In my humble judgment we have to-day as much integrity, vi-
rility, manhood, and intellect in this country as in the days
that are past. [Applause.] But I know we do things we
ought not to do. T know there are wrongs we ought to right,
but as American citizens let -us right them, and as American
Members of Congress let us stand here for a full representation
of our constituencies. I know there is not a man in this House
who ought to represent more than 228,000 inhabitants. Oh, it
is not a question of woman suffrage giving more votes and not
more people to represent. But it may be that since the women
vote they give you more interests and issues to investizate and
look after, and you have got more work to do for the women
and men seeking by every means to uplift and upbuild this
good country of ours, I know that gince those golden days of
vore Congress sits fwice as long and its work is never ended.
You get lefters; how many of you do not read if not answer
an average of 50 letfers and documents a day from your people?
Then think of this representation or lack of representation of
the minority. As you increase the aggregate size of the popu-
lation represented by a Member Lere you inecrease the number
of the minority that must be unrepresented here., If 1 come
from a district wherein I get a slight majority, all the people
who vote against me are unrepresented. [

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expireil.

Mr. RANKIN, I yield the gentleman the réemainder of my
time,

The CHAIRMAN.
additional minutes.

Mr., HARDY of Texas. I thank the gentleman. Gentlemen,
that is the question. I am frank to say I would vote for 483
Members if I could get a chance, not specially for Maine's
benefit, and yet I would hate to see Maine lose the flower and
brilliancy of the gentleman who addressed us to-day [Mr.
Beepy]. I would vote for it because I believe that every one
of 483 Members wonld have as many people in his district as
one Member should represent, and even then there would be
enough minorities unrepresented whose voice was not heard in
our legislation. You take a State that is part of it Repub-
lican and part Democratic and suppose you have in one vast
congressional district 500,000 votes and you elect a Republican
by a majority of 5000 votes, or a Democrat, Who represents
those others? When if we could divide it into two districts and
give one a Democrat and one a Republican here both sides
would be represented, the voice would be here, and democracy
says that we should have representation in this House really
representing our people.

Oh, you can say what you please, the real bug under the chip—
the real thing that is influencing our position on this question,
consciously or unconsciously—is that too many of us are going
to be afraid that our people will tax us with being extrava-
gant, They say this increase will cost $300,000. What is
$500,000 to this Government of ours if that much is added to
the budget for the very just representation needed? It is noth-
ing. Five hundred thousand dollars will go into our annual
budget of $5,000,000,000 ten thousand times. We save at the
spigot and lose at the bunghole. We are petty savers tn go
before our people and tell them we save this little amount. Shut
off the big things. Shut one battleship off and we save a lump
sum of $40,000,000, and it will pay this $500,000 for 80 years.
The original cost of one battleship will pay the cost of these
added Members for 80 years, even if you do not have to pay
anything to keep up the battleship; but it will cost $2,000,000
a year to maintain one of these ships, which is four times
the cost of these added Members. Save something big. Save
something that ought to be saved. Do not be parsimoniously
economical where there ought to be statesmanship and wisdom
and preservation. Let us preserve the principles upon which
our fathers founded this Government, the principle of adequate
representation here. Every man, woman, and child in it ought
to have some representation upon the floor of this House. This
House need not be afraid of losing its standing, because we
have men here of ability, both among the Democrats and Repub-
licans., °

The genfleman is recognized for three
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Mr. PADGETT. Does the gentleman 'think that /he repre-
-sents every man, woman, and ehild'in his:distriet?

" Mr. HARDY of Texas. I might not represent some of them
as they would have me represent them. T ean not represent
itheir views on great political issues if they 'voted ragainst me
won :acconnt of ithose views, and I eertainly do mot -give ‘voice to
those views here on this floor.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from [Texas
‘has expired.

AMr. FAIRFIELD, My, Chairman, I yield four :minufes to
the gentleman ifrom Ohio [Mr, Corr].

Mr, COLE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, the only considerations
that would induece :me 'to vote for:this bill are ‘the pressurve that
is brought to bear by ithe Members from Statesthat avill lose o
Member iif the present membership be retained and that .of
;politieal -expediency. As to the first proposition I feel that my
(duty is to-serve.as best T ean theentire country rather than an
individual Member or ‘Stite.

‘The Menibers that will be lost to Congress if this bill be de-
feated are, indeed, honest, eapable :men, who are representing
‘their several constituencies in an able and worthy manner; ‘but
why ‘will gsome States lose while some will \gain in representa-
tion in ‘this body? It must be beeause :the population during
the last (decade thas decreased in-some States.and increased in
-others. [In .other words, people have seen it to move out of
some States into.others. "Why should they not take their (Con-
gressman with them? If they have decided that they .prefer
‘the effulgent sunshine and balmy breezes of ‘the Pacific-coast to
‘the torrid rays.and hot winds -of ithe ‘Great Plains it oeeurs:to
me 'that the (Congressman that represents them here shonld 'be
from their new home. Why should :a Member from Kansas or
dndiann or Jown cor any of (the States .continue ‘to represent
citizens swho have moved to other States? Of conrse, this is:all
ibased on the proposition that the membership-of the FHouse of
Representatives ought not to be increased.

It ‘has theen argued here, and ably, that the House of Repre-
sentatives has ‘lost :a :gooil «deal .of 'the power and prestige /it

Jormerly enjoyed. There ismo doubt but that the average men-

‘tality -and ability of the (present personnel ‘is as rstrong .as it
ever has been, but the membership has grown to:sueh ;propor-
tions as to lessen ithe copportunities for /individual effort that
obtained in:n -smaller House. In former years the House was
considered the stronger body of the ‘two legislative ibranches,
but now the Senate seems to hold that distinetion. I.am per-

suaded that it is due to the fact that the Senate is the smaller,
The DMembers of ‘this House, eoming direct from ‘the’

hotdy.
people -und ‘theréfore in -closer ‘touch with their needs ‘and de-
sires, should exercise a greater influeneé than-any other -branch

of the Government, and T am constrained to think they wonld

gssume that pesition were it not for the:-unwieéldiness msloneﬂ
by excessive membership.
One other reonsideration is the item of -expense. Evety!aoﬁy

knows and feéls the great burden.of taxation ‘that lis mow béing .

‘borne by «our people .on account of the tremendous .eost of ithe

‘Great War. They are crying for ‘the burden to be Tessened,
The administration -and the menibership «of both branches .of

(ongress, ‘hound by duty and pledge, lhave 'been strenuously

making every -effort to gecure ieconomy in governmental expendi-

fures, Now, dn ithe face of all this, ave we going 'to .add :to

ithat burden ‘ani disregard our promises to that rpeople by ‘in-

werending ithe amembership of this House, thus entailing 'the addi-
itional .expenditure of hundreds of thousands of dollars. The
‘beunefits to be derived through such :an inerease, if any, swill mot
Justify, in imy opinion, mny such action. The people .are -satis-
Aied with ithe size of ithis House. ‘What they .ave criticizing ‘is
‘the size of its accomplishments. [If the Members mow here avlll
«wcontinue their activity, ‘the exercise «of their own judgments

and conscienees (in matters of legiglation, there mever meed ‘e
.any fear about what s likely to happen ‘in aneother hranch of
Congress, and the lost prestige would soon be regained .and this:
House take its place, where it ought ‘to be, the .greatest legis-'

lative ‘body in the world. Political expediency at a time like
this onght not to enter into our considerations.

The whele world, and especially -our own conntry, js in 'the
greatest turmoil in all history. Every faculty, «every power,
every agency of everybody should now be brought 'into Full
requisition, not for petty pelitical prestige but :that all rthe
people, withont regard to political affilintions, might be lifted

cout .of the * slough of «despand ” into the clear atmosphere of

renewed prosperity.
The passage of this bill would increase the menibership of ithe
House by 25. Will anyone here say, except for political ex-

pediency, that such an increase is necessary? I have the honor:

ito represent a district the main industry of which is sagricul-

ure, and I certainly would-neither say nor do aught that swould

in any way have a tendency to interfere with that greatest

iof ;all in{lustries; attempts have been made here to persuade us
that if the membership be not increased the agriculture dis-
rtriets «will mot ‘be propeyly wepresented. It is a well-known,
though regrettable, fact that for a number of years the popula-
tioniinoour farming sections has been decreasing, while the popu-
lation of the cities has been rapidly inereasing, so if the mem-
Jdership :here wwere ‘to 'be made larger the rural eommunities
would gain nothing thereby, and the more thickly populated
communities would have all the advantuges that might acerue,

Finally, Mr,:Chairman, eonsiderations of efficiency, considera-
tions of opportunity, considerations of economy all lead to :the
‘inevitable eonclusion that:the:membership of this House, if any-
thing, is too large now, and in justice tothe will .of the people
and the mandates of reason it ouglit mot, at Jleast, to be
dncreased.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my ‘re-
marks_ in the RECoRD.

The CHATRMAN,
Chair hears none,

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Afr. Chairman, T yield ‘three minutes to
ithe gentleman from New York [Mr. FAmCHILD].

My, FATIRCHILD. My, Chdirmn, I realize:'that.ona question
as important as this there is no ¢pportunity for «debate when
ithe time is meeessarily Jimited, swith 'many desirving to speak,
and when therefore only three minutes, or four minutes, or ‘five
or ten minntes-can he allowed to -each speaker. In-a House of
smaller membership there would be.a fewer number requesting
time, and therefore more opportunity for real debate by those
who-do speak.

I would not take any of the time of :the:-eommittee ‘except Tor
1y «desirve ito state why, as briefly as possible, T feel ccompelled
rto wwote mgainst the increase of membership -of ‘the House, in a
darge:degree against my persondl feelings swhen 'listening to 'the
persuasive talk of my friends who say they are going to lose
wyepresentation.

I realize how persuasive -those appeals-are. I:should like very
auneh to respond favorably to the gppedl from my :geninl friend
from Kentucky [Mr. Laxcrey], and I should dike wery much to
‘be able .in 1y vote to follow ithe leadership of my ecolleague
from New York [Mr. SiEGeL], the chairman -of the committee.
To do 80, however, would do violenee to very ideep, long-stand-
dAng eonvietions.

I was a Member of the Fifty-fourth Congress when ithe mem-
bership of this House was 357. I was mot a Member as long
ago.as my eolleague from New York [Mr. Cocrrax], when the
membership was 325, less than the number he:gave fivhis answer
to 'y question.

But I recall that in the Fifty-fourth-Congress, when the imem-
Jbership -of :the House -was 367, it was reven then apparent ‘that
-the membership of :the House was foo darge. It was even then
realized that there would be greater efficiency if the member-
ship of the House were smaller, and iit avas‘then statedl that we
would never increaseagnin. Theweryarguments:that were used
here to-day by those who favor the present proposed increase
were used.then. The House has been increased to'ite present
imembership .of 425, .and mow a further increase sis jproposed to
460.

I -agree with the argument of my colleague Ffrom Ohio [Mr,
Burtox] dn:opposition to-a further increase in the membership
of ithe House. [[Applause.]

[At this point the gavel fell.]

AMr. FATROHILD, Mr Chairman, my fime isup. I /havebeen
granted deave to print, but I -ghall allow 'my fragmentary re-
smarks ‘to yemain at the point where the gavel fell, with the ‘ex-
«eeption of ‘this brief statement calling attention to the real con-
«dition of «debate in the House -eaused ;principally by much ‘too
large 2 ymembership. @ther undelivered speeches will be
printefl infull in-the REconppresenting the appearanee of a fall
debate that has mever in fact occurred. I am net eriticizing
the custom of printing undelivered or unfinighed speeches oc-
«easioned hy ithe 'very large :membership -of 'the House. 1 :am
merely ealling attention to the fact in.a protest against another
large dineregse, another step in ihe wrong direction, away from
:a (eliberative body where «opportunity is offered for real de-
hate. Anyone who has witnessed the one, two, three, four, and
ifive minute allowances of time upen -every ’important measure
.coming before the House of Representatives in recent times
will understand.

The -CHAIRMAN. The
Yourk has expired.

Mz, FATRCHILD, My, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
1o extend my vemarks in the RECORD.

The -CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York
mnanimous consent to -extend his remarks in the RECorL.
there objection?

There was no objection,

Is there objection? [After a pause.] The

time of the gentleman from New

nshs
Js
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The CHAIRMAN.,
SEN] is recognized.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia.
this side.

Mr, BEEDY. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con.wlt to ex-
tend wy remarks in the REcorb,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentlemaus re-
quest ?

There was no objection.

“Mr, HARDY of Texas. Mr. (,halunan, I make the same re-
quest.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LAR-

There is only one more speech on

Mr. HUDSPETH, Mr. Chairman, I make the same re-
quest. E

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s re-
quest ?

There was no objection.

Mr., LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I make the same request.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky makes the
same request. 1s there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. Mpr, Chgirman, I make the
same request.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington? 5

There was no objection.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, how does the time stand for
each of the three parties?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York has 13
minutes, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Famrrierp] has 4
minutes, and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LARSEx] has
10 minutes.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield half a minute to the
gentleman from California [Mr. OsBorNE].

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman from California is recog-
nized for half a minute.

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks
unanimons consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has expired.

Mr. TINKHAM, Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimons consent to extend and re‘ise his remarks. Is there
objection?

Mr. STEVENSON. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina ob-
Jects.

Mr., SIEGEL. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman from
Georgia use some of his time? There is only one speech at
this end ; that is all.

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr, Brixsox].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BRINSON. My, Chairman, the debate has been truly
interesting, instructive, and entertaining. In company with
all present, I am sure I enjoyed the eloquence as it flowed
from the lips of the distinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr, Cockrax], who is always eloguent. But I think if you
will analyze the remarks of the gentleman you will find that
that speech affords as much ground for amusement, when we
consider the logic of it, as it does of entertainment and in-
spiration when we consider it as an eloquent production. The
gentleman on this occasion as well as in the past discussed
the growing weakness of the House, its lack of power and
dignity compared with the other branch of the legislative body.
He has told us on former occasions, as he told us to-day, how
the House had become unwieldy, how initiative had been lost,
how committees were taking all”power into their hands, and
as a remedy for this he proposed a further increase of the
membership,

Now, my friends, the distinguished gentleman offered one
sole argument in support of that proposition, and that was the
fact that you could not make matters worse, and therefore he
insisted that we should inerease the membership. Naturally,
the same argument could be used 10 years from now, and upon
the same ground and on the same argument we should then
fncrease the membership.

-

My genial friend from Louisiana [Mr. AswerLL] favored the
increase because he said that by holding to the present member-
ship the agricultural portions would lose in the apportionment,
and his zeal for the agricultural portions of the country in-
spired him to make this vigorous protest against holding to the
old membership. A study of the tables furnished to the Census
Committee, printed here and lying upon your tables, shows that
while certain agricultural States lose in the new apportion-
ment, that loss accrues to other agricultural States, and the
agricultural sections of our country do not lose in the appor-
tionment as proposed by the minority of this Committee on
the Census.

