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ABSTRACT

Title of Thesis: The Poe Amendment's Defeat: Maryland Voters
Reject the Negro Disfranchisement Movement, 1903-1905
Eugene W. Coll, Master of Arts, 1967

Thesis directed by: Dr. He S. Merrill, Professor of History

The Poe amendment resulted from the increase of anti-

legro feeling in the very early 1900's and dominated Maryland

politics from 1903 to 1905, Through this amendment, the Demo-

cratic party under genator Arthur P. Corman would have dis-

franchised Maryland's llegroes. The racist movements of the

South and anti-Negro sentiments of a segment of the Baltimore

press affected Denocratic thinking.

The Dermocrats scored an overwhelming victory in the 1903

state election and pushed the amendment through the 1904 meet-

ine of the Legislature. The Legislature sent the measure to
o O

the people as a referendun in the November 1905 election. If

passed, it would have placed much power in the hands of elec-
tion officials. In 1904, however, resistance to the proposal

emerged, first by Governor Edwin Warfield and later by other

leading Democratse. In addition, the newspapers lessened their
racist tone.

The amendment threatened the Republican party; its mem-

bers strongly fought 1te They received help at this critical

point from gecretary of the Navy, Charles J. Bonaparte, who

led and solidified the party. In particular, the Bonaparte-

led Republicans utilized the foreign corrunity and apprehensive




third parties. They also received negative help from the

Baltimore Democratic organization under I. Freeman Rasin
which gave the amendment 1ittle supporte. Further, the election

eve saw a number of leadlng Democrats such as Senator Isidor

Rayner squabbling publicly over the amendment, Thus, the

voters did not trust Gorman and his organization, d4id not fear

the threat of Negro domination, and thoroughly defeated the

. wt AP Fhe -t e
amendment throughout most of the state.
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CHAPTER T
THE ANTI-NZGRO FRAME OF RLFLZLINCE I MARYLAIND

The 1905 election produced one of Maryland's most hotly
contested political campaignse. Following the lead of the
other southern states, the Maryland Democrats under Senator
Arthur P. Gorman made the first attempt to disfranchise the
state's Negroes. Gorman and his lieutenants developed an
amendment commonly called the Poe amendment. Before it reached
the ballot for referendum in 1905, 2 number of Democrats such
as Governor Edwin Warfield and Senator Isidor Rayner bolted
their party and attacked the amendment. The Republicans
stopped disputing among themselves and put up a vigorous
fight, When it finally reached the voters, they soundly re-
Jected it. The defeat stemmed somewhat from a fear of Sena-
tor Gorman's gaining too much political power. In 1909, and
1911, without Gorman, the Democrats made additional attempts
to limit Hegro suffrage; however, their best opportunity came
in 1905, when the state descended from its apex of racial antip-

athye.

The race issue characterized the Maryland state elec—
tions in 1903, and 1905, In that period of Maryland politics,
no other issue approached it in emphasis, as both major polit-
ical perties stressed the race question. In general, the
Democrats of the state attacked the Negro and his right to the
suffrage, while the Republicans, without really defending the

liegro, defended the Negro's right to vote. The spectre of this
1



racial feeling did not spontancously appear on the Maryland
scene in the brief period from 1903 to 1905. Rather, racial

prejudice existed in the state both before and after those

yearse

The high point of racial agitation, however, toock place
at that juncture, with the influx into Maryland of the Negro 5
disfranchisement and Jim Crow movement of the southern states.

The northward direction of this movement put Maryland in its
path. In the swmer of 1901, the Virginia Constitutional

Convention met and disfranchised the Negroe. Irom a geograph=-

ical view, Maryland's turn came next. Moreover, the federal

census of 1900 counted 235,064 legroes and a total population

of 1,188,044 people. The Hezroes made up 19.8 per cent of

the state's population. Conceivably, there existed a large

enough Iliegro population to move many of Maryland's Democrats

toward disfranchisement. They attempted to follow the lead

of their fellow southern Democrats by amending the statet's

constitution to restrict greatly the llegro's suffrage.

Yet, Maryland aid not possess a reconstruction consti-

tution. The Populist movement did not affect the state to

1, . o - e = ~ . & 5.3 c
such an extent that the Democrats felt forced into needing

the race issue as a means of breaking up any political alli-

o ————— A —. %

lror these movements in the southern states seces

¢. Vann Woodward, Ihe Strange Career\ofJJlm Crow (Neg York:
Oxford University Press, 1957), PPe%9=90. Also see John D.
Hicks, Ihe Ponulistmﬁgyolt: A History of @he Lgrmerq'vA;llance
and the Peopie's Barty (Lincoln, licbe: University ol liebraska
Press, 1961), De +10e -

2Sun (Baltimore), July 31, 1901, pe Lo



ance between the farmers and the Negroes. There exlsted no

reason for Maryland Democrats to copy the racist tactics of
southern Dourbons in order to stem the populist moverente.
Instead, factors other than political expediency helped

pressure Democrats toward legro disfranchisement in Maryland

at the turn of the centurye. The naticn's experiment with

imperialism and the repression of the Filipino insurrection

offered an image of national harshness toward non-white peoples.

An assassin's bullet abruptly ended the McKinley administration
and Mark Hemna's quiet policy of undermining the legro's useful-

ness to the Republican party.3 People now heard and read such

terms as square deal and social equality. On October 16, 1901,

social equality guddenly became a reality to the racilally sensi-

tive Marylanders when the President of only one month entertained

Booker T. Washington at dinner in the White House.

The end of the nineteenth century found trends toward

curtailing the Negro's vote incorporated into the thinking of

some of Maryland's Democratic leaders. A few of the more vocal
politicians copied the southern demagogues in the Jim Crow and

disfranchisement movement. In 1899, the then ex-Senator Arthur P

Gorman wrote his suggestions for the Democratic platform to his

trusted licutenant, lMurray Vandiver. GCorman proposed that they

denounce the Republican party for bringing up the race issue

and that "the success of that party has been interpreted by the

velt to Lyman Abbott, Nov. 5, 1903, Library

3Theodore Roose
e Roosevelt 18, Box 43.

of Congress, Washington, Theodor



ignorant men of the cotld Jcoloréd/ race as a license to dis-
regard the 1aw."u lLater that year, the Baltimore Sun informed its
readers that residents of the Black Belt (southern‘Maryland),
supported the Republican partye In effect, the rcsponsible,
hard-working element of southern Maryland involuntarily supported
a party comprised almost entirely of Negroes who did not pay

their own waye. The paper further illustrated the growing anti-

Necro attitude by reporting the increasing amount of "self-

asseption and arrogance and dislike for work" on the part of the

younger Nesroess. Moreover, Isidor Rayner asserted in his letter

of acceptance of the nomination for Maryland's Attorney General
in 1899, that further Republican rule could result in the law-
lessness which threatened the other southern states.6 This
lawlessness tpenaced” Rayner to the point that it would "almost

daily send a thrill of horror to every fireside and home in the
- o il
State."7 Two years later, L. Victor Baughman led the Frederick

County Democratic convention to pass a resolution to favor

restriction on Negro voting.

l+Notes concerning a letter from Arthur P. Gorman to_lMurray
Vandiver, July 17, 1899, Maryland Higtorical soc1ety,_§alt1mcre,
Arthur P. Gorman 188, 706. This collection will be cited here-
after as Gorman MSS. There is also a collection of Gorman Scrap-
books in the Southern Historical Collecticn, Chapel Hill, N. C.,
which this writer examined e Howgvey, ss the sc;apbooks consist
almost entirely of newspapers cllpplngg,_the writer chose to
examine and cite the items from the original newspaperse

SSUI:L, Octo 18, 1899, p‘ 90
6Tyﬁed copy of Isidor Rayner's acceptance, (not dsted),
Corman MSS.

7Sun, Oct. 13, 1899, Clippings from Gorman }SS.

8
Ibid., July 27, 1901, p. 10.



At the beginning of the twentieth century, Arthur P. Gorman
decided political issues in Maryland not Democratic demagoguery.
Outside of Baltimore, he smoothly managed the Democratic party
in Maryland. I. Freeman Rasin controlled the party in the city,
and althourh Baltimore held almost half of the state's popula-
tion, rural political domination easily cave Gorman the upper
hand. Gorman generally controlled his party's moves toward
Negro disiranchisement, although, initially, he and his party
did not attempt to radically limit the Maryland Negro's right
tc the suffrage.

In fact, Gorman and his lieutenants incorporated dis-
franchisement moves into different maneuvers through which they
could wrest complete control of Maryland politics from the
Republicans and then maintain this control. On March 6, 1901,

a special session of the Legislature met at Annapolis to revise
Maryland's election laws. The Democratic governor, John Walter
Smith, called the session, but Gorman manipulated it. He and
his followers designed the special session to change the state's
voting laws in order to ease Gorman's return to the Senate.9
They needed to diminish Republican power and contrived to elimi-
nate many Negro and Republican voters. At this point, disfranchise-
nment existed primarily for political expediencys; emotions and

racial prejudice had not yet greatly affected it.

The special sessicn increased the illiterates' difiiculty
in voting by abolishing the party emblem from the ballot, elimi-

nating assistance in the voting booth, requiring a signature upon

o

9American, (Baltimore), March 5, 1901, pe. 15.



registration, and alphabetically arranging the names on the
baiiot.lu The Legislature aimed these changes at the Negro
voter, but the changes did not result in his wholesale removal
from the voting rolls. However, the Democrats did win control
of the Legislature in November and they clected Arthur P. Gorman
to his fourth term in the United States Senate.

Following Gorman's return to the Senate, other factors
clouded the race issue in Maryland politics and aifected the
Demccratic leaders. Gorman and his followers began to view the
issue with decreasing raticnalitys; they became addicted to the
cause of Negro disfranchisement. Ultimately, their inflex-
ibility on this question helped cause infighting that eventually
split the Demccratic party. This tenacity toward Negro dis-
franchisement also helped remove Senator Gorman as a Presidential
possibilitye. It marked him as a definite southern candidate.

The party managers made a practice of keeping volumes of
scrapbooks filied with newspaper clippings. These scrapbooks
became files for political information and references. They
further supplied written political ammunition when needed.ll
The party leaders utilized the newspapers as essential tools of
their tradej the papers, in turn, greatly affected the leaders!
thoughts and attitudes. In the years 1903 and 1904, certain
Baltimore newspapers focused a great deal of attention on the

racial violence which occurred in the nation. They helped stir

101pid., Mar. 3, 1901, pe 3o

1lpersonal interview with Robert M. Vandiver, son of
Murray Vandiver, liove. 10, 1965.



up the racial prejudice that many Marylanders possessed. Pres-
ident Roosevelt's square deal, the Jim Crow movement in the South,

increasing attitudes of white supremacy, and the excesses of

the Filipino insurrection all offered excuses for greater racial

violence.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, racial hatred
reached a high pitch in many areas of the United States. Regions
outside of the South participated as the racial rantings of the

southern demagogues scattered northward. After Theodore Roose-

velt became President, publicized race eruptions began appearing

in northern states with increasing frequencye The increase in

anti-race thought became moTe andmore accentuated by a portion
of the Baltimore Press. The press contributed greatly toward

increasing anti-llegro thought in Marylandj the prejudices of

the Democratic leadership reflected its success. Consequently,

the newspapers did much to help fan the flame of racism, and a

residual effect from this intense mood lingered well into the

wentieth centurye.

Both the Baltimore world and the Baltimore Sun accentuated
the violence that fed on racial prejudice and helped develop

racial antagonism. The World utilized a bold headline, low

level, sensationalist style. Wwhen the paper campalgned for

more frequent garbage collections in Baltimore, the subject

of garbage sugsested a gsimile in reference to the level of the

paper. Yet, the World with the Sun helped create the attitude

of racial inferiority and supposed Negro villainy. This

attitude, in turn, encouraged usually shrewd professional poli-



ticians to inflexibiy cling to an issue such as the Poe amend-
ment, which stood such an excellent chance of defeat.

In 1903 and 190%, the Baltimore papers reached the high
point of forming a contemptuous attitude toward the llegroe.
The ex-Virginian, Oakley Philpotts Haines, held the position
of managing or chief editor of the ggg.l2 This paper followed

along the lines of allegiance to the Democratic party, while

in 1903, the World's tabloid form made lynch stories paramount.

In August 1904, the Morning Herald became the evening Herald
and adopted a Democratic allegiance. It increased somewhat
its antipathy toward the Negro. Consequently, it too, contribu-
ted in stimulating greater racial hostility. An increasing
number of clippings which dovmgraded the Negro found their way
into the political and personal files of the Democratic party

1
leaderse.

In June 1903, an editorial in the World commented on the
burning at the stale of George White in Wilm ington, Delaware,
for the murder of Helen Bishop. The writer mildly condemned
the burning, yet brought out the attitude of justification of
the cruel punishment because of a "foul brute" (fé) victimizing
a "sweet, pure" seventeen year old r_:ir‘L.l)+ The viciousness

manifested at the burning of a Negro in Bluefield, West Virginia,

lzGerald We. Johnson et al., The Sunpapers of Maryland:
1837-1937 (llew York:s Alfred A. Knopf, 1937), p. 226.

13Surviving scrapbooks. For example: The Gorman MSS and
The Arthur P. Gorman Scrapboocks, Southern I
Also: TIsidor Rayner scrapboolks, Southern F
and the Murray Vandiver papers in the possession of Robert Van-
daiver.

l“ﬂeﬁig (Baltimore), June 23, 1903, ppe. 1l,4%.



exenmplified the intense racial hatred that some persons of the
era could demonstrate if goaded into the proper fever pitch of
animal-like violence. In this instance, a Negro made the mils-
take of being caught "returning" to the scene of an assault
on a fourteen year old girl bound to a tree. The nob freely
extended many indignities upon the unidentified Negro before
his demise. Ultirately, parts of his anatomy became souvenirs
for some of the participants.l5

The more distinguished and conservative Baltimore Sun took
delight in reporting the lynching and burning of two Danville,
Il1lincis, Negroes. A mob wrecked the jail and beat one Negro
to death before burning the body. The paper, which on July 23,
had reached the point of featuring four separate front-page
articles on Negro viclence and villiany, found much satisfaction
in the fact that Republican Speaker of the House, Joe Cannon,
resided in Danville. The paper emphasized that he "held" his
horetown "to public view as the seat of all that is perfect in
simple Christian character." DMNoreover, the Sun pointed out
that a leading Republican voice would now be rufiled from decclar-
ing against "Southern outrates.“l6

As the summer progressed further, the World continued to
evince the development of anti=Negro attitudes when it described
Ellicott City, Maryland, on the eve of the Republican primary.
In August, a World reporter found this towm in Arthur P. Gorman's

native Howard County to practically exist in a "Reign of Terror."
1%

Ibid., July 13, 1903, p. 1.
16

Sun, Aug. 7, 1903, p. 1.
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The election and the “irrisistible bar'l" drew the llegroes to
the county seat where they hung "lazily about the streect cornecr
With "idle and surly" countenances. World rcaders also learned
that the Negroes "all carry razors and guns" despite the fact
that the reporter adritted not having seen any of the weapons.
Additional examples of Ilegro evils camec about on the eve of the
1903 state election when the paper again depicted the "bad
effect™ of the impending election on the unfortunate souls.
Thus, by November, the paper reported that rowdyism had in-

creased; the police even went to the "extreme" of locking up a

e

fourteen year old Negro youth, Henry Baker, whom they found to

]

be drunk and "when searched a deck of playing cards was found

L 1o " ; o . ) '
on him." On the following day, through the use cof cartoons,
the World reminded mothers and fathers of the repugnancy of
y e x : 19
racially mixed classroomse”

The Baltirore Sun continued to reflect the tone of white
supremacy when it wrote of Dr. He K. Pancoast's experiment at

the University of Pemnsylvania. His attempts at using X-rays

Iss

to produce white skin sugrested the premium placed on being
white. Or, the account of the hearse driver who drove awvay

and left the coffin with the Negro corpse inside sugcested the

. - - f) 3 . »
handicap of being ncn—whlte.LO The description of the accused

llegro murderer whose “face is not repulsive looking, but shows

evidence of a rather weak intelligence" serves to illustrate

1
7World, Aug. 1%, 1903, p. 2.
18
Ibid., Nov. 2, 1903, P« 2.

