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Republic of Finland for the payment of the 
,postponed amounts in 40 semiannual install
ments, the first 2 such installments to be paid 
during the calendar year beginning January 
1, 1945, and 2 to be paid during each of the 
19 calendar years following: Provided, That 
the amounts postponed shall not bear any· 
interest beyond the dates when such amounts 
first become payable under the above-men
tioned agreements. 

SEc. 2. The agreement authorized in the 
first section of this joint resolution shall be 
in such form that payments thereunder shall, 
unless otherwise provided in such agreement, 
·be in accordance with and subject to the same 
terms and conditions as payments. under the 
_agreement with the Republic of Finland 
dated May 1, 1923. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
·sPENCER in the chair), as in executive 
session, laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

<For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen-. 
ate take a recess until 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow. 

_The motion was agreed to; and <at 4 
o'clock and 35 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
.took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
May 13, 1941, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate May 12 <legislative day of May 
8)' 1941: 

COAST GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES 
Commander Eugene A. Coffin to be a cap

tain in the Coast Guard of the United States, 
to rank as such from May 1, 1941. 

The following-named cadets to be ensigns 
in the Coast Guard of the United States, to 
rank as such from May 19, 1941: 

Joe Louis Horne 
Chris Vincent Brush 
Helmer Sheppard Pearson 
Chester Arthur Richmond, Jr. 
John Starr 
James Matthew McLaughlin 

· -Whitney Matthews Prall, Jr. 
Henry Frederick Rohrkemper 
Charles Frederick Scharfenstein, Jr. 
Robert Stancell McLendon 
Walter Richardson Lewis 
Robert Powell Cromwell 
Kenneth Richards Goodwin 
James Ward Kincaid 
Kingdrel Navarre Ayers 
Victor- Anthony Guminski Schmidt 
Elmer Albert Crock 
James Alexander Palmer 
George William Girdler 
Bernhard Russell Henry 
Louis Thomas O'Neill 
Robert Catlin Gould 

APPOINTMENTS TO TEMPORARY RANK IN THE 
. AIR CORPS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
Maj. George Vardeman McPike, Air Corps. 

TO BE MAJOR 
Capt. Frederick Earl Calhoun, Air Corps. 
Capt. Carl Ralph Feldmann, Air Corps. 
Capt. Ralph Powell Swofford, Jr., Air Corps. 
NoTE.-Dates of rank are omitted as the 

death or other unforeseen change in status of 
a. senior officer might require a change in the -
dates of rank and necessitate the renomina
tion of these officers. · 

APPOINTMENT IN THE NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF THE ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

GENERAL OFFICER 
Brig. Gen. John Watt Page, Adjutant Gen

eral's Department, Texas National Guard, to 
be brigadier general, Adjutant General's De
partment, National Guard of the United 
States, from May 2, 1941. 
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR 

ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES 
TO QUARTERMASTER CORPS 

Lt. Col. Murray Charles Wilson, Field Ar
tillery, with rank from May 4, 1941. 

First Lt. Roy Tripp Evans, Jr., Infantry 
(captain, Army of the United States), with 
rank from June 13, 1936. 

TO ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT 
Capt. Jo-seph Allen McNerney, Infantry, 

with rank from June 13, 1939. 
First Lt. Daniel John Murphy, Field Ar

tillery (captain, Army of the United States), 
with rank from June 12, 1938. 

First Lt. Harry Edgar Mikkelsen, Field Ar
tillery (captain, Army of the United States), 
with rank from June 12, 1939. 

TO AIR CORPS 
Sacond. Lt. Leonard Edward Symroski, 

·coast Artillery Corps, with rank from June 
11, 1940. 

Second Lt. Melville Offers, Infantry, with 
rank from June 11, 1940. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

TO BE COLONELS WITH RANK FROM MAY 1, 1941 

Lt. Col. Rudolf William Riefkohl, Quar
termaster Corps (colonel, Army of the United 
States). 

Lt. Col. Alexander Camman Sullivan, Field 
Artillery (colonel, Army of the United 
States). 

Lt. Col. Joseph Peter Vachon, Infantry 
(colonel, Army of the United States). 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MoNDAY, MAY 12, 1941 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont

gomery, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

God of our fathers, whose almighty 
hand , crowns the good with brotherhood, 
be Thou our Guardian and our Guide. 
We pray that we may be worthy of life's 
"well done" and that each day we may 
live out our Master's definition of a great 
life. Grant that He may give us a true 
vision of Himself, before whom the an
gels veil their faces, saying: "Holy, holy, 
holy is the Lord God of hosts." Amid 
the ruins of our falling humanity, lift us 
up into His image until there shall be a 
race of redeemed mortals in a trans
figured world. Heavenly Father, deliver 
our country from its frantic boasts and 
foolish words. Bless our dear land with 
a soul swell of constraint and driving 
compulsion until our Nation's life is 
aroused by spiritual currents coursing 
through its being, confirming our very 
heart into the fabric of the earthly life of 
our Galilean Teacher. Almighty God, 
our own America, with its power, wealth, 

. and pride, fuse these compelling forces 
with Christian dynamics, recasting them 
in the Gm;pel mold, praying that right
eousness and justice may become co
extensive with the being of man every
where. Again we humbly pray Thee to 

be a help to the helpless, a friend to the 
needy, sunshine to those whose days are 
gray and a shadow of . a great rock in a 
weary land. Through Christ. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Fri
day, May 9, 1941, was read and approved. 

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs may have the 
privilege of sitting during the sessions 
of the House for the remainder of the 
week, with the understanding that we 
will come back to vote whenever there is 
a roll call. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

MARINE BAND 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill <H. R. 4305) 
to authorize the attendance of the Ma
rine Band at the diamond anniversary 
convention of the Grand Army of the 
Republic to be held at Columbus, Ohio, 
September 14 to 19, inclusive, 1941. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of .the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

Mr. MICHENER. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, this bill has the 
unanimous report of the committee? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. It has. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as fqllows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the President is 

authorized to permit the band of the United 
States Marine Corps to attend and give con
certs at the diamond anniversary convention 
of the Grand Army of the Republic to be held 
at Columbus, Ohio, from September 14 to 19, 
inclusive, 1941. 

SEc. 2. For the purpose of defraying the 
expenses of such band in attending and giv
ing concerts at such convention, there is au
thorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$6,491.50, or so much thereof as may be neces
sary, to carry out the provisions of this act: 
Provided, That in addition to transportat:on 
and Pullman accommodations the leaders 
and members of the Marine Band be allowed 
not to exceed $5 per day each for additional 
living expenses while on duty, and that the 
payment of such expenses shall be in addition 
to the pay and allowances to which they 
would be entitled while serving at their per
manent station. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include therein an address on live
stock and national defense, delivered by 
Mr. G. B. Thorne at Livestock Feeders' 
Day, Columbia, Mo. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own re
marks in the RECORD and include therein 
a news letter of the American Federation 
of Investors on taxation and spending. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
. PERMISSION TO P.~DRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that today, at the 
conclusion of the legislative program of 
the day and following any special orders 
heretofore entered, I may be permitted 
to address the House for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the {equest of the gentleman from Ohio? · 

Ti1ere was no objection. 
Mr. RAMSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that on Wednesday 
next, at the conclusion of the legislative 
program of the day and following any 
special orders heretofore entered, I may 
be permitted to address the House for 10 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
ELMER LEWIS 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
[Mr. HOBBS addressed the House. 

His remarks appear in the Appendix of 
the RECORD.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. GILLIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to extend my own remarks 
in the RECORD and include therein an ad
dress by my colleague the gentleman from 
Indiana, Hon. RAYMOND SPRINGER, at the 
amphitheater at the Tomb of the Un
known Soldier in Arlington Cemetery on 
Mothers' Day, May 11, 1941. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my. own re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD and 
include therein a letter from a typical 
American mother, and my answer thereto. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
<Mr. LUDLOW asked and was given 

permission to extend his own remarks in 
the RECORD.) 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Massa
chusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Speaker, Secre

tary of War Stimson in an address broad
cast to the world has called for the entry 
of this country into ~he war. Secretary 

of the Navy Knox has spoken to the same 
effect. Secretary of Agriculture Wickard 
within the past 3 days has advocated our 
entry into the war. Secretary of State 
Hull and all of the President's associates 
so far as they are speaking at all are 
speaking to this eifect. And now Capt. 
James Roosevelt at Cairo on Friday, ac
cording to the cables, asserts that except 
for sending troops the United States is 
already in the war. 

The time has come when the American 
people are entitled to have from the 
President a truthful and unequivocal 
statement of his own position and his own 
intent. He should either deny and re
pudiate these covert declarations of war 
by those around him or else he should 
avow them and be prepared to face the 
American people with the greatest be
trayal of trust in the history of our Re
public; for let it be remembered that the 
American people have had no wish or 
will to enter into war in Europe or in 
Asia, and that the President sought re
election to a third term in office, in vio
lation of a most precious American tra
dition, upon the promise and pledge that 
he would keep this country out of war. 
He has repeatedly attempted to justify 
his war-like actions with the specious 
and deceitful plea that they were in
tended to keep this country at peace. 

War for the United States means in
evitable social revolution, economic 
chaos, dictatorship, and communism. 
AU those who are now attempting to 
bring about the entry of the United States 
into the wars of Europe and Asia are its 
enemies. Our risks and dangers today 
are greater from within than from with
out. 

The Constitution lodges with the Con
gress and not with the President the 
question of war or peace. Congress alone 
has the power and authority to declare 
war. 

I challenge the President to submit 
the question of a declaration of war to 
the Congress and to abide the judgment 
and decision of the Congress on this 
issue. It is an issue upon which rest the 
whole future, safety, and welfare of our 
Republic and our people. [Applau~e.l 

SECRETARY OF LABOR PERKINS 

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

I am placing with the Clerk of the House 
today a petition to the President of the 
United States asking him to remove 
Madam Perkins. I hope that every single 
Representative here will put his name to 
this petition. I believe that she has 
earned it, that she deserves it. The peo
ple in my community are very dissatisfied 
with the way these strikes have been han
dled. They are writing to me as their 
Representative asking me whether 0. P. 
M. means other people's money or Office 
of Production Management. They seem 
to think that these men, referring to the 
way they have handled the strike settle
ments, are rather careless with other peo
ple's money. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from California has expired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks in the Appendix. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

WAR-CONVOYS 

Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. TINKHAM] accuses President 
Roosevelt of trying to get us into war, 
and he quotes what somebody else has 
said. So far as I can see, the President 
has made no such effort. 

On this question of convoys, as I 
pointed out a day or two ago, under the 
lend-lease bill we have a right not only 
to transfer these merchant vessels to 
British registry, but also to transfer 
naval vessels to British registry when 
necessary. Then these vessels could be 
convoyed to Britain under the British 
flag. That will not draw us into war. 
This morning I read very carefully the 
speech of former President Hoover, one 
of the most pro-British men I have ever 
known. He points out that if we get 
into the war it will handicap us in our 
efforts to aid England. In addition to 
subjecting all our commerce to attack, 
it would probably bring Japan into the 
war against us and cause us to have to 
keep the bulk of our Navy in the Pacific. 

On the other hand, if we were to try 
to convoy these vessels ourselves and one 
of them should be sunk, it would take 
us into the war and paralyze our efforts 
to assist Great Britain in the present 
emergency. [Applause.] 

CONVOYS 

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, of course 

everyone bas his own ideas about the 
matter, but my idea is that if we are 
going to get our recently made goods to 
Britain, we had better begin to get them 
over there soon. I think we ought to . 
snap into it in this Congress. As far 
as that is concerned, here we are sitting 
around here talking, when we ought to 
be doing business. I think we ought to 
strap on a little stronger armor and 
commence to deliver this stuff as quick!y 
as we can into the bands of those who 
are fighting democracy's battle, and not 
permit it to go to the bottom of the 
sea. 

Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. But if we 
transfer these vessels to British registry, 
and let Great Britain convoy under her 
own flag, they will get over there just as 
quickly and just as safely, and if one of 
them is sunk it will not drag us into the 
war, paralyze our commerce all over the 
world, and draw Japan into the conflict 
on the other side. We can help Britain 
more .in this way than we could by enter
ing the war. 

Mr. PATRICK. I want the goods to 
get over there, and I want us to get busy 
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and do something. I shall not be fussy 
over the method or system of transpor
tation, but we ought to step on it. 

Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. we are 
doing all we can. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Alabama has expired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the RECORD. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

WAR 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to proceed for 1 minute 
and revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I hear much 

about war and what we should do by the 
Members of Congress and our views dif
fer greatly. I believe that we should 
stay at home and attend to our own 
business in this country. [Applause.] I 
heard the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. TINKHAM] make the state
ments a few minutes ago in reference to 
the individual members of Mr. Roose
velt's Cabinet that now is advocating war. 
Let me quote from Wendell Willkie who 
said this in October 1940·: 

I cannot follow t he President in his con
duct of foreign affairs. Many of us have 
wondered if he is deliberately inciting us to 
war. 

There are many so-called Republicans 
who are trying to get this country into 
war. We must stop them now. Also, 
Mr. Wendell Willkie last month said: 

We must have convoys, patrols, or what not. 

I say here that I do not care what a 
man'~ political affiliation is, I think it jS 

the duty of every American to do what 
the people of this country want, and 
that is to keep us out of war, and I am 
going to do everything I can to that end. 
Last Wednesday night, May 7, at a 
freedom rally in Madison Square Garden, 
under the New York chapter, Committee 
to Defend America by Aiding the Allies, 
Mr. Willkie was speaking upon the title 
.. Speaking for America." I want to state 
he does not speak for me and millions of 
other Americans. We want no Ameri
can convoys. The President said, "to 
convoy means to shoot and to shoot 

· means war." We want no war in Europe 
or Asia or Africa. I will do all I can to 
prevent America from getting into war. 
We want peace. [Applause.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the Appendix and include a 
letter from a constituent of mine to his 
Congressman. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
. is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Miss RANKIN of Montana. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks and include an addresS> 

by Dr. Charles Clayton Morrison at a 
meeting of the America First Commit
tee on April 27. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLACKNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks and include a short editorial 
from the Holland (Mich.) Sentinel. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, :a: ask 

unanimous consent to extend my per
sonal views on the St. Lawrence seaway. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the Appendix by including an 
editorial from the Wall Street Journal. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objecticn. 
Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to include in the 
Appendix of the RECORD a short resolu
tion by the House of Representatives of 
the State of Oklahoma. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include a letter and a 
resolution by the Waupaca County Board 
of Supervisors. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
<By unanimous consent Mr. DON

DERO was granted permission to extend 
his own remarks in the RECORD.) 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, at the 
conclusion of the business today and any 
other special orders, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for 20 
minutes on the subject of public-opinion 
polls. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 30 min
utes tomorrow afternoon after all the 
legislative business of the day has been 
disposed of and any other special orders. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend in the 
REcORD the remarks of my colleague, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BENNETTJ. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks and include therein a 
recent editorial from the Roxbury Times,\ 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
MOTHERS' DAY 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend · 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker and Mem

bers of the House, yesterday was Mother's 
Day. Naturally, my thoughts revert to 
the hardships endured by my mother; to 
the days when she and my eight brothers 
and sisters so laboriously tilled the fields 
with a hoe that we might earn the neces
sities of life. The days were long and 
hot; mother was much overworked; how
ever, she was willing to sacrifice health, 
pleasure, and all for the welfare of her 
children. She is no exception. I have 
known many mothers who have done the 
same thing. I have known mothers who 
have given the best of their lives in toil 
and sweat that their sons might have a 
better lot in life, only to see them sent 
to some foreign battlefield and killed, and 
that fine body for which mother sacri
ficed so much of her own life, spent to 
fertilize the fields of Europe. God forbid 
that I shall ever be a party to such are
occurrence. 

There are those who have heavy invest
ments in Europe and those who are mak
ing millions out of this war. For the pro
tection and promotion of these interests 
they ask the poor mothers of this land 
to send their sons to possible death. Of 
those who have asked me to support steps 
leading us into this war, I have asked first 
to prove that they are acting in good 
faith by donating all of their wealth to 
the cause of the democracies before they 
ask a single mother for her son. This, it 
seems to me, would be a paltry sacrifice 
compared to the life of one mother's son. 

Needless to say, none has been willing 
to express his good faith in this man
ner. How can anyone ask a mother to 
give the life of her son to guarantee a 
financial investment or income? Let me 
state to you in conclusion that were it 
not for the money involved there would 
be no wars. 

May God help those of us who would 
save the sons of American mothers. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HARRIS of Arkansas. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my own remarks on the question of rais
ing revenue for national-defense pur
poses. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to extend my own remarks 
in the RECORD and include a news item 
from the Canton (Ohio) Republican. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. C.OFFEE of Nebraska. Mr • 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks and include ·a statement 
on reclamation that I made before the 
Subcommittee on Appropriations han-
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dling the Interior Department appropria
tion bill. . 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
Is so ordered. 

There was no obj2ction. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks and include therein a 
short newspaper article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for a min
ute and to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
THE WEST-COAST STRIKE 

Mr. HOFFMAN. If anything will jar 
that Vinson bill off the Speaker's desk, 
it ought to be this west-coast strike. 
There is a stri.ke that Secretary of the 
Navy Knox has protested against; Ad
miral Land, of the Maritime Commission, 
has protested against it; a strike that 
John P. Frey, the president of the union, 
states is m violation of the master agree
ment. That is &. strike that William 
Green says is a .il "outlaw strike." It is a 
violat¥>n of the clause in the union collec
tive-bargaining contract, and it is hold
ing up work on 4 cruisers and 27 de
stroyers. The strikers demand an in
crease in wages from $1 an hour to $1.15 
an hour, and the company offers $1.12 
hour. Now, what about it? Are you 
going to let 5 percent of the employees 
stop your national-defense program? 
Are you going to let the Vinson bill stay 
up there on the Clerk's desk and refuse 
to act while ships needed for aid to 
Britain Hnd defense are not built? Will 
you tell me why? Are you afraid of the 
labor leaders, the labor racketeers? [Ap
plause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend and revise my own remarks in the 
RECORD and to include a short article from 
the Washington Star. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend and revise 
my remarks ln the RECORD and to in
elude therein a letter from Mr. Hinckle, 
president of the Missouri Farmers' As-
sociation. . 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Speaker, with 

unanimous consent, I desire to insert in 
the Appendix of the RECORD an editorial 
from the HeraJd of this morning. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, the pro

posed additional three-and-one-half-bil
lion-dollar tax levied in the name of na
tional defense cannot be justified. It is 
not necessary. 

On the basis of the Secretary of the 
Treasury's .own estimate we shall require 
only twelve and sixty-six one-hundredths 
billion dollars, while we shall raise, with
out increasing present levies, twelve and 
three-tenths billion dollars next year. 
The difference, which amounts to $367,-
000,000, could be easily saved by elimina
tion of unnecessary nondefense expendi
tures, or raised by taxation, if required. 

It is nonsense to talk about "business 
as usual." Worse than that to insist that 
the taxpayers shall be burdened by New 
Deal policies of extravagant spending in 
order to retain or to support the contin
uation of its socialistic policies. 

Moreover, careful statisticians on both 
sides of the aisle have estimated, and I 
agre2, and Secretary Morgenthau admits, 
that a minimum of a billion dollars-and 
I insist that a possible maximum of $2,-
000,000,000-of the taxpayers money can 
be saved and nobody will be hurt by 
striking from the proposed appropria
tions such sums as are obviously included 
for the political purpose of fostering the 
administration's pet projects. 

We will have to spend b:.llions for de
fense, but we should pay no more tribute 
to the New Deal's paternalistic experi
mentation and reckless social adventures. 

The administration should not now be 
allowed to cover or to hide or camouflage 
its derelictions of duty in its unwarranted 
and extravagant use of the taxpayers' 
money in social experiments, and its piti
ful failure to properly prepare this coun
try for the emergency that now confronts 
it, behind the screen it now attempts to 
raise of alleged necessity for larger and 
heavier tax burdens to be imposed for the 
general welfare or for national defense, 
at the expense of the taxpayers, who are 
already bled white by the New Deal's 
profligacy and inefficiency. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
[Mr. REECE of Tennessee addressed 

the House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix of the RECORD.J 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own re
marks in the RECORD and to include 
therein the address delivered by Hon. 
Herbert Hoover last night. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
BONNEVILLE POWER 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

l'here was no objection. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, Canby, 
Oreg., is a town of 1,000 people which 
owns its electric-distribution system. 
Recently it has made another reduction 
of electric-light rates, which I believe 
gives the people of that town the lowest 
rate in the United States. This little 
to-.-m has no debt because of the money 
made out of its electric-light system. It 
now buys Bonneville power at $17.50 per 
kilowatt-year. This is less than one
fifth of a cent per kilowatt-hour, or a 
little less than 2 mills. Even this low 
wholesale Government price includes 
enough to write off in 40 years capital 
investment and interest on cost of trans
mission lines and the dams . on the Co
lumbia River, so far as power allocations 
are concerned. 

The next fiecal year, with only a part 
of the power installed, Bonneville and 
Coulee developments will repay to the 
Government of the United States about 
$6,000,000 from income. What would we 
be doing today in defense industries if we 
did not have this power? 

Here are the rate schedules and the 
financial statement of this enterprising 
city: . 

[Circular 3, Canby Series 1] 
CANBY MAKES ANOTHER RATE REDUCTION EF-

FECTIVE APRIL 1, 1941 
Residential, 18 percent reduction. 
Commercial, 14 percent reduction. 
Cumulative reductions since beginning dis-

tribution of Bonneville Power: 
Residential, 43 percent reduction. 
Commercial, 50 percent reduction. 
Canby's new rates are the lowest in America 

for use over 250 kilowatt-hours monthly. 

Reductions in typical monthly electric bills 
RESIDENTIAL 

+> .... .... .., 
+> .., .., +> ;l':! "'"' ;l':! ~~ o::S ~~ o::S ;g,g :g,g ~.8 :g_g 
~ § ~ § 

----
New rates (e.fiective April 

1941)_______________________ $1.25 $2.00 $3.00 $4.50 
Former rates (effective Feb-

ruary l!HO) 1_ ------ - ------- 1. 50 2. 50 3. 50 5. 60 
Rates before Bonneville pow

er._________________________ 2.18 3. 37 5.17 10.57 

Percent reduction: 
April 1941 from April 

1940 (percent) _________ _ 
April1941 compared with 

rates before Bonneville 
power (percent) .... _ .. 

17 20 14 18 

43 41 42 57 

COMMERCIAL LIGHTING 

0 ..., 0 0 

~~ ~rn 

~~ ~~ .., ... 
-1:1 :::1 ,, 0 

~~ 
-o -o 

~z o:s+> ~~ ~~ ~.., !l:~ oo:s !l;<>l i;:O:S 

~~ .QI?; 0~ oi;: 
;go :=o :-:::o 

~~ 
::::l .!<1:-;::l ,!4:-;::l 

.., .!<: 

"' 
.!<1 ;::!.!<! 

------------------
New rates (effective April 

1941) _______________________ $3.75 $7.13 $11.'"1:01$20. 90 
Former rates (effective Febru· 

ary 1940) 1__________________ 4. 50 9. 00 14. W 23. 40 
Rates before Bonneville 

power __ --------------·-··· 7. 50 16. 13 30. 75 59.00 

Percent reduction: 
April 1941, from April 

1940 (percent) __________ 17 21 18 11 
April1941 compared with 

rates before Bonneville 
power (percent) ________ w E6 63 65 

1 Bonneville standard resale rates. 
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Reductions in typical monthly electric bills

Continued 
COMMERCIAL POWER 

,.., 0 0 0 ,_Vl ""'"' ~~ 
Ooo 

"' '"' ....... o .... 
::3 ::3 .o:g -o -o ...... _ 0 

~~ ~z ~z "'..c:l 
~~ 

<ll..., ol+> ol+> 

~"' ~"' ~"' ~"' 0~ 0~ 0~ 0~ =o :-:::o ~~ :g~ ~:;::l ~:;::: 

"' 
~ 

<0 
~ ;::!~ g.!d 

------
Ni~1r~~~s-- ~~~::~~~~--~~~i!_ $7.13 $11. so $20. 9o $69. 5o 
Former rates (effective Feb-

ruary 1940) 1_______________ 9. 00 14.00 23.40 76.50 
R ates before Bonneville 

power------------ --- ------- 16.50 32.00 57.00 165.00 

Percent reduction: 
April 1941 from April 

1940 (percent) _________ _ 21 18 11 

A~~t~;9~!f~~~E~~ege~f~~ 
power (percent) _______ _ 57 64 63 58 

t Bonneville standard resale rates. 

New rate schedules adopted effective Apr. 1, 
1941 

RESIDENTIAL 
Cents per 

kilowatt -hour 
First 50 kilowatt-hours pe·r month ______ 2¥2 
Next 50 kilowatt-hours per month ______ 1 ¥:! 
Next 100 kilowatt-hours per month ______ 1 
Next 600 kilowatt-hours per month______ 'f2 
Over 800 kilowatt-hours per month______ * 

Minimum bill 75 cents per month. 
COMMERCIAL LIGHTING AND P,OWER 

Cents per 
k i lowatt-hour 

First 150 kilowatt-hours per month ______ 2¥2 
Next 350 kilowatt-hours per month ______ 1¥2 
Next 1,000 kilowatt-hours per month ____ 1 
Next 13,500 kilowatt-hours per mont h ___ 0. 7 
Next 50,000 kilowatt-hours per month___ .5 
Next 65,000 kilowatt-hours per month___ . 3 

For customers with demands greater than 
10 kilowatts, the excess of demand above 10 
kilowatts will be charged at 95 cents per kilo
wat t. 

For use in excess of 360 times the demand. 
the energy charge shall be 50 percent of the 
ot h 3rwise applicable rate, except that no 
energy shall be billed at less than 2¥2 mills 
p:!r kilowatt-hour. 

COMMERCIAL WATER AND SPACE HEATING 

All energy, 0.7 cent per kilowatt-hour. 
For customers with demands greater tha,n 

10 kilowatts, the excess of demand above 10 
kilowatts will be charged at 95 cents per kilo
watt. 
Reduction in cost of electricity far majar 

household uses 

Household use 

Cost 
under 

new rates 
effective 

April 
1941 

Cost 
under 
rates 

effective 
February 

1940 

Cost 
under 
rates 
before 

Bonne-
ville 

power 
------·--- ------------
Lighting and small 

appliances (first [Q 
kilowatt-hours) _______ $1.25 $1.50 $2.18 

Refrigeration (next 35 
kilowatt-hours) _______ .53 • 70 .92 

Cookin!'( (next 115 kilo-
watt-hours) _______ ___ 1. 22 1. 30 2. 07 

Water heating (next 300 
kilowjltt-hours)_ -- ---- 1. 50 2. 00 5.40 

---------
Total for all-elec-

tric home (500 
kilowatt-hours)_ 4. 50 11. 50 10.57 

City of Canby, l i ght department-Summary 
of operations for 11 months, February to 
December, inclusive, tar the year ended 
Dec. 31, 1940 

OPERATIONS FOR 11 MONTHS ENDED DEC. 31, 

1940 

Percent Cents per 
Amount of rev- kilowatt

enue hour sold 

Gross revenue ___________ $13,852.84 100.00 1. 89 
Operating expenses ______ 7, 405.28 53.46 1. 01 

Net before depre-
ciation, taxes, 
and interest_ __ ___ 6, 447. 56 46.54 .88 

Depreciation._---------- 687. 50 4. 96 .09 
Paid to city in lieu of 

taxes._ --------------- - 828.41 5. 98 .11 
Paid to city, interest on 

investment ____________ 1, 375. 00 9. 92 .19 

Total other deduc-
tions. __ --------- 2, 890.91 20.86 . 39 

Net income for 
dividends to 
public __ _______ __ 3, 556. 55 25. 68 .49 

SALES STATISTICS 

11 months 
Present Per-
number Kilo· cent 
ofcus- watt- of 
tomers hours Revenue total 

sold 

Residential sales .. 305 357, 660 $6, 722.69 48.5 
Commercial sales. 102 348,877 6, 781. 65 49.0 
Street lighting __ ._ 1 27,700 348.50 2. 5 

---
13, 852. 84 1 100. 0 TotaL ••••• 408 734, 237 

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE FIRST MONTH WITH 

BONNEVILLE POWER AFTER RATE REDUCTION 

AND THE LAST MONTH OF THE YEAR 

February 1£40 

Custom- Kilowatt- Revenues ers hours 

Residential sales ___ _____ :Z92 25,812 ~540. 76 
Commercial sales ____ ___ 89 26,444 559.65 

December 1940 

Residential sales ___ _____ 
3051 40,7331 $710.99 

Commercial sales _______ 102 38,708 727.19 

Increase 

Residential sales ____ ____ 
131 14. 921 I n7o. 23 

Commercial sales _______ 13 12,264 167.54 

The city of Canby system of electricity is 
clear of debt with an estimated value of 
$26,721. Since the 1st of February the light 
department has purchased new equipment 
in the amount of $1,721.75 and has paid 
from earnings to the city, the equivalent of 
taxes of $828.41, has paid in cash to the city 
the interest accrued on the investment in 
the amount of $1,375, and is now in posses
sion of a surplus fund, accumulated, in the 
amount of $20,899.95. 

COMPARISON BY CUSTOMER USE 

February 1940 

Kilowatt- Revenue hours 
---

Residential sales per customer _____ 88 $1.85 
Commercial sales per customer ____ 297 6. 28 

December 1940 

Residential sales per customer _____ 
1341 $2.33 

Commercial sales per customer ____ 379 7.13 

Increase 

Pmmt I Percent 
Residential sales per customer _____ - 52 26 
Commercial sales per customer .... 28 14 

Purchased Bonneville power (11 months only): Kilowatt-hours __ ___ ______________ __ ________ 825,090 

Sales. __ ------------------------------------ 734, 237 
Losses ____________________________________ 1 90,853 

t 11 percent of gross purchase. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and publish these new rates. 

Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
and, of course, I shall not object, the 
gentleman's statement is one of the most 
astonishing revelations on powe~rates 
I have yet heard. If the town of Canby, 
Oreg., with only 1,000 people, can reduce 
its light and power rates below the 
T. V. A. rates at Tupelo, Miss., then the 
world ought to take off its hat· to Canby. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object-

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ore
gon? And the Chair calls for the regular 
order. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object-

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Oregon has taken his seat. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I reserved 
the right to object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can
not reserve the right to object. The 
Chair called for the regular order. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend and re
vise my own remarks in the RECORD and 
include a newspaper article from the 
American Federationist by George 
Meaney. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
DISTRICT DAY 

The SPEAKER. This is District day. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 
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Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, may I 

say at this time there are four rather 
routine bills that I would like to have 
considered in the House as in Committee 
of the Whole, then we will go into com
mittee under an allotment of time. 
ADMISSION OF INSANE PERSONS OF FOR-

EIGN SERVICE TO ST. ELIZABETHS 
HOSPITAL 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, I call up the bill <H. R. 
4498) to provide for the admission to 
St. Elizabeths Hospital of insane per
sons belonging to the Foreign Service of 
the United States, and ask unanimous 
consent that it be considered in the 
House as in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

The Clerk read the title o~ the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is Lhere objection to 

the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]? . 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That upon the applica
tion of the Secretary of State, the Federal 
Security Administrator is authorized to admit 
to St. Elizabeths Hospital in the District of 
Columbia, for treatment, American citizens 
who are For3ign Service officers or employees, 
as defined in the act of May 24, 1924 ( 43 Stat. 
140), as amended by the act of February 23, 
1921 (46 Stat. 1207; 22 U. S. C. 2), and who 
are legally adjudged insane in any foreign 
country and whose legal residence in one of 
the States, Territories, or the District of Co
lumbia, it has been impossible to establish. 

Upon the request of any such patient, his 
relatives or friends, he shall have a hearing in 
the District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia upon his mental condi
tion and the right of the superintendent of 
St. Elizabeths Hospital to hold him for 
treatment. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, no 
statutory provision has been made for the 
transfer to St. l!1lizabeths Hospital of 
American Foreign Service officers. These 
American Foreign Service officers are em
ployees of the Government and are Amer
ican citizens who have become insane 
while employed in our Foreign Service. 
There is no provision for them to trans
fer. It is believed such provision should 
be made inasmuch as there is authority 
for the care of insane persons belonging 
to other branches of the Federal service. 
This bill has been requested by the Secre
tary of State of the United States and it 
is felt should be passed at this time. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 
ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS FOR ST. ELIZA

BETHS HOSPITAL 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the bill H. R. 4599, to authorize the 
Federal Security Administrator to accept 
gifts for St. Elizabeths Hospital and to 
provide for the administration of such 
gifts, and ask unanimous consent that 
this bill be considered in the House as 
in Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Federal Secu
rity Administrator is authorized to accept on 
behalf of the United States gifts made un
conditionally by will or otherwise for the 
improvement, maintenance, or operation of 
Saint Elizabeths Hospital in the District of 
Columbia. Conditional gifts may be so ac
cepted if recommended by the Surgeon Gen
eral of the Public Health Service, and the 
principal of and income from any such con
ditional gift shall be held, invested, rein
vested, and used in accordance with its con
ditions, but no gift shall be accepted which 
is conditioned upon any expenditure not to 
be met therefrom or from the income thereof 
unless such expenditure has been approved 
by act of Congress. 

SEc. 2. Any unconditional gift of money 
accepted pursuant to the authority granted 
in section 1 of this act, the net proceeds 
from the liquidation (pursuant to section ·3 
or section 4 of this Act) of any other prop
erty so accepted, and the proceeds of insur
ance on any such gift property not used for 
its restoration, shall be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States and are hereby 
appropriated and shall be held in trust by 
the Secretary of the Treasury for the benefit 
of Saint Elizabeths Hospital, and he may 
invest and reinvest such funds in interest
bearing obligations of the United States or 
in obligations guaranteed as to both prin
cipal and interest by the United States. The 
income from such investments shall be avail
able for expenditure in the improvement, 
maintenance, or operation of Saint Eliza
beths Hospital, subject to the same examina
tion and audit as provided for appropriations 
made for Saint Elizabeths Hospital by Con
gress. 

SEc. 3. The evidences of any unconditional 
gift of intangible personal property, other 
than money, accepted pursuant to the au
thority gran ted in section 1 of this act shall 
be deposjted with the Secretary of the Treas
ury and he, in his discretion, may hold them 
or may liquidate them whenever in his judg
ment the purposes of the gifts will be served 
thereby. The income from any such prop
erty held by the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall be available for expenditure as is pro
vided in section 2 of this act. 

