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INTRODUCTION

In the past decade there have besen numerous attempts to make a
science of the study of politics. These attempts have largely consisted
of creating theoretical models which purport to epitomize the nature of
polities, and, hopefully, to utter non-obvious deductions that can be
empirically verified. Several of these models have been partigally
successful in their purpose and today the student of politics has
available to him a number of reliable models which he may use to comprehend
the nature of a particular political situation. This scientific approach
to the study of politics is still in its infancy, however, and thus
the student of politics is often faced with a particular situation
which does not conform to any of the theoretical models available to
him. OSuch was the case in the historical situation that I studied.
Hence, the primary purpose of this paper is to explain this historiecal
situation in terms of a theoretical model that I have devised, a model
that explains the particular phenomenon in this situation better than
any other axistent model. Although instances of the phenomenon that I
am concerned with are seldom seen in the realm of politics, yet I suggest
that this model is applicable to all political situations which meet
the requirements that I have stipulated in my model. And the rare,



phenomenon of this type are of overwhelming significance when they do
occur.

Thus this paper will have a twofold purpose. It will be an empirical
study of a particular political situation——namely the passage of the
Volstead Act in 1919; and it will present a theoretical model which
purports to explain the nature of a particular political phenomenon—
namely the concept of the passionate majority. By this paper I hope
to make a contribution, however small it may be, to the study of
politics.



A MODEL

In the politics of a democratic society a situation may arise in
which one particular issue transcends the traditional bouncE'iuu of the
system and in which a substantial majority of the voters espouse one
side of the issue. Such a situation may be defined as one in which
a passionate majority exists. Given this situation the student of
politics faces the problem of accommodating this concept to contemporary
theories of political behavior. My theoretical model will attempt to
relate the concept of the passionate majority to models of coalition-
building which have not heretofore had room in them for very large
coalitions. In this model I will not speculate about historical and
sociological origins of the passionate majority; instead I will simply
accept the origins as given in order to concentrate on the problem of
defining the position of the passionate majority in a democratic society.

In beginning this model I must first briefly describe the nature
of the process of coalition-formation. Imagine a decision-making
body composed of seven mu:if (For our purposes these seven members
may be seven persons, seven n-person groups, or any combination of
individuals and groups.) Each member of the body has one vote and
these seven votes are equivalent--that is to say nof individual vote
counts any "more"™ in the decision~making process than any other. All
decisions in the body are made by a simple majority vote--any proposal
which can obtain the affirmative vote of at least four members is




passed and any proposal is allowed. (Including a motion to kill the
losers or a motion to establish a constitution which prohibits killing
any of the members of the body.) Since we have assumed that each of
the seven votes of the members of the body is equivalant we will further
assume that the majority can coerce the minority into agreement on any
motion which they (the majority) pass. Also, it will be assumed to be
impossible for any member to resign from the body.

In order for a proposal to be enacted it must pass two requirements
of form: 1) it must be guided by a leader (leadership will be defined
as the ability to influence voters to adopt certain views as expressing
their own will--thus leaders are voters who influence other vntara,]l
whose leadership may be merely that he introduced the bill, or that he
used his position to actively influence voters with some type of bribe
or side-payment (which will be defined later), and 2) this leader must
gain a sufficient body of followers in order to enact the proposal. In
the operation of our body, then, any one of the seven members (A,B,C,D,E,F,G)
may make a proposal P. Let us say that voter A has made proposal P.
Assuming that A desires this proposal to pass (e.g. it is not a part
of a legislative strategy in which he is merely trying to block the
passage of another proposal P'etc.) he must approach at least three
other members of the body in order to form a goalition. (A coalition
will be defined as a body which has the capacity to win. In terms of

lln‘bhm:r Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York, 1957), p. 87



my model, then, a coalition must have at least four members E.hu minimum
requirement for the passage of a prupunl]. Anything less than a coalition
will be termed a proto-coalition. By definition, then, a coalition may

be composed of several proto-coalitions which have merged in order to

win; however, a proto-coalition may never be a gcoalition. A proto-
coalition may be composed or one, two, or three members. For the sake

of simplicity we will require that every member of our body vote on

each proposal and thus if we represent a coalition asX and proto-coalition(s)
as Y then X 4 Y = 7.) Once A has made his proposal P each of the

members of the body has two alternatives——he may support A's propesal

or reject it (possibly by proposing an alternative proposal P! or by
amending A's proposal). Member A then has two alternatives. He may

accept the initial decisions of the members of the body (if A sees

that he can form a coalition he will stop here). Or, if A believes

that his proposal might fail, he may try to influence a sufficient

number of voters through means of bribes or side-payments.

A side-payment will be defined as any thing of value (e.g. material
value such as a vote or a sum of money or non-material value such as
prestige) which one voter (A) can transmit to another voter (B) in hope
that the receiver (B) will join with (A) in supporting P. Thus a
side-payment is made when member A offers member B $10.00 if he (B) will
vote for A's motion. Or, a side-payment is made if B agrees to vote
for A's motion if A will support another motion which B intends to

propose at some future time (log rolling).



Having introduced the central notions of coalition-formation, we
must now define the various possible types of leaders and side-payments
made to prospective followers. There are three basic types of political
leaders: political parties, favor buyers, and interest groups. A
political party will be defined as a body of voters who vote together
over an extended period of time (that is to say a political party is
not the product of a partidtf:; 1aaua%;p£§h£“;ésaiﬁi;HE; in:£ftu another
similar body. Even though the individual motives of the party members
may vary (e.g. power, prestige, the "thrill of the game™), yet the total
motivation of the party is the immediate gain, envisioned by party
members f{rom being able to form a coalition and thereby to win something
of valuse.

A favor buyer will be defined as a particular voter who promotes
a particular proposal in the political sphere because he expects immediate
gain from the enactment of that proposal. A favor buyer differs from

a political party in two respects: 1) a favor buyer is an individual

seeking profit as opposed to a group seeking profit in a political

party, and 2) a favor buyer promotes a single proposal for acceptance
whereas a political party promotes of body of proposals (called an

ideology)., Thus a favor buyer is by definition a proto-coalition and
in himself alone lacks the capacity to become a coalition. He may,
however, by the use of bribes or side-payments influence a sufficient
number of voters to enact his proposal.

An interest group will be defined as an organized body of voters
who promote a particular proposal in the political sphere of which they

are members. The motivation of an interest group is, again, envisioned



immediate gain from the successful enactment of the proposal they desire.
The interest group differs from the favor-buyer only in the fact that
the favor-buyer is one person while the interest group is an organized
body. The interest group differs from a political party in that the
group is concerned with only one (or with only a narrow range) of
proposals while the political party is concerned with winning on a

wide range of proposals.

Let us now return to our seven member body and examine the possibilities
which arise from our definition of these three types of political leaders.
There are 5,040 possible ways in which the seven members of our body
can arrange themselves on any given issue (71 = 5,040). By far the
greatest majority of these possible arrangements, however, are minor
permutations of the seven members and are not of particular interest to
us. The questionable permutations are those which involve the merging
of the different types of possibilities of leadership. Let us imagine
that the seven members of our body are arranged as follows: an interest
group is composed of members A, B, and C who desire the enactment of
proposal SIGMA; a favor buyer D desires the enactment of a quite
unrelated proposal EPSILON; and a political party composed of members
E, F, and G desires the enactment of proposals PHI and OMEGA. Given
this situation we have three proto-coalitions but nothing will be

passed since we have no coalition. Now let us further suppose that
the members of the interest group (A, B, and C) approach the favor
buyer (D) and the four agree to vote together and that all the desires

of the two proto-coalitions (SIGMA and EPSILON) be enacted. This is



agreed to by the favor buyer and the bargain is completed. The guestion
then arises: has the favor buyer formed a coalition and thus violated our
previous definition of a favor buyer (i.e., a particular voter who
promotes a particular proposal), and, since the interest group has
widened its appeal (two proposals) is its definition destroyed (i.e.,
a group promoting a particular proposal)? The answer to this is
Moy atNe since by joining the interest group the favor buyer has lost his
identity as a favor buyer and becomes a member of an interest group.
Also, this new body has become a political party since it is now
promoting unrelated issues—SICGMA and EPSILON. Thus our body now has
two political parties, one composed of members A, B, C, and D who are
promoting proposals SIGMA and EPSILON and one composed of members E,
F, and G who are promoting proposals PHI and OMEGA. Of these two
parties one (A, B, C, and D) is a coalition and the other (E, F, and
G) is a proto-coalition. (This illustration raises the question of
how a favor buyer as such can ever pass his proposal. The answer is
that a favor buyer may get a proposal passed if the coalition is composed
of at least four members——at least three of whom are voting independently
[és opposed to the organized voters in an interest group or political
party]for this proposal bescause they have been bribed to do so by a
favor buyer, who forms the final member of the coalition.)
There are also three basic types of side-payments or bribes which

a political leader may use in his attempt to form a coalition: payments
coming from prospective gain, payments out of working capital, and



payments made from fixed assets.? The first type of bribe, payments
out of prospective gain, are promises which a political leader offers
which can be realized only upon the successful formation of his proposed
coalition. Such offers are costless in the event that the coalition
does not form. These bribes are very common in democratic societies
and include promises of jobs, tax advantages, direct monetary payments,
etc. which can be realized if the leader's proposal is enacted. Thus
leader A approaches voter B and offers him a job (which will result if
his proposal is passed) if he (B) will vote with him (A). Or, leader
A promises voter E that if E votes for the proposal and if the proposal
passes then A will ensure E some tax benefit from the new proposal.

The second type of side-payments, those payments made from working
capital, are certain cost payments which must be made by the leader
win or lose. These, too, are common types of bribes used in coalition-
formation and included under this heading are payments ranging from
financial aid in elections to picking up the bar tab of prospective
followers., Thus leader C approaches voter D and offers to give him a
campaign contribution in exchange for which D is expected to support
€'s proposal. Or, leader C gives a party and invites voters E, A, and
F hoping that this gesture will encourage them to think that he (C)
is a Mgood Joe" and thus will support his proposal. Or, leader A
promises voter C that he (A) will give C $100.00 if C will support
A's proposal.

The third type of side-payments used in coalition formation are

= h"l”ﬂ“ A E*Kﬂﬂ A 7111:11'-" o Pal Tigal Qﬂ-‘fj""“,_‘f/.‘ﬁﬂu: Hﬂn‘#er
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those payments made from fixed assets. This type of payment involves
a total gamble of success on the part of the leader and hence this
type of bribe is seldom seen in the political world. FPerhaps the most
dramatic example of this type of bribe can be seen in the life of
Mahatma Gandhi. Gandhi, from the age of about 30, clearly desired to
become a saint in the eyes of the Indians people while politically

he sought Indian independence. His every action from this time shows
his rejection of physical comfort and pleasure (e.g. his inner struggle
as to whether or not he could morally condone having sexual relations
with his wife) in his fgnatical drive for a free India. In this drive
Gandhi would fast for days until some concession would be granted to
him (interestly enough those fasts were usually directed toward the
Hindus rather than the Batith ). Gandhi gambled his fixed assets
(his very life) to achieve a coalition (a free India).

Given these possibilities for leaders and side-payments in coalition-
formation the task remains to ascertain which of these choices is best
suited for situations involving a passionate majority. 1 have asserted
that the politics of a democratic society allows three basic types
of leaders: political parties, favor buyers, and interest groups. 1
would suggest that political parties are not well suited as the primary
leaders in situations involving a passionate majority. My reasoning
in this respect is as follows: political parties are organized to win
somet hing--namely, that which their opponents possess or have the
possibility of possessing. Since a passionate majority transcends
traditional political boundaries, its program is espoused by a substantial



majority of the members of all political parties; hence a political

party lacks the conflict which characterigzes its existence—that is

to say it has little or nothing to win since all voters will be

satisfied (will win) if the issue at hand passes. Thus I would eliminate
political parties as the primary leaders in situations involving
passionate majorities.

Let us now return to our hypothetical body and describe such a
situation. There is a proposal P which is desired by all seven members
of the body. Let us suppose that P states that all members will recelive
some value V. In the body we have a political party composed of members
A, B, and C; an unattached voter, D;a;\;nut.har political party composed
of members E, F, and G. The question then is who is to assume leadership
in this proposal and attempt to pass P. I suggest that no one of the
political parties has a special reason for trying to get the vote of
member D and form a coalition. Bach member of the body wins V no
matter who is in the coalition and thus there is no unique reason for
either party to bribe member D and attempt to form a coalition. In faect,
since a bribe will most likely be offered to D to obtain his vote and
since the rewards of P are equitable among all members there is a
common sense reason why no party will want to form a coalition--each
party would rather sit back and hope that the other party formed the
required coalition. Neither party wishes to pay the cost of coalition-
formation.

I would also eliminate favor buyers as leaders in situations
involving passionate majorities. Favor buyers are particular voters



espousing particular issues in order to receive immediate gain from

the enactment of their goals. In the case of a passionate majority

we are by definition dealing with the desires of a substantial percentage
of the voters in a given society and thus the benefits therefrom involve
much more than the desires and rewards of a particular favor buyer.
(Also, I believe this reasoning to be self-explanatory and thus I will
not demonstrate this in terms of our hypothetical body.)

