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is an unauthorized practice and extremely inconvenient both to the
inferior and to the appellate court, * * * If, Indeed, in the
summing up the court should mistake the law that would justly fur-
nish a ground for an exception

Evidently the question of the Caraway bill was not in anywise con-
sidered in this case. I have already referred to Mr. Story’s splendid
definition of the jury system, in which the judge charged the law and
the jury were the exclusive judges of the facts.

Again, in the case of Magniac v. Thompson (7T Peterg, 390) the
court, speaking by Judge Story, took occasion to reprimand the practice
of sending the entire charge of the court up to the appellate court, but
the case does not uphold the opinion of the court in Vicksburg v. Put-

-pam (118 U. 8.).

In the case of Mitchell v. Harmony (13 Howard, 130) Chlef Justice
Taney said:

“ The passages in relation to questions of fact are nothing more than
the inferences which in the opinion of the court were fairly deducible
from the testimony, and were stated to the jury, not to control their
decision, but submitted for their consideration in order to assist them
in forming their judgment. This mode of charging the jury has
always prevailed in the State of New York, and has been followed in
the circuit court ever since the adoption of the constitution.”

Then he goes on to say: .

‘“The practice in thig respect diﬁers in different States. In some of
them the court nefther sums up the evidence in a charge to the jury,
nor expresses an opimon upon a question of fact. Its charge is
gtrictly confined to questions of law, leaving the evidence to be dis-
cussed by counsel, and the facts to be decided by the jury without
commentary or opinion by the court.

“ But in most of the States the practice is otherwise ; and they have
adopted the usages of the English courts of justice, where the judge
always sums up the evidence and points out the conclusions which in
his opinion ought to be drawn from it, submitting them, howewer, to
the congideration and judgment of the jury.”

This opinion of Chief Justice Taney may be regarded as a mild author-

ity for the practice permitted in the Vicksburg Rallroad case, but evi-
dently Chief Justice Taney was considering the then present English
practice and not the English practice as lald down by Mr. Blackstone
and preserved by the seventh amendment.

The case of Transportation Line v. Hope (95 U. 8. 302) is really

an authority against the decision in the Vicksburg Railroad case. In
that case the court said:

“The judge did not undertake to fix the value of the barge, but
‘merely referred to the proof relatmg to it and said the jury would be
justified in finding accordingly.” * There could be no misunderstanding
by the jury after this explanation.”

“ If there was an error in this respect, it was quite harmless.”

The case of Nudd v. Burrows (91 U. 8. 439), in an opinion delivered
by Mr. Justice Swayne in 1875, is directly contrary to the holding of
the court in the Vicksburg case. I quote from the opinlon:

“ Questions of law are to be determined by the court; questions of
fact by the jury. The-authority of the jury as to- the latter is as abso-
lute as the authority of the court with respect to the former.: No
question of fact must be withdrawn from the determination of those
whose function it is to decide such issues,

“The line which separates the two provinces must not. be. over-
looked by the court. Care must be taken that the jury is not misled
into the belief that they are alike bound by the views expressed upon
the evidence and the instructions given as to the law. They must
distinctly understand that what 1s said as to the facts is only ad-
visory and in no wise intended to fetter the exercise finally of their own
independent judgment. Within these limitations it is the right and
duty of the court to aid them by recalling the testimony to their recol-
lection, by collating its details, by suggesting grounds of preference
where there is contradiction, by directing their attention to the most
important facts, by elimirating the true points of inquiry, by resolv-
ing the evidence, however complicated, into its simplest elements, and
by showing the bearing of its several parts and their combined effect,
stripped of every consideration which might otherwise mislead or con-
fuse them. How this duty shall be performed depends in every case
upon the discretion of the judge. There is none more important rest-
ing upon those who preside at jury trials. Constituted as juries are,
it is frequently impossible for them to discharge their function wisely
and well without this ald. In such cases chance, mistake, or caprice
may determine the result.”

This was the plausible wording of the Supreme Court decision by
which the elephant got its trunk under the tent and by which judges
in later decisions overturned jury trials in Federal courts. If this
policy thus laid down by Mr. Justice Swayne had bheen literally fol-
lowed, it would not have been so bad; but see what has grown out of
it. The judge now tells the jury:

(1) “I have considered the evidence and there is no evidence on
which you can base a verdict, and therefore you find for the defend-
ant”; or (2) “ There is no reason for you to disbelieve the Govern-
ment’s witnesses. They are fair and impartial. They have no interest
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in the matter. On the other hand, the defendant naturally has an
{nterest 1n the matter, and his witnesses are interested in him ” '# and
thus the judge dominates the verdict. Mr. Justice Swayne, when he
started out in his opinion above quoted, stated the case accurately
when he said: * Questions of law are to be determined by the court;
questions of fact by the jury. The authority of the jury as to the
latter is as absolute as the authority of the court with respect to the
former.”

1 have tried many cases in Federal courts. I have mnever heard a
Federal judge thus charge the jury, and so far as I now recall, I
never knew one to present any case to the jury without indicating
how he felt about the merits of the case. Indeed, in most cases, the
judge determines a few minutes after the trial begins what he thinks
about the case and thereafter he takes an active part in questioning
the witnesses or in lecturing counsel and otherwise indicating to the
jury what he thinks about the facts.. If the Federal judges of the
United States are opposed to jury trlals, and I take it they are, then
they ought to set out to have the sixth and seventh amendments to
the Constitution repealed; but as long as they are sworn to uphold
the Constitution and all of it, they ought to give it its proper inter-
pretation. Judges have even less right to disregard the mandates of
the Constitution than any other people, because they, of all persons,
should know what the Constitution contains and they, of all persons,
should be the first to defend each and every provision of that sacred
instrument. It is the province of the Congress and of the several
fStates to change the Constitution, It is not the province of the courts
to change it by interpretation, by coustruction, or by disregarding its
plain mandates,

I recall, in my own practlce once, many years ago, where the trial
judge, after hearing the evidence on behalf of the plaintiff instructed
the jury to find for the defendant-on the ground that no evidence
had been submitted on which a verdict could be based. The court of
appeals at Cincinnati, then composed of Justice Lurton, Justice
Severens, and Justice Richards, reversed the case from the bench
without even taking it under advisement, upon a simple statement of
counsel for defendant of what facts had been adduced in the court
below and the plaintiff thereafter received a judgment for the full
amount and it was paid; and yet the trial judge had instructed the jury
that there was no evidence on which a verdict could be found. The
Constitution never gave the trial judge any such right, and to my mind
it is a plain violation of the Constitution itself, for any judge to so
instruct a jury or for any appellate court to uphold such an instruction.

MATERNITY AND INFANCY ACT

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp a memorial of the board of managers
of the Woman Patriot Publishing Co, remonstrating against
the passage of House bill 7555, proposing to amend the act of
November 23, 1921, for the. promotion of the welfare and
hygiene of maternity and infancy.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there obJection? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The memorial is as follows:

‘A PETITION FOR THE REJFECTION OF THE PHIPPS-PARKRR BILL (8. 2696,

" H. R. 7555) PROPOSING AN EXTENTION OF THE MATERNITY ACT

[From the board of directors of the Woman Patriot Publishing Co.,
: 8 Jackson Place NW., Washington, D. C.} .

To the honorable Members of the United Siaies Senate.

THE WOMAN PATRIOT,
Washington, D. C., May 17, 1926.

To the honorable Members of the United States Senate.

GENTLEMEN ¢ The board of directors of the Woman Patriot Pub-
Hshing Co., consisting of Mrs. John Balch, Milton, Mass.; Mrs. Ran-
dolph Frothingham, Boston, Mass.} Mrs. Rufus M. Gibbs, Baltimore,
Md.; Miss Mary G. Kilbreth, Southampten, N, Y.; and Mrs. B. L.
Robinson Cambridge, Mass., is unanimously opposed to the remewal
and extension of the Sheppard-Towner Maternity Act, as proposed in
the pending Phipps-Parker bill.

Having been denied a hearing by the Senate Committee on Education
and Labor and not having been heard at the hurried jinadequate House
hearings opening within 24 hours after the introduction of the bill,
we therefore respectfully submit to the honorable Members of the
United States Senate, this petition for the rejection of the Phipps-
Parker bill to extend the maternity act, and present reasons and facts
comprehensively and in detail, for such action.

Your petitioners are veterans in the opposition to the maternity act,
having fought it and the group of legislation of which it is a part
since 1920.

We compiled the first Federal-ald taxation tables on the original
Sheppard-Towner maternity and Smith-Towner education bills, showing
the unjust incidence on the States of that tax which agserted the right
of the Federal Government to redistribute the national wealth, and to
operate a nation-wide system of thefts and br»ibes, corrupting the
‘States to, surrender their local self-government.
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We reprinted the congressional debates of 1867-68 on the establish-
ment and abolition of the short-lived, post Civil War Federal Depart-
ment of Education, believing that remarkable legislative incident a
powerful argument against repetition of that abortive experiment.

1t was an officer of this company who brought the citizen’s suit in
the United States Supreme Court (Frothingham v. Mellon, 262 U. S.
447) to test the congtitutionality of the maternity act, which the court
dismissed, “ for want of jurisdiction, without considering the merits of
the constitutional questions,” as the decision states.

Impressed by the gravity and obscurity of the social and economic
issues involved in thisg legislation, your petitioners have examined, and
now respectfully show a mass of related and indisputable facts, many
of them never before presented to either House, and unknown to the
public, which, in brief, seem to prove beyond reasonable doubt:

That placing the health of mothers and children and control of
State health authorities’ plans for maternity and infancy care under a
radical Federal bureau of social workers is unscientific and unsafe for
mothers and babies; that more lives of mothers and infants are lost,
in the aggregate, among States accepting the maternity act than
among States ‘rejecting it; that the State most subjected to these ex-
periments has the highest rate of maternal mortality from septicemia
in the United States; and finally, that this legislation is an integral
part and direct result of a comprehensive communist legislative pro-
gram, designed and led by the ablest legislative manager communism
has produced, to socialize and nationalize the care, control, and sup-
porf of American children in the central bureau established by the
same communist leader for that purpose, at the heart of the United
States Government.

As no one of these bills can be considered adequately apart from its
related measures and their common background and object, we are
forced to a consideration of the whole interlocked group of measures
constituting a program of revolution by legislation concerning women
.and children. '

Your petitioners therefore respectfully present these facts at the
Jength which their fair and comprehensive consideration seems to re-
quire, in the following form:

First, a summary of general objections to indicate the nature of
the facts proposed to be sustained hereafter by documentary evidence.
Second, a memorandum of evidence,
of all charges contained in this petition.

SUMMARY OF GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. The Congress and public tricked: These bills are dishonestly
presented to hide their true scope and purpose. They are counter-
feit legislation, organized schemes to trick the Congress and the
country by pretended bumanitarian, beneficent-appearing bills, masked
as “welfare” and “ women’s” measures, and intrusted to certain
women’s organizations to engineer, the pbetter to allay public sus-
picion, but are none the less straight imported communism. The
Bolshevik wolf rarely gets to the doors of Congress except as a little
Red Riding-hood.

Lenin’s widow, Nadoshda Krupskaia, writing in Pravda,
Moscow communist organ, April 9, 1922, says:

“ Qur duty is to apply in practice the maxim of Vladimir Iilich
(Lenin) : ¢ We must know how to build communism with noncommunist
hands.’”

Again, Lenin said:

« If bolshevism fails, it will be because we could not get the mass of
women interested.”” (Associated Press dispatch, February 27, 1919.)

When Madame Kalenina, wife of the soviet president, sought to
enter the United States for an agitation tour in April, 1923, immedi-
ately after the execution in Russia of several clergymen for teaching
religion to children, etc., the New York Herald, April 9, 1923, reported
that—“ a committee of well-known women to ald Madam Kalenina in
her proposed tour here,” included Miss Julia C. Lathrop, former
chief of the Federal Children’s Bureau and vice president of the Na-
tional League of Women Voters. 3

Raymond Robins, describing to a Senate committee the German
“ method in handling the radical situation” to promote bolshevism in
Russia (during the Czarist and Kerensky régimes) said it was “to
find usually some woman—it happened in so manpy cases that it
geemed that that was a general rule, to use a woman.” (Bolshevist
propaganda hearing, U. 8. Senate, 66th Cong., 3d sess., I'ebruary-March,
1919, p. 792.) Mr. Robin’s testimony was not against the bolsheviks,
but, in fact so favorable that his “own story” (compiled chiefly
from his testimony at that hearing) has since been advertised and
gold as bolshevik propaganda by the Communist Workers Party of
America. :

2. Unconstitutional and unpopular: The Phipps-Parker bill concerns
matters over which the American people never gave their Federal
Government an iota of authority. It Involves the same principle of
nationalized, standardized care of children and Federal interference
between parent and child which the American people so sweepingly
repudiated in defeating the Federal child labor amendment, on which
the States, acting under popular pressure, now stand 86 to 4 for

official
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rejection. Since aroused by the campaign of information waged from
Massachusetts to Oregon against the child-labor amendment, there
can be no question where the people stand on Federal interfercnce in
their homes. More oppressive invasions of the private lives of citi-
zens have recently been proposed or attempted by the encroaching
Federal power than George IIT would have dared to impose upon the
American colonists, proving that the people may be as burdened by
« pyultitudes of new offices” and “ swarms of officers » yunder their
own Constitution, made by themselves, when violated by their own
Congress, elected by themselves, as if they had no representation at
all. Citizens of Massachusetts have said that they regarded the ad-
visory referendum of 1924, against the child labor amendment, as a
Dloodless, second Concord, *“to leave their children frece” (in the
words of Emerson’s hymn) from tyrannous control by Congress. It
is not to be expected that a Union of 48 great States with 110,000,000
people can be more safely robbed of their Bill of Rights by their own
Congress than 13 weak colonies could be oppressed 150 years ago by
a distant Parlinment. A candidate who bas guch expectations has
learned little of the history and true spirit of his fellow citizens. As
Horace Greeley observed, “ The Americans are a great people when you
make them a little mad.” There can be no doubt that increasing Fed-
eral encroachments in domestic and family affairs are making them a
little mad.

3. Revolutionary conspiracy: The Federal maternity bill inex-
tricably interlocks with the child labor amendment and the Federal
Children’s Bureau. They constitute, with the Federal Education Dec-
partment bill, a unified agency and program of revolution by legisla-
tion. 'They are as -deliberate a conspiracy to destroy this Republic as
any plot ever hatched to overthrow a government by force and
violence.

Including the creation of the Children’s Bureau in 1912, they were
all backed by the same open groups and “ underground ” by the com-
munists, and were chiefly promoted by one woman, a Marxian socialist,
Mrs. Florence Kelley, formerly Mrs. Wischnewetsky (see p. 12931 of
this articte), pupil and translater of Friedrich Engels (coauthor with
Karl Marx of the communist manifesto) and Engels’s chosen licutenant
for introducing communism into * the flesh and blood of Americans”
as he instructed her.

The Engels-Kelley program 1s derived straight from the fundamental
communist manifesto of 1848 by Marx and Engels, fathers of modern
communism, as well as from current Moscow Bolshevism, which
gpecialized on women and children. It centers about the Federal
Chijldren's Bureau as closely as the Bolshevik system for women and
children, the most brutalizing doctrine of the terror, centered about the
goviet department of soclal welfare, and Alexandra Kollontay, its first
commissar, who was indorsed by the Federal Children’s Bureau as the
author of *“the most comprehensive study of maternity benefits and
insurance that has yet appeared in any language.” (Children’s Bureau
publication No. 67, Maternity Benefit Systems in Certain Foreign Coun-
tries, p. 175.)

The Engels-Kelley program carries in its wake as logical sequence
doles for children and maternity or childbirth doles for women—*‘ ma-
ternity benefits "—mnot as a help for needy mothers, but as a natural
right, confirming the socialist doctrine that maternity is *“a service
to the state” and that all children * legal or illegal ” and all mothers,
married or unmarried, should be supported by public taxes instead of -
by individual husbands and fathers. This cattleizing, stock-farm, breed-
ing proposition for replenishing the population that dehumanizes mar-
riage and lifts responsibility for their offspring from fathers and
mothers has incalculable social and moral consequences compared with
which the mere cost or taxation aspect of the issue, however enormous,
is relatively trivial.

An examination of Children's Bureau publications will reveal so many
elaborate *studies” of illegitimacy, compared with the few short
pamphlets on infant and child care, that the bureau might be con-
gidered to have a morbid interest in this subject were it not a well-
known and deliberate plan of the socialists, set forth at length in
Engels’s Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, and
August Bebel’s Woman aud Socialism, to wipe out all legal, social,
and moral distinction between legitimate and illegitimate children. It
will be shown hereafter that both of these indecent socialist books
have been recommended by Mrs. Kelley as fundamental studies for
social workers. Alsc, a comparative table of Children’s Bureau publica-
tions along this socialist line, as against its publications for mothers,
is gubmitted in the attached memorandum of evidence (p. 12927).

With the inner ring of socialists and feminists in controel through-
out the country, under the Federal maternity act, of the health centers
for mothers and infants (corresponding to the “ ghop nuclei” in fac-
tories as agitatjon centers in the industrial communist campaign) and
of public schools and colleges under the proposed education Dbill, a
channel of propaganda as pervasive as the circulation of the blood in
the human system, the youth of the Nation would be at their mercy.

4. National suicide propaganda: The sane, prosperous American peo-
ple would never accept communism with their eyes open. Hngels. knew
that when he instructed Mrs. Kelley, January 27, 1887:
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“The less it Tsociallsm] will be
without and the more they test it by their
deeper it will go into their flesh and blood.”
ist organ, January 29, 1823.). .

Our sturdy self-reliance and energy, heritage of pioneer days, are to
be sapped by bumanitarian “ welfare "’ measures, making of American
citizens mere parasites of their Government instead of its upholders.
This country was settled by pioneers who came here facing danger,

knocked into the Americans from
experience * * * the
{New York Call, social-

hardship, and privation, an unknown wilderness, and ruthless savages, |

because they counted freedom from oppressive, pureaucratic European
Governments a greater boon than any material comfort and ease.
Jefferson voiced what they wanted in government in hig first inan-
gural :
“A wise and frugal government, which shall restrain men from
injuring one another and leave them otherwise free.”

The framers of our Constitution sought every safeguard of our
liberties, but George Washington warned us:

“ Regist with care the spirit of innovation upon its principles, how-
ever specious the pretexts. One method of assault may be to effeet
in the forms of the Constitution alterations which will impair the
energy of the system and thus to undermine what can not be directly
overthrown.” (Farewcll Address.)

Jefferson, with all his enthusiasm for our system, wrote:

“ In every government cn earth ig some trace of human weakness,
some germ of corruption and degeneracy, which cunning will discover
and wickedness insensibly open, cultivate, and improve.” (Notes on
Virginia, 7, 390.)

The communists and socialists seek every opportunity that cunning
ean discover to use the °‘ general welfare’ clause of the Constitution,
plus all the emotion and sentimentalism which modern propaganda
methods ecan. associate with the word “ welfare ” when coupled with
women and children, “to undermine what can not be directly over-
thrown.” ;

So many recent abuses have claimed the ¢ general welfare ™ clause
as authority that the editor of the Massachusetts Law Quarterly
recently alluded to it as * The Achilles Heel of the Constitution.”
And the measures which the cunning of communists can not drag into
Congress under a perverted interpretation of the welfare clause, or the
stretching of some enumerated power until its framers would not
recognize it, they propose Dby constitutional amendment, when the
Supreme Court has held them clearly unconstitutional.

The Kelley-Engels program proposes to trick our own Representatives
to legislate us into. communism and make us dig our own graves, into
which it is intended we shall fall by our own act,

This was the campaign policy adopted at the 1908 National So-
cinlist Convention at Chicago, when the convention, split into two
factions, fought out the problem of how best to overthrow the United
States Government,

The two socialist factions, in entire agreement on their ultimate pur-
pose, were at odds only as to methods practicable in America.

One faction, the extreme, straight, Marxian revolutlonists, were
called * impossibiligts ¥ by their American socialist colleagues, because
their methods were deemed impossible in this country.

The other faction which prevailed was composed of ‘‘ opportunists,”
¢o called because they made * immediate demands” for what they
could get, bit by Dbit, through legislation for gradually fastening social-
jsm insidiously upon us.

The open revolutionists were beaten every time by Morris Hillquit,
chajrman of the convention; Victor Berger, and other powerful social-
ist leaders, who told the delegates not to nrake themselves * ridiculous,”
not to make themsclves “a laughing stock,” etc., by demanding the
full socialist establishment at once.

So clearly was it seen Americang would not knowingly accept
socialism.

DIGGING OUR OWN GRAVES

A New York delegate explained to the socialist convention the * bit-
by-bit ’ policy of tricking us into digging our own graves:

“To-day we are seeing encroachments after encroachments on the
régime of private property in the means of life, and every time a
utility is taken over and made public by nationalization, even with a
capitalist government in control, so much does it limit the area of
private ownership, a

« president Roosevelt 1s a good deal wiser than some of the delegates
here, because he saw these encroachments upon private ownership
and called them the greatest national disaster that can take place;
he does that because he knows that when one encroachment is made
upon the arena of private property it means opening the door to
all others, *° * * They are playing into your hands, because
you understand the philosophy of the situation, and they do not,
x * % The capitalists themseclves are digging thelr own graves,
and when you see a little bourgeois shouting for Government owner-
ship of gas or telephones or telegraphs you simply see him digging
shovelful after shovelful out of the hole in which later we will bury
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the whole capitalist system.” (Proceedings, National Sociallst Conven-
tion, 1908, pp. 172-173.)

How many shovelfuls we have dug-out of our own graves—how far
we have progressed toward socialism—may be measured by noting how
many of the political and industrial “ immediate demands’” of the
1908 socialist platform have been enacted by the two major parties.

Of the 11 political * immediate demands ” of the sociglists of 1908,
¢ have become laws (2 of them Iederal amendments) or are pend-
ing in the present Congress, put over by Republicans and Democrats,
and 10 of the 11 have been actively agitated.

1. “The extension of inheritance taxes, graduated in proportion
to the amount ot the bequest and to the nearness of kin "—enacted
September 8, 1916,

2. “ A graduated income tax'-—proposed as a Federal amendment
July 12, 1909, and proclaimed February 9, 1913,

3. “The initiative and referendum, proportional represeniation, and
the recall '—adopted as constitutional amendment by several States
and proposed as a Federal “ gateway amendment.” *

4. “ Unrestricted and egual suffrage for men and women ;. and we
pledge ourselves to an active campaign in that dirvection »__proposed
as a PFederal amendment (woman suffrage) June 4, 1919, and pro-
claimed August 26, 1920.

5. “ The Bureau of Bducation to be made a

6. “ The separation of the present Bureau
Department of Commerce and Labor and the
Department of Labor '—enacted March 4, 1913.
National Socialist Convention, 1908, p. 323, for
mediate demands.”)

The five remaining gocialist * political demands * of 1908, not as
yet enacted, are:

(1) “ The abolition of the Senate 7. (2) “ The abolition of the power
ugurped by the Supreme Court of the United States * * *"; (3)
“Mhat the Constitution he made amendable by majority vote”: (%)
“That all judges be elected by the people for short terms,” ete.;
(6) ‘the free administration of justice.” ‘

Of the six parts of the Industrial ¢ ijmmediate demands’ of the
socialists in 1908, the two referring to Federal legislation were both
adopted and declared unconstitutional:

1. “The improvement of the industrial condition of the workers
* = % Dy forbidding the employment of children under 16 yeatrs
of age,” and

9. “ By forbidding the interstate trangsportation
child labor * * *”

These industrial *immediate demands” were the germs of the
McCormick-Foster Federal child-labor amendment, transmitted to the
States June 2, 1924, Child labor was disc_ssed at great length at the
convention, and the necessity of doles for children to supplement it.
(Proceedings, pp. 206-211.) .

These demands were enacted as the first TFederal child labor law,
September 1, 1916 (Public, No. 249, 64th Cong.), and deciared un-
constitutional June 3, 1918, by the Supreme Court in Hammer v.
Dagenhart. 1t was followed, February 24, 1919 (Public, No. 254,
65th Cong.), ny another Federal child-labor law, which was also
declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, May .5, 1922, in
Bailey ». Drexel Furniture Co.

Immediately a number of Federal child-labor amendments were in-
troduced, so determined were the interlocked groups pressing - for
control of children, and the one drafted and demanded by Mrs.
Florence Kelley was proposed as a Federal amendment,

All of these things have been accomplished with never more than
one open Representative of the Socialist Party in Congregs.

Mrs. Kelley, who was chief draftsman of the amendment proposed
(see Senate report on S. J. Res. 1 (68th Cong., pp. 49, 90, 91, 92, 123)
and CONGRESsSIONAL Rrcorp, May 31, 1924), testified at the Senate
child labor amendment hLearving (p. 49) that gshe had “ been trying for
40 vears to mold public opinion ” in favor of such legislation. It
will Le shown hercafter, by Mrs. Kelley's own testimony, that for
39 years she has scorned * palliatives ”’* and worked for these measures
only as steps leading to full socialism,

Your petitioners are not interested in the philosophy of socialism,
or in conditions in Russia, per se. Our interest is purely practical.
We are only concerned with the infecting of our own people and
Government, and with the agencies and instruments whereby socialism
is secretly inoculated into * the flesh and blood "’ of Americans. More-
over, with two great former Lmpires (Germany and Russia) captured
and controlled Dy socialists and communists—and now in open
alliance—and with the French, British, and Ifalian Governments all
having undergone disastrous gocialist control within the last few
years, it would seem the blindness of folly for Americans to disregard
the fact that now, not only sociallst organizations, but great socialist
and communist foreign governments, with millions for propaganda
at their command, have a direct material interest in promoting every
form of socialism in America that may weaken the energy, cripple
the man power, interrupt thte industry, or sap the financial and
political foundations of the United States—the most * magnificent
country to leot” for a bankrupt world,

department "—pending.
of Labor from the
establishment of 2

(See Proceedings,
full texts of *“im-

of the products of
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CAN NOT BE TAKEN AT FACE VALUB

No true consideration of these soclalist measures can stop at their
mere texts—their face value—legally or logically. We quote the
highest legal authority for consideration of the implications, inten-
tions, tendencies, and real substance of these bills.

The Supreme Court of the United States has repeatedly declared that
it will “look through the form of any proceeding to its substantial
character  ; that * what is reasonably implied is as much a part of it
as what ig expressed” (256 U, 8. 3 0-377) ; and that the “ wishes and
opinions " of organized private advocates of a measure, after they
have prevailed and the nieasure is enacted, may express legally ‘“‘an
altogether probable intent ” (262 U. 8. 100).

Moreover, we have a right and duty to consider not only the pro-
claimed wishes and intentions of advocates, but also the tendencies of
a measure.

Abraham Lincoln; in his debate with Douglas, October 15, 1858,
declared :

“ When I propose a certain measure or policy it is not enough that
1 do not intend anything evil in the result, but it is incumbent on me
to show that there is not a tendency to that result.”

Your petitioners respectfully proceed with:

MEMORANDUM OF EVIDENCE

1. The Congress and public tricked: From its start with the estab-
lishment of the Federal Children’s Bureau to the pending Phipps-
Parker and Curtis-Reed bills the Kelley program has been marked by
fraud and deceit. One by one it will be shown that not one of the
measures has been offered in good faith, has meant what it said, or
could be taken at its face value.

(¢) Establishment of Children’s Bureauw, April 4, 1912,

The floor sponsors of the Borah-Peters bill of 1911 for the estab-
lishment of a Federal Children’s Bureau thought they were creating
a little fact-finding, statistical agency, to cost $29,000 or $30,000 a
year, to gather statistics on children, with no administrative authority.
Instead they were setting up a central apparatus of power over youth,
capable of unlimited expansion and penetration into the homes of the
people, not along health lines, as the public supposed, but for economic
and socialistic propaganda.

Like the Sheppard-Towner maternity bill of 1921 the Borah-Peters bill
to establish the bureau was a much-reduced form of previous bills, due
to no change whatever of intention or purpose or scope on the part
of the backers, but necessitated by the opposition encountered. It is
the old camel’s nose-under-the-tent strategy.

1t deceived Senator Borax and Representative Andrew J. Peters, of
Massachusetts, into sponsoring the bill establishing the bureau. In his
speech of 1912 Senator BORAH said :

« There have been a number of bills covering this subject introduced
from time to time in the Congress, but most of the measures heretofore
‘have gone much further than thig bill proposes to go and have under-
taken in a measure to legislate concerning the question of the employ-
ment of children in manufacturing establishments and elsewhere and
have Dleen thought to intrude or impinge upon the peculiar rights of
~the States. 1 am not myself and have never been in favor of extending
this kind of legislation to the point where it might Dbe said to impinge
upon the rights of the States. But this bill goes no further than to
gather the information such as is now being done by the Government
in other departments concerning other matters of interest, * * *

« Phe amount of appropriation in the bill is about $29,000, possibly
$30,000. The bills, as they were originally introduced concerning this
particular subject, carried appropriations much larger than that, but
the committee reduced it to the lowest figure possible to still maintain
gomething like an active and vital bureau * * *" (CONGRESSIONAL
RucorD, January 8, 1912, pp. 702-703.)

The bill’'s House sponsor, Represéntative Andrew J. Peters, was posi-
tive as .to the proposed bureau’s cost:

« Mr. PorErs. The total expense contemplated by this bill for the
chief, assistants, for the experts, clerks, and everything else amounts
to $29,440, annually, including rent and various salaries and expenses
of the people connected with it

¢ The CHAIRMAN. You think that the cost of this bureau will only be
$29,000. You have in mind, I presume, the cost of clerical work here
at Washington?

« Mr. PeTERS. Yes, the cost of clerical work here at Waghington,

«“ The CHAIRMAN, Would it not also require, in order to make the
bureau effective, considerable field work and also printing and work of
that kind?

« Mr. PeTERS. This includes the expenses of all the men engaged in
field work. It includes the expenses of everything except printing.”

(Hearing, House Committee on Labor, on H. R. 4694, 62d Cong., 1st
gess.,, May 12, 1911.) :

The Peters bill went through the House under suspension of rules.
The late Representative Swagar Sherley, of Kentucky, protested:

“ It was made impossible to debate it in the time now at the dis-
posal of the House, and it is an indictment of this procedure of the
House that this bill should be considered under a suspension of the
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rules, with only 20 minutes debate on z side * % *  There is not
the slightest excuse to insist that this House shall to-day, with only
20 minutes to a side for debate, without power of amendment, pass
thig bill.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, April 2, 1912, p. 4222.) %

1t may be noted that exactly the same tactics on the floor of the
House were used to get through the present Parker bill (H. R. 7555)
on April 5, 1926, v

“The extent of the sponsors’ miscalculation as to the bureau’s cost is
revealed in-the following table compiled by the Budget Bureau, show-
ing an increase of over 3,000 per cent in 13 years:

Appropriations of the Children’s Bureau, Department of Labor

Sa]ages i : Materility
an nforce- : and
National :
e expenses, ment of security _1nfanqy,
year t1)11cludu1g(§l lchgld and t;ncludm% Total
onus and abor onus an
classifi- law defense ! clagsifi-
cation cation
B2 S e U SPRAPL $21,986 |aceaeccmcmecfecmmmmmec e $21, 936
N 103 7 A SR e B PR 25,640 || mm e 25, 640
) (N A SR s SR 161,265 || cmmcccmmem | mmmmeaes 161, 225
164, 640 | oofamecmmemmeen|mmemmnm e 164, £40
164, 640 $50, 000 |- ocomemefoimamncam 214, 640
280, 581 100,000 | oo ceoc|emmmmecanaam 380, 581
283, 610 2125,000 | $250,000 | _oooeeo- 65%, glg
310,008 | ovoicocmore|cmmmmmmmnmme|mm e e 310, 00
294, 874 [ oo cmmmmn e e 294, 874
205,476 | ooeeeann $460, 067 785, 543
339,829 |szasommdoen s 1, 241, 600 1, 581, 429
1 e e A 341, 89067} czczzzgam=as 1, 241, 692 1, 583, 598
1925 - - . izzuscseswemed 325,900 | sz czpazzozes . 1, 007, 092 1,332,592
1028 . o ilicssesszegs 313,000 ez e sicas 1, 000, 000 1,313, 000
Total-socczss222 3, 323, 305 275, 000 4, 980, 451 8, 828, 756

1 The $250,000 under *“National security and defense’” was from the President’s
fund in 1919.

2 The appropriation for enforcement of child labor law , 1919, $125,000, was not vised,
as the child labor law was declared unconstitutional before the appropriation became
available. .

The bureauw’s campaign for power increased from ‘ authority to
gather facts and statistics” iIn 1912 to demanding and securing the
passage and administration of the Federal maternity aect of 1921
(drafted in the bureau for the bureau) and finally reaching out for
Children’s Bureau control of all * persons under 18 years of age™
through the Federal child-labor amendment. )

The burean was pever intended by its real backers to confine itself
to investigation. A month after the bureau was created the Woman's
Journal, now the Woman Citizen, formerly official organ of the Na-
tional American Woman Suifrage Association, of which Mrs. Kelley
was vice president, declared editorially :

“ We shall not be willing to let the establishment of the Children’s
Bureau mean simply investigation—it must mean power to change
things.” (Woman’s Journal, May 11, 1912.)

Again, while Senator BORAH was confident the bureau would not
“ impinge upon the peculiar rights of the States,” Miss Jane Addams,
coworker with Mrs. Kelley, and head of Hull House, Chicago, in which
Mrs. Kelley (and both the former chief and the present Chief of the
Chjldren’s Bureau, Miss Julia C. Lathrop, and Miss Grace Abbott) was
a resident for several years, stated flatly that the Federal bureau was
desired precisely for the purpose of wiping out State lines that had
hampered the activities of the National Child Labor Committee. In
an article published with the Senate report on the bill establishing the
Children’s Bureau, Miss Addams declared :

« How absurd State lines are when it comes to industrial questions.
s« *= % A Tederal burcau naturally would have nothing to do with
State lines and only a Federal authority could adequately dedl with
such a situation. * * * These problems must be dealt with by a
Federal authority having power to transcend State lines.” (Senate
Rept. No. 141, 62d Cong., 1st sess., on 8. 252 by Senate Committee
on Education and Labor.)

The bill establishing the bureau met with powerful opposition in the
Senate, led by Senators Bailey, of Texas; Gallinger, of New Hamp-
ghire ; Heyburn, of Idaho; OVERMAN, of North Carolina; Stone, of Mis-
gouri; and Works, of California.

Attempts to amend the bill to protect citizens from invasions of their
homes by Government agents, introduced by Senators Thornton, of
Louisiana, and Culberson, of Texas, were twice defeated.

Senator Heyburn declared:

“ We have now placed the stamp of disapproval on Article IV [amend-
ments] of the Constitution of the United States,” the go-called right of
castle. (CONGRESSIONAL REcorp, January 31, 1912, p. 1576.)

Senator Borag had opposed the amendments, saying:

« Tt renders less effective the measure, and it would be very unfortu-
nate for the bill if it were adopted.” (Ibid., January 31, 1912, p. 1575.)

Senator Culberson commented :

“rhe Senator from Idaho, having charge of the bill, said if the
amendment were adopted it would destroy the very purpose of the bill,
gshowing that it is contemplated that these officers shall enter private
residences, if necessary.”
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Senator Culberson thereupon introduced a third proposed amendment
having the same purpose as his previous amendment:

“ put no official or agent or representative of said bureau shall, over
the objection of the head of the family, enter any house used exclusively
ag o private residence.”

This passed by a narrow margin (39 to 354), but the bill's Scnate
sponsor voted “1o” on all these amendments to uphold the * right of
castle.” (CONGRESSIONAL Rucorp, January 31, 1912, pp. 1575, 15506,
1578.) :

This inhibition, without * teeth” or a penalty clause, in the act
creating the bureau unfortunately amounts merely to legislative ad-
vice, and seemingly has not curtailed bureau officials’ activities,

The same struggle to protect citizens’ homes from invasion took place
when the maternity act of 1921 was enacted. After vigorous pleas
for the * right of castic” by Senator REEp of Missouri and others
another futile gesture was made, merely declaring that officials shall
have no “right’ to invade homes under the maternity act, but pro-
viding no penalty whatever for disregard of this provision.

Few better illustrations that “a law without a penalty is only legis-
lative advice ”’ can be cited than these gestures of pretended concéssion
to the right of castle in the act creating the Children’s Bureau and in
the maternity act.

Senator Weldon DBrinton Heyburn alone saw the communist back-
ground of the hill to establish the Children’s Bureau and fought it
with prophetic insight:

“ While upon the face of this measure it merely provides for the
taking of statistics, the accamulation of knowledge, yet we know from
other measures which have been introduced, some from the same source,
that it contemplates the establishment of a control through the
agencies of Government over the rearing of children. There are other
measures now pending in committees of this body going much further,
going to the extent of interference with the control of a parent over
the child. * * *

“ The frequency and insistence for this class of legislation geem to
be growing with accelerated speed. The jurisdiction established over
the children of mankind in the beginning of the human race has worked
very well. It is in accord with the rules of nature. It is based not
upon duty but upon the human instinct that established the principle
upon which all duties rest. The mother needs no admonition to care
for the child nor does the father. The exceptions to that rule are
such as those to the rule against taking human life, * * *

“No one can be more sympathetic than I am with the needs, the
welfare, and the comfort of the children of the ccuntry, but I am not
willing to substitute any other control for that of the parent. I would
control the parents, if necessary, when ihey would violate the recog-
nized rule of the domestic establishment, * * * but I would do
it through the police laws of the land, the local laws, * * *

“Are we to create as this contemplates, in every State and Territory
and corner of the Uniled States, a nursery that shall pass upen the
wisdom of the mothers and the fathers of the land? Are we, as this
contemplates, to appoint Federal officers to superintend the nurseries
of the country or the cradles of the poor? Are we through this
agency to say what school of medicine shall be invoked for the as-
gistance of the child that is i1l1? Are we to provide that some one may
step in and be substituted fov the parent in the care of the child
merely bhecause of a difference of opinion?’ (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
December 11, 1911, p. 189.)
~  “Does anyone suppose that the law would be so administered as to
deal ecqually with the children of all classes? Would it inquire
whetlher or not the habits of the parent of wealth were such as to
exercise a proper influence over the mind of the child of wealth, or
do they propose to inquire whether or not the moral character and
habits of the rich parent are such as to constitute a worthy example
to the children of those parents? Do they propose to follow the child
of the rich into the schools, into the colleges, into whatever institu-
tion the child is sent to obtain an education, to ascertain whether
or not the motrals of that child need public supervision or public
_exposuare? * ¥ =

“ This matter has heen discussed in newspapers and in speech and in
letter always from the standpoint that it was the children of the
poor that needed the care and supervision of the Federal Govern-
ment, and that the money was to be appropriated for the advancement
and the uplift only of the children of the poor. * * * Do you
think the morals of the people of wealth in thig country are superior
to the morals of the people who labor for their living and who con-
stitute, probably, 90 per cent or more of the population? * * #

“ There may go into the household of the poor man, who is defense-
less against this ingquisition, a man stamped with authority, or who
thinks he is, and he may ask the resident questions as to his habits,
as to his wife’s habits, as to the habits of the adult members of the
family, as to whether they play cards or drink or gamble or dance,
and then you have made a record by which the child is to be judged
or the parent or guardian is to be judged. You have indulged in an
Inquisitorial proceeding, which, except for the purpose of discovering
critne or enforcing the law against it, we ought never to permit
under the laws of this country. * * * '
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“ They would not attempt to execute it except as against the class
that is most helpless in their hands—those who toil for a livimg and
do the Dlest they can.” (CoxGrbssioNiL Rmcorp, January 30, 1912,
p. 1526.) ‘ :

‘““That kind of a law would have taken ADbraham Lincoln from his
rarents’ care and custody and have had bim educated by these
theorists and interferers with the domestic economy and system of
mankind, He never would have been allowed to live at home, poor
as lhe was; hig parents would not have been allowed to keep him.
Some committee of the description I have already stated would have
gone there and said, ‘ What, allow that child to lie down there and
eat corn pone and hoe cake by the hearth! IHe can not possibly
amount to anything; we want to take him down to the headquarters,
where we are drawing salaries for taking care of that kind of people.’
That is what they would say.” - (CONGRESSIONAL REcorp, January 8,
1912, p. 764.)

