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MASSACHUSETTS, _
Thomas A. Hills to be postmaster at Leominster, in the county
of Worcester and State of Massachusetts.
MICHIGAN.
James Buckley to be postmaster at Petoskey, in the county of
Emmet and State of Michigan,
MINNESOTA.
Peter J. Schwartz, to be postmaster at Shakopee, in the county
of Scott and State of Minnesota. :
MISSOURI.
John C. Rickey to be postmaster at Clarence, in the county of
Shelby and State of Missouri.
MONTANA.
Thomas W. McKenzie to be postmaster at Havre, in the
county of Chouteau and State of Montana.
NEBRASEA.
Howard C. Miller to be postmaster at Grand Island, in the
county of Hall and State of Nebraska.
NEW HAMPSHIRE.
Simeon M. Estes to be postmaster at Meredith, in the county
of Belknap and State of New Hampshire.
Eugene Lane to be postmaster at Suncook, in the county of
Merrimack and State of New Hampshire.
NEW JERSEY.
George C. Reed to be postmaster at Park Ridge, in the county
of Bergen and State of New Jersey.
PENNSILVANIA.
Benjamin F. Magnin to be postmaster at Darby, in the
county of Delaware and State of Pennsylvania.
. VERMONT.
Frederick G. Ellison to be postmaster at Springfield, in the
County of Windsor and State of Vermont.
VIRGINIA.
W. Griffin to be postmaster at Salem, in the county of Roanoke
and State of Virginia.
WEST VIRGINTA.
Lester G. Toney to be postmaster at Northfork, in the county
of McDowell and State of West Virginia.
WISCONSIN.
Warner 8. Carr to be postmaster at Lake Nebagamon, in the
county of Douglas and State of Wisconsin,
Arthur E. Dudley to be postmaster at Neillsville, in the
county of Clark and State of Wisconsin.
A. (. Vanderwater Elston to be postmaster at Muscoda, in
the county of Grant and State of Wisconsin.
WIOMING.
Otis Rife to be postmaster at Kemmerer, in the county of
Uinta and State of Wyoming.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Taurspay, April 19, 1906.

The House met at 12 o'clock m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Hexgry N. CoupeN, D. D., as
follows :

Our Father in heaven, Thou grace divine, encircling all, help
us with unshaken faith in Thine eternal love to interpret what-
ever comes to us in life as but a means to the proper end in the
working out of Thy purposes. We thank Thee for that deep
and tender sympathy which goes out to those who suffer afflic-
tion and sorrow, whether it be the community or the individual,
and which binds us closer together as a people and as families
in the ties of affection. Be with all, O God, who suffer every-
where and comfort them as Thou alone can, and help us to
help each other, and so be with us all now in this great calamity
and always in the name of Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

SBWEARING IN OF A MEMBER.

Mr. M. R. Parrerson of Tennessee, appeared at the bar of

the House, and qualified by taking the oath of office.
CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

By unanimous consent, the Committee on the Territories was
discharged from the further consideration of the bill (8. 2048)
to amend section 1 of the act approved March 3, 1905, providing
for an additional associate justice of the supreme court of
Arizona, and for other purposes, and the same was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary. =

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By tnanimous consgent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.

Kanun, indefinitely, on account of the disaster at San Francisco.

MOVEMENTS OF VESSELS IN ST. MARYS RIVER.

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of the bill (8. 4925) to
amend the act approved March 6, 189G, relating to the anchorage
and movements of vessels in St. Marys River, which I send to
the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That sectlon 1 of the act approved March 0, 1896,
entitled “An act relating to the anchorage and movements of vessels in
St. Marys River " be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows :

“That the Secretary of Commerce and Labor be, and he hereby is,
authorized and directed to adopt and prescribe sultable rules and regu-
lations governing the movements and anchorage of vessels and rafts in
8t. Marys River from Point Iroguols, on Lake Superior, to Point Detour,
on Lake Huron, and for the purpose of enforcing the observance of such
regulations the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to detail
one or more revenue cutters for duty under the direction of the Secre-
tmg of Commerce and Labor on sald river.”

EBC. 2. That sectien 3 of the act of March 6, 1806, aforesaid, be, and
hereby is, amended to read as follows :

“8ec. 3. That in the event of the violation of any such regmlations
or rules of the Secretary of Commerce and Labor by the owners, master,
or person in charge of such vessel, snch owners, masters, or rson in
charge shall be liable to a penalty of $200 : Provided, That the Secretary
of Commerce and Labor may remit gaid fine on such terms as he may
prescribe : Provided also, That nothing in this act shall be construed to
amend or repeal the act entitled ‘An act to rezulate navigation on the
Great Lakes and their connecting and tributary waters as far east ag
Montreal,' approved February 8, 1803."”

With the following amendments:

Page 2, line 3, strike out the words * under the direction ™ and Insert
in liea thereof the words * upon the request.”
) né“i‘ne 12 strike out the word “of " and insert the words “ not exceed-

The SPEAKER.
tion of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.
question is on agreeing to the amendments.

The question was taken; and the amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the third reading of
the Senate bill.

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

On motion of Mr. Stevexs of Minnesota, a motion to recon-
sider the last vote was laid on the table.

AMENDMENT TO BANKRUPTCY ACT.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 4478) to amend section
G4 of the bankruptey act, which I send to the desk and ask to
have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, cte., That clause 4 of subdivision B of sectlon 64 of
sald act is hereﬁy amended so as to read as follows:

“ Fourth. Wages due to workmen, clerks, travellng or city salesmen,
or servants which have been earned within three months before the
date of commencement of proceedings, not to exceed $300 to each
clalmant.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I desire to know something in regard to this bill. Daoes it make
the wages due all employees, including traveling salesmen, pre-
ferred claims against the bankrupt's estate?

Mr. ESCH. It simply includes traveling and city salesmen
among those people who are entitled fo preference. This bill is
unanimously reported by the Committee on the Judiciary, and
wias nnanimously reported a year ago. It has the support of the
entire Traveling Men's Association of the United States and of
the Credit Men’s Association.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to
me for a moment? *

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. ESCH. Yes,

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, it occurs to me that the
bankruptey act ought to be amended in many particulars, and I
have not been able to cateh from what the gentleman said or
from the reading of the bill what the purport of it is. T think
it ought to be amended in a great many particnlars, The chief
way that we ought to amend it is to wipe it off the statute books
and repeal it altogether, If I had time I would draft a substi-
tute amendment now to this bill, so as to repeal the bankruptey
law in toto. That is what I want to vote for. I do not think
that I shall object to the consideration of this bill. 1 reserved
the right to object to it in order to find out what it provides,
and I would ask unanimous consent to have it read again, so
that I can hear what are its provisions,

The SPEAKER. Without objection the Clerk will again re-
port the bill.

There was no objection; and the Clerk again reported the
bill.