The remaining type of leader 1 have considered is the interest
group and this, I would suggest, is the logical leader in situations
invelving passionate majorities. By definition the interest group
allows a body of voters to promote a particular proposal. A passionate
majority is concerned with just this—a body of persons who desire a
particular entity. At this point one might inquire as to the unigue
motivation of an interest group in such situations. This motivation
stems from the fact that the passage of the issue at hand is the
primary concern of these voters. While the issue is one of the many
desires of the members of political partiss, to the voters of interest
groups it is the only issue. These voters espouse the issue more
passionately than others. Hence, this is the logical (perhaps the
only) origin of leadership in situations involving passionate majorities.

In terms of our hypothetical body this is easily demonstrated. No
matter how the members of the body are originally constituted it is
an easy matter for at least four, amd perhaps all seven, of them to
unite on this particular issue. In the case of a passionate majority
it will be unnecessary for any bribes to be used since the majority



exists by definition. It is only necessary for a proposal to be made
and a vote to be taken—everyone benefits and thus the proposal will
be passed with little effort.

However, what if the situation arises in which a vote is desired
before the passionate majority has matured and thus the danger exists
that the proposal might fail. This is possible in a democracy, especially
since not everyone votes on all issues. Or, what happens if the small
minority in such a situation actively oppose the possible majority and
try to obstruct the voting process in some way that creates the danger
that the proposal might fail? In these cases side-payments may be
utilized and thus we must consider the place of bribes in a situation
involving a passionate majority.

I suggest that all three types of side-payments I have suggested
are possible in situations involving passionate majorities. Interest
groups are usually in possession of financial resources and thus the

first two types of bribes (payments out of working capital and payments
coming from prospective gain) may be utilized. Although the third type
of bribe (payments made from fixed capital) is unlikely (seldom is such

a total gamble involved in any issue). In any case this possibility
should not be excluded in considering passionate majority situations.
In order to understand the nature of the passionate majority as
it exists in the American democratic system this paper will now trace
the history of one particular bill. It will take into account the
issue, the decision-making process, and the final accounting of the

Volstead Act of 1919. To my knowledge the prohibition movement is one



of the best examples of instances in the history of the United States
when passionate majorities have existed. Passionate majority situations
are involved in the adoption of most Amendments to the Constitution.
(They are also common in the simple procedural requirements of extra-
ordinary majorities both to propose and pass certain types of legislative
business.) This can be seen by investigatigg the circumstances in

which they were passed: e.g. the abolitionist sentiment resulting in

the passage of the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments;

the women's suffrage movement resulting in the adoption of the Nineteenth
Amendment ; the state's rights sentiment involved in the passage of the
Eleventh Amendment; and the mixed degrees of sentiment regarding

Franklin Roosevelt's term of office resulting in the passage of the
Twantieth Amendment.

Before this investigatién begins, however, two points must be
clarified, two apologies made. First, the Volstead Act was passed
forty-three years ago. Although 1 have had access to most of the
pertinent materials that exist concerning this bill, yet thers is one
vitally important source that I could not, with undisputed accuracy,
take into account; that source is the human aspect of the Congress of
1919. It is too late to ask the Congressmen and lobbiests involved
in the passage of the Volstead act why they said or acted as they did
in the summer of 1919--~they are now dead and their names all but
forgotten. So we must engage in a certain degree of speculation when
we consider the fate of H.R. 6810--speculation which will, however,

be as qualified as is possible.



Second, this investigation is concerned primarily with the activities
of the House of Representatives with regard to the Volstead Act. There
are three reasons for limiting the investigation in this manner: (1)
The major activity centering around the Volstead Act took place in the
House. In the Senate the bill was discussed for only three days and
was concerned mainly with amendments rather than the bill itself; it
then was passed without the formality of a roll call vote. Hence in
the Senate one can not grasp the real issues involved in the bill, nor
does one ever clearly see the coalition forming around it. (2) The
sumer and fall of 1919 was thi.;' period when President Wilson was engaged
in a bitter dispute with the Senate over settlement of World War I.
This situation created forces of complex nature which, I would suggest,
confused the domestic prohibition question. Therefore it would be
folly to attempt to separate the true sentiment concerning the Volstead
Act from a complex of bitterness over the Versailles Treaty. (3)

My final reason for limiting discussion of the Volstead Act to the
House of Representatives is that the system of representation by which
Senators are selected conceals the real issues concerning the Volstead
Act. That is, inferences from statistical analysis of characteristics
of the population of Senatorial districts are much less reliable and
mich less informative than inferences from such analysis about
Congressional districts. Therefore, I will only occasionally and
briefly discuss the Senate in this investigation.

With these points in mind we may now examine the issue of
prohibition enforcement as it existed in 1919.



THE PASSAGE OF THE VOLSTEAD ACT
The Issue

Legislative issues do not drop onto the floor of Congress out of
the void, there awaiting recognition and consideration. Rather, behind
each proposal is a body of sentiment which has been forming and growing
somewhere in the nation. When an issue comes to the Congress it is
probable that its fate has been carefully planned by a person or group
because this bill offers immediate gain to those who espouse it.
Behind the simple act of submitting a bill to the Congress are weeks
or months of careful planning and consideration, writing and rewriting,
debating and pressuring; and the origins of this act may go back years
or even centuries. Such was the case with the Volstead Act.

Prohibition was by no means an innovation in the United States
when the Eighteenth Amplendment was passed in 1918. In fact, before
the Eighteenth Amplendment was passed 90 per cent of the townships and
rural precincts of the country were already under prohibition through
local and state provisions. Also, 75 per cent of all village and 85
per cent of all counties were prohibition territory, mainly by virtue
of state laws. Indeed, 32 of the 48 states had state-wide prohibition

laws. In total, 70 per cent of the population of the United States
lived in prohibition territory in 1918 and prohibition laws covered



ninety-{ive per cent of the area of the mtim.3 With regard to Congress,
two-thirds of the Senators were from dry states in 1918 and a majority
of the people in two-thirds of the Congressional districts of the nation
lived in prohibition territory. Thus prohibition, far from being an
innovation in 1918, was clearly espoused by a substantial majority of
the American public. It was, in fact, the desire of a passionate
ma jority.

Statutory prohibition is generally thought to be the outgrowth of
a plea for temperance (here meaning self-restraint or moderation) which
has long characterized the American moral tradition. The Puritan ethie,
an integral part of the American moral tradition, has consistently urged
some degree of temperance in all of man's actions. (By this I do not
mean that the Puritans were necessarily void of desire for personal
comfort or luxury; rather 1 mean that the concept of Puritaniasm is
generally believed to include the idea of restraint in one's actions
and that this restraint was extended to include abstanance from, or at
least moderation in the use of, alcoholic beverages.) Throughout the
history of the United States this plea for temperance has led to
varying degrees of public sentiment opposed to the use of alecohol for
beverage purposes. In the sineteenth gentury there were two primary waves
of prohibition sentiment. The first of these waves occurred about
1845-1855 and resulted in thirteen states adopting prohibition
legislation. (Maine, Vermont, Michigan and Nebraska adopted state-wide
prohibition while New Hampshire, Delaware, Rhode Island, New York,

“Ermest. H. Cherrington, Anti-Saloon e Year Book 1922
(Westerfield, Ohio, The American Issue Press, 1923), p. 5.



Connecticut, Massachusetts, Indiana, Iowa, and Minnesota adopted local
option for prohibition.) The second major wave of prohibition sentiment
in the Nineteenth Centuyy started about 1880 and, aided by the Prohibition
Party (organized in 1869) and the Women's Christian Temperance Union
(organized in 1874), led to several additional prohibition states.
(Kansas, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Iowa adopted state-wide
prohibition while Rhode Island, having repealed sarlier prohibition
legislation, tried prohibition again.) By the turn of the century,
however, most of these states had repealed their prohibition legislation
and in 1905 only three states (Maine, Kansas, and North Dakota) retained
state-wide prohibition. By the First World War a new spearhead for
the prohibition movement has been organized in the form of the Anti-
Saloon League. With the birth of the League (organized from a parent
organization in Ohio about 1893) came the leadership force needed to
cause the temporary demise of John Barleycorn.

The Anti-Saloon League based its operation on four pillars:

(1) paid professional officers and workers giving their entire

time to League activity; (2) a financial system based upon

monthly subseriptions; (3) political agitation directed toward

the defeat of wet and the elasction of dry candidates; (4)

concentration upon the liquﬂr question--reafusal to be side-

tracked by other issues.
The goal of the Anti-Saloon League was the total prohibition of intoxicating
beverages in the United States. This prohibition was to be based upon

and supported by a strict legislative code. The main point of attack of

the League, as the name of the organization suggests, was the saloon.

By damning the saloon and its associates (all liquor manufacturers, dealers,

hBurtram.H. Gross, The Legislative St e; A st in Social Combat
(New York, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1953§, pp. 9-10.




etc.) the League hoped to erush liguor business and consumption complstely.
No longer was the ligquor problem an individual one in which each man

was urged to be temperate. The Anti-Saloon League labeled liguor a
disease which had to be completely cured and the only effective medicine
would be strong legislation.

In mobilizing public support for prohibition legislation the League
utilized a gigantic national organization. The national League was
organized in a federal system. Each state had its own organization
composed of representatives from local units. The national League
consisted of an elaborate hierarchy of permanent and appointed officials
and representatives from the state organizations. Heading this national
organization we#e a small group of men who actually held the power in
the League. (It was felt by the founders of the League that if the
League were to become too democratic thei it would lose its effectiveness
and would get bogged down with domestic matters.) In practice, then,
the crucial activities and decisions of the League were directed by an
aristocracy of national officials while the local and state organizations
existed primarily to raise money and mobilize public suppott behind the
League.

Politically the Anti-Saloon League was non-partisan in the sense
that it did not restrict its attention to a particular party--it was
not concerned with Democrats and Republicans as much as it was interested
in wets and drys.

The League has no politics. It works as effectively in

Democratic as in Republican ¢ ties. All parties look

alike to the Anti-Saloon League.

$Q:uut.ad ins Peter Odegard, Pressure Polities: The Story of the

i oon e (New York, Columbia Uni¥ersity Press, 1928):
M Peb, 26, 1908 .




It is interesting to note that the Anti-Saloon League also opposed the
Prohibition Party. Although many supporters of one organization would
belong to the other, yet the League and the Prohibition Party fought

each other as well as alcohol. As one Prohibition Party pamphlet said:

We have got to kill the Anti-&aluag League and then lick the
Republican and Democratic Parties.

The hostility which separated these two groups stemmed from several
quarrels among which the chief was a rivalry over which organization
was to be the primary beneficiary of the prohibitionist sentiment.

The political strategy of the League was generally to support the
dominant party in one-party states. Hence in Pennsylvania, Kansas,
Wisconsin, Michigan, Maine, and Ohio the League tended to be Republican
while in Texas, the Carolinas, Georgia, and Alabama the League was
closely aligned with the Democratic Party.

In the appeal of the Anti-Saloon League to public opinion there
. was a noticeable reliance on the Puritan tradition of the United
States. In this appeal the League pursued two basic lines of approach.
The first was a moral appeal based on the premise that in the Puritan
ethic to label something immoral is to damn it.? The League called the
Saloon and liquor business immoral and in this way attempted to damn it
in the eyes of America. An example of this technique may easily be
seen in an excerpt from a pamphlet entitled The Texas Roundup on the

Saloon. In this pamphlet the author draws a sharp line between those
people for and against prohibition.

The wine dealers, brewers and distillers, wholesale liquor
dealers, saloon keepers and bartenders, gamblers, prize fighters,
horse racers and reckless sports, houses of ill fame, highway

robbers, burglars and counterfeiters, drunken bums, corrupt

[
American Issue, Maryland edition, (Westerfield, Ohio, The

American Issue Press) Feb. 26, 1910.
?Putur Odegard, Pressure Politics (New York, 1928), p. 100



politicians, vote sellers and vote buyers, toughs and thugs,
anarchists, low-class foreighers...that is to say all persons
who are opposed to decent government...Standing opposed to

these are the Church, philanthropists, Masons, Oddfellows,
Knights of Pythias, Foresters, Locomotive Engineers, all the
higher class order of Brotherhoods, clean salesmen, manufacturers
and merchants, railroads, Mothers, Wives and Daughters... all
men and women who stand for sobriety and goed citizenship.

Another example of League propaganda goes even further than this in

"defining" the saloon.

The saloon is the storm center of crime, the devil'!s headquarters
on esarth; the schoolmaster of a broken decalogue; the defiler of
youth; the enemy of the home; the foe of peach; the deceiver of
nations; the beast of sensuality; the past master of intrigue;
the vagabond of poverty; the social wvulture; the rendezvous of
demagogues; the enlisting officer of sin; the serpent of Eden;

a ponderous ammd edition of hell, revised, enlarged, and
illuminated.