“1 have a large correspondence in regard to this matter which tells
the purpose of it, because those who favor it tell in their letters what
they expect to do under it. * * * 1 agked them specifically what
their object was in supporting this measure, which they insisted I
should vote for. I asked them what they hoped to accomplish., Thelr
answer, if not in uniform speech, in spirit is that they hope to be in a
position to exercise jurisdiction over children who in their judgment
are not being properly cared for. They want to become substitutes for
the parents. Perhaps some of them may be parents. Many of them, to
my knowledge, are not. But they are anxious to secure an opportunity,
which they have not improved on their own part, of becoming the par-
ents in fact of other people’s children.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Jan-
uary 24, p. 1248.)

INQUISITORIAL PROCEEDINGS

It will be found that the predictions of Senator Heyburn in 1912
really minimized the degree and character of the inguisitorial proceed-
ings which have actually been practiced by the Children’s Bureau.

The bureau was directed to investigate ‘ infant mortality ”"—as a
health matter, the people supposed. Instead, as the bureau chief
declared :

“ None of the studies made by the bureau attempt to approach infant
mortality as a medical question. They are concerned with the economic,
social, civie, and family conditions surrounding young babies.” (Miss
Julia C. Lathrop, former chief of Children’s Bureau, in signed article,
“ Income and infant mortality,” American Journal of Public Health,
Vol, IX, No. 4, April, 1919, pp. 270-274, reprinted and circulated by the
Children’s Bureau.)

Instead of approaching infant mortality as a medical or health ques-
tion, the bureau checked up the salaries of husbands, not only by sub-
jecting their wives to inquisition, but by actually inspecting pay rolls.
Miss Lathrop says:

“ The surroundings of each child were traced through the first year
of life * * * Dby womcn agents of the bureau who called upon each
mother. * * * while it was plainly necessary to accept the mother’s
statement with reference to matters directly pertaining to the daily
life of the baby, it was thought that she might not always know about
her husband’s earnings and that other sources of information might be
more important, Pay rolls were consulted and employers and the
fathers themselves were interviewed.” (Ibid.)

The bureau was interested in husbands’ salaries, not as a health mat-
ter but as a basig for socialistic propaganda, for after making several
of these investigations in a few towns and issuing reports thereon pur-
porting to show that the children of the poor are neglected and not
properly cared for without governmental interference and subsidies, the
bureau, in its official book, Standards of Child Welfare, declares:

“The logic of the evidence adduced seemed to indicate that a very
large ratio of the families of the United States obtain incomes too small
to make possible the rearing of children in the manner which scientific
and humane considerations, as well as the prosperity of the nation,
demand.”

At page 45 of the same Children’s Bureau hook we find what has
been described by Senator Reep of Missourl as *‘ this choice bit of
communism ” :

“ The cost of Hving must come down or there must be a nationaliza-
tion of financial responsibility which will relieve the individual family
of a portion of the cost which they must now bear or wages must rise
to cover the cost of living.”

Not even Senator Heyburn could have dreamed in 1912 that the
Children’s Bureau, under authorlity to Investigate ‘' infant mortality,”
would recommend * nationalization of financial responsibility,” straight
communism, to reduce infant deaths.

The sponsors of the Children’s Bureau bill in 1912 were tricked by
its socialist hackers into believing it merely an information bureau to
promote child health by gathering and distributing statistics thereon.

(D) The maternity and infancy act, November 23, 1921.

The second legislative fraud was the Sheppard-Towner Maternity and
Infancy Act, wheieby the Children's Bureau, the $29,000 a year  sta-
tistical agency,” reached out for administrative power in the States
over mothers and children, with a proposed $4,000,000 a year Federal
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subsidy, to be matched by the States, with which to purchase State
and local obedience to the bureau's Federal “ minimum standards.”

The maternity act specifically extended the Children’s Bureau's
activitics to include women, and, contrary to popular belief, the bill’s
backers were not mainly concerned with the health of mothers, but
with the *“economic and social conditions surrounding women and
children.”

In proof of this the following official statements are quoted:

« Miss Junia C. LaTeror (then chief of the Children’s Bureau). For
seven years the Children’s Bureau has devoted much attention to the
subject specifically stressed in its organic act, namely, infant mortality.
None of these studies, it should be stated, are medical studies. They
cousider the economie, Industrial, social, civic, and family factors sur-
rcunding the child and mother. * * * The figures of family income
gathered by the bureau prove irrefutably that a large proportion of
babies are born into homes where the income can not cover the expenses
of satizfying the reasonable requirements of mother and baby.” (Hear-
ings, Senate Committee on Public Health and Natlonal Quarantine,
May, 1920, p. 11.)

“ Family well-being involves many services, among them those of
teacher, physician, nurse, social economist * * % hence members
of the Federal board represent education, health, and social economy.”
(Ibid. p. 11.) : _

“ Mr. WINSLOW (chairman House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign (‘ommerce). Is this not specifically a medical proposition?

“ Miss LATHROP. I do not so regard it; and I am sure that anyone
who had time to read the successive reports of the bureau upon infant
mortality would not feel that this bill is primarily a medical proposi-

tion. I think it i3 a social and economic proposition, and we can not
frnore those basic aspects of it.” (Hearings, December, 1920, pp.
20, 21.)

“ Mr. WinNsrLow. Is there any doubt that this particular undertaking
covered by this bill is a health consideration?

“ Mijss Latanrop. My judgment is that it is not altogether a health
consideration. The inquiries that led up to it were not medical, but
were chiefly in the social and economic field.” And the principles to
be applied in administering this law are largely in the social and eco-
nomic field, and it is not a health measure in the sense in which the
prevention or cure or treatment of disease is a health measure.” (Ibid.
p. 20.)

In short, Miss Lathrop argued repeatedly that preventing the deaths
of mothers and babies is not regarded by the backers of the maternity
act as a medical and health question, and that their interest in maternal
and Infant mortality lies in * social and economic’ remedies, such as
« nationalization of financial responsibility,” investigations of hus-
bands’ incomes, ‘ maternity benefits,”” and Federal subsidies as * the
principles to be applied in administering this law ]

Dr. Anna A. Rude, director of the division of hygiene, Children’s
Bureau, testified to the same effect:

“Thig proposed bill has a broader scope than a purely health bill.
That is one of the reasons for not putting it under the boards of health.
« % % Ag T think I stated before, this bill is intended to be a much
broader bill than a purely health bill; its real purpose is for educa-
tional extension work, and that is the reason for having it under a
geparate board. * * * This bill is really broader than a simple
health measure.” (Hearings, House Committee on Labor, January,
1919, pp. 50-52.) ’

Dr. Charles E. Sawyer (brigadier general, President Harding’s physi-
cian) testifying in favor of the maternity act declared:

“ This really is a sociological subject. I believe it belongs to the
gocial service division,K of the new [proposed] welfare department.
*= * * My understanding of this bill is that it handles the so-
ciological side. Do I make myself clear? It does not handle the
medical side of maternity. It handles the social relations. * * #
"As I understand the matter in conversing with those who are inter-
ested in this bill * * * it seems to me * * * that this would
go to the social service division of the [proposed] welfare department,

“ Mr. CoorEr (member of the commttee). General, you said a few
moments ago you thought that this measure was more sociological
than medical, did you not?

“ Doctor SAWYER, Yes, gir, * *

“ Mr., GRAHAM (member of the committee). Let me see if I get
your idea. You conclude that this is purely a sociological question?

“ Doctor SAWYER. I do. * * *

“ Mr. GRAHAM. * * * YWhen you want to embark upon the line
of sociology by the Iederal Government, the fleld is boundless, and,
so far as I am concerned, I can not see the end.” (House bearings,
July, 1921, pp. 126-130.)

THE “ INDUSTRIAL END” OF MATERNITY AND INFANCY

“ Mr. WiNsLow. Can you tell me why you were assigned to the
Department of Labor? ;

“ Miss LATHROP. A very large proportion of the children of this
country are the children of people who work with their hands; and
there is a sound and natural connection between a bureau which is
intended to understand and t{o improve the condition of children
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and child life and a department whose duty 1s to Improve the condition
of working people. :

“ Mr. WINSLOW,
began to function.

Well, that was when your office was created and
It bore more directly on the labor side then.

“ Miss Latmnop. We have an industrial division now, and we are
constantly making industrial studies.

“ Mr. WINSLOw. That is what I mean; you are tled up to the
industrial end of it more particularly. * * *

“ Would it cause any hindrance to the progress of your work if you
were to be transferred to the United States Public Health Service?

¢ Miss LatHROP. I should regard it as a fatal error to transfer
a bureau whose business it is ‘to investigate and report upon all
matters relating to the welfare of children and child life’ to the sole
gupervision of physicians, earnestly as I may respect physicians.

“ Mr. WINSLOW. Well, you did draw in a medical branch to your
office when you entered this field?

« Miss LATHROP. Yes; we did draw in medical advisers later, when
we had more money. We are aware that there are aspects of life
which require the services of physicians, but they are a small part of
child welfare, and must be considered in relation to the social field.”
(House hearings, December, 1920, pp. 19, 20.)

Mrs. Florence Kelley, general secretary of the National Consumers’
League, testified:

“ Phe National Consumers’ League has been Interested for several
years in the movement for compulsory industrial health insurance for
working people. We have also been interested in legislation providing
for a period of compulsory rest of expectant mothers before and after
the birth of their children. Both these measures are vain until the
passage of this bill. * * *

“mhe Consumers’ League Interests itself primarily in the employees
in the industries.” (Senate hearings, May, 1920, p. 51.)

After admiiting that her league was interested in ‘ compulsory in-
dustrial health insurance” and * maternlty Dbenefits”—which are
straight German socialist schemes, rejected by every State in this
Union and opposed by American organized labor—and that she re-
garded the maternity act as a step toward their enactment, Muys.
Kelley nevertheless ended her testimony with an impassioned indict-
ment of Congress: o ;

“Inaction shrieks to Heaven at the present time. * * * Why
does Congress continue to wish to have mothers and babies die?”
(Ipid., p. 53.)

HEALTH FRAUD FURTHER REVEALED

The original Children’s Bureau maternity bill proposed to appro-
priate $4,000,000 annually by the Federal Government—tc be matched
by the States—and included a provision for ‘ medical and nursing
care for mothers and infants at home or at a hospital when necessary,
especlally in remote areas.”

That was to make believe that mothers and infants would recelve
actual assistance, especially in “ remote areas’” and rural districts,
but it was demonstrated in the first Senate debate that the backers
of the bill really intended practically the entire §8,000,000 a year for
¢ gocial and economic” investigations, reports, salaries, etc.,, and
were ready to drop any actual help to mothers and bables as soon as
it seemed possible to pass the bill without it, but they asked the full
appropriation to the last.

This is proved by the following debate:

“ Senator Hoxm SMiTH. Section 8 containg this provision:

“¢And the provision of medical and nursing care for mothers and
infants at home or at a hospital when necessary, especially in remote
areas.’

“ Qenator SHEPPARD. The chairman of the committee, the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. France) has indicated his willingness to accept
an amendment eliminating that provision.

- ‘“ Senator Smoor. Do I understand the Senator * * * {o say
that the chairman of the committee has accented the proposition
eliminating that whole section?

“ Senator SHEPPARD. No; but eliminating the provision to which
the Senator from Georgia makes objection * * * the Senator
from Maryland will accept an amendment eliminating that clause
*« % * The Senator from Maryland is now here, and he can
verify what I gaid a few moments ago,

“ Senator SMIiTH of Georgia. 1 desire to say to the Senator from
Maryland that it has been stated in his absence it was the purpose
of those in charge of the pending bill * * * to amend the original
language by striking out the words, ‘and the provision of medical
and. nursing care,’ etc. * * %,

“ Senator FRANCE. Mr. President, I do not consider that that amend-
ment would materially injure the bill or defeat its purpose and I
myself do not feel like opposing it.

“ Senator SMMIiTH of Georgia, * * * When these large sums were
put into this bill it was with the idea of treating individual cases.

“ Senator SHEPPARD. Mr. President, that was not the idea. The
treatment of individual cases was never intended to amount to more
than a very secondary and exceptional consideration * * ¥,
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“ Senator SMITH of Georgla, Does the Senator think 1t would take
$8,000,000 annually simply to carry information and instruction on
the subject?

‘ Senator SHErPPARD. That wase the conclusion of those who looked
into the matter very carefully.

“ Senator BRANDEGEE. * * * May I ask who made the estimates
for which these figures of $2,000,000 and $4,000,000 resulted? The
Senator from Texas says he understands tle matter has been very
carefully considered and looked into. By whom?

“ Senator SHEPPARD. By tne Children’s Burcau.

“ Senator BRANDEGEE. And it is the opinion of the Senator that the
Children’s Bureau thought -these amounts to be appropriated annually
* % % were required simply for sending out clreulars and literature
on these questions?

*“ Senator SHEPPARD., That ivas the idea, because the work is to be in
cooperation with all the States in the Union.

‘ Senator BRANDEGEE. They allowed nothing then for doctors’ bills
for women and children which was contained in the language which
has been stricken from the Dbill?

‘ Senator SHEPPARD. That was considered to be a very small part of
the matter. * * * Tf was not intended to apply that phase of the
bill extensively at all., * * *

* Senator SMooT. The amendment that has been adopted, in my opin-
ion, takes out at least three- fourths of the expense that would ‘be
Incurred under this bill.

“ Senator SuErrarp. Not at all, I will say to the Senator. Only a
smull part of the money available was intended to be used for medical
and nursing care. * * * 1 will say to the Senator that only the
smallest part of this fund was to be cxpended for actual medical and
nursing care” * * *  (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, December 18, 1920,

pp. 514, 515, 516.) (Italics ours.)

Can it be denied by any honest person, on the face of the record and
the testimony of the leading advocates and backers of the nraternity
act, that it was intended not as a health or medical measure, but as
a  “sociological measure” for salaries, investigations, reports, and
traveling expenses of bureaucrats chiefly concerned with * social and
ecovomic ” principles and propaganda, who originally intended that
“only the smallest part” of the fund was to be expended in actual
aid of mothers and babies, and who, in the course of the passage of
the maternity act, agreed to eliminate even that smallest part?

The maternity act as passed (Public, No. 97, 67th Cong.; 42 Stat.
135) contains this section:

“ Skc. 12. No portion of any moneys appropriated under this act for
the benefit of the States shall be applied, directly or indirectly, to the
purchage, erection, preservation, or repair of any buildings or equip-
ment, or for the purchase or rental of any buiidings or lands, nor shall
any such money or moneys required to be appropriated by any State for
the purposes and in accordance with the provisions of this act be used
for the pflyment of any maternity or infancy pension, stipecd, or
gratuity.”

In short, not only does the act speciﬁcally prohibit the use of one
I'ederal dollar to rent a bed in a hospital, or hire a taxicab, for a needy
mother, or the clothing * equipment” to keep a new-born baby from
freezing, but it also undertakes to command the States that not even
‘ the smallest part” of the “ matched’ funds raised by the State shall
be used for any * gratuity ” to needy mothers and infants! HEvery cent
is for salaries and * social service.”

Your petitioners, desiring to be absolutely fair, invite attention to
the fact that the latter part of section 12, commanding the States pot
to pay any maternity or infancy pension, etc., wag added by the House

- Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, to prevent the use of this
money for socialist “ maternity benefits,” after severe criticism, in the

Senate and elsewhere of such Children's Bureau propaganda. (See

Maternity Benefit Systems in Certain Foreign Countries, bureau pubii-
cation No. 57.) )

On the other hand, it was the bureau itself that put in the first pant
of section 12, prohibiting the use of the money to purchase, erect, pre-
serve, repair, or rent any ‘ bulldings or equipment.”

The reason for this clause is that the Children's Bureau wanted the
money appropriated under the act (aside from that eliminated, ‘* small-
est part” for ‘“medical and nursing c¢are” in the original bill) ex-
clusively for * service "—that is, salaries, * investigations and reports,”
traveling expenses, etc., of bureaucrats, which it would be more accu-
rate to describe as plain graft and ‘“ pork” for professional social
workers, rather than * service” to mothers and children.

Dr. Anna BE. Rude, director of the division of hygiene,
Bureau, made this clear at the first hearing:

‘““ No Federal money apportioned to the States shall be used for build-
ings,.repairs, equipment, or rent, the intent Deing that they shall be
applied solely for service.” (Senate hearings, Committee on Public
Health, on 8. 3259, May, 1920, p. 7.)

Mrs. Florence Kelley, the real leader of Children’s Bureau legislative
campaigns (as may be noted in the Senate hearings on the maternity
act in 1921 and the Senate hearings on the child labor anmendment in
1923, where she, rather than the bureau chief, led the fight on the
closely contested points, and the amendments suggested by Senators),

Children's
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made this “ service” demand even more clear asg the chief object of the
bill's backers, as will be shown.

Senator GrorgE H. MosEs, of New Hampshire, April 28, 1921, intro-
duced an amendment as a substitute for the maternity act (8. 1039).

Whatever may be said of the Moses amendment from the consti-
tutional-lawyer’s standpoint (on account of the Federal subsidles in-
volved) the Moses amendment, at least, provided real Federal aid for
mothers instead of social workers., To each county that raised $5,000
for a maternity hospital the Moses amendment proposed to contribute
a Federal $5,000 if the hospital were approved by the county and
State public-health officials., Actual training of women in maternal
nursing was also provided, and the Federal administration of the act
was to be in the United States Public Health Service.

Senator Moses, at the time, issued the following statement :

‘“ The so-called materanity bill ig desiguned to create jobs and to
procure the circulation of literature accompanied by unwelcome and
unwise intrusion into the most intimate of private affairs.

““If the real desire of the proponents of the measure is to give
real help to expectant mothers, they should realize that provisions
should be made for doctors and not documents, for medical men instead
of meddlesome Matties. Therefore, I have prepared an amendment,
which will provide for Federal cooperation to establish and maintain
hospitals in every county choosing to avail itself of the Federal co-
operation which I have outlined. These hogpitals can be made real
centers for the remedial help which the proponents of this bill affect
to be seeking. These institutions will offer care for mothers in child-
birth and for their ailing children afterward; they can be made
local training centers for nurses to be selected from the schools; around
them will be coordinated the activities of the existing charitable
organizations, mothers’ aid societies, the Red Cross, and agencies for
child welfare. In these hospitals practical work will be done, and the
limit of cost will be fixed. Under the pending bill no one can foresee
the ultimate expense, though its pork-barrel potentialities are readily
apparent.”

Mrs. Florence Kelley, socialist, lieutenant of Friederich Engels, etc.,
who was in charge of the * maternity act drive” of 1921, as chair-
man of the Women's Joint Congressional Committee’'s maternity act
subcommittee, had so much power that the Dbill of a United States
Senator proposing real help for mothers got no consideration what-
ever and was not even printed in the hearings (S. 1039, April 25,
Senate Committee on Bducation and Labor) after this leading social-
ist, at the head of the so-called “ women’s’ lobby, denounced it.

Mrs. Kelley declared:

“ We have made a study of the Moses amendment, and it seems to
us to be an amendment intended to destroy this bill. * * * 'There
are very grave dangers in two of its provisions. You can not imagine
anything worse than the strewing of the counties with unstandardized
little hospitals. * * * DBut there is apother thing to aggravate
the establishment of little hospitals all over the counties, and that
is the proposition to turn out from these little hospitals innumerable
armies of nurses with one year’'s training, * * * It would be a
terrible retrogression in regard to the standard of the care of mothers
and children in this country, and we can not afford to retrogress.
* % = QOur hope is that this bill will be passed to give them this
instruction and not to provide for bricks and mortar.” (Senate hear-
ings, April 25, 1921, §, 1039, pp. 136, 137.)

A Secnator's proposal for maternity hospitals, supervised by county
and State health boards and the United States Surgeon General, and
for the real training of women under such supervision in maternal
nursing wag bitterly scorned and ridiculed by this powerful socialist
as “ bricks and mortar” for mothers, while ‘ instruction,” * service,”
¢ investigations and reports,” and salaries for social workers without
any medical or nursing training at all was urged as so necessary that
Congress was accuscd of wishing “ to have mothers die” unless it
passed Mrs, Kelley's bill.

It did pass Mrs. Kelley's bill, and Senator Moses’s bill was not
even allowed a place in the hearings, so strong was the imagined
political power of a Marxian socialist at the head of a woman’'s
joint cnogressional subcommittee in 1921. Of real political power,
voting strength, Mrs. Kelley and her followers have none, as was
demonstrated when the people got hold of her child labor amendment,
But so long ag Congressmen imragined that every woman voter in the
country was wildly backing the Kelley program the proposal of a mere
United States Senator could get no consideration of its merits.

That is the pity of it all. If the socialists were outvoting us and
overpowering us, there would be some excuse for allowing socialist
leaders to write our Federal laws and proposed constitutional amend-
ments, ,

But they are sinmply outwitting us, blufing us, and backing us grad-
ually into communism blindfolded Dby threatening Congressmen with
the imagined hostility of a mythical solid mass of women voters wbom
they pretend to represent.

SAVE MOTHERS AND BABIES BY REJECTING MATERNITY ACT

Nothing could better demonstrate the fraud and futility of the !I_xa-
ternity act than the actual results as to infant and maternal mortality

&
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and the nature of the * testimonials’” and juggled statistics now pre-
presented in favor of its extension. In the first place, an examination
of the * testimonials” will disclose that practically all of them are
from State employees whose salaries are paid in part from the Federal
funds donated under the act, and who are employed to administer the
joint Federal and State funds. It is hardly to be expected that such
persons would bear testimony that might result in cutting off Federal
appropriations that contribute toward the payment of their salaries and
the creation or continuance of their official jobs.

There is one notable exception to such testimonials. At page 48 of
the recent House hearings on H. R. 7555, January 14, 1926, there is
- g testimonial which was * written in a foreign language” and had to
be translated, in which a foreign mother, who says she has had nine
children, thanks the State bureau for sending * such good advice.”

It is belicved that no private patent-medicine company in America
could stay in business a week without more and better * testimonials g
than are offered for the extension of this act.

In 19 pages of * testimonials” in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, April
14, 1926 (pp. 7254-7273), we fail to find any that are not signed
by State officials directly concerned in the administration of the act.

In addition to such testimonials the Federal Children’s Bureau, Jan-
uary 14, 1926, rushed into a hearing before the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee with a table of early * provisional”

fizures to show the “trend of infant mortality in the United States,

Virth-registration area, by States, 1915-1924,” as an argument for ex-
tension of the maternity act. (House hearings, p. 53.)

The maternity act of November 23, 1921, did not go into effect and
no payments to States were made under it until May.22, 1922. (Chil-
dren’s Bureau officlal publication No. 137, p. 0.)

In 1921 the infant death rate per 1,000 live births was 76.

In 1922 (with the maternity act in operation after May In a .few
States) the  rate was again 76.

In 1923, t‘le first full year of maternity act operation, the rate in-
creased to 77 infant deaths per 1,000 live births.

Did the Children’s Bureau come to Congress admitting this mathe-
matical fact, certified by the official figures published by the Census
Bureau?

It did not. It went back to 1915, seven years before the maternity
act was in operation, when the rate in a smaller registration area was
100, and by presenting early * provisional figures ” for 1924, with 8 of
the 33 States in the birth-registration area missing, it sought to show
that the ‘ trend of infant mortality ” downward from 1915 to 1924
was due to the maternity act. -

The Census Bureau has now completed the 1924 figures for the 33
States In the birth-registration area, including all 5 of the States
that have rejected the maternity act, but only 28 of the 43 States
that have accepted the act. The remaining 15 States that have ac-
cepted the act are mnot in the birth-registration area, so that less than
two-thirds of the States cooperating with the bureau are willing to
register infant births and deaths.

Accurate birth and infant mortality registration is the first essen-
tial in  getting information on infant mortality, one of the things
the Children’s Bureau was created to do. Yet the Children’s Bureau,
with full power to require birth and infant-mortality registration in
the “ plans’” of States accepting the maternity act, has ‘ cooperated
with ”” 15 States in not registering birthg and infant deaths.

The Census Bureau division of vital statistics, the organizations that
collects the facts and statistics and does not put out isolated * studies,
investigations, and reports’” as propaganda for its own extension, car-
ries at the top-of every one of its newspaper releases in red ink:

“ Vital-statistics goal: Every State in the registration area before
1930. Your help needed.”

But the Census Bureau in its official report on birth statistics, issued
March 11, 1925, observes:

“ No States were added to the reglstratlon area in 1923.”

That was the first full year of maternity act operation!

Yet “ Dbirth registration” was one of the most touching pleas for
passage of the maternity act. Miss Julia C. Lathrop, then chief of the
Children’s Bureau, testified in 1921 :

“ We have incomplete birth registration. * * * The adoption of
this law undoubtedly will at once give added urgency to birth registra-
tion, which the bureau has stimulated, * * * with the alm of
bringing the whole country within the registration area as promptly as

possible, and thus making possible prompter service to mothers and.

babies as a measure of lessening infant mortality. Study and stimulus
of the best methods of improving birth registration are the duty of the
bureau under its general law, and would be especially timely and im-
portant in making the maternity and infancy law effective. (Senate
bearings, April, 1921, p. 18.)

But with full authority to require birth registration * no States
were added to the registration area in 1923,” first full year of the
maternity act, and the Children’s Bureaun still 4 ' cooperates " with 15
States in concealing birth and 1nfant-morta11ty statistlcs, because of
incompetence, neglect of * the duty of the bureau,” or a desire not to
have Congress and the country know all the figures when the bureau
geeks more power and funds.
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The provisional figures for 1924 for the 33 §tates in the birth-
registration area, just compiled by the vital statisticg divicion of the
Census Bureau, show :

INFANT MORTALITY IN BIRTI-REGISTRATION AREA (33 STATES)

Births, 1924: 1,908,345. Deaths under 1 year: 139,533. Deaths

under 1 year per 1,000 live births: To.

Infant mortality in 5 States that rejected maternity act

Sedi Deaths
: eaths under 1
Bigtzl;s, under 1 | year per
year 1,000 live
births
31, 676 2,181 68. 9
137,114 9, 745 71.1
37, 929 2,238 59,0
18, 411 1,485 80.7
91, 487 6, 186 68. 9
316, 617 21, 835 69 9

Infant mortality in 28 States that accepted maternily act

[Registration area with total number of births and infant deaths in 5
- rejecting States subtracted]

o De(:ilths
: eaths under 1
ngf' underl | year per
year 1,000 live
births
28 SPAt68. fsienimm e cnca R R e RS LE SE e R e A e S S 1, 591, 728 117, 698 74

Thus the States rejecting the maternity act have a lower infant
mortality than the States accepting the act. Infant-mortality rates for
the individual States accepting the act that are in the registration area
are shown in the fuil ceasus report, * Birth statistics, 1924.”

The 28 States accepting the act that are in the registration area
follow :

California, Delaware, Florida, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Maryland,
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Socuth Carolina, Utah Vermont Virginia,
Washington, Wiscongin, and Wyoming,

The 15 States accepting the act and cooperatinz with the Ch11d1en s
Bureau in not registering births and infant mortality are—

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana,
Missouri, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Texas, and West Virginia.

If infant-mortality rates were known in these States, the comparison
of rejecting States with accepting States would be even more unfavor-
able to the maternity act, if, as the Children’s Bureau itself admits,
birth registration makes possible ‘ prompter service to mothers and
babies as a measuie of lessening infant mortality.”

MATERNAL MORTALITY

Likewise an examination of the figures for maternal mortality shows
a greater saving of mothers’ lives in States rejecting the maternity
act.

_The latest tables published by the vital-statistics division of the
Census Bureau are found in * Mortality statistics, 1923,” just issued,

As in the case of infant mortality, they show an actual increase
in maternal mortality, both for all causes, and for puerperal septicem‘ia,
in the total registration area, during the first full year of maternity
act operation.

The following figures are from Table BH, ‘ Mortality statisties,
1923 7 (p. 61), the latest official report of the Census Bureau:

Deaths of mothers per 1,000 live births

All puerperal causes Puerperal septicemia

1923 1922 1921 1923 1922 1921

States rejecting maternity act:

ConnecticUt. aae o ovcvceceea 5.7 5.7 5.3 2.1 2.0 2.2

3 1V 10; e L A S PRy 6.4 6.3 @ 2.7 2.4 ®

B 16y V.1 - A Sl s e St O L VL 6.8 7.6 6.4 3.2 3.3 2.9

1% 201 1 - N o 9 et wl i, 8.7 7.6 7.4 1.8 2.1 1.9

Massachusetts. . oo occuaaca 6.3 6.8 6.5 2.0 2.4 2:2
All States in registration area...__ 6.7 6.6 6.8 2.5 2.4 27

}1llinois not in registration area in 1921.

It 1s not practicable, except by elaborate calculations from the num-
ber of mothers’ deaths and live births in all the States, respectively,
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to determine the maternal-mortality rate for the States accepting the
act as a group,

Nevertheless these facts will be observed :

Three of the five rejecting States, Connecticut, Illinois, and Massa-
chusetts, have a lower rate for all maternal deaths than the entire
‘registration area, proving that the higher rate for the entire area
must come from States accepting the maternity act, as Maine and
Kansas, with Kansas having only 1 more maternal death in 10,000
births than the area, could not alone account for the higher area rate
than the rates of Connecticut, Illinois, and Massachusetts.

For puerperal septicemia, the dreaded infection so much stressed by
some advocates of the maternity act, it will be noted again that three
of the rejecting States are below the country average mortality rate:
that one, IFinois, is only 2 deaths in 10,000 births ahove it: and that
Maine, despite its comparatively high total maternal mortality (due
to climate and French Canadian high maternal mortality) has one
of the lowest State septicemia rates in the country, indicating that
Maine is not ‘“letting mothers die” through this infection by reject-
ing the advice and subsidies of the Children’s Bureau.

In the table of all the States in the birth-registration area, at page
61, it is shown that Connecticut, a rejecting State, has the second
lowest maternal-mortality rate in America (5.7), only Utah having a
lower rate (5) and New York and New Jersey having the same rate
as Connecticut (5.7). .

In the table of cities of 100,000 population or more, at page 62 of
the Census Bureau's * Mortality statistics, 1923,” it is shown that
Trall River, Mass.,, has the lowest maternal-mortality rate in the
Union (8) and also the lowest septicemia rate (1.1) for any large
city or State, without benefit of the go-called maternity act. (See also
p. 33.)

FALSE CHILDREN’S BUREAU STATISTICS

The well-known legal principle that a man should not be a judge
in his own case applies equaily to the accurate and scientific collec-
tion of facts and statistics. The Children’s Bureait was established,
in the opinion of Congress, at least, as a fact-finding and * statisti-
cal agency.”

But the bureau is self-intersted in coloring the facts for its own.

expansion as an administrative agency; the worse it can show condi-
tions, the better it can demand appropriations to remedy them. This
is neither scientific nor safe.

In the original Senate report (No. 141, 62 Cong., 1st sess., August
14, 1911) by Senator  BoraH on the Dbill to establish the Children’s
Bureau are quoted several objections of the Census Bureau to the
mixing of statistics with administration, when it was proposed that
the Census Bureau could aect as the agency. The Director of the
Census shrewdly objected :

“The Census Bureau is a purely statistical office. Its function ig
to collect the cold-blooded facts * #* * and leave to the public at
large the duty of drawing the ethical or moral or industrial conclu-
sions which those facts convey, 1 feel very strongly that if any legis-
lation is enacted which in any way modifies the function of the Census
Office in that regard it will be highly detrimental to the work of the
office. * * * That iy the general position of the Census Office on
that proposition, and I believe it is a position which is scientifically
correct; that it is a position which it is necessary for the office to
maintain if it is not to lose its standing as a purely statistical bureau.”

Thus the fundamental principle of scientific collection of statistics
was violated when the Children's Bureau was created as a “ statistical
agency ” with a direct self-interest in its own statistics.

Naturally, therefore, the bureau’s statistics have constantly been
colored to favor the bureau's administrative and legislative plans.

One of its worst and most repeated errors is the publication of chartg
and tables pretending to show the United States * cares less for mothers
and children” than foreign countries. The slogan “ It is safer to be
a mother in 17 foreign countries than in the United States " has been
employed in all the maternity act propaganda. At the most recent
House hearing, January 14, 1926, Miss Grace Abbott declared:

“The matcrnal mortality rate is the one that is S0 seriously high
as compared with other countries, * * *7 (p. 56).

Assuming this as a fact, she went on to an assumed explanation :

“We have not had the same period during which this has been
considered as a national problem that other countries have had. We
have been slower in coming to it than some other countries have.”
(Ibid.)

Now for the uncolored facts. Dr, John Howland, pediatrician in
chief, Johns Hopking Hospital, Baltimore, one of the most eminent
authorities on the subject, wrote to Chairman Winslow of the House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, July 12, 1921:

“1 am quite sure from considerable experience with statistics that
there 1s no basis for the statement that the United States stands
seventeenth in maternal death rate. Even civilized countries have
not sufliciently accurate statistics to enable anyone to make a definite
statement such as this.” (House hearings, July, 1921, p. 270.)

The vital-statistics division of the United States Census Bureau,
the only real statistical bureau we have on this subject, declares in
its latest report, * Mortality Statistics, 1923 " (p. 61):
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“How do the death rates from puerperal causes per 1,000 Iive
births in the birth-registration area of the United States compare, with
the rates in foreign countries? Here again is a question of the
greatest interest and importance which can not be answered satis-
factorily, both because of lack of data in this country and because
there is no certainty that all deaths from these causes are classified
in the same way in the various countries.”

According to the most eminent pediatrician in America, and ac-
cording to the only true statistical agency we have on the subject,
“there is no basis” in facts and statistics for this Children's Bureau
propaganda. But the bureau is self-interested in making Congress-
men believe that the “ United States lags behind many countries” -
(as the chief of the Children's Bureau says in her last annual report
for 1925, p. 4) and therefore keeps up the propaganda, regardless
of the proof that there is no statistical basis for it,

Therefore even as a “ statistical agency” the Children's Burcau is
not reliable and can not De trusted, as it is not only self-interested
but unscrupulous in juggling statistics to favor its legislative program.

SELF-INTEREST OF PUBLIC-HEALTH NURSES

In the Children’s Bureau’'s
protection of the health of children and mothers”
tion No. 60, p. 437) is this:

“ One public-health nurse for average population of 2,000.”

That is, the “ minimum standards” of the bureau contemplate 50,-
000 public-health nurses ‘for the public protection of the health of
mothers and children.” According to Miss Elizabeth Gordon TFox,
director of the public-health nursing service of the American Red
Cross :

“Ten thousand of these public-health nurses are scattered over
the. country.” (“ Professional nursing as a career,” Woman’s Home
Companion, April, 1922, p. 20.)

Thus the Children’s Bureau standards provided for five times as
many public-health nurses, for maternity and infancy work, as there
are in the country. It is not remarkable that the public-health nursing
associations favored the maternity act. Miss Fox testified in favor
of the maternity act in 1920: ' ]

“There are something like 80,000 or 90,000 nurses in the country
and at present only about 10,000 of them are public-health nurses ;
and we could increase their number.” (Hearings, Houge Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, December, 1920, p. 69.)

The Children’s Bureau standards and the maternity act therefore
secmed to provide for a public berth for 50,000 out of the 80,000 or
90,000 nurses in the country. .

It should be noted that Miss Fox explained to the committee:

“1 would like to have you clearly understand that I do not represent
the Red Cross. The Red Cross, as you know, does not take any part
in legislation and expresses no opinion on legislative matters, and I
do not want my presence here considered to be in behalf of the Red
Cross.”” (Ibid., p. 68.)

Questioned by the commitiee, Miss Fox revealed that the * publie-
health nurses " are ‘‘largely employed by philanthropie organizations
(p. 76). Relatively few of the 10,000 were on the public pay roll.
She said:

“The Red Cross is the largest employer of public-health nurses in
the country. Outside of the Red Cross there is no other national
agency which employs local nurses, except a large insurance com-
pany.”

It may be observed in passing that the Metropolitan Life Insurance
Co., the company alluded to, was also a strong supporter of the
maternity act, and self-interested, of course, in having the salaries of
its nurses paid by the public!

Miss Fox testified (p. 70): “We now have 1,200 public-health
nurses,” meaning in the Red Cross nursing service.

In her.Woman’s Home Companion article, * Professional nursing as
a career,” in April, 1922—3 month before payments began to be made
to the States under the maternity act—Miss Fox wrote :

“The American Red Cross alone has over 1,300 public-health nurses
engaged in this pioneer rural nursing in every State of the Union.”

