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The benefits of education and of 
11seru1 knowledge, generally dUl'used 
through a community, are essential to 
the preservation or a free government. 

Sam Houston. 

( 111tivated mind is the guardian 
genius or democracy. It is 
the only dictator that freemen ac
knowledge and the only security that 
freemen desire. 

President Mirabeau B. Lamar. 

It is only out or the contest or facts 
and brains that the right can ever be 
evolved-only on the anvil of discus
sion ran the spark of truth be struck 
out. Joseph H. Choate. 



PREFACE 

'!'his bulletin contains the affirmative and negatire ,:peeches nf 
the University of 'l'exas debating teams in the interc:ollegiate lk
bates of 1914, together with bibliographies. The main :;pcedics 
only are included, arranged in the order of affirmatirc-negatin.: in 
each case. 

The University of Texas is a member of two interc·olleginte 
debating leagues: 'l'he Triangular Debating League, c-om:i;:tinJ 
of the State Universities of Colorado, Missouri, and Texas: and 
the Pentngonal League of Southern State Universities, consisting 
of the State Universities of Arkan!'las, Louisiana, Mis3issippi, Tl·n
nessee, and Texas. In the Triangular League the question for 

debate was, Resol·ved, That the United Staie:s :should adopt an 

llliterary Test for lmmigraJits along the lines of the Dillingham
Burnett Bill vetoed by President Taft. Mr. W. W. ~Ieachum of 
Anderson and Mr. Sylvan Lang of 8an Antonio supported the 
affirmatiYe side of the question in a debate with the l'ni\·ersity of 
Missouri, held at Austin on April 17, 191-1, the affirmati\-e win
ning h:- a rnte of two to one. On the same date a Texas team con
sisting of }fr. Charles I. Francis of Denton ancl }Ir. Geo. W. 
Dupree of Clairette upheld the negative side of the same question 
in a debate with the Cnirersih· of Colorado at Boulder. Colorado, 
the Colorado team winning by a rnte of two to one. 

In the Pentagonal Lea~ue series the question for debate wa~, 
Resolved, tliat the President of the l'nited States ,<:liould be rli'cted 
for a si.i:-yPar term and slionld be ineligible for re-election. }Ir. 
T. V. Smith of Gunter and Mr. Robt. F. Higgins of Reagan upheirl 
the affirmative side of this question in a debate with the l'niwr5ity 
of Arkansas at Austin, Texas, April 3, 1914. The Texa;; team 
won by a vote of two to one. On the same date a team from the 
University of Texas, consisting of Mr. Eugene H. CnYin of Galve~
ton and :M:r. Pendleton Howard of Dallas, upheld the negati\-e of 
the same question in a debate with the Louisiana ~tatr l~nirrrsity 
at Raton Ronge, La. In thi;:: llebate the Tex a" tt>a m won J,y '.I 

unanimous vote. 





Sylvan Lang, '14, San Antonio . W . W. M eachum, 'H, An<lcrson. Won from Missouri . 

E. B. Howard, '16, Dallas. E. H . Cavin, '14, Galveston. Won from Louisiana. 



II . F. I li101i11N, '14, n.,111111. Thn•. V. Smith, '17, (;unl.,r. Won from Arknn•n•. 

Geo. W. Dupree, '14, Clairelle. Chas. I. Francis, '15, Donlon. Lost lo Colorado. 



INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATES AND BIBLIOGRAPHIES ON 
A LITERACY TEST FOR IMMIGRANTS AND A SIX

YEAR PRESIDENTIAL TERM 

QUESTION 

Resolved, That the United States should adopt an Illiteracy Test 
for Immigrants along the lines of the Dillingham-Bumett Bill 
vetoed by President Ta.ft. 

FIRST AFFIR)IATIVE SPEECH 

BY WINFRED W. ME.A.CH.HI, OF ANDERSOX, TE:S:Ai;. 

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen: 
In presenting for your adoption an illiteracy test along the line;; 

of the Bn:rnett-Dillingham Bill, we present a measure which has 
twice received the almost unanimous approval of the Americ-an 
Congress, and which only the unexplained hostility of two presi
dents has prevented its enactment into law. We advocate a mcns
ure which the National Immigration Commission of experts. after 
having made an exhaustive Rtudy of the need of further restric:tion 
and the harmful effects of recent immigration, felt compelled jo 

recommend as the most practical and effective single- measure that 
could be devised to restrict further immigration and to debar the 
undesirable immigrant. Finally, we would adopt a plan which in 
December last passed the present House of Representatives by au 
overwhelming majority, and which the Senate committee has re
ported favorably. It is evident that this measure is in direct 
accord with the consi!'tent purpose and policy of our government 
to restrict further immigration, and to reject the undesirable immi
grant. True, there may be found upon our statute books law:; 
against criminal, insane, immoral or destitute persons, but these 
law8 represent direct legislation against those who are known to 
be criminal, insane, immoral or diseased. That these laws arP. 
insufficient as measures of restriction is evident from the fact tha~ 
they admit immigrants who are not desirable, and whose effect 
upon this nation is detrimental socially and economically. 
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At the ouhet of this discussion, ladies and gentlemen, it should 
be borne in mind that there is a distinct and marked difference 
between the "old" immigration of the past and that immigration 
which is today gaining admission into the United States. The old 
immigration represented an element which cherished the same 
ideals, traditions, and institutions as the original colonists. These 
peoples had come in contact with the English people for more than 
a thousand years; they were kindred; they cherished the same ideals 
of government; they accepted our habits, customs, and traditions; 
and they had felt the touch and enlightenment of western civiliza
tion. Up to 1882, this "old" immigration from the "Cnited King
dom, Germany, and northern Europe represented practically the 
total immigration into this country, but in 1907 it had dwindled 
to only 11 per cent. Today there knock at our gates the Slavic 
and Iberic races from southern Europe, and their illiteracy is 42 
per cent. Within the last few years these races have furnished 
82 per cent of our immigration, which in 1913 amounted to one 
million souls. Composed of south Italians, and others of the 
Slavic and Iberic races,-races which cherish different ideal8 of 
government, which have a low standard of living, and which cannot 
be readily assimilated,-this present-day immigration presents a 
problem which can only be soh-ed by further restriction. 

'l'o reject th~e undesirable immigrants, and as a means of further 
restriction, we of the affirmative would place in operation an illit
eracy test. By this test we would require that all immigrants over 
sixteen years of age shall be able to read in some language or dia
lect. Such a test is practical, just, and de~nite. Practical, be
cause it is easily applied; just, for the immigrant will know before 
he undergoes the hardship and expense of the voyage, whether he 
can enter or not; and definite, because there can be neither any dis
cretion exercised or mistake made as to its meaning. We would 
restrict this present-day immigration because, composed as it is of 
~outh Italians whose illiteracy is 42 per cent, of Slavs whose illit
eracy is 52 per cent, and others of the Slavic and Iberic races it 
constitutes: First, a social danger, and, second, an economic men
ace. It shall be my purpose to present to you the social dangers 
which are the direct result of this recent immigration, while my 
colleague will show the harm that it has done as an economic factor. 
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We maintain that these immigrants are a social danger, and we 
predicate this proposition upon two grounds: First, they tend to 
settle and congest in the slum districts of our cities; and, second, 
they contribute a disproportionate share of our foreign-born crim
inals, insane, and paupers. 

The seventh report of the Labor Commissioner shows that the 
proportion of those of foreign birth to the total population of the 
slums of Baltimore is 77 per cent-forty out of every one hun
dred being illiterate; in New York, 95 per cent-fifty-nine out of 
every one hundred being illiterate; in Philadelphia 91 per cent
fifty-one out of every one hundred being illiterate. Among the 
Greeks 9 per cent consisted of ten or more persons eating, living, 
and sleeping in a single room. Among the Servians, 18 per cent 
consisted of ten or more persons living in a single room; and 
among the Slavonians 12 per cent consisted of eleven or more per
sons in a single room. In the Italian quarter of Philadelphia the 
committee found thirty Italian families, numbering one hundred 
and twenty-three persons, inhabiting thirty-four rooms. Unable 
to read, these illiterate immigrants are beyond the pale of health 
ordinances and sanitary measures, while their illiteracy, general 
ignorance, and uncleanliness are potent factors in the spreading of 
tuberculosis and other diseases. The spread of yellow fever in 
New Orleans in 1905 was said to have been due to the resistance 
of recent Italian immigrants to proper sanitary measures; and 
it is estimated that these ignorant immigrants have caused four
teen out of nineteen epidemics of smallpox in Chicago. 

To restrict these settlers of the slums we advocate the adoption 
of this test, because it will shut out the illiterate immigrant from 
southern Europe. This particular immigration, according to the 
Immigration Commissioner, furnishes three times as many inhabit
ants as northern Europe to the slums of Baltimore; nineteen times 
as many to the slums of New York; twenty times as many to the 
slums of Philadelphia, and the illiteracy of the immigrants in the 
slums of our cities is 60 per cent. Then, mind you, by this test 
you will in the future eliminate forty out of every one hundred in 
the slums of Baltimore; fifty-nine out of every one hundred in the 
11lums of New York; fifty-one out of every one hundred in the 
slums of Philadelphia; and yon will reduce the total number of the 
inhabitants of our slum districts by 60 per cent. You will deba1· 
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the illiterate, unrlesirahle element from southern Europe which is 
e:omtantly feNling <rnrl intemif~·ing our social problems. At the 
same time. you will improw the quality of the immigrants and the 
conditions under which they lin~, IJy sub::otituting for them those 
who can rea<l ancl unrlerstand health ordinances, sanitary measures, 
and the like. 

Second. These iiliterate immigrants furnish a disproportionate 
share of the foreiirn born criminal, in;;ane, and pauper class. We 
recognize the fact that any law enacted which tends to reduce the 
number of criminals, the num her of insane, and the number of 
dependent;: upon public charity is manifestly a desirable enact
ment. If this general proposition is trne, it follows that if an 
illiteracy test will reduce the number of criminals, the number of 
insane, the number of dependents upon public charity, then such 
an illiteracy test is certainly desirable. ut us imestigate. 

Foreign-born patients have increased in X ew York since 1900 
by 1-1 per cent, and in the two State hospitals for the criminally 
insane 45 per cent of the inmates are foreigners, 21 per cent A 
whom are illiterate. Xo wonder that GoYernor Glynn recently 
demanded that the Federal gowrnment should contribute to the 
support of this undesirable class which it passively permits to enter 
the city of X ew York. By the adoption of our plan you will 
re;:trict a class which is furnishing a disproportionate share of the 
insane of X ew York; you will remoYe from the taxpayers an 
annual burden which should be borne by the nations of southern 
Europe, whose produc·t these immigrants are; and you will remove 
from the nation the burden of supporting a class which, though it 
constitutes only 12 per cent of the alien population, according to 
the Federal census, increases our social problem by producing 18 
pt.>r cent of the forPign-born insane. Then we submit that this is 
a desirable mPasure, for unoer the operation of such a test this 
18 per cent of foreign-born insane will, in the future, be denied 
admission at our ports and harbors. 

X ot only will you accomplish this result, but an illiteracy test 
would be the correct method of exclusion, for it would deny ad
mission to a group which furnishes a disproportionate share to 
the foreign-born pauper class. The Federal census shows that this 
illiterate class, though it constitutes but 12 per cent of the foreign 
population, contributes 30 per cent to our foreign-born pauper cla~s. 
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That, under the operation of an illiteracy test, this 30 per cent 
of the alien destitutes would be rejected can neither be successfully 
contradicted nor denied. We submit that the gentlemen from 
Missouri cannot complain of the desirability of this test, if it 
relieves, as it will relieYe, if adopted, our social problem in this 
particular field, by rejecting an element which adds to the burden 
of public and private charity 30 per cent of the foreign-born 
paupers, and yet only constitutes 12 per cent of the foreign-born 
population. 

But observe the tendency of the illiterate to become criminal. 
The Federal census shows that 21 per cent of the foreign-born 
criminals who are today confined as public charges are illiterate. 
'l'his 21 per cent of the foreign-born illiterate criminals, under the 
operation of an illiteracy test, will be denied admission in the 
future. The same authority shows that 42 per cent of the foreign
born murderers are illiterate. This 42 per cent of the foreign
born murderers an illiteracy test would have excluded, and, if 
11dopted, will exclude in the future. The Federal census shows 
i:hat 57 per cent of the foreigners attempting to commit murder 
spring from the illiterate class. Then, mind you, this 21 per cent 
of foreign-born illiterate criminals, this 42 per cent of foreign
born illiterate murderers, and 51 per cent of those attempting to 
commit murder, would never ha\e been added to our social prob
lem, and would not today be gracing the cells of our prisons if 
an illiteracy test had been in operation. 

