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SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, February 10, 19f8 

(Legislative day of Monday, February 1, 1926) 

The Senate reas embled at 11 o'clock a. m., on tbe expira
tion ·of the reces 

~Ir. SMOOT. l\Ir. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The YICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call tbe roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Ashurst Fernald La Follette 
Bayard Ferris Lenroot 
Blease Fess McKellar 
Borah Fletcher McLean 
Bratton Frazier Me. ·ary 
Brookhart George Metcalf 
Bxoussard Gillett Moses 
Bruce Glass Neely 
Butler Goff Norbeck 
Cameron Gooding Norris 
Capper Hale Nye 
Copeland Harreld Oddie 
Coazens Harrjs Overman 
Cummins Hurrison Pepper 
Curtis Heflin l'hipps 
Dale Howell Pine 
Deneen Johnson Ransdell 
Dill Jones, Wash. Reed, lfo. 
Edge Kendrick Reed, Pa. 
Edwards Keyes Robinson, Ind. 
Ernst King Sackett 

Schall 
'heppard 

Shipstead 
Shortridge 
Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
Stanfield 
Stephens 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Wadsworth 
Walsh 
Warren 
Watson 
Weller 
Wheeler 
Willis 

l\Ir. 'SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that my colleague, 
the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. MAYFIELD], is necessarily 
uetained on account of illness. I ask that this announcement 
may stand for the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-two Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Mr. McLEAN presented a petition of the Meridian (Conn.) 
Chamber of Commerce, praying for the passage _of House bill 
444, proposing to improve the condition and status of musi
cians in the Army and National Guard bands, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by William McKinley 
Camp, No. 9, United Spanish War Veterans, of Norwalk, Conn., 
favoring the passage of Senate bill 98, granting increased pen
sions to Spanish-American War veterans and their widows, 
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented re olutions of the Congregation B'Nai 
Jacob and the board of trustees of the Congregation Mishkan 
Israel, both of New Haven, Conn., favoring the passage of 
legislation amending the present immigration law so as to 
provide for exemption from tbe quota restrictions of husbands, 
wives, and children of American citizen and declarants for 
citizenship, which were referred to the Committee on Immi
gration. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman's Christian Tem
perance Union, of Hartford, Conn., praying for the passage of 
Senate bill 1750, to establish a Woman's Bureau in the Metro
politan police department at Wa hington, D. C., which was 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented a telegram in the nature of a memorial 
from members of New Haven Division, No. 77, Brotherhood of 
Locomotive Engineers, of New Haven, Conn., protesting against 
the passage of legi lation amenuing the exi ting employers' 
liability law, which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

COLORAJlO RIVER PROBLEMS-LETTER OF GOVERNOR HUNT 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD at this point a letter from Hon. 
George W. P. Hunt, Governor of Arizona, upon the problems of 
the Colorado River. 

The VICE .PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The letter referred to is as follows : 

Hon. HEXRY F . .ASHURST, 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE, STATE HOUSE, 
Plweni:x, .Ariz., Februa1·y 3, 19f6. 

United Btates Senate, Washington, D. C. 
MY D.ElAR SENATOR: I have just completed reading the testimony of 

the various witnesses who appeared before the Committee on Irriga
tion and Reclamation of the United States Senate -in connection with 
the problems of the Colorado River Basln States and how these States 
may be affected by the development of the Colorado Ri>-er. 

I was impressed with the testimony of the representatives of the 
upper-basin States and with their fnnkness in discussing their desire 
and intention to utilize every means at their command to conserve 
and protect their right to u.se the water that falls within their borders, 

J 

to irrigate every acre of land that it is feasible and practical to irri
gate in those States-although, _as stated by Mr. Delph Carpenter, of 
Colorado : " It may be a century and a half or from 50 to 100 years 
anyhow" before they can utilize all of the water they are asking to 
have reserved for their use under the provisions of the Santa Fe 
compact. 

I do not propose to quarrel with any of the States in their endeavors 
to hn ve their future protected, especially in the light of• the evidence 
of unwarranted molestation, hara sment, and interference in thell' 
development which the upper-basin States appear to have suffered 
from the action of Federal officials. 

I was also impressed with the testimony of some of the uppet·-basin 
officials in stating that Arizona was not to be censured for failing to 
ratify the Santa Fe compact and for taking time to ascertain her 
potentialities. And I was particularly impressed with the statement 
of lfr. Carpenter that Arizona was justified in her attitude, and I also 
appreciated the address of Governor Dern of Utah. 

On the other hand, I fail to understand the objections offered by 
some of the upper-basin representatives to the con truction of Coolidge 
Dam stnd the fulfillment by the Federal Government of its respon ibilt
ties to the Indians on the San Carlos Indian · Reservation. The In
dians on that reservation have water rights antedating the advent 
of the white man to America. Their lands have been dried up by 
water users on the stream above them. 

Under the law as definE'd by the United States Supreme Court \n 
the Wyoming v. Colorado case the water users on the stream below 
in spite of priority of use, mu.st satisfy their needs from surplu~ 
water. Consequently under existing circumstances it is the duty of 
the "United States Government to take care of the Indians' needs by 
providing storage on the Gila. In taking care of these need and in 
building the project, if the cost can be reduced by adding some addi
tional acreage of lands that are in the hands of white settlers (a con
siderable portion of which have water rights attached), the Govern
ment is the gainer; no one's water rights are impaired' and the flood 
menace to the Imperial Valley in California is considerably reducel1. 
~onsequently opposition to the Coolidge project, ns evidenced by some 
of the representatives of the upper-basin States, can not be judged in 
any other light, in my opinion, than as an attempted coercion of Ari
zona and a reprisal for her failure to ratify a compact which would 
destroy her, particularly where the project under consideration can 
not affect the complaining States in the upper basin in any manner. 

As a matter of fact, the only States interested in the Gila are New 
Mexico and Arizona, from the viewpoint of water US<'l'S. California is 
interested in having flood· menace removed. 

I say this because Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, and Nevada contribute 
nothing to and can use none of the water on the Gila. The legal point 
of diversion for California, made under contract with the United States 
Reclamation Service, is for diversion at Laguna Dam, which is a con
siderable distance above the mouth of the Gila River. The present 
point of diversion for the Imperial Valley at Hanlons Heading is only 
permitted by stipulation in injunction proceedings in the courts. 

I really can not follow the testimony of the Fe<leral officials. After · 
reviewing the testimony of Secretaries Weeks, Wallace and Work and 
Engineers Kelly, Merrill, LaRue, an<l Stabler, I can' not under~tand 
Mr. Work's complete change of attitude. The people of Arizona c\i
dently can not depend on the finality of the judgment of Federal officials 
if, like a railroad time-table, they are subject to change without notice. 

But the testimony in the hearings that made the deepest impression 
upon me was the serenely unconscious, yet patronizing and arrogant, 
attitude adopted by representatives of the State of California. 

Senator HIRAM JoHNSON with a wave of his hand brushed aside evi
dence submitted by citizens of the State of Arizona l>y saying he would 
"predicate nothing upon some of the testimony of the citizens of the 
State of Arizona." 

I can not understand the horror expressed by Senator SHORTRIDGE at 
the idea of Arizona wanting halt the surplus water that comes from 
the upper-basin States and the water of her own streams. 

We have no irrigation or power possibilitieo outside of the Colorado 
River and its tributary, because Arizona is wholly within the Colorado 
River drainage area-constituting 48 per cent of the basin-while only 
a small portion of California depends on this river, California having 
over 18,000,000 acres of land which can be irrigated and 9,000,000 
horsepower which can be developed from other streams in that tate. 

California, which only comprises 2¥.! per cent of the Colorado River 
drainage area, wants 87 per cent of the water and control of the 
majority of the power. 

But the distinguished senior Senator, by his attitude during the hear
ings and by his statements, seems to hold views-which seems to be 
typical of southern California-which might be defined as, " What 1s 
yours belongB to me and what is mine is my own.' ' 

The most narve, patronizing, and unconsciously humorous statement 
in the whole hearings, in my judgment, was made by Mr. Childer , of 
California, when he declared : " California will not only deal fairly 
but generously with Arizona." 

The irony of this can be appreciated when it is undet·stood that Cali
fornia, to all intents and purposes, does not contribute any water to 
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the Colorado -River and that all ot the water she will use, _ with the 
exception of about 200,000 acre-feef, wlll be used outside of the drain
age area, and that 90 per cent of the power that California wants to 
u e will be produced in the State of Arizona. 

The repeated statements of representatives of California and their 
distinguished Senators are ample to justify the belief that California 
intends to leave Arizona nothing in the Colorado River if it can pos
sibly be obtained for California's use, and that no recompense will be 
made to .Arizona for the use of her resources if these resources can be 
obtained by some subterfuge without cost to California. Even the 
provisions which were written into the enabling act to prevent the 
resources of the State passing into the hands of the Power Trust are 
used by representatives of California as an argument that Arizona for
feited them-apparently in their opinion-for the benefit of California. 

But the most interesting factor of the California position is the 
endeavor to use the United States Government to despoil Arizona, 
and to use United States Government money to build a power dam 
located in two other States, the Government to be repaid from power 
generated in these two other States; and California lands to be fur
nished a canal, flood control, and municipal water at the expense of 
the e two other States. 

If California can satisfy the five other States in the basin by 
agreeing to a six-State compact, in order to get what she wants, the 
testimony of her representatives indicates she would do so. But I 
can not understand the willingness of the other States to accept such 
a proposition at the expense of Arizona. 

However·, let us have no illusions- about the matter, but face the 
is ue squarely. 

A compact was drawn at Santa Fe, N. l\!ex., which protected the 
upper-basin States. Arizona will offer no objection to protecting the 
upper-basin States. 

The representatives of the upper-basin States have repeatedly stated 
that they did not fear Arizona's development. 

But, in order to get protection for themselves, some of them appear 
willing to barter with C&lifornia through a six-State compact to 
enable that State to have the Federal Government construct a dam 
so low on the river as to absolutely condemn large areas of Arizona 
to remain a de ert, give California all the water she can use, and 
permit the remainder of the water to cultivate lands in Mexico owned 
by other California citizens. The real gall in the proposal is that 
Arizona and Nevada power is to pay for the cost of giving all this 
to California under their plan. 

We have no illusions as to the general attitude of southern Cali
fornia cities in this matter. Los Angeles plundered Inyo County, 
Calif., for the benefit of that city. She met with some criticism 
at home for so doing, but she would not hesitate to despoil the State 
of Arizona. 

Los Angeles is not through yet paying for the plundering of Inyo 
County, Calif. The good citizens of that C{)unty, led by their bankers 
and leading business men, found it necessary to dynamite the Los 
Angeles aqueduct and turn the water loose for use in their county; 
and they are organized and still continuing the fight. 

I am reminded In this connection that Germany plundered France 
and took Alsace and Lorraine and built an idustlial empire. But 
when the same process was tried on Belgium, it resulted not only in 
Belgium being left intact but in Alsace and Lorraine being returned 
to France; and, in addition, the German people will pay for genera
tions to come for the greeu and rapacity of her statesmen. 

Los Angeles and California, with their wealth and arrogance, their 
newspapers, propaganda agencies, their dlstingui ·bed Representatives 
and Senators, Commissioner of Reclamation Mead, the powerful in
fluence of the Californian, Hoover, in the Cabinet, and the coopera
tion of Secretary Work, of the Department of the Interior, may suc· 
ceed in inducing the United States and the other States in the basin 
to join in the rapine of Arizona, using the guise, as expres ed by one 
of the citizens of this State, of the "sheep of flood protection to coy-er 
up the wolf of power and water greed." But it will never be with 
Ariz()l}a's legal consent, and if I am in position to have anything to 
say in the matter-which I hope I may be-it will be over Arizona's 
physical protest. 

A.rizona may be ravaged, but like Germany's experience, the profits 
from the looting, which may acct·ue to California, may not be as 
profitable as she hopes. 

But there are times when I feel that possibly California should 
no t be too harshly censured. When I read the reports and speeches 
made before civic organizations, by men who have been honored by 
the State of Arizona in positions of high trust and responsibility, 
and those who have made fortunes out of her resources, seeking to 
justify the confiscation of the resources of this State, and approv· 
ing the proposal recently made by the Secretary {)f the Interior that 
Arizona's rights be seized ; that over a hundred million dollars of 
United States money be invested partly within the territory of Ari· 
zona for the benefi t of California, the people of Arizona denied any 
benefit from her resources'"that it is proposed to have the Gov· 
ernment take-unless Arizona accepts an agreement that she knows 

spells her ruin, I sometimes feel that the attitude of some of the 
representatives of California does not seem quite so preposterous. 

The idea which has recently been uttered that "Arizona must be at 
the table when the reclamation prunes-the most famous southern 
California product-are passed, if she wants to get any," will never 
be accepted, in my judgment, as the spirit of the people of Arizona. 

I think when you said that, "Arizona spurns all bribes and wears 
no chains," you stated the situation exactly. Had it not been for 
policies which, under the circumstances, were almost criminal mis
feasance on the part of the responsible officials of Arizona when the 
compact was negotiated, Arizona would not now be fighting tile char· 
acter of battle she is. And to find those who were responsible for 
present conditions, still willing to see her stripped, must, indeed, be 
encouraging to California. 

I was further Impressed in reading the testimony by the announce
ment of the doctrine that the unappropriated waters in Western States 
are the p1·operty of the Federal Government. These pernicious theories 
of law advanced by the Department of Justice of the United States and 
Mr. Eggleston can never be accepted by the State of Arizona, and I do 
not believe will ever be accepted by any of the States in the Colorado 
River Basin, unless it be by the State of California, which contributes 
nothing to the basin but desires to seize the greater part of its 
resources. 

Senator JoHKSO~ last month stated that 1f the Government would 
give California permis ion to invade Arizona and Nevada, they would 
develop a portion of the Colorado River without cost to the National 
Government. I made a similar offer (with the exception that we did 
not ask to invade any other State) before the Federal Power Commis· 
sion in September, 1923. Arizona can finance this work without issu· 
ing State bonds by selling power, as the Salt River Valley water users 
do at Mormon Flat and Horse Mesa, recent dam constructions . . 

The State of Arizona. has on file with the Federal Power Commission 
a request for a permit to erect a dam at .Bridge Canyon, a site wholly 
within the State of Arizona. This site has been declared by an engi· 
neer of the United States Geological Survey and other competent engi
neers as one of the best power sites on the Colorado River. If the 
permit is granted to Arizona, I do not feel that It will be necessary to 
ask the Federal Government for any money or any Federal bond issue 
to make power available to anyone who cares to buy it. 

It might also be pertinent to remark at this point that if the Federal 
Government will relinquish to Arizona the public lands and forests in 
this State, as was done with other States, so that all of the resources 
within the borders of this State may be available for the development 
of the State, it will not be necessary, in my judgment, to ask the tax· 
payers in other States to contribute to the development of the Colorado 
River or of the State of .Arizona. We wUI be able to undertake the 
financing of the Colorado River development, and we will not ask per
mission to im-ade the rights of any other State in dolng so. 

I have been on record, as Governor of the State of Arizona, since 
October, 1923, in trying to arrive at an agreement between the States 
of California and Nevada concerning the Colorado River. On November 
1, 1923, and on November 22, 1923, the Governor of California declined 
to enter any such negotiations. Negotiations, however, are now pend
ing between a committee appointed by me and committees of the States 
of California and r~evada. The calling {)f the next conference ts sub
ject to a date being fixed by the California committee. 

I offer these few observations on the testimony submitted in the Sen
ate hearings. I do not think the language is too strong in the light of 
developments on the Swing-Johnson bill. The proposal of Secretary 
Work, which I believe is the Hoover-California plan, has cau ed me to 
become " bet up " on this matter. 

Very sincerely yours, 
GEo. W. P. HUNT, G(n:ern-or. 

REPORTS OF COM~ITTEES 

1\Ir. COPELA.L~D, from the Committee on Naval Affairs to 
which was referred the bill (S. 2058) for the relief of members 
of the band of the United States 1\Iarine Corps who were re
tired prior to June 30, 1922, and for the relief of members 
transferred to the Fleet l\Iarine Corps Resene, reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 156) thereon. 

Mr. BUTLER, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill ( S. 1885) for the relief of James Min on, 
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 157) 
tJlereon. 

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 1040) concerning actions on account 
of death or personal injury within places under the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the United States, reported it without amend
ment. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on the District of Colum
bia, to which was referred the bill ( S. 2673) to amend the act 
approved June 3', 1896, entitled "An act to establish and pro
vide for the maintenance of a free public library and reading 
room in the District of Columbia," reported it without am~nd· 
ment and submitted a report (No. 158) thereon. 
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He also, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re

ferred the bill (S. 1755) for the relief of Francis J. Young, 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
161) thereon. 

i\Ir. BAYARD (for "Mr. :MEANS), from the Committee on 
Claims, to which was referred the bill ( S. 2993) to allow 
credits in the account of certain di bursing officers of the De
partment of the Interior, reported it with an amendment and 
submitte<l a report (No. 160) thereon. 

llr. BROOKHART, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with
out amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 959) for the relief of Tena Pettersen (Rept. No. 
162) ; 

A bill ( S. 1794) to extend the benefits of the employers' 
liability act of September 7, 1916, to Gladys L. Brown, a for
mer employee of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, Wash
ington, D. C. (Rept. No. 163) ; and 

A bill (S. 2887) for the relief of Philip T. Post (Rept. No. 
164). 

Mr. SCHALL, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 183) providing for a per 
capita payment of '50 to each enrolled member of the Chip
pewa Tribe of Minnesota from the funds standing to their 
credit in the Treasury of the United States, reported it without 
amendment and ubmitted a report (No. 159) thereon. 

SILVER SERVICE FOR REAR ADMIRAL .A.i~DEBSON 

1.\lr. BORAH. From the Committee on Foreign Relations I 
report back favorably without amendment the bill ( S. 2822) 
authorizing Rear .Admiral Edwin A. Anderson, United States 
Kavy, retired, to accept the silver service tendered by the Gov
ernment of Panama. I call the attention of the Senator from 
North Carolina [Ur. SIMMo .. :s] to the bill. 

l\Ir. SHUIONS. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, and it was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That Rear Admiral Edwin A. Anderson, United 
States Navy, retired, is authorized to accept the silver service ten
dei·ed to him by the Government of Panama, and the Department of 
State is authorized to deliver such silver service to the said Rear 
Admiral Edwin A. Anderson. 

'l'he bill was reported· to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILLS I~TRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows : 

By Mr. WILLIS: 
A bill ( S. 3069) to enforce the liability of common carriers 

for los of or damage to grain shipped in bulk ; to the Com
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

A bill (S. 3070) granting an increase of pension to Rosina 
Voorhees (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WALSH: 
A bill ( S. 3071) concerning the application of certain pro

\lsions of section 21 of the Federal highway act of November 
9, 1021 ; to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

B~- Mr. ODDIE: 
A bill ( S. 8072) to authorize an exchange of lands between 

the United States and the State of Nevada; to the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. FLE'I CHER: 
A blll (S. 3073) granting increase of pension to soldiers who 

rendered service during the Seminole Indian wars in Florida 
and to widows of such soldiers ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. HARRELD: 
A bill (S. 3074) for the relief of John H. Gattis; to the Com

mittee on Claims. 
A bill ( S. 3075) granting a pension to Ella C. Maddux ; and 
A bill (S. 3076) granting an increa e of pension to Lavina J. 

