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PROPOSED CHILD LABOR AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTI-
TUTION OF THE UNITED STATES.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Housrk oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Thursday, February 7, 1924,

The committee met at 10 o’clock a. m., Geoige S. Graliam (chair-
man), presiding.

The CnairMaN. This is a hearing on House Joint Resolution 66,
giving Congress the power to grohibit- the labor of persons under the

e of 18 years and to prescribe the conditions of such labor, and on
all similar resolutions now pending before the committee. If there
is no objection, all of the resolutions on this subject will he printed
as an appendix hercto.

Mr. Frothingham, you want to go away, so we will hear you first.

STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS A. FROTHINGHAM, A REPRE-
. SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MASSACHUSETTS.

Mr. FrovuixeuaM. Unfortunately, T have a meeting of my com-
mittee at 10 o’clock. ‘There are numerous others here to go into this
subject in detail; so, if it will not inconvenience you, I will say a few
words only.

All these measures have the same object in view; they differ some-
what in wording. 'The idea is to enable Congress to have authority
through a constitutional amendment to get uniform legislation.
Other methods have been tried without success.  As a rule I do not
approve of the National Government “hutting in” in this manner,

1



2 PROPOSED CHILD-LABOR AMENDMENTS TO CONSTITUTION,

but I think this cause is different because it is a matter of humanity,
and also because the passage of an amendment of this character will
haveta great effect on the betterment of the human race in this
country.
I thank you for your courtesy in letting me say these few words.
The CrairMax. Mr. Lineberger.

STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER F. LINEBERGER, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM CALIFORNIA.

Mr. LineBerger. Mr. Chairman and gontlemen of the com-
mittee——

Mr. Yates (interposing). I would like to ask a question, whether
thig bill is here in various forms.

The CrairMaN. There are 20.

Mr. LaNEBERGER. I understand that there have been various bills
on this matter, both in the House and in the Senate, and I am sure
the committee will take note of that fact which shows that there is a
feneral sentiment throughout the country for the enactment of this
egislation. I believe that if you will take these various bills, and
note the members who introduced them and the geographical loca-
tions from which they come, you will find that various sections of the
country are in support of a measure of this character. I have intro-
duced a bill (H. J. II){es. 87) which is similar to one I introduced in the
last Congress.

I simply want to say very briefly that I think this is the most
important piece of legislation that has come before the American
Congress, because it deals in the citizenship of to-morrow. The
children of to-day are going to be the citizens of these United States
to-morrow, and the mental, moral, and physical type of those citizens
is going to be in direct proportion to the opportunities which they
have to grow up und become normal, useful members of society.
Child labor is a thing that is against the conscience of America.

I am not a lawyer, and I am not going to disc.uss the legal aspects
of this. Furthermore——

Mr. MicHENER (interposing). For that matter, most of us are
really with you as far as you have gone. But what is largely before
lthis committee now are the legal aspeets of it, the form of the reso-
ution.

Mr. LiNeBERGER. But where there is a will there is a way. When
the conscience of the American {)eople is known to this committee,
made up as it is of legal minds, 1 am sure that the legal way will be
found to bring about the necessary legislation, which I believed is
generally agreed must be in the form of an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States.

Mr. Hickey. Do you know how many States have child labor laws?

The CHAIRMAN. lgorty-s'ix States have child labor laws.

Mr. FosTer. But 13 of them have laws equal to the one that was
declared unconstitutional. Since the Federal law was declared un-
constitutional, 44 States legislctures have met but not one has raised
its standards.

Mr. LINEBERGER. 1 was going to say that I understood that about
90 per cent of the States have some form of child labor law. How-
ever, this is a matter which the committee will have to work out.
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I do not expect that my resolution, or any other that has been intro-
duced, will be adopted in toto. You gentlemen are thoroughl
capable of working out the kind of legislation that you think will
stand the test before the Supreme Court and meet the legal deficion-
cies that were found te exist in the other bill.

There is just one more point. I think that, from the standpoint of
the labor situation in the United States, we should not have the
children of the country injected into the labor problem. The labor
problem, the differenc:s i:etween capital and labor in this country,
and the adjustments that are necessary to be brought about in order
to carry out the industrial and economic life of the country are diffi-
cult enough. In dealing with adults I do not think that the child
ought to be injected into it.

| believe that this legislation must pass sooner or later, but I
believe that there is no time like the present. I am heartily in favor
of such legislation and trust that the committee will report out at a
very early date a bill in such form and in such terminology as will
deal adequately with the situation. .

I thank you very much for the opportunity of coming here and
sa(ing these few words in hehalf of these bills.

Mr. SuMNERS. Mr. Lineberger, I assume you are in charge of the
hearing this morning.

Mr. LiNEBERGER. Oh, no; I have nothing to do with the hearing.
I simply came here because I have introduced a bill on this subject
and am very much interested in it.

STATEMENT OF HON. FREDERICK W. DALLINGER, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MASSACHUSETTS.

Mr. Davrineer. I introduced House Joint Resolution 21, which
proposes an amendment to the Constitution giving Congress the power
to prohibit the employment of children. My resolution is a little
broader than the others because it also covers the employment of
women.

The section that 1 come from has adopted humane legislation along
these lines, as you know, and we are subject, of course, to the com-
petition of other sections where they have no such legislation. It is
a serious question whether we ean_continue to compete with those
sections of the country that do not have this humane legislation.

There is no question about the feeling of the people of the country
generally in regard to the employment of little children in the fac-
torics, the mills, and the mines. Personally 1 regret very much that
it seems necessary to ask Congress to pass a constitutional amend-
ment. I think it is too bad tﬁut these States that have refused to
adopt this humane legislation could not have done it themselves.  As
the gentleman from Ohio has pointed out, since the act passed by
Congress prohibiting the employment of children under 14 was de-
clared unconstitutional, not a single one of these States hus adopted
advanced legislation of this kind.

Mr. SuMneERrs. What are your restrictions ¢

Mr. DaLLinGer. I have not fixed any limit in my bill.

Mr. Sum~eRrs. I mean in your own State.
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Mr. DaLLINcER. The employment of children under 14 is abso-
lutely prohibited, and under 16 they are obliged to have a certain
amount of schooling. N

Mr. SumnNERs. In what sort of work are they prohibited ?

Mr. DaLLiNGER. From all work. :

Mr. SomneRrs. Could they not work on the farm?

Mr. DacLinoer. Why, I'suppose they can help their families on
the farm. .

Mr. SumNeas. They could not go across the field and help a
neiﬁhbor? .

r. DaLLiNGeR. Well, I understand if they work regularly,
between 14 and 16, they must have a certain amount of schooling.
They must go to night school, or go to school a certain part of the
week. Under 14 they are not permitted to be employed at all;
and in o-der for a boy or a girl to get employment they must get a
certificate from the school authorities showing that they are of the

proi)er nge. - TR
Mr. SumNERs. It is believed by you people that the age limit which
you fixed is about the correct age limit?

Mr. DaLringer. Why, naturally; sir. )

Mr. SumNERs. I mean the people who are interested in child wel-
fare. I think they are from all over the country.

Mr. DaLriNgeR. The provisions advocated here are substantially
the same as in the child labor law that “wis passed by Congress on
two different occasions.

Mr. YaTEs. As I understand you, your amendment does not fix
the age ?limit, but leaves it to be determined by Congress from time
to time :

Mr. Dacringer. I made it broad. I would be in favor of fixing
the age at, perhaps, 14; but I want to give Congress the power to
extablish a uniform law of this kind. I have no doubt, mey i¢
please the committee, that if you give Conﬁrcss the power to pass
such a law, that it will pass substantially the same hill that it has
passed_twice before, by an overwhelming vote.

Mr. FosTER. A general committee representing 17 of these national
women’s organizations have had up with a number of lawyers the
proper wording of the progosed amendment.

Mr. Davvinger. Mr. Chairman, I want the committee to frame
the best constitutional amendment that it can. I am here to plead
for the passage of a constitutional amendment that will give Congress
the power to prohibit the employment of children of the age when
they should he at school and at play.

Mr. Dyer. You do not want to advocate the whole of your resolu-
tion, then, do you?

Mr. DALLINGER. Oh, yes: I am in favor of it.

Mr. Dyer. Establish uniform hours and conditions ¢

Mr. DaLuiNGer. I think that Congress ought to pass a uniform
law’in regard to the employment of women and minors in line with
the 48-hour laws passed by many of our States.

Mr. Dyer. Is not that question practically regulated now—the
hours of labor of women? You do not serious'fy advocate that
Congress should recommend or present a resolution for a constitu-
tional amendment to tho States fixing the hours and the conditions
of employment of women, do yout?
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Mr. DaLLiNGer. Yes, I do; I am in favor of that.

Mr. Dyer. You do not think it could ever be done?

Mr. DALLINGER. It probably would be done. Congress has passed
an 8-hour law for alt Government employees long ago.

Mr. Dyer. And_the States also have taken up that question.
As to the constitutional amendment, you do not think that is neces-
* sary, do you?

Mr. DaLLinger. Yes; I do.

Mr. Dyer. But you do not think it is necessary to add that to the
amendment ? .

Mr. DaLruincer. I think it is important to regulate the hours of
employment and the conditions of labor.

Mr. DyeEr. Why not put it in for men, too, then?

Mr. DALLINGER. Because the men can take care of themselves.

Mr. Dyer. The ladies can take care of themselves pretty well.

Mr. DALLINGER. Now that they have the vote, perhaps they can.

Mr. Sumxers. Is it your judgment, or not, that sentiment in favor
of protecting children with reference to the hours and conditions of
labor is growing over the country generally ?

Mr. DaLringer. I think it is growing, sir.

Mr. Sum~ERs. In view of the fact that you believe it is growing,
do you have any question in your mind as to the wisdom of the
Congress taking this matter from the jurisdiction of the States, in-
stead of leaving it for the people of the States, for the good women
and men of those States, to develop a local o;;fnion and attitude that
will compel their legislatures to respond to this sentiment?

Mr. DALLINGER. I wish that sentiment might be what you say,
sir; but I am very much reminded of a speech by Congressman
Howard, of Georgia, at the time one of the chifd labor bills passed the
House. Many of his colleagues were opposed to the bill, you will
remember, and he made a speech in favor of it. He said that one
of the most pathetic things to him was to go from his house to his
law office in the morning and to see the little colored children going
to school and the little white children going into the factories and the
mills because their parents who had moved in from the mountain
districts wanted their children to go into the factories and the mills.
That accounts for the fact that those States have not passed this
humane legislation. .

When you have men and women in States in this country so blind
to the interests of their own offspring and to the welfare of the
future citizens of their State that they deliberately want their children
to go into the factories and mills, it is going to be a long time, in my
opinion, before all the State legislatures will pass this humane legis-
lation. In addition. I think the whole country is interested in the
welfare of all of its children.

Mr. Svmxenrs. 1 think we are getting at the heart of this bill so
far as I um concerned. 1 will ask you this question—and we are
just in consultation here. Mr. Howard oxpressed what 1 believe is
the growing sentiment everywhere. Now don’t you think it is quite
worth while if the people of the States are compelled, say under the
leadership of such men as Mr. Howard, to make this fight for the
protection of the children there? Don’t you think it is worth while
to develop this sentiment among the only people on earth who have
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the gower to protect the children? That is a serious question in my
mind.

Mr. Dacrincer. 1 think that you and I agree in this respect, that
it is too bad that we have to ask for a constitutional amendment. It
is too bad that the people of all the States do not sce the matter in
the right spirvit. I will call your attention to the fact that Congress-
man ﬁowal‘d. of Georgia, was defeated.

Mr. SumNERs. For the Senate.  He was not defeated for Congress.

Mr, DaLLiNGgeR. He is not here.  \As I say, ho was defeated.

Mr. Sum~yers. But not on that issue.

Mi. DavLinger. It may have had a good deal to do with it.

The Cuatrman. We have not timme to speculate about M. Howard.
Let us discuss the question before us.

Mr. DaLLiNGER. h the people of these States that have not passed
this humane legislation do not do it, I think the Nation ought to do it.

Mr. SumnEers. Do you not believe, and do you not know, that the
sentiment in the country generally, in the States, is growing in favor
of g)rotccting child laber?  Is that not a fact in yvour judgment?

fr. DaLLINGER. For the country as a whole, that is true; but it
does not seem to have permeated the States where this evil exists
in its pronounced form to any such extent as to warrant us in helieving
that they are going to pass this legislation in the near future.

Mr. SumxERs. Is not this a fact, that only a short time ago prac-
tically none of the States had legislation along this line? And, con-
sidering the territory of the United States as a whole, has not that
sentiment grown, and has it not crystallized into legislation, as
rapidly as any other general movement that you know of ?

Ir. DALLINGER. In certain sections of the country it has not
advanced very much.

Mr. Foster. Isit not a fact that the last Federal census shows that
1 out of every 20 children under 16 years of age in the United States
is in gainful employment; and in some States, one out of four? And
since the Supreme Court declared this la- unconstitutional, 44 State
legislatures have met in 14 States which have standards not equal
in all respects to the law declared unconstitutional, and not one of the
44 legislatures raised their standard. That would suggest that pro-
gress 1s not very rapid, would it not?

The CHAIRMAN. You began your remarks by saying that these
other States had an element of unfair competition by reason of the
lack of labor laws, and that it might take away from your State its
precedence in certain lines of industry. Do you think that has any-
thing to do with the question of adopting a constitutional amendment ?

Mr. DaLLinGER. I do, because I do not think that a State should
be 'Fenalized for adopting humane legislation.

he CiiairMaN. Do you think that would be a ground for invadin
the system that was adopted by the fathers in creating the dus
form of government under which we exist?¢

Mr. DaLLINGER. It should not be a compelling reason. I believe,
sir, that the States should be encouraged to adopt hamane legisla-
tion. Now, I put this thing entirely upon the ground of the welfare
of the future citizens of the country. In other words, the Nation is
interested in the welfare, the physical and mental welfare, of the
future citizens of the United States, and if the States refuse or neglect
to adopt humane legislation that is going to better the future men-
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tality and morality of the country, I believe we are justified on every
round—from the war power, if you please—to do this sort of thing.

Now, as the Supreme Court has declared the child labor law uncon-

stitutional, I think we ought to get a constitutional amendment.

The CuHairMaN. Do you think that a few communities with the
advanced idea ought to be put in the position of enforcing their views
upon the other communities of the United States?

Mr. DaLLiNGeR. I do not think there are a few. i

The CairMaN. That is seemingly what the condition is, according
to Mr. Foster's question. Is not the fact that 44 States have met
since the decision of the Supreme Court and taken no action, evidence
that 14 States arc opposed to this form of legislation?

Mr. DarvuinGeR. I do not think so, sir; many of those States have
child-labor legislation.

The Cnamrmax. Yes; but he put it that no change had been made
to conform with the standard set in the congressional legislation.

Mr. DaLLINGER. Because that included the States that had no
child-labor laws at all.

The CuairMax. I would like to ask if yvou are aware of the fact
that, according to the roport on the employment of children issued
by the bureau, 61 per cent of the child-labor employment is engaged
in agriculture, forestry, or animal husbandry? Sixty-one per cent;
are vou aware of that fact?

Mr. DavLLiNGER. Yes, sir.

The CuatryMax. Only 7 per cent in the extraction of minerals; 17.3

er cent in manufacturing and mechanical industries; 1.8 per cent
in (ransportation; trade, G per cent; domestic personal service, 5.1
per cent; clerical occupations. 7.6 per cent; others. 4 per cent.

Now, this distribution shows that in the country districts, where
they need farin help, the children are employed in aiding their parents
in the work of the farin, and in the forests, and in animal husbandry.
Is not that conducive to health, and to the development of children?

Mr. DarLinger. I do not think so, sir.

The Craryan. Well, how far is the State going to be called upon
to pass coercive legislation to control the power of the parents over
their children, when the use of that power is spurred by those who
would take the children of these parents and follow some ideal,
beautiful course of treatment, such as your State of Massachusetts
has devised ?

Mr. Daruixaeg. I think, sir, that the standard of living in the
United States ought to be high enough so that every parent——

The CuairMaN (interposing). You do not eliminate poverty, do
you!

* Mr. DarLiNger (continuing). Can ceducate his children: and the
State is vitally concerned in that until that child reaches the age of 14.
You just quoted to me certain figures, about only 17 per cent being
engaged in manufacturing. ‘That includes the textile industry. You
do not point out in those figuves that in some States the proportion is
very much larger than that.

S The Cuaryan. The figures I quoted are for the whole United

tates.

Mr. Darnixcer. I know it; but there are some States where per-

haps 25 per cent of the children are being employed in the factories
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and mills, and I do not believe that the Naiion ought to allow that
to go on.

The CuairMAN. Do you or do you not believe, Mr. Dallinger,
that if the same amount of interest and propaganda were directed
to those particular States concerning w‘\ic you complain, that
the results would be different, that it would enable the States to
deal with this question, which is a matter for State legislation and
not for national legislation ¢

Mr. DaLLixger. No, sir; I do not, hecause you have the selfish
interests of the parents in those States, the parents who are so blind
to the interests of their children that they want those children to
go into the factories.

The Cnairvaxn. For instance, I see here something reprinted by
permission of Collier’s, in which it refers to my State, Pennsylvania,
and speaks of tho startling condition of affairs,

Mr. Yares. What are you referring to, Mr. Chairman ¢

The Cnairyax. I am referring to the propaganda you have all
received.

Mr. Foster. I asked to have it placed on our desks this morning.
That is my responsibility. I hope everyone reads it.

The CuatrMaN. I think the part here relating to Pennsylvania is
quite insulting. Pennsylvania can be agitated to any veform that
is within the line of moral vision, and to make this statement about
Pennsylvania is absurd on its face. Any appeal by these good
ladies and any other appeal by citizens to the legislature would
secure every reform that would be warranted in being passed.

Mr. Yates. What is the statement, Mr. Chairman ?

The Crizamyan. It states—

That great State has a governor who is ranked as one of the most far-sceing
erogresaives. . The old-line politicians feared him as a doctor fears pneumonia.

We have no idea of saying for one moment that Gifford Pinchot is responsible
for the fact that the boys are still working at the mines, a great many of them
illegally, underground in the Pennsylvania ficlds, but what we do call to atten-
tion is the fact that an clectorate which put in a man of that type is the same
electorate which permits the damaging work to go on. It is no backward
community. It is one of the greatest in the United States.

Well, now, if that clectorate has such intelligence, why not make
an appeal to it and make that reform? Ilave we heard from Gover-
not Pinchot the slightest complaint upon this subject? He has been
investigating the mines. IHave we heard a word from this progres-
sive statesman concerning the cemployment of children in Penn-
sylvania? No; it is like a great deal more of the propaganda that is
issued and circulated among us and that has no foundation in fact.

Mr. Fosten. If the Federal Government is to do nothing and leave
the percentages which our chairman has read and which are velatively
low, we are to be left in a position where our standard is below
Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Great Britain, Greece, the Netherlands,
Bulgaria, Czechoslavakia, New Zealund, Norway, Rumania, and
Switzerland. 'They all have a higher standard than our Nation.

What we are trying to do hereis not to say that the States must do
a certain thing. They can legislate above our standard as much as
they see fit. We are trying to fix some standard so that one backward
State will not be in the position of unfairly competing with another
State that has seen fit to adopt more humanitarian legislation.

e & Sy
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Mr. DaLLinger. That is exactly correct, sir.

Mr. MonTAGUE. Is the purpose to prevent competition, or to reach
a humanitarian standard%) )

Mr. DALLINGER. To reach a humanitarian standard. This com-
mittee ought to agrece upon a minimum age under which children
should bhe educated. I simply stated, Governor, in opening my
remarks, that I came from a section of the country that lonﬁ ago
adopted this advanced legislation, and I do not believe it is right for
that section to be penalized because it has adopted that humanitarian
standard. I believe that the whole country ought to adopt a mini-
mum standard on the ground of education alone.

Now, when you come to the question of illiteracy, this country
has a pretty bad record as compared with European countries.
You take the Scandinavien countries. In Denmark and Germany,
before the war, they had practically no illiteracy. I believe one of
the reasons we have so much in this country is because of the fact
that com;mlsory school attendance laws have not beecn enforced
hecause of this incentive to em({ﬂoymcnt. The chairman has spoken
about the fact that these children have got to work to support the
family. The standard of living ought to be high enough so that every
parent should have the opportunity to educate his children under 14
and not put them in the mills,

Mr. Dyer. Have you any figures, and can you put them in your
statement, showing the relative proportion of illiteracy in the States
t-{llat (}m@vc no protection for child labor as compared with those
that do

Mz, Davringer. I have not those figures.

Mr. Dyer. I understood you to say that in the States which
have no child labor laws, which do not fix an age limit, the progress
of the children in obtaining an education is retarded. That was your
statement, was it not?

Mr. DaLLinGeR. I said that I believed that over the country the
temptation to employ children instead of sending them to school is
responsible for much of our illiteracy.

Mr. Dyer. What are the facts, though? Have you or anyone
speaking upon this subject any facts showing the relative proportion.
T think that is important.

Mr. FostTer. I think there is a speaker here to give you that infor-
mation.

Mr. DyERr. You are satisfied it is a fact? .

Mr.-DALLINGER. I certainly am. You gentlemen can see it is so;
that the temptation to have the children work instead of going to
school at an age when they should be getting their education must be
largely responsible for it; and those States where they have no
child ‘labor legislation or very limited child labor legislation are
Statels where there is a great deal of illiteracy among the native-born
people.

: e CuairvaN. May I ask you, Mr. Dallinger, if you know of the
Massachusetts Public Interests League? Is that an organization in
vour State?

Mr. DALLINGeR. Yes, sir; I believe it is.
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The CaatryaN. 1 have a letter from the president which I will
read to you, and then ask & question about it. [Reading:]
MassacuuskErrs Pusuic INTERESTS LEAGUE,
Boston, Masz., February 6, 1925,

Hon. GE0RGE S. GRAHAM, .
Chairman of the Judiciary Commiitlee, Washinglon, D. C.

Dear Sir: I shall be grateful if you will cause the following statements from
our league to be inserted in the records of the hearing on the national child lnbor
amendment:

Believing that a law to be properly enforced must have publie opinion behind
it and believing that public opinion in the few remaining States which have
refused to pass progressive chil({) labor laws should be educated until these States
are willing to do away with child lahor rather than that the Federal Government
should undcerigke to force improvement upon them, believing also that the
continued infringement of the rights guaranteed to the States by the Constitution
is a serious menace to our country, the Massachusetts Public Interest League
wishes to go on record as opposed to a nationat child labor amendment to our
Constitution.

Truly yours,
Marcaner C. RosinsoN, President.

Are not the views as expressed and set forth in that resolution
important enough to make us pause in considering the question of
amending the Constitution of the United States and invading the
reserved powers of the States in this important particular?

Mr. DaLuixGer. The organization to which you refer is composed
of very estimable people who are opposed to any further nmendments
to the Constitution of the United States. I have had more or less
correspondence with them. I have tried to point out to them that
this particular constitutional amendment now before you differs from
any of the other constitutional amendments to which they have been
opposed for the reason that it is almost analogous to the sluvery
amendment. There are things which are so contrary to the instinets
of humanity and to the welfare of the Nation that the national Gov-
ernment ought to step in. I believe that the employment of little
immature children at a time when they should be getting the health
and strength and mental training for their future duties as American
citizens is such a clmr%e upon tﬁe future manhood and womanhood
of this country that the Nation is sufliciently interested to stop it
if the States will not.

The Cuairyaxn. If poverty and necessity compel children to work
at an early age. you think the lash of a national law should be ap-

lied to them and take away that help from their parents? Now,

happen to know « young man who by reason of the adversities of
his parents had to wind bobbins in a carpet mill at this forbidden
period, but he managed to go on and acquire an education and at
the same time be of help to his parents and later to occupy a posi-
tion of some importance in the community. Is not that an example
of thousands and tens of thousands of young men? If they choose,
and have the ambition and the right spirit, they can get on; and
unless you remove Povcrt 7, how can.you take away the necessity
for some degree of child labor?

Mr. DALLINGER. I doubt very much, Mr. Chairman, if there are
many cases in this day and generation where this is true, and I be-
lieve that there are plenty of opportunities so that parents having
little children and whe are in need, can be taken care of.
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Mr. Yates. I want to make a suggestion. Inasmuch as all Mem-
bers of Congress will have amply opportunity to discuss these matters,
could we not hear from the out-of-town witnesses?

Mr. FosTtER. I want to make this observation in connection with
the chairman’s last statement. In my district hundreds of boys
under 16 used to work in the mines. When the State law was
changed they no longer were allowed to work, and there has been no
greater poverty as a result. I think that is a fair illustration of the
conditions as I have seen them in operation,

Mr. SumNERS. Do you not helieve it is a better thing for your
community and your good people to have established that law, and
to have secured the benefit of the struggle which led to the estab-
lishment of the law, than it would have been had the Federal Gov-
ernment passed the law two years hefore you did it ?

Mr. Foster. 1 think that the industries of the State of Ohio, in
looking after its youths, ought not to be required to compete with
the industries in an adjoining State which refuses to do it.

Mr. SumMNERs. Is it not better that the people of your State should
have done it?

)lfr. FosTer. It would be hetter if we had required all the States
to do it.

Mr. Pereyan. May the record show that at the last Congress 1
introduced a resolution to amend the Constitution so as to prohibit
the employment of children under 18, and that in this Congress,
House Joint Resolution 42, introduced by me, proposes a similar
amendment? I do not want to prolong the discussion, but let me
sny this about poverty. The little children, even on the farms,
when they are permitted to be employed, are competing with their
parents. If those children were not employed, but permitted to go
to school, labor would pay more, sufficiently more to cover the loss
of the child’s pay. Besides that, the same condition would hold good
in the factories, where the employers would have to pay fair wages to
the employees and the latter would not have the children competing
with them.

The CnamMaN. I was going to say that we can discuss this in the
committee meeting. .

Mr. PERLMAN. ‘f am not interested in whether my resolution is
reported out or not. As far as I am concerned, I will be satisfied so
long as this committee reports out a resolution amending the Con-
stitution so that Congress will have power to prohibit child labor.

a)

The CuairMaN. We will hear you next, Congressman Rogers.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN JACOB ROGERS, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MASSACHUSETTS.