Now, my friends, this decennial discussion of the censns, it
seems to me, has proven to be about the most vexatious problem
that Congress has to deal with. I have been looking over the
discussions of the last 40 or 50 years that have been had in
the House over this matter of reapportionment. I studied with
particular care the speeches made 10 years ago, and I find,
Mr. Chairman, that praectically all the proponents of an increase
of membership during these discussions have declared against
further increases beyond the increase proposed in the bill then
pending, and on one occasion, as referred to this morning by
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burtox], they
accompanied the bill by a provision which provided that the
number fixed then, 433, as I recall, 10 years ago, should be the
permanent number at which the membership of the House
should be held. Let me say that was a vain effort; that it
would amount to nothing and could not bind succeeding Con-
gresses. That is true, except for. its moral effect. That meas-
ure passed the House, showing, my friends, that the House
itself feared that the danger line had been reached—ihe danger
line that meant inefficiency if the House shounld be increased—
and therefore they proposed to fix in that statute law that there
should be no further increase. Judge Crumpacker, the ranking
minority member of the committee 10 years ago, while he advo-
cated an increase at that time to 433, stated that he favored
some permanent statute of that sort for its moral effect, that
the House was then too unwieldy, and he disliked to see it
increased, but that there was a majority in the House in favor
of an increase, and he yielded to that majority.

My friends, one of the most distinguished men in this Nation, a
gentleman whom we are all glad to have with us on this floor,
ex-Speaker CANNoN, used this language in that debate:

Now, I believe that 433 is as large as this House ought ever to be.

We have had no wiser statesmen than the distinguished ex-
Speaker, and I quote his exact language on that occasion.

We are all sorry, Mr. Chairman, to lose any of our friends
from the floor. Naturally we deplore the loss of any of our
colleagues and associates. Buf, Mr, Chairman and gentlemen,
this ought not to be considered from a personal aspect at all.
It is a broad national question, and we ought to deal with it
from a national standpoint and not as a personal matter.

Again, it has been urged before in the debates and urged here
to-day that other great legislative bodies of the world are much
larger than the House of Representatives and that therefore

re should inerease our membership. The membership of the
British Parliament is 670, according to the figures which I
have here. But, my friends, the British Parliament legislates
for a constituency of something like 300,000,000 people, and
also legislates in local matters as well as in national matters.
The British Parliament answers in a measure to our State
legislatures, and therefore it is wise—and they are a wise peo-
ple—that over there they should have general representation
coming from the various communities of that great nation.
And yet, as has been suggested, they have a small quorum of
40, and they tell me that it is frequent to find very few more
than that*quorum present transacting the business of the great
British Empire. France has a Chamber of Deputies of 584,
with a similar situation. Spain has 406.

Then, too, Mr. Chairman, they have in many of these coun-
tries what they call the bloc system, one man controlling a blo¢
of votes. They practically delegate to that man the voting
power, and it is not necessary that they should be there, be-
cause they know that somebody holds a proxy to vote for them.

My friends, reference has been made to the expense. I c¢an
not understard how gentlemen favoring this increase of mem-
bership can justify their attitude here upon this question when
we consider how clamorous they are to reduce the expenses of
thiz Government. We have all sorts of measures instituted to
cut down expenses. We have a Budget Commission to pare
expenses where we can,

And yet, my friends, while we are making much ado about
this matter of cutting down expenses, we Congressmen here, in

a matter that concerns ourselves personally, increase our num-
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her and increase the expense approximately $500,000 a year.
How can we justify that inconsistency?

Mr, Chairman, there are many other reasons I urge why we
should make no further increase. But to me the most serious
objection lies in the fact that we are continuing a policy which
in the end will be disastrous to our country. The membership
is now unwieldy. We know that. It has been repeated, and
repetition gives emphasis, that we are unwieldy. The distin-
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. CockraN] did not over-
emphasize that matter. Everybody here knows we are now too
large for efficient work. A new Member has to wait here for
years before he has advantageous committee assignments, and
until he can get those assignments his influence is practically
nil in the great legislative body of this conntry. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the genileman has expired.

Mr. SIEGEL. I yield to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
MoxpeLr] the balance of my time. ’

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyomlng is recog-
nized for 12} minutes, [Applause.]

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Sigcer] if it is his purpose to continue the
sitting until this bill is disposed of?

Mr, SIEGEL. It is my purpose to do so.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr, Chairman, the final decision on all legis-
lative questions, the final decision on all great questions in this
world of ours, is almost invariably a matter of compromise. Very
few men are fortunate enough to be able to have their view
and opinion without change or alteration written into statute
law. There are wide differences of opinion on the question of
the proper size of this, the greatest legislative body in the world.
Some gentlemen would have the number 300, or even less, If
they had their way, and as the matter is now presented to us,
differences of opinion range all the way from'a House of 435
to a House of 483, In the course of the debate some gentlemen
have complimented me by referring to the opinions that I have
expressed on the floor of the House in former times relative to
the size of this body, I think I can properly say this in regard
to my attitude on the question. I am not sure that some of the
gentlemen who have referred to my former utterances could
honestly say that whatever shall occur, whether the House
shall be 435, 460, or 483, it will in no wise affect the inferests
of my State, and could not In any way affect my personal or
political fortune. If any man stands free from all local, politi-
cal, or personal pressure in this matter, I am the man. I am
quite certain that the gentlemen who have criticized my position
can hardly say as much.

I have changed my opinion as to the practical thing to do on
this subject, and while some may criticize me for so doing, I
have the consolation of knowing that the old saying, erystallizing
the philosophy of the ages, prefers those who sometimes change
their minds above those who do not, I am delighted that Maine
has finally reached the pedestal of high, exalted, and wholly
disinterested opinion in this matter, for I well recollect the
time in the early days of my service here when Maine and her
great influence forced an increase of over 30 Members in the
House. I remember that when later the House was Increased,
as I recollect it, by over 40 Members, it was very largely the in-
fluence of the Pine Tree State that brought that increase. I
did not criticize Maine then and I do not criticize Maine for
that action now. But Maine’s representatives only reached the
acme of virtue after they voted for 483 in the committee and in
the House., It becoming certain that the House would not stand
for 483, and Maine not being able to hold her full membership,
does not want any other State situated as she is to do so.
[Applause.] It may be an entirely proper attitude to take, but
from certain viewpoints it may be held to be a subject of some
criticism,

There is no question of principle involved here. It “is a
question of opinion, and while it was my opinion in former fimes,
and I am still somewhat inclined to the opinion, that a com-
paratively small House is preferable to a large one, it is merely
a matter of opinion, and I have no rule by which I ean deter-
mine whether that opinion is sound or no. This I do know, and
I say it without fear of snecessful contradiction, that this House,
larger to-day by 70 Members than when I firsg came here, is
a more powerful influence in legislation and the affairs of the
Government than it has been at any time in the last 25 years.
[Applause.] That may not be due to the increase. Gentlemen
may believe that it is in spite of the increase, but this Congress,
this session of Congress, has and will impress its view, will,
and opinion on the legislation of this Congress more than any
House has in many years. [Applause.]

They say there were giants in other days, and giants there
were; and yet this House, man for man, never was finer or
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stronger than it is to-day. Statesmen are men who have de-
parted this life, I expeet that in the days when the gentlemen
now here have passed to the great bevond men will point to
many of them as we point now fo the men of the past as
master minds and men who were statesmen in the truest sense,

Gentlemen, whatever your opinion may be as to the size
which this body ought ultimately to have, from the founda-
tion of the Government at each decennial period save one, this
House has been increased, and after having given much study
to the subject in the last few months T have arrived at the
coneclusion that the House will continue to increase as the
population grows until and unless there shall be a constitutional
prohibition against such increase.

And there are many arguments for it. Some gentlemen say
there is not enough time as it is for oratory, and if the num-
ber is increased gentlemen will not have as considerable an
opportunity to speak as they now have. I do not think the
country will necessarily suffer from that. Gentlemen all know
that in every legislative body in the world legislation is largely
framed in committee, that the changes on the floor are few and
generally not important. We all of us know that with the in-
crease of the number and importance of questions which Con-
gress may be called upon to consider, we are brought face to
face more and more with the necessity of having a wide geo-
graphical distribution of the representation on the committees
of the House,

That is one of the problems we have constantly to meet. It
can not be met if you reduce the House or hold it at its
present number, There is much in the argument that increased
population brings increased business, sufficient to warrant in-
creased membership, and this is certain, that if the committees
of this House dealing with the great problems that come before
them are to fairly represent the various sections and interests
of the country, there must be large enough representation upon
the committees to give every variety of opinion an opportunity
to be heard in committee. That can not be done with a small
House. That can best be done by a House even of larger size
than we have now. 1ho is he that shall say to the Representa-
tives of 12 States of the Union, threatened here by what I hope
is a minority with a reduction of their representation, that the
number 433 is sacred and shall stand always as the size of this
House? [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wyoming
has expired.

The Clerk will read the bill for amendment under the five-
minute rule.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That after the 3d day of March, 1923, the House

of Representath es shall be composed of 460 Members, tu be npporiioued
among the several States as follows:

Alabama. oo 10 | Nebraska _ oo G
Arizona 2ot X |'Nevadao___—_C 1
Axkaniags =S otrCuo o 8 | New Hampshire 2
California 15 | New Jersey___ 14
Colorado. 4 | New Mexico __ a2
Connecticut — oo G 1 'New Xorki- - == Carctior o 45
R e 1| North Caroline _ - ——.____ 11
BN e e e e e 4/ "NorthDakota: o= wrf s 3
Georgia p b, 1 0011 1 P e e S S e o, a5
i {1 s S T e S 2 9
Ilinois - 28 3
Indiana FL 38
Towa 11 a

8 7
Kentucky 11 5
Louisiana 8 10
Maine . _____._- 3 20
Maryland 8 2
Massachusetts . ________ 17 | Verm 2
Midhighn . = o Nl e 10
T N L T gl D 10 | Washington . ______________ G
Mis&lssii:lpi _________________ 8 | West Virginia __ G
Missour 15 | Wisconsin_ . .___ 11
Montana = 2| Wyoming —_____ 1

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. (‘ha[lman I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Barpour: Strike out from and Including
line 3, on lyage 1, to and includ[ng line 18, on page 3, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“That after the 3d day of March, 1923, the House of Representa-
tives shall be composed of 435 Memhors, to be apportioned among the
several States as follows:

Alabama.__ 10y Rlnele ——ccos e ool oo 27
Arizona __ 1 i 12
Arkansas 7 10
Californda oo 2 14 T
Colorado. = 4 | Kentueky 10
C ticut 6 | Louisiana 1
Delawire . oo G S RS e o S Tl 3
Florida._ C el em T Y ] S IR AR G

rgia_ 12 | Massachusetts._ ARt K
Idaho —_ IS TE 7 5 T S e e i S S 15
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Ainnesatn. o os oo 10 | Oregon 3
RERsIERIDhY s s o 7 | Pennsylvania 36
14 | Rhode Island 2

2 | South Carolina _ T

5 | South Dakota 3

1 | Tennessee 10

New Hampshire_ 2 | Texas _ 19
New Jersey-.....- = 13 | Utah 2
New Mexico. oo B o S IR e 1
o e e RS I St 43\ Wieghndn 10
North Carolina . ____ 11 | Washington. . e 6
NorthDakota_______________ 3 | West Virginla oo 6
T A RS A R e P e S ) o4 | Wigeongin o cinio o s 11
Oklahoma =l S Wyoming- ol 1

Mr. BARBOUR. My, Chairman, I merely wish to state that
if this amendment is adopted it maintains the membership of
the House at its present number. It is the gne question that
has been discussed during the general debate, and I do not
think it is necessary to take any further tfime. [Cries of
“Yote! "]

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen
of the House, 1 was very much interested—I may say enter-
tained and amused and also surprised—by the speech of the
gentlentan from Wyoming, the distingunished Republican floor
leader. T do not know that I ever heard statements here that
more astonished me than did some of those in his speech. The
speech was an impassioned plea for a larger House. He insisted
upon the great necessity of having an increased membership.
He even asserted that there are important things which ought
to be done and which could be better done by a House with
more Members than by one with the present number. He also,
with great vehemence, demanded to know who had the right to
say to certain States that they shall have fewer Members on
this floor than they mow have. Throughout all this speech the
gentleman was very much in earnest.

Now, I was entertained and astonished because he absolutely,
flatly, completely, from beginning to end, contradicted senti-
ments he uttered in a speech upon the reapportionment bill on
January 18, 1921, on this floor. I desire gentlemen to listen to
what he then said:

As the debate has fone on I have been surprised at the lack of real

argument on behalf of the increase in the size of the House, Of a

that has aroused our sympathy without convincing our judgment there
hias been much, but of logical argument but little,

And yef no different arguments have been advanced by any
gentleman to-day, nor has the gentleman from Wyoming him-
self advanced a single argument that can not be found in the
Recorp I hold in my hand of the debate last Janumary. Mr.
Chairman, the famous conversion of Saul was nothing com-
paved to the amazing conversion of the gentleman from Wyo-
ming,

Mr. HERRICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I yield to the gentleman from
Oklahoma.

Mr. HERRICK. Did the gentleman who is now occupying
the floor ever hear of that old adage, which I believe iz very
apt and very true, that wise men frequently change their minds,
but fools never? [Laughter.]

Mr. HUSTED. My, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, Yes,

Mr. HUSTED. In that conmnection, My, Chairman, I would
call the gentleman’s attention to the fact that the distingnished
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpeLL] in the course of his
‘remarks this afternoon said that he changed his opinion, but
was still of opinion that the smaller House was the better.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin has expired.

Alr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent for an additional five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr., ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I must decline to yield at this
time. I was amused by the joke of the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. Herricx]. It is an ancient thing which we all have
heard many times since last April on this floor.

The gentleman from Wyoming said in debate last January:

At the request of gentlemen who desire to increase the size of the
House, gentlemen who are supporting the bill as reported, the Repub-
lican conference did not take up the question of the size of the House.

It seems that the gentlemen who last January wanted fo
inerease the membership of the House were opposed to having
a conference called to consider the bill. And now, in view of
what is happening here to-day, I ask attention to what the
gentleman said last January :

I then stated to gentlemen, as I have at various times, that per-
gonally 1 should feel that I could not support any bill propesing to
increase the size of the House. o

When I came here there were 365 Members in the House,
had served here a short time there was a proposal to increase the size

of the House. The sentiment then, as now, was against the increase;
but, through political trading, the best judgment of the House was not
carried ouf, and the House was increased in size.

It is our duty to continue the House of Representatives what it was
intended to be, a body truly representative, a body small enough that
each and every Member muﬁl" hope and expect that on proper occasions
he shall have full opportunify to present the views of his constituency,
If we increase the size of the Housze, we shall diminish the stature of
the Representatives. If we increase the size of the House tly

ond its number, we shall reach a condition In which the individual
will count for little, under which the committees will be all powerful,
and under which a small, compact organization can absolutely control
the destinies of the House. We should do nothing calculated to bring
about that condition. [Applause.]

And yet to-day the gentleman seeks to do what he then
condemned.

Much has been said during this debate about legislative bodies
in England, France, and Italy. But listen to what the gentle-
man from Wyoming said last January about these foreign
legislatures.