WellB (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 
~y Mr. SHEPPARD: 
A bill (S. 3077) for the relief of John T. Wilson (with ac

companying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims. 
By :Mr. SMOOT : 
A bill ( S. 3078) fm·ther to assure title to lands de ignated 

in or selected under grants to the States, to limit the pel'iod 
for the institution of proceedings to establish an ex.ception of 

lands from such grants because of their known mineral char
acter, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. WADSWORTll: 
A bill ( S. 3079) to amend section 12 of the act approved 

June 10, 1922, ~o as to authorize payment of actual expen es 
for travel under orders in Alaska; and 

A bill (S. 3080) to authorize payment of expenses of the 
Washington-Alaska military cable and telegraph system out of 
receipts of such system as an operating expense; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WATSON: 
A bill ( S. 3082) granting a pension to Clara Wikell; 
A bill (S. 3083) granting a pension to Sadie Green McClure; 
A bill (S. 3084) granting a pemlion to Hariiet E. Morgan; 
A bill (S. 3085) granting a pension to Charles Morton 

Wilson; 
A bill ( S. 3086) granting a pension to Elizabeth A. Power ; 
A bill (S. 3087) granting a pension to Nancy A. Jones; 
A bill (S. 3088) granting a pension to Will J. Woods; 
A bill ( S. 3089) granting a pension to AI!lerica Ann Kirby 1 
A bill (S. 3090) granting a pension to Elijah C. Waln; 
A bill (S. 3091) granting a pension to Ida L. Seacat; 
A bill ( S. 3092) granting a pension to Margaret E. King; 
A bill ( S. 3093) granting a pension to Moranda Stoops; 
A bill (S. 3094) granting a pension to Mary S. Buckles; and 
A bill ( S. ~095) granting an inerease of pension to William 

Hemphill; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Air. WILLIS: 
A bill ( S. 3096) granting an increase of pension to Emma L. 

Cole (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania: 
A bill ( S. 3097) to provide for the erection of a public 

Federal building at Emporium, Pa. ; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. DENEEN: 
A bill ( S. 3098) to remit the duty on a carillon of 42 bells 

imported for St. Chrysostom's (Episcopal) Church, Chicago, 
Ill. ; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. STANFIELD: 
A bill ( S. 3099) to cede certain lands in the State of Orego~ 

including Diamond Lake, to the State of Oregon for fish-cul
tul'al purposes, and for other purposes ; to the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. RANSDELL: 
A bill (S. 3100) for the ·relief of the heirs of Su an A. 

Nieholas; to the Committee on Claims. 

lfUSCLE SHOALS 

Mr. McKELLAR. I introduce a bill as a ~ubstitute for the 
Muscle Shoals measure reported out by the Committee on Agri
culture and Fore try, and I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be printed in the RECORD a statement in reference to the 
bill. 

The bill (S. 3081) to create a eommis ion for Musrle Shoals, 
and for other purposes, was read twice by its title, and, with 
the . accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. 

There being no objection, the accompanying statement was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

The outstandin.,. provisions of my substitute for the Mnscle Shoals 
bill reported by the Senate Committee on Agriculture are: 

Flrst. Section 4, which contains, in my judgment., an ab!'!olutely 
fair method of d1 tl'ibuting the surplus power produced at Muscle 
Shoals. 

Second. It provides that the Government should retain the present 
shoals plant and authorizes the building of Dam No. 3 to be added 
to it. 

Three. It provides that the commission created by the act shall 
dispo e of the surplus power 1n three distinct ways: (a) It Rhall 
give preference to States, counties, and municipalities as provided 1n 
the Federal water power act. (b) It provides that the commission 
may sell surplus power to distributing power companies, bnt carefullY. 
giving the commi~sion the power to regulate prlces at which sdch 
distributing companies shall sell the current. (c) It provides that the 
commission may sell direct to users if it deems proper in th~ publlc 
interest. 

In other words, my proposal distributes the power fairly and sees 
to it that the people using the power· shall get the benefit of reduced 
prices. 

Fourth. It provides for the establishing of a corporation to be 
owned by the United States, so that it can deal properly with the 
public. 
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Fifth. It requires the last word in experimentation for 1he purpose 

of making :fertilizers and the manufacture of fertilizers !1 an eco· 
nomical process can be obtained; so that the farmers may be protected 
absolutely, it provides for the recall of surplus power i1 necessary, in 
order that the fertilizer interest shall l.Je made paramount. · 

Sixth. It provides that should the Government fivd these t:>conomical 
processes for malting ingredients for fertilizers that It may transfer 
such processes to private lndhiduals or corporations, carefully guard
ing the power, however, to regulate the prices at which such fertilizers 
shall be sold to the farmers. 

These are the salient features of my proposal. 

AMEKDMENTS TO TAX REDGCTWN BILL 

Mr. WALSH submitted an amendment intended to be pro
posed by him to House bill 1, the tax reduction bill, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed, as follows: 

·On page 83, line 4, after the word "associations," insert the follow
Ing : " and dairy loan associations." 

Mr. BRATTON (for Mr. Jo~ES of New Mexico) submitted 
an amendment (Title III-Inheritance tax), lntenfl.ed to be 
proposed by Mr. JoNES of New Mexico to House bill 1, the tax 
reduction bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed. 

AME:\TDMENT TO FIRST DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION HILI, 

:Mr. 1\IcKINLEY submitted an amendment proposing to pay 
$1,500 to W. H. Gehman for extra services in the folding 
room, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 8722, the 
first deficiency appropriation bill, 19~6. which was rC'ferred to 
the Committee on .Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

.AMEXDMENT TO .AGRICULTURAL .APPROPRJATION BILL 

.Mr. SHORTRIDGE submitted an amendment proposing to 
increase the appropriation for silvicultural, dendrological, and 
other experiments and infestigation . independently or in co
operation with other branches of the Federal Government, 
with States, and with individuals, to determine the best meth
ods for the conservative management of forest and forest lands, 
from $232,000 to $252.000, and to increa e the amount to be im
mediately available for the establishment of a forest experi· 
ment station, as provided in the act entitled "An act to author
ize the establishment and maintenance of a forest experiment 
station in California and surrounding States," approved March 
3, 1925, from $30,000 to $50,000, intended to be proposed by 
him to House bill 8264, the agricultural appropriation bill, 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropria tions and 
ordered to be printed. 

VVARD FOOD PRODUCTS CORPORATIO~ 

1\Ir. WHEELER. I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD two. clippings from the New York Times of this 
date relative to the 'Yard Food Products Corporation. 

'!'here being no objection, the clippings were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows : -

[From the New York Times, Wednesday, February 10, 1926] 

SAYS BREAD SUIT !<'AILS OF PURPOSE--LA FOLLETTE WANTS GOVERNMENT 
TO ATTACK WARD'S THREE PRESENT COMPANIES-SEES THEli .\::; A 

l>IOXOPOLY-SENATOR HOLDS THAT THEY GIVE THE u BREAD KING" 
COXTROL OF THE INDUSTRY 

(Special to the New York Times ) 
WASHINGTON, February 9.-Senator LA. FOLLETTE, who has been 

attacking the Ward Food Products Corporation, said to-day that the 
antitrust suit filed by the Government yesterday would not remove the 
Wards from control of the bread industry. He urged that the Gov
ernment proceed to force them to abandon control of what he called the 
"big three" companies, which he believed gave Mr. Ward and his 
associates undisputed control of the baking indush·y. 

"I am glad that the Department of Justice has finally been moved 
Into action against the food trust," said Senator La Follette. "I am 
particularly glad that it is proceeding before these corporations are 
finally 'scramiJled' into a single gigantic merger. 

"Nevertheless, the orders which the Department of Justice is seek
ing from the court, as reproduced in the newspapers, are directed 
entirely against the corporate defendants and do not attempt to reach 
or restrain the Individual defendants, namely, William B. Ward and 
his associates, who conceived and promoted this great conspiracy. 
They will be left in complete control of the bread industry, even if 
everything asked by the Government is granted. This appears to 
me to be a fatal defect in the Government's case, which should be 
amended before proceeding further. 

"Let me make this clear. According to the Government's own state
ment of the case, this conspiracy has consisted in William B. Ward 
aud his associates acquiring control of a number of the great baking 
corporati{)ns, particularly the ' big three '-the Ward, Continental, and 
General Baking Corporation. Thef are the conspirators. 

" Control of the ' big three,' the Governm~nt contends, will glve Ward 
and his associates complete control of the baking industry throughout 
the United States. They will have this control-they wlll be able to 
dictate the price of bread-whether these three are merged into the 
new food trust, which Ward bas recently incorporated, or are kept 
separate. 

"The public interest, therefore, demands. that Ward and his as:;o
ciates be compelled to sell their stock and give up control of at least 
two of the ' Big Three.' Any one of these three is big enough to give 
Mr. Ward full opportunity to develop any possible economies by large
scale production. He may not be able to carry out his paternalistic 
projects for providing for the welfat·e of the little children out of the 
excess profits levied upon their bread, but he will be able to make 
cheap bread, if he is honest and efficient. 

"But the Department of Justice merely asks the court to restrain 
the corporate defendants from merging, having common officers and 
directors, etc., and does not ask that Ward and his associates-the 
individual defendants who conceived and executed this unlawf ul con
spiracy-be required to abandon the control of the 'Big Three' baking 
corpora tions which they now have. 

" The e.trect of this proceeding, even if the court grants everything 
that the Government now asks, will be to leave Ward-the • bre-ad 
king '-in undisputed control of the baking industry. He will be 
able to issue orders to each of the baking corporations which he now 
controls and of which the Government does not seek to deprive him, 
as effectively as if they were merged into a single trust. 

" I sincerely hope, therefore, that the Department of Justice will 
speedily order its petition amended to cure this defect." 

TESTIFIES 'WARD GOT STOCK-CO:-l'TL.E:'iTAL BAKIXG HEAD TELLS 011' 

RELATIO:-<S-HEARI.XG PUT OFF 

IIearing of the Sherman law complaint of the Federal Trade Com
mission against the Continental Baking Corporation was adjourned 
y-es terday to February 23, Examiner Jolin W . .Addison granted the 
recess to permit George G. Barber, chairman of the board of the 
Continental, to produce figures showing the extent to which 13 sub
sidiary companies were engaging in intersta te commerce when their 
stock was acquired by the Continental, to what extent they were in 
competition, and the amount of their yearly business, local and inter
state. The Federal Trade Commission bases its complaint on the 
alleged lessened competition and restraint of commerce resulting from 
the absorption of 25 baKing companies by the Continental Baking 
Corporation. 

TELLS OF WARD'S CONXECTIO~ 

The greater part of t he testimony of Mr. Barber, the only witness 
called so far, had to do with the relationship of William B. Ward 
to the Continental Baking Corporation and the other concerns with 
which Mr. Barber bas been identified. Mr. Barber reiterated his asser
tion that Mr. Ward's only connection with the Continental was as a 
stockholder, that the corporation was formed by Mr. Barber solely to 
offer better service to the public. 

The questions of Col. Augustus n.. Brindley, counsel for the Fed
eral Trade Commission, regarding Mr. Barber's past connection with 
the Ward companies, brought objections from William H. Button, attor
ney for the Continental, on the ground that they were irrelevant. The 
objections were overruled by Examiner .Addison. " The questions may 
prove later on to be relevant," said Colonel Brindley. 

The purpose of the formation by Mr. Ward and his associates of 
the United Bakeries Corporation, later absorbed by the Continental, 
was "bigger and better service to the public," said Mr. Barber. "It 
was Mr. Ward's purpose to build up a baking business of sufficient 
volume to permit the rendering of a kind of service hitherto impos
sible. This idea of service was paramount in the minds of all at 
that time as it is to-day." 

Asked what was the purpose of the Continental, Mr. Barber sAid Ita 
objects were the same as those of the United, except that the larger 
concern was nble to go still further in its field, since it embraces bak
ing concerns in every part of the country, while the United centered 
largely in the East. " Continental is merely a continuance of Ward's 
policy in organizing the United?" Colonel Brindley asked. "Yes," tha 
witness replied, " except that Ward has no connection with the Con
tinental." 

GAVE W A.RD 2,000,000 SHAilES 

It was brought out that the Continental Baking Corporation, soon 
aft~r it was formed in November, 1924, turned over to William B. 
Ward 2,000;000 shares of Its class B common stock in return for a 
contract owned by Mr. Ward for the acquisition of the American 
Bakery Co. of St. Louis. Mr. Barb~r testified that the transfer was 
merely technical to make the shares fully pa.ld and nonassessable. 
One and a quarter million of the shares, he said, were later returned 
by Mr. Ward to the Continental, which repaid him with shares of 
other classes. The class B common, he said, was distributed as a. 
bonus to purchasers of Continental preferred stock, sold at $100 a 
share, two shares of c1ass B going with one shat·e of preferred, the 
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bonus being lat~r reduced to one share and finally half a share with 
one share of preferred. 

Mr. Barber further t estified that since the organization of the Con
tinental 318,305 shares of the 8 per cent cumulative preferred stock 
bad been issued for cash at $100 a share, and that 7 ,~00 shares had 
been issued at $102. He also said 298,389 sha res had been issued 1n 
t>xchange for the stock of other companies acquired by the Continental. 
Of the class A. common, the witne s said, 24,460 shares were issued for 
cash and 266,905 shares 1n exchange for stock 1n the compallies taken 
over by the Continental. 

Mr. Ward's holdings in the Continental, the witness testified, 
amounted at one time to 1,000,000 shares of preferred stock, although 
these have since been reduced. 

The facts concerning the interstate commerce carried on by the sub
sidiaries, said Colonel Brindley, in asking for the adjournment, had an 
important bearing on the charges made in the Federal Trade Commis
sion's complaint. He said there would be no hearings elsewhere pend
ing the resumption of the investigation in New York on February 23. 

TAX REDUCTION 

The Senate, as in Committee of the "Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1) to reduce and equalize taxa
tion, to provide revenue, and for other purposes, the pending 
que~ tion being on the amendment of the Committee on Finance 
to trike out the House provision relative to estate tax and 
in ert Title III-Estate tax. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the pending amendment pro
posed by the committee repeals the Federal inheritance tax. 
It also provides that the repeal shall be retroactive, a point 
in the amendment that has received very little attention. If 
it should prevail, not only would we have repealed the . in
heritance tax but we would be required to return to a large 
number of very large estates one-half of the taxes that they 
have ah·eady paid, or, if not paid, that are due and unpaid. 
Therefore, it has the same effect, so far as these estates are 
concerned, so far as concerns the estate of any man who died 
since June, 19-24, as though we had a direct appropriation to 
repay to those estates one-half of the taxes which they paid 
under the law existing at the time of his death. 

I said before that all taxation is burdensome. I repeat that 
I would be glad, if I could, to relie"Ve everybody from the obli
gation of paying taxes, but if we ha'Ve government, taxes 
mu t be levied to upport it. Somebody must pay them. 
From the very beginning of government, honest, conscien
tious men have continually tried to ennct into law such sys
tem of taxation as would be the least burdensome. Of all 
the taxes that have ever been conceived, there is no other 
that is so little burdensome as the inheritance or estate tux. 
It i the only tax that is not, directly or indirectly, in any 
degree, a tax on consumption. There is no way of passing it 
on to somebody else. There is no tax that can be so easily 
and inexpensively collected. There is no other tax that is any 
more just or fair. With very few exceptions, such n tax 
would not take from any man a single dollar that he has done 
anything toward earning. The right to inherit property or 
the right to pass property on to others is given to the indi
vidual by law. It 1s not a natural right. 

The class of people who are opposed to an inheritance or es
tate tax are also in favor of a reduction of income taxes on 
big incomes. The principal argument they offer in favor of 
the reduction of taxes on big inco~es is that those who have 
such incomes invest their property in tax-free securities, and 
thus escape the income tax completely. While this argument 
is much overdrawn and very much exaggerated, yet if we 
admit the truth of it, we tlnd the same people who advocate 
such reduction likewise crying aloud vehemently in favor of 
the repeal of the estate or inheritance tax; and yet everybody 
concedes that the estate or inheritance tax can not be avoided 
by the investment of property in tax-free securities. In other 
words, there is no such exemption in esta~ taxes. So the very 
argument they offer in favor of one end of their dilemma, abso
lutely defeats their argument as applied to the other end o:t 
the equation. 

Those of us who advocate a Federal estate tax or inheri
tance tax are universally in favor of allowing a large exemp
tion to which the tax 2hall not apply. I will not quarrel as to 
what the amount of this exemption should be. I will make no 
objection to an exemption of three or four hundred thousand 
dollars. Then commence the tax at a very low rate and raise 
it progressively until it becomes very high when the estate or 
inheritance reaches up into the millions of dollars. This will 
enable the holders of immense fortunes to provide for their 
families or friends so they may live in luxury the balance of 
their days without the payment of any tax on the inheritance. 
Tlle tax does not operate until the death of the property owner. 

It can do no injury to him because he is dead and can not take 
his property with him. It is no injury to the descendants 
who inh~rlt it because they did not own it and did not accu
mulate it. It comes to them as a pure gift; and it seems 
therefore, that neither the testatoo.· nor the beneficiary em;. 
properly object to the tax, because the one is dead, and the 
other gets what Is left after the tax is paid without any ex
ertion on hls part. This is particularly true when a large 
exe~ption is allowed and a small rate of taxation applied 
until the property reaches into many millions. 

1\Ir. President, an objection often made to this kind of a tax 
is that the Federal Government ought to leave it to the States. 
There is no logic whatever to this objection. The only au
thority in our country that can properly levy such taxes with
out hardship upon anyone and without discrimination is the 
Federal Government. If the Federal Government does not 
levy the tax: and it ·is left to the States, we will find the States 
competing with each other by offering reduced taxation to 
millionaires in their efforts to get them to locate within their 
borders, and the logical outcome will be that no State will 
levy much of any inheritance tax. Florida, which has adopted a 
constitutional amendment to exempt property owners from 
this kind of tax, is an illustration. This is simply a bid to 
wealthy men who want to avoid taxation in their States to 
locate in Florida. But it is a game that every State in the 
Union can play; and when they all get into that condition, the 
result will be no such tax, and if this tax which falls upon 
millionaire estates is entirely abandoned, it means that tho~e 
who are· poor must pay that much more in taxation. I would 
have no objection 1f the law provided that a very large amount 
of the Federal tax should be paid over to the States, becau"e, 
as I shall show later, the community in most cases has con
tributed very largely to the accumulation of the fortune. 
Later on, Mr. President, if I do not devote too much time to 
some other phases of this amendment, I shall take that ques
tion up again and discuss it in more detail 

OB.TECTS OF IlfHJlRITA.~CE OR ESTA.TEl TilES 

.All taxation of inheritances or estates has two objects in 
view : 

First. To raise revenue. The amount of revenue that can 
be raised in this way is enormous. If progressive inheritance 
or estate taxes were levied with a large exemption, the only 
estates which would 12ay them would be those estates which are 
very large. This is fustified, because it is conceded that taxes 
should be levied where the burdens would be the lightest. 
The amount of such taxes would vary more than other taxes, 
because of the uncertainty of human life, and the number of 
owners of large estates who might die in any one particular 
year ; but the income from a series of years would be exceed
ingly large and would lighten the burdens of those upon whom 
taxation bears down heavily. 

Second. The second object of such a tax is the prevention 
of the entailing of large fortunes. Such a tax would not inter
fere with the handling of a fortune so long as its owner lived, 
but when he had passed on it would take a portion of the 
fortune and give it to the Stat~the public, which, as a matter 
of fact, almost universally has done something in the accumu
lation of the immense fortune. Most all of the large fortunes 
have been accumulated by men who have had governmental 
favor in one way or another. Mr. Astor, who died several 
years ago, the possessor of nearly $100,000,000 worth of prop
erty, obtained most of his property by inheritance. The origi
nal investment in New York real estate was comparati-vely 
small, 

Every laborer who helped to lay a pavement In the street 
and every man who built a little home in the vicinity did hls -
share toward making this property valuable. The value was, 
in fact, created by others; it was the toil and the sweat, the 
labor and the sacrifice, of millions of citizens that made him 
many times a millionaire. So what injustice can there be, after 
he has used it during his lifetime, to say that the public shall 
get a portion of lt back? 