Mr. Rogers. I think I approach this question, so far as the prob-
lem which confronts the conmiittee at this time is concerned, some-
what difierently than the previous speakers. I think that it must be
admitted, or assumed, that the sentiment of the country is over-
whelmingly in favor of the suppression of child labor, irrespective of
the route {y which individuals may believe we should proceed. I
think there is no serious dissent to the proposition that the child-
labor menace must be controlled. Then comes the question of how
that result shall be achieved.
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Congress has spoken twice upon the subject, both times by over-
whelming majorities; and I think in each caso the decision of Con-
ﬁrcss was approved generally by the people of the United States.

n other words, thero is a disposition both in Congress and through-
out the country to recognize that wo have here a Federal problem.
Some gentlemen will dissent from the wisdom of that decision, but
it scems to me perfectly clear that in both Congress and out of
Congress there is In the child-labor problem a really and truly Federal
problem. Each time that we have legislated, we have sought to in-
voke the powers of Congress under the two different clauses of the
Constitution with which you are familiar. Each time cases have
gone to the Supreme Court of the United States, and after a very
considerable delay the Supreme Court has declared that the action
of Congress was outside its powers. In all, it has taken some six or
seven years for Congress to make these two experiments, only to
learn that each experiment was befyond its powers to make. So that
we are exactly where we started from 10 or 15 years ago when the
question of congressional legislation on the subject was first broached.

Now, assuming that the country thinks that this presents a Federal
groblem, and assuming that Congress has done all it possibly could,

ut in vain, to work out the problem through congressional legisla-
tion, the only thing left is & constitutional amendment. Now, gen-
tlemen, I am as much opposed as any member of this committee can
be to tinkering with the Constitution; nevertheless, sometimes we
all agree that a constitutional amendment is proper. It is a matter
of judgment as to whether it shall be deemed proper in this case or
not. My own view is that it is proper, because of the far-reaching
consequences to the generations to come.

That this situation as to child labor shall be as effectively con-
trolled as possible, I have a resolution upon this subject which I
should like to have printed with my rcmarics. I will not burden the
committee by reading it. It is House Resolution No. 32. It pro-
vides for a constitutional amendment simply because we have gone
as far as we can to find a remedy through a statute. I should per-
sonally welcome the Ipredi(:tion that there were still some statutory
way of working out this problem.

Upon request, Mr. Rogers here read his resolution, which is printed
with similar resolutions in the appendix hereto.)

Mr. RoGers. Sofar as Iam concerned, I donot expect that Congress
will legislate up to the full authority conteined in that language.
donbt if it would be at all wise in the immediate future for Congress
to go as far as that language would permit, but, as I said a moment
ago, and as a majority of the members of the committee also feel, I do
not believe in constantly nibbling at the Constitution. I think wewant
to go as far this time as advancing public sentiment may ever insist
that we shall go. Therefore, I propose a very liberal muximum,
both as regards the general legislation for women and as regards the
age at which a person shall cease to be a minor.

Mr. Sumsers. Why not just propose a general amendment; then
we will not have to amend the Constitution any more.

Mr. Rogers. 1 thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of tho
committee.

Mr. LINEBERGER. 1 would like to request of the committce that
House Joint Resolution 87 be included as part of my remarks.

o
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The Cuairyan. I will say that all of the resolutions will be printed
in the appendix, so that they will all appear. Thore are about 20 in
number before the committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM P, CONNERY, JR., A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MASSACHUSETTS.

Mr. CoxNERy. I wish to place myself on record as absolutely in
favor of an amendment to the Constitution prohibiting child labor.
You have my own bill which I have submitted, House Resolution
199. It is along the same line as that of Mr. Rogers.

I have listened very interestingly to the remarks of Mr. Dallinger
and to the questions of the gentlomesn of the committoe. I was very
much interested in the romarks of my coileague across from me—
I do not remember the gentleman’s name—in reply to what the
chairman of the committee said about the young man trying to earn
his living, that if you add this amendment to the Constitution which
would stop him from working you would be interfering with that
fellow’s right to earn a living.” I think the gentleman’s answer was
very good.

If we add this amendment to the Constitution, we will take away
from these big cor{;orations the opportunity of sending little children
into the mills. We will compel these big organizations to pay to
the fathers of these children the money that they now pay to the
little fellows, f;iving the fathers a chance to get a deecent living and
giving the children a chance to go to school. .

I think I agree with everything that was said by Mr. Dallinger
and Mr. Rogers. I am not in favor of generally tinkering with the
Constitution, but I believe this is a big national problem. I believe
that the great majority of the peopls of the United States are in favor
of this amendmnent. .

"If the States have not suflicient desire and have not enough public
spirit to protect the little children of the United States, I, for one, am
in favor of forcing them to d»so. I believe that Congress should pass
onc of these resolutions which gives Congress the power to control
this matter. That does not mean that children under the age of 18
can not go to work, but it gives the Congress the power to say whether
thoy can go to work or not and whether conditions demand that these
fhi dlrlenls ould waste their young lives when they should be going

o school.

_The CuairMaN. On that branch of the subject I think there is no
disagreement. The disagreement arises upon the question of the
advisability of adopting a constitutional amendment; that is the
only difliculty.

Mr. CoNNERY. You mean it should be left to the States? I do
not think so, for it is apparent that some four or five States of the
Union will not protect their children in this respect. However, 1 do
not believe that the people in those States are in favor of child labor;
it is the big moneyed interests that are forcing public sentiment
against the abolition of child labor.

Mr. Boies. Do you not think that this regulation ought to bo
confined to certain sorts of work, rather than to make it so general
that the hoy out on the farm can refuse to go get an armful of wood
or a basket of eggs for his mother?

91245—24—SER 16— 2
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Mr. Conngry. I think that should be applied to the boy on the
farm also.

Mr. Boies. Have you observed hoys who grew up to 16 years of
ﬁged\;'ho did not have some little employment along the way, of that

m

Mr. ConNERY. We would not stop any boy from Foing out to get
an armful of wood on the farm. But I do not believe in children
being on the farm when they ought to be going to school.

Mr. Bores. They do not go to school on Saturdays, and they are
not in school after 4 o’clock.

Mr. CoNNERY. Con%ress could legislate that a child can do some
work on Saturday. They can do that now in Massachusetts.

Mr. Boies. I think the law should be specifically directed to, say,
factorifs and mines and such things as that, and not make it so

encral.

8 Mr. CoNNERY. Doesn’t the gentleman think of the fellow on the
farm?! Now if a farmer should pay good wages to the------

Mr. Boigs (interposing). The farmers are paying the laborer more
money to-day than they can afford to pay.

Mr. CoxNERyY, I think it would help the whole country if you
regulated child labor so that you would have to pay the men good

wages.

%Ir. SuMNERs. You say that there are four or five States that have
not yet adopted child labor laws, and that they ought to be coerced.
Now swing around to the other picture. It is a comparatively short
time ago that this movement began, and now, through the efforts of
the people in the States, they have reduced this condition until

the evil exists in its worst forms in four or five States. You might.

be able, in those four or five States, to get the legislatures to do their
duty, and thus leave the States in control of this matter.

Mr. ConNERY. We talk about public opinion in the States. You
know that in many States public opinion is governed by the news-
papers, and it is the man who has the money who can regulate public
opinion.

er. MonTtaaug. Is that propaganda more prevalent in the States
or at Washington !

Mr. ConnERY. But if you have any State that is dominated by big
interests, it is difficult to start propaganda in favor of regulating
child labor,

Mr. Sumners. Do you not think it would be better for the children
themselves if we could get the people of the States to take a novel
interest in childhood and do this? That it would be better for the
children for the States to do this thing than to have the Federal Gov-
ernment come in and coerce the States?

Mr. ConNERY. Perhaps it will take 200 years te get the people of
some States to do the t lin%s they ought to have done long ago.

. Mr. SumnEgrs. You do think that you can run this Government
from the top down?!

Mr. ConNERY. No; I do not; but I do think that any big national
Rmblem which affects the people of the United States ought to be

andled by the Federal Government.

Mr. SumnERs. Well, there is another national problem involved
in this discussion. You want to educate their heads, and one gentle-

man has suggested that they must work in order to feed their bodies; .

1 e e
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and now right behind this comes the question of the National Govern-
ment providing for the proper feeding of the children in order that
they can go to school and not work.

Mr. CoNxery. I would bhe in favor of anything on feeding the
childven.

Mr. SumNEeRs. By the National Government !

Mr. ConnERY. By the State.

Mr. SumNERS. But you do not leave anything to the States. Do
you not think that if you can educate the people of the States to
the point where they will see that these children do not have to
work, !haft v?u will then have a local purpose to see that they are

ropeiiy fec
P Mr. ConNERY. You have that in the States now, where they give
the children lunches in the noon hour.

Mr. SuMNERs, But if by national legislation you frec the children
from this child labor, don’t you think you weaken the probability of
the taking care of the childven by the States. I mean that you have
got a chance in this field to make a ﬁﬁht in thie States, to arouse a
general interest in childhood that will make the people of those
States see that the children are ;iroperly fed and clothed. I am not
certain about my judgment, and I am telling you what my difliculties
ure. I think you are losing a chance for childhood by taking this
fight away from tho States and by trying to ;iet the Federal Govern-
ment go in there and say, “You have got to do something.”

Mr. ConnERY. Do you not think you could get the same interest
in those States with a constitutional amendment?

STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY ALLEN COOPER, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM WISCONSIN.

‘The Ciairman. Mr. Cooper.

Mr. Coorer. I did not expect when 1 came liere this morning to
suy anything, but one of the gentlemen of the committee kindly
came to me and asked me if I wished to speak. I told him that I did
not; but in view of some of the (uestions that have heen propounded
I shall address you very briefly.

I picked up a pamphlet this morning before I came here, and 1
recall that there is an answer in that pamphblet to one of the questions
that was asked, and that is with respect to permitting the States to
regulate this. A striking example of the need for a country-wide
standard was found on the border of n State whose requirements
were high. In a State adjoining, chikiren were allowed to work for
longer hours and at an eatlier age, so that many children from the
State which sought to protect its children, and who were not allowed
to work at home, erossed the river on the ferry and secured employ-
ment in the other.  The manufacturers in the State with the higher
standards bitterly compluined of this, but the citizens who wished
to see the children of their State protected had no way to overcome
the evil. Many similar examples could be given, especially in con-
nection with the seasonal industries where whole families will migrate
from one State to another.

The Cuammax. That circular, sir, is in the hands of each meiber of
the coramittee.
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Mr. Coorer. Yos: but that answers the question that was raised.
Only 13 States have as_high requirements with rvegard to children
working in factories, mills, and workshops as had the two Federal
laws. Some States fall below nearly all of the luropean countries
in the protection which they give to working children.

Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, think of the Republic of the
United States, which is supposed to be the great exemplar in the
protection of human rights, protecting its children less efficiently
and effectively than several of the countries of continental Europe
where proverbially children have been left to shift for themselves
until comparatively very recently.

Now, then, this proposition that the States will regulate this
brings to mind the fact that George Washington, whe did not believe
in human slavery, and Thomas Jeflerson, who bitterly condemned it,
both had slaves. They thought that in the process of time public
opinion would force slavery out of the States; but it took a war,
and the piling up of a debt of four billions of dollars, and the loss
of hundreds of thousands of lives in the bitterest and most terrible
of civil wurs to do away with what the States would not do for
themselves,

Mr. MoxTAGUE. Do you not think those States would have
a:)olis;lecl slavery in the course of 10 or 15 years had they been left
alone :

Mr. Coorer. They had from the time the Constitution was adopted
been discussing it, but they never made any attempt to do away with
it. And another thing, Governor. When the Constitution was
adopted it took longer to go from Rochester, N. Y., or from the
county in which it is Jocated, to Albany or at least to New York City—
and these are all in one State—than it takes now to go from San
Francisco to New York City. Time and distance have been anni-
hilated. Competitive condttions in all kinds of industry are so
utterly different from what they were when the Constitution was
adopted and when these arguments about State rights were first
inaugurated, that it is almost impossible to discuss_them on any
comparable hasis. Conditions are not alike at all. Here we have a
man sitting at the telephone and telling his factory 2,000 miles away
what he wants shipped into this or that territory; but when George
Washington and the other men of that time drafted the Constitution
of the United States it would have taken months to have even got a
word to one of them.

It does not seein to me, gentlemen, with all respect to the ultra
State rights doctrine, that it has very much more application in this
day and generation to the protection of children than a discussion of
county rights would have.

Mr. Boies. You think that those men who frawned the Constitution
under the conditions that you describe had a great vision, inasmuch
es_the Constitution reaches down to and is applicable to-day?

Mr. CoorER. I do not think that any one of them dreamed of a
railroad. T do not think that any one of them ever dreamed of the
telegraph, or the telephone, or the radio, or the ten thousand things,
almost, which have changed conditions so vitally and which affect
industries so fundamentally.

Mr. Sumners. With a central bureaucratic government in Wash-
ington we can neither properly discharge legislative duties nor super-
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vise all these bureaus which have absorbed governmental powers of
the States.

Mr. Coorer. No, Mr. Sumners; I do not think that that question
quite meets the situation. I think that the regulation of child labor
is a question, so far as the fundamental conditions are concerned,
purely for the Federal Government, just as much as the regulation
of money is. It was said two or three gencrations ago that paper
money would be all right if the States were allowed to regulate it,
that their self-interest would make paper money safe, and so we had
the State banks and the shinplasters.

The CuatryaN. I think that is a_totally different ¢uestion from
what we are considering. We are drifting into a discussion of slavery
and finance. We had ﬁetter get back to the main question, which is
whether this ought to he left to the States or to the National Gov-
ernment. ’

Mr. CooreRr. It was suggested that the States would regulate this
matter, so I brought these illustrations in. The experience is that
sinco the Supreme Court nullified as unconstitutional the two laws
which wero passed by Congress child labor has increased very mate-
rially. That would indicate to me that tho sentiment in the respec-
tive States is not such that the States can be left to take care of this
matter. So I mentioned incidentally what I thought were analogous
situations of the past, where other evils left by the founders of the
country to the States to stop were not in fact stopped by State legis-
lation. That is the only reason I mentioned that, and I think, with
all respect for the chairman, that the illustrations are ?uite apropos.

Mr. FosTER. 1 suggest that we now call Miss Grace Abbott, of the
Children’s Burecau, Department of Labor.

STATEMENT OF MISS GRACE ABBOTT, CHIEF OF THE CHIL-
DREN'S BUREAU, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
WASHINGTON, D. C.

Miss ABBoTT. In the division of the subject matter with a large
group favoring this amendment, 1 have been asked to put into the
record cortain facts with reference to the whole subject so that we
might have a fact basis upon which to proceed. It has heen indi-
cated that we are now discussing the question of giving authority to
Congress to enter a field which Congress has already entered, the
effects of which we already know, because we have had two Federal
child labor laws. We know cxactly what those laws did for the
children, and we know exactly what they did or did not do for the
State governments. We know that during the period that those
child labor laws were in effect, the children enjoyed a greater protec-
tion in many parts of the country than they had hefore; and that,
instead of paralyzing State initiative, the reverse was true. State
initiative was stimulated so that the tendency was to raise State
standards where they were below the standard of the Federal law.
State enforcement was also stimulated; so that, as I said before
instead of paralyzing State initiative the result was that the Federa
Government and the Statc governments cooperated for a common cnd.

Mr. SuMNERs. Are you going to establish those facts later on?

Miss AsBOoTT. Yes.
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As the acts were declared unconstitutional, the question now
comes up, what are the present facts with reference to child labor;
that is, what have the States done, what are the practices in the
States in_so {ar as legislative child-labor standards are concerned?
It is an intricato subject, and it is not easy to compare what the
States have done, because the legislation differs very much in detail.

If wo undertake to set forth what the laws are in the States in a
general way, we have to set forth so many exceptions that it is not
accurate to draw a line and say there is a 14-year limit in so many
States and there is not in so many others, because of the varvious
exemptions that there are in the various States. At the present
time, however, there is a tendency in three directions in the legisla-
tion of the States. One of these is to establish a minimum age stand-
ard for children entering industry. That is the one with which
people are generally the most familiar. perhaps. Then there is also
the tendency to establish an educational standard; and third, there
is the tendency to establish a physical standurd for children entering
industry, the State providing that children who are not physically
normal for their age and not physically qualified to go in the partic-
ulav industry contemplated, shall not be given work permits. And
then we have in addition to this minimum age requirement this
physical requirement, and this educational requirement, also a ten-
dency to prohibit employment in extra hazardous or dangerous
occupations until the child reaches a higher age, in some States the
minimum for some occupations being as high as 21 years. In addi-
tion, in most of the States, we have laws governing the conditions
under which children may work during the first few vears during
which employment is permitted.

The first Federal child labor law. and the secomd Federal child
labor law, set forth standards that were higher than those in many
of the States and lower than those in others. In a sense the Fed-
eral Inw prescribed, for the time that it was in operation, a minimum
standard.

At present, & minimum age for work in factories hus been estab-
lished in all except in three States at 14 or over. Six States have
higher than a 14-ycar minimum. However, when I say this it does
not mean that no child may work under 14 in all the States except
three; it means that with reference to some one or more particular
occupations a 14-year minimum has been established, and that even
then children are exempted at certain times or under certain condi-
tions. The occupational inclusiveness of the State laws differs from
State to State, and if I were to undertake to indicate the inclusive-
ness of these laws with reference to the age limit of 14 it would require
a very long statement or many maps in order to show what the
differences are. There has been a tendency to establish a specisl
minimum for mines, which is 16 in more than half of the States.
But four have a higher minimum than that, and some have lower
minima. In a State like Ohio, which has a 16-year limit for most
occupations during school hours, the period during which most of
the special regulations of the conditions of work are prescribed is
16 to 18 years of age; in Massachusetts, which has a 14-year minimum,
the general age period of regulation applies to working children
between 14 and 16. The regulations most frequently made relate to
the hours of work.

N
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As to the length of the working day, 35 of the States and the
District of Columbia have recognized the principle of the eight-hour
day for children between 14 and 16; and 30 States and the District of
Columbia have an eight-hour day which applies to children up to
16 in both factories and stores, four of these allowing certain exemp-
tions. The prohibition as to night work for children is also quite
general; 35 States and the District of Columbia prohibit children
under 16 vears of age from engaging in night worl: in factories and
stores, the prohibition often oxtenﬁing to other employment. In
some of the States, however, exemptions are allowed.

The matter of the weekly hours of work for children has also been
a subject of regulation, and most of the States that have an 8-hour
day prescribe to-day a 4R-hour week. with one State, Virginia, lead-
ing in this respect with a 44-hour week for children 14 to 16 years of
age.

“In the establishment of a physical standard for children, and in
connection with the requirement that a physical examination be
given children entering work, it is recognized that a physical age
and physical fitness are probably more important than chronological
age. 'Twenty-two States make an examination by a physician
mandatory Defore a child may receive his working certificate. In
seven others, and the District of Columbia, the examination may be
required only if in the opinion of the certificate-issuing officers it is
considered necessary.

Then. finally, as to one more standard—and there are many
others—that dealing with the cducational requirements for children
entering emplovment.  Only 13 States require the completion of at
least the ecighth grade ns a condition to the issuance of employment
permits: and 7 of these 13 States permit exemptions under certain
conditions; so that. generally speaking. there are 6 that have a rigid
law on the subject. ‘The laws of 18 States and the Distviet of
Columbia either have no educational requirement at all or have no
definite grade standard; they demand only thei before going to work
the child must be sble to read and write and in some States that he
have a knowledge of elementary arithmetic. i have here some maps
which show all the provisions in colors and make the present situa-
tion a little more graphic. if the members of the committee wish to
see them.

Now, the first Federal child labor law prohibited the shipment in
interstate commerce of the products of any mill, factory, workshop,
cannery, or manufacturing establishment in which children under 14
were employed, or children between 14 and 16 years were employed
more than 8§ hours a day or 48 hours a week or 6 days a week, or in
which children between 11 and 16 were employed between 7 p. m. and
6 a. m.. and prohibited the shipment of any product of a mine or

uarry in which children were employed who were under 16. Taking
these standards as a measuring rod. 28 States measure up to the
minimum age of 14 for factories and canneries. Fifteen States
whose laws come up to this standard have certain exemptions. The
28 States that meet that minimum age as inclusively as did the
Federal child labor act are: Alabama, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois.
Indiana. Kansas, Kentucky. Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, Michigan. Minnesota. Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
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New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, West
Virginia, and Wisconsin. ‘The Federal law also set up as a standard a
maximum 8-hour day and 48-hour week, and 27 States como up to
this standard or better it, and 3 others while having this general
standard allow certain exemptions. Eighteen States at present are
below this standard. As to the standard respecting night work,
26 States come up to the standard of the Federal law, 11 como up to it
with exemptions, and 11 fall below it. Twenty-five States carry
the minimum age of at least 16 for work in mines and quarries, and
these States include the most important mining States. Seven
States have this minimum but permit exemptions; and 16 are below it
and in these 16 are some States which have mining operations of some
importance. So that we come back to the statement that has been
made several times this morning, that only 13 States measure up in
every particular to the standards of the Federal law. Those States,
if T may read them, are: Alabama, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Kentucky, New York, Chio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Tennessee,
West Virginia, and Wisconsin. In addition, the standards of the
laws of the following five States come up to the Federal standards
except in regard to mminf §perations: Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Montana, New Jersey, an orth Dakota. These 18 States are,
as you see, in various parts of the country and are not confined to
any one section.

. Foster has called attention to the fact that State legislatures
have been in session since the Federal child labor law was declared
unconstitutional and that action has not been taken which would
raise these requirements up to the Federal standards.

The Cuairman, Was there any effort made to induce these Stato
lcaislaturcs to pass any amendatory laws?

Miss AssorT. I was just about to say that of the States whose
laws were below the Federal standards, eight States—Delaware,
Maine, Michi%an, Missouri, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, and Wyoming—did raise their standards in 1923, but they
do not _yet rcach up to the standards of the Federal laws in overy
particular.

The Cuairmax. What I was asking is, Was there uny such propa-
anda leveled at these legislatures as has been leveled at Congress
or a constitutional amendment? In other words, is there an

strength of-effort put forth to induce these legislatures to pass amend-
atory acts?

Miss ABsorr. I am not informed about all of them. In some of
the States a very great effort was made, but I am not informed about
the extent of the effort in all of the States.

Mr. Foster. This pamphlet, dated December, 1923, came up for
discussion this morning. "Who gets this up?

Miss ABBorr. I think that was gotten up by the organizations that
are in favor of the amendment. I think they are listed.

Mr. FosTer. There are some maps in here. State whether or not
they are reproductions of the maps you have on the table there.

iss ABBOTT. I do not know. I think they probably are.

Mr. Foster. In other words, this pamphlet that the chairman
seferred to has a sketch that seems to have been reprinted from
Zollier’s Weekly ¢
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Miss ABBourt. The map on pago 5 of this pamphlet is one of the
maps prepared by the Children's Bureau.

Mr. FosteRr. You have the original of it there?

Miss Apporr. Yes.

Mr. Foster. And there is a table on page 10. 1 just wanted to
identify this circular that I took the liberty of leaving with the com-
mittee and to know whetler it purports to have the sanction of your
committee,

Miss Assotr. This table on page 10 is based on the Fourteenth
Census of the United States.

Mr. MoxTtAGUE. You have mentioned that the State of Virginia in
one particular was ahead. Do you recall what you said about that?

Miss Avporr. It has a 44-hour week for children between 14 and
16 _years of age.

Mr. MoxTAGUE. That is the best law in America on that subject ¢

Miss Apsotr. I shall have to qualify that by saying that there are
six States that have higher than a 14-year standard. Of course, the
requirement there that children between 14 and 16 can not work
more than 44 Lours a week does not measure up with the standards
;)f Ohio, which has a 16-year age minimum for work during school
ours.

:}lr‘. MoxTaGUE. Ohio standards are as good as the Virginia stand-
ards

Miss ApsotT. They are better.

”M{.zMoxuuus. And yet, on your map, Virginia is pictured as
hlack

Miss ApBoTt. Virginia is below because it exempts the canneries.
There are exemptions and qualifications in meny of these laws. I
have a wap here which shows Virginia as leading in the matter of
weekly hours for the group of States which has a 14-year age mini-
mum.

Mr. MoxTaGue. Canneries are operated mainly in the summer
when children are not in school, for the benefit of farmers who raise
their vegetables nearby ?

Miss Apsotr. They usually begin in the last part of August and
the first part of September, just as school is opening, and the most
important canning States do include canncries.

fr. PErLMAN. What are the New York standards, and are they
higher than in \"ir'ginial

Miss ABsoTt. Not as to the 44-hour week; but New York has a
much higher educational standard, and that educational standard
keeps children from entering work.

These maps that I have are colored, instead of black.

Mr. MoxTAGUE. This one that I have is black. According to your
statement, it ought not to be black.

Miss AnBorT. The canneries are exempted; that is what makes it
black on that map.

Mr. Fosten, That is, up on age and down on exemption.

Miss ABBorT. And there are a number of States in the same
situation.

Mr. O’SuLrivan. Can you tell me the names of any States where
an cffort was made to inaucc the legislature to change the standard?

The CuairMax. Since the decision of the Supreme Court.
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Miss ABBorT. I can put such a statement in the record, I have
not it with me.

Mr. O'Suvrrivax. I understood vou to say that you kuew of some.

Miss Annort. 1 do. They made an effort to amend the State law
in Winois, and a very definite effort was_made in that direction.

Mr. Masox. 1 think you stated they did amend it and improve it
in Missouri.

Miss ABBOTT. Yes: in cight States.

Mr. MoxTagre. How long was the Federal lnw in operation ?

Miss Anporr. The first, which prohibited the shipment in inter-
state commerce of the products of the concerns in which children
were employed contrary to its standards, was passed on September
1, 1916, and went into effect September 1. 1917, and was m effect
until June 3, 1918, when it was ?wld unconstitutional. The second
went into effect in the spring of 1919 and was in effect until May.
1922, when it was declared unconstitutional..

Mr. SumneRs. I sce a bulletin here from the United States De-
partment of Labor in which you recite eertain improvements in the
child-labor laws in the States of Delaware, Conneeticut—---

Miss AnBorT (interposing). There are eight of them, are there
not- -Delaware. Maine, Michigan, Missouri. North Dakota, Rhode
Island, South Dakota, and Wyaoming?

Mr. Sumsers. There are 13 mentioned here -Conneeticut, Dela-
ware, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Missouri. New Jersey, North Dakota,
Oregon, Rhode lsland. South Dakota, Texas, and Wyoming.

Miss Anporr. Those include all the changes that were made.,
They do not necessarily raise the standards along the line of those
fixed in the Federal law.