As dlstinfu[shed from these foreign legislative bodies, the House of
Representatives was, as I have said, intended to be a deliberative
assembly, in which each Member should have important duties and
important responsibilities in representing the views and wishes of his
constitnency. :

And yet here to-day the gentleman is supporting a bill which
vitally concerns the work of one of the Houses of the legis-
lative depariment and he voted to give 435 Members only four
hours in which to discuss it, or in other words, only a little
more than half a minute to each Member to express the views
of his constituents. ;

Then the gentleman continued :

We have already imperiled that ideal of the founders of the Republic;
we can afford to imperil it no longer, much as we may desire to meet
the wishes and serve the convenience of our colleagues. The interest
of the Republic should be paramount, and that interest cam be best
ﬁﬂe;lu by re the House at its present membership. It would

w

if the mem ip of the House could be somewhat decreased.
As that is not practical, let us, at least, not increase it,

Remember those words -of last January, and remember also
that a few minutes ago the genfleman said that this bill pre-
gents no question of principle. Is there no question of principle
presented by a bill which proposes to increase the membership
of the House, and thus, as the gentleman declared last January,
injuriously to affect the best interests of the Republic and
further to imperil the ideals of its founders?

Earlier in the January speech the gentleman said :

We are not moved by appeals on behalf of States, for their relative

strength in the House remains the same whatever the size of the House,
The appeal on the ground of political expediency is not convincing.

And yet an appeal on the ground of political expediency
was the only appeal in the speech he has just made.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, I ask leave, Mr. Chairman, to
insert in the record as a part of my remarks all of the speech
of the distingnished gentleman from Wyoming, made on Jan-
uary 18, last.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the record in the manner
indicated. Is there objection?

Mr. LANGLEY. Reserving the right to object, that is already
in the REcorp, and what is the use of putting it in again¥

Mr, ARENTZ. Mr, Chairman, I object,

Mr. LANGLEY. I object, too.

Mr. COOPER of Wiscongin. I did not have time to read
all of it

Mr. LANGLEY. That is already in the Recorp.

Mr. BLACK rose.

The CHATIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas is recognized.

Mr. BLACK, Mr, Chairman, T think we all agree that the
principal argument that has been made for the increased mem-
bership of the House from 435 to 460 is to save certain States
from a loss in membership, and at this point it is well that we
remember that it would not be the first time in the history of
apportionment legislation thai States have lost in membership.
In 1810 the State of Virginia had 23 Members of the House of
Representatives. It now has only 10. Suppose that Congress
in the early years of apportionment legislation had adopied the
policy of increasing the membership of the House every 10
years in order to save the State of Virginia from losing member-
ship. If that had been the policy, the membership of the House
would to-day be more than 1,000 Members.

Why; in 1841, when the membership of the House, after taking
the decennial census in 1840, was again apportioned, the State
of New York lost six Members and the State of Virginia lost
six Members. T might enumerate some other States that lost a
smaller number, So it is nothing new in apportionment legisla-
tion for some State to lose one or more Members,
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Now, what other argument is made? Principally that which
was just made by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TowxNer] and
by the genfleman from Louisiana [Mr. AswerLr] and some
others—that the loss will fall upon certain agricultural States.
Well, I do not think it is exactly correct to refer to any of our
States as agricultural States, because most of the States have
diversified interests. But suppose we do. The State of Louisi-
ana will lose one Member, Mississippi will lose one, Towa will
lose another, Kansas another, and Nebraska another. But in
order to save those States from a loss in memberghip we in-
crease the membership from the State of New York by two, and
increase it from the State of Pennsylvania by two, and increase
the membership from the State of Massachusetts by ‘one, and
the membership from the State of New Jersey by two. If we
are to designate States by groups, these States which I have last
named might well be designated as manufacturing States. And
g0, after all, it does not make any difference whether the mem-
bership is fixed at 435, as provided in the Barbour amendment,
or 460, as provided in the committee bill, or even 483, as was
provided in the Siegel bill at the last session,

The proportion, of course, still remains the same. We are
following the constitutional mandate to fix the membership in
accordance with the whole number of people in the several
Siates, excluding Indians not taxed. And so I do not think
there is any virtue in that argument, even if you do designate
gume States as agricultural States and others as manufacturing

tates,

But I say it is not exact to call a State a “manufacturing
State’™ or *an agricultural State.” The State of New York
it is true leads in manufactures, with something like 39,000
or 40,000 establishments. But on the other hand it stands
fifth in the value of its agricultural productions, being out-
ranked only by Texas and Iowa and Illinois and California.
Then there is the great State of Illinois, which contains the
next largest center of population in the country. It is the third
in manufacturing, being outranked only by Pennsylvania and
New York; and yet in agricultural productions it also ranks
third, being outranked only by Texas and the State of Iowa.
So after all it is not a question whether agriculture predomi-
nates in a certain State or whether manufacturing predomi-
nates. These things have nothing to do with it at all. The
whole question of the size of representation depends upon the
relative size in population, and to change that rule we would
have to change the Federal Constitution.

So I submit that the arguments made by gentlemen along
that line is without merit and should influence no one to vote
for an increase in membership. [Applause,]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. VAILE rose.

The CHAIRMAN,
nized.

Mr, SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado yield
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. VAILE. Yes.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the debate on this section and all amendments thereto close in
five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ixew. York asks
unanimous consent that the debate on this section and all
amendments thereto be closed in five minutes. Is there objee-
tion?

Mr. TINKHAM. -I object.

Mr, SIEGEL. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman again yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the genfleman from Colorado yield?

Mr, VAILE. 1 will yield to the gentleman from New York
to make a motion.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move that the debate on this
section and all amendments thereto close in five minutes.

Mr. TINKHAM. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves
that the debate on this section and all amendments thereto close
in five minutes. The question is on agreeing to that motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. VAILE.: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would not take
even these few minutes of your time at this late hour if I did
not think that I could refer to one point which alone should
defeat this amendment, which would amply justify the passage
of this bill, and which has not been developed in all the debate
to-day, though the material for it is provided in the report.
That point is that the proportions are not the same at all, but
are in fact entirely different, with a membership of 435 in the
next Congress, from what they are in the present Congress be-
cause of the increased proportion of the total representation

The gentleman from Colorado is recog-

which would be given in such next Congress to districts of
largely foreign make-up and the decreased proportion which
will accrue fo districts of more distinctly American population.

Our fathers provided in the original Constitution, and also in
the fourteenth amendment, for representation on the basis of
population and not on the basi-; of citizenship. Doubtless they
thought it was fair and liberal—certainly it was the latter—to
give to all the people who might live in a State, whether they
had the right to vote or not, some sort of representation in Con-
gress, Representatives to whom, though aliens, they might pre-
sent their petitions and grievances, Representatives who would
listen to their voice, not because they were voters but because
they were neighbors.

But at the time of the making of our original Constitution
and at the time of the framing of the fourteenth amendment

the concentration of great numbers of unnaturalized aliens in

particular localities had not become sufficiently noticeable to be
recognized as a danger or an evil. If the framers of our Con-
stitution could have foreseen that many States would have a
materially larger representation in Congress because that rep-
resentation was based on many hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple who had not acquired the right to vote; if they could have
anticipated that some congressional districts would be cver-
whelmingly alien in thought and habits, it is probable that they
would have based representation on number of citizens instead
of number of people, or that they would at least have placed
important limitations on the right of aliens to be represented

in the Congress of the United States.

You will find in the report of the committee which is in
charge of this bill a lot of material for thought on this subject,
and the conclusion will be unavoidable that those of you who
vote for a membership of 435 in the next House, by voting for
the pending amendment, will be voting for an increase in the
proportional weight of these alien elements.

There are 8 States which will lose Representatives if the
next House consists of 435 Members, but which will not lose if
the next House consists of 460 Members. These States are
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Ne-
braska, and Rhode Island. There are 38 States which will lose
no representation in a House of 435 Members. The advantages
of a smaller House appear so much more clearly to the Repre-
sentatives of the 38 States than they do to the Representatives
of the 8 States that I know it will be a hard task, indeed, to
convince them, If I am to undertake that task it must be by
an appeal not to cut down the proportionate representation of
communities which are almost entirely American.

Those 8§ States have a population of 15,010,194, of which
893,781 are foreign born. Those 38 States have a population
of 86,088,041, of which 12,781,658 are foreign born. In other
words, the § States named which would lose representation
by a membership of 435 in the next House have a foreign-born
population of 5.9 per cent, while the 38 States which would lose
no seats on this basis have a foreign-born population of 14.8
per cent, or about two and a half times as many foreign born
in proportion fo their total population.

I do not wish to be understood as making or implying the
slightest criticism of the Americanism of the great majority of
our foreign-born citizens, and I see gentlemen rising to their
feet to suggest that many of these foreign born have become
good citizens of the United States. Granted most chéerfully,
but the proportion of those who have become citizens is no
greater in those States which have the larger total number of
foreign born than in those States which have the smaller num-
ber.

In fact, I believe the statistics, when they are all available
with the completion of the current census, will show that the
proportion is less, because, in the first place, these eight States
have attracted a larger percentage of agricultural immigrants,
who have anchored themselves to the soil, reared their families,
and become identified with the communities in which they live.
while in the large cities of the East the immigrants have been
largely laborers, without the same personal interest in the
country and in the soil of the country which would make them
desire naturalization. In the second place, the very presence of
larger numbers of their own kind tends to separate the immi-
grant Lo a greater degree from the people who are already here,
to make him less dependent upon them, and to increase his asso-
ciation with and dependence upon the people of his own foreien
speech and habit.

However, it is needless to -peculate upon the subject now,
because we have a guide in the report in its tables of citizenship
of aliens in different States. The fables do not perhaps furnish
a perfect comparison. because the total number of unnaturalized
aliens is not given, but only the number of unnaturalized male
white aliens over the age of 21 years, This number will, how-
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ever, be a reasonably accurate, even if not a perfect, basis of
comparison.

These tables divide the country inte divisions or groups of
States. The group which gains most proportionately in a House
of 435 members is the Pacific Division, comprising the States. of
Washington, Oregon, and California. It gains four seats in the
next House of the same membership as the present. Next comes
the East North Central Division, comprising the States of Ohio,
Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin, which gains three
seats. The group which loses most is West North Central, com-
prising the States of Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas, which loses a total of
five seats ; and the East South Central Division, which comprises
Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, and Mississippi, and loses two.

Please note the following interesting deductions based upon

the fignres of citizenship given in these tables. 'The Pacific

division, which will gain the most seats in the new House, has,
in proportion to its population, four times as many unnatural-
ized white aliens over the age of 21 as has the west north
central division, which loses the most seats, It has thirty
times as many such inhabitants, in proportion to its popula-
tion, as the east south central division. The east north cen-
tral division has more than one and a half times as many as
the west north central and more than ten times as many as
the east south central.

The State of New York, with its teeming urban millions,
loses no seats in the next House under this proposition to
leave the total number unchanged. New York City's foreign-
born population exceeds its population born here of native
parents by two to one. Kansas, with a deep-rooted American
population, loses one seat.

What is the reason for the enormous difference in the votes
of eongressional districts in Kansas and some of those in New
York City? The total vote in the last congressional campaign in
the district of Hon. Danier J. RIorDAN (eleventh New York)
was 37,690, in the district of Hon. MeYer Lonpox (twelfth New
York) was 18,866, and in the district of Hon. C. D. SuLLIVAN
(thirteenth New York) was only 13,904. These are, I believe,
among the most populous, as they are the most compact, districts
in the country. The highest vote in any of them is only about
half the total vote in any Kansas district. The total vote of
the distriet which furnishes us with our only Socialist Member
was 4,600 short of the majority of Mr. TixcHER, of Kansas, and
8,000 short of‘the vote of his nearest opponent. As against Mr,
SULLIVAN'S district of less than 14,000 votes, Mr. Lirrie, of
Kansas, polled a majority of nearly twice that many in a total
vote which was only 2 less than 82,000.

The difference is not in the population of these districts.
They are of approximately egual population. The difference is
in the number of Americans there. Mr. Riorpan, Mr, Loxpox,
and Mr. Svrrivan are good men and good Americans, but it
is merely our good fortune that they are. They represent dis-
tricts in which a majority—in two cases a very great majority—
of the people are unnaturalized aliens.

By voting against this bill or for this amendment you vote
to increasce the representation from that kind of districts.

And remember, please, that these alien elements will control
the election of their Congressmen even if they do not vote.
They will eontrol it through the corner grocer, the tradesman,
the members of their families who are voters, through the en-
tire sentiment of the community.

Of course, the remedy is to amend the Constitution, but our
inability to do that at this time is no reason for increasing the
disadvantage which we must ultimately cure by such an amend-
ment.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr, BArsoUR],

The question being taken, on a division (demanded })gehir.
Starrorp and Mr, Boantoxn) there were—ayes 126, noes ]

Mr. BLANTON and Mr. BARBOUR demanded tellers,

Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman appointed Mr. Bag-
povr and Mr. SIEGEL,

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes
123, noes 140.

Accordingly the amendment was rejected.

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr, Chairman, T desire to offer an amend-
ment without debate.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers
an amendment without debate. The Clerk will report the
amendinent. .

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, TixkHAM offers the following amendment : Strike out section 1
and insert in lien thereof the following:

“That after the 3d day of March the House of Representatives shall

be composed of 425 Members, to be apportioned among the several States
as follows:

Alabama ] - o N e T L L 6
Ariwonn. oL 1 | Nevada _______ i |
Arkanems . - - .o oo - 6 | New Hampshire _ 2
California 14 | New Jersey .____ 14
Colorado. 4 | New Mexico_—_____ 2
Cobneetlent =77~ B i New ¥ark. —= ool s 45
Delawirn . oo e 1 ['North Carolina -__________°_ 8
oy P T ] || I 3 | North Dakota ______________ 3
Georgia R T O PR e e SR RO R 25
A 2| Oklahoma. e b
IHinois o LA 4 ragant U Pl ol S Sar T el 3
Indiana - 13 | Pennsylvania a8
TR e 11 | Rhode Island__ 3
SEATI AR o8- " S 8 | South Carolina _ 4
Eentuckycooo oo ST 11 |Sonth Dakota __—____ " 3
Louisiana 5 | 'Ten = 8
3 vl AT SRR S S T B lTexas e AT
Marylanl R R WS e A T =
assachusetts —________:_ 36 YRRt -t P 2
Michigan 16 | Virginia T
Minnesota _ 10 | Washiongton ________________ G
M{ssissl{?pi s 4 | West Virginia G
Misson 15 | Wisconsin____ 55 |
Montana - 2.1 Wyoming _._ w3 2pte
The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon the amendment of

the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. TINKHAM. With unanimous consent, I desire to address
the House for five minutes,

Mr., STEVENSON. I object.

Mr. HERRICK. The gentleman submitted his awmendment
without debate, therefore I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent to address the House for five minutes. Is
there objection?

Mr. SIEGEL. I object, Mr. Chairman.

The CHATRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, TingHAM].

