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e
with him snd In conversation with
many other leading men, and from
obeervation that I had the opportu-
nity of msking a8t o publie festival
and at other public gatharings and
sssemblien wgieh I witnessed while
there, I was thoroughly gatiafied
that the women as a whole were as
strongly attached to the lnstitntion
as were the Mormon raen, and I be-
lleve such to be their oplnion to-day.
I belleve that i the Mormon wa-
men vote for sustaining that institn-
tion, they do 8o 83 a rule as freely as
do the Mormon men. Boupon the
question of fact I should need a
great deal of evidence to satialy me
that the position of the honorable
Benator i8 correct. .

But sesuming that hela correct in

that regard, and that his object is
to place the control of the Terri-
tory in the hands of thoze who are
opposed to polygamy—for that,
after all, is the only practical reason
that can pa urged in this strange
and otherwise violent and fyranni-
cal legislation; nothingbut the good
purpose involved can possibly juatify
it—it 1a a question whether the best
purpose, that ia the destrection of
polygamy, the desiruction of the
Mormon system, can justify a vio-
lation of the constitutional prinei-
ples that bave been the remlt of
the toil and development and strug-
gle of aix thousand years. Assum-
ing that the purpose, iigelf & worthy
purpose may bse attained by the
means which are brought jnto use
in this gection of this bill and other
provisions of the biil which certain-
1y seem to me to be very severe and
violent and only to be jvatified by
stress of the most Impoetant eir-
curastances—assuming that, how-
ever, to be 8o, does the Benator at-
tzin his end?

Ia it not 2 matter of Common no-
teriety that the Territory of Utah is
in the hands of the Mormons at
Jeaat four to one, and in the hands of
Mormon women alsc? O! what
avall ts it to strike at thesuffrage in
the hands of Mormon women even
if they do vote unlntelligently or
a3 slaves, casting the ballots of their
masters aud husbands? If you dis-
franchise these women theie are
four Morasong to every Genille to
vote for the system, not four polyg-
amista it may be, but fonr who en-
tertain this aame Mormon opinion,
and who have the right to vote, and
if every male polygamist in Utal
was convicted of ihe crime =3 con-
templated iIn the law of the last
session, and if therefore he was de-
prived of the right to vote legally
and judicially 83 a part of the gen-
tence to be affized to convietion,
there wonld be at least three Mor-
mons remaining who are not in the
practice of polygamy to retain by
their voting in their own hands the
sovereignty of that Territory; for
from all the undispnied evidemce I
have ever heard from any eource
there are at least three, if not four,
unmatried male polygamists in that

“Territory who upon the provisions
of all the bills suggested will atil]
have the rigit to vote and who will
control the ‘Territory at the ballot-

box.

Bo then this bill goea far short of
any remedy for ke evil there, and
there is no neceasity whatever of
this continuouns viclation of our con-
stitntional ideas and our constito-
tional rights, This other provision
here, which commences by placing
a witnees under sarrest before the
ordinary means have been put in
motion to secore his attendsnce, be-
fore there iz any contempt of court,
seems harzh, There I8 no necessity,
I say, of adopting these viclent
measUrss, nleas yoa go a grext deal
forther than the Senator from Ver-
mont feels fustified in doing and de-
prive the nnmarried Mormon mals

]{ﬁmiat of the right of suffrage,
E’c:) y proposes to-do that, and the
bill will be an niter failure for that
reason, and we shall find ourselves
precisely where we werein the com-

mencement.

Mr. President, there are other
reasons, strong, general reasons,that
I counld state why I am opposed to
this principle of the deprivation of
any human belng who has itof
the right of sufirage. I do not be-
lieve the remedy for thie evil lies in
that direction, and the proposed
remedy I had almost sald 18 woree
than the evil iteel?.

The Presiding Officer. Tho gues-
tlonis on the amendment of the
Benator from Massachusetts [Mr,
Hoar].

Mr. Edmunda, I am satlefled that
as the Benate iz very thin andI
shonld like a fuli vote on this gues-
tion, it ia better to now adjourn. [
move — :

Mr, :Blalr, It you are going to
move an adjournment,l wieh toofter
an;amcndoient.