19Ibid., Nove 3, 1903, De 2.

~

20
sun, Dec. 28, 1903, p. 7.

]
S
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the enlightenment projected toward the Negro.2l Against this
background, the orators of the Democratic party demanded Negro
disfranchisement, and the 1904 session of the Moryland Legis-
lature passed Jim Crow laws to become effective on July 1,
1904.22 Delegate Henry A. Bosse of Baltimore told the Legis-
lature that the "virginity of the wives' and daughters' carSeee
will be insulted" by the Negro's presence in the vehicles,
when he endeavored to expand the Jim Crow laws to the electric
railroads in Baltimore.23

Moreover, & lynching in Springiield, Ohioc, provided a
further example of callousness and contempt for the Negro.
While shooting at the lifeless body hanging from a pole, "every-
one seemed in the best of humor, joking with his nearest neigh-
bor while reloading his revolver."24 The Sun editorialized
against a recially mixed Navy. It maintained that Negroes in
the Navy stirred up the race issue and ultimately harmed the
Negro race which depended on the white race.25 The ponrulace
identified masked Negroes by the appearance of their eyes,
refused to use the services of the Ferdinand, Indiana, post
office which hired a Negro cleri, refused to dtbend the State
Normal University classes in Ohioc, with a Negro student, and

continued to suggest that "brutal creature" legroes convicted

:élbid., Jane %, 190%, p. 7.

Ibido, Mar. .1.7’ 1(/0)‘}" De 2e
porning Herald, (Baltimore), Mare 2, 1904, pe 2.
;58un, Mare. 9, 1904, p. 10.

2
2
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of crimes descrved to die when 2 court of law felt othcrwise.26

In mid-August, a climax of racial violence took place at
Statesboro, Georgia. The disclosure that a "llegro Mafia"™ group's
killing of a farm family brought vioclent death to approximately
ten Negroes. The mob discovered that these Negroes belonged
to the Before Day Club, which plotted to kill off whites. This
revelation helped forent the mob's frenzied hatred as it cap-
tured and violently killed the alleged murderers.2’

Within this frame of reference, Arthur P. Gorman, Murray
Vandiver, John Walter Smith, Victor L. Bauchmran, and other
Democratic leaders championed Negro disfranchisement in the form
of the Poe amendment--their tenacicus attempt to remove Ifrom
the llegro his right to vote. They remained captive to the
racist impressions created from the communicative media and
their own prejudices. The Democrats could not adjust their anti-
llegro attitudes as readily as did the Baltimore press following
Roosevelt's complete victory in the 1904 election. At that
point, anti-lNegro news lessened, but it certainly did not dis-
appear. In the main, the press now left racism primarily to

the political orators.

26Ibid., June 28, p. 2j Aug. 17, p. 1t Sept. 3, p. 103
July 16, 190%, p. L.

N
‘/Morning Herald, Aug. 17, 190%, pp. 1,2. Also, World,
Aug. 17, 1904, p. 1.




CHAFTER II
THL DEMUCRATS WIN IN 1903 WITH ILGRO DISFRAICHISENENT CANFAIGN

In 1903, the Demccrats under Arthur Gormant's sancticn
successfully conducted their campaign almost entirely on the
race issue., With a pledge to disfranchise the legro, they won
a very ccmplete victory, as their candidate became the governor.
The Democrats interpreted this victory as an unqualified en-
dorserent from the Maryland voters to disfranchise the Negro.
Yet, the election results misled Gorman and his followers as
other factors entered the campaign. In particular, a split in
Republican party ranks effected the outcome. The in-fighting

also caused President Theodore Roosevelt to intervene.

Senator Arthur P. Gorman provided the key turning point.
On August 1, 1903, when the Senator returned fror his summer
trip to Lurcpe, the llew York press interviewed him, and stirred
up a mild Gorman "boom" for the Presidency. The nation now
became increasingly aware of his availability. In the fall,
Gorman led the field as the possible Demoeratic Presidential
noninee--the first southern candidate since 1844+. TUltimately,
the early date of his candidacy gave the Senator enough time
to unwittingly effect his own elininaticn from the rece. He
staked his political fortunes on losing issues. IHe poourly led
the Democratic Senatorial minority in its December ficht against

ratification of the Panama Canal Treaty.l Voreover, Gorman

Ijohn R. Lambert, Arthur Puc Gorman (Baton Houge, La.:
Louisiana State University Press, 1953), pp. 305-307.

13
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lost much of his grip on the Democratic party in Marylande.
The inflammatory issue of the Poe amendment proved to be one
of the primary reasons.

To shift the Negro disfranchisement movement into high
gear, Gorman declared at his August 1, llew York interview that
broadening of the Negro question removed it from being solely
a political issue. He stated that "The frequency and appalling

~

character of the race riots of the last few months is servinge.e.

ffq] make it a national...qucstion."z

FFurther, the Senator
publicly wondered how only Democrats possessed the capability
of controlling HNegro lawlesSsness.o

The Democratic primary election in August 1903, presented
little evidence of race being an issue, and such resolutions
as the one "against liegro control" given by the Somerset County
Democratic Convention seemed to merely continue lip service
against the I\TG{groes.br However, at the same time, a conference
took place in Washington, D. C., between Arthur P. Gorman,
lemeduck Gowernor John Walter Smith, I. Freeman Rasin, and
Murray Vandiver. Gorman approved the selection of Ldwin War-
field for the Democratic gubernatorial nomination.5 Thus,

the party put forth a standard bearer quite willing to campaign

on the race issuec.

2
7 New York Times, Aug. 2, 1903, p. 1l; American, Aug. 2,
1903+ Pa 3s

3pmerican, Aut. 2, 1903, D. 3.

hSun, Avg. 13, 1903, p. 10.

SIbid., AU.Q‘,. 1)'*‘, l(."o3, p. 12.
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On September 16, a similar group gathered in Room 50 of
the Rennert Hotel in Baltimore. The state Democratic Conven-
tion met that day, and Gorman led this small group in drawing

6

up the Democratic platform. When the meeting resulted in a

statement that white political ascendancy would be maintained,
the convention showed no radical departure from past threats.7
Gorman's Democrats, however, waited until later in the
month to present the Negro question as the central issue. At
the Mt. Airy barbecue, on Saturday September 25, when some 5,000
persons attended in order to eat, dance, sing, and listen to
speeches, they heard tirades throughout the day on the evils
of Negro lawlessness and the relief that disfranchisement would
bring. At that point, the plank of the platform which called
for white supremacy becawme paramount. Denoccratic candidates
for Governor, Edwin Warfield; for Comptroller, Dr. Gordon T.
Atikinson; and for Attorney General, William Shepherd Bryan all
spole on the race issue. When Edwin Warfield had accepted his
nomination, he described the llegro problem as "the creat and
pressing problem of the day.”8 He committed himself to a
course with which he did not completely agree.g Nonetheless,

eager to become the Governor, he readily spole the ospel of

o
£
o

Pt ) L0O
disfranchisement.

OIbid.
M7Ibid-, Sept. 17, 1903, p. 12; American, Sept. 17, 1903,
po l‘o
8sun, Sept. 27, 1903, p. 1l
ZAmerican, Uct. 1U, 1903, p. 6.

loLambert, Gorman, pe 34%. He takes the view that Warfield
used his office to enhance his financial interests.
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Race became the only issue. The Demccrats followed southern
politicians in appealing to passions and emotions of prejudice,
fear, hatred, and ignorance. From the Mt. Airy barbecue, the
Democratic orators fanned out through the state exalting Negro
disfranchisement and feeding on the cheers of their listeners
who seemed to be of an overwhelmingly 1il:e-mind.ll

BEdwin Warfield led the oratory. Before nearly 10,000
persons in Baltimore County, he charged that Republican election
successes caused the "ignorant and emoticnal" Negro to become

rrogant and offensive.l2 He cried that portions of the state

8]

taggered "under a black burden!é3 Then, when the Republican

w

nominee for Governor, Stevenson A. Williams, conferred with
President Roosevelt on the Maryland election, the meeting pro-
Vided Warfield with further verbal ammunition. He lamented
that Williams sat at the same table as had Booker T. Washington.
He told his audiences that from such behavicr it would reach
the point whereby "Negro children" would eventually sit..Ybeside
N nll

your own in public school.

To further the cause, Warfield received oraturical help.
olgnificantly, two of those most vocal in their anti-liegro
tirades would join him in opposing the Poe amendmrent in the

future. The Democratic candidate for Attorney General, William

T, X ey .
I“Frank R. Kent, The Story of Maryland Politics (Baltimore:
Thomas and Zvans Printing Co., 191I1), p. 330.

2
l‘“Sun, Ucte 4, 1903, p. 1k,

L3

l)L

"Ibid., Uct. 16, 1903, p. 12.

Morning Herald, Oct. 5, 1903, p. 1ll.
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Shepherd Bryan, asserted that the 60,000 Nlegro voters allowed
the Republican party sometimes to Moverride the will of the in-

telligent white taxpaycrs."l5 Also, the vocal but sometimes

hollow talents of Attorney General Isidor Rayner joined the

campaign, By mid-October of 1903, he announced his candidacy

for the United States Senate. The term of Republican lewis E.

McComas expired the following year, and Rayner broke precedent

by openly soliciting the position He went so far as to adver-

tise his candidacy in the newspapers. This gove him licens

to stump the state. He quickly became one of racism's most

vociferous and articulate champions. Rayner ranted “that all men

were not born equal," and that in parts of southern Marylend and

on the Bastern Shore, the Republican party caused “desolation

and despair."l6 He quoted the lady from Kent County who told
hir that a Republican victory would
17

Countye. Nor did he Yhesitate a nmoment to say that I am in

leave no woman safe in Kent

. Sy L . 18 ., . .
favor of a law disfranchising the Negroes." To the cheering
crowd at a large Democratic rally, Rayner predicted that "“Negro

domination...means ruin and disaster." The Democrats climaxed

the rally with a stereopticon projection depicting President

. . : . . . 19
Roosevelt amicably eating with a colored rgentlermans ’

wven the normally aloof and quiet Arthur P. Gorran chimed

151bid., Oct. 16, 1903, p. 12.
16

Sun, OCt. lU, 1903, po luo
17

18
Ibido, OCt. 2/, 1903’ P- 7’
1

IOLnlnﬁ Herald, Oct. 22, 1903, p. 1l




in. His specch at Highland identified him personally with the

elcctione. As one Republican adveriisement
20

said, he made him-

gell an issue. In that speech, Gorman informed the hundred

| g

at Highland, in loward County, that the President

suddenly made the Negro race believe that his dining with Booker
2l
& ] 59 < . - .. - ! <8

T. Washington entitled them to sccial and political ecquality.

Campaigning almost exclusively on the race issue, the

Democrat's won a complete victory in Nevember 1903. They gar-

nercd the Governorship, the oifices of Attorney General and

Comptroller as well as three-fifths of the seats in both the

Senate and the House of Delegates. By all outward appearances,

the voters gave Gormen a gsolidified state from which he could
presumably go to the Presidency. DBut, both illmnsions evaporated
in the next two years. The state's voters rejected the 1905

Poe amendment's attempt to disfranchise the Negros later, they

ain rejected the attempt in the 1909 election.

Further, Senator Gorman, who in 1890, used states rights

to successfully lead the fight against the Force Bill, now

became a racist politician. He thus joined Ben Tillman and

James K. Vardman. When the anti-Bryan [William Jernings)] con-

servative faction of the businecss-

the party lcoked fcr a nominee,

oriented, fund- sing Gorman no longer gave the impression of

availability.
Actually, the "mand:-te" the Democrcots reccived resulted

in a deception. The subsequent 1605 and 1909 defeats

franchisement attempts demonstroted that the voters did t

2pnerican, Oct. 28, 19034 p. 1.

1 e
. sun, Oct. 25, 1903, p. 1k.
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wish to allow curtailing of the suffrage to any great extent.
In truth, other factors helped produce the complete Democratic
victory. For the 1903 electicn, there existed a bad split with-

in Republican ranks. United States Senator Lewis lMcComas led

the regular organization with the help of Port of Baltimore
tariff collector, William F. Stone. DRepublican Congressmen
Frank Wachter and Sydney E. Mudd challenged McComas'! leadership.
Wachter and Mudd wielded a considerable amount of power within
the party. Their faction gave virtually no support to the party
in the 1903 election. In fact, Sydney Z. Mudd's "illness"

4id not improve until after the election. MNoreover, Frank
Wachter publically found "satisfaction" in McComas' defeat.22
Many Republicans throughout the state strove to remove lcComas'
bossism.23 That MeComas himself bore a considerable amount of

the financial burden further illustrates the handicap the

0]

Republicans had.2l+ McComas evidenced his diificulty when he
appezled to Rhode Island's Republican Senator Nelson W. Aldrich
for funds,
At the same time, Marylanders learned of President Roose-
velt's stake in the election. He hoped that a Republican vic-
ory in Maryland would vindicate his pro-Negro attitude. There-
fore, he held conference with Maryland Republican leaders and

he identified himself somewhat with the campaicne The President

LPEveningATimes (Cumberland, Md.), Oct. 27, 1903, ppe 1,kt.
2 )
American, Nov. 8, 1903, p. 30.

Lewis 1. McComas to Nelson W. Aldrich, Sept. 8, 1903, and
Octe 11, 1903, Library of Congress, Washington, lielson W. Aldrich
TSI




wanted to repudiate the southern politician with whom the
llorth and West gave signs of sympathizinge. He stronsly desired

1 o+

that a state with a southern identification would reject the

e
: 26
race issue.

3 o4

Roogevelt found it difficult tc understand the southerner's

ot e A g - 2 .
attitude toward the llegro. / He strongly wished to see Maryland

28
@) - -
i The President dis-

reject the Democrats? appeal to race.
liked Gorran's use of a campaign button depicting Roosevelt
and Booker T. Washington eating together, which he used in
order to solicit funds for the campaign. In addition, he earn-
estly wanted to see Gorman's prestige lessened as he felt that |
some business trusts backed Gorman. In particular, he suspected

I : LY,
the Rockefellers.