Mr. Mellon, one of the wealthy men of the world, obtained a 
very large portion of his wealth by vh·tue of a protective tariff 
upon the output of his factories. It was by the laws of hh 
country that he was thus enabled to accumulate many millions. 
It was by reason of the laws that permitted the sale of intoxi
cating liquor throughout the countrY.:, through the method of 
licensing, that he was able to add much to this fortune by the 
sale of whisky. No one 1s trying to take this property away 
from him ; but would it not be fair if the Government, under 
whose laws he was enabled to build this immense accumulation 
of property, should, after he has finished with it, take a portion 
of it to relieve the taxation of those who have not been thus 
favored? 
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Every economist of any repute concedes that the entailing 

of large fortunes, if unrestricted, will eventually bring hardship 
upon the eountry. The prevention of such accumulation ought 
to be the object of all legislative assemblies having jurisdiction 
of the question. The accumulation of the property of the coun
try into the hands of a few brings additional toil and additional 
suffering into the homes of the many: 

Moreover, there is a limit beyond which money can buy either 
comfort, luxury, or nleasure. The ma:r;t who is worth a hundred 
JDUllon dollars can not possibly buy ~nything that will add to 
his happiness, his comfort, his pleasure, or his luxury that can 
not be equally and easily purchased by the man who has only 
a million dollars; and if one is to i!lherit an estate of $100,-
000,000, with the accumulation of which he had nothing to do, 
and who has therefore no legal right whatever to it, how can 
he complain if, instead of giving him $100,000,000, the Govern
ment, under whose laws it was possible to build up such a 
fortune, takes one-half of it, thus leaving him $50,000,000, 
which he can not possibly spend f01; any legitimate purpose 
during the longest lifetime known to history? He is still left 
with more money than he can possibly use--more money than 
anybody ought to have. It is more money than anybody ought 
to have, for it simply means that, because of the accumulation 
of so much money in the hands of one man, there are thousands 
of others who do not have enough to make both ends meet. 
The accumulation of wealth in such large amounts is unneces
sary, contrary to good public policy, and, if unchecked, will 
eventually bring ruin to any country that permits it,. It will 
not be long until a very few people will have all the property 
and the vast multitude of honest people will in effect be slaves. 
Frequently, toQ, the inheriting of large fortunes means dissipa
tion, wicked living, drunkenness, and the spending of money 
for disgraceful and unpatriotic purposes. It destroys initiative 
and makes worthless citizens of many people who would other
wise help to make the world better ~nd happier; and it is no 
answer to say that such disreputable and reckless living will 
of itself distribute the big fortunes. That is not the way they 
should be distributed. That is not the honorable way for cut
ting them up; but, on the other hand, it leaves in its wake 
disgrace and an example· of selfishness and greed. 

Mr. President, I wish to read some extracts into the RECORD 
from ~Ir. Mooring, who appeared before the House Ways and 
Means Committee, representing the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, which, as we all know, is the largest organization 
of farmers in the United States. It would be interestinb 
indeed to read his argument in it::; entirety, but, since the time 
is limited and others perhaps de ire to discuss this amend· 
ment, I will only read some extracts. For instance, he says: 

Whenever a tnx proposition or a tax question is considered by a 
farming interest almost always the first thought is, how will the 
incidence of that tax eiiect the general dish·ibutlon of the tax bur· 
den? And that can be decided or determined only by considering 
the entire revepue system of the country. It is true that we 
have separate governments; the States are sovereign and separate 
from the Federal Go\7ernment; but it is equally true that one 
citizenship must bear the entire burden of the tax. Hence, if you 
have in view the determination of the burde.n borne by the different 
classes of citizens you must consider all taxes-State, local, and 
Federal. 

And in determining that general burden of taxation, you must fili 
some standard. That standard which we think is the correct standard 
ls the ability to pay the tax measured by income. It that standard 
lle used, and i! a.ll taxes be taken into consideration, we think that 
no one denies that the farmer is relatively bearing a greater burden 
of taxation than any other industrial class. · 

I think, l\Ir. President, that statement of this representative 
of the farmers before the committee is conceded by every· 
body-that, taking the taxing system as a whole, the income 
that has been received and the labor that is applied to pro
duce the income, the farmers of the country suffer more from 
taxation than any other class of people. 

Personally-

Says this representative-

do not know of any scientific investigation or exhaustive inves
tigation that has be.en made on this question but what has reached 
that conclusion. Probably all of you are familiar with the investt· 
gatlon made by the National Industrial Conference Board. That 
reaches that conclusion, and it certitinly is not an organization 
prejudiced in favor of the farmer. 

I ·conclude, then, without further discussion, that the farmer rela
tively is bearing at least a full shtue of the public bnrden of taxa~ 
tion. 

Now, when that is trne, what attitude would he naturally take 
toward the inhE:>rltance tax-not particularly at this moment as a 
Federal tax or as a State tax, but as a tax? 

Excluding those who farm for recreation, and having in mind 
those who farm for a liwlihood, the farmer pays almost no inherit
ance tax. If that tax is abandoned as a source of revenue 1t 1s n 
mathematical certainty that hls relative burden must be increased. 
Therefore the farmer as a genera.lization, is in favor &t an inher
itance tax provided the inheritance tax ls in itself a just tax, a.nu 
provided it is a legitimate source of revenue. 

fn oilier wordd, he makes the argument, which can not be 
denied, that taking taxation as a whole, although the man 
who toils and farms for a livelihood under existing statutes 
pays but little inheritance tax as a matter of fact if this tax 
is remo-red from those who do pay 1t and those who can pay 
it, it must necessarily follow that all other classes, including 
the farmer, must in some way or other pay additional taxa
tion. From that conclusion of Mr. Mooring I think there is 
no e~cape. 

We think-

Speaking from the point of view of the farmers, now-
We think that an inheritance tax is a just tax for several reasons. 

In the first place, an inheritance, as an economic conception, is an 
income. It is true that the Federal Government does not treat the 
inheritance in the same tax law, exactly. It provides for it sepa
rately. But that does not alter the character of an inheritance. It 
is just as much income to the recipient as it would be if he got it 
from some other source, and it is unearned income, generally speaking. 
There are cases, of course, where a man's wife and his childnn have 
helped him accumulate what he has, but usually their peculiar position 
is taken care of by liberal exemptions. 

The general proposition may be stated, therefore, that an inheritance 
occupies the place of an unearned income. 

There is no fairer tax than a tax on unearned inc<lme. The farmer, 
the merchant, the manufacturer, the owners of railroad secUtities, 
and of public-utility securities all risk their money, give their time, 
and give their labor to earn what income they can. The recipient of 
an inheritance does not give anything. Now, it seems to us that if 
we must tax somebody we ought not to tax tho. e who furnish all the 
labor and time and risk and let the man who does not do anythiug 
but receive go tax free. 

So it seems to me that it can not be successfully disputed that an 
inheritance tax is eminently a just tax. it is a just tax for another 
reason. 'fbe intangible property, under the property-tax laws of · the 
States, generally contributes but a very small amount to the cost of 
government. That bas been a problem with State officials ever since 
I have been connected in any way with taxation-now more than a 
quarter of a century. It bas been a problem how we could reach 
intangible property. It is a problem that bas never been sati -
factorily solved . . It does not seem, then, more than simple justice 
that on the death of the owner of intangible property that property 
should, for once at least, contribute a fair share toward Government 
expense. 

So I think, gentlemen, without going any further into that phase of 
the subject, that I am justified in concluding that the inheritance tax is 
a just tax and a legitimate source of revenue. 

Let us stop right there and consider this farmer's argument 
and see how just, how fair, and how invincible it is. Speaking 
now of intangible property, he · calls to our attention some
thing that all students of the subject well know-the difficulty 
of taxing intangible property because of the practical impossi
bility of reaching it; and the result is that much of that prop
erty goes tax free. Every legislature in the Union, every 
civilized government in the world, has been trying to devise 
some means by which intangible property would be compelled 
to pay its just share of the expenses of t;overnment. Here is a 
method that, even without any hardship to the man who earned 
it, will provide for taxing intangible property at least once 
and that is when the man is dead. Then this property come~ 
to the sm·face. 

l\lr. President, I remember reading some time ago of four or 
five large estates, aggregating many millions, one of them over 
$50,000,000, in the great city of New York. They were being 
settled, and it was discovered that the man whose adminis
trator or executor had gathered together more than $50,000,0'00 
worth of property had been for years paying a tax on only 
$25,000 worth of property. If there were no inheritance tax 
it would escape taxation forever. The inheritance tax, there~ 
fore, reaches property that everybody concedes ought to be 
taxed, and the ' ingenuity of civilized men from the beginning 
has been trying without success to devise a way to tax it. It 
is conceded, however, that an inheritance tax will reach it, 
and I do not understand how anyone can contest the proposi
tion for a moment. 

(. 
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Mr. Mooring says, further on: 
We believe, Mr. Chairman, that the States are utterly unable to 

handle the inheritance tax under present conditions. You have, of 
course, the example of Florida; the recent example, as 1 understand 
it, of Nevada; and possibly Georgia has modified its law since the 
Florida constitutional amendment was passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. We have the District of Columbia also. 
Mr. llooruNO. We have the District of Columbia and Alabama 

already; yes, sir. And I might say, from my own home experience, 
that the action of Florida has already prevented .Alabama taking into 
consideration, as it should do, the question of inheritance tax. The 
movement was started by me there a short while ago, and that was 
the objection that was there met with in the missionary work that 
I was trJing to do, and that objection I was unable to answer. There 
is no probability at all of Alabama adopting an inheritance tax so 
long as Its neighbor, Florida, Is in the situation in which it is. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that about covers all that I had in mind 
to say. We believe that the Federal Government should retain the 
tax, and we suggest-which suggestion is, so far as I know, original 
with ourselves, but which, while we did not anticipate it, has already 
been brougl:Jt to the attention of the committee-that the credit of 
25 per cent be increased to not less than 75 per cent. 

He reaches some conclmdons later on. They are numbered 
and are as follows : 

1. That under the combined tax systems of the States, their local 
government units, and of the Federal Government the farmer is bearing 
more than his fair share of the public burden ; 

2. That the abandonment of the estate tax, which falls more lightly 
on the farmer than on other industrial classes, would relatively in
crease the farmet·'s burden; 

3. That the inheritance or estate tax is in itself just, is a legitimate 
source of revenue, and should be preserved at Its highest degree of 
usefulness ; 

4. That it can be so preserved only through the aid of the Federal 
Government; and 

fi. That, therefore, the Federal estate tax should not be repealed. 

Mr. President, I have here a great deal of testimony on this 
subject, which, if I have time, I can read; but I want at this 
time briefly to discuss the question of repealing this law be
cause we want the States to handle it. 

If that were practical I would not seriously quarrel with my 
brethren about it. If all property in the United States were 
fairly taxed and paid its just share, bore its fair burden, even 
though in one instance the tax were contributed to the State 
and in the other case to the Nation, if it were fair, if it could 
be equalized, I would not make any serious contention ; but it 
seems to me, from the very nature of things, Mr. President, 
that there is only one power on earth that can levy a fair estate 
or inheritance tax, and that is the Federal Government. 

The idea of getting uniform inheritance tax laws throughout 
the States is, to my mind, absolutely unworthy of serious con
sideration. 'ro me it stands before us as an absolute impossi
bility. No man has yet devised any scheme or suggested any 
plan that has behind it any force that can induce all the States 
to levy the same inheritance tax. 

The result will be that States will bid against each other for 
men of great wealth to settle within their borders, and we will 
have, as we have now in Florida and a few other places, a sort 
of millionaire tax-exempt refuge. We are going to establish, 
if we repeal this law, a refuge for untaxed millionaires, just 
as we have already provided by law a refuge for birds and 
animals where they will be safe from hunters. That means, 
therefore, that in self-defense the States will be compelled at 
least to lower, if not entirely to abandon, inheritance taxation 
as a method of raising revenue. 

The newspapers have been full of accounts of men going from 
one State to another. I personally know quite a number of 
men who have gone to Florida and located there in their old 
age, principally, as some of them have admitted to me, in 
order to take with them their accumulations of a lifetime that 
they have acquired elsewhere, and let them be safe from the 
taxgatherer at the time of their deaths. 

I am not now finding fault with the man who does that. I 
am not complaining. I never do complain when a man does 
something that is not in violation of law, that is legal. I 
could call to the attention of the Senate a great many instances 
where men have moved from one State into another to avoid 
the payment pf high taxes, and often these men, after they 
have accumulated their fortunes, after they are about to retire 
from active business, gather together their property and go 
to one of these refuges of tax-exempt millionaires, just as the 

old lady or the old man goes to the home for the aged, to live 
and to die without paying anything at the time of death. 

Do we want to do this, Mr. President? Do we want to 
encourage this contest between the States to see which can 
make itself most desirable as a place for men of great wealth 
to settle in order to escape taxation? Is there any other con· 
elusion that can come from this kind of legislation? 

Before this question came up at this session there was a 
great agitation all over the country for the repeal of the Fed
eral inheritance tax. Tax clubs were organized everywhere. 
The governors of States, induced by the selfish idea that their 
States were going to lose something, went into the clubs. They 
came here by the dozens and appeared before the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representatives asking, to 
begin with, that the tax be repealed. Many of them knew 
but very, very little about the question, as the record will show. 
They were members of tax clubs. They could not tell who 
else were members or how the clubs happened to be organized, 
but there were such things as tax clubs, and the only thing 
they did know was that they wanted to have the Federal in
heritance tax repealed. Many of them undoubtedly honestly 
believed that if we did repeal it their respective States would 
be gainers, and many of them, when their attention was called 
to what would happen if that were done, frankly admitted, in 
substance, that they did not understand it and that they had 
not before had called to their attention the 1·esults that would 
certainly follow if their requests were granted. 

While l am on the question of the farmer, I want to have 
read at the desk an editorial which takes up that phase of the 
question, an editorial printed in the Nebraska State Journal, 
a paper of the great midwest, in which attention is called 
to the interest the farmer has in this particular proposed legis
Lation. I ask that the clerk read the editorial. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read. 
The Chief Clerk read as follows : 

A MANY ANGLED ISSUE 

The Nebraska delegation to the Corn State conference will bear in 
mind, let us hope, that the equalizing of agriculture · 1s not to be 
attained by any single measure. The conference will be mainly in
terested, no doubt, in d~vices for handling the farm surplus. 

It is the export surplus that puts the farmer at the mercy of foreign 
competition. That surplus forces him to sell all his crop at the for
eign price level while our tariff laws force him to take in exchange 
for his crops goods at the higher "American" price. This is the 
farmer's worst handicap. The conference will be right in giving this 
matter its main attention. 

But this isn't all or nearly all. There are other ways of discrlmi· 
nating by law against agriculture, and one of these is in process at this 
moment. Congress is now engaged in shifting to agriculture a burden 
of Federal taxes which belongs on a stronger back. 

The repeal of the inheritance tax which the Senate Finance Com
mittee has voted ls of this effect. This tax takes for public use, on 
the death of the owner, a share of the huge estates which have- been 
built 'up in the fields of manufacturing industry and finance. Govern
ment policies have helped accumulate these estates. The agricul
tural sections of the country have been drawn upon along with the 
rest in accumulating these estates. Nothing could be fairer than a 
Federal tax on these estates. Yet Congress Is threatening to repeal 
that tax. The taxes these estates are relieved from paying wUI have 
to be paid by somebody. Since at the same time Congress is drastically 
reducing the taxes on the higher incomes, the taxes thus removed 
from industrial shoulders will be shifted largely to agriculture through 
the heavy indirect taxes which agriculture pays. 

With the nonagricultural districts dellriously prosperous and agri
culture notably depressed, Congress moves to lift taxes from the 
stronger and lay them upon the weaker. Congress does not realize, 
perhaps, that it is doing this. It has been so long the habit of Wash
ington to legislate from the viewpoint of industrial and financial in
terests that it may not know there are other interests to think of. 
The West Itself bas too long consented to be ignored. If the coming 
Corn State con!erence is to speak in spirit and in truth for the bnsi· 
ness interests subsidiary to agriculture, it will give Congress n jarring 
reminder of its oversight. Not only in measures for handling the 
farm surplus but in the pending antlagricultural tax legislation is 
agriculture interested. 

Mr. NORRIS. I received through the mall this morning a 
criticism of something I said here, and also a criticism of what 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] said, about this bill. I 
send the letter to the desk and ask the clerk to read it. It deals 
directly with this question of the farmer and the inheritance 
tax. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WHEELER in the chair). 
The clerk will read. / 
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The Chief Clerk read as follows! 

NEW YoRK CITY, Febrttary 9, 1928. 

Ron. GEORGE W. NoRRIS. 

Dmia Sm: What do yon and Senator BORAH menn by saying that 
the tax reduction bill will not be of any benefit to the 30,000,000 living 
on our farms ? 

Do yon not know that the $100,000,000 saving to the recipients of 
great incomes wlll enable those fortunate persons to establish at least 
100 new golf courses, thus providing a use for many abandoned farms? 
Many of the former farmers will be able to get work as laborers on the 
work of constructing these courses, while their sons will get jobs as 
caddies. 

Help the farmers? Of course the farmers will get lower raHway 
freight rates, lower interest charges, and cheaper goods just as soon as 
the Mellon gang get rid of a large percentage of their taxes. 

Very truly yours, 
WHIDDEN GRAHAM. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me devote just a little time now to the 
retroactive feature of this amendment. As I stated in the be
ginning, this amendment not only repeals the inheritance tax, 
but it provides for repayments to the beneficiaries of estates 
where taxes have already bee.n collected, and if they have not 
already been collected, then the forfeiting of one-half of them. 
To my mind that proposition is so astounding, so remarkable, 
and so revolutionary, that it can not receive serious considera
tion at the hands of any legislative body with a view to passing 
it. If we adopt this amendment we will write i,nto the law an 
apology to dead men for havhlg taxed their estates when they 
died. We propose to return millions and millions of money to 
their beneficiaries. 

What excuse can we give for that provision? It was first 
put in by the Committee on Ways and Means, and there was 
such a rising storm of indignation among the membership of 
the House and over the country that the committee of its own 
accolld took the provision out. In other words, we say to 
these large estates, "We are going to forgi-ve you the money 
that yo~ now owe." It is just the same, in legal effect, as 
though m our appropriation bills we provided for direct ap
propriations to these estates of millions and millions of dollars. 

I have here a partial list of estates which would be affected 
by this. I will put the entire list into the RECORD, but I will 
read just a few of them, giving the name of the decedent in 
each case. 

Frank E. Anderson, over $5,000,000; Frederick F . .A.yer, over 
$10,000,000; Anne H. Benjamin, over $15,000,000; Norman 
Bridge, $5,000,000; William A. Clark, $~000,000; Mai Rogers 
Coe, $16,000,000; another one .of $9,000,000; James B. Duke, 
$75,000,000. All these are to get the money back. 

Mr. BORAH. They did not pay $75,000,000, did they? 
Mr. NORRIS. No; but they are taxed on that amount under 

the present law, and they will get back one-half of what they 
paid under this amendment we are to vote on at 4 o'clock. 