Under the maternity act *the total number of nurses employed in
the States, in addition to the 9 who served ag directors, was 595.”
(Children’s Bureau publication No. 146, issued February 11, 1925.)

Your petitioners are informed by the office of Miss Fox; director of
the Red Cross public-health nursing service, that now—May 1, 1926—
it has only 854 public-health nurses, of which 792 are in the United
States—523 in the eastern division, 215 in the Middle West, and 53 in
the West.

It is evident that the difference between the number of nurses in the
Red Cross public-health nursing service in April, 1922, when there
were ‘‘over 1,300,” and the number employed by the Red Cross at
present in the United States, 792, is over 500.

This would seem to indicate that some 500 public-health nurses pre-
viously employed by the Red Cross have obtained places on the public
pay roll under the maternity act. The additional 100 maternity aect
nurses may have been recruited from the * insurance com‘pan'y " and
the * philanthropic societies.”

“ Minimum standards for the public
(Bureau publica-
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! Dr. I.. L. Lumsden, of the United States Public Mealth Service, testify-

In any event, it seems clear that the maternity aect has not in-
creased the total number of nurses “ engaged in this ploneer rural
nursing in every Statc of the Union,” but simply transferred some
600 nurses from private to public pay rolls. And the Children’s
Bureau's “ minimum standards’ contemplate a similar transfer of
50,000 out of the S0,000 or 90,000 nurses in the country if Congress
and the States can be induced to pay the bill.

That this angle of the act, the socialization and nationalization of
nurses, is one of its main bad features is further illustrated in a propa-
ganda article in the May, 1926, issuc of Good Housekecping.

This magazine was one of the original backers of the act and credits
itself as a leader in the maternity act campaign. It is owned by
Mr. William Randolph Hearst. The article, entitled * Making America
safe for mothers,” concludes:

“And above all we must multiply the number of public-health
nurses a thousandfold.” (Good Housekeeping, May, 1926, p. 60.)

Thus, while 50,000 public-health nurses for maternity and infancy
was regarded as the “ minimum standard” by the Children’s Bureau
the present goal is 600,000, according to Good MHousekeeping.

In short, the maternity act in part is designed to secure centralized
control, by the lay Chief of the Children’s Bureau, of practically all
the nurses, just as the Federal education department bill is designed
to secure centralized control over 800,000 teachers by the use of
catch phrases, slogans, lobby pressure, and juggled statistics upon
the Congress.

MATERNITY ACT PROVES ITSELF FRAUD AND FATAL ERROR

It will be recalled that the Children’s Bureau when fighting con-
gressional proposals to place Federal administration of the act under
the United States Public Health Service held that it was “not a
health measure” and that it would be a “ fatal error” to place such
work under “ the sole supervision of physicians” instead of under a
- bureau in the Labor Department. These statements have been quoted
in this memorandum,

On the other hand, the bureau and its backers flooded the news-
papers and magazines with * sob-stuff ” propaganda purporting to show
that the lives and health of mothers and babies depended upon this
act as a health measure.

Congress was publicly indicted practically as a body of Ilerods.
Mrs. Florence Kelley, for example, in “ Mothers and children last”
(Pictorial Review, February, 1921), denounced Congress for spending
“ millions for cattle, sheep, and swine and “not a cent’ for mothers
and Dbabies, etc.

But whenever the much-accused Congress, challenged by Mrs. Kelley
to explain ‘“ Why does Congress continue to wish to have mothers and
babies die?” (Senate hearings, May, 1920, p. 53), sought to save
mothers and babies by giving administration of the act to the United
States Public Health Service or by establishing maternity hospitals
and maternal nursing schools (as Senator Moses proposed), such
suggestions were denounced, respectively, as a * fatal error” by Miss
Lathrop, and ridiculed as ‘ bricks and mortar” by Mrs. Kelley.

Backers of this act were so much more interested in the capture of
power for the Children’s Bureau than in the health of mothers and
babies that Congressmen were flatly told they preferred no legislation
at all on maternity and infancy unless the Children’s Bureau admin-
istered it. s

Representative DENISON, of Illinois, said:

“This view * * *  has been expressed to me in communications
received through the mail, that rather than have the administration of
this bill taken from the Children’s Bureau they would rather have no
legislation at all on the subject.” (House hearing, July, 1921, pp.
261, 262.)

Yet this fundamental contention of the Children’s Bureau, made to
capture the administration of the act for itself, that it was “not a
health measure” and it would be a * fatal error” to place such work
under the *sole supervision of physicians” has been proved false by
the maternity act itself,

The real fatal error, of the Federal Government alone, in placing
this health matter under a radical labor burecau has been repudiated
and reversed by every one of the States in selecting the State agency

Of the 43 States accepting the maternity act, 41 place its administra-
tion under State boards of health. Only two, Colorado and Iowa, place
it under the State education department and the State university, re-
spectively. (Children’s Bureau publication No. 148, p. 52, hst of admin-
istrative agencies.)

Not a State in the Union places the administration of this act under
a labor department bureau or industrial commission.

Why, then, should the State health boards, in a matter which the

maternity aet itself demonstrates a public-health function, be offered
bribes by the Federal Government to allow the Federal Children’s Bu-
reau to control all their plans for the health of mothers and babies?
Because not a State health board would submit‘v‘villingly to the dic-
tatorship of the lay chief of a Federal bureau of social workers, unless
bribed *to do it.

The United States Public Health Service, which has been cooperating
with State authorities for years in a scientific manner, has never begged
Congress to bribe State health boards to submit to its control. Instead
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ing against this materunity act, declared:

“What particular branches of health work are indicated in a given
locality must he determined Dby careful local studies. 1 can not deter-
mine here in an office in Washington #* * % how money available
for health work ean Dbe spent to the best advantage in a given com-
munity ; that has to be determined by some one on the local job.”
(House hearings, July, 1921, p. 224))

There ‘was the voice of the scientist, the trained public-health physi-
cian, with over 20 years of experience, showing that under science,
health, and eflicient administration, as well as under the Constitution,
the expenditure of public money in this health matter “ has to be deter-
mined by some one on the local job.” Yet the maternity act gives a
bureau of social workers at their mahogany desks in Washington the
right and power to control all “plans” and expenditures of State
health boards in this matter that is completely reserved to the States
in the Constitution.

SOCIALIST PROPAGANDA INSTEAD OF HELP FOR MOTHERS

An examination of the Children’s Bureau publications and activities
will show that bureau from 8 to 10 timeg as interested in socialist
“ standardization ” of children, following Iuropean or international
models, and in socialist illegitimacy propaganda as in the health of
mothers and babies. This is shown even in the bureau’'s official list of
publications.

First, we count to the credit of the bureau the publications fairly to
be considered within the scope and mteann of Cengress in creating
the burecau.

JIn 1912, through the courtesy of an outside physician, as admitted
by Miss Lathrop, then Chief of the Children’'s Bureau (House hearings,
July, 1921, p. 238), a résumé of the book of this physician (Dr. John
Slemmons) was issued by the Children’s Burecau in one or more pam-
phlets, credited to Mrs. Max West.

Let us compare these legitimate publications of the Dbureau with its
forcign socialist propaganda, using the official Children’s Bureau list of
publications and the bureau’s numbers and titles:

Pages
NG, 2. Bicth wegistration . coze anfoscfonsraaraacnnana nnr s 20
Now 4. Prenatal wale oo co o te on e en e ie e s s S S S S 41
No. 8. 0T0Tant, iCare colca arre mra s e it S S n ot S E s S 118
NoL B0 ChITA BaYe . i st 22 s e S B R o S 82
10 dodgers on child welfarve______ i 40
POl mammcerr e e e o E s S s e 301
No. 31. Norwegian laws concerning illegitimate children________ 37
No. 42, Ille"xumacy laws of the United States and certain for-
=2 o B 0105 [ O B e e L o P e 260
No. 42 Analysis and index of illegitimaey laws_. . __ . _______. ) 08
No. 66. Illegitimacy as a child-welfare problem (Part I)________ 105
-No. 75. Hlegilimacy as a child-welfare problem (Part II)_.____ 4083
No. 128. Illegitimacy as a child-welfare problem (Part III)_____ 260
No. 77. Standards of legal protecticn for children born out of
wedloek - - e nme e e, S e L ol 158
No. 144. Welfare of infants of illegitimate birth in Baltimore___ 24
Tolalhtor cammananmumanmen ST a e o S S o e o 1, 370

Is it conceivable that Congress intended the Children’s Bureau to
compile so much more of this socialist illegitimacy propaganda than
advice and information to mothers in the care of children? . In addi-
tion, according to the Secretary of Labor’s Annual Report, 1925 (pp.
73-74), the bureau is investigating 250 cases of illegitimate children,
8 years of age and over, in 11 cities, and the histories of these cases,
250 individuals, * will form the basis' of a report now being prepared.”
Hence any Senator may soon pick up a Children’s Bureau indictment
of his home-town’s conditions, drawing sweeping national conclusions
and ‘ standards” for national legislation from the cases of 250 unfor-
tunates the bureau is inspecting.

Again, let us compare the publications. 1elat1ng to the maternity act
with those seeking socialist standardization of American children in
imitation of the * doles” and * maternity-bDenefits ”” systems of Europe:

Pages
No. 1f37. Promotion of the welfare and hygiene of maternity and
91411 (1 Lt NN SRE R OV S TSNl oo MU, e My U kG
No. 146. Promotion of the welfare and hygiene of maternity and
Y oo s e e s et e e e S S et g D B S s s

10} 1512 ettt Sk ST ST, M LI I GNPY bl BR800 R et S T 98
No. 57. Maternity-benefit systems in certain foreign countries____. —7‘2073
No. 60. Standavrds of child welfare__________________________.._ 459
No. 76. Infant-welfare work in Burope_ __ o . ___ - __ __________ 169
No. 105, Infant-mortality and preventive work in New Zealand___ T2
otaleacseScasndagdoda- Soama s oo S s S s e s s 906

Here we have nearly ten times as much foreign socialist standard-
ization propaganda as information from the bureau regarding the
maternity act! The * Standards of child welfare” (No. 60, 450 pages)
is the outcome of an internationalist convention ecalled here by the
Children’s Bureau to frame legislation for American mothers and
children in 1919. The procecedings and “ minimum standards” of
that internationalist convention have become almost a fetish of the
bureau, to which it constantly compares the real laws of American
States as inferior and defective to these “ minimum standards”™ of
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a group of soclologlsts from England, Canada, France, Italy, Serbia,
and Japan, etc.,, which the Children’s Bureau brought here at expense
of American taxpayers. (These “ standards’™ are examined at length
in the speech of Senator JaMEs A, Reep of Missourl, June 29, July
21 and 22, 1921,) It is strikingly significant of the Children’s Bureau’s
general attitude that it can give one convention of foreigners, brought
- here to standardize American children, a report about five times as
large as the two considered sufficient to describe the operations of the
maternity act for several years in 43 States. :

In spite of the fact that the Supreme Court of the United States
holds that * the fundamental theory of liberty upon which all govern-
ments in this Union repose excludes any general power of the State
to standardize its children” (Oregon school cases), the Children’s
Bureau is obsessed with the idea of standardizing everything con-
nected with children.

Consider the latest pamphlets of the bureau: No. 153, * Standards
of prenatal care, an outline for the use of physlcians,” and No. 154,
“ Standards for physicians conducting conferences in child-health
centers.”

Under what theory of arbitrary, unlimited, and centralized power
even would a Ceesar, a Kaiser, or any other dictator place the * stand-
ardization of physicians ' under the lay Chief of the Federal Children’s
Bureau? '

Yet the power is assumed by the bureau, and exerciged as much as
possible, without even bothering to ask specific legal authority from
Congress.

Even efficient autocracy would require professional knowledge on the
part of the central administrator. But the Chief of the Children’s
Burcau, neither physician, lawyer, mother, nor nurse, issues a perfect
stream of “ standards’ for everybody; physicians, judges of juvenile
courts, probation officers, nurseg, mothers, and children, not only in
defiance of “ the fundamental theory of liberty ' of the American dual
system of government, but in disregard of the standards of common
gense under a despotic form of government.

The bureau’s conceptions of its functions would approach megalo-
mania if it were not known to be following a sane enough socialist
program to capture all power over the family for one central office,

Miss Julia C. Lathrop, former chief, for example, declared :

“ We propose a campaign to furnish knowledge without cost to all
comers.” (House hearings, December, 1920, p. 21.)

Miss Grace Abbott, present Chief of the Children’'s Bureau:

“The Children’s Bureau has the whole field of child welfare and
child care.” (Proceedings, National Women's Trade Union League
Convention, Waukegan, Ill,, June 5-10, 1922, p. 89.)

- (¢) Child labor amendment submiticd to States June 2, 192}

The third and boldest legislative fraud to frick Congress and the
country into adopting the Kelley program of revolution by legisiation
was the “child” labor Federal amendment, providing that ‘ Congress
shall have power to limit, regulate, and prohibit the labor of persons
under 18 years of age.”

Emboldened by the apparent docility with which the country had
submitted to the establishment of a central socialist administrative
machine (1) by planting the Children’s Bureau, a socialist propaganda
agency, at the beart of the Federal Government, and (2) by giving it
vast administrative power in the States over health boards, physicians,
nurses, mothers, and children under the so-called maternity act, Mrs.
Kelley now reached out (3) for full power for this socialist administra-
tive machine, the Children’s Bureau, over every youth up to 18 in
America, in all occupations, in all schools and colleges, in the home,
and on the farm.

This time Mrs. Kelley overplayed. She overestimated the stupidity of
the people. The people nnderstood this amendment, and they crushed it

- with a unapimity of judgmert by all kinds and conditions of the popu-
lation, proving that it went deeper than superficial differences, and
outraged a basic instinct, the instinet of every species to protect and
possess its young.

It will be noted in regard to the child-labor section of the Kelley
program, as well ag to its other parts, that what Senator ITeyburn
brophesied is true. Tt reaches out first for the children of the poor and
outrages them most directly; * they would not attempt to execute it
except as against the class that is most helpless in their hands,” as
Benator Heyburn declared. (CONCGRESSIONAL REcorp, January G, 1912,
p. 766.)

Like the rest of the Kelley program this amendment was promoted
by fraud and trickery, by exploiting sentiment for the child, the most
appealing object in nature. But it was not a “ child” labor amend-
ment at all. The word “child” appears nowhere in the resolution.
That word and all reference to * child "’ or * children " were deliberately
excluded from the text (although stressed in all propaganda) because
the instigators of the amendment knew that no court would interpret
the word “ child ” to mean persons up to 18 years of age.

Mrs. Kelley, primarily responsible for drafting the amendment, said:

“ Nothing can be more uncertain than the limitations which future
courts may place upon the word ‘child’ * * * 1 am afraid of
‘child.’”” (Senate heaving, January, 1923, p. 121.)
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“1 am indeed very apprehensive about the use of the word °child’
in this matter.,” (Ibid. p. 90.) ¢ -

Again she referred to * this vague word ‘child.” (Ibid. p. 90.)
There is nothing vague about the word “ child " at all, and that was
why Mrs. Kelley feared it. Prof. William Draper Lewis, of the child
labor committee, wrote:

“You will see from an examination of the cases to which I refer
that the term ‘child’ has been held to mean persons under 14 years of
age.” (Senate report on 8. J. Res. 1, 68th Cong., p. 125.)

They could not use the word “ child” in the amendment because it
would limit them to * persons under 14 years of age.”

But in the magazines Mrs, Kelley herself led the campaign of double-
dealing by calling it ‘ the children’s amendment” (Good Housekeeping,
February, 1023), and this it was called by most of the propagandists,

In a petition to the Senate, printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
May 31, 1924, it is shown that the people were similarly fooled con-
cerning the age limit. Not 1 person in 10,000 dreams that the Federal
maximum of 18 years, in section 1 of the amendment, is merely the
“ minimum standard"” of section 2 of the amendment, below which
the States were not to be permitted to fall and above which to “ the full
21 years ™ they were to be “ stimulated ” to go. Miss Abbott declared :

“I want to get a Federal minimum, and at the same time give the
States an opportunity to raise but not lower the Federal standards.”
(House hearings, February—March, 1924, p. 272.)

Again, Miss Abbott said:

“1 shall be enormously disappointed if we do not have the Federal
law only a minimum law, but we will have continuing the problem of
raising the standards in the States.” (Ibid. p. 269.)

‘ Where there has been a Federal law there has always been an in-
creasing tendency to raise the State standards.” (Ibid.)

Can it be denied that the people are being tricked?

The giant deceit of the child-labor amendment, as a Bolshevik plot
against American farmers, will be exposed in the * revolutionary con-
gpiracy ” section of this memorandum.

(d) Extension of the maternity act (pending)

Why was an extension of the maternity act for two years demanded
by the Children’s Bureau more than a year before the expiration of
the present five-year period? Why did the bureau hurry to Congress
in January, 1926, to get the act extended to 1928 and 1929, when the
present act runs until June 30, 1927?

Was it to use this subsidy as a campaign fund to attempt to induce
the State legislatures, of which more than 40 meet again in 1927, to
ratify the * child” labor amendment?

Was it to trick the Congress into keeping up the maternity act for
two more years before the vital-statistics reports of the Census Bureau
for the five-year period revealed the utter fraud and futllity of the act?

There are several significant official statements in this connection,

In the Chief of the Children’s Bureau annual report, 1925, despite '
acknowledgment therein that 34 State legislatures had acted against
the amendment, Miss Abbott says:

“ It is not to be expected that the efforts to secure ratification of the
amendment will be abandoned * * *» (p. 8).

That is, ‘it is not to be expected’ that this socialist bureau will
respect the action of three-fourths of the States and of the Amverican
people on this subject, but will do everything in its power to overturn
this overwhelming mandate by lobby pressure and propaganda on the
1927 legislatures.

In the letter of the Secretary of Labor to Chairman PARKER, of the
Interstate and TForeign Commerce Committee, December 21, 1925, is
this statement :

“In order that the State legislatures meeting in January, 1927, may
know what funds will be available, action with reference to this appro-
priation (for extension of the maternity act) should be taken by the
present Congress.” (House hearings, January 14, 1926, pp. 27, 28.)

That is the official explanation—so that the 40 or more legislatures
meeting in 1927, with power to ratify the “ child” labor amendment,
“may know what funds will be available ” under the maternity act.

That the Secretary’s letter was prepared, at least In part, by the
Chief of the Children’s Burecau, is self-evident from the fact that it
contains a paragraph identical with one in Miss Abbott's annual report,
September 15, 1925 (p. 2). It is inconceivable that the Secretary
“happened ”' to repeat Miss Abbott's exact language, and equally incon-
ceivable that he would 1lift material from the bureau's annual report
without due credit and direct quotation. Miss Abbott herself indicated
that the Seccretary only “signed’ the letter, in the foliowing anxious
communication to Chairman PARKER: :

JANUARY 6, 1926.

My DEar MRe. Parxer: I have just learned that the letter with
reference to the Sheppard-Towner Act which the Secretary of Labor
wrote you on December 21 has failed to reach you in some way. He
has therefore signed the inclosed and has asked me to see that it
reaches you to-day,

GrAcw ABBOTT.

The child labor amendment and the maternity act are inextricably
interlocked, and the maternity act, with its subsidies, has always been
a campaign-fund measure for national control of * ¢hild” labor,
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It was not until the Supreme Court held the first Federal child labor
law unconstitutional, June 3, 1918, that the “ maternity act” drive
started. And then the campaign for control through subsidies began
at once, with the introduction, July 1, 1918, of the original “ maternity
bill” by Miss Jeannette Rankin (H. R. 12634, 65th Cong.). Miss
Rankin is field secretary of Mrs, Florence Kelley’'s National Consumers
League, since Montana refused to reclect Miss Rankin. The second
notional child labor law passed instead, February 24, 1919.

Likewise the second big * drive” for the maternity act began in
1920, when the second national child labor law had been held uncon-
stitutional in North Carolina, and was in the United States Supreme
Court on appeal.

Miss Grace Abbott (administrator of the first Federal child labor law)
in ITebruary, 1920, went to the convention of the National League of
Women Voters as chairman of its resolutions committee and brought in
a resolution for *‘the adoption of a constitutional amendment giving
to Congress the power to establish minimum labor standards,” etc.
(Woman Citizen, official organ, National League of Women Voters,
February 28, 1920.)

The maternity act was also strongly indorsed. (Ibid.)

The National Woman's Party, to which Miss Julia C. Lathrop, then
Chicf of the Children’s Bureau, was a financial contributor, was also in-
duced to indorse the burcau’s program for sweeping national control.
The Suffragist, official organ of the National Woman’s Party, March,
1920, declares: i

“ The provision of the last revenue bill taxing the profits of a con-
cern doing interstate business which employs child labor is now before
the United States Supreme Court for decision as to its constitution-
ality.

“'The Sheppard-Towner bill, indorsed by the Children’s Bureau,
® % * hag so far had no hearing.

“ Phree-fourths of working children are employed on farms.

¢ Phere are no laws to protect the rural child worker. :

“The inadequacy of our present child-labor law * * *
brought out by the Children’s Bureau.”

Quoting the Children’s Bureaun, the Suffragist (March, 1920) con-
tinues :

« Child labor, including rural child labor, can be abolished * * *
by a liberal educational program which includes compulsory part-time
schooling for children up to 18 years of age.”

In December, 1920, a “ Women’s Joint Congressional Committee ”” was
formed, with the Sheppard-Towner Act the first measure on its lobby
program, and with Mrs. Florence Kelley, socialist, chairman of the sub-
committee, in charge of the *“ maternity act drive.”

1t is to be noted that all this political campaigning by the Children’s
Bureau to enlist the National League of Women Voters, the National
Woman’s Party, and various women’s clubs through the Women’s Joint
Congressional Committee, in aid of the bureau’s drive for complete
power over children, took place while the second child labor law was
pending in the Supreme Court, with the outcome in doubt, as the court
had already held the first law unconstitutional.

Immediately after the Supreme Court held the second national child
labor law unconstitutional, May 15, 1922 (Bailey v». Drexel Furniture
Co.), the drive for the amendment began, Mrs. Kelley and Miss Abbott
leading the agitation.

is clearly

Thus it can not be denied that these measures are the key and the.
lock to the same door, opening the Constitution to nationalized, stand-’

ardized, centralized control of children, youth, and women by Mrs.
Kelley and Miss Abbott. k

That the Children’s Bureau’s sudden campaign for extension of the
maternity act, obtaining hearings, January 14, 1926, when some of the
vital statistics were missing, so that no one could at that time check
the bureau’s claims by comparing rejecting -and accepting States
accurately, was otherwise loaded with the usual fraud and trickery
is shown by Miss Grace Abbott’s testimony regarding the term of the
extension.

The Phipps-Parker bill, like other mreasures of the Kelley program,
does not mean what is says. It does not mean merely a two years’
extension of the maternity act appropriation, authorized for five years
originally, and due to expire June 30, 1927, end of the fiscal year.
This is clearly stated by Miss Abbott in the House hearings:

“ Mr. NEwTON. Do you consider that the two years is sufficient?

“ Miss ABBOTT. I do mnot consider it sufficient if it is to end at the
two-year period. I did not think in asking that period of time * * *
that there was to be no further extension after the two-year period.
* * * T do not believe that the two-year period will end the neces-
sity for Federal aid. * * *

“ Mr. FREDERICKES. How long do you think it will be before it is the
proper time for the Government to step out of this endeavor and allow
the States to handle it? -

“ Miss ABBOTT. That is hard to say. * * %

“ Mr. FREDERICES. You feel that you can not answer the question?

“ Miss ABnorT. I do not think it is possible to say exactly; no.

“ Mr. FREDERICKS. Well, approximately? Is it the purpose that the
United States Government should retire from this field?
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“ Miss ABBoTT. 1 do not see why it should not be able to retire from
this field eventually.

“Mr. Lga. But if it should be necessary for the IFederal Govern-
ment to remain in it in order to accomplish the purpose you still
would be in favor of that, would you not?

“Miss ApeorT. I think there is no crop the United States has that
i3 so important as its children, and that we can afford to stay in it
in order to reduce the infant and maternal mortality in the United
States until we have placed the United States where it ought to be in
comparison with other countries.

“ Mr. Lra. What would you say is the minimum time within which
the United States could possibly retire, in justice to the successful
operation of this work? '

“ Miss ABBOTT. I really can not say. * * *

“Mr. Lea. As I understand it, you think there is no possibility
that two years will be sufficient time for the Government to complete
its part? .

“ Miss ApBoTT. No. * * *

“ Mr. Lea. What time would you specify for a certainty, that, in
your judgment, the United States should remain in this work?

“ Miss ABporr. I do not want to specify for a certainty,

“Mr. Lea. Do you think four years?

“ Miss ABBOTT. No; I would rather say five as the time that the
Government would without question need to continue the work.

“ Mr. Lea. You are certain that the Government should stay in for
five years?

“ Miss ABroTT. Personally, I am; yes.”
1926, pp. 12, 13, 14.)

+It will be seen that Representative MgrriTT, of Connecticut, who
signed the House minority report, was justified in the following re-
marks on the floor: .

“ 1 gsuppose 'you gentlemen think, as you might readily think, that
the idea of the promoters of the Dbill is that at the end of the two
years the experiment will have been sufficiently established so that
the States can attend and will attend to their own affairs; but not
at all., * * * If you pass this bill you are practically making
this subvention to the States for attending to their own affairs
perpetual.” (CONGRESSIONAL REcComrp, April 5, 1926.)

As the original appropriation was authorized only for five years, its
termination at the end of that period is reasonable and natural, in
accordance with the intentions of Congress and the agreements with
the States. The vital-statistics reports, previously quoted in this
minstration backing, Dbecause of a preelection commitment of the
the extension of the maternity act. Also there is no political reason,

The original maternity act was passed during the postwar con-
fusion of the Sixty-seventh Congress. Members said it was part of
the * backwash” of the war. It was even more the ‘ backwash” of
the nineteenth amendment, having been presented to Congress allegedly
as the first legislative demand of the new electorate of womien, then
an unknown political quantity. Most important of all, it had the ad-
minstration backing, because of a preelection committment of the
late President Harding in his so-called ‘ welfare speech” of October
1, 1920, to women politicians.

That situation is now reversed. 'The polls have shown that there
is no solidarity among men, and there is none among women. No
group can. speak for women any more than for men. That myth is
killed at every election. The 1924 Massachusetts advisory referendum
on the child-labor amendment alone has surely buried this ‘ solidarity
of women ” superstition so deeply that the ghost of the phantom
“ g0lid women’'s vote?” ghould never more frighten even the most timid
candidate. / : v

That Massachusetts referendum alone should make Congress wary
of every proposal labeled a ‘ women’s measure.” The child-labor
amendment was labeled both a “ women’s measure” and a * labor
measure.” k

Massachusetts has the largest proportion of women to men of any
State (109 women to 100 men) and also the largest proportion of
gainfully employed persons (1,728,316, or 45 per cent of the popula-
tion) of any State.

Yet the Massachusetts vote on the child labor amendment was
697,563 to 241,461, a majority of 456,102 against it, 75 per cent of
the voters registering opposition.

The first organization in the field against the amendment was an
organization of women, the Massachusetts Public Interests League.

Again, it is not conceivable that there can be administration backing
for extension of the maternity act, for President Coolidge is most
positively committed to the people, before and after election, to uphold
State rights, and against bureaucracy and Federal subsidy measures.
He has taken an unflinching stand on principle, even to curtailment
of existing activities, and is unmoved by * expediency »” propaganda,
as shown in a collection of his statements on these subjects in the
appendix of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, January 23, 1926.

In his annual message, December 8, 1925, President Coolidge said :

“ It does not at all follow that because abuses exist that it is the
concern of the Federal Government to attempt their reform.”

Again, with great courage, he said:

(House hearings, January,
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“ We have superfluous employees. It is an unpleasant and difficult
task to separate people from the Federal service. But it can be done.
It will be done.” (Budget meeting, January 26, 1923.)

“ Unfortunately the Federal Government has strayed far afield
from its legitimate business. It has trespassed upon fields where there
should be no trespass.” (Budget meeting, June 22, 1925.)

Of Federal aid to States, President Coolidge said:

“1 am convinced that the hroadening of this ficld of activity is
detrimental to both the Federal and State Governments. * * * I
am opposed to any expansion of these subsidies. My conviction is
that they may be curtailed with benefit both to Federal and State
Governments.” (Budget message, December 2, 1924.)

Surely there is no legislation to which these statements apply so
pointedly as to the Phipps-Parker bill, which your petitioners urge you
to reject. : ¥
(¢) Federul Depariment of Education bill (pending)

No adeguate consideration of tiie pending Dill to extend the maternity
act can fail to note that it is but one part of an apparatus of legisla-
tion for the transmission of socialist power to one central agency, for
the purpose of subjecting all children to dependence upon government,
instead of upen individual parents, This socialist transmission ap-
paratus has many interlocked differential gears, which all move together
or singly, according to the divection in which the socialists at the steer-
ing wheel can most easily drive a country at a given time. ;

The bills are different, but the backers are always the same, with the
same gencral objective, nationalized care, control, and support of
mothers and children. .

The maternity act and the education bill, both infroduced by former
Representative Towner, of Iowa, were not merely ¢ Towner twins,” as
they were popularly called, but two measures in a triplet of socialist
bills to cover education, maternity and infancy, and child labor.

The socialists of England were able to move faster with fewer sepa-
rate bills. TFor example, England was induced to adopt a dole sysiem
of compulsory * health insurance’ and * maternity benefits,” modeled
on those of Germany, July 15, 1912, very shortly after America was
induced to establish the first * Children’s Bureau.” (See Children’s
Bureau publication No. 57, p. 67, for details of British maternity doles
system.)

July 1, 1918, England was induced to extend the maternity doles sys-
tem, while in America Misy Jeannette Rlankin introduced the original
maternity bill, then providing for free medical and nursing care * when
necessary,’” etc., as previously shown.

August 8, 1918, England was induced to adopt the Fisher Education
Act, covering not only education, hut prohibition of child labor, includ-
ing rural child labor, and providing even  nursery schoolg’ for chil-
dren from 2 {o 5 years old, and for “ attending to the health, nourish:
ment, and physical welfare of children attending nursery schools.”
(See joint hearings, Committees on Education and Labor, July, 1919, p.
55 et seq., for full text of British Fisher Education Act.)

This Fisher Act, part of the socialist doles and subsidy system which
has gradually brought even Great Britain to the brink of revolution,
at once became the “model " measure for the National Education Asso-
clation Smith-Towner education bill, and was cited with enthusiasm and
published at length in the first joint hearings on a Federal department
of education in 1919, as cited above.

This Fisher Act also filled Miss Lathrop (then Chief of the Children’s
Bureau) with unbounded admiration as a device for abolishing rural
child labor. Miss Lathrop invited Sir Cyril Jackson, of the British
board of education, and Sir Arthur Newsholme, late principsil medical
officer of the local government beoard of England having charge of
maternity doles, both to come here in 1919 to show the bureaun the
best and quickest ways of standardizing and nationalizing children in
the United States. (See Children’s Burecau publication No. 60
* Standards of child welfare,” pp. 12, 98, 102, 2069, 284.) After Sir
Cyril Jackson’s speech at this iuternational convention called hy the
Children’s Bureau to frame standards of legislation concerning children
for the American Congress and State legislatures, without their knowl-
edge or even a gesture of seeking their consent, Miss Lathrop declared :

“I1 do not think any English authority “ean possibly realize the
cagerness with which we have watched the pussage of the Fisher bill
through Parliament, hecause we saw at once that somebody in England
had had the courage to do a thing which nobody in America had been
bold enough to do, which was to cut, by an indircct attack, the root of
rural child labor. W wwould like to get a similar scheme in this coun-
try, * * * to see aid given by the TFederal Government to State
authorities for elementary education which would be so universal that
in this country also we would at once destroy rural child labor by an
indirert attack.

*“1 would like to know how mruch opposition from the landowners of
England was experienced in getting this measure through,.

“ Sir Cyrin Jacksox. 1 think there was no opposition, simply be-
cause we were in the middle of a great war, and we trusted Mr. Fisher.
It we had had time to think about it, I think no doubt the farmers
would have opposed it very strongly”” (* Standards of child welfare,”
Children’s Bureau publication No. 60, p. 102.) (Italics ours through-
out.)
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Again, Migs Lathrop asked:

“Is it true that this act [Fisher Act] is recognized as a measure
which is absolutely as much a labor measure as it is an educational
measure? Was it put through under the delusion that it was purely
to teach children to read and write better, or was it recognized that it
was going to revolutionize child labor in England (p, 103) 7 '

“8ir CYRIL JacksoN., * * * 7 think it is true to say that it is
recognized as a labor bill as well as an educational bill *» * #,

“ Miss LaTrmropr. I would always in the matter of special subsidies
take a leaf from an English book. They are the only people speaking
the English language * * * who know how to give a subsidy. We
hand out money and run away. They hand out money and stay by.
They say: ¢ You can have this money if you do your duty according to
the standards agreed upon between the Federal Government and the
local authority.” Is not that true?

“ Sir CyrIL JACKSON. That is true.

“ Miss LaTHROP. It would be a disaster if we began this cffort to
standardize education by getling rid of child labor without setting up
new standards of educational effectiveness. The great advantage for us
in a discussion of this English measure is that it shows us a way to
standardize education * * * andatthe same time #o0 get rid of the
one thing we have ncver dared aitack—rural child labor.” (Ibid, p.
103.)

There is the testimony of the then Chief of the Children’s Bureau in
the bureau’s most comprehensive publications—its own * Standards "—
that these things all interlock; that subsidies are sought to standardize
and control the local governments; and that propositions to * revolu-
tionize child labor” and destroy even rural child labor may be * put
through under the delusion” of * education,” etc.

At the same international convention to standardize all legislation
for American children 8ir Arthur Newsholme, late principal medical
officer of England, furnished a ‘ complete scheme” of *“ maternity and
child welfare,” embracing antenatal, natal, and postnatal work, as done
in .England, which is set forth at page 284 of the same Children's
Bureau “ Standards of Child Welfare.”

The Annual Report of the Children's Bureau, 1919, declares :

“The severe blow dealt rural child labor in England by the Fisher
education act indicates a successful way of dealing with the problem "
(p. 24).

“The third campaign of children’s year was the back-to-the-school
drive. This was a measure adopted to decrease child labor.” (Ibid.
p. 9.)

Here it is demonstrated that standardized, centralized control of
education, maternity, and infancy, and prevention of youthful labor,
even on the farm, were deliberately sought by the Children’s Bureau
and its socialist backers.

But the Constitution of the United States and the Supreme Court
stood in the way of direct control by the central government of educa-
tion, local health administration, maternity, and other doles, rural
and other child labor, ete.,, as in England, and Dbefore England in
Germrany, and before Germany in the communist manifesto,

Hence this socialist program here had to be promoted by * indirect
attack” through subsidies, as proposed in the education bill and
maternity act, and by a proposed constitutional amendment after the
Supreme Court refused to sanction control of child labor as *inter-
state commerce” and as legitimate bhasis for a “ tax” law.

The American *education” department bill went as far as it
dared in socialism and in imitation of the British Fisher Act.

Of its three great socialist features, (1) for “ equalizing education”
throughout the Nation, (2) for central administration of local affairs
by a dictatorship, and (3) for a doles system (called Federal aid),
only one has Dbeen temporarily dropped—the doles system—and that
only because the President, the Congress, and the country would not
stand for a Federal education dole of $100,000,000 a year, to be
matched by another $100,000,000 a year from the States, of which
$100,000,000 was provided as a “bonus” to teachers. (For proof of
the $100,000,000 a year teachers’ bonus in the former education de-
partment bills, see joint hearings, Committees on Education and Labor,
July 10-22, 1919, pp. 51, 53, 115.)

Herc again the socialist fraud and trickery of trying to have legis-
lation *‘ put through under a delusion ” jis manifest.

The dropping of the Iederal-aid provision in the pending Curtis-
Reed bill is not a bona fide relinguishment of the $100,000,000 Federal
appropriaticn (to be matched by the States) but a mere suspension of
the demand until the department is established. Like the maternity
act, reduced from $8,000,000 to $1.480,000 to get through Congress, the
education department bill comes down to $1,500,000 as the entering
wedge amount to trick Congress. 3

Tederal aid was dropped only as a blind. Naturally, this is not in-
tended to be admitted to the general puhlic, but it has been drawn
from National Education Association witnesses by committee cross-
examination, and also is frankly admitted in the bosom of the N. E. A.
official family. The recent hearings show :

“ Represeutative Brack of New York. Do you favor Federal aid?

“Dr. J. L. McBrieNy (director of rural education, State Teach-
ers’ College, Edmond, Okla.). Yes, sir; I am frankly for Federal aid.
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1t may not come this time, but it is coming; it is coming; you can not
gtop it. You may delay tt, you may postpone it * * =*" (Joint
Hearings, IFebruary, 1926, p. 72.

« Mr. Brack of New York. Is it your opinion that if thig Dbill is
passed the agitation for Federal aid will continue from the same
sources as support this bill?

“ Dr. Grorar D. STRaYER (former president N. E. A., professor of
educational administration, Teachers’ College, Columbia University,
New York, and chairman of legislative commission N. E. A.). I see no
reason why those who are convinced of the legitimacy of Federal aid
shiould not continue to believe in it (Ibid. p. 3.)

« Genator PmIPPS. The idea that has seemed to predominate hereto-
fore has been the necessity of Tederal aid. * * * On the former
bill—the Smith-Towner bill, and also on the Sterling-Reed  bill
« % * the committee was told very pointedly that the request for
TFederal aid was universal, and that it was absolutely essential and was

necessary to advance the cause of education in the United States.””

(Ibid. p. 49.)

w My, Jesse H. Newron (former president N, E. A, superintendent
of schools, Denver, Colo.}). My private opinion is that the profession
is overwhelmingly in favor of Federal aid " (p. 49).

Dr. HarorLp W. FogHT (president Northern Normal Industrial
School, Aberdeen, 8. Dak., formerly connected with United States
Bureau of Education). * You ask me if I am in favor of Federal aid?
My answer would be certainly, I am” (p. 7).

« Mr. REmp of New York. Doctor, will you feel yourself stopped
from asking for Federal aid from Congress if this bill passes?

«Dr. JogN A. H., KRITH (prosident State Normal School, Indiana,
Pa.). No, sir; I shall not.” (Ibid. p. 89.) . )

The Christian Science Monitor, a publication friendly to the National
Education Association, reporting the National Education Association
1925 Indianapolis convention, where the present bill was drafted, under
date of June 22, 19235, states:

« The National Rducation Association leaders decided to defer their
request for Federal aid of education because they realize the unwisdom
of pursuing it further at the present.”