President Roosevelt met with little success, as the sound
defeat of the Republicans indicated. The state!s voters undoubt-
edly resented the intrusion by the President, especially, a
yeuthful President not yet cloaked with the prestige that
Panama, the Russo-Japanese Peace Conference, and other U. S.
adventures later brought him., In additicn, his own re-eclection
had not yet helped scmewhat to diminish racial antagonisme.

During the second week of October, Roosevelt sumroned

2. =i e , . .
oun, Oct. 14, 1903, p. 1; American, Oct. 13, 1903, p. 1.
2 ) !
7Thcogore Roosevelt to Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., Oct. 31,
1903, Roosevelt MSS. Box 43.

28headore Roosevelt to lirs. Grant La Farge, Nove 5, 1903,
Roosevelt 1SS, Box 43.

29Theodore Roosevelt to Dr. Lyman Abbott, Oct. 29, 1903,
Roosevelt MSS, Box L
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a number of Maryland Republicans for discussions on the elect-
ions in an effort to fuse the split. Stevenson A. Williams,
ex-Governor Floyd Lowndes, former Postmaster General, James A.
ary, and Congressmen Frank Wachter, William H. Jackson, and
vydney Mudd all lunched with or conferred with the President.3O
However, the President could not bring the factions together.
Other handicaps aided in making the Republican defect
sO complete as to give the illusion of a mandate to disfranchise
the Negro. Maryland Republicans functioned under the typical
handicap of the Democratically contrived election laws.
Stevenson A. Williams credited the discarded ballots as being
the Republican's greatest handicap.3l The staid, dignified
Bel Air lawyer failed to consider himself a liability in the
election. Yet, Williams conducted a gentlemanly, reasoned
campaign at a time when the peopnle loocked for flamboyant oratory.
Attacking the Negro offered a greater opportunity for such
oratory, and the Democrats blatantly utilized this method. The
Republicans remained on the defensive throughout the campaign
by defending the Negro's right to vote while negating social
€quality. During one Republican rally, the "colored voters

occupied the south gallery of the Music Hall."32

3Opmerican, Oct. 10, 1903, p. 16; Oct. 13, 1903, p. 1;
Oct. 14, 1903, b. 1; Oct. 15, 1903, p. 1.
3l1pia., wov 5, 1903, p. 5.

QD
2“Ibid., Oct 24, 1903, p. 16.
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CHAPTER III

FORIVATION AID INITRODUCTICIH OF THE

POE AMEIDMLNT INTO THE LEGISLATURE

After the 1903 election, the Democrats wrote a Negro dis-

franchisement measure. They devised a plan based on the grand-

WGl ‘.\._

41

father clause and literacy requirements. In addition, the
party's leadership decided to use a constitutional amendment

28 the method of bringing about disfranchisement. However,

S‘J

the difficulty in selecting a new United States Senator and

the Baltimore fire in February 190%, delayed introduction of

the measure into the Legislature.

With the 1903 election "mandate"™ from the people in hand,
Senator Gorman proceeded to develop a plan to disfranchise the
iegrce At the same time, the Senator remained aware of the
bonus of perhaps increasing his own political power in the
state. At least, he could enhance his party's political for
tunes by removing the alleged block of llegro votes that the
Republicans controlled.l

In December and early January, Gorman, his supposed ally
I. Freeman Rasin, and lieutenants held a number of meetings
to plan the upcoming legislative program. In the main, they
concerned themselves with Negro disfranchisement, a new Senator
from kMaryland, and the leadership of the Maryland Lecislaturec.

In spite of the Christmas season, Gorman remained at his K

I )
Lambert, Gormzn, pp. 345-346.
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Street home in Washington and conducted meetings there. On
December 14, 1903, he met with his chief lieutenant, Murray
Vandiver, the state treasurcr and head of the Democratic State
Central Cormittee, and John Prentice Poe, the legal counsel
Tor the Central Committee and Dean of the Faculty of the
University of Maryland Law School. Gorman suggested the gen-
eral requirements for the amendment to Poe and commissicned
the lawyer to draw it up.2 The Senator insisted that the
amendment comply with the Fifteenth Amendment of the naticnal
Constitution.3 He developed the guidelines after consulting
some of his fellow Senators who came from states having dis-
franchised a portion of the poix-ulatiom.l'L Moreover, he recfer-
red to the suggestions offered by the Virginia Constitutional
Convention of 1901.5 The press soon gave the amendment Poe's
name, although Gorman developed most of its essentials.

The Poe amendment basically stated that a person could
qualify to vote if he could read a section of the state's
constitution, or in the opinion of the voter repgistration offi-

ive a reasonable explanation of theconstitution.

cr
[

cers, could

A voter could also vote if he or an ancestor could have voted

on January 1, 1869.

2 ™ al =)
Arthur P. Gorman, "Journal', Dec. 1%, 1903, Gorman MSS.
2

J ",

Lambert, Gorman, D. 347.
L ..

Ibid.

& -~ . .

John W. Daniel, "The Work of the Constitutional Conven-
I tH E £ S e e - e ancdiatson Avqcr &
tion.," Record of the Virginia State Bar Association (Aug. 5-7,
19025, Gormon 195.
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On the first Saturday afternocn of 1904, the Democratic
leadership met at the K Street house and discussed the Poe
amendment along with other legislative matters. At this meet-
ing, there existed a feeling of agreement with Senator Gorman's
schermes. This group included lame-duck Governor John Walter
Smith, ex-Governor E. E. Jackson, Joshua W. Miles, I. Freeman

Rasin, Victor L. Bauchman, Murray Vandiver, and about ten others.
However, Governor-elect Edwin Warfield and Attorney General-
‘elect William Shepherd Bryan pnresented some dissent with their

"mugwump" idea of putlting property qualifications into the dis-

ranchisement amendment. Amongz the other topics discussed,

Hh
W N N TR AN

the leadership decided that no legislation on oysters would

RS

P\

pass in that legislative session.® When they finally satisfied
their wish and prevented any lecgislation on the control of
oysters in the Chesapecake Bay, they lost a potential, powerful

ally in the Baltimore Sun. From thet point on, the Sun zave

ERCLUATR R LS NS ¥

no help toward bringing the voters in line on the Poe amendment.
When the Lerislature met in January 1904, there appeared

to be little opposition to CGorman, the Democrats, and the people

of Maryland's removing the Nerro as a voter. Nonetheless, at

that point, a series of events beran which eventually defeated

those who advocated disfranchisement. This series of events

lessened Gorman's tight grasp on his party and his naticonal

]
=)

)
U‘

leadership. Because Gorman created the amendrent and attempted

6Gornan, WJournal," Jan. 2, 190%, Gorran 1iSS.

e |
/The paper provcﬂ to be one of the most vocal sunporters
on the similar disfranchisement attempt in 1S0¢.
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to execute 1t exactly as he wished, he needed to retain the

party structure well under his control throughout the fight
for its passage. In the national political arena, Gorman's

inability to so0lidify many Democratic Senators against the

.

Panama Treaty cost him prestige. Iurther, his success in the
Maryland election made him a special concern of the William
Jennings Bryan faction of the party. Within a week after the

el

election, Bryan, liorse Wetmore of

D—J
fn
L,'l
O

souri, Senator Bill Storm
of liissouri, and ex-Senator and Democratic National Chairman,
James K. Jones conferred in St. Louis on stopping the Gornan
move to the Presidency.

The first Gorman set-back in Maryland came when the Democrats
chose a successor to Lewis lecComas' Senate seat. The Democrats!
three-Tifths majority in both houses sugrested little poten-
tial diificulty. The problem worsened when larc-duck Atto:
General Isidor Rayner noisily threw his hat into the ring.
flamboyant Rayner had acquired zood-will throuzhout the state
reoresenting the Marylander, Rear Admiral Winfield Scott Schley,
at a Naval court of inquiry. The Admiral endeavored to receive
more credit for his action at the Battle of Santiago Bay in the
Spanish-American War. Rayner's argurents proved successful,
and the court gave Schley his reCOﬁnition.g

In putting himself into the Senatorial race, Isidor Reyner
utilized unprecedented mcthods. Inadvertently anticipating

-

the Seventeenth Awrendment, he made his candidacy an attempt at

QMLCTlCaD, Hove. 6, 1903, p. 1.

e e s e

9Lambert, Gorman, n». 330.
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being a popular one. In October 1903, he purchased advertising

space in the Baltimore papers to announce his candidacy. In
adédition, he stumped the state, attempted to drum up support

in the counties, and received the support of the Baltimore

5

Sun. Further, for a consideration, Rayner obtained Rasin's

Suyjort.lo

Contrary to the wishes of Gorran, the Legislature elected

ayner after a reasonably long struzgle. Initially, Gorman

J.Lc_-l

half-heartedly favored Governor John Walter Smith, whose term
’

J.

ended in mid-Januery, as a Senatorial candidate. Maryland
political custom suggested that one Senator come from the East-
ern Shore. Yet, Smith received opposition from other leading
Shore Democrats who jealously opposed him and coveted the same
office.ll Finding Smith unable to win and Rayner's election
distasteful, Gorman shifted support to Bernard Carter, a Balti-
more lawyer for the Pennsylvania Railroud.l2 Throughout the
latter part of January and into early February, the Sun heaped
editorial abuse on those who ovposed Rayner. Almost daily, the
Legislature voted and could secure no majority; frequently
crcencnt--all legis-

the Democrats caucused and could reach no a

lation including

At a politically strategic moment, Issac Rasin's city delegation

e

IOIbid., ppe 341-2. Lambert credits Gorman's "Journal"

with the view &t at Rasin eventually received $35,000 from Rayner.

11Ibid., pe 332, 33k4.

12 _
Ibid., pe 330.

”JIb¢1., p. 341,

the Poe amendment rerained at a virtual impasse.
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voted for Rayner, and he won.13 The deceived Gorman lost pres-
tige. Rayner and Rasin displayed a successful independence irom
the Demoerats'! boss. Uthers would follow their lead.

For a time, Gorman, Vandiver, Baughman and other Demo-
cratic leaders kept a reasonably close reign on the Poe amend-
ment while continuing to decide its exact fate. In early Janu-
ary, they permitted the text of the amendment to appear in
print for public ex;::osure._LLF They debated among themselves as
to the method of incorporating the amendment into the consti-
tution. A constitutional convention offered the quickest
means. However, they deemed too risky the plan of calling a
constitutional convention. There rested a slight chanee that
the Renublicans could tseke a majority of convention seats, and
state office holders feared an uncontrollable convention which
could eliminate many oi‘i’ices.'L5 Consequently, the Legislature
became the recipient of the Poe amendment.

After another delay, the Poe amendment went into the hop-
pers of the two houses. The Sunday following the settlement
of the Senatorial election, a fire devasted much of the Balti-
nore business district, and the Legislature concerned itself
with it. As the amendment went into the hoppers of the Legis-
lature's two houses, the relatively small amount of dialogue
in the General assembly offered 1ittle indication of much op=-

position to the amendment. However, the just previously in-

:Jy
lhlold" p. 341,

lSSun, Jan. 1, 1904 p. 1.
American, Jan. 1, 1904; pe. 43 Sun, Jan. 12, 1904, p. 1;
Jan. 13, ;90%, p. 1l
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stalled Attorney General, William Shepherd Bryan, in a news-
paper interview criticized the Poe amendment. He presented

one of the arguments which would haunt thz amendment all the

way to its eventual defeat. Bryan opposed the larce amount of
discretionary power the amendrent gave to registration officials.
A well-disciplined machine could truly control the destiny of

the voters and the state with the "proper" utilization of such
power.

Additional rmastlings of dissent appeared. State Senator
John Gill of Baltimore introduced an alternate form of the bill
which included property qualifications. Lssentially, he intro-
duced Attorney General Bryan's plan. It forced the Democrats
into a caucus, as Gill suggested revisions to the too drastic
Poe plan.l7 Behind the scene, Gorman and his lieutcnants
permitted no changes. In particular, lurray Vandiver répresen—
ted Gorman's interests at #nnapolis. At a point when an easy
compromise or a slight accommodation would result in greater
acceptance of a disfranchisement schene, reason failed to pre-
vaile Here, and all the way to the election of 1905, Gorman
and his followers remained intransigent.

Concomitant to the maneuverings on the Poe amendrent, the
rank and file of the Legislature followed the assumed dictates
of the electorate and passed Jim Crow lawse. The new laws re-
flected the extreme anti-Negro attitude. However, Gorran and

his licutenants displayed little concern for the Jim Crow laws,

ié’Sun, Febe 6, 1904, p. 10.
Morning Herald, Febe. 26, 1904, p. 23 Sun, Feb. 26, 190k,
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which offered little political advantage. Other than unheeded

Negro croups and Y“helpless™ Republican minority in the Legis-
18

lature, only the railroads opposed the Jim Crow legislation.
The law forced intra-state steam railroads and boat lines ©oO
provide separate facilities for the Negro, and the Legislature

set July 1, 1904%, as the cffective date.

1% un, Feb. 27, 1904, p. 1l.
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CHAFTER IV

-

THo LEGISLATURL PASSES THE PCE AMENDMLINT: COPPUSITIUN EMULRGES

In February and March 1904, the two houses of the Legis-
lature passed the Poe amendment. They adopted the measure
rather easily. However, the nucleus of the real opposition
to the amendment's becoming part of the state's constitution

then bezan to emerge.

During the Legislature's deliberations on both the Jim
Crow laws and the Poe amendment, the Republicans offered only
tcken o;position.l They made some arguments, they presented
some amendments to the Poe amendment, but they agreed to allow
the State Senate to vote on these changes all at once to save
time. In the House of Delegates, they voted on the amendments
in repid order.2 Both houses easily rejected all proposed
changes to the Poe amendment. The Republicans failed to fight
this bill as might a de >te minority which feared possible
elimination as a political party.

The Poe amendrent required more time for passage and evoked

a greater amount of debate than did the Jim Crow lawse Much of

lSun, Mar. 3, 1904, p. 2.

5]

“Journal of Proceedings of the Senate of Maryland, January
Session, 1904 (Annapolis, Md.: William J. C. Dulaney Co., 190k),
pn."hb9éh76. Also, Journal of Proce:zdings of the House of Del-
ecates of 1urxlon”, January Session, 190% (Anna-olis: William J.
C. Dulaney Co., 190%), pp. 821-230. The Journals do not in-
clude any debates or views of the members of the General As serrbly.

30
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the debate took place, not in the Legislature but in the Balti-
more newspapers. Initially, the debate concerned itself with
the exact form of the amendment. In an interview early in the
dialogue, Democratic Senator Thomas H. Robinson stated that the
amendment constituted an educational test similar to the one
the Massachusetts constitution required. As the Senate floor
leader, Robinson's statement of policy supposedly carried weight.
He insisted that regardless of the form of the amendment, they
designed it only for the purpose of disfranchising Negroes.3

He thus established the line of argument the Democratic lead-
ership and supporters of the amendment held throughout the next
two years. Throughout the fight for passage, they continued

to insist that they intended to disfranchise the Negro only.
The 1905 electicon defeat reflected the voters' belief in the
assurances of the Democratic leaderse.