Mr. Suvmxers. Have yvou examined this bulletin?

Miss Asport. | do not know whether 1 hinve or not.

Mr. Semuers. Well, T will vread to you what it says about Con-
necticut. [Reading:]

Connecticut prohibits the cmployment of any minor who i< in attendauce at
school in bowling alleys. (kte))

Miss Anporr. Of course, bowling allevs were not included in the
Federal child-labor standavds which 1 was discussing.  That is ap-
rarently a statement of all the changes made in the State child labor
aws in 1923, and the cight States that [ have mentioned are the unes
that raised their stundards in the direetion of the Federal standarvds.

Mr. Svuners. Did you mention Delaware?

Miss AnBoTT. Yes.

Mr. Bores. May I ask you one question, please?

Miss Asporr., Yos.

Mr. Boies. Is it to your knowledge or believed by you to be true
that since the Supreme Court has declared the second lnw uncon-
stitutional child labor has increased in the United States?

Miss ApBor7. Yes; I think it has.

The CuairMan. Have you any statistices?

Miss ABBoTt. Yes; T would be glad to give what we hiave on the
subject.

ldr. Boies. But the reverse is true with regard to the interests of
the States in improving their laws, is it not?{ The States are be-
coming increasingly interested in child labor laws since the decision
of the Supreme Court of the United States?

T RS
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Miss ApBoTT. No, 1 do not think that that is true.

Mr. Boiks. 1 thought you named several States.

Miss ApsorT. I did; but in each legislative harvest something is
done on child labor in the country as a whole. As I said before, we
had more definite advances in the direction of bringing State standards
up to the Federal standards at the time that the Federal child-labor
law was in operation than we have had since.

Mr. Dyer. The tendency is to raise the standavds in all the States.
Is that not a fact?

Miss ABBOTT. Yes; as a whole. We do have instances of States
reducing standards, a temporary lowering of standards: but over a
long period of vears there is a definite tendency to advance.

Mr. Sumxers. Is there any disposition on the part of the States
to go back?

Miss AssorT. Nor permanently backward. Sometimes the gains
are lost for a short period.

Mr. SumNers. How long has there been delinite progress in tho
States of the United States with reference to the improvement of
conditions of child labor, its education, otc.?

Miss Assort. Well, of course, the whole theory has completely
changed in 100 years. One hundred years ago child labor was
thought to he a good thing, and was advocated.  In that 100 years
there has been a complete change of public opinion with reference
to it. That change of opinion came slowly, but before the Civil
War five or six States had started toward regulation and control.
Most of the regulation and control, however, has come in the last 20
vears, since the census of 1900,

Mr. Sum~Eers. Within that 20 years, what was the period of the
most rapid progress

Miss Anporr. Well, 1 would have to look these dates< up.

Mr. SuMsers, As eitizens, and as members of this committee, we
are all vitally interested in this question of child labor, but we are
trying to determine just one question: Whether we can hope, and
have a good reason to hope, that within a reasonable period of time
the States will deal effectively with this situation: in other words,
whether or not the drift of legislation and the deift of publie opinion
might justify the Congress in not having the Federal Government
take further power from the States, which we hesitate to do. When
I say “we.”" 1 mean my=ell.  That iz the diflienlty in our minds,
and that is the gne thing 1 want to find out.

Mis< Apisorr. The movement for a Federal minimum in the
United States began in Congress in 1906, with the intrioducten of
hills in the Senate and llouse, and in 1916 the first law was passed.
I think the reasons urged by the people at that time for a Federal
minimum -they never had in mind n Federal maximum--aere,
first, that there was a feeling in the country of moral repugnance to
child labor: second, that they felt that the power of certain industries
in certain States had prevented the enactment of good laws or
prevented the enforcement of laws when they were passed: third,
that inasmuch as the products of child labor went to all parts of
the country we were, all of us, concerned with what was done in
any part of the country: and fourth, that after all these children
in any part of the country became citizens of the United States
and moved from one part of it to the other. carrving with them the
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illiteracy or the poor physical doevelopment to the State that has
high standards and that wants its citizens to have high standards.

Therefore, it was felt that the citizenship of the country was a
matter with which all are concorned; and no State can protect its
citizenship against the cvil consequences of the child labor in another
State. Then, thero was the question of the competition which has
been referred to this morning and was a motive with some becauso
the industries in one State with hiﬁher standards were said to suffer
because of the advantage enjoyed by the industries in another State
having lower standards. More recently we havo had very definite
evidencoe of employers of children attempting to dodge hehind the
State lines in order to accomplish their purposes, and I should like
in conncction with that to call your attention especinlly to the
situation that developed and had a great deal of publicity during the

ast summer in the States of New York and New Jersoy. New York
ﬁas a law which tries to control tenement home work. 'The references
that have been made this morning to helping at home have not I know
been intended to include the organization of the tenement homo work,
the manufacture of artificial flowers and cheap jewclry, nut picking
and othor things that are a form of factory work transferred to the
home. This is not the kind of work which is helping the mother and
father, and which we believe in as educational For the child and as
giving to the child the sense of family solidarity which is so important.

As I started to say, Now York had prohibited tenement home work
for children under 14 and through requiring licenses and inspection
has some control over the employment of children. ‘Then employers
in New York sent the material into the New Jersey homes nnd they
found in oune city in New Jersey more than 1,000 children employed
in industrial homo vsork; and the new York papers at that time came
out with editorials about the way iti which the employers in New
York were able to dodge behind State lines to accomplish the purpose
they had been prohibited from accomplishing in New York State.
And the New Jersey oflicials who were eager to prevent this exploita-
tion found themselves unable to reach those who were responsible
for it because their authority stopped at the New York border.
This is a situation developing along State lines to which public atten-
tion has not been cailed.

There is also going out of the city of Philadelphia every spring an
army of children to work in other States, who would not be allowed
to leave school so far as the law of Pennsylvania is concerned. but
who escape thoso laws by wm'kinf; across the State line, They leave
in the spring and return to Philadelphia in the fall, bringing with
them the results of the long season of camp life and showing serious
retardation in school.

Mr. MoxTaGUE. Ilave you studies on that?

Miss Asnort. Yes; and these studies show that every spring from
the city of Philadelphia hundreds of families migrate to farms of
New Jersey and Delaware for seasonal work on the strawberry,
asparagus, tomato, and other truck crops. Many remain uatil fall
for work in tho cranberry bogs. Partial reports received from
attendance officers in different parts of Philadelphia showed that at
least 1,300 children left school in the spring of 1921 for work in the
country. The majority do not return to the city until tho last of
October or the 1st of November, and then, eight or nine weeks late,
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straggle back to the already overcrowded schools.  Many return oven
later and preseut a still more difficult school problem. The Bureau
of Coml)ulsory Attendance of Philadelphia estimates that the number
of children leaving school for such work each year is between 2,500
and 3,000.

Eight schools in the Italian district of Philadelphia from which
migrations were the heaviest were chosen by the bureau for intensive
study. It was found that 14 per cent of the entire enrollment of the
eight schools, and as high as 33.3 per cent in one school, had been
absent hecause of migrations for work on truck farms. Altogether
869 children under 16 years of age whose school records showed late
entries, early withdrawals, or consecutive absences of a fortnight or
miore in the fall of spring, were interviewed by agents of the bureau.
The school progress of these children was unsatisfactory. Only
70 per cent had made their grades and the number of children retarded
was consequently large.

About 71 per cent of those betweeon 8 and 16 years of age wero one
veny or more below their normal grade; 26.3 per cent were one year:
22.5 per cent were two years; and 22.3 per cent from there to six
years below normal. The long-continued absences in the autumn
not only affected the child’s progress in his studies but were probably
conduelive to truancy and to absenco for other unlawful reasons, the
restraint of the schoolroom not having been felt for many months,
Three-fourths of the children had been absent during the vear in
addition to the days which they had missed because of the ficld
work. The average absence for work on farms was between 15 and
20 per cent, while the averago totat absence was between 25 and 30
per cent.

The majority of the children who left school to migrate to the
country with their parents worked on the truck farms themselves.
The greatest demand for child labor was in the strawberry ficlds,
where rush crops required many pickers. The strawberry cro
causcd absences from school of fully 500 children in the eight schools
visited. Many children also picked raspberries, blackberries, peas,
and boans, and, in the fall, cranberrics. Hoeing, weeding, ricking
ul) rotatoes, and carrying along the rows the boxes and baskets
tilled by themselves or other workers were other common farm processes
performed especially by the younger children. The findings of
this study are given'in greater detail in the December, 1922, issue of
the Monthly Labor Review.

The only immediately measurable effect of the migratory life of
these children of truck laborers is its interference with schooling.
'The cffect on their future physical and social habits of the promis-
cuous and unhealthy living conditions, equally important, are not
immediately ascertainable,

Mr. Sumners. Do vou think the State of Pennsylvania would not
have the power to control that, through the control it could exceriso
over the parents of those children ¢

Miss Anport. Can the State of Pennsylvania pursue the children
out of the State? )

Mr. Susmners. Do you think the State of Ponnsylvania would
not have the power to control that situation by its power over the
pavents of these children{
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Miss AssotT. The parents go with them. For a situation like
the New Jersey one, you need to be able to enforce the protection
that is desired and to penalize the people who are really responsible
for this state of affairs. The State could reach the mothers of the
children, but the employers who profit by these methods, paying an
extremely small sum to the mothers and children, would go scot free
and the mother would be the only one to be punished. This is not
a method of enforcement that would commend itsclf to any one.

Mr. SumNERS. Do vou regard that there is any weight to the idea
that perhaps if the people of the States were to make the fight to
ostabﬁsh the proper legislation, the interest arvoused in childhood
incident to that fight would be of seyvice to the commonwealth and
the people ¢

Miss ABBOTT. Ycs. unquestionably. if you could get it made in
each local subdivision of a State and with cach individual parent
and employer, but that would be a slow thing. .And let me say
that I am not in sympathy with consideration of what the “drift’
is when it comes to children. If you wait now, you wait a gencra-
tion; the present generation of children passes on into manhood and
womanhood. With the children, it is the whele period of childhood
when you ask them to wait 10 or 15 years. and yvou thus fail to give

them the protection that is recognized as necessary, I take it, by .

all of you gentlemen.  We can not drift; we can not defer relief to the
children; it is now or never as far as a certain group of children is
concerned if they are to have this protection.  As long as we wait
we are denying this protection which we recognize as necessary to
the children of to-day.

Mr. Sumakers. Do you take the position that beeause something
may be occurring with regard to childhood in the States and the
States are not properly taking eare of it, that that establishes the
necessity for Federal action?

Miss Apsort. I do not think that alwayvs follows: the relative
importance of the matter has much to do with it. .

Mr. Stmxers. Take the condition of the food of cnildhood, and
the hygienic conditions under which childhood lives.  What do you
think about that ¢

Miss Asgort. Well, of cowrse, the Federal Government las em-
barked on part of such a program by the passage of the maternity
and infaney act, which does subsidize the States in the promotion
of hygicene in infaney; and the Federal Government does undertake
to safeguard their food through the pure food and drugs act; and the
morals of the children are of course safeguarded by the postal lnws
which prohibit obseene literature being sent through the mails.

Mr. Svuxegs. I am talking about the rmnpuTsmg\' power of the
Federal Goverment.

Miss Ansorr. All these acts that 1 was referring to are manda-
tory acts, except the maternity and infuney act.

Mr. Sruxers. What do you mean by a mandatory act?! You oust
the State !

Miss Apsorr. The pure foud and drogs aet is a mandatory act,
but it does not compel the States to do anything. I do not think
any of the amendments proposed here contemplate compelling the
States to do certain things. 1 am certainly very cager to seo pre-
served the right of the States to pass laws which may give more

+




PROPOSED CHILD-LABOR AMENDMENTS TO CONSTITUTION. 27

!)rolection to its children than does the Federal law. What I should
ike to get for the children are all the advantages of our Federal
form of government; by prescribing a Federal minimum, and by then
leaving to the States the right to raise that minimum and give greater
protection.

Mr. Stmxieus. Do you have occasion to get over the States a
good deal?

Miss AsBorr. I go some: and the people from the Children’s
Bureau go even more. ’

Mr. Sumners. Do they find any gencral drift of opinion in the
States in favor of improving the conditions ?

Miss ABBort. I think very ;i:*eat improvements have been made
in a number of directions in the last 20 years. If we include the
whole range of child welfare—dependent, neglected children and
delinquent children, child health, and all sorts and kinds of public
undertakings for children—great improvement has been made.

Mr. Suuners. When people from your bureau go out do they
discuss this question of national policy with the peoplet

Miss ApBoTF. No one from the Children’s Bureau goes out to
talk propaganda for State laws. They talk about and often discuss
not only with clubs but with official bodies like child-welfare com-
missions what types of laws have been successful in one State and in
another, and what has been done in-the various States. We are a
research bureau and we try to put at the service of all the people of
the country the results of such research as we have undertaken.

Mr. Yates. Do you advocate any specific amendment here?

Mr. ApnorT. If I were to undertake to do that, I should like to
discuss at some length the different proposals that are here.

If you do not mind, I would like to put in the record the——

Mr. zYATES. Do you propose any particular one of these 20 amend-
ments

Miss ABBoTT. Yes; I think some of them are very much better
than others.

Mr. YATES. You are not prepared to say which one you advocate?

Mr. FosTeR. I submit to you a sheet you handed to me yesterday.
That may help you to answer.

Miss ABoTT. I do not think it would. There are several that
are good. As to the individual one, I should say ihat I should like
to be in agreement with the others who are also advocating amend-
ments. ere are two or three that I should be almost cqually
pleased to see adopted; that are, in my opinion, equally caleulated
to protect the interests of the children and of the States.

Mr. Yates, Can you tell us what those three are?

Miss_Anporr. I should prefer to do that a little later.

Mr. Foster. You have some conclusions you would like to submit
at the end of your remarks ¢

Miss AsporT. Yes,

Mr. Moxtacre, I it does not interfere with the continuity of
your statement, have you any compiled statement as to how many
additional employees were employed by the United States for the
enforcement of these Federal child-labor laws, how much money
was expended, what hureaus established, and what was done gen-
erally in Washington for the enforcement of those laws?

Miss ABBOTT. %shnll be very glad to put that into the record.
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Mr. PerLmaN. You were discussing a fow minutes ago home work
in tenement houses in Now York and New Jersey, and the employ-
ment of children at home. Is it your opinion that the home work
in tenement houses and the employment of children reduced the
wages paid to the parents and to the adults in those occupations?

Miss ABsorT. I do not think there is any question but what child
labor operates in a vicious circle to make the parent get less, and so
per?etuate poverty. .

Mr. MiceNER. Whenever a State legislates, it has a tendency to
exempt from the operation of the law the particular industry in
which the State is primarily interested, does it not?

Miss Asporr. It both does and does not.  Of course, in a State
where you have ve?' considerable groups employed, and it is known
that they are employed, public attention is directed against it in
that State, and you sometimes get an early prohibition of that par-
ticular kind of child labor.

Mr. Micuexker. Is there a tendeney in beet-sugar States to permit
children to work in the fields ¢

Miss Apporr. Thero is no absolute prohibition of agricultural em-
gloyment of children anywhere. The only State that has made a

c%;nning by way of controlling it is the State of Ohio. Of course,
Ncbraska has an hour limit, but I do not think it is very much
observed.

Mr. Hensey. I move that Miss Abbott be allowed to extend her
remarks in the record, extend her views upon this matter, and also
put in tables or any other data that she wishes.

Miss Apnorr. I should be glad to put in the record certain things
that have been requested.

The CrairMax, The meeting will terminate for to-day. As has
been remarked, there is a constitutional amoendment pending in the
House for to-day and to-morrow.

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock novon, the committee adjourned untit
Friday, December 13, at 10 o'clock a. m.)

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Friday, February 15, 192}.

The commiittee met at 10 o’clock a. m., Hon. George S. Graham
(chairman) presiding.

The Cuarryan. I am going to ask those who will address the com-
mittee to try to be as concise and brief as possible and not to repeat
what has already been brought to our attention. I do not think
there is much division of opinion, or any division of opinion, among
the members of the committee concerning the importance of taking
care of the children and protecting them. The only questions,
perhaps, that can arise will be upon the general proposition of whether
this is a proper sub{ect for amendment to the Constitution, and also,
if that wero decided affirmatively, in what language the amendment
should be couched. So that I trust everyone—I am sure those who
have already spoken will not need to repeat, and, those who have not
been heard, wo will be obliged to them if they will heed the admoni-
tion to be brief, to stick as closely to the subject matter before us as
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possible, and to let the matter stand out lucidly and be pertinent to the
matter in hand.

Mr. Foster. Befors Miss Abbott resumes, may I call the attention
of the committee to the fact that, since we had the last hoaring on
this, I have introduced H. J. Res. 184, which is in the books of the
members of the committee this morning, changing slightly ths lan-
guage in the resolution I had heretoforo introduced. I thought it
was due to the committee to state why I introduced this one. After
talkin% to Miss Abbott, I found that this language had been agreed
on as far as several of the organizatiors represented here were con-
cerned, after consulting with Dean Pound of the Harvard Law School,
Senator Pepper, and others. I do not care to go into it now, but just
call attention to it so that, if there is any question in connection with
the wording of the resolution this might be borne in mind. ~

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will take note of it as a resolution
introduced by you. The question of authorship is not so important,
because when we take it up in executive session it may be we will
report out an entirely different resolution.

{r. FosTER. Iunderstand there are already 20 resolutions that have
been introduced on this subject. _Ihave no pride of authorship in any
resolution introduced by me. I merely introduced the resolution
after consulting with Miss Abbott and the others, as I say, and wanted
to call attention to the fact that this wording is in accordance with
the desires of these organizations. And, regardless of whether the
committeo seeks at this time to obtain legal advice as to the wording
of the resolution, I think it is proper for it to be given consideration
at this time. I would beo glad to have one reported out with the
chairman’s name on it. . .

The CaairMAN. I have no ambition in that regard; I am simply
saying that, so far as the verbiage is concerned, the committee can
take care of that as well as outsiders.

Mr. FosTER. I assume the committee would not care to hear read
& lotter from Dean Pound, of Harvard Law School——

The CaarrMAN. Let him come here before the committee.

_Mr. FosteR. That is one way. There aro two ways for us to get
his opinion, and this is one of the ways.

The CuairmMaN. We will accept this resolution as the product of one
of gglr fellow members, and consider it s such, with all duc respect
to him,

Mr. Foster. That is all I could ask.

STATEMENT OF MISS GRACE ABBOTT—Continued.

Miss ABBoTT. I had completed the testimony as to the status of
State legislation and was about to begin on the facts that are available
as to the number of children employed at gainful occupations in the
United States.

I am sure the committee is aware of the inadequacy of American
statistics in many fields. So far as the subject of the employment of
children is concerned, we have to go back, slways, to the census for
the figures that we can use, and the 1920 census is, of course, the most
recent source of information. I am sure you realize that the
census is taken by some 89,000 enumerators, and that there is a chance

91245—~24—5k8 16——9
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for a good many errors in an enumeration taken by that number of
people, and yet, by and large, the census has proven a reliable source
of information on the subjects that are contained in the census.

So far as the children are concerned, the instructions of the census
were that children who worked for their parents at home, merely on
general housework or chores or at odd .times on other work, should be
reported as having nooccupation. _So theinstructions would take care
of the question as to whether it did include children who did chores
or who helped their father and mother, but were not really, within
your understanding or mine, employed. Those children are not in-
cluded in the figures I am just about t dgrwe ou.

The figures for 1920 show that for children between 10 and 15 years
of age, inclusive, there were 1,060,858 children engaged in gainful
occupations. Of children that age in the United States, there are
12,500,000, in round numbers. So that it amounts to 1 out of every
12 children between the ages of 10 and 15 years engaged in gainful
occupations. The number of child workers 10 to 14 years of age re-
ported by the census was 378,063 in 1920.

The occupations in which these children are engaged, according to
the census:of 1920, the largest percentage of them, are in agricul-
tural employment. That is, out of the more than 1,000,000 children,
647,309 are in agricultural employments. .

- The CHaTRMAN. That was developed at the last meeting.

Miss ABBOTT. Yes; and the balance are in nonagricultural em-

ployments. Of those in nonagricultural employments there are

-some 48,000, according to the census, reported as messengers and

office and bundle boys and girls, mainly boys, of course. There are
some 41,000 who are servants and waiters. There are 30,000 and
more who are sales girls and sales boys in stores; there is another
group of clerks, about 22,000; there are 21,000 cotton-mill operatives;
there are 20,000 and more newspaper boys, and 12,000 and more are
iron and steel operatives; 11,000 and more are engaged in clothing
manufacturing industries as operatives; there are 10,000 and more
operatives in the lumber and furniture business; 10,000 in silk and
woolen factories; 7,000 in shoe factories; 7,000 and more in woolen
and worsted mllfs; 5,850 in conl mines, and, in all other occupations
not agricultural, 162,722.!

That makes nearly one-half million children who are in nonagri-
cultural employments in the United States; that is, children between
10 and 15 years of age, inclusive.

Now the sections of the country in which these children were found
em;‘)rloyed were not confined to any one locality.

We get the smallest per cent in the three Pacific coast States.
Only 3 per cent of the children there are so employed; 17 per cent are
employed in the South Central States; in Mississippi more than one-
fourth of all the children between 10 and 15 years of age are in gain-

ful employments; in Alabama and South Carolina, 24 per cent;

Georgia, 21 per cent; Arkansas, 19 per cent; in the New England
States, Rhode Island has the largest per cent. In non-agricultural
occupations, Pennsylvania has numerically the largest number of
emplcsed children of any State in the United States.

Mr. FosTER. Have yon that number there?

) Figures taken from material as yet unpublished; furnished throogh the courtesy of the U. 8. Bureau
of the Czosus,
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Miss ABBOTT. Yes; I have. It is 50,148.

Mr. FostER. Under 15 years of age?

Miss ABBo1T. Yes; 10 to 15; that includes the age of 15.

The CHAIRMAN. How many of them are 14 and 15 Xears of age?

Miss ABBoTT. The census does not show for the individual States.
It does show for the United States as a whole.

The CralrMAN. You have spoken of the laws in Pennsylvania:
Htli)ve DQOt they very good laws in Pennsyvlania governing this
subject

Miss ABBoTT. Pennsylvania has a fairly good law. The number
of children employed in any one State, of course, depends upon the
law of that State; it also de‘)ends upon the opportunities for em-
ployment in the State, and it also degends on the custom of the people
with reference to putting their children to work. So that there are
a good many elements to be considered in connection with a state-
ment of this sort. The census showed a great many children in the
mines, although the mining law of Pennsylvania prohibits their
being there and children uader age are supposed not to be employed
in the mines.

The CrairMAN. The Secretary of Labor, your chief, comes from
Pennsylvania, does he not?

Miss ABBOTT. I think so. I am not sure whether he is credited to
Pennsylvania or Illinois. 1 think he lives in Illinois now.

The CrairMAN. Now?

Miss ABBorT. Now, yes. With reference to the question as to
whether the number of children gainfully employed is increasing or
decreasing——

Mr. SumyERs. Before you pass to that subject, do the figures
which you have indicate in what employments the children are en-
gaged n the several sections of the country?

fiss ABBoTT. Yes; they do.

Mr. Sumxers. Will you put that in the record ? '

Miss AsBoTT. I would be very glad to put that in the record, yes;
such figures as we have.

Number of children engaged in each principal occupation group, by geographical
divisions and States, 1920.

[i-‘ourleen(h Census of the Unlted States, population, 1920. Occupations of children.}

Children 10 to 15 years of age, inclusive, engaged in specified occupation group.

Manu-
) Agri- | fBeter-| Do- Ex-
Divisions and States. 'csl- iog and| mestic| Cleri- Trans-| trac- | Other
Total. | tural | Jo& 3??- el I Teade. | porta- | tion of | occu-
pur- sonal !pations. tion. { min- [pations.
S, | jnqus. | service. erals.
tries.
| N
United States. ......[], 000, 858 .'647,309 1185, 337 5!.(05_] 63,368 | 18,012 f 80,140} 72,191 4, 595
New England............. 9,239 | 3,053 ,39,703] 2946 5110| 1,085 | 6073] 30| 338
s2! su| 44| 29 8] 13 3 2
25! 852 165 166 29 87 1 11
810+ 216 219 ' 163 31 47 18 13
831 23,753 | 1,226 2,749 655 | 4,317 7 188
119, 6979 185 120 96 737 2 31
555+ 7,004 697 | 1,373 189 1,672 \........ 69
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Number of children ¢ngaged in each principal occupation group, by geographical
divisions and Slfles, 1920—-Coﬁ(tlinue¢¥. P, by geograph

Children 10 to 15 years of age, inclusive, engaged {n specified oocupation group.

Manu-
Agri- | factur-| Do Es-
Divisions and States. cul- lnlan :Pd mauélc Cé:;t- Trans-| trace | Other
Total, | tural § o, per- | occa- | Trede.| porta- | tion of § occu-
pur- sonal |pations tion. | min- [pations.
sults | jpdus. | service) erals.
tries.
Middle Atlantic........... 131,51 | 8,922 61,203 8511 | 13,817 | 3,737 | 30,92¢ | 3,427 210
New York. 40,816 | 2,401 117,842 | 2,404 58341 1,783 [ 19,064 20 478
26,024 998115630 | 1,228 | 2,185 6871 5137 15 146
Pennsylvania, 85,671 5623 27,8211 4,8%11 578 1,27] 67 3,392 238
‘East North Central._...... 100,801 | 23,425 | 30,152 | 8,583 1 16,593 | 3,052 | 17,200 905 831
4,874 L7761 4,231 628 | 2,352 7 190
4,744] 1,638] 3,043 631] 1,643 26 140
11,714} 2,887 4,868] 1,007 | 10,433 251 bird
3051 )L3AS| 2,711 498 | 1,437 " 166
5518 | 1,267 | 1,678 288 | 1,395 7 &«
7,938 5029 6623} 1,014} 5884 324 472
665 869 | 1,035 218 712 15 62
1,000 1,052, 1,538 369 714 56 109
4,816 1,691 2,124 694 ) 3,443 141 138
48 19 o7 43 47 5 13
120 16t (] 3 19
469 o] 569 200 370 3 58
72 667§ 1,00 17 534 102 85
20,304 | 12,20 7150 3,383 8318] 87| »
4 168 125 38 280 foeeeo. .. 8
3,74 | 1,521 1,201 383 i 70
13 416 1271 680]........ 2
3,59 8851 1,387 654 | 1,157 183 145
1, 748 460 260 472
7,607 1 1,637 808 528 Kt
3,829 , 338 478 1n 7
3 1,534 764 | 2058 181
1,305 847 7 282 583 36 74

Kentucky... 1657 1,338| 905 30| s:8| 43 109
Tennesseo. 854 | 10201 1,118 s27| 67| 243 75
2422 467 76

1,510 n467| 53| 36| 41l 10 2]

6817 6,772| 4,59] 2,537 | 4,433| 47| 495

87| 67| 3sa| 28| 24| 26 43

25021 26011 1,198 SM| 17®) 52 5%

M| iz| 38{ 2 83

387
2764} 2002| 2225| 1,378 | 2110| 88| e
1,512| 1,38) Lew| | nL20] 11| 164

o1 19| | 131 15 19

106! | 13 6 1 2

57 67 52 z 4

“us| 69| 28| 612 s1 sl

241 283 93 91 3 21

10| 18 03 76 13 177

206] 19| 210 6| 201 7 27

16 3 30 18 7 s 5

8,10 1,606| 4,320] 768 | 2,475 IS

Washipgton........... 46501 1,02¢] 1014 463 1,25] 268| 40 6 8
Oregon. ..... q ze2] ‘e8| ‘s 29| ‘78S 7 i 3
California o057 ] 1,832 1,725] 01! 23100 425| 1,627 18 228
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Running back over a period of years—and I think the questions at
the last hearing indicated the interest in what had been the develop-
ment in this—the census figures show that in 1880 there were
396,504 children 10 to 15 years of age, inclusive, gainfully employed.