Those who oppose this measure "ometimes contend that it is not 
a "character test." Is it a character test when it will exdude 18 
per cent of the foreign-born insane; 21 per cent of the foreign
born illiterate criminals; 30 per cent of the foreign-born paupers, 
and 42 per cent of the foreign-born murderers? The practical 
American mind will not ask whether or not you adopted a "char
acter test," but it will demand to know why a test which will 
exclude 18 per cent of the foreign-born insane, 21 per cent of the 
foreign-born criminals, 30 per cent of the foreign-born paupers, 
and 42 per cent of the alien murderers should not be enacted into 
a law. And, mind you, we are not seeking to legislate against the 
illiterate immigrant merely became he is illiterate, but because it 
is the illiterate immigrant who settles in our slum districts, and 
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who contributes a disproportionate share to our pauper, insane anol 
criminal class. 

Ladies and gentlemen, so far in this discussion we have shown 
that th~e illiterate immigrants constitute a social danger, because 
they r-ettle and congest in our slum districts; and, second, because 
they contribute a disproportionate share to the foreign-born crim
inal, insane, and destitute. The welfare of our social system de
mands their rejection, and renders the adoption of an illiteracy 
test desirable. We do not present this test as a remedy for "lll 
the evils which must necessarily come from the present great influx 
of immigrants, but we do affirm that the harm it might possibly 
do to a few individuals must sink into insignificance when com
pared with the good it will accomplish. The question is: Will it 
do more good than harm? And just as we recognize that any law 
which reduces the number of criminal, insane, and destitute per
sons is a desirable enactment, just so we present to you such a 
law, and we respectfully submit that it should be adopted for its 
desirability and its effectiveness. 

FIRST NEGATIVE SPEECH 

BY GEO. W. DUPREE, OF CLAIRETTE, TEXAS. 

Jfr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The proposition which the affirmative advocate this evening is 
an illiteracy test which is designed for a double purpose: first, as 
an efficient selective test; and, second, as a desirable restrictive 
measure. It therefore devol>es upon the opposition to show that, 
in the first instance, such a test affords a standard of valuation for 
1he character, the physical ability, and the economic worth of the 
incoming alien, for these are the essential characteristics of de
sirable immigrauts. Does illiteracy betoken the absence of theFc 
characteristic-s, and the ability to read assure us of their existence: 
In the second instance, they must show that an illiteracy test is a 
measure which is designed to promote the best economic interest::! 
of our country. Will the restriction of strong and healthy immi
grants afford a remedy for our labor problem and promote the 
welfare of American industry? It must be understood in the be
ginning that we of the negative appreciate the advantages which 
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the most elementary education confers, but we are unwilling to 
make this the test of a man's value, of his worth, and of his desir
ability, simply because he has been deprived of the opportunity of 
securing such knowledge. It is my purpose to show that an illit
eracy test is not a just and effective selective measure. My col
league will show that immigration has been one of our greate"t 
national assets, and that the alien whom such a test will debar is 
an economic necessity. 

The greater mass of the old immigration came largely from Ire
land, Scandanavia, and Germany. They were strong and healthy 
people, yet came from countries where the standard of wages was 
lower and living conditions were generally inferior to those exist
ent in this country, and illiteracy was universal among the lower 
classes. Comparing the foreign home conditions of the old immi
gration with the new, we find that illiteracy among the incoming 
aliens from Germany, Ireland, and other northern European coun
tries was 47 per cent, while among the new immigration it is about 
30 per cent. The standard of living at home is comparafrrely the 
same. The scale of wages differs by only 1 per cent, and the im
pelling motives of immigration are fundamentally the same. On 
the arrival of this old immigration, the restrictionist proclaimed 
that this vast amount of alien population should be stopped; that 
crime, pauperism, insanity, and other undesirable elements we1e 
augmented by the incoming alien, and that further immigration 
would be a detriment to our social and industrial system. Thi<> 
early immigration has been an undeniably important factor in the 
country's development, yet if the illiteracy test had been applied 
to the old immigration, thousands who have assumed an important 
part in the growth of our country would have been debarred, aml 
the illiteracy test would have been an unwise selective measurf'. 
Now, with the increase of the new immigrants, who are not as 
illiterate as the old, the same objections are raised, and the oppo
sition present an illiteracy test as a selective measure in excluding 
the undesirable. Would such a test be more efficient with the 
new than with the old immigration? Applied to the old immi
gration, it would have been an admitted failure, undesirable and 
inexpedient. Then by what process of reasoning can one find that 
f,UCh a measure could be successfully applied to the present-day 
immigrant because of illiteracy? 
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But the opposition say that because of a change in the char
acteristics of our immigration, a selective illiteracy test is a 
necessity. Xow, if such a change is due to racial characteristics, 
you present a subject utterly beyond the range of this debate, for 
those same racial characteristics are just as prevalent among those 
who would be admitted by the proposed measure as among those 
who would be debarred. If racial characteristics are the criterion 
of c1esirability, then the illiteracy test is an inexpedient selective 
measure, just as it would be if applied to any nation of undesir
ables, >;uch as the Hindu or Chinese. But we take it that the 
affirrnatiYe will not contend that racial characteristics constitute 
the undesirable feature of the ne"" immigration, for by so doing 
they would necessarily admit the ineffectiYeness of their plan as a 
~electiYe test. It therefore dernlws upon the opposition to show 
that the illiterate who would be debarred is more undesirable from 
; he standpoint of pauperism, criminality, and such defects, than 
the class which such a test would admit. 

Our present laws contemplate the exclusion of these undesirable 
classes. They are deYised to deal directly with the undesirable as 
such without excluding the worthy immigrant. It is a contention 
of the affirmatiYe that illiteracy betokens the existence of these 
undesirable characteristics, then, as an approYed test. it must keep 
out such undesirables. We are told that from the ranks of the 
illiterate classes there come 30 per cent of the paupers, 21 per 
cent of the criminals, 18 per cent of the insane. Then is it not 
a fact that such a test will admit iO per cent of the paupers, 79 
per cent of the criminals, 82 per cent of the insane, and if illit
eracy is to he the test, we might as well debar the man who can 
read, and by 1>0 doing exclude 75 per cent of all the recognized 
undesirables and accomplish more nearly the result which the oppo
sition wish to secure by an illiteracy test? This merely goes to 
show that ~uch a test is an arbitrary standard to reduce immigra
tion, anJ wholly ineffective as a restrictive mearnre; for by exclud
ing those who can read we would more nearly accomplish the 
opposition's purpose. 

Furthermore, if illiteracy is the characteristic which the meas
me ir> designed to alleviate because of its relationship with the 
unde~irable elements, then such a test is made unnecessary by the 
fart that in the second generation the children of native parents 
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are four times more illiterate than children of foreign parents. 
Now, if the measure is designed to strike a blow at illiteracy be
cause it goes hand in hand with undesirable elements, then these 
statistics show that not only is such a measure arbitrary, but th:.rt 
it is wholly unnecessary because the specific evil of which the 
affirmative complains disappears in the second generation. 

But what of the practical application of the proposed measure? 
Eighty-seven per cent of the illiterates coming from Italy, Russia, 
and similar countries, are laborers from the rural districts. It is 
true they cannot read, for they had no school environment, which 
would lower the percentage of illiteracy. Yet no one can say that 
ihe rural inhabitant is inherently given to crime, pauperism, and 
other similar defects merely because he is illiterate. None can 
eay that the undesirable elements are as conspicuous among a rural 
people as among the inhabitants of our European cities. It i:; 
recognized that the moral and physical strength of a rural people 
are higher than among the inhabitants of the cities. Then if, as 
President Wilson says, the qualifications which we should demand 
in immigrants are strong characters, willingness to work, and 
physical ability, surely these prevail more strongly among the 
rural inhabitants whom an illiteracy test would debar. Yet the 
opposition by this measure propose to exclude the rural inhabitants 
whose greatest misfortune is illiteracy, and admit a type of inhab
itant from the European cities whose greatest virtue is the ability 
to read, thereby disregarding the essential characteristics by the 
exclusion of the illiterate. 

But aside from these facts, is there a causal relationship between 
ilFteracy and the characteristics which make an immigrant un
desirable? Such a relationship cannot be sustained between illit
eracy and pauperism. Our present laws provide that immigrants 
must have sufficient funds to maintain themselves until a position 
is obtained, and immigration statistics show that pauperism is no 
more prevalent among those who are illiterate than among those 
who can read, and that pauperism is not due to illiteracy. 

Again, there is no relationship between illiteracy and crime. 'Ibe 
Immigrntion Commission says that there are no available statistics 
to show such a relationship. Mr. Hall, the affirmative's authority, 
says that statistics do not justify the statement that illiteracy and 
crime go hand in hand. Comparative statistics show that 87 per 
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cent of the (·riminals in our jails and penitentiaries are among 
those who read and write. 

That there i~ no relationship between illiteracy and insanity ;s 
5hown by the fad that in the State of X ew York the proportion 
of illiterate imane i,, ,;mall; and the Immigration Commission says 
that our prc~ent law;: arc adequate and efficient in thP P.xclusion 
of the imane. 

Furthermore-. there is no relationship between illiterae:y and a 
~tronl! diarac·tcr. a healthy body, anrl an honest intention; for, •;s 

Pre~i1knt Eliot •11y.•, the; inability to read is due to the lae:k of 
opportunity, and these desirable diaracteristics are not guaranter:d 
by such an arbitrary standard. Yet, in the face of these objections, 
the opposition propose an illiteracy test as a selective measure, 
while their own authority, the Immigration Commission, admits 
that as sue:h it ha~ no value. Admitting that the undesirable is 
the pauper, the insane. and the criminal, the affirmative propose a 
test which has no causal relationship between these undesirable 
elements and illiterae:y; a measure which excludes a whole class of 
immigrant;;: in order to reach a few who ar:cidentally fall within 
that cla;:s. 

But woul1l the adoption of the propoi;:ed measure give m that 
dass of citizen;;: which are the most ea;:ilv assimilated? Reliabk 
st11fotic·s gathered from the rnited States cemus report show that 
8? per cent of the criminal!' in our jails and penitentiaries are abl~ 
to rea<l arnl write'. The leader;: of the disorderly element of our 
foreign popula:ion. ;:uch a;: the Xihili;:ts and other anarchistic 
sncieties, :ne of the clas~ of people who remain unaffected by an 
illiteracy te;:t. They are the type of men who rule the Little 
Italirs. who ac-t ''" thr p0litic·al bo•sr, of the great cities. who keep 
aliw agitation in the rank" of their followers. It is therefore 
P.\·i1lent that from the cla"" of foreigners whic-h the affirmafo·e 
\rnulcl 'Hlmit e:ome,.: larg(·l~· the 1li5corclant element of our alien 
population. The.Y. lra"t of all. h<'c·ome familiar with American 
principles arnl ideals, furnish morP. than any other cla5s the crim
inal;,: of our alien 1wpulation. all'L according to Pre5ident Wil5on, 
it is the e1lueated illlmigrant. bonn<l to his natiw c-ountry through 
ne\rsp<lper;;, r-orrt',.:pornlence, and variou,.; home tie:o. who most po~i
tiwh re"i;:ts the influence of our we"tern eirilization. 

On the other hanrl, the illiterat<.> immigrant find;;: that here is 
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given that opportunity to secure knowledge which in his uative 
country has heen denied to him. His children are found in our 
public schools in greater numbers than are the children of native 
parents. ,Jane Addams mys that the illiterate immigrant and his 
family is least bound to the social traditions of his country and 
more easily influenced by the ideals of western civilization, thereby 
instead of hindering assimilation, the illiterate immigrant is an 
aid in the solution of such a problem. 

Gentlemen, since it has been shown that such an illiteracy test 
is ineffective in dealing with the racial characteristics of a nation; 
that in its very nature it is a mere arbitrary standard; that the 
evils complained of disappear in the second generation; that there 
is no causal relationship between illiteracy and the undesirable 
elements which the affirmatiw wish to reach, if my colleague can 
show that such immigration is a national asset and an economic 
necessity, the affirmative must fail in its effort to establish the de
sirability of such a measure. 

SECOND AFFIR~IATIVE SPEECH 

BY SYLVA:N" T.AXG, OF SAX ANTONIO, TEXAS. 

Honorable Judges, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

It is practically the universal law that the carrying of a pistol 
is prohibited. Not alone because of the fact that a pistol is inher
ently dangerous, but because of the pernicious results that have 
arisen from allowing it to he carried at will. So it is that we cf 
the affirmative wish to adopt the Illiteracy test; not alone bec:rnse 
an illiterate immigrant is inherently dangerous, but because of th!:' 
results which have followed his unrestricted admjssion, heeause the 
problem of illiteracy is inseparably connected with certain sociu 1 
and economic evils. :\fy colleague has pointed out that. as thi'.O 
test will exelude 21 per cent of the criminale, 18 per cent of the 
insane, and 30 per cent of the paupers and the vast majority of 
those immigrants who settle in the slums of cities, it will to that 
extent mitigate these social evils. But this illiterate immigration 
has resulted in yet another social evil, which, though not so easil.1 
proved by statistics, is constantly before m: the non-assimilation of 
these immigrants. 
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Assimilation means a ~haring of our ideal::: of life and govern
ment, and to ;:hare these properly the immigrant must be able to 
comprehend them. If a man he of an alien race, there must be 
found certain point;: of contact through which he may receive 
the~e Amerie:anizing influences. Lack of education in a foreigner 
depriws him of many of these points of contact which his educated 
brother enjoys. 