The second line of attack also related to the American moral
background was an economic appeal which purportedly demonstrated the
wastefulness of the liquor industry. League propaganda used this
theme frequently and, owing to public concern over conservation of
resources such as alcohol in the war, it became a highly effective
weapon of the drys. An example of this type of economic appeal in
the Lasague propaganda is seen in a chart printed in a pamphlet called

Brewery vs. Labor.'”

= = = =

— e _SGyed dry employed
Ranier Brewery 156 Now a tannery 1,600
Portland Brewery 100 Now a furniture 600

factory

Pacific Coast Brewing

12 Now a shoe factory 2,500
TOTAL 379 4,700

8uoted in Odegard, p.43; from The Texas Roundup on the Saloon

QQuutad in Odegard, p. 39: from Issue, Kentucky edition
(Westerfield, Ohio, The American Issue Press), April, 1912

-wQuotad in Odegard, p. 51: from Brewer vs. labor



An examination of propaganda materials profusely distributed by
various organs of the Anti-Saloon Laaguuuilma that the League appealed
to roles covering nearly all facets of American life. To the role of

Wparent™ was directed the following "want-ad" in one league periodical.

WANTED - BOYS FOR CUSTOMERS™®

Most of our old customers are rapidly dropping out, ten committed
suicide last week, twenty are in jail-—eight in the chain gang,
fifteen were sent to the poor house, one was hanged. Most of
the rest are not worth fooling with; they have no money.

WE FRESH YOUNG BLOODI1111

In demonstrating the effect of ligquor on education the Kentucky
League organization published a comparison of two towns--one wet and
the other dr';f.

Norfolk - wet - pope. 6,025 = had 158 high school students.
York - dry - pops 6,235 - had 315 high school students.

wWhen the saloon comes to town the children are forced to
stay out of school to work in support of a drinking fl.tihar.lj

One of the popular propaganda themes of the Anti-Saloon League
was the effect of alcohol upon health.

Dr. Bertillon, the famous statistician, says that from the
ages of 35-45 he finds that Tuberculosis is twice uﬁrﬂnlmt.
among drinkers of alcohol as it is among abstainers.

ll.ln incomplete listing of propaganda materials distributed

by the League from 1509 to 1923 shows the following: Books-
1,925,463; Pamphlets - 5,271,715; Leaflets — 114,675,431;
Window Cards - 2,322,053; other eards, tickets, etc. =
18,522,471 ; misc. - 21,553,032; General printing, not
strictly propaganda - 80,512,206; Total - 244,782,296,
Odegard, p. 75.

12\merican Issue, Ohio edition (Westerfield, Ohio, The
American Issue Press), June 8, 1912

13 smery Issue, Kentucky edition (Westerfield, Ohio, The
American Issue Press), April, 1912

Upmerican Issue, National edition (Westerfield Ohio, The
American Issue Press), Nov. 12, 1912



The license states of New York, Delaware, California, Wisconsin,
Nevada, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Connecticut
showed 26.9 per cent of their insane as due to alcohol. In
Maine, Kansas, Mississippi, North Carelina, and Texas, where
the sale of liquor is prohibited or severely restricted, only
29 per cent of the insanity was due to alcohol. The states
having prohibition—Maine, North Dakota, Alabama, Georgia,
Oklahoma, and North Carolina--had one insane person to every 873
persons. The average for the United Sta:‘r[gs as a whole was

one insane person for every 490 persons.

With its powerful national organization and prolifiec propaganda
presses the Anti-Saloon League soon established a strong body of public
sentiment favoring prohibition legislation on a national level. With
this backing the League moved into politics as a pressure group, turning
this public sentiment into political action. When the League discovered
that a man was running for public office, its officials would send
him a form to be completed and return to the League. The answers that
the candidate returned to League headquarters would determine whether
or not he would be endorsed by the League.

ANTI-SALOON LEAGUE OF AMERICA®

Dear Sir:

We receive many inquiries requesting information in
relation to the attitude of candidates for public office
on the question of prohibition, its modification and its
enforcement.,

That we may the more intelligently answer these ingquiries,
and give the same such publicity as may be deemed advisable
we respectfully submit the following guestion:

1; Do you believe in prohibition as a public policy?

2) Do you favor a repeal of state prohibition statutes
similar to the act on taken by the legislative
Assembly of New York?

3) Do you favor an ammendment to the Volstead Act,

or to the state prohibition law, to legalize the

manufacture of beverages with an alcoholic content

in excess of that provided in Initiate Measure

No. 3 adopted by the people of the state of

Washington November 3, 19147

1opilmore Conditin, Predsedings of the Fourteenth Convention
of the Anti-Saloon League, 1911

160dugnrd, p. 91




L) Do you believe the prohibition law should be observed as
conscientiously and enforced as rigidly as any othar laws
on the statute books?

5) If nominated and slected, will you pledge of the observance
and enforcement of the prohibition law, and to support
such additional measures as in the light of experience
may be deemed advisable to suppress the beverage use of
intoxicating liquors?

Ei@ﬂd- L ] L] L] L ] L ] L] L 1 . L ] [ ]
Candidate for « s« « ¢« ¢« s ¢ s & &
Affiliated withe « o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o & -pl.rt.]f
AdAress:s s o 4 » o o » 50 » & & @
D‘t" & & @& ® ® & & * & * =8 & =® = @
Yours very respectively
The Anti-Saloon Laague of Washington
BYe ¢« ¢« s ¢ s » » » sState Superintendent
It is interesting to note that the League was not concerned with
the candidates personal stand on prohibition--they were concerned only
with his vote. Once the League had determined a candidates stand on
prohibition they had two primary weapons (bribes or side-payments) with
which to aid or oppose him. The first weapon was the offer of financial
aid in a candidate's campaign for office (payments out of working
capital.) The League had become a powerful agent in financing campaigns
and in this way could 1) offer great help to a candidate by giving him
a campaign contribution, or 2) prove to be a great obstacle should they
decide to aid his opponent. The League's second weapon was to =axploit
its public support by endorsing certain candidates at election tine
(also out of working capital.) An example of this endorsement is the
following excerpt from a report of the Anti-Saloon League of Wisconsin
in 1920.
Senator: Irving L. Lenroot, rep.: must be reelected. Next
to Volstead perhaps the most important man in

Congress for the drys. Defeat might mean repeal
of the Volstead Act.



L ___omee. o8 T SEE— - rmmp—“——ﬂ

Congressmen:
First District: H.A. Cooper; voted for Eighteenth
Amendment ; no statement on wine and beer.
Third District: James W, Murphey, democrat: openly
opposed to legalizing beer and wine. John M. Nelson,
rep.: voted for the Eighteenth Amendment: refused
to state position on beer and wine: receiving support
of beer and wine advocates.
Fourth District: Gerald P. Hayes, democrat: bone-dry,
declares against legalizing beer and wine.
Seventh District: Joseph B. Beck, rep.: opposed
beer and wine.
Eighth District: David G. Classon, rep.: voted for
Volstead Act. Andrew R. McDonald, democrat: endorsed
by Farmer-labor Party; bone-dry, union labor leader.
Tenth District: James Frear, rep.: has dry rscord.
Eleventh District: Adolphus P. Nelson, rep.: dry,
floor leader.

A third type of side-payment which the Anti-Saloon League used in
obtaining Congressional votes for their campaign was the promise of
jobs in prohibition enforcement (payments out of expected gain.) The
prohibition u;xrurr:mnt. would entail a large body of permanent officials
and those positions could be used to bribe Congressmen. Volstead,
himself, received a position in prohibition enforcement following his
retirement from Congress as legal advisor to the Northwest prohibition
enforcement district.

Using techniques such as these the Anti-Saloon League became the
spearhead of a wave of public sentiment which swept across the nation
in the years surrounding the passage of the Volstead Act. The League
became a powsrful political leader whose wrath was known to every
man on Capitel Hill.

The 1ssue of prohibition had been a perennial one in most of the

state legislatures across the nation at this time. Every year prohibition

1755@“ of the Anti-Saloon League of Wiseonsin, Nov. 4, 1920



legislation would be introduced, discussed, and accepted or rejected.
Backed by interest groups such as the Prohibition Party, the W.C.T.U.,
and the powerful Anti-Saloon League the prohibition question became

a presging issue in American politics. In 1918, Congress passed the
Eighteenth Amendment to the Constitution providing for nation-wide
prohibition of intoxicating beverages.

l. After one year from the ratification of this article the

manufacture, sale or transportation of intoxicating liquors

within, the importation thereof into, or the exportation
thereof from the United States and all territory subject to

the jurisdiction thereof for beverage purposes is hereby

prohibited.

2. The Congress and the several states shall have concurrent

power to enforce this article by appropriate legislation.

3. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have

been ratifies as an amendment to the Constitution by the

legislatures of the several States, as provided by the date

of the submission hereof to the States by the Congress.

The Eighteenth Amendment was ratified by the several States within
fourteen months after its passage by the Congress and was scheduled
to go into effect on January 16, 1920. The problem now facing the
proponents of prohibition was to ensure "appropriate legislation"
with which to enforce the Amendment. The Volstead Act, as introduced
by Andrew Volstead (Rep., Minnesota) on May 27, 1919, was to become

this ®appropriate legislation.™
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THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The Volstead Act, as introduced in May, 1919, was divided into
three parts: Title I, "To provide for the enforcement of war prohibition";
Title II, "Prohibition of Intoxicating Beverages"; and Title III,
"Industrial Aleohol."™ Before considering the committee hearings and
House debate on the Volstead Act it is necessary to comnment on the
three parts of this bill. Title I (war prohibition) of the bill was
an attempt to enforce the War Prohibition Act (passed purportedly to
conserve alcohol for defense purposes and scheduled to be effective
July 1, 1919) at the same time that the Eighteenth Amendment was being
enforeced--as the saying goes "to kill two birds with one stone."
In reading statements, testimony, and literature of this period one
can sense the feeling of both the wets and the drys that there might
well be a period between the War and the date set for the Eighteenth
Amendment to be effective when liquor would be distributed and sold.
References were made to "warehouses of liquor waiting to be sold™ and
Mstocking up for prohibition™ at this time, a stocking up which would
be possible unless the War Prohibition Act could be strongly enforced.
Title 1, then, seems to be a strategic move of the drys to close this
gap and sustain prohibition until the Eighteenth Amendment could be
enforced.
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Title II (prohibition of intoxicating beverages) was concerned
with enforeing the Eighteenth Amendment by providing controls to outlaw
the "manufacture, sale, or transportation of intoxicating liquors"
within the United States. This was "common man's™ prohibition--the
bootlegger, the seven-mile limit, and bathtub-gin. The issue which
was to arise in regard to Title II was the degree of severity of the
controls provided in this section of the bill.

Title III (industrial alcohol) was designed to allow, yst control,
alcohol used for industrial purposes. Any controversy concerning this
section of the National Prohibition Act dealt with the question of
whether or not the bill did in fact outlaw some legitimate business

enterprises.

Congressional Committee Hearings form 'Ei&?ﬁ&ﬁt of the legislative
process. It is here that much of the work of Congress is done and
here rests the fate of many bills. Congrsssional Committees can be
very human bodies. An aura of informality is seen here that is
generally lacking on the floor on Congress. In Congressional Committees,
I would suggest, can often be seen the reality which exists in the
Congress concerning an issue. By this I mean that Congressional
Committee Hearings, which generally pass either unnoticed by the publiec
or with very little publicity, lack the bravado and "vote-getting
speech-making®" which characterizeg floor debate on the same issues.
Henses (1 Covara Tlee MEARING L arie cAL G Ners §AVY '.u:u;mreé.;n, T YWywe vatuwe Al Fulude oF o el

The Committee Hearings on H.R. 6810 opened in the House Committee
on the Judiciary on Tuesday, June 3, 1919, and concluded on Saturday



June 14. During this time the Committee heard 3 witnesses of which,
in general, four were satisfied with the bill as it was presented to
the Commttee and the rest (30) wanted it altered in some way. The
Committee itself consisted of 21 members (ineluding the chairman,
Andrew Volstead) of which there were 13 Republicans and £ Democrats
(the Congress of 1919 had a Republican majority in both Houses.)

Hev., Edwin C. Dinwiddie, legislative superintendent of the Anti-
Saloon League, was the first witness to appear before the House Comnmittee
on the Judiciary. In his testimony, which was mainly concerned with
the necessity of adopting the Volstead Act, is contained an implication
that Andrew Volstead was not the author of the bill which he had
introduced.

Mr., Dyer (representative from Missouri): Which bill, if any,
of those that are pending before the committee was prepared
by you or by the officials of the Anti-Saloon League:
Dr, Dinwiddle: I would not say that this was prepared by us,
but I think probably the basis of the bills—-even the one
introduced by the Chairman—was prepared after much collaboration
with our people all over the country. That is what you mean,
I presume?
Mr, Dyer: I understand from the Chairman, if I am not mistaken—
and if I am I hope he will correct me--that you are the
representative of "the Anti-Saloon League who prepared and
submitted to him for introduction in the House some bill.
1 dﬂ not know whether this is the one or not.