The same article says of Dr. George D. Strayer:

“An untiring worker for a department of education, Doctor Strayer
also sought to encourage education in the Siates through Federal
aid until he saw that further campaigning along this line promised
for the time to be barren of results.” :

The article continues: . 2

“Asked to comment further on the Federal ald discussion',‘ Miss
(Charl) Williams (field gecretary legislative division N. E. A, and
former National Education Association _president) said: ‘There is a
general understanding among educators that Federal aid will be de-
ferred. Our bill in the last two gessions of Congress has been a double-
headed oune. We have decided it is better to make progress in the one
direction that is now open. It.is inconceivable that the National Edu-
cation Association will ever give up the idea of the extension of Federal
aid to education.”

There it is in a nutshell, officlally stated. Can it be denied that
the people are being tricked?

SOCIALISTS AMONG NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION LEADERS

It is not possible in this memorandum to quote a number of official
statements, often lengthy and involved, showing the socialist, inter-
nationalist, and other subversive propaganda put out by National Edu-
cation Association leaders on behalf of this bill. Hundreds of pages of
proceedings, tables, pamphlets, and other National Bducation Associa-
tion literature might be shown to eontain a straight socialist “ com-
plex” by fair examination, particularly in the propaganda relating to
“ gqualizing education ” and the arguments for * distribution " of na-
tional wealth among State and local school systems, etc. We cite one
illugtration among many,

«Dr. JoEHN A. H. KmiTH. We are the richest Nation the sun ever
ghone on. It is not financial inability at all. Itis a matter of distribu-
tion, and we can not bring those things about untll we get a fair deal
on the economic side.” (Senate hearings, January, 1924, p. 69.)

It would be hard to find a more luecid short statement of socialist
philosophy than that. All it lacks is the socialist label. Representa-
tive HuNryYy ST. GEORGE TUCKER has reviewed at length some of the
doctrines contained in a book by Dr. John A. H. Keith and William C.
Bagley both leading backers of this pill) and, after quoting them, says:

“ g this not anarchy and defiance of law, pure and simple? And
thig idea is not advanced by soap-box orators on the street corners of
American cities nor by the lately enfranchised German, Italian, Hun-
garian, Iolish, or Russian citizens of the United States with their igno-
rant and immature schemes of government, but it comes from the high-
est type of our educated citizenship, and in my judgment has never been
surpassed by the pronouncements of the wildest leaders among those
who would destroy our constitutional form of government.” (CoN-
GRESSIONAL REcorp, January 3, 1924.) - :

The Socialist National Convention proceedings, 1912, page 45, state
that “some of the most expert ecdncators of the United States” who

_ come to the * conventions of the National Education Association
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*« % ® with great prestige and are recognized as experts,” hold mem-
berships In the Socialist Party. But the general public—and congres-
sional committees—are not so informed when these *‘expert educa-
tors " are lobbying for socialist measures to be “ put through under the
delusion ” (as Miss Lathrop says) of bills “to teach children to read
and write better.”

2. PROGRAM OF REVOLUTION BY LEGISLATION

For 40 years modern revolutionary communism, under the original,
direct instructions of Friederich Engels and Karl Marx, its founders, has
had in the United States a thoroughly trained, educated, and experienced
leader, who is perhaps the ablest legiglative general communisin bas: pro-
duced—Mrs. Florence Kelley.

Operating quietly, and mostly under cover of American ignorance of
socialist intrigue and philosophy, American chivalry and seniiment
concerning women and children, American philanthropy and sympathy
toward the poor, Mrs. Kelley has steadily introduced socialism ** into
the flesh and blood’ of America in more ways than any other socialist
has had either ability or training to use.

Karl Marx, Friederich Engels, August Bebel, and hundreds of other
socialists simply wrote books. Nicolai Lenin, Leon Trotski, Alexandra
Kollontay, and TFlorence Kelley translated those books into legislative
action! And the legislative generalship of Mrs. Kelley has probably
been even greater than that of Lemin, because she has conducted her
entire campaign * with noncommunist hands ’—including Republicans,

Democrats, capitalists, philanthropists, and women—and for 40 years

has managed to keep the legislative headquarters and herself, com-
manding political general of socialism in America, almost completely
concealed.

Probably not one American in 10,000 knows that Mrs. Kelley is a
gocialist; few legislators can have dreamed that they were carrying
out her orders, plans, and program in voting for the vast number of
bills she has engineered—municipal. State, and Tederal—for two gen-
erations. There are in fact few laws on American statute books of a
socialist nature or tendency which can not be traced, in whole or in
part, to the leadership of Mrs. Kelley. It would require a book, how-
ever, to do it, and then it would be incomplete, as Mrs. Kelley- alone
knows the ¢ thousands of ramifications ”’ of her life work.’

Here attention is simply invited to the part of the Kelley program
of revolution by legislation ihvolved in Federal maternity, education,
and child labor laws. ;

Mre. Kelley herself is not a job hunter. She is. not out for ‘ pork”
put for social revolution. She is a lifetime revelutionary leader, who,
as legislative generalissimo of the socialist campaign, enlists hosts of
gentimentalists, mercenary women lobbyists and Job hunters in her
rank and file, who do as they are told, pass resolutions and lobby
Congress as directed, and for the most part know no more about Rer
revolutionary socialigt strategy than Napoleon’s mercenaries knew of
his military strategy. The mercenary battalions of women lobbylsts
and job hunters will pe noted and guoted hereafter. Compared with
these mercenary women politicians, working for Mrs. Kelley’s socialist
measures for a personal ghare in the political loot, Mrs. Kelley her-
gelf must be credited with sincerity, and her work, disastrous as it
is to society and government, undoubtedly expresses Mrs. Kelley’s
political convictions. i

MRS. KELLEY’S RECORD

Mrs. Florence Kelley was bern in Philadelphia in 1859, daughter of
william D. Kelley, former Member of Congress, graduated from Cornell
University, 1882, studied at zurich and Heidelberg. While abroad,
she came in contact with Friederich Engels, became interested in
socialism, and under Engels's supervision translated his chief economic
work, * Condition of the Working Classes in England in 1844,” printed
for the first time in English in New York, in 1886, preparatory to her
American campaign. This book of HEngels’s has been the inspiration
of much socialistle legislation here and abroad. .

After her return to America, she continued to correspond with
Engels’s regarding gocialist tactics for America, and ‘he instructed her,
in a letter dated January 27, 1887, how to introduce goclalism * into
the flesh and blood " of Americans by their experience. He wrote :

« mhe less it will be knocked into the Americans from without and
the more they test it by their experience * * * the deeper it will
go into their flesh and blood.” (Quoted in New York Call, socialist
organ, January 29, 1923.) .

Subsequently, Mrs. Kelley graduated from Northwestern University
as a LL. B., 1894, and served as State inspector of factories in Illi-
nois, 1893-1897.

In 1897-98, Mrs. Kelley was the editor of the Archiv fur Soziale-
gesetzebung at Berlin. :

Mrs. Kelley married a Russian physiclan named Wischnewetzky, from
whom she was subsequently divorced, resuming her maiden name,
which explains why some of her translations of Marx and Engels are
by * Florence Kelley Wischnewetzky.”

MRS. KELLEY, ENGELS’S AMERICAN LIEUTENANT'

The chief promoter of modern socialism was not Karl Marx but hig
financial backer and associate, Friederich Engels, a rich cotton-mill
owner, born and educated in Germany, but whose large fortune bad
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been made by his father in Lancashire, England, cotton mills, owner-
ship of which Engels retained.

The soclialist, Guillaume, secretary of the Socialist International,
described Engels as—

“A rich manufacturer accustomed to regard workmen as machine
fodder and cannon fodder.”  (Guillaume, Documents de 1'Interna-
tionale, I1II, 153.)

It was from Lancashire cotton mills that both Friederich Engels
and Karl Morx—who lived on IEngels's bounty—secured funds to estab-
lish various socialist publications and to organize socialism, revolu-
tion, and discontent, particularly in France and England. The French
and Russinn socialists secused them frequently of “ pan Germanism,”
and there is much evidence that their maln purpose was revoluotion
elsewhere than in Germany.

Engels lived long after Marx, published and wrote much of the
work of Marx, including Das Kapital, and the only recason Marx, in-
stead of Engels, is the legendary patron saint of modern socialism is
beeause the “ proletaviat” could not well afford to canonize a rich
cotton-mill owner., Yet Engels was the ﬁnanci;xl backer, organizer, and
gtrategist of modern socialism.

It was Engels—not Marx—who wrote “ Origin of the family, private
property, and the State,” the greatest socialist attack on monogamous
marriage and morality, It was lingels who completed, published, and
wrote much of Marx’s Das Kapital after Marx's death.
the “ Communist Manifesto” and various other works together,

Yet, as early as 1887, Mrs. Kelley was urging American college
women to study Engels's “ Origin of the family ” as one of the * funda-
mental ” works for those engaged in * philanthropy.”

Mrs. Kelley became Engels’s translator. * She came to us as the
translator of Engels,” said Mrs. Kelley’'s life-long radical friend, Miss
Lillian D, Wald, of the Henry Street Nurses’ Settlement, New York.

But communist documents recently released show that Mrs. Kelley
was much more than Engels's translator; that she was his cpief lieu-
tenant for the promotion of communist legislation and propaganda in
the United States.

The Workers' Monthly, official American communist organ, for
November and December, 1925, published a series of articles _entitled
“ Marx and Engels on the role of communists in America.”

These articles have aiso been reprinted as a pamphlet under the title,
“Marx and Engels on Reveolution in America,” as No. 6 of ‘“The
Little Red Library,” issued by the Daily Worker Publishing Co.
(official American publishers for the Communist International at
Moscow), 1112 West Washington Boulevard, Chicago.

These articles—and this pamphlet—are “ made up of excerpts from
letters written by Marx and Engels on conditions in the United States,”
says the introduction. Most of these letters are from Engels. They
are addressed to Mrs. Florence Xelley Wischnewetzky—now Mrs.
Kelley—and to F. A, Sorge, a communist who took active part in the
revolution of 1848 in Germany, settled in New York in 1857, became
head of the General Council of the Socialist International in New
York when, after the defeat of the French Commune of 1870-71,
‘“ Marx insisted on the removal of the general council to New York.”
(Booklet, p. 3.) Sorge died in 1906, after obtaining Engels's letters
to Mrs. Kelley and turning them over, together with his own, to the
New York Public Library, where thay remain.

These letters—thus officially reprinted in 1926 by the Moscow Com-
munists in the United States as instructions from *“ Marx and Ingels
on Revolution in America ’-—says the booklet
those active in the revolutionary labor movement in the -United
States better to understand the problems of the movement.” (. 5.)

Only a few sentences can be quoted without going into a great
mass of detailed socialist history, strategy, and methods.

In a letter to Sorge, September 16, 15887, Engeis wrote :

*The masses can only be set in motion in a way suitable to the
respective countries and adapted to the prevailing conditions—and this
is usually a roundabout way. DBut everything else is of minor im-
portance if only ttey are really aroused.”

In a letter to Mrs. Kelley, Sevtember 15, 1887, Engels says:

“ Fortunately the movement in America has now got such a start
that neither George nor Powderly nor the German intriguers can
spoil or stop it. Only it will take unexpected forms.”

He *“sums up this method” (roundabout ways and unexpected
forms), says the Communist booklet, “in a classic form in his letter
to Mrs. Wischnewetzky, January 27, 1887.” This letter (regarding

introducing soclalism inpto American *“ flesh and blood”) has already
been quoted in this memorandum (pp. 3 and 15).

Mrs. Kelley, in May, 1887—within four months of the * flesh and
blood ”* letter from Engels—delivered her classic lecture to American
college women, urging them to study Marx, Engels, and Bebel, and
to substitute socialism and the class struggle for “ bourgeois philan-
thropy.”

This lecture by Mrs. Kelley, entitled *“The Need of Theoretical
Preparation for Philanthropic Work,” a paper presented to the New
York Association of Collegiate Alumnze, May 14, 1887, is in the New
York Publie Library.
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This lecture of Mrs. Kelley’s on * philanthropy " will be found 1n
many respects even more bitter, more * class conscious,” and mora
subtly polsonous to the minds of young college women and social
workers—to whom it was delivered—than any of the letters from
Engels and Marx themselves in the * Little Red Library ”’ booklet
“on revolution in America.”

Mrs. Kelley’s 15-page address is loaded with socialism, under cover
of *“ philanthropy,” and should be read in full as a classic example
of socialist propaganda methods.

Only a few samples can be quoted lere

“The question that forces itself upon us, and imperatively demands
an immediate answer, is this: In the great strife of classes, in the
life and death struggle that is rending society to its foundations, where
do I belong? Shall I cast my lot with the oppressors, content to
patch and darnm, to piece and cobble at the worn and rotten fabrie
of a perishing society? Shall I spend my life in applying palliatives,
in trying to make the intolerable endurable yet a little longer?  Shall
I spend my youth upon a children’s hospital. * * #* Shall T
preach chastity to homeless men, the hopeless discomfort of whose
surroundings must concentrate their whole desire upon qutlhcntlon
of animal passion, while want forces scores %f thousands of women
to sell themsclves to the first comer? Shall T fritter away the days
of my youth * * * when the stcady march of industrial develop-
ment throws a million able-bodied workers out of employment.
* * ¥?

“ Here lies the cheice. If we stand by the class to which by
education we belong, our philanthropic work, whether we will or no,
must bear its stamp, being merely palliatiVe—-helping one child while
the system sacrifices teng 'of thousands, saving one girl while thou-
sands fall, building one hospital while every condition of our social
life grows more brutally destructive of human life and health.

““As loyal members of the ruling class, our work must, I repeat, be
merely paliiative. For a radical cure of the social disease means
the end of the system of exploiting the workers.”

Thus on her own testimony, Mrs. Kelley has been promoting social-
ism as “ philanthropy,” * child welfare,” “ education,” ‘ protection of
maternity and infancy,” etc., because she regards these * roundabout
ways " of promoting socialism, not as ‘ merely palliative,” but as meas-
ures tending toward “ the end of the system’ of our present form of
government and the establishment of socialism.

Mrs. Kelley scorns * palliatives.” She believes in revolutionary
communism, and in Engels's * Condition of the Working Classes in
England,” which Mrs. Kelley translated into English and recom-
mended to American college women and social workers asg “ funda-
mental” and “one of the indispensable books’ (in preparing for
social ‘“ philanthropy "), we find these revolutionary doctrines:

‘*The war of the poor against the rich now carried on in detall
and indirectly will become direct and universal. It is too late for a
peaceful solution. The classes are divided more and more sharply;
the spirit of resistance penetrates the workers, the bitterness in-
tensifies, the guerrilla skirmishes become concentrated in more im-
portant battles, and soon a slight impulse will suffice to set the
avalanche in motion. Then indeed will the war cry resound through
the land, * War to the palaces, peace to the cottages,” but then it will
be too late for the rich to beware.” (From the Florence Kelley trans-
lation of Friederich Engels's Condition of the Working Class in Eng-
land In 1844, 1892 edition, p. 208.)

Again, as Mrs. Kelley translates—and recommends——Dngels

** Ience also the deep wrath of the whole working class * * *
against the rich, by whom they are systematically plundered and mer-
cilessly left to their fate, a wrath which before too long a time goes
by, a time almost within the power of man to predict, must break
out into a revolution in comparison with which the French Revolu-

tion and the year 1794 will prove to have been child's play. (Ibid.
p. 18.)
MRS. KELLEY HAS ‘° MORE INTERLOCKING DIRECTORATES THAN BUSINESS

HAS ”

All socialism is most dangerous when disguised. It is when inno-
cent-looking movements, ‘led by revolutionary minds acting behind
the scenes,” as Sir Philip Gibbs, famous British war correspondent,
terms it, work for revolution in the name of something else that they
best succeed.

The Kelley program of revolution by legislation has been promoted
in the name of women and children. The work has been chiefly done
by women.

Mrs. Kelley has been organizing women to promote socialism for
40 years. .

Aided by her colleagues, Miss Jane Addams (president Women’s
International League for Peace and Freedom), Mrs. Raymond Rob-
ing (founder and former president International Federation of Work-
ing Women), Miss Lillian D. Wald (head of Henry Street Nurses'
Settlement, New York), Mrs. Carrie Chapman Catt (former president
International Woman Suffrage Alliance, founder and honorary presi-
dent National League of Women Yoters), she has been so successful
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that she declared her legislative ‘ preparedness’ complete in 1921 in
the following statement to a congressional committee:

‘““We have the votes and we are now organized with a thousand
ramifications. We have more interlocking directorates than business
has.” (Meat-packer hearing, House Agriculture Committee, May 2,
1921, p. 59.)

Mrs. Kelley penetrated, led, and energized for her program :

Hull House Settlement, Chicago—of which she was a resiZent.

The Intercollegiate Soclalist League-—chief promotor of socialism in
schools and colleges—of which Mrs. Kelley was president.

Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom—most radical
‘“open ” organization of internationalist, pacifist women,

National American Woman Suffrage Association—of which she be-
came vice president in 1905.

National Consumers League—of which she became general secretary
in 1899 ; a position she still holds.

The National Child Labor Committee—of which she was a founder
and member original board of trustees.

American Association for Labor Legislation—a product of the sec-
ond international, which Mrs. Kelley helped to establish, which has led
the agitation for compulsory health insurance and other German
soclallst schemes. It was denounced and repudiated by the late Samuel
Gompers.

The National League of Women Voters.

The National Women’s Trade Union League.

The Women’s Joint Congressional Committee.

Mrs. Kelley was also a member of the faculty of the Rand School of

* Bocialism, New York. A number of her pacifist connections and activi-
ties during the war are covered in the revolutionary radicialism report
of the New York Legislature, 1919.

Added to the above organizations, scores of other women’s organiza-
tions and the General Federation of Women’s Clubs were brought into
line behind Engels’s lieutenant, who thus became legislative director in
the United States for communist and noncommunist welfare workers.

LOBBYISTS ORGANIZED TO TRICK CONGRESS

In 1920, to promote the Sheppard-Towner Maternity Act, the Smith-
Towner education bill, the establishment of a women’s bureau, exten-
slons of power and appropriations for the Children's Bureau, and a
department of education and soclal welfare—modeled on the soviet
commissariats of education and social welfare—there was organized
at Washington by. Mrs. Kelley, Mrs. Catt, and Mrs. Maud Wood Park,
then president National League of Women Voters, an almost perfect
device for misrepresenting the organized women of the country before
Congress—through any five resident Washington lobbyists.

This was called “The Women’'s Joint Congressional Committee.”
It started out with a dozen women’s organizations, and later embraced
a score.

But when any five lobbyists—so-called “ legislative chairmen "—of
any five organizations get toé%ther and work for a congressional
measure that these five organizations—out of a dozen or a score—are
thought to approve, they form a ‘subcommittee” of the “ Women's
Joint Congressional Committee” to work for that bill, and the rest
of the organizations in the * joint committee " are muzzled and bound
not to work against it.

Literature is issued, Congressmen are canvassed, and a * drive” g
started, often purporting to represent ‘ millions of women ” counted
as the aggregate membership of the * joint committee ” without ever
holding any sort of referendum among women members on the legig-
lation, and without any Democratic, Republican, or honest representa-
tive process whatever.

Once five *‘legislative chairmen ” form a ' subcommittee ” the rest
of the organizations are bound to support the bill, or silently consent
to its passage. There is8 a growing .rebellion among women out in the
States, particularly in some of the State Federations of Women's
Clubs, such as Kentucky and New Hampshire, and among other
women's organizations in Massachusetts, New York, Kansas, and other
States, against this autocratic arrangement for minority misrepre-
sentation of women by resident Washington lobbyists of women’s na-
tional organizations. Eventually, women themselves will undoubtedly
put an end to this 8ystem organized to trick Congress concerning the
opinions of American women. But it would seem a duty of every
conscientious Congressman also to Investigate this * interlocking
directorate ” of lobbyists, and to demand to be shown on what basis
these lobbyists claim to represent the women of his district better
than their duly elected Representative or Senator in Congress.

In the *‘ maternity act drive’ of 1921, Mrs. Kelley, of course, was
chairman of the * subcommittee.”

In the *child” labor amendment “ drive” of 1923 and 1924, Mrs.
Kelley, of course, was again in command, first with 10 and later
with 16 Iobbyists of women’s organizations in the joint congres-
sional committee " trooping behind her, and reciting their little * we,
too,” speeches to congressional committees—while Mrs, Kelley her-
self dnmmated the hearing and dictated the form of the amendment.

The ‘ many relations’’ of these lobbyists were indicated by Mrs,
Kelley as follows:
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“I am also one of a group of 10 representatives of national organi-
zations who work together in many relations, and who will all appear
here to state the approval of their organizations for this bill. I wish
to relate my organization to that group.” (Senate child lahor amend-
ment hearings, January iO, 1923, p. 49.)

The 10 organizations referred to, memberg of the * Women's Joint
Congressional Committee,” who were backing Mrs. Kelley’s amend-
ment, are:

National League of Women Voters.

General Federation of Women’s Clubs.

National Consumers’ League.

National Congress of Mothers and Parent-Teachers’

Nationa] Councll of Jewish Women.

National Federation of Business and Professional Women.

National Women’s Trade Union League.

Woman’s Christian Temperance Union.

Girls Friendly Society of America.

American Association of University Women,

Proof that this backing was absolutely blind at the time the * repre-
sentatives ” first indorsed Mrs. Kelley’s amendment is shown by the
fact that not even the text of it could be known by anybody until
after Mrs. Kelley, Misg Abbott, and William Draper Lewis and Owen
Lovejoy, of the National Child Labor Committee, fought it out with
the Senate subcommittee at the hearings in January, 1923, as therein
shown, with Mrs. Kelley’s contentions finally prevailing, But even
Mrs. Kelley could not guarantee that in advance.

In short, the 10 organizations trooping behind Mrs. Kelley were
acting on mere faith, not only without any referendum to their
women members but without any possibility of knowing what the
text would be. A year later some 16 or more of the “ Women’s Joint
Congressional Committee” organizations were listed and purported
to be represented as favoring the amendment at the House hearings
of February, 1924, The State and local branches of these national
organizations had no chance whatever to conslder it until it was
before the States for ratification. Can it be denied that ' this
* Women’s Joint Congressional Committee” is a device for misrepre-
renting the masses of organized women without consulting them, and
for tricking the United States Congress by pretended mass support
by women of the Kelley program?

Associations.

MRS. KELLEY ORIGINATOR OF THIS LEGISLATION

Mrs, Kelley's leadership and influence will now be shown as domi-
nant in this legislation :

(a) Establishment of the Fedelal Children’s Bureau (1912).

(b) Origin and passage of the maternity act of 1921,

(c) Origin and passage of national child labor legislation."

(d) Origin, text, and passage of “ child ” labor amendment, 1924.

(e) Origin and propaganda for Smith-Towrer education department
bill.

Not only is the history and philosophy of all those measures plainly
comprehended in one effort and one object—ecapture of control of all
American children by one central bureau or department—but it is also
now shown to be the work of one revolutionary socialist mind!

And if these measures are adopted and extended, they must affect
not only children and parents but the nature and security of our form
of government.

Prof. J. Gresham Machen, of Princeton Theological Seminary, well
sayS :

“If liberty is not maintained with regard fo education, there is no
use trying to maintain it in any other sphere. If you give the bureau-
crats the children you might just as well give them everything else.”
(Address, January 12, 1926, to Sentinecls of the Republic, Washington,

‘D, C))

Undoubtedly Mrs. Kelley also knows that if American women and
children can be ‘ socialized " by Federal legislation or Federal amend-
ment, men, money, and property can not long continue under individual
and local control.

Therefore knowledge of the sociallst origin and effect of these meas-
ures is important to all American citizens.

(a) Establishment of the Federal Children’s Bureau (1912)

The Woman’s Journal, then official organ of the National American
Woman Suffrage Association (of which Mrs. Kelley was made vice
president in 1905, after heading its child-welfare activities), declared a
few days after the establishment of the Children’s Bureau :

*“ This is the outcome of seven years of indirect influence by Mrs.
Florence Kelley and many other earnest women.” (Woman's Journal,
April 6, 1912, p. 107.) :

The Children’s Bureau was established in 1912, not in response to
popular demand, for self-reliant, resourceful, and energetic American
parents never dreamed of a Federal Children’s Bureau in 130 years of
American independence. But “influence by Mrs. Kelley ” and others
who conducted a seven-year propaganda campaign led Congress to
impose it on them. -

In addition to Mrs. Kelley, the dominant leaders were:

Miss Jane Addams, internationalist and pacifist, head of Hull House,
Chicago,




112934

Miss Lillian D, Wald, pacifist, head of Henry Street Nurses’ Settle-
ment, New York, who is credited with suggesting the idea of a
Children's Bureau in 1909, but Mry. Kelley had been working for a
Federal child labor law since 1905.

Owen D. Lovejoy. soclalist, general secretary National Child Labor
Committee and personal friend of Eugene V. Debs, who, when Debs was
convicted of obstructing the draft and his conviction upheld by the
Supreme Court, wrote “ Comrade’” Debs a letter of * personal love,”
comparing him with Christ, telling him that * thousands of little
children ” might see in him a savior, and that his conviction proved
“the bankruptcy of the present social order.” (See CONGRESSIONAL
REcoitp, May 31, 1924, for full text.)

" Anna Louise Strong, now chief American press agent for Moscow
Communists ; Moscow. correspondent of the Daily Worker and Monthly
Worker, official American communist organs, and former °* exhibit
expert” of the Children’s Bureau. Miss Anna Louise Strong, like
Mrs, Kelley, Miss Lathrop, and Miss Abbott, was a resident of Hull
ITouse, Chicago hotbed of radicalism. In 1911 Doctor Strong conducted
-a-number of * child welfare exhibits ” in Chicago, New York, St. Louis,
Kansas City, Louisville, etc., in the propaganda campalgn for a
children’s bureau. . .

She became * exhibit expert” of:the Children’s Bureau after its

establishment, a position corresponding to advertising or publicity

director, and the author of its official booklet, * Child Welfare Ex-

hibits,” by Anna Louise Strong, Children’s Bureau publication No. 14.
+ She went from the Children’s Bureau shortly before the American
-declaration of war against Germany, and in 1919 was a revolutionary
'ringleader in the Seattle general strike. (See “ Americanism Versus
Bolshevism,” by former Mayor Ole Hanson, of Seattle, who refers to
Miss Strong as the writer of the most radical ¢ proclamations ”’ when
.the strikers attempted to take over the government of Seattle by gen-
eral strike.) :

. For five years Miss Strong has been Moscow correspondent for
American communist papers, frequently returning to America for lec-
ture tours, at which times, according to the radical * Federated Press
Bulletin,” December 15, 1923, “ she can be reached at Hull House, 800
South Halstead Street, Chicago,” headquarters of Miss Jane Addams,
and the radical settlement * training school,” from which both the
former Chief of the Children’s Bureau, Miss Julia C. Lathrop, and the
present chief, Miss Grace Abbott, graduated into a Federal Government
position of tremendous power, ! s

~ In the Forum, April, 1924, Miss Strong praised Lenin as * the great-
est man of our time,” and her book, * The First Time in History,” on
comrmunism in Russia, contains an introduction signed by Leon Trotski
as an indorsement of Miss Strong.

It tbe Biblical test, “Ye shall know them by their fruits,” be
applied to the Federal Children’s Bureau, and Miss Strong, its former
‘“ exhibit expert,” be regarded as a fair sample of its best-trained social
worker after graduation from the bureau, Miss Strong's prompt and
vigorous postgraduate work as an open red revolutionist ' in Seattle
(as Mayor Ole Hanson called her) and as a communist press agent
at Moscow is not without deep significance.

Miss Strong has continued to be associated with Mrs. Kelley, Miss
-Addams, Miss Lathrop, Miss Grace Abbott, etec.,, in the Women’s Inter-
national League for Peace and Freedom, which has led the campaign
in this country for recognition of Soviet Russia, telling women that
“ Russia leads the world in her attempt to establish peace’” (W. I. L.
official bulletin, June, 1923), notwithstanding the great soviet red
army. This Women's International Leagne has also led the pacifist
campaign to * disarm America first” as an * example” to the rest of
the world; has urged women to take slacker oaths and pledges against
all service to their country in time of war (see official W. I. L. re-
port, Second International Congress of Women, at Zurich, 1919, pp.
156, 160, 161, 262, and official W. I. L. report, Third International
Congress of Women, at Vienna, 1921, pp. 195, 196, 262).

The W. I. L. has also gone on record for “ the gradual abolition of
property privileges,” another name for the gradual establishment of
communism, (Sece W. I. .L. official report, Third International Con-
gress of Women, Vienna, 1921, pp. 101, 261, and Outline History of
Women’s International League, 1ssued by same.)

When the Moscow communists in America in July, 1923, organized
a8 communist Federated Farmer-Labor Party, it was too red even for
radicals like John Fitzpatrick, of Chieago, the old Farmer-Labor Party,
and the Nounpartisan League, who withdrew, and in 1924, when it
invited Senator La Follette to address its St. Paul convention he
scathingly denounced it.

But the Women’s International League, along with the communist
Workers' Party, the Proletarian Party, and various other communist
‘organizations, is listed in the Worker, official communist organ, July
21, 1923, as one of the organizations represented at this convention of
‘communists. ’

* For furthér proof of the communist nature of the * peace program "
of the W. L. L. the attention of Senators ig invited to the W, 1. L,
‘“cahier ” for “a new international order ” adopted by the last W. 1. L,
International congress at Washington, May 7, 1924, which provides for
the government of the world’s labor, raw materials, and food supply
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by an international representing trades and occupations in each coun-
try—a straight soviet system, although the W. I. L. carefully avoids
calling it by its right name.

That the W. I. L. leaders have been advocating such doctrines for
years is shown by the following report of a speech by Miss Jane Addams
immediately after America entered the World War: .

“We should have a central distribution system for the world, ad-
ministered by a commission located in Athens, Greece,” sald Miss
Addams., * This commission should have charge of the food of the
world and should prescribe the treatment of the people of the world.”

The only basic difference between the scheme of Miss Addams and that
of the Communist International at Moscow for central dictatorship
over the ‘ distribution system,” * food of the world,” and * treatment
of the people of the world"” is that Miss Addams favors Athens in-
stead of Moscow as the capital of world communism. The reported
speech by Miss Addams quoted above appeared in the Chicago Herald,
May 8, 1917, and has never been denied or modified by Miss Addams,
to our knowledge. :

In her own book, “Peace and Bread in Time of War,” by Miss Jane
Addams, issued in 1922, taking the revolutionary slogan of the Bolshe-
viki as her title, as she admits, * not because the first two words were
the touching slogan of war-weary Russian peasants but because peace
and bread had become inseparably connected in (her) own mind,”
Miss Addams shows conclusively that she desired the aftermath of the
war to be international communism. Her chapter “A food challenge
to the League of Nations™ (pp. 199-222) can not be fairly interpreted
otherwise than as a restatement of her Chicago speech advocating
centralized international control of the world’s food. Among other
things, she writes:

“ Must not the league evoke a human motive transcending and yet
embracing all particularist nationalians before it can function with
validity?” (p. 201).

“ During the first year of the league the popular enthusiasm secmed
turned to suspicion because it was so indifferent to the widespread
misery and starvation of the world * * *” (Ibid.)

“In their earlier days men so lived that each member of the tribe
shared such food and safety as were possible to the whole (p. 205).

* Human nature * * * has never quite fitted its back to the
moral strain involved in the knowledge that fellow creatures are
starving * * * it has lain at the basis of many religious com-
munities and social experiments and in our own generation is finding
extreme expression in governmental communism. In the face of the
widespread famine following the devastation of war it was inevitable
that those political and social institutlons which prevented the adequate
production and distribution of food should be sharply challenged.
Hungry men asked themselves why such a situation should exist, when
the world was capable of producing a sufficient food supply " (p. 206).

‘“To different groups of men all over the world, therefore, the time
had apparently come to make certain that all human creatures should
be insured against starvation” (p. 207).

“The demand for food was.recognized and acknowledged as in a
great measure valid, but it was being met in piecemeal fashion while
a much-needed change in the world's affairs threatened to occur under
the leadership of men driven desperate by hunger ” (pp. 207-208).

“If from the very first the League of Nations * * * had
evinced the daring to meet the new demands which could have been
met in no other way, then, and then only, would it have become the
necessary instrumentality to carry on the enlarged life of the world
* e w0 (208) :

“¥ # * For two years after the war the League of Nations
was in dire need of an overmastering motive forcing it to function
and to justify itself to an expectant world.” (209.) :

“But what could have afforded a more primitive, genuine, and
ablding motive than feeding the peoples of the world on an interna-
tional scale, (209.) %

“Buch a course would have forced them to * * * the function
of a recognized international economic council for the control of food-
stuffs and raw material, the world-wide fuel shortage.”” * * *
(210.)

“The situation presented material for that genuine and stralght-
forward 'statesmanship which was absolutely essential to the feeding
of Europe's hungry chlldren.” (210.)

‘’The adherents of the league often spoke as if they were defend-
ing a too radical document whereas it probably failed to command
widespread confidence because it was not radical emough.” (211.)

“It was self-evident that if the league refused to become the in-
strument of a new order, all the difficult problems resulting, at least
in their present acute form, from a world war, would be turned over
to those who must advocate revolution in order to obtain the satisfac-
tion of acknowledged human needs.” (212.)

“* * % The League of Nations must abandon its political treat-
ment of war-worn Europe and consider the starving people as its
own concrete problem. * * * TIf the coal, the iron, the oil, and
above all the grain, had been distributed under international control
from the first day of the armistice Europe might have escaped the
starvation from which she suffered for months."” (213.)
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Can this be considered as anything else but an argument that if
the league had appealed to proletarian hunger, and promised interna-
tional communism, it could have found a ‘ human motive transcend-
ing ”’ the desire for private property and the dutles of patriotism?
Can it be denied that Miss Addams criticises the league for not promis-
ing bread and centralism to break down mnationalism and private
property—* above all the grain " in the farmer's cribs to be * distributed
under interua.lonal control?”

MISS ABBOTT'S RECORD AS A PACIFIST

Miss Grace Abbott, chief of the Children’s Bureau, is one of the two
* consultative members " of the execugive board of the Women’s Inter-
national League. There are only two such officials in each country,
who probably constitute the most powerful inner ring in control of the
Women’s International League, as no list of them I3 published, and the
other member in America has not been announced. Miss Abbott's col-
league may be Miss Anna Louise Strong, Mrs. Kelley, or some other per-
son with a record too radical for the Women's International League to
advertise.

At the Fourth International Congress of the Women's International
League, at Washington, May 1-7, 1924, Miss Jane -Addams, interna-
tional president, announced Miss Abbott's position as ‘ consultative
member ” of the executive board, and the announcement is also made in
an official report of the Women’s International League held by your
petitioners in proof of this statement.

At the original “ Internationaler Frauenkongress,” called at The
Hague in April, 1915, at which the organization now known as the
Women’s International League (it has changed its name several times)
held its first * International Congress of Women,” Miss Grace Abbott
introduced a resolution for dismantling the fortifications of the Panama
Canal and making it and other international waterways “a property of
all the nations.” Miss Abbott made a speech criticizing the United
States for fortifying the Panama Canal, which was quoted in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECoORD, May 31, 1924, and may be seen in full text in the
official proceedings of the Imternationaler Fraueﬁkougress, April 28-
May 1, 1915, pp. 147148, issued by the Women’s International League.

That original * Internationaler Frauenkongress - at The Hague in
1915 was gathered together chiefly by Frau Rosika Schwimmer, of Hun-
gary, who came to the United States in September, 1914, as secretary
of the International Suffrage Alliance (of which Mrs. Carrie Chapman
Catt was then president), but Frau Schwimmer was ““in reality a Ger-
man agent,” says the revolutionary radicalism report of the New York
Legislature, 1919 (vol. 1, p. 971). A

After accompanying Mrs. Catt in a visit to President Wilson, Sep-
tember 14, 1914, at which alleged petitions from “ the women of the
world ” for an “immediate armistice” were presented (just after the
German repulse at the first Battle of the Marne and the high tide of
German penetration and occupation of France), Frau Schwimmer con-
ducted a lecture tour enlisted American women in a “ woman’s peace
party,” gathered a delegation for the ¢ Internationaler ﬁrauenkon-
gress” in 1915, organized the Ford “ Peace Ark " expedition and other
ventures, all having the common object—to * keep us out of war™ with
Germany and get America to demand * peace” with Germany occupy-
ing nearly all of Belgium and a fourth of France. -

Miss Grace Abbott, at the Internationaler Fravenkongress, regarded
Frau Schwimmer’s propaganda as “ especially fortunate ” for American
women to have, as it “ told us what our duty was,” saying:

“ Miss ABBOTT. The United States .women have been especially for-
tunate in having with them during the last months Mme. Schwimmer,
who told us in the same way as she told you what our duty was.
* % * We thercfore bring in an amendment which comes forth from
American experience.”
1915, p. 147.)

Miss Abbott thereupon denounced the United States for fortifying
the Panama Canal and proposed that the canal “ shall be a property of
ail nations.” (Ibid. p. 148.) :

After the war Frau Schwimmer became * Hungarian Bolshevik am-
bassador to Switzerland” (Revolutionary Radicalism report, N.. Y.
Legislature, vol. 1, p. 971), and some time after the fall of the Hun-

garian Revolution returned to the Unlted States, and for several years

past has Dbeen making her headquarters at Hull House, Chicago. . Frau
Schwimmer was also one of the chief speakers at the Fourth Inter-
national W. I, L. Congress at Washington, May 1-7, 1924,
7 Jl_xd‘gev Ben Lin_dsey, of the Denver Juvenile Court, was also one of the
assistant propagandists in the seven-year campaign to establish the
Children’s Bureau. He came to Washington with the head of the
Colorado “ Society for the Protection of Children and Animals,” in
1909 to speak with Mrs. Kelley and others for a children’s bureau at the
1909 hearings. , A

In 1912, just before the establishment  of the Children’'s Burean,
Judge Lindsey triumphantly wrote in a signed article In the Woman's
Journal, February 10, 1912: :

“An economic earthquake has shaken the * old home ' to pleces. The
foundations are crumbled, the walls are spread, the winds of the world
blow through. * * * fThe Nation, the -State, the  municipality,
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these have stepped in, assumed practical control of the family in its
most intimate relations, and are overparents. * '* * If I were a
woman in 1912, thése two fundamental things—the real meaning of
politics and conception of government as an overparent—are what I
would consider primarily and resolve upon understanding.”