Whereas the older immigrant;:, the Germl!DS and Irish, settled 
themsel>es throughout the nation and mingled with the earlir:r 
settlerf'-, the present illiterate immigrants congregate in groups in 
the slums of the cities in the Eastern States. Whereas most of 
the older immigrants came with their families, 70 per cent of the 
present illiterate immigrants are single men. Whereas the older 
immigrants took pains to become Americanized, the present illit
erate immigrants, among whom are many birds of passage, intend 
to remain only temporarily in this country; thus we find that not 
only does this present immigration lack the as;:imilating influence 
of education, and possess no point;: of contact through which they 
can receive the Americanizing influence, but that by their own 
actions they have erected in,,urmountable barriers to all avenues 
through which assimilation might be accomplished. And when 
our opponents claim that the rhildren of foreigners go to school 
as much as the children of native parentage, and that thus assim
ilation reimlts, they forget that 70 per cent of the illiterate immi
grants which this test woulcl exclude are single men who stay here 
for a few years, save a little money, and tnen return home. As 
this group of single men do not attend school, our opponents will 
hardly contend that they are assimilated, and as they have no 
children, neither does this group of single men become assimilated 
in the second generation. As to the immigrants with children, 
these children attend school only because the laws are compul
sory, and then only for the period prescribed by law, as evi
denced by the fact that only one-half as many of the children of 
immigrants attend school after the prescribed period as do the 
children of native parentage. 

That these illiterate immigrants are extremely difficult to assim
ilate is again evident when we consider the economic phase of this 
question; and in advocating the desirability of adopting this tesl 
for economic reasons, we must consider this immigration from three 
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standpoints: First, its effect upon our standard of living; second, 
its relation to unemployment; and, third, our need for it in the 
future. 

Considering :first its influence upon our standard of living, we 
find that the effect of this immigration has been to reduce wages, 
or at least prevent their advancing, for though these immigrants 
have not actively opposed an increase of wages, their availability 
and willingness to work at low wages have constituted a passive 
opposition which has been most effective, and has prevented the 
increase of wages that which otherwise would have resulted during 
recent years due to the increased demand for labor. 

The immigrant unfamiliar with American conditions, while nat
urally preferring the best that he can get, is often willing to work 
under conditions and at wages which w0uld not appeal to the 
American laboring men, but which to him seem satisfactory, because 
they are so much better than any he has ever known before. 

When we find the Immigration Commission stating that con
sidering the wages in twenty-three of our leading industries, the 
natives and older immigrants, as the Irish and Germans, earn en 
the average $14 a week, while the illiterate immigrants earn 
only $10, or 40 per cent less; when we find that the recent illit
erate immigrants earn $200 a year less than the older desirable 
immigrants; when we find that one-half of the illiterate immigrant:. 
receive only $400 per year, $200 below the minimum needed fo 
maintain a decent standard of living; when we find the Commis
sion asserting that the effect of immigration has been to reduce the 
wages of the Pennsylvania bituminous workers 42 cents a d~y 
below average wage paid in other coal fields where these immigrants 
are not employed ; then the gentlemen of the opposition must either 
deny that the statistics of the Immigration Commission are accu
rate or else they :find themselves in this dilemma: they must either 
admit that as these immigrants will work for less wages they force 
the natives out of jobs, or else that their availability as a source of 
cheap labor has prevented wages from advancing. 

Observe now the working condition and home environment of 
these immigrants. Where the older employees have found dan
gerous and unhealthy conditions prevailing in the mines and fac
tories, and have protested, the recent illiterate immigrants, usually 
through ignorance of mining or other working methods, have mani-
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fe,,te1l a willingness to aC"cept the umatisfactory conditions. The 
unions are the ehief agl'ncies for securing better working condition:; 
and ;;horter hours, which are a material element c·ontributing toward 
the starnlan1 of living, and again we find these immigrants imped
ing proµ-re;:;; by refusing to join labor unions, preferring to under
bid them. The faet that four million American working men have 
time anr1 time again demanded protection by the passage of sueh 
a test may not he a11 argument in its farnr. But when we remem
ber the prineiples for which progressi,·i;:m stands, and the fact thilt 
it i;: ehiefl~· the employers of eheap labor who are fighting this hill, 
then this argument desen·es serious eonsicleration. 

Another reason why these immigrants work for less is became 
they are satisfied with ;:qua !or and filth for their home environ
ment. . .\s regards overcrowding, we find among the Sla\·onians, 
Poles, and Italians four per;;on;; per sleeping room: as regards sani
tation. the e:onditions are had in 80 per cent of the homes of the 
Greeks and Slarnnians. The faets are summed up when we say 
that the average monthly rent payment per person for native wage 
earnrr;: is *VH, while the Bulgarians and )[aeedoniarn:-the illit
erate immigrants whieh this te;;t would exclude-pay only 85 eents 
per month rent. In the faee of the actual statistics; ean our oppo
nents elaim that this immigration does not tend to lower the 
standard of li,·ing here, am1 ean you. honorable judges, grant that 
it is best for this nation, or fair to the native worker, to force him 
to compete with illiterate immigrants on these- terms? 

Secondh-. what is the relation between this immigration and un-. , ~ 

employment? The negative would have you believe that because 
these immigrants can seeure work there is no unemployment. 
But these immigrants work for low wages while the American 
laborer 1ralks the streets. The negafo·e would have you believe 
that there is no unemployment, when the census shows that in 
l909 one million organized native workmen lost their jobs and 
two million fi,·e hundred thousand unskilled laborers were un
employed; while in 1911, 32 per cent of the entire member
~hip of twenty-fiw trade unions could not get employment; while 
in 1913, 32 per cent of the wage earners in the entire 'Lnitecl 
Stntes were unemployE>d for ;:ome portion of the year; when in 
1914, at the present moment, there are three hundred thousanfl 
unemployed in X E'W York City. with the PE>nns~·lvania and X ew 
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·York Central railroads laying off 15 per cent of their workers; 
when we find the Commission stating that this recent illiterate im
migration has caused an oversupply of labor in this country. 
'rhough immigration mav not be the direct cause of all this un
employment, an illiteracy test which reduces by 35 per cent the 
numbers entering this nation is bound to that extent to relieve this 
ei:onomic problem. 

'L'hirdly, do we need these immigrants in the future? The mere 
fact that this immigration might in one sense have aided us in the 
past does not offer an argument in favor of its continued admit
tance in the future, when it is not needed, and when with its 
acl.mittance is coupled this evil pointed out by the best authority, 
the Immigration Commission, when it states: "The measure of 
1he rational, healthy development of a country is not the extent rf 
its investment of capital or output of products. The development 
of bnsine$s may be brought about by means which lower the stand
ard of living of the wage earners. A slow expansion of industry 
which would permit the adoption and assimilation of the incoming 
labor supply is preferable to a very rapid industrial expansion 
which results in the immigration of laborers of low standards and 
efficiency who imperil the American standard of wages and con
ditions of employment." 

Imagine a gentleman, say lincle Sam, seated at a dinner table 
after having satisfied his hunger by a hearty meal. He has not 
even finished. all the eatables before him, while on an adjoining 
fable are seemingly dainty pastries. Would he not be foolish to 
partake of these pastries just because they are there, when he has 
already had more than a rnfficiency? Yet our opponents would 
assert that though we have an oversupply of labor, we should wel
come these southern Europeans just because they wish to come here. 
Add to this situation the fact that not only does this gentleman not 
need these pastries in order to satisfy his hunger, but that they 
would be positively injmiou~ to him and would hinder the dige$
tion of the food that he has already eaten, and you will answer 
emphatically that it would be ridiculous for him to indulge himself. 
Yet our opponents would argue that though we have an oversupply 
of labor, we should welcome these immigrants who are not only 
positively injurious to us in themselves, but whose admission would 
hinder the assimilation of those laborers already here. 
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Thus, eYen if there were a need in the future, we would say: 
rather re$trict industry than permit a lowering of our standara. 
But ir there be a need which economists such as Commons, Ross, 
Jenks, Hall, Lauck, and Sumner deny, and which the reports of 
the United States Industrial Commission on "unemployed" di::
pro>e, ewn if there were a need, the need is only in the South and 
West, while the immigrants which this test would exclude-the 
illiterate southern Europeans-these immigrants would not supply 
the need, for. 90 per cent of them settle in the slums of the citie:; 
of the northeastern states. Thus as to needing these immigrants 
in the future, the northern states need not fear a shortage in 
the labor supply, while if there is a demand in the South and West, 
this test will not bar those immigrants which will satisfy this de
mand. This test will exclude these ignorant, unskilled southern 
Europeans of which the Immigration Commission in a final cou
clusion remarks: "Their numbers are so great and the influx so 
continuous that e>en with the remarkable expansion of industry in 
the last few years there has been created an oversupply of unskilled 
labor." 

The gentlemen from Missouri must either take the position tha' 
we do or do not need more labor here, and as this test will largely 
exclude unskilled, illiterate laborers, our opponents find themselves 
in the following dilemma: if they admit that we do not need thi~ 
labor, they acknowledge that this test, as a. restrictive measure, i;; 
desirable; while if they contend that we do need more labor, then 
the burden is upon them to pro>e that the Immigration Commis
l'ion, a body of nine experts which spent three years in carefully 
~tudying this problem, is wrong, when it states that instead of om 
needing this labor we have an m·ersupply of it. 

Gentlemen, we of the affirmati>e realize that any general legis
lation is likely to cause hardship in particular cases. This law 
may not offer a panacea for all ilh, the question simply is--and 
this, honorable judges, is the main issue in this debate-Will this 
law do more good than harm? And looking at it from this angle, 
remembering there is a fairly constant relation between illiteracy 
and criminality, insanity, disease, pauperism, and the tendency to 
settle in the slums of the cities, and that it is these illiterate immi
grantE who lower our standard of living, force our laborers out of 
employment, and cause the o.ersupply of labor here, we ask you 
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to legislate against this class, just as you legislate against the 
carrying of a pistol, not so much because of the inherently dan
gerous qnality of either, but because of the evils which are insep
<Hahly connected with both. 

SECOND NEGATIVE SPEECH 

BY CHARLES I. FRAKCIS, OF DENTON, TEX.AS. 

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

'l'he issues which have been presented in the course of this debate 
are clear and concise. 'rhe first speaker of the affirmati>e seeks 
to justify the adoption of an illiteracy test on the theory that the 
immigrants whom it will debar are generally undesirable, and in
dividually unfit for the task before them. In brief, he proposes an 
illiteracy test as a desirable and efficient selective test. In reply, 
my colleague pointed out that illiteracy is not the standard oi' 
desirability; that, in the words of the Commission on Immigration, 
"there is no evidence whatsoever that pauperism, insanity, crime, 
and such similar defects are any more prevalent among the illit
erate class than among those who would be admitted to the 1:-nited 
States under the proposed measure." Furthermore, he called yom 
attention to the fact that our present immigration sets a higher 
standard of physical and moral qualifications than the old immi
gration, which was admittedly a national asset. It is therefore 
ob,vfo11s that an illiteracy test would be wholly inefficient a-s a selec
tive measnrc. But it is unnecessary to dissemble the true purpose 
of the proposed plan. The supporters of an illiteracy test in 
Congress no longer endeavor to conceal its real intent by ad>ocat
ing it as a selective measure, but they frankly admit that it is :. 
mere expedient to secure a reduction of immigration. And so tlie 
second speaker of the affirmatiYe arriYes at the gist of the con
tention by saying, "Immigration has had an adverse effect upon 
our economic welfare in that it causes unemployment and lowers 
the American standard of wages; further restriction is, therefore, 
necessary." This is the second issue of the debate. 

It must be understood that the negatiYe a·ppreciates the fact that 
labor problems of great import confront our people ; we would not 
minimize their significance even were it possible; yet we believe 
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that immigration cannot be held accountable for the defects of 
our indmtrial ;:ystem, but rather that it has been, and will continue 
to be one of our greatest assets. 

England, Spain, Germany, and France are confronted by two 
great labor problems, much the same as our own country: the 
problems of the unemployed and of low standard of wages. So 
serious became these two problems in Germany and in England 
that both of these gm·ernments were forced to proYide compulsory 
insurance against unemployment, and to institute a minimum wage 
scale. These European countries are essentiall~· non-immigration 
nations, and yet the affirmafrre would hHe you belie>e that merely 
by restricting immigration you would largely pre•ent unemploy
ment, and raise the standard of wages. Supposing this were true, 
then will the gentlemen of Colorado explain why the "Cnited States, 
esi;'entially an immigrant nation, has a higher standard of wages 
than Germany, France, or England, non-immigrant countries? 
Will they explain why unemployment is more prernlent in nou
immigration countries, such as _-\ustralia and Xew Zealand, than 
in countries of large immigration. such as Brazil and Canada? 
The fact is that immigration cannot Le causally connected with the 
exi~tence of the;;e labor problems. Immigration simply signifies a 
great industrial expamion; it betokens a healthy labor market, and 
is a nece;.:sary accompaniment of growth and prosperity in that it 
furnishes an a>ailable supply of labor in response to an existent 
demand. 