I ask that this list be printed in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed 

In the RECORD, as follows : 
Partial list of estates uceeding $5,000,000 ta.J:able under the act of 192i 

Estate or-

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President--

Amount Died 

$5, 7'rl, 736. 48 Dec. 15, 192-i 
10, 463,973.68 June 9,1924 
15, 448,975. 12 Sept. 8, 1924 
5, 093,387.72 Jan. 10, 1925 

41. 000, 000. 00 Mar. 2, 1925 
16,238,000.00 Dec. 28,1924 
9, 003,432.88 June 25,1924 

75,000,000.00 Oct. 10,1925 
6, 338, 377. 16 Aug. 29, 1924 

11,753,820.84 July 17, 1924 
10, 844, 986. 44 Sept. 28, 1924 
22, 163,687.13 Sept. 16,1924 
6, 682, 375. 53 Sept. 4, 1924 
9, 523, 223. M Aug. 24, 1924 

19, 550, 000. 00 Aug. 19, 1925 
6, 857,750. 24 Feb. 6, 11!25 
6, 933,702.18 Sept, 26,1924 
8, 453, 973. 83 Oct. 23, 1924 
6, 188, 167. 87 Oct. 2, 1924 
7, 879,224.24 June 28,1924 
5, 321, 004. 45 Oct. 15, 1924 
5, 794, 303. 81 Feb. 2, 1925 

13, 'rl4, 638. 45 June 7, 1925 
59,738,852.80 Nov. -,1925 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne
braska yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator is entirely mistaken in saying 
that these taxes have been paid. As a matter of fact if he 
will inquire of the actuary, he will discover that a very small 
part of these- taxes have been paid. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is what I said, that they are not all 
pa1d; but they are all due. It is all an asset of the Govern
ment. If a man owes the Government a million dollars which 
he has to pay within the next year or so, and which belongs 
to the Go!ernment, which is one of the assets of the Treasury 
of the Umted States, I do not know that there is much differ
ence between giving him back his note-for it is the equivalent 
of his giving a note-and appropriating that much money out 
of the Treasury, because that is what it would mean. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I know the Senator does not wish to mis
state the amendment, and I do not think he quite understands 
it. The amendment to which he refers applies to the act of 
1924. The act of 1921 provided for a 25 per cent maximum. 
The act of 1924 provided for a 40 per cent maximum. The 
bill, as it passed the House, provides for a 20 per cent maxi
mum. The Finance Committee proposes to put into operation 
during the life of the act of 1924, the 1921 rates. ' 

1\lr. NORRIS. I lmderstand. There i& no dispute about 
the facts. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I thought the Senator probably did not 
have that quite accurately in his mind. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not misunderstand it. 
Mr. SIMMONS. I wish to say to the Senator that, so far 

as these estates to which he refers are concerned, there are but 
few, I am advised, the taxes of which have already been paid. 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well. 
Mr. SIMMONS. It is expected that the Government will 

collect under the provisions of the pending bill about $430,-
000,000 or $440,000,000. I do not remember the exact amount, 
but nearly all of it will be paid hereafter. 

The Senator referred to the Duke estate. The Senator said 
the Duke estate would pay $75,000,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I did not say that. I did not say the 
Duke estate would pay $75,000,000. I answered a question of 
the Senator from Idaho by saying that the amount of the 
estate was $75,000,000. 

1\fr. SIMMONS. Probably that is correct. But the amount 
that the Duke estate would pay to the Federal Government, 
as· I understand from the executors, of whom I inquired, 
would be about $15,000,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. And with the pending amendment In the 
law it would be about $7,500,000. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Oh, no, Senator. Under this amendment 
it would be about $15,000,000, as I understand it. 

Mr. NORRIS. '.rhat the estate would still have to pay? 
Mr. Sli\HIOKS. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. How much would the estate pay if we did 

not have the amendment in the law? 
1\Ir. SIMMONS. It would pay the difference between 25 

per cent and 40 per cent. 
1\Ir. NORRIS. Can the Senator give it to us in dollars? 
1\lf. SIMMONS. No; I can not. 
Mr .. NORRIS. In other words, under the law as it existed 

when Mr .. ;Duke died the estate was taxed at a ma.xlmum of 
40 per cent? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. 
Mr: NORRIS . . Under the committee amendment the Sen

ator said that the Duke estate would only pay 25 per cent. 
Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. That is all right. I think we understand the 

facts. 
Mr. SIMMONS. I am not sure whether the figure which I 

gave ~pplies to the 40 per cent rate or the 25 per cent rate. 
That 1s what I was told the Duke estate would pay. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think it would be under the 40 per rent 
rate. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I am inclined after reflection to thlnk it is 
th~ 40 per cent rate. The . Duke estate will also pay, I think 
it 1s~ ~bout $3,500,000 to the seven States in which 1\Ir. Duke 
had his property. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 
Mr. BORAH. That is the aggregate tlley would get under 

the 40 per cent rate. 
Mr. NORRIS. There is no dispute about the facts. Now I 

want to ask the Senator from Nortl1 Carolina a question 
Under the will of Mr. Duke, as I understand it there is ~ 
Methodist college in Nor_th Carolina that gets the' residue r 

Mr. SIMMONS. No; the Senator is mistaken. 
Mr. NORRIS. What is that provision? 
Mr. SIMMONS. Tlle Methodist college of which l1e speaks 

Is what is now known as the Duke University. 
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Mr. NORRIS. All right, Duke University. That is a Meth

odist institution, is it not? 
Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; that Is a Methodist institution, 
Mr. NORRIS. That is the reason why I called it a Metho

dist college. 
Mr. SIDMONS. But Duke University does not get all of it. 

That institution gets only a part of it. 
Mr. NORRIS. I understand that. 
Mr. SIMMONS. That institution gets only about 10 per 

cent of it. 
Mr. NORRIS. The Senator must let me ask my question. 

Be is not answering my question. 
1\Ir. SIMMONS. I am trying to do so. 
1\Ir. NORRIS. I want to have the Senator tell me how much 

more Duke University, if he prefers to call it that, would get 
if the amendment of the committee is agreed to than it would 
get if the committee amendment were rejected? 

Mr. SIMMONS. My understanding is that the Duke Founda
tion fund would get about $3,000,000 or between $3,000,000 
and $4,000,000. The university would get something like 10 
per cent of that amount. Will the Senator permit me to 
explain that? 

Mr. NORRIS. All right. 
Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator said that this bequest is for 

a college. It is for an institution that was a college and is 
now a university. 

Mr. NORRIS. It had to change its name because of a 
provision in Duke's will, did it not? 

Mr. SIMMONS. No. Mr. Duke, during his lifetime, estab
lished an endowment fund of about $40,000,000. A good part 
of tllat fund went to a university into which Trinity College 
was converted-not all of it, but a good part of it. In Mr. 
Duke's will be provided that after all of his taxes were' paid, 
Federal and State, the residue of his estate should go one
third to his daughter and two-thirds to the Duke endow
ment fund, and that 10 per cent of that endowment fund, 
as I remember it, should go to Duke Univer ity. A part of 
the balance of the· endowment fund goes to the establishment 
in North Carolina and South Carolina of a great hospital. 
Another part of it goes to the establishment in various sec
tions of those two States of hospitals or is to be· distributed 
for the purpose of maintaining beds in hospitals for the sick. 
It is estimated that the fund will provide for 25,000 sick 
people at all times. Another part of that fund goes to super
annuated ministers of all denominations, as I recall it. 

:Mr. NORRIS. And the whole fund as a matter of fact, if 
the committee amendment is agreed to, will go to the benefit 
of superannuated millionaires. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I, of course, do not understand the Sena
tor's observation. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would like to have the Senator answer 
my question. How much more money would go to this college 
in dollars and cents if the amendment is agreed to than would 
go to it if the amendment were defeated? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I have answered the Senator--
?lir. NORRIS. The Senator bas not told the amount. • 
Mr. SIMMONS. I have Rnswered the Senator that it wa3 

estimated, as I understood it, that the saving to the founda
tion fund by the adoption of the amendment would be between 
$3,000,000 and $4,000,000, and Duke University would get about 
10 per cent of that fund. It is a matter of simple mathemati
cal calculation. The balance of the fund goes to hospitaliza
tion for the sick and to superannuated and indigent ministers · 
of the gospel. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
whether that provision likewise is restricted to North Caro
lina? 

Mr. SUIMONS. No; 1t is restricted to North Carolina and 
South Carolina. 

Mr. W ALSB. To North Carolina and South Carolina? 
Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; and if there is an additional fund or 

a surplus fund, it goes to any other State in which the directors 
of the foundation may see fit to send it. 

Mr. WALSH. It is specifically provided that it shall go to 
the benefit of tho e classes in those two States? 

Mr. SIMl\IONS. Primarily; yes. 
Mr. WALSH. And in any other States where the directors 

may see fit to send it? 
Mr. SIMMONS. If there is a surplus. 
Mr. W ALSII. So the fund is increased by something like 

$3,000,000 if the amendment is agreed to? 
Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. 
Mr. ·wALSH. And 10 per cent of it goes to the university? 
Mr. SIM).[ONS. That arises in this way, if the Senator 

from Nebraska will pardon me the further interruption. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to take all of the time up to 
4 o'clock, however. I hope the Senator will not consume it all, 
because it will be charged to me. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Under all the laws we have enacted we 
have exempted from this tax bequests or donations to charity, 
education, and similar purposes. The burden of the whole 
tax upon the Duke estate is thrown upon the fund that is 
given to charity. The reduction of the rate to 25 per cent 
from 40 per cent would relieve this charitable fund of that 
much of the tax that it otherwise would have to pay. 

Mr. NORRIS. Now, Mr. President, I would like to proceed. 
However, let me first ask the Senator whether this educational 
institution is not the Senator's alma mater? 

1\Ir. SIMMONS. Yes; and likewise my colleague's. 
Mr. NORRIS. I want to proceed just a little while now. 
Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator desires to make a per onal 

matter of this-
Mr. NORRIS. Ob, no ; not unless the Senator from North 

Carolina wants to do so. 
Mr. SIMMONS. I have not since my entrance into the 

Senate indulged in accusations with reference to personal 
motives. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no. There is nothing personal in it with 
me, I will say to the Senator. He will find that out as I pro
ceed. I have no feeling whatever about it 

~fr. LENROOT. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator 
that the Duke estate was $75,000,000, and the adoption of the 
Senate amendment will save the estate, or the beneficiaries of 
the estate, $10,000,000 in round numbers. 

Mr. NORRIS. Did the Senator make a calculation as to 
how much the college gets? 

Mr. LENROOT. If they are to have two-thirds, it would be 
about $6,000,000 to the foundation and 10 per cent of that to 
the college. 

1\lr. NORRIS. That would be $600,000. 
Mr. SIMMONS. The Duke Foundation has to pay all o~the 

taxes of the estate. 
Mr. LENROOT. I did not understand that. 
Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. It even has to pay the taxes upon 

the one-third that is given to the daughter. 
Mr. LEl~ROOT. Then the Duke Foundation will save the 

full 10,000,000. 
_Mr. NORRIS. It will save the full amount. The Duke 

Foundation will save $10,000,000. 
Mr. SIMMONS. If the amendment is agreed to; it will pay 

25.per cent instead of 40 per cent tax. 
Mr. LlDNROOT. Assuming that $75,000,000 is the amount of 

the estate, the 40 per cent would apply to $65,000,000, which 
would be $26,000,000. On the 25 per cent rate it would be 
$16,000,000. 

Mr. SIMMONS. But the Senator does not take into consid
eration, does he, that of the bequest to the Duke Foundation 
one-half is given to charity? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I did not know about that. 
Mr. SIMMONS. And it has to pay no tax at all. 
Mr. LENROOT. That is something I did not take into con

sideration. 
Mr. SIMMONS. A large proportion of the $75,000,000 goes 

to charity and under the laws of the United States, which ap
plied to Mr. Duke as they apply to everybody who gives to 
charity, that sum does not have to pay any tax at all. 

Mr. LENROOT. I want to be fair. I did not take that into 
consideration at all. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The executors are persons of very high 
standing. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no doubt of that. 
Mr. SIMMONS. One of them is Mrs. Duke herself and the 

other two are leading business men. Both of them came origi
nally from my State. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is a good recommendation for them. 
Mr. SIMMONS. They have told me that they made the cal

culation, and that is what the amount will be. 
Mr. NORRIS. I am willing to concede they are perfectly 

honest, perfectly religious, perfectly moral, perfectly conscien
tious. I am making no charge agai,nst anybody, but the bare 
fact comes back to us that we are going to legislate here to for
give a tax against the Duke estate, and in round numbers sev
eral hundred thousand dollars of that benefit will go to the 
college. A couple of millions of it at least will go to the Duke 
Foundation, and will go there just exactly the same as though 
we made the direct appropriation from the Treasury of the 
United States. It is our money. It belongs to the Gover.nment 
of the United States whether it has. been actually paid or not. 
If it bas been paid, we are going to- give it back. If it has not 
been paid, we are going to forgive the debt. / 
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1\Ir. SIMMONS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne

braska yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 
Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. SilG\IONS. I think the Senator is doing an lpjustice. 

The Senator does not mean to state that the Dul{e estate is the 
only estate in the country that will get the benefit of this reduc
tion? Besides, I remind the Senator that we have always 
exempted from this estate tax bequests to charity, education, 
and the like. How unjust appears therefore the Senator's 
strictures on this effort to relieve the charitable a,nd educa
tional bequests of Mr. Duke of a part of the highly excessive 
rates of the 1924 act, which were never .before imposed and 
probably will never again be imposed. The Senator talks about 
the partial relief of the Duke bequests as if the Duke estate 
were the only estate to be affected. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have not said anything of that kind. 
Mr. SIMMONS. It is not alone the Duke estate that will get 

the benefit of the reduction. 
Mr. NORRIS. I have not said anything of the kind. In 

fact, I was reading a list of estates, and when I got to the 
Duke estate the Senator interrupted me, and I have not been 
able to get any further from that time to this because he insists 
on talking about the Duke estate, and I am perfectly willing 
to talk about it, too. 

:Mr. SIMMONS. I interrupted the Senator because the Sena
tor had made, as I thought, a misstatement about the amend
ment and bad made a misstatement about the amount of taxes 
the Duke estate would pay. I understood him to say the 
amount the Duke estate would have to pay would be $75,000,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I did not say that. It only took a mo
ment to correct that statement. 

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator will pardon me further-
Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I will let the Senator go on. If I make 

a misstatement I want to be corrected, but it is not anything 
for the Senator to say, " Ob, there are other estates." Of 
course there are. If I could use all the time between now and 
4 o'clock, when we are to vote, I could tell about a lot of others. 

1\fr. SIMMONS. I thought that the Senator was trying to 
make it appear that I am favoring the amendment because of 
tl1e Duke estate. 

Mr. NORRIS. No. 
Mr. Sil\11\IONS. I favor it on just the same principle that 

actuates me when I contend that when we make a reduction 
in the income tax for 1926 we ought to give the taxpayer the 
benefit of it on his income for 1925, the return :for which he 
will shortly make. 

There is no reason on earth why the charitable and educa
tional bequests of Mr. Duke, who happened to die within the 
period between 1924 and 1926, should be compelled, as would 
be the case under the rates of the 1924 act, to pay a rate of 
Federal taxation higher than any ever paid before by any 
estate, and higher also, most probably, than any estate will 
ever pay hereafter within the lifetime of those who are now 
writing the Nation's laws. 

The Senator does not seem to realize that we went to the 
very peak of taxation ln the act of 1924; we went to 40 per 
cent. The House of Representatives is now proposing to cut 
that rate down to 25 per cent, and, Mr. President, I can not 
ee why, under the practice which we have heretofore pur

sued with reference to these matters, we should not give the 
estate of decedents dying during that period some benefit of 
this reduction. . 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no objection ·to the Senator making 
the argument-that is a speech he has a right to make-but 
in all due courtesy he ought not to try to make it while I 
have the floor and have his time charged to me. I do not 
want to keep the floor until 4 o'clock, but the Senator will 
compel me to do it, because he insists on doing all the talking 
while I have the floor. I have not charged anybody with bad 
faith, and there would be no suspicion of bad faith unless 
Senators protest too much. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I thought the Senator was 
trying to put nie in a position of favoring this reduction on 
account of its effect upon the Duke estate, when the fact is 
I favor it on principle. Of course, the fact that the reduction 
will give a measure of relief to the charitable and educational 
bequests of Mr. Duke is welcome to me, for the reason that 
I know it is just and fair that such relief should be given. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, I acquit the Senator entirely of 
any motive that is wrong as to the amendment which is here. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I will not interrupt the Senator any further. 
Mr. NORRIS. But the fact comes home to us, neverthe

less, that this ls what is taking place right here, and nobody 
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can dispute it. If the Senator bad not interrupted me, I 
would have read the list of many other millionaires ; but he 
has taken up so much of my time that I am going to print the 
list in the RECORD without reading any further, and shall 
devote a little time, since the Senator has put such emphasis 
on it, to the Duke estate and talk about it a little, which 
I did not intend to do. I take it as a sample. I do not know 
how many others are in the same category. 

Here is a college, the Senator's alma ma-ter, down in North 
Carolina, which, if this amendment be adopted, is going to 
get several hundred thousand dollars of public funds, just 
the same as though we appropriated the money directly. Here 
is a coalition, a great big steam roller, that is putting this bill 
over ; a coalition between Democrats and Republicans. We 
find under the bill that one of the great institutions, a :\Ietho
dist institution this time, is going to benefit several hundred 
thousand dollars by an amendment, should it be adopted, which 
nobody has debated very much, and which many Members of 
the Senate do not now know has the effect I have indicated. 

What right have we to appropriate money out of the public 
funds, several hundred thqusand dollars, for a Methodist col
lege down in North Oarolina, even though 1t be the alma mater 
of the very able and eloquent Senator from North Carolina? 
What kind of a combination do we have here between the 
Republican leader and the Democratic leader to turn this 
money over to a l\Iethodist institution? Why are we so par
tial to the Methodists? What is the rea on why we stop at 
the Methodist colleges, if we are going to give public money to 
such institutions? How is it that the leaders of the coalition 
are confining the benefits of this particular legislation, that 
nobody seems to understand, to Methodists? Why do they 
leave the Mormons out? Why did not the Mormon Church 
get something? Can we conceive of the Republican coalitionist 
agreeing that the Democratic coalitionist should get this much 
for a Methodist college in the South and that there should not 
be at some time another agreement of equal right that would 
let the other church get something, too? 

Of course, there is not any doubt but that it will give great 
satisfaction to the Methodists. I have no doubt that this 
Methodist college will soon be conferring honorary degrees 
upon these leading coalitionists; we shall have honorary de
grees conferred upon the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Snn.roNs] and the Senator from Utah [1\Ir. SuooT]. What 
kind of a degree will that college give those Senators? I 
think it will be H D. R. D. c.," which translated into plain 
English means "Doctor Republican-Democratic Coalition." 

Why is it that we are going to take this money-it is just 
the same as taking money out of the Federal Treasury-to help 
out a college under the guise of giving something to a dead 
man? 

What about the Presbyterians? And, Mr. President, how 
about the Catholics? While the Methodists are enabled to 
stick their hands into the big pocket of Uncle Sam, are you not 
going to let the Catholics put their fingers into his vest 
pocket, at least? And, then, where does the Ku-Klux Klan 
come in? If that great organization 1.3 founded upon the high 
principle that they do not want any religious institution to 
be mixed in the affairs of the Government, why are they not 
now at work here with their propaganda against the Meth
odists? 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. OVERMAN. The Duke foundation fund is not entirely 

for Methodist institutions; it is also for Presbyterian institu
tions and some colored colleges and orphan asylums. Under 
the residuary clause a i-Ortion of this fund is given not to any 
particular denomination, but is given to hospitals throughout 
North Carolina and South Cru·olina. 

1\fr. NORRIS. The Senator is talking about one thing and 
I am talking about another. I am talking about the three 
or four hundred thousand dollars that go to this college. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Which college? 
Mr. NORRIS. That Methodist college, the alma mater of the 

Senator. He knows what it L~. 
Mr. OVERMAN. They get a considerable sum--
1\lr. NORRIS. That is what I am talking about. 
Mr. OVERl\lAN. The Senator said he was talking about 

the Methodists, and I say the Presbyterians get some of it. 
Mr. NORRIS. I have been told by the Senator's colleague 

that this was a Methodist institution. 
Mr. OVERMAN. It is a Methodist institution. 
Mr. NORRIS. Very well; then, I am right. 
Mr. OVERMAN. The Senator is right so far, but when he 

says that the Methodists get it all, that is not eouect. 
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Mr. NORRIS. They get all that goes to their college. 
1\Ir. OVERMAN. They get what goes to the particular col-

lege in question. · 
Mr. NORRIS. That is what I am talking about. 
Mr. OVERMAN. But other colleges get some of it The 

Senator would have the Senate understand that the Metho
dists get it all. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not say that they got it all or any
thing of the kind. 