In 1890 the census did not show the numbers for from 10 to 15
vears of age, but showed them for from 10 to 14 years of age; and
that number, in 1890, was 274,167, indicating probably at Teast as
large or a larger number, if you include the children 15 years old, as
there were in 1880. For 1900 there were 686,213; for 1910 there
there were 557,797; and for 1920 there were 413,549}

I am speaking now of nonagricultural employments exclusively;
not of those in agricultural employment. So that in 1920 we had a
larger number of chi.dren in non-agricultural gainful occupations
than we had in 1880; but the per cent of the totaf’number of children
from 10 to 15 years of age was smaller. That is, in 1880, the per cent
of the total number of children from 10 to 15 years of age was 6, of the
children who were employed; in 1900, it was 7.1 per cent; in 1910,
it was 5.2 per cent, and in 1920, it was 3.3 per cent, showing & decline
in the per cent of children from 10 to 15 years of age, but a numerical-
increase in the actual number of children affected in the country.!

Mr. SumNERS. In determining whether a child is engaged in gain-
ful employment, do you take into consideration the school period,
or is it at any period during the year?

Miss ABBoTT. So far as the census figures go, the instructions I
read you were the census instructions, which were:

The term “‘gainful occupations,” when applied to children, includes the occupa~
tions of all child workers except those working at home merely on general house-
work, on chores, or at odd times on other work, who should be reported as having
no occupation.

That is, children working for their parents, children working at
home merely on general housework or chores, or at odd times at other
work, should be reported as having no occupation.

Those, however, who materially assist their parents in the performance of
work other than household work should be reported as having an occupation.

Mr. Sumxners. From everything you have gotten hold of, do you
understand a child on the farm, after school, who engages in helping
to finish the harvesting of the crop (I am speaking of the vacation
period) would be, under the instructions given the enumerators,
classed as having been engaged in gainful occupations?

Miss AsBorT. I want to speak especially about agriculture, if that
is what you are interested in. The Census of 1920 was taken in
January, 1920, and the proportion of children employed in agriculture
(that would be really, in any sense employed, Mr. Chairman) would,
of course, he very much smaller than in 1910; because the census
was taken that year in April, when the numbers out of school and at
work would be very different than in January. The percentage of
reduction of the number of children between 10 and 15 years of age,
between 1910 and 1920—that is, of thosc in agricultural employment —
would seem to be largely due to the chango in the time when the
census was taken.

' Figures taken from material as yet unpublished; furnished through the courtesy of the United
States Burcau of the Census.
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Mr. SuMNERS. You do not think tho census enumerator would
undertako to find out the custom, rather than what the child happened
to be doing, at the particular part of the year he got there?

Miss ABBoTT. He is not really supposed to. When you have
89,000 of them_takin[i the census there is & large opportunity for
errors to creep in. They are supposed to take the census as of the
date they make the enumeration, and thoy are not supposed to count
a child going to school and helping with chores at night as a gainfully
employed child. That is not what the definition includes according
to the instructions given to the enumerators.

Mr. SumsEeRs. There is only one question I amn trying to clear up,
and that is the child that goes to school, 13 years old, we will
say, seven months during the year, and the other three months in
the ,year takes what is called a hand in—helps with the farm work—

Miss ABsoTt (interposing). The other five months.

Mr. SuMNERS. The other five, ui'es; such a child, under the enumera-

tion, as you understand it, would be classed as being engaged in a
gainful occupation?
+ Miss ABBorT. I do not think they were in 1920, because the
enumerators probably would have struck the seven months when
the parents would have replied the child was in school. That is
why I think the 1910 and 1920 numbers differ so greatly. I think
in 1920, if theﬁ;ﬁot there during the five months’ time and the child
was working time in the field, they would have said the child
was gainfully employed. That is the reason why I think the numbers
in 1910 were so large, very much larger, in agricultural employment,
than in 1920; because in April a good many children would be out of
school and employed on the farm.

Mr. Sumxers. Have you any information, not just your own
conclusions, as to what probably would happen?

Miss ABBoTT. I read you the text of the instructions.

Mr. Sum~ERs. And upon that text you base your conclusions ?

Miss ApBorr. Yes; upon the text, which I have read to you.
The question, thercfore, becomes of interest as to how much of the
decrease between 1910 and 1920, in the nonagriculturally employed
children, is real and how much is apparent. In the agricultural
field; I have said I think a good deal of it is apparent rather than
real; that the decrease was due to the time of the year when the
census was taken, in 1910 and 1920. I think there were definite
permanent gains between 1910 and 1920 with reference to the
employment of children in nonagricultural occupations. Some of
them were only temporary, however, because in 1920 we had, in
addition to the improvement in State legislation, the Federal child
labor tax law, discouraging the employment of children, and we
do not now have that. Of course, it is impossible for anyone to
say, numerically, how much effect that had on the numbers em-
ployed; bt in that time, when the census was taken, we did have
the standard in o]l))eration described the other day and as Federal
law discouraging, by a very heavy tax, the employment of children
below those ages. .

_ Mr. Sum~ers, The law to which you refer was not operative with
reference to agricultural labor?

Miss Apnort. No. .

Mr. SumMneRs. So that any change you found in the statistics
with regard to that could not be traceable to the national legislation
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Miss AsorT. Not at all; nor of the States, either, because, as I
said the other day, practically no State attempts to regulate agri-
cultural employment cf children, except as they are affected by the
compulsory school attendance law, except the beginnings made by
a law in Ohio, which is practically the only thing we have.

Mr. SumMnERs. Do you, at this point, desire to express an opinion
as to the wisdom of having the National Government leave to the
States the matter of regulating the labor of children on farms, or not#

Miss ApBoTT. On what? .

Mr. SuMNERS. Isay do you at this time want to express an opinion
as to the wisdom of having the National Government leave to the
States the matter of regulating child labor on the farm %

Miss ABBorT. Do you mean am I advocating a statute that would
prohibit their employment % .

Mr. SuMnERs. No; would you like at this time and at this point
to express an opinion as to the wisdom of leaving the power in the
States to regulate child labor on the farm, as distinguished from
giving such a power to the Federal Government ¢

Miss ABBoTT. I should be very glad to say I think that an amend-
ment should be passed—this is not a statute, but an amendment—
authorizing Congress to legislate with reference to child labor.
1 think an amendment should be inclusive; so that whether or not
we have a law would depend on Congress and not upon the language
of the amendment.

Mr. Boies. Would You not be a little fearful, if you tried to control
child labor in agriculture over this country, that the amendment
would not be adopted ?

Miss ABporT. You as to whether it is done or not; not the
amendment itsalf ¢ .

Mr. Bores. If it wasi luded, had you thought of the probability
that the amendment wou... not can'y?y

Miss ABBoTT. Noj; I have no fear on that score. No one is advo-
cating, that I know of, at the present time, a statute regulating agri-
cultural child labor for the United States, if the amendment does not
prohibit it. We do not know what will develop with reference to
agricultural labor in the future at all. We may have in the next 10
ﬁears or the next 10 years a totally changed situation from what we

ave now. We may have a vast growth of large-scale agriculture,
and children will not be employed on the home farm but under con-
ditions approximating industrial employment. Who can know?
I can not say what will happen 100 years from now, and certainly
I would not like to attempt to say now, because it would be sure to
be wrong. Consequently, it seems to me a full grant of power to
Congress is in line with the other grant of powers in the Constitution.
Then the question of a particular statute could be taken care of.
If it were a question of a statute being passed at this time to regulate
child labor on the farms, I would be among those who would not
favor the enactment of such a statute.

Mr. SumneRrs. Is it your position with regard to conferring power
?on the Federal Government, and the oxtension of power by the

ederal Government, that you would give the Federal Government,
when the opportunity presents itself, the power to do that which at
the present time, you do not have a definite opinion on, that it could
exercise, if it saw fit, possibly, at some future time; is it your position
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that at some future time it mi%ht want to exercise it, and, therefore,
you would give the power now
Miss Assorr. If you are giving to Congress the power to ref;ulate
and prohibit child labor, and leaving to it to say what ty]pe of child
labor it will regulate and prohibit, then I think it would be very
foolish to attempt to put in that amendment the preciseness you
would have in a statute, because, as I say, it would defeat the general
vrpose for which we are contending. The preciseness of a statute
elongs in a statute and not in the amendment, which is a grant of
o wer.

P Mr. MoNTAGUE. You would make no exception at all 2

Miss ABBorT. I would make no exception at all.

Mr. MoNTAGUE. In the legislation passed at this time?

Miss ABBoTT. In the amendment passed at this time.

Mr. SuMNEeRs. You would have it a finished job?

Miss ABBorr. Certainly.

Mr. Foster. Do you know of any reason why, if an amendment
was made to include agricultural labor, the farm bloc would not be
able to take care of that?

Miss AsBotT. I como from the farm bloc region, and I think they
would be pretty well able to take care of the situation.

Mr. Hersey. There are & number of forms of amendments before
us, some of them describing absolutely the age and the manner and
the kind of employment prohibited and making an absoluto pro-
hibition of that kind of employment of children; thero are other
resolutions saying that Congress shall have the power to prohibit,
and at what age, and omitting the details,

Mivs ABporT. Yes.

Mr. Hersey. Which one do you favor?

Miss Apsorr. I favor the general grant of power.

Mr. Hersey. The one I mentione«? last. ?

Miss ABBOTT. Yes; the general grant of power, with the statute
to be worked out in the future.

Mr. Hersey. Then anything that is before us to-day on that part
of it, anything in regard to whether it shall be farm employment
or some other employment that is prohibited, of course, is outside
of what you desire at this time, which is merely an amendment
granting that power.

Miss ABBoTT. It is totally irrelevant, it seems to me, at this time.

The CuairmMaN. Excopt so far as this being a general power, it
includes the power to regulate labor upon the farms, and in agri-
culture.

Miss ABBorr. Yes.

The CuamrmMan. That the power to do it is proposed here.

Miss ABBOTT. Yes. :

Mr. MoxTAGUE. You would give them just as much regulator
power as to farming as you would as to mines, or any other wor
or occupation?

Miss ABBOTT. Yes; as far as the power goes.

Now, the numbers that were shown in the census of 1920 are not
necessarily conclusive as to what is the numbers at the present time.
The Children’s Bureau found, after the first Federal child labor law
was declared unconstitutional, that, in a great many localities
prompt advantage was taken of the fact to increase the number of

—
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employed children, and I have a table here which shows the State
in which those inspections were made, and the results, which I will
be glad to put in the record.
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Number of children in 10 States found employed in violation of Federal standards
after first Federal law was declared unconstitutional.

Children between

14 and 16 years

ChiMdren

Children| of age employed Children
Fac. |under14| in factorles. Can. |under14 ““gg. 15
States. torles| em- ’ em- | Minesin-
§ . rlesin-| L ovoq verlesin-| 1ivay spected. ployed
<pected. s:n ac- ?{ora " spected. | P can- § in :;gaes
1 ories, an 4 neries.
l 8hours | night. quarries.
per day.
Atkansas............. 36
ndlana............o il
Maryland. ... ... |eecenao...

“BREREB8

Virginla.
West Vi

rginia.

We also have some figures as to the increase of employment with
reference to the period after the second Federal child-labor law was
declared unconstitutional, especially-.with reference to employment
in Georgia, where the standards of the State child-labor law are very
much lower than the standards that the Federal child-labor law
can'i{;d, and there was a very prompt and immediate increase in the
numbers.

CHILD-LABOR INSPECTIONS IN TEXTILE MILLS OF GEORGIA.

To discover whether the removal of the safeguards of the Federal law had
lowered conditions of employment for children, and if so, to what extent, inspec-
tions were made in November and December, 1922, in textile mills in Georgia,
where the standards of the State lIaw were considerably lower than those of the
two Federal laws. The latter fixed the minimum age in such establishiments at
14 and the maximum hours for children under 16 at 8 a day and 48 a week, and
prohibited night work between 7 p. m. and 6 a. m. for children under 16, The
State law allowed orphan children or children with widowed mothers to go to
work at 12 years of age, provided they secured proper certificates, fixed a min-
imum age of 14 for other children, and required children between the ages of 14
and 144 years to have age certificates. Children were permitted to work as long
hours as adults—60 hours a week, with overtime allowed ““to make up lost time'
not to excecd 10 days, caused by accidents or other unavoidable circwunstances.’
If they were over 14 years and 6 months old there were no restrictions upon their
wmikﬁat night; under that age they were not allowed to work Letween 7 p. m.
and 6 a. m,

Inspections made in 39 representative mills in 17 localities brought to light
violations of the Federal standards in all exeept 3 of the establishments and vio-
lations of the State standards in all except 7.

Altogether there were 560 violations of the Federal standards, of which 84
were violations of the age, 466 of the hours of labor, and 10 of the night-work
standards. The State law was violated in 140 instances.  In 65 of these instances
children were below the minimum age; 3 children under 14} were working at
night; and 81 children between 11 and 14} years of age were cmployed without
certificates.  Violations of the State hour standards could not be ascertained
because of the difliculty of determining, when a mill was running more than 60
hours n week; and whether the excess came within the exception allowed by the
law regarding overtime. In considering night-work violations it should be noted
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that in only 2 mills, employing 37 children under 18, were inspections made
at night. 6: the 10 vioﬁations of the Federal night-work stand[:-d 7 were in
these mills and 3 were discovered through interviews with parents,

The Children’s Bureau also has assembled some figures showing
the increase in number of children between 14 and 16 years of age
who are being legally employed during the last two or three years,
as compared with tho earlier period. We have assembled these by
getting from some 25 to 30 cities the numoer of work permits that
aro issued. The child-labor laws are enforced very largely through
work-permit systems, the schools usually issuing a work permit, cer-
tifying that the child is of the age, educational, and physical standard,
and authorizing him to go to work at a certain particular occupation.

With the industrial de;:}»ression which came shortly after 1920, the
numbers of children employed, so far as legal cmployment showed,
of course decreased very much and there were o great many people
and myself among them, who hoped this decrease would be perma-
nent. But last year has shown a very definite increase.

In 1922, as compared with 1921, 21 out of 35 cities reporting to the
bureau, reported an increase in the number of permits issued. Five
of those 21 cities reported an increaso of over 100 per cent.

For the first half of 1922, as compared with the first half of 1921,
for the 28 cities furnishing monthly figures, there was an increase of
8.3 per ceat. For the last half of 1922, as compared with the last
half of 1921, for the 28 cities furnishing monthly figures, the increase
was 46.1 per cent. .

In 1923, as corupared with 1922, 24 of the 28 cities reporting v
the children’s Bureau, reported an increase in permits issued (the
only exceptions being Detroit, Fall River, Minneapolis, and St. Paul
for all of the 28 cities reporting), an increase in 1923 over 1922 of
27 per cent.

Mr. Susmners. What was the numerical increase ?

Miss AeBorT. I have that in the tables.
hMr. Sumners. That will be all right, if you will just incorporate
that.

Miss AsBorT. I will put it in the record.

Number of children between 14 and 16 years of age receiving regular employment
certificates for the first time, 1921, 1922, and 1923, by State and cily.!

State and city. 1921 1922 1923

Alabama:

Birmingham. Ceeeeeneceeriirecsacnsenaanan . 166 139 240

Huntsville... aeesssrecensascesassnansessas R 252 189 208

Mobile...... . 168 78 123

o (T 50 T PR 79 20 9
California: 8an Franclscn. ... ..ueiieceiiiiemercecreresnncacacccnnanacnens 310 295 381
Connecticut:

Bridgeport. . o ..ottt aceaiiac e eraaaas 871 806 1,032

New Haven............o.o goeoesosasesoassaranas 52 856 1,33

Waterbury. ....... - 11 308 738
Delaware: Wilmington......... R 171 423 m
District of Columbia........... R 959 693 ®
Indiana: Indiapapolis.... R 652 €07 krid
Kentucky: Loulsville..... 186 3s 795
Loulsiapa: New Orleans.. 12,0911 12,031 2,443
Marylend: Baltimore 2,53 3,109 (0]

1 Compiled, except where otherwise noted, from figures furnished by certificating officers, school officials,
etc., In correspondence with the U. 8. Children’s Bureau.

? Figures not avallable.

? Reports of the factories inspection Cepartment of the Parish of Orleans for the year ending Dec. 31, 1921,
P.5,1922,1922, p. 1.
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Number of children between 14 and 16 ycars of age receiving regular émployment
certificates for the first time, 1921, 1922, and 1923, by Stales and city'—Contd.

State and city. 1921 1922 1WB
Massachusetts:
ton 2,473 2,315 28]
Fal River. 904 1,574 1,176
Lowell..... 297 u2 (V)
New Bedford st 41,322
Somerville. $ 362 313 360
Springfleld 1 581 98
Worcester. 349 904 (U]
Michigan: Detroit.. 264 233 a7
Minnesota:
Minneapolis 339 301
St. Paul...... N 27 218 a0
Missouri: St. Louis............ 3,865 4,468 Q@
New Hampshire: Manchester. ..o e ooeoeeneemiemcaeirococnomccannannn 251 159 346
New Jersey:
Jersey Cily .. oo nriericcecmineiceneeeacencees 1,136 1,570 1,977
NeWAIK . . e ieiiieeiiicccccvcsoeiaccccarascasameanaraaaean 1,633 2,404
THEOLON . cvuenentinaiiaciersecaceccnnerasssesasncarcrnssonsannscecnas " 94
.\'ewh\'orkyz k Cit 33,888 | 32,492 (U]
NEW YOIK CllF  ceeenimieiaieceecriiiecaicnecaecesmanaccnnnan ,
Yok 418 401 81s
6,618 9,124 10,937
1,227 1,659 2,778
3),567 42,08 2,463
2,359 2,556 3,780

2 Figures not available. 3

¢ Annusl report of the sehool corumittee of the city of New Bedford for the year 1922, p. 18.

4 Annusl report of the school committee of the city of Somerville for the year ending Dec. 31, 1921, p.84.
¢ Anpual reports of the agent of the schocl committee 1921 and 1922,

Mr. SuMNERS. Yes.

Miss ABBoTT. And the names of the cities.

Mr. SusneRrs. Yes. At this point you have spoken of how the
State laws are administered. Thereis a State oflicer in the States?

Miss ABBotrT. In most of the States the State child labor law is
enforced by the State departiment of labor. There are a few excep-
tions. In North Carolina it is enforced by a child welfare commission
composed of the commissioner of public welfare, the secretary of the
department of health, and the superintendent of public instruction.
In Connecticut, it is enforced by the State board of education, and,
in New Hampshire, the State education department. But in most
States they are enforced through the State department of labor.

Mr. Susmners. What sort of personnel do they have?

Miss ABBorr. It varies ver!y much, Mississippi has one inspector.
Some States have fifty or a hundred. It depends on the in(ﬁlstrial
development and the interest of the people. Of course in most of
them it is not a single law with reference to child labor, but all labor
legislation which is handied by the labor department; that is, the
legislation with reference to health, comfort and safety of women’s
hours of labor, and so on.

The effectiveness, though, of the enforcement of child-labor legis-
lation turns very largely on the careful issuing of the work permits,
because, of course, theoretically you either have children legally at
work or in school, and if you have a good system of work permits, it
will la;‘lgcly determine the successful enforcement of the child labor
law. The most the inspector can do is to get around to the various
establishments once or twice a ycar, probably, and a child mey have
been employed for a long time before he comes, but if you have a work-
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permit system, effectively administered, the children do not get in
at all, and the work of the inspector is enormously reduced. It
becomes very largely a matter of the enforcement of respect for the
certificate by the emplogvcr of the child; that is, if he does not live
up to the requirement that the child should have a work permit, he
is taken into court for that, because the lack of a work permit indi-
cates that the law has been violated. The work permit protects the
employer who wants to observe the law.

Mr. SumNeRs. What sort of personnel do you have to issue the
work permits?

Miss ABnorr. In most of the cities, the work permits are issued-

by the school authorities, and it is like anything of that sort that is
done in the United States; it is very uneven. e not only have a
great many different standards as between the States, but wo have a
great many different standards in the same State and we have some
very flagrant abuses in work permits. We have examples of the
actual selling of work permits for a sum of money, regular places
where children under the legal age could buy work permits, and
then we have had places where there was no such criminal «ction,
but the work dpermlts were badly issued as a result of carclessness.
It is a detailed administrative job and requires careful examination
of each child as he comes in. In some localities, it is extremely well
done and very evenly done throughout the State as a whole, and in
other localities it is not well done and not evenly done.

Mr. SumnEeRs. Do you have in contemplation, if this amendment
should be passed and Congress should legislate under tho power
conferred, what the personnel of the Federal Government would be?

Miss ApBorT. I was asked to put in the record a statement of
what we did have. I would be very glad to do that at this time.
I think Mr. Montague asked me to put that in.

Mr. Boies. As to what Congress would do?

Mr. MoxTAGUE. I asked what would be required, in her judgment,
for Congress to do to make the amendment effective, and before you
put that in, or after you put it in, let mo ask do you regard what
the Governmont did under the old law as having been reasonably
effective ?

Miss” Assorr. Of course, the one I am most familiar with is the
first Federal child labor law. I was at that time head of the child-
labor division of the Children’s Bureau, and in immediate charge of
the enforcement of that law. It lasted only nine months. Conse-
quently, we only made a beginning before it was declared unconsti-
tutional. I should be the last one to say it was the best beginning
or was a wholly satisfactory beginning,.

Mr. Sumners. What I am trying to find out is whether or not this
thing you are putting in the record—we do not care anything about
ancient history—is what you would recommend ?

Miss ABBorr. Yes; this is what I would recommend. I will refer
to the history and then say what I would like to recommend, as I
understand, what the organization should be.  The first Federal ehild
labor law was passed September 1, 1916, and went into effect Sop-
tember 1, 1917. In order that the work of framing the necessary
regulations providing for the issuance of work permits and for the
acceptance of State permits might begin promptly an appropriation
of $50,000 was provided in the deficiency act of April 17, 1917. 'The
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al[l)propriation act in 1918 carried an additional item of $100,000 for
the enforcement of the child laborlaw. That was a total of $150,000.

Of this amount there was expended or obligated, during the period
up to June 3, 1918, when the law was declared unconstitutional,
$111,266.89, or $38,733.11 less than the amount appropriated by
Congress. I call your attention to the fact that this was before we
had o Budget Bureau; also that some money was turned badk into
the Treasury. The expenditure, however, was less than a satisfactory
enforcement of the Federal law required. The staff appointments
were delayed very much, pending civil-service exeminations, and
then, when tho results of the examinations were available, we had a
Eroat many refusals because at that time the salaries that were paid

egan to skyrocket, during the war period, and it was very hard to
got a qualified personnel for the salaries we wero able to pay.

A division was created in the Children's Bureau to enforce the law,
known as the child labor division of the Children’s Bureau, and on
June 3, 1918, we had a staff of 51 persons, including_ the director,
associate director, law officer, 17 inspectors, 22 certificate-issuing
clerks, 8 clerks, and 1 messenger. The appropriation for the next
zear, 1919, had been made for $125,000 and was of course not used,

ecause the act was declared unconstitutional.

The Children’s Bureau laid plans, when it had 8150,000, to enforce
the law on the basis of coogeration with Stete officials and a general
working relationship with State officials. The first child labor law

rovided a definite basis for cooperation, in that it provided that the

ederal Government could acceﬂ, if it found them satisfactory, the
State-issued work permits, which, as I have told you, are, after all,
the key to the enforcement of a child labor law, and we of course
were required to recommend to the board that formulated the rules
and regulations a provision for what should be in the rules and regu-
lations, and also what State certificates could or could not be
accepted. .

In order to have the advice of the State officials, a conference of
the State child labor officials was called in the summer. It was
attended by 28 officials from various parts of the country, and the
whole question of the relationship was quite thoroughly canvassed.
At that time the State commissioners or factory inspectors, or who-
ever was charged with the enforcement of the State child labor law,
voted they would like to have formal recognition by the Federal Gov-
ernment with reference to the enforcement of the Federal law, and
as a consequence of their vote all of those who were charged with
the enforcoment of State child labor laws were commissioned inspec-
tors under the Federal law on a dollar-a-year basis, the authority for
appointing public officials being utilized in that way.

{r. MonTAGUE. Tho State officials wished to be recognized also
as Fedoral officials ?

Miss AseoTT. Yes, sir.

Mr. MonTAGUE. And they started in at a dollar a yoear?

Miss ABrorr. Yes; and the help those State officials rendered in
the cnforcoment of the Fedoral law was very considerable. In States
where the Federal law was higher than the State laws thoy quite
frequently, especially in the matter of hours, as they inspected for
tho State, chacked up the hours also under the Federal law. A sys-
tem of joint inspection was arranged in some places and an exchange
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of information in others, so that we had, I think, an increasingly
genuine relationship.