Since immigration cannot be causally connected with the prob
lems of unemplcyment and a low standard of wages, let us con
!'ider its economic effect in the rnited States. _-\n examination 
of statistics !!iYen in the rnited States census report will show 
that tho~e ~ections hRYing a large alien population, as a general 
rule, haw proportionately a higher standard of wages and less 
unemployment tlian tho~e ~ectiom in which the alien population 
is neghgihle. This condition is largely due to the expansion and 
the den·lopment of industry made possible by an adequate labor 
i;'llpply. Compare Texas and Colorado. The annual aYerage earn
ings in Colorado, a state in which the alien population amounts to 
38.3 per eent is approximately $650, while in Texas, where the 
immigration population amounts to scarcely 20 per eent, the aver
age annual wage is only $-145: and non-employment is less preva-
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lent in Colorado than in the State of Texas. This example but 
illustrates the general proposition, substantiated by government 
statistics, that those portions 0£ the country, such as Xew York, 
Illinois, and Massachusetts, having a large immigrant population, 
show a higher scale of wages and less unemployment than those 
sections of the country having a small alien population. 

But the objection may be raised that this is not a fair basis for 
computation. Then, surely, those occupations in which the immi
grant is most largely employed should throw light on this issue. 
In the cotton mills of Ne"' England during the years of 1890 to 
1900, when the operatives were largely of the old immigrant 
claf'se!>, wages remained practically stationary. The first years of 
the present century were marked by the advent of the southern and 
eastern Europeans into this industry, and by a continuous upward 
movement of wages; and it is the competition of Southern cotton 
mills, operated largely by women and children working at starva
tion wages, which restricts further advances. In the coal and steel 
industries of the Eaf't, in which 90 per cent of the operatives are 
of the class termed "the new immigration," wages have increased 
since 1892 "to the extent of 28 per cent," according to )fr. Fitch 
of the Pittsburg Survey Staff. And so if one compares wages in 
those industries in which the immigrant is most largely employed 
with the general wage standard, it will be found that they have 
not only kept pace, but have exceeded, the advances 0£ industry as 
a whole. 

Furthermore, if immigration is causally connected with non
employment, we would naturally expect to find a larger percentage 
of unemployment among the natives than among the foreign bread 
winners, going on the affirmative's theory that the foreigner with 
a low standard of wages is in competition with the American who 
has a higher wage standard. In fact, however, we find from the 
census reports that unemployment among the native laborers aver
ages 21.2 per cent and for the foreign laborers 21 per cent, the 
difference between the two classes being negligible. From the~c 
authoritative statistics it can readily be seen that the immigraat 
is not supplanting the American workman; that he is not causing 
unemployment among native laborers, but is making possible their 
advance upward in the scale of industry. However, we do find 
that in the factories of the North Atlantic States, where the immj-
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grants comprise over one-third of the operatives, non-employment 
is less prernlent than in the factories of the South Atlantic State.;, 
where the native population furnishes the only available labor 
supply. 

The simple reiteration of the statement that immigration lowers 
the standard of wages and causes unemployment can haw no weight 
in the face of the~e facts and figures, which show: 

First, that there is no causal relation between these problems 
and immigration. 

Second, that the presence of an abundant ~mpply of labor is ben
eficial to indmtry, as is evidenced by the fact that wages are rela
ti>ely higher and unemployment less preYalent in those sections of 
our country ha>ing a large immigrant population. 

Thirdly, that in those very indmtries in which the immigrant is 
most largely employed, the wages are above the general average 
of the country, while non-employment is Jess pre>alent. 

Since 18-!0 our nation has been essentially an immigrant nation; 
rnch year has brought its quota of foreigners to our shores. And 
from the very beginning the cry has been raised by the restriction
ist::: that the inc·oming immigrant is a menace to our economic wel
fare. It was said of the German immigration, of the Irish, ()f 
the Scandinavian_. and now it is said of the southern European; 
<lild each time on the grounds that in his native country the im
migrant was accustomed to a much lower standard of wages. And 
each new arrirnl has proved the fallacy of the theory, for ther~ 
has been a constant elerntion of our ;;tandard of wages exceeding 
in rapidity that of any of the nations of Europe. The "old immi
grant" built up the great West; he was the chief factor in the 
early <lewlopment of our manufaduring and agricultural interests. 
The ne\\· immigrant i~ the mainstaY of our great ~ommercial system, 
furnishinp.- an adequate labor supply, which in turn serws as th~ 
balance wheel of American indrn>try. In seasons of great national 
prosperity when the supply of workmen is inadequate. the immi
grant comes in answer to the existing demand, and in times 11f 
business depression, as in 1907, the number of departing immi
grants exceeds the number who arrive. There is a natural adjust
ment of supply and demand; and no artificial, restrictive measure 
could be as e:ffectiw as this unconscious but inevitable process. On 
our farms, in our mills and factories, in the mines, and, in fact, 
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wherever his services are in demand, we find the immigrant bear
ing the brunt of industry, doing the menial yet necessary work of 
the nation. And it is the unskilled, illiterate immigrant from the 
rural districtf; of Europe which constitutes the very class of work
men essential to our economic development. The skilled mechanic 
which an illiteracy test would admit, comes into competition with 
the American workman, and his services do not fill the existent 
demand. He is one who would lower the American standard of 
wages by direct comp:!tition with the American u·orkman. and not 
the unskilled, illiterate immigrant, whose wages in this country, 
as throughout the world, are restricted by an iron law to the min
imum of existence. Adopt an illiteracy test and you would not 
only exclude the very class which, by bearing the brunt of industry, 
raises the native workman in the industrial scale, but you admit 
that class, the skilled mechanics, which will enter into direct com
petition with the American in the same scale of employment. In 
the words of President Taft, "An illiteracy test would wreck the 
balance of American industry, artificially depriving us of the very 
class of workmen which we most need, and which at present comes 
in response to an existent demand. Under our present system, 
properly supervised by direct legislation, and governed by the laws 
of supply and demand, we get substantially the classes "e most 
need at the very time when the necessity arises; and when the 
demanr1 ceases, we automatically rid ourselves of their presence." 

When we consider that the individual immigrant has been reared 
to his period of usefulness at the expense of another nation and 
we reap the benefit of his economical worth; when we recall hi;; 
contribution to our national wealth _; when we recall his inestimable 
value to American industry; when it has been shown that he docs 
not lower the American standard of wages, nor produce non
employment, but rathr'r the contrary_. does it not seem unwise to 
debar him by an illiteracy test, which in no manner whatrnever 
can be considered as an equitable and efficient selective measure? 
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genics in Relation to Immigration. 

North American Review; 19.5 :94-102. January, 1912. Future 
American Ideals.-P. F. Hall. 

North American Review; 195 :201-11. February, 1912. Real Sig
nificance of Recent Immigration.-W. J. Lauck. 

Outlook; 73 :260-64. January 31, 1903. The German Immigrant 
in America.-E. A. Steiner. 

Outlook; 101 :383-4. June 22, l!H2. Sifting the Immigrants. 
Outlook; 102 :91. September 14, 1912. Literacy Test for Immi

grants. 
Popular Science Monthly; 63 :25-32. May, 1903. The Slavic Im· 

migrant.-A. J. McLaughlin. 
Popular Science Monthly; 64 :323-38. January, 1904. Immigra· 

tion and the Public Health.-A. J. McLaughlin. 
Survey; 25:517-19. January 7, 1911. United States Immigra

tion Commissioner's Report. 
Survey; 25 :.'579-86. January 7, 1911. Industrial Communities.

W. J. Lauck. 
Survey; 2.5 :603-4. January 7, l!Hl. Recommendations of the 

United States Immigration Commission. 
Suney: 2.'5 :789-92. February 4, 1911. :Minimum Wage of Im

migration Restriction. 
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Survey; 28 :301-2. May 18, 1912. Immigration Legislation and 
Insanity.-E. Ellwood. 

Survey; 28 :726-30. September 7, 1912. Mexican Immigrants in 
the United States. 

World's Work; 6:4021-4. October, 1903. Where Our Immigrants 
Settle.-F. W. Hewes. 

World's Work; 19 :12813-5. April, 1910. How Immigrants Solve 
the Cost of Living. 

World's Work; 2.6 :257-8. July, 1913. To Restrict Immigration. 

Negative References-Periodicals 

American .T ournal of Sociology; 17 :478-90. January, 1912. Im
migration and Crime.-A. Hourwich. 

Arena; 3 :415-20. :March, 1891. Immigration.-S. Schindler. 
Arena; 27 :254-56. :March, 1902. The Problem of Immigration. 

-Chetwood and Bryarrt. 
Arena; 35 :504-06. ~fay, 1906. rrhe Value of an Immigrant.

R. Baker. 
Century; 73 :633-38. February, 1907. The Human Side of Im

migration.-Brooks. 
Forum; 8 :684-96. February, 1890. 'l'he Immigrant's Answer.-

J. P . Altgeld. 
Forum; 11 :541-49. July, f891. Are Our Immigrants to Blame? 

-0. Ottendorfer. 
Forum; 13 :128"-42. March, 1892. Methods of Restricting Immi

gration.-W. E. Chandler. 
Forum; 13 :360-70. May, 1892. Incalculable Room for Immi

grants.-A. Atkinson. 
Forum; 15 :172-82. April, 1893. Russian Jews as Desirable Im

migrants.-Ida M. Van Etten. 
Independent; 50 :369-70. March 24, 1898. An Un-American 

Test.-S. J. Barrows. 
Independent; 72 :265-6. February 1, 1912. Dangerous Bill. 
Independent; 72 :304-7. February 8, 1912. Popular Delusion 

About Immigration.-W. Wilcox. 
Literary Digest; 45 :723-4. October 26, 1912. Peril of the Im

migrant. 
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Literary Digest; 46 :442-4. March 1, 1913. Admission of Illit
erates. 

Literary Digest; 46 :136-8. June 21. 1913. Ten-per-cent 'em Bill. 
North American ReYicw; 156 :220-27. February, 1893. Why Im

migration Should Xot be Smpended.-H. C. Ham:brough. 
Outlook ; 73 :29-37. January 3, 1903. The Italian Immigrant in 

America.-W. E. Davenport. 
Outlook; 76 :-l:F!9. February 27, 1904. The Distribution of Im

migrants. 
Outlook: 77 :-1:61-6-l: . .June 25, 190±. The Immigration Problem 

( ne\\· Yiew) .-C. H . :Matson. 
Outlook ; 97 :3 .i7-GO. February 18, 1911. Immigration Problem; 

Four Critici'!ms. 
Outlook ; 99 :936. December 23, 1911. Distribution of Immi

gration. 
Outlook; 103::~77-8. February 22, 1913. Immigration and the 

II Li terar.Y Te~t. 
Political Scienee Quarterly; 3 :46-77. )farch, 1888. Control L'f 

Immigration.-R. )fayo Smith. 
Political Science Quarterly; 3 :197-225. June, 1888. Do We 

Need the Immigrants ?-R. )Jayo Smith. 
Political Science Quarterly; 3 :409-27. September, 1888. The 

Question of Principle.-R. )Iayo Smith. 
Political Science Quarterly; 4 :480-9.5. September, 1889. Italian 

Immigrants in the United States.-E. Schuyler. 
Political Science Quarterly ; 26 :fi15-42. December, 1911. Eco

nomic Aspects of Immigration.-A. Hourwich. 
Popular Science )fonthly; 48 :244-.55. December, 1895. Has Im

migration Increased Population ?-S. G. Fisher. 
Review of Re1iew;:; 33 :336-9. )larch, 1906. Sane )fethod of 

Regulating Immigration.-R. Ward. 
Review of ReYiews; 35 :319-28. )farch, 1907. Why We Need the 

Immigrant. 
Survey; 24 :386-92. June 4, 1910. Teaching of Foreigners.

S. 'vV. )foore. 
Survey; 2.5 :.'i27-9. January 7, 1911. Adjustment, not Restric

tion.-Abbott. 
Survey; 28 :347-9. ~fay 25, 1912. State Immigration Bureau.-

F. D. Wald. 
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Survey; 29 :419-20. January 4, 1913. Pen and Book as Tests of 
Character.-J ane Addams. 

Survey; 29 :497-9. January 18, 1913. Democracy and the Illit
eracy Test. 

Survey; 30 :370-1. June 14, 1913. Controlling Immigration hy 
Numher Limitations. 