The question being taken, the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 8. That in case of an increase in the number of Representatives
in any State under this apportionment such additional Representative
or Representatives shall be elected by the State at large and the other
Representatives by the district now . prescribed by law until such State
ghall be redistricfed in the manner prescribed by the law thereof and
in accordance with the rules enumerated in section 2 of this act; and
if there be no change in the number of Representatives from a State,
the Representatives thereof chall be clected from the districts now
prescribed by law until such State shall be redistricted as herein pre-
seribed; and if there be a decrease in the nmumber of Representatives
from a State and the legisiature thereof in scssion after the passage
of this act and before the ensuing election at which Members of Con-

are elected fails to redistriet such State, or if the legislature of
such State e not in session before the mext biennial election, then and
in either event the governor, secretary of state, and attorney general
of such State are hereby empowered to redistrict such State according
to the terms and provisions of section 2 herein.

My, COCKRAN. Mr, Chairman, I voted on the last amend-
ment, quite forgetting that T- am paired with the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. LoNcwort]. I ask leave to withdraw that
vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks not on a teller vote.

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Kentucky,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Fisnps: Page 4, line 19, after the word
“ the,” strike out the remainder of the section and insert in lien
thereof the following: * Representatives from such State shall be
clected by the State at large.”

Mr. FIELDS. Mr, Chairman, the first part of the section
provides that where there is an increase in the membership of
any State and the legislature does not provide for the election
of such Members before the next congressional election, the
increased number shall be elected by the State at large, My
amendment proposes to strike out the language which vests in
the governor, the secretary of state, and the attorney general
the authority to redistrict and provides for the election of the
Members by the State at large where there is an increase in
the membership. The provision that undertakes to confer on
the governor, the secretary of state, and attorney general of a
State power to redistrict their State is in my opinion unconsti-
tutional in that it undertakes to confer upon them powers not
conferred upon them by the constitution of their respective
States. Second, there is no reason why the membership of this
House should desire to delegate to the governors of the several
States, the attorneys general, and the secretaries of state the
right to lay out congressional districts in the absence of legis-
lative enactment. )

Mr. SIEGEL. That only applies when there is an increase,
and under the action of the House will only apply to two States,

Mr. FIELDS. Why not provide for the election of the Mem-
bers in States that lose membership in the same way that you
provide here for States that gain membership?

Mr. SIEGEL, We give the power to the State legislature to
determine the question first.
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Mr. FIELDS. I say it is too much power to place in the
hands of the governor.

Mr. SIEGEL. It is not in the governor alone.

Mr, FIELDS, It may fairly be assumed that the governor
and the secretary of state and the attorney general will act in
harmony, and the governor will be the chairman, so to speak.
As I said, it is too much power to place in the hands of the
governor of any State. If the legislature shall not meet before
another congressional election, let the people of the State, the
electorate of the State, elect their Representatives at large so
that the people may vote for them without having to go to the
governor, a one-man power, and have him determine the dis-
triet lines within the State. I can see grave possibilities of
fraud and danger in this provision. I am not charging that I
know a single governor in any State that will play politics, but
suppose there should be, what powers are you giving to him?
Why, if he desires to put through a bill in accordance with his
own special liking, a bill that might not pass on its merits, he
could select a number of State senators and representatives and
say to them, * Support this measure and I will make it possible
for you to be a Member of the United States Congress by mak-
ing a distriet in which you can be elected.”

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Kentucky
has expired.

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri., Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. Fierns] has attacked that provision of this bill
which provides that in case any State shall lose representation
the governor, secretary of state, and attorney general shall have
power to lay off such State into congressional districts in the
event the legislature of such State fails so to do. It is provided
in this bill (sec. 3) that in case of an increase in the number
of Representatives from any State under this apportionment,
such additional Representative or Representatives shall be
elected by the State at large and the other Representatives from
the districts now prescribed by law until such State shall be
redistricted in the manner described by the laws thereof and
in accordance with the rules enumerated in section 2 of this act}
and if there be no change in the number of Representatives from
a4 State the Representatives thereof shall be elected from the
districts now prescribed by law until such State shall be redis-
tricted according to law.

The provision which the gentleman from Kentucky moves to
strike out reads as follows:

And if there be a decrease in the number of Representatives from &
State, and the legislature thereof in session after the passage of this
act and before the ensuing election at which Members of Congress are
slected fails to redistrict such State, or if the legislature of such State
be not in session before the next biennial election, then and in either
event the governor, secretary of state, and attorney gemeral of such
State Wre hereby empowered to redistrict such State according to the
provisions of section 2 herein.,

The gentleman from Kentucky purposes to strike out the
foregoing language providing for the redistricting of a State
whose representation is reduced and its legislature fails fo act,
and to insert in lieu thereof the following:

Representatives from such State shall be elected by the State at large.

The gentleman from Kenfucky insists that Congress has no
authority to authorize the governor, the secretary of State,
and the attorney general of a State to redistrict such State even
if the legislature thereof shall fail or refuse to perform that
function. He asserts that if Congress should undertake to do so
it would violate the provisions of the Federal Constitution.
But let us see whether or not his position is tenable. Article I,
section 4, of the Constitution of the United States is the only
provision of that document which deals with this subject, and
constitutes the authority frem which the legislatures of the
various States are empowered to act. That section of the Con-
stitution reads as follows:

The times, places, and manner of holding election for Senators and
Representatives shall be prescribed in each State by the legislature
thereof, but the Congress may at any time by law make or alter such
regulations.

Can there be any question from the foregoing language but
what the framers of the Constitution intended to vest in Con-
gress not only the power to alter any regulation which the
legislature of any State might make pertaining to the time, the
place, or the manner of electing Members of Congress, but that
they intended to empower Congress with full authority to make
its own regulations governing this subject?

If you will paraphrase the foregoing language of Article I,
section 4, of the Constitution, in order to ascertain the power
which Congress actually possesses in dealing with this subject,
you will find that it will read as follows:

The Congress may a F
which the lesialaturi n; :]1;; étt:]t‘fz I!:g' lag'z'gg?ge‘);eﬂa%ﬁ%:mrt e tm

Eho place, or manner of holding elections for Representatives in Con-
Tess,

Can it be contended that the election of Congressimnen from a
State at large is the same mamner of election as electing them
from congressional districts? Certainly such a contention
would not stand, and if not, then eclearly Congress has full
power to deal with this subject. It has the power not only to
designate officials of a State government to perform this func-
tion but it has the power to select its own instrumentality, or
to select a committee of its own Members to perform this duty.
Furthermore, it is a principle long recognized in law that in
construing the meaning of a provision contained in an instru-
ment it should be construed in the light of the instrument as a
whole. Section 5, Article I, of the Federal Constitution pro-
vides:

Each House shall be the judge of the elections, returns, and qualifica-
tlons of its own Members,

Hence the framers of the Constitution conferred upon Con-
gress the power to be the sole and exclusive judges of the elec-
tion and gualifications of its Members. It has the power to
gseat or unseat any person claiming to be entitled to a seat in
this body, and from the decision of this House there is no ap-
peal. This shows conclusively, aside from fhe language set
forth in seetion 4, Article I, of the Constitution, that the framers
of that document intended to give Congress the full power to
safeguard the integrity and representative character of the
membership of this body.

When the two sections above referred to by the Federal Con-
stitution are construed together, can there be any question but
what the framers of the Constitution intended to vest in Con-
gress full power to safegunard the election of ifs Members and
to enact any law which, in their judgment, may become neces-
sary to insure a popular government, fairly representative in
form?

I think I may be pardoned in saying that I submitted this
amendment to the splendid Senator who passed away on yester-
day and called his attention to Article I, section 4, of our Con-
stitution, which I have quoted. He read and reread that seec-
tion, and then examined carefully the proposed amendment, and
after thoughtful consideration he declared that there could be
no doubt about the right of Congress to enact such a provision
into law, and that Congress had the power not only to alter
any regulation made by a State pertaining to the election of
Members of Congress but that it was clothed with full power
to make its own regulations dealing with that subjeet.

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. Yes. :

Mr, RANGLEY, I simply desire to say that I was present at
that conference and that, furthermore, the distingnished gentle-
man from Ohio, the former Senator [Mr. Burtox], appeared
before our committee and stated that he had no doubt as to the
constitutionality of this provision. His statement may be found
in the committee hearings.

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. Under the provisions of this bill~

in its present form, fixing the membership of this House at 460,
no State will lose in representation except Missouri and Maine,
each of which will lose one Member. Suppose, however, that
the SBenate during its consideration of the bill should see fit to
reduce the membership of this House to 435. In that event
Kentucky, which now has 11 Members in this House, would
have but 10. Kentucky has normally been a Democratic State.
President Harding lost that State at the last election by ap-
proximately 5,000 votes, and yet Kentucky has three Republican
Members of this House representing districts strongly Repub-
lican in their faith.

The Legislature of Kentucky is now made up of a Republican
house and a Democratic senate. I am advised that a conference
has been held among the Democratie senators of Kentucky and
that it has been decided that if Kentucky should lose one Mem-
ber in this House and a provision authorizing the governor,
secretary of state, and attorney general to redistrict that
State is not ineluded in this bill, then they will prevent any
reapportionment bill being enacted. This would insure to the
Democrats a solid delegation from Kentucky and would make
it impossible for the three strongly Republican distriets of that
State to have a Representative of their own faith in this House.
I suspect that it was a situation such as this which the framers
of the Constitution intended to make impossible when they in-
serted in the fundamental law of the land a provision that Con-
gress should at all times be the exclusive judges of the election
of its own Members, and that it could at any time alter any
regulation which the legislature of any State might make per-
taining to the election of Members of Congress, or that, in the
event it deemed if necessary, it could make its ov. - regulations
in order to guarantee to the people of any State fair and impar-
tial representation in this House. In yiew of the situation
which I have just deseribed as existing in Kentucky, it seems a
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remarkable coincident that it should so happen that it should
be the gentlemen from Kentucky who should offer this amend-
ment,

It has been contended that to authorize the governor, secre-
tary of state, and attorney general to lay our congressional dis-
tricts is to interfere with the right of the States. Who is there
more representative of the people of the State than the gov-
ernor, secretary of state, and attorney general, each of whom
are nominated and elected, separately, by the same people who
elect the legislatures of the various States? The fundamental
principle which underlies this bill is the election of Members of
Congress from congressional districts, and is it not a far greater
Federal interference for this Congress to say that in the event
a legislature should fail to act the Representatives of a State
must be elected at large than it is to merely authorize three
dependable State officials, who are instruments, purely and
solely, of the State, to lay off congressional distriets for such
State?

Furthermore, is there any reason to assume that the governor,
secretary of state, and attorney general, with a responsibility
fixed upon them would be more tempted by any personal in-
terest in the performance of this work than the Senators and
Representatives of such State. There are gerrymanders in this
country which legislatures with responsibility divided among
a great number of men have perpetrated which I do not believe
that any governor, secretary of state, or attorney general, with
the responsibility fixed solely upon them—a responsiblity which
they could not escape—would ever have been undertaken.

This provision ought to remain in the bill, because it will in-
sure fair districts and will guarantee representation to the
interests of the various sections of the State instead of per-
mitting the strongest and best organized interests of the State
to monopolize the entire representation of that State. Further-
more, it will cause no surprise and create no thrill among the
people of Missouri who are mostly affected by this provision.
This provision is modeled after a provision of the Missouri con-
stitution, which reads as follows:

Senators shall be chosen according to the rule of apportionment estab-
lished in this constitution until the next decennial census by the United
States shall have been taken and the result thereof as to this Btate
ascertained, when the apportionment shall be revised and adjusted on
the basis of that census, and ever'y 10 years thereafter upon the basls
of the United States census; * * such apportionment to be made
at the first session of the general assembly after each such census: Pro-
vided, That if at any time, or from any cause, the general assembly
shall fail or refuse to district the State for senators as required in this
section, it shall be the duty of the governor, secretary of state, and
nttornely general, within 30 days after the adjournment of the general
assembly on which such duty devolved, to perform said duty and to
file in the office of the secret‘ary of state a full statement of the dis-
tricts formed by them, including the names of the counties embraced in
each district and the numbers thereof, said statement to be signed by
them and attested by the great seal of the State, and upon the procla-
mation of the governor the same shall be as binding and effectual as if
done by the general assembly, (Art, 4, sec, 7, constftutlon of Missouri.)

The Missouri Legislature at its last session, it being the first
session after the census of last year, imposing implicit faith in
the high character and impartiality of the governor, secretary
of state, and attorney general of our State, refused to redistrict
that State for State senators, whereupon the governor, secre-
tary of state, and attorney general, under the provision of our
constitution which I have just quoted, laid out our State into
senatorial districts. Their work was so impartial and the dis-
triets so fair that no criticism has been heard from even the
most partisan press of that State. All that we are asking of
you is that you empower our State officials, in the event that
the legislature should fail to meet, or meeting, should fail to
act, to do for our congressional districts what they have done
for our senatorial districts.

It has been contended that this provision would give too much
power to the governor and the other State officials designated,
What advantage could this provision enable them to appropriate
to thenrselves? They have each been recently elected for a term
of four years. They are not candidates for Congress. They
have no interest except to be fair, and with the responsibility
definitely fixed upon them, and with no opportunity to shift such
responsibility, they could not afford to do otherwise than to lay
out districts that are fair and just in accordance with the
terms and provisions of this bill. In every reapportionment
bill which Congress has enacted in the last 80 years congres-
sional districts have been provided for, and this bill provides
for congressional districts for all States whose representation
will be increased and the legislatures of such States fail to act.
It likewise provides districts for all States whose representa-
tion shall remain the same. Then, why should less fortunate
States like Missouri and Maine be penalized? If the representa-
tion of Missouri is to be reduced, then surely the right of each
community in that State to have its interests protected by a
Representative of its choice will not be disregarded.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I shall cer-
tainly not vote for any bill, no matter what number it may
carry, which carries the language that iz in section 3 of this
bill now under consideration. In the last Clongress when this
question was up the gentleman from California offered an
amendment providing for a redistricting according to the plan
contained in this bill. It was challenged. After discussion
here, participated in by the gentleman from Wyoming [Ar.
MoxpeLL], among oihers, the Committee of the Whole by a vote
of two to one defeated this monstrous, unreasonable, centraliz-
ing proposition. I hesitate to put my opinion against the dis-
tinguished authority which the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
NEwToN] has quoted, but in my opinion that provision in this
bill is not worth the paper it is written on. If it is, it is a
power that ought not to be exercised by this body. Never pe-
fore, so far as I am aware, in the history of this country, even
during the most trying days of the war of secession, when
States were arrayed against States and brothers against
brothers, was there ever a proposition to undertake to take
from the States the right that this undertakes to take from
them, With three-fourths of the governors of the States of this
couniry belonging to a single political party, with three-fourths
of the legislatures, if I am correctly informed, belonging to a
single party, it is now proposed to make this great change, for
the accommodation of certain politicians of Missouri, according
to the statement made by the gentleman, to make this encroach-
ment upon the rights which the States have always enjoyed
under the Constitution of this country and in accordance
with it,

You gentlemen in the madness of your power surely do not
propose to go beyond anything that was ever done in the days
of fratricidal passion. Surely we may appeal that this great
centralizing step shall not be taken. Why, the gentleman from
Missouri quotes a provision of law of his State which authorizes
the governor and others to do redistricting. Quite satisfactory,
but that is the law of his State. The law of my State is dif-
ferent. It would not suffer under this bill at this time; but
what does the future hold for all the States of this Union?
The constitution of my State provides how the congressional
districts of my State shall be established. That is the law of
my State. My State has the right under the Federal Constitu-
tion—and it is its duty under its own constitution to fix these
districts—to determine if they shall be elected by districts or
over the State at large. The proposition contained in this hill
is an enroachment for which surely even that side of the House
will not stand. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the.cowm-
mittee, as a member of the Committee on the Census I filed a
minority opinion, signed by myself alone, that you will observe
printed with this report, in which I have atlacked that very
question that is raised by the amendnrent proposed by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. Gentlemen, in the first place the Con-
stitution does not contemplate conferring on Congress the
power to subdivide the States at all. That clause of the
Constitution that is invoked lhere merely provides this: That
the State shall prescribe the times, places, and manner of hold-
ing election for Senators and Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, but that Congress may by law make or alter such
regulations.