1\fr. OVERMAN. That is what I understood the Senator 
to say. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator did not correctly understand 
me; but what the Methodist college will get will,. amount to 
several hundred thousand dollars ; and they are getting what 
is equivalent to a direct appropriation from the Federal Treas
ury. That is what I am protesting against; and I protest 
against the exemption of these great estates from taxation 
after the owner of the estate is dead. Nobody questions the 
law under which a tax becomes due on that estate, but one 
of the Senators from North Oarolina defends it on the ground 
that the law enacted prior to the bill now pending taxed at a 
less per cent, and, therefore, we ought to reduce it further. 
If that theory of government is b·ue, then we must pay back 
all those who paid income taxes under a higher bracket 
than they are going to pay under the brackets provided 1n 
this bill, and make it retroactive. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield fur
ther? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 
Mr. OVERMAN. My idea and information as to the fund of 

which the Senator is talking, and concerning which he says 
the Federal Government would lose if the tax upon inherit
ance should be repealed, is that it goes, in considerable part, 
to maintain free beds in the hospitals of the two States I have 
mentioned, and that without regard to denomination. · 

Mr. NORRIS. Before I got into it this far, the Senator's 
colleague explained what it was, and I took his explanation. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I beg the Senator's pardon. 
Mr. NORRIS. That explanation did not quite agree with 

the explanation of the junior Senator from North Carolina. 
This Methodist college---call 1t by any other name, if you 
desire--gets some of this money, and it gets money that it 
would not get from the Federal Treasury if we would refuse 
to ap-prove the amendment that is now pending before the 
Senate. Every dollar that it gets comes from the Treasury 
of the United States, and if we are going to establish the prece-
dent here of paying money out of the Federal Treasury to one 
institution of this kind, then there will be others, and there 
ought to be others, coming along to get their share. 

Who made the Duke estate, llfr. President? Was it made 
by Methodists? Everyone who ever smoked tobacco helped to 
contribute something to that immense fortune, whether he 
lived in New Jersey or North Carolina; residence makes no 
difference. The society girl who smoked her cigarette made 
a contribution, and the laborer in San Francisco working 1n 
the sewer trench smoking his cob pipe had his little tribute 
levied, and paid it into the Duke estate. Perhaps he was a 
Catholic. Would it be right to take money from him to pay it 
into a Methodist institution without his consent? There are 
millions of men like him all over the United States who have 
been smoking "Duke's Mixture" ever since· there has been 
a " Duke's Mixture," and every one of them has paid some
thing to this estate. We would get back some of it under the 
law which we enacted, providing for an inheritance tax, in 
which every one of the contributors had an interest wherever 
be lived, but now we propose by this amendment to forgive 
the t~ altQgether. It will mean giving back to the Duke 
estate millions of dollars, and not only to the Duke estate but 
to other estates) amounting in the aggregate to many times the 
Duke estate. Are we going to do it? Oan we )ustlfy our 
course? How many Senators know that that is in this bill? 
How many Senators who are going back for reelection, when 
they are confronted with the question, "You took money out 
of the Federal Treasury and paid it to a North Carolina 
college," will deny it? 

Now, consider it from the other standpoint, according to 
the purpose to which the residue of the fortuna is going to be 
devoted. It is said that it is going to be used to provide beds 
for sick people. If that is true, I suppose if I can make a 
showing when I come to pay my taxes that I have equipped 
some beds for poor people in the hospitals l will not be 
charged any taxi that I will have my tax forgiven. If I am 
a millionaire, and have enough money, and die, I presume the 
next Congress will come along and say, "Forgive the inherit
ance tax in this man's case, because, under his will, the money 

is going to charity; 1t is going to educational institutions; it 
is going to the alma mater of some Senator." 

This is only au entering wedge. If you will give public 
money to a Methodist institution at this time you will give it 
to a Morman institution the next time and a Catholic institu
tion the next time; you will go on and on. The law will say, 
"All we ask is that they leave the money to hospitals or leave 
it to schools or use it for charity." They would all be willing 
to do it, and they would all do it in good faith, I have no 
doubt. 

But, Mr. President, we are dealing not with our money; we 
are dealing here with the money of the American taxpayer ; 
we are dealing with their money in the case of the Duke estate 
to which they contributed all over this land, and we ought t~ 
regard it as a sacred trust. We have no right to give it to a 
Methodist institution or to any other institution. It was col
lected, if it has been collected, according to a law that nobody 
questions, and because now we are going to say, "Why, that 
law is higher in rate than the law we are going to enact," we 
are going to make it retroactive, so they will not ha-re to pay 
so much! 

Mr. President, I presume this steam roller is going to go on 
over us, and we are going to re~al the inheritance tax. These 
coalition fellows are modest. ~hey are too modest. If they 
are going to give back money that has been collected in taxes 
from millionaires' estates because the rate when they hap
pened to die was high-er than at some other time in history, 
then why should we not say, "After this law is passed there 
wlU be no inheritance tax"? And I suppose, ... to be logical, 
when the next tax bill comes in they will return all the money 
and say, " Why, that is only fair, because the fellow who died 
in one year had to pay a tax, but if he had just lived a little 
longer and died the next year he would not have had to pay 
any, therefore we will give it back." That is the theory, that 
we taxed them too high this year. The Duke estate, contrib
uted by mllllons of American citizens, was taxed too high. 
The estates of these other people were taxed too high. What 
about the thousands of other people who were taxed in that 
other tax law? 'Ve are reducing the taxes on everybody else. 
Why do we not say in this law, "Let us make it retroactive 
and return the taxes that everybody paid, or a percentage of 
it, so as to put them~on an equality?" 

Mr. President, I wonder how long the American people are 
goin~ to submit to laws of this kind. I wonder how long it 
is gomg to be before the American conscience will begin to be 

. shocked. I wonder how long it is going to be before they will 
realize that big business is in the saddle in this country and 
that !t is making demands of Congress and of everybody else 
to relieve itself of its just and fair share of taxation and 
that Congress is obeying the mandate; and the people' seem 
to think it is a good thing to do. It seems to be popular now. 
It seems to be popular to do anything that the millionaire 
wants to have done; and that runs from the President clear 
down to the janitor, including the legislative branch of the 
Government. 

I give it as my judgment that the AmeriCf:ln people have no 
idea what is included in this amendment; and, although they 
may remain silent and never say a word, their consciences will 
be shocked if they ever find it out. They may never find it 
out. I do not know, because what I say will not reach them. 
The coalition between the two great political parties will pre
vent it from being spread, and they may never know it; but 
if they ever do find out the governmental sin, as I regard it, 
that is contained in this amendment, they will rise up in holy 
wrath and render judgment against any man who participates 
in it. 

Here 1s another estate of Henry Adams, over $5,000,000; 
another one of Gardner, over $11,000,000; another one of 
Hostetter, over $10,000,000; Huntington, $22,000,000; Johnson, 
$6,000,000; Lowder, $9,000,000; Lawson, $19,000,000; Morgan, 
$6,000,000; Preston, $6,000,000; Sage, $8,000,000 ; Slocum, $6,-
000,000; Spreckels, $7,000,000. These estates are always more 
than the round sums ; I .am not giving the full figures. Here 
is the esta~e of Towne, over $5,000,000; Wellington, over $5,-
000,000; Wmthrop, over $13,000,000; Woolworth, over $59,000,-
000, contributed by men and women and children who made 
10-cent purchases, contributed by the poor of this country, 
contributed, as a rule, by those who are striving to make 
both ends meet; and then, after they with their small con
tributions had enabled this woman to obtain a net estate of 
$59,738,852.30, we are going to forgive the tax t 

My God! Who paid that money, after all? It came from 
God's poor:. It came from the homes and the firesides of those 
who toll and those who labor ; and we propose to permit this 
estate to reach lts heavy hand into Uncle Sap1's pocket and 

• 

I 
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draw out mllllons ned millions of money that they owed under 
the law, that it is conceded that they owed under the law. 
W'hat excuse can be given for it, Mr. President? 

Forget the Duke estate if you want to. That is only an 
illustration, upon which I talked much more than I intended 
to, and much more than I would have if it had not been for 
the interruptions. There seemed to be a sore spot when I 
mentioned the Duke estate. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I want the Senator to be 
fair, as he generally is. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is just what I am trying to be. 
Mr. OVERMAN. The Senator has made statements that I 

do not think are accurate. -
Mr. NORRIS. All right; let the Senator point out any of 

them. 
Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. Duke had not a dollar of stock in the 

American Tobacco Co., as I am informed, the so-called Tobacco 
':Prust. The Senator has just stated that he got his money out 
of the poor. IDs estate shows that he had not a dollar of 
stock in that company. 

Jllr. NORRIS. Where did he get his money? 
Mr. OVERMAN. Why, he was a great pioneer in industrial 

development, the greatest in this country. lie began it years 
ago and made his money in that way, and made it out of the 
people of North Carolina. · 

Mr. NORRIS. Did he ever deal in tobacco? 
Mr. OVERMAN. He did in the past. 
Mr. NORRIS. Why, of course. It is "Duke's Mixture." I 

have bought it many and many a. time. I have contributed 
something to that fortune myself. 

Mr. OVERMAN. No doubt the Senator has; but I say he 
eold out, and he did not own a dollar of it at the time of his 
death. 

Mr. NORRIS. All right; he sold out, but that is where he 
got his start. 

1\Ir. OVERMAN. He has given it all to charity. 
Mr. NORRIS. All right; he has given 1t all to charity, and 

he had to pay some taxes, and you are paying that money 
back in order that it may be given to charity or to educational 
institutions. 

Mr. OVERMAN. He has paid his taxes. 
Mr. NORRIS. Why, of course he has, nnd here is a place 

where his estate owes some taxes that you are not going to 
collect when you pass this bill with this amendment in it. 

Mr. OVERMAN. All the taxes in this bill are mad~retro
active, not simply this Duke estate tax; but the Senator is 
singling that out. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no; I have not singled out this estate. 
The Senators from North Carolina protest too much about 
Mr. Duke. I classed him here with a whole list of estates. 
They are all on the same basis. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I do not like to hear a man denounced 
upon this floor because he has given about $80,000,000 to the 
different churches and hospitals in my State. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not either, and I have not denounced 
blm. I have not heard anybody denounced yet. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Every poor man in the State of North 
Carolina will have a free bed in a hospital under Mr. Duke's 
will. 

Mr. NORRIS. Exactly; and the fellow out in San Francisco 
who is smoking a cob pipe contributed to it, and you are pro
posing to take out of the funds of the Treasury of the United 
States the money to make it good. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. No, Mr. President; they smoke meer
scha urns there. 

l\1r. NORRIS. The Senator from California, of course, is 
a different kind of a laborer ; but he has to smoke tobacco in 
his meerschaum, does he not? I never heard of Duke making 
pipes. I just used that as an· illustration of the way people 
smoke tobacco. Some of them can not buy anything but a cob 
pipe; but the Senator, if he smokes a meerschaum, has con
tributed, to the extent of the tobacco he smokes, his share 
to it. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, as a matter of hJs. 
tori cal importance, I wish to say that I do not smoke a pipe, 
and I have almost quit smoking cigars. I smoke only one at 
a time. 

lfr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator suffer an 
interruption? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne· 
braska yield to the Senator from Montana? 

1\Ir. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. WALSH. The people of my State have guarded against 

just such legislation as this denounced by the Senator from 
Nebraska by a provision in their constitution, as follows: 

No obligation or llah111ty -of any person, 8.SS9Clatton, or -corporation, 
held or owned by the State, or any municipal corpor~tlon therein, 
shall ever be exchanged, transferred, remitted, released, or postponed 
or in any way diminished by the legislative assembly; nor shall such 
liability or obligation be extinguished, except by the payment thereof 
into the proper treasury. 

• 
Mr. NORRIS. I thank the Senator. If we had that kind ot 

a provision in the Federal Constitution this amendment could 
not become law. 

I want to say just a word now to my friend from North Caro· 
lina who recently interrupted me. I have not denounced llr. 
Duke. I have not said a word against Jllr. Duke. The Sen
ator has just said that I was denouncing l\Ir. · Duke. I have 
not denounced a single one of these millionaires. I wish I 
were a millionaire myself. I have not anything against Mr. 
Duke· but I do not want Mr. Duke's estate to get some money 
that f think belongs to the Federal Treasury. I am just as 
jealous about any of these other estates as I am about :ur. 
Duke's. I have not denounced any of them. The men \oho 
accumulated them are all dead; and I am willing to admit 
that every one of them IS a saint now and that they have worn 
out a dozen harps apiece in the presence of St. Peter. I find 
no fault with them. There ought to be, however, some way in 
which we could communicate with the souls in eternity and 
let these dear millionaires know that while we did not do it 
until after they were dead, we have put an apology into the 
law taxing them and their estates. They may never find it out. 

I do not think the Senator from North Carolina is justified 
in alleging here that I am denouncing Mr. Duke or denouncing 
anybody else. That is furthest from my intention. 

Mr. OVERi\1AN. Mr. President, I want to say for the Sen
ator from Nebraska that I have always said that he is one of 
the fairest men on this floor and would not take an advantage, 
but it seems to me he has done so in this case. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know where I have taken an ad· 
vantage. 

Mr. OVERMAN. When the Senator was talking about some 
money l\Ir. Duke made out of tobacco. 

Mr. NORRIS. I spoke of that; but he made it properly. 
Mr. OVERMAN. Did he not make it honestly? 
Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 
1\Ir. OVERMAN. That is all right, then. 
Mr. NORRIS. Certainly he made it honestly. Where did I 

say anything that intimated that he had made a dollar of it 
dishonestly? 

Mr. OVERMAN. The Senator did not s~y "dishonestly," but 
he has been arguing--

Mr. NORRIS. I never said anything that anybody could con
strue, it seems to me, into such an intimation. It was a per
fectly honest way of making money, so far as I know. He 
might have been honest or dishonest; I do not know anything 
about it. I am assuming that he was honest. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President--
Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from New York. 
Mr. COPI!lLAl'>H). Does not the Senator think that it really 

is a pity to wait until a man dies to take from him large sums 
of money which might be used in the support of the Govern
ment? 

I frankly say to the Senator that I never have been able to 
reconcile myself to the idea of the inheritance tax A man 
passes along the path of llfe--

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not want the Senator to 
make a speech on the inheritance tax at this time, because I 
want to quit. I do not want to take up all the time. I should 
be glad to listen to the Senator. 

Mr. COPELAND. I will do it.ln my own time. 
Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I should prefer that the Senator would 

do that. The Senator has not been here during all of my 
remarks, or he would have heard my ideas, at least, as to why 
an inheritance tax is the best tax 1n the world. There has 
never been anything devised that is equal to 1t; an'.l I called 
attention to a great many instances where nothing but an 
inheritance tax would reach the accumulation. It is a tax 
that never can be passed on. It is a tax which for that reason 
is very desirable. It is a tax that costs less to collect than 
any other tax in the world. It is a tax that imposes no burden 
upon anybody. 

Look at Mr. Astor, for instance, who came into an estate 
of $75,000,000, in round numbers. He had never so much as 
crooked his finger to make a dollar of that estate; but every 
man who labored, every man who built a home, every ·man 
who wrote a book, every man who did anything in the great 
city of New York, helped to make that property ·minable and 
to build up his estate. 
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When Astor died, he had lt. Such a tax could not hurt him 

He left a son and a wife, and I think his will gave the wife 
$10,000,000. If we had taken 50 per cent of the estate, that 
would have left O\er $30,000,000 to the son, if we had had that 
kind of a tax. Would such a tax have been an injury to hlm? 
It would not hurt the dead mBJl. He was beyond the reach of 
the tax gatherer. It would not hurt the man who got the 
estate because he got it for nothing. Should he not pay 
something for getting it? In reality, it was part of his income. 

Let us just take two people who go out together into the 
business life. Suppose the Senator from New York and myself, 
both O'ood men start out side by side. But I am lazy, I am 
thoucrhtless and I do not work; I do not do anything. But the 
Senatot· be~omes a great physician, and he sends his word of 
encouragement to millions of homes in the country ; he gets a 
little something for doing that, and in time he builds up a 
fortune. He dies. He gives that fortune to somebody like me, 
who never did anything. I get it for nothing, have never 
paid a tax on it, never did anything toward its accumulation. 
The Senator has had to pay his taxes, it is true, as he has 
gone on. Some other man laboring. and working, compared 
with me who does not '<\'ork, makes an income equal to the 
amount ~f money that I get from the Senator's estate He has 
to pay a tax on it. He has worked for it. He has toiled, and 
1n one year we will say, he has made $10,000. He has to 
pay an inco~e tax to the Government. But I, inheriting from 
the Senator from New York $10,000,000, do not pay a red cent. 
Is that just? Is that fair? Is there any equality in that? 

Mr COPELAND. Mr. President--
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne

braska yield to the Senator from New York? 
.Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. I do not think the Senator has put the 

case quite fairly. Suppose the charming wife of the agreeable 
Senator helped him build up his fortune. 

Mr. ~ORRIS. Very well. I will answer that. I have an
swered 1t once, but I will answer it again, and I will cut it 
short. because other Senators want to speak, and I have not yet 
gotten halfway through. 

The situation the Senator speaks of is taken care of in any 
just inheritance-tax law by a liberal exemption. I will not 
quarrel, no matter at what figure that exemption may be put 
I do not care if it is made $200,000. And let me say that while 
it is sometimes true that the wife helps build up the fortune, 1t 
is very seldom true in the case of a big fortune. I do not Irnow 
of any such case, though I suppose it would be possible. The 
wife sometimes toils and helps the husband to accumulate the 
fortune but not in instances where we find $50,000,000 or 
$6o,ooo,'ooo in the estate. It is in the little estates. where 
$10 000 or $12,000, or $25,000 would be the maximum. The 
fea~ that the poor widow is to be treated unjustly when she 
helped to build tip the estate is mostly founded on sympa· 
theti~ air. 

Consider any of the big fortunes of to-day, that of Rocke
feller, or of Ford, or of any other of the rich men. How much 
did their wives contribute to building up the great fortunes 
they have accumulated? It may be that they conb·ibuted a 
great deal, but we relieve them entirely if we giv~ t.hem a lib
eral exemption, not taxable, then on the next million or the 
next five million a very small tax, which would not hurt any
body, which could be paid with perfect ease. Nobody would ~e 
hurt. They would have more money than they could spend ~n 
a lifetime if they lived a hundred years, and they could live ill 
perfect luxury. 

As I said a while ago, some of the material I wanted to use 
I shall not be able to use without cutting somebody else's time 
short. 

Mr. OVER1riAN. Mr. Pre ident, I want to ask the Senator 
one more question. I said he was unfair, but I know the 
Senator is a fair man. I have been out of the Chamber in 
attendance on a meeting of the Committee on Appropriations, 
and I would like to know why the Senator selected a Methodist 
college from which my colleague [Mr. Sr:MMO~s] and I gradu
ated as the object of his remarks, when other greater institu
tions in this country have been the recipients of great gifts, as 
ruuch as that to Trinity College, I dare say. It looked to 
me---

Mr. NORRIS. I may say to the Senator that I was reading 
this list, and I had gotten down to the Duke estate, when im
mediately the Senator'~:; colleague interrupted me and took 
more than 35 minutes in discussing the Duke estate. So I 
ju~t laid aside the balance of the list and took him up on the 
Duke e~tate. That was only a sample. . 

:.ur. OYERllA..""'f. The Senator can see why I interrupted 
llim. It was because I have been out of the Chamber, in a 
m~eting of the Appropriations Committee. The Senator has 
always been so fair that I felt it my duti to interrupt him. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have quite a number of 
things which I intended to read, and I ask unanimous consent 
that I may have printed in the RECoRD, as part of my remarks, 
without reading, several quotations· from different economists 
and public men, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and leave is granted. 