Mr. BARTLETT. Now, Mr. Speaker, as I understand the

Is there objection to the present considera-
The
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bill, if the bankruptey law is to remain in foree, I am in favor
of the bill that the gentleman has called up. I think it is a
wise provision which ought not to have been omitted from the
original bill. I shall not object, but shall support it. I shall
vote for it, because this is the only way we can relieve the bank-
ruptey law, as it now exists, from the present provisions,
which exclude this class of creditors from having a preferred
claim upon the bankrupt's estate, as they should have. I
think wages due the city and traveling salesmen should have
preference in distribution of a bankrupt's estate. More than
that, I think this House ought to have an opportunity to vote
upon the proposition to repeal the bankruptey law, because, in
my judgment and in the judgment of a great many people, it
has answered the purpose for which it was enacted. 1 shall
not objeect, but will gladly support the measure.

The SPEAKER. The Chair hears no objection. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. EscH, a motion to reconsider the last vote
was laid on the table,

NEBRASKA TERRITORIAL MILITIA.

Mr. PRINCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the House bill which I send to the

Clerk’s desk.
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 5018) to give a true milltary statos to the Nebraska
Territorial Militia.

Whereas the governor and lawfully constituted aunthorities of the
Territory of Nebraska did, on the 11th day of August, in the year of
1864, ask for and authorize the enlistment of volunteers to defend '* the
frontier " inst hostile Indians and the common enemy ; and

Whereas by Emclnmatlon duly issued of that date said call for volun-
teers was, at the suggestion of the authorities at Washington, based on
the faect that the Government of the United SBtates was engaged in war
with the so-called “ Southern Confederacy,” and did not have sufficient
troops for the common defense of our frontier, and that for such rea-
ﬁnsedsa!d c&all for volunteers on behalf of the Territory of Nebraska was

ued ; an

Whereas said military organization, known as the * First Nebraska
Volunteer Militia,”" consisting of Companies A, B, C, and D, and a bat-
tery of artillery, was enrolled and duly enlisted to serve four months
unless sooner discharged; and

Whereas sald military anization did serve the General Govern-
ment from August, 1864, until January, 1865, rendering military service
where and when required upon our public frontier in Nebraska, Colo-
rado, and Kansas under the direction and control of the military aun-
thority of the United States exclusively; and

Whereas sald troops have never been officially recognized as regular
volunteers of the United States of America of the war of the rebellion,
but have been denled such recogmition: Therefore,

Be it enacted, ete., That the military organization known as Com-
anies A, B, C, and I), and the battery of artillery thereof of the Firs
Yebraska Volunteer Militia be, and the same is hereby, recognized as a

regular volunteer crganization of the United States of the war of the
rebellion, and that the officers and privates thereof, including the
widows and dependent children of such scldlers, are entitled to all the
benefits of the pension laws as other regular velunteer organizations of
the war of the rebellion.

The committee amendment was read, as follows:

That all after the title of the bill be stricken out and the following
Inserted in lien thereof :

“ Be it enacted, ete,, That officers and enlisted men of milltary organ-
izations which were furnished by any State or Territory under call made
therefor by the President and the governor, and which rendered actual
military service under the command of officers of the United States
and In connection with the regular organized military forces of the
United States, shall be entitled to certificates that they have rendered
such service covering only the period that said organizations were in
actunl service; and that the SBecretary of War be, and he is hereby, au-
thorlzed and directed to issue certificates of such service, upon due
application and sntlsfactnrfr proof of ldentity, for all honorably dis-

arged members of the sald organizations: Provided, That no person
shall receive any pay, %.wn.sian, bounty, or other allowances by reason of
the passage of this act.”

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I do not think this bill ought to
be considered in this way.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York objects.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I was going to reserve the right to object
to ask some questions.

PRESENTATION OF DELL TO SITE AND RELIC SOCIETY, GERMAN-

TOWN, PA.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous eonsent for the present consideration of Senate joint reso-
lation No. 7.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the joint resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Joint resolution (8. R. T) authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to
present the bell of the late U. 8. sloop of war Germantown to the Site
and Itelic Soclety, of Germantown, Pa.

Resoleed, ete., That the SBecretary of the Navy be, and he Is hereby,
authorized to present to the Site and Relle Soclety, of Germantown,
Pa., the bell the U. 8, sloop of war Germantown, which vessel was
destroyed by the United States authorities at the Norfolk Navy-Yard in
1861, and bell of which was recovered about a year ago.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I would ask the attention of the gentleman from Pennsylvania,

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I will be very
glad to answer the gentleman’s guestion if I could hear him.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I say I ask the attention of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, rezerving the right to object, and would ask
him to yield me about three minutes to make a statement.

Mr. BUTLER of I'ennsylvania. I will be very glad io do it
Three minutes' time, did you say?

Mr. WILLIAMS., Yes. Mr. Speaker, in that three minutes
yielded me I desire to say I shall not object to the considera-
tion of this particular bill, but there are nearly two millions of
people out in Oklahoma and the Indian Territory begging for
admission into the sisterhood of States; that there are tens,
perhaps hundreds, of thousands of white children in the Indian
Territory without publie school facilities——

HMr. ;:"AYNH. Mr. SBpeaker, is there any question before the
Touse

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have time yielded me.

Mr. PAYNE. I ask if the gentleman is in order?

The SPEAKER. And yet the gentleman from Pennsylvania
has no time to yield, except in the nature of unanimous consent.

Mr. PAYNE. Therefore how could he yield for a speech?

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I yielded so
t]ilerc might be no objection to the consideration of this resolu-
tion.

Mr. PAYNE. I do not see how the House should be compelled
to listen to a speech.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask unanimous consent, if it is necessary,
to finish this statement; it will not be over a minute or two.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi asks unani-
mous consent to finish the statement he is making. Is there
objection?

Mr. PAYNE. I object, Mr. Speaker, to all of these requests—
to each and every one of them.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York objects. Is
there objection now to the request of the gentleman from Penn-
gylvania?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not object.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I shall have to object
unless the gentleman from Mississippi can have two minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky objects.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Obh, no; I ask the gentleman from Ken-
tucky to withdraw his objection.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I withdraw my objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The-
Chair hears none.

The joint resolution was ordered to be read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry. Was that the bill I asked to be considered
which was just passed?

The SPEAKER. That is the bill the gentleman called up.
The Chair does not know what the gentleman intended to do.

On motion of Mr. Burrer of Pennsylvania, a motion to recon-
sider the last vote was laid on the table.

FORT BRADY MILITARY RESERVATION AT SAULT STE. MARIE, MICH.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the bill which I send to the Clerk’s
desk.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That that portion of the military reservation
known as Fort Brady, in the city (late village) of Sault Ste. Marie, in
the State of Michigan, bounded on the north by that part of Water
street adjacent to the Government park, on the east by Brady street, on
the south by Portage avenue, and on the west by Bingham avenue, be,
and the same is hereby, reserved from sale under the authority of the
act of Congress authorizing the sale of Old Fort Brady, approved July
S, 1886, and that the same be set apart for a site for a publie bullding
at Sault Ste. Marie, Mich.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I now ask unanimous consent for two minutes within which to
complete a statement that I began to make to the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I object.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then, Mr. Speaker, I object to the consid-
eration of the bill

Mr. YOUNG. I hope the gentleman will reserve that.

EESERVATION AT HOT BPRINGS, ARE.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of the bill (I, R. 8976) to
change the line of the reservation at Hot Springs, Ark., and of
Reserve avenue, which I send to the Clerk’s desk.