When it came to the acceptance of State certificates, we were
confronted with exactly the ﬁroblem I have stated. In some States
the legislative provisions with respect to what the certificates should
be were inferior, and there was no adeguato cortificate system. In
others it was substantially the same, and it was possible for the State
board to rule that they should be the same, so we were able to accept
tha certificates of a very large part of the country for the purposes
of the Federal act. That moeant, however, that quite frequently we
found it necessary to insist upon a greater uniformity than there hed
been before and to assist in securing that uniformity in local communi-
ties where the certificating law had been very ba l{ administered.

Mr. Sumners. Could you indicate to us briefly what the powers of
the permit—what do you call that officer?

Miss ApBoTT. The permit or certificate officer?

Mr. SuMNERS. What do you call the officer issuing them?

Miss ABBOTT. We call him the certificate-issuing officer.

Mr. SumneRrs. Yes. What powers does such an officer exercise in
order to make effective the child labor law ¢

Miss ABpoTT. They examine the evidence of age, and are respon-
sible for the final statement that goes on the certificate about the
age, educational standard, and physical condition, if you have those
standards in the law; and, if the employer holds a certificate of that
sort, and the child is under age, he is protected against the penalties
of the law. That is the way in which it operates as a protection to
the employer. For that reason it is extremely important, in the
interest of the child, that they should be carcfully and reﬁularly
issued and should not be issued carclessly, because it gives the em-

loyer immunity a%ainst punishment for the employment of a child
in violation of the Iaw.

Mr. SumneRs. Ordinarily they pass on the question of dependency
in some instances?

Miss ABBOTT. There are a few States in which there are so-called
poverty exemptions. In Georgia, for example, the law is a 14-year-
old law, except for the children of widows or children having a mother
dependent on them for support, when they may go to work at 12
years of age. There are poverty exemptions in the District of
Columbia. There are poverty-permit exemptions in Delaware and
a number of other States, and a good many laws provide that the
children shall not work between 14 and 16 (most of those already
referred to are below 14) except in cases of necessity, and in a great
many States this necessity clause is not enforced at all. The city of
Detroit has recently been enforcing the necessity clause in the
Michigan law and has reduced the number of employed children in
the city from a very considerable number down to practically none.
There are other States that have that same clause that are not enfore-
ing it at all. If that is enforced, the certificate-issuing officer is the
one who passes on the facts as to necessity. :

Mr. Sumners. Now, if you do not have a State or local opinion
supporting the Federal measure, then it would be necessary in such a
case for the Federal Government to equip the State with its own
administrative personnel? )

Miss ApsotT. Well, the experience we had was the other way. I
can give you a very few concrete examples.
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Mr. Sumuers. I did not want to make a statement; I was really

making an mqqui

AsBotT. After all, the employers, most of them, want to obey
the law and want to live up to the law, and they want it made as rea-
sonably easy for them to do this as is possible. They want, therefore,
if the certificates are liable to be questioned, to have a good certificat-
ing system. Wo recognized the certificates in several States in which
the certificating system, after all, was very poor. When we came to
make msgectlons, weo found certificates has been issued for a good
number of children who were in fact under the legal age and, of course,
our officers wero under the necessity of canceling all of those. They
conceled a very considerable number on file with the employers; that
is, which were in the employers’ hands. Those employers immedi-
atel{ began to move to strengthen the method of certificate issuing
in that community and to say that after all they wanted the people
charged with issuing them in that State to be qualified to do it well,
so that this kind of thinghwould not happen. So that in this way you
have & building up of the respect for the local office, and the Jacal
certificato there, so that he can really do the work well. I think that
a working relationship of that sort is the end that is sought by an
administrative officer who wants to build up the local machinery, and
it is possible to do it very definitely in such a way as I have described.

Mr. FosTer. May I ask you one. question? One question tchat
seems to be referred to frequently is whether the States, independent
of any Federal enactment, can be expected to reduce this child em-
ployment. In that connection, may I ask you this: You referred,
when you were testifying last week, to somo 13 States whose standards
?rou estimated as good, as equal to the standards under the Federal
aw that was declared unconstitutional. My question is this: How
many of those 13 States came up to that standard while the Federal
law was in effect? In other words, did the Federal enforcement help
to bring them up or deter it ?

Miss ABBoxT. I have some figures in reference to the bringing of the
State legislation up to the standard in a numb:r of laws passed at
that time. Seversal of them did come up as a result of the fact they
wanted to come up to the Federal standard in every respect, and you
quito often heard in the discussion that the State wanted at least
to be up to tho Federal standard.

Mr. SumNErs. Before you begin the explanation, are you certain
that was the result of the Federal law, or that the same state of
public opinion which put through the national legislation might not
also have affected local legislation in tho several States?

Miss AsBorT. Well, of course, we have improvements in States
that opposed national legislation definitely. It certainly was educa-
tional. "~ It was educational to the employers and educational to the
gencral public as to what the effect was. It was not as bad as the
employers had feared, and it was much better in its effects than many
peoPlo believed it could be.

Mr. MoNTAGUE. In some part of your remarks, will you put into the
record the two Federal decisions respecting the child labor laws
that were declared unconstitutional?

Miss AssoTT. Yes; I would be very glad to do that.

Mr. MoNTAGUE. So that we can see what power of enforcement was
given by the National Government in the States.
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Miss ABBOTT. Yes. As to the question I was asked last week, and
that is much the same as Mr. Foster has asked now, of course it is
extremely diflicult to speak with great preciseness about the advance-
" ment that was made, because it is very hard to say whether one par-
ticular kind of provision is more valuable than another, and which
one is most valuable, & law raising the age, or the educational qualifi-
cations, or the physical qualification, or the night work law, or the
eight-hour a day law for young children, or whatever it may be.
So it gets extremely complex if you try to draw conclusions from it.

After a careful review of the legislation I should say there is prob-
ably no decided difference betwecen the two decades—1900-1910 and
1910-1920—in regard to the extent of the State gains in the basic
standards of minimum age, hours, and night work. It is undoubtedly
true, however, that in regard to administrative features, particularly
the machinery of employment certificate issuance, standards for
employment such as physical and educational requirements, and
plll'ovfgsmns for adequate enforcement, the last decade for surpasses
the first.

In 1916, as far as I have been able to find out, there were 2
States that raised the age, there were 3 that raised the hours of
work, or night work laws, and there were 2 that increased the
standards for issuing certificates under their own laws, like the educa-
tional or physical, and the administrative provisions were improved
in four States. .

In 1917, which was the year the child labor law went into cffect,
there were 7 States that raised their age requirements, there were
11 States that raised the hours or night work laws, there were 9
that increased the enforcement by certificates, there were 10 that
improved the administrative provisions.

n 1918, there were 3 that raised the age, 3 ths howrs or night
work laws, and 3 the employment certificate standards. Of course,
in both 1916 and 1918, they were not years when meany legislatures
were in gession. Some of the legislatures were in session in 1916
and 1918, some 11 or 12, as compared with 40 or 42 in the uneven

eAr.
¥ In 1919, 8 raised the age, 4 the hours of labor or night work, 11 the
employment certificate, 5 the administrative provisions.

n 1921, 7 raised the age requirement, 7 the hours of labor or
night work, 7 the standards for employment certificates, and 6 the
administrative provisions.

In 1922, 1 raised the age, 2 the hours, 3 the employment certificates,
2 the administrative standards.

In 1923 six raised the ago; six tho hours of labor; one the employ-
ment certificate; four the administrative provisions.

As I say, a bald statement of that sort, without the details of the
laws, is really quite. inconclusive. You have great improvements
made in a number of States in the legislation in 1917, 1919, and 1921,
but how you will balance those up from year to year is very hard to

say.

'}iemombcr, I said that since the child labor law was passed, eight
States, of the ones that were bolow, had moved toward the standard
of the law; but none of them has measured up completely to the
standard. I want to sey again, what I said in answer to a question,
that, of course, in case of an act of this sort we ought to consider both
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the legislative standard and the enforcement of that standard, be-
cause the legislative standard means nothing unless thero is inforce-
ment machinery to go along with it. The State with not quite so
good legislative standards may be doing moro for its children by en-
forcement of its law than ono that enacts a hetter one and does not
onforce it; but that is an extremely complex thing to undertake, to
measure the enforcement.

Mr. SumNERS. During the period of the enforcement of the Federal
child labor law did any of the States which were, at the beginning of
that period, below the standard, come fully to the standard ?

Miss Apsorr. Yes; several of thom did; quite frequontly States
that had quite good child labor laws did. Illinois changed its at
once, so that it came up in full; Wisconsin changed its, so that when
their inspectors came down to our conference they said, “ We have
already taken action to bring our standiwds up to the Federal in
every particular.” There were several others that did, cither by
improvement in the work permits, or, at least, they were mado as
good as the standard the Federal Government had set. -

Mr. Sum~srs. Were those States at that time that had a high
standard, or did some of the States that were far down in the scale
include themselves in the number that came up ¢ . ‘

Miss Apnort. They did not include themselves in the number
that came up in full, as I remember. -The child-labor law passed in
North Carolina, which is a great advance over tho one they had
when the first Federal child-labor law went into effect, was passed
while the Federal child-labor law was in effect and still operating,
and the Virginia law, which was a great advance over the one Virginia
had, was passed in 1921, while the Federal law was still in operation,
also. Those were very great gains for the children which would
not be indicated merely in a numerical count of the ones that came
up in full to the Federal standards.

Mr. Sumyers. Did the laws in those two States come up to the
Federal standard ?

Miss Apport. No; not quite. Virginia does not quite; North
Carolina is still a good deal beloy:. But it was & very great improve-
ment over what their laws had been.

Mr, SumNERs. Now, if it was the Federal child-labor law that was
there coercing or through education bringing them up, what is your
explanation or judgment as to why they did not make the full
measure of progress?

Miss Annotr. I think, as a legislator, you know what the difficulty
is.  You always have groups pulling in two directions. There was
never any arriving at any of these stundards by really a scientific
decision that ““ this is the just thing and we will take that;” it is a
controversy between groups, and one group comes in for the protec-
tion of the children and another group comes in and wants to exploit
the children, and then the point you finally touch is the point which
is the balancing force in the State. What I am {rying to point out
is that the Federal law did not necessarily bring the State standards
up to the Federal standard, but that it did not paralyze the local
community and eliminate their sense of responsibility for their
children. “Instead of doing that, it quickened their sensc of responsi-

91245—24—si1r 16— 4
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bility, or at least was a contributing factor in quicker..ng their sense
of responsibility for the children. ]

If in a State you try to get a higher State standard, one of the
things you are constantlg' met with is, “That is higher than the
standard of such and such a State.”” That is what they always tell

ou about. One of the things you have to fight is the State that

as not a ver{v good standard and trys to measure itself bf the lowest
standard, as far as opposition to the law is concerned. If you move
up the very lowest standard by the Federal law, you release the good
intent of a State toward its children than would otherwise be possible,
and so you are able to raiso the standards in States that desire to
raise the standards, but are kept from doing so by pleading of em-
gloycrs as to the effect that raising standards will have when other

tates are not doing it. Consequent-hv, even in States with a very
much higher standard than the Federal law, they found it was
easier to move forward when ihe lowest level was taken out and a
minimum standard was in effect, through the operation of the
Federal law. I want to make that perfectly clear, what I think it
does is to increase the sense of local responsibility for local children
b{l drawing attention to whet has not been done for them, and
what can be done for them, and by releasing the good will of a State
toward its children.

Mr. SumnERs. Therefore, the fact one State does not have so good
a child labor law as a given State might desire to enact would be the
reason rather than the excuse for not enacting a better law?

Miss ApBort. I think both reasons and excuses explain the failure
to enact laws in the State legislatures. Ixcuses are eagerly clutched
at sometimes where they would not otherwise do it.

Along this line I want to put into the record, as was requested
before, the evidence that State factory inspectors had found that the
Federal law did assist in carrying out the State standards, and
instead of demoralizing the State system of inspection increased
respect for it in most cases.

Mr. MonTAGUE. What do you call the “standard’”? What was
the standard ?

Miss Asporr. Well, I have been using the word “standard”
because both of the Federal child labor laws did not prohibit child
labor. One prohibited the shipment of produets in interstate com-
merce, and the other taxed the industry that had them. It is hardly
correct, technically, to speak of the child labor provisions of the first
and second child labor laws, but there were certain standards put in
those laws with reference to the employment of children. I do not
mean “standards” in the sense it was something you approve as
the ideal thing to do.

Mr. MonNTAGUE. What was the standard ?

Miss AnBorr. The standard in both laws was that no child under
14 should be employed in a factory, workshop, or manufacturing
establishment.

Mr. MoxTAGUE. The standard was a certain nge?

Miss Asorr. The standard was a certain age.

Mr. MoxtAGUE. And there was a provision for a penalty for failure
to comply? '

Miss AnBorr. Yes.

Mr. MoNTAGUE. But there was no other standard than age!?
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Miss ABBOTT. Yes. Sixteen years was the age for mines and
quarries. There was also an hours-of-work standard. Cbildren
between 14 and 16 could not work more than 8 hours a day or 48
hours a week or at night work. So that there was an hour
standard and an age standard. It did not have anywhere near as
many standards as many of the State child labor laws. When I say
“standard,” I do not mean to imply it was a standard in the sense
it was provided as the ultimate thing desired.

Mr. MoxTAGUE. I wanted to get your idea. -

Miss AnBorT. I am sorry I diﬁ not make that clear before. Now,
I have here a resolution of the fifth annual convention of the Associa-
of Governmental Labor Officials of the United States and Canada,
passed at Des Moines, Iowa, June 24-28, 1918. At this convention
there were 14 States present, representing various parts of the
country. The resolution urges the enactment of an adequate
Federal child labor law with prompt and effective enforcement,
and so on, which followed a declaration first that there should be a
child labor amendment to the Federal Constitution.

Mr. O'SuLrivan. You spoke of just 14 States; some of them have
very good child-labor laws ?

Miss ABnoTT. Some have good ones. I have a list of the number
of delegates from the States which were represented at that conven-
tion: Arizona 1, Colorado 1, Connecticut 1, Iowa 7, Kansas 3,
Michigan 3, Missouri 1, Nebraska 1, North Carolina 1, Rhode Island
1, South Carolina 1, Utah 1, Washington 1, and Wisconsin 2.

Mr. Hickey. I was wondering if it would not expedite matters to
have that material printed in the record without reading it now.

Miss ApBorT. If that is agreeable I should be very glmf to do that.

Mr. Hickey. T was just wondering also if all these peopie present
this morning expect to make statements.

Mr. Boiges. It is very interesting to know how the old law worked;
but, if the questions are going to be so numerous, I am afraid the
speaker won't be able to get at the heart of the subject.

Mr. Foster. I think 1 can say that the representatives of all the
various labor organizations here won’t have speakers and the number
who will want to address the committee won't bhe over 8 or 10, and
they have all agreed that Miss Abbott ought to be given all of the
time she wants, because she knows this subject thoroughly, and I
think the committee ought to be willing, if they ave willing, to let
Miss Abbott have the time.

Mr. HErsey. I suggest that she make a statement as to any data
she wants te put in the record.

Mr. SuMxERs. Personally, I would like to hear Miss Abbott, She
has information, with all due respect to others who come and tell us,
about the rights of childhood to education and protection. [ do not
care to hear about that. That is settled.

Miss ApBorr. I think that material can go into the record without
reading. It consists of quotations very largely, of which the source
is indicated, and it is not long.

Mr. MonTagre. They are just resolutions?

Miss Annorr. And statements from State factory inspectors in
their annual reports.

Mr. FFoster. In other words, they are reports of the way the laws
did work ?
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Miss Asporr. There are statoments there—for examplo, a state-
ment from J. Ellery Iudson, State factory inspector for Rhode
Island, which shows exactly how much the Iederal law cut down the
number of children employed in Rhodo Island, and a statement from
the inspector of Delaware, which shows somewhat the same, and a
statement as to tho number emi)loycd immediately following the law
being declared unconstitutional. They differ slightly, but they are
to that general effect.

(The statements above referred to are as follows:)

RESOLUTION OF TilE FIFTH ANNUAL CONVENTION OF THE ASSOCIATION OF GOV-
ERNMENTAL LABOR OFFICIALS OF TIHE UNITED STATES! AND CANADA IN RE
CHILD LABOR AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL CONSTITUTION, PASSED AT DES
MOINES, IOWA, JUNE 24-25, 1918,

Resolved, That this convention hereby expresses the finn conviction that it is
to the best interest of the Nation that an adequate Federal child labor law,
providing for prompt and effective enforcement, he speedily cnacted by Con-
gress; and be it further

Resolred, That this convention urge upon the Appropriations Comamittee of
the Senate the desirability of setting aside an appropriation of not less than
$125,000 for investigation and report on child-labor conditions in the different
States; such appropriation to continue until such timme as the new law may be
passed and put into operation.

RESOLUTION OF THE TENTH ANNUAL CONVENTION OF THE ASSOCIATION OF GOV-
ERNMENTAL LAROIt OFFICIALS OF THE UNITED STATES ? AND CANADA IN HE
CHILD LABOR AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL CONSTITUTION, PASSED AT RICH-
MOND, VA., MAY 4, 19233

‘1. Whereas recent decisions of the Supreme Ceurt in child labor and mini-
mum wage laws for women seem to justify the opinion that constitutional amend-
ments are nceessary to make such laws constitutional: Therefore be it

“Resolred, That this association favors and urges the incoming Congress of
the United States to snbmit constitutional amendments upon these subjects.”
(Adopted.)

ALABAMA.

“The Federal authority, because of the taxing penalty of the law imposes «
distincet advantage in our work.” (P. 10, No. 1, vol. I, April, May, June, 1921,
Official Bulletin of the State Child Welfare Department of Alabama, Loraine B
Bush, director.)

. ARKANSAS.

“The child labor law of this State is identical in its provisions with the Federal
taxing law. A compliance with the State law will save to employers of children
the penaltics under the Federal law. Lvery cooperation possible with the State
Department has been had from the Federal officers, and we are of the opinion
that emplovers of the State do not appreciate the advantages they have over
those in States where the State and Federal laws are not similar, and where this
cooperation does not exist.

“There is one peculiar feature connected with the issuauee of age certificates,
that being, when in the discharge of routine work, we discover u violation, the
o=t often advanced exeunse was, ‘We did not know what the law was,’ but no
sooner had the Federal taxing law been passed than the department was deluged
with inqguirics as to the provisions of the law, and how the penalties of the Federal
iaw could be avoided, many frankly admitting that they did not wish to get
‘in bad’ with ‘Usicle S’

TAL th convention the provccdnes <iow thit oJicisl Jdodozates wore prosent ficam the (Hllowing 14
States: Arizony B, Colerado 1, Connoecticut 1, low s 2, Kansas 2, Mubigan 3, Missoud 1, Nebroska I,
Notth Caralina 1, Rhade Iand 1, <01 Tachqad L Ut 1, Woshineton 1, and Wisgonan 2

AL this convonton the proas o sow that eifenab et s uwarp instnersd copthe filaing
QU oS ATK ST, Connxctant 8, Dnbawake 2, Gearging 2, Hhines 2, Logcoana 1, Marylhand 1, Measaa.
chrian A2 Nea Hoamphire LNGw Doy LN Yor North, C v hina l, Nornth Daketa b,
Oh:a ), OKVhom 1, Opecon 1IN . it b, Wisconan

shvaeen d, a1, Wet V
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“We are glad to know that there has been & material improvement in respect
to observance of the child labor law. e hope that all violation will soon. be
eliminated.” (P. 13, Fourth Biennial Report of Bureau of Labor and Statistics
of the State of Arkansas, 1919-20.)

DELAWARE.

“The numbher of clildren between 14 and 16 years of age granted employment
certificates during the year 1922 increased 252, compared with the number for
the year 1921, according to the report made by Charles A. llagner, State child
Iabor inspeetor, at the annnal meeting of the State Labor Commission, in their
offices in the du Pont Building, yesterday afternoon. .

“During 1922 certificates were issucd to 423 children, compared with 171 in
the previous vear. This increase, according to Mr. 1 afner's report resulted
from the nullification of the Federal child labor law, by the Supreme Court, in
May.” (The Wilmington (Del.) News, January 10, 1923.)

‘“‘According to the report of Charles A. Hagner, State child labor inspector,
for the three months ending with June, 789 children made application for certifi
cates permitting them to work.

* * * * * * *

“The annulment of the Federal child labor tax law on May 13, has alrcady
[June 30, 1922] had its effect in Delaware, he said, at least 12 employers having
increased the working hours for children from 48 to 54 hours a week.” (State~
ment of Charles A. Haguer, State child labor inspector for Delaware, in the
Wilmington Every Evening, August 4, 1922.)

10WA,

‘“One thing in which a decided change has colne into the work of the department
is in connection with the enforcement of the State child labor law. There is a
disposition on the part of many employers to ask that the restrictions be held
in abeyance, partly on account of the shortage of Iabor, but really through an
underlying desire to take advantage of the employment of children as a means
of profit, also to e~tablish a precedent now that may be taken advantage of
later on when war conditions shall have come to an end. The recent decision
of the United States Supreine Court relative to the Federal child labor law has
not given any added prestige to the State law, bnt has inereased the burden of
cnforcetuent, as many parcnts and employers are assuniing that the State law
is also null and void and act as though they helieved it.””  (Alfred Shepherd,
Iowa Deputy Commissioner of Labor. Proceedings of the fiftth annual conven-
tion of the Association of Governmental Labor Oflicials of the Uniteu States
and Canada, Des Moines, Towa, June 24-28, 1018, p. 87.)

LOUISIANA,

New Orleans—*The effect of the Federal child labor law, which went into
cffect September 1, 1917, may be noted here.  Several of our largest factories
now have no children under 16 in their employ, while others have made it a rule
not to take any child under 16, though they still retain those they have, working
themm only eight hours a day.” (P. 42, Tenth Annual Report of the Factory
Inspector, New Orleans, contained in the Ninth Biennial Report of the Depart-
ment of Cominissioner of Labor and Industrial Statistics, of the State of Louis-
iana, 1916-1918.)

MAINE,

“Of cotrse it s needloss to sav that 1 was greatly disappoiuted and nnich
disturbed at the result of the decision Lreught in by the members of the United
States Supreme Coutts IC has wade 1oy work much more diflicult and leas
cflective.  Children in the State of Muine now hetween the age of 14 and 16
arc all employaed, o5 far as my Enowledge extend-, 51 hours per week, It eer-
tainly was a great Blow and o decided <ethack to the children of this Nation
and to people interested in their wdfare. Hoscems to be a1l the more serivus
because of the gowt organication which yon had pafected and the grear good
which you were accomplishing.”  (Uscerpt from letter of R AL Eddy, Comimise
sioner of Labor of Maine, dated July 9, 1918))
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RHODE ISLAND.

“The Federal child labor law, which the United States Suprema Court declared
unconstitutional, served in the three years it was in effect to reduce from 8,313
to 4,815—a drop of more than 42 per cent—the number of boys and girls under
16 vears of age in the nills and factories of Rhode Island.

“3Vith removal of the Federal restriction, through the ruling of the court,
manufacturers will he enabled, according ot State Factory Insi)ector J. Ellery
Hudson, greatly to increase the number of children in their employ and to work
tliem not the 8 hours a day and 48 hours & week that the Federal statute speci-
ded, but the 10 hours a day and 54 hours a week that the State law of Rhode

Tsland permits.”
* * * * * * *

“In 1918, the last yecar before the passage of the Federal child Iabor law,
there were employed in the State 8,313 children under the age of 16, according
to the report of Factory Inspector Hudson for that year. This number repre-
sented 4.44 per cent of all the persons employed.

“The following year, when the Federal law passed, the number of cmplo'yed
children dropped off to 7,595, a decrease of slightly less than 9 per cent. The
percentage of children to the whole number of workers fell to 3.96. In that
year a few employers discharged their child workers, while others retained them
and worked them 48 hours a week. :

“By 1920 the children at work had decreased to 7,243 and constituted 3.69
per cent of all those employed. In 1921, according to Mr. Hudson's study of
the situation, employers found that it was not economical to work children 48
hours a week while their plants were running 54, so most establishments that
were on the 54-hour schedule dropped the boys and girls. Those on a 48-hour
basis largely kept them.

‘“’Fhe result was that in 1921 the number of children employed was down to
4,815 and constituted 2.72 per cent of the total number of workers in the State,
the smallest percentage ever attained here. * * *”  (Statement by State
Iglg;%r,v Inspector J. Ellery Hudson in the Providence (R. L) Journal, May 17,
1922,

RHODE ISLAND.

“The nuaber of employees in the various establishments was divided as

follows:

* * * * * * *
Males under 16 years of age._ - - oo .-- 2,263
Females under 16 years of age_ . . ..o aaaa. 2, 552

Total number of children_ . .. ..l .. 4, 815

“The foregoing figures, compared with those given in our last report, reveal
the fact that there has hbeen * * * g decrease of 1,367 in the number of boya
employed; a decrease of 1,061 in the number of girls employed; a total decrease
of 2,428 in the number of those under 10 yearsof age. * * = The pereentage
of child labor is 2.72. ¥or the ycar 1920 it was 3.09. The number of children
employed is the smallest since the ycar 1900 and the pereentage of child labor is
the lowest in the history of the department. * *  * The large decrease in
the number of children employed can, undoubtedly, be largely attributed to the
Federal child labor law, which forbids the employment of children under 16
vears of age in manufacturing establishments more than 8 hours a day or 48
hours a week.” Twenty-eighth annual report of the factory inspector of the
State of Rhode Island for the year ending December 31, 1921, J. Ellery Hudson,

chief factory iuspeetor.)
SOUTIl CAROLINA.

“The operation of the Federal law has been suspended, but its moral effect
strengthened the hands of the State Department. The law might not have
bheen weleomed--upon the gronnd that it was an intrusion upon the rights of
States —bnt we must confess that it has been of great help to us in enforeing our
own State laws.  We do not anticipate any great reaction on account of the
unfavorahle decision of the United States Supreme court.” (8, C. Groeschel,
South Carolinn State factory inspector. Proceedings of the nfth annual con-
vention of the asccistion of Governmental Labor Otficials of the United States
and Canada, Des Moines, lowa, June 24-23, 1918, p. 98.)
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TENNESSEE.

‘“We are finding in our efforts in trying to enforce State ctild-labor laws, that
a number of Tennessee manufacturers are complaining that the{ are being
unjustly treated, in that manufacturers in adjoining States, where they have no
adequate child-labor regulations, are being permitted to work children between
14 and 16 ycars of ege longer than cight hours a day.” (Excerpt from letter of
Louis L. Allen, department chief, State of Tennessce department of workshop
and factory inspection, Nashville, dated August 16, 1918.)