SEc. 4. The Federal Security Administrator 
shall hold any real property or any tangible 
personal property accepted unconditionally 
pursuant to the authority granted in section 
1 of this act and he shall permit such prop
erty to be used for the improvement, main
tenance, or operation of Saint Elizabeths 
Hospital or he may lease or hire such prop
erty, and may insure such property, and 
deposit the income thereof with the Secre
tary of the Treasury to be available for ex
penditure as provided in section 2 of this 
act: Provided, That the income from any 
such real property or tangible personal prop
erty shall be available for expenditure in the 
discretion of the Federal Security Adminis
trator for the maintenance, preservation, or 
repair and insurance of such property. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this legislation is to authorize 
the acceptance of gifts for St. Elizabeths 
Hospital. This is a Federal institution 
which is under the jurisdiction o:f the 
Federal Security Agency. There is an 
immediate prospect of certain valuable 
gifts to this hospital if the Congress pro
vides authority for the acceptance of 

such gifts. It also appears that the ex·
pense to the Government may be sub
stantially decreased should the Govern
ment see fit to accept for the use, main
tenance, and operation of the hospital 
proper gifts which might be tendered for 
that purpose. 

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen

tleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. RICH. Anyone who makes a gift 

to that worthy institution certainly 
shows a very generous spirit in trying 
to help not only the Federal Government 
but also those who are inmates of the 
institution. I congratulate anyone who 
will make a gift to the institution, which 
is a very worthy cause. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank the gentle
man. I understand there are such in
dividuals at this time considering making 
gifts to the hospital. 

Mr. HARE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen

tleman from South Carolina. 
Mr. HARE. Would the passage of this 

legislation permit those in charge of St. 
Elizabeths Hospital to accept gifts even 
though they may have attached to them 
certain liabilities to be performed and to 
be undertaken by the Federal Govern
ment? · 

Mr. RANDOLPH. In answer to the 
gentleman from South Carolina, may I 
say that the measure provides for the 
administration of unconditional gifts 
and authorizes the administration of 
these gifts in accordance with the con
ditions placed on such gifts to meet any 
given situation which might arise under 
an unconditional gift. 

Mr. HARE. That is, the United States 
is protected then by the provisions of the 
bill? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes. 
Mr. HARE. There will not be the pos

sibility of somebody offering a gift with 
a liability attached to it? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is correct. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

ADDITIONAL POWERS TO BOARD OF 
PUBLIC WELFARE 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the bill H. R. 4365, to give additional 
powers to the Board of Public Welfare of 
the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes, and ask unanimous consent 
that it be considered in the Hous·e as in 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Board of Public 
Welfare of the District of Columbia estab
lished by the act of Congress entitled "An act 
to establish a Board of Public Welfare in and 
for the District of Columbia, to determine its 
functions, and for other purposes," approved 
March 16, 1926, shall, in addition to the other 
duties and responsibilities imposed upon it by 
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.law, have the following duties· and responsi
bilities: 

- (1) To investigate the circumstances affect
"tng children handicapped by dependency, 
neglect, or mental defect, or who may be in 
danger of becoming .delinquent, and to pro
vide such services for the protection and care 
of such children as will assist in conserving 
satisfactory home life; 

(2) To safeguard the welfare of children 
born out of wedlock by providing services for 
ti1eir mothers and in caring for and in ob
taining support for such children; 

(3) To assume responsibility for the care 
and support of dependent or neglected chil
dren under the age of 18 years needing public 
care away from their own homes, when such 
need has been determined by careful investi
gation and is requested by the parent or 
parents or any person or agency responsible 
for the care of such children; 

(4) To make suitable provision for the re
ception and care of children in need of deten
tion pending court action, or who are tempo
rarily detained under court order, or who are 
temporarily homele~s. 

(5) Upon proper showing, in its discretion, 
to discharge from custody or guardianship 
any child committed to its care. 

SEc. 2. Any person who shall entice or at
tempt to entice, away from any home or 
institution, any child legally committed to 
the Board of Public Welfare and placed by 
said board in such home or institution, or any 
person who shall assist or attempt to assist 
any such child to leave without permission 
such home or institution, knowing such child 
to be an inmate of such institution or to have 
been placed in such home, or any person who 
shall harbor, conceal, or aid in harboring or 
concealing any such child who shall be absent 
without leave from a home or institution in 
which he has been placed by the Board of 
Public Welfare, shall, upon conviction there
of, be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
shall pay a fine of not less than $10 nor more 
than $100;· and any policeman shall have 
power, and it is hereby made his duty, to take 
into custody any child, when in his power to 
do so, who shall be absent without leave from 
a home or institution in which he has baen 
placed and - return him thereto or to the 
receiving home. 

SEc. 3. Section 5 of the act of Congress 
entitled "An act to provide for the care of 
dependent children in the District of Colum
bia and to create a B:lard of Children's 
Guardians," approved July 26, 1892, as 
amended, is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEc. 3. The Board shall have full power 
(1) to accept for care, custody, and guardian
ship dependent or neglected children whose 
custody or parental control has been trans
ferred to the Board, and to provide for the 
care and support of such children during 
their minority or during the term of their 
commitment; (2) the Board shall also have 
full power with respect to all children ac
cepted by it for care to place them in private 
families either without expense or at a fixed 
rate of board, to place them in institutions 
willing to receive them either without ex
pense or at a fixed rate of board; (3) to con
sent to the adoption of all children com
mitted to its care whose parents have been 
permanently deprived of custody by court 
order." 

SEc. 4. Section 6 of the act of Cong:· ~ss 
entitled "An act to provide for the care of 
dependent children in the District of Colum
bia and to create a Board of Children's 
Guardians," approved July 26, 1892, as 
amended, is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEc. 6. The antecedents, character, and 
condition of life of each child received by 
the Board shall be investigated as fully as 
possible, and the facts learned entered in 
permanent records, in which shall also be 

noted the subsequent history of each child, 
so far as it can be ascertained. Such records 
shall be confidential but may be made avail
able in the discretion of the Board. Provi
sion shall be made for study of the physical 
and mental conditions of children re~eived 
for care in order that care for each child may 
be planned to meet his particular physical 
and mental needs." 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this measure is to give the 
.Board of Public Welfare of the District 
of Columbia additional powers in con
nection with the care of needy and de
pendent children. It provides authority 
for the safeguarding of children whJ have 
been born out of wedlock; for the care 
and support of dependent or neglected 
children at the request of parents or 
guard:ans without the necessity of a com
mitment to the Juvenile Court; for the 
reception and care of children in need of 
a temporary detention and for relief from 
custody of any such child that has been 
committed to its care. 

This legislation will impose no addi
tional cost on the D:strict of Columbia. 
It is felt such authority should be granted 
to the Board of Public Welfare in order 
that these unfortunate children may be 
more properly provided for at this time. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN IN THE DISTRICT 

OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the bill <H. R. 4109) to provide aid to 
dependent children in the District of 
Columbia, and ask unanimous consent 
that it be considered in the House as in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from West 
Virgin~a [Mr. RANDOLPH]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
:read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the care and assist
ance of dependent children is hereby declared 
to be a special matter of public concern and a 
r;ecessity in promoting the public health and 
welfare. To provide such care and assistance 
at public expense, a system of aid to depend
ent children is hereby established for the 
District of Columbia. 

SEc. 2. The terms "aid" and "assistance" 
wherever used in this act shall be construed 
to mean money payments with respect to a 
dependent child or dependent children. As 
used in this act, the term "dependent child" 
shall be construed to mean a child under the 
age of 18 who has been deprived of parental 
support or care by reason of death, continued 
absence from the home, or physical or mental 
incapacity of a parent, and who is living with 
his father, mother, grandfather, grandmother, 
brother; sister, stepfather, ste_t;mother, step
brother, stepsister, uncle, or aunt in a place 
of residence maintained by one or more of 
such relatives as his or their own home. 

SEc. 3. Aid to dependent children shall be 
granted with respect to a child who has re
sided in the District of Columbia for 1 year· 
immediately preceding the application or who 
was born in the District of Columbia within 

. i year immediately preceding the application, 
one or both of whose parents has resided in 
the District of Columbia for 1 year imme
diately preceding the birth. 

SEc. 4. The Board -of ."Public Welfare of the 
District of Columbia shall administer assist
ance under this act. It shall prescribe th~ 
form and print and supply the blanks for ap
plications, reports, and affidavits, and such 
other forms as it may deem advisable, and 
shall make rules and r~gulations necessary for 
the carrying out of the provisions of this ac.t 
and shall make and render any and all reports 
required by the Social Security Board of the 
United States Government or otherwise au
thorized or required by law, and comply wit h 
·oUch provis:.ons as the Social Security Board 
of the United States Government may, from 
time to time, find necessary to · assure the 
_correctness and verification of such reports. 

SEC. 5. The amount of assistance for any 
child and the manner of providing it shall be 
determined by the Board of Public Welfare 
with due regard to the conditions existing in 
each case, and shall be sufficient when added 
to all other income and support available to 
the child, to provide such child with a reason
able subsistence compatil:lle with decency and 
health. 

SEc. 6. Application for assistance under this 
act shall be made to the Board of Public Wel
fare. The application shall be made in the 
manner and form prescribed by the Board of 
Public Welfare, and shall contain information 
as to the age and residence of the child and 
E.uch other information as may be required 
by the Board of Public Welfare. 

SEc. 7. Upon the receipt of an application 
for assistance, an investigation and record 
shaH be made of the circumstances in order 
to determine the dependency of the child and 
to ascertain the facts supporting the applica
tion and such other information as may be 
required by the Board of Public Welfare. 

SEc. 8. Upon completion of such investiga
tion the Board of Public· Welfare shall decide 
whether the child is eligible for assistance 
under the provisions of this act, and shall de
termine the amount of such assistance and 
the date on which assistance shall begin. 

SEc. 9. All assistance grants made under this 
act shall be reconsidered by the Board ·of 
Fublic Welfare as frequently as it may deem 
ne.cessary. After such further investigations 
as the Board of Public Welfare may deem nec
essary, the amount of assistance may be 
changed, or assistance may be entirely with
drawn if the Board of Public Welfare finds 
that the child's circumstances have altered 
sufficiently to warrant such action. 

SEc. 10. If an application is not acted upon 
within a reasonable time of th~ filing of the 
t>.pplication, or is denied in whole or in part, 
or if any award of assistance is modified or 
canceled under any provision of this act, the 
applicant or recipient may appeal for a hear
ing to the Board of Public Welfare in a 
manner and form prescribed by the Board. 

SEc. 11. All assistance granted under this 
act shall be deemed to be granted and to be 
held subject to the provisions of any amend
ing or repealing act that may hereafter be 
passed, and no person shall have any claim 
for compen<;ation or otherwise, by reason of a 
child's assistance being affected in any way 
by any amending or repealing act. 

SEc. 12. The Board of Public Welfare is 
hereby authorized and directed to cooperate 
in all necessary respects with the Social se
curity Board of the United States Government 
in the administration of this act, and to 
accept any sums allotted or appropriated by 
such Board as are available under the provi
sions of the Social Security Act. 

SEc. 13. Congress shall appropriate annually 
and make available to the order of the Board 
of Public Welfare of the D~strict of Columbia 
such sums as may be needed to pay the share 
of the District of Columbia for aid to de-

' penc;l.ent children provided under. this act to
gether with a sufficient sum to defray its share 
of administrative expenses to be incurred in 
connection therewith, and include such sums 



1941 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3917 
in the annual District of Columbia Appro
priat ion Act. Should the sum so appropri
ated, however, be expended or exhausted dur
ing the year for the purposes for which it was 
appropriated, additional sums shall be appro
priated by Congress as the case demands to 
carry out provisions of this act. 

SEc. 14. All necessary expenses incurred by 
the District of Columbia in carrying out the 
provisions of this act shall be paid in the same 
manner as other expenses of the District of 
Columbia are paid . 

SEc. 15. Any adult person who attempts to 
obtain, or obtains, or aids or assists any child 
or other person to obtain, by false represen
tation, fraud, or deceit, any allowance under 
this act, or who receives for the benefit of any 
child any allowance knowing it to have been 
fraudulently obtained, shall upon conviction 
in the police court of the District of Columbia 
be punished by a fine of not more than $500 
or by imprisonment for not more than 1 year, 
or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

SEC. 16. This act shall be cited as the Aid to 
Dependent Children Act. 

SEc. 17. This act shall take effect July 1, 
1941. 

SEc. 18. The act entitled "An act to provide 
home care for dependent children in the Dis
trict of Columbia," approved June 22, 1926, 
and all other prov:sions of law in conflict with 
this act, are hereby repealed. 

SEc. 19. If any provision of this act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum
stances is held invalid, the remainder of the 
act and the application of such provisions to 
other persons or circumstances, shall not be 
affected thereby. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, the 
purpose of this bill is to provide more ade
quately for the home care of dependent 
children in· the District of Columbia. The 
present law in the District of Columbia 
in this respect has been held by the Social 
Security Board to be wholly inadequate 
to meet the requirements. The District 
of Columbia receives considerable money 
from the Federal Social Security Board 
for aid to dependent children and the 
Board requires that the District shall 
have appropriate legislation. 

Without such a law the District is in 
danger of not receiving continuing funds 
from the Federal Security Agency. In 
order to meet these standards and bring 
the home care act for dependent children 
in conformity with the standards of the 
Social Security Board, it is believed this 
legislation is desirable. I may say to the 
membership of the House that practically 
all of the States have adopted measures 
similar to the one presented by the Dis
trict of Columbia Committee today and 
they have done so at the request of the 
Social Security Board just as we have 
done in this instance. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? · 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. · 

Mr. RICH. This would give those in 
charge greater responsibility in looking 
after the children who need supervision 
and care? They try to farm the chil
dren out, as I understand, in private 
homes rather than in institutions, and 
yet they keep a protective care over these 
children. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is true. I 
may say to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania that we have in the District of 
Columbia at the present time basic legis
lation which covers old-age assistance 

and aid to the needy, but in the matter 
of the these dependent children it is felt 
that the present law does not cover the 
situation. 

Mr. RICH. Are those in authority, 
who receive funds for the protection and 
care of these children, required to give 
an accounting of the receipts and the ex
penditures for that particular purpose? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is right. They 
make a report to the proper authorities 
in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr.-Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Vermont. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. As I understand this 
legislation is a necessary prerequisite to 
the cooperation of the Social Security 
Board? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman is 
correct. It is felt that we need basic 
legislation for th!s group, such as we al
ready have in connection with the care 
of the needy blind and old-age assistance. 
· The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my own remarks in the RECORD and 
include therein an article by Robert L. 
Norton appearing in the Boston Post of 
yesterday, stating that we face a grim 
future. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
(Mr. SMITH of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to extend his own re
marks in the RECORD.) 

DISTRICT DAY 

AMOUNT OF THE ANNUAL PAYMENT BY 
THE UNITED STATES TOWARD DEFRAY
ING THE EXPENSES OF THE GOVERN
MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill (H. R. 3490) to fix the 
amount of the annual payment by the 
United States toward defraying the ex
penses of the government of the District 
of Columbia; and pending that, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate be 
limited to 2 hours. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, may I say that this 
is commonly known as the Overton bill 
or the Overton formula. I have requests 
for something in excess of 1 hour of 
time. If the gentleman will make that 
2¥2 hours over all, an hour and fifteen 
minutes on each side, it will be agreeable. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Certainly. The 
chairman wishes to be cooperative with 
the ranking member on the committee 
and with all those who desire to speak. 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I modify my re
quest and ask that debate be limited to 
two hours and a half, one-half to be con
trolled by the gentleman from Illinois and 
one-half by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
tpe request of the gentlEman from West 
Virginia? 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, I regret 
that I shall have to object to the gentle
man's request to limit debate. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
West Virginia moves that the House re
solve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill, H. R. 
3490. 
· The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H. R. 3490, with Mr. 
WHITTINGTON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The first reading of the bill was dis

pensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from West Virginia is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may desire. 

Mr. Chairman, of course, I have a high 
regard for my colleague the gentleman 

, from Georgia [Mr. TARVER], who sits 
here. I offer this in no criticism of him; 
except that I do believe we should have 
been allowed to go into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the 
Union with an allotted t ime for debate. 
The amount of time requested for debate 
was 2% hours, and in the consideration 
of the bill under the 5-minute rule, of 
course, Members would have sufficient 
t ime to debate amendments and make 
speeches directed to the subject matter. 
I regret that the matter is now thrown 
open as it is. However, your D!strict 
Committee is rather immune and we must 
proceed, of course, irt accordance with 
the action which has been taken, on the 
objection made to my unanimcus-consent 
request. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the chairman of the sub
committee on the fiscal affairs of the 
District Committee the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. HUNTER], who as chairman of 
that group has done a good job. He has 
given careful consideration to the matter. 
I trust as many Members as possible will 
remain on the floor to hear the gentleman 
from Ohio explain the provisions of this 
bill, and participate in debate on the 
measure. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to speak in support of a measure which 
has for its primary purpose the orderly 
settlement of a problem which has vexed 
the United States Congress over a long 
period of years. It is my intention to 
present a factual and informative state
ment on this matter and not an argu
mentative dissertation. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of my desire to 
confine my statement to purely factual 
information, I wish to announce that I 
decline to yield for observations or ques
tions from my colleagues until I have 
finished my formal statement. At the 
conclusion of the brief reading of the 
several notes I have prepared I will wel
come a full and free discussion of any 
point which I have presented and will 
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then yield for any suggestions from any 
of my listeners. . 

In order that I may lay the foundation 
for my facts, I wish to say first that this 
measure it not a tax bill. It has no 
connection with taxes and does not con
tain in any of its provisions any attempt 
to touch upon the tax structure of the 
District of Columbia or the Nation as a 
whole. Let us confine ourselves therefore 
to the subject matter of the legislation. 

In making this presentation I come 
before you not as a representative of the 
District of Columbia. In no wise am I 
appearing to represent any interest other 
than that of the House of Representa
tives. Under a direct charge from this 
body I have carried out my duties as 
chairman of the subcommittee on fiscal 
relations between the Federal and Dis
trict Governments. 

I am at this moment speaking as a duly 
elected Member of the House of Repre
sentatives from the sovereign State of 
Ohio in pursuance of my duty to join 
with the other duly constituted Members 
of this body to legislate for the Nation's 

. Capital-the Federal city housing the 
fountain head of the national agencies 
set up for the protection and guidance of 
this great democracy. · 

The President of the United States has 
authorized the statement that he is fully 
in favor of this legislation. The Senate 
of the United States has passed it unani
mously. Serving as a member of the leg
islative branch of this National Govern
ment, I believe it is my duty to take full 
cognizance of the actions of the com
plementary branches of this National 
Government and act accordingly. 

Briefly, this measure provides a for
mula by which the Federal payment to
ward the cost of .maintaining and im
proving the Federal City of Washington 
shall be automatically settled each ·year. 

The factors of this formula have been 
made as absolute as humanly possible 
in order to avoid reoccurrence of the 
bitter controversies which have been a 
perennial feature of our congressional 
sessions for a number of years. Before 
me I see many of my friends, older in 
the illustrious service of their country 
than I am, who are weary to the point of 
frustration over these bitter wrangles. 
Let us today put a stop to them. 

This formula, then, arrives at the sum 
to be paid by the Federal Government by 
using the amount of land owned in the 
District of Columbia by the Federal 
agencies as a basis for computation. 

In order that this may carry out an 
absolutely equitable distribution of the 
cost, there is deducted from the gross 
amount of land held in title by the 
United States Government any such land 
embraced within the boundaries of 
streets, avenues, roads, and alleys. In 
addition, there is deducted 56 percent of 
the park areas within the boundaries of 
this District. 

Although the park areas are Federal 
projects, so ordered by this Congress and 
not by the people of the District, 56 per
cent equals the average amount of land 
used for municipal parks in the cities 
comparable tc the size of the Nation's 
Capital. 

Thereafter there is also deducted such 
land as is exclusively used by the District 
of Columbia government. That deduc
tion is made despite the fact that the 
District government is in truth and in 
fact a Federal agency and occupies a 
comparable position to the War Depart
ment, the Agriculture Department, and· 
so forth, in the exact manner in which 
the direction of those Departments is 
handled by this Congress. ' 

Having thus made these equitable de
ductions, we find if the formula were ap
plied to the land acreage of today that 
the Federal Government actually holds 
title to 21 percent of the total acreage 
within the District of Columbia bounda
ries. 

Following to the conclusion of the 
formula, we apply this percentage to the 
new amount appropriated by this Con
gress for the general running expenses 
of the District government. May I 
pause here to remark that the amount of 
the general fund appropriation is not 
the total amount appropriated. There 
is carried in each District appropriation 
bill sums for the water department and 
the highway department which are paid 
out of revenues derived specifically from 
water rents and gasoline taxes, and 
therefore are riot included in the general 
items. 

It is only fair to point out that the 
water and highway systems are paid en
tirely out of levies imposed upon the resi
dents of the District and not from any of 
the Federal money. A considerable 
amount of water is furnished to the Fed
eral departments in Washington free of 
charge and paid for entirely by the local 
residents. The passage of this bill will 
not change that situation one iota. 

In the estimates sent to Congress by 
the Bureau of the Burget ·for considera..; 
tion by the Appropriations Committee of 
the House in writing the 1942 District ap
propriation ~bill, the total sum requested 
is $51,380,236. There is carried a sum of 
$44,714,000 for the general fund. Apply
ing the 21 percent arrived at in the first 
two steps of ~he formula to the lower 
figure, the net result · would total 
$9,389,940. 

Now, there is another provision in this 
bill which limits its scope in no uncer
tain terms. In passing the huge appro
priation bills each session for this Fed
eral Government, the House of Repre
sentatives has always been wlsely deter
mined that, so far as it is practicable, 
the sums we spend of the taxpayers' 
money shall be designated for specific 
purposes. 

Charged as we are to levy, collect, and 
direct the expenditures made in the Dis
trict of Columbia in detail, this measure 
provides exactly where and when this 
money shall be spent. 

Although I have done considerable 
work on this piece of legislation, I want to 
be the first to place the credit for its im
portant language where the credit is due. 
This limitation upon the expenditures 
was written into the bill as a safeguard 
on the direct suggestion of the President 
of the United States. 

It sets forth in·clear, concise language 
that it shall be used for capital improve-

ments in the city. Recognizing that 
Washington :is t::xpanding at an enormous 
rate as a direct result of our emergency 
defense program, President Roosevelt 
has authorized the statement that he be
lieves it is the duty of this country to 
keep its Capital abreast of the important 
policies that are now being carried out. 

He has declared in no uncertain terms 
that we should direct the District gov
ernment to construct permanent capital 
improvements to care for the needs of 
the Federal agencies · now growing by 
leaps and bounds. 

As a Member of the House of Repre
sentatives, I have a deep interest in keep
ing the Capital of the greatest Nation 
on earth, the g1·eatest Capital on earth, a 
symbol to all distraught, oppressed, and 
unstable governments; be· they conqueror 
or conquered-that this democratic Na
tion is stronger in peace than they can 
ever hope to be in war. 

Under the provisions of this bill in
itiated, written, and partially approved 
by the Congress of the United States, not 
the District of Columbia or any other 
agency, the wishes of the President have 
been accomplished. 

As to its administration, when and if it 
is approved and put intC' effect, there still 
remain the commands of this House as 
to just what Capital improvements the 
funds shall be spent for, through the 
action of this full body in approval of the 
District appropriation bill. · 

As I near the close of my presentation, 
I wish to bring to your attention some 
additional facts. Although I have assured 
yo_u definitely that this measure is to no 
extent ·a tax bill, I am not deaf to the 
persistent assertions that are continually 
made when the House, clothed in its maj
esty, proceeds to pass upon the finmcial . 
problems of the District of Columbia. 

And I wish here to state unequivocably 
that the tax structure that has been im
posed upon the District of Columbia in 
the past years by the Congress of the 
United States is not now a satisfactory 
one. The taxes levied in the District must 
be revised. · 
· The revenue derived ·from ·them is not 
sufficient to meet the cost of running the 
municipality. They must be increased to 
meet the city's expansion of which 1 have 
spoken and which has been recognized 
by the President of the United States. 

At the present moment there is pending 
before the District of Columbia Commit
tee a number of proposals to increase the 
tax rate on several sources of revenue. I 
give you my personal and official assur
ance that these tax matters must and will 
be disposed of regardless of the outcome 
of the vote on the legislation before us 
today. 

Pause a moment and reflect that under 
this bill we are requiring the officers of 
the District government to use the money 
resulting from this measure for Capital 
improvements and Capital improvements 
alone. Not one cent is to be used for 
maintaining any branch of the local gov
ernment or of keeping up these Capital 
improvements after we have ordered 
them built. • 

In the past, the snms appropriated out 
of the Federal Treasury for · tbe upkeep 
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of the Nation's Capital have gone into 
the general fund to be used for either 
maintenance or improvements alike. Un
der this bill we will definitely limit the 
use of this Federal money to building up 
this Federal city, not maintaining it. 

And may I give you a few concrete facts 
about the origin of the money which we 
will so direct to be used. From time to 
time it has been said on this floor and 
in other public and private gathering;; 
that the Federal payment to the Dif'!trict 
government is a gratuitous offering from 
the taxpayers of the 48 States to the resi
dents of the District of Columbia. 

Let us look at the facts. The Federal 
payment does come out of the Federal 
Treasury where it has been collected by 
Federal taxes. In 1940 there was col
lected from the residents of the District 
of Columbia in Federal taxes a total of 
$20,192,784. That money went into the 
Federal Treasury just as did the Federal 
tax money from the 48 States. When 
the Federal payment is transferred from 
the Federal Treasury to the account of 
the District, it will come from the Federal 
taxes collected from the District resi
dents as well as from the residents of the 
48 States. 

In this respect, I would like to call your 
attention to the further fact that this 
$20,192,784 collected in Federal taxes 
from the District is higher than the Fed
eral taxes collected in each of 21 of the 
48 States, and is as great as the com
bined payments of 7 States. 

Therefore, it follows as a mathematical 
certainty that when the country as a 
whole pays its share of the upkeep of 
the Nation's Capital the District will pay 
a proportionate share greater than each 
of the 21 States. 

Now, having directed under the lan
guage of this bill · that 21 percent of the 
total amount which we wish to appro
priate from year to year to pay the cost 
of our country's capital be spent solely 
for improvements, let us see where the 
other 79 percent of the required money 
to maintain the improvements we have 
ordered to be constructed from Federal 
money is to come. Of course, there is 
but one answer. It must come from the 
taxes imposed upon the people of the 
District of Columbia by this Congress. 

They have no more to say about what 
these taxes are to be than they have to 
say under this bill where or how much 
money is to be spent from the Federal 
Treasury. We levy the taxes. We order 
it collected. We spend it as we see fit. 

This bill will not relieve the District 
· residents of their tax burden by one 
penny. As a matter of fact, since it will 
take from their general funds that por
tion of the Federal payment which has 
heretofore been used for maintenance, 
placing that burden fully upon their 
shoulders, it will increase their responsi
bility. 

In closing, let me leave you with one 
impression. That is that I am abso
lutely assured that in performance of my 
duties in the House I have chosen the 
right turn in this matter. 

If there are in the House defeatists 
who, while giving lip service to the Over
ton formula, invite compromise in ad-

vance as if it were already a lost cause, 
such is not the slender quality of my 
support. 

Although this measure does not bear 
my name, I champion it in this House 
with all that sponsorship implies to the 
end, bitter or sweet, pulling no punches. 

I do not admit this cause is weak. I 
ask no compromise or quarter. I have 
had no trouble, other than the expendi
ture of a little energy, in finding support 
among House Members for the bill. 

I have confidence in the bill. I ex
pect the House will perform a simple act 
of deserved justice to the District by 
passing it and settling, once for all time, 
the basis of Federal contribution to mu
nicipal maintenance of the seat of Na
tional Government. 

And now, ladies and gentlemen, I have 
with me copies of the hearings and the 
report on the bill, along with other addi
tional material which contains in detail 
the figures to prove the facts that I have 
just furnished. 

You are undoubtedly as familiar, if not 
more familiar, with them than I am. 
Therefore I spare you the repetition of 
their utterance. · 

I am going to vote for this measure. I 
am going to follow the wishes of our 
President. I call upon you in all sincerity 
and humbleness to join me with your vote. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. Yes. 
Mr. RICH. As I understand from the 

report made by the gentleman, and I have 
1istened to it intently, it is that we are go
ing now to assess all Government prop
erty in the District, where there are 
buildings located and in the public parks, 
and because of the fact that there are 
more public parks in the city than in 
cities of comparable size, we are only go
ing to use 56 percent of the parks in the 
District, and assess those for the purpose 
of paying into the District money so that 
the District may function. Suppose we 
assess the public parks of the District in 
order that the District may receive funds. 
Is that justifiable from the standpoint 
that the Federal Government is furnish
ing all of the public parks to the District 
and the Federal Government pays the ex
penses under the National Park Board, in 
the Interior Department? We have given 
the District those parks, and we furnish 
service to them, and now we are to be 
compelled to pay a tax on 56 percent of 
the parks in the District. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
afraid that the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania misunderstood the formula. We 
are not assessing the parks at all. We are 
not doing any assessing. We find that 
the Federal Government owns approxi
m~tely 14 square miles of the District of 
Columbia, and owns approximately 8,956 
acres of land, including that occupied by 
Fed ~ral buildings. 'I "he improved value 
of this ground is approximately 37 p( .r-

cent of the total value of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. RICH. Then I misunderstood the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HUNTER. We ask the Federal 
Government to pay a proportionate 
share of the amount owned after deduc
tions are made. The Federal Govern
ment owns approximately 36 percent of 
all of the acreage in the District, but we 
are not asking the Government to pay 36 
percent of the taxes, because we first de
duct the amount of land contained in the 
streets and roads and alleys, and 56 per
cent of the park land and then ask the 
Government to contribute proportion
ately on the balance. 

Mr. RICH. Then you are assessing the 
park lands, because you are only deduct
ing 56 percent. In other words, you are 
assessing the Government for the differ
ence between 56 percent and 100 percent, 
or 44 percent. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. HUNTER. But if the Federal 
Government sees fit to buy many acres of 
ground without commlting the District, 
and maintain it as a part of the National 
Park Service, there is no reason why the 
District government should be forced to 
consider it District property. 

Mr. RICH. But remember this, that 
the District government, insofar as the 
property owned by the Federal Govern
ment is concerned, belongs to the Federal 
Government, it is not a part of the Dis
trict, but we have to see that the District 
is operated. I cannot see why we should 
assess the public parks to pay that money 
into the District. Suppose this should es
tablish a precedent, and then say, in the 
case of the Yellowstone National Park, 
which is in the State of Wyoming, that 
the State of Wyoming wants us to pay 
taxes on the Yellowstone National Park, 
or suppose the buildings are owned by the 
Government in these various States. Are 
they going to be assessed? 

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman is 
speaking of precedents, the Federal Gov
ernment has contributed to the upkeep of 
the District government for over a period 
of 150 years, and we are asking that this 
be put upon a sane basis. 

Mr. RICH. But if we pass this bill we 
are now establishing a precedent, so that 
the States can come in and ask us to pay 
taxes on the property the Federal Gov
ernment owns in those States. 

Mr. HUNTER. No more so than we 
have done through the past 150 years, 
during which time we have contributed to 
the District government. 

Mr. RICH. But the District of Colum
bia is owned by the Federal Government, 
and it was intended that this be a part 
and parcel of ground set apart to be 
owned by the Federal Government, and 
not by anybody else. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield. 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. What is the per · 

capita debt of the District of Columbia 
as compared with other cities of its size 
throughout the United States? 

Mr. HUNTER. The Congress has not 
seen fit to authorize the District to bor
row money. It .has no capital debt. 
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The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has again · expired. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 10 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. In your own 
State of Ohio are Federal buildings taxed 
by the State and the municipalities, or 
do they have to turn over a certain 
amount of money to the State or munici
palities? 

Mr. HUNTER. Federal buildings in 
my particular district probably do not 
occupy one one-hundredth of 1 percent. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is not the 
question I am asking you. Do they pay 
taxes? 

Mr. HUNTER. They pay none. 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Some States of 

the United States contribute very valua
ble pieces of property and they do not 
receive any money whatever for those 
parcels. 

Mr. HUNTER. But will the gentle
man recognize the fact that since this 
District was organized in 1791 the Fed
eral Government started out contributing 
first 100 percent of the operation cost of 
the District of Columbia. Then it was 
on a 60-40 basis, which carried on over 
a period of 70 years. Then for a great 
number of years it was on a 50-50 basis. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Was the District 
of Columbia commercialized as much 
·during that period as it is at the present 
time? 

Mr. HUNTER. Proportionately so. 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Do you think so? 
Mr. HUNTER. Yes. We know that 

·from the amounts of Federal contribu
tions. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. How does the 
tax rate here compare with other cities? 

Mr. HUNTER. I am glad the gentle
man asked that question. I would like 
to answer it in this way: The Pond re
port between 1938 and 1939 made a check 
in 10 cities of comparable size to the 
District of Columbia. That is, cities 
with populations between 700,000 and 
900,000 people. The District of Colum
bia tax rate on real estate is slightly 
higher than the average for those 10 
cities. · 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will you give me 
the tax rate on the dollar or on the $100 
in those cities and also in the District 
of Columbia? 

Mr. HUNTER. I would have to check 
that in order to get the tax rate, but it is 
based not only on the tax rate, but it is 
based also on the valuation. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Now, I am going 
to ask you the tax rate. The valuations 
have been disputed. 

Mr. NICHOLS. It is $1.50 a hundred. 
Mr. HUNTER. The tax rate in the 

District of Columbia is $1.75. 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. And in many 

cities it runs anywhere from $25 to $40 
a thousand. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And some $100. 
Mr. HUNTER. But the property val

uation in many towns is as low as 30 or 
35 percent of the actual value. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is not true, 
especially in my city. We are assessed 
100 percent. In fact, some of the prop
erty could not be sold at the tax valua
tion. 

Mr. HUNTER. How large is your city? 
· Mr. NICHOLS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. NICHOLS. The gentleman made 
a statement a minute ago that I feel quite 
sure must be in error. I am sure the gen
tleman would like to correct it if he 
agrees with me that it is in error. I un
derstood the gentleman to say a minute 
ago that the value of the property occu
pied by the Federal Government in the 
District of Columbia represented 46 per
cent in value of all of the property in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. HUNTER. Thirty-six percent, I 
believe. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Thirty-six percent. I 
thought the gentleman said 46 percent. 
I am sure if the gentleman will check his 
figures he will find that even that is not 
correct because in this bill it is pointed 
out that the land which they talk about 
in this bill is an area of 39,273 acres; 
that owned by the Federal Government 
is 8,322 acres, which is about one-fifth. I 
am just wondering if that one-fifth can 
be 36 percent of the whole in value. Is 
that what the gentleman means to say? 