1906.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

9925

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, in view of the last objection, I
demand the regular order.

DISTRICT APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of the
bill H. R. 18198—the District of Columbia appropriation bill.
And pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask that the time for
general debate be divided equally between the two sides, to be
controlled for the minority by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Burireson] and for the majority by myself.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent that general debate upon this bill be divided
equally and one-half of it controlled by himself and one-half of
it controlled by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Burreson]. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the bill II. R. 18198—the District of Columbia appro-
priation bill—with Mr, DarzeLrn in the chair.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr., Wirriams].

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I will now, whether the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxe] wills or not, complete
the statement which I have started to make to the House.

Mr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman allow me to call attention
to how easy it is to comply with the rules of the House?

Mr. WILLIAMS. O, the gentleman can call my attention
to all sorts of improbable suggestions and impossible things.

Now, Mr. Chairman, hundreds of thousands—tens of thou-
sands, at any rate—of children are deprived of public schooi
facilities in the Indian Territory. Nearly a million of people
are asking to be admitted into the sisterhood of States. The
Senate of the United States has passed a bill admitting Okla-
homa and Indian Territory as a State into the Union. A per-
fectly puerile procedure of conference is now going on. Upon
last Saturday, when the conferees were to have met, they did
not meet, and the excuse for not having met was that some of
them were not there. Now, I degire to give notice to the House
that there will be from this time on no business done by unani-
mous consent [applause], and that no business of any sort will
be done by this House except under the rules, or a rule, until
the conferees upon the statehood bill report to this House.
[Applause.]

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, in view of the very clear and
comprehensive statement in reference to this bill made yesterday
afternoon by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GILLETT],
I feel that it is wholly unnecessary for me to make a detailed
statement about it at this time. In fact, any attempt to do so
would merely result in a repetition of many statements already
g0 well made by the distinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts. I desire, however, to again direct the attention of the
committee to the fact that the bill carries an appropriation
amounting approximately, in round numbers, to $9,131,000.
This is about $573,000 less than was carried in the Distriet ap-
propriation bill for the fiscal year 1906. It is also $2,300,000
less than the estimates submitted to the committee by the Dis-
triet Commissioners.

In this connection I desire to further call the attention of the
committee to the fact that, whereas we have appropriated much
less than was called for in the estimates, yet I assure you that
your committee has exercised the greatest care to see that no
department of the municipality has been given a less sum than
is necessary for the proper and efficient discharge of the duties
imposed upon that particular department. For myself and for
the committee I invite the most careful serutiny of the provi-
sions of this bill. I go further. The Appropriation Committee
will welcome any fair criticism of this measure as a whole or in
its details, with a view of improving it, for I assure you that
the committee, in the preparation of this bill, had only a single
purpose in view, and that was to bring before the House the
best bill that it could prepare. And in this connection, gentle-
men, I desire fo congratulate the House—yes, I desire to con-
gratulate the city and the Government upon the fact that we
have the very able and distinguiched gentleman from Massa-
chusetts as the chairman of the subcommittee chargeable with
the responsibility of this bill's preparation. He has brought to
the consideration of the bill a zeal, an energy, an intelligence,
and an honesty of purpose that have resulted, in my opinion, in
one of the cleanest, fairest, and most evenly balanced District
appropriation bills that has been brought before the Congress
for many years. For this he is entitled to our highest commen-
dation.

As I said, I do not care to make a detailed statement about
the provisions of the bill, because to do so would only be to
repeat what has been so well said by the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts. But, Mr. Chairman, while the sub-
committee was engaged in preparing the various items that con-
stitute the measure, a few thoughts occurred to me, which I
have jotted down and upon which I desire to submit some obser-
vations, though I candidly state to you that what I will say
is_; not exactly pertinent to the subject-matter under considera-
ion.

No other city in all the United States is governed as this
city is. Here, for reasons unnecessary to give, but which are
apparently satisfactory to them, the people have voluntarily
surrendered the right of suffrage, or rather, to more aceurately
describe the situation, the people have acquiesced without
opposition in their own disfranchisement.

The experience of Washington City during the period when
universal suffrage obtained here, when her people enjoyed with-
out limitation the right of self-government, has not been for-
gotten. In fact, the property owners, the taxpayers, have such
a lively recollection of those halcyon days that one mever hears
from one of them a murmur of complaint that the city is now
governed by a Board of Commissioners in whose selection they
have absolutely no voice.

When one remembers Washington as she was governed or
svhen one thinks of Philadelphia as she is now governed, or
rather was, until recently, when her mayor, a reformed Re-
publican, commenced giving the people a more honest admin-
istration of city affairs, he can not fail to be impressed, in
faect, must admit, that there are some advantages in municipal
government by a Board of Commissioners. When one thinks
of the saturnalia of vice and crime, the universality of loot and
graft, the continuous and uninterrupted practices of thieving
and boodling to which the unfortunate people and taxpayers
of the City of Brotherly Love were so long the victims, then,
indeed, can one see the advantage of and begin to appreciate
the form of government for a municipality which obtains in our
capital eity.

The time was that whenever the thought of municipal govern-
ment was suggested there naturally arose in the mind visions
of extravagance and graft, high taxes, and even increasing
bonded indebtedness.

Under the system of government which obtains here, which
has also been adopted (with its principal objectionable feature
eliminated—the appointment of the Commissioners) by two of
the leading cities of Texas, these conditions are to a remarkable
degree reversed. Because of the successful government of
these cities under this plan I unhesitatingly state that other
municipalities might very materially profit by the adoption of
the best features of this form of municipal government which
has proven so advantageous to them. Whatever complaint
may be directed against the government of this city—and I do
not say there is not some basis for complaint—it can not be
truthfully charged that the one great evil which has proven a
curse to so many of our cities has any foothold here,

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, Will the gentleman allow me to
ask him a question?

Mr. BURLESON. With pleasure.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Do I understand the gentleman
from Texas to say that there are now cities in Texas governed
on the same plan as the District of Columbia and the city of
Washington?

Mr. BURLESON. In Texas we have two cities, the city of
Galveston and the city of Houston, now governed by boards of
commissioners. There the boards of commissioners are elected
by the people; and the experience of these cities in Texas under
this form of municipal government is what directed my atten-
tion to the advantages of this system, to which I am now en-
deavoring to direct the attention of the House.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Has the method proven satis-
factory to those cities?

Mr. BURLESON. It has resulted in the complete elimina-
tion of graft, if graft could be said to exist in a Democratic city.
This system of municipal government in Texas resulted in the
reduction of city taxes; it has resulted in the reduction of
bonded indebtedness, and it has resulted in a more general im-
provement of streets and other improvements than was ever
known before in the history of either of those cities.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. The very genial relations exist-
ing between the gentleman from Texas and myself prevent me
from referring to any Democratic cities concerning which there
has been something said about graft within the last two or
three years.