World's Work; 1 :381-7. February, 1901. Changing Character of 
Immigration. 

World's Work; 4 :2644-55. October, 1902. Americans in the 
Raw.-Ed. Lowry. 

Pamphlets and Government Documents 

National Liberal Immigration League, 150 Nassau St., New York. 
Immigration Restriction League, 60 State St., Boston, Mass. 

Pamphlets Nos. 52, 56, 58, 59, and 60. 
Department of Extension, University of Texas, Austin, Texas, Bul

letin No. 351, 10 cents; Bulletin No. 353, 15 cents. 
I.JOdge, H. C. Literacy Test for Immigrants. 
Ross, E. A. The Displacement of Higher by Lower Standards 

of Living. 
Stafford, Dr. M. B. Immigration. 

The following publications may be secured from the Superin
tendent of Documents, Washington, D. C., for the prices listed: 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, No. 12, containing rule in relation 
to Consideration of S. 3175. Messrs. Hardwick, Gillett, and 
others; and Illiteracy Test, including wording of H. 13500 on 
Immigration, Hons. Austin, Hayes, and others, lOc. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, No .. 13, containing speech of Hon. 
W. Kent on Il1iteracy Test, favorable; and speech by Hon. R. 
Bartholdt, opposed, 9c. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, No. 14, containing speeches on 
J"lliteracy 'Test, Amendments, by Hons. Adair, Mendell, Lin
thicum, and othen'; speech by Hon. F. M. Nye on Illiterac_y 
Test, opposed; speech by Hon. A. P. Gardner on same, favor
able, and speech by Hon. T. Gallagher on same, opposed, 8c. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, No. 15, containing speeches (to 
recommit bill with amendment, discussion), by Hons. Mann, 
Gardner, and others; Summary Review from Immigration anu 
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Labor, by Isaac A. Hourwich, on same, favorable, nnd speech 
by Hon. A. P. Gardner (amendments, discussion), 9c. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, No. 16, containing speeches by Hon,;. 
Reilly and Sabath, on Illiteracy Test, opposed, and by Hon. 
Burnett, amendments, 7c. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, X o. 17, speech by Hon. Burnett, 
favorable to the Illiteracy Test, including article by Hon. S. 
Gompers, 3c. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, X o. 18, containing speech by Hon. 
W. )!. Calder, opposed to Illiteracy Test; and speech by Hon. 
C. Po"ers (re>iew of legislation relating to Immigration), 
Illiterae:y Te!"t, farnrable, 3c. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, X o. 20, containing speech by Hon. 
J. L. Burnett on Illiteracy Test, fa>orable, 9c. 

Congre:::sional Record, Vol. 49. Xo. 29, containing speech by Hon. 
F. Buchanan, including extract from editorial by Hon. S. 
Gompers, Illiteracy Test, fa>orable, 8c. 

Congrei::sional Record, Vol. 49, Xo. 31, containing discussion of 
wording of conference report by Hon. Lodge and others, 8c. 

Congressional Record .· Vol. 49, X o. 36, containing speech by Hou. 
J. Kahn on Immigration Conference Report, opposed, 5c. 

Congressional Record, Vol. 49, Xo. 38, speeches by Hons. Di~, 
Lenroot, Burnett, and others, on conference report, 5c. 

Congre,:sional Recorcl , Vol. 49, X o. 40, containing speech by Hon. 
F. :M. Xye, on conferenee report, opposed, 9c. 

NoTE.-The following books are recommended as the most val
uable sources of information: 

1. Abstracts of Reports of Immigration Commission; Govern-. 
ment Printing Office, ·washington, D. C. 

2. Jenks, J. W., and Lauck, W .. J. The Immigration Problem. 
Funk and Wagnalls, New York, 1912. 

3. Roberts, Peter. The N' ew Immigration. )!acmillan, New 
York, 1912. 

4. Hourwich, I. A. Immigration and Labor (negative). The 
Economic Aspects of European Immigration to the United States. 
New York. Putnam, 1913. 

5. Fairchild, H. P. Immigration; A World Movement and Hs 
Significance. X ew York. Macmillan, 1913. 
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QUESTION. 

Resolved, that the President of the United States should be 
Elected for 8ix Years and should be Ineligible for Re-election. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE SPEECH 

RY ROBT. F. HIGGINS, OF REAGAN, TEXAS. 

Ladies nnd Gentlemen: 

At the outset of this discussion this evening it should be under
stoocl that this proposition is neither theoretical nor novel. It is 
a question of present practical importance and one that barely 
escaped becoming a part of our Federal Comtitution. The delib
erate sentiment of the convention of 1787 reflected itself in a pro
posal that Congress should elect the President for a single tenn 
of seven years. The friends of popular election in the closing days 
of the convention submitted the electoral college as a compromise. 
With no time for reflection the convention was captivated by this 
novel device which seemed to preclude all possibility of dangers 
ineident to the re-election of a President. But with the advent 
of political parties the influence of the electoral college as an 
organ of go.-ernment became a nullity, and hence the only reason 
which prevented the adoption cf the single term principle thereby 
cfoappeared. From that day till this many have been those who 
have realized our mii::take. Presidents, ieading statesmen, political 
parties have advocated the change. The Southern Confederacy, 
though following in general our Federal Constitution, forbade the 
re-cledion of her President. But only the most glaring abuses 
can awake a nation to the necessity of a change in her fundamental 
law. Those abuses came during the administrations of Roosevelt 
and Taft. Thereupon the single term became a principle of the 
Democratic party and passed the Senate of the United States. 

You will remember that the danger which our forefathers sought 
to prevent was that of continuous re-elections. With this danger 
they were familiar, though as yet they had had no vision of party 
government with its attendant abuses. 

Now, if it should appear from the discussion this evening that 
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the danger sought to be eliminated by our forefathers still exists, 
that in addition thereto there have arisen other fundamental abuse:> 
incident to the re-election of .a President, and that these abuses 
cannot be otherwise remedied, you must concede the de8irability of 
the plan we offer. 

Those who oppose this measure deny that the danger originally 
anticipated still exists. They contend that the strength of the 
third term tradition is sufficient to ward off any dangers from those 
quarters. In support of this contention they cite the two failures 
of Grant to secure a third term and the House resolution of 1875 
affirming the two-term precedent. These incidents, they tell us, 
have firmly entrenched the unwritten law against the third term 
upon the American people. As evidence of this fact we are re
minded of Roosevelt's failure in 191 '2. Upon this analysis we are 
constrained to differ with the opponents of this measure. 

Xotwithstapding Grant's failure in 1875 and the House re~0-

lution of that year, we find him again a strong contingent for that 
exalted office in 1880. The nation is to be congratulated that the 
precedent was again affirmed in that year. Surely, if tradition 
alone is strong enough to withstand that danger these incidents 
would have forever settled that question. But you remember thilt 
the very next attempt to override that tradition failed only because 
the will of the Republican party was thwarted in the convention 
of 1912. Had Roose\·elt been the nominee of that convention, as 
was clearly the sentiment of his party, the popular vote indicates 
that he would have been today President of the "United States. 
And I remind you that in the election of 1912 the third term tradi
tion did not contribute to his defeat. 

That this tradition, limiting a President's tenure, is wise has 
never been questioned. And yet is it not clear that further reli
ance upon it alone is unsafe? It is against the dominating and 
~mbitious personality that we must provide, and as to such a mere 
tradition is of no avail. This was the danger which our forefathers 
feared and which would have prompted them to adopt the single 
term principle had they not believed that the electoral college would 
have precluded imch a possibility. This danger alone was sufficient 
to convince them of the desirability of this measure, but today 
abuses of which our forefathers never dreamed argue even more 
forcibly !or the plan we offer this evening. 
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In this connection your attention is first called to those abuses 
of the present system which hamper the President and destroy his 
freedom of action with respect to his official duties. 

In the first place, he is compelled personally to participate in the 
campaign fer his re-election. During this time the nation loses 
his service~ . His absence creates a hiatus in the whole govern
mental machinery at the nation's capital. The dignity of his 
office is dragged in the mire of a partisan strife. The eonfidenC'.e 
of the people in him is impaired. A deplorable situation. But do 
not blame the President for that which he could not avoid. Con
~ider the circumstances which drag him into this campaign and 
you can appreciate his helplessness. Defeat for re-election means 
political disgrace. It means the branding of his public service a 
failure. To that end are directed the efforts of the party out of 
power. The administration is attacked from every conceirable 
standpoint. Every political mi!'take, however honest, is magnified. 
Every failure to meet the people's highest expectations, however 
unavoidable, is med to cry him down. And even the character of 
the President is the subject of partisan tirades. Blame him for 
that which you would do under those circumstances? A President'f< 
sense of honor as well as the necessity of refuting these accusation::; 
against his administration force him to enter the campaign agaimt 
his will. 

Again, the President, through fear of defeat, is compelled to 
play politics with every class whose influence is weighty in a pretii
dential election. Take, for instance, the foreign voters of New 
York. If this element is against a President, he cannot expect to 
carry the Empire State, and where goes New York so goes the 
nation. Notwithstanding the fact that the immigration problem 
is one of the most weighty before the nation today, inasmuch as 
any solution of this problem must necessarily offend this element, 
we place the President in a position where he must choose between 
gacrificing all hopes of re-election and a policy of "hands off." Be 
very naturally chooses the latter. Though the literacy test for 
immigrants passed Congress overwhelmingly after it had been 
almost unanimously recommended by a special commission afte1· 
years of study, it receiYed the veto of President Taft. Then in 
the last of Congress of the same administration, the Democratic 
House reversed itself and shelved the immigration bill for fear of 
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offending thE naturalized Yoters of New York. Then in the :first 
Congress under President Wilson the measure again comes up, and 
when the President communicates his opposition, there are threats 
to pass it over his Yeto. A portion of the press has already accused 
the President of facing about on this question. \Ye do not coun
tenance such a suggestion, but firmly believe the President's mo
tives are pure. Yet the fact remains that the danger is e\·er pres
ent, and though we e:annot question the sincerity of .:\Ir. Wilson, 
such accmations ine\·itably tend to impair the people's confidence 
in him and to cripple his usefulness to the nation. 

In the third plac·e, the fear of defeat carn>es the Pre~ident to deal 
gently with the tru~ts. So powerful is the influene:e of these com
bination,: in a presidential election that it is futile to deny that the 
-chief executive would lose his independence in his dealings with 
them. The influenc-e exertccl and the resulting favoritism is for 
i.he most part an une:ome:ious bargain, a gentleman's agreement. 
but recent inn•stigations ha\'e unco,·ered some e:onvine:ing exampies 
of wlrnt is going on behind the scene;;. .:\Ir. Roosevelt refused to 
proseeute the Har>ester trusts. As a sequence, )Ir. Perkins, a large 
stockholder and later president, bee:ame his financier in his cam
paign for re-election. }fr. Harriman raiseil a campaign fund of 
.$250,000 for R0ose,·elt in 1904. Immediately rnits against Harri
man's companies were dismissed . .:\[r. Taft, through the Depart
ment of Justice and circuit judges. c-onferre<l with lawyers of t11e 
Tobacco trust. Reorganization wa;; effected on terms very satis
factory to the trusts, very unsatisfae:tory to the people. Roosevelt's 
favoritism to other trusts, Taft's friendly attitude, and trust cam
paign contributions in recent years ha>e unquestionably established 
a compact on the part of our Federal government with these busi
ness combinati0rn:. l:nder the protecting "·ing of the chief execu
tiYc, they haw been free from prosecution for their illegal com
binations, they haYe been sheltered by an abominable tariff, thfy 
ha,·c gone lmrno\e;;ted by any legislation seriously designed to pre
vent them from crnshing out competition or robbing the consumer, 
and have become rn powerful as to defy the goYernment itself. 

You can readily understand why the President yields to these 
weighty influenc-es when you consider the circumstances under which 
he labors. EYery President who has been re-elected, in the eyes of 
the public is great. Every Pre;::i<lent who has failed to receive a 
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second term, in the public eye has sunk into oblivion. X o one 
realizes so much as the President himself that failure to attain his 
re-election means political disgrace and the branding of his public 
i;crvice a failure. You have no cause to wonder, then, that a man 
so situated will neglect public duties to campaign for his own 
re-election, that he will pursue a passive policy towards such ele
ments as the immigrants in the East, though they constitute a 
most serious problem in this nation, that he will show favoritism 
to the big interests in various ways, though such favoritism has 
given rise to economic problems of the gravest nature. A leading 
statesman says: "It is expecting too much of frail human nature 
to think that a man in such a position can escape the pressure, even 
though the victim is unconscious of it, exerted by those who are 
supposed to be in a position where they can give or withhold presi
dential nominations and elections." 