The matter to be inserted in connection with the remarks of 
Senator NoRRIS is as follows: 

INHERITANCE T.AX 

[From the annual message of President Roosevelt to the Senate and 
House of Representatives, da.ted December 3, 1906] 

The question of taxation is difficult In any country, but it is espe
cially difficult in ours with its Federal system . of government. Some 
taxes should on every ground be levied in a small district for use in 
that district. Thus the taxation of real estate is peculiarly one for 
the immediate locality in which the real estate is found. Again, ther& 
1s no more legitimate tax for any State than a tax on the franchises 
conferred by that State upon street railroads and similar corporations 
which operate wholly within the State boundaries, sometimes In one 
and sometimes in several municipalities or other minor divisions of the 
State. But there are many kinds of taxes which can only be levied 
by the General Government so as to produce the best results, because, 
among other reasons, the attempt to Impose them In one particular 
State too often results merely in driving the corporatlon or lnd\Yidual 
afl'ected to some other locality or other State. The National Govern
ment has long derived its chief revenue from a tariff on Imports and 
from an internal or excise tax. In addition to these there is every 
reason why, when next our system of taxation ls revised, the National 
Government should impose a graduated inheritance tax, and, if possible, 
a graduated income tax . 

The man of great wealth owes a peculiar obllgatlon to the State, 
because he derives special advantages from the mere existence of gov
ernment. Not only should he recognize this obligation in the way he 
leads his daily life and in the way he earns and ·spends his money, 
but it should also be recognized by the way in which he pays for the 
protection the State gives him. On the one hand it is desirable that Jl& 
should assume his full and proper share of the bmden of taxation ; on 
the other hand it is quite as necessary that in this kind of taxation, 
where the men who vote the tax pay but little of it, there should be 
clear recognition of the danger of inaugurating any such system save 
in a spirit of entire justice and moderation. Whenever we as a people 
undertake to remodel our taxation system along the lines suggested we 
must make it clear beyond peradventure that our aim is to distribute 
the bu!den of supporting the Government more equitably than at pres· 
ent; that we intend to treat rich man and poor man on a basis ot 
absolute equality; and that we regard it as equally fatal to true dcmoc• 
racy to do or permit injustice to the one as to do or permit injustice 
to the other. 

I am well aware that such a subject as this needs long and careful 
study in order that the people may become familiar with what is 
proposed to be done, may clearly see the necessity of proceeding with 
wisdom and self-restraint, and may make up their JDlnds just how far 
they are willing to go in the matter, while only tralned legislators 
can work out the project in necessary detail. But I feel that in the 
near future our national legislators should enact a law providing for a 
graduated inheritance tax by which a steadily increasing rate of dutJ 
should be put upon all moneys or other valuables coming by glit, 
bequest, or devise to any individual or corporation. It may be well to 
make the tax heavy in proportion as the Individual benefited is remote 
of kin. In any event, in my judgment, the pt·o rata of the tax should 
increase very heavily with the increase of the amount left to any one 
individual after a certain point has been reached. It is most desirable 
to encourage thrift and ambition, and a potent source of thrift and 
ambition is the desire on the part of the breadwinner to leave his 
children well ofr. This object can be attained by making the tax very 
small on moderate amounts of property left, because the prime object 
should be to put a constantly increasing burden on the inheritance of 
those swollen fortunes which it is certainly of no benefit to this coun
try to perpetuate. 

There can be no question of the ethical propriety of the Government 
thus determining the conditions upon which any gift or lnhedtance 
should be received. Exactly how far the inheritance tax would, as an 
Incident, have the effect of limiting the transmission by devise or gift 
of the enormous fortunes in question it is not necessary at present to 
discuss. It ts wise that progress in this direction should be gradual. 
At first a permanent national inheritance tax, while it might be more 
substantial than any such tax has hitherto been, need not approrlmate, 
either in amount or in the extent of the increase by graduation, to 
what such a tax should ultlmately be. 

This species of tax has again and again been imposed, although only 
temporarily, by the National Government. It was first Imposed by the 
act of July 6, 1797, when the maket·s of the Constitution were alive 
and at the head of afl'airs. It was a. graduated tax; though small In 
amount, the rate was increasea with the amount left to any individual, 
exceptions being made in the case of certain close ldn. A similar tax 
was again Imposed b1 the act of July 1, 1862, a minimum sum or 
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$1 ,000 In personal property ~tng excepted trom taxation, the tax then 
becoming progressive according to the remoteness of kin. The war 
revenue act of June 13, 1898, provided for an inheritance tax on any 
sum exceeding the value of $10,000, the rate of the tax increasing 
both in accordance with the amounts lett and 1n accordance with the 
legatee's remoteness of kin. The Supreme Court has held that the 
succession tax Imposed at the time of the Civil War was not a direct 
tax but an impost or excise which was both constitutional and valid. 
More recently tbe court, in an opln1on delivered by Mr. lustice White, 
which contained a.n exceedingly able and elaborate discussion of the 
powers of the Congress to Impose death duties, sustained the con
stitutionality of the inheritance-tax feature of the war revenue act 
of 1898. 

[From the annual message of President Roosevelt to the Senate and 
House of Representatives dated December 8, 1907] 

When our tax laws are revised the question of an income tax and 
an inheritance tax should receive the careful attention of our legis
lators. In my judgm~t, both of these taxes should be part of our 
system of F ederal taxation. I speak ditlldently about the income 
tax because ~>ne scheme fo~ an Income tax was declared unconstitu
tional by the Supreme Court; while in addltion it ts a d11Hcult tax to 
Rdminister in its practical working, and great care would have to be 
exercised to see that it was not evaded by the very men whom 1t 
was most de frable to have taxed, for ff so evaded it would, of cour~ 
be worse than no tax at all ; as the least desirable of all taxes 1s 
the tax which bears heavUy upon the honest as compared with the 
dishonest mn.n. Nevertheless, a graduated income tax of the proper 
type would be a desirable feature of :Federal taxation, and it ls to 
be hoped that one may be devised whlch the Supreme Court will 
declare constitutional. The Inheritance tax, however, is both a far 
better method of taxation and far more Important for the purpose 
of having the fortunes of the country bear in proportion to their 
increase in size a corresponding increase and burden of taxation. 
The Government has the absolute right to decide as to the terms 
upon which a man shall receive a bequest or devise from another, and 
this point in the devolution of property ls especially appropriate for 
the imposition of a tax. Laws imposing such taxes have repeatedly 
been placed upon the national statute books and as repeatedly declared 
constitutional by the courts; and these laws contained the progressive 
principle, that 1s, after a certain amount is reached the bequest or 
gift, in life or death, 1s increasingly burdened a.nd the rat~ of taxation 
Is increased in proportion to the remoteness of blood of the man 
receiving the bequest. These principles are recognized already 1n 
the leading clvllized nations of the world. In Great Britain all the 
estates worth $:S,OOO or less are practically exempt from death duties, 
while the increase is such that when an estate exceeds $5,000,000 
in value and passes to a dlsta.nt kinsman or stranger in blood 
the Government receives all told an amount . equivale.nt to nearly 
a fifth of the whole estate. In France so much of an inheritance 
as exceeds $10,000,000 pays over a fifth to the State ff 1t passes to 
a distant relative. The German law Is specially interesting to us 
because 1t makes the inheritance tax an imperial measure, while 
allotting to the individual States of the empire a portion of the 
proceeds and permitting them to impose taxes in addition to those 
imposed by the Imperial Government. Small inherita.nces are exempt, 
but the tax is so sharply progres ive that when the inheritance is 
still not very large, provided it is not an agricultural or a forest 
land, it is taxed at the ra t e of 25 per eent if it goes to distant rela
tives. There is no reason why in the United States the National 
Government should not impose inheritance taxes in addition to those 
impo ed by the Sta tes, and when we last had an i.nheritance tax 
about one-half of the States levied such taxes concurrently with the 
National Government, . making a combined maximum rate in some 
cases as high as 26 per cent. The French law has one feature 
w1Hch is to be heiU·tlly commended. The progressive principle is 
so applied that each higher rate is imposed only on the excess 
above the amount subject to the next lower rate; so that each increase 
of rate will apply only to a certain amount above a certain maximum. 
Tbe tax should, if possible, be made to bear more heavily upon those 
residing without the country than within it. A heavy progressive 
tax upon a very large fortune is in no way such a tax upon thrift 
or industry as a like tax would be on a small fortune. No advan
tage comes either to the country as a whole or to the individuals 
inh~riting the money by permitting the transmission in their entirety 
of t he enormous fortunes which would be affected by such a tax i 
and as a.n incident to its function of revenue raising such a tax would 
help to pre erve a measurable equality of opportunity for the people of 
the generations growing to manhood. 

ROOSEVELT ON INHERITANCE TAX 

[RooseYelt's letter to Senator Lodge, from Washington Herald, January 
22, 1925] 

As you know, I believe we should have a Federal Inheritance tax, • 
almt>d only at the very large fortunes, which can .not be adequately 
reacheu by State inheritance taxes, It they are sufficiently b.iih and the 

graduation sufficiently marked. Offhand ft would seem to me that a 
tax on the net receipts of corporations would be the best way out of 
the income-tax business. 

[Letter to Senator Lodge, printed In Washington Herald January 23, 
1925] 

A heavily progressive inheritance tax-national (and heavy) only 
on really great fortunes going to single individuals-would be far 
preterabie to a national income tax. But Whether we ca.n persuade the 
people to adopt this view I don't know. 

[From the address of President Roosevelt at the laying of the corner 
stone of the office building of the House of Representatives, April 14, 
1906] 

It fa Important to this people to grapple with the problems con
nected with the amassing of enormous fortunes, and the use of those 
fortunes, both corporate and individual, in business. We should dis
criminate in the sharpest way between for tunes well won and fortunes 
1ll won 1 between those gained as a.n incident to performing great 
services to the community as a whole, and those gained in evil fashion 
by keeping just within the limits of mere law honesty. Of course, no 
amount of charity in spending such fortunes in any way compensates 
for misconduct in making them. As a matter of personal conviction 
and without pretending to discuss the details or formulate the system, 
I feel that we shall ultimately have to consider the adoption of some 
such scheme as that of a progressive tax on all fortunes ~yond a cer
tain amount, either given in life or devised or bequeathed upon dt>ath to 
any individual-a tax so framed as to put it out of the power of the 
owner of one of these eno.rmous fortu.nes to hand on more than a cer
tain amou.nt .to any one individual: the tax, of course, to be imposed 
by the National and not the State government. Such taxation should, 
of course, be aimed merely at the inhertiance or transmission in their 
entirety of those fortunes swollen beyond all healthy limits. 

[From bearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, House of 
Re~re entatives, on revenue revision, 1925] 

1\fr. RAMSEYER. Three years ago, when we collected $211,000,000 
Great Britain.:_composed of England, Wales, and Scotland--collected 
i.n that year $231,000,000. Now, get that. The combined collection 
of the Federal Government and the various States here was $20,000,000 
less than Great Britain collected in that year; and you can only get 
the significance of this statement when I tell you that the national 
wealth of Great Britain is from a third to a fifth of what the national 
wealth of the United States is. So the burdens imposed upon the 
estates In Great Britain must be at least three to five times greater 
than they are in this country. . 

Following 1920, for two or three years I read the annual reports qf 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer. In those reports the chancellor 
explained the wo.rkings of the di.tl'ere.nt revenue laws and what they 
were producing, and made recommendations as to cha.nges. In those 
two or three reports that I read there was not a single criticism of 
the workings of the inheritance tax laws of Great Britain. Evi
dently, from what your chairman tells me, in view of the fact that 
they have increased them rece.ntly, they must still regard that as ap 
equitable, fair, and just means of raising revenue. And what wa~ 
it they added! Fifty million dollars more, 

The CHAIRMAN. They added $50,000,000 more. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Add this $50,000,000 more to $231,000,000, 1·alsed 

three years ago, makes 1t $281,000,000. In this country, it th& 
gentleman from Tennessee's figures are correct, we got something like 
$184,000,000 last year, or a little over half what they are raising 
in Great Britain. And, mind you, with at least three times more 
wealth in this country than they have in Great Britain. (Hou a 
hearings, p. 408.) 

ltndrew Carnegie, 1n his Gospel of Wealth, said: 
"• • • The growing disposition to tax more and more heaYily 

large estates lett a.t death is a cheering indication of the growth of 
a salutary change in public opinion. The State of Pennsylvanik. 
now takes, subject to some exceptions, one-tenth of the property left 
by its citizens. The budget presented in the British Parliament thG 
other day proposes to i.ncrease the death duties, and, most significant 
of all, the new tax is to be a graduated one. Of all forms of taxa
tion this seems the wisest. Men who continue hoa.rding great suma 
all their lives, the proper use of which for public ends would work 
good to the community from which it chiefly came, should be made 
to feel that the community, in the form of the State, can not thus 
be deprived of its proper share. By taxing estates heavily at death 
the State marks its condemnation of the selfish mlllio.naire's unworthy 
life. 

" It is desirable that nations should go much further in this direc
tion. Indeed, it 1s difHcu1t to set bounds to the share of a rich man's 
estate, which should go at his death to · the public through ·the agency 
of the State, and by all means such taxes should be graduated, IJe
glnning at nothing upon moderate sums to dependents and increasing 
rapidl~ aa the amounta swell. until <lf the millionaire's hoard, as of 
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Shylock's, at least • the other ball' • comes to the privy coffer of the 
State. 

" This policy would work powerfully to induce the rlch man to 
attend to the admlnistration of wealth during his life, which ls the 
end that society should always have in view as being by far the most 
fruitful for the people. Nor need it be feared that this pollcy would 
sap the root of enterprise and render men less anxious to accumulate, 
for, to the class whose ambition it is to leave great fortunes and be 
talked about after their death, it will attract even more attention, 
and, indeed, be a somewhat nobler ambition to have enormous sums 
paid over to the State from their fortunes." (House hearings, 
p. 414-!15.) 

Professor Adams, of Yale University, said: 
" • I think that we ought to get from death dues in this 

country more than we get at present. I think that we should raise 
from this source enough revenue to measurably relieve the farmers 
and the general taxpayers," (House hearings, P. 462.) 

Doctor Seligman, economist, of New York: 
"* One of the arguments for the withdrawal of the Federal 

Govern.ment, for which I think certain members of the Treasury, at 
all c>ents, stand, seems to me to be doubtful, because if that argu
ment were pursued to the extreme it would mean the abolition of all 
estate taxes, Federal and State as well. 

" I am referring to the objection that was made, I think, before 
your committee a few days ago that an estate tax is in itself wrong; 
that it is not democratic; that 1t is a tax on capital; that it is 
therefore going to destroy the goose that lays the golden eggs. 

"And yet all know, as a matter of fact, that if that argument were 
true all of our States would have to abolish estate taxes or the 
inheritance tax. In other words, some of the arguments at lea t that 
have been propounded in order to induce the Federal Government to 
relinquish the estate tax go too far, because they would mean no 
inheritance tax at all. 

" I need not point out to you that that is an erroneous point of 
view, both theoretically and practically. As estate tax is the result 
of one of thtt modern democratic movements in the world, 1t is found 
wherever we have democracy. It was introduced first in Australia, 
then in Switzerland, then in England, and then it came to this coun
try. Wherever we have democracy we have two things-an income 
tax and an inheritance tax. The arguments ln favor of one are jnst 
about as good as the arguments in favor of the other. 

" There are two kinds of taxes on capital. One kind is a tax levied 
according to capital, but which is paid out of the income of the capi
tal; the other kind is a tax like the capital levy that they are talking 
about in France to-day, and have in Italy, which is ll t~x not alone 
levied according to capital but supposed to be paid out of capital. 
Our estate duty is really neither the one nor the other. It is not a 
capital levy, and it is not paid out of capital. A proper kind of in
heritance tax, which is not so high as to take all of an estate or the 
ereater part of it wlll usually be paid out of the income of the 
estate. We have five years in which to pay it in this country; in 
some countries the period is even longer. If you look at the statistics 
carefully you will find that the tax on all the estates in this country 
constitutes only a small part of the income from those estates during 
those years. 

" • • In the second place, the argument that it ls a tax on 
capital, through which you are going to kill the goose that lays the 
golden eggs, is erroneous, because it assumes that all governmental 
expenditure in unproductive. The argument is based on the idea 
that the capital taken from the taxpayer is destroyed. 

'' • • • You gentlemen are concerned with public expenditure ; 
you have to raise money for Federal expenditures, and our expendi
tures are supposed to be and ought to be for productive purposes. 
If so, this whole outcry against an estate tax, because of the de
struction of capital idea, seems to me to be bordering on the absurd. 

"• • You remember what Andrew Carnegie said. Carnegie 
favored the inheritance tax, but went too far in his attitude toward 
the income tax. He said, " Give me any kind of inheritance tax; for 
the community, as a whole, 1t iB better to have an inheritance tax than 
an income tax." In that he was wrong, but it would take me too 
far astray to say why he was wrong, I should have to go into the 
question of the influence of taxation upon savings, and I do not want 
to go into that. All I want to point out is that the so-called capital 
argument advanced for this Government giving up the inheritance tax 
is very weak. 

"Assuming, then, that an inheritance tax ts ln itself a desirable 
and legitimate form of taxation in a democratic community, we come 
to the question before tbe committee at the present time, and that is, 
Ou;ht it to ba a Federal tax or a State tax, or ought it to be a com
biilation of the two?" (House hearings, pp, 477, 478, 419.) 

Estate tax compared to income tax in England and France by. 
Doctor Seligman : 

" * I raise the question as to whether it wol11d be tate 
for the Nation to aDa.ndon all ~e revenue that would come from ·ao 

rlch a source. In England before the war they got from their denth 
duties 60 per cent of what they got from their income taxes. In 
France they are getting :a. great deal more than that, and here 1t is 
proposed that we abandon it. 

" • • • The next claim is that this is naturally a State resource 
a.nd unnaturally a Federal resource. Let me point out a few reasons 
which I consider constitute the werurness of that argument. 

" In the first place, the first time we ever bad an inheritance tax 
1t was a Federal tax in time of peace. Tbat was when Hamilton 
developed the idea and arranged for something like the probate duty 
in England. The Federal Government entered the field first and there 
was no complaint on the part of the States. 

"* • * Moreover, during the nineteenth century, with a few 
insignificant exceptions which were utterly without any fiscal impor
tance, the States never imposed any inheritance taxes. Louisiana had 
a little one on foreign heirs, and there were one or two others, but 
they never got anything out of it. It was not untn the end of the 
century that the States entered tbe field. 

" It was not until the nineties. It was rather in the middle of 
the nineties, wh1ch ls about the same time that the Federal Government 
E'ntered it again. 

"In the meantlme the Federal Government had considered it during 
the War of 1812. If that war had lasted a few days longer we should 
have had a Federal tax then. We did not need 1t then. In the ClvU 
War we had it and in the Spanish War we had it. 

"The States have de•eloped 1t >ery largely in the last 20 years, 
because the Federal Government did not need it. But, on tbe core 
of priority or anything that is in the nature of thlntis, why does the 
estate tax belong to the States and not to the Federal Government 1 

"If you talk of priority and the nature of things it is the income 
tax rather than the inheritance tax which belongs to the States. The 
income tax was in the States long before the Federal Government took 
it up. We had an income tax-I do not want to go into the history 
of it-but we diU not ha.-e it in the Federal Government until the 
Civil War. But llassachusetts had it already in the eighteenth cen-
tury. The States had the income tax fir-st. • 

" When a man in your State or city is called upon to pay the local 
tax upon unimproved property he bas got to pay it out of capital. 
He does not get any income out of it. He may have a piece of land 
that is worth a million dollars, as there are in some of our cities, and 
be does not get one cent of income out of it. That tax is as much a 
capital tax as any estate tax. But whether it is paid out of capital or 
out of income, it is a tax on wealth. In the same way we have got to 
look at all these death duties as an attempt to tax wealth rather than 
to tax expenditures. In one case you tax the wealth of a living man; 
in the other case the wealth of a dead man." (llouse heariJlgs, pp. 
4S4, 485, 486, 487.) 

" 
010 

• * .As a matter of fact, they are lower than tn all other 
countries at the present time-I will not say very much lower. They 
are lower than in England, because England levies, in addition to a 40 
per cent estate tax, a tax running up to 10 per cent, or a little more, 
on shares, so that the maximum would be about 50 per cent. In Ger
many it runs up to 70 per cent and in France up to SO per cent. 