Mr. HUNTER. The value of that land, 
with improvements, is in excess of 36 per
cent. 

Mr. NICHOLS. If that is true, then I 
would like to ask the gentleman how that 
property belonging to the Federal Gov
ernment was assessed; whether it was 
assessed as business property or whether 
it was assessed as to the value of the 
palatial buildings that were built there, 
ornate in style, to fit the demands of the 
Nation's Capital insofar as decoration is 
concerned? 

Mr. HUNTER. The valuation on im
provements was placed by the same 
method that the valuation was placed on 
all other property in the District of Col
umbia. The acreage was assessed on the 
same basis. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Of course, the value 
would be on the acreage and the im
provements. That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. HUNTER. Yes. Of course, in 
our bill we have not taken valuations into 
consideration. We have taken the pro
portion of property owned by the Fed
eral Government in proportion to the 
taxable property in . the District, after 
deductions were made. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield. 
Mr. BENDER. My friend would not 

want the statement to stand that in 
Ohio our property is appraised at 30 or 
35 percent of its true value in our cities, 
would he? 

Mr. HUNTER. Yes; there are many 
such cases. 

Mr. BENDER. The gentleman be
lieves that most of the property· is ap
praisej at 30 or 35 percent of its value? 

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman from 
Cleveland and I know from service in the 
legislature that much of the property 
is assessed below its actual value. 

Mr. BENDER. I want to correct the 
gentleman and say that that statement 
is absolutP.J.y without foundation, and I 
know the gentleman would not deliber-

ately make a statement to deceive the 
people here. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Under this Overton 
formula, no account is taken of the value 
of personal property, is there? 

Mr. HUNTER. The Overton formula 
is based on the proportion of acreage. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Should not some 
consideration be given to the value of 
personal property? Residents of States 
have to pay on their personal property. 
I do in Iowa, everybody else does. Why 
should the residents of this District be 
relieved from taxation on their personal 
property? 

Mr. HUNTER. The residents of this 
District are not relieved; they pay taxes 
on their personal property. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Why then should 
the Government pay a proportion of the 
taxes based fully on real estate without 
taking into account personal property? 
As I understand the Overton formula, it 
orces paymt:nt wholly on real estate; that 
is, on the proportion of real estate. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mt. HUNTER. I yield. . 
Mr. WADSWORTH. May I r~ind 

the gentleman from Iowa that if the 
Federal Government is to pay a propor
tionate share of the expenses based in 
part upon personal property, the Gov
ernment will get the worst of it. I 
should not like, for examplE, to see the 
Government pay on the value of the 
paintings in the new National Gallery 
of Art, or the Smithsonian Institution, or 
the National Museum or the Congres
sional Library, because they would go to 
towering figures. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. The people of the 
District of Columbia get more benefit 
frorri the galleries and libraries than the 
people of the States. The people who 
come to work here spend their money 
here. The merchants get the benefit of 
all of that; and the value of such per
sonal property is of far greater benefit 
proportionately to the residents of this 
District than to the people of Iowa or 
New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The residents of 
the District already pay a personal prop
erty tax. I hope the Government of the 
United States is not going to do it. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. It is not going to 
do it, but the people of the District should 
continue to do it. · . 

Mr. WADSWORTH. They will . 
Mr. GILCHRIST. Under the bill they 

will not, because it is based upon real 
estate. 

Mr. HUNTER. I beg the gentleman's 
pardon, but there is nothing in this bill 
that touches that angle. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. But it does require 
the Government to pay on the basis of 
real estate only. 

Mr. HUNTER. On the ratio the real 
esta te owned by the Federal Government 
bears to the total District acreage, with 
certajn deductions. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. They do not pay 
taxes on real estate, but according to a 
ratio. 

Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield. 
Mr. SASSCER. Is it not a fact that 

the acreage taken by the Government is 
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in the downtown area where the· assess
able base is infinitely higher than in the 

· outlying sections? 
Mr. HUNTER. If this formula were 

based on actual valuation of the real es
tate, the Federal Government's contri
bution would be more than 50 percent 
higher than it would be under the Over
ton formula. 

Mr. SASSCER. I thank the gentle
man. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. HEBERT]. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve the real important point of the so-

• called Overton formula is to settle once 
and for all what seems to be an annual 
wrangle and controversy here in the Dis
trict on just how much the Federal Gov
ernment is going to contribute to the 
support of the District. I understand 
that every year a new plan is brought 
forward and different payments· are 
made. 

Senator OVERTON, in studying this 
proposition, has attempted to settle once 
and for all these questions and these con
troversial issues by making or presenting 
a formula whereby a certain definite 
proportion of the operating expenses of 
the District would be paid by the Gov
ernment itself, based on the amount of 
real estate holdings. 

With one important amendment, and 
a very important amendment, as sug
gested by President Roosevelt, this is the 
same bill which was passed by the Senate 

·on March 24, of this year. Your Commit
tee on the District of Columbia, to which 
this bill was referred, has considered the 
bill and the amendment suggested by the 
President, and has recommended that 
as amended it be paEsed. 

Again I point out and impress upon . 
you that the real purpose of the bill is 
to establish a definite plan of payment 

·by the Federal Government toward the 
expenses and upkeep of the District of 
Columbia; and I may say at this point 
that we must realize and recognize the 
fact that the District of Columbia be
longs to the people of the entire United 
States; it is the Nation's Capital. It is 
just as much the Capital of the gentle
man from California as it is of the gen
tleman from New York. It is our Capital 
and as such we must contribute to its 
support. 

This bill sets no precedent, because 
since 1790 the Government has consist
ently contributed to the support of the 
District. 

For the purpose of this bill, the land 
owned by the United States in the Dis
trict is defined as being the total number 
of acres of land owned by the United 
States Government on the 1st day of 
July of the preceding fiscal year after 
certain deductions are made. These de
ductions would be: 

First. Any of such land embraced 
within the boundaries of streets, avenues, 
roads, and alleys; 

Second. Fifty-six percent of any such 
land within the park areas of the Dis
trict; and 

Third. Any such land occupied and 
used exclusively by the District of Co
lumbia government. 

It is considered proper to credit the 
United States with such lands because all 
municipalities have streets, avenues, and 
so forth. 

Likewise, it is proper to credit the de
duction for park area because all munic
ipalities have park areas. _ It is recog
nized that the District of Columbia has 
excessive park area over that of other 
cities, the excessive area being 44 per
cent. Therefore, there is deducted from 
the United States land 56 percent of the 
park area. In other words, the Federal 
Government is charged only with the 
excess park area. All park areas in the 
District are federally owned. It is 
therefore self-evident that the deduction 
of 56 percent should be made. 

On July 1, 1940, the United States 
owned 12,831 acres of land in the Dis
trict. Fifty-six percent of the park areas 
amounted to 4,207 acres and the area 
used exclusively by the District govern
ment amounted to 302 acres. Deduct
ing this 4,207 and the 302 acres from the 
total leaves a net of 8,322 acres of United 
States land. 

The District comprises 44,317 acres, of 
which 5,044 acres are covered by water, 
leaving a net land area in the District 
of 39,273 acres. 

The ratio of Federal payment, deter
mined by dividing 8,323, the number of 
acres chargeable to the Government, by 
39,273, the total acreage of the District, 
gives a percentage of 21.19. The fraction 
being less than one-half of 1 percent is, 
by the terms of the bill, disregarded, 
leaving a percentage ratio of 21 even. 

The budget estimate for the next fiscal 
year has been set at $44,714,000. Apply
ing the Overton formula of 21 percent, 
we would have a Federal contribution 
of $9,389,940. 

Upon the President's suggestion, the 
bill provides that an amount at least 
equal to the Federal Government's con
tribution shall be expended for Capital 
outlays. In other words, the District 
would be required to spend a minimum of 
$9,389,940 for Capital improvements 
within the next fiscal year. 

None of this money is to go into oper
ating expenses, but is specifically ear
marked, or a similar amount is earmarked 
for capital improvements, and I pause 
here to read some of the necessary needed 
capital outlays for the District at the 
present time. There is needed a central 
public library; extension of sewers; addi
tional facilities at Gallinger Hospital; 
additional facilities at Georgetown Hos
pital; health centers; expansion at 
Tuberculosis Sanitarium at Glendale; ex
-tension of fire-alarm system; public wel
fare center, combining the Home for the 
Aged, Colored Training School for Boys, 
National Training School for Girls, In
dustrial Home School for Boys; a new in
cinerator; west wing of Municipal Center 
Building; consolidation and reconstruc
tion of the old, dilapidated 8-room schools 
throughout the District; new Wilson 
Teachers' College; replacement and re
construction of Abbott Vocational School; 
additional school facilities in newly de
veloped areas; additional wa.ter supply 
and filtration and distribution equip
ment; development of the existing recre
ation areas. 

The National Government has made a 
Federal payment toward the upkeep and 
expense of the District of Columbia since 
the establishment of the District. From 
1790 to 1879 the method of payment was 
the present lump-sum payment. The 
pay,nent.s between 1790 and 1879 aver
aged 38..7 percent of the expenditures of 
the District. From 1879 to 1920 the Fed
eral Government contributed 50 percent 
of the District's expenditures under what 
is known as the 50-50 plan. . From 1921 
to 1924 the Federal payment was 40 per
cent of the expenditures of the District 
under what is known as the 40-60 plan. 
From 1925 to the present day the Fed
eral payments have been on the basis of 
lump sums, determined annually and fre
quently varying in the amounts of pay
ment. For example, in 1925 the payment 
was $9,000,000; in 1931, $9,500,000; in 
1937, $5,000,000; and, during the present 
fiscal year, it is $6,000,000. 

There has been an interminable con
troversy throughout the years from 1879 
to the present in respect both to the 
amount and method of Federal payments 
to the District. The purpose of this bill 
is to put an end to this controversy by 
providing a fixed formula rf'gulating the 
payment. 

Congress has always tecognized the 
National obligation of making a payment 
toward the upkeep of the F'ederal city. 
There has, however, been constant dis
pute as to the method and as to the 
amount of the Federal payment. The 
present bill sets up a formula which will 
remove all cause for future dispute. In 
the opinion of your committee, the divi
sion of responsibility between the Na
tional Government and the District Gov
ernment is fair and equal t.o both. 

Your Committee on the District of 
Columbia took recognition of an argu
ment advanced most frequently against 
the Federal payments. This argument is 
that the burden of taxation in the Dis
trict of Columbia is light as compared 
with the taxation in various cities. The 
Bure~u of Census conducted a study for 
the committee and reported that the tax 
burden in the city of Washington is equal 
to the average other comparable cities. 

Mr. DEWEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from Dlinois. 

Mr. DEWEY. Will the gentleman 
please tell us the average payments prior 
to the ones he mentioned, which began 
at $9,000,000 and went down to $6,000,-
000, where it is at the present time, when 
they were on a 50-50 basis. 

Mr. HEBERT. The highest was nine 
and a half million dollars. I thought 
these figures were in the report, but they 
are not. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. SAUTHOFF]. 

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, it is 
an unfortunate thing that every time we 
meet to legislate for the District, either 
for or against it, no interest is taken, 
no one cares to be present, and the Dis
trict, of course, suffers as a result. I 
appreciate the fact that there is much 
antagonism among the Members because 
of the treatment that many of us get, 
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especially. when it comes to renting a 
place in which to live. . 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BEAM). The 
gentleman will state his point of ordeJ.:. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that there is not a 
quorum present. I think . the gentle
man's attitude is well taken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Seventy-five 

·Members are present, not a quorum. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The ClEirk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No·. 51] 
Anderson, Geyer, Calif. 

N. Mex. Gifford • 
Andresen, Gossett 

August H. Green 
Barnes Harris, Va. 
Ba umhart Hart 

·Bishop Heffernan 
Boehne Jackson 
Bradley, Mich. Jacobsen 
Bradley, Pa. Jenks, N.H. 
Buckler, Minn. Johnson, Calif. 
Buckley, N.Y. Johnson, 
Burdick Luther A. 
Capozzoli Johnson, 
Case, S. Dak. Lyndon B. 
Cel!er Keefe 
Clark Kelly, Dl. 
C!evenger Kennedy, 
Cluett Michael J. 

· Cooley Kerr 
Crosser Kunkel 
Cullen Lambertson 
Day LeCompte 
De!aney Lesinski 
Dies McArdle 
Ditter McGranery 
Douglas Marcantonio 
Downs Martin, Mass. 

·Duncan Myers, Pa. 
. Durham Norton 
Eaton O'Brien, Mich. 

. Elston 0 'Day 
Fish O'Leary 
Flannagan Osmers 
Flannery Paddock 
Ford, Thomas F.Peterson, Ga. 

Pfeifer, 
Joseph L. 

Rivers · 
Robertson, 

N.Dak. 
Rockefeller 
Romjue 
Satterfield 
Schaefer, Ill. 
Schuetz 
Scott 
Shannon 
Sikes 
Simpson 
Smith, Maine 
Smith,Pa. 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wash. 
Somers, N.Y. 
Starnes, Ala. 
Sumners, Tex. 
Sweeney 
Taber 
Tenerowicz 
Terry 
Thorn 
Thomas, N.J. 
Tolan 
Vorys, Ohio 
Ward 
Wasielewski 
Weaver 
Welch 
White 
·winter 
Wolfenden. Pa. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the Chair, 
Mr. WHITTINGTON, Chairman Of the 
Committee of the whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera
tion the bill H. R. 3490, and finding itseJf 
without a quorum, he had directed the 
roll to be called, when 320 Members .re
sponded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The Committee will 
resume its sitting. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SAUTHOFF] is recog
nized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, be
fore the point of order that a quorum 
was not present was made, about one
sixth of the membership was present. 
If your common council at home legis
lated on the fiscal affairs of your home 
city with one-sixth of the common coun
cil present, how much criticism would be 
heaped upon that . administration for 
having taken such action? Yet we are 
proceeding to legislate on the fiscal af
fairs of 700,000 people, with one-sixth of 
the common council present. 

I submit to you that that is not fair to . 
the great mass of people who live here 
and work for a living. After all, it is 

your business .and my business to legis
late for them. If the laws of this District 
are bad, it . is your fault and my fault. 
If the administration of those laws is bad, 
it is your fault and my fault. We cannot 
sidestep our responsibility in that re
spect. Therefore, in the spirit of fair 
play, I should like to ask the· Members on 
both si4es of the aisle to try to do the . 
square thing by that great mass of men, 
women, and children who have no voice 
of their own in their affairs, who have no 
representative, who have no vote, and 
who must, of necessity, depend upon us 
to take care of them. 

I am going to vote for this bill for this 
reason: I feel that a great many things 
are needed in the District. I believe that 
with the amendment suggested by the 
President, which is an excellent amend
ment, that funds derived from this bill 
be devoted to capital improvements, we 
ought to support the bill. 

I will go a step further than that. I 
am greatly concerned about the future 
health of this District. It is growing so 
rapidly and the population is so con
gested that no one can tell but that an 
epidemic might break out. We ought to 
have an auxiliary water system. Many 
of the schools should be torn down as 
not fit for the attendance of small chil
dren. To embark on the program that 
is really needed as to hospitals, schools, 
water supply, sewerage, and many other 
things, a great sum ·of money is needed. 
This money that we would vote today 
if we passed this bill would be only one
tenth of what is actually necessary to 
embark on these improvements. So I 

· am going a step further than is called 
for under the so-called Overton formula, 
and, if I get the opportunity, I am also 
going to support and vote for the bill 
introduced by the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. REES] to raise taxes to $25 a 
thousand. Then we would get a com
parable sum of money from the property 
owners in the District and proceed to 
do some very effective work that is 
vitally needed in the way of capital im
provements. 

Your wives and your children are a 
part of the population of this District. 
It is up to you to protect them. It is up 
to you and to me to see that they attend 
good schools, and · that their water sup
ply is secure. It is not now secure, and 
that is admitted by the engineers of the 
District. The water supply is extremely 
vulnerable. If any alien agents wanted 
to attack that water supply, it would 
be a very simple thing to do so. [Ap
plause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 

believe my colleagues will believe me 
when I say that in the consideration of 
all District of Columbia legislation on 
this floor I ani always most generous 
and fair in the discussion of the matters 
which come before us. I repeat that I 
believe that inasmuch as this is the Dis
trict day we should ha_ve been allowed 
to consider this legislation in an orderly 
way, with a certain allotment of time, 
with the reading of . the bill under the 
5-minute rule and the offering of amend
ments, and then the voting of the meas
ure up or down. 

Let us be -frank -with ourselves. We 
know, and I am certainly not pointing 
my finger at anybody, that there is a
spirit here today of a filibuster, because 
certain Members themselves have told 
me that. I hope it will disappear. If 
they desire to do that, of course, there 
is nothing we can do about it, particu
larly, although I do know that it does 
not come from the District Committee 
members, and I do not want any of my 
colleagues to feel that such is the case. 

Mr. Chairman, I repeat that certainly 
we do have every right on District days 
to go into these matters in an orderly 
way. In this connection, I read an edi
torial appearing in the Sunday Star of 
yesterday: 

RECIPROCITY IN FAIR PLAY 

Debate on the proposed formula for 
measurement of the Federal payment to the 
District is expected to occupy the House to
morrow and this naturaly will center atten
tion on District of Columbia affairs. In what 
spirit will the House approach its task, and 
in what spirit will the Washington com
munity view the proceedings? 

Congress and the Washington community 
are partners in the important work of Na
tional Capital maintenance and development. 
Congress possesses all the power and, with it_. 
the responsibility. The Washington com
munity furnishes the greater part of the reve
nue, with no effective voice in its collection 
and expenditure. The Washingtonian often 
feels that individual legislators abuse their 
power and sometimes the Washingtonian ex
ercises too freely the privilege of the ' hope
lessly defeated litigant and "cusses the court:" 
Too inany of Washington's legislators have 
come to view their voteless constituents as 
unappreciative, ~ngrateful, gree<;iy, and cen
sorious, and too many of these constituents 
have come to view the legislators, selected 
for them by the Co:pstitution, as carelessly 
ignorant of their needs, as contemptuously 
indifferent to and neglectful of their welfare 
or as actively hostile. 

The great need now is for a change of policy 
that will make the partnership between the 
National Government and the Washington 
community work; a change of heart, a new 
policy under which each of the Capital
building p'artners shall heed the injunction, 
"Put yourself in his place," with the result 
of _ substituting mutual appreciation ·for re
crimination. Fair play and mutual regard 
are watchwords of the new policy. 

In accordance with this policy the Wash
ingtonian will render deserved and belated 
tribute of grateful appreciation to the long 
line of Senators and Representatives who 
now, as in the past, faithfully perform the 
unselfish, difficult, and almost thankless task 
of dealing as considerately and justly with 
their Capital constituents as with their home 
constituents. Washington knows and honors 
these men-its loyal, helpful friends, publ:c
spirit.ed workers in the task of Capital build
ing-though it may not have put this ap
preciation and honor into words as promptly 
and as adequately as it ought. . 

When_ Washington puts itself in the place 
of Congress and realizes the difficulties and 
embarrassments under which Congressmen 
labor as District legislators it will be easier 
for the city to substitute at times apprecia
tion for fault-finding. The Capital may then 
even feel a pride in having as its local legis
ature the greatest legislative body in the 
world; a legislature which, though neglectful 
and sometimes threa~ening in District legis
lation, has always in the great crises in the 
Capital's hjstory acted jUstly and wisely and 
sympathetically. 

And as Washington should subject itself 
to a rigid self-examination to ascertain 
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whether !t has not been· lacking !n grateful 
appreciation, so should individual Members 
_of Congress test the question whether they 

. do not fall short in just appreciation of 
their Capital constituency and deny it 
American fair play, not merely in specific 
legislation, but in general attitude and theory 
of action as legislators; not merely, for in
stance, in respect to the money exacted 
from year to year in taxation, but in respect 
to acts and words which traduce the good 
name and bruise the self-respect of the most 
misunderstood and most misrepresented of 
American communities. 

The extensive powers in respect to the 
Capital conferred upon Congress involve 
equally far-reaching responsibilities and ob
ligations and sacrifices in the Nation's in
terest are required . on both sides of the 
partnership. A great power is to be greatly, 
nobly exercised, controlled by no motive or 
impulse that is small or mean or base. 

The greatest legislative body in the world, 
representing the world's foremost Nation, is 
to build up, typifying that Nation, the world's 
greatest Capital. The Nation's city which 
the forefathers planned is not merely the 
physical city, but the people who live in it, 
the men and women who make the sacri
fices in the Nation's interest which call for 
sacrifices of time, thought, and patient con
sideration by the Nation, through Congress, 
in return. The obligation is to build not 
merely a beautiful city, but a healthful, 
wholesome, well-governed, contented, and 
self-respecting city. 
. The greatest of our public men have been. 
the strongest champions of the Capital. Be
ginning with Washington, who gave it his 
name, and Jefferson, who was a planner, 
founder, and upbuilder of the city, great 
men from all sections of the country, in 
Congress as well as in the White House, have 
delighted to labor to make the Capital 
worthy of the Republic. And, clearly, there 
is noble work for any statesman in identify
ing h imself conspicuously with the up build- · 
ing of the Federal city today. 

What the Constitution of the United 
States has joined together in the Capital
making partnersh-ip is not to be put asunder. 
And since these partners are to live and 
work together in Capital building, let them 
by mutual consideratio;n, forbearance, sym
pathy, and' regard live together happily and 
work harmoniously and effectively to the end 
that through their joint labors a magnificent 
Capital may be developed, which ·every 
Washingtonian may with patriotic enthusi
asm claim as his home and of which every 
American may be proud. 

Mr. Chairman, I am firmly of the con
viction, although it is perhaps not shared 
by a majority of my colleagues, that the 
Federal contribution to the District of 
Columbia is inadequate at the present 
time. The rapidly expanding defense 
program, with 60,000 persons already ar
rived here in a few months in this juris
diction, and many more to come, with 
an increase of maintenance, presents a 
picture vastly different from other years. 
Further, I say to you that it is my feeling 
that the Congress of the United States 
should give to the District of Columbia a 
greater Federal contribution than is now 
paid. It should be placed on a stabilized 
basis. Of course; there are those who will 
say that no Member of the House should 
report on what another body has done 
and use that as his guiding post. I do 
say to you, however, that the Senate of 
the United States, without a dissenting 
vote, passed the so-called Overton for
mula. Your District Committee consid
ered the matter and has brought the 
measure to the floor. The President of 
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the United States has evidenced an in
terest and support for the measure to 
such an extent that he asked an amend
ment be added to the bill. The measure 
is reported with that amendment. Of 
course, individual Members here have the 
highest responsibility themselves, and to 
those who differ with me, I accord the 
same right that I want them to accord to 
me. There is no criticism in my heart of 
any man or woman who does not go 
along with this proposition. I do say 
that the District of Columbia Committee, 
charged with the responsibility for 
bringing legislation here affecting this 
jurisdiction, is entitled to fair treatment 
in the procedure of measures which come 
before this body. I only hope that we 
will address our remarks to the subject 
matter, to what affects the District. If 
there is to be a filibuster, although I 
would not want to curtail debate and am 
perfectly willing to sit here and listen to 
the lambasting that we may expect from 
those who disagree with us, I see no rea
son why after a while I should not sug
gest that the Committee rise, and I am 
sure if I do, that no one can charge me 
with wanting to cut off debate. The 
Committee on the District is attempting 
to do the best job that it can, and we 
trust that in the future, as well as during 
the remainder of the afternoon, meas
ures will be considered upon their merit, 
voted either up or down. That is all the 
District Committee desires now or at a 
later time. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia yields back 1 minute, 
unless he desires to use further time. 
. Mr. DIRKSEN. · Mr. Chairman, I ask . 

recognition. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Illinois is recognized for 1 hour. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, let 

there be no trepidation on the part of 
Members. I shall take only a few mo
ments, for what I have to say about the 
Overton formula can be very briefly ex
pressed. First, it ought to be borne in 
mind that this is a permanent authoriza
tion. It is from now on, as they said 
about the man in jail-he is there from 
now on. This proposes to be on the 
books from now on. In setting up this 
question of the formula, there was as
sumed to be approximately 40,000 acres 
of land in the area of the District of 
Columbia. Making an allowance for 56 
percent of the park area in the city, there 
is owned by th3 United States actually 
over 8,300 acres of land, so that the ratio 
between 8,300 acres and a little over 
39,000 acres is approximately 21.19 per
cent. When you take 21.19 percent of 
the general revenues, as estimated for the 
fiscal year 1942, it will make a sum in 
excess of $9,300,000. In other words, 
each year it will be larger. For instance, 
the general fund for the fiscal year 1940 
was $41,600,000, so that under the Over
ton plan the contribution would have 
been eight and three-quarter million 
dollars. In the fiscal year 1941 the gen
eral-revenue fund went to $42,800,000, so 
that the annual contribution under the 
Overton formula would have gone from 
eight and three-quarter million dollars 
to $9,000,000. In the fiscal year 1942, 
which is approaching, the general reve:. 

nues ·are estimated by the Budget at 
$44,700,000 and approved by the Presi
dent, so that with this formula the con
tribution will jump from $9,000.000 in 
1941 to $9,300,000 in 1942, so that as this 
ratio increases-and it will increase-and 
as the appropriations out of the general 
fund increase, obviously the amount to be 
contributed will increase, and I have esti
mated that in 1943 it will be well in excess 
of $10,000,000. 

So it will go on up and up and up. 
Now, Congress has lost control under 

this formula. Do not forget that. Once 
you take the naked land area belonging 
to the United States and the naked area 
belonging to the entire District of Co
lumbia and figure the ratio, as the United 
State_s Government acquires additional 
land obviously the ratio is going up. Ob
viously we are going to acquire new land. 
The Procurement Division of the Public 
Buildings Branch came before Independ
ent Appropriation Offices Subcommittee 
this year and asked us for money with 
which to purchase that piece of ground 
on lower Connecticut Avenue just behind 
the Court of Claims Building. For what 
purpose? To build a State Department 
annex. Once it has been acquired, the 
area belonging to the United States in
creases, and consequently the formula 
goes up. There are indications that new 
buildings will be built and other areas will 
be acquired by the Federal Government. · 
So that this formula is going up like the · 
jumping frog of California. It is going 
to jump a little farther each year and 
become a very substantial sum, over 
which the Congress will have no control. 

Those are some of the reasons why I 
am opposed to this bill. Then there is one 
other reason why I am opposed. If you 
are going to take the n~ked acreage . in 
the District of Columbia and then deter
mine the acreage owned by the United 
States Government and figure out a very 
simple, ordinary arithmetical equation 
and apply that to the general revenue, 
why not apply it in other sections of the 
land? Here sits the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. LEWIS] in the front seat. 
I think probably 50 or 60 percent of the 
State of Colorado is owned by the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. LEWIS. About one-third. The 
same is true of other Western States. 
In some other Western States the per
centage of the total area owned by the 
Federal Government is larger. • 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Suppose it is 30 per
cent that the Federal Government owns 
of all the landed area in the State of 
Colorado under the proposal, under the 
basic premise which is established in this 
bill, why should we not undertake to pay 
a proportion of the running expenses of 
the State of Colorado? There are coun
ties out in Wyoming, Utah, Montana, 
and Arizona where Uncle Sam, to my cer
tain knowledge, according to testimony 
presented to the Appropriations Commit
tee, owns in excess of 60 percent of the 
acreage of those counties. Under this 
naked basic formula, why should they 
not come and procure the largesse of the 
Federal Government and say, "You did 
it for the -District of Columbia. You put 
it on an acreage basis. You took the ratio 
of acreage owned by Uncle Sam to the 
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entire acreage that is manifest there and 
figured a percentage factor. You multi
plied that by the general running ex
penses of the District of Columbia, and 
it amounts to a certain sum." Shall there 
b~ partiality? Once the formula is estab
lished, let us move a little further and 
assume the responsibility that logically 
dictates itself under that kind of a for
mula. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman refers 

to ·the park area in other States. Is it 
not true that the United States Govern
ment maintains its park area in the vari
ous States? In other words, if it owns 
10 or 20 or 30 percent of the land in those 
States, the National Park and Planning 
Commission maintains sewerage or drives 
or roads, which is not done in the District 
of Columbia? In the District of Co
lumbia it is District taxation that pays 
the expenses of streets, sidewalks, roads, 
and sewers in and through and in front 
of Federal property. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The answer to that is 
simply this, that there are whole areas in 
the great West at the present time where 
you have not got so much as a fire trail 
through the dense forests. The amount 
of maintenance is only a pittance after 
all. So that there is no analogy between 
what the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
HUNTER] says and the existing fact. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I wonder if it would 
not be interesting to point out that in 
this year's appropriation bill there is car
ried $54,000 in the Interior Department 
appropriation bill, from Federal funds, to 
maintain parks in the District of Co
lumbia? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. That is right. 
Now, I am not oblivious to the fact 

that there is a growing need in the Dis
trict of Columbia. Obviously that does 
not dictate that Congress shall be di
vested of its control and that Congress 
can determine from year to year the 
necessities and requirements of the Dis- · 
trict and how much of a lump-sum dona
tion shall be made. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. MAHON] is chairman of the 
subcommittee dealing with the appro
priations for the District of Columbia. 
He has manifested a sympathetic interest 
in the needs and demands and desires of 
the_people here. I am satisfied that after 
that committee has held hearings it will 
do a splendid, forthright job and will 
confer equitable treatment upon the resi
dents of the District of Columbia. 

So that there are these reasons as to 
why, in my judgment, the Overton for
mula ought to be rejected: The first one 
is that it is permanent; second, the Con
gress is divested of control. That -con
trol was reposed in the Congress by the 
wisdom of the founding fathers, and I 
think rightly so. 

Third, it sets up a dangerous precedent 
that may arise one day to plague every 
Member of this House, particularly those 
who live in areas where a great section 
of their domain is owned by the Federal 
Government. 

And finally, this thing will automati
cally grow under this formula, and there 
will be no power in the Congress unless 

this act is absolutely repealed, to reclaim 
control and to put a ceiling upon the 
growth of that appropriation. 

I think there are four very persuasive 
reasons why this bill should be rejected 
and sent back to the committee. 

I want to concur in the observations 
made by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. SAUTHOFFJ, and the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. After all, 
these are responsibilities that go along 
with control, and so the people here are 
rightly entitled to a fair share of dili
gence on the part of every Member of 
Congress as we seek to find some basic, 
solid, and happy solution for the prob
lems that are on the doorstep of the Dis
trict and of the Congress. 

Mr. WILLIAM T. PHEIFFER. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAM T. PHEIFFER. I 

should like to have the gentleman de
velop a little further the comparison he 
lias drawn between certain Western 
States, where there is a large govern
mental domain, and the situation exist
ing in the District of Columbia. I 
frankly am not able to grasp the rele
vancy of the comparison, for the reason 
that here in the District of Columbia is 
the seat of government, and we have the 
Government employing thouSands of 
workers and carrying· on the actual func
tions of our National Government here 
in a small area known as the District 
of Columbia; whereas in the public-do
main areas mentioned by the gentleman 
there is none of these governmental func
tions being carried on. Is it not there
fore simply fair play that the Govern
ment of the United States should con
tribute on a ratable basis to the tax 
burden of the District in view of the fact 
that this land is actually being used by 
the Government of the people of the 
United States? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I may say to my 
friend, the gentleman from New York, 
that I think there is something in the 
observation he makes, but it occurs to 
me that the predications he has . made 
have become entirely too persuasive. I 
am glad the gentleman brought up the 
point, but I ask him to remember that 
the sole purpose of this bill is to develop 
revenue for the District; that is the rea
son for the formula. The only purpose 
of the Overton formula is to set out some
thing that is static and that can be fol
lowed year after year without change; 
but do not forget the basic purpose is 
to develop revenue. I may say to my 
friend from New York that there are 
other ways of deriving that revenue. 
People are making money in the District, 
profits are good, jobs are continuous and 
steady here, and if we are going to put 
it -on the broad basis of capacity to pay, 
then the tax rate will stand some jacking 
up. When therefore we approach it from 
the standpoint of revenue and forget 
everything else for a moment tnere are 
other ways in which revenue can be ob
tained. And, by way of observation, I 
may say that the Congress has always 
dealt with reasonable generosity in the 
affairs of the District. I believe the con
tribution for 1940 was $6,000,000, and I 
recall that it has ·been as much as $9,-

000,000 on other occasions. I believe 
there is enough wit, intelligence, and 
equity in the Congress to deal with this 
matter year after year. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. ENGEL. In my district there is an 

area of 3,000,000 acres of national forest. 
Some of the counties out of which this 
area was taken bonded themselves for 
school buildings and other public works 

_before the area was taken over by the 
Federal Government. This has taken 
about one-third of the taxable value off 
the assessment rolls and placed it ou the 
shoulders of the other two-thirds of the 
taxpayers. Does not the gentleman be
lieve, the bonds having been issued before 
the land was taken over by the Federal 
Government, that if this formula :s fair 
for the District of Columbia it is lik~wise 
fair to ask that the-Federal Government 
assume its share of paying off that bonded 
indebtedness in my district? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think that is a fair 
observation, and may I point out to the 
House as a fact that this formula presents 
a rather unusual situation? We have 
heard of taxes on taxes, but here we are 
going to have the reverse; we are gojng to 
have a contribution on a contribution. 
Let me prove it to you. The Federal 
Government's contribution in 1941 was 
around $6,000,000. Assume the formula 
contained in the pending bill yielded 
something like $9,300,000. This sum will 
be added to the general funds, be mixed 
with the general revenues. When we get 
to 1943, the general revenue will have 
been swelled by that additional $3,000,000 
and you will take 21.19 percent of that 
extra $3,000,000 they got over and above 
last year. So that really we have here a 
contribution on a contribution~ It is a 
rather interesting formula, I must say. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I was 

rather amazed at this formula and the 
argument to support it. The proponents 
of this bill say that the Federal Gov
ernment transacts much Federal busi
ness in Washington, and, therefore, the 
Federal Government ought to pay to the 
District what amounts to taxes on the 
land and buildings in which this Federal 
business is transacted and which were 
bought and paid for by the Federal 
Government. 

