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? é;owm_g out of the war, we annexed the Hawaiian Islands. ' At

|
|

| same_consideration, for over

the conclusion of that war we had obtainéd by treaty with Spain
the cession of Porto Rico and, so far as i ¥ b
treaty, the Pl;i]iplgiqe Islands, as Spain cqmd give to.us by
Tho Hawalian Ielands are  part of the United States to-day, a2
mu asi1s 'errito a i
vania. Not only is this t:tyxp of the Hawtiy, the State of Penns

: waiian Islands, but it is also
true as to the island of Porto Rico, Thicﬁlawaiiaﬁ I;‘Iands an-
nexed by joint resolution of

Congress, carrying into effect the
offer and agreement of the government of those ds, and Porto
Rico ceded to us by treaty with Spain, the inhabitants of the
island being most willing, both stand on the same footihg as Ter-
ritories of the United States, and each of them is entitled to thg
: th Territories the Constitution o!

the United States extends equally and to the same extent that it

| extends over any Territory or State wunder the jurisdiction of the

United States.

&Iu the bill before the House no attempt is made to legislate for

e Hawaiian Islands excegt'under the provisions and strictly
within the limitations of the Constiiution of the Upited States.
Particularly is this true in the matter of taxation.) In the bill
before the House the trade of the Hawaiian Islands with other
Territories and States of the Union stands upon the same footing
in that there is no discrimination whatever. In dealing with
Porto Rico the majority in this House have attempted to treat her
in a very different manner. For Porto Rico, the effort is made to
treat the island as if the same was not a part of the United States
and to 1tmpose a tariff upon certain of her products coming into
our ports. ; :

.Why this discrimination? Why treat the island of Porto Rico
differently to the way we treat and deal with the Hawaiian

Islands? If one is a part of the United States and under its juris--

diction the other is. We treat the Hawaiians as %itizens of the
United States, why not treat the Porto Ricans in the same way?
Both'are entitled to all the benefits, privileges, and immunities
conferred by the Constitution of the t};rited States upon any citi-
zen. In the matter of impost duties or taxation the products of

| these territories must be treated the same in all respects as we

treat the products of Pennsylvania or California.

Mr. Chairman, in a few words I will give my opinion as to why
the Hawaiian Islands have been treated as a part of the United
States and why Porto Rico has been treated asa foreign territory.
It has been said by those advocating the imposition of a duty on
the products of Porto Rico shipped into the United States that,
first, Congress has a right to do so under the Constitution; sec-
ond, that in order to raise money to relieve the sufferings of the
pteqﬂlq of the island it must be done, and third, that to do so is ta
stri

. it is necessary, :

! serious question.

+ In answer to the first proposition, Mr. Chairman, I will say tha
Congress has no right or authority under the Constitution of the
United States tolevy a tariff on the products of Porto Rico coming

i into our ports, because Porto Rico is a part of our territory.
. . As to the second

proposition, in my opinion no good, but only
harm, ean Yesult to the Porto Bicans from the imposition of this

tax. : ;
As to the third proposition, I think it amounis to jesting witha

Tf this is true, would it not be equally a blow at the trusts to

- impose a tax upon the products of the Hawaiian Islands coming

' Porto Rico to impose a tariff

into the United States? Why, if it is necessary in dealing with
iff upon her products in order to strike

' a blow at the trusts, is the necessity and the argument not equally

as strong in the case of Hawaii? If it is necessary tostrike a blow
at the trusts in one case, it is in the other. : :
No, Mr. Chairman, these are not the reasons for the imposition

. of a tariff upon the products of Porto Rico. " :

- Hawaiian Islands the greater
. ductive to any great or cons

| Porto Rican legislation.

judgment, Mr. Chairman, the reason is that in the
;part of all that is valuable and pro-
derable extent, including the Iand
and franchises, is owned by capitalists, speculators, and trusts.
On the other hand, in Porto Rico this state of facts does not exist.
Since we acquired Porto Rico from Spain there has not been time
for the capitalists, the speculators, and the trusts to manipulate
and obtain possession of the valuable lands and franchises.

Mr. Chairman, if like conditions existed in Porto k.co that ex-
ist in the Hawaiian Islands in the ownership of lands, franchises,
#nd other®valuable property, I submit that no fight would have
been made by the sugar and tobacco trusts, or anyone else, to
impose a tax upon the products of Porto Rico. Mr. Oxnard and
Mr. Myrick would never ‘have been heard of in connection with

In my

Mr. STOKES. Will it disturb the gentleman to interpose a
question? .o gy 218 :

Mr. FINLEY. Notatall.