Mr. BURLESON. 1 appreciate the great kindness and fer-
bearance of the gentleman, and in further response to his query
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I will state that only on the 3d day of this month the proper au-
thorities of the largest city in Texas submitted ghe issue to the
people—the qualified voters—whether they would abandon the
present system of municipal government and adopt the commis-
sion form of governing the city, and at the election held for
this purpose the people approved by a vote of over four to one,
as I now recollect if, the commission form of government for
the municipality.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURLESON. Certainly.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. For about twenty years, I think
it is, we have had the same kind of government in Nashville,
and I never heard of any graft. The people have ratified it
time and again; they have changed the charter, but not the
system. We do not have many holes in the streets in the heart
of the city either.

Mr. BURLESON. I thank the gentleman for the benefit of
that information. I am ineclined to believe that government
by a board of commissioners is the best form of municipal
government ever devised, and am confident that before the
lapse of twenty-five years the principal cities in the United
States will substantially adopt this system or plan for their
government.

Mr. DRISCOLL.

Mr. BURLESON.
purpose,

Mr. DRISCOLL. I have been interested in the gentleman’s
remarks on city government. Do I understand from the gentle-
man that these two cities in Texas are governed by commis-
sioners elected by the people by a popular vote of the people?

Mr. BURLESON. Yes; in Texas cities because of our con-
stitution the board of commissioners are all elected at the same
time, and every two years, They should be elected at different
times, one commissioner every year, and probably it would be
best to elect three commissioners with a tenure of office for
three years. Originally, or the first time the commission form
of government for a municipality was adopted in Texas, was
at Galveston, immediately after the great flood which devastated
that city in 1900, and the law as it passed our legislature re-
quired that they should be appointed by the governor. The
superior court of Texas held that the provision authorizing the
appointment of the commissioners by the governor was uncon-
stitutional because of the wording of our organic law, but the
same men that the governor had appointed were after this
decision elected by the people with practically no opposition.

Mr. DRISCOLL. Are they vested with the absclute and
entire power of the government of the eity?

Mr. BURLESOXN. With the full powers that are vested in
a mayor and common council of the ordinary municipality.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. And board of aldermen.

Mr. DRISCOLL. Is that any better form of government than
where the mayor is elected by the people with absolute power?
If it is, I would like to have the gentleman explain why a
government by commissioners elected by a popular vote, who
are subject to the influence of popular clamor, would be
better than a government by a mayor who is also elected by
popular vote,

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. The gentleman means whether a con-
centrated responsibility is better than a divided responsibility?

Alr. DRISCOLL. No; I believe in a concentrated responsi-
bility and therefore concentrated power. I want to know why
commissioners ecan do better than a mayor, where both are
elected by the people and are subject to those influences which
seem to count for much with officials who are looking for re-
election at short intervals.

Mr. BURLESON. For the reason that there is a division of
responsibility. One man might not be able to discharge all the
duties imposed upon him in the conduct of affairs of the
municipality, but when you distribute the responsibility among
three or five persons or commissioners they can then properly
discharge the various functions imposed upon them.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. They act by majority?

Mr. BURLESON. Yes; in all matters of importance or in
all matters except matters of routine.

Mr. DRISCOLL. Isn't it true that where you have four or
five members with divided power and.responsibility it tends
to poorer government than where you have one vested with full
power and held to strict accountability ?

Mr. BURLESON. I do not think the experiment has ever been
made in the government of a city by one commissioner. We
have three in Washington, five in Houston, and three in Galves-

Will the gentleman allow me a question?
I will yield to the gentleman for that

ton.
Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman allow me a gues-
_tion?

Mr. BURLESON. Certainly.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Is there not a great difference between
the government of these cities in Texas and the government
here? For instance, in Texas these commissioners are respou-
sible to the people who elect them, while in this city it is
governed by a commission that is not responsible to the resi-
dents of the city, and is also governed to a large extent by Con-
gress, that is largely indifferent to the wishes or the desires of
the people of the community.

Mr. BURLESON. The gentleman is correct, but as I said, an
objectionable feature of this form of municipal government is
the appointment of the Commissioners. In Texas we have
eliminated that objectionable feature, and there the eommis-
sioners are accountable only to the people. They are not sup-
ervised by any legislative body, as is the case here.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, That is what I was about to
state about Nashville. We elect the mayor, who has some ap-
pointing power and we elect three commissioners, one for two
years, one for four years, and one for six years. It has done
wonders for Nashville. It is satisfactory to the people, and the
responsibility is divided just enough, with three commissioners
and with the eity council elected and with the mayor elected.

Mr. DRISCOLL. I am very much interested in this question
of municipal government, for the reason that several years ago
I was appointed by the governor of our State one of five com-
missioners to draft a uniform charter for cities of the second
class, including all the large municipalities except New York
and Buffalo. We gave to the subject a large amount of time
and study. We visited all the cities which the new charter was
intended to cover, and listened to addresses on all phases of
municipal government delivercl by city officials and many
public-spirited and well-informed citizens. It was the con-
sensus of opinion of practically all the men who addressed our
commission that the old charters then in force in nearly all
those cities could be Improved. According to those charters,
boards of aldermen had large powers, executive as well as
legislative. In some there were boards of fire commissioners,
police commissioners, water commissioners, and commissioners
of charity, and other boards discharging certain municipal
functions, some of them intended to be bipartisan.

As n result of those hearings and our study of munieipal gov-
ernment in this country and in Europe, we drafted a unniform
charter, conferring upon the mayor very large powers and hold-
ing him responsible for results. It was our notion that where
there are boards of three or five or a larger number of members
there is a tendency to shift responsibility, whereas where a
single individual is clothed with full power and held accounta-
ble for results the voters at the next election may know whom
they should elect or defeat. The same plan, conferring power
and responsibility, was carried out in the organization of the
several departments of the cities, except as to the board of edu-
cation, which was made to consist of several members,

This charter was afterwards adopted by the legislature of
our State substantially as submitted by the commission, and is
now the law for the government of those cities. It has not
brought about all the reforms and good things hoped for it.
Great power in the hands of an able and wise mayor produces
very good results. DBut great power in the hands of a foolish
or corrupt mayor is apt to result in very bad and very extrava-
gant administration. In actual practice since the adoption of
that uniform charter, with its large powers for good or ill,
able and honest executives have given satisfactory government,
while inefficient and dishonest executives have brought about
results exactly the reverse.

According to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BurcEsox], the
cities of Houston and Galveston, in his State, are governed by
five and three commissioners, respectively, who are clothed with
very large powers. Take the case of Houston, with five com-
missioners, and assuming that human nature is the same as it is
in other States and cities and that those gentlemen are looking
for reelection at the expiration of their several terms, it would
seem that there would be a tendeney to shirk or shift responsi-
bility for doing things, which, although right, may at the time
be unpopular with the masses of the electors,

Notwithstanding the gentleman's commendation of the city of
Washington and his reference to the cities of Houston and Gal-
veston, I am not convinced that a board of commissioners at
the head of an ordinary city government would be apt to se-
cure more economical or more efficient government than a single
individual, especially if he is the right man.

1t is generally conceded that municipal governments through-
out the British Isles and the continent of Europe are far in
advance of ours in most respects. Yet in those countries boards
of commissioners, either elected or appointed, are not placed at
the head of their city affairs. Generally very large powers are
conferred on their mayors, or chief executive officers under what-
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ever name, and by that method they are solving the very per-
plexing problem of modern city government more successfully
than are we.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Chairman, responding further to the
suggestion of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Driscori],
I will say that the commission should not be elected at the
same time. If the commission consists of three, one should be
elected each year, two of the commissioners being at all times
beyond the reach of any clamor that might be directed toward

- controlling their action in any particular matter which might
fasten the attention of the people.