If you will pardon the reference to my 
city of Denver by way of illustration, 
we have considerable activity in Denver 
by the Federal Government. We are 
glad we have it. We do not ask for any 
largesse from the Federal Government 
except the opportunity to serve the Fed
eral Government and to get the benefit 
of the Federal pay roll. More specifi
cally we have a large Air Corps techni
cal school there, Lowry Field, where 
there are several thousand men. We 
gave to the Federal Government land 
which cost our D~nver people approxi
mately a million dollars. Do we ask the 
Federal Government for a contribution 
toward the support of our schools where 
those men's children attend? We do 
not. 
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· There is a grea-t Army hospital - in 
Denver, Fitzsimons Hospital. We gave 
that land to the Federal Government. 
The extra cost of a larger police force, 
due to the presence of these added men 
at the air school and the protection of 
their property, is gladly borne by our 
city; but I gladly emphasize there is 
very little difficulty with the people in 
those instrumentalities. But we do not 
ask the Federal Government for a con
tribution because of that extra cost to 
our police department. We have built 
at least one fire house in order to serve 
those districts, we have enlarged and 
extended our sewers and water mains. 
Have we asked for any contribution from 
the Federal Government for that? We 
have not. Has Denver asked for a direct 
annual Federal grant based upon what 
would be the amount of taxes on this 
land and the improvements thereon 
built by the Federal Government, if they 
were not exempt from taxation? We 
have not. We have a United States 
mint, a magnificent post-office building, 
and several branches and other Federal 
buildings in the heart of the business 
district of Denver. Have we asked for a 
yearly contribution equal to what the 
taxes thereon would amount to? We 
have not. If I suggested such a thing, 
~ would be laughed down in this House. 
I sho~d be if I made such a StJggestion. 

Yet, so to suggest would be merely to 
apply to our community, the principle 
sought to be invoked for the benefit of 
the District of Columbia by this bill. 
My reference to my own city is merely 
to show the absurdity of this proposal. 
It is the reductio ad absurdum of this 
proposed formula. 
, The gentlemen from llllnois [Mr. DIRK
SEN] has referred to the fact that nearly 

._one-third of my State is still owned in 
fee by the Federal Government. We do 
not ask for anything except the contribu
tions which are contained in the regular 
acts, and they do not cover all of the cost 
and all of the police protection which 
_the State of Colorado has to give in those 
.districts. We are glad to have these Fed
eral activities in Colorado. They attract 
visitors. They increase business. But, 
-if this formula should be adopted for 
Washington, we could well ask that the 
Federal Government contribute each year 
.a subsidy to our State and county treas
:Uries equal to what these Federal lands, 
.with the Federal improvements thereon, 
would be taxed at the rates which prevail 
throughout Colorado. 

Mr. HEBERT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
·man from Louisiana. 

Mr. HEBERT. I am sure the gentle
man is cognizant of the fact that only 
.iast week this House passed a bill ap
propriating $150,000,000 to provide for a 
Federal contribution to the maintenance 
·of schools in congested areas through the 
·national-defense program, for sewers, 
and for other things. 

Mr. LEWIS· The new Federal plants 
now being built or already built for de
fense work are usually in places that will 
be temporary only. They are not in con
gested areas. They are, for the most 
part, in regions hitherto very sparsely 

settled, if settled -at all:· The Lanham 
bill, to which ·the gentleman refers, - is 
primarily to establish schools and other 
facilities for new communities built up 
around new defense industries, which will 
probably be temporary only, in regions 
where there are now no such facilities. 

Mr. POAGE. The fact that this bill 
applies to the District of Columbia would 
make the argument sound that it might 
just as well apply to all the country, 
would it not? 

Mr. LEWIS. Yes. 
Mr. MOTT. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle- ' 

man from Oregon. 
Mr. MOTT. The gentleman from New 

York a moment ago made an observation 
which I think should not be passed by in 
connection with this discussion. He said 
that, while many States contained large 
areas of federally owned land, the Gov
ernment transacted no business or there 
were no Federal activities on this land, 
while in Washington on federally owned 
property such governmental activities 
were carried on. The gentleman is in 
error. In all of these land-grant States 
the Government does carry on a Federal 
activity on the land which it owns. In 
the vast national forests it engages in the 
logging business in competition with pri
vate owners of timberland. On the pub
lic domain it engages in the grazing busi
ness, and out of this land the land-grant 
States get a very small amount of money 
to reimburse them for their tax loss and 
no pay roll, while in the city of Wash
ington all of these activities carried on in 
Government-owned property furnish a 
vast pay roll to the city of Washington. 
So there is no analogy at all between the 
two cases, and, as the gentleman from 
Colorado stated, in States where we want 
Federal activities such as we have in the 
city of Washington, we are only too glad 
to donate all the land that the Govern
ment wants, because we are happy to 
have that pay roll, and we are glad to 
have this land taken off of the tax roll 
because the pay roll that comes out of it 
is many, many times more beneficial 
than the taxes we would receive if we 
were allowed to tax that land. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me made an ad
ditional observation. Let nobody here 
be under the impression that if this bill 
is rejected, as I hope it will be, there will 
be no Federal contribution for the Dis
trict of Columbia. It has received 
$6,000,000 each year for the past 3 fiscal 
years and I am quite satisfied we will 
probably hear something from the chair
man_ of the subcommittee, the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. MAHON], relative 
to that matter. So the power is still 
here to provide the Federal contribution. 
Certainly it will be $6,000,000 or more 
after testimony has been taken by the 
Subcommittee on Appropriations. There 
is now pending here the issue of whether 
or not there shali be some assistance to 
.the District of Columbia. There is pend
ing here a precedent, a formula, that in 
my judgment is faulty and fallacious and 
ought to be rejected. 
. Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman 

I 
yield? · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
.man ~rom Wes_t Virginia. 

. -Mr.- RANDOLPH. · May I say to the 
committee that I have a high regard for 
the gentleman. from Colorado but I am 
sure it would not be the part of fairness 
or good judgment on my part to allow 
him to say that there is an analogy be
tween Denver and Washington, D. C., or 
any of the other cities in the United 
States with our National Capital. By 
the Constitution of the United States the 
Congress has exclusive legislative author
ity over the District of Columbia. That 
is not so in Denver. You make your own 
laws in Denver. Here Congress exercise::; 
exclusive authority over the District of 
Columbia. Congress levies taxes, Con
gress says how the money shall be spent, 
and certainly we should not allow the 
gentleman's statement to go unchal
lenged. 

Mr. MOTT. Will the gentleman yield? 
I would like to answer the gentleman. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oregon. . 

Mr. MOTT. I may say to the gentle
man from West Virginia that in the 
land-grant States where the Government 
owns such a large proportion of the area 
of those States the Federal Government 
has complete jurisdiction over the area 
which it owns. I mean, the Government 
may do as it pleases with that property. 
It may sell it, it may lease it, it may do 
anything it wants, and the State legis
latures are not permitted to make any 
laws to the contrary. For example, in 
my own State the Federal Government 
owns 56 percent of the area of the State. 
If we were allowed to tax that 56 percent 
we would probably not have to raise 
any other taxes at all in our State. We 
could get along almost without local 
taxes, but we cannot do that. We have 
no jurisdiction over that land and I think 
that is an important thing to take into 
considerat)on. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I may say to the 
gentleman from Oregon, for whom I 
have the highest personal regard, that I 
took into consideration what he said to a 
certain extent, but I do not believe you 
can set aside that forest or park land 
which is in a section where the popula
tion is scanty, and set it up against Wash
ington, D. C., with the density of popula
tion it has. I do say that in the national 
forests and in the national-park areas 
the Congress of the United States, 
through the Department of Agriculture, 
which bas jurisdiction over the Forest 
Service, and through the D3partment of 
the Interior, which has jurisdiction over 
the National Parks Service, appropriates 
money sufficient to keep those areas in 
good shape, with open trails, to take care 
of the people who come to visit those 
sections for pleasure and recreation. 

Mr. MOTT. For those sections, that 
is correct, but they do not appropriate 
·any for the States. 

Mr. HUNTER rose. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle

man from Ohio, who is offering the Over
ton bill today. 

Mr. HUNTER. I do not believe it was 
the intention of the gentleman from 
Tilinois to put a false impression before 
the House. I cannot possibly see how he 
conceived the idea of a contribution on 
a contribution; in other words, that the 
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Federal Government's contribution under 
the Overton formula would be a percent
age of the total general tax collection and 
would not be raised or based on the previ
ous years, so that it could be considered 
in the respect of being a contribution 
upon a contribution. I am sure the 
gentleman wishes to correct that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The arithmetic of the 
situation as it presents itself to my rather 
meager and skimpy intelligence is just 
simply this: In 1942 the estimate is for 
$6,000,000, which must obviously be 
added to the general fund expended. In 
1943, if and when this formula should 
become effective, it would jump up to 
$9,300,000, so that in the following year 
you would have 21 percent of the total 
general revenue fund, which reflects the 
amount that has been added to that fund 
by virtue of an increased contribution. 

This makes pretty good arithmetic to 
me, although I recognize that on occasion 
I think into a blind alley and I need a 
team of horses to pull me out; but it 
looks fairly sound as an arithmetical 
proposition. 

Now I want to yield to my friend from 
the great open spaces of California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Thanks for the 
"open spaces;" that is one of the reasons 
for the question. I should like to ask 
this, if I may: In the first place, the 
money that is to be appropriated here 
is naturally made possible through the 
contributions and the tax ability to pay 
of the great State of California and all 
the other States, is it not? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Right. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Does the gentleman 

believe that this particular proposal has 
been broken down so that the payments 
taken from the taxpayers of all the 
other States of the Union are compara
ble with the amount of taxes they are 
called upon to pay in their own States? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I will answer the 
gentleman by stating that I want all you 
folks to stick around this afternoon, be
cause the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. BATES], who has been Mayor of 
Salem, Mass., for 20 years or more, and 
whom I regard as something of an au
thority in the matter of municipal 
finances and taxation, has gone to the 
trouble of digging out any amount of 
authorities, and when he talks to you 
after a while you can bet all the tea in 
China that his figures will be the "Mc
Coy" because he has the dope, there is no 
fooling. 

I want you also to stick around be
cause the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
REES] is going to address himself to this 
matter, as is the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. MAHON], the chairman of the sub
committee on District Appropriations; 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
NICHOLS], a former member of the Dis
trict Committee, who was chairman of 
the subcommittee on Fiscal Affairs; and 
a great many others. I am just trying 
to give you a preview of the information 
that is in store for you this afternoon. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. In connection with 
that preview, I realize this is a little out 

of order, but I wonder if I can have 
those individuals who are thinking about 
speaking stand up or raise their hands. 
I want to see how many there are. 

The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman 
yield ·for such a count? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; it will be quite 
all right, Mr. Chairman. 

You see now that there is an interest 
in this matter. I am very happy that at 
least 10 or perhaps more Members of the 
House stood in response to that request, 
to indicate that this matter-will receive 
discussion. 

Before I relinquish my authority here 
in the Well let me say that the gentle
man from New York [Mr. BALDWIN], 
who, as I recall, was on the council in 
New York City for a great many years 
and who has dealt half a lifetime with 
municipal financing, will also discuss this 
matter. 

Now perhaps I ought to yield. 
Mr. MAHON rose. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I can yield 5 minutes 

to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
MAHONJ. 

Mr. MAHON. I want 10 minutes. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I am under obligation 

here to a lot of gentlemen. I will yield 
5 minutes. I can yield the gentleman 
more time after a while, or the gentleman 
can get more time. 

Perhaps I ought to make an observa
tion at this point. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Dlinois has the floor, and he has 
decided not to yield for the present. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. If you do not know 
how we are proceeding, you will recall 
that when the request was made to go 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union with 2% 
hours of general debate, to be equally 
divided, there was an objection to both 
a division and a limitation of time; con
sequently, we are in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the 
Union operating under the general rules, 
and anybody can stand in his place, and 
if he can get the kindly gentleman from 
Mississippi to recognize him, can get an 
hour in which to discuss this measure. 

I have done all the talking I should, 
and I want to yield now. · 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a parliamentary in
Quiry? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 
Mr. MOTT. I should like to ask the 

gentleman's opinion as to the germane
n;;ss of an amendment to this bill which 
would make it include all the States in 
addition to the District of Columbia. As 
for myself, I would be very glad indeed 
to have such a law as this applied to 
the State of Oregon. We would make 
millions of dollars. Does the gentleman 
think such an amendment as that would 
be germane, to include all the States? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am certainly happy 
to be honored as an expert in parlia
mentary procedure, which probably is 
not the case, but the gentleman is quite 
familiar with the rule on germaneness, 
and he knows that you can strike out 
the enacting clause and substitute a 
great variety of legislative rhetoric that 
might be entirely in line with the gen~ 

eral purport of the measure now being 
considered. 

Mr. MOT!'. Does the -gentleman be· 
lieve from his observation that a con
siderable number of the membership 
would be in favor of applying it to all of 
the States? -

Mr. DIRKSEN. I pointed out that 
that is probably the logical conclusion in 
respect to this bill. I think in all fair
ness that I ought to yield now to the 
gentleman who is chairman of the Com
mittee on the District Appropriations, be
cause hearings have not yet been begun 
on that bill. They will begin pretty 
soon, and I think the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. MAHON] will be able to give 
us a preview of what this committe in
tends to do. I therefore yield 10 min
utes to the gentleman from Texas. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois has consumed 32 minutes, 
and now yields 10 minutes to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
afraid that I shall not be able to give 
you much of a preview of the 1942 Dis
trict appropriation bill. However, I am 
greatly interested in the measure before 
us and I should like to discuss it with 
you. We are soon going to begin hear
ings on the District of Columbia appro
priation bill for the coming fiscal year. 
The Budget estimates are around $52,· 
000,000, and I should like for the House 
to seriously consider this measure today 
and take definite action on the matter. 
I should hate to see the Committee rise 
without taking action on the bill before 
us-the Overton-Hunter bill. We could 
have a field day and make a lot of long 
speeches and come to no decision on this 
bill but I think that would be a great 
mistake. This bill vitally affects the 
fiscal policy of the District of Columbia 
and we cannot intelligently proceed with 
hearings on the District of Columbia ap
propriation bill for the coming fiscal year 
until definite action is taken on this 
measure. Congress is sometimes accused 
of treating the District like a stepchild. 
To such a policy I cannot subscribe. 
Washington is the Capital of our great 
Nation and it is worthy of our interest 
and support. The people here are as 
fine as the people anywhere and I want 
to see them given every consideration. -

There are some things about the Dis
trict that are unfortunate. The people 
here cannot vote, they cannot partici
pate in elections as we can, and if -there 
is anything that anybody knows to do 
about that, I would like to see it done, 
because there is a feeling on the part of 
many who are born here that they are 
deprived of some of the rights of Amer
ican citizenship. I have heard little 
complaint from the Washington people 
about taxation and about the Federal 
contribution to the District. Personally, 
I think they are pretty well pleased. 
Their inability to participatE in the Gov
ernment irks them most. But those mat
ters are not involved in this bill. 

As has been explain eli, the Overton~ 
Hunter bill, generally speaking, would 
eliminate from consideration the streets, 
alley:., and average park area, and arrive 
at the proportion of the remaining area 
held by the Federal Government. The 
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Federal proportion is now about 21 per
cent of this area. So, -the Federal Gov
ernment would pay 21 percent of the 
taxes for the running of the District 
government. 

In other words, it is equivalent to con
sidering all of the property in the District 
as being of equal value, and taxing the 
Government on its part of the property 
just the same as you tax individuals on 
their part, as far as the revenue is con
cerned for running the District. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yie d? 

Mr. MAHON. I would like to proceed 
·.vithout interruption for a moment. It is 
said that the District of Columbia is quite 
burdened with the Federal Government 
here, but that really is not true. All of 
us know that the District of Columbia is 
a great city because the Capital is here. 
Before it was established Alexandria was 
-one of the great seaports of that day, but 
the Capital has been placed here and the 
District owes what it is to the Capital. -

The people of this Capital City are 
basking in the sunlight of a Federal pay 
roll about $330,000,000 or $340,000,000 a 
year, a wonderful pay roll. According to 
the Washington Board of Trade 2,400,000 
tourists come here every year, and they 
spend more than $60,000,000 here, and 
according to the figures which will not be 
disputed, the per capita income of the 
people of the District of Columbia is 
greater than in any comparable city in 
America. It is a most fortunate place, and 
certainly no American could find a more 
interesting locality in which to live and 
rear his family than in Washington. Un
fortunately the living costs are very high 
and the climate is not perfect. 

Congress has not made the District a 
door mat. Congress h~s given the Dis
trict good government, and has liberally -
subsidized the District government since 
Washington was established. It is well 
run. Many cities the size of Washtngton 
have followed a course of graft and cor
ruption. But the government here . is 
run on a high plane. The tax rates are 
lower than they are in comparable cities, 
according to a majority of the authori
ties on the subject. A majority of the 
rules, regulations, and laws which have 
been made for the District of Columbia 
hav9 been fair and equitable. 

I read from the April 9, 1941, issue of 
the Washington Post, a paragraph by 
Jame~ B. Secrest: 

Former .Corporation Cou~lsel Elwood H. 
Seal, who last year made an off-the-record 
talk against District suffrage to a luncheon 
club, last week spoke openly to the Cos
mopolitan Club. The burd~m of his argu
ment was that taxes are low here because 
the District government, under the thumb 
of Congress, is free of graft. 

It is a great compliment to the peo
ple of the District of Columbia and to 
the Congress that this government is 
free of graft, and that the tax rate is 
low. Washington has a great oppor
tunity for further expansion and im
provement. It is easy to misunderstand 
the situation here. We read a lot in the 
papers about traffic accidents, and there 
is a demand for more policemen. We 
may be caused to wonder as to what _kind 

of men are serving in Congress that they 
will not give their Capital more adequate 
police protection? But when we look at 
the figures we find that the number of 
policemen per capita in the District of 
Columbia is greater than the average in 
cities of comparable size. However, in 
fairness it might be said that traffic prob
lems are greater here. 

If we keep on reading the papers, we 
find that Washington has been so well 
regulated that last year it won the award 
as being the safest city in the Nation, in 
spite of this congestion and all of this 
large income which makes it possible for 
there to be almost "two cars in nearly 
every garage." 

I do not think this Overton formula 
ought to be adopted. You cannot say 
that because the Federal Government 
owns some of the land and brings in here 
a pay roll of $330,000,000 a year that we 
ought to tax this Government property. 
If we tax this Capitol, if we tax the White 
House, if we tax the navy yard, if we tax 
the post office, we have to do the same 
thing in other portions of the Nation. 

I was talking to the Delegate from Alas
ka, Mr. DIMOND, today. I asked, "What 
percentage of the land in Alaska is pri
vately owned?" He said, "About 1 per
cent of the land in Alaska is privately 
owned and the rest of it is owned by the 
Federal Government." 

Who supports the Territory of Alaska? 
The taxpayers of Alaska. 

There can be no just case made out for 
the Overton formula. The gentleman in 
another body, who is the author of it, has 
claimed that it settles this question; that 
it is something definite; that it is scien
ific, if you want to call it that. But there 
is no point in settling things if you do 
not settle them right. You cannot settle 
this thing of appropriations. We cannot 
settle the appropriations for the Army. 
We cannot settle for all time the appro
priations for the Agriculture Department, 
the Navy Department, or any of the De
partmen~. Year in and year out we have 
to wrestle with this problem of District 
appropriations. The Overton formula 
might help, but it would not permanently 
settle the question. 

The main controversy in Washington 
has not been how much shall the Federal 
contribution be, but how much shall the 
Federal Government give and the District 
government spend for the police, for the 
schools, and for all the other things. 

So by passing this bill you will not 
finally settle anything, but you will estab
lish a dangerous precedent, an indefens
ible precedent. I do not think you want 
to establish it, but if you do want to 
establish it, it is all right with me. I 
would not complain. It would really sim
plify my work as chairman of the District 
Appropriations Committee. But I hope 
you will either vote the bill up or down 
this afternoon and not ialk it to death, 
in order that we may know what the wish 
of the House is when we begin hearings 
next week on the appropriation bill for 
the District of Columbia for the next 
fiscal year. 

There are other cities that have a lot 
of Federal property and a lot of nontax
able property. The city of. New York has 

$210,000,000 worth of Federal property. 
We cannot afford to go into New York 
and let them tax us on all that property 
any more than we could go into other 
cities and permit that to be done. About 
30 percent of the property in Seattle 
is tax exempt. You cannot lay down a 
rule which would permit the taxing of 
Government property in the city of 
Washington without doing the same 
thing everywhere else. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH], and 
his committee for the fine spirit in which 
they are presenting this bill to the House, 
and I urge the House to give the fairest 
consideration to the measure ~nd to vote 
it up or vote it down. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield · 

10 minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. REEsJ. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to commend the members of this 
committee for the splendid effort they 
have put forth at all times to try to solve 
the many difficult problems concerning 
the-District of Columbia. I regret, Mr. 
Chairman, that I cannot share the views 
of the majority of the membership of 
that committee with reference to this 
bill. Let me say right here, that after 
hearing the splendid explanation of this 
proposed legislation by the distinguished 
Member from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], I 
just cannot see how the membership of 
this· House can support this measure. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federai Treasury 
has for many years contributed millions 
of dollars to help pay the expenses of 
running this great city. The appropri
ations have run from $5,000,000 to 
$10,000,000 annually. 

This plan before us today, known as 
the Overton plan, provides for a contri
bution from the Federal Treasury of a 
little more than $9,000,000 annually. The 
reason or excuse for this method is that 
since the Federal Government occupies 
about 20 percent of the land in the Dis
trict, then the Government should pay 
about 20 percent of $45,000,000, which is 
the approximate amount required to run 
the District annually, 

You will readily observe that it is not 
based on the question of the taxpayer's 
ability to pay. Neither is it based on a 
comparison as to the amount that is con
tributed by the taxpayers in other parts 
of the country under similar conditions. 

Mr. Chairman, let us look at the prob
lem a little further. If, because the Gov
ernment occupies land in the District, 
we should make this contribution, then 
every locality where a Government build
ing is located is entitled to the same 
thing. · In every State where there is 
Government-owned land, the Govern
ment would contribute to the upkeep of 
the government of that State. Let us go 
a little further. Do you mean to say 
that because I have an Army post in my 
district that occupies about half of one 
of those counties, that the Federal Gov
ernment should contribute every year in 
taxes to that county, and the city ad-
jacent thereto? Certainly not. . 

Mr. Chairman, . I realize that Wash
ington is the Nation's Capital. It is the 
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finest Capital in all the world. As a 
Member of this body I do not, for 1 min
ute, want this Congress to shirk its ob
ligation to this fair city or its citizens. 
My objection lies in the fact that the 
citizens of this District are not now con
tributing their fair share of its expenses. 
When they do pay their fair share, then 
there will be no objection to a Federal 
contribution if it is needed. Mr. Chair
man, it is manifestly unfair to require 
the taxpayers in your community and 
mine to contribute to the expenses of 
the city of ·washington, when its own 
people are not doing their part, when 
the tax rate and the tax burden is lower 
than in any other city or community of 
comparative size. And do not forget, no 
city in the world has such advantages as 
are provided here. 

Now let me call your attention to some 
figures. The tax rate in the District of 
Columbia is $1.75 per hundred and no 
more. That compares with our State, 
county, city, township taxes all put to
gether. This rate of $1.75 per hundred 
is levied on the real estate, and is sup
pos~d to be levied on personal property. 
Only a comparatively small amount of 
taxes is raised on personal property. I 
am informed there is a personal-property 
exemption of $1,000. I am also advised 
that the millions of dollars in bank de
posits go tax-free unless they draw inter
est, then the income, only, is taxed. 
Washington is favored with a very low 
income-tax rate. Exemption for mar
ried persons is $2,500 and single persons 
$1,000; then the tax is only 1 percent for 
the first $5,000 income. Above $5,000 
it is graduated so that it is 5 percent when 
it is above $20,000. The inheritance-tax 
law is liberal. There is no sales tax at 
all. Then in addition to all this, the gas
tax rate for the District is only 2 cents 
per gallon, lower than in any one of 47 
States in the Union. The average for all 
S~ates is a little over 4 cents. I have just 
told you that the tax rate in Washington 
is $1.75 per hundred, or $17.50 per thou
sand. · I want to compare that with the 
tax rate in some other cities. A part of 
them compare favorably in size. And, in 
order to be more than fair, I am going to 
use figures taken from the National 
Municipal Review, that also appear in a 
document compiled by the Detroit Gov
ernment Research Association. Putting 
these cities on a 100-percent-assessment 
basis, these figures are furnished: 
VVashington ________________________ $15.75 

NewYork-------------------------- 27. 36 Chicago ____________________________ 33.71 
Philadelphia________________________ 28. 75 
Detroit _____________________________ 33. 23 
Boston _____________________________ 40.60 
Newark, N. J ________________ .:._______ 48. 50 

Smaller cities show similar figures: 
Des Moines, Iowa ____________________ $41. 25 
Kansas City, Kans _________ --------- 30. 53 

I will not take the time to enumerate 
others for the reason that I understand 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.· 
BATES] will include an extensive table of 
comparative figures with his statement. 
Attention should be called to the fact that 
people living in most of these places are 
also called upon to pay sales taxes, as 
well as other additional taxes. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I shall be de
lighted to yield to my distinguished 
friend from Texas who has given this 
problem a great deal of intelligent study. 

Mr. MAHON. It may be interesting to 
point out that wherever the Federal Gov
ernment by taking over District property 
in recent years has taken out $6,000 in 
District taxes, the increase in Federal in
come in Washington has been going up 
$1,000,000-the equivalent of $6,000 tax 
loss and $1,000,000 income ga~n. So 
when the District loses $6,000 in taxes, the 
income according to the report the last 
few years has been $1 ,000,000. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been some 
discussion that property in the Distr·ct 
of Columbia may be taxed at its full 
value or possibly more. I just do not be
lieve investigation will bear this out. For 
example, I have in my hand a bill intro
duced and now pending in this House 
aEking for authority on the part of this 
Government to acquire a tract of 9% · 
acres described as a wooded tract called 
Temple Heights, at an estimated cost of 
$900,000. That property is, according to 
the assessor's records, assessed for this 
year at $560,103. 

Most of you are familiar with the 
Lafayette Building property, recently 
completed and occupied by the offices of 
the R. F. C. That property, including 
the improvements, is assessed this year 
for $6,263,480. The Reconstruction Fi
nance Corporation made a loan on that 
property for more than $6,000,000. Do 
you think the R. F. C. made a loan for 
the entire value of the property? 

Mr. Chairman, I do not profess to know 
about the tax valuations of all properties, 
but I just cannot believe many of these 
properties are· over assessed or overvalued 
for tax purposes. 

Here is another thing that is .rather in
teresting. In 1932 the real estate in the 
District was listed for taxes at a total of 
$1,226,691,000. In 1941, after all the 
growth and increase in building and pop
ulation, total real estate listed for taxes 
is $1,211,208,484. A decrease of $16,000,-
000 in valuation for tax purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of this great 
city have not known there was a de
pression. When the so-called depression 
began in 1933, there was a great increase 
in employment here by the Government. 
There never has been a time in the last 
10 years when this city did not prosper. 
It is growing right now by leaps and 
bounds. It is the "boom town" of the 
Nation. 

bur Capital City has the biggest in
come per capita of any city in the coun
try. More money is spent here than in 
any other city for luxuries. Here is an 
item from one of the local newspapers 
that says the people in the District spent 
more money for amusements alone last 
year than was spent in 24 of our States. 
Much was spent by visitors, but the peo
ple of Washington got their share of the 
benefit of it. This· item says the total 
bill for amusements last year was 
$9,960,000. 

It is undisputed, I think, that rents 
are higher here than anywhere in the 
country. Hotel space is at a premium. 
This great influx of people has come 
about, recently of course, because of the 
demands on the part of our Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish I had the time to 
call your at tention to the millions of dol
lars that have been expended by the 
Government from which the cit izens of 
this community have benefited directly. 
The biggest, finest airport in this country 
is located just outside the city of Wash
ington. It was built from the funds of 
the taxpayers of this country at a cost 
of somewhere between sixteen and twenty 
million d::>llars. Can you find any other 
place in the United States where an air
port has been built without contribution 
from the people of the community? I 
am glad we have it, but I think it should 
be known whose money paid for it: 

Furthermore, .Mr. Chairman, do you 
know that the Federa! Works Agency 
spent $37,439,258 in the District last year? 
In what other place similar in size was 
such contribution made? Then, let us 
look for a moment at the wages paid. 
Average wages of Public Roads Adminis
tration were 62 cents per hour. In the 
District it was 74 cents per hour. W. P. 
A. earnings in Washington were 54 cents 
per hour, in Kansas they were 41 cents. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be 
misunderstood. We are proud of our 
Nation's Capital. It is the finest and 
greatest in all the world. I am sure, at 
the same time, there are many improve
ments that it needs badly. If it needs new 
school buildings and hospitals, they 
should be provided. I am for that just 
as much as anyone here today. All in 
the world I ask for today is that the 
people of this community be given a 
chance to pay their fair share of the ex
penses required to run this District and 
this city. They are not doing it now. 

Mr. Chairman, if the Congress will in
crease the tax rate of this District from 
$1.75 per hundred to $2.50, in accordance 
with a bill I have introduced, you will still 
be below the average of other cities of 
comparative size, but it will at the same 
time raise additional revenue of approxi
mately $10,000,000. This is even more 
than is demanded from the Federal 
Treasury as provided under the bill we 
have before us today. 

Mr. Chairman, I have said before, and 
I say again, this is not the time to ask 
Congress to dip into a Treasury that is in 
debt about $50,000,000,000 and ask the 
overburdened taxpayers of this country to 
make this extra contribution of $9,-
000,000. It just is not the right way to 
do it. All I ask again is that the people 
of this District come a little nearer as
suming their share of the expense of the 
Government under which we are privi
leged to live. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. NICHOLS]. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, as 
many of you know, I served quite a long 
apprenticeship, 6 years in fact, on the 
District Committee. During 5 years of 
that time I was chairman of the subcom
mittee on fiscal affairs which handled 
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this type of legislation. The legislation 

. now before us was before that committee 
last year and the committee at that time 

. refused to report the legislation out. 
This thing is basically wrong. This is 

just what the Senator from . Louisiana 
calls it, a formula, but it is a dangerous 
formula. Probably there should be a 
formula for the District of Columbia and 
on account of tre Federal Government's 
activities in the District of Columbia, 
perhaps the Federal Government owes 
the municipal government of the Dis
trict of Columbia something. But it can
not be on the basis of land nor real estate. 

In 1937 we had a very fine expert 
make a study of a formula, and he came 

· back and suggested this, and I would like 
to have you listen to it because it is a 
formula that makes sense to me. It 
seems reasonable. It is a formula that 
the District Commissioners have never 
wanted to accept. It is a formula . that 

-the residents ·of the District of Columbia 
for the most part never have wanted to 
accept. But here is what the report 
shows: That the Federal Government 
should be paying by way of contribution 
to the District government the difference 
in the sum of money that the District 
government owed the Federal Govern
ment for services rendered by the Federal 
Government to the Disti."ict government 
and the amount of money in services that 
the District government had rendered to 
and for the Federal Government. In 
other words, the District of Columbia 
furnishes certain police and fire protec-

. tion for Government property and the 
Federal Government performs certain 
functions for the bene:G.t of the Oistrict 
of Columbia. Determine these amounts, 
subtract the lesser from the greater, and 
pay the difference to whichever. govern
ment has something coming. Then you 
have a formula that will fit this situation. 

But if you do it on the basis of land, 
naked land particularly, then the argu
ments that have already been made this 
afternoon, and so well made, must apply. 
Take my own State of Oklahoma. We 
have there, as most of you know, about 
25 percent of all of the Indians in the 
United States. Most of those Indians, or 
a great number of them,. are wards of the 
Federal Government. They own land in 
severalty and the Federal Government 
·says to the State of Oklahoma, "That 
land is restricted Indian land and there 
can be no taxes levied on it." The coun
ties, the towns, and so forth, in the State 
of Oklahoma build roads and maintain 
public schools to educate the wards of the 
Government who live on their own land 
that cannot be taxed. 

That is perfectly all right. If we are 
going to apply this yardstick in the Dis
trict of Columbia, then will I hear my 
colleagues complain when Oklahoma 
joins with Utah, Wyoming, Montana, 
Colorado, and every place else -where 
there are tax-exempt Government prop
erties of one kind or another? Certainly 
not. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentle.;. 
man from Wyoming. 
. Mr. MciNTYRE. · Are, there any cities 
in Oklahoma that pay on 44 percent of 
the parks? 

. Mr. NICHOLS. Well, I do not know 
,what this 56 percent figure in here means . 
All cities pay te maintain their parks . 

Let me say just one further thing. Two 
or three very interesting things occur in 
the District of Columbia that you have 
no place else. Did you know that in the 
District of Columbia there is a statutory 
provision against the levying of bonds? 
Did you know that? Why, if the city of 
Washington wanted to build an airport, 
for instance, it could not vote bonds to 
build it, It would come to the Congress 
and the Congress would give it the money 
or turn it down. In my State of Okla
·homa, Muskogee is a big town in my dis
trict, with a populati'on of 35,000 people, 
and we just got through voting a $200,000 
bond issue to pay for the construction of 
an airport. 

It is nice to live in Washington where 
you cannot have a bond issue put on you. 
Do any of you pay attention to a .water 
bill in this town? I have lived here sev
eral years and my water tax in the Dis
trict of Columbia last year for a residence 
was about $4 or $5 for the year. That is 
the municipal charge .. Does the city of 
Washington need funds? Raise the 
water rent a little. There is a great field 
there for revenue. 

And this Congress comes in for quite a 
little criticism, too. I, together with my 
colleagues on the District Committee, 
have come before the Congress many 
times with different kinds of tax legisla
tion, trying to give the people of the 
District of Columbia an opportunity to 
·pay their own taxes for the support of 
their own government. 

Those bills have been voted down. Of 
course, I am of the school that thinks 
that if you would pass a 1- or 2-percent 
sales tax in the District of Columbia you 
would settle this problem, and then you 
would let the itinerants, your constitu
ents and mine who come here and use 
the police force and the roads, pay their 
proportionate share of the cost of the 
Government. ·Let the tourists help pay 
for it and fill the coffers of the treasury 
of the District of Columbia, so that we in 
the Federal Government could quit ap
propriating these huge sums by way of 
contributions. 

Therefore I hope you gentlemen and 
you ladies of Congress, the next time a 
tax bill comes here from your Committee 
on the District of Columbia, will give the 
folks of your district a chance to pay 
some taxes. They are American citizens 
and they will pay them. But defeat this 
plan. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back 1 minute. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Illinois yields back 1 minute. The 
time of the gentleman from Illinois has 
expired. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts, a member of the 
committee, asks for recognition. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for 1 hour. · 
- Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I know how tired everybody is 
getting this afternoon of listening to the · 
very intricate discussion of a very intri-

cate .problem .. · I appear-here -just for the 
.purpose of saying a few words and con..: 
·fining my remarks to relatively a feW 
moments. 