The same irresistible pressure exists with reference to Federal 
patronage. Renomination must come before re-election. Failure 
to receive the party endorsement for a second term is a greater 
stigma upon one's administration than defeat after renomination 
is secured. Then place yourself in the same position and you can 
appreciate what is said of Taft, the fear that he might not be renom
inated affected him like creeping paralysis. Now consider the fact 
that the most powerful influence in securing that renomination l'l 
the support of the party bosses and their lieutenants, that the only 
way that support can be obtained is by honoring them with Fed
eral jobs, that you may pursue this policy and still be within the 
precedents and the presidential ethics. He would indeed be an 
unusual President who failed to respond to such an opportunity. 
And yet from these simple facts flow two deplorable evils in our 
present system. 

In the first place it enables a President to force his renomination 
upon an unwilling party. These appointees are his political lieu
tenants. They are the party bosses in their respective localities, 
and as such dominate the local conYentions. To illustrate their 
influence take the campaign of 1912. The Federal officeholders of 
the South captured the Southern delegations. Their influence in 
the North was sufficient to override popular sentiment sufficiently, 
at least, to send a contested delegation which was upheld by the 
Taft machine in the convention. You know the result. A Presi-
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dent of the rnited States forced his renomination upon an un
willing party, though every Republican primary save one repudiaterl 
his candidacy. 

The :::econd deplorable circumstance is t.he consequent corruption, 
incompetency, and neglect of duty on the part of the appointees 
thems('hes. IllustratiYe of this abuse President CleYeland tells i1s 

that postoffices were made headquarter~ for the party committees; 
that literature of the administration was distributed through the 
mails as an item of party sen·ice: that literature addressed to men 
of the opposite party was withheld: and that the official incumbents 
neglected public cluty to do political work. Ladies and gentlemen, 
the 10,000 appointees of the President represent the Federal goY
ernment as marshals, <fo,trict attorneys, judges, and, in fact, in 
e\·ery important activity of that g0wrnment. If these officials are 
recreant to their duty, if they are incompetent and unfit, if they 
r.re mere to0ls of a ;:ingle man, the very foundation of good go,·
ernment it,:elf is shaken. But can you expect am· more of men 
appointed lHlrPly on a pnrfoan basi;:. for their political leadership, 
men to whom the re-election of the President is a simple bread and 
butkr question? \\'hy, they are forced by the law of necessity to 
wai,·e their puhlie duties on the e..-e of a presidential election and 
expend their c·nC'rgiC';; in the ropin,!l and tying of delegates for the 
eoming pre~idential bout. And still the gentlemen from Arkansas 
will tell you that the system is satisfactory. 

Ladies and gent I em en, the President of the r nited States is Otle 

of the mMt powerful personages Oil earth today. rnquestionabJy, 
then, our puhlic welfare demands that this official he freed from 
any temptation to ahnse those great powerf'. Does our pre!'ent 
s~·stc>m i11ea~urc up to that standard? It leaws open the danger 
of inclefinitr re-elcc-tions. It force;: the President into a campaign 
agaim:t his will an<l to the neglect of his official duties. It eau::;cs 
him to pursue a passiYe policy towards such elements as the immi
grants in the East, though they comtitute one of our greatest prob
lems. It obligates him to the big interests, thrmting upon the 
people eYery important economic· problem with which we are wres
tling torlay. If enables him to force his renomination upon an 
uJ:willing party. It leads to incompetency and neglect of duty in 
every important acti,·ity of the Federal goYernment. 



Six-Year Presidential Term 41 

FIRST SEGATIVE SPEECH 

BY EUGENE H. CA\'IX, OF GALVESTON, TEXAS. 

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

In the discussion this evening, the opposition assumes the atti
tude that there are certain defects in our presidential system; that 
these defects are due to the fact that our presidents hold office for 
a term of four years and are eligible to re-election; and that such 
defects will be remedied by giving the president a six-year term 
of office, and making him meligible to hold office again. 

So the opposition proposes to cure the defects which they allege 
in the present system, by the adoption of a single six-year term. 
Now, of course, before they can ask that their proposition be seri
ously considered, they must show: First, that the faults of which 
they complain in the present system are due to the fact that our 
presidents hold office for a term of four years and are eligible to 
re-election, since these are the only features which they propose ro 
alter; second, that their plan will actually remedy these faults; and, 
third, that their plan will not introduce other and greater evils 
than those which it is proposed to eradicate. 

'I'he gentleman who has just taken his seat has devoted consid
erable time and attention to showing that certain evils do exist 
in the present system. We recognize the fact that the present sys
tem has its defects. What system has not? We agree that these 
defects should be as far as possible cured; but we do not agree 
that our sy~t em is a failure. You cannot point to a single instance 
where the present plan has resulted in the re-election of a bad 
President. We object to the single six-year term, because there is 
not a single evil in the present plan which docs not aho exist in 
the six-year plan; nor is that all; the six-year plan, furthermore, 
embodies other evils many times greater than any which now exist. 

We come, then, to the negative·s position . We insist that tl1e 
proposed single six-year term will introduce other and greater evils 
thnn the present ones, first, because it makes the President les;; 
efficient by placing a ban on experience. In every other field of 
human activity, in all of the affair!" of men, experience is a recom
mendation. Yet what is it that the opposition would propose? 
Why, they propose that if a man be placed in office, if he prove 
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himself most worthy of that trust, and most able to discharge it, 
he must be forever barred from holding that office again in order 
that his place may be taken by one untrained in the school of 
experience, and untried in the affairs of state. And where, I ask 
you, is the logic of a plan whereby we are compelled to deprive 
ourselves of the sen-ices of men who have proven their worth, in 
order to put into office men whose worth is an unknown, it may 
be a negative quantity? We propose to give the President a term 
of four years which is long enough for him to demonstrate his 
ability or lack of it. If he proves efficient we propose to give him 
a second term. If he is incompetent, we propose to remove him. 
But our opponents propose that no matter how efficient he may be, 
though he has demonstrated that he is the one best qualified to 
hold the offiee, he shall be rewarded by being forever disqualified 
to hold that office again, and the interests of the people shall be 
disregarded by depriving them of the leadership of the one who 
has shown himself to be their best qualified leader, in order to 
accept one of secondary qualifications. And this is the plan which 
the opposition asks you to consider seriously. 

Secondly, we insist that the President should not be made ineli
gible to hold office a second time, because the hope of re-election, 
embodying as it does the principle of the recall, is a popular check 
upon the President, the value of which can scarcely be over
estimated. Granting that the chief executive magistrate of the 
nation might be tempted to mirnse the powers of his exalted office 
to secure renomination, still be reminded that he must constantly 
bear in mind the fact that if he does anything radically wrong; 
if he displeases the people, he cannot hope for re-election. I call 
your attention to the fact that while it is true that in order for a 
President to succeed himself to office· his renomination must pre
cede his re-election, it is equally true that his re-election mu'!;t 
follow his renomination. The theory of the opposition is that by 
making the President ineligible to re-election they will relieve him 
of the necessity of catering to the controlling interests in order to 
secure renomination. They lose sight of the fact that in doing this 
they will also relieve him of the necessity of serving his people well 
in order to secure re-election at their hands. Thus they would 
remove from the President the last check which the people now 
hold upon him to make him keep faith with them. But would they 
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remove from him the insidious temptations which the great special 
interests would keep constantly before him? Is renomination the 
Clnly inducement which they have to offer to one who would accept 
their offers? No. If the six-year plan be adopted the last check 
l)f the people over the President is gone, but the temptations of the 
office remain. And we say that these temptations are too many 
and too great for it to be a safe plan to remove the only safeguard 
~hich now stands between the tendency of a weak man to lean 
towards the interests of a few who have attractive inducements to 
offer, and the welfare of the whole nation and the good of the 
whole people, upon whom the President must now depend for his 
re-election. 

Thirdly, we object to the six-year plan, because every evil which 
exists today is also present in that plan. The abuses in the present 
syetem, of which the oppoeition complains, are those which they 
allege are due to the hope of re-election. Chief among these i5 
Federal patronage. Suppose you did limit the President to a 
single term in order to prevent his giving patronage in return for 
renomination. Have you done anything to prevent his giving his 
promise of patronage to secure his original nomination? No. And 
that is exactly what it will be necessary for him to do. Further
more, under our party system he would be bound to work for his 
party's candidate. As long as he has patronage to distribute he 
is bound to look to his party's interests. The result is that he will 
use patronage to secure the nomination of his successor, and if 
you deny it, I call your attention to the fact that that is the very 
thing which was done by Jackson in supporting Van Buren as his 
c;;uccessor, and by Roosevelt in supporting Taft to succeed him. 

And, fourthly, we contend that there is another cause of patron
age being given by the President in return for support. Did you 
ever stop to think that the President is not pledged to refrain from 
this practice? When the President takes his office he takes an 
oath to support the Constitution. When the Governor of Texas 
takes his office he takes an oath to support the Constitution, and 
also that he has not given nor promised to give any office or thing 
of value in return for support. Make this addition to the consti
tutional oath of the President. If he keeps it, the abuses of which 
the opposition complains will vanish, and I say to you that if a 
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President of the "Cnited States took this oath, his integrity would 
compel him to keep it. 

Fifth, the friends of the six-year plan maintain that because the 
Prel'ident i;; now eligible for indefinite re-election, there is danger 
of a dictator~hip being established. \Ye answer that history shows 
the contrary. Only three times have Presidents tried to succeed 
themselw~ for a third term. In each of these i::ases they have 
failed. The House of HepresentatiYes long ago adopted a resolu
tion declaring it to be an unwritten rule which should not be 
broken that no Pres ident ~hould holr1 office for a third term. So 
the bogie of a dictatorship, though beautiful in theory, is without 
foundation in fact. 

And, sixth, we would ask the opposition to note a fact which 
they must haYe o\·erlooked, namely, that the very logic upon which 
the single six-year term is based, cam:es the plan to condemn itself. 
The theory of the single term is that our national conYention which 
nominates the President is coutrolled by special interests; that 
the President to be renominated must cater to these controlling 
interests, by the use of Federal patronage, by friendly policies o!' 
administration, etc.; and that by refusing to allow the President 
to he nominated for a second term. the control OYer the office of 
these intere~ts which dominate the comention will be removed. 
The opposition now find s itself between the horns of this embar
rassing dilemma . Either these interests do control the national 
convention, or they do not. If they do not, then the opposition has 
no case, for their Yery cause of action has failed. On the other 
hand, if thei'e intereste do dominate the convention, and we adopt 
the single term plan, do you think that these interests will put a 
candidate who is hostile to them into office for a single term, any 
more than they would for a :::econd term? Xo. They will give 
the nomination to a man oYcr whom they ha Ye control; on whom 
they h;:i ,.e enough "wires'' to keep that control. We see nothing 
but charity to preYent their 1loing this, and such noble self-sacrific1! 
on the part of the moneyed inter~ts of thie country is a contingent 
po:;sibility upon which we would be extremely reluctant to depenrl. 

To the opposition we now pre$ent the alternati,·es of this Ji
lemma. If they take the one, they find that thei r plan is unnecl's
sa r,v. Jf tlit'Y take the other, they find that it is worse than un-
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desirable. One or the other they must take. The selection re~ts 
with them. 

And, 8eventh, we object to the ~ix-year plan because of the dea<l
loeh it will cause in our national government. An example to 
which my colleague arnl myself \rill uoth invite the gentlemen's 
careful attention, is the end of the Taft administration. The 
President was out of harmony with the people. We had a Demo
cratic Congress and a Republican president. 'l'he result was a 
deaalock. Legislation was blocked. The wheels of go,·ernment 
stood still. But what did we do? Why, we elected a Democratic 
president, made the two departments of gon~rnment harmonious, 
and as a result we are progressing as never before. 

But if the six-year plan had been in operation, what then? Why, 
it would have been necessary to continue that president in office 
for two years longer. For two long years we would have been 
forced to maintain a deadlock in the government. For two long 
years we would have had to block the legislative department agaimt 
the executive. Nor is that all. 'l'his has been the case fourteen 
times out of our twenty-six presidents. So it is an ae:tual fact 
that had the six-year plan proposed by the opposition been adopted 
in the past, the wheels of our gowrnment would have been forced 
to stand still for two years at a time, exactly half as man:· times as 
this country has had presidents. l"nder the present plan this addi
tional two years of crisis was each time successfully avoided. 

And in the eighth place, we cannot favor any plan which would 
compel us to retain an incompetent president and reject a com
petent one. 'l'he opposition proposes to make each president serve 
six years. No more, no less. We propose to keep the present 
system. Elect the president for four years. If he is a _g:ood presi
dent-re-elect him . If he is a had president-reject him. 

Under our opponent's plan, if we elected a ba<l president, we 
would have to keep him six years. rnder our plan we would only 
have to keep him four. Under their plan , if we elected a good 
president, we could only keep him :;:ix :·ears. Under our plan we 

could keep him eight. 
Their plan extends bad adminiRtrations and cnts off good one!'. 