Volstead): Noj this is not the one, but it
prn.ﬂticnlly carried out the same ideas. Most of it has huﬂ
redrawn, although the general character of it is the same,

" Congressmen, 13 men representing labor unions, 9 men
representing commercial enterprizes involving the manufacture
or use of industrial alcohol, 4 representatives from pressure
groups such as the hrbi—ﬁaloun League and the W.C.T.U., 4
businessmen who wanted to be allowed to sell their atm:k of
liquors which were already manufactured, and 2 internal
revenue agents.

J-BEn.fan of Prohibition, (privately printed by the
Government Print.ing Office, Washington D.C., 1921),
Hearings of the House Committee on the Judiciary on H.R.
6810, U.S. House of Representatives, 66th Congress, p. 4



This brief excerpt from the Committee Hearings on H.R. 6810 raises the
question of the actual origin of the Volstead Act and the reasoning
behind its authorship. The Volstead Act, as was later shown,l’ was
written by Andrew Volstead--based on similar legislation in Ohio, which
was written by offiecials of the Anti-Saloon League. Prohibition
legislation was a perennial issue in State legislatiuves at this time.
As both a lawyer and onetime county prosecuting attorney Volstead was
famdiliar with this type of legislation and, theresfore, capable of
writing such a bill. The interesting thingto note in this respect is
how he came to do this.

Volstead, himself, was not a prohibitionist.

I want to say to you that I never made a prohibition speech

in my life. I never belonged nithoiotu the Prohibition

Party or to the Anti-Saloon League.

Personally I have never been a pro tionist. I never
belonged to the Anti-Saloon League.

As nearly as I can determine the reason why Volstead wrote the bill was
that he, as Chairman of the House Committee, had the right to do so and
because he was recognized by his party as being talented in drafting
legislation.

He (Volstead) had a hand in drawing or assisting drawing a

good many laws of Congress during the years he served in
Congress--and had especial talent along such lines—His

ability along that line was so recognized by members of Gnngrusn.ﬂ

Igﬂmanaimg Record, Vol. 58, Part 3 (July 12, 1919), p. 2463
20congressional Redord, Vol. 58, Part 3 (July 8, 1919), p. 2296

ﬂwnmm of Prohibition Hearings of the House Committee on
the Judiciary on H.R. 6810, U.S. House of Hepresentatives,
66th Congress, p. 97

2L etter from Mrs. Carl J. Lomen (the formsr Laura Volstead, daughter
of Andrew Volstead), August 8, 1961
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Along with those qualifications Volstead was a friend of Wayne B, Wheeler—
general counsel of the Anti-Saloon League. Also, I can find no evidence
of any other comprehensive prohibition legislation which was introduced
at this time; a fact which leads me to believe that arrangements had been
made as to who would introduce such legislation. Thus it seems natural
that Volstead, @hairman of the House Committee on the Judiciary and a
respected member of the majority party with a background in law and a
special talent in drafting legislation should be asked, probably by a
party leader or by Wheeler himself, to write what is known as the
National Prohibition or Volstead Act. In a sense, then, to Volstead
fell the vote of Congressional leadership on this particular issus.
Following the testimony of Dr. Dinwiddle a series of labor union
officials appeared before the Committee and expressed the same basie
point of view which was that the proposed bill was too severe in that
it denied the American workman of beer and light wines. They asserted
that a glass of beer or wine after work was part of the workman's way
of life and to deprive him of this was unfair. They also said that
this restriction was unenforceable and that the bill would in fact make
criminals of honest men.

They (the American labor force) claim it is a privilege 55.1:.
they enjoy and they do not want it taken away from them.

I have come out of the mine on days like this, after working
in bad air, with vapor and gases, working as hard as I could
drive, with every bone in my body calling for some stimulant.
Now, if I could get a bottle az a glass of light beer, it
would give me that stimulant.

2 orcement of bition, Hearings, p.20
2i1bid., p. 17
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Much of the time of the Committee Hearings was consumed by the
testimony of representatives from business enterprises who belisved
that the Volstead Act would interfen with their legitimate activities.
These men appeared before the Committee to : 1) clarify questions they
had in regard to the bill or 2)ask that the Bill be amended if they
felt that it did in fact restrict their business enterprises. in
example of this type of testimony can be seen on June 5 when William
A. Schlobohm, representing the Fleischmann Company of New York,
appeared before the committee. The Fleischmann Company, then the
nation's largest producer of vinegar, asked that an amendment be made
to allow the lawful production of the company's product.

Mr., Schlobohm: . . . On page Il-. line 20, if the words

"manufactured from cider™ be striken from the bill it would

be possible for this company to go on with the manufacture

v.of mﬂ‘gil‘l
The Chairman: I do not think it would interfere with you

even as it is, but I think that is a good suggestion and
it 1::.’:.].1.2 e recommended to the committee that they make that

change.

Two Congressmen appeared before the House Comnmittee on the Judiciary
with regard to H.R. 6810--John F. Fitzgerald of Massachusetts and Adolph
Je Sabath of Illinois. In both cases the main issue was the inclusion
of war prohibition enforcement in this bill. Both men maintained that,
since the War was over, war prohibition should be repealed and not
enforced further. In both cases the Qongressmen (Fitzgerald and Sabath)
were given reasons for believing the war was not over (no treaty had
as yet been signed, there were still large numbers of troops in Burope)
and in both cases the testimony ended with no acceptable solution being

reached by either the Congressmen or the Committee members.

25Ibid., p. 106
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In viewing the Committee Hearings on the Volstead Act as a whole
there are two observations which help to understand the process of the
passage of this Bill. The first observation concerns the relatively
small number of witnesses who appeared before the Committee., The Volstead
Act was by no means a minor piece of legislation. To pass this Bill
would mean putting thousands of men out of work at a time when unemployment
problems were growing because of closing war plants and of men returning
from Europe back into the labor force. This Bill would also cause the
Gross National Product to drop sharply as millions of dollars worth of
liquor and related products sales wers cancelled, This was also the
triumph of a moral cause and the abrupt ending of a way of life which
had existed for centuries in this country; yet only 34 witnesses
appeared before the Committee Hearings and in some cases their testimony
could not have lasted more than twenty minutes (e.g. Mrs Schlobohm of
the Fleischmann Company and Mrs. Ellis Asby Yost of the W.C.T.U.).

Secondly, there seemed to be a feeling of disinterest which ran
thoughout the Hearings and gave the ﬁoarings a mechanical atmosphere.
Not fifty per cent of the Congressmen on the Committee entered into the
discussion and questioning of the witnesses. At no point did anyone
on the Committee strongly defend or criticize the pending Bill. Also,
there is reason to believe that the Conmittee Hearings were hurridly
scheduled and held merely as a formality. (As a rule this is not

un usual in Congressional practices.)



Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I had no knowledge
of this meeting until little prior to 10 o'clock this morning, 20

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am a little mite in the air as

to just what is before the committee at the present time, but

I assume, of course, that there is some legislation pending,

Cherring oub 66 mr-tine prolE e T o T

The point is that the Committee Hearings on the National Prohibition
Act demonstrate the feeling of Congress in the summer of 1919 that the
passage of the Bill was a foregone conclusion. The Hearings were
short and the testimony repetitious. Quite possibly the only reason
why men such as the labor union representatives appeared bafore the
Committee was that they would one day have to report to the body they
represented that they had tried to block the legislation. The only
group which actually gained something by their testimony were the
representatives of industries using alcohol industrially or utilizing
distilling techniques and they merely called the Committee's attention
to areas of the bill which were vague and needed amending in order to
allow legitimate businesses to continue to operate. It is interesting
to note the ratio of those witnesses supporting the Bill to those
opposing it (as previously stated 4 in favor and 30 desiring change.)
Considering the passage of the Volstead Act as a foregone conclusion
and these Hearings as a mechanical formality, it is logical that few
men desired hearing at the Committee to support the bill. It was not
necessary to defend the Volstead Act because by this time it did not
need a defense. By the time that the Committee Hearings started the
drys knew that they would have the congressional majority needed to
pass the Volstead Act.

26&1@-: Pe 1

2TIbid,, p. 86
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It was later charged that the Volstead Act was being "ram-rodded"
through Congress. The men who said this could look at the Committee
Hearings and cite them as proof of their claim--short, unpublished
meetings at which no time was allowed for a comprehensive examination
of the bill, its full implications and consequences. This charge
might also be answered with what now appears to be the real situation;
that it was not necessary to debate the Volstead Act in committee
because the Committee Hearings were a mere formality. The important
question, success or failure of the bill on the floor of Congress,
was already answersd; therefore it seemed senseless to rehash what
had been discussed for years and what had been basically settled by
the passage of the Eighteenth Amendment. By this time it was clear
that the supporters of prohibition were a passionate majority and it
was senseless to try W' block the bill., If Congressmen had something
more to say about prohibition they were waiting to say it where it
might help their careers and win them votes--on the floor of Congress.

House debate is generally not the place where real legislative
issues rise and fall. Rather, House debate is the place where teams,
already selected, show their strength and maneuver for position. If
anytiing, it offers an opportunity for those Congressmen who are
undecided to make their decisions on an issue, but there were certainly
no Gunérwmn undecided on the issue of prohibition in 1919.

OUn July 8, 1919, Mr. Campbell of Kansas, chairman of the House




Rules Committee, moved to open for debate H.R. 6810. Mr. Campbell's
motion was carried and specified twelve hours of initial debate of
which six hours was to be controlled by those Congressmen favoring
passage of the bill headed by Mr. Volstead (R., Minn.), and six hours
to be controlled by those Congressmen opposed to passage of the bill
headed by Mr. Igoe (D., Mo.). At this time the House dissolved into
the conmittee of the whole and debate on the Volstead Act began.
(The reason for dieeedsimsz using the committee of the whole is to
eliminate lengthy roll call votes. It allows more time for discussion
and prohibits time consuming formalities.)

House debate on the Volstead Act continued from July 8 until
July 22. During this time the bill was loudly applauded and savagely
denounced. Congressmen cheered and Congressmen booed. Yet underneath
this parliamentary circus the crucial issues concerning the bill
appeared and the all-important coalition process unveiled. Debate
on HeRs 6810 opened with a display of bravado and pathos, nonsense
and reason. Mr. Pou (D. N.C.) denounced the bill as being too harsh,
unfair, and discriminatory. He asserted that it allowed the wealthy
to store large stocks of liquor to be lawfully consumed during prohibition,
while the poor people must go to jail for making a bottle of "blackberry
brandy". Yet, maintained Mr. Pou, he was for temperance. Then Mr.
Fess (R., Ohio) rose to defend the bill on the grounds that it was
sorely needed to support the Eighteenth Amendment. In rapid succession
Mr. Cantrill (D., Ky.) said that he opposed the Eighteenth Amendment
but now thinks that it should be enforced; Mr. LaGuardia (R., N.Y.)
yelled that the bill was being "ram-rodded" through Congress; Mr. Sabath




(D., I1l.) cried that he was from Chicago where the masses hate whiskey
and love beer; and Mr. Caldwell (D., N.Y.) rose and said virtually
nothing (he finally did not vote on the bill. )28

In the midst of this organized pandemonium, however, Mr. Griffin
(D., N.Y.) rose to oppose the bill and in his speech there are two
observations concerning the Volstead Act which are of special interest
and which are undoubtedly true. The first of these truths has already
been discussed.

The gentlemen who are behind Eia prohibition proposition
are pretty acute politicians.

Indeed, to call the men backing prohibition (led by the Anti-Saloon
League) "pretty astute politicians™ is an understatement. What Mr,
Griffin is in fact acknowledging is the highly organized and powerful
movenent which brought prohibition to the United States.

Mr., Griffin's second observation concerns the principasl Congressional
division which characteriged prohibition.

On any proposition of this character you do not get a fair

representation of the people of this country. Take some

of the States which are most conspicuous in clamoring for

prohibition and you gentlemen who represent these States

are elected to this House upon the vote of 10,000, 11,000,

15,000, or 20,000 constituents, whersas the representatives

of the people of New York, of Illinois, California, all

the great Northerm States, the States that are opposed to

this legislation, each rﬁﬂamt from 60,000 to 80,000

consitivents (applause).
The basic issue which Mr. Griffin uncovers here is the small town and
rural-metropolitan conflict which dominated the prohibition controversy.

28Congressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 3 (July 8, 1919), p. 2284.

29Ibid., p. 2285.
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(Not as important is a basic conflict between North and South which
Griffin mentions because this was a conflict in which metropolitan
Northern centers such as New York and New Jersey were opposing small
town rural Southern areas in regard to prohibition.) This conflict
extended throughout the prohibition debate in the House. The basic
argument was that small town and rural representatives outnumbered
the metropolitan representatives in the House and yet the metropolitan
representatives were representing larger constituencies than were
the small town and rural representatives. Since prohibition was
largely advocated in small town and rural areas (as we shall later
see) what was happening, said the metropolitan representatives, was
that a small town and rural minority was dictating the personal and
moral standards of a metropolitan majority. The small town and rural
representatives would generally answer their protagonists by trying
to prove that they did represent as many constituents as did metropolitan
representatives (which in a few cases they could do) or they would
try to show that they were representing the views of ™true™ America
and not the views of M"illiterate foreigners™ and other "subversive
agents" of our society (an assertion which will be discussed later.)
In any case this confliet continued throughout House debate on the
Volstead Act and no completely acceptable solution was ever reached
by either side.