Mr. DRISCOLL. How long were they elected for?

Mr. BURLESON. In Texas, as I have stated, for two years;
but it would be a better plan to elect for three years, one to
be elected each year. But to resume, whatever complaint may
be directed against the government of this city—and I do not
say there is not some basis for complaint—it ean not truthfully
be charged that the one great evil which has proven a curse to
80 many of our cities has any foothold here whatever.

It can be confidently asserted that the affairs of Washing-
ton, as administered by the Board of Commissioners, are en-
tirely free of boodling and graft. There may be some unneces-
sary expenditures made in the conduct of ecity affairs, there
may be some extravagance here, and for this the Commissioners
are not always responsible, for frequently it is the fault of
Congress ; but boodling and grafting, which have so frequently
resulted in the wicked waste of the public money in so many
of our larger cities, is not to be found here.

Another matter brought to my attention during the prepara-
tion of this bill is the probable beneficial results from the
ownership by a municipality of certain publie utilities which,
from their nature, are monopolies. The ecity of Washington
and the Government own and operate the system or plant which
furnishes the inhabitants of this city with their water.

The service is in every way satisfactory, and the people
living here when the new filtration plant is completed will be
furnished the best water accessible at a rate as low as it is
reasonable for them to expect.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Where will they get the water?

Mr. BURLESON. From the Great Falls of the Potomac
River. The experience of the principal cities of Great Britain
has conclusively demonstrated that it is to the general benefit,
as well as the financial interest, of the people to own and op-
erate certain public utilities.

The principal objection that has been urged in this country
against municipal ownership and operation of these utilities
has been that they could not be successfully managed or eco-
nomieally operated because of the resultant effect of the ex-
travagance and corruption which follows the struggle of differ-
ent factions or parties to control the city. I am free to admit
that the dangers of graft in Ihiladelphia are so menacing
that it would not be well to undertake municipal ownership in
that city.

In New York and Chicago, under their present system of
municipal government, with factions and parties engaged in a
fierce struggle, at frequent intervals, to control, it would be
nothing short of the sheerest nonsense to contend for one mo-
ment that it would be wise for those cities to take over the
great and expensive transportation and lighting utilities now
controlled and operated by private corporations, with the idea
that the city could manage them with equal efficiency. On the
contrary, Washington, under her present system of government,
is the best sitnated city in the Republic to make an intelligent
trial of municipal ownership, with a view of thoroughly test-
ing the advantages and disadvantages of this much-discussed
policy. In Washington, as I have pointed out, we are free of
the very dangers which beset nearly all other eities, and which
make a trial of municipal ownership with them wholly inexpe-
dient. I merely offer the suggestion. Might it not be a wise
thing to give serious thought to municipal control and operation
of the gas and electric-light plants, the street railways, and
the telephone gervice within this city?

To take them over at what it would actually cost to construet
their physical properties—and of course nothing beyond this
should be paid, for, as I understand it, no consideration has
ever been paid the ecity or Government for their franchises—
anight and probably would enable the inhabitants of this ecity
to have and enjoy cheaper and better lights, cheaper and better
telephone service, and not only a very much cheaper street-
railway service, but what is infinitely more desired and needed,
a more convenient and efficient service.

I realize that the policy of municipal ownership, regardless
of where or under what circumstances it may be undertaken, is
not altogether free from objections, or, I might say, danger.
To my mind one of the principal objections, if not dangers, fol-

lowing municipal ownership is the encouragement of the idea
on the part of the people that they are to look to the Govern-
ment for services and benefits which they should provide for
themselves. I do not believe the Government should undertake
any work that an individual could do or accomplish as well
The Government has its proper functions to perform, and should,
in my opinon, be closely confined to the exercise- of those
functions.

I do not think it ever should obtrude itself into the affairs of
the people when it ean possibly be avoided. This may be
rather an old-fashioned idea, but I can not forget that the Gov-
ernment has nothing to give, absolutely nothing, except that
which it has already taken from the people. It is true that one
of our great parties has persistently taught that it is the duty
of the Government, by acts of legislation, to n!g one class of our
people in their business, even if it is at the expense of all other
classes, Many intelligent and honest people believe that to be
right, but I have never yet reached the point where I could
appreciate the beauties of the doctrine of a protective tariff.
It is true that under the operation of this system millions of
dollars have been legislated out of the pockets of the great
mass of the consuming public into the coffers of a favored few,
and that great trusts and combinations have been brought into
existence which now oppress the people and are driving many
of them to the acceptance of policies socialistic in character in
order to escape the ills they suffer, but I live in hope that an
opportunity may be afforded at an early date to call a halt on
this, to my mind, dangerous policy before we are thrust into
the vortex of socialism itself in our efforts to find a remedy
for the evil consequences of this vicious policy—a remedy
which is no remedy at all, but simply a greater danger. To
avoid this, I know, is the desire of every patriotic Republican
as well as Democrat.

Another matter to which I now desire to ask your attention
is a feature of the public school service which is provided In
this bill, and in order that I may not be misunderstood I will
state now that I am an advocate of and a firm believer in the
publie school system. I am a patron of the publie schools, and
am anxious to do all I can to promote their efficiency, and in
this conection I will state that I share in the desire, which
seems to be very general this session, that some measure will
pass this body before it adjourns for the session which will
provide an adequate compensation for the public school teachers.
But this is not the matter to which I ask attention.

There are carried in this bill some items the wisdom of
which I seriously doubt. Of course we all know that tuition
in the public school in our home cities as well as here is abso-
lutely free. Free tuition is what the term * public school ™ con-
veys to the minds of most of us. We go many steps beyond
that in this city. Not only is tuition free here, but a beneficent
Government furnishes free text-books, free pens and ink, free
pencils and pads, and everything else of this character they
use. More than this, ag a part of the free school system here,
we have a sewing school. I do not say that it is not a wise
thing to conduct a sewing school as a part of the public school
system, and it is not against this that I complain. Of course
provision is made for a director or teacher for this sewing
school, but at the same time a beneficent Government provides
the thread and the needle and the cloth that is to be used by
the pupils when they are engaged there in learning the art of
sewing. More than this, as a part of the free gchool system
here—and I do not say it is not the proper thing that it should
constitute a part of it—we have a cooking school. Provision is
made for a teacher, or director, for this cooking school, but at
the same time the ever good Government provides the fruits and
the vegetables, the meats, and condiments that the pupils at-
tending this school experiment with in learning the art of
cooking,

Trurthermore, in this bill they now propose to take a further
step. It is proposed to actually equip the playgrounds in con-
nection with the public schools, to furnish the children the hot
balls and the footballs and acting poles that they are to use
in their games, leaving for the children to provide for them-
selves, or to have their paré#ts furnish them, nothing, abso-
lutely nothing, that the Government could furnish except food
and raiment, and, I presume, that will follow in good time.
Now, gentlemen, what I desire to invite your attention to is the
all-important query, Where are the children, in so far as the
publie free school system is concerned, to learn the all-impor-
tant lesson of self-reliance? Are we not, in this step which we
are taking, and in some we have already taken, planting the
seed in the minds of the youth of this country that is to germi-
nate and grow, ultimately to blessom and finally to fructify
into socialism full blown? Will not these classes of youths who '
are now being brought up by this system finally come to believe
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that they can look to the Government for anythlng and every-
thing, and that they are to depend upon themselves for nothing?