Mr. Edmands. Very well.
Mr.Blatr. I wish toofler an amend-
ment to thia section, that it may be
printed.

The Presiding Officer. The Sena-
tor will eend his amendment to the
desk. .

Mr. Blalr. I wish toread it first, 1
propose to aimend the eeventh rec-
tion by striking cut lhe word *“fe-
male'” wherever it occurs; and in-
serting the word “person;’ also after
the word “whatever,” in the fourih
line, to insert:

Protided. That such person shall have been
tried and convicted of Lho crime of bigamy Or
of poly gamy according to tho iaw.

And also to insert the word*“such™
between by and “female,”” in the
seventh line,

Mr. Edrmunds. Now, Mr. Presl
dent, I move that the Benate ad.
journ until 11 ¢’clock to-morrow.
The motion was agreed lo, and (at
6 minutes past 6 p. m.) the Senate
adjourned.

— i~
SPEECH OF HON. W. CALL.

OF FLORIDA, IN THE SENATE OF
THE UNITED STATES, FRIDAY,
FEBRUARY 23D, 1883,

On tho Bl {S.2238) to awend no act entitlad
“An aoct to amend section 5352 of * the RHe
vised Statutes of the United 8tates, in refer-
ence to bigamy and for other purpo=se.” up-
proved Margh 27, 1884,

Mr. Call said:

Mr. President: If this bill were
an enactinent in plain and direct
terma thai the Constitution of the
United Biates was false} that the
aystem of popular government was
& failure and u delaeion; that there
were no resttaints of power contain-
ed in it, no protection to Individuoal
rights, it would be mo more clear
and pulpable a subversion not only
of the principlea of the Constitution
and of its plain and direct affirma-
tlon but also of the personal rights
of every man, womgen, and ¢hild in
this country.

But that is not ali, air; it laa
plain and Sagrant insait to Christi-
anity, to the ministers of the Christ-
ian reilgiop, to the spirit of the
Christian faith, and to the example
of the greaf founders of the Chriat-
iap religion. What of argument,
what of roason, can there be for the
proposition that whalever each com.
ing Congrenss shali see it to declare
a3 to what religion is, a8 to what
men £hall kelieve, ahall conatitcte
the law of the time and for the peo-
ple? What is there in the Conati-
tution of the United ftztes in re-
gard to marriage, polygamy, or
monogamy to acthorizy Congress to
declare what shall be the domestic
relations of the people of theseversl
Territories? I recognize as firmly as
any one the principles of our civili-
zation and cur soclal order which es-
tablishes monogamy or marriage to
one woman and protecta it with the
force of Iaw and with ils prohibi-
tory sanctions, .

I desire to eurround this relation
with all the restraints and protec-
tion of jusiand bhumane Jaws, and
to encourage its proper observance
and the growth of the higher and
better character in both men and
wonren which grows cut of it, but
that is not the guestion presented
by this bill of paine and penaities,

No reason can be given even by
the distinguisbed anthor of this bill
for n proposition that the Congress
of the United Biates has authority,
excluelve and absolute,without lim -
itation in regard to the subject of
marrisge or in regard to the personal
liberty of citizens of the United
Btates in the Territories, Init sim-
ply because the language of the
Constitmtion affirms that the Con-
gress of the United Btates shall have
exgiusive power to fegislate In the
District of Columbia and in the
places ceded by the _several Btates?
What connection is ihere between
that proposition and the exercise of
unlimited anthority? Can this kind
of power co-exiat with the prohibi.
tion,of any power on the part of
Congress to interfere with the per-
gonal fiberty, the personal rights of
a citlzen ‘except by judicisl trial? Is
it not plain and atpparant that this
is a government founded upon the
principles of the capacity of a ma.
Jority of the people in the different
political communities that constitu-
te it to control and govern them-
seives, to meke their own laws?
Who can deny that this is the foun-
dation and tbe very ersence of the
principle of all cur political Instita-
tions—the capacity of a majority of
the people not disfranchised by that
majority for crime or inabllity to
exercise the sufirage? Who can
deny that the very principle and
life of our Constitution,cur national
and our Btate governments, is the
capacily of a majority of the people
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in the d!fferent Iocalitles to prereribe
laws for themepelves on the subject
of their domestic relatlons— laws
opon the subject of the fiee
exercise of their opinfons?
Here in s propoeition to deny to the
people the right of self-government,
plain and wnquestionable, and to as-
cert that the majority of the people
of a particular Territory or locality
chall be governed by & minority.
Wby? Because theoplnlona of the
majority are sald to be contrary to
our vlews of religion and our views
of right.