There were several other issues which consistently appeared in
House debate on the Volstead Act. One such issue was the question

of who should enforce prohibition. The Volstead Act provided for
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concurrent State and Federal powers to enforce prohibition. As might
well be expected this did not satisfy all the representatives of Congress.
Their views clashed again and again throughout House debate with the
basic position of the drys being to establish concurrent powers of
enforcement while the wets fought to put prohibition enforcement in
the hands of the several States. The wets were obviously of the
opinion that should prohibition enforcement be kept in the States
the chances for strict enforcement would be less than if the Federal
government were to enforce such legislation. In the end the drys
won the battle and prohibition enforcement was placed in the hands
of both the States and the Federal government.

Another frequent issue in the debate on the Volstead Act was the
question of whether or not to allow the sale of beer and light wines.
This was forbidden in the bill but the proposal was advanced, as it
had been in the Committee Hearings, by representatives from urban
industrial centers. On this point the drys, led by the Anti-Saloon
League, wanted no compromise and stood firmly opposed to any beverage
containing more than one half of one per cent alcohol.

The manner in which war prohibition was coupled with the enforcement
of the Eighteenth Amendment was alsc nnntim‘ully_ questioned in House
debate on the Volstead Act. One of the chief crities of the Volstead
Act, Warren Gard (D., Ohio), expressed the opposition viewpoint on
this issue in a speech which he concluded by saying: 1) that there
should be a separate war prohibition enforcement bill, and 2) that

Title I of the bill is thepvefore unnecessary and should be rmad.jl

*lgongressional Record, Vol 58, Part 3 (July 11, 1919), p. 2uk6.



It was on thes grounds that President Wilson would later veto the bill.

local economic interest was also evident as House debate on the
Volstead Act progressed. One of the principle manifestations of this
interest was the desire of Mr. Lea (D. Calf.) to protect the grape
industry in his constituency.

Today there is a grape crop on the vines in California the

value of which is estimated by the Viticulbtural Commission

at $12,000,000. If this Congress should adopt Section I

of this Aet it will prevent the farmers of California from 32

using these $12,000,000 of grapes that now hang upon the vine,

A basic issue concerning the nature of the Volstead Act was
revealed by Mr. Upshaw (D., Ga.) in a speech made during House debate.
In this speech Upshaw said that remarks made by Mr, Sabath of Illinois
in regard to the wishes of the people of Chicago (on July 8 Mr. Sabath
had stated that the people of Chicago were generally opposed to
prohibition) could be disregarded on the grounds that Chicago had a
large foreign population. Thus the ™native-American™ nature of the
Volstead Act was revealed. Prohibition was basically a movement
founded in small town and rural Protestant areas by small town and
rural Protestant Churches. It was these Churches which had originally
formed the organization which later became the Anti-Saloon League.
Although the Roman Catholic Church was officially divided on the guestion
of prohibition enforcement (one Church official would defend the
Volstead Act while another would condemn it), yet in areas with a high
percentage of Roman Catholics the trend of public opinion was generally

to oppose the bill. Also, the foreign population to which Mr. Upshaw
3Gongressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 3 (July 1k, 1919), p. 2563.




was referring would probably inelude Irish and Italian Roman Catholics.
Thus Mr. Upshaw's remark reveals much of the true nature of the base
upon which the Volstead Act was grounded, the base from which the bill
received most of its followers.

Following general debate on H.R. 6810 the bill was subject to
amendment. During the amending process the drys followed one general
and all=~ineclusive rule--do whatever Volstead says. (Here Volstead's
role as Congressional leader is evident,) The strategy of the wets
at this point, however, is vague and confused.

As numerous amsndments to the Volstead Act were submitted (there
were 285 House amendments which were sent to the Conference Committee
of the House and Senate) it became clear that Andrew Volstead's word
could make or break an amendment.

Amendments were offered and voted down without cersmony, while
those presented by the Chairman went through in rapid auuuaaiun.33

This was usually accomplished, not by Volstead attacking a proposed
amendment., but by his getting the floor and approving one. Volstead's
approval at such tjlimes amounted to only a few words, but these words
would guarantee a favorable vote on a proposed amendment. In regard
to an amendment by Hr. Vemable (D., Miss.):

Mr. Volstead: I accept that.>
In regard to an amendment by an opponent of prohibition, Representative
Juul (R., Ill.):

Mr. ansggld: This proposition I do not think dangerous to
anybody.

33New York Times, July 18, 1919, p. L.
HMoongressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 3 (July 17, 1919), p. 2777
B 1vid., p. 2778



Regarding a proposed amendment by Mr. Gard (D., Ohio):

Mr. Volstead: Thers is no objection to that.®
Actually I can find no instance in which an amendment passed without
being sanctioned either by Andrew Volstead himself or by other dry
leaders. Certainly no amendment passed the House which was opposed
by Volstead.

The wet forces were by this time clearly aware of the fact they
were not goinq to defeat the Volstead Actj nor could they significantly
modify it. This feeling of complete helplessness often led to emotional
outbursts by the wets during the debate on amendments to the bill. Said
one wet whose proposed amendment had been crushed:

1 am opposing this bill today-—although you have the votes

to pass it--because it is unjust, unfair, and unAmerican,

and the most malicious assault on personal liberty that

could be made.

It will be denounced in every section of the United States
before long, and the men responsible for this legislation

will be driven from office and power (laughter). My friend

from California (Mr. Randall), the Prohibitionist, is

laughing at that statement. Well, he may laugh about it;

he can afford to laugh, he was elected as a Prohibitionist;
but let me rumig$ the House that "those who laugh last

laugh longest™,.
The fact th&f'thu drys were dominating the debate and decisions on H.R.
6810 led to further outbursts by frustrated Congressmen. After trying
to get the floor during a session when the drys were busy passing some
of their amendments,Representative Goldfogle (D., N.Y.) finally
yelled:

Can not a man on this side be recognized once in a uhilu?Ba

361bid., p. 2802.
3T1bid., p. 2780,

*Ibid., p. 2779



The actual strategy of the wets appears neither unified nor clear
at this point. Neither side of the prohibition enforcement guestion
made a united effort to support or oppose the bill by being present on
the floor of Congress. (In the case of the drys there was such a large

majority that it was not necessary for all supporters to be present at

——_

"yhat are They Paid For?" wondersd if Congress really cared what
happened.

Some seventy-odd Congressmen, one-sixth of the membership

of the House of Hepresentatives, are passing amendments to

the prohibition enforcement bill touching such important

matters as the refusal of the right of jury trial and search
of homes and seisure of private property without pretext

and without redress...typ-thirds of the members of the

lower house are absent.

At one point it was said that the wets were attempting to amend the
Volstead Act to make it so drastic that it would be unacceptable,

Wets said today that they realized their only hope was to

make the bill 8 drastic that it would invite a veto from

the President.

Actually there is no svidsnce to prove that this was the case. Anything
that the wets offered was doomed to rejection and, except in a few
instances, (those concerning industrial usage of alcohol), regardless

of its content.

What finally became the strategy of the wets was a program of
eriticism and complaint. Mr. Longworth (R., Ohio) charged that the
Volstead Act was a poorly conceived piece of legislation:

3New York Times, ™ihat are They Padd For?", July 22, 1919

401pi4,
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The bill, however, is a hodge-podge of all sorts of liberty-
erushing lgfiulltinn in no way connected with the Constitutional
amendment .
The wets also continued their charge that the Volstead Act was being
forced through Congress.

The tactics now being employed by the Chairman of the Committee

and the radical prohibitionists i& jamming this legislation

through the House is outrageous.

It is not proper to shut off debate on these provisions...

there are capable lawyers in the House who in perfeect faith

are trying to perfect this enforcemnt measure so that the

rights of property owners and innocent persons will be L3

protected in a way they are not now protected under the bill.

On July 22 the wets made one last-ditch effort to block the passage
nf the Volstead Act. Representative Igoe (D., Mo.) moved that the bill
be recommitted--sent back to the House Committee on the Judiciary. This
motion failed, however, and on July 22, 1919, the House of Representatives
passed the Volstead Act, and they passed it in almost the exact form
in which it was first presented to the House on May 27.

On the same day that the House of Representatives passed the
Volstead Act the Senate Committee on the Judiciary opened its Hearings
on the bill. Following these Hearings (which as far as I can determine
were very similar in substance to the House Committee Hearings) the
bill was reported back to the Senate with amendments on August 18.
Senate debate on the bill was very brief (debate opened on September
3 and lasted only three days) and the bill was passed by the Senate

on September 5 without the formality of a roll call vote. In order to

“Ioongressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 3, (July 21, 1919), p. 2959.

h2yew York Times, July 18, 1919, p. &

I rpia,




correlate contradictory amendments on the bill the Senate asked for a
Conference Committee with the House on September 5. Conference managers
were appointed on September 9 and 10 and the Conference Committee began
worke. In this Committee many of the minor amendments were either
dropped or further amended. OUne major concession was made at this
time, however, in that the Conference Committee agreed to a Senate
amendment which would allow the manufacture of "preserved sweet cider™.

The report of the Conference Committee was submitted to the Senate
on October € where it was ratified without discussion. In the House,
however, both the wets and the drys took this opportunity to voice
further sentiment on prohibition.

Mr. Caldwell (D., N.Y.): Mr. Speaker, little can be said in

the last two minutes of debate—I1 am sorry I have not more

time--in opposition to this bill. I want it distinetly

understood that I ru:rin now, as I have always been, an

anti-prohibitionist.

Mr. Blanton (D., Texas): Mr. Speaker, in all the history of

Congress in my Jjudgement there has been no piece of legislation

passed more impﬂ ant to the happiness of the homes in America

than this bill.
After a short period of speech-making the wets, again, attempted to
block the bill by moving to recommit it. This motion failed, however,
and the House ratified the Conference Report. )

On October 27, 1919 President Wilson returned the Volstead Act,
without his signature, to Congress. In his veto message Wilson said
that he could not approve ™that part of this legislation with reference

to war-time prohibition™. For this reason he refused to sign the bill.
“hicongressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 3, (July 22, 1919), p. 6693.
45Ibid., p. 6695.
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For a brief moment a spark of hope appeared for the wet forces. This hope
quickly vanished, however, as both houses of Congress—-without debate—
overruled the President and passed the bill with the required two-thirds
majority of the two houses of Congress. Thus the battle for prohibition
enforcement ended; andjthe final accounting of this battle we can at

last see tangible evidence of those issues which have been discussed

and debated. Here there is proof of who or what caused the passage

of the Volstead Act—here theres are votes.

THE FINAL ACCOUNTING

Unfortunately the American Congress does not provide a system of
voting such as that envisioned by one representative who said:

It would be a great deal easier if only one could answer

"fifty-five percent aye" or “seventy per cent no"™ or "I

vote aye but Hith“tha regservation that I do not like section

3 of the bill"™ or I vote no; but God hﬁgu mercy on my soul

iF I am wrong, as I may very well be",
Because Congress lacks such a system of voting, on every issue each
Congressman must make a decision, and in most cases a compromise. He
must weigh his personal morality against public sentiment, he must
decide what effect his yea or nay will have on his constituents, his
local and national Party, his friends at home and in Congress, and
his nation's future and well being. And, most important, he must try
to assets the immediate gain on loss to him which will result from

his vote.

M’Jurry Voorhis, Confessions of a Congressman (Carden City, New
Jersey, Doubleday, 1947), p. 233.



Within the maze of complex factors influencing an issue and a
decision are certain patterns which appear on the final accounting of
all Congressional issues. And, I would suggest, within each decision
made by Congress is a fairly definite pattern of voting blocs. Within
such voting patterns are a flucuating number of clearly defined and
closely knit proto-coalitions; a number of indecisive "fringe" proto-
coalitions; and, unfortunately, a certain number of exceptions, These
voting patterns change from one issue to aﬁﬂuthur, yet in all issues
there is evidence of a small number of ™universal" proto-coalitions.
These universal bloes or universal proto-coalitions can be in the form
of associations such as political parties; in the form of general
voting formulas such as "when in doubt, do right" or "wvote for every
appropriations and against every tax™; or in the form of regional or
qcunﬂmie loyalities such as the Southern stand on civil rights or the
labor union vote. In any case such universal proto-coalitions do
exist and appear on the final accounting of all Congressional issues. |

Ave mpoibor of \iniled-hFe Aolecs, “favie ave ?m“iﬁ‘-—u-ii-“---a

Along with these universal prutn—cnnlitinngﬂrhich form on a particular
issue and disappear once that issue has been settled. In order to
understand the operation of Congress one must be aware of the Congressional
coalition-formation process--its base, operation, and consequences,

In investigating the voting pattern which formed on the Volstead
Act we encounter the two basic types of proto-coalitions——universal
and limited-life (temporary) proto~coalitions. Prohibition itself was
largely a moral question. This aspect of the Volstead Act accounts for

one type of temporary proto-coalition--those men who voted for the
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Volstead Act primarily because they were opposed to alcohol for beverage
purposes. This viewpoint is expressed in a speech by Representative
Morgan (R., Okla.) in which he accounts for his vote on the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I shall vote for this bill with a great deal of

pleasurs. In the adoption of the prohibition amendment the

American people have taken a great step forward...it will

leave its impression upon the social, moral, and economic

conditions of the Nation...through it a new Nation will be

developed. It will be a better Nation. It will be a Nation

with less crime, immorality and injustice...50 I hail this

as the hnrbipﬁgr of a greater Nation, a brighter day, and a

better world.