I have been a member of the Commit..: 
tee on the District of Columb~a for 5 
Years, and during that entire period of 
time a member of the fiscal relations 
committee. I believe that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. NICHOLS], the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], and 
I have perhaps served longer on that sub.;. 
committee than any other Members of 
Congress. · 

The question of the contribution of the 
Federal Government appears before the 
Congress every year. There is always a 
discussion as to just what the relat:onship 
between the District and the Federal 
Government is and what is the proper 
amount the Federal Government ought 
to contribute toward the expens·es of the 
District government. This is, however, 
the first time the so-called formula pro
posed by Senator OvERTON has been sug~ 
gested to the Congress for consideration. 

I am opposed to this bill. and the prin
ciple upon which this formula is based. 
It is unprecedented and, in my opinion, 
.unjustified, and will lead to chaos and 
misunderstanding in every State in this 
Union .and in every one of the communi
ties where the Federal Government owns 
a large area of land. 

All of .our cities throughout the Nation 
have suffered greatly the last 10 to 20 
years, as a result of the depression. We 
have seen financial chaO§. step into the 
-States and the communi"fies of all the 
States throughout the Nation, to the ex:-
tent that the Federal Government had to 
go into those States and those communi• 
ties within the States to assist them in a 
financial way in order that they could 
carry on the lead and help those in dis
tress. 

We have not ·had this situation in the 
.District of Columbia. This is one of the 
most prosperous if not the most prosper
ous community in the United States, and 
it is due to the fact that we have seen 
building up within the confines of this 
community a pay roll with which no other 
section of the country can compare. 

It is presumed that the real reason the 
Overton formula is proposed to Congress, 
and the reason given why we should share 
the expenses of the District of Columbia, 
is that the Federal Government has dur
ing the past few years taken over large 
sections of land in the District, wiped out 
a lot of old buildings that ought to have 
been wiped out, in many cases, and put in 
their place these very beautiful and very 
expensive buildings that now occupy that 
land. The thought expressed is that in 
the taking over of this land owned by 
private individuals, and formerly taxed 
in the District, we have taken from the 
District the revenue that formerly came 
from the assessments on those proper
ties, and that assessment and revenue 
being lost . by the District, the District 
·suffered quite a hardship. 
· I asked Senator OVERTON whether or 
-not, in his opinion, the taking over of this 
·land and the substitution of these fine 
buildings and the employment of thou
sands of Government employees and the 
building up of the pay roll justified the 
District government in letting that 
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question at least be called an even one 
from the standpoint of the District's loss 
in revenue and the replacing of that rev
enue by this tremendous pay roll that 
perme~tes through the whole economic 
life stream of the District. 

In 1930, as an illustration, the number 
of Federal employees engaged in work in 
the Federal buildings in the District was 
about 71,000. Last year it reached 155,-
000, an .increase of 84,000 people in Fed
eral employment in 10 years. 

The all-important question is this: 
How did the pay rolls increase as the re
sult of that increase in employment? 
That, in my opinion, is the real reason 
we ought not to accept the principle of 
the so-called Overton formula, because 
in the Federal Government's taking over 
the property we replaced it with a pay 
roll which spreads and filters through 
the whole business life of the city, sus
tains and improves property values, 
brings about a tremendous development 
in trade, and makes this city, in my 
opinion, the most prosperous city in the 
United States. 

In 1930 the pay roll of the Federal 
employees employed in this city was 
$124,000,000. Last year it was $291,000,-
000, an increase in the pay roll in a 10-
year period of time of $167,000,000. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. I wish the gentleman 
would check lJlY figures. According to 
my figures, during this period in every 
case where we hav~ taken $6,000 worth 
of tax revenue from the District by rea
son of the Federal purchase of property 
in the District there has been an increase 
in the Federal pay roll of $1,000,000. 
That is, this has been the rate of increase 
of the Federal pay roll in recent years 
when compared to the property pur
chased by the Federal Government. 
Does the gentleman have figures on that? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I do 
not have the figures as to the increase in 
value brought about by these improve
ments in the District. 

Mr. MAHON. I do not mean that the 
actual improvement would bring on an 
increase in the Federal pay roll, but the 
Federal pay roll has increased while we 
have been taking out the property. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The 
only thought I have in that respect is the 
increased valuation in the District, say, 
the same period of 1930 to 1940. The 
valuation of the realty in the District of 
Columbia in 1930 was placed at $1,182,-
000,000, and this year, according to the 
chairman of the board of assessors, with 
whom I spoke 2 hours agQ, the assessed 
value on real property is $1,250,000,000. 

Let me as an illustration compare the 
assessed value of some of the other com
munities. In New York City, in 1930, the 
real value amounted to $19,118,000,000; 
in 1938, $16,650,000,000; in Phicago in 
1930, $2,830,000,000, and last year, $1,369,-
000,000. Philadelphia in 1930, $3,470,-
000,000, last year, $2,583,000,000; Detroit, 
1930, $3,085,000,000, and last year, $1,836,-
000,000. So I could go on all the way 
down through all of the large cities 

throughout the country and show you 
how property values have declined in a 
substantial way, affecting the revenues, 
and making the local problems more 
difficult than they ever had to face be
fore. I again call attention to the debt 
of these large cities of the country, and 
then compare it with the debt of the 
District of Columbia, which is approxi
mately $10,000,000. Boston has a debt 
of $130,000,000; Philadelphia a debt of 
$445,000,000; Chicago, $399,000,000; Los 
Angeles, $316,000,000; Detroit, $376,-
000,000; Cleveland, $123,000,000; Balti
more, $154,000,000; San Francisco, $162,-
000,000; Pittsburgh, $140,438,000; St. 
Louis, $86,000,000, and the records show 
that every large community in the United 
States has a tremendous debt load that 
it is carrying, as compared with the rela
tively small load in the District of Colum
bia of $10,000,000 at the present time. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot come to any 
other conclusion, nor can any of those of 
us who have made a study of the fiscal 
problem, than that in tl::e District of 
Columbia there is a mighty low tax rate 
and a low tax bill. I hold in my hand a 
copy of the last issue of the National 
Municipal Review, which gives the rela
tive tax rates in every community of any 
size in the whole United States, and that 
distinctly shows that among the 50 large 
cities in the country the District of Co
lumbia has the lowest tax rate and tax 
bill, all values being adjusted on a 100-
percent basis. So we are of conviction, 
those of us who oppose this bill, that 
there ought to be some other means de
termined upon which we might say what 
the Federal contribution to the cost of 
the local government should be: We 
realize there are many interlocking serv· 
ices given by the Federal Government 
to · the District government and Vice 
versa, and in our opinion the basis on 
which the Federal contribution should be 
fixed, should be on the basis of the serv
ices the District of Columbia is compelled 
to render to the Federal Government in 
the administration of many local prob
lems. We ought to go slow before we 
establish a principle such as this, which 
will fix for many years to come a · very 
definite percentage of the total cost of 
the District government to be paid for 
by the Federal Government and will re
sult as the years go on in a substantial 
increase, far beyond what it is now, in the 
Federal contribution to the cost of the 
District government. For that reason I 
join my colleagues in saying that we 
ought to reject this formula, we should 
send this bill back to the District of Co
lumbia Committee and I am satisfied 
that if we can sit around a table and 
discuss this matter we can bring out a 
bill that ought to meet the approval of 
the Members of the House. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has used 13¥2 min
utes. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, earlier 
in the day a statement was made by the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HuNTER], that in 

Ohio· real estate was· assessed at 30 to 35 
percent of its true value. I called the 
gentleman's attention to the statement 
and asked if he would care to correct it. 
He said he would hold to the statement, 
and that in his city of Toledo such was 
the case. 

Since that time I have been in touch 
with officials in Toledo. Mr. Carl E. 
Brandies, executive secretary to the 
Toledo Board of Realtors, said: 

Our real estate is appraised at 100 percent, 
and anyone that says otherwise does not know 
what they are talking about. 

The chief assessor of Lucas County, 
Toledo, Mr. Fotheringham, said: 

So near 100 percent that it isn't funny. 
Painfully close to 100 percent. 

I phoned my home city of Cleveland 
and talked with 0. W. L. Coffin, secretary 
of the Cleveland Real Estate Board. He 
said: 

Real estate in Cleveland is appraised as 
near 100 percent as is possible. 

Next I telephoned John Warner, real
estate supervisor in the Cuyahoga County 
auditor's office, and he said: 

Cleveland is appraised at 100 percent. 

I then called other cities, but I will not 
take your time to give you the names of 
the gentlemen. But Cleveland, Toledo, 
Cincinnati, Columbus, Portsmouth, and 
Mans:(ield--

Mr. DINGELL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BENDER. Not just now. 
Mr. DINGELL. I just wanted to know 

what was the rate per thousand? 
Mr. BENDER. The gentleman from 

Massachusetts just gave it to you for all 
cities. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. In 
Cleveland the rate is $31.95. 

Mr. :aENDER. . In Cleveland, instead 
of real estate being appraised at 100 per
cent of its value, in some instances in the 
downtown area it is appraised at 150 per
cent of its value. As a matter of fact, 
owners of buildings are tearing them 
down, as they are in many of the larger 
cities in Ohio, because they cannot pos
sibly pay taxes on the assessed value of 
the property. As a matter of fact, in 
Cleveland you can buy almost any prop
erty-and this was stated by a gentleman 
I interviewed regarding this particular 
question today-you can buy much of the 
property at the price which the auditor 
has it on the books for taxation. 

We have a law in the State of Ohio 
whereby the assessed value is to be 100 
percent. If the auditor fails to have the 
property carried at that rate, he is vio
lating the law. 

So I want to say that in my home city 
of Cleveland and in the home city of my 
good friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HuNTER], the city of Toledo, as well 
as Columbus, Cincinnati, Dayton, Mans
field, Portsmouth, and other cities 
throughout the State, real-estate ap-

. praisal is as near 100 percent as is hu
manly possible, and in many instances 
it is greatly in excess of 100 percent. 
The statement that our real estate is as
sessed at 30 or 35 percent of its value is. 
grossly in error, and I am sure the gen-

• 
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tleman is not conversant with the facts 
or he would not have made such a state
ment. 

As for Washington, I am sure there is 
no cause for complaint here as compared 
with my own city or with any other big 
city. If our city -could have the advan
tages that the city of Washington has 
as the boom town of America, we would 
be glad to pay a premium for some of the 
attractions that the people here benefit 
from. As a matter of fact, our chamber 
of commerce and other organizations in 
Cleveland are spending hundreds of dol
lars annually to bring conventions and 
visitors to our city, so that our business
men could reap the profits that thou
sands of visitors make possible. 

Mr. BOLLES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENDER. I yield. 
Mr. BOLLES. What is the tax rate in 

Cleveland? 
Mr. BENDER. The tax rate is $31.95 

per thousand. 
Mr. BOLLES. That is against $1.75 a 

hundred here? 
Mr. BENDER. Yes. [Applause.] . 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. BALDWIN]. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman and 
fellow Members of this House, it is not 
my intention to spend any lengthy time 
speaking on the problem before us or to 
quote any figures. As far as I am con
cerned, I first want to pay tribute to the 
committee on which I have had the 
honor to serve for a brief time, and their 
earnest desire to find the proper formula 
for the balance between the local and 
Federal contribution in the District of 
Columbia. 

Secondly, I want to say that I am op
posed to this bill on fundamental 
g-rounds and not on grounds based en
tirely on figures. In the first place, I 
am opposed to it because I think it 
ignores a fundamental point in munici
pal government. That is, before you 
undertake to provide money you under
take to provide a proper form of govern
ment. In the brief study I have been able 
tc make of the present government of the 
District, it seems to me to be somewhat 
of a three-headed hydra, with no one 
particular person in charge, and the divi
sion of authority scattered fairly widely 
and as far as I can make out without 
any particular rhyme or reason. 

I am not going into a lengthy history 
of the- government. The population of 
this District at one time elected their 
legislative body as far as tpe city gov
ernment was concerned, and at one time, 
also, in 1812, the city council, as it was 
then called, elected a mayor. It then 
went into the Territorial form of govern
ment, and then into the present commis
sion form of government. 

As far as I can make out in the few 
s~ssions I have sat on the committee, 
there is no one head which is responsible 
to speak on various important items as 
far as any fiscal problem is concerned. 
That is my first objection to this bill. It 
does not provide, before it provides the 
money, a city government, or at least a 

study of city government such as sug
gested in the important report made by 
fiscal experts appointed by the President 
and presented to the Seventy-fifth Con
gress in 1937. 

In the second place, I am opposed to it 
because, on the basis of my own munici
pal experience, it is dangerous to freeze 
certain things into any government, and 
this freezes very definitely something into 
the present government of the District. 
It requires them to spend a certain 
amount in capital outlay. I would be the 
last person to say, from what I have been 
able to learn, that the city of Washing
ton, the District government, should not 
spend some money in capital outlay, a 
great deal more apparently than it is able 
to spend at the present time, but such 
an expenditure should be a variable; and 
the fact that it is frozen into this bill 
makes me oppose very definitely· the so
called Overton formula. In my home 
town of New York on many occasions we 
have spent hundreds of millions of dol
lars in capital outlay, and in the past 
year it so happens that we spent $78,-
000,000; but that is a variable, and I 
should hate to see it frozen into any 
government. As I said, the District prob
ably needs to spend a great deal more in · 
capital outlay than they have, and no 
doubt they can spend a great deal more 
than the Federal Government will want · 
to give them for this purpose. But it 
should not be a figure frozen into the 
budget even on a percentage basis. 

The third reason I am opposed to this 
bill is because it is against the mathe
matical record of the fiscal picture of this 
city so far as I can gather it. As the 
population has increased, as the number 
of transients in this town has increased, 
the Federal contribution has decreased, 
and there-has been no problem in that 
regard. Suddenly we increase it from 
$6,000,000 to over $9,250,000 by this for
mula. It has been said here, and I am 
not going into it again, it has been said 
that most communities would like to have 
the transients now coming to Washing
ton. I certainly can say as much for my 
own community, but I would not think of 
raising sectionalism or any suggestion of 
pork barrel here in this debate because 
I think this is too important to this par
ticular community. Suffice it to say so 
far as my home town is concerned, my 
home State, we contribute over $1,000,-
000,000 in taxes and get back only 27 
percent. 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Another reason I am 
opposed to it is because it sets the dan
gerous possibility of a tax formula for 
all Federal property. This has been gone 
into at length, and I do not intend to 
repeat it; but certainly in my home town 
if we thought there was a chance of tax
ing Federal property on any formula 
whatsoever I should hate to be respon
sible for controlling the city government 
if it once got the idea; and I am also 
opposed to this bill on that basis. 

Mr. Chairman, these are the funda
mental reasons for which I oppose this 

measure, . based on my small experience 
here and my experience elsewhere in 
municipal government. I do recognize 
the importance of having some decision 
made. I know the people of Washing
ton have a tax load which they consider 
high. The record has already been made 
on this and it shows the tax load is not 
as high as they believe it is, probably not 
as high as it should be. It may be that 
too much of the tax structure falls on 
real estate, but I am sure the matter can 
be worked out equitably to this com
munity as well as to my own, if a proper 
approach is made. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. CLASON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

7 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LELAND M. FORD]. 

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I want to rise to protest against the 
passage of this bill. I think the people 
in Washington have been spoiled. They 
have not been educated to pay taxes at 
all, for in 43 cities in Los Angeles County 
we pay from $5.58 per hundred-this 
would be $55.80 per thousand-up to 
$56.90 in Santa Monica, my home town, 
per thousand taxes. Washington is pay
ing only $17.50; and we do not begin to 
get the same benefits from our high tax 
rates that they get here in Washington. 
The people here in Washington have 
never known what it is to have a depres
sion. Ever since 1932 they have had this 
tremendous pay roll here which today I 
am advised amounts to $30,000,000 per 
month. This is a big pay roll. My peo
ple have_not had that. 

_Your hotels here are crowded with 
Federal employees and with people com
ing here to do business from the outside. 
I wonder what the owners of real estate 
in Washington would think if they had 
to run hotels with 80 percent vacancies, 

· or apartment houses with 80 percent 
vacancies as we do; and not only that, 
but then to have the Federal Govern
ment come along with a housing pro
gram and empty the apartments by sell
ing the houses on practically nothing 
down and $11 to $14 a month for 3 and 
4-room homes-try- to maintain and run 
an apartment under those conditions? 
These people here do not know what ad
verse conditions are. As a matter of 
fact, they have never had them so they 
cannot recognize them. They have had 
good times all the way through. 

I wonder what people here would think 
if they should find in one county alone 
that the taxes were so high that 274,000 
pieces of property were delinquent be
cause the owners could not or would not 
pay their taxes, fearing they were going 
to lose the property through foreclosure 
or otherwise. You have numberless con
ventions here, all spending a great deal 
of money in Washington. You have all 
of the parks, all of these buildings, 
which form a good background and a fine 

· environment to draw conventions here 
and go into competition with our cham
bers of commerce that are trying to get 
some of these conventions for our towns. 
This money is brought into Washington 
and is being spent in addition to the 
$30,000,000 per month. 



3932 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 12 
I think the ramifications of a dollar 

spent from a pay roll are such that it goes 
around something like 65 times. I do 
not vouch for the accuracy of that state
ment, but I believe it reaches around in 
65 different places. How well would my 
people like to have some of that. There
fore I say to you that the people of Wash
ington have not been educated to bearing 
their pro rata or to pay their fair pro
portion of the taxes. 

How can the people of Washington 
come to me and expect me to go back to 
my district where my people are paying 
already $56.90 a thousand tax rate and 
tell my people that I have given money 
to Washington where the rate is only 
$17.50? I have sat on no less than 25,000 
cases before the board of equalization 
when I was a supervisor, and I think the 
Washington taxes should be increased. 
These increases should not be horizontal. 
All property does not get the same bene
fits from the money spent here. There 
are certain people whose benefits are 
greater than others. This should be 
recognized. 

I think the tax rate in Washington 
shouid be raised, perhaps not on all prop
erties but particularly on properties that 
have received tremendous benefits. I 
think there is something in the statement 
that the valuation of property should be 
fixed to some extent on a capitalized in
come basis. The home owner, the man 
who is trying to pay for his home, should 
not be increased. Therefore I would not 
suggest a raise on the residence property 
owner. But I do say that there are hotels 
and apartment houses, income properties, 
including multiple dwellings, boarding 
houses, and so forth, that should properly 
pay an increased tax, because they are 
receiving the benefits of this tremendous 
pay roll. 

Let us look at this picture for a mo
ment. I know hotels in this town that 
have increased their rates by $60 to $75 
per month. That is not the rental of the 
room. That is the increase itself. If 
you take a hotel with a thousand rooms 
and it has increased its rentals $75 per 
month per room, that is $75,000 per 
month, or $900,000 a year, which is 6 
percent on $15,000,000. That only rep
resents the increase that has taken place 
in the asking price on those rentals per 
room in the last 12 or 14 months since I 
have been in Washington. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. I yield to 
the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Just at that point, 
because of the discussion on rents in the 
District of Columbia, I would like to get 
an expression from the gentleman, be
cause he has already given it to me pri
vately, relative to the so-called rent-con
trol bill which I have introduced and 
which is pending before the District of 
Columbia Committee and on which hear
ings are being held? 

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. If they keep 
bringing people into this town who have 
to come here to work, and if they keep 
bringing in these conventions that should 
be kept outside, there is nothing to do 
except to go for rent control. Never in 
my life have I been for rent control, but 

I have never been up against a situation 
like I have been up against here in Wash
ington. I have never seen one like it. 
I think there is a certain group of apart
ment-house and hotel owners who have 
grown rich. They have become the 
greatest profiteers out of this -whole de
fense program, with perhaps the excep
tion of the C. I. 0. communistic labor 
leaders. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield the gentleman 1 addi
tional minute. 

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, never in my life have I taken this 
stand before. I have always been for the 
realty side, but I have never been up 
against a proposition wherein our realty 
people wanted to take everything in 
sight. I think the property owners in 
the District of Columbia are standing ilL 
their own light and if they do not begin 
to pay their taxes in Washington they are 
going to be up against some very drastic 
legislation. I hope in respect to this bill 
that you do not grant a 5-cent piece. 

EHere the gavel fell.l 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yieU 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to enter my protest against this proposed 
legislation. Some time ago I began mak
ing an investigation regarding the fiscal 
policies of the District of Columbia, and, 
following this investigation, as the Mem
bers will recall, I introduced H. R. 4549, 
which is a bill .to increase the gasoline tax 
to 4 cents a gallon in the District of 
Columbia. 

The thought that prompted this action 
on my part was the fact that in my State 
of Indiana we pay 4 cents gasoline tax to 
the State. In addition to that, we pay 1% 
cents Federal tax, making a tax of 5% 
cents per gallon on gasoline. 

In Kentucky, as I understand it, they 
pay 5% cents. In West Virginia they pay 
5% cents or 6 cents per gallon on their 
motor fuel. The thought that came to 
me was that if the other States of the 
Union were required to make contribu
tions annually for the ma,intenance of the 
Government in the District of Columbia 
while at the same time the District of 
Columbia is assessing only 2 cents a gal-· 
Ion as a gasoline or motor-fuel tax against 
the inhabitants of the District of Colum
bia, such procedure was entirely unfair. 
In other words, by reason of the fact that 
the people are assessed such a small tax 
on gasoline which is used by those in the 
District of Columbia, the people of your 
State and the people of my State are re
quired to make a larger contribution for 
the maintenance of government in the 
District of Columbia. 

As the Members know, this year that 
contribution is $6,000,000. Under the 
proposed bill, and that has been very defi
nitely presented to the Members of the 
House, and under this formula, during 
next year we will be required to make a 
contribution of nine and one-third mil
lion dollars. There is one thought that 
impresses me greatly with respect to the 
pending legish:.tion and that is it will es
tablish, as a permanent policy, the 

amount of the contribution of our Gov
ernment to the District of Columbia. 

The question of our contribution to the 
District of Columbia for governmental 
purposes is not a permanent matter. It 
is a matter that should come before the 
House each y3ar in accordance with the 
absolute necessities presented at that par
ticular time. We should not attempt to 
legislate for the future years, because that 
policy may be entirely unfair to our Gov
ernment, or, on the other hand, it might 
be entirely unfair to the District of Col
umbia. The question of the deficit in the 
taxes collected jn the District of Colum
bia, and the necessary expenses of gov
ernment, should be determined on a fair, 
equitable basis. The District of Colum
bia should first tax her people fairly in 
accordance with the tax rate fixed in the 
various States, and then, if there is a 
deficit in the amount of taxes collected 
with which to pay the necessary expenses 
of government, operated on a reasonable 
and economical basis, then the various 
States will not make objection to aiding 
in the payment of the deficit. But the 
States do object, and very seriously ob
ject, to paying a f;lat rate, such as is pro
posed under the Overton formula, and 
at the same time the people in the Dis
trict of Columbia are paying a much 
lower rate of tax, on real estate, personal 
property, and gasoline tax, than the 
petlple in the several States are required 
to pay. The District of Columbia should 
not escape her fair share of the tax bur
den for the maintenance of her local gov
ernment. She should respond under the 
same burden as every other State in the 
Union. 

Every Member will remember, Mr. 
Chairman, that this year our Govern
ment is paying $6,000,000 into the treas
ury of the District of Columbia, to make 
up the deficit in operating expenses. 
Under this bill, if it is passed, next year 
we will have to pay the staggering sum 
of $9,389,940 as our contribution to the 
District of Columbia. That would be en
tirely unfair to the taxpayers of my State, 
and to those in every State in our Union. 

I desire to call to your attention some 
of the facts with respect to the taxation 
of real estate in the District of Columbia. 
In my home State of Indiana our real 
estate is assessed by law at the fair cash 
value. Many parcels of our real estate 
will not sell for an amount equal to the 
assessed value thereof. We do not have 
any exemption with respect to personal 
property, but taxes are paid on the full 
assessed value. In the District of Colum
bia there has been frozen a tax of $1.75 
on each $100 in value of real estate; yet, 
while in my home city of Connersville, 
Ind., we pay $3.24 per $100. We pay 4 
cents a gallon as our gasoline tax to our 
State of Indiana, and the Federal tax is 
added. We pay in addition a gross in
come tax. We pay a poll tax. We pay a 
variety of taxes. Yet here, in the Dis
trict of Columbia, when the taxpayer 
pays and discharges the taxes on his real 
estate at the rate of $1.75 on each $100 
in value thereof, and pays his gasoline 
tax, at the rate of but 2 cents per gallon 
on the gasoline he or she uses, the tax 
burden has been fully discharged, and the 
taxpayer has no other tax obligations. 
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Your taxpayers, .and my taxpay.et:s, are 

called upon to bend their backs and make · 
up the de~cit. This is so unfair, that 
this point needs no further argument. 
In order to save your taxpayers, and my 
taxpayers, from this unfair burden, let 
us defeat this bill and let the people re
siding in the District of Columbia pay 
their fair share of the taxes for their 
own government. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELLl. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
just been making a few notes here in 
order that I might say a few words with 
regard to this bill. 

There se-ems to be a recurrent fight to 
force the Federal Government to pay 
tribute to the District of Columbia. The 
problem trom the standpoint of Congress 
seems to be insoluble, unless we now 
undertake to act decisively and coura
geausly. Since the District of Columbia 
complains everlastingly because of the 
millions of· dollars' worth of monumental 
buildings and parks and other attrac
tions the Federal Government has built 
and is maintaining here, I believe what 
should be done to eliminate this prob
lem and this aggravation, this irritation, 
permanently js to eliminate the source of 
the irritation by transferring at least 50 
percent of the Government activities and 
personnel westward, say, to some bright 
and happy spot like Colorado Springs in 
Colorado. 

I am certam the people of the City of 
Sunshine out there in the West will be 
glad, very eager, in fact, to enter into a 
perpetual treaty with the Federal Gov
ernment agreeing never to tax its prop
erty and to supply police and fire protec
tion and other municipal services, pro
vide schools and health protection and 
other essential services, and to do so as 
long as the grass grows and the water 
fiows, as the Indians out there say when 
they write treaties. They will feel, too, 
that they have obtained the long end of 
the bargain and made a good deal. 

The millions of dollars of revenue which 
have been flowing into the ·pockets of the 
District of Columbia residents will be 
materially reduced. The gold rush will 
settle down to a normal fiow. They will 
learn to appreciate what they now have 
and what the situation is and has been 
elsewhere during these trying times. 
Let us decentralize and thereby wipe out 
this perennial wurce of irritation. 

Colorado Springs is an ideal spot if 
there ever was one, and the people and 
the chamber of commerce out there, I am 
sure, will make arrangements to grant to 
the Federal Government at least a hun
dred square miles where we can build all 
the buildings we have right here in the 
city of Washington. Then, I believe, 
the people coming to Washington will 
be able to get a place to live at a normal 
rate of rental; they will be able to go to 
a hotel without making reservations a 
month ahead; and they will get a room 
rental that is in accordance with the 
average in other parts of the country. 

I believe we Members of Congress once 
and for all will then be relieved of this 
everlasting attempt on the part of the 

District of Columbia to grab ·something. 
to which it is not entitled. . 

I am not worried at all, for I do not be
lieve this bill has a snowball's chance of 
passing, and I do not think it should. 
Frankly and honestly, I do not believe 
the Federal Government should pay the 
District of Columbia a single, solitary red 
cent, because this Federal Government 
set-up maintained here with taxpayers' 
money has brought millions and millions 
of dollars annually into the District, and 
while the gold rush continues unabated, 
certain elements among the Washing
tonians do not appreciate what they have 
and that they are the beneficiaries of 
something they did not create. The 
people here do not know what a depres
sion is. They do not know what hard 
times ever were. The tougher times are 
in the interior, back in your home State 
and mine; the better things are in the 
city of Washington. 

I am unalterably opposed to this bill. 
I make this suggestion: I hope the live
wire Chamber ·of Commerce of Colorado 
Springs will initiate a move and the 
chambers of commerce in the West gen
erally will get together behind a tangible 
out line which the Congress can accept, 
and then let us start moving. We can 
move big industries; we can move Gov
ernment offices and personnel. The 
President has repeatedly spoken for de
centralization. I think the administra
tion might support such a move. 

Mr. BUCK rose. 
Mr. DINGELL. My friend from Cali

fornia evidently is going to give me some 
competition. Evidently California has a 
bid. I yield to my friend from California. 

Mr. BUCK. No; I was very much ·in
terested in the suggestion the gentleman 
from Michigan has made. I heard him 
mention Colorado Springs. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is because it is a 
beautiful, sunshiny. spot beneath heaven's 
blue dome where you can stop for inspira
tion and relaxation on the way to Cali
fornia; it is a place where they have 
and will share everything-pure water, 
fresh air, cool breezes, perpetual sunshine, 
and there live a fine and a hospitable 
people. It is centrally located. It is far 
away from possible bombing areas. I 
think it is an ideal, central spot. 

Mr. BUCK. I was not thinking of try
ing to establish a new Capital, but it 
struck me that the gentleman's remarks 
were very pertinent· when he hit on the 
Department of Agriculture. Two-thirds 
of the perishable commodities that are 
shipped east are raised in the West, and 
the operations have to be administered, 
as far as that is concerned, here in 
Washington. It seems to me that Cali
fornia would be an ideal spot for that. 

Mr. DINGELL. I will not get together 
on tha.t with my friend, but I will go half 
way with him. I will agree to locate the 
Department of Agriculture, as I stated, in 
the city of Colorado Springs, which is 
midway between Washington and Cali
fornia. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from MissGuri. 

Mr. COCHRAN. D~d I understand the 
gentleman to say that in his opinion the 

Government should not pay the ·District 
of Columbia 1 cent? 

Mr. DINGELL. That is r ight. The 
gentleman understood me correctly. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Does the gentleman 
f-eel that the people of the District of Co
lumbia should ·give fire protection and 
police protection to the Federal Govern
ment for its buildings without any cost 
to the Government at all? 

Mr. DINGELL. That is right. I think 
that the amount of taxes which Wash
ingtonians are now paying would indfcate 
that my deductions are correct and my 
contentions are tenable and reasonable. 
I call your attention to· the facts and fig
ures which were prepared with utmost 
care of my distinguished friend the gen
tleman from Georgia, Judge TARVER, 
bearing upon the subject and which he 
will discuss immediately following my 
impromptu remarks upon recognition 
from the Chair. [Applause.] 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- . 
nizes the gentleman from Georgia for 1 
hour. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I must 
say at the outset for the encouragement 
of the Committee, that I do not intend 
to take quite 1 hour. In fact I think. 
what I want to say can probably be said 
in 5 or 10 minutes. I am not in the atti
tude of filibustering against the passage 
of this bill, because for one reason I 
do not think there is a chance in the 
world of its passing. I am very sym
pathetic with the efforts of the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia, 
headed by our genial friend the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RAN-· 
DOLPH], to bring about some solution 
of this problem, but I do not think 
they have accomplished that in this 
instance, and I doubt if they will 
ever accomplish it. This matter of the 
contribution of the Government to the 
District of Columbia has been a bone of 
contention throughout the more than 14 
years that I have sat as a Member of 
this body and I have a notion that it 
will be long after I have retired. I think 
the question ought to be solved, and 
ought to be solved fairly, however much 
I may be lacking in optimism that that 
result may be accomplished. 

Practically everything relating to the 
subject matter of this bill has been cov
ered in able addresses made to the com
mittee, ·and I would not undertake to 
consume your time at this late hour ex
cept that I feel there is one subject 
matter in connection with the discus
sion which has not received attention, 
and to which attention should be called. 
I serve, as gentlemen know, as chairman 
of the subcommittee which formulates 
the bill appropriating funds for the Fed
eral Security Agency, and certain other 
agencies of the Government, including 
St. Elizabeths Hospital, the Columbia 
Institution for the Deaf, Howard Uni
versity, and Freedmen's Hospital. I also 
served up until a year or so ago on 
the supcommittee which formulated ap
propriations for the National Training 
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School for Boys. It is with regard to 
those items of appropriation that I de
sire to call your attention to some facts 
which have not been mentioned. In the 
St. Elizabeths Hospital~ the Government 
has made a capital investment of $12,-
571,000. There are confined at this time 
in that hospital 4,178 residents of the 
District of Columbia, and 2,357 patients 
who are not residents of the District of 
Columbia. In other words, 64 percent 
of the patients in St. Elizabeths are 
residents and citizens of the District of 
Columbia and yet the District of Colum
bia has never invested one single dollar 
as a matter of capital investment in 
that institution. 

I do not say that the District does not 
pay a per diem charge for each of its 
patients to cover their maintenance and 
their proportion of the expenses of oper
ation of the hospital, but I do say that 
the District has never contributed $1 to 
the capital investment of almost $13,-
000,000 which is involved, and under the 
terms of this bill the Government of the 
United States would in efiect have to pay 
a tax in the way of contribution to the 
government of the District of Columbia 
upon lands used by the Government in 
the maintenance of this hospital for the 
insane, approximately two-thirds of 
whose patients are residents of the Dis
trict of Columbia. Think that over and 
see whether your sense of fairness im
presses you with the idea that that ought 
to be done. That is one instance of the 
several institutions that are maintained 
here in part for the people of the Dis
trict of Columbia, and to which the Gov
ernment of the District of Columbia does 
not make an adequate contribution, that 
is a contribution which is proportionate 
to the amount of benefits received. 

I call attention now to Freedman's 
Hospital, representing a capital invest
ment of $2,177,000. In that hospital 
during the past year there were 2,656 
patients who were not residents of the 
District of Columbia and 4,053 who were 
residents of the District of Columbia, 60 
percent of the total number hospitalized. 
I am referring now not to the present 
patient population but to the patient 
population during the last year. Sixty 
percent of the patients in the hospital 
during last year were residents of the 
Dlstrict of Columbia. The District of 
Columbia has not invested a single dol
"Iar in the capital cost of setting up 
Freedman's Hospital. It does pay 50 
percent of the cost of operating that in
stitution, but it does not pay 60 percent 
of the cost although it has had in the 
past 60 percent of the patients. And it 
is proposed here in e1Iect that the Dis
trict of Columbia collect the equivalent 
of taxes on lands used for the Freedmen's 
Hospital. So I might go on down the line. 

Take the National Training School for 
Boys. There are 114 District of Columbia 
beneficiaries there as against 230 outside 
the District. There is a capital invest
ment there of $771,000. The District 
does not adequately share the cost of 
that institution. Its per diem payments 
are insufficient for that purpose. 

The Columbia Institution for the Deaf 
has 73 District of Columbia students as 
against 155 from the remainder of the 
country. There is a $700,000 capital in. 

vestment, to which the District has not 
contributed, and its contributions per 
student are only about half of the cost 
involved. 