Our forefathers were not brought up under this system, and
no one can say that they have not made brighter the pages of

history by reason of the fact that they were not so brought up.-

Their chief characteristic was self-reliance. They learned this
lesson not only at home, but they learned it in the schools,
which they frequently provided for themselves. They never
knew the meaning of free text-books. In this day and generation
if a musical instrument is needed for these schools they appeal
to a beneficent government for it. In days gone by school enter-
tainments were given—other means were adopted whereby the
children and the teachers relied upon themselves to provide
these things that they thought were necessary, and especially
was this dene if what was needed was required for their pleas-
ure. Now that practice has been brought to an end. They look
to the Government for everything that the Government will con-
sent to furnish them. Now, I submit to you the query: If
Washington is made the model city of the United States with
reference to her publi¢ schools, as she should be, and also in all
other matters—if other cities of our country, following the ex-
ample here set, should adopt this policy of doing everything for
the children and expect the children to do nothing for them-
selves, what effect will it ultimately have upon the character
of the Amevican people? Will those who come after us have
the same spirit of self-reliance which characterized our ances-
tors, and which, in my opinion, was the one trait that enabled
them to succeed where weaklings and dependents would surely
have failed? [Loud applause.]

Mr. DRISCOLL. May I ask a question before the gentleman
resumes his seat?

Mr. BURLESON. Certainly.

Mr. DRISCOLL. I have had that matter of municipal gov-
ernment in my mind, and I would like to ask how long the sys-
tem of governing those two cities in Texas by commissioners has
been in vogue? How many years?

Mr. BURLESON. It has been in vogue in Galveston since the
date of the disastrous storm, which I think was in September,
1900, and it has proven eminently satisfactory. And it was
because of the success of the system as demonstrated in Galves-
ton that it was finally adopted at Houston. The great success
in the conduct of city affairs since the adoption of the system
by Houston recently induced the city of Dallas to adopt the
plan. 'The next legislature will be asked to so amend her charter
as to provide for her government by a board of commissioners.

Mr. DRISCOLL. Does your modern election law, putting a
tax on the right to vote, help it out?

Mr. BURLESON. We have no tax upon the rlght to vote.
‘We have a capitation tax, a law which requires every elector,
in order to qualify himself to vote, to pay it at a fixed time,
gﬂs tax to go toward the support of the free schools in our

tate.

Mr. DRISCOLL. And does it tend to c‘lrry out the idea of
government by the commissioners and make it more econom-
ical and possibly more honest.

Mr. BURLESON. I think our election laws c'lromlly safe-
guard the purity of the ballot, and I have no doubt that the
constitutional amendment requiring the capitation tax has
raised the standard of our suffragists, and of course this re-
sults in more honest elections, and honest elections conduce to
honest and economical government.

Mr. LONGWORTH. How much is your poll tax?

Mr. BURLESON. One dollar and seventy-five cents, I think.

Mr. DRISCOLL. It is $2.75 in those cities, is it not?

Mr. BURLESON. Probably so; I am not certain that the
city levies a poll tax.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. PraTt, one
of its clerks, announced that the Senate had passed the follow-
ing resolution; in which the concurrence of the House of Rep-
resentatives was requested:

4, R, 48. Joint resolution amhnr!zing the Becretary of War to use
rations and quartermaster’s supplies for the relief of destitute persons
in the region devastated by earthquake and fire in the State of Cali-
fornia, and making an appropriation to relleve the sufferers by said
disaster.

FREANELIN MEMORIAL.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Chair will substitute
the name of Representative STarrorp, of Wisconsin, as a mem-
ber of the Franklin Memorial Committee on the part of the
House, in lien of the name of Representative STEvENs, of Min-

' nesotn, who declines the service.

There was no objection. ,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL.

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts, Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MappeN] such time as he
desires.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, the only excuse that I have
for making any talk at all in connection with this bill dur-
ing the general debate is that perhaps what I may have to
say will furnish a source of information on many subjects
relative to the conduct of the local government which may be
wanted by gentlemen, Members of this IHouse, in their own
neighborhoods. And whether I am right in the judgment I have
formed will remain to be determined by those who may be
seeking information on the question of local government,

This city is different from any other on the American con-
tinent, and therefore in some respects must be treated on a
different basis.

Many people wonder why the Federal Government is called
upon to pay one-half the expense incurred in the maintenance
of the government of the District of Columbia. But when
it is understood that the Federal Government owns more than
one-half of the property within the District, and that {his
property is not subject to local taxation, and when it is
further understood that the expense incident to the management
of the city on account of its being the capital of the nation
would be a burden which the loecal taxpayers could not well
afford to bear, one can readily see why the burden of mainte-
nance of the local government should be equally divided.

Mr. SIMS rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MappEN] yield to the gentleman from Tennessee?

Mr. MADDEN. Certainly.

Mr. SIMS. I wanted to ask the gentleman this question:
You say that one-half of the property in the District——

Mr. MADDEN. One-half of the area.

Mr. SIMS. The gentleman does not mean within the Dis-
trict, but within the city?

Mr. MADDEN. One-half within the city.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I would like to ascertain from
the gentleman where he gets those figures to the effect that
one-half of the area is owned by the United States?

Mr. MADDEN. I get the figures from a very careful study
of the District, or rather that part of the District within the
city limits, and figuring out just what is embraced within the
public parks and within the circles, streets, and the squares,
and that occupied by public reservations, and all that. !

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I would like to ask the gentleman
if he includes in that the surface of the streets?

Mr. MADDEN. Certainly.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota.
of the streets?

Mr. MADDEN. Certainly, for the title to the streets is in
the Federal Government.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I would like to ask the gentleman
further if he thinks that is a benefit to the United States, to
own the naked fee to the streets?

Mr. MADDEN. It should be, because while the streets are
necessary for the travel of the people at large and for the people
of the city particularly, they are at the disposal of the Govern-
ment for the purpose of providing means of transportation, and
thereby facilitating the transportation of the people, and at the
same time yielding a revenue to the Distriet.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. To whom is the ownership of the
streets the greatest benefit—the Government or the residents
of the Distriet of Columbia?

Mr. MADDEN. The ownership of the streets, generally
speaking, is beneficial to the people of the world. They are not
given to the exclusive use of any people of any community, of
any city, or of any country, and the citizen, no matter from
whence he hails, is entitled to the same rights as the ecitizen re-
siding upon the streets.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Is not that so with reference to
every city of the United States?

Mr. MADDEN. Ob, yes.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Is it not true with reference to
every city of the United States that the streets are dedicated to
the public use and the inhabitants of the city more particularly?