Our plan cuts off ba(l administrations an<l extends good ones. We 
i::ubmit that ours is the better plan. 
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SECO~D AFFIRMATIVE SPEECH 

BY T. V. SMITH, OF GIJXTER, TEXAS. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

It is generally believed in Texas that self-presenation is the firi:t 
law of nature. I hope the gentlemen from Arkansas will be so 
min<lfnl of the Texas spirit as not to deny this dogma. We be
lieve, too, that our national presidents are men of such integrity 
they they had rather do right than wrong. Let us hope that 
patriotism will deter the negative from denying this altruistic view. 
We believe, furthermore, that any man who knows this nation's 
marvelous past and believes in the genius of its people ought not 
to think that any of its present evils are irremediable. 

It occurs to us, therefore, ladies and gentlemen, that there must 
·be some remedy for the evils of our presidential system. Believing 
that our presidents prefer to do right, we cannot but think that 
the many evils connected with their office are due, not to baseness, 
but to their humanness. For we hHe not yet had a president who 
could in action disregard the laws of mind or disdain that firot 
principle of nature which does pervade the whole province of life. 
Only martyrs can choose when self-preservation is the issue; and 
rnoi't of them have not survived. 

And yet this issue every president must face at the end of his 
first term. Grant called his second election his •indication. This 
view the whole nation has so accepted that the President well 
knows that he had better ne•er been elected than to fail to be 
re-elected. His defeat, whether deserved or not, is a mark which 
nullifies his past and stigmatizes his future. From a political view
point, a part of him lives but most of him dies. And, since he is 
a man with the instincts of his race, he is not going to die if he 
can help it. You yourself, when you remember your common 
humanity, dare not incriminate him for submission to party bosses, 
for ilispeming Federal patronage to his own advantage, and even 
for making a gentleman's bargain with the big interests. For his 
political life is at stake. No wonder that presidents themselves 
have cried out against a system that forces them on pains of dis
grace to effect their re-election at any cost. 
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Agreeing with such presidents as Jackson, Harrison, Taft, we 
of the affirmative submit that ineligibility is the only available 
remedy for these many concentric defects. Briefly, now, I shall 
apply it to the cardinal defects in the present system. First, the 
dangers of continuous succession. Do you say it is alight? I reply 
it exists, nevertheless. Do you say that public opinion is againet 
it? I reply if precedent makes it slight nnd public opinion renders 
it improbable, then positfre law would make it impossible. If, a;; 
milliom: of American citizens think, jt be a danger worthy of con
sideration, why not forestall it while we can? Public opinion is 
good, but assurance is neYer so assuring as when written in a 
nation's fundamental law. This evil our fore.fathers feared most 
of all. This evil persists even to our day. Yet for it the gentle
men from Arkansas have no remedy. 

The extreme partisan character of our presidents is worthy of 
mention next. Every man knows that if, by eome means, our 
President could be made more nearly chief of the whole nation 
rather than leader of a party, the system would be imprnrnd. This 
ideal can never be approximated under the present plan. For the 
President is forced to seek re-election; and he must submit to 
party bosses to get even his nomination. This evil will be reduced 
to a minimum by the plan we are advocating. For, hoping for nQ 

re-election, the President could with impunity defy the power uf 
the bosses if their demands conflicted with the people's needs. He 
would simply be freed from their domination. This freedom 
would mean much, but the gentlemen from Arkansas haw no pI.m 
to effect it. 

Of graver concern than either of theee evils, is the influence of 
the big interests upon the Pre~ident. That such influence exisb: 
is undeniable; and that it is ach-er-se to the people, the people know 
all too well. The President prefers to do right. But when loyalty 
to the people would most likely mean political death, whereas only 
a slight deviation from duty to faYor a corporation would surely 
mean re-election with a chance to correct the wrong done in accept
ing the offer, then he feels the meaning of nature's first law. In
eligibility would surely change this condition. But it may be 
objected that if the interests cannot win the President with prom
ises of re-election, they will bribe him with money. Again I stake 
the issue upon the integrity of our presidents. This integrity 
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demands that they be not swerved from duty by _anything less than 
self-pre~rrntion. This principle includes re-election, it excludes 
money. Moreover, the history of the presidency shows this posi
tion to be sound. For not one of our presidents has ever been 
accused of ba&eness for gold; yet what one has not been accused 
of dishonesty for re-election? This contention agrees with hum;m 
nature. Cic:ero affirms nature to be too weak to spurn power. 
Caesar trerumred the motto, "Baseness for nothing save power." 
Love of power is the common deduction of biography and history, 
of fact and fiction. Indeed, the final and fatal test of human 
probity is to see, from the mountain top, the kingdoms of the world 
and the glory of them and to hear the sweetest offer of men or 
demons, "All these will I give thee if-;" 

It has, however, remained for the American republic innocently 
to install and obstinately to practice a plan by which is added to 
man's innate weakness for power his unquenchable determination 
to survive. This irresistible combination is found in the re-election 
<>f our presidents. To those in the audience who are thinking that 
this improper influence will be just as formidable in the first elec
tion as in the second, let me suggest that there is a significant dif
ference between the two. In the first election, the candidate bas 
nothing to lose but the office, which as yet he has held only in hope. 
The severest penalty of his defeat ie only disappointment. In the 
1lecond election, the candidate can Ioee the office which he has held, 
which he holds, and which he hopee to hold; nor is this half that he 
has at stake. In fact, the lightest penalty of his defeat is loss of 
lower, loss of reputation, and loss of poHtical life. He absolutely 
cannot afford to lose. And yet at this psychological moment the 
Pystem leawe him to the truets and expects him to remain uncon
taminated. People of Texas, can it be possible that theee gentle
men have come all the way from Arkansas to oppose a plan which 
will destroy this irresistible, quadrennial temptation, and yet have 
brought nothing even to lessen the evil? I fear that it is true. 

The present plan, as my colleague made plain, invests the Presi
dent with a ~ystem of patronage which permeates the whole nation 
and reaches ewn into other lands. More than that, it forces him, 
at the pains of political death, to use it for his own ends. I need 
not comment upon its existence. But gladly do I undertake to 
flay that ineligibility will substitute for the present abuse of Fed-
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eral patronage its proper use. The uniform succese of an admin
istration demands the hearty co-operation of all its parts. The 
work of even the appointed postmaster is not without its influence 
in determining the success or failure of the President's effort;;. 
For the postmaster is the only part of the administration that 
many people see. In the face of such interdependence, it is evi
dent that the President, under a single term, will not only do his 
best, but will also be solieitous about his whole system making 
the best possible showing. He would naturally frown upon any
thing which would detract from the efficiency of his appointees. 
For he knows that the final estimate of his administration must 
rest upon the efficiency of his whole system; no second term, either, 
to correct mistakes. Nor will he, as some say, misuse patronage 
for his successor's re-election. For we must remember that, since 
self-preservation is the prime law of life, his one absorbing pas
sion will be to do himself justice during his own term, his only 
term. To this he will naturally bend the primary energies of him
self and his appointees. What help he can give his successor for 
the party's future success, will naturally be after he has done every
thing he can for the party's present success. Such help will be 
legitimate since it will be in addition to duty rather than instead 
of duty. It is the abuse of patronage, not its proper use, which 
has so aroused the nation. 

For this single evil of Federal patronage, the gentlemen from 
Arkam:as offer two remedies--civil service reform and preferential 
primaries. It will be well to remember, ladies and gentlemen, 
that these two corrective measures are proposed for but one of the 
many evils of the present plan. And, unfortunately for the oppo
sition, they are not adequate to correct even this one. The civil 
service reform, while good as far as it goes, is so limited in irs 
province that it can never work out the needed change. It can 
apply only to those appointees of purely clerical or technical duties. 
So outside of its province there is a large army of appointees. Iu 
fact, it seems that the number of Federal appointees of 1912 can
not be materially reduced; and yet that was a star year for exces
sive abuse of Federal patronage. It seems, therefore, against 
reason to expect relief from that quarter. 

The preferential primary, though perhaps good in itself, can 
hardly correct the abuses of Federal patronage under the present 
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~:-stem. It will but change the base of operation from the con
nection back to the people. And so it will more urgently call the 
Pre~ident inro the campaign field and his appointees away from 
their dutie'! to work for his interest. Admitting all that is claimed 
for it, ineligibility must obtain to make it most effective. Our 
l)hjection to their correcti\e measures is not that they are bad, but 
inadequate. We think that ineligihility will correct the e\·ils which 
their proposals do not touch. And if it should not, as we think, 
correct the c\·ils of patronage, we haYe yet ciYil sen·ice reform and 
the preferrntial primary as auxiliaries to our plan. So to our 
fundamental or general remedy we would simply annex theirs as 
auxiliaries for what they are worth. For nothing they propose is 
incompatible with the single term idea. 

The principle of ineligibility established, and by common con
sent the term becomes six years imtead of four. The Xational 
Business League demands ~ix years, ex-Presidents favor such a 
tenure, political parties 1ndorse it, and, in fact, all circumstances 
conspire to indicate six years as the logical and satisfactory length 
of term. 

Finally, sirs, the single term idea does not destroy, as some think, 
the incentiYe for conscientious service. Human nature is such that 
the President needs the remo,al of the second term temptation to 
insure best re;mlts for the first term. He expects reward. of course, 
but, as a great man, he works and looks to the future for his appro
bation. In the words of ex-President Taft, "I hope that time and 
history would show me to ha'e been right and the future public 
opinion would sustain me." In fact, ladie:> and gentlemen, I am 
hold to say that a single term will substitute a more w-holesome 
incentiYe for conscientious ~en·ice than the one it remoYes. For 
it will point the President to the unbiased decision of future year'> 
for his Yindication rather than to the fickle indorsement of the 
populace at an excit.ing election. 
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SECOND NEGATIVE SPEECH 

BY E. PENDLETON HOWARD, OF DALLAS, TEXAS. 

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gi!ntlemen: 

Before entering directly into the discussion of the presidential 
six-year term, let us consider briefly the arguments adrnnced by 
the gentlemen of the opposition. The proponents of the single six
year term have sought to establish their case by the enumeration 
of certain numerous and gra\·e evils in our present governmental 
system, whose elimination, they maintain, will be effected by the 
adoption of this constitutional amendment. In the first place, 
they have inveighed against the abuse of Federal patronage and 
power by former presidents in the efforts to force their own renomi
nations upon the voters of their parties, against their own popular 
approval. 'rhey have shown how such methods as those used in 
the latter part of President Taft's administration are not only sub
versive to popular government, but seriously diminish the efficiency 
and capability of the chief executive himself. Then they haw de
plored the entangling alliances between previous national admin
istrations and the forces of big business and special privilege. They 
have pointed out that legislation itself has become tainted anci 
throttled by the injection of political partisanship into the dis
cussion of legislative measures. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, as my colleague has previously de
clared, we of the negative recognize the presence of these evils and 
deplore their existence just as greatly as do the gentlemen of the 
opposition. But we maintain that the presence of these evils is 
due to deeper and more fundamental causes than the presidential 
tenure of office, and, consequently, that their cure can ne\·er he 
effected by any such measure as the single six-year term. \Ye sub
mit that it is comparatively easy, in the advocacy of any radical 
change or departure in our established governmental system, to 
enumerate and condemn the manifest defects in that system. But 
it is a far more difficult and comprehensi\'e task to present a con
structive remedy which can be shown to permanently cure these 
defect~. We maintain that it is precisely in their failure to show 
that the single six-year term is an effecfo·e cure for the very e>ils 
that they have enumerated, that the affirmative has failed to meet 
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the central issue imolved in the discussion of this proposition to
night. After all the arguments presented by the gentlemen of the 
opposition have been duly digested, the question still remains, would 
the single six-year term prove an effective remedy for these evils 
in our go>ernmental system, or would it, after all, as my colleague 
has maintained, prove a mere makeshift, fundamentally wrong in 
theory, and totally ineffective and insufficient in actual practice? 
This is the question upon which the issues of this debate must 
hinge, and it shall be in the effort to answer this question that I 
ask your indulgence tonight. 

It shall be my purpose, therefore, to show, in the first place, that 
the single six-year term is an unwarranted restriction upon pop
ular power; in the second place, that it is an illogical remedy for 
the very evils which it is intended to cure, and in the third place, 
that its adoption would lead to further grave and ominous evils 
in our national government. 

In the first place, we of the negative maintain that the single 
six-year term is an unwarranted restriction upon popular power. 
We believe that it is an unwarranted restriction upon popular power 
becauE>e it limits and curtails the powers of a progressive and en
lightened electorate in a progressive and enlightened age. It as
sumes that the American people are morally and intellectually 
incapable of deciding the question of the re-election of a President. 
One hundred and forty years ago the framers of our Constitution 
considered this very question, and decided that it was the safest 
and wisest policy to leave the question of the re-election of !l 

President to the American people. They belie>ed that the people 
were eminently capable of deciding whether or not a Presidenf 
should be honored with re-election. Now, the whole trend and 
tendency of the present age is to give the people a larger share in 
their . own governmental affairs. The purpose of nearly all the 
great gowrnmental and social reforms that are being enacted into 
law today may be summarized in a single phrase--the restoration 
of popular government. 