Very slowly and somewhat quietly, the seeds of opposition
began to form. State Senator John Gill submitted the Bryan
plan which omitted the “reasocnable explanation of a clause of
the Constitution," from the Poe amendment. The Senate voted
it down.)1L The party managers continued to feel that no other
alternative offered equal effectiveness; they did not allow the
members of the Legislature to alter this inflexible position.
Further, the Democratic leaders insisted that the grandfather

”
clause removed any threat of white disfranchisement.” They also

3American, Var. 3, 1904, p. k.
Sun, Mar. 3, 1904, p. 2.

?Ibid., Mar. 6, 190%, p. 16.
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felt that they needed a procedure to insure their preventing

the Negro from voting. In particular they wished to disfranchise

the Negro politician who could read and write.6 Senator Robin-
son told an interviewer that the illiterate white's heritage
of voting stood the white man in good stead when he voted.7
Prior to the large vote in favor of the amendment in the
House of Delecgates, the party leaders had become concerned that
the necegsary sixty-one votes might not materialize. Some
Democrats appeured reluctant to vote for the measure. However,
Speaker George Y. Lverhart, State Senators Thomas Robinson,
Joseph S. Wilson, and Arthur P. Gorman, Jre., and State Treasur-
er Murray Vandiver scurried about and herded the Democrats
back for the vote.g They met with success as the members then
dutifully votcd 64 to 27 to present the amendment to the people
in the llovember 1905 election.9 The Maryland Senate had also
voted by more than a three-fifths' majority for the amendment .10
Upon final passage in the Legislature, the first real op-
position to the amendment aroses. The Democratic leadership
reccived the shock of learning that Governor Edwin Warfield op-

posed the Poe amendrent. Here began the Iirst in a series of

2]

setbacks which finally led to deicat. Very soon the word “lecak-

U

ed out" that Governor Warfield did not favor the amendment and
= P
7Ibid. Mar. 11, 1904, p. 2.
8Ibid.
PFournal of the House of Delegates, pe 330,
1

OJOH Ili,l Of L:’.l‘: Shl.la.bb (IAL-.), p.‘ )‘}‘76.

-

TR =N



33

would most likely wveto it.ll Although he showed some disap-
proval during Senator Gorman's early January conference, War-
field gave few hints of his possible opposition during the
limited debate on the amendment, The tone of his speeches dur-

ing the 1903 campelgn offered 1little indication that he would

b)

have any qualms about disfranchising the Negro. The Governor's

~

reluctance to guide the Legislature on the amendment prior to

its final passage indicates that he desired more than just the

Ci
w

passage of a more equitable amendmcnte. The Senatorial fight
which Rayner won set back the 0ld Guard or Democratic leadership
composed of Gorman, Rasin, and their lieutenants.l2 Edwin War-
field tool this opportunity to throw off the shackles of the 0ld
Cuard. He succeeded in dividing the Democratie party and from
that point on, the opposition became increasingly vocal concern-
ing the 0ld Guard's pet piece of legislation.

In spite of his racist campaign, Warfield held, in reality,
a paternalistic atiitude toward the Negro.l3 Once in office,
the Governor more frecly expressed his more accurate feeling
and insisted that some responsible lNegroes should enjoy the priv-

ilege of voting. He felt the propertied Negro to be responsiblc.

Consequently, the Governor revealed that he would veto an

amendment that did not contain a property qualification. This

yorning Herald, Mar. 15, 190%, p. 1.

121pia., Mar. 16, 1904, p. 1.

13An account of a 1902 reunion of ex-slaves, and Zdwin War-
field's correspondence with ex-slave Oliver Cromwell Gilbert
(around 1912), Edwin Warfield MSS, in possession of Edwin War-
field I1l.
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revelation “created consternation in the Derocratic ranks."

The Democrats knew of some unfriendliness toward the measure,

)
but they did not suspect a veto.l+ A delegation of fourtecen

of the ninetecen State Senatcrs rushecd to mect with the Governcr.

They tried to induce him to change his mind. Remaining true
to Gorman's dictate, they insisted upon the impossibility of
altering the amendment. Une unidentified Senator predicted a
division of the Democratic party, while another forecast the
defeat of the Poe amendment.ls Beth predicted correctly. The
Governor refused to change his stand. The Senators then cau-
cused and sent the president of the caucus, Senator Thoras H.
Robinson to confer with Governor Warfield. Robinson, too, had
Nno suUCCESSe

At this juncture, the Legislature concerned itself with
the ill-fated Haman Oyster bill. This measure basically pro-
vided for the marking and leasing of the oyster beds of the
Chesapeake Bay to whoever desired them. The plan, hopefully,
would result in conserving the Bay's oyster beds and would
bring in revenue with which the state could pioneer its road-

uilding program of hard-surfacing. As hope for passage of an

oyster bill decreased, the influential Baltimore Sun increasingly

editorialized against the Democratic leaders who blocked its
passage. The Sun became convinced that the Haman Oyster bill
offered a panacea to the good roads difficulty and that a good

{
&

luhorning Herald, Mar. 16, 1904, Do 2o

Ly
lJSun, Var. 16, 1504, p. 2; American, Mar. 17, 1904, p. 5.
16

Sun, Mar. 16, 1904, p. 2.

TLEA L EYS RS e

AN %

f VRS T R se



35

part orf Maryland!s economy depended upon the little oyster.

At thet point, sensing the Haman bill's defeat, the anti-Negro
Sun removed any support for the Poe amendment. The paper

felt it better "to continue to bear with the evil of the Negro
in politics, than to place the welfare of the State in the
hands of a party which shows absolutely no regard for the in-
terests of the people.® 4 Eventually, the Eastern Shore oy-
stermen pressured their assemblymen tc combine with the Dem-
ocratic party leadership to produce a poor substitute bill
which the Governor veoted.

The Sun held true to its threat, and Murray Vandiver
later wrote the popular Judge James MeSherry to request that
the judge induce the gun to support the Poe amendment. Van-
diver wanted him to convince owner Walter Abell to support the
measure. IHe felt that the "undivided support of the Sun...can
zive /37 ten thousand (10,000) majority for the Amendn;ent."l8

At the same time, the Legislature's leadership maneuvered
to solve the dilerma of the Governor's potential veto of the
Poe amendrent. Friends of the Governor rcsubmitted the Worth-
Ington cr Bryan plan of disfranchisement which basically in-

(@]
cluded a property qualification.l/ True to form, the party
eadership did not allow any alternative to go far. Instead,

the leadership passed the Wilson election law to help insure

171pid., Mar. 18, 1504, p. 1.
Murray Vandiver to James NcSherry, Mar. 25, 1905,
I'urra CVandiver JUSTSIN
)
American, Mar. 25, 1904, p. 7.; Morning Herald, Mar. 25,

1904, p. 2.
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the electorate's voting for the Poe amendment. This scheme re-
moved the party names from the ballots in eleven counties in
the state, primarily those on the Eastern Shore and in southern
Yaryland. 2O

A strugcle further developed between the Democratic Gov-
ernor and the Democratic leadership of the Legislature. Gorman
and his followers decided that the Governor need not sign the
bill. The three-fifths' majority in both houses and the im-~
pending vote by the electorate made his signature unnecessarye.
Accepting this view, the legislators passed a resolution to
deliver the amendment to the custody of the Clerk of the Court

of Appeals.zl

Contemplating the veto of the Poe amendment, Governor
Warfield wrote a summation of his opposition to it. He sent
the message to the State Senate in spite of his lost opportun-
ity to veto. He declared that the educational requirement "was
vague and uncertain" and that the fundamental right of voting
depended upon the "reasonableness of his interprctation" on
the part of the clection officer. Moreover, Warfield insisted
on a property qualification to "encourace thrift, industry, and

L2

the making of good citizens." The Senate refused to read the

20gun, Mar. 2%, 190%, p. 1.3 lorning Herald, Mar 24, 1904,
P. 2. The counties were: Calvert, Charles, Frederick, Garrett,
Kent, Prince CGeorges, Queen Annes, St. larys, Somerset, Talbot,
and Jorcester.
21 ' !
Sun, Mar. 26, 1904, p. 11.

o
Lg;g;g., lar. 31, 1904, p. 12.
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2
Governor's nossage.L3 In Washington, Senator Gorman maintain-

(7]

his stubborn position. He continued to refuse to allow any

0]

3

1teraticn in the structure of the amendment.

0‘

At this point, in the beginning of April 1904, there emerged
a theme which would prevail through the fight against the measure.
This theme outwardly identifed the amendment with the machine or
ring element of the Democratic party. An editorial by the
Democratic Sun called it a "program of trickery and dishonor! and
felt that the party should abandon it.gq

In mid-April, Governor Warfield displayed an inconsistency
in his purpose toward protecting the voter when he signed the
Wilson election bill to remove the party name from the ballot of
eleven counties. He also signed the bill abolishing annual reg-
istrc.’tion.z5 The Democratic leadership manifestly had designed
both measures to help insure the voters' ratifying the Poe amend-

enants felt that the registration

(-I'

rnent. Gormen and his lieul
books in the city contained optimun listings of voters; they con-
T 3 - 1 18 1 > [ 2 6
sequently did not wish to change them until 1906.
Baltimore's Reform League, under Charles J. Bonaparte, sent
a deleration to urge the Governor to veto the Wilson and regis-

5
tration measures. 27 Yet the delecation made no mention of the

Poe amendrment. In this instance, however, Warfield remained a

2
L3Ibid., Apr. 1, 190%, p. 1.

ol
ij.d.. 9 po l’%‘.
-

’Ibid., Apr. 1%, 190%, p. 16.
201pid,

2
7Ch’rlcs J. Bon
lbrary of Congress,

aparte to William Keyser, Apr. 11, 190k,
Washington, Charles J. Bonaparte Loo, Box 67.



loyal Democrat and went along with these narty measures. There-
fore, Governor Warfield failed to truly function as a real pro-
tector of democracy in Maryland. Instead, he acted to guarantee
only the rights of the more responsible citizens, both white

and Negro. In addition, he also revolted against Gorman and

further demonstrated his independence by makinc his owm appoint-
i : .20 S
ments without consulting the party leadership. This inde-

pendence on the part of the CGovernor led Murray Vandiver to
assure onc disappointed officeseeker that "there will be another

: G ; 3 1 ] ™, 1 ¢
day when we will be able to take care of ocur irlcnds.”Z)

Lambert, Gorman, p. 3,
Murray Vandiver to Dr. Harry A. Meisner, April 27, 1904,
lurray Vandiver 1SS.
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CHAFTER V

Hi, ELLCTION OF 190% AID COURT APPROVAL OF THZ POL ANLIDINANT

ai

The 1904 re-clection of President Theodore Roosevelt re-
sulted in a toning down of the race issue in Maryland. Senator
Arthur P. Gorman lost prestige both nationally and in the state
before and as the result of Roosevelt's election., The Mary-

land Republicans received encouragement from the President's

‘_)

rvial victory in Maryland. Following the election, the Dem-
ocrats gave the Poe amendment a supposed impartial court test

and met with success.

In May 1904, both parties held state political conven-
tions which reflected slightly on the fate of the Poe amend-
ment. They met to select delegates to go to the national
conventions. The Republican naticnal convention met in Juncs
the Maryland state convention met in May. At the Republican
state convention, Lame-Duck Senator Lewis L. McComas wrote the
platform, which denouncecd the “semi-barbarous Jim Crow laws,"
the continuation of trick ballot laws, and the classific-tion
of portions of Maryland as black belt areas. loreover, "Christ-
ian sentiment" and the Republican party would prevent such
"irmoral, unpatriotice..evasions" of the federal Constitution
as the Poe amendment.

Except for brief outbreaks which sone political events

provided, however, the Republicans remained reasonably quiet

lSun, May 12, 19Uh, Pw b
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in their organized opposition to the Poe amendment. They
walted tntil the summer of 1905 and then devoted their full
encrgies to onnosing the amendment. Even the reform inclined
Charles J. Bonaparte showed but scant concern with the amend-
mente. Later, when he did start opposing the scheme, Bonaparte
fought it from the point of view of its wrongness in prin-
ciple rather than on the basis of its potential detrimental
effeect on the Republican party.

The subsequent Democratic state convention later that

n its rankse.

e

month continued to accentuate the widening split
Gorman ran the convention; he lcft no doubt of his domination
over the majority of his party in the state. In fact, the
state's Democratic Governor, Edwin Warfield, and Democratic
Senator-elect, Isidor Rayner, did not even attend. MNMoreover,
the convention selected neither man as a delegate to the nation-
al convention--an unusuval circumstance that the state's Gover-
nor should not attend as a party delegates Iowever, Gorman felt
the neced to punish the two and when he snoke at the convention

he made only negative mention of the Governor and no mention
2

(=

of Raynere. The snubs served to widen the split in the party.
In spite of the Maryland Democratic regulars!' hopes of

Gorman for President, the boom had disappeared. It

had more or less evaporcted during the winter and spring of 1904,

aided by the fiasco of Rayner's election and Warfield's bolt

1 BN

from the party leadership's control. In addition, the Panama

N

Moz rning Herald, May 27, 1904, p. l.
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Treaty difficulty and his identification as a southern candid-
ate hurt Gorman. Moreover, the Senator did not declare any
intentions. Perhaps, he awaited a draft or foresaw the Demo-
cratic party as a certain loser.3 As the lustre of the narty
leader lessened, the opportunity for voter acceptance of the

4.1

Pec amendment diminished. In July, when the national conven-

s

tion met, the selection of lew York Judge Alton Be Parker as
the nominee did not enhance Senator Gorman's prestige in Mary-
land.

By fall, the 190k election campaign in Maryland became
the 1903 campaign wermed over. The Democracy again pinned
its hone of success on the race issuej; further, it hoped this
suceess would carry over to the 1905 election, when the popula
was te vote on the Poe aﬂcndment.” In early September, ex-
police justice William J. "King Bill" Garland, a petty ward
leader, besan ranting his racist speeches, complcte with ster-

eopticon sletches showing Theodore Roosevelt leading colored

[

A2}

troons up San Juan Hill. Senator Rayner told a political ral

that the nation would never let the President force social and
Gl " I

political equality upon 1it.

The Democraots again exploited the seemingly large resexwvo

Ol

ce

1y

1 iy

f anti-liegro feeling in the state. They brought llorth Carolina's

3Larbert, Corman, p. 313.
Ll- 3 E Q [a) 4- Y
American, Septe 186, 1904, p. 11; Sun, Sept. 1, 190k, D

A -

N

Sun, Sept. 2, 1904, p. 12.
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Ibid., Oct. 5, 1904, p. 12,
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Governor Charles B. Aycock to Baltimore, and he told a cheering
pre-clection audience how disfranchisement had improved racial
conditions in his state. He repeated the tired argument that
the Ilegro benefited by disfranchisement. His frequent use of
the word "nigger" in his speech "made a big hit with. the crowd?
The electicn gave an indication of the Poe amendment's
future fate. This time, the Democrats did not ride overwhelm-
ingly to vietory on the race issue. Instead, the election
divided the Congressional seats equally between the two parties.
loreover, one Roosevelt elector to the Electoral College, Bona-
parte reccived more votes than any other elector which suggest-
ed a Roosevelt victory. However, the state's morass of election
laws allowed the voter to mark either the ballot for each in-
dividual elector, or the block by the Presidential candidates'
name. The Democratic electors received the next seven places.
Bonaparte received 109,497 votes and the leading Democratic
elector, former Governor Frank Brown, received 109,446 votes.
The other Democratic electors received votes in the 107,000
range and the Republican electors in the 106,000 range.8 This
split resulted from a series of manipulations such as having no
party designations in some counties and the placing of the Re-
publican electors in the middle of the ballot. On most ballots,

Judze Alton B. Parker and the slate of Democratic electors

71bid., ov. 6, 1904, p. 16.