Mr. Prealdent, I desire to submit
a few observations upon this eub-
ject. The Benator from Vermont
affirmed tbe other day tbat tha
Utah women are jn & condition of
servifode. That was the remark of
the honorable Benator. Therefore
the Benator from Vermont aske—
what? That they be deprived of lhe
power to make themselves free. The
majority, a large ¥najority of a par-
ticular community, the women of
that commaunity, it is-aaid, are in a
atate of servitude, and therefore, In
order to make them free, he deprives
them of the power to make them-
eelves frec; he takea away from
them the power to emancipate
themeelves by the ccntrol of the
law of that Territory from that con-
dition of eervitude. B8ir, what kind
of resson is there in a propogition of
thie Elnd? The women of Uiah are
in & atate of eervitude, and there.
fore you shall take away from tbem
the right to say whether or not they
shall leave that condition of servi-
tude, and deprive them of ail politi-
cal power. The majority of the
pecple of Utah entertain religions
opinions condemned by us and our
Christian civilization and our socinl
pystem, and therefore the¥ sre ex-
empted’ from the principle of local
gelf-government and must be de-
prived of pereonal liberty, of judi-
cial trisl, and of political power and
all rights and immunities,

The Benator from Vermount makes
a new definftion of servitude and
freedom, and sa¥e the women of
Utzh are in & condition of volun-
tary servitude (note the worda ““vol-
untary servitoude”), and therefore
he proposzes by law to put them into
a condition of—what? Of involun-
tary freedom from their own wiilby
subJugating them to his and our
opinions, and to new and strange
and prohibited Instrumentalities
and agencies of government. Sir,
it is obvious there is no reason in
this, that this is a contradiction not
only in terms but of reazon itself.
The Senator from Vermont proposes
to mske a matter of opinion on the
subject of the right or wrong of
having one wile or more than one a
condition for the exerclze of the suof-
frage. The argument of the Sena-
tor from Vermont clearly affirms
that if Congress [chooses, they have
the power 10 require a man to have
a dozen wives and to make thiea
condition of excrcising the suffrage,
or they may presoribe by law abso-
late cellbacy to both men and wo-
men in the Territory and make this
a condition of exerclsing the euf-
frage.

Why not, Mr. Presideni? Neither
the Renator from Vermont nor any
other Benator can deny with reason
tbat if Congress has the power in
its will and discretion to say that
opinione on the subject of having
two or three or more wivas as a con-
dition of suffrage s practicable and
within its power, that it hae also of
neceseity hy the same omnipotent
dizscretion the right to say thata
man ehall not voite unlese he has a
dozen wives, and the unlimited and
unrestrained discretion of Congress
ia the sole law and guide of its pow-
er. There is a method for the exer-
clse of reason apd certaln procesres
¢f thought which reach concla-
sions,

Mr. President, principles have
some relation to facts and we are
not left to mere arbitrary assertion
of the government of our opinions,
The }Jaw which the Senator from
Vermont proposes to make rests on
the propositien that Congress haas
the right to give the pecple of the
Territoriea the right to voleorteo
withhold it—to prescribe conditions
and quslifications fcr the exercise of
the right of saffrage in thelr discre-
tion. If this is true then it results

ticue they piease. Let ue see If it
is true.