Now, “the times, places, and manner of holding elections "
has nothing to do with the subdivision of the States into dis-
tricts that are to be represented at the election. In the next
place, to say that the governor and the secretary of state and
the attorney general shall have the power to subdivide a State
is to confer upon certain individuals a power that is legis-
lative in its nature, because the Constitution says that if the -
State fails to act in effect that the Congress may act by law.
Now, is there any lawyer living or dead who says you can
confer upon a commission the power to enact a law? The
Congress may by law prescribe the times, places, and manner
of holding elections, and fo say a man, two men, or three men
may prescribe the times, places, and manner of holding elec-
tions is not enacting law. : -

In the next place, and third place, I appeal to every man who
recognizes the binding force of those constitutional principles
laid down by John Marshall in the case of McCullough against
Maryland, when it was clearly acknowledged and defined for-
ever that the functions of the Federal Government are separate
and distinet from the functions of the State governments, and
this Congress can net say to the governor of a State, * You
shall do this.” It can not put one bit of power upon him or
lay upon his conscience one bit of obligation. If so, he would
cease to be the governor ‘of the State.

Mr. STEVENSON, Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. McSWAIN. T will,

Mr. STEVENSON. Could this Congress redistrict a State?

Mr. McSWAIN. I do not think so,

Mr. STEVENSON. Then, could it confer it upon any other
agency?

Mr. McSWAIN. Of course not. But even if it has the
power—concede it for the sake of argument—if it has the power
to do so by law but not by the appointment of a committee to
do it, because the fundamental proposition of constitutional law
is that legislative power can not be delegated, you can not

confer this power upon one man, whether he be governor or not..

If you say the governor could do it, then you could say any citi-
zen could do it. You could say in this bill that John Brown
could do it. You can not do if, gentlemen. We stood up here
and took an oath to obey and defend the Constitution. A man
can not pass that obligation on to somebody else. He must pass
upon such questions on his own conscience here. If he says it
is nnconstitutional, he must knock this provision out. It seems
to me as clear as that two and two make four.

Mr., BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I am unalterably opposed to
the increase in the size of the House from 435 to 460, but I
favor this proposition. I am unable to become so excited
about it as several speakers have become.

The provision of the Constitution is a clear one, It says:

The times, places, and manner of holding elections for Senators and
ﬁ:&g_gsfenmtweﬂ shall be prescribed in each State by the legislature

Bear in mind that the only right that the State has to dis-
trict, the only right the State has to make regulations, is de-
rived from that section. Except for this section, the right does
not exist in a State.

Then it goes on and in perfectly plain language——

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. Let me complete my argument first,

It says:

But the Congress may at any time by law make—

That is, frame the law originally—
or alter such regulations, except as to the places of choosing Senators.

I repeat—and you can not repeat it too often—the right is
conferred in this article alike on the States and on the Congress,

Some years ago I framed a bill providing for an entirely dif-
ferent method of dividing States into districts. Under that bill
the division was not to be made by the legislature but by a
nonpartisan board of four members, two from each of the lead-
ing parties, to be chosen by the governor. If those boards did
not agree, there was to be an appeal to a national board of five
members, That bill was subjected to scrutiny and examination
by some of the ablest lawyers in the country and it was pro-
nounced entirely valid. It will be noted that that proposed
statute went much further than this.

Now, let us notice some things that Congress has done. Until
the year 1842 there was no provision for dividing the States
into districts, although some of the States did make the division.

It might have been argued at that time that Congress had no
right to say that the States shall be divided into districts and the
Members elected from separate constituencies, but Congress did
pass a law to that effect. It has passed laws to the effect that
the districts shall be composed of territory contiguous, also that
the population shall be approximately equal, as I recall. This
provision here goes no further than those which I have men-
tioned. Since the year 1842 every presumption has been against
the election of Members at large from any State. The question
of hardship is a very serious one if the legislature should fail
to elect. I understand that if the Legislature of Missouri should
meet, it is probable the members would become involved in a
wrangle and reach no action. It would be in contravention of
the whole spirit of our legislation by the Congress and by the
States to compel the election of 15 Members at large. I sug-
gest that the policy of the Congress and the policy of the States
has been altogether against that.

Mr. RUCKER, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. RUCKER. ¥From what source has the gentleman derived
the information that the harmonious gentlemen of i
would be unable to agree?

Mr. BURTON. That is my information.

Mr. RUCKER. The legislature is largely of one political
party in both branches.

Mr. BURTON. Is not one branch under one political party
and the other branch under another?

Mr. RUCKER. Obh, no. It is all largely of one. I am glad to
give the gentleman that information.

Mr. BURTON. I should be in favor of the convening of the
legislature. But this statute is distinct on that. “If the legis-

lature is not in session,” as I recall, * or, being in session, fails
to act.” That is the provision, is it not?

Mr. RUCKER, No. This bill says if it does not meet before
that time.

Mr. BURTON. In some of the States it may be difficult to
call the legislature in special session after this bill passes.
There would be no legislation in that case.
£ T_l;e;dCHAIR.\.L&N. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman five
minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized
for five minutes more,

Mr., BURTON. I shall hardly need that much, Mr. Chair-
man. I do not want to detain the House unduly. This is the
provision :

If there be a decrease in the number of Representatives from a State
and the legislature thereof in session after the passage of this act and
before the ensuing election at which Members of Congress are elected
fails to redistrlct such State, or if the legislature of such State be mot
in session before the next biennial election, then and in either event
the governor, the secre of state, and attorney general of such
State are hereby empowered to redistrict such State according to the
terms and provisions of section 2 herein,

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
there?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. What is the gentleman’s view as to whether
that language would preclude the governor of the State from
calling the legislature together?

Mr. BURTOX. It would not by any means preclude him.
My conjecture is that in some States a special session would
not be called if the legislature of such State be not in session.
And I recall that in several States there is barely a constitu-
tional right to call a session of the legislature except biennially.

| Most of them met last winter, and the reluctance of governors

and executive officers to call extra sessions of the legislature is
very well known tfo the gentleman.

Mr. BARKLEY. That language apparently means, or might
be construed to mean, that the session of the legislature re-
ferred to must be the regular session of the legislature which
ensues before the next election.

Mr. BURTON. I think it would leave it discretionary with
the governor whether he would call a session of the legislature
or not.

Mr.
again?

Mr. BURTON. Yes

Mr., RUCKER. The Legislature of the State of Missouri
last winter, or a year ago, submitted a constitutional amend-
ment providing for selling bonds to pay bonus to the soldiers
of the World War, which carried largely, and I understand the
governor has announced his purpose to convene the Legislature
of Missouri in the near future for the purpose of enacting a
law for the distribution of those collections.

Mr. BURTON. I do not know what the provisions in the
constitution are in going outside of the subjects enumerated
by the governor in ecalling the special session, but he would
naturally include in his call the redistricting of the State.

Mr. RU(JKEB T think he would mention it in his call.

Mr. BURTON. This provision means that if they meet and
do not act or if they do not meet.

Mr, RUCKER. That is what I understood.

Mr. BURTON. There is some misunderstanding on the part
of some of the Members, I notice, fo the effect that this in-
cludes a considerable number of the States. It would increase
the number of such States to keep the representation at 435.
On the number for which the House has just voted, namely,
460—which I sincerely hope they will yet reverse, and make
the number 435—under 460 there would be but two States,
namely, Missouri and Maine,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee.

Mr. BURTON, Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does not the gentleman feel
that this language under certain circumstances must be quite
an incentive to a governor to veto a State reapportionment bill?

Mr. BURTON. I think it is going a little too far to question
the motives of a governor of a sovereign State. I take it that
this provision would, however, leave it optional with the gov-
ernor whether he would call a special session or not, I do not
think it affords anything in the nature of an intimation or a
hint to him as to what he should do, however, It is a question
whether the clause would apply in case the governor shounld
veto a bill.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee,
one other question?,

RUCKER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield

Will the gentleman yield?

Will the gentleman yield for
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Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, The gentleman said in the be-
ginning of his remarks, as I understood him, that it was only
from the provisions contained in the Constitution that the
States themselves derived the authority to fix the times, places,
and manner of holding elections.

Mr. BURTON, I so understand it.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee, It has been my impression
always heretofore that the Constitution was derived from the
States and not the State powers from the Constitution,

Mr, BURTON. But this is a provision for the election of
Members of Congress; not of a State legislature, but of the
National Legislature. .

Mr, KELLEY of Michigan. Which had no prior existence.

Mr. BURTON. There was no National Legislature. There
was the Confederation before that time, but the Congress is the
creature of these provisions of the Constitution. Congress does
not exist and can not exist without them.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I have a great deal of respect for the opinion of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr, BurtoN], but I was somewhat sur-
prised to hear his declaration that the only power that the
States had to control the question of even the times, places,
and manner of holding the elections of Senators and Repre-
sentatives was that power given them by section 4 of Article I
of the Constitution covering this gquestion. As a matter of
fact, those of you who are familiar with the discussions at the
time of the framing of the Constitution know that this question
arose then, and especially during discussions by gentlemen in
some of the States who opposed the adoption of the Constitu-
tion. It was contended then by some gentlemen—especially was
that position urged by a certain Virginian—that the contention
might be raised that membership in this National Legislature
was something that was created by the Constitution, and there-
fore the States would not have any control over it. And in
order to meet that very contention that is made here to-day
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burrox] and expressed in
the fears of that Virginian, and for other reasons, the tenth
amendment to the Constitution was adopted to cover the prin-
ciple that is involved in that very contention and other con-
tentions that arose upon it. Why, section 4 does not give
power fo a State. Section 4 was a grant of power to Congress
upon this question, and the Constitntion was careful to limit
it by declaring the recognized right of the States to fix man-
ner, time, and place of holding elections, but providing that
the Congress might alter such regulations. So instead of the
States having only a certain power covered by section 4, Con-
gress by special limifation in the Constitution has power only
to alter the regulations as to times, places, and manner of
holding the elections. Why, the States or the people thereof
created the Iederal Constitution. Congress gets nothing ex-
cept by the enumeration of powers in the Constitution or by
necessary implication, and Article X specifically provides, as
gentlemen will recollect, that the powers not delegated to the
United States by the Constitution or prohibited to the States
are reserved to the States respectively and to the people. Where
in the Constitution is Congress given authority on the question
of redistricting, or where does it prohibit the States from con-
trolling such matter? Is there anything that takes away from
them the inherent right to control this matter or to restrict
them in any way other than the provision that we might alter
the regulations that are made by State legislatures with ref-
erence to the times, places, and manner of holding elections?

Mr. BURTON. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, WINGO. With pleasure.

Mr. BURTON. I do not wish to go into any extended discus-
sion as to the boundaries between the powers of the States and
the Federal Government; but what right has any State to elect
a Member of the House of Representatives except as given by
the Constitution?

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman presupposes that the States are
dependent upon the Federal Government for powers when, as
a matter of fact, the Federal Government and the Federal Con-
stitution were created for the benefit of the States and the
people for specific purposes enumerated under a restricted dele-
gation of powers,

Mr. BURTON. They use the term *the people.”” * The
people of the United States.,” That does not really answer my
question, because this Congress was created by the Federal
Constitution, Now, is there anything pertaining to the method,
time, place, and manner of holding election except by section
4 of Article I?

Mr, WINGO, That iz all T recall; does the gentleman reecall
any other?

Mr. BURTON. I called attention to the fact that this sec-
tion does not merely say that Congress may at any time alter
such regulations; it says that Congress may at any time make
or alter such regulations.

Mr, WINGO. If the gentleman i familiar with the conten-
tions that were made at the time——

Mr. BURTON, I do not think the discussions in the conven-
tion should prevail over the plain language of the document or
the Constitution itself, upon which Congress has acted for
more than a hundred years.

Mr. WINGO. The plain language of the Constitution sought
to safeguard what I believe, according to my contention, was
the rights not yielded by the States; they specifically provided
that the times, manner, and places of holding elections should
be prescribed by the legislatures of the States subject to the
right of Congress by law to alter the regulations. The gentle-
man from Ohio proceeds upon one theory, and I upon the other,
I proceed on the theory that the people of the United States
wished to frame a government for certain specific purposes,
delegating to that central government certain powers, and no
other, reserving to the people and the States all powers not
delegated.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
© Mr. SIEGEL, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close in
six minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent that all debate close in six minutes on
the section and all amendments thereto. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairiman, as I understand this
section of the bill and the partienlar provision to which the
gentleman from Tennessee raises objection, it applies {o only
two States as the bill now stands—Maine and Missouri. I
have no desire fo discuss the constitutional phases of the
matter, but, speaking as a Representative of one of the States
involved, I want to express my individual opinion that it is
unwise legislation. [Applause.] This power ought not to be
delegated to any three officers in any State. In my opinion
it is a proper function of the legislative body of the State.

[Mr., WHITE of Maine was granted leave to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp.]

My, McPHERSON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, the pending amendment by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky proposes to strike out of the bill the provision that makes
it the duty of the governor, secretary of state, and attorney
general to mark out the congressional districts in those States
whose represenation will be reduced in the House by the pend-
ing bill, and compels the election of Members of the House
from such States at large.

The States whose representation is reduced are Missouri and
Maine. The provision therefore apjties to those States alone.

It is my desire to call attention to what appears to me to be
very cogent reasons why the amendment should be rejected and
the provision in question retained.

The American system of government has no counterpart any-
where. By our scheme the American people are represented
here equally. In the other body there is no pretense of equality
of citizenship. There the equality in representation is equality
of the States. New York and Rhode Island are equals in the
Senate as citizens of New York and Rhode Island are equals in
this body.

The principle underlying the reasons for equality of American
citizenship in this body is that the laws to be made here create
burdens that must be equally borne by American citizens every-
where, and it was not thought just that American citizens:
should be bound by obligations equally with other citizens unless
they had an equal voice in determining what those burdens
and obligations should be.

So by the Constitution it was provided that Representatives
in Congress should be based upon population, and in this bill
that idea is sought to be carried out by the provision that each
228,000 American citizens shounld have a Representative in this
Hougse, .

For more than 50 years all the Members of this House were
elected from the States at large and there was no such thing as
congressional districts.

What was the reason for the change fronr electing Members
of this House from the States at large to the present plan of
gelecting them from congressional districts?