AMr. MADDEN. O, no; they are for the use of the people
of the world—for the use of anybody who wants to use them,

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Is it not true that the streets of
the city as they are improved along the private property, that
that improvement and the expense of it is usually maintained,
if not in whole, at least a large proportion, by the property

You include in that the surface

owner?
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Mr. MADDEN. In most cities of this country I think the
practice is to levy special assessments on the abutting property
for the first improvement of the streets.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Is that so in this city?

Mr. MADDEN. No. The Government and the District to-
gether pay for the entire improvement.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. And the private owner does not
pay anything, does he?

Mr. MADDEN. The private owner pays nothing direct, but
he pays his taxes into the general fund. Now, I think that is
susceptible of an explanation, and unless explained it may be
susceptible of a misconception. First, if a man owns a lot on
a street not yet improved, on which he has paid taxes for twenty
or twenty-five years into the general fund for the improvement
of streets in other divisions of the city, a fair assumption is that
when the time comes for the improvement of his property that
he has paid infinitely more for the street improvement than he
would have been compelled to pay if he were to get it by special
assessment.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I understand the gentleman to
say that private property pays no part of the improvement
of the streets, and never did?

Mr. MADDEN. I say that now, but I have explained at the
same time that while they pay no part of it direct, they do
pay continuously into the general fund, from which fund the
cost of all street improvements is paid.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. The general taxes pay for run-
ning the city.

Mr. MADDEN. For running the city and improving the
streets and for doing everything that pertains to the munici-
pality.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Which is about 15 mills on the
dollar, I understand.

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; about that; less than that; 10 mills.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. And it is the cheapest municipal-
ity of any city in the United States. :

Mr. MADDEN. I think yos are right.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. And when the Government ap-

propriates the money to macadamize or asphalt a street and
put down the sidewalks or construct sewers, you do not think
the private ownership ought to pay one dollar, do you, because
they have previously paid a mill and a half on the dollar to
run the police, schools, and ought to be exempt?
. Mr. MADDEN. I do not think you understand my position
in this ease. My position is that if you have paid for twenty
years into a fund out of which the street is improved on which
1 own a lot, that you have pald enough money into that fund
during the twenty years to have more than paid for the im-
provement which you get when it comes your turn to partici-
pate in the benefits secured from improvements in front of
your property.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. That is the case with Chicago and
other cities.

Mr. MADDEN. No; it is quite a different case in Chicago.
In Chicago, unfortunately, the owner of the property is obliged,
under the laws of Illinois, to pay the first cost of the first im-
provement and to pay the second cost of the second improve-
ment and to pay the hundredth cost of the hundredth improve-
ment, if that becomes necessary. The city itself, under the laws,
pays no part of any improvement on any street within the city.
It is not paid out of the general taxes, as it is here.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Does not the gentleman think they
ought to remodel the tax system of Chicago?

Mr. MADDEN. We would like to.

Mr. JOONSON. I think the gentleman stated that the Gov-
ernment of the United States owned more than one-half of the
real estate of the District, including the streets and parks?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON. What proportion of the value does the
United States own? That would be a fair basis.

Mr. MADDEN. I would not undertake to say that, because
that would be a question to be answered by some expert with
larger experience as to the values here than I have.

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts. I think the assessors make
it that the Government owns a little more than half, at their
valuation.

Mr. MADDEN, But I have the figures here showing the
policy pursued in the assessment of property, the value, the
area, and all that, which I think will be useful to Members.

Mr. SIMS. I regret to interrupt the gentleman, but I want to
ask him a question.

Mr. MADDEN. It does not interrupt me.

Mr. SIMS. The gentleman seems to be prepared to give in-
formation. I notice that Commissioner Macfarland refers to
the fact that the streets are owned by the Government, as one

of the reasons why the Government should pay half the burdens
of the city. I want to ask the gentleman if it is not a fact that
street areas are an untaxed asset everywhere—that they pro-
duce no revenue?

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, certainly, but in most cases where streets
are opened up at any time the title does not go to the munici-
pality. The title still remains in the owner of the abutting
property, so that in case the street should ever be closed, the
property would revert back to the owner of the abutting
property.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I think there is a difference of method
in different cities. In some cities the municipality acquires
an easement. In other cities it acquires the fee. That is the
practice in.the District of Columbia; but the practical result,
when the municipality comes to pay for what it takes, whether
it acquires an easement in the property for street purposes, or
whether it acquires the fee of the property with the easement in
the abutting property to use the acquired property of the streets,
the municipality pays the same in either case.

Mr. MADDEN. . In the long run, yes.

Mr. SIMS. Here is what I want to bring out, right in that
connection: The argument, then, that the Government should
share the burden of the city, based upon the fact of street and
park ownership, has no real foundation in justice. What does
the gentleman think of that?

Mr. MADDEN. My point is that, inasmuch as the Federal
Government property is not taxable at all, and inasmuch as the
city of Washington is the seat of government of the United
States, and as the representatives of foreign governments live
here and have their legations here, necessarily the character
of improvements is much more expensive than they would be
ordinarily where nothing was expected except to meet the
needs of the people of the municipality itself.

Mr. FITZGERALD. But does not the owner of property in
the District get an enhanced value to his property by reason of
the location here of the Federal Government and the residences
of the foreign ambassadors and the character of municipal gov-
ernment that must necessarily be maintained here?

Mr. MADDEN. I think quite likely that is true at the pres-
ent time, but I was going to show just the difficulties they were
obliged to overcome.

Mr. JOHNSON. Before the gentleman goes to another
branch of the discussion, he states that the Government of the
United States owns the fee in the streets?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON. As a matter of fact and as a matter of prac-
tice, does not the District of Columbia get the benefit of the
franchise tax that is collected from the railroads for using
those streets?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; that is true.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Now, the gentleman has figured
into the area of the property that the Government owns—the
publie parks, upon which a vast amount of money is expended.
Is it not true that the more beautiful the public parks are
made the more they enhance the value of the private property
surrounding them?

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, undoubtedly.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. And is it not true, as a matter
of fact, that no matter how beautiful the parks of a city are
they are of not one dollar’s benefit to the Government?

Mr. MADDEN. I can not agree to that.

Mr, DAVIS of Minnesota. Except as a matter of sentiment.

Mr. MADDEN. The whole thing, then, must be a question of
sentiment. Early in the history of the world the people of
Athens controlled the greatest commercial city in the world,
but when they became rich and powerful they began to conceive
the idea that beauty was the thing that was needed to attract
the people of the world, who were in search of pleasure and
beauty. Commereialism is not the only attractive thing, and
here in the nation’s capital it should be secondary to beauty.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. And as the great poet says, ** Where
wealth accumulates, men decay.”

Mr. MADDEN. I haven't reached that state of progress yet
which enables me to understand the gentleman’s question.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Is it not true that the real estate
owners are anxious that the Government should purchase outly-
ing property and build up parks in order to enhance the value of
their property, and as soon as that is done they ery that the
Government has withdrawn so much taxable property from the
city that they ought to continue to pay one-half of the ex-
penses? -

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; there is a constant and systematic effort
to induce the Government to buy properties. I have no doubt of
that.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. And then they raise the cry that
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the Government owns so much property that they ought to pay
one-half of the expenses.