Can Congress say by law that no
man or woman shall have the right
to vote unless they are living in s
stelsof polygamy wilth a dozen
wives or husbande? If not, why?
The right tc impose conditione on
the suffrage in the Territories is un-
lmited and subjeot only to the dis-
cretion of Congress. If thereisno

censtitutione]  iimitation cn fhe

that they may Jimpose’ any condi-| PO

power ¢f Congrees then they msay
do thia or anything elzse they please.
But is there any foundation in prin-
ciple for this idea that Congress
may exerclse power in the Terrifo-
ries for purpores or by methods not
authorized by the Constitution?
Can Congress provide that men or
women may be deprived of their
lives, liberty, or Property without a
hearing and trial before a judicial
tribunai?

Can Congresas provide by Iaw that
men and women may be counvieted
on false and suborned testimony,
and without a trial by jary,and if

‘not, why?

The reason iz becauze of the very
manifeet proposition that zll the
powers granted in the Constitation,
wherever exercised and however ex-
ercieed, muet be exercised subject to
the Jimitations and for the purpores
prescribed, and in the spirit of the
purpoaes of the Constitation. Now,
what provision of the Constitution
i it that glves Congress the power
to require the men and women of &
Territory to live in a polygamous
condition if they donot choose to do
£0? The proposition of tbe SBenator
from Vermont, and of thia bill, iz
that whenever a majority of Coun-
gresa see fit to do w0, they may paes
a law requiring the people of this
country, againat their consclences,
to live in a state of poiygamy In the
different Territories. That ia the
test of the proposition. Who would
dare to propose such a law? What
provision in the Constitution or
what part of ite letter or its apirit is
it which asserts that the collective
wiil snd intelligence of the people of
any Btate or locallty, ss expresced
by & majority not dirqualified from
}gnotance or non-residencs, or legal
Incapacity or crime, Is incapabls of
directing of controllfng its affairs?

What paré of the Constitution of
the United States iz it that afffrms
the incapacity of & msjority of the
people ot any locality, whether State
or Territory, to direct and control
their own affaira? Tbere I2 nosuch
powet and no such principle, The
Government of the United Btates
by the Constitation is a government
of States, with sole and extlusive
power over the domestic relations of
their people, and a national gevern-
ment, with power over their foreign
aftaira and the relations of the Btatea
with each other and their forelgn
and interstate commerce.

Mr, Logan., Will the Benalor al-
low me to make a suggestion to him
right there?

Mr. Call. Certainly [ will, with
a great deal of pleasurs.

Mr, Logan. Ksbould llke merely
to make a suggestion in the llne of
the Senator’s argument. He aaye
that if Congress hae power to de.
clare that perzons ehall not vote in
Utah because of bigamy, ZCongress
has also the power to declare that
those only shall have a right to vote
who have ten wivea, Buppose Con-
gress disfranchises a man for mur-
der and say® he shall not vote be-
cause he has committed murder,
will the reverse of that be true, and
does the Senator hold that Congress
could pass & law providing that no
man should vole unless he ocmmit-
ted ten murders?

Mr. Call, Let the Benator anawer
my argument; that Is no anawer.
If the Congress of the United Btates
hsas the absolute power to say that
a msn shall not vote unlesa he com-
mits maorder, it has the power to
say that he shall not vote unless he
coramits ten murders. If the power
is absolate it is not governad by mo-
ral or political considerations, nor by
right nor wrong. The suggestion of
the Benator from Iilinois duves not
deny or gualify the principles which
I have stated. This Iz a matter of
political principle under ounr civil
polity, and of argnment and reason
based thereon, and nol of prejudice
or opinion, or the moral or religions
propriety of monogamy O marriage
under our social system.

Bo I say, Mr. President, It isa
manifest proposition that if the
Congress of the United Btaies has
nnrestrained power to preseribe that
polygamons relations, or having two
or more wiveg, and opinions uipon
that subject shall deprive a man or
the right to vote, It has the right
to prescribe that he shall have
]y gamous relations asa condiirtloﬁ

of political enf:tanchirement
chioozes. )

Mr, Yogan, If the Benator wili
allcow me——

Mr. Call. Certainly.

Mr. Logan. He made some rerer-
ence to lgnorance, 1 do not claim
any greainess myeelf.