Everyone who has taken the trouble to examine the de-
bates has learned that the change was resorted to on account
of the immense growth of great cities.

It was seen that if the Members were to be elected at large
the entire delegation from States where there were great cities
would come from the cities, and that portion of the people living




1921.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

6345

outside the great centers of population would have no repre-
sentation here, and the fundamental idea upon which the Repub-
lic was founded would be destroyed. 4

It was then necessary, as it is now, to the stability of our
institutions that every citizen of the Republic should have an
equal voice in the making of laws by which each was equally
bound. A Member of this House could vote a declaration of
war, under which every man can be taken from his home to the
battle line and every dollar of the wealth of the country can
be pledged to pay the expenses of that war.

A Member of this House belongs to a body that must initiate
revenue laws under which billions of the people’s savings may
be taken in the form of taxes to pay for wars past and present.

It is just as necessary now as it ever was that every great
resolve for war or peace arrived at here shall have back of it
thie whole people.

In my opinion the American citizen will always support our
United States in either peace or war if he has the right to a
voice in determining the policy to be followed by the Govern-
ment. I believe if he is denied an equal power in the decision
of the Government's policies it is doubtful whether he will be
willing to sacrifice either life or fortune in its behalf.

The provision of the bill it is proposed to strike out and the
amendment it is proposed to substitute apply to Missouri and
Maine alone. What reason in justice can be urged why the
Representatives in this House from Missouri and Maine shall
be chosen at large while the delegations from all the other
States are to be elected from congressional distriets? .

What is the situation of Missouri? Missouri has two great
cities—St. Louis, situated on the extreme eastern border, and
Kansas City, on the extreme western border—and lying belween
those great cities, with over a million and a quarter of inhab-
itants, is the rich and populous country districts of Missouri.

If the amendment offered by the gentleman from Kentucky is
adopted nothing is more certain than that the entire delegation
from Missouri in the next Congress will be elected from the
grear cities, and the great interior of Missouri, with its rich
agricultural and mining interest, will be without representa-
tion in this body. If that amendment is agreed to the very
principle upon which our Government is founded will be under-
mined and destroyed so far as Missouri is concerned.

The provisions of the bill under consideration do not take
from the States of Missouri and Maine any power or right. The
bill provides that if the legislature of such States for any rea-
son fails to lay out the number of congressional districts to
which it is entitled then the governor, secretary of state, and
attorney general of such State may mark out the districts as
provided in the bill.

It is not a delegation of legislative power to those officers.
The marking out of the boundaries of congressional districts Is
not legislative action.

1t is not a delegation of legislative power for us to command
some ministerial act to be done by some man or board or body.
We do that every day. If we command the legislature of a
State to lay that State out into a certain number of congres-
sional districts, we are calling on them to perform a mere
ministerial act. If, therefore, as here, we call on the Missouri
Legislature to lay that State off into 15 congressional districts,
to he composed of contiguous and compact territory each with
298 000 inhabitants, we vequire of that body no legislative
action. :

Congress has recognized that marking off congressional dis-
tricts is not legislation. In one of the apportionment bills
Congress required all the districts in all the States to be laid
out by persons named by it, and they were so laid out in all
the States.

Missouri does not recognize the marking off of legislative
districts as legislative action.

The constitution of our State has been read here by my col-
league [Mr. Ngwtox] providing for the marking out of sena-
torial districts. The provision of the Missouri constitution is
the exact language of the pending bill. It requires the same
officers we name for laying out the new congressional districts
that are nar ed in our fundamental law for laying out districts
for State Senators.

Under the provisions of the constitution of Missouri the legisla-
ture of that State has not laid out senatorial districts in more
than 50 years. For all that time our senatorial districts have
been made by the same officers that are required by this bill
to Iny the State out into congressional districts.

I sincerely hope the amendment of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky to compel the election of the entire delegation from Mis-
souri to the mext House at large will be defeated and that
Missouri will be allowed the same privilege accorded the other
States of electing its Representatives to this body from such

congressional districts as its legislature shall lay off, and if
the legislature fails to act, that then we may have districts laid
out in the manner with which the people ~of Missouri are
familiar, by its governor, secretary of state, and attorney gen-
eral.

If this bill becomes a law, let us provide that the people of
the great farming communities and country districts of Mis-
souri, who, with the people of the great cities of that State, send
their sons together to the trenches and contribute their taxes
to support the Government, shall have an equal voice in the
making of our laws. That will be good for Missouri and for
the other States as well.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri
has expired.

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, in order to avoid any misun-
derstanding, I ask unanimous congent to withdraw my amend-
ment and to substitute therefor another one which I send to the
desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani-
mous consent to withdraw his amendment and to offer a sub-
stitute, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of
the gentleman from Kentucky.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Fienps: Iage 4, line 13, after the word
“ prescribed © strike out the remainder of the section.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Kentucky.

The question was taken, and on a division, demanded by
Mr. FieLns, there were—ayes 75, noes 160,

So the amendment was rejected,

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 4. That candidaies for Hepresentative or Representatives to be
clected at large in any State shall be nominated in the same manner
as candidates for governor, unless otherwise provided by the laws of
such State,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
out the section. I suppose, in view of the decision of the Su-
preme Court of the United States in the Newberry case, that
the Congress has no authority whatever over the nominations,
the genfleman from New York will accept the amendment which
1 have offered. If not, I shall submit it to the House without
argument.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr. Chaiviman, section 4 simply provides that
candidates for Representative or Representatives to be elected
at large shall be nominated in the same manner as candidates
for governor unless the law of the State provides otherwise,
The decision of the Supreme Court in the Newberry case did not
determine the question, but held that there was no power to
determine the question as to the amount to be expended in
primaries,

Mr. GARRETT of Tenuessee. Mr. Chairman, I say that I
shall submit it without argument. If gentlemen wish to put
an unconstitutional provision in the bill, very well.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I trust that that motion will
not prevail. I think there iz grave doubt as to its validity.
I know the history of that clause. If was put in as an amend-
ment to the apportionment act under the census of 1910, as I
recall it, in the Senate.

I think I had some part in drawing it myself, because in cer-
tain States there was no provision for the nomination or elec-
tion of candidates for Congressmen at large, Now, it can do
no harm, and I think it better remain. It may have some vital-
ity. There was a discussion at that time about the question of
the right of Congress to legislate in regard to nominations
and those who framed the amendment took the ground that
they were so intimately associated with elections that Congress
could provide for them. [Cries of “ Vote!"]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon the motion of the
gentleman from Tennessee to strike out section 4.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes
appeared to have it,

On a division (demanded by Mr. GARreTT of Tennessee) there
were—ayes 81, noes 157.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. SIEGEL. Mr, Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise and report the bill to the House with the recommenda-
tion that it do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. WaArLsH, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported-that that
committee, having had under consideration the bill H. R. T882,
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had directed him to report the same back with the recommenda-
tion that the same do pass.

My, SIEGEL. Mr, Speaker, I move the previous question on
the bill to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time.

Mr. BLANTON., Mr. Speaker, I demand a reading of the
engrossed copy of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands a read-
ing of the engrossed copy.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr, Speaker——

The SPEAKER. The engrossed copy is not here, but it will
be here within an hour undoubtedly. Does the gentleman insist
on his point?

Mr.hBLANTON. I do so; I do not think the bill ought to pass
to-night.

EURIAL OF AN UNENOWN AMERICAN SOLDIER AT ARLINGTON, VA.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of th133 Union for the consideration of Senate joint resolu-
tion 5

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order—

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, for the information of the
House, this is a resolution that was reported by the Committee
on Appropriations day before yesterday to provide an appro-
priation for defraying the expenses——

Mr, BLANTON. A point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. STAFFORD, For burying an unknown American sol-
dier.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order this
motion is not in order at this time., It is not a privileged mo-
tion or a privileged resolution, and it has no place on the
calendar af this time.

Mr. STAFFORD. I would like to be heard on the point of
order.

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order it is not privi-
leged uéncl it is out of order at this time, except by unanimous
consent.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will consult the Senate joint
resolution. .

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, as this matter is presented
suddenly to the attention of the House so as to inform the
membership of the House in full of the purport and also as
to whether it is privileged under the rules to be brought up at
the present time— .

Mr, BLANTON. 1 make the point of order that this discus-
sion is out of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has the right to discuss the
point of order. The gentleman from Texas has already dis-
cussed it.

Mr. BLANTON. But the gentleman was addressing his re-
marks to his colleagues and not fo the Speaker.

Mr. STAFFORD. I beg the gentleman's pardon; the gentle-
man was not listening, but the other Members of the House
were, As I started to say when I was interrupted by the re-
marks of the gentleman from Texas, I wish to acquaint the
House of the purport of the bill and answer more generally the
query propounded fo me by the gentleman from Tennessee, and
also to inform the Chair as to whether this bill is a privileged
bill.

Mr. WALSH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. STAFFORD. Not at the present time. I wish to make
1 connected argument, Mr. Speaker, so that the Chair will be
fully advised and the Members of the House. I wish to direet
the attention of the Speaker and Members of the House further
as to what this bill is.

The title of this joint resolution is as follows:

Authorizing the Secretary of War to e:l:[pend from the appropriation
o DisPosltlon of remains of officers, soldiers, and civilian employees,
1922" (act of Mar. 4, 1921, Publie, No. 389, 66th Cong.), such sum as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of public resolution
No. 67, Sixty-sixth Congress.

Now, Mr. Speaker, that is not very informing, and it will be
necessary for me, so as to acquaint the Speaker and the rest of
the Members of this House as to the real purport of this reso-
lution, to read it. If the Chair will indulge me I will read the
bill, so that there will be no question that the Speaker will have
full knowledge, in ruling on this important question, of whether
it is in order or not. 3 :

My, MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield? :

AMr. STAFFORD. I always yield to the leader of the House.

Mr. MONDELL. This may or may not be privileged, but is
there anyone in the Congress of the United States that does not

want the Congress to make provision for the burial of the un-
known soldier who is to be brought here as the representative
of the unknown heroes of this country? [Loud and long-
continued applause.]

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield. [Applause.]
I know my rights. I make the point of order, Mr. Speaker,
that the gentleman is merely killing time, and the Chair knows
it, and that the resolution is not in order on its face. ‘And I
ask for the regular order, Mr. Speaker,

Mr. STAFFORD. That is not a point of order, Mr, Speaker.
I have the right to inform the Speaker by directing attention
to the provisions of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has alveady read the bill.

Mr. BLANTON, The Chair knows what is in the bill as well
as you do.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the bill is not privileged.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr. BLANTON. Division, Mr. Speaker,

The House divided; and there were—ayes 14, noes 180.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 9, nays 276,

angwered “ present ” 3, not voting 143, as follows:

YEAS—9.
Blanton O’'Connor Steagall Upshaw
Clark, Fla. Sisson Stevenson eaver
London
NAYR—276.

Almon Doughton Kraos Roach
Andrew, Mags, Dowell Lampert Robertson
Andrews, Nebr, Drane Langley Robsion
Appleby Dunbar Lanham Rodenberg
Arentz Dupré Lankford Rose i
Aswell Dyer Larsen, Ga Rossdale
Atkeson Echols Lawrence Rouse
Bacharach Edmonds Layton Sanders, Ind.
Bankhead Elliott aro Sanders, N. Y.
Barbour Ellis Leatherwood Sanders, Tex.
Barkley Evans Lee, Ga. Sandlin
Beck Fairehild Lehlbach Scott, Tenn.
Beedy Fairfield Lineberger Shelton
Bell Faust Linthicum Shreve
Benham Favrot Lowrey Siegel
Bird . Fenn Luce Sinnott
Black Fields Lyon Smith, Idaho
Bland, Ind. Fisher McCormick Smithwick
Bland, Va. Fitz%eruld MecLaughlin, Mich.Snel]
Boies Floo McLaughlin, Nebr.Snyder
Bowling Focht MeLaughlin, Pa. Speaks
Box Foster McPherson Sproul
Brennan Frear McSwain Stafford
Briggs Free MacGregor Stedman
Brinson Frothingham Magee Stephens
Brooks, 111 Fun Maloney Strong, Kans.
Brown, Tenn. Garrett, Tenn., Mapes Strong, Pa
Browne, Wis, Garrett, Tex. Martin Summers, YWash
Buchanan Gensman Michener Swan
Bulwinkle Gernerd Miller Sweet
Burdick Gilbert Millspangh Swing
Burroughs Glynn Mondell Tague
Burtness Graham, I11. Montoya Taylor, N. J.
Burton Green, Iowa Moore, Temple
Butler Greene, Mass, Moore, Ohio Thompson
Byrnes, 8. C. Greene, Vt. oore, Vi. Tillman
Byrns, Tenn, Hammer Moores, I Tilson
Cable Hardy, Colo. Nelson, A, P. Timberlake
Campbell, Kans. Harrigon Nelson, J. M, Tincher
Campbell, Pa. Haugen . Newton, Minn. Tinkbam
Cannon Haw Newton, Mo, Towner
Carew Herrie Norton Treadway
Chalmers Hersey Ogden Tyson
Chandler, N. ¥,  Hickey Oliver Vaile
Chandler, Okla. Himes Osborne Vare
Chindblom Hoch Overstreet Vestal
Christopherson = Hogan Padgett Voil
Clague Huddleston Paige Yolk
Clarke, N. Y. Hudsi)eth Parker, N, ¥, Volstead
Codd Hukriede Parks, Ark. Walsh
Cole, Iowa Hull Parrish Walters
Cole, Ohio Hutchinson Patterson, Mo. Watson
Collier Ireland Perkins Webster
Collins Jacoway Peters Wheeler
Colton James Pou White, Kans,
Connally, Tex. Jefferis, Nebr, Pringeir White, Me.
Connell Jeffers, Ala. Purnel Williams
Connolly, Pa, Johnson, Wash, uin Williamson
cooper.ﬁ’ls. Keller adcliffe Wilson

Kelley, Mich, Rainey, I1L. Wingo
Crowther Kelly, Pa. Raker Winslow
Curry Kennedy Ramsgeyer Wood, Ind,
Dale tcham Rankin ‘Woodruff
Darrow Kincheloe Reavis Woods, Va.
Davig, Tenn, Kinkaid Reber Woodyard
Deal Kirkpatrick Reece Wurzbach
Denison Kissel Reed, W, Va. Wyant
Dickinson Kline, Pa, Ricketts Yates
Dominick Kopp Riddick Young

ANSWERED ¥ PRESENT "—3.