TEXAS.

“While the Federal child-labor tax law was in effect little trouble was experi-
enced in correcting many evils of child Iabor in this State. But the Supreme
Court of the United States has held this law unconstitutional on the grounds
that such matters are reserved to the States for regulation.

“Qur present child-labor law should be amended in many respects, and the
isshance of permits restricted. A more effective method would be the enactment
of a new law patterned after the old Federal child-labor tax law the administra-
tion of which should be placed under the joint control of the comptroller of public
accounts and the commissioner of labor statistics,. * * %’ (Seventh Bien-
: nial Report of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the State of Texas, 1921-22.
’ Joseph S. Myers, commissioner of labor statistics.)

Miss AsnorT (continuing). Then I have here, also, a statement of
: examples of progressive State child-Jabor bills which failed to pass the
legislatures in 1923. I was requested to put that in the record.
Unless the committee desires it, I think L wiil put it in without
reading it. .

b Mr. Boies. I can not see any good reason for encumbering the
' record with that. : )

Mr. FosTER. It was your request last week that that be furnished.
Mr. Boies. I asked that it be furnished ? .

Mr. Foster. The chairman asked that it be incorporated.

; Mr. Boies. The chairman asked that it be furnished?

Mr. FosteR. Yes. . )

Miss Apporr. I would be very glad not to have it go in.

Mr. MoxTAGUE. 1 would be very glad to have it go in the record.
Mr. Boigs. It will bo admitted.

(The statement referred to is as follows:)

T I R T

[y

EXAMPLES OF PROGRESSIVE STATE CHILD-LABOR BILLS WHICH FAILED TO PASS
STATE LEGISLATURES IN 1923,

Ilinois.—A bill raising the educational requirements for work permits did not
ass.
» P Kansas.—Extending the minimum age and certificate provisions of the child
- labor law to cover all gainful occupations at any tiine and requiring & physician’s
certificate ufl physical fitness for the issuance of an employment certificate did
not pass.  (H :

.‘!laine.—--;\ bill providing for an 8-hour day and 48-hcur week for women
and minors was proposed by initiative and defeated by referendum.  An 8-hour

s day for mincers under 16 in factories was, however, passed by the legislatnre.
(Sce Resolves, 1923, ¢h. 107.)

Nebraska.—— A bill to extend the ehild-labor law to cover employment in restau-
rants did not pas<. {H. R. 143)

Neaw Hampshireo--X bill for a 8-lour day aud 4S-hour week for women and
for inors under 18 engaged in wanual or mechanical labor in manufacturing
cotablishients did not pas~.  (H. R. 1) .

Noew York- In New York a bill providing a 18-hour week for bhoys 18 to I8
vears of age in factories and mereautile purauits passed the Senate but failed
in e Assembly,  (Information received from New York State Commission to

’ Examine Law . Relating to Child Welfareo

North Dabota- -A bill regnlating work of ehildren in street trades failed of

passage. (H. R.OIN3.
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Pennsylrania.—A bill to reduce the present 9-hour day, 51-hour week for
children under 16 to an 8-hour day, 48-hour week did not pass. (H. R. 434)

Rhode Island.—A bill regulating industrial home work by extending to such
work the age and hour restrictions of * - present child Iabor law applying to
factories (S. 28), and several bills redu  , the howrs of labor for minors under
16 and females in factories and stores i¢ 3 or 9 pur day and 48 per week wero
defeated.  (S. 38; H. R. 650.)

South Carolina.—A bill raising the standards of the child-labor law to conform
in many ways to the standards of the Federal laws did not pass. (Information
from newspaper clippings.)

Vermont.- ~A bill reducing hours of labor for minors 16 to 18 and women in
manufacturing or mechanical establishiaents or in mines or quarrics to 9 a day
and 48 a week failed to pass. (H. R. 97.)

Miss AsporT (continuing). Now, I have shown the legislative
inequalities that exist in the State laws and their very great diver-
sity, and the number that came up to tho Federal standard; I have
shown the very substantial numbers of children employed in the
United States at the present time and that, instead o}) working any
progressive reduction of the number, wo are net able to do any moro
than to sort of hold on to the situation, as I have shown, over the
long period from 1880 to 1920.

I also put into the record » statement showing the increase in the
cmployment of children following the decision of the court that the
law was unconstitutional.

I have shown that the law did not destroy the initiative of the
States; that it increased rather than (lccroasm? their sense of respon-
sibility, and also 1 have made a statement about the number of laws
passed in that time,

I have also shown what the cosi of administering the law was, in
accordance with the request that I do that.

Now 1 would like to go back and remind you——

Mr. MoxTAGUE. You would not have us infer from that, if this
amendment should be adopted and supplemental legislation should
be enacted, that we could administer such an act for $150,000 or
$125,000 a year, would you!

Miss AssorT. We asked the Appropriations Committee the second
year for $161,000, when we got $125,000.  The costs are higher now.

Mr. MoxTaGuUE, That is not the point I make. I say that if this
amendment should be adopted mull supplemental or ancillary legis-
Jation should be enacted to cffectuate the amendment, you would
not have this committee understand that it could be administered
for $125,000 or 3150,000 or even $200,000 a year, would you?

Miss Ansorr. 1t would depend entirely on the standards adopted.
If it were the standard we had before, I think we could; if you put
new standards, or should make the law more inclusive, it would take
more peoplo to do it.

Mr. Mostacur. I the Federal Government undertakes to do this,
do you think it could do it for $150,000, or even $200,000?

Miss Apsorr. 1t can through cooperation with the States.  There
is no need of duplicating State machinery, and there is no need for
any substantial increase in the Federal machinery.

Mr. MoxTaGUe, | congratulate you on vour optimism.

Miss Assorr. Well, Tthink 1 speak with mere experience than the
eentleman from Virginia, if you will pardon e, because 1 speak from
a direct experienee of nine months while the law was in foree.

Mr, Mosracre., I speak with over 30 vears' experience with gov-
ermment and the cozt of government. T am not seeking to embarrass

r.
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you, but any matter that this Government once takes hold of has
always cost a lot of money to administer. I do not say it is not worth
the lprxce; that phase is not relevant here. .

Miss Asporr. No.

Mr. MoxTaGUE. But I say I do not think it is going to be done
economically. :

Miss AnporT. I would hate to have any cost value put on what we
were doing for the child.

Mr. MoNTAGUE. I do not say it would not be done economically if
it were loft to you.

Miss AnBotT. If it did cost millions, I think it would be worth it.

Mr. MoxTacuE. I do not say anything about that; all I say is that
I do not think it can be done for $150,000 a year. I differ from your
judgment on that.

Miss ABBoTT. Is it the desire of the committee that I shall put
this into the record?

Mr. Boiks. I think we desire that anything your judgment dictates
go into the record, aud it will go in unless objection is made. As
there is none, it will go in.

(The matter referred to is as follows:)

Enforcement of child-labor law.

Appropriated, 1917 and 1918, . oo ieeecmcciaaan ¥ §50, 000, 00
Expended:
1917

......................................... 85, 069. 44

1 N 40, 747. 05

1020 e cmeaaaaan 98. 48
—_— 45,914, 97
Balance unexpended ... ... ceiaiaa- 4, 281. 07
Recoveries. - oo 196. 04
Appropriated, 1088 e iiieeccean- 100, 000. 00

Expended:

1008 i iieaceai-- $67, 151. 99

| 1 L SR 8, 358. 55

1020 i iiieacan- 37. 42
— 65, 9441, 57
Balance unexpended. ... ... __.__ .. ___.... e ceemmeaea 34, 452. 04
ReCOVRIICS - - o oo e e eeieeeeaa- 396. 61
Appropriated, 1919, and unexpended . _ o ____ e eem e 125, 000. 00

Expeuditures can not be shown by itemns separately for fiscal years,

LT 4 TR £061, 003, 29
Subsistence ... 27, 560. 76
PV e o e e - 13, 532, 50
‘Telegraph and telephone. oo ... 282041
BN DTCSS e e o , Ao §2
Supplies and equipment ... S 0, 1173
Tutal expended both appropriations, 1017-18 and 1918, ____ 111, 850, 51

FCarricd sn Qe S noy act, AQr 17, 147, aned snocde narecdintedy avadbtio
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Estimaled expenditure for salaries, travel, and miscellaneous expense, January 1 to
'1, 3111; 30, 1918,% submitted by Miss Abbott al hearing on appropriation bill for

Salaries of—1 director, 1 assistant director, 1 law officer, 1 inspector
in charge State cooperation, 5 supervising inspectors, 1 supervisor
of certificate issuance, 53 inspectors and assistant inspectors, 2 14
issuing officers, 1 supervising agent assigned to assistant chief_._  $54, 806. 00

Traveling expenses and per diem for above. ... ... ... 41, 605. 00
Salaries of clerical staff (16 clerks and 4 messengers)..._......_.. 9, 813. 33
Telegrams, freight, miscelaneous expenses. ... - ... ._....... 2, 833. 48

Total e e e icatcec—mm—mam—an * 109, 257, 81

Mr. MicHeNER. Let us get the amendmeont, and then when we are
discussing the legislation we can figure on how much it will cost and
how it will work out.

Miss ApBotr. I have one more statement I would like to put in
before you do that; that is, the child-labor laws in foreign countries.
At the time the first child-labor law was adopted we really led the

world with our minimum standard, and now we are lagging pretty

well behind a considerable number of foreign countries, both as to
age, hours of work, and night work. A very considerable number of
countries have ¢éntered into agreements with each other, through con-
ventions agreed upon at the international labor conferences, to
reduce tho minimum age and night work and hours of labor for
children end young persons. I should like to put a statement of
those countries in the record, if there is no objection.
(The paper above referred to is as follows:)

CHILD-LABOR LAWS IN CERTAIN FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

According to the most recent information available, Belgium, Denmark, Ger-
many, Great Britain, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes; Sweden (14, girls; 13, boys), and Switzerland have
adopted the 14-year minimum, and Russia has a 16-year minimum, for employ-
ment in industrial undertakings, in some instances with certain exempticns.
Argentina, Germany, Japan (law effective 1926), and New Zealand prohibit
night work for children under 16—in most instances, with certain exceptions
allowed—for example, work in continuous industries and in trades dealing with
perishable materials; China prohibits night work for boys under 17 and girls
under 18, and Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Great Britain, Italy, the
Netherlands, Norway, Peru, Russia, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes;
Sweden, and Switzerland Frohibit it under the age of 18 years, and Portugal
prohibits night work for all workers. Additional protection is atfforded girls in
many forcign countries, but in only about a fourth of our States, through laws
providing for night rest for women.

The 8-hour day and 48-hour weck in industrial undertakings, with certain
exemptions, have heen adopted for alt workers, children and adults, for certain
occupations at least, in Austria, Belgiumn, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Finland
France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands (83 per day, 48 per week), New Zealand
(45 hours for boys under 16 and for females), Norway, Panama, Poland (46-hour
week), Portugal, Russia, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, and Uruguay. China has an 8-hour day for children under
17, and India a 6-hour day for children under 15.
fn addition to these relatively high child-labor standards in many foreign
countries, cited above, the provisions of the draft conventions recommmended by
the International Lahor Conference held in Washington in 1919 include for in-
dustrial undertakings a minimum age of 14, an 8-hour day and J45-hour week
for all workers, probibition of night work for younyg persons under 18—with
certain excmptions for children over 16---and prohibition of night work for women_

1 Total vt to cqurl nperpeanded bulance 1918 appropriation (enly 140,000 in ali).
Tl sorne caSes astimiates for temperary emng oy oed (5 and Snonths only ).
3 Figurns rot o dud carrectly but cople ')'\n m besnngs ebould read i, 007.58)).



PROPOSED CHILD-LABOR AMENDMENTS TO CONSTITUTION. bb

Provision is made for exceptions under certain conditions and modifications are
specified for Japan and India. All four of these conventions have been ratified
by Bulgaria, Greece, and Rumania. Czechoslovakia has ratified conventions
relating to_minimum age, night work for women, and hours. Great Britain,
Switzerland, and Esthonia have ratified the minimum-age and both night-work
conventions; India has ratified the hours of labor and both night-work conven-
tions; Denmark has ratified the minimum-age convention and that relating to
night work of young persons; and Italy has ratified both, and South Africa
and The Netherlands one, of the night-work conventions. In Japan ratification
of the mipimum-age convention, and in Finland, The Netherlands, and Poland
ratification of both the minimum-age convention and that relating to night work
of young persons has been authorized.

Tabular summary, first session (Washington, 1919)—Convenlions— Ralification.
[Ofcial Bulletiu, Internation Labor Office, June 13, 1923, p. 252.)

. i -} £¢) Ratification recome
Abridged title of (a) Conventious ratifled (b‘)ze}}!aglﬂcal lonauthor.
: y Parllament | muended to Pasliament
convention. and dste of ratification. (act, ete.). (bills, ete.).
5. Minimum age..... ....] Bulgaria, Feb. 14, 1822.._...1 Finland Argentine.
Ciechoslovakia, Aug. 24, { Netherlands. .| Brazil
1921, Jspan....... ..} Chil.
Denmark, Jan. 4, 1923....... Poland Cuba.
Estkoola, Dec. 20, 1922...... France.
Qreat Britaln, July 14, 1921.. Germany.
Greece, Nov. 19, 1920.._..... Itaiy.
Rumanls, June 13, 192} . ... Spein.
Switzezland, O¢t. 9, 1922, . ..
6. Night work, young pe1- | Bulgaria, Feb. 14, 1922.. Finland... Argentine,
seas. Denmark, Jan. 4, 1623..._...| Netherlan Austria.
Esthonla, Dec. 20, 1622.._._.| Poland.... Brazil.
Jreat Britain, July 14, 1921.. Chili.
Grecce, Nov. 19, 1920.... ... Cubag.
. India, July 14, 1921... Czechoslovakia,
Haly, Apr.10,1923..._.. . France.
Rumania, June 13, 1921 Qermany.
Switzer'and, Oct. 9, 1922.... Spain.

Miss AppotT (continuing). Now, as to the form of the amendment,
if it is desired I should discuss that next, I think what all of us have
had in mind for the form was an amendment which would give
Congress tho power to enact minimum standards and which would
loave to tho States the right to give additional protection to their
children if they desired. Weo have discussed a great deal the lan-
guago that will do this. It seems very simple to state that, but it is
not as casy to mako sure we have not gotten a form which gives
exclusive power to Congress, instead of also leaving power to the
States, and, at the samo time, to take care of possible difficulties
that might ariso betwoon the two jurisdictions. Of the resolutions
that have been introduced, most oi' them lend themselves to one or
tho other objections that I have suggested. For example, there are
several amendments which amend Article X, the article that reserves
certain powers to the Statoes, by providing that Congress shall have the
power over this subject of child labor. That might be regarded as an
exclusive me to Congress, and we are fearful of accepting that
language because we should not want to give Congress exclusive
power. If it had exclusive power, the whole subject 1 have been
discussing about administration would bo very greatly changed and
the children really would be the Josers.  As [ have said, what we do
want is to get for the children all we can out of our Federal form of
government, the Federal law operating as a minimum and leaving the
States with full power to raise standards, and to protect them in
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raising them from the competition of States with much lower
standards.

Mr. Sumngrs. While you are dealing with the matter of minimum,
do you feel we should stop with the 18-year minimum ?

- Miss Assorr. That is not & minimum in there.

Mr, SusmNERs. A maximum. It depends on which end you look
at it from.

Miss Apporr. Yes; it depends on whether you regard this as a
statute or as an enabling act of Congress. -

Mr. SumNERs. We are now dealing with the question of con-
ferring power,

Miss ABBorT. On Congress up to 18 years of age.

Mr. SuMNERS. Yes.

Miss Apport. Of course, Congress may never enact any law at
sll; it may enact a minimum of 12, 14, or 16; it may include can-
neries, or it may not include canneries; it may include mines, or it
}nuy not include mines. What the law will include is entirely in the
uture.

Mr. SuMxEeRs. T was not dealing with the question of law, but of
Federal power.

Miss Apsorr. I think the rewson that practically all of the laws
have carried an 18-year age provision, is to take care of, possibly,
regulations that ma?' run up to that age. Wo have in a good many
States legislation which does run up to and indeed beyond 18 years
of age. For example, the employment of young girls is prohibited
from morally extrahazardous employments or from physically
extrahazardous employments, hoth girls and boys, in some of the
poisonous trades. So that there is ali)cdy of legislation in the States
which have a gencral minimum standard of 14, but which also
p;-':;cribcs the conditions of work up to the 18 and even 21 years
Ol aze.

Mr. Sunyers. What I am trying to get at is do you think it would
ge saf% to leave the regulation of labor between 18 and 21 to the

tates

Miss ABBoTT. Should it be raised to 212

Mr, Sus~ers. No; I am asking your judgment. Do you think
while .we are dealing with the question of creating Federal power,
that it is safe to leave the matter of the regulation of childp labor
between 18 and 21 to the States, or should the Federal Government
now get Jor iteelf that power?

Miss AsBotr. I would have no objection to including 21, although
I recognize the ver]y great difference between the 17-year-old girl and
the 19-year-old girl, as far as the need of protection is concerned. [
think you are asking me whether I would like to have thut made 21
rather thon 18 ¢

Mr. Sumners. I was asking for your judgment. TVerhaps it
means the same thing, of course, but I was asking whether you feel—
I do not like to repeat my question again,

Miss ApporT. 1 should say those tolwcon 18 and 21 were much
better able to look out for themselves than those 18 and under, and
the need for legislation over 18 is very much different than for under
18, That is, I should think that 15 was a reasonable upper grant to
give at the present time.
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Mr. Susners. Then I understand it is your 'ud;ment that the
regulation of child labor between 18 and 21 can Jbe eft more safely
to the States thar can the lesser ages?

Miss Apporr. 1 think that ‘“safely left to the States” is putting
it rather curiously. I do not think there is the same need for in-
cluding it.

Mr. SumneRs. T do not question there is not the same need; that
is not the question I am asking at all. It does not matter whether
the need is the same or different; what I am trying to fiud out is
whether it should be left to the States or not, in your judgnient ?

Miss Apsort. I am advocating 18 years at the moment.

Mr. SuMNERS. Are yoa doing it as a matter of policy or as a matter
of {'udgment?

Miss ABBOTT, As a matter of judginent.

Mr. Susmxers. That is exactly what I am trying to get at.

(Thercupon, at 11.15 o'clock a. m., the committee adjourned until
to-moirow, Saturday, February 16, at 10 o’clock a. m.)

CoMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Housk orF REPRESENTATIVES,
Saturduy, Iebruary 16, 192/,

The committee met at 10 o’clock a. m., to ecntinue hearings on the
various bills proposing a constitutional amendment authorizing
Cengress to enact child-labor legislation. Ilen. William D. Boies
presided. '

Mr. Boies. Miss Abbott, I understand you wish to completo your
statement.

STATEMENT OF MIS53 GRACE ABBOTT, CHIEY, CEILDREN'’S
BUREAU, DEPARTMENRT OF LABOR, WASHINGTON, D. C.—
Resumed.

Mr. Foster. What consideration has the committee of which you
have acted as chaivman given to the form of the amendment ¢

Miss AnsotT, I have not acted as chaivman of a committee, Mr.
Foster. 1 have been consulting with several committees and indi-
viduals who are working for an amendment and we have given very
careful consideration to language.  We hegan by thinking that the
Innguage that Mr. Foster put in last year, and which one or twe
have put in this year, would be satisfactory.  After receiving sug-
zestions as to language from many sources, we concluded that the
orm of amendment that was intreduced by Mr. FFoster this year
(IL. J. Res. 66) would be more generally acceptable.  However. that
lnnguage met some opposition. and we find more general agreerent
in support of the following language:

Skctiex 1. The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, aud prohibit
tlie labor of persons under eighteen vears of age.

Stc. 2. The power of the several States is unimpaired by thi- article exeept
that the operation of State laws shall be suspended to the extent necessary to
give eoffeet to legistation enncted by the Congress,
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Mr. FosTeR. May I ask you if that is the wording in House Joint
Resolution 184 %

Miss ABBoTT. Yes, it is. We have had the suggestions and criti-
cisms, I think, of some of the most distinguished constitutional
lawyers in the country as to whether or not that would meet the
objects we have had in mind in working for an amendment, and
thgx;e has been genera! agreement that it would accomplish those
en . .

STATEMENT OF MRB. EDGAR WALLACE, OF THE AMERICAN
FEDERATION OF LABOR, WASHINGTOR, D. C.

Mr. WALLACE. Mr. Cheirman and gentlemer, Mr. Gompers would
have appeared here but for the fact that his council is in session, mak-
ing it necessary for him to be at the office.

he American Federation of Labor is deeply interested in the pre-
vention of child labor, because it is the children of the workers who
are generally affected. It is the children of the workers who have
been robbed of their playtime and wlo have gou2 into the battle of
life handicapped because in their earlfy days they have had no oppor-
tunity of getting an education and of fitting themselves.
~We do not see that in this country, where production is only
limited by the consumptive power of the people, 1t is necessary thas
we should bring into industry the children of the workers as well as
the workers themselves, the children to compete with and to depress
the wage scale of the fathers. I do not believe it is necessary to try
to convince the gentlemen of this committee of the iniquity of child
labor; the subject has been covered very well by Miss Abbott. I
believe that the ﬁeneral tendencies, the general feeling of not only
the 1aembers of this committee, but of the Members of Congress and
of the various legislatures of the States, is a%finst child labor. It
has been my mission in the past to %g before the various legislatures
of the States on a subject closely akin to the one bef¢re this com-
mittee at the present time; that is, in connection with minimum
safety laws in mines. In going before those legislatures, I have met
opposition from the emploi;em and from members of the legislatures,
but never on the ground that the laws suggested were not neccessary
or would not be beneficial. I would go before the legislature of
Indiana—and I am using names of States haphazardly without
wishing to cast any reflection on them, only to illusiraic—-—

Mr. Hiokey. Indiana has a ver{ good child labor law.

Mr. Wairace. I know that. went before the Legislature of
the State of Indiana on a question of improved mining laws. The
opposition did not say that such a change would not be beneficial,
but they pointed to the fact that they were competing with Kentucky
and Kentucky had no such law, and if Indiana were to adopt such
a law and Kentucky did not adopt a like law Indiana would be
competitively handicaf)ped in selling the product in the same marke$
as Kentucky. Then 1 vould go to Kentucky and ask for the same
law and they would point to the fact that the law had been introduced
in Indiana and had not passed there, and because it had not passed
there it could not pass in Kentucky without placing the employers
or the manufacturers of Kentucky at a disadvantage, considerin
thoy had to sell the same product in the ‘narket in competition wit
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Indiana. And that went on indefinitely. As a result the States
having the very lowest measure of protection, whether it be for the
safety of adults or for the protection of children in industry, set
the mark or the pace. We hold, then, that in order that the States
having the better laws might be encouraged, it is necessary that
we have a Federal law, a Federal minimum stendard protecting the
children of the country. The welfare of the children of the country
and the education of the children of the country, are of national
importance. Weo were ashamed when it was pointed out to us that
sixty per thousand of the adults f this country are illiterate as com-

ared with but two per thousand in_countries comparable to the

nited States in development and civilization. We hold that child
labor, the labor of children in factories, mines, and mills, kas much
to do with the pcor showing that we are making in that respect.

It has been asked if we intend that children shall be forbidden to
work at gainful occupations on farms. Well, the proposition before
us to-day is an enabling act that would enable the Federal Govern-
ment to establish some minimum standard of age for the employ-
ment of children and to regulate the conditions under which chiFdren
shall labor in industry.

) 1?ﬁ‘. Hersey. Under that amendment, they could exempt farm
abor.

Mr. WaLvrace. They could if they wanted to. I have seen some of
the worst child slavery:

Mr. Hersey (interposing). I am not saying they would or would
not. The question hefore us is the passage of an amendment giving
Congress that power. What the legislation will be, I do not know.
To discuss the details of that legislation is out of the question here.

Mr. WarLace. I want to continue that I have seen the worst con-
ditions of child labor in sugar-beet fields, worse than I saw in any
faciory in any part of the country. I beiieve if this enabling act
gasses, and I hope it will, the Congress can differentiate between a

oy riding the front horse on a harvesting-machine binder, or helping
his dad to hoe in the garden, and a child being exploited in a beet
field. That is, however, a matter to be considered afterwards.

Mr. Boies. If you ever rode a horse on a reaper day after day,
under a hot sun, I think you would change your mind as to the work
he was performing as compared with the boy who was weeding beets.

Mr. WarrLace. Mr. Boies, when it comes to weeding beets in the
garden, such as we grow in our back yards, there is no trouble about
that. But when you see children erawling on hands and knees, day
aiter day, from daylight until dark, for six months in the year, that
is another stor%.(

Mr. Boies. When you referred to the hoy riding the lead hoise, you
happened to speak about something I know something about. I
know what it means for a boy to stride an old horse day after day
from early morn to late at night.

Mr. WaLrace. That is only for a short time; it is not a steady em-

pl%mentr.

o ask that this committee shall pass favorably upon this amend-
ment. The details have been protty well covered by Miss Abbott,
and I know your time is short. As a representative of the American
Faderation of Labor I ask that tho committee report favorably upon
this humanitarian amendment, and we hope that it wi'l pass with
the requisite number of votes in both the House and the Senate.
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Mr. HersEy. You understand that this committee has twico re-
orted such a bill, and it was passed twice by the Congress of the
nited States and the courts decided Congress had no right to do it.
Now you ask for a constitutional amendment giving Congress the right
to do what they have done twice before.

Mr. WarLLAce. Yes; to empower them this time. I hope the spirit
of the Congress has not changed; I do not believe it has. Congress -
has indicated by its action in the past that it favors legislation to
pravent child labor; it has done that twice. Now, I ask for the
amondment that will empower Congross

Mr. MicueNER (intorposing). You speak entirely from a humapi-
tarian standpoint. Is it not also true that the American Fedoration
of Labor favors this amendment because it will put child labor out
of competition with other labor?

Mr. Warrace. Mr. Michenor, if you mean that from a selfish poinf
of view we want to eliminate this competition, I would not say so. 1
think the adult can compete successfully with child labor; but if
you mean that the American Fedoration of Labor is opposed to hav-
ing the children in tho factories while the adults are walking the
streets, then yes. We have had that experience in various paris of
the country—where the man is not able to find employment but his
children and also Lis wife could find employment at a lessor wage.

Mr. Boigs. Is Miss Mary Stewart here?