Thus it has been shown not only that the establishment of the Chil-
dren’s Bureau, as the Woman's Journal (April 6, 1912, p. 107) declared,
was the ‘““ outcome of seven years of indirect influence hy Mrs. Florence
Kelley "—a revolutionary communist trained by Friederich Engels—and
“ many other earnest women ” whose radicalism has been shown scarcely
less than that of Mrs., Kelley, but it is also demonstrated that even
the mildest ‘“ noncommunist hands " who helped build the bureau, such
a8 Judge Ben Lindsey and the Woman's Journal, hold this * conception
of government as an overparent” and glorified it as much as any
revolutionary communist has done,

(b) Origin and Passage of dhe Maternity Act of 1921

The original maternity act was introduced by Miss Jeannette Rankin
(now field secretary of Mrs, Kelley's National Consuimers’ League)
July 1, 1918, within a month after the Supreme Court had held the first
national child labor law unconstitutional, June 3, 1918 (Hammer o,
Dagenhart). House hearings were held January 15, 1919. Miss Jula
C. Lathrop, then chief of the Children’s Bureau, was away on a junket
to Europe, investigating “ maternity systems " and * infant welfare ” in
central Europe, making her headquarters mostly in Prague.

Several mere physiclansnfrom the Children’s  Bureau attended the
hearings, but Mrs. Kelley assumed her customary leadership, saying:

“ 1t is remarkable that Uncle Sam ‘should care so much for the
young lobsters and so little for the American children. I talked with
the Chief of the Children’s Bureau about this bill before she sailed.
She wished it made clear * * * eote. (IHouse hearings, Labor
Committee, January 15, 1919, p. 38.)

Mrs. Kelley went on to explain why certain words were put into
“ Miss Rankin's.” bill. g

THR ‘ HEROD ”’ CAMPAIGN AGAINST CONGRESS

As previously noted, Mrs. Kelley also headed the * maternity act

drive ” of 1920-21 as chairman of the maternity act subcommittee of
the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee,
"~ Mrs. Kelley also headed the publicity drive to make the country
believe Congress a body of Herods. In addition to magazine and
newspaper articles, such as “ Women and children last,” by Mrs.
Kelley (Pictorial Review, February, 1921), Mrs. Kelley repeatedly
flaunted the Herod charge Lefore Congress. She declared : _

“The question that is arising amazingly in people’s minds now is,
Why does Congress wish to have mothers and babies die? Why does
it wish to have this go on? (Senate hearings on §. 2259, May, 1920,
p. 52.)

Again, she made a direct threat to use this Herod charge publicity

until Congress passed the bill:
o * * * Tf Congress adjourns without having taken effective ac-
tion—no mere committee report will answer: we want a committee
report, but we want a committee report as a Dbasis for action * * *
if this bill is not passed—it will be one of the most interesting ques-
tions that will go on and on in the press, because our organization
will see that it does go on if no other organization does. Why does
Congress’ continue to wish to have mothers and babies die?’ (Ibid.
p- 53.) .

The chairman (former Senator Joseph I. I'rance) meekly inquired :
“ Have you any answer to that question, Mrs., Kelley? )

“Mrs. KELLuy. We look to Congress for the answer.” {Ibid.)

At the next hearings Mrs. Kelley hurled the Herod accusation—and
threat—into the faces of Congressmen even more insolently :

“ This is the week of the Child, who was born and laid in a manger;
and this is the tiwe when people’s minds turn especially to the chil-
dren; and those people who will go to church on Chfistmas Eve and on
Christmas Day will be reminded, not only of the Child who was born
that day but of the circumstances under which that Child was born.
And the story of Herod will be in everybody’s mind. 4

“We do not know how many children were slaughtered by the order
of Herod; history does not record that. But the deaths of those chil-
dren have remained in the minds of the human race for nearly 2,000
Years; and the Congress now, after its long delay and its failure to
interest itself in those daily deaths of 680 children—or 20,000 chil-
dren a month—has to choose where it will be recorded in history.”
(House hearings, H. R. 10926, December 20-29, 1920, p. 27.) :

Again : : : o =,

* ““What answer can be given to the women in a myriad of erganiza-
tions, who are marveling and asking ‘ Why does Congress wish women
and children to"die?’” = (Ibid., p. 29.) ' e Y

This is the sort of publicity, presstire, and argument that was used
by this communist legislative general in favor of a bill providing noth-
ing whatever but “investigations and reports,” salaries, traveling ex’
penses, administration, etc., and ‘that prbliibifed_ the use of a cent of
the fund for 'maternity and irfincy “ equipment,” maternity hospitals,”

-ete.- :
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And yet, when Senator Moses introduced a bill for maternity hos-
pitals, and the training of women in maternal nursing, this powerful
communist was able to kill it in 10 minutes, and" exclude it from the
Senate hearings by calling it “ bricks and mortar,” etc., as previously
shown. .

Can it De denied that the entire campaign for this legislation has
been one of insolent threats, juggled statistics, false charges against
Congress, and constant fraud and trickery to capture control of all
American mothers and children?

Although the two Federal child labor laws, declared unconstitu-
tional, arc dead, bhrief review of their history is necessary to illustrate
the methods of the same group of lobbyists regarding pending legis-
lation.

(¢) Origin and Passage of National Child-Labor Legislation

Here again Mys., Kelley is first and foremost. She says :

*“1 made a speech 15 years ago in Washington at which Senators
and Congressmen were present, when 1 reproached them about
their zeal for hogs and boll weevils and ticks in comparison with
what they did and left undone for the working children; and they
took It to heart emough to pass a very poor, feeble child labor law
for the District of Columbia in 1906.” (Senate hearings on 8. 3259,
May, 1920, pp. 52, 53.) %

Mrs. Kelley began the campaign for uniform child-labor legislation
in 1889, with a pamphlet entitled * Qur Toiling Children.” In 1902
the National Consumers’ League (of which Mrs. Kelley was and is
general secretary) started the * invidious comparison” method of
attacking State legislation. In 1903 a New York State Child Labor
Committee was formed, and in 1904 a National Child Labor Com-
mittee, with Mrs. Florence Kelley, Miss Jane Addams, and Miss
Lillian D, Wald on the original board of trustees. Mrs. Kelley also
interested the General Federation of Women’s Clubs and the Nationnal
American Woman Suffrage Association in uniform -child-labor legisla-
tion, becoming vice president of the latter in 1005. At the same
time John Spargo, then a socialist leader (who turned against social-
ism, however, in 1917, and who denounced and opposed the child
labor amendment in 1924 as ' foolish and dishonest, insincere, and
uncandid ’) wrote The Bitter Cry of the Children which became
popular among socialists not only but many others. In 1906 Sena-
tors Beveridge and Lodge were persuaded to introduce national child
labor laws. But, as Mrs. Kelley says: ‘

“Lingering doubts as to the power of Congress to deal with child
labor beset the minds of members of the National Child Labor Com-
mittee, and deprived Senator Beveridge of whole-hearted, unanimous
backing of his bill.” (The Federal Child Labor Law, by Florence
Kelley, Survey, August 26, 1916.)

‘The first legislative success was scored by Mrs. Kelley in the * hog-
story ” campaign, leading to the District of Columbia law in 1906,
In 1907 Owen R. Lovejoy, a socialist, became general secretary of the
National Child Labor Committee. In 1908, as previously shown, the
socialists in their national convention made prohibition of * the
Interstate transportation of the products of child labor ” one of their
chlef industrial “ immediate demands.” '

The National Child Labor Committee, with its * lingering doubts,”
did not come into the campaign whole-heartedly until 1915. Even its
pamphlet, *“The Extent of Child Labor Officially Measured,” issued in
November, 1914, does not mention the necessity of a Federal law, the
National Child Labor Committee having other official * objects MATAE S
promote the welfare of society with respect to the employment of chil-
dren in gainful occupation : to investigate and report the facts concern-
ing child labor; to raise the standard of public opinion and parental
responsibility with respect to the employment of children; to assist in
protecting children by suitable legislation against premature or other-
wise injurious employment: to aid in the enforcement of laws relating
to child labor: to coordinate, anify, and supplement the work of State
or local child labor committees,” etc.

In 1915, however, the National Child Labor Committee was swung
into line behind the soclalist * immediate demand ” of 1908—for pro-
hibition of interstate transportation of the products of child labor—and
a Federal law became its * one controlling purpose,” its * most impor-
tant work” (National Child Labor Committee Bulletin, November,
1915), and “ Help us to sccure a Federal law " the slogan on all its
literature. 1t held two conventions in 1915 to promote a Federal child
labor law, one at Washington January 6~6, 1915, to influence Congress,
and one at San Francisco May 28-31, 1915 (to take advantage of the
Pan American Exposition) at both of which Mrs. Kelley spoke on
“ Child Labor and Illiteracy,” * Child Labor and the Consumer,” and
* Responsibility of the Federal Government,” while Miss Jane Addams
and Miss Julia C. Lathrop, then Chief of the Children’s Bureau, spoke
on “The Child, a Ward of the Nation.” Immediately after the 1915
Washington convention of the National Child Labor Committee Federal
child labor laws were introduced in the House January 26, 1913, by
Representative A. Mitchell Palmer, and in the Senate February 21, 1915,
by Senator Robert L. Owen. It passed the House February 15, 1915,
by 233 to 43, but was killed in the Senate by objections of Senator LEE
8. OVERMAN March 4, 1915. In the next Congress the Keating-Owen bill
to prohibit the interstate transportation of the products of child labor
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was passed, notwithstanding the fact that the House Judiciary Commit-
tec had held that “ Congress could not possibly pass a child labor law.”
(Child Labor Bulletin, May, 1916, p. 56.) :

And thus, in spite of an adverse opinion by the House Judiclary
Committee and the * lingering doubts” of the National Child Labor
Committee itself, as well as of many Congressmen, this part of the
Kelley program, dating back to 1889 on her part, and following the
*“immediate demands” of the Socialist National Convention of
1908 to the Ilctter, became an act of Congress, approved Septem-
ber 1, 1916 (Public 249, 64th Cong.). It was held unconstitu-
tional June 3, 1918, by the United States Supreme Court; passed
again as a ‘“‘ tax on employment of child labor " in the act of February
24, 1919 (Public 254, 65th Cong.), held unconstitational May 2, 1919,
by Federal Judge James . Boyd at Greensboro, N. C., and three years
later, May 15, 1922, held unconstitutional by the United States Su-
preme Court in Bailey v. Drexel Furniture Co.

It has already been shown how the Children's Bureau, after the
first Federal child labor law was held unconstitutional, promoted the
maternity act and the education bill ag *“ indirect” methods of stand-
ardizing children and education. (See pp. 13 and 14 of this memoran-
dum.) Also it has been shown (p. 12 of thig memorandum) that
Miss Grace Abbott (administrator of the first Federal child labor law)
and Miss Julia C. Lathrop ‘began a political campaign to interest
the National League of Women Voters and the National Woman's
Party in an amendment and a * maternity act” shortly after Fed-
eral Judge Boyd had held the second Federal child labor law unconsti-
tutional. ¥

The determination of this Children’s Bureau to clrcumvent the Con-
stitution and the Supreme Court’s decision is also illustrated in the
1919 annual report, \7here the chief admits that the bureau began a
“ back-to-school drive” as a measure “to decrease chiid labor”
(Annual Report, Children’s Bureau, 1919, p. ) and called an inter-
national conference to frame “ minimum standards for the health,
education, and work of normal childrey and for the protection of
special classes of children in the United States.” (Annual Report,
1919, p. 13)

In addition, the bureau chief (then Miss Lathrop) expressed hope
that the *‘standards” of this international conference for * children
of the United States™ might prove a strong influence in securing at-
tention to two * measures worthy of consideration ” which * are really
implicit in the standards,” as she sald: )

“1. Federal aid to States for universal elementary education for the
prompt and immediate abolition of illiteracy and of child labor,

‘2, Federal aid to States for the universéﬂ public protection of
maternity and infancy.” (Annual Report, Children’s Bureau, 1919,
p. 24.)

There, officially stated by the chief of the Children's Bureau, is the
proof of that bureau’s resort to an international convention and its
“ standards,” and to the education bill and the maternity act (* im-
plicit in the standards’) for securing control of American children by
a central bureau, regardless of the Constitution and the courts.

INTERNATIONAL CONTROL OF CHILDREN

Not only did the Children’s Bureau call an international conference
of foreigners to frame * minimum standards for the health, education,
and work of normal children and for the protection of special classes
of children in the United States’ (Children’s Bureau Annual Report,
1819, p. 13), but it bas constantly sought to subject all American legis-
lation for children to foreign * standerdization.”

The Children’s Bureau Annual Report, 1919, also declares :

“ Child welfare is a natlonal, even international, problem of first
magnitude, and the economic aspects of the problem are now most
urgent ” (p. 29). .

Miss Grace Abbott, chief of the Children’s Bureau, in a signed
article in the radical New Majority, September; 1923, and in the New
York Call (socialist organ), September 23, 1923, urges the * child”
labor amendment, with the following as one of her main arguments :

“A large part of the civilized world has adopted not only a national
standard but an international standard with reference to the employ-
ment of children. The most important nations of Europe have joined
in a child labor convention drafted at the International Labor Confer-
ence (of the League of Nations) * * *,

-* Ought it not to be possible for Congress to say that in no section
of this country will children be allowed to work below standards now
established by international agreement among many nationsg?”

Miss Grace Abbott served as *‘ unofficial American observer ” in 1923
on the commission on international traffic in women and children of
the League of Nations. (Woman Citizen, August 25, 1923, p. 18.)

Miss Abbott is quoted in the same article as saying & ’

‘It might well be argued that the problem of securing world peace
is a fundamental problem in child welfare. * #* * To prevent war,
we shall need certain guaranties for children.” (Woman Citizen, Au-
gust 25, 1923, p. 18.)

Shortly after Miss Abbott’s service as * unofficial observer ’’ on the
commission on international trafic in women and children there be-
gan to appear in the press frequent dispatches regarding international
control of children. Tor example: :
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“ Henceforth the children of the world will be under the protection
of the League of Nations. * * * The council of the league, with
the consent of the interested parties, has authorized the concentra-
tion of all child-welfare activities here. A special department will be
created by the league to handle all matters .concerning the protection
of children.” (Geneva dispatch to New York Times, March 16, 1924.)

“ GENEVA, September 19.—Steps have been taken in the commissions
of the League of Nations Assembly to place children under the pro-
tection of the league. The projects provide for reotganlzation of the
permanent commission on traffic in women and children under a new
name, with two groups of experts, one for questions relating to traffic
in women and children and the other for all matters promoting the
welfare of children. The latter group will include representatives of
the prineipal associations concerned with children, especially the Inter-
national Federation for Promoting Child Welfare, with headquarters at
Brussels, the work of which will henceforth be undertaken by the
league.”” (Geneva dispatch to New York Sun, September 19, 1924.)

In addition, Albert Thomas, French socialist, head of the Interna-
tional Labor Office, was brought to Amwerica to lobby for the child labor
amendment,

The testimony of Thomas for the amendment appears at page 73 of
the Senate Hearings on Child Labor, January 10 and 15, 1923, Part II.

Thomas admitted, after some dodging, that he is a socialist (p. 78)
and that he represented the International Association for Labor Legis-
lation as well as the labor office of the League of Nations. (. 76.)

The * International AssocTation for Labor Legislation ” is a product
of the Sccond Socialist International, the socialists, after their defeats
in 1848 and 1871 in attempting revolution * by force and violence,”
going in for revolution Dby fraud and legislation in the name of
“labor,” * consumers’ leagues,” “ workingmen's associations,” ete., ete.

Is it not almost inconceivable that the League of Nations, solemnly
pledged to respect *‘‘the territorial integrity  and political inde-
peudence ” of all nations—and most eager to get the United States
as a member and not to offend American sentiment—should thus
inject itself into the most intimate loeal and domestic
affairs of the American people unless it had been urged and invited
to do so by the same Federal bureau of internationalists that brought
Japs and others here to standardize American legislation for children
in 19197 . .

Among other things Albert Thomas, head of the International Labor
Office of the League of Nations, said:

“ We have, in addition, a proposition to protect the children before
birth. * * * You see, gentlemen, it is, I believe, a full develop-
ment of this effort of international protection.” (Senate hearings,
January 15, 1923, p. 76.) ; ’

“In the first conference we voted also a draft convention for the
situation of children in agricultural work. * * * (Children under
the age of 14 years may not be employed or work in any public or
private agricultural undertaking or any branch thereof except outside
of the hours fixed for school attendance. * #* =*

* Senator SHORTRIDGE. Do you mean farm labor?*

“Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir; farm labor.” (Ibid. 76-77.)

That the league labor office has been acting under * unofficial”
American suggestion in these matters is indicated by the following
dispatch (at a time when the fate of the child labor amendment was
hanging in the halance) :

“ Guxznva, February 13.—At the request of Miss Grace Abbott, of
Washington, the initial meeting of the League of Nations’ Reorganized
Commission for the Protection of Women and Promotion of Child
Welfave, scheduled for next week, has Dbeen postponed to May 20.”
(New York Evening Post, Febroary 13, 1925.)

The league was apparently told, however, that it could go ahead
with iuternational “ education” propaganda. Thus:

“ GrNEVA, February 18— (Associated ‘Press).—The League of Nations
is taking a new step to educate the youth of all countries in the ideals
of world peace, with the encouragement of contact between the young
people of different nationalities, * #* =* The league believes that
the basis of the suggested education of the younger generations should
be teaching the principles and work of the League of Nations ag train-
ing in international cooperation and normal methods of conducting
world affairs.” (Associated Press, February 18, 1925.)

Does it not appear that the league was asked to postpone its ¢ child
welfare’” meeting until after the child labor amendment was acted
upon by the many legislatures in session in January and February,
1925, only because it was feared that the appearance of league inter-
ference then would be represented by our legislators and react against
the amendment?

On the other hand, after 32 State legislatures had rejected or refused
to ratify the amendment up to April 1, 1925, the league labor office
was apparently requested to exert international pressure for recon-
sideration.

Thus the following dispatch :

“ GENEVA, April 2—(Associated Press).—Child-labor conditions 1in
some sections of the United States were condemned to-day by labor
members of the governing board of the international labor office, which
opened a three days’ session,
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“Yan Oudegest, president of the Dutch Labor Federation, and Leon
Jaudaux, of France, president of the General Federation of Labor, urged
publication by the bureau of all possible information on conditions in
Ameriea, expressing the belief that world public opinion could thus
be brought to bear on the Americang and culmkdnate in an improve-
ment. * * =

“ The discussion of conditions in the United States was the sequence
of the recent apparent rejection of an amendment to the Constitution
authorizing Federal laws on the subject of child labor, and arose from
a fear of labor leaders that rejection of the proposed aprendment would
prevent an amelioration of the conditions of children in certain States.
The American conditions were discussed together with those in the
mandated countries and China.” (New York Times, April 3, 1925,
p. 21.)

The same dispatch, however, explaing that Albert Thomas told the
governing board of the labor office that it had “ no right to interfere
in what the United States Government or the State governments were
doing on the child-labor question.

“ He said, however, it was the bureau’s duty to publish all statistical

information, because of its- bearing on general industrial conditions.
Mr. Thomas added that he already had requested the bureau’s repre-

sentative in Washington to coliect and forward facts.” (Ibid.)

Iere it has been shown conclusively that if the “ standards” of the’
Children’s Bureau prevailed “ no section of this country ” could allow
children to work cven on farms without being * blacklisted” and dis-

cussed ‘‘together with the mandated countries and Ching,” until it

conformed to the * international standards ” of Iuropean socialists.
Miss Jane Addams, in her book, Bread and Peace, praises the rec-
ommendations of the British Labor Party (socialist) for ‘ measurcs for

the special relief of children everywhere, without regard to the political-

allegiance of their parents,” as * simple, adequate, and yet how far-
reaching in their consequences.” (Bread and Peace, p. 210.)

Our dunal system of divided and limited Federal and State authority,
when the balance is destroyed, becomes peculiarly oppressive, lit_eral_ly‘

a double Government. . ,

The Federal Government when it encroaches on the State govern-
ments does not wipe out the latter. It superimposes itself upon them,
with the result that we have two governments on our backs to support
and obey in performing the same function.

If the standards, rules, and regulations of an inte_rnntio‘n‘al agenéy g

are added, as the Children’s Bureau and the socialists desire, the Ameri-

can people exchange local self-government for a triple tyr:}nny,‘withr

three governments on their backs and three sets of bureaucrats trying
to standardize children before they are born and up to the age of 18
years.

We respectfully urge that our dual system of government requires
the division of administrative powers, and that neither individual lib-
erty, local self-government, nor the Federal Constitution can survive
If we go on with the duplication of functions of the States by Federal
bureaus, illustrated in the most absurd and extreme form by the
maternity act.

What can be more intimate, personal, domestic, and local than the
relation of mother and child? What form of tyranny, national or inter-
national, can be challenged if this crime nagainst common sense, this
conspiracy against the Constitution, this unscientific and dangerous
dictation of ‘“ social and economic” fanatics over the health of mothers
and babies, i3 renewed and extended after its failure, its menace to the
lives of mothers and infants, and its communist nature, origin, and
object are all @emonstrated beyond reasonable doubt?

(d) Origin, Teat, and Passage of “ Ohild ” Labor Amendment

The first Federal child-labor law, even before it was held uncon-
stitutional, was deemed by Mrs. Kelley only as “a step toward
equality for Amemrican children.” And  even then, she showed her
determination to secure Federal legislation eventually against rural
child labor, despite the specific exemptions made by Congress in the
act of September 1, 1916. Mrs. Kelley wrote:

“The factory children and mine children having at length caught
the attention of Uncle Sam, so long blind and deaf to their need, the
enormougly larger numbers engaged in agriculture can not forever be
ignored; the inevitable logical sequel of this law is Federal aid to

education.” (The Federal Child Labor Law, by Mrs. Florence Kelley, .

Survey, August 26, 1916.)

In the same article, she again stated:

* Not until the National Child Labor Committee stationed Alexander
J. McKelway in Washington * * * o promote the Federal child
labor bill in Congress, did the committee deserve its name. Hence-
forth, however, its task will be truly pational * * *_ Upon it will

rest the burden, also, of extending to the rural wage-earning children’

the benefits which the present law promises to those in a limited

number of Industries * * *  TUnder the guidance of its secretary,

Owen R. Lovejoy, whose patient statesmanship has achieved the success
of to-day, the National Child Labor Committee may reasonably hope
to free the Republic from the cruelty and shame of child labor.”

In spite of Mrs. Kelley and of Owen R. Lovejoy, a socialist on the
National Child Labor Committee as general secretary, since 1907,
that committee with its *lingering doubts” and its legitimate other
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objects and nonsoclalist supporters, has always lagged far behind
Mrs. Kelley and the Children’s Bureau in demanding natlonal control
of child labor. It has already been shown that Miss Grace Abbott was
out for an amendment giving Congress power to * establish minimum
labor standards® in February, 1920, after the gecond child labor law
had Dbeen held unconstitutional by a Federal judge in North Carolina,
May 2, 1919, and while the case was pending in the Supreme Court
of the United States. .

When the Supreme Court held the second child labor law unconsti-
tutional, efforts for an amendment were redoubled by Mrs. Kelley and
Miss Abbott. i
" On the contrary, neither the American Federaticn of Labor nor the
National Child Labor Committee then demanded an amendment. (See
the testimony of Samuel Gompers and Owen R. Lovejoy at the original
House Judiciary Committee hearings, June 1, 1922.) Mr. Gompers,
in fact, advocated and brought in a brief about an *‘involuntary servi-
tude” Dbill. But Mrs. Kelley insisted they would be *“ morons” who
“ learn nothing by experience ” unless they backed an amendment. As
usual, Mrs. Kelley’'s views prevailed. Mr. Gompers's *“ involuntary
gervitude ” bill was discarded, and the Federation of Labor and the
National Child Labor Committee were swung into line by this powerful
communist. In 1923, they, as well as 10 of the ¢ Women’s Joint Con-
gressional Committee " organizations, were all marshaled behind Mrs.

Kelley’'s amendment, together with the subcommittee of the Senate’

Judiciary Committee. It was Mrs. Kelley’s amendment that prevailed
and was finally proposed by Congress—all the proposals of Senators
Lodge, Johnson, Townsend, Walsh of Montana, and of the National
Child Labor Committee, through its counsel, William Draper Lewis,
being discarded, like the Gompers’s “ involuntary servitude bill, when
Mrs, Kelley insisted upon the ‘ spacious wording » of the McCormick
resolution, representing the objectives of herself and the Children’s
Bureau,

That Mrs. Kelley was the chief draftsman of the McCormick-Foster
‘gmendment and assumed direct leadership whenever Senators on the sub-
committee or counsel for the National Child Labor Committee proposed
any interference with its *‘ spacious wording ”’ 1s demonstrated in the
Senate hearings, January 10, 1923,

For example, Mrs. Kelley says:

“ When we were laboring over the drafting of it,” ete. (p. 89).

At page 49 Mrs. Kelley declares her participation in the drafting
of the amendment and “in the sclection of a Senator who should be
asked to introduce the bill,”” and that she had made the adoption of
that particular amendment her * chief occupation in relation with
Congress until an amendment should be adopted ” (p. 49).

Further tribute to her leadership and responsibility for the text’

of the amendment is revealed in part as foilows:

Senator WALsH of Montana. * Mrs. Kelley, evidently you had some-
thing to do with drafting of this resolution. Will you tell nus what
idea was intended to be covered by the concluding words of the reso-
Intion—what it means?” (Senate hearings, January 10, 1923, p. 91.)

When Senators presumed to suggest constitutional complications
and effects, she retorted:

“ T might say that I am myself an attorney; I have been admitted
to practice before the bar since 1894. I have been dealing with con-
gtitutional things under the guidance of one of our present justices
of the Supreme Court for the long term of nine years, when he was
advocating the constitutionality of legislation for both men and
women in the matter of having their hours of work contracted. My
attention has not been limited exclusively to statutes” (p. 90).

Mnally, Senator WaLsH of Montana asked:

« Before you lcave us, Mrs. Kelley, I understand the purport of
your talk now to be that you would like to have us report this amend-
ment exactly as it is in the McCormick resolution?’™

Mrs. KeLLEy. “ No: I am not insisting upon its being reported ex-
actly as it is there. I am only hoping that we may not have so great
a multiplicity of amendments coming in” (p. 91).

Willinm Draper Lewis, counsel for the National Child Labor Com-
mittee, had wanted the following amendment:

«That Congress shall have concurrent power with the several
States to limit or prohibit the labor of children.” (Ibid. p. 81.)

But Mrs. Kelley—not Miss Abbott—took the fleld of Ileadership
against that, too, objecting to the word * children,” etc., in her
testimony and in a subsequent letter to the committee at page 121.

Yenator WALST, of Montana, declared:

« Mrs. Kelley, you would be helpful to us if you would take the
draft now proposed by Professor Lewis and tell us what you feel
ought to be added to it™ (p. 91).

Instead of adding to the Lewis proposal, Mrs. Kelley denounced it as
“ gstonishing, being introduced without previous conference with the
Chief of the Children's Bureau or the organizations that the National
Child Labor Committee is supposed to be cooperating with,” in a letter
to the committee (p. 121), and William Draper Lewis himself was per-
guaded to abandon it. (Letter from Mr. Lewis to Senator SHORTRIDGH,
p. 123, Senate hearings, January 10, 1923.)
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Thus the socialist origin “and control of the text of the * chila”
jabor amendment—including the elimination of any reference to
“ child” or * children "—is indisputable.

All the proposals that did not include the ‘full power demanded by
Mrs. Kelley and Miss Abbott were ruthlessly discarded, whether they
came from Republican and Democratic Congressmen, or from Mr,
Gompers, or Mr. Lewis, counsel for the National Child Labor Committee.

Representative VicTor BERGER put it all in a nutshell when he said:

“ 1t is a socialist amendment, and that i{s why I am for it.” (Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp, April 29, p. 7738.) g

COMMUNIST CAMPAIGN TO ABOLISH INDIVIDUAL FARMING

The intense interest of Mrs. Kelley and the Children’s Bureau in
« pural ” provisions of the original maternity act; the Children’s Bu-
reau effort in 1919 “to abolish rural child labor by an indirect attack "
through national control of education; and the demands that the child
labor amendment cover unpaid labor as well as employment, and that
no exemption be made In the amendment, even for persons under 18
“in the homes and on the farms where they reside,” or “in the home
of the parent or parents” (sce CONGRESSIONAL REconrp, April 26,-1924,
pp. 7483, 7485, first edition) can not be explained otherwise than as
part of the communist effort to “ gocialize ” farming and destroy the
independence of the individual farmer. On the other hand, it can be
demonstrated as such.

For over 70 years communists have predicted and promoted the
doom of the small farmer and- the concentration of agriculture into
huge industrial plants, with * agricultural armies ” working them, as
absolutely essentlal to communist success.

In the communist manifesto Marx and Engels praise capitalism for
rescuing “a considerable part of the population from the jdiocy of
rural life.” They advocate * establishment of industrial armies, espe:
cially for agriculture.” :

In Das Kapital, Marx says that in agriculture “ modern industry has
a more revolutionary effect than elsewhere, for this reason, that it
annihilates the peasant, that bulwark of the old society ” (vol. 1, p.
513), while Engels expresses the hope that the vast prairies of America
and the steppes of Russia will *ruin all the great European landlords”
(vol. iii; part ii, p. 260).

It was also the French peasantry which twice destiroyed soclalist
dictatorships after they had been established in Paris in 1848 and
1871, leading Engels to write: * In France no lasting revolution against
the small farmers is possible.” (Die Neue Zeit, 1895, 1, p. 301.)

Vicror Brreur, at the 1908 National Socialist Convention, said :

*1 belong to the working-class movement—it ig a movement that
wants to win, a movement that wants to get control of this country.
Now, I tell you, comrades, that you will never get control of the United
States unless you have the farming class with you. The farmers do
not even need to fight. If the farmers refuse to bring produce to the
clty of Chicago for six weeks, no matter whether we have control of
Chicago or not, we are gome up. If the farmers of the country sur-
rounding Milwaukee refuse to bring gupplies to the city of Milwaukee
for three weeks, no matter whether we control the city or not, by
force of arms or any other way, we lose.”” (Official proceedings, p. 15.)

VicrorR BERGER, member of the platform or resolutions committee
of that 1908 National Socialist convention, also said :

« There is no intention and no inclination on the part of the plat-
form committee to deny that we stand for the common ownership of
the land. I fully agree with Comrade Carey on that point. It 1is
gimply a question of how he expresses it.” (Procecdings, p. 183.)

In short, the only anxiety was to keep the farmer from finding out
what the Socialists really wanted from the way they wrote the plat-
form! There were too many small farmers, for * common ownership
of the land” to be a popular political issue,.

The 1908 Socialist National Convention did adopt a declaration for
“ public ownership of all land,” but it proved so unpopular that it
was withdrawn within three months, Explaining this incident in the
1912 convention, Delegate Stallard (Kansas) ‘declared :

« I pelieve that some time in the far-distant future that no man-will
privately own a place to bury himself or a garden spot, but I do not
believe that social development has reached the point that we should
demand that now.’ (Proceedings, 1912, p. 79.)

Socialists are admittedly playing a confidence game on the farmers.
In fact, Friederich Engels, in a letter to the American Socialist Sorge,
characterizes it as a * confidence game ” (bauernfangerii), while Schippel,
another Socialist leader, calls their * agrarian program " a “piece of
political charlatanism.” (See Marxism Versus Socialism, by Prof.
V. G. Simkhoviteh, of Columbia University, p. 64 et seq.)

Thus Brrciw in 1908, fearing the small farms might continue, urged
caution in the way Socialist demands for confiscation of lands were

Victor BERGER added:

«% #» # Centralization in land has not taken the same form as it
did in industry.

“ In other words, the prediction of the Marxians that we would some
day have centralized the gmall farms into big farms of 100,000 or a
million acres has not come true.
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“We do not know what the future of agriculture 1s going to be,
We do not know whether In the future agrieulture will be conducted
on a very large scale or whether the future of agriculture will be the
intensive farming of very smuall tracts. There iz a great deal to be
sald on both gides. * * #* And the truth is that centralization hag
not taken place in agriculture, as it has in the field of industry.”
(Ihid. p. 183.)

What was the reason given by Miss Grace Abbott for including farm
labor in the child labor amendment? It was the Marxian reason, the
validity of which even Victor Berger himself doubted.

Miss Abbott testified :

“We do not know what will develop with reference to agricultural
labor in the future at all. We may have in the next 10 years or the
aext 100 years a totally changed situgdion from what we have now.
We may have a vast growth of large-scale agriculture, and children
will not be employed on the home farm but under conditions approxi-
mating industrial employment.” (House hearings, February—March,
1924, p. 35.)

In short, the child labor amendment was admittedly framed with the
gocialization of farming on a large scale, as predicted by Marx and
Eugels, in full view, with the Chief of the Children's Bureau using
even the exact jargon of the Socialists.

At the 1912 National Socialist convention the report of the commit-
tee on farmers’ program, made by A. M. Simmons, a Kansas declegate,
urged them not to repudiate the communist manifesto as to land
ownership; he saw encouragement of large-scale acgriculture in “ the
disappearance of the horse,” and suggested that if the agricultural
cxpsriment farms could be made ‘“ mnot primarily experimental but
primarily productive, operated by society,” they could make such
large-scale governmental farming in the United States “ the foundation
of sgocial production by giving us a grip upon the source of food
supply.” (Official proceedings National Soclalist convention, 1912,
p. G7.)

In short, the socialist effort since 1848, and particularly after the
French peasants wrecked the two Paris “ communes,” has Leen to de-
stroy the small farmer with his love of private property, “ sociallze”
his land, and thus drive him into the ranks of the industrial workers
in cities or into “ agricultural armies' on the vast farms which
Karl Marx, Engels, and Miss Grace Abbott have pictured.

If the child labor amendment were adopted and farm labor pro-
hibited up to 18 years, the average small farmer, who can not hire
outside labor in competition with the demand for industrial labor in
the cities, but must depend upon his sons for help during harvest,
and with chores, would be forced to give up farming and enter into
the class of farm or industrial laborers.

The Socialist National Convention proceedings, 1908, declare :

“ We are just as much opposed to children working on farms as
we are to children working in the factories, and we stand to abolish
the whole present system of production” (p. 186).

Thus the child labor amendment, principally drafted by Mrs. Kelley,
soclalist, was not only designed to serve soclalism by increasing central-
ized governmental power—a necessity to any dictatorship—and by mak-
ing it impossible for parents to support their children without ‘ Federal
aid ” doles for persons under 18; and by giving adult labor stronger
control of essential Industries by elimination of youthful apprentices,
etc.; but it is also shown to have been designed to pave the way
and fit the conditions of the * large-scale’ industrialized agriculture
on which the sole hope of communism for a *lasting revolution
rests. .

At the 1912 Socialist National Convention, A. M. Simons, chair-

man of the committee on farmers’ program, sald:

“We are making tremendous inroads into the factory workers.
The only hope that capitalism has to sweep back the on-rolling tide
of revolution is to back up against us the workers of the farms.” (Pro-
ceedings, p. 67.)

It was also shown at the same convention that soclialists, in Ger-
many and elsewhere, “ had tried not to scare the farmers by demand-
ing the socialization of land.” (Ibid. p. 77.)

In 1924 the socialists ‘ tried not to scare the farmers” in demand.
ing national guardianship of their sons and daughters up to 18—
but the farmers were not fooled.

In a bitterly sarcastic attack on the American farmer for taking
pride In “his” farm and * his” crop, entitled “ The Tin Lizzie Peas-
antry,” in the Daily Worker, March 14, 1925, in which the communists
argue at great length that the farmers are ‘ obsessed with this prop-
erty concept” that is *one of the strangest illusions of present-day
life,” is this final admission :

“A proletarian revolution with the mass of the farmers in active
aud organized opposition is wholly impossible.”

() ORIGIN AND PROPAGANDA FOR SMITH-TOWXNER EDUCATION BILL

At the Senate education bill hearing, January 1, 1924, Mrs. Kelley
said :

"1 was one of a group of five persons to draft the preliminary rudi-
ments which afterwards grew into the bill introduced by the commis-
sion, the bill which was a sort of germ of the Smith-Hughes hill; but
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the war came, and the action was deferred, and then came the commis-
sion, and then the bill” (p. 54).

Thus Mrs. Kelley was one of five persons who got up the bill recom-
mended in the 1914 Report of the Congressional Commission on National
Aid to Vocational Education—finally enacted February 23, 1917, as the
vocational education act—the parent * Federal aid {o education ™ bill.

At the May, 1915, annual conference of the national child labor com-
mittee Mrs. Kelley said:

“The most effective child labor law has always been a compulsory
education law keeping children in school 40 weeks in the year,. % ok #
For more than a generation school attendanee laws and child-labor
vestrictions have been, as it were, Slamese twins.” (Child Labor Bul-
letin, May, 1916, p. 76.)

At the same conference Mrs. Kelley also declared:

“For 340 years this country has locked its vital statistics in the
vault of the Census Bureaun. We do not know Low many children ara
Lorn, or how many fathers and mothers, or how many mothers work for
wages, * * * The Children’s Bureau has worked out a system of its
own for interesting people in tlie subject of birth registration and should
receive your interest and support that its appropriation may be in-
creased and its work extended, for without birth registration there can
be no euforcement of child labor laws. (Ibid. p. 14.)

“ Without unlversal, complete registration of births how are Federal
attorneys to prove to the satisfuction of Federal judges and juries that
a manufacturer * * * employs children below the age of 14 years?"”
(Ibid. p. 74.)

Here it is shown how Mrs. Kelley's interest in education, Dlirth
registration, ete., all revolved around her economic and industrial
legislative program; and later it will De shown that the * Siamese
twins ” of BMrs. Kelley's program are the same as those of the coin-
munist international for the *‘ complete transformation of the condi-
tions of juvenile labor and its socialist reorganization.”

In 1920 the National League of Women Voters, at its Chlcago con-
vention, IFebruary 12, indorsed and lLegan a Dbig drive for the Smith-
Towner education Dill.