Mr. Call. It doee not matter what
we ¢laim, ]

Mr. Logan. Isball not question

the abillty of the Benator, but

shl;ould like to put tbis propoeition to
m—

Mr. Call. Nelther of us are very
great; but we are talking now about
propoeitiong——

Mr.Logan. It is a proposition that
I want to talk aboat. The RBenstor
88yS that we have got the same right
to pasa a law requiring perrons to
commit a erime, as we have to pasa
a law requiring them not'to commit
acrime. [ should like him toehow
me what principie there 1s in that
eclence of government, in law, orf
tbe principle npon which conetitu-
tions are based, or any rule of civil
conduct, which will justity him in
eaying that any legislative depart-
ment bas a right to paes a law re-
quiring people to commit crime. I
should like him to show me upon
what principle or theory any gov-
ernment or leglalative body has that
power given to it,

Mr. Call. The Benator from Illis
nois is 8 very distinguished man,
very able zrd foreible on many snb-
Jecte; but I knew when he spoke
that be had not understood and did
not perceive the trome relations of
this question; and now I will endes-
vor to show him why we all ougln'
to Jearn semetimer, and even the
moet ignorant of us can teach the
most learned something, The rea
son why Is this: It is becauce this
isnot & question of morals, not a
guestion of the Decalogue which
says ‘““thou shalt not murder,” It
is a question of constliutional
power, It is m question whethen
the Congress of the; United States
has the right to eay yon sha}] have
two wives or three wives, or only
one wife, becanse the Constitution
does not give tbe power, end be-
caufe your syslem of government
is that the States shall have fhe
right to say whether & man shajl
have the right to have che or twy
or three wives, and shall have the
right to say whether he ahall oz
shall not commit murder,&s the
condition or qualifieation for exer
cising the sufirage; but the Htates
and the Federal government alike
are prohibited from attaching the
congequences of crime to a man
either by punishment or indirectly!
by depriving him of an Immunity
or privilege, ‘withonut a conviction,
Therefore it is that the difference
bet ween the moral and the pelitical
law counstitutes the reason, The
moral law deals with the right and
wrong iIn human conduet; it pro-
hibits one and commands the other,
The political law deals with powen
of Government, and makes {bese
powers either absolute or limited,
and does not restrain them by the
mporal law, but by limitations ¢f the
powers themselves,

Mr. Maxey, 1 should like to ash
the Benator from Florida a queation.

Mr. Call. I yleid, certainly.

Mr. Maxey. Doea the Senator say
that the Congress of the United
States, which has exclusive jaris
diction over the District of Colum-
bin, has not aright to pass law:
against burglary, fornication, bigs
my, of any other crlme recognized
48 a crime againet public decency?

Mr. Call. Oh, no,

Mr. Maxey. if it has that right iz
the Distriet of Columbis, where i
the dividing line between
the power of Congress owr
this District and over any Territory
that belongs to the United States?

Mr. Call. This is not a questionof
lhe punishment of crime. If thi
bill propoeed to declare that polygs:
my in the Territory of Utah should
be crime, and, upon indictment and
trjal and conviction, “that then
should be a punishment attached,l
should have nothing toeay; bt
this bill proposes to disfranchi:e s
whole people. Why? Mecause |
says they entertain opinions differ
ent from thoze which the Senalr
from Vermont snd the Benats
from Texas entertain upon the sut

Ject of polygamy, without tris
without convicilon, withont hest
ing, and without evidence?"

This bill propores to dlsfranchis
a whole people and deny them th
right of self-government on i
ground that. they are gulilty of crim
inal practices, and have laws on th
subfect of thelt domestic relatior
which we do not approve.

I Congress were to declare by Ja¥
that the people of the District of G
lumbia should be denied self-got
ernment becauee Congress did nd
approve of lheir religious opls
ons and practices and
gerded them as lmmoral and irre
ligicus and detrimental, 1t woul
be & ¢ase eomewhat in point butatll
distinguished from this by the fac
that Congress by the Constituth?
is made the exclusive Jlegislativ®
power of the District.

Mr. Maxey. [ would ask the Sens
tor If the Congress of the United