Then there is Howard University which, 
of course, does not belong to the Govern
ment, but in which there is a capital in
vestment of $7,591,000, to which the Gov
ernment has largely contributed, and to 
which the District has not contributed. 
Twenty-one percent of its students come 
from the District of Columbia. 

So I think it is apparent that if there 
is to be a review of the obligations of the 
Federal Government to the District of 
Columbia there ought to be at the same 

time a review of the obligations 'of the 
District of Columbia to the Federal Gov
ernment in items of this character. 

Would it not be fair that an amortiza
tion charge of some sort to cover two
thirds the capital investment on a 50-year 
basis, say, at St. Elizabeths Hospital, 
where $12,571,000 has been invested by 
the Government, should be charged 
against the District of Columbia in con
nection with the two-thirds of the pa
tients in St. Elizabeths who come from 
the District of Columbia? The following 
is a statement showing some pertinent 
facts regarding each of the five institu
tions named: 

Number Percent 

Institution 
~fW~~r ~{i~i~f ~{i~~f ~:~~~ Annu~l 
eral bene· Colum· Colum- District of per capita 

Assessed 
valua
tion ficiaries bia bene- bia bene- Columbia cost 

ficiaries ficiaries 

National Training SchooL _____________________ 230 114 33~ $82,000 $730 $771,000 
St. Elizabeths. _. ___ . _ .. _ ------ _ ---------- __ ---- _ 2,357 4,178 64 2, 684,000 657 12,571,000 
Columbia Institution for the Deaf. _____________ 155 73 32 36,500 500 700,000 
Howard UniversitY----------------------------- 2,124 570 21 ~05, 200 360 7, 591,000 
Freedmens HospitaL--------------------------- 2, 656 4, 053 60 242,420 2, 177,000 

NOTE.-Tbe District government bas never contributed any money to the capital investment of any of the above.
named institutions. 

These are some of the reasons for my 
opposition to this bill. Many others have 
been mentioned by other members of the 
committee who have addressed you at 
various times during the afternoon; rea
sons which I shall certainly not trespass 
upon your time to repeat. They are some 
of the reasons why I believe that no legis
lation of this kind ought to be enacted 
until the entire subject matter of the ob
ligation of the Government to the Dis
trict and of the District to the Federal 
Government is reviewed and some plan 
worked out by which not only may the 
Government pay the District what it 
ought to but the District may account to 
the Government for the benefits which 
it is receiving through governmentol ex
penditures in the five channels which I 
have mentioned and many other channels 
which might be mentioned. 

It seems to me also that such a plan 
should involve not merely a law afiecting 
the District of Columbia, but a law which 
would be fair to· every section of the 
United States and make provision for the 
payment of some part of the expenses of 
localities in which, for instance, training 
camps, Army posts, national forests, and 
other activities of the United States Gov
ernment are located. 

I think it is just as fair down in mY 
district, where the Government of the 
United States owns more than one-third 
of one county and a large proportion of 
another, and maintains there a military 
post and a military park, where it has at 
times several thousand soldiers, some of 
whom stray of! the reservation and com
mit violations of the law, occasion ex
pense for policing and court expenses and 
other expenses of that character, that 
the Federal Government should make 
allowance to that little county, which has 
difficulty in raising enough taxes to pay 
for those expenses of some amount, in 
lieu of taxes, as it is fair that it should 
make an allowance in lieu of taxes to the 
District of Columbia. 

So I feel the whole subject matter 
should be legislatively reviewed by a com-

mittee which will take into considera
tion all of these facts and circumstances 
and draft legislation which will deal with 
the problem not merely from the stand
point of the District of Columbia but from 
the standpoint of fairness to the entire 
country; and that certainly if it s!lould 
restrict its deliberations to the prcb1em 
in the District of Columbia alone, the 
benefits being received by citizens of the 
District, through the maintenance of 
these Government institutions, which 
those citizens do not adequately pay for, 
should be taken into consideration in 
determining the amount of contribution 
from the Federal Government to the Dis
trict government. 

That, I am sure, from the arguments 
made here, has not been done. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 10 minutes 
to the gentleman from Maryland rMr. 
SASSCER]. 

Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
be rather brief. I have not had an oppor
tunity to hear all of the debate upon this 
bill, as I have been attending a meeting 
of the Committee on Naval Afiairs a good 
part of the afternoon. But sitting here 
for a few minutes, as I have, it seems to 
me that we are in a ridiculous or pathetic 

· situation as to this bill. 
Here we have the Capital City of our 

Nation, in which certainly every Ameri
can has a pride. We have a voteless city, 
whose representatives we are. They have 
no representatives, according to legisla
tion that this Congress has enacted. We 
must pass upon its tax problems. We are 
its representatives in the matter of tax
ation. 

Looking about the :fioor a while ago I 
counted approximately some 60 Members 
out of 435, which shows that there is a 
vast lack of interest in the matter of Dis
trict afiairs. Unfortunately there is great 
misunderstanding between the Congress 
and the District of Columbia. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SASSCER. I would be delighted to 
yield, but I would prefer to wait a little bit. 
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Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman is 

complaining because there is not a quo
rum present, I will call for a quorum, and . 
we will have this out. 

Mr. SASSCER. I am not complaining 
that there is no quorum, because I am not 
anxious to have an audience hear me. If 
the gentleman is going to speak later, I 
will be glad to call for a quorum. 

Mr. DINGELL. No; I have already 
spoken. 

Mr. SASSCER. We are the legislative 
representatives of the District of Colum
bia, passing upon its tax measures. I say 
this is no sense of criticism. We as legis
lative representatives, passing upon these 
tax measures with a definite degree of 
semiantagonism toward either the Dis
trict of Columbia or legislation for the 
District of Columbia. They have no rep
resentatives. We are their representa
tives, and we are approaching this mat
ter not as representatives of the District 
of Columbia, not as basically representa
tives of the National Congress of the 
United States, but with a tendency so 
often. present, to approach matters from 
the viewpoint of the circumscribed sec
tions from which we come. 

I say that with foundation because the 
talk in the cloak room and the speeches 
here upon the floor today are based not 
so much on the merits or demerits of this 
bill as they are on the theory that the 
individual Member's district pays 3, 4, 
or 5 percent taxes; therefore the District 
of Columbia should pay that amount of 
taxes. My answer to that is that the 
reason they are not paying such high 
taxes is because we have a highly effi-. 
cient District Committee and a highly 
efficient, well-run District government 
that operates this government economi
cally and carefully. For this reason the 
total general expenditures have been 
kept at a reasonably low level. 

I say in all sense of seriousness that 
if we are going to continue as the rep
resentatives of a voteless city and in that 
continuation approach its tax problems 
on the basis that the other sections of 
the country should not be taxed to sup
port the District of Columbia, approach 
it purely from the home-district point 
of view, the District is in a sad plight. 
I have heard upon this floor on many oc
casions many measures discussed that 
take out of the Federal Treasury vast 
sums of money to go back to many of 
these districts, and in a ratio far greater 
than what the districts pay in Federal 
taxes. These benefits are in the form of 
parity payments and subsidies and, as I 
say, in many instances are in excess of 
what those same sections pay into the 
Federal Treasury. 

When, however, the capital of the Na
tion is involved, when a voteless city is in
volved, we come here just a handful only, 
apparently those who oppose this legisla
tion-the others disinterested-and with 
arms uplifted and hands extended say: 
"Don't tax me, don't tax my people to 
pay the District of Columbia, but make 
them raise their taxes to 3, 4, or 5 percent, 
tG a parity with some of these badly 
managed cities before you give them any 
money." 

In my humble opinion the passage of 
this legislation, if we approach this purely 

in our capacity as representatives of the 
District of Columbia, as Members of the 
National Congress, will be doing fairness 
and justness to the District. It is fair be
cause a vast acreage· of valuable down
town business section has been leveled to 
make way for Government use, and that 
taxable base goes off the assessment 
rolls. We should follow the passage of 
this Overton plan with some raise in the 
gas tax so this gas war might stop and 
that these avenues of approach that are 
now bottlenecks in the District of Colum
bia might be improved. We will then 
have definitely met the problem, not only 
from a political angle but from the angle 
of our obligation as Members of Congress, 
representatives of a voteless, not con
stituen~ies, but a voteless people who 
have no representation here. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SASSCER. I yield. 
Mr. MAHON. I have enjoyed the ap

peal for fair play which the gentleman 
from Maryland has made. The people of 
this District ·are entitled to fair play and 
fair consideration, although I do not be
lieve they always get it. I believe the 
gentleman to be right in advocating a 
higher gasoline tax. I will vote for it 
when it is offered. My only regret is that 
I cannot vote for it this afternoon. 

Mr. SASSCER. That would not take 
the place of this bill, but it would be 
helpful. 

Mr. MAHON. It would be helpful, and 
it would be helpful also if we passed a law 
prohibiting our friends in Maryland and 
Virginia from sending their children to 
District-supported schools unless they 
paid the cost of tuition·. Now, I am not 
asking the gentleman to comment on 
that, but I think something should be 
done about it. 

Mr. SASSCER. I shall be very happy 
to comment upon that. The great State 
of Maryland reciprocates almost to the 
extent of parity by educating many of 
the children of the District of Columbia 
in its university where we have various 
courses not in District schools. This 
about offsets our children from Maryland 
going to Distri-ct schools. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SASSCER. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I may say to the 

gentleman from Maryland that I am go
ing to vote for this bill. I think it is 
fair and equitable. In all fairness I 
think it ought to be pointed out to this 
House that there are very few districts in 
the United States that have not been and 
are not receiving Federal aid. For the 
past 8 years all the taxpayers of the 
United States have been pouring out mil
lions of dollars to every city in the United 
States for streets, sewers, playgrounds, 
and for every conceivable c;vic activity. 
Only last Friday-the gentleman from 
Georgia points out that he lias an Army 
center in his district-only· last Friday 
this House voted $150,000,000 to help out 
those cities and areas where congestion 
occurs because of the defense program. 
I believe other cities are getting fully as 
large if not a great deal larger share of 
Federal money than the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. SASSCER. I think the gentleman 
is thoroughly right. They are getting 
more of their share proportionately tha·n 
is the Dlstrict of Columbia. 

Mr. TARVER. May I say in response 
to the gentleman from Washington that 
the bill we passed last Friday was for the 
care of soldiers and their families, not for 
the benefit of any city. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, yes; it was for 
the benefit of the areas and sections 
where defense activities were concen
trated, to provide schools for the chil
dren, recreational and sanitary facilities, 
and many other things. 

Mr. TARVER. That was mainly to 
take care of the problem of educating the 
children; they had to have added school 
facilities in some of the areas. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
chairman of the District Committee. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, the 
only reason I rise at this time is because 
of the colloquy between the gentleman 
from Maryland and the gentleman from 
Washington. May I say that not only 
have the States been receiving Federal 
funds in the way of grants through 
W. P: A., P. W. A., and other funds which 
are disbursed, but many of the States 
have paid into the Federal Government 
less in taxes each year than the Federal 
Government turned back to them for the 
improvement of those Commonwealths. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. · · 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I am not 
one of those who came in here after being 
away most of the afternoon. I was here 
at 12 ·o'clook and I have been here all 
afternoon. · 

I heard the discussion of this matter of 
the bill we passed last 'week giving aid 
to the various communities. Those who 
have discussed it recently were not pres
ent when it was more fully discussed 
earlier this afternoon and when the fact 
was made very plain, as it is plain to all 
of those who recall the legislation, that 
there was no exemption in that bill. The 
District of Columbia enjoys the benefits 
of that legislation on exactly the same 
terms as every State in this Union. The 
District of Columbia has enjoyed the 
W. P. A. and all the other programs of 
the Federal Government on exactly the 
same terms as every State in this Union 
and as was so well brought out by the 
gentleman from Kansas a good l.ong time 
ago in this discussion, the District of 
Columbia has received a larger payment 
per capita in W. P. A. funds than many 
of the States of the Union and has re
ceived a higher wage per hour from the 
W. P. A. for labor performed here than 
many States of the Union. 

The District of Columbia has not suf
fered in discrimination at the hands of 
the Federal Government in regard to 
those pieces of legislation which have so 
recently been cited as being of special 
benefit to the States, and, therefore, 
leaving the District of Columbia at a 
comparative disadvantage. The District 
of ·columbia has received every one of 
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those advantages that the State of Wash
ington has received, it has had the same 
opportunity to enjoy governmental pay
ments that the State of Washington and 
all of the cities in the State of Washing
ton have received. The District of Co
lumbia has not been excluded from a 
single one. The District of Columbia has 
had everything that everybody else has 
had. 

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, it 
has had a pay roll of approximately 
$30,000,000 a month. In addition to 
that, it has had the greatest expenditure 
of .public money that any city in the 
world has ever seen. In addition to 
that, it has the largest body of govern
mental workers of any city in the world · 
today. In addition to that, it has been 
the center of Federal activities during a 
period of time when the greatest spend
ing program of all the world has been 
under way. That centers right here in 
the city of Washington, and all of the 
cream is skimmed off in the District of 
Columbia before it gets out into the 
various States and Territories. 

Right here in the District of Columbia 
there has been a long period of pros·
perity that has not been enjoyed by any 
portion of the civilized world for the last 
10 years. I do not believe the people of 
the District would come before this Con
gress to make this request if they knew 
t~1e facts. But the people of the Dis
trict of Columbia, unfortunately, are as 
incapable of knowing the facts about 
their own Government as are the people 
of Berlin, Germany. The people of the 
District of Columbia have no better op
portunity to know what goes on in their 
lo:::al government than do the people of 
those nations where the people are not 
expected to know. 

Why do I say that? Because the 
means of knowing about your Govern
ment under our form of democracy is 
t :1rough the public press. That is the 
way I know in my home town what the 
city government is doing. I read my 
daily papers. The people of Washington 
r ead the daily papers, but what daily 
p2.pers do they read? They read the 
Yiashington Star, they read the Wash
ington Times-Herald, they read the 
Washington Post, and the Washington 
News. I read those papers, too, and I 
have sought for a number of years to 
find in any one of those papers a fair or 
complete statement of the comparative 
tax payments made by this District and 
ot~1er cities of the Nation. [Applause.] 

I read just this last week in the Wash
ington papers what purported to be a 
news item and what purported to be an 
editorial in an attempt to explain that 
th e "wicked" men in Congress, those who 
"hate" the District, those who want to do 
" wrong" to the District, those same men 
who have kept this tax rate down, those 
men who have given this city what the 
city attorney of this city said is the best 
government in the world, those men who 
have given this city a bond-free city and 
a graft-free city, those men who are pic
tured as being so wicked in the Washing
ton papers, were reported as telling the 
people that Washington had a low tax 
rate when, according to the newspaper, 
Washington, in deed and in fact, was one 

of the worst taxed cities in the Nation 
, and to prove this they said, "Why, Wash
ington taxes are on a 100-percent valua
tion basis." They assumed that that 
proved the fact. · 

My home State has had on the statute 
books since 1907 a law known as the full 
rendition law, making it a felony to ren
der property for less than its full value. 
I know it is not enforced 100 percent, but 
I recognize also that in my home city of 
Waco, Tex., we come just as near render
ing property on a 100-percent basis as 
they do in the city of Washington. 

I cite two examples. I called the at
tention of this House some weeks ago to 
a report in two of the Washington papers, 
that will not give the people the facts 
about their own government, about the 
sale of land on Massachusetts A venue to 
the Japanese Embassy. The Japanese 
Embassy bought two lots out there and 
paid $95,000 for them. Those lots were 
rendered for tax purposes in Washington 
at a value of $64,000. The gentleman 
from Kansas cited this afternoon an ex
ample of where the Federal Government 
is today buying property out on Con
necticut Avenue, paying $900,000 for a 
piece of property that is carried on the 
tax rolls at $600,000, a valuation of ap
proximately two-thirds in each case. 

This does not prove that the people of 
Washington are any worse than other 
people. But it does prove that their 100-
percent perfection exists only in the 
newspapers. Many cities make every 
effort to get their property rendered at 
100 percent and with just about the same 
degree of success. · 

Mr. DINGELL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. DING ELL. Did my friend· say 
that Washington is a bond-free city? 

Mr. POAGE. Yes. 
Mr. DINGELL. I should say to my 

friend that he had better stop making 
these startling disclosures because if he 
continues there will not be enough votes 
for the bill to make it worth while for 
the tellers to count them. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman has 
been speaking about the Washington 
newspapers. Does he not realize that 
they render a wonderful service to Con
gress because if we would read those edi
torials in the morning we would not have 
anything to do? We would know what 
to do each day. 

Mr. POAGE. We would know what 
they would have us do, but I am proud 
to find that the Members of this House 
are not controlled by the Washington 
newspapers. 

Mr. MAHQN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to my friend and 
colleague from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman in his 
enthusiasm to present his views on this 
case does not mean to leave the inference 
that he feels unfriendly toward the peo
ple of the District -of Columbia and that 
the people of the District of Columbia 

are any worse or any better than the 
people of the rest of the country? Is 
not that the truth? 

Mr. POAGE. That is very true. I 
tried to explain that I thought the peo
ple of the District of Columbia are as 
fair as those anywhere else, and that if 
they had the opporWnity to know the 
facts they would not be so unfair as to 
ask a bill of this kind, but that it is ut
terly impossible for the people of this 
District to know the facts. There is not 
a paper in Washington, with the possible 
exception of the Southeast Leader, that 
will publish the facts in Washington. 
There is not a single ·daily paper in 
Washington that will publish tomorrow 
morning the facts so well brought out 
by the gentleman who has quoted the 
tax rates in the other cities in this Na
tion. I here and now call upon the rep
resentatives of the Washington news
papers to publish tomorrow morning in 
their newspapers the fact that Jersey 
City pays a tax rate of $5.29 per $100 
valuation on 100-percent valuation, that 
Boston pays $4.60, that Baltimore pays 
$3.34, that Houston, Tex., pays $4.7~, and 
that New Orleans pays $3.94. There are 
many more, but those are enough. I call 
upon the newspapers of Washington, if 
they want to prove their fairness, to 
publish these figures tomorrow morning, 
and explain to the people of Washington 
just why this Congress is acting as it is 
going to. [Applause.] 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Probably if they pub
lished the facts they would not sell their 
newspapers. 

Mr. POAGE. The truth of the matter 
is that they pay taxes in the District of 
Columbia and that the newspapers of 
Washington very generally represent , 
large taxable values in the District of ,, 
Columbia. The $1.75 ad valorem tax rate 
is indeed advantageous to the newspapers 
of Washington. It means a great deal 
more to the newspapers of Washington 
than it does to many of the &maller peo
ple for whom we have found so much 
sympathy this afternoon. But after all, 
who i~ it owns this real estate in Wash
ington that is paying but $1.75 in taxes? 
How many of these Government workers 
own their homes? How many of you 
here own your homes? Why, this is a 
city of tenants, dwellers in apartment 
houses owned by those who are able to 
keep them full, and who pay practically 
no taxes to the District. They are the 
people who are benefiting, and not only 
they but other groups in the District are 
benefiting by this failure to levy taxes 
on the District of Columbia. 

I again call upon the newspapers of 
Washington, if they would claim to make 
any semblance of giving the facts to the 
people of this city, to call attention to
morrow morning to the fact that the 
people of the District of Columbia and 
you and I and air the Government work
ers who are here pay less than half the 
gasoline tax in this District that is paid 
in the average State in the United States. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?. 
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Mr. POAGE. I yield-to the gentleman 

from Massachusetts. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I should 

like to get these facts in the record so 
that they will be clearly understood, and 
we can find out what the tax rate is in 
various cities on the basis of what we call 
the adjusted tax rate on 100-percent basis 
of assessment. These are the tax rates 
for last year on the adjusted basis: New 
York, $27.36-keep in mind that Wash
ington on the adjusted-rate basis is 
$15.75-Chicago, $33.71; Philadelphia, 
$28.75; Detroit, $33.23; Los Angeles, 
$28.45; Cleveland, $25.56; Baltimore, 
$30.34; St. Louis, $23.29; Boston, $40.60; 
Pittsburgh, $29.42; and I will stop at 
Washington, $15.75. 

Mr. POAGE. I appreciate the gentle
man's contribution, and I would call at
tention to the fact that in addition to 
the disparity that exists on just the real 
estate rate, in most of the cities the gen
tleman has named the taxpayer pays not 
only the real estate tax but a gasoline 
tax twice as high as in the city of wash
ington. In the majority of those cities 
the taxpayer pays an income tax two or 
three times as high as in the city of 
Washington. In about two-thirds of 
those cities the taxpayer pays a sales tax 
that takes more money from his pocket 
than does the entire ad valorem tax. 

Mr. FADDIS. In addition, do not the 
residents of those cities pay State and 
. county taxes? 

Mr. POAGE. Yes; certainly. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. All the 

taxes are included in the rates I gave. 
Mr. POAGE. The figures the gentle

man from Massachusetts gave include all 
the ad valorem taxes, as I understand. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Yes. 
Mr. POAGE. The figures show that in 

most cities of the Nation the ad valorem 
tax is approximately twice what it is in 
"the city of Washington, plus all these 
special taxes where they enjoy exemp
tions here. 

It has been mentioned that the reason 
for these special privileges in the District 
of Columbia is that the District Com
mittee has worked hard and long and has 
given this city a good government. In 
that sentiment I concur. It was my 
pleasure to serve on the District Com
mittee for some time. I say publicly that 
I feel that the District Committee is com
posed of honest, honorable, and hard
working gentlemen, who would not 
knowingly do anyone an injustice. How
ever, in equal frankness I must state that 
I feel that members of the Committee on 
the District of Columbia have leaned over 
backward in their effort to be scrupu
lously fair to the city they represent, and 
in doing so they have unwittingly and. 
are now unwittingly doing a grievous in
justice to the other millions of people 
throughout the United States. 

I know that we need a formula, and I 
know that there should be a fixed ratio 
between the Federal contributions and 
the o :strict of Columbia income. I be
believe that I can give this House a for
mula. I simply want to give the for
mula for your consideration, although it 
·may sound presumptuous on my part. .I 
believe every· fair-minded Member of .this 
House upon mature reflection will agree 

that the formula that I present is equi
table, much more so than the one pre
sented this afternoon. That formula 
would be that any time the operation of 
the District government, by this Con
gress, imposes such burdens on the Dis
trict that the people of the District are 
obliged to pay taxes in excess of the 
average tax paid throughout the Nation, 
then and not until then would the Fed
eral Government be obligated in marais 
or guod conscience to make a contribu
tion to the District of Columbia. I have 
no criticism of those who say that if this 
Government imposes burdens on the Dis
trict it should meet them. I agree with 
that principle. Let this Government 
meet and pay every burden that it im
poses on the District of Columbia, but 
there is no burden imposed until the 
people of this District have paid the local 
government taxes commensurate with 
what your people in your district and 
throughout this Nation have to pay to 
support their governments at home. 
When that time is reached, I will join 
hands with every Member to see to it 
that the Federal Government makes res
titution for any wrong that it has done. 
In the meantime, bear this in mind. The 
exemption that is enjoyed by the Federal 
buildings in the District of Columbia 1s 
also enjoyed by the Federal Government 
in direct ratio to its investment in every 
other city in this land. The smallest 
village tn the land, if it has a Federal 
Government post offi.ce, receives no taxes 
from that institution of the Federal Gov
ernment. True, that little village does 
not lose very much in the way of taxes, 
but proportionately, and in direct pro
portion as it becomes a burden on the 
community, that community loses its tax 
to the same extent or ratio of its total 
revenues that the District of Columbia 
does. There has never been a record of 
any community coming back to Congress 
and saying, do not put a post offi.ce in our 
town, perchance we cannot tax it. On 
the contrary, there is a wild scramble day 
after day to get everything they can out 
of the Federal Government. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. Yes. 
Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman not 

believe that the· greatest danger of this 
bill is that they are going to tax Federal 
property in the District of Columbia, and 
that that might lead all of the communi
ties in the country to call on the Federal 
Government to pay taxes on a Federal 
building wherever it may be located. 

Mr. POAGE. That is the greatest 
danger, but it is not the greatest injustice, 
and I think we should legislate on matters 
of justice primarily. It would be more 
just if the Federal Government did sub
mit all of its property to taxation all over 
the United States, than to exempt simply 
the property in the District of Columbia. 
If we are going to follow the policy, then 
follow it all the way through. I do not 
want to discriminate against a man in the 
District of Columbia, and I will not know
ingly do it, neither will I knowingly vote 
to discriminate against a man in Texas, 
in New York, .or in California . . 
- -Mr. THOMASON~ Will the gentleman, 
yield 5 minutes to me. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. THOMASON]. 

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, I 
know the Members want to get away 
and that is the reason I have asked for 
only 5 mmutes. I have been here now 
for 11 years and I have heard this kind 
of debate nearly every time the District 
Commtttec reports a bill. I rise to say 
just a few kind words for what I think 
is the finest, most beautiful, and best
governed Capital City in the world. I 
live in a little city away down on the 
Mexican border, 2,200 miles from here, 
but this is my Capital City, just as it 1s 
your Capital City, and I ha.ve just as 
much interest in this great city as any 
man or woman who lives here. There 
are many and violent criticisms every 
time District of Columbia legislation is 
mentioned. The citizens of this city 
cannot vote. They have no mayor or 
city council. Unlike our foreign posses
sions, they cannot even have a delegate 
or spokesman here. 

One of the favorite pastimes seems to 
be to hop on the fine chairman of the 
committee the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH] and the mem
bers of t.he committee. Theirs is a hard 
and thankless job. They work hard and 
are sincere but it is seldom a contro
versial bill affecting the District ever 
passes . 

Pardon a personal allusion, but I re
signed the otnce of mayor in a little city 
of 100,000 in order to come up here and 
bask in the sunlight of this beautiful 
city. My first love is El Paso but I have 
been happy to spend a good part of the 
last few years here. I am grateful for 
what the schools here have done for my 
children. I enjoy the beautiful parks, 
fine libraries, and great art galleries of 
this voteless city. I am so very grateful 
that I am willing to spend a few more 
years here. [Laughter.] 
· I was much impressed with what the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. SASSCER] 
had to say. I have listened to these de
bates all these years and have never be
fore said a word on a District of Columbia 
bill. I am no tax expert, but I have had 
a little experience in municipal govern
ment. If there is anything about which 
I am convinced as a matter of justice, 
right, and decency, it is that we quit 
making a football out of the District of 
Columbia and determine upon some fair 
and just formula of taxation that will 
settle this question. We would not then 
have these heated debates at every ses
sion. I do not undertake to say whether 
the 21 percent mentioned in this bill is 
right or not. If it is not, make it 15 or 10 
or 30 percent; but I recall the record 
shows that the time was when the Fed
eral Government paid 50 percent, and 
still later 30 percent, of the cost of gov
ernment for the District. There are many 
fine citizens residing here; and many of 
them have come from our own districts. 
I say that is unfair to the great citizen
ship of the District of Columbia. I am not 
saying this is the wisest policy or the best 
method to adopt. . The question before 
this House at this time is to see that these 
people are treated fairly. If the gasoline 
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tax is too low, my good friend the gen
tleman from Texas EMr. PoAGE], ·who 
preceded me, and the rest of us are re
sponsible for it. If the children of Con
gressmen who come here ought to pay 
tuition in these schools, why not do our 
duty, instead of abusing these people, 
and claim that they are receiving so 
many advantages for which they are in
adequately taxed? 

They talk about taxes--how much 
lower the taxes are here than they are in 
other places. I once served in the Texas 
Legislature, and I know something about 
the tax rate in Texas. Right in my dis
trict and also that of my friend the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGE] there is 
plenty of property that does not pay on 
the basis of 30 cents on the dollar much 
less full rendition of 100-percent valua
tion. The people in Texas do not pay 
upon a 100-percent valuation, and prob
ably nowhere else. Why not be fair 
about this thing and determine on some 
formula that will do justice and perma
nently settle the question? Pass this bill 
or one like it, let it go to conference, 
employ some fair and qualified experts, 
and adjust the matter. The District of 
Columbia and the city of Washington be
long to all the people. It is our responsi
bility. We ought to be sure we deal 
justly by it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. THOMASON. Will the gentleman 
yield me a couple of more minutes? 

Mr. POAGE. No; I want to use my 
time myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PoAGE] is recognized. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I had not 
expected to use any more time. In fact, 
I had expected to wind this thing up 
when I concluded my remarks. My 
friend and colleague the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. THOMASON] asked me to yield 
to him, and I felt that I should. He did 
not see fit to allow me to ask him a ques
tion when he was discussing my remarks. 
I feel, therefore, that there is nothing e)se 
for me to do but to discuss those remarks 
with you on my own time. Inasmuch as 
my good friend saw fit to devote the 
entire 5 minutes merely to a criticism of 
those of us who had opposed this legis
lation, making merely the broad state
ment that we were making a political 
football of it, with no substantiating ar
gument whatsoever. ·I am sure that on 
reflection the gentleman will be fair 
enough to suggest that those of us who 
see this thing in a different light are 
possibly actuated by the same fair mo
tives that he is. 

Mr. THOMASON. Will the gentleman 
~~d? . 

Mr. POAGE. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. THOMASON. I certainly did not 

mean anything to the contrary. If the 
gentleman understood me that way, I 
crave his pardon and indulgence, because 
that was not intended. 

Mr. POAGE. I am happy to under
stand that the gentleman feels that way, 
because I could hardly believe he would 
feel that those of us who were sincerely 
striving to arrive at a fair and equitable 
formula, not only fair to the District of 
Columbia, but to all the Nation, were not 

actuated by the same motives that he 
was, and I am sure he will agree that 
there was no more politics in doing the 
unpopular thing, no more politics in get
ting my name in the Washington papers 
in an unfavorable light, than there was in 
getting up here and getting his name in 
the papers in a very favorable light to
morrow morning. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. And his picture, too. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Could the gentle

man from Texas conceive of the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. THoMASON] being 
other than ultrafair? 

Mr. POAGE. That is right; and that 
is why I was so shocked. [Laughter.] 
That is why I was so surprised. That is 
why I felt I should get up here and have 
a clear understanding of this thing. I 
am happy that the gentleman has made 
it clear. 

There are one or two other things that 
I think must be said. The gentleman has 
discussed the matter of taxes in Texas. 
I think that I tried my best to be very 
fair in my statement. I do not know 
whether the gentleman heard all of my 
statement or not. I know he .has not been 
here all the afternoon. I hope the gen
tleman did hear it. I stated that while 
the law in Texas required 100 cents on 
the dollar assessment, I realized we failed 
to meet this legal requirement in many 
instances, just exactly as they failed to 
do it in the city of Washington. I have · 
tried to state that the people of my State 
are not perfect. Neither are they any 
worse than the people in Washington. 
Neither do my people do anything more 
than is done right here involving many 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in the 
city of Washington. I do not accuse the 
people of either Texas or of the District 
of any wrongdoing, but I do insist that 
my people in Texas come just as near to 
rendering their property at 100 percent 
as do the people in this Dist rict. 

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. PATRICK. I just want to make 

the suggestion that we. take a vote on 
this. 

Mr. POAGE. That is a very fine sug
gestion. I now yield to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MAHON], whom I see on 
his feet. 

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman. 
In view of the fact we are approaching 
the time when we must decide on the 
appropriation bill for the District of Co
lumbia for this coming fiscal year, does 
not the gentleman believe that this after
noon we ought to vote this measure either 
up or down? 

Mr. POAGE. I think we ought to vote 
it down. 

Mr. MAHON. I wanted to know if the 
gentleman did not think we ought finally 
to dispose of the matter for the guidance 
of the Subcommittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. POAGE. Certainly. I think it 
ought to be voted down and think so 
strongly enough that I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That for the fiscal year 

ending June 30, 1942, and for each fiscal year 
thereafter, there shall be appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not ot herwise 
appropriated, as the annual payment of the 
United Stat es toward defraying the expenses 
of the government of the District of Colum
bia, an amount which bears the same ratio 
to the tot al general fund appropriations, as 
contained in the regular annual Distr ict of 
Columbia appropriation bill for defraying 
the expenses of the government of t he Dis
trict of Columbia for such fiscal year , as the 
land owned by the United States in the Dis
trict of Columbia on the 1st day of July of 
the preceding fiscal year bears to the entire 
land area of the District of Columbia ; but in 
calculating such land ratio for any fiscal 
year, a fraction of 1 percent shall be disre
garded, except that a fraction of more than 
one-half of 1 percent shall be counted as 1 
percent. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 2, line 9, after the word "centum:", 
add the following: "Provided, That out of 
the total amount appropriated by the regular 
annual District of Columbia appropriation 
bill for each fiscal year there shall be made 
available for capital expenditures an amount 
at least equal to the amount herein re
quired to be appropriated by such bill as 
the annual payment of the United States for 
such fiscal year." 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 2. As used in this act-
( a) The term "entire land area of the Dis

trict of Columbia" means the tot al number 
of acres of land within said District ( 44,317 
acres) , less the amount of such land which 
is permanently covered by water (5,044 acres), 
or 39,273 acres in all. 

(b) Except as provided in sect ion 3 of this 
act, the term "land owned by the United 
States in the District of Columbia" means 
the total number of acres of land owned by 
the United States within said District as of 
the 1st day of July of the preceding fiscal 
year exclusive of the following: (1) Any of 
such land embraced within the boundaries 
of streets, avenues, roads, and alleys; (2) 56 
percent of any of such land which is em
braced within the park areas of said District; 
and (3) any of such land used exclusively by 
the government of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. COLE of New York (interrupting 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that section 2 be con
sidered as having been read and to be 
open to amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 3. It is hereby declared t hat for the 

purposes of this act the land owned by the 
United States in the District of Columbia as 
of the 1st day of July 1940 consists of 8,322 
acres, determined as follows: By deducting 
from the 12,831 acres of land owned by the 
United St ates (exclusive of such land devoted 
to highway purposes), the 4,207 acres com
prising 56 percent of such land embraced 
within park areas, and the 302 acres of such 
land used exclusively by the government of 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House 
with an amendment with the recommen
dation that the amendment be agreed to 
and that the bill as amended do pass. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the motion of the gentleman from West 
Virginia. · 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, the Committee proceeded 
to divide. 

The affirmative of the question was 
taken. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inqUiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MICHENER. Will the Chair state 
what the question is? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now 
is on the negative of the motion of the 
gentleman fromj West Virginia. The 
affirmative has lSeen taken. Those op
posed to the favorable reporting of the 
bill as amended will rise and stand until 
counted. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inqUiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. TARVER. If this motion to report 
the bill favorably does not carry, it would 
then be in ·order to offer a motion to re
port the bill with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The bill would still 
be in the Committee, and such a motion 
would be in order. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I want to say that 
the only purpose I had in making this 
motion that the Committee now rise was 
to get the matter in the House and have 
a vote on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Because of the in
terruptions during the taking of the vote, 
the Chair will put the question again. 

