HEARING ON PROHIBITION IN THE
PROPOSED STATE OF OKLAHOMA
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE
TERRITORIES, HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES



Published @ 2017 Trieste Publishing Pty Ltd

ISBN 9780649440672

Hearing on Prohibition in the Proposed State of Oklahoma Before the Committee on the
Territories, House of Representatives by Various

Except for use in any review, the reproduction or utilisation of this work in whole or in part in
any form by any electronic, mechanical or other means, now known or hereafter invented,
including xerography, photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval
system, is forbidden without the permission of the publisher, Trieste Publishing Pty Ltd, PO Box
1576 Collingwood, Victoria 3066 Australia.

All rights reserved.

Edited by Trieste Publishing Pty Ltd.
Cover @ 2017

This book is sold subject to the condition that it shall not, by way of trade or otherwise, be lent,
re-sold, hired out, or otherwise circulated without the publisher's prior consent in any form or
binding or cover other than that in which it is published and without a similar condition
including this condition being imposed on the subsequent purchaser.

www.triestepublishing.com



VARIOUS

HEARING ON PROHIBITION IN THE
PROPOSED STATE OF OKLAHOMA
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE
TERRITORIES, HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

ﬁTrieste






; )42
HEARING

PROHIBITION IN THE PROPOSED
STATE OF OKLAHOMA

DEFORE

"lj *'___ Cu,' c“'l.' t".'..‘_,l 'Huu'E.E_

THE COMMITTEE ON THE TERRITORIES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

I S

WASHINGTON:
GOVERNMENT PRINTING PEEJGE @ :172::0 = 17
1905. aww l'--:

Q#—'E\.J.J I



=
-

- ™
,,,,,
ccccccc

apn 26 1906
p. ot D,




M- 0la

4

Bames, I-Iun (} M
Bierer, A. G. C..
C'kmd, Rev. H. L
Davig, Clarence ....
%}F\"l%ﬂm, ERev. E.%};“..........._‘_..._..___.........-...........-.-. 4,70

i, Mre, B{Mﬁeret AR R A R P T R A R R A A B2
Ha&trllnmw W e T e e T L S e S e e 42
Humter, Chas, B e eeaieeas #3
Honter, Dol W o i e e T R 42
Jnhnet:m., e e S s e e e e e 0
I THL L R e i o s B i e M o i e A I O T
R o e B o o N e R R o e b e e B o e e a8
Murphy, Hon. A P iiiiiiciceaccccscscmmr e o cmearccmans &7
Mo e B L e L L L L e e e 88
Pabekial Badpa; oo it e s D e L i s O R S e LR i i
Fuﬂar,%etll'n. LT 1 U N .. |
Rogerg R L e T e A bt 42
Rusesell, Hom, 8. H .. T e
oy e e i) b R e e BINR Bl S R e e R P S 12
b STV o 7 R e R T R L R R e e AL e e T 73
BT T A |







PROHIBITION IN THE PROPOSED STATE OF
OKLAHOMA.

CoMmiTree 0N THE TERRITORIES,
Wednesday, December 13, 1905, |

The commitiee met at 8 o'clock p. m., Hon. Edward 1. Hamilton
in the chair. -

The Cmammax., How many gentlemen are there who desire to be
heard this afternoon ?

My, Sweer. Mr. Chairman, we have not been able {o nutify all the
gentlemen who are in the city who desire to be heard upon this propo-
gition, It will depend somewhat upon how much time we have.
Thero are here this afternoon four or five gentlemen ready to be heard.

The Caaemaw. Kindly apportion the time, doing proper justice
to yourselves, of course.

I degire ip this connection to inquire, Mr. Jones, whether you have
anyone here who desires to be heard §

r. Joxes. I would state, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, that last year when you had this bill up you gave us
ninety days to discuss it, and in behalf of a large delegation here
from Oklahoma and the Indian Territory we are willing shsolutel
to submit this ease to the committee without argument. 'We are will-
ing to leave it with this committes, and, whatever this committes does,
we are willing to submit to your decision in the matter, but if the
other side is not willing to do so, we reserve the right to present our
side of the question at the proper time,

The Cruamuaxn. Have you anyone to present this afternoon{

Mr, Jonges. Yes, sir; with the understanding that we would prefer
that the other gentlemen should present their side of the case and then
when they get through we will present our side. We will not take up
much time. We trust that the entire argument may be closed this
afternoen. I take it for granted with this committee that it is not a
matter of sentiment, and I take it for ted that this committes
kmows all about the treaties. If they do not, they can find them.
But I take it for granted that this committes knows more about them
than we do or than we can tell the committee, and, as I say, we are

rfectly willing to submit it to the court without her a ent.
ﬁ‘e are tgerfect v willing to hear the other tlemen—will ﬂ glad
to hear them—and our side will take uﬁ?ﬂg ittle of your time.

The Crairman. You may proceed, Mr. Dinwiddie,
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4 FROHIBITION IN FPROPOBED STATE OF OHLAHOMA.