°norficial Tabulation of Electoral Vote, State of Maryland,"
from the Governor's office, Dec. 6, 1904, Bonaparte VS5, Box 195.
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9

appeared on the upper left-hand corner.

The thorough victory of Roosevelt resulted in a lessening
of anti=Negro writings in the sector of the Baltimore press
which indulged in the practice. This in turn, helped diminish
the impact of the race issue on the public mind, although
racial prejudice did not lessen greatly. Instead, the Roose-
velt victory toned down the tendency arousing racial hatreds,
except on the part of the Democratic politicians.

The voters did not, in 1904, seem to give an unqualified
endorsement to the Democratic leadership which sponsored the
Poe amendment. At least, the journalists and the Republicans
made this interpretation. The closeness of the election fur-
ther hurt Senator Gorman's prestige.lo Nonetheless, Gorman
and his lieutenants continued to maintain an inflexible stand
on the amendment. They would not change it.

The election heartened the Republicans. Prior to the elec-
tion, few Republicans hoped for a very good showing.ll At
one point just a week before election day, they even cancelled
a planned political rally, apparently because it lacked support
and speakers.12 Then too, the immense 1903 Democratic victory
based on the racsc issue, remained prevalent in Republican
thouzht. Republicans accepted the fact that considerable rac-

ial prejudice existed in Maryland. Yet, the 1904 election

liews, Nov. 2, 1904, p. 2.
101p14., Nov. 9, 1904, p. 1l
1lsun, Nov. 10, 1904, p. 12.

l2Evening; Herald (Baltimore), Oct. 31, 1904, p. 12.
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indicated that in the border stete of Maryland, a fear of the
Negro bugaboo did not dominate the voter.

Encouraged, the Republicans somewhat quietly and both in-
tentionally and unintentionally began a series of steps to
defeat the Poe amendment. During the 190% election, the color-
ful, reiorm-oriented, prominent Baltimore lawyer, Charles J.
Bonaparte, gave Roosevelt a considerable amount of verbal sup-
port. A mild friendship had existed bctween the two men, as
Bonaparte had served the President on investigations into both
postal and Indian affairs. However, the lawyer had never held
a public elective office, and he had preferred the respectabil-
ity of being a reformer, displaying little interest in the
rough-and-tunble of ward politics. Bonaparte showed little
respect for the professional politician and delighted in play-
ing satirically with the title "honorable" when he referred to
such men as Congressmen Wachter and Mudd.13

As Bonaparte carried the Roosevelt banner in Maryland, the
President cheered him on, and developed a small political debt%h
The two men shared a cormunity of interest, as the President
found irritotion in the shenanigans of the Baltimore Democratic
political ring and its ability to remove seven electoral votes

15

from the Republican fold.

13Charles J. Bonaparte to Charles M. Howard, Secretary of
the Reform League, Oct. 14, 1904, Bonaparte MSS, Box 160. Here,
Bonaparte referred to Frank C. Wachter as "that eminent statesmand
luThe()dore Roosevelt to Charles J. Bonaparte, Sept. 27,
1904, Bonaparte 1SS, Box 68.
15The@dore Roosevelt to Charles J. Bonaparte, Nov. 2k,
190%, Bonaparte MSS, Box 68.
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Therefore, much to the consternation of the party regulars,
the President increasingly turned to Bonaparte for Republican
counsel in reference to Maryland. A few days after Christmas,
he evoked much cnashing of teceth within Republican ranks by
selccting W. Hall Harris, a distant cousin by marriage of Bona-
parte, as the Baltimore postmaster. By acting upon Bonaparte's
recormendation, Roosevelt, in effect, began to ease the mantle
of party leadership onto Bonaparte's shoulders. In giving the
most desirable federal position in the state to Harris, Roose-
velt ignored the entreaties of the party regulars. Consequently,
the leadcrship of the fight against the Poe amendment fell into
the hands of a man who fought for more than just retaining a
number of Negro voters on the Republican side of the register,
but rather, believed in the lNegro's right to vote. Simultane-
ously, the press dangled the possibility of a Federal judge-
ship in front of lame-duck Senator Lewis McComas. He later
received this plum and took himself out of the Republican poli-
tics to a considerable extent. This removal left better op-
portunity of effective leadership to Bonaparte.

Also following the 1904 election, in an unusual move, the
Republicans decided to keep their campaign headquarters open.
They did so for the expressed purpose of fighting against the
Poe amendmcnt?fsNonetheless, it would take about seven months
before they really entered the fight with vigor. The Republican
press, however, did begin to mold anti-disfranchisement thought.

Following the election, the Republican American and the alleg-

16News, Nove. 18, 1904, pe 16.



46

edly, indepcndent Democratic News began denouncing the amend-
ment almost immediately. Bonaparte spoke of being able to
control the News on the amendment despite its label as an in-
dependent Demccratic paper.l7

At the same time, the Democrats approached their fight
for voter ratification of the amendment by continuing their
in-firhtings On November 224 Gorman's chief lieutenant, Murray
Vandiver, wrote Warfiecld and informed the Governor that he would
effeet legal proceedings to force the Governor to publish the
Poe amendirent in papers throughout the state for three months
prior to the election. Vandiver requested a "final judicial
decision, without delay."18

The Gorman faction gave the case considerable amount of
fanfare. They submitted for publication letters sent to and
received from the Governor. They insisted that a favorable
ruling by the court would demonstrate the legality of the Poe
amendment itself.19 Moreover, each side brought out its champ-
ion as Attorney General Bryan represented the Governor and John
P. Poe, the Democrntic regulars.

The two sides procceded to indulge in legal hair-splitting
over whether or not the state constitution required the Governor

to sign an amendment. The Circuit Court soon ruled in favor of

Murray Vandiver, and the Attorney General appealed to the Court

17¢. 5. Bonaparte to Dr. Bernard Steiner, head of Enoch
Pratt Library in Baltimore, Oct. 274 1905, Bonaparte 198, Box 175.

lSMurray Vandiver to Edwin Warfield, Nov. 22, 1904, Copy
in Gorman 1SS.

J‘9sun, Nov. 16, 1904, p. 12.



of Appeals. In late March 1905, the Court of Appeals, with all
eight judges sitting, unanimously concurred. They decided that
the Poe amendment and Good Roads amendment must be placed on
the November ballot, that the Governor could not veto the amend-
ments, and that he must publish them prior to the election. 0
The Good Roads amendment would have allowed the state to aid
in the construction of hard surface roads.

With their decisicn, the Court of Appeals established a
precedent of the Governor's not needing to sign amendmentse.
Iwo days later, the plaintiff, Murray Vandiver, wrote his
friend, the Chief Judge, James McSherry, and congratulated him
for his court's “great Opinion."zl Later, Bonaparte further
indiccted the flavor of the Court to Congressman Mudd, when he
quoted Baltimore's District Attorney John C. Rose that there
existed "no hope of a favorable decision from the present Court

of Appeals." Rose referred to a possible court test of the

2
Wilson election law.

20

21Murray Vandiver to James McSherry, Mar. 25, 1905, Van-
diver IMSSe

220harles J. Bonaparte to Sydney £. ludd, Oct. 3, 1905.
Bonaparte MSS, Box 17k.



CHAPTER VI
THE 1905 LLECTICN CAMPAIGN BHGINS VLRY LARLY

As early as the late spring of 1905, the two sides opened
their campaign to decide the issue of the Poe amendnent. in
particular, by the summer, groups who opposed the amendment

stepped up their activities. The Republicans recognized Bona-

©

parte as their leader, and he effectively organized the Repub-
licans and brought a consolidation among non-Republican

orzanizations. The groups started rallying the voters against
the amendment early and made effective inroads among the larze

fereign community.

Through its extremely early start and because of the in-
flarmatory Poe amendment issue, the 1905 electicn campaign
became one of the most severely fought in the state and received
national attention. In an editorial, the Sun called the im-
pending amendment the most important political quection for the
voters to decide on since the adoption of the constitution of
1867.1 A portion of the Baltimore press continued to steadily
remind the reading public of the potential for injustice that
the amendment offered. People began forming organizations to
fight the amendment. In February, a group of Baltimorc lawyers

orzanized the Municipal League of Baltimore.2 In reality, this

lSun, Mar. 24, 1905, p. k.

2Ipid., Feb. 16, 1905, p. 12.
L8
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group played a very minor role in defeating the amendment.
Yet, it represented the first of many groups which formed to
fight the disfranchisement bill. Soon, other organizations
appearcd, such as the Derocratic Anti-Poe Amendment Associ-
ation, and similar smaller groups--often of foreign back-
ground--followed.

The battle lines formed early in the campaign. The Mary-
land Democratic HEditors' Association met to obtain information
on the amendment in order thet they might better write articles
advocating its passage. The editors heartily endorsed ratifi-
cation of the measure.3 The threat of the Derocratic organiza-
tion's removing both state and party advertising from their
newspapers did not enhance or encourage too much independent
thought. Murray Vandiver's position as State Treasurer earned
him a place on the powerful Board of Public Works. This smell
group consisted of the Governor, the Treasurecr, and the Comp-
troller of the state. It served as the purchasing agency for

the dual role of manipula-

L

the state. Vandiver thus possesse:
ting and controlling both the state and the Democratic party's
advertising.LF This somewhat large expenditure could aid in
keeping a newspaper such as the Sun from giving too much opposi-
tion to the Poe amendment. Ccnsequently, the EEE gave only
dignifled opposition and received the rost advertising space

of all the Baltimore newspapers. In the weeks precceding the

election, the Sun almost filled the first two peges with adver-

31pid., Apr. 5, 1905, p. 12.
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‘Murray Vandiver to Oswald Tilghman, Secretary of State
(Maryland), Sept. 6, 1904, Vandiver }SS.
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tised argument from both sides. By comparsion, the News,
which apparently possessed a large circulation, gained or ac-
cepted much less advertising space on the issue.

In May 1905, the Reform League, an important group on the
other side of the struggle, held its annual meeting. The hier-
archy of this organization generally reflected Charles J. Bona-
parte's domination and the philosophy of the Republican party.
Bonaparte had influenced its leadcrship more than any other in-
dividual.5 Moreover, at that point, the reform in which it be-
came most interested proved to be the Poe amendment.

Consequently, at its annual meeting, the Reform League

i

ssued a sixteen page report citing the wrongs and injustices
the Poe amendment contained. The League presented little new
material; going back to Governor Warfield's veto threat in
March 1904, others had stated most of the League's viewse In
essence, the Reform League considered the Poe amendment undem-
ocr:atic, that it threatened those of "foreign birth or parent-
age," that it zave too much power to registration officials with
no safeguards or appeals against their arbitrary power, and that
it could possibly exclude 118,000 (64,000 of those white) voters
in the state.6

In the Baltimore spring elections of 1905, the Democrats
scored a strong victory. This success hearted the amendment's
supporters. A Negro boycott gave prounds for further tirades

against the Negro as a voters Many Negroes apparently protested

5Charlcs J. Bonaparte's letters to Reform League execu-
tives, May 12, 1903, Bonaparte NMSS, Box 158.

-

“Sun, Apr. 20, 1905, p. 12.



5%

their inability to receive a proper share of city jobs from
Republican Mayor, E. Clay Timanus, by staying away from the

)

polls. In one ward, the administration had not hired one sin-
gle Negro, not even as a street cleaner.7 The refusal to vote
caused some ritation on the part of some Republicans and
oiffered encouragement to a number of Democrats who favored the
anendrent. 8

A few weeks before the usual spring meeting of the Demo-

cratic State Central Committee, Gorman held a meeting of the

recanization's functicnaries at his Washington home. This
cathering scrved as another planning session in which Gorman
again developed the procedures of the Central Connittee's con-
ference. He continued to direct the amendment fizht. At the
K Street house, Gorman and those attending discussed the op-
position in Baltimore, Rasin's lack of enthusiasm, and the ap-
parent favor of the counties for the Poe amendnent.9 They also
planned for a state convention in July, which would result in
an wnwsually long ceampaign. Further, Gorman let it be known

that he would ntinue personally to conduct the campairn until

the clection.lo In previous elections, the Senator generally

1

had rcmained in the background, content to allow Vandiver to

)

¢

rmanazc the campaign.

Following this mecting, the first of the Democratic county

conventions tock place. The Cecil County Democrats dutifully

7101@., vay 4, 1905, p. 12,
“Ibid., May 11, 1905, De 7.
°Ipid.

101pid., May 1%, 1905, p. 12.
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endorsed the Poe amendment and became the first of many counties
to do so. Cormenting on the convention, the Republican Cecil
Whig claimed that the county delegates had no say in the matter
but merely followed the dictutes of the party leadcrship.ll

As early as May 25, 1905, the first of a series of many
arguments appeared in advertising form in some Baltimore
papers. Attempting to imitate the form of the Iederalist
Papers, the writer signed the argument with the pen-name Tocsin.
He offered an example of the argumentative gauntlet through which
the amendment would run. In this instance, Tocsin attempted to
demonstrate the logic of voting for the amendment by sug-est-
ing that the educated colored voter could enhance his "power
and influence" within the colored community. To the indepen-
dent voter, the amendment would give him the opportunity "to
elevate and purify our State suffrage." Tocsin argued that in
spite of their belief in white supremacy, the Democrats would
be "just and even generous to our colored people."l2 Many of
those who participated in this series, displayed similar logic
tnroughout the entire noisy campaign.

The Sun's Washington correspondent, Frank A. Richardson,
chimed in. Although recently retired, the former reporter
atterpted to lend his support to the Poe amendment by using his
reputation. 1In his political advertisement, he quoted a "West-
ern Republican...who hoped to see the day when the Negro would

be eliminated from the suffrage in every State" as well as a

llCecil Whig (Elkton, Md.), May 5, 1905, Do 4.

123111’1, Tiay 25, 1905, po l.



Washington Republican who insisted the nation's capital needed
a Jim Crow law for its street cars.13

The appearance of Tocsin coincided with the meeting of the
Democratic State Central Committee which Senator Gorman attend-
cd--an unusual happening. The meeting completely belonged to
the Senator, as "the room to which he retired upon reaching the
hotel was the Mecca for the other leaders." All present, ex-
cept Attorney General William S. Bryan, professed to favor the
axr;endr:ent.lLF The Central Committee commissioned county leaders
to stir up enthusiasm for the amendment in their respective
countics in order to bring the city dissidents back into 1ine.15

Throughout the surmer of 1905, opposition to the Poe amend-
rent continued to build. Most of the rising resistance came
from those belonging to groups which actively opposed the amend-
ment, but further splits began to show within the Democratic
organization itself. A few county Democratic groups failed to
endorse passape of the amendment. Murray Vandiver repres-nted
the party leadership's irritation when he chided Congressman
Thomas A. Smith for allowing Caroline County convention to avoid
endorsines the amendment. He insisted that the Congressman in~-
sure that those who attended the state convention from his county
be favorably inclined toward the amendment.l6 Further, the

failurc of Baltimore County's Derocratic convention to endorse

131pid., June 22, 1905, p. 1.
141pig., May 26, 1905, p. 12.
151pid., Vay 28, 1905, p. 16.