The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from West Virginia that the 
Committee do now rise and report the 
bill back to the House with an amend
ment with the recommendation that the 
amendment be agreed to and that the bill, 
as amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. WHITTINGTON, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill <H. R. 3490) to fix the amount of 
the annual payment by the United States 
toward defraying the expenses of the 
government of the District of Columbia, 
directed him to report the same back to 
the House with an amendment with the 
recommendation that the amendment be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended 
do pass. . 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the bill and the 
amendment to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the third reading of the bill. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third 

time, and was read the third time. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
LXXXVII--249 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, on the 
passage of the bill, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 70, nays 231, not voting 130, 
as follows: 

Allen, La. 
Andrews 
Arends 
Arnold 
Barnes 
Bates, Ky. 
Beam 
Bland 
Bloom 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boykin 
Brooks 
Burch 
Butler 
Byrne 
Canfield 
Cartwright 
Casey, Mass. 
Cochran 
Cole, Md. 
D'Alesandro 
Domengeaux 
Edmiston 

[Roll No. 52] 
YEA8-70 

Eliot, Mass. Magnuson 
Gregory Mason 
Guyer, Kans. Mills, La. 
Haines Patrick 
Harris, Ark. Patton 
Harris, Va. Pheifier, 
Healey William T. 
Hebert Plauche 
Hendricks Ramsay 
Holmes Randolph 
Hunter Rankin, Miss. 
Jarman Russell 
Johnson, Rutherford 

Luther A. Sanders 
Johnson, W.Va. Sasscer 
Kee Sauthoff 
Kefauver Scanlon 
Kocialkowski Smith, Va. 
Kopplemann Thorn 
Lea Thomason 
McCormack Tinkham 
McKeough Voorhis, Calif. 
McMillan Wadsworth 
Maciora Weaver 

NAY8-231 
Allen, Ill. Fenton Mcintyre 
Andersen, Fitzgerald McLaughlin 

H. Carl Flaherty McLean 
Anderson, Calif. Fogarty Maas 
Andresen, Forand Maciejewski 

August H. Ford, Leland M. Mahon 
Angell Ford, Miss. Martin, Iowa 
Baldwin Ford, Thomas F.May 
Bates, Mass. Fulmer Meyer, Md. 
Beckworth Gamble Michener 
Bell Gehrmann Mills, Ark. 
Bender Gerlach Monroney 
Bennett Gibson Moser 
Blackney Gilchrist Mott 
Bolles Gillie Mundt 
Bolton Gore Murdock 
Bonner Gossett Murray 
Boren Graham Nelson 
Bradley, Mich. Granger Nichols 
Brown, Ga. Grant, Ala. Norrell 
Brown, Ohio Grant, Ind. O'Brien, N.Y. 
Bryson Gwynne O'Connor 
Cannon, Mo. Hall, O'Hara 
Carlson Leonard W. Oliver 
Carter Halleck O'Neal 
Chapman Hancock Pace 
Chenoweth Hare Paddock 
Chiperfl.eld Harness Patman 
Clason Harter Pearson 
Claypool Hartley Pierce 
Clevenger Heidinger Pittenger 
Coffee, Nebr. Hess Ploeser 
Cole, N.Y. Hill, Colo. Plumley 
Collins Hill, Wash. Poage 
Colmer Hinshaw Powers 
Cooper Hobbs Priest 
Costello Hoffman Rabaut 
Courtney Holbrock Ramspeck 
Cox Hook Rankin, Mont. 
Cravens Hope Reece, Tenn. 
Crawford Hull Reed, Dl. 
Creal Izac Reed, N.Y. 
Crosser Jackson Rees, Kans. 
Crowther Jarrett Rich 
Culkin Jenkins, Ohio Richards 
Cunningham Jensen Robertson, Va. 
Curtis Johns Robinson, Utah 
Davis, Ohio Johnson, Dl. Robsion, Ky. 
Davis, Tenn. Johnson, Ind. Rockefeller 
Day Johnson, Okla. Rodgers, Pa. 
Dewey Jones Rogers, Mass. 
Dickstein Jonkman Rolph 
Dingell Kean Sacks 
Dirksen Kelley, Pa. Schuetz 
Disney Kilburn Secrest 
Dondero Kilday Shafer, Mich. 
Doxey Kinzer Sheppard 
Drewry Kirwan Short 
Duncan Kramer Smith, Conn. 
Dworshak Landis Smith, Ohio 
Eberharter Lanham South 
Edelstein Larrabee Sparkman 
Elliott, Cali!. Leavy Spence 
Ellis LeCompte Springer 
Engel Lewis Stearns, N. H. 
Englebright Ludlow Stefan 
Faddis McGehee Stevenson 
Fellows McGregor Stratton 

Sullivan 
Sumner,Dl. 
Sutphin 
Talle 
Tarver 
Thill 
Thomas, Tex. 
Tibbett 
Traynor 
Treadway 

Van Zandt Wickersham 
Vincent, Ky. Wigglesworth 
Vorys, Ohio Williams 
Vreeland Wilson 
Weiss Wolverton, N.J. 
Wene Woodruff, Mich. 
Wheat Worley 
Whelchel Young 
White Youngdahl 
Whittington Zimmerman 

NOT VOTING--130 
Anderson, 

N.Mex. 
Barden 
Barry 
Baumhart 
Beiter 
Bishop 
Boehne 
Bradley, Pa. 
Buck 
Buckler, Minn. 
Buckley, N.Y. 
Bulwinkle 
Burdick 
Burgin 
Camp 
Cannon, Fla. 
Capozzoli 
Case, S. Dak. 
Celler 
Clark 
Cluett 
Coffee, Wash. 
Connery 
Cooley 
Copeland 
Cullen 
Delaney 
Dies 
Ditter 
Dough ton 
Douglas 
Downs 
Durham 
Eaton 
Elston 
Fish 
Fitzpatrick 
Flannagan 
Flannery 
Gale 
Gathings 
Gavagan 
Gearhart 
Geyer, Calif. 
Gifford 
Green 

Hall, Rizley 
Edwin Arthur Robertson, 

Harrington N.Dak. 
Hart Rogers, Okla. 
Heffernan Romjue 
Houston Sabath 
Howell Satterfield 
Imhoff Schaefer, m. 
Jacobsen Schulte 
Jenks, N.H. Sco.tt 
Jennings Scrugham 
Johnson, Calif. Shanley 
Johnson, Shannon 

Lyndon B. Sheridan 
Keefe Sikes 
Kelly, Til. Simpson 
Kennedy, Smith, Maine 

Martin J. Smith, Pa. 
Kennedy, Smith, Wash. 

Michael J. Smith, W.Va. 
Keogh Snyder 
Kerr Somers, N. Y. 
Kleberg Starnes, Ala. 
Knutson Steagall 
Kunkel Sumners, Tex. 
Lambertson Sweeney 
Lesinski Taber 
Lynch Taylor 
McArdle Tenerowicz 
McGranery Terry 
Mansfield Thomas, N.J. 
Marcantonio Tolan 
Martin, Mass. Vinson, Ga. 
Merritt Walter 
Mitchell Ward 
Myers, Pa. Wasielewski 
Norton Welch 
O'Brien, Mich. West 
O'Day Winter 
O'Leary Wolcott 
Osmers Wolfenden, Pa. 
O'Toole Woodrum, Va. 
Peterson, Fla. Wright 
Peterson, Ga. 
Pfeifer, 

Joseph L. 
Rivers 

So the bill was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
General pairs: 
Mr. Woodrum of Virginia with Mr. Taber. 
Mr. Barden with Mr. Ditter. 
Mr. Gavagan with Mr. Martin of Massachu-

setts. 
Mr. Boehne with Mr. Keefe. 
Mr. Gregory with Mr. Baumhart. 
Mr. Joseph L. Pfeifer with Mr. Simpson. 
Mr. Bulwinkle with Mr. Elston. 
Mr. Satterfield with Mr. Howell. 
H-r. Clark with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey. 
Mr. Martin J. Kennedy with Mr. Knutson. 
Mr. Cooley with Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. Kleberg with Mr. Osmers. 
Mr. Dough ton with Mr. Copeland. 
Mr. Vinson of Georgia with Mr. Scott. 
Mr. Cullen with Mr. Gearhart. 
Mr. Mansfield with Mr. Winter. 
Mr·. Fitzpatrick with Mr. Jennings. 
Mr. Sumners of Texas with Mr. Kunkel. 
Mr. Kerr with Mr. Burdick. 
Mr. Starnes of Alabama with Mr. Lambert. 

son. 
Mr. Rivex:s with Mr. Douglas. 
Mr. Schulte with Mrs. Smith of Maine. 
Mr. Steagall with Mr. Gifford. 
Mr. Burgin with Mr. Cluett. 
Mr. Gathings with Mr. Welch. 
Mr. Flannagan with Mr. Case of South Da-

kota. 
Mr. Durham with Mr. Rizley. 
Mr. West with Mr. Eaton. 
Mr. Peterson of Georgia with Mr. Wolcott. 
Mr. O'Leary with Mr. Fish. 
Mr. Green with Mr. Wolfenden of Pennsyl

vania: 
Mr. Hart with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall. 
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Mr. Kelly of Illinois with Mr. Qale·. 
Mr. Lynch with 'Mr. Jenks of New Hamp-

shire. · · 
Mr. Dies with Mr : Robertson of North 

Dakota. 
Mrs. Norton with Mr. Johnson of California. 
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Buckler of Minnesota. 
Mr. Camp with Mr. Marcantonio. 
Mr. Buck with Mr. Harrington. 
Mr. Peterson of Florida with Mr. Snyder. 
Mr. Merritt with Mr. Wright. 
Mr. Romjue with Mr. Beiter. 
Mr. Capozzoli with Mr. Sikes. 
Mr. Flannery with Mr. Taylor. 
Mr. Walter with Mr. Smith ·of Washington. 
Mr . Houston with Mr. Buckley of New York'. 
Mr. Shanley with Mr. O'Brien of Michigan. 
Mr. Ward with Mr. Celler. · 
Mr. Barry with Mr. Imhoff. 
Mr. Myers of Pennsylvania with Mr. Smith 

of West Virginia. · 
Mr. Tolan with Mrs. O'Day. 
Mr. McArdle with Mr. Scrugham. 
Mr. Terry with Mr. Sweeney. 
Mr. Schaefer of Illinois with Mr. Jacobsen. 
Mr. Lyndon B. Johnson with Mr. Sheridan. 
Mr. Tenerowicz with Mr. Shannon. 
Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Wasielew

ski. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, this 
concludes the legislation on the District 
of Columbia Calendar for today. 
GUY A. THOMPSON, TRUSTEE, MISSOURI 

PACIFIC RAILROAD CO.-JEFFERSON 
BARRACKS, MILITARY RESERVATION 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (S. 916) authoriz
ing the Secretary of War to grant a 
revocable license to Guy A. Thompson, 
trustee, Missouri Pacific Railroad Co., and 
successors in interest, to maintain cer
tain railroad trackage and station facili
ties on Jefferson Barracks Military Res
ervation, and its immediate considera
tion. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. COCHRAN]? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enact ed, etc., That the Secretary of 
War (hereinaft er referred to as "Secretary"), 
be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed 
to grant to Guy A. Thompson, trustee; Mis
souri Pacific Railroad Co., debtor, and suc
cessors in interest (herein referred to as 
"grantees" ) a license to maintain, operate, 
repair, renew, and construct, at grantee's ex
J:;~mse, upon Jefferson Barracks Military· Res
ervation, Mo., such passenger station, depot 
grounds, and sidings as, in the opinion of the 
Secretary, are reasonably necessary to s_erve 
said reservation and will not conflict with 
the use of said reservation for any govern
mental purpose, and to maintain, operate, 
repair, and renew that portion of the exist
ing main lin~ right-of-way of said railroad 
on said reservation in excess of the 60-foot 
right-of-way. authorized by the act of Con
gress approved February 14, 1853 ( 10 Stat. 
754), as amended by the act of Congre-Ss ap
proved July 14, 1856 (11 Stat. 452): Provided, 
however, That nothing herein, or in such 
license, shall be construed as relieving· said 
railroad from compliance with any of the 
provisions of the· Interstate Commerce Act as 
amended, or as it may-hereafter b~ amended. 
Any license so ·granted shall · (l) be revooable 
at the will of the Secretary; (2) provide-that 
the Secretary may, in lieu of revoking such 11-

cense, require the grantees to relocate any 
such trackage or facilities for the purpose of 
preventing interference with the use of such 
reservation for governmental purposes; and 
(3) provide that the privileges granted there
by shall be exercised subject to such rules 
and regulations as the Secretary, or the com
manding officer of such reservation with the 
approval of the Secretary, may prescribe in 
the interests of maintenance of good order, 
sanit ation, discipline, public safety, and the 
interests of the United States. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
House passed an identical bill by unani
mous consent last Tuesday. Th\s meas
ure has the approval of the Secretary of 
War and simply continues to permit the 
Missouri Pacific Railroad to have a right
of-way through Jefferson Barracks, Mo., 
which it has had for probably 75 years. 
It is a revokable license and as I say there 
is no objection to continuing the practice 
which I might add is also beneficial to 
the Government. This bill passed the 
Senate May 1 and at the time the House 
bill was passed it should have been sub
stituted. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
CORN AND WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS 

Mr. FULMER submitted a conference 
report and statement on the joint reso
lution <S. J. Res. 60) relating to corn 
and wheat marketing quotas under the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, at this point I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. WOODRUFF]? 

There was no objection. 
STRIKES IN DEFENSE INDUSTRIES 

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, some weeks ago I expressed on 
the floor of the House of Representatives 
some apprehension as to the effectiveness 
of the National Mediation Board ap
pointed by the President. At that time I 
based my apprehensions on the fact that 
the Mediation Board could not intervene 
to function in any unior. disputes, or in 
any disagreements between labor and in
dustry until the Department of Labor, 
through the Secretary, Madam Perkins, 
had · first decided (1) that a strike or 
lock-out was in fact interfering with the 
national defense; and (2) that the Con
cili,!ltion Bureau of her own Department 
could not successfully handle the media
tion of such strikes. 

I had naturally assumed, of course, at 
the time I discussJd the new Mediation 
Board, that it would always be composed 
of individuals none of whom would have 
any personal interest·. in the outcome of 
the mediations through affiliation with 
any corporation or union involved in the 
disputes. I now learn, to my alarm, that 
on the Mediation Board which is now 
sitting. in connectian with the dispute 
be.tw.e.en the General Motors Corporation 
and the- U. 4. W., C. I. 0., are actually 
two oftlcials on the pay roll of the C. I. 0. 

Obviously, those m'cmbe'rs cannot be un
prejudiced, dispassionate, and. disinter
ested in the outcome of any negotiations 
in which · their own parent organization 
is a party at interest. · 

I learn further a U. A. W., C. I. 0., 
leader named Walter Reuther is having 
an active and important part in . these 
mediation negotiations. I recall that 
this man's record-if it is the same indi
vidual-was placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD some time ago, and that record 
showed this man to be a Communist 
labor agitator or the intimate associate 
of Communist labor agitators. 

Certainly Communist labor agitators· 
cannot have the welfare of the national 
defense of the United States at heart 
since what they seek to achieve is the 
complete disorganization and chaos in 
industry so that they may get a chance 
to take over the management and con
trol of American industry as they have 
done under the Stalin dictatorship in 
terror-ridden Russia . . 

If these conditions are as I have every 
reason to believe they are, then it is time 
for the American people to be told the 
facts and to be awakened to the insidious 
danger which threatens our national de
fense and the security of this Nation. 

From time to time I have expressed on 
the floor of the House or through news
paper statements the belief that, whether 
by design or not, these strikes were slowly 
forcing the Nation to a point where the 
administration would begin to comman
deer industrial plants and operate them 
under governmental supervision. I have 
pointed out several times that such a 
result would lead directly to the regimen
tation of labor as well as of the rest of 
the people of this Nation, and would lead 
to the further demand by the adminis
tration for the validation by the Con
gress of the industrial-mobilization plan. 
That, in effect, would be a military dic
tatorship. 

My fears of these results have been 
increa-sed by the facts which seem to 
exist in connection with the mediation of 
this threatened disruption of defense 
work in the General Motors plants, in 
shipbuilding on the Pacific coast, and in 
other important defense industries. 
These mediation negotiations of the Gen
eral Motors dispute have been in com
plete deadlock and may continue so un
til prejudiced partisan interest is elimi.; 
nated from the membership of the Board. 

According to a statement I noted in a 
Michigan daily paper there were several 
issues which were causes of the deadlock 
of the negotiations .in Detroit. 

First, there seems to be the matter of 
wag.es in which a flat demand is made for. 
a 10-cents-:-per-hour increase in the wages 
now paid by the Gen'eral Motors. · 
. Apparently there has come about a sort 
of dime-an-hour-increase fad because 
the C. I. 0. demanded and secured from 
another industry-the iron and steel in
dustry-an increase of 10 cents an hour. 
Of course the respective· conditions gov
erning the two industries are not com
parable on such a basis. Also I find by 
consulting Department of Labor records 
that the_ General Motors industry ts now 
paying the highest wages of any leading 
'industry in the Nation. Its average for 
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all men in car and body plants is, I learn, 
$1.05 an hour. Other industries in the 
Nation, exclusive of the automotive in
dustry, range in wages from slightly over 
80 cents an hour down to about 49Y:! cents 
an hour. · Thus automotive pay is far 
above what are admittedly good wages in 
other lines of work. 

It becomes apparent, therefore, that 
wages and working conditions are not 
the real issues involved in this threatened 
strike, and it is time the Congress and the 
country learn what are the real, under
lying motives behind this and the other 
strikes which are now so gravely hamper
ing national defense. 

Another point which has been raised is 
that of the closed shop. Many months 
ago I pointed out that the closed shop in 
American industry is not in accordance 
with free enterprise, freedom of contract, 
the operation of a free and untrammeled 
economy. 

Incidentally, how can the two C. I. 0. 
men on the Mediation Board be expected 
to rule dispassionately and without 
prejudice . when one of the basic tenets 
of their parent union is the closed shop? 
The closed shop would give to labor 
racketeers and self -seeking labor leaders 
dictatorial power over the working peo
ple, over industry, and over the national 
defense. Many of these racketeering 
labor leaders have already shown they 
are perfectly ready and willing to sacri
fice the security of the Nation and the 
welfare of the wage earners in order to 
acquire power and profits for themselves. 

I have always doubted-and I am. by 
no means alone in this view-that the 
closed shop is in accordance with the 
Constitution. I believe such a regula
tion, that free American citizens must 
join and pay dues to a private associa
tion-for that is what a labor union really 
is-and have to submit to such assess
ments as may be levied upon their wages 
by officials who have no public responsi
bility for the administration of their 
offices, and who make no public account
ing of their collections or expenditures, 
is not according to the Constitution. 
Certainly that question ought not to be 
decided by a mediation board such as 
that now sitting. 

Another factor involved in this dispute 
about which I am greatly concerned is 
the loss which will accrue to the wage 
earners, especially those in my own dis
trict, if a strike grows out of a failure to 
mediate this dispute. Certainly, accord
ing to information which I have, the loss 
in wages to the working people in this 
industry will be at least $2,000,000 a day. 

I have always been a partisan on the 
side of organized labor. I still am. I 
believe prosperous and happy wage 
earners are essential to a prosperous and 
secure America; but I believe a sound and 
prosperous industry is a prerequisite to 
a prosperous body of wage earners. And, 
above all else, paramount to every other 
consideration, the national safety, the 
security of the country, the welfare of 
our homes and our people-in short, the 
national defense-transcends every privi
lege or every interest of both industry and 
labor. No arbitrary or obstinate attitude 
on the part of anybody should be per
mitted to block successful mediation of 
this and all other disputes in the future, 

which directly or indirectly affect ad
versely the national defense. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Miss RANKIN of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my own remarks in the RECORD and 
to include an address by my colleague" the 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs. BOLTON]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there obj€ction to 
the request of the gentlewoman irom 
Montana? 

There was no objection. 
(Mr. LANDIS asked and was given per

mission to extend his own remarks in the 
RECORD.) 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on May 
2 I spoke about a Pittsburgh hospital. I 
ask unanimous consent to make several 
corrections and additions to that speech. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of-the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. HOFFMAN]? 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
on tomorrow, after the reading of the 
Journal, disposition of matters on the 
Speaker's table, and at the conclusion of 
any orders heretofore entered, I may be 
permitted to address the House for 15 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is .there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. CASEY]? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks in the RECORD and to include 
radio addresses made by Rev. John A. 
Ryan, Senator O'Mahoney, and myself at 
the anniversary of the Labor Encyclicals. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. HEALEY]? 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro
ceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. VOORHIS]? 

There was no objection. 
[Mr. VOORHIS of California addressed 

the House. His remarks appear in the 
Appendix of the RECORD.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my own remarks 
in the RECORD and to include certain 
excerpts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. WHITE]? 

There was no objection. 
SPECIAL ORDER 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous 
order of the House the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. JoNES] is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, as a mem
ber of the Interior Department Subcom
mittee on Appropriations, at the conclu
sion of the hearings on the 1942 Interior 

Department appropriation bill, I asked 
the Secretary of the Interior some ques
tions about his handling of oil leases on 
the public domain of Alaska, and par
ticularly about Tommy Corcoran's client, 
the Iniskin Drilling Co. The record is 
more alarming by what is not revealed 
than what is said. 

I quote a letter from the Secretary of 
the Interior to the Secretary of the Navy 
on the subject matter of the inquiry:· 

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, March 19, 1941. 

The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. 
Sm: I have given careful consideration to 

the problems raised by Mr. R. E. Havenstrit e's 
proposal for a Government loan to finance 
the drilling of a new test well in the Iniskin 
Peninsula area in Alaska held by him and his 
associates under oil and gas leases issued by 
this Department. 

Insofar as these problems relate to the ad
visability of granting a loan, they are not 
within the jurisdiction of this Department, 
and it would be inappropriate for me to ex
press any opinion concerning them. I would 
like to point out, however, that the royalties 
to the United States in the present leases 
were fixed at a specially low rate because the 
lessees were undertaking to explore the oil 
and gas possibilities of this area at their own 
risk and expense. Should it be decided to 
advance Federal funds to finance the opera
tions of these lessees, I believe that the grant
ing of a loan should be conditioned, among 
other things, on an upward revision of the 
royalty rates fixed in the leases. For this rea
son I should be kept advised of further de
velopments in this matter and be given an 
opportunity to suggest what revision ought 
to be required in order to protect the interest 
of the United States entrusted to this Depart
ment. 

Very truly yours , 
HAROLD L. ICKES, 

Secretary of the Interior. 

The letter indicates Corcoran's client 
has a lease with the Government in the 
public domain of Alaska. The letter 
leaves no doubt that Corcoran's client 
has "specially low-rate" royalties to the 
United States. The letter does indicate 
that Corcoran's client has presented 
problems to the Interior Department. 
The letter leaves no doubt that Corcor
an's client wants Federal funds to drill 
"a new test well in the Iniskin Peninsula 
area in Alaska held by him, Havenstrite, 
and his associates under oil and gas leases 
issued by this Department." 

Bear in mind this letter was not before 
me when I questioned Secretary Ickes. 
Therefore the questions did not ferret out 
the analysis which I now desire to make. 

Let us analyze this letter to see what 
the letter shows the Secretary of the In
terior thought of Corcoran's proposal. 
The Secretary of the Interior must have 
thought Corcoran had a pretty good 
chance of getting this money for his 
client from the Navy Department, or 
there was no necessity for the letter to 
the Secretary of the Navy. We all know 
that Corcoran's role as an exbrain 
truster is a formidable one. It is com
mon knowledge that Corcoran's legal fra
ternity is honeycombed in the New Deal 
agencies of the Government in particular, 
and everywhere else in general. We all 
know he has been, and very likely still is, 
a power behind the throne. Is Secretary 
Ickes the only citizen of the United States 
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who does not know of Corcoran's formid
able position with the powers that be? 
The letter implies Secretary Ickes' recog. 
nition of "Tommy the Cork's" influence. 

In spite of the self-serving declarations 
in this-letter of March 19 to the Secre
tary of the Navy, is not the letter an 
implied acknowledgment that Corcoran 
was going to deliver the bacon to Haven
strite's company? Think of it, now, the 
subject matter of Ickes' letter to the Navy 
is about low royalties to the United 
States; but could not the Secretary of 
the Navy draw the conclusion notwith
standing the negatives of the Secretary 
of the Interior suggesting revision of the 
lease agreements with Corcoran's client 
that Ickes anticipated the Secretary of 
the Navy would furnish money for this 
"wildcat" oil-drilling operation? Is it 
not an apparent implied approval of the 
deal? 

This letter of Secretary Ickes I have 
referred to was written on March 19, 
1941. Four weeks later, on April 16, 1941, 
he came before the Appropriations Com
mittee. I asked him some questions 
about oil leases. He gave general an
swers and his attitude aroused my in
terest. I resolved to make further in
quiries. What I learned led me to ask 
that some one be recalled before the 
committee for specific questions on this 
matter. Had he volunteered more infor
·mation about the general conduct of the 
public domain under his charge, I proba
bly would not have pressed this matter. 
That was the start of what has been 
called in some quarters a "smear." 

I asked Secretary Ickes rather than a 
subordinate, because the Secretary of the 
Interior, when apprised of my desire to 
know more about Alaskan oil, apparently 
wanted to answer my questions per
sonally. At least, Burlew sent such word 
back to the committee clerk. Burlew was 
scheduled to come before the committee 
again on the 18th. After I told the 
committee clerk that I would be happy 
to comply with the Secretary's wishes, 
Mr. Burlew's appearance was canceled. 
How can it be said that there was an 
attempt to "smear" the Secretary when he 
came before the committee at his own 
request to answer Alaskan oil questions? 

Under the established practices of the 
committees of the House, a Cabinet offi
c~r is given every opportuity to make 
a statement before or after he is ques
tioned. He is never required to answer 
"Yes" or "No." He can elaborate and 
even correct or revise his remarks after 
the stenographer's notes are transcribed. 
This hearing is no exception. The Sec
retary could make any statement he 
wanted about the matter after I had con
cluded, and he chose not to do it. Now, 
that answers the "smear" argument. 

Before talking to you today, I have re
checked the questions a-nd answers that 
were given. As I said, the Ickes answers 
are more startling for the things that 
are not said than by what appears in 
the record. 

Now, let us look at the record. The 
first question presumed that he was 
familiar with the operations of the 
Iniskin Oil Co. The reply, "Is this the 
Havenstrite group?" I hope Tommy 
Corcoran's appeal for wild-cat oil financ-

ing by the Government was unusual 
enough that when Iniskin Oil Co. was 
mentioned to Secretary Ickes a month 
later he would think of Havenstrite, like 
pork suggests beans. I thought his reply 
at the time was an Ickes fishing expedi
tio!} to see how much I knew. The next 
reply the Secretary gave showed that the 
Havenstrite Co. spent about a million 
dollars and he did not get any oil. 

Tile next two questions and answers · 
indicate that the Havenstrite Co. · have 
exploration leases on the public domain 
of Alaska, and not on the naval reserves. 

The following question is significant: 
Did Havenstrite or his counsel recently ap

pwach you with respect to arranging for the 
oii which might be taken out of this Alaska 
well, or one of the wells, so that the oil might 
be stored for the Navy? 

The answer did not reveal Tommy the 
Cork coming to see him with Havenstrite. 
The answer did not indicate what the 
plan of Government finance of this pri
vate company was. The question was 
broad enough to make a full explanation 
of Corcoran's method responsive and per
tinent. Had Mr. Ickes wanted to be 

. frank, had he not wanted to be pressed 
by the questions that followed, he had a 
full opportunity to tell all to your com
mittee. He let the opportunity pass and 
the questions that follow are the result of 
his holding back. 

He could have told your committee 
then if Corcoran's proposal was to have 
the Secretary of the Navy sign an if-and
when contract with Corcoran's client--if 
and when they struck oil-to take the oil. 
If he knew that the Navy Department 
agreement with Corcoran's client could be 
used to borrow money from R. F. C., 
where Corcoran's buddies are plentifully 
sprinkled, or the 0. P.M., he had the op
portunity to tell. He owed it to Congress 
and to our people to tell it. 

Since the hearing I understand that 
Corcoran's client had recently had their 
contract renewed for a period of 5 years. 
They had spent about $1,000,000. How 
did this million affect their ability to ex
plore the public domain? Let us look at 
the next questions and answers: 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Was this first well a duster; 
it was a dry well? 

Secretary IcKES. That is right. 
Mr. JoNES. They are still drilling in that 

well trying to get oil? 
Secretary IcKEs. I do not think so. 
Mr. JoNES. Is he drilling another well? 
Secretary IcKEs. No; he wants to drill 

another well. 

On the one hand Corcoran hopes to get 
public funds, probably defense funds, to 
drill another well. The claim would be 
national defense. On the other hand, 
Secretary Ickes ties up the territory for 5 
years with a company that is broke-does 
not have enough funds to drill another 
well. 

The next question was asked to get a 
frank statement from Mr. Ickes about 
who was to sign an agreement with Cor
coran's client that would be used to pry 
open the door oi the Treasury for the 
wildcat oil scheme. Mr. Ickes still did not 
explain why Corcoran brought Haven
strite to him if the money was to come 
from the Navy Department, as his answer 
would indicate. Corcoran saw Ickes. If 

he did not have power to enter into the 
agreement, what contribution did Cor
coran hope to get from Mr. Ickes? If he 
could not do that, what could he do? 
What did Corcoran want him to do? 

The next question was still · addressed 
to the inquiry, Who was going to sign an 
agreement and what was the Secretary of 
the Interior to do for Corcoran? The 
reply still does not tell how Corcoran was 
going to get any drilling done. 

What part was Secretary Ickes to play 
in this scheme of Corcoran's? He was 
pursued further. I quote my next ques
tion: 

Mr. JoNES. Did you communicate with the 
Secretary of the Navy to persuade him or 
give him the impression you were favorable; 
that you could look upon it with favor? 

I want you to particularly note that 
question because later on the following 
colloquy occurred: 

Secretary IcKES. Well, why do you as
sume there was a letter? 

Mr. JoNES. You said there was. 
Secretary IcKES. I know, but you assumed 

it as a basis of your questions. · 
Mr. JoNEs. I assumed what? 
Secretary IcKEs. That I had written a let-

ter. 
Mr. JoNES. I asked you. 
Secretary IcKEs. You asked me! 
Mr. JONES. I said had you communicated 

or written a letter or anything. I do not 
think I even mentio~ed a letter. 

These are some of the highlights of 
the inquiry. The only part that was un
successful was Ickes' fishing expedition 
to _find out whether I knew there was a 
letter, and incidentally to find out where 
I got the information to ask the ques
tions. 

Mr. Ickes said shortly after this col
loquy: 

Well, it is an interesting experience to 
come before the Appropriations Committee 
and be subjected to a fishing expedition on 
a matter that is not within the jurisdiction 
of the committee. I think it is taking an un
fair advantage. 

Now, surely Mr. Ickes does not con
demn himself for his little fishing ex
pedition to find out how much his ques
tioner knew and how he got his informa
tion, or does he? 

The hearing on this point is unique. 
The Secretary of the Interior owes re
sponsibility to be frank, informative, and 
enlightening to any Member of Con
gress addressing inquiries to him. He 
should not be ducking, dodging, and 
hedging every inquiry. He is a public 
officer whose every public act is the sub
ject of inquiry of a free people. My 
constituents, I hop: not unlike yours, 
expected each elected public official to 
answer every query about his public serv
ice. If he does not, the free men and 
women usually .separate him from the 
public pay roll on election day. 

In this, the last great government of 
free men, we as representatives owe a 
high and lofty duty to insure that Fed
eral employees from top to bottom con
duct the affairs Of their offices in such 
a manner as to be above reproach. The 
American way of life is something more 
than a catch phrase to drag our people
into a foreign war. It is a way of govern
ment where the people are boss, where 



1941 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3943 
Congress is supposed to control the purse 
strings of the Nation. 

The questions were asked by a Con
gressman to stop Government defense 
funds from being used to finance a wild
cat private oil oper"ator in the Alaskan 
public domain. I asked the questions, 
having a factual basis for my inquiry 
as the testimony of Ickes and his letter 
to the Secretary of the Navy proves. 

Have we drifted so far away from the 
American way of life that a high execu
tive in our Government can presume to 
criticize the kind of questions asked 
about his handling the leasing of public 
domain. Is Secretary Ickes an autocrat 
whose conduct, whose part in Corcoran's 
play to get defense funds for his client 
are above the questioning of a Congress
man? That is what this inquiry is 
about. Corcoran's plan to finance his 
client in drilling of an oil well in Alaska. 
Think of it, finance a private company 
in the wildcat oil business on the public 
domain. There is no doubt about it. 
Who supplies the money to the govern
mental agencies? Congress. As a Mem
ber of Congress I felt it my duty to stop 
it, if possible. How much money did 
Corcoran want? Congress is not en
lightened upon that point, but I assume 
since the previous operation cost a mil
lion dollars, Corcoran wanted at least 
another million plus his fees. What a 
price for my country to pay for Cor
coran's influence. 

The Ickes letter to the Secretary of the 
Navy and testimony would indicate that 
the Navy contemplated furnishing the 
money. The Navy Department is not a 
lend-spend agency. If the money were 
to come from them, the money would 
have to come from defense funds, and I 
think it would be misapplied, because 
wildcat oil financing is not defense. 
Thank God, the Secretary of the Navy 
apparently did not fall for the Corcoran 
plan. 

If it were to come from one of the 
lend-spend agencies, wildcat oil financ
ing is not within the purview of the New 
Deal social gains. 

Now, let us see what we ought to know 
further about this wildcat oil scheme. 

Who are the stockholders and in
vestors in the company? That would be 
enlightening to know. I understand 
that Havenstrite has investors among 
the moving-picture stars. An investiga
tion might show if some of the stock
holders suggested employing Corcoran. 

It would be interesting to know why 
Havenstrite could not get an ear for his 
problem for days. He was in Washing
ton for "days trying to get someone to lis
ten to him. Then he hired "Tommy the 
Cork." Within a few hours he was talk
ing to the Secretary of the Interior about 
getting money for his company to drill 
another well. His company is probably 
in bad financial shape after sinking a 
million dollars in a dry hole. 