STATEMENT OF MISS MARY STEWART, CHAIRMAN WOMEN'S
ggtﬁ:m]l)T%EE FOR A CHILD LABOR AMENDMENT, WASHING-

Miss Stewart. 1 am speaking in belialf of the women’s com -
mittee for a child-labor amendment, which represents 16 national
women’s organizations.

Mr. Boies. Where is your home, please?

Miss STEwART. In Washington. 'These organizations are as fol-
lows: Amecrican Association of University Women; American Fed-
eration of Teachers; American Home Economics Association; General
Federation of Women’s Clubs; Girls’ Friendly Society of America;
National Congress of Mothers and Parent-Teacher Association;
National Consumers’ League; National Council of Jewish Women;
National Council of Women; National Education Association; Na-
tional Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs;
National League of Women Voters; National Women’s Christian
Temperance Union; National Women’s Trade Union League; Na-
tional Board of Young Women’s Christian Association; and Service
Star Legion. These organizations each have a representative on
the committee for the purpose of supporting this amendment, or an
amendment to prevent chi?d labor.

Now, the objects the amendmeni should accomplish are in our
opinion as follows: These various organizations have severally
passed resolutions indorsing an amendment to the Constitution em-
powering the Congress to pass legislation to check child labor. These
resolutions agree that to insure the protection of our children, the
child labor amendment must be a grant of power to Congress to
establish a national minimum of protection for ali children, and also
to preserve to overy State its right to pass laws giving its children
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even greater protection than the Nation must give; that it should
authorize Congress, first, to prohibit tho labor of children helow an
age to be fixed by later Congressional action, and, second, to-limit
and regulate the employment of boys and girls who are not, prohibited
entirely from working, and that it must, therefore, clearly give Con-
gress power to legislate for boys and girls until they are at least 18.

As to the language of the amendment, the majority of the women’s
organizations favor the language of House Joint Resolution 66, which
is identical with Senate Joint Resolution 19. However, in order that
there might be a general agrecment with various other groups work-
ing for an amendment with like objects, we have voted our willing-
ness to_accept the form introduced February 13 by Mr. Foster,
House Joint Resolution 184, provided your committee sees fit to
report this form. What we want is an amendment that will insure
beyond reasonable doubt the objects shove stated, and in behalf
of these organizations, we earnestly appeal to you for a favorable
report on such a resolution.

Now one word in regard to our standing for a Federal amendment
empowering the Congress to pass national legislation on child labor.
In our minds, the duty of the Nation in setting standards of national
welfare is clear. We even think it is so empowered by the original
wording of the Constitution, that to look out for the general welfare
is quite as much the business of the Congress as to provide for the
national defense, and we feel that the general welfare is best taken
care of in the wolfare of the children. After all, legislation is a
sort of general compulsory education, and the passing of certain
legislation settin§l u1|]) certain minimum standards of welfare for the
children below which no State may fall is the best service tho Nation
can do for its citizenship and its own perpetuity. It is in this spirit
that these women’s organizations are supporting this sort of legis-
lation, this sort of an amendmert, and our experience, which iiss
Abbott has so adequeately recounted to !ou, and the fundamental
facts in the matter, which you have had so thoroughly presented,
need no repetition here. This is a large group of thoughtful, public-
minded women—— .

Mr. DvER (interposing). May I ask -what sections or States they
represent, or what cities? .

{iss STEWART. These 16 organizations, with their varied member-
ship, represeut every State in the Union, overy city of any size.
They represent women from the entire United States.

Mr. Dyer. Heve you made an analysis of the legislation that
various States have enacted upon the subject of child labor?

Miss STEwART. I have looked over such analysis as the Children’s
Bureau has presented.

Mr. DyeR. It is in the record?

Miss STEWART. Yes.

The additional point that I wish to make in behalf of these organ-
izations is that there is this large body of thoughtful women’s opinion
back of this amendment. The women feel that it is a matter of
enormous concern to them, and perhaps it would be of interest to
you to know that almost every sort of women’s organization is here
represented, and no mattor what we differ about on many things, it
is interesting to know that wherever something- has come up that

91245—24—8ER 16——§
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ooncerns the children of the country, practically all of the womoen’s
?rganizations were unanimous in their interest in it and their spirit
or it.

Mr. Dyer. Is there any opposition on behalf of any women’s
organization 1 :

fiss STEWART. No. In fact, I think I can truthfully say that in
every organization where I have been present I have nover heard
any definito opposition from any individual woman; they have always
voted unanimouslf.

Mr. SuMNERS. In these meetings where this resolution or similar
resolutions have been indorsed was there considered the possibility
of taking care of this matter through State action?

Miss STEWART. Of course, lots of things were discussed in detail
in the committee. I will sgeak for one organization, for I personally
am actively at work in the National Federation of Business and
Professional Women’s Clubs. I have been in attendance at some of
the meetings of other organizations, but not in an official capacity.
We work through committees, and the committees thresh out things
very carefully.

Mr. SumMnERs. I did not mean to go into your general method of
operation. I was just asking the onv question.

Miss STEwWART. We usually thresh it out in committeo and then
in convention. They usually have an open discussion, and then they
vote in convention. Has that answered your question?

Mr. Sumners. If you would like to have it go as the answer to
my question.

"Miss STEWART. I would rather answer your question directly.

Mr. Sumners. My question is whether or not in these meet»infs
prior to the indorsement of this resolution, the women specifically
considered the possibility of having this matter taken care of by
State action.

Miss STEwART. That phase of the subject was also discussed.

Mr. SumneRrs. I wanted to get that clearly in the record.

Miss STEWART, Yes; it was.

Mr. Sumners. And it was the judgment of these women that it
would be better to undertake to handle this matter in so far as leader-
ship is concerned by the Federal Government, rather than depend
upon the building &lp of local opinion ?

Miss StEwART. You have stated it exactly.

Mr. SumnEeRrs. Have you ever formed an individual judgment upon
the effect of governmental operation and observed whether or not
when the Federal Government stops in the disposition is for the State
government, to step out?

Miss STEwWART. 1have thought about it. My observation has been
more or less %eneral on the matter, but such information as I have
acquired would seem to contradict what you say. When the Na-
tional Government sets & certain standard, the States are very anxious
to come up to that standard; in other words, in many cases it chal-
lenges State pride.

Mr. Susnees. Do you believe that the development of the senso
of individual and exclusive local or State responsibility is or is not
conducive to the establishment of proper interest in, say, childhood
gencrally? Is it desirable for the State or local community to feel
tl;at t'hgre is a divided responsibility, that somebody else is looking
after 1t
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Miss STEwART. That is asking for a judgment on national policy.

Mr. SumNERs. We are dealing with a very important matter of
governmental policy.

Miss Stewarr. 1 think we are.

Mr. SumNeRrs. That is the thing that is bothering me, the only
thing. That is tremendously important, I think, and, if I may say
so, I doubt that tho good women who have indorsed this bill have
gi‘iondfull consideration to the matter of governmental policy in-
volved.

Miss STEWART. I do not think it is possible for any large group of
Keople voting to do so as thoughtfully as might be desirable. Per-

aps that is true even in Congress. livery Member of Congress does
not give very careful attention to every measure, to every bill he votes
for. He trusts the leadership. I think that is probably what is done
in women’s organizations to a certain extent. But we make an
effort to have all of our people well informed, and naturally on some
things they do trust certain leadership. I think that is characteristic
of democratic government.

Mr. SuMNERS. For the first time, so far as I know, in the history of
popular government, we are undertaking the experiment of operating
the Government from the top down. I do not believe it can ge done.
I am not convinced.

Miss STEwART. Neither do I, if you mean that the Government can
take the place of individual conscience. 1 speak for myself. If,
in my jud%ment, Federal leadership in setting up standards had a
tendency to take away individual responsibility, it would not be
desirable. However, I think it stimulates it. If the Government
were to act in place of individuals or States, that might be different;
but it sets up standards for them.

Mr. SumMNERS. Let us see how this bill would operate. I think it
has been developed and we may assume that in the operation of the
contemplated legislation you must have the issuance of permits.
I believe the ladies in charge of the Welfare Bureau indicated that the
proper method for regulating child labor and protecting child labor
1s to have somebody in the community issue permits. I do not know
what the plan would be, but it would seem that perhaps in a territor
so large as this Nation you must give great discretion to the individual.

Miss STEwART. That is being done now. I mean, the permits are
being issued by communities and States.

Mr. SumnEeRs, State officers are doing it?

Miss STEWART. Yes.

Mr. SuMNERS. Do you heliave the Federal Government could pass
general regulations with respect to a territory so wide? Do you
think the Congress could pass general regulations that would deter-
mine all the conditions under which children should labor?

Miss StewART. Is not that the business of the States, rather than
a matter directly concerned with this amendment ?

Mr. SumnERs. I suppose it is. Then, if Congress can not do this,
it must be left to the discretion of the administrative officials pro-
vided by subsequont legislation.

Miss Stewart. The %ongress can do a certain part of it. It can
say that certain standards are set, below which States may not fall;
but the actual sort of police work that is dene would probably be
local. The State laws, too, are necessary. I do not think it is our
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intention to take away from the States any responsibility or oven
the chance to do something along this line that belongs to trem.
Wo only want to stimulate them better to live up to their responsi-
bility for their children. I think that is our feeling.

Mr. Sumners. I know that that is your purpose.

Miss StewaART. And we think this will work. There is a difference
of opinion, and it is a very understandable differenco of opinion; but
thero is une thing that we are agreed upon and that is by a collective
and active opinion and national opinion to see that all of the children
have a fair chance.

Child labor is not alone sad in what it makes the childron do. Itis
most unfortunate in what it keeps them away from—the preparation
for decent citizenship. We think that is a national responsibility,
to set up that standard, and we think that that will be a step in the
direction of preparing these children for decent citizenship. All
legislation is, in a measure, a compulsory education, but it accom-
plishes something in proportion as we can stir up the minds of our
people to do what the law requires.

Mr. SuMNERS. Does it occur to you that as this matter of child
labor is considered and discussed, public opinion is being developed,
which soon would manifest itself successfully and effectively in the
States; but then, just about the time when the States would take
care of the situation we get in a big hurr¥1 and rob the States of the
victory, and as a result, in this and in other similar matters, we are
building up here a Federal Government, a government with responsi-
bilities beyond the capacity of the elected agents of the Government
to supervise? e aro creating these great big bureaus, which are
ceasing to be agencies of government and are becoming governing
agencies of the people. They are governing the people.

Miss STEWART. I think you have stated a point that is well taken,
That could well happen, and in some cases may have happened and
may happen again. When we try to force upon & people things that
they are not ready for, at least in a large enough number to get the
thing done, we may delay things. However, I think I can say this
definitely, that, in our judgment, the time has come when national
action on this subject of child labor can do nothing but speed up the
States. . There arc times to delay, there are times to hurry, and there
are times to keep apace; and we think the time has come when the
National Government can not wait any longer on a reluctant State
in this matter.

Mr. Dyer. This policy that we are talking about is not any differ-
ent than the policy which we have already considered and acted upon
in connection with the national prohibition law, is it ?

Miss STEwWART. I should say no, as to the policy underlying it.

Mr. SuMNERs. Do you think that Congressman Dyer should be
justified in supporting this bill merely because of his enthusiasm in
passing the prohibition bill ?

Miss StewARrT. I do not know.

Mr. SoMNERs. I should not have asked that question. Mr. Dyer
is not a prohibitionist.

Miss StewarT. The answer to your former question is implied in
the question you have just asked, namely, that no subject should be
considered on any basis except on its own merits,
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STATEMENT OF HON. PETER F. TAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS.

Mr. Tacue. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am
not going to take up much of your time on this bill. You have
heard it discussed now for several days. I merely wish to say that
I appear to support the law-that will regulate the labor of children
in the country. I think it is one of the fundamental principles of
our Government that we should take care of the future generation,
the children of to-day, who are to be the men and women of this
Nation to-morrow. Iknow of no measure that is of more importance
It outreaches any other piece of legislation, I think, that we can
pass in this Congress, because it involves saying to the people of the
country that the children shall have a chance in the sunshine of life.

I have been interested in this question of child labor for a long
time. I had the honor of serving on a committee dealing with this
subject in my own State while a member of the legislature. I have
seen tho growth of the law and the result of the law in my own State.
I do not speak on_this subject from a local viewpoint, for I think
the ?ucstion is so broad and so great that any man or any woman
ean forget the locality in the Nation in which he lives so far as the
children of the Nation are concerned; for, after all, they belong to
no State; they belong to the country. The child of Massachusetts
to-day is the man of Iowa to-morrow, and the child of Iowa to-day
is the man of South Carolina to-morrow. That has been the history
of this country; that is why we have become as strong as we are.

There is no longar any question that we need the chﬁdren to be the
drudges of the Nation. 'We are big enough, are we great enough tosay
to the world that those whom we love'and those whom we are bound
to protect shall have the protecting arm of the Nation if the States of
the Nation are not ready to say that for themselves. ‘I do not think
that thismatter can everbe met on the question of Federal interference
with the rights of the States. It is beyond the question of Federal
interference with the States; it is bigger than any State; and when the

“future of the Nation depends, as I say, on the manhood and the

womanhood of the Nation in the near future, we have something
bigger and greater and stronger than the thought that we must
hesitate until the remaining States move along.

A great many States have passed these laws, a great many States
believe in these laws, and a great many of the people in the States
that have not passed these laws believe in them; but conditions arise,
little, trifling conditions of which they take heed for the time l)einﬁ,
which result in not only the State suffering but the Nation as well.
I believe we should pass some law that would help rather than impede
that progress in the building up of our institutions with a view of
having the sturdy manhood and sturdy womanhood of this Nation
protected in its youth.

Go into any of the States where these laws are in effect, go into
any of the mill districts, ves, in my own Stuate, and look back if you
will to the conditions of 20 or 25 years ago before these laws were
in effect and see the little children with their little dinner pails
trudging into the mills at 6 or 7 o’clock in the morning and see them
trudging back again at 6 or 7 at nighit, as I have seen them. -Now go
into those States to-day and see them coming out of their school
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buildings with rosy cheeks and going into the different playgrounds
built in the bff cities by some of the manufacturing institutions
of the State and you will see sturdy, loving children. I would rather
see that than discuss questions of Federal interference, and there are
brains enough on this committee to bring into the House a law that
will bring that about—even though we ‘have been told in the past
that the luws previously enacted were unconstitutional.

Mr. Sumners. How did this change come about with theso little
children ?

Mr. Tague. In my State?

Mr. Sum~ERs. Yes.

Mr. Taguk. It is the simplest thing in the world. We had the
same conditions in our State that you have in other States where
great manufacturing concerns were built uP. These great barons
of industry in the past looked forward to the almighty dollar and
nothing else. They never cared how they got it; they felt that was
the way to build up their institutions. {

Mr. SuMNERS. Were they powerful in politics and finance?

Mr. Tague. You and I are practical men in politics. You know
they have been powerfut, and so do I.

Mr. SumneERrs. Who put the roses in the cheeks of those children?

Mr. Tague. God himseif.

Mr. SuMnERS I know, but somebody helped give Him a chance,
did they not ?

Mr. Tague. Well, the people of the Commonwealth, and the people
of the States. They had vision enough ——

Mr. SumnERs (interposing). That is exactly what I am getting
at. The pecple of Massachusetts, with its great industries, have
sent their children to school. ‘That is the questior before this com-
mittee. Al this talk about children and all that business I do not
think is a debatable question; we all agree. But we are facing a
plain proposition as to whether or not we can depend on States to
do what you say the wonderful people of Massachusetts did, Now,
then, Massachusetts did all this work and did it when it was difficult,
when it was fighting great industries. Now when Massachusetts
has done this work and the other States have done this work, here
comes the Federal Government to scoop uf the credit and make
the States feel they did not do anything. 1s that a good thing to
have happen? That is the question before this committee.

Mr. TAaGuE. This would not be the first time, Mr. Sumners, when
the Federal authoritics went into the States and usurped the power
of the States when it was a matter of benefiting the whole Nation.
We, of course, all desire our rights in the States.

Mr. SumneRs, I do not care one thing on earth about State ri%hts.
State rights do not bother me. All I am concorned about is the duty
of the State. I am trying to give you what is in my mind. These

entlemen are EOiHF to report out this bill, and I would love to vote
or it if I could. I would like to do it because it surely would put
me in %god with a lot of fine women in my country. [Laughter.]

Mr. TaGuE, I said in the beginning that I think this question of
the welfare of the future generation of this Nation is greater than the
thought of any State. I contend, too, that this is one question where
every man and every woman, whether they are organized or not, can
stand on a common ground.
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Mr. SumNers. I am not disPutin that. :

Mr. Tacue. My people in Massachusetts belong to my country, as
do the people of the other States. Then why should not the country
educate their children, if the States neglect to? Why should we
wait for this State or that State which takes the position that the
children intrusted to its care shell not receive the advantages the
children in other States are getting?

Mr. SumNeRs. What States?

Mr. Tacue. I will not mention any States.

Mr. Sum~ERS. I know; but most of this talk is ahout somebody
away off somewhere.

Mr. Tague. Tt is not way off so far but what we could reach it
in two minutes on the telephone or by telegraph. I do not care
whose State or what State 1t is, but when it allows little innocent
children 9, 10, and 12 yzars of age to go into the mills and the fields
to work, neglecting their education and depriving them of the sun-
shine of life, then [ say that that State is not doing justice to the
children or to the Nation itself. ‘

Mr. Sum~ERs. You think you can not trust the States to do that?

Mr. Tacue. Of cour<e we trust the States of the Nation. I would
not for a moment think we could not trust them; but I am afraid, as
we sometimes do in our own private affairs, we allow our selfish
interests to get the better of our judgment.

Mr. SusmnERs. Do you think that the fact that the State of Mas-
sachusetts and its good people had to make the fight for the children
that they did make, gave them a general interest in child welfare
that is a valuable asset to the people there in the State? Do you
or do you not regard the fact that Massachusetts had to make that
fight against its big corporations to take the little children out of
the mills and put them into the schools, instead of the National
Government coming in there and by the power of its national strength
taking them out, had the result of arousing a general‘local interest
in child welfare, and the consciousness of power to J)rotect, that
would not have existed to as great an extent if the Federal Govern-
ment had done the work?

Mr. Tacue. Of course, I love to think that my State is one of the
pioneers in this movement although it did not start the movement;
and I love to think that it had foresight enough to move on in the
gll;eat progress of the conditions of life and to know in a measure
that its great movement had some bearing on the other parts of the
Nation. I believe that the passing of such a law in Massachusetts,
or in any other State, has had an_eoffect that is felt in other ways.
I believe, too, that in the fight against the interests who were trying
to stop this good work, wo met the same beclouded interests that are
now trﬁving to fight the issue in other ’E)arts of the countiy. The
men who n those days carried on this fight against the industries
are to-day the pioneers in trying to develop the youths of that
part of the country, and they want their good work to go on through-
out the country. Further than that, all of these questions had
their origination in some portion or in some locality, but they
reached out just like our election laws. The great State of Oregon
incorporated an election system that was scon copied by many States
of the Nation. One measure that was considered and passed .herei
and on which you and I perhaps differ, the question of * Volsteadism,’

’
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or prohibition, the people of the Stites never had the right to vote
on. It was never a State question.

Mr. SumMners. Well, they did voto on it.

Mr. Tague. They did through their legislatures.

Mr. SumMnERs. The States voted on the constitutional amendment.

Mr. Iroster. They voted five times in Ohio on a constitutional
amendment.

Mr. Dyer. Missouri voted more than five times on the question.
They voted against prohibition in Missouri every time.

Mr. Tacug. Tho States have had interference with their rights in
the past on questions that to my mind have no standing at alt com-
pared with this question.

" Mr. Hersey. You have drawn for us a very vivid picture of the
deplorable conditions in Massachusetts before the child-labor laws
were passed in Massachusetts. Suppose Massachusetts had not
passed her child-labor laws, which have been so beneficial to the State,
and conditions were in the same deplorable state to-day that the
wero before +he laws were passed, how could we reach it except througe:
this amendment to the Constitution that we have before us now?

Mr. Tacue. 1 donot believe there would be an?' other way of reach-
ing it. 1 will say this, with what little knowledge 1 have on tho
question cf child labor, that if my State had neglected to take care
of that situation and I was elected a Member of this Congress I would
be the first man to come to this Congress and say to my State,“Get
into line, get into the progress of life, and give the children a chance.”

Mr. 1ZErsey. Would you try it first in tho State legislature?

Mr. Tague. We always do.

Mr. Boies. How long would you t:y it

Mr. Tague. I would try it for one year, and if unsuccessful I would
cgmo to Congress and say that if they did not do it we would make
them.

Mr. Boies. If you stayed here one year, and they did not do it,
what would you do? ‘

Mr. Taguk. I would pray to the Almighty like the “darky’’ does.

I have been giving a great deal of study to the child-labor proposi-
tion and 1 view it from a standpoint not of State rights or of local
¢onditions but a humanitarinn standpoint. I helieve it is a big
quiistion, a greater question than any other we have before the Nation
to-day.

Mr?Boms. I think it is a question of intuition rather than study.

Mr. Tague. 1 suppose it is intuition, especially with those who
have children of their own and are looking to their future. I think
the time has come when Congress should speak to those who will
not speak for themselves.

* Mr. Boies. Mrs. Upton.

STATEMENT OF MRS. HARRIET TAYLOR UPTON, VICE PRESI-
DENT NATIONAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTET OF THE REPUB-
LICAN PARTY, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mrs. Upron. 1 am called here, I suppose, because I happen to be
on the executive committee of the Republican Party, and also because
I have lately been in the field. I have just finished 10,000 miles of
travel, and I suppose that you gentlemen, sitting here in this way

LR '
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would like to know what the women back home think and say.
When I was asked if I would make a statement here, I said I would
if requested, and I want to say that in all that travel, and I have
Leen speaking to different kinds of %roups and I have been in con-
sultations and in exccutive sessions, I do not remember of being in a
single State, and I think I might say in a single town, and I might
possibly say that I do not remember being in a single meeting, in
which some woman has not asked me what the prospect was of the
passage of this child labor amendment. I thought that was very
significant. ISvery one of them is interested in it, I never heard a
word from anybody fearing that anything would come from the
pessage of such an amendment except something good.

Now, whether thet is of any value to the men on the committee I
do not know. I know that as & rule Congressmen say that thoy de
not attach much significance to the women'’s vote. But I do think
that they do respect the wonten’s vote and opinion, hecause individual
men respect their own women and they can not help respecting their
opinions on matters of this kind. Now, I think that the women have
been very patient in pressing this matter, because we have let two
or three Congresses try to pass a bill on this child labor matter rather
than to try to do anything about a constitutional amendment.

Wao are not especially in favor of paternal government; we would
not care for that if we could do this in any other way. But now a
person has not a great deal of intelligence who proceeds or attempts
to proceed dozens of times along the same lines. We have certainly
felt that by legislative action we could accomplish our result, but there
appears to be no way to do it except by a constitutional amendment.
I am more opposed now to constitutional amendments than I' was
before, because my big job is done, the job of enfranchising women.
Wo are all selfish, and we like to get the thing done our way and to
say that we are very much in favor of it, but we do not want to put
every little thing up to Congress through a constitutional amendment.
But there is one thing that seems to me to be vitally important, and
that is that we have tried every other means.

On this question of child labor, I think that I can speak perhaps
better than some of the other speakers, because I live in a State whero
the child iabor laws are said to be the best of any in the world.
That is the State of Ohio. I do not know that that is true, but they
say it is so. A great many things are said to be true which are not
true; but I do know that it is generally conceded; people really sa
that our laws are as good and perhaps better than any in the world.

Mr. Foster. With characteristic modesty, we admit it, do we not ¢

Mrs. UptoN. Yes: we do.

Mr. Hickey. 1 believe the law of Indiana is better. [Laughter.]

Mrs. Upron. Well, what I say is hearsay, but I do not find anybody
questioning it. If tha Indiana law is better, I am glad it is. The
only thing I want tl: ‘tates to have is as good laws as Ohio has.

Mr. Dyer. There  nobody in Ohio who doubts that they have
the best of everything.

Mrs, Urron. We do not think that.

Mr. SusmNEeRs. Do you think the Ohio law is sufficient to take care
of the protection of children?

Mrs. UproN. I should think maybe it is, for the State of Ohio,
but I do not think it is for the State of Texas.



70 PROPOSED CHILD-LABOR AMENDMENTS TO CONSTITUTION.

Mr. SumMNERs. But for your State you think it is sufficient.

Mrs. UptoN. Yes; I do. I just want Texas to take care of it.

Mr. SumNnERs. I think we can do so; we think we cant

Mrs. Upron. Now, of course, it is perfectly ridiculous to say that
the Texas law for child labor is the same as the Ohio law, because
it is not the same. If the geople of Texas do not want to pass a
right law for child labor, and can not pass it, and we can not get it
in any other way, then I think we ought to try to get it through
the constitutional amendment, because to my mind there is nothing
before the l]l)eople at this time—and there is a great deal before the
people at this time—that is any more important than to start aiight
the childven of our people in living and education and every other
thing. Children who work for the mille can not have what they
ought to have, and nobody denies that. I know what you are think-
ing of, but to me that is an unimportant thing as far as the main
question is concerned.

If nobody else wants to cross-examine me, I will retire. 1 am
not afraid of this committee, and it is the only committee of the
House that I am not afraid of. It is because my father was chair-
man of this committee and I was brought up in the committee room.

Mr. Boies. Is Miss Regan here?

STATEMENT OF MISS AGNES G. REGAN, EXECUTIVE SECRE-
;I'l?gTYogA;l)‘IogAL COUNCIL OF CATHOLIC WOMEN, WASH-

Miss REoaN. On behalf of the National Council of Catholic Women,
I bey leave to submit _the following resolution concerning child labo,
which was unanimously adopted on October 3, 1923:

Whereas the inveterate refusal of some States to enact laws for the prohibi-
tion of child labor inflicts injury unon tens of thousands of young children in
these States and causes unfair hardships to employers in States which have good
child labor laws, and whereas the only way in which this evil can be remedied
within a reasonable time lies through national legislation: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the National Council of Catholic Women favors an amendment
to the Federal Constitution which will cmpower Congress to enact such legis-
lation, but which will not prohibit any State from enacting a law of higher
standard than required by the Federal legislation enacted subsequent to the
passing of 'such a constitutional amendment.