16Murray Vandiver to Thomas A. Smith, July 2&, 1905, Van-
diver ISS.



the Poe amendment demonstrated the uncertainty the politicans
held toward its fate. A nurber of Democrats sensed that too
many voters suspected the potential dangers in the amenduent;
they did not wish to have its overwhelming defeat serve as an
albatross around their poclitical necks. Congresswan J. Fred. C.
Talbott, usually a loyal friend and follower of Gorman, held
The Baltimore County "“convention" in his law office. The par-
ticlpants stradiled the fence and did not endorse the amend-
ment.l7

Around this time in Baltimore city, an ever increasing
nurber of Democrats grew more apprehensive of what the voters
would do to the amendment. In a state politically dominated
by the rural areas, the city politicans became more aware of
the potential increase in nower that the Poe amendmrent could
afford these areas. lMoreover, because of its structure, the
amendrent could threaten a large segment of the foreirn vote,
thus further diminishing the city's political power. Then, too,
for the risht price, the city politicans purchased many Negro
as well as white votes. Loss of these voters would make disfran-
chisement a liability.

Those actively opposing the amendment gave much attention
to enlisting the help of the naturalized voters. John E.
Sernmes, who worked closely with Bonaparte as titular head of

oL

the Reilorm League, insisted that they needed help from the "for-

18

eign element" in order to defeat the amendment. As a result,

17American, July 11, 1905, p. 16.
18John e Sermes to Charles J. Bonaparte, Junc 19, 1905,
Bonaparte MSS, Box 72
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they put much effort into this approach. In early July, the
Independent Citizens Union of NMarylend began increasing its
activities against the disfranchisement measure. This newly
organized group represented the many foreign social and polit-
ical clubs of Baltimore. Most of these clubs had German lan-
guage names and offered effective outlets for the German language
circulars which the Union distributcd.19 The Union and other
groups opposing the amendment placed ruch emphasis on the cir-
culars, utilizing them in large numbers. The Republican and
Reform League people put forth considerable effort and expense
to print them in English as well as German. They distributed
thousands at the late surmer county fairs in the rural areas
and also in the socialistic industrial areas of east Baltimore.go
The pamplets utilized scare tactics, bluntly informing the nat-
urilized citizen that not only he but also his sons stood to
lose their right to vote.21

On June 1, 1905, the White House brought another catalyst
into the political struggle by announcing that Bonaparte would
be the new Secretary of the Navy. This appointment solidified

Bonaparte's position as the ex-officio leader of the Maryland

Republicans. The new Secretary took charge of those whom

19pmerican, July 11, 1905, p. 16.

20pepnard C. Steiner to Charles J. Bonaparte, Oct. 11,
1905, Bonaparte lSS, Box /2.

21Sollen iy Ausland geborene Burger entrecht werden?
("Pamphlets on the Amendment"), Enoch Pratt Free Library, Bal-
timore. Also, Das Entrechtuncs Amendment, Pamphlet #+ of the
Independent Citizens Union of Maryland, ("Pamphlets on the Poe
Amendment"), Enoch Pratt Free Library.
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Colurbia University President Nicholas Murray Butler had called
a "narrow-minded squabbling lot.“22 Bonaparte effectively or-
ganized the Republicans to give them a basic singleness of
purpose--that of defeating the amendment. He insisted that
the party concentrate its efforts on that one mission only,
refusinz to allow the Republican campaigners to divert their

tention to other issues. The respected Stevenson A. Williams

®
la

could not digsuvade Bonanarte from this sinclemindedness when

he expressed a strong desire to bring the difficult oyster
gquestion into the campaign. The dirt-roads farmers favored
legislation on oysters, while the Eastern Shore oystermen gen-
erally did not. The farmers wanted access roads; the oystermen
wanted wnregulated oyster catching. Bonaparte insisted and won

ocut on the point that the party ignore the oyster issu3.23 In

eifect, Bonaparte dictated the party's platform for the 1905

Roosevelt's appointrment of Bonaparte actually coincided
efforts to defeat the amendment. DBonaparte,
a week after his appointrent, presented his grandfather speech
to the Republican State Central Committee meeting on June 7,

1905. He would use this argum:nt often throuchout the campaign,

when he viewed that he, the Republicans, and Voltaire held

221licholas Murray Butler tc Theodore Roosevelt, Nov 9,
1903, Roosevelti 1iSS, Box 63.

23Charles J. Bonaparte to Stevenson A. Williams and others,
Auz. 31, 1905, Bonaparte lSS, Box 162,

i T N

2*charles J. Bonaparte to William F. Stone and others,
Aug. 28, 1905, Bonaparte MSS, Box 162.



"that a rood citizen needs no grandfuther."zs
Bonaparte devoted considerable time, effort, and money to

the Poe arendment. In addition to organizing the

respectability. His position as Secretary of the Navy and his
years of association with reform movements helped. Thus, he
felt no obligation to marshall only his party in the ficht,
but he freely enlisted the aid of most interested groups de-
voted to the same cause. He likened it to a political crusadey

where relevant, he invariably emphasized the anti-ring aspect

®
A

of the fighte Drawing upon his reformist outlook, Bonaparte
gave most attention tc the point that defeat of the Poe amend-
ment meant a defeat for Gorman and his ring.

The smaller political narties feared for their very exist-
ence in this campaign, and Bonaparte readily enlisted and
received their supporte. Throughout the summer, Populist
Dr. William N. Hill worked with Bonaparte to defeat the dis-
franchisement measuree. Hill represented third party leadership.
His letterhead credited him with the 1904 leadership of the
Populist party in Maryland and also indicated that he advocated
the single tax cause and promoted it until the interruption
of the Poe amendment fight.26

In the surmer of 1905, Hill urged a non-partisan combi-

nation against the amendment. He sugrested that the Republican

258un, June 8, 1905, p. 12.

P
2OWilliam N. Hill to Charles J. Bonaparte, Aug. 24, 1905,
Bonaparte ¥S3, Box 70.



dominated Reform League and the anti-amendment Democrats "ought
to get together."27 Hill hoped for a strong, well-disciplined
organization which could simply overwhelm the Democrats and
the amendment.26 He displayed more than a righteous interest
when he wrote that "the success of the amendment puts all such
men as myself forever out of any participation in polities in
a peaceful way." Hill revealed that he fought for his political
life when he stated the potential of the amendment, and that
"nothing could budge the dominant party short of revolution of
the amendment process."29 The desire to diminish the power of
Maryland's "senior Senator" also encouraged the third party
groups in the stte.30

On September 12, at their state convention, the Prohibition
party declared its opposition to the Poe amendment. The con-
vention felt that the amendment would be harmful to the Negro
race and would lessen the hope of the Negro's economic and so-
cial status in the future.3l The supnort ageinst the disfran-
chisement amendment came as a result of Charles J. Bonaparte's
behind-the-scene effort. He had learned that the Prohibitionists

leaned toward endorsement of the Poe amendwcnt.32 With such an

27 Ibid.

28William N. Hill to Charles J. Bonaparte, Aug. 24, 1905,
Bonaparte MSS, Box 70.

291pid.

30charles J. Bonaparte to William N. Hill, July 7, 1905,
Bonaparte MSS, Box 162.

3lamerican, Sept. 13, 1905, p. 16.

32Charles J. Bonaparte to W. Frank Tucker, Sept. 16, 1905,
and to W. O. Atwood, Sept. 18, 1905, Bonaparte }SS, Box 162.
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endorsemcnt, the Prohibitionists would merely reflect some of
the thinking of their era, which stereotyped the Negro as irre-
sponsible and unable to conduct himself properly when under the
influence of alcohol. Because of this attitude, the Prohi-
bitionists looked for and solicited little political support
from the Negroes.

Bonaparte acted quickly to counter the threat of the Pro-
hibitionists' endorsing the amendment. He insisted to the
party leadcrship that the potential endorsement carried con-
siderable weight. Confessing that he held little concern over
the actual political strength of the Prohibitionists, Bonaparte
fearcc that the ri-hteous group would help many fence-sitting
Democrats and independents to decide in favor of the disfran-
chisement measure. At that point, he felt that many Democrats

1 a choice between "their strong prejudices against Negroes

0]

fac

and Republicans" and the straight ticket voting habit, or vot-

ing for politiceal right and decancy.33 In dealing with the Pro-

hibitionists, Bonaparte emphasized the danger of the Democratic
P . , 3k

Ting's gaining unlimited power.

In most election years, late September state conventions

rties generally signified the actual start

4]

of the two major p
of a fall's political campaign. Usually, the party leadership
returned Ifrom their vacations before allowing a campaign to

become very active--both Gorman and Rasin enjoyed going to

3HCharles J. Bonaparte to F. C. Hendrickson, Prohibition
party chairran, Aug. 22, 1905, Bonaparte lNSS, Box 162.
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aratoga, llew York, prior to a campaign's opening. The intense
interest in the Poe amendment, however, forced this campaign
to begin earlier.

The Republicans in particular, started earlier. They held
pre-convention planning sessions in Bonaparte's Baltimore law
office. Such men as John B. Hanna, chairman of the State Cen-
tral Cormittee, William F. Stone, Frank C. Wachter, Sydney L.
ludd, Phillips Lee Coldsborough, Lewis Putzel, and Stevenson A.
Williams met with Bonaparte to plan anti-Poe amendment strateg y35
Javinge obtained his federal Jjudgeship, ex-Senator Lewis L.
McComas no longer attended party policy meetings. Thus, a po-
tential source of friction no longer existed. Bonaparte decid=-
ed on the platform to be presented to the state party convention.

resture of summoning the other members represcnted his im-

Sew
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2
plied initiation as the party leade J6

At their Aupgust state convention, the Republicans natu-
rally denounced the Poc arendment. To make their platiorm more

palatable, the convention stated that Republlcans opposed so-

cial equality betwecn Negroes and whites and favored protecting

bl

white pecple from the danger of Negro dominati:n.“7 Many

Republicans outside of Maryland did not like this hint of
38

racism which would ultimately reflect in the party's coifers.”

3SALCI’J.CLL1’T A’L‘lo. 1/, ]OOS, p. Jl" Se()to 16, 1905, po 16;
) Au,c lg, -’(05, !'o 120
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GHews, Aug. 17, 1905, p. 12.
“/“un, Sept. 7, 1905, p. 12,
J. Bonaparte to John B. Hanna, Sept. 17, 1905,
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lionetheless, as the minority party, the Republicans realized
that they had to fight for their political livesj; they did not
allow such principles as socilal equality to stand in their waye.

In spite of better intentions, the Democrats "formally"
entered into the campaign later than the Republicans. In May,
they had announced thelr wish to hold an carlier state conven-
tion in order to gain more campaigning time. However, the
Gorman faction also required that those who attended the state
convention rust support the Poe amendment. In Baltimore, in-
creasing nurbers of individuals found disfavor with the amend-
ment. This feeling reflected on the Democratic candidates who
became more and more reluctant to base their campaign on the
amendizent alone.

In particular, those individuals with foreign affiliations
felt threatened by the amendment, because it could rerove their
right to vote. In 1905, two newspapermen, Paul Winchester and
rank De. Webb, estimated that 100,000 German-spealking people
lived in and around Baltimore. In addition, they estimeted
that 35,000 Poles, 28,000 Yiddish-speaking people, and 20,000

Q
Bohemians lived in this same area.B/ Many of those of German
derivation could recall a Germeny where the voter ineifectively
strugzled in & pelitical system which depended upon the caprice
cf the master pclitician, Otto von Bismareke One such immigrant,
August F. Trappe, arrived in the United States in 18803 in 1905,

he served as the city editor of the German language newspaper,

39Paul Winchester and Frank D. Webb, Newspapers and News=-
paper Memn of Maryland: Past and Present (Baltimorej Frank L.
Sibley and Co., 1905), pp. 4445,




Der Deutsche Corrosmondent.uo Two years earlier, in the 1903

clection Der Deutsche Correspondent urged its readers to vote

Derocratic and support the Democrats on the race issue.41

How-
ever, on the eve of the 1905 election, the paper asked its read-
ers to vote against the Poe amendment.uz Nonetheless, the paper
did not do so with a great deal of vigor.43 Although Trappe
continued to express friendship for Murray Vandiver, the paper
could not find in its conscience any course but to oppose the
Ll
amendmente.

The efforts of the Republicans bore fruit. They made
better in-roads into the foreign conmunity, as Republicans
Bonaparte and Congressman Frank C. Wachter utilized the foreign
tongue to better their political advantage. The Democrats sim-
ply approached the foreign comrunity too late and too ineffec-
tivelye.

At this point, the infamous William "King Bill" J. Gar-
land further demonstrated the impact of this foreigr groupes In
the previous 1904 campaign, Judge (police magistrate) Garland
had served as one of the Democrats' most vociferous low-level
raciste in Baltimore. Yet, a year later, Garland took an 180

degree turn, vehemently opposing voter ratification of the

4
O1pid., pp. 75-76.
er Deutsche Correspondent (Baltimore), Cct. 31, 1903,
p. Ll’.\; IIOVQ 2, 1503, p. 2.
%21pid., Nov. 6, 1905, p. 8.

1.2 .
$31pid., Nov. 6, 1905, p. 4.
Ly
August Trappe to Murray Vandiver, Nov. 16, 1905, Van-
diver MSS.
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amendrent. '’ A political opportunist, Garland displayed no
qualms at throwing over the Poe amendment in exchange for for-
eilgn and Jewish votesin his ward. He utilized many Yiddish

6 In the

posters and declared himself against the amendment.
September 19th city primary, "King Bill" became ward executive
in the third ward. His election served as a barometer of the
foreign cormunity's distrust of the potential political dangers
in the Poe amendment .47

The success of Democrats, such as Garland, who opposed or
who remained silent on the Poe amendment, boded ill for Gorman
and his organization. The primary election results brought
Gorman “rushing" to Baltimore.LFB From then until the eventual
dcfeat of the amendmwent, Gorman spent much time in the city,
directing the fight. Following the Senator's arrival, his
chief lieutenant, Vandiver, released the structure of the organ-
ization of the amendment committee. Gorman placed former Gov-
ernor Llihu E, Jackson in charge of a high-powered committee
of leading =nd loyal Democrats for the purpose of leading the
fight for the disfranchisement measure. Frank A. Furst chaired
the executive committee and ex-Governor Frank Brown chaired the
finance committee.49 Accepting the "honor" of his post,

Elihu L. Jackson repeated the worn phrase that the amendment

LFSAmerican, Sept. 16, 1905, p. 16.
Y0hvening Herald, Sept. 17, 1905, p. 5.
47£§E§, Sept. 19, 1905, p. 1k,
“81pid., sept. 20, 1905, p. 12.

*9Ibid.
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was not a politiczl question but "a social and economic ques-
tion."”0 The Republicans then created a similar committee,
placing their prominent members on it. John B. Hanna became
the ex-officio chairran. The two parties then headed into the

final stages of the campaign.