There, again, 1t was Mrs. Kelley who ‘‘ showed the need of Federal
legislatlon for education.” (National League of Women Voters Cam-
paign Bulletin on Citizenship, May, 1920, p. 3.)

After Mrs. Kelley showed them the need the league proclaimed:

“ Immediate work for league members—members of the League of
Women Voters should become trained propagandists for the educa-
tion of public opinion as to the importance of this bill (Smith-Towner
bill) using the same methods which won the Susan B. Anthony
amendment. * * * State chalrmen should send personal letters
addressed to their Scnators and Representatives in Congress. * »* =*
An answer stating the point of view of the man addressed should also
be requested and this reply forwarded to your chairman.” (Ibig, p. 2.)

On the front page of thls campaign bulletin the National League
of Women Voters boasted :

“ Before the league assembles for tlfe convention of 1921 the United
States will be far on the road to equality of opportunity for educa-
tion for men, for women, and for children, native and foreign born.
This is to be accomplished through the medium of the public schools
by means of Federal and State legislation promoted and engineered
by the members of the National League of Women Voters.” (Ibid.)

Since Mrs. Kelley * showed the need of Federal legislation for edu-
cation” to the National League of Women Voters, as it admits, in
the same bulletin, “ by an analysis of industrial and economic condi-
tions,” holding that * Iederal legislation is imperative” to protect
children from ** moneyed interests,” which she charged, were the * de-
termining factor” of the school age In the various States—all of
wiich is set forth in the above campaign bulletin—is it not eminently
more fair and accurate to note that this legislation was in reality
* promoted and engineered ” by Mrs. Kellsy, with the members of the
league simply acting as assistant propagandists and as a collecting
agency of Congressmen’s replies? )

However, Mrs. Kelley herself objected, in 1924, to the provisions of
the Sterling-Reed education bill-—Ulecause it left too much to the States
and did not provide * that the money shall be used in due proportion
for all the children,” white and black. At that time Mrs. Kelley spoke
on bebalf of the National Asscciation for Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple, an organization on which she has served as a director for 12
years.

In short, the education bill was not radircal enough for Mrs, Kelley
after Senator Sterling and others modified it slightly. She wanted
more abselute and direct Federal control, more socialist “ equality,”
and an exact per capita ‘“distribution” of money among white and
negro children., She sald:

*This bill ought to he safeguarded, better safeguarded than it is
as to the moncy and as to the * * * unfavored children of tha
Republic,”

CHILDREN’S BUREAU SOCIALIST BASE

By securing after seven years of effort the establishment of tha
Children’s Bureau in the Department of Labor, with Hull House ap.
pointees as chiefs, Mrs. Kelley gained a foothold in the Federal Govern«
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" ment, an agency through which to operate, as well as a * front” be-
hind which to work for her socialist program.

True to the intentions of its founders, the Children’s Bureau has
been steadily spreading socialistle doctrines and sponsoring socialist
legislation, :

It has been shown conclusively that both Mrs, Kelley and the Chil-
" dren’s Bureau have worked together constantly, under the leadership
of Mrs. Kelley, for central control and standardization of children;
that their main effort has been for a revolutionary socialistic amend-
ment to the Constitution of the TUnited States specifically granting
power to limit, regulate, and prohibit the labor of all persons in all
occupations up to 18 years, and implicitly granting Federal power to
standardize edueation, guardianship, relation of parent and child, ete.,
as a condition prerequisite to the right of youth to earn a living or
even work their way through school or college. It has also been shown
that both Mrs. Kelley and the Children’s Bureau have sought to abolish
" “rural child labor,” including the unpaid chores of children om the
home farm, both in the amendment and in working for *‘ education.”

Now it will be shown that the exact things contained in the child
labor amendment are the * aim of the economic program ’ of the Com-
munist International at Moscow, as well. as a part of the soclalist
program in the communist manifesto of 1848, by Marx and Engels.

The official * resolutions adopted at the Fourth Congress of the Young
Cemmunist International,” officially published by the Young Communist
International executive committee at Moscow and sold by the Young
Worker, official organ of the Young Communist International in
America, declares:

*“ The problem of the method of approach to the masses was solved
by the third congress—the nucleus as the means and the economic and
antimilitaristic struggle as the end.

“The aim of the economic prograin was clearly defined as ‘ The
socialist reorganization of juvenile labor, the recognition of the right
of the.youth to- educational training up to the age of 18 years at the
cost of ‘the state.” (Foreword.)

The third congress of the Young Communist International at Mos-
cow, November 7 to December 3, 1922, declared:

“ The militant program of the Young' Communist International
* * * must proclaim * * *
thé conditions of juvenile Ilabor
tiog, % %"

“ The basis and aim of our program is the—

“ Socialistic reorganization. of juvenile labor.

‘ This means:

“Abolition of wage slavery for all young workers up to 18 years,
" who must be cared for by the state and treated from an educational
point of view until they have attained this age.” (Programs of the
Young Cominunist International, issued by its executive committee,
February 20, 1923, p. 49.)

The Young Communist International is called the “right hand” of
the Communist International by Gregory Zinoviev, president of the
Communist International and founder of the Young Communist Inter-
national. (Resolutions of fourth congress, Young Communist Interna-
tional, p. 6.) '

Likewise the Young Workers’ League of America (American
branch of the Young Communist International) at its second national
convention, Chicago, May 20-22, 1923, carrying out the order direct
from Moscow, made its first demand, as follows:

“ Demands of the Young Workers’ League—

“ 1, Abelition of child labor,

*“The militant program of the Young Workers’
must proclaim the ultimate and fundamental aim of the young worker,
the complete transformation of the conditions of juvenile labor, and
its socialist reorganization. This means abolition of all wage slavery
for all young workers up to 18 years of age. The young workers
must be cared for by the state and treated from an educational point
of view until they have attained this age.” (Resolutions and theses
of the Young Workers' League of America, 1923, p. 12.)

It will be noted that the demands of the Young Workers' League of
America are, with the exception of one or two slight verbal changes,
alisolutely identical with those of the Young Communist International
cited above.

Thus it is demonstrated by documentary evidence that before, during,
and after Mrs. Kelley’s insistence on the ‘“ gpacious wording’ of the
child labor amcndment, it was * the basis and aim ' of the program
of the Young Communist International at Moscow, and the first demand
of its American branch, to do the exact things which Mrs. Kelley’'s
amendment provided power to do in the United States!

Moreover, there is the direct personal testimony of Senator WiI-
LiAax H. King, of Utah:

“0Of courwe, it is obvious that under the gulse of the amendment
they will in time take charge of children the same as the Bolsheviks
are doing in Russia, and control not only their labor and their
education, but after a time determine whether they shall receive
religious instruction or not, the same as the Bolshevists do in Russia.
It is a scheme to destroy the State, our form of government, and to
introduce the worst form of communism into American institutions.

and its socialistic reorganiza-
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‘take a trip to Moscow to investigate * health conditions,” etc.

the complete transformation of "

League * *

JULY 3

“# & = TWvery Belshevik, every extreme Communist and Socialist
In the United States is back of the measure. The Bolsheviks of Rugsia
were famililar with the scheme that was about to be launched to
amend our Constitution. In conversation with one of the leading
Bolsheviks In the city of Moscow, one of the educators, when I was
there last September and October, I was remonstrating with bim
about the scheme of the Bolsheviks to have the state take charge of
the children. *‘Why,’ he said, ‘you are coming to that,’ and he called
my atteation to the statutes in many of the States in regard to
compulsory education, Then he said, ‘A number of Socialists in the
United States,” and he mentioned a number of names, but I shall not
mention them here, ‘are back of the movement to amend your Con-
stitution of the United States, and it will be amended, and you will
transfer to the Federal Gogrnment the power which the Bolshevik
Government is asserting now over the young people of the state.

“ Of course, this is a communistie, Bolshevistic scheme, and a lot
of good people, misled, are accepting it, not knowing the evil con-
sequences which will result and the sinister purposes back of the
measure.” (CONGRESSIONAL REcorD, May 81, 1924.)

At the time the * child” labor amendment was submitted to the
States for ratification, Miss Lillian D. Wald, of the Henry Street
settlement, New York, Mrs. Kelley's lifelong friend and the originator
of the idea of a * children’s bureau,” in 1909 had a sudden call to
(See
Survey Graphic, December 1, 1924.) Miss Anna Louise Strong—former
exhibit expert of the Children’s Bureau—was already in Moscow as
correspondent for American communist papers. Shortly after Miss
Wald's return to America from Moscow, in the fall of 1924, the full
force of communist strength in America was openly proclaimed to
‘“compel ” the State legislatures to ratify the amendment, and the
Daily Worker, official communist organ, December 1 and December 5,
1924, placed the child labor amendment at the head of its * united-
front "’ campaign, saying: >

“ State legislatures must be compelled to ratify immediately the
child labor amendment to the Constitution. Capitalism’s Congress and
State legislatures must be compelled to pass laws providing for full
Government maintenance of all school children of workers and poor
farmers.” (December 5, p. 2.)

The same number and article, by the editor of the Daily Worker,
bitterly attacked President Coolidge and complained of the  niggardly
appropriations ”” to the United States Children’s Bureau and the United
States Women’s Bureau, and said:

‘ Salaries in the Children’s Bureau are to be cut and general ex-
penses are to be slashed. The disappearing minimum of protection
offered will thus be further crippled.

* Promotion of the welfare and hygiene of maternity and infancy gets
a stab In the back by having its appropriation sheared for the sum of
$19,172. :

“ Similar treatment is meted out to the Women’s Bureau, the Bureau
on Labor Statistics, and every other activity that might show the
least tendency to ease the burden of labor.

“ These are only some of the truths of Coolidge’s ‘economy’ pro-
gram,” etec. (Ibid.)

The Daily Worker, December 15, 1924, editorially declared:

‘“No cannibal was ever born who devoured his human meal with
greater relish than the joy with which capitalism feeds upon - its
youth, Capitalism will always fight for the right to send children
into the maw of the great industrial machines as competitors with
their fathers and mothers, their grown brothers and sisters in the
slave market of the wageworkers.

“The problem of child labor, like * * * other ills inherent in
the present social system, will endure as long as capitalism lasts.

‘“The struggle against child labor, the struggle against unemploy-
ment, is fundamentally the struggle to end the capitalist system and

“That is the struggle of the Workers (Communist) Party and the
Young Workers (Communist) League in their joint war against child
labor. Labor must learn that the fight against child labor is a fight
to sabolish the capitalist state, an effort to establish soviet rule,
* * * and the ushering in of the communist social order under
which children will become heirs of their childhood for the first time
since human history began.”

‘The same editorial bitterly ridicules the late Thomas R. Marshall for
having upheld the * God-given right’” of youth under 18 to earn a
living in an article Mr. Marshall had written against the child labor
amendment.

The Workers’ Monthly, official monthly communist organ in the
United States, likewise took up the ratification campaign, January,
1925, with a leading editorial and also a feature article by Anna Louise
Strong, picturing in glowing colors communist care of women and
children in Soviet Russia.

The editorial declared :

“What will happen under a proletarian régime is strikingly illus-
trated by the story in this issue by Anna Louise Strong, formerly of
Seattle and now in Russia. Anna Louise Strong tells about the one
spot on the globe where the life problems of the working class are
being solved In .a comprehensive manner,
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“It is only when the workers of the United States have similar
power to contrel, through their own government of workers’ councils,
the social and economic life of the country that child labor will cease
its destructive work.” :

“ The prohibition of child tabor, unless it is accompanied by govern-
mental maintenance of the children, is absolutely ineffective. * * *
And such pressure upon the capitalist government, in order to have any
effect whatever, must be given point and substance by demands for
governmental inaintenance of all children of school age, such main-
tenance to be paid for by special taxes upon large incomes. The rich,
who appropriate the wealth preduced by the working class, must be
made to disgorge a part of it for this purpose as one of the first steps

toward making them disgorge all * * * to make way for the new
system of society.”
Thus the Children’s Bureau program of legislation, including an

amendment providing power to effect * the complete transformation of
the conditions of juvenile labor and its socialistic reorganization,”’ is
shown to be the official “Dbasis and aim” of the Young Communist
International. i

Even the comm.uulst age limit of 18 years, adopted at the Third Con-
gress of the Young Communist International at Moscow, November,
1922, was forced into the amendment by Mrs. Kelley and Miss Abbott
in 1923, when the National Child Labor Committee and the Senate Ju-
dicinry Subcommittee wanted to use ‘‘ child.”

Even the so-called antimilitarist campaign of the communists,
which, as they explain, is only “ the struggle against bourgeois mili-
tarism ” and “is therefore the preparation of the proletarian rvevolu-
“tion * * * .to transform each imperialist war * * * into the
civil war and revolution,” is found reflected exactly in the pacifism of
Mrs. Kelley, Miss Abbott, Miss Lathrop, and Miss Jane Addams in their
Women's International League, which has led the campaign against
“bourgeois militarism " in the United States and at the same time
praised and defended Soviet Russia with its vast red Army and its
“ militarization of labor " and conscription of women, saying, ‘ Russia
leads the world in her attempt to establish peace.” (W. I. L. Official
Bulletin, June, 1923, p. 2.) ;

Again, Mrs., Kelley’s * Siamese twins’” (centralized power over the
labor and education of all youth) are found in the proposed twenticth
amendment and in the propaganda of Mrs. Kelley and the Children’s
Bureau hitherto cited no less than they are found in the official
communist demands.

Senator KinNg, oune of the Dbest-Informed investigators of revolutlon-
ary legislation and propaganda, called the child labor amwendment a
scheme to destroy our form of government and “ to introduce the
worst form of communism into American institutions.”

There is much more documentary evidence of the truth of Senator
KinGg’s observation thian could be cited in a single volume. We present
only a few of many possible citations showing, we belleve, beyond
reasonable doubt, that the ‘“ worst form of communisny’”’ to be found
in the theories of Engels, Marx, and Bebel, as well as the worst form
of communism put into practice by the Bolsheviks in Russia, is that
form which makes women and children the wards of the state, to
remove the * economic foundations’ of marriage and of morallty.

Furthermore, it will be shown that the worst commmunist in Soviet
Russia of whom there 1s official record, a conrmunist who was too
radical even for Lenin and Trotski to approve her entire program—
Alexandra Kollontay, first Commissar of the Scviet Department of
Social Welfare—was incdorsed in an officlal booklet of the United States
Children’s Bureau, No. 57, “ Maternity Benefit Sygtems in Certain For-
eign Countries,” issued in May, 1919, as the author of ‘ the most com-
prehensive study of maternity Lenefits and insurance whieh has yet
appeared in any language.” (Children's Bureau publication No. 57,
p. 173.) This was done over six months after Alexandra XKollontay
had been exposcd by the TUnited States Government and American
newspapers as a German-paid traitor (see “ The German-Bolshevik
Conspiracy,” issued in October, 1918, by U. 8. Bureau of Public
Information, Document No. 7, ete.) and after a storm of world-wide
protest had been aroused Ly the measures taken under Mnre. Kollontay's
* most comprehensive ” system in Soviet Russia.

And the Children's Bureau has never withdrawn or modified that in-
dorsement, notwithstanding severe criticism in the United States Sen-
ate and elsewhere, since Senator JAMES A. ReEp of Missouri first ex-
posed and denounced it in June, 1921. It persists in recommending
Kollontay’s book—at the expense of American taxpayers—and although
the Children’s Bureau has *investigated and reported’ almost every-
thing under the sun, from the illegitimacy laws of Norway to the
amount of *“hoeing in the home garden” done by children in North
Dakota (Child Labor in North Dakota, p. 13), it has not published one
word of exposure or of criticism of the Bolshevik corruption and na-
tionalization of children in Soviet Russia—the greatest crime against
childhood and motherhood recorded in history. In fact, it appears that
Anna Louise Strong, former ecxhibit expert of the United States Chil-
dren’s Bureau, hag actually become a sort of successor to Kollontay
‘in colonizing children in Russia!. The Daily Worker, official American
communist organ, March 3, 1925, declared:
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“ ANNA LOUISE STRONG, AMERICAN JOURNALIST, IS HEAD OF CHILDREN'S
COLONY MOVEMENT IN SOVIET RUSSIA

“A new children’s colony in Russia has been started by sympathizers
in this country, another will be begun in a few days, and two or three
more will have their inception in probably less than a month. Our coi-
respondent, Anna Louise Strong, who has just returned from Russia,
will return to the Soviet Republic in May to begin the new John Reed
colony in Novgorod Gubernia, started by subscriptions of lovers of
Russia and her children, in a group in New Zork, * * * A dinner
was given to Miss Strong by these sympathizers * * * g0 to 70
women and men in the New York group. * * * The Soviet Gov-
ernment has given Miss Strong about 900 acres of land and a monastery
and buildings in Novgorod.” .

The communist paper mentions no names of the * New York group.”

“ THE CENTRAL TRAGEDY OF THE DBOLSHEVIST\ REGIME 7

What is this “ colonization of children’ in Soviet Russia? Bir Paul
Dukes, one of the greatest authorities on Russia, writes:

“ The central tragedy of the Bolshevist régime in Russia is an or-
ganized effort to subvert and corrupt the minds of children * * =
It has always Leen a Bolshevist principle to fight the institution of the
family. Mme. Kollontay's writings can leave no doubt on that score,
even in the minds eof the skeptical. The idea is to remove children at
an early age from parental care and bring them up in colonies.” (New
York Times, July 17, 1921.)

Prof. Boris Sokoloff, although a socialist and member of the first
all-Russian constituent assembly of January, 1918, writes:

“I am prepared to forgive the DBolsheviki many things, almost every-
thing ; but there is one thing which I can not and will not forgive
them, namely, those experiments, poritively criminal and worthy of the
most savage iribes of the African jungle, which the Bolsheviki have
been making all this time with our young generation, with our
¢hildren. This crime knows no parallel in the history of the world.
They have destroyed morally ag well as physically a whole Russian
generation.” (Volia Russii, ' Will of Russia, February 16, 1921.)

Lijeut. A. W, Klieforth, who was assistant military attaché in Russia
when the Bolsheviks came into power, and who was one of the State
Department’s leading witnesses at the recognition of Russia hearings
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1924, described
communist socialization of children in Iebruary, 1920, in part as

Tfollows :

“If you want to visit your children—that is to say, those who were
once your children—who have been removed to the communal schools,
you will get a permit, because the children are not really yours at
all, but have become wards of the state. All the children have Deen
deported irom their homes to those schools. The younger generation
in Petrograd is systematically herded into freight cars and sent away
from 800 to 1,000 miles to completely isolated institutions, where they
are trained in the principles of communism.

‘ Deportation, however, is but the first step. Parents have a habit
of loving their children * * * and by whatever influence or
bribes they are able to bring to bear, seek to discover and rejoin them.
Therefore, the soviet carefully destroys all records of birth and rela-
tionship, leaving nothing undone to completely isolate every child in
Russia from all human ties, except those relations advocated by
bolshevism.

“If you live in Petrograd and your mother is dying in Moscow, you
say, ‘I want to visit my mother who is dying in Moscow.” The in-
variable reply is, ‘That is no excuse. Your mother has no more relp-
tion to you than any other woman citizen of this Soviet Republic.’”
(New York Timey, February 15, 1920.)

That this doctrine was not only practiced, but officially preached by
the communists is proven at length in Alexandra Kollontay’s ¢ Com-
munism and the Family,” but the best short and comprehensive official
statement is by the wife of the president of the Communist Inter-
national. '

“We mugt nationalize the children.”

Madam Lelina, wife of Gregory Zinoviev (president of the Com-
munist International) and ccimmissar of social welfare of the north-
ern commune (Petrograd), in the official journal of the Soviet Com-
missariat of Public Bducation, No. 4, says:

“ We must nationalize the children. We must remove the children
from the pernicious influence of the family. We must register the
children—1let us speak plainly—we must nationalize them. Thus
they will from the very start remain under the beneficial influence of
communist kindergartens and schools. To compel the mother Vto sur-
render her child to us, to the Soviet State, that is the practical task
before us.”

Alexander Holchbarg, chief editor of the law bureau of the Sov%et
Commissariat of Justice, in his preface to the marriage code of Soviet
Russia, declares: - g

“Ag long as 70 years ago, Marx and Engels showed in the Communist
Manifesto, that the proletariat, when they have attained power, can
take a number of measures in the most advanced cduntl‘ieS.DaVi.Dg the
way to sockalism, among others the abelition of the right of mher)ﬁgnce,
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* * * eoxypropriation of landed property, a progressive tax on In-
comes, * * * the concentration in the hands of the state of credit
and the means of communication, obligatory labor, free communal edu-
cation of all children, etc. * #* *

“ Guardianship in this (soviet) code is wholly within the province of
the Bureau of Social Welfare (under Alexandra Kollontay). * * *
It should show the parents that the care of society lavished upon chil-
dren gives far better results than the private, individual, unscientific,
and irrational care of particular parents, ‘loving,” but ignorant, lacking
the resousces, the means, the methods which society has at its dis-
posal. * * * ‘Guardianship so instituted 1s revolutionary, for it
breaks abruptly with the previous system and 18 socialistic, * * *
preparing the way for applying the care of the community to all chil-
dren, * * * removing the last foundations of bourgeois marriage.”
(Contemporary Review, March, 1920, p. 441.)

The Overman committee of the United States Senate, after ex-
haustive investigations of bolshevism in 1919, declared:

‘“The apparent purpose of the bolshevik government is to make the
Russian citizen, and especially the women and children, the wards and
dependents of that government. * * * 1t hag destroyed the natural
ambition and made impossible of accomplishment the moral g¢bligation
of the father to provide, care for, and adequately protect the child of
hig blood and the mother of that child against the misfortunes of
orphanhood and widowhood. * * ¥ 1t has expressly abolished and
prohibited all right of inheritance, either by law or will. * *
They have promulgated decrees relating to marriage and divorce which
practically establish a state of free love. Their effect has béen to fur-
nish a vehicle for the legalization of prostitution by permitting the
annullment of the marriage bonds at the whim of the parties.” (Senate
Document No. 61, 66th Cong., 1st sess.,, pp. 36-37.)

““Applying the care of the community to all children, * * * re.
moving the last foundations of bourgeois marriage,” making * women
and children the wards and dependents’ of a central government—
that is the “ central tragedy of the Bolshevist régime,” gecording to all
the honest investigators; that is *‘ the worst form of communism.”

And the entire legislative program of Mrs. Kelley and the Children's
Bureau is subtly, Insidiously, but steadily * preparing the way for
applying the care of the community to all children.”

AMERICAN FEMINISTS SEEK COMMUNIST POWER

That this communist power to make children the wards and de-
pendents of government, instead of parents, has been sought and
claimed by leading American feminists, as well as by socialists, is
shown as follows:

Miss Grace Abbott, Chief United States Children’s Bureamu :

“The Children’s Bureau has the whole field of child welfare and
child care. It has developed three main divisions—the child hygiene,
the social service, and the industrial division. * =* *

“The question of the present time comes down to a constitutional
amendment * * * whether we should have a child-labor amend-
nent at all, 1t shall not have something more than child labor; that
is, whether we should include in the amendment more in the way of
language giving us constitutional authority to do some of the other
things in the Federal field that we might like to do, and whether that
is tactically the thing to do at the present time is the question.”
(Oflicial proceedings, National Women’s Trade Union League Conven-
tion, at Waukegan, IlL., June 5-10, 1922, p. 90.)

Miss Abbott thus admitted seeking an amendment with power over
“something more than child labor”; power to do * other things
* * * we might like to do,” and that only the question of whether
it was ‘‘tactically ” expedient to let Congress and the country know
her plans for taking charge of “the whole field of child welfare and
child care” influenced the language of the amendment. Miss Abbott
was addressing a formal convention of the Natlonal Women's Trade
Union League.

That league itself 1g the founder of the “ International Federation
of Working Women,” and thus affiliated with the International Fed-
eration of Trade Unions at Amsterdam—the Amsterdam Interna-
tional—an organization so radieal that it has been repeatedly de-
nounced by the American Federation of Labor. It is headed by
Purcell, the British communist who was flayed by President Green
of the American Federation of Labor at the last convention of the
federation at Atlantic City, September, 1925. Samuel Gompers and the
executive council of the American Federation of Labor, November 22,
1922, in refusing an invitation to participate in a congress of the
International Federation of Trade Unions at The Hague, declared:

“1If the American Federation of Labor were to participate in the
congress at The Hague, it would be compelled to join in this renuncia-
tion (of national entities), even to renunciation of the national entity
of the Republic of the United States.” (New York Times, December 23,
1922.)

But the Women’s International League participated in that congress,
sending delegates who sat beside the delegates from Soviet Russia,
and Miss Jane Addams, president of the Women’s International League,
in a gigned letter, November 1, 1922, declared her league and the
International Federation of Trade Unions * striking out for the same
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tive committee was right, that goal was a * renunclation of the national
entity of the Republic of the United States.” o

The National Women’s Trade Union League, affiliated with the
Amsterdam International through its International Federation of
Working Women (a creature of the National Women’s Trade Union
League), seeks to * cooperate more and more closely with the Inter-
national Federation of Trade Unions.” (Report of Congress Inter-
national Federation of Working Women, at Vienna, August, 1923,
printed by International Federation of Trade Unions, Amsterdam,
and circulated in America by National Women’'s Trade Union League,
p. 12))

At the Vienna congress of this International Federation of Working
Women the following resolutions were agreed upon:

‘* 3. That every service needed for the health, education, or welfare
of mothers and children should be provided by the community and
free to all.

“ 4, That commodities such as milk, food, or school clothes, which are
needed in similar qualities or quantities for all children, should be
provided for all by the community.

‘“5. That an inquiry should be made into the possibility of a schpme
of pensions for all children in the period during which they are nor-
mally dependent upon their parents.” (Ibid. p. 11.)

The office of the International Federation of Working Women is at
(Ibid. p. 13.)

Is it any wonder that the socialist International Federation of Trade
Union, headed by a communist, which has so often met only with
the criticism of stalwart American labor leaders, both in regard to its
pacifism and in regard to ‘“ doles” (which John L. Lewis, of the United
Mine Workers, has denounced more scathingly, perhaps, than any capi-
talist has done) should turn to women radicals of the W. I. L. and the
National Women’s Trade Union League to introduce its *“ peace’ pro-
gram and * doles’ program into the United Stateg!

At the Rome Congress of the International Federation of Trade
Uniens, in April, 1923, the following proposition was unanimously
agreed to:

‘ The International Trade Union Congress considers it to be a matter
of urgent necessity that the trade-unions in the various countries de-
vote their whole attention (sic) to the organization of women workers.”
(Ibid. p. 4.)

Not a single legitimate American labor leader can be found advocat-
ing the pacifist or doles programs of European Communists. But the
W. I. L., the International Federatlon of Working Women, the Inter-
national Woman Suffrage Alliance (the three feminist internationals)
and the National Women’s Trade Unlon League, the National Woman’s
Party, and the National American Woman Suffrage Association are
all found: on record, through official resolutions or statements of their
leaders, working for this part of the communist program, *“with
noncommunist hands.” Some of these records follow :

Women’s International League, at Zurich, 1919, adopted resolutions
for a ‘ maternity benefit ” which “ shall not be inferior to the minimum
wages established In the region” for “any woman, whether gainfully
occupied or mot,” (Official Report, Zurich Congress, 1919, p. 272,
issued by W. I. L.)

International Federation of Working Women, In addition to the
doles, food, clothes, ete,, demanded in the resolutions already cited,
was, when organized at Washington, November 6, 1919, by Mrs. Ray-
mond Robins (then president of the National Women’s Trade Union
League) and Miss Mary Anderson (afterwards made chief of the
United States Women’s Bureau) advocating * legislative reforms for the
purpose of protecting maternity,” including ‘‘ State grants to mothers
for each child born,” * free medical, surgical, and nursing care’” for
every woman, and ‘“In addition a monetary allowance adequate for
the support of the mother and child durmg this period.” (Woman
Citizen, Nov. 13, 1919, p. 479.)

Mrs. Raymond Robins, founder of the International Federation of
Working Women and former president of the National Women’s Trade
Union YLeague, has a very radical record, and is directly linked up,
like Miss Jane Addams, with the “bread and peace” propaganda for
international communism, especially designed te appeal to ‘‘noncom-
munist women {n capitalistic countries.”

As far back as 1907, according to the Chicago Inter- Ocean, May
20, 1907 :

*““Mrs. Raymond Robing led 8,700 cheering, boisterous socialists,
anarchists, trade-unionists, members of Iiberal gsocieties, and symipa-
thizers through down-town and West Side streets in a demonstration
designed to create sympathy for W. D, Haywood, Charles Moyer, and
George A. Pettibone, leaders of the Western Federation of Miners, an
trial in 1daho charged wlith the murder of former Govenor Sternberg.”

The demonstration Mrs. Robins headed at that time was so radical
that even John Fitzpatrick, the radical labor leader of Chicago, dc-
clined to take part in it. (See also Chicage Tribune, May 20, 1907.) -

The National Women’s Trade Union League was organized in 1804,
to get * nonindustrial women” to aid women workers in strikes,
legislation, etc. It was admittedly a * feeble attempt to reach out to
the working woman” on the part of “ nonindustrial” social workers,
(See Life and Labor, article by Mary E. Dreier, sister of Mrs. Robins,
June, 1021, p, 163.)
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“The first meecting was held January 4, 1904, at Hull Bouse, and
was called to order by Miss Jane Addams. Twenty-five persons re-
sponded to the call and 23 joined. * * * The first piece of work
the league attempted was to assist the locked-out corset workers of
Aurora.” (Ibid. p. 163.)

“The league not only organized -women into trade-union® and
assisted in the strlkes of women but helped also where the men were
on strike, too,” participating in the great garment-workers’ strikes
in Philadelphia and New York, 1904-1911, but the league ‘ did not
mect with wide success. It lacked contact with the organized work-
ers. * * * Tt derived its funds wholly from friends of the league,
but not from organized labor direct.” (Ibid. pp. 170-172.)

In short, it never was a women’'s trade-union but a ‘ league’ of
nonindustrial social workers * farming " as well as aiding their “in-
dustrial sisters.” Gradually a number of real working women were
also enlisted, but membership is not restricted to trade-union members
as in Dona fide labor organizations. Anyone, man or woman, can
join who subscribes to the platform, four-ifths of which 18 a legis-
lative program.

While American labor has cooperated with the National Women's
Trade Union League, when both happened to be on the same side of a
particular measure, it is not unaware of the *league’'s’” radicalism.
James P. Holland, president of the New York State Federation of
Labor, for example, testified before the Lusk committee in 1919 that
the National Women’s Trade Union League had *‘ adopted resolutions
in favor of the Soviet Government” and for the previous year or
two had been “a tail to the Sociallst kite.” (See National Civic
Federation Review, July 30, 1919.)

Testimony and documentary evidence show that Mrs. Raymond
Robins paid part of a bill, dated May 1, 1919, made out from the
Rand (Socialist) School :to Senteri Nuorteva, secretary fo Ludwig
C. A. K. Martens, the unrecognized *“ soviet ambassador”™ in New
York, for a number of coples of Lenin’s * Soviets at Work.” (Na-
tional Civie Federation Review, July 30, 1919, pp. 3, 12.)

The close contact of Mrs. Robing with the soviet embassy in New
York in 1919 thus established seems to have borne immediate fruit,

The Communist International, in June, 1919, organized, under
Alexandra Kollontay, an ¢ International Congress of Women Com-
munists ”’ for world-wide propaganda among noncommunist *‘ house-
wives in the home” and * peasant women” and working women, to
show ‘the slave of the family and the bome’ the * freedom’ of
communal ‘ houses, kitchens, laundries,” social ‘ protection of mother
and child,” ete.,, in comparison with the * former home life” that
‘“ oppressed and exploited them.” Also the communist committeey
working among women were instructed to * fight against nationalism
and the hold of religion on women’s minds.” (See Theses and Reso-
lutions, Third World Congress of Communist International, pp. 157-
175.)

At the same time, June, 1819, the committee on gsocial and in-
dustrial reconstruction of the Natlonal Women's Trade Union League
urged the calling of an * international congress of working women.”
Mrs. Raymond Robins and Miss Mary Anderson (then an organizer
for the National Women’s Trade Union League, now chief of the
United States Women’s Bureau) issued the call in August, 1919, and
the first congress met at Washington, November 6, 1919, adopted the
name, ‘ International Federatlon of Working Women,” made Mrs.
Robins president, and went in for * legislative reforms for the purpose
of protecting maternity’ with ‘ maternity benefits,” etec. (See
Woman Citizens, September 6 and November 15, 1919.)

At the International Congress of Communist Women, at Moscow,

June 15, 1921, Alexander Kollontay—
* painted rosy pictures from the communist polnt of view, excepting
in the United States, where, according to Madame Kollontay, the posi-
tion was extremely difficult for the reason that the Communist Party
there had been driven to the cellar. She went on to assert, however,
that there were 700,000 organized women workers in the trade-
unions’ in America among whom the communists must find a Way to
conquer.” (New York Times, June 16, 1921, p. 8.)

The * 700,000 organized women workers” referred to by Madame
Kollontay are the members of Mrs. Robins’'s National Women’s Trade
Union League. ° The Moscow communists, forced * underground’ in
America in 1919, followed * the general rule, to use a woman.”

The close contact is also illustrated by the “ department of educa-
tion and social welfare” agitatlon in America.

Alexandra Kollontay, commissar of social welfare itn Soviet Russia,
wrote an article entitled “ Communism and the family "’ for Soviet
Russia (New York Communist Magazine, organ of the “ Soviet Em-
bassy '), December 18, 1919, describing the communist * commissariats
of public education and social welfare,” showing how they furnished
‘ children’s colonies, free lunches at school, free clothing, shoes,” etc.,
under sovietism. In a former article, August 18, 1919, about her own
department, Kollontay showed that it covered health, social service,
and care of veterans.

Within a year Mrs. Robins had all -the feminist organizations
clamoring for a * department of education and social welfare” for the
United States with four divisions, covering education, health, social
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service, and care of veterans—modeled on the soviet * commissariats
of education and social welfare,” and the idea taken nearly 100 per
cent from Kollontay’s * Communism and the family.”

October 1, 1920, Mrs. Robins arranged a * women's welfare day”
at Marion, Ohio, to get Senator Harding, then a candidate for Presi-
dent, to approve a Federal department of public welfare. At that
time neither the presidential candidates nor other conservative Amerl-
cang knew anything about the communist origin, nature, and effect of
such a department.

Mrs. Robins was also chairman of the * women-in-industry ” com-
mittee of the Natlonal League of Women Voters and got that organiza-
tion to approve ‘ world-wide standardization of industry’ as one of
the measures expressing ‘ the goal of the league’'s efforts and as ex-
pressing principles the organization loyally supports.,” (Program for
work of the National League of Women Voters, reports of standing
committees, approved at Chicago, February 16, 1920, and issued by
National Leaguc of Women Voters.)

Mrs. Catt, founder and real head of the League of Women Voters,
then personally took up the ‘“ department of education and social wel-
fare” agitation, shortly after President Harding’s election, and blazed
on the front page of her Woman (Citizen for weeks:

‘“Wanted: A department of education and social welfare.”
Woman Citizen, January 8, January 15, January 28, 1921.)

Again, shortly after the 1921 joint session of the Communist In-
ternational and World Congress of Communist Women, at Moscow,
June-July, 1921—where Kollontay had referred to the “ 700,000 or-
ganized women workers” in the United States as communism’s best
hope here—Mrs. Raymond Robins, with her * International Congress
of Working Women >’ met at Geneva, Switzerland.

There, on October 17, 1921, Mrs. Robins (although a professed
Republican, like her husband, who has served with her on Republican
committees) declared:

““Let us say to the governors, masters, and rulers of all nations,
‘We are weary of your hagglings and debates and theories. The
earth i8 rich with the means of life. * * *  We demand such yse
of the land and labor of the world as will insure us bread and
warmth and education and peace.’ * * * At each election we
Intend to test the party in power by the facts of our human welfare.
When we are hungry and homeless and idle, or slaughtering our broth-
ers and killing our sons, let us vote against the administration with-
out regard to party. Let the working women of the world bring the
world Dback to reality. Let us refuse to be beguiled by party shib-
boleths or hypnotized by party leaders. Together let us demand bread
and security for our homes. * * * This is direct action in poli-
tics. It will liberate us from the divisions of theories and unite our
power in support of realities—bread and peace.”” (Official report,
issued by Women’s Trade Union League.)

Can it be denied that the ‘“bread and peace” agitation conducted
by Miss Jane Addams and Mrs. Raymond Robins is propaganda for
international communism only slightly concealed under the appearance
of ‘“bread and peace’''—the original slogan of the Bolsheviks in
Russia, also?

International Woman Suffrage Alllance, then under the presidency
of Mrs. Carrie Chapman Catt, made Eleanor F. Rathbone, one of the
authors of the socialist book, “ The Endowment of Motherhood,” the
chairman of the standing committee on * maintenance of motherhood
and treatment of illegitimate children” of the International Woman
Suffrage Alliance (Woman Citizen, December 25, 1920).

National American Woman Suffrage Association, in a bcoklet, entitled
“ Bondwomen,"” copyright, 1912, by the chairman of its literature com-
mittee and issued by the association, declared:

‘“ Many will say that this responsibility on the mother is too hard.
What are the responsibilities of the father? Well, that is his business.
Perhaps the State will have something to say to him, but the free
woman’s concern is fo see to it that she shall be in a position to bear
children if she wants them without soliciting maintenance from any
man, whoever he may be; and this ghe can only do if she is earning
money for herself, or is provided for out of some common fund for a
Hmited time.”

It has already been shown that in the same year (1912) the Woman’s
Journal, official organ of the above association, was printing Judge
Lindsey's “ conception of government as an overpaxent" and ‘“ economic
earthquake has shaken the old home to pieces” propaganda (Woman's
Journal, February 10, 1912), just before the establishment of the Fed-
eral Children’s Bureau, and that 1mmed1ately afterwards the Woman's
Journal, May 11, 1912, declared :

‘“ We shall not be willing to let the establishment of the Children’s
Bureau mean simply investigation—it must mean power to change
things."”

The Lindsey article and the Bondwoman booklet were scattered over
the country by the National American Woman Suﬁ"rage Association  the
year the bureau was established.

It will be noted that the next big “ drive” for * matelnity benefits ™
came in 1919, with the Children’s Bureau * Maternity DBenetit .Sys-

(See

" tems . in Certain.Foreign Countries,”. indorsing Kollontay as author of .

the “ most comprehensive” study of the subject, and the Women’s




12944
International TLeague and International Federation of Working
Women conventions advocating maternity or childbirth doles.