Yet, because certain men voted together on the Volstead Act for this
reason, it does not follow that they will consistently vote together
on other issues. In short, this was a temporary grouping of men who
sided on a particular issue because of similar beliefs on that
particular question.

Another temporary proto-coalition formed on the question of the
passage of the Volstead Act to protect particular areas and businesses
which would be financially injured by the passage of the Volstead Act.
This proto-coalition would include men such as Mr. Lea (D., Calf.)
whose constituency was a great grape producting area and Mr., Hull (R., Iowa)
whose occupation before entering Congress was that of buying grain,
an enterprize which deals with supplying grain to distillers. 5S¢ in
this case two men representing two political parties and from two
different regions of the country united on a particular issue and, with
other Congressmen facing similar situations, formed a temporary proto-

coalition.

L7
Congressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 3 (July 21, 1919), pp. 6695-6696.
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There are numerous other examples of this type of temporary
proto-coalition which formed in the prohibition controversy of 1919,
but citing examples of two or these is sufficient to demonstrate their
Iimited nature, extent, and position in the coalition pattern of the
Volstead Act.

The crucial proto-coalition in the voting pattern of the Volstead
Act was of a universal nature and requires more attention than the
temporary proto-coalitions. In considering this type of proto-coalition
we will =xamine several possibilities. The first of these possibilities
is a proto-coalition based upon political party affiliation.

The House of Representatives of 1919 consisted of 236 Republicans
and 192 Democrats (in addition there was one Prohibitionist, Randall
of California, and one independent Congressman, Baer of North Dakota),
Of the Republican Congressmen in the House 70.76 per cent voted in
favor of the bill, 20,76 per cent voted against the bill, and 7.62 per
cent did not vote. Of the Democratic members of the House 61.40 per
cent voted in favor of the bill, 26.56 per cent voted against the bill,
while 11.45 per cent did not vote.

When considering the final accounting of the Volstead Act as a
whole there were 287 yea votes consisting of 58.58 per cent Republicans
and 4l.11 per cent DHMEI‘I‘I‘-E;* there were 100 nay votes consisting of
LB per cent Republicans and 52 per cent Democrats; and there were 40

Congressmen who did not answer on this vote (several had been given

"Independent Baer and Prohibitionist Randall both voted yea which
brings the total percentage to 100 per cent.



leaves of absence-~the rest are either paired or, to my knowledge,
unaccounted for) of which 45 per cent were Republicans and 55 per cent
were Democrats.

In examining these figures it is evident that prohibition enforcement
was not a truly partisan issue with regard to coalition patterns, A
majority of both parties voted in favor of the bill (70.76 per cent
of the Republicans and §1.40 per cent of the Democrats) while a
similar minority percentage of both parties oppossd the bill (20.76
per cent of the Republicans and 26.55 per cent of the Democrats). In
neither the Republican nor the Demoeratic bloes is there a clear-cut
display of sentiment which would separate the two groups into definite
ideological camps. Although there is evidence that the Republicans
generally favored the passage of the Volstead Act more than the Democrats,

yet it will later be shown that this was due mainly to forces other
than party loyalty. Thus we must discard the possibility of the
coalition of the Volstead Act as being primarily a product of partisan
ideology or loyalty. This is in keeping with my theoretical model

in which I discarded political parties as the principle leaders in
situations involving passionate majorities.

A second universal coalition pattern which might be considered
as the basis of the coalition of the Volstead Act would be a voting
bloc centered on regional groupings within the Nation--in other words
regional interest. In caleculating a regional pattern of interest
in the Volstead Act I have used a standard regional grouping of the

United States (New England, Atlantic, Midwest, Northwest, Southwest,



Pacific, Border, and South) and tabulated the votes of the Representatives
from each of these areas. In examining these figures we are again
faced with the lack of any substantial evidence with which to attribute
this pattern to the coalitions involving the passage of the Volstead
Act. In seven of the eight regional areas over 60 per cent of the
Representatives voted in favor of the Volstead Act. In the Atlantic
States only 48.2 per cent of the Congressmen in the House voted in
favor of the bill, yet only Ll.L per cent of the Congressmen in the
House opposed the bill, Seventeen of the State delegations to the
House voted 100 per cent in favor of the bill and these States were
distributed throughout the eight regional groupings I have listed.
In only three of the delegations from the several States was there a
majority of the Representatives opposing the bill. In general, then,
we mist coneclude that regional groupings of States was nutﬁﬂfprimary
base on which the coalition pattern of the Volstead Act rested.

A third universal pattern which might serve as the basis of
the Volstead Act would be a pattern based on the occupational (hence
to a degree the economic and social) background of the Congressmen
in the House themselves. In deing this I have tabulated as nearly
as I can determine the primary occupation of each Representative in
the House prior to his election to Congress, I have then tabulated
these findings with regard to the vote of each Congressman on the
Volstead Act. (See Appendix). Here, again, we are faced with a lack
of conclusive evidence with which to arrive at the primary base of
the coalition pattern involving the passage of the Volstead Act.



By far the largest single occupational background of the Representatives
in the House of 1919 was law. This group accounted for 4B.78 per cent of
the yea votes on H.R. 6810 and 48.00 per cent of the nay votes on the
bill. On the whole 67.30 per cent of the lawyers voted yea while 23.07
per cent opposed the bill. Another large occupational grouping of the
Congress of 1919 was what I have labeled general businessmen. In this
group 61.19 per cent of the Representatives of the House concerned
voted yea on the National Prohibition Act while 28.35 per cent of the
group voted nay. In general, only two of the occupational groups had
a majority opposing the Volstead Act (2 of the 3 military men and all
of the 5 labor leaders.) We can not, then, find any reason for
believing that this was the primary basis on which the coalition
patterns on the prohibition enforcement issue formed. We may assert
that labor was opposed to the bill and that several occupational groups
were by and large for the bill, but this alone is not satisfactory.
Rather, it is evident that we must find another base on which to account
for the coalition pattern of the Volstead Act.

The actual basis of the coalition of the Volstead Act has been
discussed earlier in this paper and now merely needs to be examined
for the final accounting on the bill. It is a universal proto-coalition
(in this case a coalition) of rural and small town Congressmen. This
proto-coalition stemmed from a metropolitan-rural and small town
conflict existing in the wnation in 1919, and involves religion, ethic

composition, economic status, and other basic roles of the American

people.



There were 109 nay votes on the final accounting of the Volstead
Acte Of these 109 votes 74 were from Congressmen representing
constituencies in which at least 75 per cent of the voters lived in
urban areas (urban areas weres then defined by the U. S. Census Bureau
as those whose population exceeds 2,500 persons.) MNinety-one of the
nay votes were from Congressmen from constituencies at least 50%
urban. To further test this hypothesis I have made a correlation
between those Congressmen voting nay and the urban-rural composition
of their constituencies. The results of this cnrrulntinn(sau nppundix)
show a coefficient of correlation of 0.86 based on a hypothetical
perfect score of 1,0, and a coefficient of determination of 0.75 based
on a hypothetical perfect score of 1.0 . This correlation was based
upon the entire population of the United States in 1920 and thus when
these results are tested as to the number of times an identical result
will ocecur if this correlation is repeated I find that it will eccur
99.99 4 per cent of the time,)

In metropolitan centers it is only natural that the Volstead Act
would be opposed. Centered in large industrial centers were the
laboring populations which opposed prohibition because it would take
from the factory or mill worker one of his daily pleasures—a glass
of beer. Thus we can account for the opposing votes of ﬁha five labor
leaders in the House, This explains the fact that the Atlantic
regional grouping of the mation (ineluding the highly industrialized
areas of New York, New Jerssy, and Pennsylvania) had the lowsst regional

percentage of favorable votes on the bill. This also accounts for some



Democratic Party opposition to the bill due to the high percentage of
Democrats in metropolitan areas. In general, by basing our coalition
pattern on a metropolitan-small town and rural conflict we can account
for diserepancies and abnormalities which we observe in other coalition
patterns, yet which can not be fully explained by those patterns. We
can take this conflict as our base and, using it as a frame of reference,
we can thus explain and understand the coalition which formed on the
prohibition enforcement issue of 1919.

The metropolitan-small town and rural conflict also illuminates
the Catholic~-Protestant conflict concerning the Volstead Act. The
United States Census Report of 1920 showed that in major population
centers the Roman Catholic Church was, in most cases, the predominate
religious group. It is also estimated that in 1920 about 85 per cent
of all the Roman Catholics in the United States lived in major population
centers. (see Appendix). Hence, in addition to the strong labor sentiment
opposing the Volstead Act in metropolitan America was added the opposition
of the dominant religious group in these areas——the Roman Catholic Church.

A third major force in metropolitan areas which opposed the
Volstead Act was the foreign-born population. This is the group which
some Congressmen said was unimportant and whose views could be disregarded.
Yet this group was very important to one group of Congressmen--those
from constituencies containing large numbers of foreign-born persons.
If these immigrants had a reason for opposing prohibition and-i4s
enforeement which was uniquely theirs it was probably this: to these



people liquor was not an evil thing--a disease which must be cured.

They did not shayre the Puritan ethic of rural and middle class America.
Rather, to the immigrant, liquor (especially wines and beer) was a

part of his traditional way of life and the Volstead Act would deny

him of this tradition. Although many immigrants were not yet citizens
with voting privileges in 1919, yet many were citizens with veting

rights and many others would become citizuﬁﬁ. In any case this was a
population group whose desires could mot be ignored by the Representatives
in Congress from these constituencies.

Before leaving this discussion of metropolitan opposition to the
Volstead Act one point must be made. Although I have described threes
ma jor metropolitan forces which each had reason to oppose the Volstead
Act this is not meant to imply that each of these forces was independent
of the others. Rather, I would suggest, that these three groups
overlapped and that this overlapping was the rule and not the exception.
However, the importance of these groups lies in the fact that together
they formed a large percentage of the population of metropolitan
constituencies and because of such constituency composition Congressmen
in these m!trnpniiﬁnn areas opposed the Volstead Act.

Standing in favor of the Volstead Act were the small town and
rural Representatives to the House--a group which was considerably
larger than the urban Representatives, and which was solidly backed
by the Anti-Saloon League, the Protestant Church, and a majority of
Mation-wide public opinion. On the side of the Volstead Act were the
traditionally "respectable" elements of American society--white,



Protestant, native-born Americans. Here stood the "backbone" of Amsrica——
the small farmer., Here too was an arsenal of American public opinion—
the small, Protestant, country Church. These were the groups which
founded and financed the Anti-Saloon League, and these were the groups
which brought the Volstead Act to Washington and these are the followers
whose influence and votes passed the Volstead Act.

Thus the Volstead Act exemplifies the nature of a passionate majority
as it exists in American politics. As an issue the Volstead Act was
clearly the desire of a substantial majority of American voters. Proof
of this is seen in the large percentage of Americans that lived in
prohibition areas prior to the passage of the Eighteenth Amendment. In
the dacisinn—mnking process a pressure group, the Anti-Saloon League,
bscame the leader of the prohibition issue and organized followers
whose purpose was to obtain legislation providing for prohibition
enforcement. The Anti-Saloon League utilized a number of side-payments
with which to attract voters in the final aceounting and in this way
formed a coalition. This coalition was composed of several proto-
coalitions, the principle one being an association of rural and small
town Congressmen, and was of sizeable dimensions. In the final
accounting the magnitude of the passionate majority was claar and the
coalition was recorded as such.

Thus the Volstead Act followed the traditional path of legislation:

beginning as an issue, moving through the decision-making process,
and becoming a tabulation of votes in the final accounting. This

traditional path of legislation was altered, however, by the addition



of the political phenomenon known as the passionate majority. It is
this phenomenon which makes the passage of the Volstead Act of special

interest to the student of politics.



CONCLUSION

The precedding investigation has attempted to describe the nature,
method, and influence of the passionate majority as it exists in American
politics. At this time I shall not review the points that I have made
in this paper since I believe this is unnecessary. Instead, I shall
make one final observation about American politics, perhaps about
polities in general, which is inherent in the preceeding investigation.