5OSun, Septe. 21, 1905, p. 1l2.



CHAFTER VII
THi, VOTERS REJECT THE POE AMENDMENT

Following the party conventions, the 1905 campaign fur-
ther degenerated into another racial contest, which the Demo-
crats bungled. Rayner and other leading Demoecrats put forth
a great deal of vocal opposition to the amendment, and further
widened the party's split. At the same time, the Republicans
remained solidifieds; moreover, most of the newspapers in Balti-
more opposed the amendment. Despite last minute eiforts by the

Democrats, the Poe amendment suffered a thorough defeat at the

polls.

After the delay of waiting for the political subdivisions
to complete their conventions, the Democrats held their state
conventione Iiot until September 25, 1905, did the four legis-
lative districts of Baltimore hold their conventions--the last
of the subd ivisions to convene. In all of these meetings,
the Gorman organization insisted upon selection to the state
convention of only those delegates favorable to the Poe amend-
ment.l

The state convention met, the band played "Dixie," and the
convention badge featured a white ribbon--their symbol for "the
white man's party." Senator Gorman sccluded himself in an ob-

scure theater box and generally shepherded the convention's

lAmerican, Sept. 26, 1905, p. 4; News, Sept. 25, 1905,
pP. 12.
65



66
2]
activities.” It was to be the last convention he manipulated.
Vehemcntly devoted to the amendment's defeat, the llews re-

ferred to the gathering as Mour contemporary ancestcrs.'" As

§
& &

in the two preceding fall elections, the Democrats again yelled
"nigfer."3 They developed a platform thut defended the Poe
amendment; they planned a campaign of informing the white vot-
ers that disfranchisement would not affect then:.LF The plat-
forr. stated the need to "destroy" llegro suffragze's “power for

evil."5 The Gorman leadership recognized that their hope in

carrying the amendment "lay in the sedulous cultivation of every

germ of roce feeling that exists in the community and in in-
flaming...that fccling."é

Following the conventions, the fortunes of the organiza-
tion Democrats grew increasingly worse. Their fervors for pas-
sage of the amendment helped remove rationality; the Democrats
wasted much efiort in fighting themselves. Under Gorran's in-
stigation, the campaign committee asked the Derocratic Legisla-
tive candidates in Baltimore to take a stand on the amendment.
Most candidates refused to do so. They sensed the presence of
anti-disfranchisement sentiment in the city. Only two gave
support, and one of those harpened to be T. Lee Maerriott, Gor-

ran's nephew.7 The Reiorm League duplicated the attempt at

n

b %)

Evening Herald, Sept. 28, 1905 p. 12.

3ews, Sept. 28, 1905, p. 1k

*Sun, Sept. 27, 1905, p. 123 Sept 28, 1905, p. 7.
JIbid., Septe 29, 1905, p. 12.
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having the candidates commit themselves on the amendment and

met with similar negative success from the Democratic candi-
(@]

9

dates.c

When the candidates refused to support the Poe amendment,
the Democratic State Central Committee called a meeting to deal
with the situation. Senator Gorman came to conduct the meeting
in person--an unusual circumstance.9 At a point of bad timing
for them, they removed four ward executives who refused to
"conduct the campaign as directed by the state convention. "0
They replaced James E. Hubbert of the first ward, William J.
Garland of the third, Ward P. Littig of the eleventh, and
George B. Skinner of the fourteenth ward. The organization
through Chairmen Vandiver installed four men who would better
conduct the campaign along the lines of the party platform.ll
The move most certainly did not encourage efficiency and mor-
ale among the lowly ward leaders who would do much of the nec-
essary legwork for the election.

The removal of the ward executives helped point out the
growing split in Democratic ranks. In earlier years, Gorman
would have maintained better control over dissident members of
the party at such a key time before an election. In this in-
stance, the ward exedutives symbolized the disorganized, unin-

tentional, inner-party revolt against the Senator's domination.

“American, Oct. 6, 1905, p. 16.
@]
‘News, Oct. 1%, 1905, p. 1llk.

OAmericqg, Oct. 19, 1905, p. 16.

Ibid.



Journaliste in other areas ol the nation identified Gorman sim-
ply as a bossj; they noted that in his twilight years a lessen-
ing in political astuteness became more evidsnt.12 The Repub-
lican American called attention to the loss of Yhis old time
cunning" while pointing out the many errors the Senator made
in the campaign.l3 The inability of Gormen and his followers
to convince the voters of their sincerity in wishing to dis-
franchise only the Negro proved to be a particularly bad error.
wven Derocratic voters showed by their votes that they somechow
did not feel quite secure in placing their political rights in
Gorman's hends.

The Senator certainly was out of touch with his constit-
uents. Racial prejudice still existed strongly, but had dimin-
ished as a popular movement. By 1905, the Baltimore press had
virtually removed its anti-Negro emphasis. Only the Democratic
organization retained and used race to any extent. Gorman
maintained his stubborness against any compromise on the amend-
ment and this eventually proved a key factor in its defexzt.

On the same day that the organization leaders replaced
the lour ward executives, they received a strong jolt. Mary-
land's Democratic junior Senator, Isidor Rayner, dropped a bomb-
shell into the laps of those supporting the Poe amendment. In
a letter of six full newspaper colums in small print, Rayner
denounced the amendment. In the wordy style so typical of his

oratery, he utilized suprosedly eloquént phrases when he re-

12New York Times, Nov. 6, 1905, p. 4.
13pmerican, Oct. 15, 1905, p. 4, Sect. D.
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ferred to Gorman's faction as a "political cabal" and stated
that the amendment "blights and blasts our hopes" and "mows
dovmn /the/ genius of.../Faryland's/ children."lL+ Thus, he
pPresented the amendment as a great threat.

The letter contained too much eloquence and hyperbole to
greatly affect many undecided voters with its true ingenious-
ness. It did, however, upnset the Gorman Democrats, including
CGorman himself. The Rayner bolt evoked poorly-timed, low
level mud-slinging among upper-echelon Democrats; Republicans
and anti-amendment people gleefully looked on.

On October 19, the day after publication of his letter,
Rayner challenged Gorman to a public debate on the Poe amend-
ment. He wrote a public letter to Gorman, listing ten points
of dispute on the a.mendment.l5 He brought forth concern from
Gorman, who obtained typed copies of Rayner's racist speeches
of the past. Gorran also wrote a lengthy letter of reply but
decided not to send it.16

A number of Gorman's associates, however, quickly and
blindly Jjumped in, helping to develop the contest into a fiasco.
Former Ceongressman Joshua Miles mailed a public letter from the

Eastern Shore, attempting to damage Rayner's credibility. Over

a pericd of many years, Miles had strongly supported Negro dis-

I4sun, Oct. 18, 1905, p. 1.
151sidor Rayner to Arthur P. Gorman, COct. 23, 1905, Gorman
158. Rayner made the letter public on Oct. 19th, but dated this
one the 23rd.
6
Arthur P. Gorman to Isidor Rayner, Oct. 31, 1905 (not
mailed), Gorman MSS.
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franchisement. He claimed that Rayner had for a while also
supported the movement. Niles wrote that during the 190% Gen-
cral Assembly fight over the Senatorship, Rayner agreed to
support both the amendment and aid Gorman in his quest for the

17

Presidency. The state Senate majority lecader, Thomas A. Robin-
son, collaborated Miles' version of the agreement.l8 Rayner
ansvered as to the impossibility of such an arrangement, claim-
ing he had no knowledge of the amendment's stx‘ucture-.l9 Here,
the gun interjected, pointing out that it first published the
text of the Poe amendment on January 12, 1904.%0  The atten-
tion-grabbing Rayner possessed a bad memory, did not read the
nevspapers, or did not concern himself too greatly with the
truthe In like manner with the petty politico and deposed ward
boss of the third ward, William J. Garland, Rayner took an
abrupt 180 degree turn. He offered further illustration of
the emotion involved in the complexity of the decision on the
Poe amcndment.2l

Uther leading Democrats also spoke out against the Poe
amendment. During the Rayner exchange, the aged and respected
former Governor, William Pinkney Whytes came out against the

: 28
amendment. Over a week later, Governor Warfield granted the

17sun, oct. 2%, 1905, p. 1.
18 _

Ibid., Oct. 26, 1905, p. 12.
191bid., Oct. 27, 1905, p. 1.
201pid., Oct. 31, 1905, p. 1.

23 ; - . g
In following years, Rayner would again advocate Negro
disfranchisement.

22News, Oct. 26, 1905, p. 163 Sun, Oct. 26, 1905, p. 12.
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Sun an interview. Since April 1904, Warfield had maintained
a dignified silence on the measure. The organization Democrats
hoped the Governor would continue to do so. LNonetheless, on
llovember 2, he repeated his objecticns to the amendment. Re-
calling "the conduct of the Republican registrars during the
Civil War," Warfield stated he would never feel safe with the
white man's political rights in the hands of powerful regis-
trars. He claimed that only his sympathy for voters in the
Blaclt Belt prevented him from speaking earlier.23

At a mass rally in Baltimore's Philanthropy Hall, States
Attorney Albert S. J. Owens vehemently opposed the amendment.
Well-known Baltimore Democratic lawyers, Edgar H. Gans and
William H. Marbury, did lil»:ewise.24 They represented the grow-
ing number of educated men opposing the amendment. In addition,
OQwens conceivably represented the view of boss Rasin.25 These
men spoke under the auspices of the Democratic Anti-Amendment
Association. To lend support, Bonaparte suggested that Congress-
man Wachter quietly send white Republicans to the meeting to

swell the crowd.26

In this 190% election campaign, "Wild Bill" Garland ex-
emplified some of those with limited mental faculties who join-

ed in fighting against the Poe amendment. Garland, speaking

e
i

23Sun, Nov 3, 1905, p. 14, Note: Ldwin Warfield reached
the age of 20 years in 1865.

24 1bid., Nove 1, 1905, p. 1l
25Kent, Maryland Politics, p. 335.

26Che;rles J. Bonaparte to Frank L. Wachter, Oct. 30, 1905,
Bonaparte MSS.
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at a level that a poorly educated man could understand, sud-
denly acquired principles. He expressed vexation at the im-
pending loss of political freedom that foreigners would suffer--
men who had come to this nation to gain political freedom.
Garland revealed that a Democrat at his headquarters had stated,
"We don't want to get rid of the Negroes only, but we want to
get rid of those...Jews. "2/

Eight local Hebrew trade unions conducted a joint meet-
ing, demonstrating the growing suspicions of labor toward the
Poe amendment. Walter Miles, "a noted labor agitatord called
the measure a scheme to allow a few politicans to ally with
capitzl and to gain unjust legislation against the workers.
Furthery Joseph Hettleman of the American Federation of Labor's
Garment Workers Union proposed calling the amendment a "sub-
teriuge...of the capitalist class to curb the rights of the
workers.”28

The Republican party, meanwhile, presented a united iront,
fighting energetically to defeat the amendment. Bonaparte
whirlwind speaking tour of the state and enjoyed his

g e
venture into stump politics. He primarily emphasized the

made &a

threat of the "Ring" and how passage of the amendment would
allow its complete domination of the state's politics. He
also kept the party single-minded in its opposition. Moreover,

at a critical pre-electicn juncture, he solicited funds from

2781.m, Oct. 27, 19054 pe 7o
Ibid., Oct. 30, 1905, p. 1k.

G
2/Sunday Star, (Washington, D. C.), Oct. 29, 1905, p. b,
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business men.3o Bonaparte felt that the Republicans would need
to outbid the Democrats' attempt at paying Negro voters to stay
away Ifrom the polls.31 The election results proved his assump-
tion incorrect, as the Negro voter would not take money to
help remove his right to vote.

For the most part, the Baltimore press favored the anti-
amencricnt side. The independent Democratic News and the Re-
publican American had fought the disfranchisement measure
throughout. They merely intensified their arguments as the

election neared. The Pemocratic organ, the Evening Herald,

mildly oprosed the amendment as being too radical.32 The
Democratic Sun also pretended to retain some semblance of neu-
trality. Yet, as the election approached, the respected Sun
stated in an editorial that many genuine weaknesses existed in
the Poe amendmecnt. It pointed out that no legislation regulated
the election registrars, that the amendment did not even sug-
gest they would be good men, and that the registrars could re-
move foreigners. from the voting rolls, if politically expedient.
The Sun called the Negro in politics an increasing "menace,"

but stated that it would cost too much to limit the white man's

suffrage in order to lessen the Negro's.33

3OCharles Je. Bonaparte to Robert Garrett, Oct. 19, 1905,
Bonaparte MSS.
1
3 Charles J. Bonaparte to Henry W. Williams, Oct. 23,
1905, Bonaparte lSS.

Q
J2Evening Herald, Nov. 5, 1905, p. 4.

33sun, Nov. 4, 1905, p. l.
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In the Maryland counties, the newspapers often reflected

party allegiance. The Wicomico News in Salisbury, partly own-

ed by State Senator lMarion V. Brewington, dutifully published
the releases of the Democratic organization. Its entreaties
to vote for the amendment did not diifer too greatly from those

in the geographically distant Cumberland Evening Times. On

the opposite side, the Cecil Whig in Elkton, headlined the

amendment as "Un-Democratic, Un-Republican, and Un»-American."3L
The paper scoifed at the Democratic attempts to frighten the
voters with the Negro bugaboo.'?’5

In Baltimore, only the World openly supported the amend-
ment, utilizing full racist writings. It insisted that no
white man would lose the right to vote as "no party would dare
it."36 According to the World, only Negro disfranchisement
would save the voters! children.37

Thus, the Baltimore World represented the tone with which
the Gorman Democrats conducted the campaign. The organization
Democrats published racist arguments of two and threce full-col-
umn advertisements daily in most Baltimore papers. As in pre-
vious elections, they spoke throughout the state, emphasizing
the Negro threat and again bringing in southern guest speakers.
Gorman gave his usual dramatic pre-election speech on October

26. After having concentrated on criticizing President Roose-

3LFCecil Whig, Nov. %, 1905, p. 1.

3o 1pid., Oct. 7, 1905, p. k4.
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tack on Bonaparte. Gorman called him a Ycommon scold" and
him inconsistent for demanding a civil service exam-
for a scrubwoman, yet wanting no test to vote.38 In
addition, Gorran's son, Arthur P. Gorman, Jr., stated that
Maryland very much needed laws of disfranchisement as did the
other southern states.39

As the election approached, the Gorman Democrats again

imported southern racist speakers. From West Virginia, former

Congressman George Byrne, who edited the Charlestown Gagette,
told his audience that the Negro constantly dreamed of social
eguality and would demand mixed schocls and a repeal of mis-
cegenation laws if given the Opportunity.no Also, ex-~Governor
Charles B. Aycock of North Carolina again came to tell his
audience that in earlier days he "could make a nigger speech

that would raise your hair." North Carolinians, however, had

removed the need for such oratory as their Negro disfranchise-
ment had helped bring about political purity to the state.

Political cleanliness came when a boss could no longer bring

voters in line by yelling "nigﬁer."Ml
In the final days before the election, reports and rumors
of tricks and political manipulations became more evident. The

Iews harped on the trick ballot theme, stating that in some coun-

385un, Cet. 27, 1905, p. 1.