Hardy, Tex, McClintie Vinson
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Ackerman Fuller Knutson Porter
Anderson Fulmer Kreider Rainey, Ala,
Ansorge Gahn Kunz 4 Ransley
Anthony Gallivan Larson, Minn. Rayburn
Begg Garner - Lea, Calif. R N. Y.
Bixler Goldsborough Lee, N, X. Rhodes
Blakeney Goodykoontz Little Riordan
Bond Gorman Logan Rogers
Bowers Gould Longworth Rosenbloom
Brand Grabam, Pa. Luhring Rucker
Britten Griest MecArthur Ryan
Brooks, Pa. Griffin McDuffie Sabath
Burke Hadley McFadden Bchall
Cantrill Hawes McKenzie Seott, Mich,
Carter Hayden Madden Sears
Classon Hays Mann Shaw

Clouse Hicks Mansficld Sinclair
Cockran Hill eq Slogng
Cooper, Ohio Houghton Merritt Smith, Mich.
Copley Humphreys Michaelson Steenerson
Crago Husted Mills Stiness
Cramton Johnson, Ky. Montague Stoll

Crisp Johnson, Miss, Morgan Sullivan
Cullen Johnson, 8. Dak. Morin Sumners, Tex,
Dallinger Jones, Pa. Mott Taylor, Colo.
Davis, Minn, Jones, Tex. Mudd Taylor, Tenn.
Dempsey Kahn Murphy Ten Eyck
Drewry Kearns Nolan Thomas
Driver Kendall O'Brien Underhill
Dunn Kiess Oldfield Ward, N 1
Elston Kindred Olpp \W:ard. N
Fess King Park, Ga. Wiason

Fish Kitehin Parker, N. J. Wise
Fordney Kleczka Patterson, N. J. Wright
Freeman Kline, N. Y. Perlman Zibhlman
French Kunight Petersen

So the motion was rejected.

NOT VOTING—143,

The Clerk announced the following additional pairs;:
Until further notice:

Mr. ForpNEY with Mr. Crispe.
Mr. Ryax with Mr. OLDFIELD.

Myr. Mappex with Mr. HAYDEN.

My, ANTHONY with Mr, CULLEN.
Mr. BEce with Mr. RUCKER.
Mr. BLAKENEY with Mr. DREWRY.

Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. TEx EYCK.

Mr, KExparr with Mr. WRIGHT.
Mr. Jorxsox of South Daketa with Mr. MeCrLiNTIC,

Mr. Orpp with Mr. FULMER,

Mr. PaTtERsoN of New Jersey with Mr. MONTAGUE.
Mr, RoseNerooy with Mr. Logax,

Mr. Scorr of Michigan with Mr. RAYBURN.
My, STEENERSON with Mr. MANSFIELD.

Mr. Bixter with Mr, Joxes of Texas.

Mr. Regp of New York with Mr. THOMAS.
Mr. MerriTT With Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Mr. Speaker, I wish to withdraw my vote
I am paired with the gentleman

of “no” and vote * present.”
from South Dakota [Mr. JoHNSON].
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

MEMORIAL OF JOHN P. BRACKEN.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, I call up a privileged report from |.

the Committee on Elections No. 2, being the matter of the
memorial of John P. Bracken, No. 55 on the House Calendar.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts calls up
an election case, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Report of the Committee on Elections No. 2, to which was referred
the memorial of John P. Bracken, a citizen of Pennsylvania, claiming
to have been elected to the House of Representatives of the Sixty-
seventh Congress.

Mr., BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I raise the question of con-
sideration,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas raises the ques-
tion of consideration. The question is, Will the House consider
the report?

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MONDELL. Myr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The SPEAKER. On that question the gentleman from Wyo-
ming demands the yeas and nays. Those in favor of taking
the vote by yeas and nays will rise and stand until they are
counted.

Mr. WALSH, Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. WALSH. If the House votes on the roll call to consider
this measure, can it then be withdrawn before final action is
taken?

The SPEAKER, Not except by a vote of the House, It could
not be withdrawn by the gentleman from Massachusetts if the
House had once expressed its desire to consider it.

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana.
from Massachusetts yield?
Mr, WALSH. TYes.

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana.

The SPEAKER.

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman

Then unless we desire to con-
sider this report to-night, the vote would be nay.

Mr, BLANTON. That would be a queslion of expediency for
the Republican Party to decide.

pELL] demands the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER. As many as are in favor of the considera-
tion of this report will answer “yea' when their names are
called ; those opposed will answer “ nay.”
The question was taken, and there were—yeas 8, nays 262,
answered “ present ” 4, not voting 157, as follows:

Blanton
Campbell, Pa.

Almon
Andrew, Mass.
Andrews, Nebr,
Appleby

-| Arentz

Aswell
Atkeson
Bacharach
Bankhead
Barbour
Barkley
Beedy

Bell
Benham
Bird

Black
Bland, Tud.
Boies
Bowling
Box
grgnuan
riggs
Brinson
Brooks, I11.
Browne, Wis,
Buchanan
Bulwinkle
Burdick
Burtness
Burton
Butler
Byrnes, 8, C.,
Byrns, Tenn.
Cable
Carew
Chalmers
Chandler, N. Y.
Chandler, Okla,
Chindblom
Christopherson
Clague
Clarke, N. Y.
Classon
Codd
Cole, ITowa
Cole, Ohic

Connally, Tex,
Connell
Connolly, Pa,
Cooper, Wis.
Coughlin
Crowther
Curry

Dale

Darrow
Davis, Tenn,
Dickinson
Dominick
Doughton
Dowell
Drane
Dunbar
Dupré

Beck

Ackerman
Anderson
Ansorge
Anthony
Begg.
Bixler
Blakeney
Bland, Va.
Bo!

Brooks, Pa,
Brown, Tenn,
Burke
Burroughs

The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Mox-

YEAR—S.
Fields Ramseyer Stevenson
Jones, Tex. Robsion Walters
NAYS—276.
Dyer Lankford Rossdule
Echols Larsen, Ga. Rouse
Edmonds Lawrence Rucker
Elliott Layten Sanders, Tex,
Ellis Lazaro Sandlin
Evans Leatherwood Scott, Tenn,
Fairchild Lee, Ga. Shelton
Fairfield Lehlbach Shreve
Faust Lineberger Siegel
Favrot Linthicum Sinnott
Fenn London Bisson
Fish Lowrey Smith, Idaho
Fisher Lyon Smithwick
Fitzgerald _ cCormick Snel]
Focht McLaughlin, Mich.Snyder
Foster McLaughlin, Nebr. Speaks
Frear McLaughlin, Pa. Sproul
Free MeSwain Stafford
Frothingham MacGregor Steagall
Garrett, Tenn, Magee Stedman
Garrett, Tex. Maloney Stephens
Gensman Mapes Strong, Kans.
Gernerd Martin Strong, Pa.
Gilbert Michener Summers, Wash,
Glynn Miller Swank
Goodykoontz Millspaugh Sweet
Graham, 111, Mondell Swing
Green, lowa Montoya Tague
Greene, Mass. Moore, Ohio Taylor, N. J.
Greene, V. Moore, Va. Temple
Hammer Moores, Ind. Tillman
Hardy, Colo. Morgan Tilson
Hawley Nelson, A, P. Timberlake
Hayden Nelson, J. M. Tincher
Heiviek Newton, Minn, Tinkham
Hersey Norton Treadway
Hickey O'Connor Tyson
Himes Ogden Vaile
Hoch Oliver Vare
Hogan Oshorne Vestal
Huddlesion Overstreet Vinson
Hudspeth Padgett Voigt
Hukrlede Paige Volk
Hull Parker, N, J. Volstead
Husted Parker, N. Y. Walsh
Hutchinson Parks, Ark. Watson
Ireland Parrish Weaver
Jacoway Patterson, Mo, Webster
James Perkins Wheeler
Jefferis, Nebr, Peters White, Kans,
Jeffers, Ala, Pou White, Me.
Keller Pringey Willinmson
Kelley, Mich. Purnell Wilson
Kelly,i’n. Quin Wingo
Kennedy Radecliffe Wise
Ketcham Rainey, I11 Wood, Ind.
Kincheloe Raker Woodruf
Kinkaid Rankin Woods, Va,
Kirkpatrick Reber Woodyard
Kissel e Wright
Kleczka Reed, W. Wurzbach
Kline, Pa. Ricketts Wrant
Kopp Riddick Yates
Lampert Robertson Young
Lanﬁ ey Rodenberg
Lanham Rose
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—4.
Crisp Hardy, Tex. MecClintie
NOT VOTING—157.

Campbell, Kans. Denison Goldsborough
Cannon Drewry 10rman
Cantrill Driver Gould
Carter Dunn Graham, Pa.
Clark, Fla. Elston Griest
Clouse Fess Griffin
Cockran Flood Hadley
Cooper, Ohio Fordney Harrison
Copley Freeman Haugen
Crago French Hawes
Cramton Fuller Hays
Cnullen Fulmer Hicks
Dallinger Funk Hill
Davis, Minn Gahn Houghton

1 Gallivan Humphreya
Dempsey Garner Johnson, Ky.
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Johnson, Miss. Luhring - Park, Ga. Slemtg
Johmson, 8. Dak. McArthur Patterson, N, J, Smith, Mich,
Johnson, Wash, MeDuffie Perlman Steenerson
Jones, Pa. McFadden Petersen Stiness
Kahn McKenzie Porter Stoll

Kearns MePherson Rainey, Ala. Sullivan
Kendall Madden Ransley Sumners, Tex,
Kiess Mann Rayburn Taylor, .
Kindred Mansfield Reavis Taylor, Tenn,
King Mead Reed, N. Y, Ten Eyck
Kitehin Merritt Rhodes Thomas
Kline, N. Y. . Michaelson Riordan Thompson
Knight Mills oach Towner
Knutson Montague Rogers TUnderhill
Kraus Moore, I11. Rosenbloom Upshaw
Kreider Morin yan N X
Kunz Mott Sabath Ward, N. C.
Larson, Minn, Mudd Sanders, Ind. Wason

Lea, Calif, Murphy Sanders, N. Y, Williams
Lee, N. X. Newton, Mo, Schail Winslow
Little Nolan Scott, Mich, Zihlman
Logan (0’Brien Sears

Longworth Oldfield Shaw

Luce Olpp Sinclair

So the House refused to consider the memorial.

The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:

Until further notice:

Mr. ForpneEy with Mr, Crisp,

AMr. CaAxxox with Mr, Froop.

Mr. Joaxson of Washington with Mr, HARRISON.

Mr. Moore of Illinois with Mr, DEATL.

Mr, Newrox of Missouri with Mr. UpsHAW,

Mr, Roacm with Mr, Crarx of Florida.

Mr. Jouxsox of South Dakota with Mr., McCLINTIC.

Mr. Reavis with Mr. Braxp of Virginia.

Mr, LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote.

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening
when his name was called?

Mr, LITTLE. No; I was not, when I come to think about it.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not gualify,

Mr, THOMPSON. My, Speaker, I desire to be recorded.

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening
when his name was called?

My, THOMPSON. No; I was not in the room at that time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify under the
rule.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

APPORTIONMENT OF REPRESENTATIVES.

The SPEAKER. The engrossment and third reading of the
apportionment bill has been ordered. The Clerk will read the
engrossed bill,

The bill was read a third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage.

Mr, FAIRFIELD., Mr, Speaker, I move to recommit the bill
to the Committee on the Censng, and on that motion I move the
previous question.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves to re-
commit the bill to the Committee on the Census, and on that
motion he moves the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER., The question is on the motion to recommit
the bill to the Committee on the Census.

Mr. FAIRFIELD. Mr, Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 146, nays 142,
answered “ present” 3, not voting 140, as follows:

Smithwick Swing Voigt Wood, Ind,
Speaks Taylor, N. J. Walsh Woodruff
Sproul Tillman Weaver Woods, Va.
Stafford Tilson Webster Woodyard
Steagall Tinkham White, Me. Wright
Stedman Treadway Williamson Young
Summers, Wash, Tyson Wingo
Swank Vinson Winslow
NAYR—142,
Almon Edmonds Leatherwood Rose
Andrews, Nebr.  Elliott Lineberger Rossdale
Aswell Ellis Little Sanders, Ind,
Atkeson Evans Lowrey Sardlin
Barkley Faust MeLaughlin, Nebr.8cott, Tenn,
Benham Favrot MecLaughlin, Pa. Shelten
Bird Fields Mc¢Pherson Shreve
Bland, Ind. Focht Magee Siegel
Boieg Free Maloney Smith, Idaho
Brooks, 111, Funk Martin Snell
Burdick Gensman Miller Snyder
Burroughs Gilbert Millspaugh Stephens
Butler Glynn Mondell Strong, Kans,
Campbell, Kans, Graham, IIL Montoya Strong, Pa,
Campbell, Pa. Green, Towa Moores, Ind. Sweet
Carew Greene, Mass, Morgan Tague
Chandler, N. ¥, Greene, Vt. Newton, Mo, Temple
Chandler, Okla, Harrison Norton Thompson
Codd Haugen 0'Connor Timberlake
Cole, Towa Herrick Ogden Tincher
Collier Hickey Oshorne Towner
Colling Hoian Parker, N. Y. Vaile
Colton Hukriede Patterson, Mo, Vare
Connell Hull Pringey Vestal
Connolly, Pa. Ireland Purnell Yolk
Crowther Jefferis, Nebr, Quin Walters
Curry Kelley, Mich, Rainey, I11, Watson
Dale Kennedy Ramseyer Wheeler
Darrow Kincheloe Rankin White, Kans,
Denison Kinkaid Reber Williams
Dickinson Kline, Pa. Reece Wilson
Doughton Kopp Riddick Wurzbach
Dowell Kraus Roach Wyant
Dunbar Langley Robertson Yates
Dupré Lawrence Robsion
Dyer Lazaro Rodenberg
ANSWERED " PRESENT "—3.
Bacharach Crisp McClintie
NOT VOTING—140.
Ackerman French Kunz Reavis
Anderson Fuller Larson, Minn. Reed, N. Y.
Ansorge Fulmer Lea, Calif, Reed, W. Va,
Anthony Gahn Iee, N. Y, Rhodes
Degg iallivan Logan Riordan
Bixler Garner Longworth Rogers
Blakeney Goldsborough Lubring Rosenbloom
Bond Gorman McArthur Ryan
Bowers Gould McDuffie Sabath
Brand Graham, Pa, McFadden Sanders, N. Y,
Britten , Griest McKenzie Schall
Brooks, Pa. Griffin Madden Scott, Mich,
Brown, Tenn, Hadley Mann Sears
Burke Hawes Mansfield Shaw
Cannon Hays Mead Sinelair
Cantrill Hicks Merritt Slem!
Carter Hill Michaelson Smith, Mich.
Clark, Fla, Houghton Mills Steenerson
Clouse Humphreys Montague Stevenson
Cockran Johnson, :i‘ﬁ' Moore, I1I, Stiness
Cooper, Ohio Johnson, Miss,  Morin Stoll
Copley Johnson, 8. Dak, Mott Sullivan
Crago Johnson, Wash. Mudd Sumners, Tex,
Cramton Jones, Pa., Murphey Taylor, Colo.
Cullen Kahn Nolan Taylor, Tenn.
Dallinger Kearns O'Brien Ten Eyck
Davis, Minn. Kendall Oldfield Thomas
Dempsey Kiess Olp Underhill
Drewry Kindred Park, Ga. Upshaw
Driver Ki Patterson, N, J. Volstead
Dunn Kitchin Perlman Ward, N. Y.
Elston Kline, N. Y. Petersen Ward, N. C.
Fess Knight Porter Wason
Fordney Enutson Rainey, Ala. Wise
Freeman Kreider Ransley Zihlman

So the motion to recommit was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:

YEAS—146.
Andrew, Mass,  Classon Hersey McLaughlin, Mich,
Appleby Cole, Ohio Himes MeSwain
Arentz Connally, Tex, Hoch MacGregor
Bankhead Cooper, Wis. Huddleston l\mgs
Barbour Coughlin Hudspeth Michener
Beck Davis, Tenn, Husted Moore, Ohio
Beedy Deal Hutchinson Moore, Va.
Bell Dominjck Jacoway Nelson, A, P,
Black Drane James Nelson, J. M.
Bland, Va. Echols Jeffers, Ala. Newton, Minn,
Blanton Fairchild Jones, Tex, liver
Bowling Fairfield Keller Overstreet
Box Fenn Kelly, Pa, Padgett
Brennan Fish Ketcham Paige
Briggs Fisher Kirkpatrick Parker, N. J,
Brinson Fitzgerald Kissel Parks, Ark,
Browne, Wis. Flood Kleczka Parrish
Buchanan Foster Lanmpert Perking
Bulwinkle Frear Lanham Peters
Burtness Frothingham Lankford Pou
Burton Garrett, Tenn,  Larsen, Ga, Radcliffe
Byropes, 8. C. Garrett, Tex, Layton Raker
Byrns, Tenn- Gernerd , Ga, Rayburn
Cable soodykoonts Lehlbach Ricketts
Chalmers ammer Linthicum Rouse
Chindblom Hardy, Colo. London Rucker
Christopherson  Hardy, Tex, Luce Sanders, Tex,
Clagne Hawley L‘yon Sinnott
Clarke, N, Y. Hayden MeCormick Sisgon

On the vote:

Mr. Crisp (for) with Mr. ForoxEY (against).