In 1920, upon the proclamation of the nineteenth amendment, began
an open drive for the “ endowment of motherhood,” Miss Alice Paul
issuing a statement, cautiously marked * release after ratification,”
announcing that as the next step.

Then appeared the Endowment of Motherhood book, by Eleanor F.
Rathbone; Maud Royden, radical feminist preacher; and Kathleen D.
Courtney, former secretary of the British National Union of Woman
Suffrage Societles and a member of the Women’s International League.

Miss Rathbone became not only chalrman of the Internationul
Woman Suffrage Alliance’s standing commiftee on * maintenance of
motherhood and treatment of Illegitimate children,” in December,
1920, but in 1925 was chosen as the representatitve of the Interna-
tional Woman Suffrage Alliance, the International Council of Women,
the International Federation of University Women, and the Women’s
International League on the ‘ advisory committee on trafilc in women
and children” of the League of Nations, (Woman Citizen, April 18,
1925.)

The Endowment of Motherhood book, whose chief author has thus
been honored by feminist societies, is exceeded in its soeclalistic doe-
trines, perhaps, only by Kollontay’s Communism and the Family,
Engels’s Origin of the Family, and Bebel’'s Woman and Socialism,

Among its significant passages are these:

“If mothers are to get on the pay roll of society at all they will
have to be willlng to begin at the bottom. .

“In the event of wage disputes the workers will know that a large
number of their dependents are secure and that the call on strike
funds will be less.

‘“To those who are looking to the socialization of industry in one
form or another, we would point out that a scheme such as the one
advocated here will be found essential.

“The State will have to deal inecreasingly with the mother directly
and less through the agency of the father as a middleman.”

The publication of this soclalistic book moved the National Woman's
Party to give it an enthusiastic review under the title, * Wages for
mothers ” (Suffragist, November, 1920), in which was the . following
statement :

**Such an endowment should, according to the committee, be ex-
ended to all children until school-leaving age. * * * The United
Btates can well afford to invest the needed billlons in the establish-
ment of motherhood upon a sound basis” (p. 274).

Miss Alice Paul herself declared: :

“We intend to insist also that the State assume entire responsibility
for the maintenance and education of children until they become of
age. * * * ‘When the women of the world have Junked the
battleships and other impedimenta of war, enough money will be re-
leased to take care of these reforms.” (Washington Herald, October
25, 1920, p. 7.)

Mrs. Harriet Stanton Blatch, daughter of Elizabeth Cady Stanton,
a soclalist, a leader of the National Woman’s Party, wrote:

“The enfranchised women of America, through pressure brought by
4 woman’s party, broadening perhaps to an international woman’s
party, could De instrumental in bringing political freedom to the women
of the world * * * and behind all such social and economic de-
mands lles the most important item in the woman’s program, namely,
the endowment of motherhood.” (Suffragist, official organ National
Woman's Party, October, 1920, p. 235.) 4

Miss Helen Todd, a leader of the “ Birth Control League” and

former campalgn speaker for the New York State Suffrage Association,
©ogaid :
* ““ Place the mothers on the Government pay roll and pay them the
money which would otherwise be spent in preparing for war. * * *
Every woman, rich or poor, ghould receive Government endowment.”
(Washington Times, October 13, 1920.) ,

Iiqual Rights, official organ of the National Woman’s Party, July 14,
1923, leading editorial, states:

“ Why is it that the greatest service that can be rendered to humanity
has entailed a condition comparable to chattel slavery? * * ® The
involuntary nature of motherhood heretofore, the complete lack of or-
ganization among women * % * gand, more than all, custom, have
couspired to render motherhood more of an ignominy than an advantage
in practical economy. But back of it all is a misapprehension of the
very nature of the service rendered.

“ Woman has borne children to a certaln man—her hushand. She
has brought up his children; she was worked in his home. It has been
a personal affair between man and wife, and the racial aspects of the
matter have been forgotten. Iach individual woman has been depend-
ent on an individual man not only for her own bed and board but for
the maintenance of her children. This, it would seem to us, is the crux
of the matter. What 1s really a contribution to the race and Nation
has been regarded as a sort of personal service to gome one man, and
standardization of the service rendered on this basis has been impos-
sible. * * * Jp any eveunt it is important for women to turn their
minds to the problem of standardization of service rendered through
motherhiood " (p. 172).

8
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Equal Rights, official organ of the National Woman’s Party, in its
leading editorial, entitled “ Maternity legislation,” declares: s

“ There is an overwhelming social need for an intelligent treatment
of maternity as a fixed social charge,” (Equal Rights, April 26, 1924,
p. §4,)

“A TULL GRANT OF POWIR”

All this feminism—* standardization of the service” of mother-
hood, ‘*maternity benefits,” ‘‘ wages for mothers,” ‘ maintenance of
motherhood and treatment of illegitimate children "—was to be ac-
complished through the Federal Children’s Bureau and the maternity
system.

Senator Boranm’s little * statistical agency ” with * no administrative
power ” of 1912, with appropriations of $21,936 (1913), the “lowest
figure possible to still maintain something like an actlve and wital
bureau” (Senator BORAH, CONGRESSIONAL Reconp, Jan. 8, 1912)
in a few years, was out with 460 pages of *“ minimum standards” of
administration and legislation, 1,370 pages of propaganda for legis-
lative “ treatment of illegitimate children ”; demands for $8,000,000 g
year (State and Federal) for * maternity and infancy care” (original
Rankin maternity bill, July 1, 1918) : the * standardization of educa-
tion,”” the abolition of rural child labor by an *“indirect attack,”
and finally, for a * full grant of power ” ever all youth in America!

The * statistical agency ” grasped for more power than any people
have ever intrusted to a government—for the soviet power over
youth was obtained by communist dictatorship, not by popular sanction,

To get full control, they began at the bottom with the mere bureau.

Miss Lillian D. Wald, of Henry Street Nurses Settlement, New York
(a lifelong friend end associate of Mrs. Kelley), who originated the
idea of a “ children’s bureau,” testified in 1909 :

“ Whereas the Government as guch has been acting * * * fop
a great many interests in the community, by a strange and almost
incomprehensible way the children, as such, have never been taken
within the scope of the Federal Government.” (House hearings,
Committee on Expenditures in Interior Department, January 27, 1909,
p. 3.) .

“The full responsibility for the wise guardianship of those children
lies upon us * * = But no longer can a civilized people be
satisfied with the casual administraticn of that trust. In the name
of humanity, of soclal well-being, of the security of the Republic's
future, let us bring the children within the sphere of our national
care and solicitude.” (Ibld. p. 85.)

“ Casual administration,” of course, means the parents and * wise
guardianship ”’ that of a Government bureau. o

Once established, the bureau soon sought administrative power under
bills drawn in the bureau for its own self-aggrandizement, At the 1921
Senate hearings on the maternity bill the chairman (Senator Kenyon)
asked :

“Did you originate this bill? Was it a product of yours?

“ Miss LATHROP. The bureau did (p. 19). * * * 1 want to
say I have had much to do with the drafting of this bill (p. 75, Senate
Education and Labor Committee, April, 1921).

A year later Miss Lathrop's successor was telling the Women'’s Trade
Union League the bureau had *“ the whole field of child care,” as pre-
viously shown.

In another two years Miss Abbott demanded “ a full grant of power " :

“I think the amendment should be inclusive. * * = It seems to
me a full grant of power to Congress is in line with the other grants
of power in the Constltution. * * * T favor the general grant of
power.” (House hearings, child labor amendment, February-March,
1924, p, 36.)

“AN ENTIRELY NBW GRANT OF POWER.”

It was demonstrated in the Senate that this was “ an entirely new
grant of power " :

* Senator REED of Missourl, It proposes to confer a power upon the
Federal Government never possesscd by any or all of the States under
their police power. * * * There is no power in any State to limit
the right of a healthy boy or girl to work for a living in a perfectly
healthful and proper place; there is no power in any civilized govern-
ment worthy of the name to do it. It is proposed - here to confer
that despotic and destructive power upon the Congress of the United
States, * *

* 1t strikes at the very fundamental of. the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. * * * Tt i3 at war with our whole system of government.

“ So let us discuss this amendment as it is, It Is not a child-labor
amendment; it is revolution, * = *

“ When was there ever a proposition to confer upon the Congress
the power to prohibit the labor of all persons under 18 years of age??”

* Senator SHORTRIDGE (who Introduced the final child labor amend-
ment resolution, 8. J. Res, 1, and led the debate on the floor for it).
Never before.

‘ Senator REEp of Missouri. The Senator will not pretend to say to
me or to this body that there Is a single State in this Union under the
exlsting Constitution of the United States that can absolutely ‘ prohibit
the right of a person under 18 years of age to work.’

b e,
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* Senator SorTHRIDGE., Oh, broadly stated, perhaps not. * * =

“ Senator Ruep of Missouri, * * * The grant of the power to Con-
gress to 1lmit, to regulate, to prohibit labor is a right that the States never
possessed except in the limited sense that they could prohibit or limit
labor in unhealthful or destructive avocations or under dangerous con-
ditions. Always the police power of the State had to have back of it
something aside from the arbitrary will of the legislative body. Police
regulations were always required to be based upon some reasonable
conditions of fact warranting and justifying legislative interference. .

“ This proposition proposes a grant of absolute and unlimited power
over the labor of every person under 18 years of age * * * gn
entirely new power that the Federal Government never possessed, that
no State ever possessed * * ¥  (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 2,
1924.)

In an official rclease for newspapers recently issued by the Children's
Bureau, entitled ** What the Children’s Bureau is,”” it declares:

“ When the United States Children’s Bureau was formed in 1912 it
wasg the first bureau of its kind in any national govcronment. Since
then many nations have followed Uncle Sam’s example, and most of
our States have created burcaus or divisions dealing with various
agpects of child welfare.

‘“The Children’s Bureau has one of the most important and most
interesting constituencies in the world. To this bureau the welfare
and the interests of nearly 40,000,000 children in our country is
icstrusted, so far as our National Government is concerned.”

Such is this bureau’s conception of its own powers, without the
slightest basis in the Constitution for any Iederal administration of
child labor, health, education, or welfare laws, and with the * full grant
of power’’ over the labor and education of all persons under 18 years
demanded by the bureau, to be found in no other place on carth except
in the official program of the Young Communist International. Even
the Bolsheviks in Russia do not prohibit the labor of all persons under
18, That program is for America. And the Federal Children’s Bureau
is trying to put it into effect as diligently as if it were an agency of
the communists,

STRAIGHT FROM THE COMMUNIST MANIFESTO

This communist legislative program of the Young Communist Inter-
national, of Mrs. Kelley, of the Children’s Bureau, and of the feminist
‘“internationals” goes straight back to the communist manifesto of
1848, by Marx and Engels. :

Of course, the ‘‘ noncommunist hands’ among the members of the
rank and file in women’s organizations probably know nothing of the
origin, meaning, and communist effect of these doctrines when dis-
guised as ‘““ endowment of motherhood,” a * children’s amendment,” etc.
Somie of them are enlisted by the simple device of concealing the social-
ist snake under a flower bed of beautiful phrases and sentimental
slogans. Others are enlisted as pure mercenaries, looking for places
on the public pay roll or profitable employment as Washington * legis-
latlve agents” of women’s organizations. But they also serve the
socialist cause better than conscious and known socialists, for they
give socialist measures the tone of respectable, nonsoclalist support,
and with their resolutions, telegrams, and letters to Congress urging
such measures they manage very often to mislead legislators also, who
therefore introduce and vote for so-called “ women’s measures ” which
it would be impossible to-get a Democrat or Republican to introduce
if he knew they came from the Communist Manifesto and Karl Marx
or Friederich Engels were the originators. '

The feminist part of the communist program has been almost
entirely overlooked, even by the vast majority of the ecritiecs and
opponents of communism, They have seen and exposed the ‘ economie”
‘fallacies of communism, the dangers of confiscation of property and
class war, but they have been almost blind to social, moral, and bio-
logical fallacies of communism, the destruction of the family, and
the sex-war program and propaganda of Marx and Engels,

Yet Marx and Engels were feminists and wrote an unpublished
feminist manuscript two years before they issued the communist
manifesto. Engels, in his “ Origin of the Family, Private Property,
and the State,” says:

“In an old unpublished manuscript written by Marx and myself in
1846 I find the following passage: ‘The first division of labor is that
of man and wife in breeding children.’ And to-day I may add: The
first-clags antagonism appearing in history coincides with the develop-
ment of the antagonism of man and wife in monogamy and the first-
class oppression with that of the female by the male sex (p. 80).

“In the great majority of cases the man bas to earn a living and
to support his family. * * * e thereby obtains a superior posi-
tion that has no need of any legal special privilege. In the family
he is the bourgeois; the woman represents the proletariat (p. 89).

In the same book IIngels declares;

“ The modern monogamous family is founded on the open or dis-
guised domestic slavery of women, and modern society is a nrass com-
posed of molecules in the form of monogamous families.

“ Monogamy * * * enters as the subjugation of one sex by
the dther. * * * Monogamy was * * * the victory of private
property over primitive and natural collectivism (p. 79).

“We are now approaching a social revolution in which the old
economic foundations of monogamy will disappear. Monogamy arose
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through the concentration of considerable wealth In one hand—a man's
hand-—and from the endeavor to bequeath this wealth to the children
of this man, to the exclusion of all others (p. 91).

Under communism, he says: : '

“The situation will be very much changed for men; but also that
of women, and of all women, will be considerably altered. With the
transformation of the means of production into collective property,
the monoganvous family ceases to be the economic unit of society. The
The care and educa-
tion of children becomes a public matter. Society cares equally well
for all children, legal or illegal. This removes the care about the
‘ consequences’ which now forms the essentlal social factor—moral
and economic—hindering a girl to surrender lorself * % %
(p. 92). :

Here 13 conclusive evidence that the communists designed to destroy
the monogamous family (as the * molecule’” and “ economic” unit of
soclety) by arousing women (as the “ proletariat”) against men (the
“ bourgeoisie "), precisely as they designed to destroy capitalism by
abolishing private property through the class war of the proletariat
against the bourgeoisie.

Engels’s Origin of the Family was written for that purpose. Many
of its Indecencies are unquotable, as are thosec of Woman and So-
cialism, by August Bebel, written with the same object of arousing
women against men and picturing primitive promiscuity among savages
and the mythical ““ matriarchy,” of which Morgan and other socialists
pretend to have found traces among savage tribes, as the most free,
natural, and desirable state for women.

Yet Mrs. Kelley in her lecture on * The need of theoretical prepa-
ration for philanthropic work’ to the New York Association of Col-
legiante Alumnz, May 14, 1887, other parts of which have been quoted
on page 15 of this memorandum, declared that Engels’s Origin of the
Family is a “ fundamental work,” a *“ most brilliant popularization
“which is warmly to be recommended,” and recommended Bebel's
Woman as “another useful preliminary work” which is *‘ most-
suggestive and well worth reading.”

In preparation for *‘ philanthropic work " collegze women were urged
to study Marx, Engels, Bebel, and Morgan—four months after Engels
had instructed Mrs. Kelley to introduce socialism * into the flesh and
blood ” of Americans, as elsewhere noted.

THREER OBJECTS OF THR COMMUNIST MANIFESTO

The three main purposes of the communist manifesto of 1848, by
Marx and Engels, are destruction of the monogamous family, destrue-
tion of private property, and destruction of countries and nationalities.

The manifesto declares: ;

“Abolition of the family! Even the most radical flare up at this
Infamous proposal of the communists. On what foundation is the
present family * * * based? On capital, on private gain, * * *

“ The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course % * =
with the vanishing of capital.

“Deo you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of chil-
dren by their parents? ™o this crime we plead guilty.

* But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed relations when
we replace home education by social. * * * The bourgeois clap-
trap about the family and education, about the hallowed corelation
of parent and child, becomes all the more disgusting, the more, by the
action of modern industry, all family ties among the proletarians are
torn asunder and their children transformed into simple articles of
commerce and instPuments of labor. * * %

**You are horrified at our intending to do away with private
property. * * * You reproach us with intending to do away
with your property.- Precisely so; that is just what we intend. This
person (the owner of property) must, indeed, be swept out of the way
and made impossible.

“The communists are further reproached with desiring to abolish
countries and nationalities.

“The workingman has no country.”

This communist philosophy was used so much in the campaign for
the ¢ child " labor amendment, throughout which the 347,000 children
who cccaslonally work on farms (569,824, or 88 per cent of them
on the home farm under their own parents) were included with the
alleged * milllon children who slave’) that Mr. Gray Silver, Wash-
ington representative at the time of the American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration, declared :

‘“ The farmer resents, and rightly so, * * *
raises a family for the purpose of harvesting a cotton crop.”
News Letter, March 6, 1924.)

Miss Grace Abbott, Chief of the Children’s Bureau, on the contrary,
sought to make all opponents of this communist amendment appear as
‘“ exploiters ” of children, saying:

“It is a controversy between groups, and one group is for the pro-
tection of the children and another comes in and wants to exploit the
children.” (House hearings, February-March, 1924, p. 45.) g

In the 1919 Annual Report of the Children’s Bureau we find this: .

“* * x TRxperience indicates the need of basic governmental
responsibility for maternity and infancy * * ¥ (p. 27).

the idea that he
(A. F. B.
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After alluding to cash * maternity benefits "—child-birth doles—
in England, and holding that the English laws clearly express “a be-
lief that no provision already in-existence Is ndequate,” the Chief of
the Children’s Bureau (then Misg Lathrop) says: 3

“Ag applied to the United States, it may be sald with certainty
that any public provision for safeguarding maternity and infancy
must be universal. It must afford a dignified service which can be

utilized with the same self-respect with which the mother sends ‘an

older child to the public school.” (Ibid: p. 27.)

In a Children’s Bureau newspaper release on ‘‘ The fundamental
rights of childhood,” after enumerating many desirable conditions for
“ a1l children,” such as “the best of care before birth' * *
care of the mother before tha baby comes * * * pure food
*» * * well-prepared meals * * * a clean, well-kept home, not over-
crowded * * * warm rooms and warm clothing * * * g3 long
slecp every night in a comfortable bed * * * properly fitting
ghoes * * * ypegular health examinatioms * * * education to
the Hmit of their abilities,” as * rights,” etc,, the bureau declares:

“ Now, all of these rights are usually best secured in a normal
family home., We may say, without any doubt, that every child has
a right to home life, with an income on the father’s part that will
allow him to provide the things just now summed up. If the father’s
income does not enable him to give his children all they ought to
have, the community must help.”

In its 460-page book on Standards of Child Welfare the ‘ general
‘summary ” of Children’s Bureau ‘‘ minimum standards " osays:

“ The logic of the evidence adduced seemed to indicate that a very
large ratio of the families of the United States obtain incomes too
small to make possible the rearing of children in the manner which
scientific and humane considerations, as well as the prosperity of the
Nation, demand.” (Bureau Publication No. 60, p. 18.)

At page 65 of the same book:

“ Tvery child must have a garden in his home, or two months a
year of country life. In fact, he ought to have the latter, any-
way * * * 7

In short, if the “ fundamental rights ” of * all children” to * well-
prepared meals,” * comfortable beds,” * properly fitting shoes,” gardens,
country vacations, ete., are beyond the income of the average, or of a
‘“ very large ratio of the families,” America should adopt the *‘ doles *
systems of Europe, with the warning from the bureau that even in them
“no provision already in existence is adequate.”

At page 43 of the “standards” it is insisted that there be estab-
lished—

“A minimum below which no income can go, no family maintenance
be put, * * * the giving to all of the opportunity to remain on or
above that level, * * * thus enabling the mother to specialize in
the exercise of the maternal function.”

Miss Abbott also declares:

“ When you undertake to get rid of child labor then you must make
gome other provision for the care of those children.” (House hearings,
February-March, 1924, p. 264.)

Irs. Kelley, speaking for the child labor amendment, told the Senate
subcommittee : .

“It's unsafe to leave children to the tender mercies of the pressure of
ignorant parents.” (Senate hearings, 1923, p. 51.)

Again, Mrs, Eelley:

“%x % % Tor it is still the rule that fathers maintain their own
children.” (Annals American Academy of I’olitical and Social Science,
September, 1922, p, 61, signed article by Mrs. Kelley.)

“% % * Ag long as we have competitive industry,” [private own-
ership]. Women’s Industrial Conference, Washington, "January, 1923,
official report by United States Women’s Bureau, p. 120.)

As Senator RErp of Missouri declared in the Senate June 29, 1921,
speaking on the maternity act:

“The fixation of an economic level and the maintenance of all the
people on or above that level neccessarily involves the control of the
business affairs and individual life of the citizen.

“That was the very doctrine taught by Karl Marx, Friederich En-
gels, and all the leading socialists of Europe. It is the quintescence
of rocialism.”

“ MODESTY * OF THRE MATERNITY ACT

Mrs. Florence Kelley, in the 1920 hearings on the first Sheppard-
Towner bill (then providing * free medical and nnrsing care”
and for a $4,000,000 annual Federal subsidy to be matched by the
States), said:

“ The characteristic feature of this bill throughout is its modesty. It
ig recognized throughout that the bLill is a new departure; it is an
innovation. Tt is not perfectly certain how the States will respond to
it. It is the first experiment of this kind in this country.” (House
hearings, Deceember, 1920, p. 29.)

Can it be denied that the maternity act is only the * camel’s-nose-
under-the-tent ? measure of a Marxian Communist and of a radical
Children’s Bureau seeking arbitrary, unlimited, * full grant of power”
to standardize and socialize * the whole field of child welfare and child
care "2
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It has already been shown that only tactical comsiderations limited
the demands of Mrs. Kelley and the Children’s Bureau for Communist
power over the American home,

It has been shown that Mrs. Kelley, herself a communist, started out
in 1889 urging college women entering so-called ‘‘philanthropic
work "—now called “ social work” with a significant change of impli-
cation and of financial backing by society at large—to study Karl
Marx’s * Dag Kapital,” the * Orizin of the Family,” by Engels; “ Woman
and Socialism,” by Bebel, etc. ,

These were warmly reccommended as *fundamental works™ for
“ philanthropic workers” by Mrs. Kelley. g

And these are the fundamental works of revolutionary communism—
the “ quintessence of socialism ”—Marx’s Kapital—written mostly and
published by Engels—being the fundamental * economic” work, and
Engelg’s “Origin of the Family,” and Bebel’s “Woman and Socialism
being the fundamental communist works against the monogamous
family.

It has been shown that * the worst form of communism,” as Scnator
King well calls it, is found in the feminist phase of communism—
arousing women against men, wives against husbands, and providing
community care for children, legitimate and illegitimate, to “ remove
the economic foundations of monogamous marriage,” ete.

It has been shown that the feminist societies, international and na-
tional, have indorsed these communist policies in terms which are no
less radical and sweeping than those of the communists.

1t is also worthy of note that the feminist societies which originally
proclaimed a desire for woman suffrage as their reason for existence,
have not in the least discontinued their sex war campaigns, but, in
fact, have intensified them, purporting to represent women voters—
without ever consulting women voters .on any feminist measure—en
masse, as a class, aligned against men and the regular political parties,
through a so-called “ National League of Women Voters” and a * Na-
tional Woman’s Party” with the communist philosophy of sex war
their only remaining excuse for existence.

It has also been shown that Alexandra Kollontay, first commissar
of the soviet department of social welfare, head of the infamous Bol-
shevik colonization of children schemes in Russia, was indorsed by the
Federal Children's Bureau as the author of * the most comprehen-
sive” work on maternity doles, ete. (Children’s Bureau publication
No. 57, p. 175), the Kollontay book, Society and Motherhood, being as
fundamentally communist as Engels's Origin of the Family.

It is shown that the most distinguished graduate from the Children’s
Bureau—its former exhibit expert, Anna Louise Strong—has succeeded
Kollontay as a colonizer of children in Soviet Russia.

Now it will be shown how far and by what agencies these communist
doctrines concerning children have been introduced *into the flesh and
blood ” of many of our noncommunist educators and social workers,
and how cthers have been attracted as mercenaries.

COMMUNISM UNDER THE MASK OF ‘ BDUCATION ¥

Mrs. Florence Kelley has not only preached communism and urged a
study of the fundamental communist books by college women taking up
philanthropic or social work, but as president of the Intercollegiate
Socialist League—the organization chiefly responsible for socialist
propaganda In American schools and colleges—Mrs. Kelley has had
great influence for a number of years in promoting radicalism among
youth while in school.

The Intercolleginte Socialist League changed its name in 1922 to
the “ League for Industrial Democracy,” but continues its socialist
propaganda.

As chief factory inspector in Chicago (1893-1897) she obtained
leadership among industrial women ; as a resident of Hull House, Chi-
cago, and subsequently of Henry Street Nurses’ Settlement, New
York, she obtained leadership among social workers, public-health
nurses, ete., and as a university woman, a lawyer specializing on
social legislation, and as general secretary of the National Consumers
League she has obtained other opportunities for communist propaganda
and influence upon legislation. .

It is of the utmost significance that practically all the radicalism
started among women in the United States centers about Hull House,
Chicago, and the Children’s Bureau, at Washington, with a dynasty of
Hull House graduates in charge of it since its creation.

It has been shown that both the legislative program and the eco-
nomic program—'* social-welfare ” legislation and * bread-and-peace’
propaganda for internationalization of the food, farms, and raw mate-
rials of the world—find their chief expression in persons, organizations,
and bureaus connected with Hull House,

And Hull House itsclf has been able to cover its tracks quite
effectively under the nationally advertised reputation of Miss Jane
Addams as a social worker—who has so often been painted by maga-
zine and newspaper writers as a sort of modern Saint of the Slums—
that both she and Hull House can campaign for the most radical
measurcs and lead the most radical movements, with hardly a breath
of public suspicion.

Nevertheless, Miss Addams herself, aceording to the Survey Graphic
number, December 1, 1924, editorial, page 291, bore witness to the
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lendership of Mrs. Florence Kelley In starting Hull House itself on the
road of socialistic legislation,

The editorial, indirectly reporting Miss Addams’s remarks, declaves:

“ Miss Addams bore witness to this faculty [of Mrs, Kelley’s]. (hi-
.cagoans had been used to talking about the corn crop; sometimes they
had pointed with pride when tliey counted a hundred thousand more
harassed creatures run through the stockyards in a year. But Mrs.
Kelley was the first to drive home to them that their’s had become the
third industrial city of the United States and what this meant, humanly
speaking.

“At ITull House they had secen men, womien, and children trudging
past with huge bundles of clothing; they had read the Webbs [British
Socialists]; but they had done nothing about it wntil Mrs. Kelley
came, * * ¥ One thing after another happened; so swiftly that the
years before and the years since have seemed slow by comparison.
Her wish for Mrs. Kelley was a ‘ long life and a great many more tough
situations’; that she might live to sce no children in America unpro-
tected by congressional legislation,” cte. (Survey Graphic, December 1,
1924, p. 291.)

Thus while all the pacifism, internationalism, and socialist legislative
gschemes among women in America, together with the Women’s Inter-
national League, the National Women’s Trade Union League, the In-
ternational Federation of Working Women, the United States Children’s
Bureau, and the United States Women's Bureau have been cradled at
ull House, we find that Hull House itself was first taught to walk
the socialistic road by the ubiquitous Mrs. Florence Kelley.

The second-hand radicalism of Miss Addams, Mrs. Robing, Miss
Lathrop, Miss Abbott, Mrs. Catt, etc., is none the less important to
gshow, because they “ build communism with noncommunist hands ™ in
working for Mrs. Kelley’'s program. Ifurther testimony as to the
‘supremacy of Mrs. Kelley’s leadership is found in the official proceed-
ings of the Women’'s Industrial Conference, called by the United States
Women’s Bureau, January 11, 12, and 18, 1923 (Women’s Bureau pub-
lication No. 33, pp. 184-185).

Talking to all the assembled leaders (Miss Lathrop, Mlss Abbott,
etc.), Miss Mary McDowell, of University Settlement, Chicago, herself
a leader in * welfare” legislation, said:

“The first woman factory inspector in Illinois, who set up such a
standard that we can never forget her, iy with us to-night—DMrs.
Tlorence Kelley. I do not think we have maintained that standard
gince, but that does not make any difference. The standard is there.
*# % * T think Mrs. Kelley not only set up the standard but she
helped us start public opinion.

“And then here's Miss Lathrop,” ete. (pp. 184-185).

The secondary position of Miss Lathrop (former Chlef of the Chil-
dren's Bureau) to Mrs. Kelley, the real originator and director of all
this socialist standardization 1legislation, was thus attested and ac-
knowledged at a session of the Women's Bureau conference, over
which Miss Lathrop was presiding at the time. (Ibid. pp. 170, 174,
184, 190.)

Josephine Goldmark, a friend and associate of Mrs, Kelley in many
activities, writes: :

‘It is probably not too much to say that no single individual has
done more than Mrs. Kelley, through her long years of keen participa-
tion in local, State, and Federal campaigns, toward securing the body of
gocial legislation which exists in the United States to-day.” (New
Republie, November 12, 1924))

Mrs. Kelley’s participation in educational legislation, her part in the
drafting of the vocational education act of 1917, her part in showing
the National League of Women Voters “ the need " of the Smith-Towner
education department bill, her advocacy of education laws to abolish
child labor, have been set forth eisewhere in this memorandum.

The point is that one of the fundamental designs of the communists
is to capture and control not only the content of education but the
teachers themselves ag an ‘ apparatus of power” and cof propaganda,
and that Mrs. Kelley hag been in a key position .-for many years to
spread communist propaganda in schools and colleges and among teach-
ers, as well as to foment industrial unrest among women in factories
and promote socialist legislation generally.

Nicolai Lenin saw the strategic importance of the education system
as an apparatus of power:

“ Hundreds of thousands of teachers constitute an apparatus that
must push our work forward. The fact that the masses of teachers
are permeated with the heritage of capitalistic culture must not and can
not prevent us from placing them in the service of communistic
education. g

*“ The communist active in the field of popular education must learn
and understand to conduct this mass, which runs into hundreds of
thousands. * * =*

“ It is important and necessary that he should be capable of gulding
the masses of teachers.” (From a signed article by Nicolai Lenin in
The Workers’ Dreadnaught, subsidized by Lenin and edited by Sylvi
Pankhurst, May 25, 1921.) §

Nowhere else have the communists had as capable” and well-
trained a person to place masses of teachers “with the heritage of
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capitallstic culture” In ¢ the service of communistic education” as in
America.

The reflection of communist views has now become almost a matter
of course among many leading educators of the type who demand
IFederal control of all schools and children.

Dir. William B. Owen, president of the Chicago Normal College,
Chicago, I11., the then president of the National Education Association,
in an address hefore the World Conference on Eduecation, June 23,
1923, in San Francisco, showed that he also, like Lenin, saw the
possibility of the educational system as a revolutionary factor, and
referred in his speech to—

‘“ Fducation as a practical instrumentality for the creating of a new
world order.” (N. E. A. official report, p. 13.)

He added: i

“* % % In spite of what we write and say, the world doey
not believe that education as a form of social control is comparable
with armies, navles, diplomacy, and statecraft. * * * We should
spend our time and efforts in shaping a constructive educational pro-
gram that will demonstrate what education can do.,” (Ibhid. p. 14.)

Education ‘““as a form of social control’” comparable with armies,
etc.,, for “ creating a new world order’” s the new idea of an educa-
tion system as a central apparatus to rule society, and is as far re-
moved as the poles from genuine education that Ilmparts knowledge
and discipline by which children are prepared to become free, self-
governing citizens of sovereign States and of a Republic whose con-
stitution guarantees that no legislative body or educationwl soviet
shall use the schools of pAmerica as a single “system” to promote
a new political or economle “ world order.”

It is clear that the intention to use education as a complete ma-
chinery of dictatorship, moral, intellectual, political, over the wminds
of the young obsessed at least some of the National Educational As-
sociation leaders.
© Dr. Aungustus O. Thomas, commissioner of education, Augusta, Me,,
president of the World Federation of Educational Associations, in his
opening address at Edinburgh, July 21, 1025, at the biennial meeting
of the federation, said: ¢ <

“ We are the keepers of the young and can direct their interest and
their attitude.” (Official Report World Federation of Educational
Associations in National Educational Association addresses and pro-
ceedings, 1925, p. 923.)

“This necessitates an International attitude or mode of thinking,
which we call the ‘ international mind.” The peoples of the earth must
now live together and we, the teachers of the world's children, must
prepare them for these new relations.” (Ikid. p. 926.)

Doctor Thomas refers later to * the new world citizen.”

At the previous biennial meeting of the World Iederation of KEdu-
cational Associations, at San Franclisco, Doctor Thomas defined * the
real spirit of internationalism ” in these terms:

“ Citizenship to-day must be bLroader than nationalism. There must
be an international consciousness; there must be an ‘international
heart’ and a ‘world mind’ This ‘world mind' is largely an atti-
tude or habit of thinking in the larger units of the world,” etc.
{Special booklet issued by the National Council for the Prevention of
War, covering 1023 San Francisco conference of World Federation of
Educational Associations, p. 11.)

Agaln, at the same conference, of which he was chairman, Doctor
Thomas said :

“In order to change the ideals of the nations, we must begin with
the child when he first beconres teachable; because the child is un-
prejudiced, and as we lcad him up through the winding path of educa-
tion and experiences we gradually instill into him our own prejudices.”

. (World Conference on Education, National Education Asscciation ofti-

cial report, p. 9.) ,

“There was a day when a person was simply a citizen of hlg locality
and possibly of his country. * * * 'Po-day the citizen must be a
citizen of the world. * ¥ * Therefore the children of to-day must
receive that larger viewpoint and that larger understanding, That
understanding and viewpoint must come through the teachers.” (Ibid.
p- 10.)

The Bulletin of the Women’s International League for Peace and
Freedom, July—-October, 1923, also contains a report of the World
Faoderation of Educational Associations Conference at San -Ifrancisco
entiled “A disarmament conference of educators in America,”” hy Rosika
Schwimmer, She writes:

“This conference was of greatest importance for the pacifistic move-
ment. * * * The intention to find pacifistic nrethods of education
having clearly been put ag the basis of the conference’ (pp. 89 and
91).

She referred to—

“An enthusiastic atmosgphere of growing international patrictism.

“ The most important result of thig conference seems to be a claim
for the ‘disarmament of textbooks.” * * * It was considered the
basis of all other pedagogical reforms.

“All the pacifists of the world may be very much indebted to Doctor
Thomas, who presided over the conference * * * and became
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thereby the leader of those educators who want to develop a cos-
mopolitan nvind.

“Again and again he pointed out the close connection that exists
among all human beings; he claimed unhesitatingly an education for
world citizenship,” ete. (p. 89).

Frau Schwimmer then turnsg to Miss Charl O. Williams:

“ Miss Williams, former president of the National Educational Asso-
ciation and member of its present board, proclaimed a kind of intel-
Jectual strike against tbe patriotic methods which are bringing about
an increasing roughness among young people. * * & ¢(We, the
teachers of the world, have decided to refuse to teach on such lines.

“A stormy, passionate applause followed the final words of Miss
Willinms : ‘ If we are not allowed to educate the children for peace, it
is not worth while to educate them at all (pp. 89, 90).

Miss Charl O. Willlams, former president of the National Educa-
tional Association, is now field secretary, and has hecen the chief Na-
tional Educational Association lobbyist for a Federal department of
education.

Thus we find * conservative’” National Educational Association
leaders, somre of the most distinguished advocates of a  Federal
department of education, saturated with the doctrines of interna-
tionalism and pacifism that owe their origin to the communist mani-

iésto “ to abolish countries and nationalities and their development |

! include * world citizenship,” * teachers of the world,” and ¢ ¢hil-
dren of the world,” while less brutally stated, is in fact even more
obnoxious than the “ workers of the world have no country” of the
communist manifesto, because there is not the slightest excuse in
gocial or economic interests for teachers to form a world union against
nationalism under the false banner of ‘ peace.”

The greatest investigation of communism ever made in America, and
reported in four large volumes by the New York Legislature under the
title “ Revolutionary Radicalism ™ declares:

“The very first general fact that must be driven home to Americans
is that the pacifist movement in this country, the growth and con-
nections of which are an important part of this report, is an absclutely
integral and fundamental part of international soclalism, It is not
an accretion. It is not a side issue. European socialism concentrated
its eforty in three directions: * * ¥

“The third purpose was the creation of an international sentiment to
supersede national patriotism and effort, and this internationalism was
based upon pacifism in the sense that 1t opposed all wars between
nations and developed at the same time the class consciousness that
was to culminate in relentless class warfare. In other words, it was
not really peace that was the goal, but the abolition of the patriotic,
warlike spirit of nationalities.” (Vol. 1, p. 11.)

It will be noted that the National Education Association leaders

quoted in this connection are the official leaders, the persons responsible

for the education department “.drive,” etc., and that nowhere in this
memorandum have your petitioners cited any but the highest official
authorities and true leaders of the movements it has been necessary to
mention in connection with this radical legislative program.

COMMUNIST PROPAGANDA THROUGH MATERNITY CENTERS

The Moscow communists declare :

“ The most difficult task is that of getting at the housewives.
# % % The petty bourgeois psychology of the peasant woman, her
ignorance, her dependence on her husband and her family, all these
are obstacles which must be overcome. * * * The work in the
village among the female farmers and women workers * * * plays
© a great part in revolutionary work.” (Sovlet Russia, New York Com-
munist Magazine, March 26, 1921, p. 307.)

Again :

“ It was necessary to create a special technical mechanism for work
among women.” (Ibid.)

One of the secret communist documents captured at DBridgman,
Mich., in 1922, was * Instructions on organizing women in America,”
in part as follows:

“ Contacts must be established at all maternity and infant-welfare
centers. In this connection it is recommended that communist women
should be trained for first aid and home nursing. Thig training should
gerve the useful purpose of enabling our members to gain the con-
fidence of larger and larger circles of women by practical assistance
in time of need.” (Portland Press-Herald, January 30, 1923.)

Can it be denied that the centralization of power over maternity and
infant-welfare centers in the maternity act constitutes a ‘ special tech-
nical mechanism for work among women,” and that they can thus be
used for propaganda purposes,v communistic and otherwise?

Mrg. Florence Kelley says:

“ T have lived for 20 ycars with the nurses who nurse the poor in
their homes in New York City.,” (House Hearings, Dccember, 1920,
p. 31.)