391bid., Nov. 1, 1905, p. 1i.
YO1pid., Oct. 28, 1905, p. 12.
*11pid., Oct. 25, 1905, p. 12.



ties such as Kent and Worchester, heavier black lines alerted
the voter how to vote for the amendment.LF2 some llegro women
servants threatened refusal tc work for those employers favor-
ing the amendment.43 In addition, some persons in the city
hierarchy ordered the street cleaners to vote for the Poe
amen-;ln;ent.m"r

Outwardly, Gorman exuded confidence, insisting that the
"fellows are sleceping well at nights."hS Yet, the Democratic
organization headquarters displayed anxiety. In an action
very uncharacteristic to the nature of the methodical Vandiver,
the Democratic Chairman displayed much concern in a hastily
written note. Writing to Joshua W. Miles, he told him that
Irank A. Furst, the head of the executive cormittee of the
amendment cempaign committee, had received at least thirty-five
hundred dollars. This note revealed that a considerable amount
of organization money came into Baltimore. 6 Further, and more
important, Vandiver expressed great concern that unless they
took care of the city man /Rasin/ there would be trouble. /

Chairman Vandiver assumed correctly, for the voters sound-
ly defeated the amendment. In the state, 104,286 voted against
the Poe amendment and 70,227 for it--a 34,059 defeat. In

Baltimore, where election officials counted 75,783 votes, 48,287

H2News, Oct. 27, 1905, p. 20.

LF35;4vening Herald, Nov. %, 1905, p. 12; Sun, Nov. 5, 1905,
Doe o™

lFLlLAmerican, Nov. 6, 1905, p. 1k,

45sun, Nov. 1, 1905, p. 1lk.

LF6I~£urray Vandiver to Joshua W. lNiles, Nov, 4, 1905, Van-
diver ISS.

W7

Ibid.
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opposed the measure--a20,791 difference. Outside of the city,
13,270 more voters rejected it than supported it. Only in
Gornan's Howard County and in four Eastern Shore counties did
the amendment win a rz:ajority.)+8 Moreover, the voters returned
only a slight Democr tic majority to the Legislature in Com-
parison with the large 1903 victory. This loss indicated

that the amendment actually aided the Republican increase in

the election.

8,, : PR " y
Maryland Manual (Baltimorej William J. C. Dulaney Co.,
1905) pe 307,




CHAPTER VIII

T

PRESSURLS WHICH HLLPED AFFLCT THE AMENDMLLIT'S DEFGAT

A number of factors helped produce the complete defeat of
the Pce amendment. The Maryland voters refused to place too

much power in the hands of any one man. At the same time,

there existed some opposition to bossism and some slight tend-

O el

ncy toward progressivism. In addition, some Democrats revolt-

0]

ed against Senator Arthur P. Corman's domination--for example,
the Baltimore Democrats who fought against rural domination.
In still another aspect of the defeat, the voters demonstrated

that they Jjust did not fear Negro domination.

Throughout the nation, many journalists rejoiced at "Boss"

eat on the issue of the Poe amendment in the 1905

Hy

Gorman's de

clectione The New York Times called him "killed" and may have

not erred much with this statement, as the Senator died the

nex June.l The St. Louis CGlobe-Democrat stated that the en-

tire nation could "rejcice" over the rejection of the amend-

z“cnt.g The Boston Transcript expressed its delight in the de-

feat and insisted that lMaryland's location placed her north-

ward enough to reject "the attempt to mortgage the electorate

3

to Corman."

Following the outcome, a few persons seriously attempted

liew York Times, Nov. 11, 1905, p. 8.
2Globe~Democrat (St. Louis, Mo.), Nov. 8, 1905, p. 8.

3Boston wvening Transcript, Nov. 10, 1905, ». 8.

78




Lo explain the amendment's thorough defeat. Dr. William H.

Hill attributed the defeat to the many independent voters who

S Murray Vandiver unrealis-

TNk /1
Joined the anti-amendmcnt voters.

tically ingisted that eighty per cent of all white voters voted

against the amendﬁent_5 He also publicly placed the blame on

~ ) r - - r
wovernor Marfield.é A half dozen years later, Frank R. Kent,

41 A 3 i !
then the Annapolis correspondent of the Sun, blamea Rasin's

W, - - T v 4y Q e T
treachery" for the amendment's defeat. The cily boss gave the

amendment no support prior to the 1905 election.’ Kent com-

pletely iznored the fact that the counties handily rejected the

amendment also, although they gave a smaller margin of defeat

than did Baltimore.

The 1905 defeat of Negro disfranchisement in Maryland and

the 1909 defeat helped illustrate the difficulty of limiting
suffrage in the state. Although the 1903 election afforded
the best opportunity for disfranchisement, the constituticnal
and procedural checks of the legislative process prevented the
success of rashness. Yet, even then, the outcome of the vot-
ing would have been in doubt because of a reluctance of the
voters to relinquish too much political power. The Maryland

voter went to a certain point and no further. He had even turn-

ed Arthur P. Gormen out of the Senate in 1895.

Myilliam H. Hill to Charles J. Bonaparte, Nov. 11, 1903,
Bonaparte MSS, Box 70.

5 1 . ,
: Vurray Vandiver to Frank A. Richardson, Dec. 4, 1909,
Vandiver 1iSS.

6American, Nov. 9, 1905, D. 16.

7Kent, Maryland Politics, P. 336.
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The Senator wished to avoid any such embarrassments in
the future, and the Poe amendment afforded a useful guarantee.
Nonetheless, in 1905, the voters again reacted to his attempt
at grabbing excessive political power. By 1905, Marylend dis-
played little evidence of a progressive movement; yet, the re-
jection of Gorman and his amendment did suggest progressive
tingeses The election resulted in a revolt against Maryland's
Derocratic "boss." Gorman went too farj he wanted to create a
political dynasty from which his son could reap the benefits.8

Men so often do not reveal thelir motives, and I. Freeman
Rasin guarded his in reference to the amendment's defeat. How-
ever, far from indulging in the "treachery" of effecting its
defeat, he simply nursed his own interests. In a state charac-
terized by rural domination, Rasin's Baltimore stood to lose
most heavily in comparison to other subdivisions. In addition,
the city boss found a considerable number of Negrces and natural-
ized citizens to be both purchasable and manageable. Disfran-
chisement would have removed these political tools.

In the case of Isidor Rayner, the Jjunior Senator did not
greatly enhance the anti-amendment movement by denouncing it.
Still, he did foment political in-fighting among leading Dem-
ocrats which hurt the organization's credibility. The fiery
Rayner left his contemporaries confused as to his motives which
conceivably represcnted some of the motives that helped the
voters reject the Poe amendmcnt. Of Jewish descent, Rayner

felt a sensitivity to anti-amendment pressures of the Jewish

“llew York Tribune, Sept. 18, 1905, p. 3.
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Comm T - (@] 2 - 3 =
ommunity of Baltimore.’ YebU, Rayner's silence on this issue

Would have satisfied both Jews and the other members of the

foreign corpunity. He felt an obligatiocnl to help his lawyer

son, William B. Rayner, with his election to the House of Del-

D

Consisting of professional

gates from the eleventh warde.

Oifices and expensive residences, this ward had the rcputation

Of being a "silk-stocking" ward. Its political aspirants con-
h level and paid their own exX-

i 10
-~osed the Pce amendmente. In

a1 o~ .
lucted their campaigns on a higl

o)

nses. This area generally OP

tablished a new lew office with

ion, Rayner had recently es
his son and the state's Attorney General, William S. Bryan,
one of the amendment's leading opyonents.ll

Further, Isidor Rayner symbolized the anti-Gorman revolt
as other men atterpted to grasp their share of party power.
Rayner's 1904 election as Senator brought out and whetted ap=-
petites. Conceivably, in Rayner's case that election created
resentrment which succeedin: Gorman snubs at later Democratic
conventions helped accentuate.l2 Rayner's presclce in the Sen-
ate charber could have put him in a position to learn of
prowing disenchentment by his fellow Democrats with the poli-

Tically regressing Gorman. 13 prior to the 1905 election, how-

Q1 s
JMurrey Vandiv ) FOTIL
R er to Arthur P. Corman, Aug. 30, 1905,
lCD )
o oo?%‘bf; aldtun¢hpibllle( newspaper clipping, IalaOT Rayner
55, ithern orical Collecticon, Chapel Hlll N un
Oct. 19, 1905, p. 12. ey s
1147 :
Ny News, Aug. 18, 1905, p. l2.
2 -

T e St S| I
New York Times, Nov. 6, 1905, p. l.
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ever, the Senaste session to which Rayner pelonged had not yet

met,

Governor Fdwin Warfield also represented an €xpression of

During the

: e ER 1k
1890's, Gorman looked upon Warfield as & political protege.

independence from the Gormen political domination.

In addition to a political inter-dependence, Warfield and Gor-

ran held joint economric interests. Gorman held a large block

of stoek in Warfield's Fidelity and Deposit Companys; Warfield
st

at one time held an interest in the corman €oal and Coke Com-

15

vany." ater political inde-

Consequently, the quest for gre
pendence brought no direct attacks, but an indirect attack on
Gorman through the Poe amendment.

Other factors in Maryland also helped affect the amend-
rent's outcore. There existed a true yet somewhat dispropor-
tionate two-party system, with the minority Republican party's
posing a definite threat to win elecctions. The Republicans,
however, placed considerable dependence upon the liezcro Vote.
Thus, they, fully realizing the creat threat of the arendment,
effTectively marshalled their efiorts and resources solidly
toward its defeat. Charles J. Bonaparte's descension into
party pclitics came at a most ovportune time. He supplied
both moral leadership and the political prestige of his Cab-

inet positicn.

B 14prthur P. Gorman to Edwin Warfield, May 9, 1896, War-
field ISS.

15geveral letters to and from William H. Gorman and e
Arthur P. Gorman, Jr., to and from Ldwin Warfield (around 1895),

Warfield VSS.
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he Republicans garnered considerable help Lrow e g

They did not remain bound to

H

Terent anti-amendment allies.
Party lines but gave help whenever nossible in order to bring

about the amendment's defent. loreover, they effectively util-
ized the suspiciousness of the foreign community in pointing
out the vasueness of the Poe amendment which constituted a

threat to their political rights. They reached the foreilgn

cormunity first and more completely than did the Democratic

Orgzanization.

The Varyland voters also unwittingly expressed a rild

r— . 1 w3 ant -
tendency toward progressivism when they rejected Gorman's dom

ination. In 1905, Maryland did not display any obvious move-

ment toward progressivism. Nonetheless, attempts at regulating

the oyster industry, the entrance of the Western Maryland Rail-
road into the Baltimore port, and the nation's first workman's

compensation law gave evidence of some voters desire for more

of a contribution by the state's zovernment. Thus, the voters

suzzested some adjustment in the political conditions. The

Poe amendment offered Gorman and the organization too much po-

tential power for many voters to digest. The organization dis-

played too much conservatism and threatened political stagna-

ticn. The voters conceivably moved "from the far right closer
16

toward the conservative center.®

In a political arena where there existed a purchasable

l6John R. Lambert, Jr., "Reconstruction to World War I,"
Ihe 01d Line State: A History of Maryland, ed. Morris U. L.
Radoff, (Vol. I of "Library of American Lives;" Hoplinsville,
Iy.: Historical Record Association, 1956), p. 122.
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vote, few voters sold and risked losing the opportunity to sell

) R N . 17 [ 24
Votes in the future. Dlany would not sell at any price. el

the anti-amendment croups carefully instructed the illiterate

as to how he should vote. In particular, the Negro received

18

instruction welle.

The business community proved apprehensive of' the Poe

emendment. Businessmen fully realized that extensive political

power ofiered the threat of exhaustive ruleting by an unchecked

political party. They often lent support to the minority party,

tendinc to check this threat. In this instance, the business

cormunity recognized one of the greatest of threats and reacted

against it.>”
Uther factors contributed to the delfeat of the Poe amend-
rent. The Jim Crow lews of July 1, 1904, had pricked voter
consciences slightly. Also, Rooseveltts popular re-election
had somechow made racial emphasis just a little less acceptable.
Basically, however, the Negro just simply offered no threat to
the white populace. The white voters did not imagine that the
ecroes would obtain political control. Upon the passing of
the periocd of rabid racism, the sense of urgency toward dis-
franchising the Negro diminished considerably. Unlike the 1903
election, President Theodore Rocsevelt publicly displayed

little interest in the laryland election. As did much of the

nation, he watched the campaign, yet took care to avoid inter-

17sun, oct. 14, 1905, p. 12.
4 1€
181pid., Nov. 5, 1905, p. 1l.

e l?émirigan, Aug. 27, 1905, p. 7, Sect. Bj Sept. 3, 1905,
e /" wEeCUse J e
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fering in it,20 Yet, the successful southern Lt

_ . eTenced ¢ Mary-
late October and early November of 1905, influenced the Mary
3 3 modulation
land voters. The South's acceptance and expressed modula

: S at hat Demo-
along racial lines diminished the racial threat that

o n aae
cratic orators in Maryland foretolde The tour somehow made

] : 1 oter
Rooseveltds spnars Geal policy seerm more sensiblee Some voters

1

] . A o o 1V
responded with a degree of human decency, refused to deprive

the Negro of his suffrage, and voted against the amendmente.

20Elting 4. Vorison, ed., Letters of Theodore Roosevelt,
Vol. V, The Big Sticlk; 1905-1907 (Cambridge, Vass.: Harvard
University Press, 1952), p. 27.




APPEIDIX A
THE, POE ANGNDVENT

/& person could vote il3i/

FPirst-- A person able to read any scction of the Constitution
of this State submitted to him by the officers of regis-
tration and to give a reasonable explanation of the same:

or if unable to read such section is able to understand

©

and give a reasonable explanation thereof when read to
him by the registration officers; or

Second-~ A person who on the first day of January, 1869, or
prior thereto, was entitled to vote under the laws of
this State or of any other State of the United States
wherein he then resided; or

Third-- Any ralc lineal descendant of such last mentioned per-
son who ray be twenty-one (21) years of age or over in the

year 1906,

lio person not thus qualified by coming under some one of
the above descriptions shall be entitled to be registered as a

qualified voter, nor be entitled to vote.

(@]
(@)



APPHIDIX B

Newsnaper Cartoons

IN THE WORKSHOP

e e B

SN ://///

Soid AN S
e 7 /’/%’V
» 7

Ii-k‘«
A

“Daub it on thick—smear it in.” /
“Sheh-h, John, the secret is to put it on so smoothly that it will pass for the real thing.
Baltimore American, October ¢, 1905

&7



APPLIDIX B
Newspaper Cartoons
SECURED AT LAST!
: : Mztlaft—«ut_-w,:(:a\m
PREB, GERMANS pPet—) 7 ~
ALAE LI DMENT Y Y

7 CONCERT HALL,
7] PERFORME®RS WANTED

ol e
Hifil 1'3.“".’?1‘

Al

Manager Gorman presents Mr. 1. Freeman Rasin in his great unpopular sone, “I Iave to
o I o ¥ - ”» b Poj )
Belong to the Regulars—I Ain’t No Volunteer.

Baltimore American, October 12, 1905
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