" • • • If we had the rates and exemptions they have in Eng
land we should be raising to-day more from the inheritance tax than 
we raise from our personal income tax. England last year raised about 
$250,000,000, and the English wealth or income, all you know, is not 
one-third of ours. It is less than one-third of ours. Our capital 
wealth was estimateu, you will remember, in the last census at 
~32,000,000,000, and England's is not one-third of that. It we 
had the English rate the inheritance tax with us would be by far our 
most lmportant tax. Therefore, my conclusion 1s that you should 
not deal lightly with this subject." (House hearings, pp. 49-!, 495.) 

Dr. T}lomas S. Adams, of Yale University, and formerly financial 
advisor to the United States Government, in discussing the question of 
taxation has further said (from statement of Mr. J. S. Mooring be~re 
the Committee on Ways and Means, Saturday, October 24, 19.23) : 

"The death duty is assigned to raise money, but to raise it from 
persons who have not earned it. In my opinion the death duty is 
popular as a form of taxation primarily because it lays the tax on so
called unearned wealth. When we tax the farmu on his farm, the 
manufacturer on his plant, equipment, and matel'~als, the public 
utll1ty on its entire property • • • we are taxing the people who 
not only do the work but who risk their time nnu capital. But it 
involves no great risk to receive a legacy or inheritance. • It 
seems to me simple truth to say that a large estate or inheritance 
represents to the typical beneficiary, in material part or degree, some
thing essentially akin to unearned wealth. • I merely insist 
that it we must tax, it is better to tax him who merely recei>es than 
him who earns. The justification of the death duty is essentially 
similar to the justification of the disCQunt o.n earned income, only 
stronger. 

" • • • We live and work under an industrial and commercial 
system which combines marvelous productivity with extreme concen
tration in the ownership and control-particularly in the control-at 
wealtb. Politically, the major forces at work make for equality. 
Commercially, the il'eater forcea make for concentration and inequallt7 
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()f power. The two fore!!s-dcmocracy and capitalism-are !t'TeconcU
abl E> without some corrective machinery, such as progressive taxes. 
• • • The fortunate. the successful, the wealthy, must make special 
contrlbutlons to the State under which and because of which they 
enjoy success and wealth. Such, roughly, are my reasons for the 
bellef that progressive income and inheritance taxes are here to stay. 

"• • • Such persons desire to see the Federal estate tax abol
ished in order that the State death taxes may be whittled down by in
terstate competition. They expect Florida, Alabama, and the. District 
of Columbia, by offering isles of refuge to the retired rich, to dis
credit the State inheritance tax ·in the long run or to hold it within 
very narrow limits. 

" • • I am not in favor of attempting to repeal the Federal 
estate tax. My reasons are, briefly, as follows: First and principally 
because 1t would not stay repealed. No inheritance tax is now imposed 
in Florida, Alabama, or the District of Columbia., and there are a few 
States in which the rates are very low. If the .tax should be ·repealed 
and thereafter the very wealthy should flock in droves, as they would, 
to those havens of refuge, the situation would furnish an irresistible 
argument for the reintroduction of a Federal tax. • • • 

"I do not believe in leaving this source entirely to the States, be
cause, by themselves, they can not realize its legitimate posslblllties.t' 

THE EsTATE TA.x Is NOT A WAR TAx 

[Editorial from the Portland News, of Portland, Oreg., issue of Novem· 
ber 10, 1925] 

NOT A WAR TA.X 

" The inheritance tax was a war measure, and the emergency 1s 
now past." 

You hear this assertion frequently from the forces who are working 
for the repeal of the estate tax law. 

The truth ts that the inheritance tax law was passed by Congress 
September 8, 1916. We were not at war then. Two months later we 
reelected Woodrow Wilson on the ground that he had kept us out of 
war. It was seven months preceding our entry into the war; the 
country in general and Congress in particuiar did not then anticipat e 
our entry. 

We were waxing fat and prosperous. The war in Europe was mak
ing a fine new crop of mllllonaireij in America. No emergency had 
arrived-<~r, at least, none that was officially recognized. 

The inheritance tax was not the outgrowth of an immediate neces· 
_ sity. It wa~ the result of a steady development of taxation Intelli
gence over many years ; 1t resulted from the same process of thinking 
that had brought about the income tax after wearing down decades 
of opposition on the part of the very wealthy. Disinterest€-d student~ 
of taxation had long been practically unanimous that the fairest of 
all taxes would be an inheritance tax. In university classrooms it 
was so taught. 

Congress happened to catch up with the idea seven months before 
we got into the Great War; it wasn't seelrlng money to carry on our 
part in that war. 

Nothing, indeed, could be more ridiculous than an inheritance tax 
for emergency purposes. Its collection depends on the death of persons 
possessing wealth. That 1s no way in which to meet an emergency. 
With dire disaster confronting us, we couldn't sit around waiting for 
John D. Rockefeller, Andrew W. Mellon, and our other wealthiest citi
zens to die. No matter how patriotic they are, they probably would 
fall to die in time. 

The value of the inheritance tax is only realized over the years. As 
one generation succeeds another this tax returns to the whole country 
a small part of the great accumulations of wealth that have come into 
a few bands. 

But it is a peace-time tax, not a war-emergency measure. 

[From the Nebraska State Journal, February 21, 1925] 

COOLIDGE ON l:SHElUTANCE TAX 

STEP TOW Al!D SOCIALISM-PRESIDENT SAYS INHER.ITANCE TAX IN SOME 

CASES A.liOUNTS TO CONil'ISCATTON 

WASHIXGTox, February 19.-Declaring that in some instances the 
Federal inheritance tax, when added to similar State levies, amounts 
to Yirtual confiscation, President CoolidgE>, in an address to-day open
ing the national inheritance and estate tax conference, urged the 
gradual retirement by the Government from this field of taxation. 

Representative GREEN or Iowa, chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, addressing a night session of the conference, which 
was called by the National Tax Association, took an opposite view, 
asserting that without a Federal inheritance tax, similar taxes im
posed by the States would inevitably fail. 

" If we are to adopt socialism," Mr. Coolidge said in hls address, 
"it should be presented to the people . of this country as socialism 
and not under the guise of a law to collect revenue." 

He added that there was competition between the States to reach, 
· through the inbet1tance tax, not only the property or 1ts own citizens 
but that of citizens of other States. 

Greater economy in the collection of revenues also was recommended 
by the President. -

INHERITANCE TAxES 

The wealth of the United States is estimated at upward of $300,-
000,000,000. At an average interest rate of 5 per cent this would 
imply an income for the owners from interest alone of about $15,-
000,000,000. If this wealth were evenly diTided among 3,000,000 
famllles, each would have an income without productive work of 5,000 
a year. 

This would mean that about 15,000,000 of the hunfu·ed-odd mil
Ilona of people in the United States could live without producing. For 
the use of the lands and ~acbinery owned by but not produced by the 
15 per cent the 8~ per cent would support the 15 per cent and their 
heirs forever. 

This exact situation could not arise, of course, but the substance of 
It - could and does. A system of unobstructed inheritances, coupled 
with the modern tendency to centralization of ownership of wealth, 
develops and perpetUates a class absolved from self-supporting labor. 
This means a hereditary economic and social aristocra cy as definitely 
in .America as has been the case 1n feudal Europe. 

Instinctive opposition to such a system in a country pledged to 
democracy and to equality of duty and opportunity accounts for the 
present tendency toward rather drastic inheritance taxes. President 
Coolidge, looking at the economic rather than the social and political 
aspects of the case, decries the tendency. He considers it socialistic. 
He wants the Federal Government to- cease taxing inheritances at aiL 

The country at large, thinking of the political and social desirabllity 
of well-distributed wealth, will in the long run disagree with the 
President. It 1s even a question whether taxing inheritances is as 
socialistic in ultimate effect as not taxing them. Anything that en
courages concentration of wealth and perpetuation of economic privi
lege hastens the day of socialism. The passing of economic power into 
a few hands is regarded by all !!OClalists as a necessary preliminary of 
the establishment of sociall m. Wide distribution of wealth, on the 
other hand, is an insuperable barrier to socialism. The inheritance 
tax, touching the small fortune but llghtly and the overgrown for
tune heavily, is calculated to maintain such a wide distribution of the 
Nation's wealth as to insure the permanency of the institution of 
private property. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE obtained the floor. 
Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, the Senator fr.om Wis

consin will pardon me for asking whether he contemplates 
taking more than an hour? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes, I do; and I ha\e no apologies 
to make for it. I was ready to go on last evening ; in fact, 
I have been ready to go on since the pending amendment came 
up for consideration. But I was prevailed upon by the Sena
tor from Utah, in charge of the bill, and other Senators not 
to object to the unanimous-consent agreement proposed last 
e-rening. 1 shall go forward as rapidly as I can with my 
speech. I have no desire to shut anyone out; but I call atten
tion to the fact that the fixing of unanimous-consent agree
ments on such· -very important questions always produces a 
situation of this kind in the Senate. I have never seen it 
fail. I will say to the Senator that I shall drive right along 
as rapidly as I can. 

1\ir. TRAMMELL. I did not desire to find any fault with 
the Senator from Wisconsin at all. I heartily agree with him 
that such unanlmou,s-cousent ag1·eements usually interfere very 
much with the proper consideration of questions of the impor
tance of tho e found in a tax bill. I desire dm·ing the limited 
time remaining to make only a brief address of some 20 or 30 
minutes, and I hope that those who are opposing the. com
mittee amendment will allow me at least 20 or 30 mrnutes 
before we close the debate, at 4 o'clock. 

l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I will say to the Senator that, as. far 
as I am concerned, I shall get through as soon as possible, 
because I realize that the votes are here and that this propo
sition is to be put through. But, as far as I am concerned, 

. I want to register my protest on the record, and I intend to 
do so. 

Mr HARRIS. Mr. President- -
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis

consin yield to the Senator f1·om Georgia? 
Mr. L.A. FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ha-ve just promised 

the Senator from F lorida that I would get through as quickly. 
as I could. 

Mr. HARRIS. Ju t a moment. The Senator from Wis
consin is to speak an hour ; and I think be is right in insist· 
ing on going ahead, because he tried to get the floor yesterday. 

The Senator from Florida wants to speak about 20 or 30 
minutes. The Senator from North Carolina wants to speak 
for a while. I think we should limit the speeches, after tha 
Senator from Wisconsin shall have finished, to 15 minutes. 
Therefore I ask unanimous con ent that, after the Senator 
from 'Vis<:!onsin concludes his remarks, the time of any one 
Senator be limited to 15 minutes. 
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I shall have to object to that, in all 

fairness to other Senators. and I must decline to yield further 
with regard to this question. Senators should consider these 
matters before they enter into such unanimous-consent agree· 
ments, and not afterwards. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wisconsin 
ha the floor and will proceed. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, it is a significant fact 
that neither the Republican nor the Democratic platforms ot 
1924 made any mention of the repeal of the estate tax. As 
a matter of fact the Republican pia tform did not even declare 
for the Mellon plan of tax reduction. After declaring for a 
progressive tax reduction through tax reform this general 
pledge appears : 

We ple!lge ourselves to the progressive reducti{)n of taxes of all the 
people as rapidly as may be done with due provision fo r the essential 
expenditures of the Government administered with rigid economy and 
to place our tax system on a sound peace-time basis. 

The Democratic platform does not mention the estate ta:x. 
After reviewing the burden placed upon the consumer through 
the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act the Democratic platform of 
1924 has this to say. 

I apologize to some of the Democrats for stlning up these 
bones, brcause the party which wrote this platform seems to 
have died between the time this was adopted and the present 
coalition between the Republican and Democratic leaders on the 
pending measure. Nevertheless, the platform had this to say: 

.And although the farmers and general consumers were bearing the 
brunt of tariff favors already granted t{) special interests, the adminis
tration was unable to devise any plan except one to grant further aid 
to the few. • $ • The President still stands on the so-called 
Mellon plan, which his party has just r efused to indorse or mention in 
Its platform. • • • 

I am afraid Senators will misunderstand what I am reading 
from. I am reading from the Democratic Platform of 1924. It 
goes on to say : 

We refer to the Democratic revenue measure passed by the last Co!l
gress as distinguished from the Mellon ta:x plan as illustrative of the 
policy of the Democratic Party. • • • We denounce the Mellon tax 
plan as a device to relieve multimillionaires at the expense of other 
taxpayers, and we accept the issue of taxation tender·ed by President 
Coolidge. 

I shall not digress long enough to enlarge upon what may 
have occurred between that time and this to cause the party on 
the other side of the ai le to out-Mellon l\fellon; I shall go on. 

Following his election, Pre ident Coolidge made two at
tacks upon the revenue act of 1924, neither of which was justi
fied by any declaration in the Republican platform upon which 
he had been elected. First, in his message to Congress he at
tacked the provision for publicity of income-tax l'eturns. This 
feature of the law had been won after a hard fight in the 
Sixty-eighth Congress. 

Next President Coolidge, in an address to the National ·rax 
A.ssocla'tion held in Washington, D. C., made an extraordinary 
arraignmen't of the estate tax which had been established in 
19Hi. The inheritance or estate tax is regarded by the highe~t 
authorities as a most equitable form of raising revenue. Presi
dent Coolidge, however, proposed that this field of taxation 
should be abandoned by the Federal Government and turned 
O\er to the States in so far as employed at all fo~ raising 
revenue. 

Florida had passed a constitutional amendment forever pro
hibiting an estate tax. The other States were considering 
ways of meeting Florida's competition to secure the citizenship 
of multimillionaires eager to be released from any form of 
inheritance tax whatever. 

The proposal of the President to abandon tbe Federal in
heritance tax and leave it to the States was a move in the 
direction of abandonment of this just and effective method of 
taxation altogether. 

PRESIDENT COOLIDGE DE~OU~CES ESTATE TAX 

In his address to the National Tax Association, which met 
. in Washington, D. C., in February, 1925, President Coolidge 

said: 
If we ure to adopt soclallsm it should be presented to the people 

of this country as socialism and not under the guise of a law to collect 
re,-enue. 

He introduced this new socialistic interpretation of the in
heritance tax with the remark: 

1 do not believe that the Government should seek social legislation 
in the guise of taxation. 

Professor Patterson, able economist, has this to say on the 
argument that the estate tax is socialls~; 

To those who declare the estate tax socialistic no reply can really 
be made, since their terminology is so careless as to prevent cleat· 
argument. 

And in order to clinch the point and make certain beyond a 
doubt the protection of these great fortunes-so well able to 
protect themselves-President Coolidge further declared : 

Personally, I do not feel that large fortunes, properly managed, are 
necessarily a menace to our institutions and therefore ought to be d~ 
stroyed. On the contra.ry, they have been and can be of great value 
for our development. 

Commenting on t:hiB address of President Coolidge on the 
estate tax, Senator La Follette, in the l\larc:h, 1925, issue of his 
magazine, said : 

Just what is the meaning of the President's taxation policy? 
It means that, having concealed from the American people during 

the campaign the true purposes of the Republican Party, the admin
Istration proposes at the next session of Congress to exempt great 
wealth from its fair share of the war debt and the running expenses 
of the Government. 

I will say that at that time there was no anticipation on the 
part of Senator La Follette that the minority party in this 
Chamber would join the majority party in cnrrying out such a 
~rogram. 

A large portion of this burden has already been shifted from the very 
rich to the taxpayers of moderate incomes through the abollfion of 
excess-profits taxes and the reduction of surtaxes . 

Thus, the men who own and ope1·ate the great corporations of the 
country have been freed, during their lifetime, from the necessity of 
contributing a just proportion of the revenues of the Government. 

The inheritance tax alone remains as an instrument through which 
the people may recover a small portion of the billions wrung from 
themselves and from the Governmtmt through extortionate prices in 
peace and war and under fraudulent war contracts. 

This administration would protect and perpetuate, after the death ot 
those who amass them, the gigantic fortunes which have been pilell 
up by monopely control over the necessaries of llfe. 

Repeal of the inheritance ta:x is simply a part of the program of 
this administration to Intrench the private monopoly system above and 
beyond the control of the people. If 1t is embodied into law, the pollcy 
will create a dynasty of wealth, invested with the kingly power
passed on from one generation to another-to tax: the people for the 
enrichment of a privileged class, continuing to dictate, as it now do~s. 

1 the policies of the Federal Government. 

It seems to be an obsession with President Coolidge that 
prosperity is dependent on the favor and good will of organ
ized wealth, and that moneyed interests must not be di turbed 
or offended. He feels no menace to our institutions in u great 
fortunes properly managed." His worship of business, his fear 
of the effect of interference with the workings of the monopoly 
system, cause him to go great lengths. 

Although nearly all the States in the Union, including Mas
sachusetts, have adopted some form of inheritance or estate 
tax, although the conservative governments of Europe have alRo 
long effectively employed this method of raising revenue, Presi
dent Coolidge, in his speech to the National Tax A sociation 
on F\!bruary 20, 1925, branded the inheritance tax as sociali~m. 

ESTATE TAX DEMOCRATIC 

Prof. E. R. A. Seligman, of Columbia University, a fore
most authority on economics and taxation, says: 

An estate tax is the result of one of the modern democra-tic move
ments in the world; • • • wherever we find a democracy we fipd 
two things, an Income tax and an estate tax. 

He calls attention to the fact that in England before the 
war, ln time of peace, they had a 40 per cent estate tax; that 
in England it was introduced by a tory government, a conserv
ative business administration, and that in England nobody has 
for a moment "made any of those arguments against it that 
have been made in this country." He does not specify just 
what arguments, but it is fair to imply such arguments as 
"socialism," "confiscation," and so fort;h. 

In a democracy every phase of tax collection and expendi
ture partakes in a degree of the character of •• social legisla
tion." Protective tariff is especially indicted in this charge of 
the President. 

As early as 1832 John Quincy Adams, in a letter to the 
Speaker of the United States House of Representatives, ex
pounded at great length the principle " that the power of Con
gress to protect our manufactures and domestic industry of 
the country by taxation is contained in the article of the Con
stitution to lay taxes, duties, imposts and excises, to pay the 
debts and to provide for the common defense and general wel
fare ~f the U¢.on." Thus, early in our history and on such 
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high authority was tbe exercise of the taxing power justified 
for the general welfare. 

In more recent years the protective tariff has been defended 
in this country on the theory that it was for the benefit of the 
workers-to maintain American standards of living, a full 
dinner pail, happy homes, children free from labor, exploita
tion, and so forth. Whether under the private monopoly sys
tem the manufacturers benefit more than the workers from the 
protective tariff is not the point. 

The New England beneficiaries of the tarifr would be loath 
to abandon this "guise" of taxation and approach the tariff 
question solely and directly as a means of collecting revenue, 
as they must if they carry out to its logical conclusion the 
argument advanced by President Coolidge. It would be ap
proaching a tariff for revenue only, for free trade. Carried 
to its logical conclusion, President Coolidge's standard of taxa
tion as set down for inheritance taxes would abolish the oleo
margarine tax and all other forms of taxation which have any 
other object than revenue. 

In 1886, when the Congress invoked the taxing power for the 
protection of the dairy industry against the oleomargarine 
fraud, my father, then a Member of the House of Representa
tives, found this fundamental constitutional argument of John 
Quincy Adams's, which I ha\e cited, very effective in securing 
the passage of the oleomargarine law. 

HIGH AUTHORITIES ADVOCATE ESTATE TAXATION 

There are high authorities who advocate the use of the in
heritance tax to serve the ends of "social legislation," if that 
is-the right name for it. As far back as 1889 Andrew Car
negie in an essay entitled "The gospel of wealth," said: 

It is difficult to set bounds to the share of a rich man's estate 
which should go at his death to the public through the agency of the 
State, and by all means such taxes shoulC be graduated, beginning at 
nothing upon moderate sums to dependents and increasing rapidly as 
the amounts swell, until the millionaire's hoard, as of Shylock's, at 
least the other half comes to the coffer of the State. 

In his message to Congress in December, 1907, President 
Roosevelt said : 

A heavy progressive tax upon a very large fortune is in no way such 
a tax upon thrift and industry as a light tax would be on a small 
fortune. No advantage comes either to the country as a whole or 
to the individuals inheriting the money by permitting the transmission 
in their entirety of the enormous fortunes that would be affected by 
such a tax. 