Mr. STOKES. Do I understand you to imply that that nroba-
bly is the reason why the tariff was imposed upon the products
of Porto Rico?

e ‘a severe blow at the sugar and tobacco frusts; therefore, can 8 G
| for their position are: to avoid its provisions in some of our new

}

Mr. FINLEY, I think thatis why the sugar and tobacco trusts
are in favor of the Porto Rican bill. I take it that the trusts rea-
sonably suppose that b? tgogﬁr effort on their part during the
 continuance of the t t the trade of Porto Rico will be ham-
ed by the iniquitous and unlawful burden imposed upon her
trade. The valueof property in theisland, now very low, will con-
tinue so, and they will bie enabled toobtain possession of the greater -
gart, and then they will be most anxious for Congress to treat |
orto Rico as we propose to treat the Hawaiian Islands in'the bill
under consideration.*
Mr: STOKES. A pretty good deduction. )

(Mr. FINLEY, Mr. Chairman, I think that we are treating the
Hawaiian Islands as we should treat them in this bill, a8 I under-
stand the Constitution of the United States and as I believe its
provisions imperatively demand. We give to them the rights of
citizenship. 'We deny to thém nothing that is given 'to othet citi-
zens of the United States as such, whether they reside in a Terri-
tory or in a State, ;

‘1 believe that this is the correct construction of the Constitution
of the United States. Something has been said in the debats to
the effect that the bill before the House extends the Constitution
of the United States over the Hawaiian Islands. Mr. Chairman,
1 do not agree with this argument., In my judgment, the Consti-
tution of the United States can not be extended over territory be-
longing to the United States by an act of Congress, for the reason
that over all territory of the United States the Constitution ex-
tends by its own force, and any act of Congress for this purpose
is a nullity.) - .

(‘Mr. Chairman, in admitting the products of Hawaii to our ports,
without taxation or amy discrimination whatever, we but obey
the Constitution of the United States and carry out the practice
of our Government in the past, and act in accordance with an un-
broken line of judicial decisions by our Supreme Court construing
-the Constitution. In denying to Porto Rico the same rights the
majority go contrary to all precedent in the history of our Gov-
ernment, and in the teeth of both the Constitution of the United
States and the decisions of the Supreme Courtof the United States. )

‘When the Porto Rican bill was under consideration in this

House, the Republican position was that the Constitution of the
United States did not follow the flag, and its provisions were not
coextensive with the jurisdiction of the United States over terri-
tory, and that territory within our jurisdiction, over which Con-
gress had mnot extended its provisions, did not fall within the
provisions of the Federal Constitution. It was argued strenu-
ously by the majority that the Constitution could only be ex-
tended to newly acquired territory by an act of Congress.\ -

( It seems from an examination ot the arguments made in support
of the position of the Republicans in this matter that the reasons

ossessions or territories, first, as to citizenship, and, second, its
imitations as to taxation. In a republic, such as ours, there can
only be citizens and uniformity of taxation; and free intercourse
between all citizens of the republic is absolutely necessary. These
' two propositions are the groundwork and underlying principles
without which there can be no republic.

- Section 2 of Article VI of the Constitution provides that—

This Constitution,and the laws of the United States which shall be made
in pursuance thereof, and all treaties made, or which shall be made, und=r the
authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land; and the
judges in every State shall be bound tbereby,angthing in the Constitution
or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding. :
- The'language of this section is not that the Constitution shall
- be the supreme law of the various States in the Union, or the
supreme law of the States and Territories, but that the Const.tu-
tion shall be the supreme law of the land. It is immaterial

| whether that.land is within the boundaries of a sovereign State or

whether it is comprised within the boundaries of a Territory not
yet admitted into the Union as a sovereign State. Over all land, |
including States and Territories, where the jurisdiction of the |
United States extends, the supreme law of the land is the Consti-
tution of the United States. The only question, then, as to where
the Constitution extends, is one of jurisdiction. If the jurisdic-
tion exists, the flag and the Constitution go along with it. C
I think, Mr. Chairman, that the Republicans, having recognized
a practical way this principle, in the case of Hawaii, will find
me difficulty in explaining to the American people their course
in ignoring the principle in the case of Porto Rico. Theaction of
the Democrats and Republicans in the House, in the case of
Hawaii, is an unanswerable argument that the Republican ma-
jority is wrong in the proposed legislation for Porto Rico.
Section 1 of Article XTIlis afurtherexpressioninthe Constitution
of the United States that the provisions of the Constitution ex-
tend to all territory over which our flag floats, and that it i3 co-
extemsive with jurisdiction.  Section 1 of Article XIII reads:

Neither slavery nor .involuntary servitude, except as a punishment for
crime, whereof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall exist within
the United States or any plges subject to their jurisdiction.

This article expressly provides that the provisions of the Con-
stitution shall extend to all territory over which the United States