The passage of the Volstead Act domonstrates the localiasm of
American politics. At the crucial stage of this legislation, the final
accounting, when all decisions had to be final, the Representatives
in the House based their decisions on the sentiment within their
constituencies. OUnce the legislation had been examined and discussed,
its true nature uncovered and understood, then a vast majority of the
Congressmen applied the real issues at stake to the voters who elected
them. Metropolitan Congressmen considered the effect of the bill on
their constituents, small town and rural Congressmen considered the
effect of the bill on their constituents, and on this basis the
Congressmen voted. AfLér the bravado and show of the parliamentary
ecircus was silenced, after the propaganda materials from various
people and agencies had been discarded, after the decisions had been
made and the inward searching and considering was over, then the game
became a contest of numbers, of urban versus rural Representatives.
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And the rural Representatives won the prize.

The wniversal significance of this study is that it epitomizes
the nature of politics itself—it says that every vote is for sale,
that every Representative has bought his place in the scheme of
government and that he intends to maintain this position. This buying
and selling of votes is clearly seen in the passage of the Volstead
Act and is, I believe, the underlying nature of politics.
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Veto Message on H.R. 6810

To the House of Representatives:

I em returning, without my signature, H.R. 56310, “An act to prohibit
intoxicating beverages, and to regulate the manufacture, production,
use, and seale of high-proof spirits for other than beverage purposes,
and to insure an ample supply of alcohol and promote its use in scienti-
fic research and in the development of fuel, dye, and other lawful
industriead. .

The subject matter treated in this measure deals with two distinct
phases of the prohibition legislation. One part of the act under con-
sideration seeks to enforce war--time prohibition. The other provides
for the enforcement which was made necessary by the adovtion of the
Constitutional amendment. I object to and cannot approve that part
of this legislation with reference to war-time prohibition. It has to

do with the enforcement of an act which was passed by reason of the

emergencies of the wer and whose objeots have been satisfied in the
demobilization of the Army and Navy, and whose purposes of particular
legislation arising out of war emergency heve been satisfied, sound
public policy makes clear the reason and necessity for repeal.

It will not be difficult for Congress in considering this impor-

tant matter to separate these two questions and effectively to legislate
rezarding them, making the proper distinction between temporary

causes which arose out of war-time emergencies eand those like the
constitutional amendment of prohbhbition which 1s now part of the
fundamental law of the country. In all matters having to do with

the personal habits and customs of large numbers of our people we must
be certain that the established processes of legal chnge are followed.
In no other way can the salutary object sought to be accomplished by
ereat reforms of this character be made satisfactory and permanent.

THE WHITE HOUSE WOODROW WILSON
October 27, 1919
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A Tabulation of Voting by Party
On the Volstead Act in
The House of Representatives

I
_Par‘t.}r Number Voting FYea ﬁgy ot Voting
Republican 256 70.76 20.76 7.62
Democratic 192 61.40 26.56 11.45
Other® 2 100,00
*One prohibitionist and one Independent
II
Vote Number i‘keyublican ;ﬁumouratiu
Nay 100 48,00 52,00
Not Voting 0 45.00 55.00




New Englend States

Atlentic States

Midwest States
Northwest States
Southwest States
Pacific States
Border States

Southern Stetes

50~

Reigonal Support of Volstead Aect

50.8% of Representetives voted yes

48, 2% of Reporesentatives voted yesa
41,4% of Revresentatives voted nay

76.8% of Representatives voted yea
97.3% of Reppesentatives voted yea
80.6% of Representatives voted yea
73.6% of Representatives voted yea
74.4% of Representatives voted yea

80.6% of Representatives voted yea

State Yen Hay Not Voting #Yea
Alabama 8 - - 100
Arizone 1 - - 100
Arkansas 6 1 1 86
California 5 1 1 55
Colorado 4 - - 100
Connecticut - 1 1 (4]
Delavare 1 - - 100
Florida s - - 100
Georgia 11 1 1 o2
Idaho 2 - - 166
Illinois 15 3 3 57
Indiana 1 2 2 &4
lowa 10 - - o1
Kansas 8 - - 100
Kentucky 8 1 1 €0
Louisians 4 - - 50
Maine 3 1 1 66
Maryland b - - 50
Magsachusetis 10 1 1 A2
Michigzan 12 1 1 92
Minnesota 10 - - 100
Mississipni 8 1 1 &0
Missouri 12 z 1 T4
Montana 2 - - 100
Nebraska 5 1 - 84



5
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State Yea Ray Not Voting #Yen
Nevada 1 - - 100
New Hampshire 2 - - 100
Hew Jersey 2 7 3 16
New Mexico 1 - - 100
New York 15 26 2 54
North Caroclina ] 2 2° 60

. North Dakota 3 - - 100
Ohio . 15 8 1 68
Oklahoma f - 1" 88
Orezon 2 1 - . 65
Pennsylvanis 15 14 5 41
Rhode Island 1 2 - -
South Carolina 5 - 1 86
South Dalota 5 - - 100
Tennessee & - 2 o0
Texas 14 2 1 80
Utah 1 - 1 50
Vermont 2 - - 100
Virginia 6 - 2 80
Weshincton 5 - - 100
West Virginia 3 - - 5 50
W sconsin 2) 3 1 50
Wyoming 1 - - 100
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Occupational Grouping of Representatives

Occupation Number %Yea #Nay fliot Voting
I-ﬁ'ﬂ- Eﬂa 5?-3’& 25‘-0? 6165
Judre Lz 79.156 12.50 0. 33
General Businesas 67 61.19 28.35 10, 44
Hewnaper 22 81.61 0,09 9.00
Farm 18 61.11 16.66 22,22
Militery 3 L o T3or I 66,66 -
Civil Service 7 T1.42 28,57 -
Politician 15 7333 20.00 8.65
Labor Leader 5 - 100,00 -
Banker 18 b 27.T7 16.65
Educetion 15 £0.00 5:.568 5.55
Madicine 1 100,00 - -
Liquor Industry 1 - 100.00 -
. _Yea Votes SRS i) _Nay Votes _
Occupation Number % Of Total Occupation Number # Of Total
Law 140 48,78 Law 4 48,0
Judge 38 13.24 Judge 6 6.0
Gen. Bus. h1 1#-28 Gen. Bus. 19 19.0
Newsvaner 18 6.27 Newspaper 2 2.0
Farm 11 $.83 Parn 5 3.0
Militery 1 0.35 Mlitary 2 2.0
Civil Service 2 0.65 Civil Service 5 5.0
Politician 1 e Politiecian 3 5.0
Laber Leader - - Labor Leader 5 5.0
Banker 10 3,48 Banker 5 540
Education 2 4,18 Education 1 1.0
Medicine 1 0.33 Liouor Indus. 1 1.0
Not Voting
Occupation Number % Of Totel
Law 1& 45.0
Judge 4 10.0
Gen. Bus. g 17.50
Newspeper e 5.0
Farm L 10.0
Militery - -
Civil Service - =
Politician 1 2.50
Labor Leader - -
Banker 3 7.50
Eduecation 1 2.50
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Representatives to the 66th Congress Voting Yea

Hame Party State Occupation
Ackerman R Neds Banker
Alexander D Mo. Judge
Almon D Ala, Judge
dnderson R Minn, Law
Andrews R Nebr, Education
Andrews R Md. Law °
Anthony R Kans, Newspaper
Aswell D La. Education
Ayres D Kens. Law
Baer In. ¥. Dak, Newspaper
Benkhead D Als, Law
Barbour R Calf. Law
Barkley D Ky.. Judge
Beggz R Ohio Education
Bﬁll D Gﬂ . Bu B
Benham R Ind. Farm
Benson D Md. Law
Bland D Va. Lﬂi
Blend R Ind, Law
Bland D Mo. Judge
Blandon D Tex. Judge
Boies R Iowa Judge
Bowers R W. Va. Banker
Box D Tex. Judge
Brand D Ga. Judge
Briggs D Tex. Law
Brinson D N.C. Law
Brooks R 21 ) Benker
Brﬂ“ning H E = nu-ﬂ .
Brumbaugh D Ohio Education
Burroughs R N.H. Law
Butler R Pa. Law
Byrnes D 3.C. Newspaper
Byrns D Tenn. Law
Campbell R Kens. Law
Candler D Miss. Law

n R Ill. Law
Ca ntrill D Ky. Farm
Caraway D Ark. Bus.
Carss D Minn. Bus.
Carter D Okla. Farm
Chindblom R Il1l. Law
Christopherson R 8. Dak, Law
Clark D Fla. Law
Clark DD Mo. Law
Classon R Wisc. Judge
Cole R Ohio Law
Collier D Miss, Bus.
Connally D Tex. Law
CGooper R Ohio Bus.
Conley R I11. Law
Costello R Pa. Bus.

#Wrban

73.04
9,81
17.00
30. 34
20. 36
14,27
41,80
12.27
52,36
21.61
2.74
35.07
19. 42
38.64
8.54
24,55

100.00

21.22
50.76
91.36
27.57
32,52
31.54
26.96
14,61
31.06
14.51
23.99
65.50
83.47
6%, 10
48,20
347
52.04
L', 81
12.35
%2.41
31.29
15. 32
62.76
15.94

100.00

15. 51
12.62
11.10
3795
4,32
2711
28.37
710.73
55.63%

10C.00
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Name Party State Oeccupation
Cramton R Mich Newspaper
Crisp D Ga. Judge
Crowther R N.Y. Medicine
Currie R Mich. Folitician
Dale R Yt. Judge
Dallinger R Mass. Law
Darrow R Pa. Banker
Davey D Ohio Bus,
Davis R Minn. Law
Davis D Tenn, Judge
Demrsey R K.Y. Law

Deni son R Ill. Law
Dickenson D Mo, Law
Diclkenson R Iowa Law
Dominieck D 8.C. Law
Doremus D Mich Law
Dowell R Iowa Law
Drane D Fla. Bus.
Dunbar R Ind. Civil 8,
mmn R H . Y " 'Ei'i 1 E‘ "
Eegle D Tex. Banker
Elliott R Ind. Law
Ellsworth R Minn. Law
Elston R Calf. Law
Emerson R Ohio Law

Esch R Wisc. Judge
Evans D Mont. Judge
Evans D Nev. Bus.
Evans D Nebr. Judge
Ferris D Okla. Law

Fess R Ohio Education
Fields D KY- . ‘Bus.

H ﬂhﬂr D T'ﬂ.ﬂ- L&.H

Flood R Yo. - Law
Fordney R Mich. Bus.
Frear R Wise. Bus.
French R Ideho Law
Fuller R ) i [0 il Judge
Fuller R Mass, . Bus.
Grandy D 8.Dal, Newspaper
Garner D Tex. - Judge
Garrett D Tenn. Law

Good R Iovwa Law
Goodwin D Ark.. Bus.
Gould R N.Y. Bus,
Greham R b i Law

Gresn R Iovwa - Judge
Grecne R Mags,. Bus.
Hedley R Wash. Law

Hardy R Cole.- Newspaper
Hastings > Okla. Law



=

Name Party State Occupation ZUrban

Haugen R Iowa Banler 24,92
Hawley R Ore. Education 25436
Hayden D Ariz, Militery 3500
Hays R No. Judre 15.62
Heflin D Ala, Law 3.80
Herandez R N.Mex. Farm 16.02
Hersey R Me, ~ Law - 2.34
Hersman D Calf, Farm 51.09
Hi ckey R Ind; 3. Law 54,47
Hill R NeY. Politician 49,24
Hoch R Kans. LLaw 10,98
Hﬂllﬂuﬂ& D "fa. Iﬂ." 59-55
Hnughtun R N.Y, Bus, 52 2
Howerd DD Okla. Newspaper 45, 44
Huddleston D Ala. Law 65,

Hudspeth D Tex. Farm 37.03
Hulings R Pa, Lew 51.65
Jacoway D Ark. Law 24.?2
James R Mich. Bus. 347
Jﬂhﬂaﬂn D K}rl Pﬂlitiﬁiﬂn E-BE
Johnson D Miss. Judge 22.