Mr. Scorr of Michigan (for) with Mr. Moore of Illinois
(against).

Mr. McArTHUR (for) with Mr, GarLivax (against),

Mr. FrexcH (for) with Mr. Craco (against).

Mr. Rogers (for) with Mr, PARK of Georgia (against).

Mr. AxtHONY (for) with Mr. Meap (against).

Mr. Darrincer (for) with Mr, TroMAs (against).

Mr. McCrixtic (for) with Mr. Jomxsox of South Dakota
(against).,

Mr. MurerY (for) with Mr. Stixess (against).

Mr. Hixn (for) with Mr. Kixprep (against).

Mr. PartERsoN of New Jersey (for) with Mr., RIORDAN
(against),

Mr. DrewrY (for) with Mr. Ruobes (against).

Mr. GrrrFIy (for) with Mr, BLAxesey (against).

Mr. CarTer (for) with Mr. AxsorcE (against).
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Mr. MoxTague (for) with Mr. CucLex (against).

AMr. McDurrie (for) with Mr. PEriaan (against).

AMr. Wise (for) with Mr. Surnivax (against).

Mr. Oworierp (for) with Mr. Ryax (against),

Mr. StevexsoN (for) with Mr. Reep of West Virginia
{against).

Alr. Davis of Minnesota (for) with Mr, Luasing (against).

Mr. Jouxsox of Washington (for) with Mr. Reavis {(against).

Mr. Craeg of Florida (for) with Mr. BacHARACH (against).

Mr. Crasrron (for) with Mr, STEeNERsoN (against).

Mr. Beee (for) with Mr. Caxxox {against).

Mr. Wanp of North Cavelina {(for) with Mr, Tex Excx
(against).

Mr. Locax (for) with Mr. Cockrax (against).

Until further notice: »

AMr. GramAy of Pennsylvania with Mr. KiTcHIN,

Mr. Duxnx with Mr. StoLr.

Mr. Orep with Mr. Tayror of Colorado.

Mr. LoxeworTH with Mr, UpsHAW,

Mr. Sixcrame with Mr., GARNER.

Mr. Kremer with Mr. BRAXD.

Mr. Kxursox with Mr. DRIVER.

Mr., Hays with Mr, Hawzs.

Mr, Norax with Mr. Joassox of Kentucky.

., MappEN with AMr, Lea eof California.

». Vorsteap with Me, SumseRs of Texas. =
. Morixy with Mr, O'BRIEN.

. GriEsT Wwith Mr. CANTRILL.

. Moop with Mr. Frriamer.

. REED of New York with Mr. Joansox of Mississippi.
. RosExBLooam with Mr. MANSFIELD.

. Kexpary with Mr. SEars,

. Kaax with Mr. HUMPHREYS.

Mr. GorumaN with Mr. SABATH,

Mr. AckEryax with Mr. GorpsporoueH.

Mr, Furrer with Mr. Kuxz.

My, Kiess with Mr. Raixey of Alabama,

Mr. McPHERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am authorized to say that
my colleague, Mr, RHopEs, who is absent on a mining committee,
if present would have voied no.

The SPEAKER. On this vote the yeas are 146, and the nays
142,

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a recapitulation.

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsgin. My, Speaker, befere that is done,
I want to say that I inadverteatly, when the name of AMr,
Browxe of Wisconsin was called, answered. I heard the sord
“ Wisconsin ” and thought it was my name.

Mr. MONDELL. That can be corrected during the reeapitu-
lation.

Mr. STAFFORD.
voted.

Mr. BLANTON. Mry. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The question was taken, and the motion was rejected,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks for a re-
capitulation. The Chair thinks fhig is a proper vote to be
recapitulated.

The Clerk recapitulated the vote.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I observe that the Clerk
failed to call my name. I was present and answered “yea.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama states that
he voted and that it was not recorded. The Clerk will make
the correction.

On motion of Mr, Famrero, a motion to reconsider the
vote whereby the motion to recommit was agreed to was laid
on the table.

By unanimous consent Mr. Larsex of Georgia and Mr. Goony-
LKOONTZ were given leave to extend their remarks in the Recozp.

Mr. Browxe of Wisconsin is here and

ENROLLED BILIL, SIGNED,

Mr. RICKETTS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill
of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same:

H. R, 8297. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to convey certain lands to the State of Missouri for enlarge-
ment of the State capitol grounds of that State.

ADJOURNMENT.

Alr, MONDELL, My, Speaker, I move that the House do now

adjourn.

. The motion was agreed to ; accordingly (at 9 o'clock p. m.) the
House adjourned until te-morrow, Saturday, October 15, 1921,

at 12 o'clock noon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIO BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr, OURRY, from the Committee on the Territories, to which
was referred the bill (H, R. 8442) to amend an act entitled
“An act to authorize the President of the United States to lo-
cate, construet, and operate railroads in the Territory of Alaska,
and for other purposes,” approved March 12, 1914, as amended,
reported the same with an amendment, accompanied by a ve-
port (No. 405), which said bill and report were referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, from the Committee on Ways and
Means, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 8643) to extend
the tariff act approved May 27, 1921, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 406), which said bill
and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr, STEPHENS, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 2504) providing for the readmis- -
sion.of certain deficient midshipmen to the United States Naval
Academy, reported the same without amendment, accompanied
by a report ¢No, 407), which said bill and report were referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (H, R. 8542) for the relief of Herman O, Davis; Com-
mittee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee on

War Claims.

A bill {H. R. 8493) granting a pension to Perry Talbott; Com-
mittee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Commiitee
on Invalid Pensions. d

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

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

By Mr. COLLIER : A bill (H. R. 8687) providing for a * Visit
Vicksburg's National Military Park™ cancellation stamp to be
used by the Vicksburg post office; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. OVERSTREET: A bill (H. R. 8688) authorizing the
counties of Allendale, 8. (., and Screven, Ga., to construct-a
bridge across the Savannah River between said counties at or
near Burtons Ferry ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign

Commerce.

By Mr. JEFFERIS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 8689) to amend
paragraph 3 of section 6 of an act entitled * Interstate commerce
aect,” being the act to regulate commerce, approved February 4,
1887, as amended ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Cominerce.

By Mr. CURRY : A bill (H. R. 8690) to add a certain tract of
land on the island of Hawali to the Hawaii National Park; to
the Committee on the Territories,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Joint reselution (H. J.
Res. 205) authorizing and directing the Secretary of the Navy
to enter into an agreement with the Secretary of War respect-
ing the occupation and use of the Camp Lewis Military Res-
ervation, in the State of Washington; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr, YOUNG : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 206) to authorize
the adjustment, settlement, and winding up of all matters con-
nected with the loaning of money by the Government for seed
purposes ; to the Committee on Appropriations,

By Mr. COCKRAN: Resolution (H. Res, 200) respecting the
right of the President to address either House 6f Congress in
the abgence of the other on a matter affecting legislation ; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois: Resolution (H. Res. 201) for
the immediate consideration of House bill 8298; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

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

By Mr. BIRD: A bill (H. R. 8691) granting a pension to Anna
&, Ballard; to the Committee on Pensions.
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By Mr. BLAND of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 8692) to provide
for an examination and survey of Onancock River, Accomac
County, Va., and of the channel connecting said river with
Chesapeake Bay, Va,; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8693) for the examination and survey of
Mulberry Creek, Lancaster County, Va.; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, .

By Mr. BROOKS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 8684) granfing a
pension to William E. Kerbaugh; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. CLARKE of New York: A bill (H. R. 8695) authorizing
the Secretary of War to donate to the city of Oxford, State of
New York, one German cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee
on Military Affairs. .

By Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 8696) granting a
pension to Hig Melton ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ELLIOTT : A bill (H. R. 8697) granting a pension to
Cynihia €. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FESS: A bill (H. R. 8698) authorizing the Secretary |

of War to donate to the American Legion Post of Xenia, State
of Ohio, one German cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FUNK: A bill (H. R. 8699) granting a pension to
Charles C. Sterling; to the Comnrittee on Pensions,

By Mr. GALLIVAN: A bill (H. R. 8700) granting an increase
of pension to Patrick J. O'Brien; to the Committee on Pen-
sions,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky : A bill (H. R. 8701) granting
a pension to Sarah R. McGrew ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: A bill (H. R. 8702) grant-
ing an inerease of pension to Catherine Hoover; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8703) granting an increase of pension to
Willard M. Girton; to the Committee on Pensions.

JAlso, a bill (H. R. 8704) granting a pension to Nicholaos P.
Zopolos; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 8705) granting an increase
.of pension to Hannah Bell; fo the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8706) granting an increase of pension to
Benjamin C. Maham ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LAMPERT: A bill (H. R. 8707) granting a pension
to Lena E. Deming; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr, LINTHICUM: A bill (H. R, 8708) for the relief of
Mary C. Blandin; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 8709)
granting a pension to Mary J. Johnson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

‘By Mr, PURNELL: A bill (H. R. 8710) granting an increase
of pension to Stephen T, Barnes; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, RAMSEYER: A bill (H. R, 8711) granting a pension
to Anna Coleman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TINKHAM : A bill (H. R. 8712) granting a pension to
John F. Norton; to the Com aittee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 8713) granting a pension
to Mary Barnwell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8714) granting a pension to Luecinda E.
Jones; to the Comirittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8715) granting an increase of pension to
Emma Koontz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8T16) granting a pension to Dean Lewis: to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WOCGDTARD : A bill (H. R. 8717) granting a pension
to Drusilla Bush ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GILLETT : Resolution (H. Res. 199) for the relief of
the widow of Henry Neal, late an employee of the House of
Representatives; to the Committee on Accounts,

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

2729. By Mr. CRAMTON : Petition of George 8. Whidden and
other citizens of Vassar, Mich., protesting against the passage
of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (Hs R. 4388) ; to the
Comnrittee on the District of Columbia,

2730. By Mr. CULLEN : Resolution adopted at a meeting of
the Greeters, of New York City, charter No. 2, protesting
against the proposed tax of 10 per cent on all hotel rooms
where the charge per day is above $5; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

2731, Also, resolutions adopted by the members of Branch
No. 2, United National Association of Post Office Clerks, rela-
tive to the nonobservance of Lincoln’s Birthday by postal
employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads,

2732. By Mr. FULLER : Petition of G. D. Bennett and sundry
other citizens of Rockford, I1l., opposing the Sunday observance
bill (H. R. 4388) ; to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

2733. By Mr. GALLIVAN : Resolutions from W. A. M¢Donald,
president, and M. I. Erickson, secretary, of Charlestown Metal
Trades Council, Boston Navy Yard, regarding the present and
future building programr of naval ships; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

2734. Also, copy of resolutions adopted by the American
Legion, Department of Massachusetts, urging the passage of
the adjusted compensation and other bills for soldier relief; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

2735. By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of residents of Niles,
Mich., protesting against House bill 3716; to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

2736. Also, petition of residents of Michigan, protesting
against the Sunday obgervance bill (H. IR, 4388) ; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

2737. Also, petition of residents of Bangor, Mich., protesting
against the Sunday observance bill (H. R. 4388) ; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

2738. By Mr. KIESS: Evidence in support of House bill 8653,
granting a pension to Mary T. Schmidt; to the Committee on
Pensions,

2739. By Mr. KISSEL : Petition of Janet and Mary Clements,
E. P. Doyle, M. Lyons, P. H. McCarthy, W. Redmond, W.
Rogan, and W, Slavin, all of Brooklyn, N, Y.; to the Committee
on Ways and Means

2740. Also, petition of Herman Grossman, of Chicago, I1l.; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

2741, By Mr. LINTHICUM: Petition of Michael Fitzgerald
Council, of Baltimore, Md.,, urging enactment of Senate hills
665 and 2099; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

2742. By Mr. PATTERSON of New Jersey : Petition of Taylor
Memorial Baptist Churel, of Paulsboro, N. J., indorsing House
Jjoint resolution 159, prohbiting sectarian appropriations; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2743. By Mr. SNYDER : Resolution of Utica, N. Y., lodge, No.
33. Benevolent and Protective Order of FElks, favoring the
sale of light wines and beer under suitable restrictions; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2744. By Mr. TAYLOR of New Jersey: Petition of sundry
citizens of Newark, N. J., and vicinity, urging the recognition
of the Irish republic; to the Committee on Fore'gn Affairs.

2745. Also, petition of sundry citizens of Newark, N. J., and
vicinity, protesting against House bill 4388; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

2746. By Mr. WOODYARD : Petition of the Rotary Club of
Parkersburg, Parkersburg, W. Va., relative to Government aid
in road building; to the Committee on Roads.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Sarurpay, October 15, 1921.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev, James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

O Thou blessed Heavenly Father, we are ever in Thy arms
of care; draw us more closely to Thy heart and hear the
unuttered voices of our breasts and bless us with the peace
that follows divine forgiveness. Bear with our infirmities
and fortify us against error. Grant us strength to dismiss the
anxiety of to-morrow and make us strong, urgent men of to-
day. Give us the life that conguers over bitter cups, sore lone-
liness, and disappointment, and prosper the good everywhere.
In the name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and

approved.
CORRECTION.

Mr, SPEAKS. Mr. Speaker, with the enthusinsm of a new
Member I have taken a great deal of pride in the fact that I
have never missed a session. or a roll call. In checking (he
matter up this morning I find that on the sixth roll call this
session, the House being in Committee of the Whole, I um
recorded as not present on a call of the committee. T was
present, and I ask unanimous consent that the Recorp he cor-
rected.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I suppose the permanent Recorp containing roll
call No. 6 of this session has already been printed. Would not




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-09-11T18:38:00-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