Mrs. Kelley alluded, of course, to ber long residence at Henry Street
Nurses Settlement, and went on to argue the merit of maternity cen-
ters as life-saving stations. But there is no doubt that whatever merit
maternity centers may possess, from the standpoint of public health,
are due to the technical instruction imparted by the physicians and
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nurses “ on the local job.” There is no health reason for placing them
under the control of one distant bureau of social workers at Washing-
ton; no health reason for having them all conform to * plans” ap-
proved by graduates of Hull House and Henry Street Settlement, who
have been shown, on their own testimony, considerably more interested
in obtalning centralized power than in health matters, as quoted else-
where in this memorandum,

Is it likely, for example, that Mrs., Kelley, with all her passionate
repeated denunciations of Congress as a body. of Herods who “ wish to
let mothers and babies die,” has gone about the poor of New York for
20 years without telling such things to mothers themselves and in-
structing them in regard to pressure on Congress, as well as care of
the baby?

Dr. Charles E. Humiston, of Chicago, then president of the Illinois
Medical Society and now head of the Illinois department of health,
when speaking against the adoption of the maternity act in July, 1921,
said : :

“ The oldest haby welfare center In the world is in a country for
which our young men made the supreme sacrifice. Twenty-six or
twenty-seven years ago it wag established, and it still exists, or
others like it, in that country which we all love and are willing to
fight for, and have Dbeen fighting for, a country in which the people
are past masters of the game of avoiding parenthood, and where the
death rate exceeds the birth rate, where this baby welfare station
has existed for 27 years. In that country where the first one was
established they have a death rate of babies of 140, almost double
that of a city in this country comparable in size. Now, I am not
going to charge that welfare center, nor that instruction, nor the
public-health nurses, nor the doctors connected with it with the
responsibility for the loss of babies in that country or for the avoid-
ance of motherhood, as has been suggested before this committee, or
at least before the Senate committee. I have as much right, how-
ever, to charge those results which follow as the health department
of New York City has to claim so great a degree of credit for their
activities. * * *

“This 18 a medical question, and It is supervising the practice of
medicine in the different States, through a Children’s Bureau in the
Department of Labor, that this bill provides. That is why we object
to it * * % and when I say ‘we’ 1 mean the doctors of Illinois,
and I might just as well say the doctors of the American Medical
Association in this wider sense, because at their meeting in New
Orleans a year ago a resolution. was passed * * * condemning
every form of State medicine. * * * We object to placing the
practice of medicine or any part of it under the supervision of a lay
board. We object to any form of State medicine. * * * We ara
opposed to this bill, root and branch. It i® wrong in principle. The
central Government has no proper activity in this field. We object
to this excursion into socialism.”” (IIouse hearings, July, 1921, p. 83.)

Thus it will be noted that whether maternity and infant welfare
centers promote public health or not, that it is not safe to have them
all centralized and standardized by one radical bureau—which has in
fact published far more pages of socialistic “ standards ” and socialistic
propaganda regarding illegitimacy than it has published in relation to
the care of mothers and babies. E

In addition, centralized control of maternity centers, sooner or later,
offers opportunities for another form of vicious propaganda indicated
by Doctor Humiston. ; g

Of the 22 members of the “ Sheppard-Towner emergency committee "
to promote the maternity act in 1921 (listed on page 266 of the House
hearings, July, 1921), 8 are also listed as indorsers of the * Volun-
tary Parenthood League.,” Miss Jeannette Rankin, of the executive
council of the * Voluntary Parenthood League (birth-control advocates),
introduced the original maternity act July 1, 1918.

At the Voluntary Parenthood League meeting October 27, 1921, Mrs.
Miry Ware Dennett, one of the leaders, declared:

“We have, as you know, in America a really very large and elab-
orate existing health machinery of different sorts. We have hospitals
and welfare associations of different sorts. We have maternity center
associations and health centers. Large amounts of health advice are
given both verbally and in published form. Presently, of course, at
every one of these health centers this sort of service to parents should
be available,” '

The Birth Control Review, August, 1921, page 5, declares:

“ It is not intended to make it purely a birth-control clinic, but to
work it on the lines of the already existing maternity and child welfare
centers, with the addition of birth-control information, the object be-
ing to show how this feature may be incorporated with the existing
organizations.”

The Birth Control Review, September, 1921, declares it sent a ques-
tionnaire to ‘ members of various boards of health and other officials,”
and out of 85 who replied, all except 7 answered the following ques-
tion in the affirmative: H

“ Do you believe in a controlled birth rate?”

The well-known opposition of physicians to this pernicious propaganda
would seem to indicate that the 76 persons in public-health work who
told the Birth Control League they favored * a controlled birth rate”
represented very few physicians.



1926

At present, of course, with the Federal statutes araingt birth-control
propaganda, there is none openly in evidence under the maternity act,
although at least one prominent physician has thought that decreased
pirth rates in several communities may be aserived to it. (See Indiana
Medical Journal, March 15, 1996, pp. 130-131.)

However that may be, the point made heve is that centralized control
of maternity and health centers by a radical lay bureau of the Trederal
Government offers a most dangerous technical mechanism’ for propa-
zanda among women, na matter which particular cult of propagandists
uses it——communists, advoecates of birth control, or lobbyists and bureau-
crats seeking ‘ pressure on Congzress " for more power and appropria-
tions.

There is no more reason, from a health or medical standpoint, for
having all the maternity and infancy ccnters gstandardized and con-
trolled by one bureau than there is reason, from an educational stand-
point, tor having all the schools of America under one department head
at Washington.

Such control is sought, not to promote health or education, but to set
up ‘‘ an apparatus of power’ and propaganda system for *a new world
order,” and whether it be communism or some other ism, that is in the
back of the heads of these fanatics does not alter the nature of this
¢ full g‘r:{nt of power.”

We should object to centralized bureaucratic despotism over American
mothers and children in any case, by any cult whatever, benevolent
or revolutionary. But the tragedy and trickery of it all is illustrated
by the fact that everybody knows that if any regular American
political party, or any established church in Ameriea, sought legisla-
tion giving it power to standardize and control education, health,
msternity, and infaney, child lahor legislation, etc., that it would be
denounced, exposed, and opposed by 99 per cent of the political
leaders and newspapers in this country. But the communists, socialists,
bureaucrats, birth-control fanatics, and interlocking Washington
lobbyists try to do it, under the legislative leadership of the chosen
lientenant of Friederich Engels—and editors, legislators, and political
leaders are cowed into silence and submission for fear of being called
Herods, or enemles of mothers and babies unless they support the
communist legislative program in America to ‘capture the child ”
and “ get at the housewives !

COMPULSORY REGISTRATION OF BXPECTANT MOTHERS

In the Standards of Child Welfare, Children's Bureau Publication
No. 60, the first standards that appear, under Section 111, entitled
« The health of children and mothers " (p. 145), are * Standard re-
quirements for obstetrical care.”

Under this standard the professor who covered the subject for the
bureau (and whose doctrine has been circulated by the bureau, at publie

* expense, ever since) declared :

“ 1 take it that the first step in such a campalgn of education for
the improvement of obstetrical conditions must consist in the com-
pulsory registration of pregnancy, through the local health officer.
In this event, it will be possible for cvery pregnant woman throughout
the entire country to be supplied gratis with certain of the publications
of the Children's Bureau.” (Bureau Publication No. 60, p. 146.)

We have failed to find, even in the most revolutionary books of
Friederich Engelg, August Bebel, and Alexandra Kollontay, or in any

of the Bolshevik codes of communist Russia, a doctrine so extreme and.

tyrannjcal as this compulsory registration of all expectant mothers,
an invasion of the privacies of life unknown to the worst despotisms
of history, including the present communist dictatorship in Russia.

In Children’s Bureau publication No. 137, dealing with the adminis-
tration of the maternity act, there appears on page 10 the following
indication of the bureau's intense interest in getting the names of ex-
pectant mothers so that special letters and literature may be sent
them :

“In an effort to reach Indlvidually a large number of expectant
mothers, the use of serial prenatal Jetters has been increased * * %
The number of women reached in this way apparvently varied directly
with the importance attached to it in each state and with the methods
employed in obtaining names of expectant mothers. Usually the
physicians of the state were notified Ly the state child-hygiene di-
vision of the availability of these letfers, and many responded by re-
questing that such information be sent to their patients. Recent re-
ports indicate that this cooperation on the part of physicians provides
by far the largest single source of names.”

Here, of course, no compulsion in this matter is indicated as yet in
the administration of the maternity act. DBnt the interest of the
Children’s Bureau * in obtaining names of expectant mothers” is in-
disputable, regardless of “ the methods employed.” For what purpose—
Lealth or propaganda?

A “ FRIGHTFULNESS 7”7 CAMPAIGN AGAINST MOTHERS

In.an undated newspaper release by the United States Children’s
Bureau, entitled * The Child's Right to Be Well Born,” which may oe
considered a fair gsample of the bureau’s constant mixing .of political
propa”gandn with maternity and infancy health questions, is the fol-
lowing opening statement:

« Perhaps you are so fortunate as to have a baby in your house-
bold. If so, do you realize that if that baby had chosen its home in
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any of five other countries it would have had a better chance at life
than in the United States? TFor in the birth registration area of this
country, out of every 1,000 babies born alive 76 die, while in New
Zealand only 42 bables out of every 1,000 die, and four other coun-
tries have an infant death rate lower than ours. %

“and how about the baby’s mother? She would have run less risk
of death in Germany, Finland, Uruguay, Japan, or South Africa, or in
any of 14 other countries, than she did in giving birth to her baby
here. Of 25 nations, only two are more careless than we right here
in America are of the lives of our mothers.

« §tudies by the Children’s Burcau and other agencies have ghown
clearly what causes our high death rates among mothers and young
babies. Mhese causes are all susceptible to human control; we can
climinate them If we want to hard enough. What are they? DBriefly,
poverty and ignorance.”

On the face of it, this miserable, disloyal, and pernlcious sociallst
propaganda is false and self-contradictory, telling mothers, in effect,
that they would have a better chance of life in Japan, South Africa,
ete.,, on account of less “ poverty and ignorance’” in other countries
than in the United States. Here we find the bureau's perpetual effort
to promote the propaganda with which its chief is assoclated, lead-
ing it into an absurd gelf-contradiction. But some of the interna-
tionalist poison—the stuff that makes every other country appear
petter than America—and some of the socialist polson, ascribing all
ills to “ poverty and ignorance,” both had to be introduced somehow
into * the flesh and blood” of a circular on care of mothers and
babies, “The child's right to be well born,” and the two polsons in
this case happen to work against each other when both are analyzed.

It has already been shown in this memorandum, pages 9-10, on
the highest authority, that « there ig no basis” for these unfavorable
comparisons of America with foreign countries.

The Children’'s Bureau has been engaged in a campaign of " fright-
fulness ”’ against mothers—in order to secure power over maternity
and infancy for itself.

The Children’s Bureau booklet, Maternal Mortality, page 32, says:

« The method of computation of death rates which gives the clear-
est picture of the hazards of childbirth is that which takes into
account only the woman giving birth to children in that year. This
is the method in use in a large number of foreign countries. The
advantages of the method are self-evident.”

Ilere the bureau shows two things: That it is chiefly concerned
with picturing * the hazards of childbirth ” in collecting maternal-
mortality statistics; and that the different method in use in “a large
number of foreign countries’ is not gtatistically comparable with
American vital statistics.

In addition, death registration in the United States is fairly com-
plete, and there are geveral checks on each death. The doctor must
write a certificate, the undertaker must keep a record, a burial per-
mit must be obtained, etc. But birth registration is not univer-
sally required, nor fully enforced in the Dirth-registration area.
If a busy physician forgets to notify the pullic of an occasional birth,
and the happy parents neglect to get anything but a baptigmal vcer-
tificate at a church, the chkild may live and thrive with no public
record. The Vital Statistics Division of the Census DBureau, for ex-
ample, allows States in the Dbirth-registration area when it is con-
gidered that 90 per cent or more of the births are registered. In
Europe, on the contrary, birth registration has been enforced for
many years.

How many Members of the United States Congress to-day, for ex-
ample, can show a birth certificate?

Naturally, the better registration ot deaths than of births in the
United 88tates makes the mortality figures appear higher than they
actually are. ,

And this radical bureau takes advantage of this to proclaim, HIE
is safer to be a mother” in Germany, Japan, and South Africa than
under the Stars and Stripes.

As a matter of fact, if the bureau were interested in encouraging
expectant mothers, it could tell them with truth that it is safer to be
a mother than it is to be a man in the United States. The mortality
gtatistics of the Census Bureau show that the death rate among
men over 20 is abeut double the death rate, per thousand, of actual
mothers from puerperal causes.

Maternal mortality (6.7 per 1,000 live births, 1923) is little more
than half the mortality rate (12.3 per 1,000 population, 1923) for the
country. In other words, with only a different mental attitude and
a desire to tell encouraging truths to mothers, instead of worrying
them with *the clearest picture of the hazards of childbirth” that
the bureau can paint with juggled statistics and odious foreign com-
parisons, it could show mothers the safety of this normal function,
which over 993 mothers in every 1,000 perform without loss of life,
while only 987 out of every 1,000 of the general population can
expect to live another year.

Why should country-wide lists of expectant mothers be furnished
a bureau always trying to * picture the hazards ™ of their condition,
and trying to make them believe also that America is carelessly
neglecting mothers in comparigon with Japau and South Africa?
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Tt i{s only reasonable fo suppose that this campalign of frightfulness
ijs dangerous to the life and health of mothers. There are even
gtatistical indications of it.

Miss Jeannette Rankin, introducer of the first maternity act, testified
at the House hearings, December, 1920:

“ When I came down here (1915) I met Misg Lathrop and discussed
this matter. That summer Miss Lathrop made a study of Montana
and found these conditions were actually as bad as I had feared,” etc.
(p. 87).

The Children’s Bureau sent one of Its four physicians and five
« gocial workers” into Montana. They prepared a 100-page report,
saying:

“Agents of the Children’s Burcau interviewed every mother in the
area who had a baby during the five years preceding the study.
x % % A few were not at home at the time the mothers werz so
vigited. * * * It is estimated that possibly .10 or 12 mothers were
thus missed.”

In 1915, when Miss Rankin thought conditions were bad, the maternal
mortality rate In Montana was 19.4 per 100,000 population. In 1916,
when the agitation and * study ” began, it rose to 22.2. In 1917, with the
Children’s Bureau agents canvassing all but a few homes in the area
they covered, the rate rose to 28,4, or 9 points above the 1915 rate. In
1918 the rate was 83.9, but this was a “flu year.,” In 1919, although
partly also a ‘“flu year,” the Children’s Bureau workers having left on
account of lack of funds to continue the Montana survey, the rate went
down to 26.2, but was still nearly 7 points higher than in 1915. (See
Mortality Statistics for 1919, p. 95.) For puerperal septicemlia, the
particular affliction most influenced by abnormal fear among mothers,
the Montana rate rose from 7.8 in 1913 to 10.4 in 1919, the highest
rate being in 1917 (14.1) while the Children’s Bureau * field workers”
were there. The rate of maternal mortality for Montana 1s given by
the 100,000 population, because Montana did not come into the birth-
registration area until 1922, so that the census could not tell the rate
per 1,000 live births for these years. But the deaths were known as
Montana was in the death-registration area in those years. The latest
census report on maternal mortality shows a Montana rate of 7.6 deaths
of mothers to 1,000 live births, compared with the average of 6.5 for the
country at large. Also, Montana, according to * Mortality Statistics,
1923,” issued by the Census Bureau, page 61, Montana has the highest
puerperal septicemia rate of any State in the Union (3.8}, the mortality
among mothers in Montana from this dreaded infection, which affects
mind as well as body, being equaled only by the mortality of the
. colored mothers of Mississippl. (See “ Puerperal Septicemia” column,
p. 61, Mortality Statistics, 1923.) There is a very strong indication
here that invasion of bomes by social workers picturing ‘‘ the hazards
_of childbirth” to expectant mothers 1s as physically dangerous to their
lives as it is opposed to their constitutional rights.

COMMUNIST PROPAGANDA AND JOBES

The communist principles and propaganda systems jnvolved in this
legislation have been clearly demonstrated. The range and scope of
this propaganda is far beyond our ability to set forth in this memoran-
dum. Its general object is to use not only every existing institution to
further communist philogsophy but to ereate vast new systems, by Fed-
eral legislation or amendments, for centralized control of education,
health, labor, care of women and children, etc.,, to pave the way for
dictatorship.

1t has Dbeen shown that the first—and worst—form of dictatorship
sought is over women and children; that the first victims are the
families of the poor, as Senator Heyburn predicted in 1912,

It has also been shown that all this power has been sought by delib-
erate fraud and trickery, exposed again and again in this memorandum.

When they talk about * education” they are trying to “abolish rural
child labor by an indirect attack,” as Miss Lathrop declared. (Bureau
Publication No. 60, p. 102.) When they inquired about “a baby in
your household,” as shown by the circular, “ The Child’'s Right to be
Well Born,” already quoted, they must first get in some internationalism
and socialism, telling you how much Dbetter it ig to be born a Jap, and
that America’s * poverty and ignorance™ compared with other countries
1g responsible for an alleged higher American death rate—that has no
basis for existence.

But it is not to be expected that five years of maternity act admin-
istration, 40 years of Mrs. Kelley's soclalist propaganda, and 14 years
of Children's Bureau operation have Dbeen completely covered in this
memorandum.

“Your petitioners have presented merely a fair outline of the * thou-
sands of ramifications ” of a movement which Mus. Kelley admits has
“ more interlocking directorates than business has.”

We had hoped to be able to present a number of quotations regarding
the mercenary side of this subject; to show how lobbying has been con-
ducted for these measures on a contingent basis, the chief lobbyist
getting an administrative position when the bill passes; how bureaus
have been duplicated to provide jobs for faithful lobbyists, and Federal
departments and commissions packed by one of the most radical or-
ganizations in this country. Dut the available quotations on that
pubject would take many more pages.
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Consequently, on that point attention is invited to the speech of the
late Speaker, Hon. Champ Clark, October 11, 1919; the speech ¥of
former Representative Lester D. Volk, November 19, 1921, regarding
the * new fat jobs " in the education bill, and * social work as a paying
profession ” as related to the maternity act, and also the CONGRES-
SIONAL REconp of May 81, 1924, regarding group self-interest behind
the ‘““child"” labor amendment. Much more than -is set forth there
is available now, of course, and will be submitted to any committee
or Senator interested in investigating the interlocking radical lobby
further along that line.

But the point is that all these lobby “ congressional committees ”
and professional * social workers » who are working most assiduously
for jobs for themselves are also working, consciously or unconsciously,
for the Kelley program of revolutlon by social legislation.

Mrs. Kelley is a past master in the art of getting ‘ noncommunist
hands ” to promote socialism., Even the most innocent public library
can hardly escape her propaganda, or even escape paying for it, to
boot. .

For example, at the Intercollegiate Socialist League dinner of 1911
(a year before Mrs. Kelley secured a more powerful broadcasting sta-
tion in the Children’s Bureau) the New York Call, socialist organ,
January 1, 1911, says that Mrs. Kelley, then president of the Intercol-

legiate Socialist League:

« Seored the socinlist press for not urging its readers to see to it
that socialistic books are to be found in every library. *‘There are some
4,000 libraries,” she said, ‘in the United States.” They could easily
be made to buy every important book on gocialism. This alone would
dispose of 4,000 copies of every {mportant socialist publication and
would be of tremendous educational value.”

Of course, now that the Federal taxpayers can be required to pay
for the nation-wida circulation of socialist propaganda, “ standards”
and administrative control of health boards, maternity centers, etc.,
by simply calling a soclalist agency of Hull House and Henry Street
Settlement a * Children’s Bureau” and giving 1t $1,000,000 a year to
purchase submission to its dictatorship, Mrs. Kelley no longer needs to
bother with mere libraries to introduce gocialist doctrines * into the
flesh and blood of Americans.”

AMERICA AROUSED IN DEFENSE OF OUR CHILDREN

Mayor Ole Hanson, of Seattle, who put down the first attempt at a
“ general strike” in the United States (which was led, by the way,
by Anna Loulse Strong, former exhibit expert of the Children’s
Bureau, who is now colonizing children for the communlsts in Russia),
says in his “Americanism versus Bolshevism.”

“A patient man will endure almost any oppression until you begin
to interfere in his family affairs.”

Americans are a patient people, busy with their own normal duties,
who, as a rule, are so occupied with minding their own business that
they often exhibit an indifference to political questions, which is mis-
taken for docility. Good-natured and easy-going, the average American
doesn’t care much what the politiclans say or the legislatures do so
long a&s they let him alone.

But when once convinced that communists, lobbyists, bureaucrats,
and politicians plan “ to interfere in his family affairs” the American .
to-day shows no lack whatever of the “ gpirit of 1776, and he rises
in his might with a nation-wide, spontaneous mobilization of resist-
ance as remarkable for its speed as for its strength.

Such was the spirit that rejected the miscalled * child ”” labor amend-
ment. It is ridiculously untrue for any advocate or opponent of that
amendment to eclaim that any one organization or group mobilized
three-fourths of the people, three-fourtbs of the legislators, and 150
or more separate organizations against that amendment. These great
masces of citizens mobilized themselves in their geveral States and local
communities as soon as they learned the rights of parents and of
children were in actual danger. The fact that two-thirds of Con-
gress had passed the amendment, all presidential candidates indorsed
it, 99 per cent of the magazines and metropolitan newspapers praised
it, all the great lobby and propaganda organizations gupported it meant
nothing whatever when the plain common sense of American parents
was aroused against it.

“ Ve ean understand plain English!” declared the national master
of the National Grange when the socialist general sccretary of the
National Child-Labor Commlittee attempted to tell the National Grange
Convention that the amendment ‘“ was not meant?” to apply to 17-
year-old boys and girls in the home and on the farm.

“ The sky is the limit. There can be no proof offered as to bhow
Congress will be guided in the futuve concerning it. The proposed
amendment would put a congressional mother (probably a spinster)
in the Child Labor Bureau, which would make the proverhial step-
mother blush with shame. . * * * The congressional stepmother
would take the place of the real fathers and mothers. * * % The
amendment is wide open. * * % We have the word of some of
the Federal officers themselves that the purpose of this amendment
is to regulate the employment of the boys and girls on farms,” declared
he president of the powerful American Farm Burean Federation in a
news letter of the federation.
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Such was the reaction among farmers and parents, who didn’'t even
bother to be polite, but called a gpade a spade when they learned the
truth about the amendment. 4

Some of the States formed a * citizens committee to protect our
homes and children”; others fought the amendment with existing
organizations of farmers, women, patriotic societies, constitutional
engucs, ete. Organizations of manufacturcrs also fought the amend-
ment (after some of them had originally favored a national, uniform
lsw on child labor under the impresslon that it would “eliminate
competition” of factories in States alleged to bave poor child labor
laws). In Massachusetts, for example, early in 1924 the legislature
unanimously memoralized Congress to submit the amendment for rati-
fication, largely at the request of commerclal organizations as well as
of the social workers. They had been told so many falsehoods about
« ohild labor in the South” that they wanted a national law to stop
“ goutbern cotton mills” from undergelling them by “ exploiting chil-
dren.”” Later, when they jearned the truth—that clever socialists
Liad gained thelr support for a revolutionary measure by false state-
ments concerning ‘“ children of tender years in southern cotton mills "—
the manufacturers, like their fellow citizens, opposed it.

But no association of manufacturers can produce ready-made opinions
for T3 per cent of the legislators and citizens of this country!

The nation-wide revolt of parents against the amendment was not
a factory product. It was a great instinctive rising of mnature, as
resistless as the tides of the ocean, when American parents aroused
themselves in 1924-20 ‘“ to protect our homoes and children "—against
the Federal Children’s Bureau as an “ gyerparent” of the Nation’s
youth.

Sooner or later, the force of the facts in the case must arouse an
equal opposition to the maternity act, and other schemes of the
Children’s Bureau and of Mrs. Kelley to “standardize children’ In
the United States.

The mothers and fathers, the farmers and city parents, the hard-
working, straight-thinking, plain people of America—the people for
whose parental rights Senator Heyburn pleaded so eloquently in vain,
in 1912—will surely learn the truth sbout the maternity act, as
they did about the child labor amendment.

"The statesmen in Congress, who vote according to the reasons and
facts now, can not doubt that eventually, those same reasons and
facts must likewise appeal to the overwhelming majority of their
fellow citizens in all of the States.

Therefore Senators who are inclined to vote in favor of extersion of
the maternity act, saying * Forty-three States have accepted it and only
five have rejected it,” or “ T have B0 letters in favor of it and only
b against it” are most earnestly requested to remember that eventually
you can not outnumber the truth in a free country. '

It is not to be expected that private citizens with 1limited resources,
and many other duties, are going to send Congressmen as many letters
and resolutions against this legislation, as the $1,000,000-a-year Chil-
dren’s Bureau, assisted by self-interested employees under the act in
43 States, and a score of almost equally self-interested organizations,
maintaining resident lobbyists at Washington, will present in favor
of it.

We respectfully suggest that the weight of evidence alone be con-
gidered in voting on the maternity act and that self-interested propa-
ganda no more reflects the people’s ultimate verdict in this case than
1t did in the case of the child labor amendment. In the end the facts
and the people get together. 4

From the President of the Unlted States to the mothers in the homes
and on the farms comes the rising tide of public protest against the
entire philosophy on which the maternity act is based.

The President in his Willlamsburg speech, May 15, 1926, says:

“ No plan of centralization has ever been adopted which did not
result in bureaucracy, tyranny, inflexibility, reaction, and decline.

« The States should not be induced by coercion or favor to surrender
the management of their affairs.”

How can anyone who agrees with the President about the results
of centralism vote for a ‘ plan of centralization’ over American
mothers and infants?

Nature, reason, statisties, health, history, experience, and the Con-
gtitution of the United States all condemn this adventure into the
den of the communist wolf, with American babies being made to lead
the way.

The appeals of the people against communist control over children
are not confined to any section or group.

Senator THoMAS F. Baxarp, of Delaware, says:

« §o many people have said to me, regardless of party, within and
without my State, since the passage of the amendment, ‘ Can not some-
thing be done to prevent the United States Government coming between
parent and child?’” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, January 28, 1925.)

Something has been done by the defeat of the child labor amendment,
and something can be done again by rejecting the maternity act.

In conclusion, we respectfully present the opinions of only two
mothers, living on farms 3,000 miles apart, a mother of eight children
in Idaho, and a mother with three babies in up-State New York, 10
miles from a hospital:
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Mrs. E. R. Hanford, mother of eight children, Boise, Idaho:

«1ast Tuesday I visited a rural Parent Teachers’ Association to
explain the Sheppard-Towner * maternity ’ act as it looks from my posi-
tion as a mother of eight children, five of whom were born on a dry-
farm homestead.

“Although the members of that cirele, as well as those of every cirele
in the State were supposed to be on record as favoring the bill, not a
person at that meeting had heard of the Sheppard-Towner Act until
that day. The room bristled with indignation as thrifty, intelligent
farmers’ wives learned of the ¢xind interest’ national and State club
women had taken to create Jobs. All seemed to feel an injustice when
it was learned that the State Parent Teachers’ Association president
had taken advantage of her office by working for a measure and accept-
ing the position of ¢« State nurse,” thus using a trusted and honored
office to further personal interests. They did not know until then that
the legislative committee from the women’s clubs had lobbied for the
maternity bill, seeming to claim a true representation of all rural
mothers as well, as they made it appear that the bill covercd the
wishes of every club woman in the State. All such authority on the
part of the women lobbyists was bitterly questioned by rural Parent
Teachers’ Association members.

“Tn discussing the bill there was a fecling that not lectures,
clinies, or pamphlets were needed since these from Dbetter authorities
may be obtained from maogazines and other sources. This opinion is
also shared by many city members of my State. The sct of maternity
letters sent out by the maternity board seems to me to be but a fechble
effort to advertise a worthless act. At the County Burbank Federa-
tion of Rural and City Clubs many spoke against the maternity bill
and no one had courage to uphold it. From that time since political
women seem to wish all discussion hushed. A meeting planned to
« educate the public’ was postponed and has not yet been called.

“At the State Parent Teachers’ Association convention, rural mothers
were told by the national president—who was a guest—to do what
gounded like: *Sit down, ¢ghut up,” and to °‘sh, sh.! My ears are
fairly reliable, but this was so hard to belleve I asked others if T hearad
right. It sounded like that to many present. * * ¥

“« How long will the daughters of the framers of the Declaration of
Independence permit such King George manners?

« How long will plain mothers be ordered meekly to bow to the
lordly dictation of political women? Just how far may job-sceking
women go before another famous tea party will be held to declare no
more advocating of bureaus by women until the results of honest dis-
cussion are proved.” d

Mrs. Charles 8. Fayerweather, Falr Weather Farms, New Lebanon,
N. Y.:

“ Hon. Samuel E. Winslow, chairman, I am sorry to have to enter my
protest to the Sheppard-Towner bill by written word. I wish I could
be in Washington to-Inorrow. But a farmer's wife with three babies
does not get to Washington. #« % * We women in the country,
educated or uneducated * * # pring our babies into the world
and rear them with a minimum of human help, medical or otherwise.

“ Those of us who, like myself, have some hospital expericnce try to
help the others. We all go to the nearest hospital, 10 miles away,
when we can manage it. If we did not have to pay the taxes, if
Federal appropriations fell from heaven, as most socialists and social
workers seem to think that they do, we should like to sce Federal
money available to help us build our own little county hospitals. But
we shall get them somehow anyhow in time, and we know that
educating ourselves and our neighbors to want and to pay for them
and for a decent doctor is worth more to our children than any Federal
agencies for nontechnical instruction, which, like the present well-
intentioned State clinics in rural districts, would slide like water off a
duck’s back. There is plenty of instruction, technical and nontechnical,
within our reach. Moreover, we being born and bred American of many
generations don’t like the idea of a Government that makes everything
its business. We think a pretty plain lesson might be drawn from
Germany. Their statute pooks were full of compulsery government
welfare work from the cradle to the grave. And people before the war
called our attention to their fine example. We know what sort of state-
reared children grew into what sort of state-reared characters in the
German nation.

« rphis maternity legislatlon sounds to us like the entering wedge to
all that sort of government, and we don’t want it.

«wmhere are things that a children’s bureaua can do.
publish nation-wide statistics about America.
tell us what goes on in
Soviet Russia. -

«American statistics help us Americans to go about our work of im-
proving America in a characteristic American way. Volunteer work,
assisted but never controlled by city, county, or State, and certainly
not by nation, has solved many of our health problems and will solve
others.

“ We in the country think the American form as originally conceived
very fine and worth keeping, and don’t see jn Prussias or Russia any
improvement on it. And if most country women could crowd your com-
mittee room I am gure they would ask you to come out like American

It can get and
We don’t support it to
Austria or bow much better they do things in
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men, bhushands, and fathers against this futile and dangerous innova-
tion in the name of the mothers and babies that we all are working
for.” (House hearings, July, 1921, p. 270.)
Very sincerely yours,
MARGARET DOANE FAYERWHATIIHR.

The Idaho mother's letter was written to this publication July 15,
1023, after the act had been in operation more than a year. The
common sense of these farm mothers is not limited by a date line.
rthe right of mothers to care for their own children without unrea-
sonable government interference is eternal ; it is the protest of the
human family against the apninral herd, the appeal of American
motherhood against communist maternity systems. we pray for the
constitutional rights of the home to be restored and the usurped
powers of the maternity act to be abolished by the United States
Senate.

A Children’s Bureau that functions as a socialist propaganda
agency ; that devotes itself fov five years to circumvention of the
Constitution and the decisions of the Supreme Court; a bureau that
imports a convention of internationalists to frame * minimum stand-
ards " of jegislation for the Amervican Congress and State legislatures;
a burcau that constantly seeks despotism over American youth for a
dynasty of Hull House graduntes and graduates its own exhibit expert
into a full-fledged revolutionary communist; a bureau whose present
chief defied the positive statute of Congress when she went before the
House Appropriations Committee, December, 1922, and demanded
£440,000 more than the President's Budget provided, so that ‘‘ the
amount available to the bureau for administrative purposes”’ would
pe $50,000 instead of $28,000, thus seeking a commission for the
burean even on funds not allotted to the States (see House Appro-
priations Committee hearings, December, 1922, p. 975), a self-inter-
ested, self-power seeking burecau that juggles statistics in favor of
foreign nations and poisons the minds of American mothers against
their country as the most * careless " with their lives, «imply to bring
political pressure oOn Congress for bureaun expansion; a bureau that
demanded a ‘ full grant of power’' over every person under 18 on
every farm, in every honre and school of America and that claims
« the whole field of child care’” without grant of power—by what
right or reason can it be claimed that guch a bureau should be placed
in the worst form of control—financial control—over the plans of
State health boards, the practice of physicians, purses, midwives, ete.,
relating to maternity and infancy throughout Amcrica?

President Coolidge at williamsburg May 15, 1926, said :

« of all forms of Government, those administered by bureaus are
about the least - satisfactory. * * * PBeing trresponsible, they be-
come autocratic; being autocratie, they resist development. Unless
bureaucracy is constantly resisted it breaks down representative gov-
ernment and overwhelms democracy. It is the one element in our in-
gtitutions that sets up the prétense of having authority over every-
pody and being responsible to nobody.”

We pray that the autoeratic, jrresponsible authority of this bureau
over American States, mothers, and children shall be abolishied by the
‘Benate.

Respectfully cubmitted by the board of dlrectors.

The WoMAN PATRIOT pusLisuing Co.,
8 Jackson Place, Washington, D. 0.

Attest:

Marpy G. KILBRETH, President.
ATFIDAVIT

Beforc me, a notary public in and for the District of Columbhia, per-
sonally appeared Mary G. Kilbreth, who, having been duly sworn
according to law, deposes and says that she is president of the Woman
Patriot Publishing Co.: that she has diligently investigated the facts
and documents cited in this memorandum of ovidonce ; that the facts
herein stated of her own knowledge and observation are true, and
those stated upon documentary information in her possession she be-
lieveg to be true and to be accurateiy cited in this memorandum.

MAarY G. KILBRETH.

Sworn and subscribed to pefore me this 17th day of A. D.
1926.

[sraLn.]

May,

CuaArLEs F. PACH,
Notary Public, District of Columbia.
(My commission expires Tebruary 18, 1931.) y

MR. AND MRS. CHARLES VAXDERVEER

Afr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I beg the indulgence of
the Senate just one minute. I have been very much disturbed
a long time about how the mail trucks drive through the
gtreets of New York. They are perfect juggernauts. In this
connection there are on the calendar two bills—House bill 2633
and House bill 1692, Orders of Business 1191 and 1193—which
T should like to have given immediate consideration. In one
case a child was killed by a chauffeur on a mail truck who
was known to be intoxicated, and the reports so show.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, 1 must, to my great regret,
obhject to the present consideration of these bills. If we cap
get through the morning business, we cal take up the calendar.

OONGRE&HONAIAREGQKD—SENATE

JuLy 3

CONSIDERATION OF THI CALENDAR o

Mr. CURTIS, Mr. President, at the conclusion of the routine
morhing business I had intended to ask unanimous consent to
take up the calendar and consider unobjected bills for an hour.

I ask that at 11 o'clock we take up the calendar for the
consideration of unobjected bills and proceed with the con-
sideration of the calendar until 12 o'clock, commencing where
we left off last night. ;

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?
jection, it is so ordered.

Without ob-

ERADICATION OF COTTON HOPPER

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I ask permission to read a
telegram on a Vvery important matter from Tallulah, La. It is
as follows:

rTAaLLULAH, LA, July 9, 1926.
flon. JosErH H. RANSDELTL,
Washington, D. C.2 .

Cotton-hopper outbreak reported at various pointg in practically all
portions Cotton Belt except somiarid sections west Texas and OkKla-
homa and extreme northeast in North Carolina and Virginia. Damage
exceedingly variable, but very heavy in many places. Texas reports
over G0 counties seriously infested. Recent survey shows about 40
counties in Georgia similarly injured. Have no summary figures avail-
able for intervening places a8 yet, but evidently damage occurs in
ahout same proportions. In most severely injured fields all fruiting
has heen prevented to date. In other fields varying degrees of fruiting
has been prevented. In northeast Louisiana probably at least 50 per
cent reduction in fruiting is a congervative estimate. Duration of
damage will vary tremendously in different localities and no way to
prophesy when reljef will occur. Large number of farmers now using
sulphur for control, but not sufficient material available to treat any
appreciable proportion of infested area. Cotton can, of course, re-
cuperate gomewhat once hopper ig eliminated from the fields, but the
most severely injured fields can at best make only a partial crop.
Impossible at thig time to attempt estimate of total loss, but it has
evidently been tremendous. Those sections with normal boll weevil
abundance will have serious weevil fight after the hopper is eliminated,
as we must make a very late cotton crop during weevil migration
period, when damage is lheaviest. Many farmers now urging combined
application of sulphur and calcium arsenate in attempt to save from
weevil those few squares which have escaped hopper.

COAD.

Mr. Coad {g in charge of the laboratory at Tallulah, La.
SAVANNAH RIVER BRIDGE, GEORGIA

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, out of order I ask leave to -
report from the Committee on Commerce favorably House bill
12796, for the construction of a pbridge across the Yavannah
River between Georgia and South Carolina, and I ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

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

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed,
as follow& 5

Be it enacted, €IC., That the counsent of Congress is hereby granted
to the States of Georgia and South Carolina to construct, maintain,
and operate a pridge and approaches thereto across the Qavannah
River at a point sultable to the interests of navigation at or near
Burtons Ferry, to connect up the highway from Allendale, S. C., to
Sylvania, Ga., in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled
«Aqn act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,”
approved March 23, 1906.

$gc. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this
pressly reserved.

act is hereby c¢x-

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the Flouse of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed
to the amendment of the Senate to each of the following bills
of the House:

1. R. 8048. An act to provide for the leasing of public lands
in Alaska for fur farming, and for other purposes aund

. R.8903. An act to authorize the =ale and disposition of
the abandoned tract or tracts of lands formerly used as a life-

gaving station in Florida, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had aflixed
his signature to the following enrolled bills and jeint resolu-
tions, and they were thereupon signed hy the Vice President:

g. 4320. An act for {he relief of the State of North (Carolina

. R.1252. An act for the relief of John Rogan;

o, R.1257. An act tor the relief of Silas Overmire;

. R. 2042. An act for the reliei of Joseph 1. Keresey.
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