Mr. MADDEN. It seems to me that there is controversy be-
tween two contending forces that have a desire to establish a
permanent aristocracy in certain sections of the city to which
unfortunate individuals like us are not to be admitted.

Mr. SIMS, I want to bid the gentleman good-by with one
more guestion.
Mr. MADDEN. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SIMS. The complaint seems to be that because the Gov-
ernment owns the streets that it thereby deprives the city of an
asset out of which it could realize something.

Mr. MADDEN. Obh, I do not agree to that.

Mr. SIMS. And I agree with the gentleman from Illinois
that we ought to help maintain the large streets, but whenever
it is stated that the Government owns one-half of the property
and that the ownership in the streets is a taxable asset, I can
not agree to that. .,

Mr. MADDEN. Now, Mr. Chairman, what I want to get at is
this: When Washington secured the land now embraced within
the District for the location of a site for the nation’s capital,
one-half of the entire area was given by the then owners with-
out compensation.

It was with great difficulty that the public improvements
needed to accommodate the business of the Federal Government
were made.

Lack of funds compelled the Government to borrow from the
States of Maryland and Virginia on the credit of the Commis-
sloners of the District $200,000, and land was sold to raise an
additional sum with which to meet the obligations incurred for
that purpcre.

During the early history of the District the Federal Govern-
ment bore no part of the expense of the maintenance of the
local government or of the improvements, except to add to its
buildings from time to time and make such improvements as
were absolutely necessary in and around its reservations.

The improvement of the streets and the maintenance of the
municipal service was charged to the cities of Washington,
Georgetown, and Alexandria, and to the county.

In 1846 Alexandria withdrew and induced Virginia to take
back what it had given, thus forecing those who remained to bear
the whole charge of maintenance.

The Federal Government at that time was poor, and it was
not certain that the capital was going to remain here. Efforts
were constantly being made to get it moved, and it was not until
1865 that talk of removing the eapital was suspended.

In 1835 there was a report made to the Senate by one of its
committees calling attention to the neglect of the national capi-
tal by the Federal Government, and recommending that it
should pay one-half of the expense incurred in its maintenance.

No action was taken on the report, or at least no results fol-
lowed.

It was not until 1871 that Congress authorized a board of

public works and a Territorial form of government for the im-

provement of streets and avenues.

That was done at the expense of the people who lived here,
although Congress assumed one-half of the bonded debt and
later guaranteed the bonds.

The vast cost of the development and improvement of the
streets and avenues impressed Congress, and for the first time
showed what a gigantie task it was, and those in power agreed
that it would not be just to continue to force the local citi-
zens to create a city, such as the nation’s capital ought to be,
unaided.

In 1878 the law under which the present system of main-
tenance was enacted, and since then one-half of the expense
incurred for all publie improvements has been paid by the Fed-
eral Government and the other one-half by the people of the
District. L

The city is now conducted by a Board of three Commission-
ers, appointed by the President. -

Their jurisdiction extends over the entire 70 square miles
of territory. Their functions in many respects are those of
mayors, commissioners of public works, heads of departments,
menibers of city councils, county commissioners, and governors
of States.

The District containg a population of about 325,000, 64,000
of whom live outside the city of Washington in fifteen or
twenty towns and villages.

In taking into account the expense of maintaining the Dis-
trict, it would not be fair to compare it with any other city,
for here is located the seat of government of the country, call-
ing for many extraordinary expenses not usually required in
an ordinary city.

The maintenance of the militia is required under the organic

law of the District, which is a function usually performed by
the State in other Commonwealths.

The care of the indigent sick and poor is a burden imposed
upon counties in other sections of the country.

The care of the insane and the expense incident thereto, while
chargeable against the District, is a State function elsewhere,
while the local improvements here are upon a much broader
scale than those usually made by other municipalities, so that
in making comparisons of the expense incurred for the mainte-
nance of the District government it must be borne in mind
that we are appropriating not only for the city, but for the
county and the State as well.

A general résumé of the methods of taxation in the District
is contained in the addenda to the report of the assessors of the
District of Columbia for the year ended June 30, 1902, marked
* Exhibit A,” et seq.

No property except that of the United States, the District
of Columbia, and the property owned by foreign governments for
legation purposes is exempt from assessments for improvements.

The method of levying assessments for water mains and
;ﬁgﬁl‘% ‘:ﬂl be found in Public Document No. 140, marked * Ex-

An act of Congress approved April 28, 1904, describes the
method of imposing and collecting personal taxes of various
kinds and is more fully described in public document No. 247,
marked * Exhibit C.” Public Document No. 88 describes the
method of levying taxes for the opening of minor streets and
alleys, and is marked “ Exhibit D.”

The act of Congress approved July 1, 1902, provides that real
property in the District of Columbia shall be assessed at not less
than two-thirds of the true value.

One and one-half per cent per annum on both personal and
real property is the basis upon which the tax is levied.

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1905, and ending June 30,
1906, the total assessed valuation of real estate in the Distriet of
Columbia subject to taxation was $239,461,985, divided as
follows :

City - $180, 728, 863
County 49, 733, 122

The tax of 1} per cent on this basis is for the city $2.845.-
932.95, and for the county $745,906.83, or a total of $3,501,920.78.

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1904, and ending June 30,
1905, the total assessed valuation of real estate in the District
of Columbia subject to taxation was $217,608,206; that for the
city being $176,864,785 and for the county $40,743,511, and the
tax, based on 1} per cent per annum, on that valuation for the
city amounted to $2.652,971.78 and for the county $611,152.66,
or a total of $3,264,124.44.

To secure the total valuation of real property in the District
of Columbia, that exempt from taxation should be added to the
above figures.

These valuations are to be found in Senate Document No. 181,
Fifty-eighth Congress, second session, marked " Exhibit E,”
being “ Schedule of nontaxable real estate in the Distriet of
Columbia compiled from the records of the office of the assessor
of the District of Columbia.”

The total assessed valuation of the personal property for the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1905, and ending June 30, 190G, is
$26,575,819.66, the personal tax amounting for the year in ques-
tion to $666,247.20. ;

It will be observed that this is more than 11 per cent of the
basis of the assessed valuation, the reason being that while
tangible personal property is assessed at 13 per cent, the re-
ceipts of various kinds of corporations are assessed at other
rates,

Special assessments are levied for the purpose of reimbursing
the municipality for all or a part of the moneys expended for
municipal improvements—Ii. e., paving alleys, laying sidewalks,
setting curb, laying water mains, constructing sewers, making
connections with sewers and water mains, etc, as shown in
Exhibit A.

During the year 1905 assessments were levied for special im-
provements for the amount of $181,044.70. The amount levied
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1906, can not be ascertained.

The cost of cleaning paved streets by hand averages $4.15 per
mile.

The cost of cleaning paved streets by machine averages $1.75
per mile,

This cost is based on the average width of the street as 38
feet between the curb lines,

The amount expended for cleaning streets by hand for the
fiseal year 1905 was $80,108.24, for machine cleaning $54,561.18.

The paved streets are cleaned by hand daily, and on an aver-
age of three times a week by machine.

The unpaved streets are cleaned about once in ten days.



















































































































































































