BTATEMENT OF REV. EDWIN C. DINWIDDIE, LEGIBLATIVE 8UPER-
INTENDERT AMERICAN ANTI-SALOON LEAGUE, 30 ARD 31
BLISS BUILDING, WABHINGTON, D. C. :
Mr. Diswmore. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: I

think T ought to say at the commencement that while the other side of

th.is'fmpusitiun say they had ninety days last year, I do not under-
stand that they haﬁ any time here last year, because the bill was not
before this committee, in one sense, last year. He certainly refers to
two years ago, when the Hamiltunmbi]l was before this committee,

¢ question may arise in the minds of the members of the com-
mittee as to why the same opposition which now exists to the S?Bsn.gla
of the statehood bill without the provisions which we seek did not

make itself manifest then, two years ago. That is explained in a

few words. T stated it this morning in brief, that our people in the

Indian Territory were relying upon the ex stipulations of the

Federal Government through the Dawes mission, which nego-

tinted the treaties with the Five Civilized Tribes, and which treaties

were later incorporated inte laws by Congress, believing that they
would be religiously observed. They were not carried out, as we be-
lieve, 1n the provision in the bill which passed the House two years

ago. :

If you will permit me to do so, I would like to refer to the pro-
vision that was in the bill two years ago. I have not a copy of that
hill; I tried to get it this afterncon, but was unsueeessful ; but T think

-it has been reincorporated in your bill, H. R. 8186, of the present
session. It was provided that * the sale, barter, or %i‘ring away of
intoxicating liguors to Indians was forever prohibited.” T stated last
vear, when the subject was before the Senate in considering H, R.
14740—and I ask the atiention of the chairman particularly to this,
on account of the fact that he asked me about it this morning—that
if the Federal law forbidding the sale of intoxicating liquors to
Indians was valid, this provision in the bill was absolutely unneces-
sary, as it forbids snc]? sales everywhers throughout the national
domain, and I stated that if that law was not upheld, then the incor-

oration in the irrevoeable ordinance or in the constitution of the new

tate of a similar provision would be equally futile, as it would
doubtless contravene the fourteenth amendment to the Federal Con-
stitution. Fortunately there has come to clarify the atmosphere on
this question the decision of the SBupreme Court of the United
Btates in & case that was pending when our measure was before the
Benate last year, namely, the case of Heff against the State of Kansas,
which i reported in United States Reports, volume 197, page 488,
I will not take the time of the committee to read that case, but I will
read a portion of the syllabus, which is the law of conrse:

The act of January 30, 1857 (20 Btat. L., 5046), prohibiting sales of liquors
to Indians, l= a police regulation, and does not apply to an allottee Indian who
has become & cltizen under the act of February 8, 1887.

So that, under the decision of the Supreme Court of the United
States, this provision of the Federal statute falls unless, accordin
to a definite decision in the syllabus, the Indian and the Staie o
which he is a citizen give their consent to the exercise of such juris-
diction by the Federal Government. And if this provision is placed




PROHIBITION 1IN PROPOBED ETATE OF OELAWOMA. b

in the constitution or the irrevocable ordinance of the new State as
now incorporated in H. K. 3186, now before your commitiee, it is
scarcely questionable that it will fall whenever it is attacked b{[imy
person in interest as repugnant to the fourteenth amendment. 0W-
ever, we do not rest our case upon the ground that there must be &
law prohibiting the sale of liquor to Indians, We rest our case upon
the proposition that the United States, the people of the whole United
States, are vitally interested in this matter, and that our national
honor itself is involved; and here, I want to say parenthetically, is
where the people who do not liwI thlh(}iﬁiaihoma and the Ing!ilnn Terri-
tory into this propositjon. ink T am Perfectly right in say-
ing that this pnsitili:'lglmw ich we advance before the commitiee is a
proposition that does not concern only the people of Oklahoma and
the Indian Territory.

The Dawes Commission negotisted the various treaties with the
Indians, which were later ratified by different acts of Congress, itself
representing the whole people of the United States, and approved by
the Fxecutive; and it seems to me that there is 2 question of honor
involved on the part of the people of every State in the Union. Tt
does not concern simply the people who live in that Territory or
those Territories; it 13 a matter of national honor as to whether
treaty obligations of the Fedéral Government ought to be res d
and lived up to, or whether they should simply be brushed aside and
no atiention peid to them simply because we have the 1 power,
though no moral right, to do se, or whether we shall in honor live
up to what we solemnly agreed with these people to do. ,

In this connection permit me to read just & few lines from the re-
port which the President submitted to Congress only about a year
and & half ago from the Hon. Charles J. Bonaparte, who, with my
friend Hon. Clinton Rogers Woodruff, of Philadelphia. was ap-

inted a commissioner to investignte certain conditions and affairs
m_:’.i]m Indian Territory, and who is now Secretary of the Navy. Ha
said:

To appreciate thls situstion one wust remember the obligations of the Gov-
ernment to the so-called “ Five Civilized Tribes.” These tribes consented to
glve up their habitations In other parts of the United States and remove to the
Territory In return for certaln solemn and explicit pledges made to them by the
TUnlted States, embodied In treaties ratified with all needful constitntional for-
malities, and fyurther evidenced by numerous officlal documents of the highest
authorlty, The removal of these Indlans to thelr new homes was desired ond
effected by our Government to serve grave ends of publie poliey, and thelr com-
sent to it constituted an ample conslderation for the promises made thein In
return., If these promizes are not binding on the United Statea, then our Gov-
ernment and people con be bound by no treaty. If we do not scrupulonsly

respect the righta flowing from these treatles, no ome can reszopably piace con-
fidence In onr national henor.

That does not come from me; that is the statement of one of the
Cabinet officers in the United States to-day,

I want to say that I have the honor in ﬂzis connection to represent
to & very laﬁe extent the people over the whole country who take
this yiew of the matter—that this is their concern; that they, through
their Representatives in Congress, are bound by these treaty obliga-
tions, and that i:h«egr have some rights in this matter, as well as the
people who reside in the Territories. In this connection I want to

» Mr. Chairman, resolutions adopted by several very important