Johnson R S.Dalk. Law 18.15
Johnson R Wash, Newspaper 47.43
Jones D Tex. Law 14,67
Kearns R Ohio Law 26.15
Kelly ] Mich. Law 71.92
Kelly R Pe. Bus, 100.00
Kendall R Pa, Bus., 18,70
Kennedy R Iowa Ferm 42.13
Kiess R PE.. B'IJ.H . i|.0- 22
Kincheloe D Ky. Law 2785
Kinkaid R Nebr. Judge 14,58
Kitchin D N,C. Law 14,88
Knutson R Minn., Newspaper 21.01
Kraus R Ind. Law 45,93
Krieder R Pa. Bus. 56423
Lengley R Ky. Law 4,53
Iﬂ‘ﬂ]m D TEI. Iﬂ'ﬂ' 55‘1&?
Lankford D Ge. Judge 18.50
Larsen D Ga. Judge 13.77
Layton R Del. Folitician 54,15
Little R Kans., Law 5&-5&
Luce R Mass, Law 100,00
Lufikin R Mass. Newspaper 100.00
Luhring R Ind. Law 52.94
MeCulloch R Ohio La@ 57.70
McDuffie D Ma. Law 0.0
McPadden R Pa, Banker 22,59
MeKenzie R Sile Law 32.50
KeKeown D Okla. Judge 20.10



Name Party Stete Oceupation #Urban
McKinley R i, Banker 4o, 84
' MeLaughlin R Mich. Bus. k1,95
McLaughlin R Nebr. Education 15.19
McFPherson R Mo. Law 3233
MacGregor R N.Y. Law 100.00
Mazee R N.Y. Law 75.83
Ma jor D Mo. Law 5.45
Mansfield D Tex. Judge 9,10
Mapes R Mich. Law 58,06
Hﬂ.}’ﬂ DJ U‘l:.&h BU.E - ?U - ?ﬂ
Michener R Mich. Law 58.72
Miller R Wash. Law 94,00
Monaham R Wisc. Hewspaper 27.00
Mondell R Wy. Bus. 29.49
Montague D Va. Law 65. 44
Moores R Ind. Law 90.25
Moore R Ohio Law 3037
Moore D Va. Law 0.0
Morgzan R Okla. Law 24,27
Hﬁtt- R HI II B!.ﬂkﬂr #1 155
Murphey R Ohio Bus. 45,33
Nelson D Mo. Farm 2%.18
Nelson R Wisc. Law 32,36
Newton R Minn. Law 100.00
Nicholls D S.C. Law 26,22
Nichols R Mich. Newsnaper 100,00
0ldfield D Ark. kaw 137
Oliver D Ale, Law 7.04
Olney D Mass. Bus. 100.00
Osborne R Calf. Newgnaper 100.00
Overstreet D Ga. Judze 34,84
Padgett D Tenn., Law 5.10
Faige R Mass, Bus, 85,00
Park D Ga. Bus. 15.05
Parler R R.X. Farm 5787
Parrish D Tex. Judge 5317
Feters R Me. Law 30.96
Flatt R N.Y. Newspaper 5555
Quin D Mise, Law 12.79
ﬁ:‘ﬂdl]ﬂ D H-ﬂi Buﬂl 1 1-?1
Rainey D 111, Bus. 100.00
Reker D Calf. Law 15.20
Remseyer R Iowa Education 30.76
Randall Proh. Calf, Hewsoaper 100.00
Randall R Wise, Judge 63.23
Rayburn D Tex. Law 27.62
Reavis R Nebr, Law 45,65
Reed R KR.Y. Law k?lao
Reed R W.Va. Education 19.357
Rhodes R Mo. Law 11.18
Ricketts R Ohio Law 29,63
Riddick R Mont, Newspaper 19.71



Name Farty Btate Occupation #Urban
Robinson D N.C. Law 10.88
Rogers R Mass. Low 100.00
Romjue D Ho. Judze 18.65
Rose= R Pa. Law 52.29
RUHE R N. Yt lﬂH 100.00
Rubey D Mo. Education 2.84
Rucker D Mo. Judge 24,10
Sanders R Ind. Law 45,64
Sanders D La. Law 20.05
Sanders R N.Y. Civil S, 100,00
Saunders D Va. Judze 2.40
Schall R Minn. Law 100.00
Scott R Mich, Law 55.80
Secrs D Fla. Law 590,92
Sells R Tenn, Bus. 14,76
Shreve R Pa. Law 62.12
Sims D Tenn, Law 12.47
Sinecleir R N.Dak. Education De 95
Sinnott R Ore. Law 25.69
Smith R Idaho Law 50.55
Smith R I11. Banlcer 55+ 21
Smith R !'B.ﬂh- 1‘1“ 51 .55
Smithwieck D Fla. Law 19,84
Sl\'ﬂll R :.T. Euﬂn :?-ﬂ1
Steagall D Ala, Law 15. 44
Etﬂm D H-ﬂ, Law iﬂl _-:"5
Steenerson R Minn. Le 12.01
Stevhens D Miss. Law 3790
Stevenson D S5.C. Law 14,11
Stiness R R.I. Law 100,00
Strong R Kans, Law 27.68
Strong R Pa. Bus. 25,54
Summers R Wash., Bus. 27135
Sumners D Tex. Bus. 53436
Sweet R Iowa Law 44,22
Taylor D Cole. Law 20.43
Taylor R Tenn. Law 57.19
Temnle R Pa. Education 54,50
Thomas D Ky. Law .70
Thompson R Ohi Newsrnaper 19.94
Thomnson D Okla. ~Bus, 51.09
Tillman D ark. Judge 8.16
Timberlake R Cole. Farm 29.90
Tincher R Kans. Law 21.27
Towvner R Iowa Law 20,02
Treadway R Mass. ‘Politieian 84,00
Upﬂh&h‘ D Ga, Bus, 710.87
&115 R Cole. Law 1Dﬂ¢ﬂ0
Venable D Miss. Judre 11.52
Vestal R Ind, Law 49,53




Doughton

Neme Farty State Occupation % Urban
Vinson D Ga. Judge 25,99
Yﬁlﬂtﬂ‘ﬂ.d R Minn, - Law. : 9-5&‘
Walters R . Pa. Newspaper 64,19
Wason R N.H. Law 63.10
Weaver D N.C. Law 14.71
Hﬂhb D H-'ﬂ- Law 2?152
Webster R Wash. Judge 5%.02
Welty D Ohio Law 4.02
Whaley D 5.C. Law 2.715
Wheeler R I11. Politieian 48.56
uhit-ﬂ R H-ﬂ.ﬂﬂ- Fﬂm LI'-GI"
White R Me. Law 41.45
Williams R I11. Politicien 14,54
Wilson R I11. Law 100.00
Wilson D La. Folitiecian 7.24
Wilson D Pa, Law 39.73
" ngo D Ark, Law ol b4
Winslow R Mass. Bus, 100.00
Wise D Ge.. Politieian 27.18
Wood R Ind. Law 63.T1
Woodse D Va. Law 48.58
Woodyard R W.Va. Judge 12.25
Wright D Ge., Law 28.18
Yates R 111, Politician 57.00
Young R N.Dak. : Bus, 7.70
Young D Tex. Law 12.95
Zihlmen R. Md, Bus. 35.19
Foster R Ohio Law 31.57
Greene R Vt. Politician 34,00
Robsion R Ky, Law 744
Wetkins D La. Judge ok, 95
Watson D Va. Judge 16,01
Griest R. Pa, Bus. 4,00
Focht R Pa, Newscaper 23.00
Browne R Wisc. Lew 25.00

"Ashbrook D Ohio Newspaper 44,00
Taylor D Ark, Law 14,00
Irelend R 5 s & 03 Law 46.00
Hutchinson R Nede Bus. ‘55-0“]
Jones R Pa. Law 350.00

D R.C. Farm 20.00
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Representatives to the 66th Congress Voting Nay

Name Party  State  Occupation Mrben #Romen Catholic
Babka D Ohio Law 100,00 59
hﬂhﬂrﬂ.’ﬂrh H. H'JI Bankﬁr 51 . o0 5}
Bee D Tex. Law 54,83 58
Blaclkmon D Ale. Law . 20,55 F
Britten R Il1. Buse, 100.00 85
Buchanan D Tex. Bus, 24,40 ok
Burdick R R.I. Law 100,00 Ti
Burke R Fa. Labor 64,19 57
Carew D N.Y. Law 100.00 70
Casey D Pa. Civil S. 70.94 65
Ulaw D N.Y. Law 100,00 ?5
Cordy D Md. Bus, 100,00 44
Cullen D N.Y. Civil 5, 100.00 76
Curry R Calf. Law 55445 45
Dent D Ala, Law 20,49 15
Dewalt D Pa. . Law 64,19 19
Donovan D N.Y. Bus. 100, 00 70
Doolin D N.Y. Civil S. 100.00 76
Dupre D La, Law 100,00 75
Dyer R Mo. Banker 100.00 71
Eagan DI Neds Banler 100.00 79
Bdmonds R Fa. Bus. 100.00 56
Fitegerald D Mass. Folitician100,00 72
Freeman R Conn. Military 100,00 52
Gallagher D 111, Bus. 44,50 65
Gallivan D Mass. Law 100,00 72
Gﬁnlr D No.Ys Bus. 100,00 TU
Gard D Ohio Judge 100,00 59
Goldfozle D NeY. Law 59.86 70
Griffen D HeYe. Law 64.19 70
Haskell R N.Ye. Law 100.00 716
Hull R Iova Grain 152,91 L3
Humphreys D Miss. Law .- Te69 o2
Husted R N.Xa Law 100.00 59
IEﬂﬂ D Mo, Law 100,00 71
Jeferis R Nebr. Law 85,94 51
Johnstown D N.Y, Law 100,00 76
Juul R I1l. Law 100,00 55
Kahn R Calf, Law 100,00 79
Kﬂnﬁdy R Raels Law 100.00 Tr
Kleczka R Wisc. Judre 100,00 62
LaGuerdia R N.Y. Law 100.00 70
Lampert R Wisc. Bus. 49.31 54
Lazaro D La. Farm 21.30 F o
Les D Oalf. Law 26.95 57
Lehlbach R N.J. Law 1m|m GD
Linthicugp D Md, Law 100.00 45
Longergan D Conn, Law 57.35 &4
Longwerth R Ohio Law 100.00 59
McAndrews D 11, Buse, 107.00 65
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Name Party State Occupation #rban #Romen Catholic
McArthur R Ore, Farm 93.61 33
HeGlennon D N.J. Law 100.00 50
McKinley D N.Y. Bank 100,00 o
McLane D Fa, Bus, 91.16 59
MacOrete R N, Y. Lew 100.00 75
Medden R I11. Bus. 100,00 55
m&r D H.T. Bus, 1mlm ?5
Mann R 111. Law 100.00 55
Martin D La. Judge 186.97 87
Mead D N.Y. Civil 8. 100.00 658
Merritt R Conn. Banl: 75.00 66
Hinﬂ.hﬂ.n D' H.J- E'uﬂ- 100.00 6{}
Mooney D Ohio Bus. 100,00 89
Moore R Pa. Bank 100.00 56
Morin R Pa. Bus. 100,00 57
Madd R Md. Law 100.00 45
Newton R Mo. Politician  100.00 71
Nolan R Calf. Bus. 100.00 79
0'Connell D N.Y. Newspaper 100.00 75
0'Connor D La. Judge 100,00 75
Ozden R Ky. Law 84,53 29
Pell D N.Y. Education "100,00 70
Fhelan D Masgs, Law 100.00 68
Forter R Pa. Law 100.00 57
Pou D N.C. Politician  12.40 .5
Radeliffe R Rede Bus, 100.00 o]
Rainey D I11. Law 100,00 55
Ramsey R Neds Judge 63.53 79
Reber R Pa. Lav 50.T4 &4
Riorden D Y. Bus. 100.00 70
Rodenberg R I1). Bus, 5565 44
no“n D H-Yu Lﬂ.H 1ﬂﬂ.m ?ﬂ
Saboth D Ohio Law 100.00 55
Sanford g N Y. Judgze 100,00 55
Sherwood D Ohio Lav sh,01 48
Siegel R NaX. Military 100.00 70
Small D R.C. Law 8.99 o1
Smith D N.Y. Law 100.00 70
Snyder R N.Y. Law 67.50 42
Stecle D Pa. Bus., 60,99 4o
Stenhens R Ohio Law % 100,00 59
51.11111',&.!: D HIYI l.ﬂ.'ﬂ 1ﬂﬁ-m ?ﬂ
Tinkham R Mas=, Bus. 100.00 72
Vare R Pa, Bus. 2100.00 54
Voigt R Wisec. Law 3771 37
Walsh R Mass. Newspaser 89.00 T4
Werd R NeXs Farm 37 . 29 52
Hﬂtﬂﬂﬂ R Pa, Law 5&185 29
Garland R Pa. Labor 54.19 57
Glynn I Conn. Law 100,00 70
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#Roman Catholic

Neme Party State Occupation #AUrban

Bﬂﬂhﬂ'r D }hl Lﬂ.“ IHS-DO
Lesher D Pa. Law 5700
Welling D Utah Politicien 26400
Marritt R Conn. Bus. 75.00
Caldwell D K. Y. Law 100,00
Ha-mi 11 D H-J . Law 10C « 00
Scully D Neds Bus. 54400
Crago R Fa. Judge 64400
Hardy D Tex. Judge 14,00
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Percentage of Roman Catholics
In Urban America

County City Percentage of Roman Catholics
Albany Albany 56
Alleghany Fittsburg 57

- Baltimore 45
Bronx New York 80
Cook Chicago 65
Essex Newark 50
Hamilton Cineinnati 59
Hennepin Minneapolis 4%
Hudson Jersey City 79
Milwaukee Milwaukee 62
New Haven New Hawven 72
New York New York 76
Crleans New Orleans 75
“hiladelphia Fhiladelphia 56
Jueens New York T4

- Saint Lﬂ'ﬂiﬂj }h- "
San Francisco San Franeisco 79
Suffolk Boston 72
Los Angeles Los Angeles 34

—
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