An investigation would show how 
much Corcoran's fee would be. The 
news article says Corcoran brags of mak
ing millions. Let us get his modus 
operandi. Let us see if we can stop the 
insidious movements of "Tommy the 
Cork" in the temple. Let us stop this 
funnelling of millions of dollars by 

"Tommy the Cork" of the toil and tears 
of our people. 

Are we going to get a penny's worth 
of defense for every penny spent, or is 
Tommy Corcoran going to dissipate it? 

Let us investigate this matter and see 
how much money we are losing on this 
all-out defense effort. 

I made no accusations of a black bag 
in the entire hearing. The questions 
drew blood. There was no charge of a 
black bag. This outburst of Secretary 
Ickes was apparently dictated by his still 
small voice of conscience. [Applause.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own re
marks in the RECORD and include therein 
an editorial from the New York Times on 
helicopters. 

The SPEAKER.· Is there objection to 
the request of ~he gentleman from Con
necticut? 

There was no objection. 
(Mr. RABAUT asked and was given 

permission ta revise and extend his re
marks in the RECORD.) 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask. 
unanimous consent that on Friday next, 
at the conclusion of the legislative pro
gram of the day, and following any spe
cial orders heretofore entered, I may be 
permitted to address the House for 10 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. MuNDT] is recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

PUBLIC-OPINION POLLS 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, the Senate 
Committee on Interstate Commerce has 
before it Senate Resolution No. 111. I 
call that resolution to the attention of 
Members of this House and to citizens 
throughout the country because I believe 
they will want to get in touch with their 
favorite Senators and ask them to urge 
that Senate committee to hold an inves
tigation in connection with that reso
lution. 

In brief, the resolution asks that the 
Senate Committee on Interstate Com
merce make an investigation without 
prejudice of the various public-opinion 
polls which are being conducted through 
the mails in America and which are be
ing released to newspapers, to magazines, 
to Congressmen, to members of the Cabi
net, and to others, and which are utilized 
by many speakers as basic facts. When 
we find public-opinion polls having 
reached such a point of eminence that 
members of the Cabinet refer to them as 
factual data in building talks for national 
broadcasts, I believe everybody in the 
country should be interested in knowing 
for sure that these polls are scientifically 
conducted and are being utilized as fact
finding agencies and not as opinion-
forming devices. 

My own curiosity in this connection 
was stimulated by the fact that on last 

Friday I received a letter from one of 
the leading educators of South Dakota, 
which I shall read to you at this time. 
It has to do with the matter of public
opinion polls: 
OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 

Sout h Dakota, May 8, 1941. 
The Honorable KARL MUNDT, 

United States Representative, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Enclosed is an exact 
copy of a letter and questionnaire which 
came to me in response to my offer to act 
as an interviewer. 

Obviously, this organization is more con
cerned about creating a public opinion ac
cording to its own design than getting the 
uninfluenced opinion of the people of the 
locality by random selection. 

Very likely every schoolman in South 
Dakota, as well as all of the States in the 
Union, have been asked to name individuals 
for interviewers. My own interest in this 
type of work brought me this revelation. 

I am wondering if you can get the "low
down" on this out fit immediately. If it de
serves an exposure, I propose doing it 
through the educational associations through 
the various States. 

Cordially yours, 
----, 

Superintendent of Schools. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con~ent 
to include in the RECORD at this point 
the letter this superintendent of schools 
received from the Opinion Research Cor
poration, of Princeton, N.J., together with 
two sets of questions and an office form 
which the Opinion Research Corpora
tion, of Princeton, N. J., sent to this su
perintendent of schools to determine his 
availability as an interviewer. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
The matter referred to follows: 

OPINION RESEARCH CORPORATION, 
Princeton, N. J. 

DEAR MR. SUPERINTENDENT: ! am pleased to 
hear that you would be interested in part
time interviewing work on our public-opinion 
surveys. 

I should think that you would fit in well 
with our national organization. Before we 
can make a final decision, however, we need 
some forms filled in and a small snapshot of 
you. 

I should appreciate it if you would fill in 
the enclosed sample ballot, which is stamped 
"For your own opinion," the form regarding 
our relationship, and the "Information for 
files." Please return these and the snapshot 
in the enclosed stamped envelope. I hope to 
hear from you soon. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH C. BEVIS, 

Director, Interview Department. 

Please Attach A Snapshot 
Of Yourself 

OPINION RESEARCH CORIORATION 

90 Nassau St., Princeton, N . J. 

INFORMATION FOR FILES 

Date __ --·--·---------------

M~I~sss.}·- --------------·- Date ol Birth _______________ _ 
Street__________________ RelirJ~~~J?c)nomination ••••• 

City and State_________ Nationality_------ -----------
Residence Phone_______ Political Affiliation_ _________ _ 
Check whether: ( ) Single. ( )Married. ( ) Wid· 

owed. ( ) Divorced. 
Do you have a car available for interviewing? Make---· 

Model---- Year---- ( ) No car. 
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EDUCATION (check highest reached): 

(- ) Grade school.- (- ) College, incomplete. 
Name of college--------------------------------

(- ) High school. (- ) College, graduated. · 
Degrees ______ --- --- ------------ -- ____ ----------

(-)Business or trade school. (- ) Scholastic honors. 
if any _______ -- -------- --------------------------~ 

Name of firm with which you are now: connected--------
Date began ___ __ _ 
Type of business ____ · __ . Your position in firm--------
Hours of work (please be specific)_ ________________ _____ _ 
Average number ol hours per day you can devote to 

interviewing _____ _ 
Other research agencies you work !or-------------------
OTHER WORK EXPERIENCE (list most. recent first): 

Organization City Your position From-To 

Present interests and activities -------------------------
Plea~e give two references of persons not related to you: 

Name Address Occupation 

OPINION RESEARCH 

1. Are you in favor of all-out aid to Great Britain and 
other warring democracies? ·(D) Yes. (D) No. 
(D) No opinion. 

COMMENT: --------- ------- ----------- --------------
~. Do you favor an immediate declaration of war against 

Germany? (D) Yes. (D) No. (D) No opinion. 
3a. Do you think the defense program is going ahead 

fast enough? (D) Yes. (D) No. (D) No opin· 
ion. 

IF No: b. Who is most to blame? ----------- -----
4. Would you b~ in.favo~ of having the Government 

regulate pnces durmg the defense program? 
(D) Yes, regulate. (D) No. (D) No opmion. 

f. What do you think of the Starling Committee? 
(D) Favorable, on the whole. (D) Unfavorable, 
on the whole. (D) Undecided. (D) Never hwrd 
of it. 

tl. If the question of prohibition came up again, would 
you vote to make the whole country dry? (D) Yes, 
dry. (D) No. (D) No opinion. 

7a. Do you think the Government should take over and 
run all or most factories now working on defense 
materials? (D) Yes. (D) No. (D) No opinion. 

b. Why do you feel that way?------------------ ------
8. What do ydu think of the Dies committee? (D) 

Favorable, on the whole. (D) Unfavorable, on 
the whole. (D) Undecided. (D) Never heard 
ofit. 

COMMENT: ------ --- ------------------------------ --
9. Which do you think is more to blame for strikes in 

defense plants-labor or industry? (D) Labor. 
(D) Industry. (D) No opinion. 

lOa. For whom did you vote in 1940? (D) Roosevelt. 
(D) Willkie. (D) Others----------------------
(D) Didn't vote. 

IF DIDN'T VOTE : b. Which candidate did you favor't 
(D) Roosevelt. (D) Willkie. (D) Other _______ _ 

11. Why did you prefer this candidate? ----------------

12. For whom did you vote in 1936? (D) Roosevelt. 
(D) Landon. (D) Other -----------------------
(0) Didn't vote. 

13. In politics, do you ordinarily regard yourself as a 
Republican or a Democrat? (D) Republican. 
(D) Democrat. (D) Other_ ______________ _ 

14. Interviewer----------------· 15. Date __ __________ _ 

Mr. MUNDT. I further ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. Speaker, to include in the 
RECORD at this point a form which the 
Opinion Research Corporation of Prince
ton, N. J., asked that its interviewers fill 
out. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
The matter referred to follows: 

Date _________ _ 

OPINION RESEARCH CORPORATION, 
90 Nassau Street, Princeton, N. J. 

GENTLEMEN: This is to inform you that 1 
_work as an independent interviewer; that I 
hereby solicit assignments from you in con
nection with the polls conducted by ycur 
organization. Any services which I may 
render will be rendered in the course of my 

business as an i-ndependent interviewer and 
not as your employee. I assure you that all 
work I do for you will be kept confidential. 
Of course, it is understood that the accept
ance of assignments from you does not pre
clude my acceptance of assignments from 
other research organizations. 

Very truly yours, 
Signature ---------------------Street ________________________ _ 

CitY-------------------------
State-------------------------

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
going to take the time of the House at 
this late hour discussing these questions 
specifically, but I leave it to your judg
ment as you read them in the RECORD in 
the morning whether, for example, it 
contributes anything to the abJity of a 
man to serve as an interviewer to regis
ter in Princeton, N.J., his opinion on cer
tain of these fundamental questions 
which are being asked in this question
naire. If it does not, why are tpe ques- , 
tions asked? 

I do not know whether this Opinion 
Research Bureau is the same as the 
Gallup poll, although both ·of them come 
from Princeton, N. J., or whether they 
are disassociated opinion-searching in
stitutions. I do know, however, that in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for May 9 We 
find a quotation from Ross Stagner, of 
Dartmouth College, who has made a very 
careful analysis of public-opinion polls, 
in which ·he states: 

The Public Opinion Research Project coop
erates with the Institute of Public Opinion. 

The latter institute, I believe, is the 
one operated by Dr. Gallup. 

Wben ~chool men throughout America 
form an attitude such as this, when 
questions come to us as we have them 
come to our offices almost daily about 
the reliability of these polls, I believe 
Members of Congress should concern 
themselves as to the accuracy of these 
polls. 

I make this point very clear. I am not 
for one minute contending that these 
public-opinion polls have degenerated 
into propaganda organs. I do not make 
that charge. I do not believe it is true, 
and I certainly hope it is not true. 

On the other hand, I do not have the 
information available to me, nor do you 
have it available to you, to counteract 
such charges in order to prove the op
posite, and it seems to me that a non
prejudiced Senate investigation such as 
is called for in Senate R~solut.ion 111 
should be welcomed by the honest, ac
curate above-board opinion recording 
polls of America. If these polls are 
simply fact-finding, and fact-distributing 
agencies, certainly those who are oper
ating them should welcome opportunity 
to demonstrate that fact beyond per
adventure of a doubt by an investigating 
committee. On the other hand, if some 
of these polls are being distorted to for
mulate public opinion rather than to 
prooe it, and are trying to creat public 
opinion in accordance with their own 
prejudices instead of simply recording it 
as this superintendent of schools in 
South Dakota seems to think-if that be 
true, the public is· entitled to know what 
is going on, and what interests are de-

termining which opinions shall be spon
sored in these polls. 

My reason for discussing the matter 
stems not only from the fact of a letter 
that I received from this educator in 
South Dakota but a-lso because I discov
ered in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
May 9, page 3840, an analysis has been 
compiled by Ross Stagner, of Dartmouth 
College. He has made an analysis of the 
Institute of Public Opinion polls for the 
past 4 years, and especially the more re
cent polls with their frequent questions 
relating to. intervention in the European 
war. 

I think every Member should read that 
analysis very carefully, to determine for 
himself whether the opinions reached by 
the authority from Dartmouth college 
are borne out by their own study. For 
example, this man points out that many 
Congressmen are now utilizing the evi
dence supplied by these polls in deter
mining their attitude on certain impor
tant questions. I remember hearing a 
member of the President's Cabinet on 
the radio not more than 10 days ago re
ferring to the Gallup poll, in connection 
with one of the more or less leading ques
tions which was based on some possible 
future contingency, and on the answers 
which were received to this question, the 
Cabinet officer arrived at the conclusions 
forming the basis of his address. This 
gentleman from Dartmouth College says 
this: 

Public-opinion studies are delicate and 
subject to distortion by unconscious preju
dice even if no deliberate intention to de
ceive is present. Shrewd lawyers know how 
easy it is to get the average man to k>stify 
to absolutely contradictory happenings by 
clever questioning. Some studies have 
shown that a fair proportion of men will vote 
for a tariff increase (on an opinion blank) 
and,. 5 minutes later, endorse the Hull pro
gram for tariff reduction. Social psycholo
gists have made elaborate investigations to 
determine how opinions may most accurately 
be recorded. 

Then of his analysis of the Gallup poll 
for the last 4 years he says: 

This report covers an examination of all 
of the American Institute of Public Opinion 
questions relating to foreign policy from 
April 1937 to February 1941. The questions 
asked have been st~died from the point of 
view of strict impartiality, that is, whether 
they conformed to scientific principles of 
opinion measurement; and the resUlts have 
also been examined to see whether or not 
they agree with each other and with outside 
measurements of opinion. 

Fifty-nine questions were chosen for spe
cial study because they related specifically to 
the problem of intervention. 

Then this Dartmouth College analyst 
states that 59 questions were chosen for 
special study· because they related spccifi~ 
cally to the problem of intervention in 
the war. And he says further that of 
the 59 questions, 46 were of a positive 
type which could be answered by yes or 
no. Also that of the 46 questions po~itive 
in form, 39 were so framed as to foster 
interventionist answers and only 7 so as 
to oppose interventionist policies. Please 
note that he states that of the 46 ques
tions which were positive in form, 39 were 
so framed as to induce answers favorable 
to American intervention and only 'l 
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questions were on the other side. ".Can 
this amazing difference be due to acci
dent?" asks this authority. 

I submit in all candor, Mr. Speaker, 
that these are serious charges. 

If these charges are substantiated by 
the facts we are entitled to an explana
tion by the sponsor of these polls as to 
why, out of 46 questions, 39 were so 
phrased as to encourage answers toward 
intervention. If these charges are non
justifiable, I submit to you those spon
soring the Gallup poll and similar public
opinion polls should have a right to ap
pear before the Senate Investigating Com
mittee and point out why those charges 
are erroneous. The country is entitled 
to the facts. 

My own curiosity about these polls was 
stimulated something over a year ago 
at the time we were discussing the re
peal of the arms embargo. At that time I 
discovered in my analysis of one of the 
Gallup polls a question which seemed to 
me to be a very decidedly leading ques':" 
tion. I also thought I found what seemed 
to me to be erroneous deductions which 
reached out far beyond the evidence sub
mitted by the findings of the polls to pro
vide conclusions by the sponsor of the 
poll. I want to say in fairness to Dr. 
Gallup that I called this matter to his 
attention in a letter which will be found 
in the Appendix of the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, volume 85, part 2, page 285. After 
calling it to the attention of Dr. Gallup, 
he conceded that my criticisms were 
valid, and pointed out that perhaps they 
had gone too far in generalizing their 
conclusions, and even took the pains to 
offer to write a new question and submit 
it to the people. I printed Dr. Gallup's 
reply in the Appendix of the CoNGRES
siONAL RECORD, volume 85, part 2, page 
502. 

So I say my experience with Dr. Gallup 
has all been highly satisfactory. When I 
called the danger of using leading ques
tions to his attention over a year ago he 
made what seemed to me an appropriate 
answer and offered to try to undo the 
damage to accurate fact-finding done by 
that particular question. I am therefore 
both surprised and disappointed to find 
this charge by a professor in Dartmouth 
College, pointing out that out of 46 ques
tions he has studied, in 39 different in
stances he found that same tendency 
which I discovered in an analysis of the 
polls dealing with arms-embargo repeal 
in Congress many, many months ago. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. CURTIS. The gentleman has 

given considerable thought to this and 
is making a very fine statement. He is 
dealing with a matter that goes to the 
very heart of effective representative gov
ernment. I wonder if the gentleman 
would care to voice an opinion as to 
whether or not these tabulated results of 
polJs of public opinion usually affect leg
islation in the Congress of the United 
States? 

Mr. MUNDT. I am sure the gentle
man from Nebraska [Mr. CuRTIS] is as 
well able to judge that as I am. I do not 
desire to say anything which I cannot 
substantiate by fact. I think we hear the 

Gallup poll and other polls quoted every 
day that Congress is in session, and we 
listen to Members of the Cabinet use its 
findings from time to time. This Dart
mouth College man says that two-thirds 
of the Members of Congress take these 
poll results into consideration in making 
a choice. Consequently, it would seem to 
me that they are having an influence on 
the legislation which we are discussing on 
the floor of the Congress. 

Mr. CURTIS. I believe I can truth
fully say that I know of no Representative 
who counts noses, so to speak, on a poll 
and then decides how he is going to vote, 
but it has created this situation that is 
not the best. There is a conflict between 
a Representative studying the legislation, 
following the debates and hearings, and 
that sort of thing, and following the dic
tates of his own mind and conscience 
on it, and at the same time you might say 
flouting the expressed opinion of his con
stituents as indicated by these polls. 
That is a situation that I do not believe 
makes for good government, and does not 
call for the open, frank, and detailed dis
cussion of public measures which good 
legislation requires. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. Now, let me ask him 
a question. Do you agree with me that 
something as vital as this should be in
vestigated by the Senate committee, so 
that we can get the fact.s in the case? 

Mr. CURTIS. Very, very much so. I 
think we are dealing with a subject that 
is very important. The problems of our 
Government are not so simple that a man 
can go down the street and collect so 
many yeas and so many noes and have 
the right answer. They are matters to 
be studied, with long hours of work. I do 
not beli·eve that polls of public opinion 
should go unrestrained, and, even grant
ing that at . the present time honest, sin
cere, capable, and truthful men are run
ning them, unless we do something about 
it they will become a menace in the hands 
of unscrupulous men. 

Mr. MUNDT. Certainly when a group 
of scientists makes a study of a poll and 
makes charges such as are found in the 
RECORD of May 9, on pages 3840 to 3842, 
that over 80 percent of the questions are 
loaded or leading, and that they are 
loaded overwhelmingly in one direction, 
public-opinion polls should have an op
portunity to vindicate themselves in the 
minds of the people, or else the people 
making these charges should have an qp
portunity to substantiate them, since 
these matters have become important 
and of vital consequence. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that no legiti
mate public-opinion probing agency in 
America would object to revealing to a 
Senate investigating committee just how 
it operates and how it checks is findings. 
If Members of Congress are to have these 
polls submitted to them in almost daily 
debate and to have Cabinet members 
quote them as official data in their public 
statements, we owe it to ourselves and to 
the country to check the processes by 
which these figures are secured. A se
rious disservice to America could result 
from the use of such data if it were dis
covered that such information was inac-

curate or that it resulted from carelessly 
or cunningly packing questionnaires with 
questions so worded that the answer can 
almost be predicted from the phrasing of 
the question. We take great pains in our 
committee work to qualify our witnesses 
and to authenticate their testimony; we 
should do no less in making certain that 
public-opinion polls which purport to 
convey to us what the country thinks 
about a given issue are above reproach 
and are not guilty of at least inten
tionally trying to direct the pubEc opin
ion which they function to report. 

Personally I have a high regard for 
Dr. Gallup and for his Institute of Public 
Opinion. It has been a most successful 
venture. I am therefore greatly dis
turbed when another student of public 
opinion points out a great preponderance 
of leading questions in the polls, and I 
am hopeful that Dr. Gallup will not dis
credit his great service by permitting 
questions based on contingencies and re
flecting bias to throw a grave shadow of 
doubt upon the reliability of a procedure 
which has a high reputation for accuracy 
when limiting itself to questions based on 
fact and which do not attempt to direct 
the nature of the reply. I am equally 
desirous that other polls, not as well 
known as Dr. Gallup's perhaps, will be 
equally fastidious in avoiding the tempta
tion to become fashioners of fancy in
stead of finders of facts. 

I think some of the following facts 
might well be brought out in an investi
gation of these polls, which should be 
conducted absolutely without prejudice, 
because I join the gentleman in hoping 
we can discover that these polls are sin
cerely, openly, and honorably conducted. 
I think it would be a travesty if we dis
covered otherwise since so many people 
repose confidence in them. Possibly the 
opi:pion polls have a logical and scientific 
reason for loading their questions all in 
one direction. If so, we have a right to 
know what it is. 

First, I think we should know how 
many people are questioned, in a regular 
nonelection prediction. I had a lot of 
correspondence at the time I did some 
investigating of this subject about 18 
months ago. In one of the letters the 
writer informed me that these polls made 
a practice of interviewing only about 
1,800 people on any one question except 
on an election when they make a very 
careful check because since the elections 
follow so soon upon the announcement of 
the result of their poll the people would 
all check them for accuracy. Are 1,800 
names a sufficient number to sample 
public opinion in America? I doubt it. 
Maybe they should question more people 
and perhaps they do. I do not know, but 
I think the people are entitled to know 
the facts. I think the people are entitled . 
to know what kind of evidence these 
agencies require to show that the stipu
lated number of people are actually 
polled by interviewers. I think we 
should ascertain how they know that 
their interviewers do not go off by them
selves and fill in the appropriate answers 
to the questions on matters where no 
election is in the offing to check their 
accuracy. 
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Another thing we should ascertain is 

why the vast majority of all loaded or 
leading questions are so definitely biased 
in favor of intervention in this war. Is 
there anything about an honest sampling 
of public opinion that demands that, and, 
if so, what can it be? 

I think these public-opinion polls can 
render a great public service if con
ducted on an honest basis with the peo
ple answering simple questions which 
can be answered with a yes or no answer. 
I think they should discontinue what I 
consider to be a pernicious practice of 
continually asking leading questions, def
initely seeking tu influence the answers 
desired from those who are being inter
rogated. 

I quote this concluding paragraph from 
the Dartmouth College Study: 

By all means, let us take "the pulse of 
democracy." But at the same time, let us 
insist that the pulse be scientifically meas
ured , with no opportunity for conscious or 
unconscious bias to influence the result. 

Let me conclude my remarks simply 
by asking you if you agree with me that 
this question is significant enough to 
merit a senatorial investigation to con
tact your Senator and ask him to ask the 
Senate Interstate Commerce Committee 
to act favorably on Senate Resolution 111 
and to conduct an investigation. The 
investigation should be conducted with
out bias to any of the polls. I think we 
could expect the committee to observe 
the good American doctrine that com
panies, individuals, and polls are inno
cent until found guilty. ~I am making no 
charges. I am hoping that the results 
will vindicate the honesty with which the 
polls are conducted. I simply believe 
that the public is entitled to know that 
what is coming to be such an important 
device as a poll of public opinion is free 
from any possibility of being misused for 
propaganda purposes. A clean-cut, thor
ough Senate investigation should serve 
a very wholesome purpose in this con
nection. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. THOM. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

Th e motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 6 o'clock and 5 minutes P. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues
day, May 13, 1941, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 

The Committee on Flood Control will 
continue hearings on the following days: 

1. Tuesday,. May 13: Representatives 
of the Department of Agriculture and 
other governmental agencies. 

2. Wednesday, May 14: Senators and 
Members of Congress. 

COMMITTEE ON !NV ALID PENSIONS 

The Committee on Invalid Pensions will 
ho_d public hearings on H. R. 2855, en
titled "A bill to provide for restoration 
of pension to certain dependent parents. 
upon termination of remarriage, and for ' · 
other purposes," by Mr. WEAVER of North ·: 
Carolina; and H. R. 1099, entitled "A bill 

to remove discriminations against dis
abled retired enlisted men of the Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard 
who served in war," by Mr. LESINSKI, of 
Michigan. The hearings will be held 
Tuesday, May 13, 1941, at 10:30 a.m. in 
room 247, House Office Building. 
COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VETERANS' 

LEGISLATION 

The Committee on World War Vet .. 
erans' Legislation will hold an open hear
ing on Tuesday, May 13, 1941, at 10:30 
a.m. in the committee room. 
COMMITTEE ON COINAGE, WEIGHTS, AND 

MEASURES 

The Committee on Coinage, Weights, 
and Measures will meet at 10 a. m., Tues
day, May 13, 1941, in room 115, old House 
Office Building to further consider H. R. 
4646. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

The Committee on the Judiciary will 
hold public hearings on H. R. 4017, a bill 
permitting exemption from certain re
strictions on political activity in munici
pal affairs, on Wednesday, May 14," 1941, 
at 10 a. m. in room 346, House Office 
Building, before Subcommittee No. 1. 
COMMITTEE ON THE MERCHANT MARINE 

AND FISHERIES 

The Committee on the Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries will hold public hear
ings on Wednesday, May 14, 1941, at 10 
a. m., on H. R. 3361, to provide that the 
United States shall aid the States in fish 
l'estoration and management projects, 
and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 

communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

531. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill to provide for the pay of aviation pilots 
in the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

532. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Selective Service System, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed bill to amend the Selective 
Training and Service Act of 1940 so as to au
thorize the deferment l•! men by age group or 
groups; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

533 . A letter from the Administrator, Fed
eral Loan Agency, transmitting a report of 
aid rendered by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation to the Government in its na
tional-defense program; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

534. A tetter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting• a draft of a proposed bill to 
amend the Alien Registration Act, 1940, by 
making it a criminal offense to reproduce 
alien-registration receipt cards; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. STEAGALL: Committee on Banking 
.and Currency. H. R. 4691. A bill to amend 
the F'Ederal Credit Union Act; without amend-

ment (Rept. No. 524). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, 

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico: Committee 
on Indian Affairs. H. R. 4277. A bill to 
amend an act entitled "An act authorizing 
annual appropriations for the maintenance 
of that portion of Gallup-Durango Highway 
across the Navajo Indian Reservation, and 
providing reimbursement therefor"; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 525). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the sta te 
of the Union. 

Mr. BLAND: Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 4700. A bill to 
provide for priorities in transportation by 
merchant vessels in the interests of national 
defense, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 526). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. BLAND: Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 4658. A bill to 
amend and clarify certain acts pertaining to 
the Coast Guard, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 527) . Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr . MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
House Joint Resolution 183. Joint resolution 
extending the application of section 6 of the 
act entitled "An act to expedite the strength
ening of the national defense," approved July 
2, 1940 (54 Stat. 714), to all Territories, de
pendencies, and possessions of the United 
States, including the Philippine Islands, the 
Canal Zone, and the District of Columbia; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 528) . Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. 
S. 994. An act to appropriate the proceeds of 
sales or other dispositions of strategic and 
critical materials acquired under the act of 
June 7, 1939 (53 Stat. 811), in order to pre
vent depletion of the stocks of such materials 
available for national-defense purposes; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 529). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. FULMER: Committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses. 
Senate Joint Resolution 60. Joint resolution 
relating to corn and wheat marketing quotas, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 530). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills 
and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. KOCIALKOWSKI: 
H. R. 4712. A bill to exempt Philippine 

articles shipped from the Philippine Islands 
to Guam from the Philippine export tax in 
certain cases, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McCORMACK: 
H. R. 4713. A bill to provide for a 5-day 

week for Federal employees; to the Committee 
on the Civil Service. 

By Mr . PAGAN: 
H. R. 4714. A bill providing . for the tempo

rary exclusion, in computing the public debt 
of any subdivision or municipality of Puerto 
Rico under the organic act, of certain re
funding bonds issued by such subdivision or 
municipality; to the Committee on Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WICKERSHAM: 
H. R. 4715. A bill to provide for certain 

residential appointments to the United States 
Military Academy and the United States Naval 
Academy; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 
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By Mr. MciNTYRE: 

H. R. 4716. A bill to provide for payments 
by the United States to the several States 
with respect to certain Indian lands; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Utah: 
H.R.4717. A bill to amend an act entitled 

"An act authoriing the temporary detail of 
John L. Savage, an employee of the United 
States, to service under the Government of 
the State of New South Wales, Australia, and 
the Government of the Punjab, India" (act 
of June 29, 1940, Public, No. 678, 76th Cong., 
3d sess.); to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WICKERSHAM: 
H. R. 4718. A bill to change interest rates 

on loans secured by liens on United States 
Government life (converted) insurance to 
3Y2 percent; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HARRINGTON: 
H. R. 4729. A bill to prevent shortages of 

transpor tation facilities occasioned by the de
fense program, and to supplement and serve 
ocean -going vessels needed in the national 
defense by extending certain provisions of 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as amended, 
to tugs, barges, and barge shipyards, and 
other vessels to be operated on the inland 
waterways of the United States; to the Com
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Leg

islature of the Territory of Puerto Rico, me
morializing the President and the Congress 
of the United States to consider their Con
current Resolution No. 14, with reference to 
the Wagner-Peyser Act approved July 6, 1933; 
to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Territory of Puerto Rico, memorializing the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States to consider their Concurrent Resolu
tion No. 16, with reference to coastwise ship
ping laws; to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Texas, memorializing the President 
and the Congress of the United States to 
consider their House Simple Resolution No. 
249, concerning foreign affairs; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Texas, memorializing the President 
and the Congress of the United States to con
sider· their Senate Resolution No. 127, with 
reference to foreign affairs; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. D'ALESANDRO: 
H. R. 4719. A bill for the. relief of Selma 

Shapiro; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. DAVIS of Ohio: 

H. R. 4720. A bill granting an increase of 
pension to Mary E. Simmons; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: 
H. R. 4721. A bill for. the relief of A. T. 

Steele and J. C. Corbitt; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. EDMISTON: 
H. R. 4722. A bill for the relief of William 

Lewis Drain; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. McLEAN: 

H. R. 4723. A bill for the relief of John 
Lesniak; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MACIORA: 
H. R. 4724. A bill for the relief of Joseph 

Srokosz; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

By Mr. POAGE: 
H. R. 4725. A bill to confer jurisdiction on 

any United States district court to hear, de
termine, and enter judgment upon the claims 
of Lee Shannon for expenditures and in
juries suffered in line of duty as prohibition 
enforcement officer during the years 1927 and 
1928; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. REED of Illinois: 
H. R. 4726. A bill conferring jurisdiction 

upon the court of the United States to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon the 
claim of Albert M. Howard; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
H. R. 4727. A bill granting a pension "to 

Chudleigh Andrews Clifford; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITE: 
H. R. 4728. A bill for the relief of King 

Mayberry; to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

1029. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the New 
York City Congregational Church Associa
tion, approving and recommending the fur
ther extension of the Hoover food plan for 
the starving to Jugoslavia, Greece, and all 
the small democracies of Europe; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1030. By Mr. FENTON: Petition of the Rev. 
George D. Haag and sundry residents of Or
wigsburg, Pa., urging passage of House bill 
4000, to prohibit the sale of alcoholic liq
uors on military or naval reservations or 
within a reasonable distance therefrom; and 
to prohibit prostitution or the keeping of 
bawdy houses within a reasonable distance 
from such reservations; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

1031. By Mr. FOGARTY: Resolution of the 
Representative Council of the City of New
port, R. I., requesting the cession, by the 
Government of the United States, of land 
in front of the post-office building on 
Thames Street, in Newport, R. I., in order 
to effect the widening of the said Thames 
Street; to the Committee on the Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

1032. By Mr. HARRINGTON: Petition of 
Harry McCarty, of Westfield, Iowa; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

1033. By Mr. HEIDINGER: Petition of H. R. 
Stearns and numerous other citizens of Eldo
rado, Ill., supporting the passage of House bill 
4000; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1034. By Mr. JARRETT: Petition of Ruth 
Kerl and other residents of Clarion County, 
Pa., urging en~ctment of Senate bill 860; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1035. By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: Peti
tion of Dan Dahlen and 49 other signers, 
opposing the passage of House bill 3821; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. · 

1036. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Peti
tion of the Junior Chamber of Commerce, 
Will Bond, president, and the Hill County 
commissioners court, both of Hillsboro, Tex., 
opposing reduction in National Youth Admin
istration appropriations; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

1037. Also, resolution of the House, of Rep
resentatives of the State Legislature of Texas, 
and also resolution of the Senate of the 
State of Texas, favoring necessary steps to 
insure continued production and delivery to 

·the democratic nations now engaged in war; 
"to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1038. Also, petition of the Lions Club of 
Austin, Tex., favoring convoying of war ma
terials and other essential supplies to Eng
land; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1039. By Mr. KEOGH: Petit ion of the Ad
vertising Club of New York, committee on 
international trade, concerning any change in 
the present sugar program (such as Senate 
bill 937 and House bill 3582); to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

1040. Also, petition of the St. Louis County 
Chamber of Commerce, Clayton, Mo., favoring 
a reduction of public expenditure for non
defense items; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

1041. By Mr. KRAMER: Petition of the 
Pismo Beach Men's Club, Pismo Beach, Calif., 
urging Congress to take necessary steps to 
secure immediate additional and adequate 
appropriations to provide for the develop
ment of strategic national-defense highways 
in the State of California and particularly to 
that section most affected by nat ional-defense 
projects and that said defense highway de
velopment be made a definite part of the 
national-defense program and financed in its 
entirety by national-defense funds; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

1042. By Mr. RICH: Petition of sundry cit
izens of Williamsport, Pa., protesting against 
the passage of Senate bill 860 and House bill 
4000;. to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1043. By Mr. THILL: Petit ion of Max F. 
Lang and other residents of Milwaukee, Wis., 
protesting against the enactment of House 
bill 4000; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

1044. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Richmond Building and Const ruction Trades 
Council, Richmond, Va., petitioning consid
eration of their resolution with reference to 
labor and the national-defense program; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1045. Also, petition of Local No. 65, of the 
United Automobile Workers of America, Con
gress of Industrial Organizations, petition
ing consideration of their resolution with 
reference to House bill 4139, known as the 
Vinson bill; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

1046. Also, pet1tion of the St. Louis County 
Chamber of Commerce, Philip B. Fouke, 
chairman of the board, of Clayton, Mo., pe
titioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to economy for defense; to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Execu
tive Departments. 

1047. Also, petition of the Amity Post, No. 
791, Brooklyn, N. Y., petitioning considera
tion of their resolution with reference to the 
national-defense program; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

1048. Also, pl titian of Local No. 133, 
United Shoe Workers o~ America, of the Con
gress of Industrial Organizations, Rochester, 
N. Y., petitioning consideration of their reso
lution with reference to the Vinson bill (H. 
R. 4139); to the Committee on NauJ.l Affairs. 

1049. Also, petition of the National Asso
ciation of Commissioners, Secretaries and 
Directors of Agriculture, of Columbia, S. C., 
petitioning consideration of their r€6olution 
with reference to agriculture prices; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1050. Also, petition of the Stone Masons 
Union of Columbus, Ohio, petitionjng con
sideration of their resolution with reference 
to labor and the national-defense program; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1051. By Mr. FORAND: Petition of Alice 
Van Meter and others, of :Providence, R. I., 
providing for the common defense in rela
tion to the sale of alcoholic liquors to the 
members of the land and naval forces of the 
United States, and to provide for the sup
pressio·n of vice in the vicinity of military 
camps and Naval Establishments; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 
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