I wish to say in connection with this that everything that Mr.
Sumners has seid appeals very strongly to me. I recognize that one
of the greatest evils is the building up of a big, central government
and gotting Congress through organized majorities to do that which
the States should do for themselves. However, I think this map on
the cover of the publication gotten out by the organizations favoring
the better regulation of chil§ labor answers the questions that have
been asked, the black representing the States whose child labor laws
are not up to tho standard of those of the two Federal laws which
were declared unconstitutional,

Now, as Americans, can we afford to let this go on, and to wait?
The conditions in certain States are very serious and I think it is &
great injustice to the employers in the States where there are good
child labor laws to make them compete, in manufacturing, for in-
stance, with other employers in States that have not good child labor
laws. I think that the only question which parallels this is slavery.
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That is the only thing which makes me feel jusiified in asking for a
constitutional amendment. Child labor is a greater menacs than
slavery, because in child labor the children who are to be our future
citizens are practically slaves under certain conditions. We cen not
hesitate to set a Federal minimum. I think, Mr. Chairman, that once
a Federal minimum is established, there will be ample for the States
to do in the enforcement of their own child labor laws and in the
enactment of better laws on the parts of the State themselves.

The weakness in most of che States which have good child labor
laws is that they are not enforced. I went into & certain city not
long since between 2 and 3 o’clock in the morning and saw two little
shivering boys, one 10 and the other 11 years old, without overcoats
and with their little bare arms exposed to the elements. They were
delivering the 1orning papers of one of our great cities. That was
in a State where there are child labor laws but no laws applying
to the street trades. There is progress to be made in the gt-ates
where there are good child labor laws, and the matter is one of
sufficient interest to justify ihe enactment of Federal laws. To-day
we have many laws that are not enforced. When we have a minimum
standard established by the Government which will say that it applies
to the United States of America, child labor will be blotted out.
'I}‘lhexidv\lr_)o can depend on the States to make their laws what they
should be.

STATEMENT OF MR. E. 0. WATSON, SECRETARY OF THE
FEDERAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES Of' CHRIST IN AMERICA,
WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. WarsoN. From the standpoint of the chuiches there is no sociat
issue before the public to-day that demands more general support
throughout the churches of all denominations than the efforts to secure
the abolition of child labor; and the evidence of that is to be found
not only in the individual actions of denominations but also in the
united actions that have been taken by the Federal Council of
Churches, composed as it is of officially appointed representatives of
29 of the leading protestant denominations of the United States.

As far back as 1908 the Federal Council of Churches, in that united
capacity, expressing the voice of the united churches of this country,
adopted its official platform known as “social ideals of the churches,”
and embodying 16 progosals for advance in social welfare. Two of
these 16 had to do with child labor and the full development of the
oPportunities of childhood. The ‘‘Social ideals of the churches” de-
clared that the churches stand “for the fullest possible development
of every child, especially by the provision of education and recrea-
tion,” and “the abolition of child labor.” That platform has been
repeatedly indorsed by one denomination after another, notably
among the larger denominations—the Methodist Episcopal, Con-
gregational, Northern Baptist Convention, Presbyterian, Disciples,
and the Reformed Church in the United States.

The various denominations have also, time and time again, adopted
sgecial resolutions insisting that the teachings of the church require
the abolition of child labor. As recently as last Noveimber the bishops
of the Methodist Church, meeting in Brooklyn, declared in favor of
such, and still more recently the women’s division of the Social Serv-
ice Commission of tho Congregational Churches.
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Still. more significant is the action of the executive committee of
the Federal Council of Churches held in Columbus, Qhio, in Decem-
berlast. This meeting, which was attended by the official ropresenta-
tives of the 29 Protestant denominations that comprise the Federal
Council of Churches, voted without a dissenting voice in favor of an
amendment to the Constitution which would permit Congress to
logislate against child labor.

I might call your attention to the fact that we have been carefully
studying the religious press on this matter and find it insistent and
practically unanimous.

Now, I would call your attention to the fact that the churches are
concerned primarily, of course, with the great moral and spiritual

rinciples which are at stake in child labor and not with the particu-
ar method by which the evils are to be removed. We ordinarily do
not presume to suggest by what Particular form of legislation the
desired ends may be reached. 'We feel that the legislators themselves,
whom we have clected, are the ones who should answer the question
as to what is the most effective method of carrying out in practice
the moral and humane principles of the churches. But, we all
thought, we find ourselves insisting unequivocally that this thing has
not gone on as it should with reference to child labor, and the churches
are showing that thev are restive and tired of piecemeal attacks
upon the evil of child labor, which may ia the lapse of many years
result in the cessation of child labor throughout the country.

This is too big a question to wait for that. We are therefore in-
sisting that the way must be found by which the evil as a whole should
be speedily abolished throughout the land. After having waited for
many years for the evil to be abolished through other methods, the
churches are now beginning to insist that the problem must be dealt
with in a more thorough-going fashion. It certainly is significant
that all the church actions faken during the last three months, namely
that of the Congregationalists, the Methodist bishops and the Federal
Council of Churches referred to above have gone on record specifically
in favor of a constitutional amendment which will give Congress the
power to act. ..

I have here a resolution passed at a meeting of the women’s division
of the Social Service Commission of the Congregational Churches,
which I shall be glad to file.

(The resolution referred to is printed below:)

RESOLUTION PASSED AT MEETING OF WOMEN’S DIVISION OF SOCIAL SERVICE COM-
MISSION, CONGREGATIONAL CHURCHES.

Resolved, That we, the members of the women’s division of the Social Service

ommission of the éongregation Churclies of the United States, urge upon our
Senators and Representatives in Congress assembled the immediate adoption of
the McCormick resolution designed to prohibit child lahor in the United States
by an amendment to the Constitution of the United States as follows:

Secriox 1. The Congress shall have power to prohibit the labor of persons un-
der the age of 18 years and to prescribe the conditions of such 1abor.

Skc. 2. The reserve power of the several Stafes to legislate concerning the
labor of persons under the age of 18 years shall not Le impaired or diminished
except to the extent necessary to give effect to legislation enacted by the Con-
gress.,
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STATEMENT OF MR, OWEN R. LOVEJOY, EXECUTIVE SECRE-.
;;;A!;Y. NATIONAL CHILD LABOR COMMITTEE, NEW YORK,

Mr. Lovesoy. Mr. Chairman, the most of what I want to say can
be said in one sentence; that is, a hearty ap[i’roval and indorsement
of the testimony given yesterday by Miss Abbott, representing the
Children’s Bureau. She has set forth the results, or what corre-
sponds to the results, 7 our own observation and experience.

There are two or thr-e questions that have been repeatedly asked
by members of tho committee that, if you will permit, I should like to
discuss for just a moment.

The first question that has been asked a number of times is whether
the enactment of this amendment would tend to retard or stimulate
better laws and better conditions in the various States? That
seems to me a very fair and necessary question to be discussed, and
I should like to say frankly for the committee I represent that if we
believed that it would binder or retard or discourage State actio: we
should be opposeg to any such movement. The committee has been
at work attempting to improve State laws, or helping to improve
State laws and State administration for 20 years, and we should be
opposed to any step that might endanger the results of that work.
There seem to me three reasons for believing that this would not be
the case. In the first place, in the exﬁerience that we have had under
the operation of the two Federal child labor laws—the interstate
commerce law and the tax law—the results were exactly in the other
direction. That is a matter of history, and the testimony of the
officials in charge of these laws in the various States, so far as I
know, has all been in favor of the advantage which accrued to the
States from the cooperation of the Federal Government.

The first aspect in which this seems to us to work in this direction
is that it sets a minimum standard which is definite and to which
State legislators can refer or be referred as a basis for action. One
of tho difficulties we have found most frequently is the feeling on the
part of State legislators that there is not any definite standard. It
19 ali ‘ndefinite. One State has treated it in one way, and another in
another, and there is a sense of insecurity, of indefiniteness, which is
removed by the glacin of & minimum standard. 4

Mr. HegsEYy. Some States do not have any standard ?

Mr. Lovesox. Every State has some kind of law, although some
are very antique.

Now, in the second place, the policy that was adopted by the
Children’s Bureau under the first law and by the tax department
under the second was that of cooperation with rather than substitu-
tion for State agencies, and our observation, as well as the testimony
of State officials, has been that it stimulated and aided a better
enforcement of the law, not only in cases where actual enforcement
had to bs applied, for it reached very much farther than that. We
need to remember that most employers are very glad to comply with
the law, if they know what it is. The officials in charge of these
State laws have testified timo after time that the work of enforcing
the law was very greatly sim;l)liﬁed and facilitated by the fact that
the existence of this Federal law gave employers knowledge that a

certain law existed, that certain requirements were there, and they
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were willing to comply. It released a great desl of energy that it
had previously been necessarly to expend in educating people to the
existence and requirements of the law.

Now, it has another effect, in relation to the employers themselves.
There is the fear frequently expressed of unfair competition on the

art of competitors in other States. With that fear removed, there
18 & greater willingness to comply with standards that are reasonable.
That was exemplified recently in a large meeting of cotton manu-
facturers in Alabama where one leading manufacturer went .on
record—and so far as I could leara there was no dissenting opinion
in. the association—that they wanted a constitutional amendment
that would make it possible for Congress to pass a law requiring a
minimum basis, because cotton manufacturers in Alabama were
tired of having to compete with the lower standards in Georgia.
We can understand how reasonable it would be to have that feeling.
Now, if they know there is a level below whichtheircompot-itom n
another State can not fall, it gives them a sense of not being handi-
capped in the establishment of decent standards. Of course, tho
question may bo asked at this point whether,,if this minimum
standard is prescribed and the friends of children continue agitating
for better standards, if this disparity will not be produced again by
some States going way beyond the Federal standard, and whether
there will not be that same fear of unfair competition again. I think
the answer to that is that we believe the fear expressed on the part
of the Alabama cotton manufacturer is a foar that has no real basis.
Wa believe that as communities become advanced in the knowledge
of industrial laws the more clearly they become convinced that child
labor is the most expensive labor and that they would fo beyond
theso standards on their own volition, because they would find after
trhe\\i; have reached a certain stage of progress that they are working
in their own interest by still further improving their standards.

The second question that was asked has been asked by several
members of the committee and is a question as to expense. The fear
was expressed by one gentleman that, instead of requiring the amount
that was expended by the Children’s Bureau, the department in-
trusted with the administration of the law passed by Congress under
this grant of power would require an expenditure of $2,000,000 a
year.
y Mr. Boies. He did not express that because he objected to the
expense. His idea was that it would naturally increase.

r. Lovesoy. It is & fair question that I believe the friends of this
measure should face. Again referring to the experience of the past,
there was no considerable increase in the expenditure under the opera-
tion of the law by the Children’s Bureau. There is no reason to
believe that there would be any great increase under any new de-

artment or bureau intrusted with the enforcement of the Federal
aw. No friends of working children are going to tolerate the expondi-
ture of vast sums of money that are not necessary to accomplish the
job. All that will be required is to do the work that it is necessary
to do. Part of it is being doneulz)g State agencies. If this amend-
ment passes and the law is enacted, part of the job will be done by
the Federal agencies. They will not be duplicating. What one
agency does the other will not do. Therefore there will be no cause
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for an increase and, so far as I know, ) think the taxpayers of this
country are not very particular whether they pay the iax that is to
accomplish the purpose into the State or the Federal Treasury.

Mr. SuuNERs. Do you think the law that was passed by Congress
and held unconstitutional would have been all that was required at
the hands of the Federal Government; that that sufficiently sugple-
mented the power and disposition of the States in taking care of the
question of child labor?

Mr. Lovrsor. I believe it would have for the present at least. It
is difficult, as Miss Abbott suggested yesterday, to forecast the future,
but I believe that for many years the law that was passed, the inter-
state commerce law, would have accomplished all that the Federal
Government needed to do to supplement the activities of the States.

Mr. SumnERs. I recognize the force of the right of the State to its
protection, to be protected against what it believes to be unfair com-
petition on the part of another State. There ought to be some power
to stand at the border line of the State and defend the State. I am
just wondering if it were possible for the National Government to
acquire constitutional power to do what was done under the old law;
it could leave the internal administration safely to the States.. I
hesitate to put this power of the Federal Government into cvery
family and every home.

Mr. Lovesoy. I think no one contemplates that as a result.

. Mr. SumMnERrs. This resolution puts that power on every farm and
in every home.

Mr. Lovesoy. It is only proposed to put the same kind of power
there that already exists on the part of the public through the States.
That is all—and not as much as that, because this would only em-
power the Government to interfere up to 18 years, while the State may
interfere up to 75 if it cared to. It is only extending that power part
way, and the same kind of power, to be exercised in the same way
that it is now exercised.

The_third (iuestion that has been asked soveral times relates to
agriculture. think that all the advocates of this measure are
agreed that the kind of law that was enacted before, fixing those
standards, would be satisfactory, at least for man l)lrears to come.
There is no thought on the part of the advocates of this amendment
to have the Federal Government interfere with the conditions of
children on farms, with the possible exception that was already
referred to by one of the speakers this morning. Where any kind
ot farm labor is carried on under industrialized methods, it might
appropriately become a subject for the consideration of Congress,
but even there it is doubtful at the present time, because I believe
tho obsarvation of most of those who have had experience in adminis-
tering child labor laws is that the child on the farm can best be
Erotected not_directly by prohibitive child labor laws but by better

ealth and educational and other social facilities originating in the
community.

Mr. Boies. Is there anyone else that would like to address the
meeting for a short time?
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STATEMENT OF MR. GEORGE L. COOLEY, OF CUYAHOGA
COUNTY, OHIO. .

Mr. Boies. You are for tihe measure, are you?

Mr. CooLey. In one sense, yes. We are representing the agricul-

tural phase of the question. .

Mr. Hersey. What part of agriculture?

Mr. CooLey. I am a truck and fruit ﬁrower in Cuyahoga County,
Ohio, and re]present the organized truck and fruit growers’ associa-
tion of Cleveland. Wae also represent one part of the farm bureau of
that county.

" :MI';. MiciEeNER. Are you authorized to represent the farm bureau
ore

Mr., CooLey. Yes, sir; and we want to state the farm bureau’s
position; that is, the local farm burecau.

Mr. FosTer. In what county?

Mr. CooLey. Cuyahoga County. Cleveland, Ohio, is our county
scat. We are employing a great man){vof the city children in our
gardens, in picking our fruits, ete. e sometimes hardlﬂ know
whether we are violating or living up to what is known as the Bing
law. That is a State law. So far as the educational phases of the
question are concerned, so far as compulsory education is concerned,
we believe in it and all of our people believe in that phase of it. We
see that the Eroponents of this measure do not feel that labor on the
farm should be prohibited, so we have not any real cause for opposing
the measure i1 inst is carried out; but I do want to have the position
of the American Farm Bureau Federation set forth by Doctor Walker,
of California, who is here ropresenting that association.

Mr, FostER. You live up near Cleveland?

Mr, CooLEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. FosTER. You are engaged in what business?

Mr. CooLey. I am cngaged in fruit growing ard truck farming
for the Cleveland market. :

Mr. Foster. Have you onjon fields?

Mr. CoorLEy. We have probably 15 or 20 bushels of onions.

Mr. Foster. The Bing law is a law introduced in the Ohio Legisla-
ture by a representative named Doctor Bing, a professor at the
university ?

Mr. CooLEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. Foster. How does it work with yout Do you favor it or not?

Mr. CooLEy. It has not affected us. We do not know that there
is such a thing, only as some of the welfare workers try to bother us.
! M{. FosteR. You have no complaint of the working of the State
aw

Mr. CooLEY. No, sir; not so far as we are concerned. We engage
somewhere from 1,000 to 5,000 people.

Mr. MioBENER. Aro you in favor of or opposed to this amendment ?

Mr. CooLey. Well, sir; not to the principle so far as education
is concerned, but if it is going to infringe on agricultural labor—1I can
hardly decide the two things.

Mr. MicueNeR. Then you are opposed to giving Congress the
power to legislate with regard to the children? Are you opposed to
the principle of giving Congress that right?

=



1<

PROPOSED CHILD-LABOR AMENDMENTS TO CONSTITU«ION. T7

Mr. CooLey, I think I am if they take caro of the educatiopal

features. L S v
Mr. Micuener. I asked you if you were opposed to such a right?

I think I am. ST

S Mr. CooLEY. Yes, sir; I think that thing ought to originate in the
tates. : -

STATEMENT OF DR. W. H. WALKER, REPRESENTING THE
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, WILLOW, CALIF.

Mr. Symners. What kind of a doctor are you? . ‘

Doctor WaLKER. I have practiced in the dispensaries for 20 years
in Chicago. I am irnterested in agriculture in California. I was
vice president of the American Farm Bureau Federation, and I
have four children. '

I was asked to state the position of the American Farm Bureau
Federation relative to this constitutional amendment. I want to
say first that the purposes for which this amendment is drawn meet
the hearty approval of the entire membership of the American Farm
Burecau Federation. We took this up on the advisability of approv-
ing of a constitutional amendment, and the reason why it was not
appr« »d or voted down is the reason I want to state here.

n wa first place, I notice in the figures prepared by the depeart-
ment that agricultural represents the greater percentage of child
labor in the United States. Something like 61 per cent of the
children employed are in agriculturo. When you take the gainful
occupations, oxcluding agriculture, we have only about 3 per cent
left of those in gainful occupations employed in other work hesides
agriculture.

Agriculture is & little bit apprehensive of a national law in the form
of a constitutional amendment. The ficld of work among the 3
per cent of these childron might not satisfy the zeal of somo of these
people and it might bo we would constantly be placed in a position
of protecting agriculture in various parts of the United States from
the very zealous enforcement of the protecting laws, in protecting
the workers in_agriculture.

We believe that the agricultural work is not harmful but beneficial
to the peo({)le, and with only a few exceptions that is true; and, it
was argued, in making a broad law for the entire United States it
is almost impossible to cover the different conditions. For example,
a law that will fit the fruit pickers in California will not fit the wheat
growers of North Dakota. We have also noticed that the fact that
the child is prohibited from working does not necessarily cure the
defect in that community in any particular. 1 have seen that in
my work of many years as a medical man. The reason that the
child is working is possibly on account of some family condition,
and when he is prohigited from working he is thrown in associations
that possibly are not improved in any particular. We believe
absolutely in enforced school attendance and the truant work in
education, and to that erid we have several hundred thousand people
in agriculture working in boys’ clubs, in educational work in that
line.  We find that has improved conditions very materially through-
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out the country wherever that has been introduced, and that com-
munity standards have been raised by our agencies going out and
teaching them what to do rather than what not to do.

Mr. HersEY. You are opposed to this bill 1

Doctor WALEKER. I am stating the reasons and arguments. I
think I would very much prefer to see it regulated by States as far as
agriculture is concerned. We are afraid, and by illustration I might
relate tha experience I have known of in some of the States in the
enforcement of the automobile laws. I know one State that has a
20-mile speed limit throughout the State. When business gets
slack in the cities, they go into the country districts and arrest every
autoist who goes through there.

Mr. HeErsEY. You are employing city children on the farms?

Doctor WaLker. To a certain extent.

Mr. HErsEY. You are opposing this bill because you are afraid that
if Congress passed the law Porbi ding the city children from working
on Ig'our farm you would be deprived of that work ¢
; octor WALEER. The country children themselves work on the

arms.

Mr. Hersey. You said you emplogled city children.

Doctor WALKER. That would prohibit them, to a certain extent,
too.

Mr. SumyERs. Do you think it is a bad thing for a child to go out
on the farm, for instance, and learn how to work and to have some
sense of res onsibilig? .

Doctor WALKER. No; and our schools in many cases adjust their
terms to fit the opportunities to serve the communities in which
there is work that a child can do. I paid this year $4.50 a day for
school children picking up prunes during vacations, and they have
meade their vacations pay.

Mr. SumNERs. Do you think that is worse for the child than
loafing around the street doing nothin$?

Doctor WALKER. It is better for the child. I am absolutely in
sympathy with these people who are desirous of stopping the ex-
ploitation of child labor. We are afraid, howevsr, that Congress
might Pass a law which would work a hardship on that great multi-
tude, the 61 per cent of these children who are working in agriculture.

Mr. FosteRr. Does it occur to you that both times that Congress
did seek to enact a law on this proposition that neither of them
justified the fear that you now have, and if that is true that this
amendment should prevail which authorizes the Congress to legislate
on the subject. Do you not think lyom' apprehension is a little ex-
treme when you figure Congress will then try to enact a law to pre-
vent this 61 per cent from working?

Doctor WaLkeRr. If Congress has the authority to do this, it puts
us constantly on the alert to see that that is not done, and I am
speaking—many States have passed resolutions asking us to appear
for ther.

Mr. Fostrr. They fear Congress might do the thing which they
never have attempted to do. Do you oppose this constitutional
amendment which would allow Congress, as it did before, to give
rellief to?hundreds of thousands of youngsters that are not in agri-
culture
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Doctor WALKER. As I have stated, I am not authorized to oppose
it or to approveit. We were asked as a big organization in agriculture
to state why we did not vote it down or vote in favor of it.

Mr. FosTER. Your apprehension is that Congress might take in
that field ¢

Doctor WALKER. It might.

Mr. FosTER. In other words, if this amendment should pass, you
3\'0}11;1 go to Congress and oppose including an agricultural minimum
ini

Doctor WALKER. Yes.

Mr. FosTER. If Congress acted as it has done, you would have no
obi;ct.ion?

octor WALKER. We do not want legislation that will specifically
include agriculture,

Mr. Sum~EeRs. If Congress does not have in contemplatiorn: exercis-
ing the power at some future time of regulating agriculturat labor,
would not the question be a reasonable one as to why Congress would
ask for that power?

Doctor WALKER. I see no reason for asking for it if they do not
expect to do it some time. We are stating our fears. We are in
sympathy with the purposes of the bill, but we do not want to be
put in the position of being compelled to fight it.

Mr. SumNners. If there was in this constitutional amendment a
limitation which prevented legislation by the Federa! Government
with regard to agricultural labor, then you would not oppose its
adoption?

Doctor WALKER. No; we would have nothing against it. As an
agricultural organization, we would not have any particular interest
in it, at least as far as agriculture was concerned. But on that I
could not speak for the organization, as it did not pass on that.

Mr. Hersey. Did you oppose the two child-labor laws that were
declared unconstitutionat?

Doctor WALKER. I do not think we were represented here at that
time.

Mr. Foster. Before we adjourn, may I read this statement by
Mrs. Blair? The statement is by Mrs. Emily Newell Blair, vice
chairman of the Democratic National Committee, which was read
before the subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee. It was
accompanied by a letter stating she could not he here to-day and she
wanted this to go into the record.

(The statement referred to, read by Mr. Foster, is printed below:)

STATEMENT BY MRS. EMILY NEWELL BLAIR, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE DEMOCRATIC
NATIONAL COMMITTEE, READ BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSIDERING PROPOSED LEGISLATION LOOKING TO
FEDERAL PROHIBITION OF CHILD LABOR.

As a mother interested primarily in the welfare of the youth of the Nation, axa
member of several of the women's organizations represented here this morning,
and as the vice chairman of the Demoeratic National Comittee, I wish to
record before this committee my entire indorsement of suitable legislation looking
to the abolishment of child labor in the United States.

The Democratic Party stands unequivocably for the prohibition of child
labor. It holds that the life, health, and strength of the children of the Nation
are its greatest assets, and that the conservation of these constitutes one of its
most sacred duties. It believes that if Jabor in immature years is permitted by
one generation it is practising unfairness to the next generation. Democratic
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platforms and pronouncements have contained definite and precise statements
upholding this belief, and its convincing record in child labor legislation con-
stitutes democracy’s respor..c to the demands of modern svcial justice. Its
record is written in its deeds.

Beeause the Democratic Party is, and has been consisten*'y, the party of new
ideas and progressive legislation it believes that laws regulating hours of labor
and conditions under which labor is performed, when passed in recognition of
the conditions under which life must be lived to attain the highest development
of its citizens, are just assertions of the Nation’s interest in the welfare of the
people, and whenever it has been given authority it has built a legislative record,
the constant direction of which has been towards the future. It has rewritten
and passed great laws, affecting terms and conditions of employment to accord
with the highest dictates of modern conscicnce and experience. These laws
lmvﬁ uniforinly tended to improve conditions under which the laboring people
work.

Twice, for instance, has a Democratic Congress and a Democratic President
sought earnestly to place upon the statute books of the country a child-labor
law that would emancipate the children of the whole Nation from industrial
oppression; and twice has its intention been defeated.

n September 1, 1916, a Democratic Congress under the sympathetic leader-
ship of Woodrow Wilson, passed the first Federal child-labor law, excluding all
articles made by the labor of children from interstate commerce. After being
in operation nine months, this law was pronounced unconstitutional by the
Supreme Court of the United States.

songress, not to be deterred in its efforts tosafeguard the health and happiness
of the youth of the country, again sought to protect children from factory exploita-
tion by enacting a law placing a heavy tax upon the products of all industrial
concerns employing children.  This law became cffective in Apri!, 1919, and
was in active operation until June, 1921, when the Supreme Court of the United
States handed down a much delayed decision declaring this second child-labor
law unconstitutional also.

Adhering firnly to its belief in the sacred right of the child to itnmunity from
premature physical labor, the Democratic Party stauds ready to sponsor a re-
newed effort to provide suitable legistation that will assist the States in rescuing
children from the educational, physical, and other losses which their premature
labor imposes upon thein.

While considerable progress in recent years lias been made in State legislation
protecting children from industrial exploitation, yet reports recently published

y ke children’s burean presents disconcerting evidence of child lahor still
unsafeguarded by effective regulations governing ages, hours, and working
g{mditions, therefore, I feel that I can indorse the sentiment of this report when
it says:

“To secure health and an opportunity for mental and physical development
for the children of this geancration and to provide for the welfare of our future
citizenship, experience indicates the need of o Federal amendment giving Congress
the right to establish a minimum standard of protection to tlie nation’s working
children. - The States cau and should be left with full power to give more but
not less than tlie minimum consistent with national welfare.”

EviLy NEWELL Braig,
Vice Chairman, Democratic National Committee,

(Whereupon, at 11:50 o’clock a. m., the committec adjourned.)

COMMITTEE ON TIE JUDICIARY,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,

: Wednesday, February 27, 1924,

The committee met at 10 o’clock a. m., Hon. George S. Greham
(chairman) presiding,

The CuairMaN. Gentlemen of the committee, we have not a quo-
rum of the committee here. What is your pleasure? Shall we pro-
ceed with the hearings? If there is no objection, we will go on with
the meeting.












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