And yet, at this stage in our country's development the gentle
men of the affirmative propose a limitation on popular power in 
the form of a constitutional prohibition ·forever denying to the 
people the right of settling a question which they are pre-eminently 
capable of settling. To quote Senator Poindexter of Washington: 
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"If they were in their swaddling clothes such a provision would be 
necessary, but when they have .for nearly two hundred years exer
cised government and enjoyed freedom; when they have developed 
the greater system of education of any people in the world, it is 
an unusual time now, when we are in the midst of progress, when 
information and education are on the increase instead of on the 
wane, to introduce a proposition here to deprive them of some of 
their power, and pass a resolution which implies at least that we 
have suddenly awakened to the conclusion that the American people 
are politically decadent." 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, not only is this proposition an un
warranted restriction upon popular power, but it is an illogical 
remedy for the very evils which it is intended to cure. We con
tend that the causes for the abuse of Federal patronage by the 
President in the effort to gain renomination are of a deeper and 
more fundamental character than the presidential tenure of office, 
and, consequently, can never be remedied by any such measure as 
the single six-year term. If a President is debarred irom Ul:'ing 
the power of his great office to secure his own renomination or his 
own re-election, surely he will be desirous of having a successor
who will be in sympathy with his views, who will be willing to 
carry out the policies which he has been unable to complete; he 
will desire that his own party shall remain in power, for a Presi
dent without a party, and without party principles would not be a 
desirable President. 

The most desirable and the most effective remedy for the pat
ronage ills which have so seriously handicapped the efficiency o.f 
our presidents lies in the adoption of a system of direct preferen
tial primaries, and in an extension of the merit system in the ap
pointment of Federal officials. Presidential primaries were used 
with the most favorable results in many states in the last presi
dential election, and President Woodrow Wilson has but recently 
urged upon Congress the passage of a national preferential pri
mary law. By the adoption of this measure, the ultimate source 
of the nomination or the renomination of a Pr.esident will be placed 
directly in the hands of the American people. If the administra
tion of a President is satisfactory to the great mass of the voters 
of hii; party, they will renominate him; if not, they will nominate 
someone else. In either case the distribution of Federal patronage 
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by the President in the effort to gain renomination will be of no 
avail, because the whole people can neither be bribed, intimidate<l, 
nor threatened. 

By a further extension of the principle of the merit system. in 
the appointment to Federal positions, the majority of the Federal 
officers in the several States will be placed without the range ,:if 
the spoils s\·stem, and will be removed from the domain of Federal 
patronage. \\ith the extemion of the merit system, it will become 
practically impossible for a President to build up those office-hold
ing mac-hines in the several states which have aided in his renomi
nation in the past. Coupled with a system of preferential pri
maries, this reform would eliminate the evils of Federal patronage, 
because it strikes direc-tly at the source of the whole patronage 
question. 

Xow, ladie5 and gentlemen, we contend that the causes for the 
undesirable influence of special privilege upon national admini!!
trations and congressional legislation are also of a deeper and more 
fundamental nature than the presidential tenure of office. The 
forces of big businP.ss and special privileges care very little ho~ 
long any particular Pm,ident remains in power. If anything, 
they would rather have a President to their own liking in office for 
six year~ in;:tead of four, without chance of interruption by a 
national campaign. As a proof of this fact we have the significant 
indorsement of the National Business League, and of the Wall 
Street Journal for the single six-year term. The principal object 
of big business is to exert a powerful influence over the President 
and Congress in the shaping of national policies and in the enact
ment of national laws. Do you say that the single six-year term 
would prevent a tacit agreement or a bargain between the Pref!i
dent and the corporate interests for a second term in exchange for 
-favors at his hands during the first ? As my colleague has replied, 
and as I now reply again, granting for the sake of argument, that 
this would prove the case, there is nothing to prevent an agreement 
between a President and big business before his election to office. 
There is nothing to prevent a previous bargain with the corporate 
interests for support in the campaign for office in exchange for 
favors in their behalf. If the gentlemen of the opposition assume 
the President to be so easily led into entangling alliances with big 
business after his election to office, in the hope of securing a second 
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election, they must necessarily admit that he would be just as 
easily led into these alliances in the hope of securing a first election. 

We contend that the most desirable and the most effective means 
of removing the influence of the corporate interests O'rer national 
administrations and congressional legislation is to strike at the 
corporate interests themselves, and not to Yirtually admit their 
necessary continuance in power by the adoption of such a measure 
as the single six-year term. The most effective remedy for this 
evil lies in a more stringent enforcement of our anti-trust laws and 
in the passage of such auxiliary measnres as will insure their 
effectiveness. 

Our present national administration has demonstrated its desire 
to restore proper business relations by the adoption of constructive 
measures intended to restore competition and to strengthen an•l 
augment the effectiveness of our anti-trust laws. Bills ha>e alrea(ly 
been presented in our national Congress which have as their object 
the prohibition of interlocking directorates among large corpor::i
tions and the rendering of violations of the Sherman law personal 
in character and liable to criminal prosecution. Attorney General 
lfoR~yn(}lds has .waged and is waging a most effecti>e campaign 
to destroy the large combinations of monopoly in restraint of trade 
and to restore normal conditions in our national business life. 
Bills have been presented to prohibit the large donations of th«~ 

powerful corporations to national campaign funds. It is by such 
constrne:tive measures as these that the undesirable influences of 
big business on national politics is to be lessened. 

We maintain, therefore, that inasmuch as they strike at the 
source, presidential primaries, extension of the merit system, and 
the strengthening and more stringent enforcement of our anti-trud 
laws will prove the most effective and the most desirable means of 
dealing with these evils in our national government. \\ e belieYe 
that these evils can never be remedied by any measure tending to 
change the presidential tenure of office, because such a measure 
fails to strike at the root of the evil. 

Having shown that the single six-year term is an unwarranted 
restriction upon popular power, as well as an illogical remedy for 
the very evils which it is intended to cure, permit me to pass to 
the third point that I desire to bring before you in the discussion 
of this question tonight, namely, that the adoption of the six-year 
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term would in itself lead to further gra>e and ominous evils ;n 
our national goYernment. We belieYe that six years is too long for 
a Prrsident who is out of sympathy with the people "Who elected 
him and too short for a President performing his great task sati<:
factorily. Our political history shows that we as a people belien~ 
this, for we haYe re-elected nine presidents and han' rC'fuse<l to 
re-clf'et the same number. It is eYident that under our present 
systrm of the cli\·ision of go\·ernment into three co-ordinate branche,.; 
-lC'g islatiYe, execntiYe, and judicial-a fundamental defect very 
often occur;: in which the executin: branch is of one political party, 
·whil e th f· legislative branch is dominated by another party. For 
instance, half way through )Ir. Taft's administration he had ceasi>d 
to represent the will of the electorate. So far was his admini,;
tration out of harmony with the people, that at the end of two 
years they placed the Democratic party in control of the lower 
house of Congress. 

X ow, this defect, a lthough una rnidable under our form of gor
ernment, is necessarily productiYe of bad results, as it pll'lces a 
pradic:il deadlock upon important ]egislation and thwarts the pop
ular will. As a proof of this fact, we may again cite )Ir. Taft's 
administration to show how the Democratic tariff bills passed by 
a new Congress were Yeioecl by a President out of harmony with 
the people. As a rc:rnlt of such conditiom the country failed lo 
get the legislation it desired . 

T o haw continued ::\Ir. Taff;; administration in office for two 
year~ longer after such a landslide as gave the House of Repre
seutatiYc~ t() the Democratic party, \YOuld haw been a traw.,i.y 
upon popular gowrnment. c\nd yet that is the >ery situation th<Jt 
the proponents of the ;:i n,!!lc six-year term would bring about by 
th t- a<loption of their cons; i tutional amendment. Jn other "Words, 
the proposition under <liscus~ion tonight would enhance and mag· 
nify this defect in our goYernmental system, making a President 
out of harmony with the people who elected him, to serYe too long. 

Continuing in the same channel of thought, the adoption of the 
single ~ix-year term would produce a tenure of office too short for 
a President carrying out his great constructive measures satisfact
orily to the people. EYery country furnishes examples from which 
it is manifest that dit:a><ters would have fallen upon them if they 
had been gowrned in grec1t eri;::es of their history b~· such a pro-
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vision as this. Our own history furnishes conspicuous esamples 
of: the havoc that would haYe been wrought had administrations 
been changed during times of great national stress. "\s Senator 
Lodge declared in the "United States Senate: "It would ha\·e been 
a melancholy clay for this country if we had been unable to elect 
to a second term such a man as George \Y ashing-ton. X o man can 
tell when a situation \rill arise when it might be a Yital necessity 
to retain for a second term a President then in office. \Ye might 
be engaged in a war where it woulcl be the Yeriest misfortune con
ceivable to say that the man at the head of the gon:rnment shoulJ 
be changed at the end of four years." And just as serious situa
tions ar::: confronted George \Y ashington or any other President !n 
our history are likely to arise, if we judge the future by the past. 

The fathers of the Constitution were wise enough to fix a short 
term of office for the President and to leare him eligible for re
election, because it giYes the people an opportunity e\·ery four years 
to determine whether or not he is competent to administer the 
duties of that office. The adoption of the single six-year term would 
rencler it impor:::sible to contin11e a good President in office, arnl at 
the same time make it imperntiYe to continue a bad one. In other 
words, the adoption of the :::ingle six-year term would produce :t 

tenure of office too lo:og for a bad President, and too short for a 
good President. 

'l'hus we see, ladies anrl gentlemen, that the single sis-year term 
would proYe an unwarrantd restriction upon popular pou·er, anfl 
at the same time, an illogical and unstable remedy for the •ery 
evils which its adoption is intended to cure. Kot only would it 
prove disastrous from an administratire point of riew, but its pro
mulgation is based upon false political presumptions. \\l1ether or 
not you are to forsake the ideals of nearly two centuries of growtl1, 
and place this retrogressiYe restriction upon the people of this 
rountry, is the issue, honorable judge~, whose decision we leav:: 
with you. 
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DEPAHT:JIEST (JF EXTEXSIOX. 

(Con tinned from in.<ide front co1·r·r.) 

Problem; Six-year Prcsir~en r i;tl Term; Tariff anrl Free Ra·.1· :J[aterials; 
Texas' Need of the Scnic:es of Hi,ghc:r Education; anrl \\"(J'.ltan Suffrage. 

Clippings and miscellaneous material haYe also been col'.rccted on 
various other subjects. Corre.~ponr1encc is invited. Addre;:;, :JL:;" "\farian 
E. Potts. 

l'uulir Leclure Division. 

ProYision has been made to allow member;: of the staff of in;: truction 
to deliver public lectures in Texas :owns, when asked to do so. _.\hout a 
hundred lectures in fifteen different lines of "\\Ork arc nov: a1·ailable. 

Public lrelfare Division. 

It is the purpose of this cliYision to collect data regarr!ing c:c:o11omic 
conditions in the State and to furni;:h the same to cit iz,"ns of Texas 
through exhibits of photograph;:, charts, diagra1m, ~taticti c •, etc., sup
plemented by illustrated lecture;: and printed bulletin;:. 

Div1·sion of Public S('hool Improrc111 r: 11t. 

The DiYision of Public School Irn pro1·ement has cl1arg1" of t::r: 1;1rious 
educational exhibits sent out by t!ie l"niversity to fairs an·! otlier large 
gatherings, for the purpose of calling the attention of tb: ]"::nple to 
some of the crying needs of Texa~ and pointing out the rnr1;;t intdligent 
method of meeting these nec:rl". 

Correspondt:nce Dii-ision. 

The University of Texas no\r offer' for !tome st11d.1· C'O rrc·": · ·"~l·lenre 
courses in the following subject:: of col ! r·~c gra<le: Rotan'-. Cid En
gineering, Drawing, Econ(m1icc, E(1UC<ltion. Electrica l En'...' iW··.>ring, 
English, French, Geology, German. Gc11·ernrnent, Check, History. Latin, 
Law, l\fathematics, :Mining, Engineerin'.!·. Pliilosoph,1·, Puhlic S: .,1k ing, 
Spanish, and Zoology. 

The following corresponrlence courses preparatory to Tc;H·lin,: Certifi
cates are also offered: Alp:ehrn. Bonkkeeping. Chcmi-tn-, C1·nn1etry, 
(Plane and Solid), Riston of Educntion. I-fo:tory (genrrnl) , Lirc·r:1tnre, 
Physics, Psychology, and Trigonornctr.L -

Programs anrl course~ of ;:trnh for dnl1s or nther associntion- <1: ·,. also 
offered. Correspom1ence is imiterl . 

For complete catalog of the Department of Extension, address Director 
of the Department of E:rfr>nsion, Cni'.rersify, A usi£n. Tnqniri cs ;·elating 
to a particular rlivif'ion shonlc1 lJe ar1drcs::cd to the JfoH1 of t:iat dirieion.. 
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