The platform of the Progressive Party, upon which ex-Presi
dent Roosevelt ran in 1912, contained this declaration: 

We believe in a graduated inheritance tax as a national means of 
equalizing the obligations of holders of property to government, and 
we hereby pledge our party to enact such a Federal law as will tax 
large inheritances, returning to the States an equitable percentage of 
all amounts collected. 

The Democratic campaign textbook of 1916 contains the fol
lowing statement with regard to the estates tax : 

It is a tax whlch 1B universally conceded to be just and cheap of 
collection. It affords a consistent and regular yield of revenue. 

I submit that these are not socialists speaking. 
ESTATE TAX NOT A WAR TAX 

If the Federal estate tax is socialistic, then it had its 
origrn early in the history of this Republic. There was the 
first · Revolutionary War tax from 1797 to 1802. It was again 
inaugurated during the Civil War and also in the Spanish
American War. It is not, however, a war plan of taxation. 
The present tax was enacted on September S, 1916. It was 
not enacted at this time as a means of providing revenue for 
war purposes. 

Pre ident Wilson won his election in 1916 upon the sole Lssne 
that he was going to keep us out of the war. Would any Demo
cratic Senator rise in his place in the Senate and argue that he 
went out in the campaign of 1916 and misled the people? I 
submit that no Democratic Senator would advance that argu
ment. It has always been co;ntended by the Democrats that the 
war which we entered in 1917 was brought on by events which 
transpired after the enactment of the Federal estates tax. 

The fundamental purpose underlying the enactment of the 
estates tax was to restrain in some measure the growth of 
estates and the ever-increasing concentration of wealth in the 
United States. It was upon this broad ground of social justice 
that the progressive Democrats and progressive Republicans in 
the Congress joined hands in securing the original enactment 
of this tax in 1916. 

It was not regarded by the Democratic Party nor by the 
progressive Republicans as a war measure or an eme.rgency 

tax, but rather as a permanent tax for peace purposes. In the 
19~4 revenue bill the Democrats and progressive RepublicanS' 
increased the rates of taxation upon estates not on the theory 
that it was a war measure. As a matter of fact, the estates 
tax is perhaps the poorest of all forms of taxation for war 
purposes. Jn the first place, it is exceedingly slow in opera
tion, because long periods must necessarily be allowed for the 
settlement of estates and for the proper adjustment to permit 
the payment of taxes. In the second place, the estates tax does 
not increase in proportion to the accumulation of war profits, 
and therefore is one of the most inelastic of all forms of 
taxation. 

OONCJINTRATED WEALTH lNHERIT1!lD 

The concentration of wealth in this country has been increas· 
ing very rapidly. In 1915 the United States Oommission on 
Industrial Relations stated the following facts: 

The rich, 2 per cent of the people, own 60 per cent of the wealth; 
the middle class, 83 per cent of the people, own Sri per cent of the 
wealth ; the poor, 65 per cent of the people, own 5 per cent of the 
wealth. 

It does not require a scientific investigation to prove that 
wealth has concentrated rapidly since the report made by the 
Industrial Relations Commission. An interesting review of a 
few of the great American fortunes printed in the New York 
Times of l\Iay 11, 1924, is in point. I summarize as follows : 

John D. Rockefeller, sr., has already given two billions of wealth 
to his children. He has to-day in his own right five hundred millions, 
and it is estimated that his son, John D. Rockefeller, jr., has an income 
of $40,000,000 a year. 

The Pratt fortune, also of Standard 011 origin, has increased !rom 
ten millions to over three hundred millions in a little over 80 years. 

The Harkness fortune, derived from Standard Oil, was estimated to 
be less than fifty millions when Stephen V. Harkness died. It is now 
estimated that the aggregate wealth of thls family ts more than 
tour hundred millions. 

Meyer Guggenheim died in 1905, leaving a fortune estimated at fifty 
millions. He had nine children. This fortune has increased so rap
idly in the past 20 yeais that if divided. among the children it is 
estimated that each of them would have a greater fortune than the 
total left by the elder Guggenheim to all of them. 

The fortune left by Alexius du Pont was estimated at thirty millions. 
It 1B now estimated that the 40 descendants of Alexius du Pont in 
the fourth and fifth generation are each worth more than the original 
founder of the fortune. 

Other great fortunes whose names are equally familiar show 
the same tendency. The list might be greatly augmented, 
Marshall Field, Archibold, Payne, Flagler, Astor, Vanderbilt, 
showing the same tendency of concentration and accumulation, 
instead of being broken up and reduced in size by distribution 
among heirs, as Secretary of Treasury Mellon argues, they 
are likely to be. 

AVERAGE CITIZEN GROWS FOOX AS PRIVILEGED GROW RICH 

Mr. President, people generally may spend more recklessly 
and demand more comforts or even luxuries than heretofore; 
our standards of living may be rising and expanding-! hope 
they are-but it can not be said that the average are rela
tively better off in the diBtribution of wealth to-day than be
fore. The practice of mortgaging future earning power 
through time payment, has produced a situation which one day 
will demand a reckoning. The struggle to keep expenses within 
the income is just as hard, if not increasingly difficult. It is 
everywhere recognized that the farmer iB suffering severely and 
most disastrously under the monopoly management of business 
and Government. Surely when so large and so basic an ele
ment of the population is losing out in the struggle it can not 
be maintained that prosperity is safely grounded. Nor are the 
wage earners or the great armies of salaried men and women 
able to keep abreast of the high cost of living and in the mean
while provide for the future. 

Under the system of plutocratic government which fosters 
and protects trusts and mergers whose control is more and 
more concentrated in the hands of bankers the average citizen 
is losing ground from an economic standpoint while the favored 
few amass greater wealth. 

A statement printed some time ago in the Wall Sti·eet. Jour
nal and accredited to the American Bankers' Association is as 
follows: 

At the age of 25 we find in this country 100 men, all strong and 
vigorous. They have started life physically fit and on a plane of equal
ity. Ten years later 10 are wealthy, 10 are in fair circumstances, 40 
are men of. moderate means, while 35 still have saved nothing. 

At the nge of 45 the number of wealthy persons has fallen to 3, 65 
are merely supporting themselves, while 16 have passeJ into .the dis
card-they are no longer self-supporting. 
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At the age of 55, 20 men have dted, only 1 ls very wealthy, only 6 

are self-supporting, while 54 are dependent upon their children, upon 
relatives, or upon charity for support. 

At the age of 7rs, 63 are dead; ot those 60 left no property at all, 8 
are well-to-do ; 34 are dependent upon their relatives, children, or char
tty for support; 95 per cent of them will not have sufficient means to 
pay their funeral bills. 

Out of 100 able-bodied men, after _150 years of hard labor, 60 d1ed 
and left nothing to their children, 84 are still alive and possess less 
than nothing, while only 3 bad been able to save anything out of their 
wage~. Ot the 100, 3 had become wealthy and 97 were either dead or 
dependent upon others tor their support. · 

WA.R PROFITS SHOULD PAY THEIR SHARE OF TAXES 

Mr. President, the estate tax provides a means of reaching 
the fortunes augmented or created by war which escape taxa
tion by evasion or clever manipulation. It can not be denied 
that the late war created enormous fortunes. In fact, many of 
the great fortunes in the United States, as in other countries, 
have had their foundation in the excessive profits of war. 
Many of the fortunes already existing were enormously swollen 
by war profits. · 

The du Pont fortune ls a noteworthy example. Until the 
war that fortune was almost entirely confined to the manu
facture of munitions. As a result of the war and of the war 
profits made, the du Pont fortune was so swollen that it burst 
the bounds of the munitions industry and is now to be found 
in a dominant position in many other commercial fields; auto
mobiles, chemicals, dyes, hotels, and real estate are only a few 
of the fields in which the du Pont wealth is now invested. 

It is only just that a share of this war-created wealth 
should be taken by the Government in the form of a tax upoD 
these great estates to pay the war debt. 

Mr. President, do you realize that the per capita debt of thls 
country before we went into the war was about $12 and that 
to-day the per capita debt is approximately $180? 

As has been suggested by the junior Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HowELL] the war is not over as far as the payment of the 
debt is concerned. High rates of taxation should be maintained 
upon those war-built foctunes, at least, until the war debt has 
been paid. Those who received the principal benefits of the war . 
boom should pay the largest share of this debt and thus relieve 
the bm·dens of those who did the fighting and generations as 
yet unborn which will be carrying this staggering load, if the 
policy of taxation advocated by the Republican and Democratic 
coalition goes into the statute law of this land. 

T.U:-EXEUPT SECURITIES 

Mr. President, the way arguments are shifted around in this 
debate to suit the situations of those sponsoring this bill would 
be almost amusing if the stake were not so large. 

When the surtax is up for discussion we hear about how 
the tax-exempt securities are responsible for wealth escaping Its 
taxes, and for that reason we must lower the surtax brackets. 
The argument, in my judgment, was exploded by the facts 
shown by the Senator from Michigan [l\Ir. CouZENS] when he 
stated that only 7lh per cent of the income of individuals 
reporting income of $100,000 was derived from tax-exempt se
curities, but the argument was used by those advocating the 
hamstringing of the surtax. .. 

Now the shoe is on the other foot. The committee reports 
in favor of repealing the estate · tax. What has become of 
the argument about the tax-exempt bonds? Where are those 
fourteen billions of bonds that we heard so much about? Have 
they disappeared overnight? If those who thundered againdt 
the tax-exempt bond really meant business we would hear them 
now supporting the estate tax. The estate tax is the only tax 
by which all of those tax-exempt bonds can be reached for 
taxation purposes, but now those supporting this bill are 
strangely silent about the tax-exempt bonds. Having been 
used as an argument for the reduction of the surtaxes they 
have served their purpose. 

NOT A. CAPITAL TAX 

President Coolidge and Secretary Mellon have advanced the 
argument that the Federal estate tax is a tax upon capital, 
which depletes the capital assets of the Nation, thus crippling 
industry .and curbing prosperity. At the same time they have 
maintained that their object was not to deprive the States of 
the right to levy such taxes. If the argument is sound as 
against a Federal estate tax it is, of course, equally sound 
against a Stat-e tax of the same character. I submit that to 
advance such an argument either indicates that the real pur
pose is to eliminate taxation of estates and inheritances alto
gether, or that it is not advanced in good faith. 

I maintain, however, that the estate tax is not 1n any true 
sense a levy upon capital. Carried to its logical conclusion 
this argument co:ndemns tlle levying of all property taxes. 

Th'e direct tax upon unimproved real estate, for example, 
must be paid either out of the capital value of the property or 
out of other income of the taxpayer. Whether the estates tax 
ls paid out of income or out of capital assets it involves n() 
destruction or loss of property so far as the Natfon is concerned. 
At most, it involves merely a transfer of ownership, even it 
the taxpayer is forced to sell some of the property in order to 
secure ready funds with which to pay the tax. 

In this connection a quotation from the treatise upon the 
present tax situation by Prof. Ernest Minor Patterson, Wharton 
School of Finance, University of Pennsylvania, appearing in the 
New Republic, November 4, 1925, is directly in point: 

• • • If the tax receipts are used for productive purposes 
there is, of course, no community loss. 

A glance at a few facts shows how groundless such fears are. 
Professor Seligman made this forcibly clear at the nat ional conference 
on inheritance and estate taxation last February when he pointed out 
that capital values in the United States are some $320,000,000,000. 
In 1922 Federal and State inheritance taxes combined yielded only 
about $200,000,000. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that upon capital Yalues which Pro
fessor Seligman estimates to be $320,000,000,000 the Fed('ral 
and State taxation of estates and inheritances yielded only 
$200,000,000. 

I continue to quote: 
Gross estates subject to Federal t axation (both resiuent and non

r('sident decedents) were $2,937,000,000. As Professor Seligman 
points out, a f5 per cent rate on tWs sum for one year would 
yield nearly $147,000,000. The net estates subject to tax at 5 per 
cent would have returned $83,642,000. In the first case one and one
half years' and in the second two and one-halt years' interest would 
have paid the entir e State and Federal taxes. Since payments may in 
cases of undue hardship be delayed five years, there certainly need be no 
fear that such taxes are a drain even on the capital of the beneficiaries, 

But even it they did prove to be paid by actual reduction o! the 
capital holdings of the beneficiaries, eit her on the average or in certain 
specific cases, It does not follow that there is any diminution of the 
capital of the community. If the liquid funds of the taxpayer are 
inadequate tor the purpose and he is compelled to sell some o! his 
properti('S in order to pay taxes, what happens? Nothing important , 
for the purchaser merely takes a payment out of his own liquid 
funds, which must be a part of the current income of the community. 
Only on the absurd and crude assumption that the Government seizes 
the physical properties and then burns or otherwise destroys them can 
we imagine this tax being a drain on the country's capital. With a 
national or social income of slxty bllllons or more each year there is 
no ground for fear that the present inheritance and estate taxes will 
make any inroads upon our accumulation of capital 

Appearing before the House committee, Doctor Seligman 
said further with regard to this subject: 

The argument that it is a tax on capital through which you are 
going to klll the goose that laid the golden eggs is erroneous, because 
it assumes that all Government expenditure is unproductive. • • • 
As a matter of fact, however, what does the Government do with it? 
Suppose the Government builds roads; suppose the Government bullds 
schoolhouses, suppose the Government builds Panama Canals. You are 
not destroying any capital. You are merely taking it from the hands 
of private individuals and converting it into another form of capi
taL • • • 

STATES A.LO!iE NOT SUCCESSFUL 

The argument that the inheritance-tax field should be aban~ 
doned by the Federal Government in favor of the States falls, 
it seems to me, of its own weight. The economists who ap
peared before the House committee opposed the withdrawal 
of the Federal Government from this field of taxation. 

The States alone can not reach successfully the great estates. 
Estates of this kind are very diversified and ownership ot 
properties situated in other sections of the country is the rule. 
It is difficult for any State to reach such widely distributed 
property, and it is almost impossible for any State to levy 
taxes upon property located outside its own borders. In at
tempting to reach such property by taxation multiple taxation 
results. This problem L9 even more difficult of solution from 
the point of view of the States when we take into consideration 
the enormous increase in the investments in foreign securities. 
The argument advanced by those who advocate the repeal of 
the Federal inheritance tax law that great multiplication of 
taxation is now in vogue and will be benefited by the repeal 
of the Federal inheritance tax is fallacious and it seems to 
me gives away their entire case. As a matter of fact, the 
withdrawal of the Federal Government from thi.s field wlll 
complicate the problem should the States attempt to maintain 
their estates tax, which discloses the real objective, namely, 
ultimate repe~ ot ~11 forms of taxation upon estates. 

• 
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This discloses, It seems to me, the real objective, namely, 

the ultimate repeal of all forms of taxation upon estates. 
Much has been said in this debate of the testimony of the 

governors appearing before the House committee. The gov· 
ernors of the several States who testified before the Ways 
and Means Committee in favor of the gradual elimination of 
the Federal estates tax were forced to admit that the ex· 
ample of the State of Florida, which has adopted a consti· 
tutional amendment against estate taxation, would necessarily 
create a situation which would in the end result in the repeal 
of the State laws providing for inheritance taxation. 

Governor Walker, of Georgia, testified : 
• • • My State bas practically abolished the inheritance tax. I 

want to say I think it waB following the lead, the artificial lead, and 
the spirit, which I do not approve, of the State of Florida. (Hea~ 
lngs, 1925.) 

Governor Whitfield, of Misslsslppl, testified: 
Mr. CAREW. Did it ever occur to you what would happen if we turned 

this field of inlleritance taxation over to the States-
Governor WHITFiELD (interposing). Yes, sir; I think I do. I think 

the States would vie with each other in passing laws that would attract 
the most capital and the most people to the State, and we would have 
chaos and confusion. (Hearings, 849-350.) 

Governor Trinkle, of Virginia, testified : 
The CHAIRMAN. To make my position clear, I think that if the Fed

eral inheritance tax were absolutely repealed many wealthy citizens of 
your State--and there are many of them-would take up a nominal 
residence in Florida, and you would not only lose the inheritance tax 
but the income tax. You could not enforce either one against them. 
If you made the tax any more you would have a general exodus of them. 

Governor TRINKLE. Yea. 
Mr. GARNER. There is no other power that could reach Florida in this 

situation except that of the Federal Government. 
Governor TRINKLE. None that I know of 1 no, sJr. (Hearings, p. 

858.) 

Governor McLeod, of South Carolina, testified t 

Mr. RAINEY. Would you not Uke to have relief from that situation 
as soon as possible? 

Governor McLEoD. Yes; except for this competitive entrance of the 
States in connection with the repealing of the inheritance tax. I am 
frank to say that beginning with Florida they are coming along up--

That is, they are following the lead of Florida and abolish
ing the inheritance tax-
and I understand they will do that in Georgia and other States, except 
in South Carolina. We can not afford to enter into that competition. 
(Hearings, p. 369.) 

HA. VEN OF REFUGE 

It was for this reason, set out in the testimony from which 
I have quoted briefly, that all of these governors strongly 
favored the retention of the Federal tax provision if sufficient 
credit was allowed to the States to permit them to secure 
needed revenue from this source. Almost without exception 
they strongly f::vored the Federal Government remaining in 
this field of taxation for the purpose of curbing the competi· 
tion for repeal initiated by Florida. 

It was for exactly the opposite reason that the advocates 
of great wealth appearing before the committee favored repeal 
of Federal estate taxation as a means of creating what they 
were pleased to call "havens of refuge" for the rich. 

Mr. Gottlieb, the so-called tax expert of the ;. .. ational Indus
trial Conference Board, testified as follows : 

Chairman GREEN. Will you tell me how the several States, even 
tho e who want to impose an inheritance tax, are going to make 1t 
work in any substantial amount? 

l\Ir. GoTTLIEB. I do not know. 
Chairman GREEN. I do not think anybody else does. • • • 
Mr. GoTTLIEB. This is probably one of the benefits of a federation 

of States. A per on can, if be feels that one State is exacting undue 
burdens from him, go to another State. There is a haven of refuge 
for him. 

Chairman GREEN. Your last statement is very true, and I am glad 
to get the basis of your position-that there should be a place where 
the wealthy can escape from taxation, but this is a new theory of 
economics. • • • (Hearings, p. 476.) 

Before going into the subject of taxation of intangible prop
erty I desire to read briefly from a telegram sent me by the 
attorney general of Wisconsin, who is now conducting a case in 
behalf of the State against the estate of John I. Beggs, lately 
deceased, of Milwaukee, Wis. This case is a concrete example 
of what these wealthy men will do if the Federal Government 
11etires from this :field of taxation and we have oases vr havens 

of refuge, as Mr. Gottlieb called them, ln the several States 
where they can escape from this form of taxation. 

The telegram is as follows : 
In reply to your request of to-day in re estate of John I. Beggs, who 

died at Milwaukee last October, facts disclosed show deceased left 
more than $20,000,000, largely accumulated from Wiscon. in enter
prises; that on affidavit to Missouri that he was a resident of Wis
consin, and to Wisconsin that he was a resident of Missouri, he es
caped taxes as a resident in both States. He made a will, wd imme
diately before death a codical, declaring residence in Florida. We 
have ample proof that at the time of ueath and before he was a resi
dent of Wisconsin, and that there is due Wisconsin a large unde
termined amount of income t:lxes and upward of 2,0()0,000 in
heritance taxes, payment of which will be la.rgply oiiset against 25 
per cent credit on Federal inheritance tax of nearly $7,000,000. 

I believe that sentiment in Wisconsin unanimously sustains collec
tion of this inheritance tax. To repeal or snbstautially weaken the 
Federal estate tax would be to put the seal of approl'al on Florida 
as an asylum for tax a voiders, and saddle propet ty and small tax
payers with added burdens. 

(Signed) HERMAN L. EKER~, 
Attorney GenemZ, MadiSon., Wis. 

ESTATE TAX REACHES INTANGIBLE WEALTH 

The insuperable problem for the States seeking to impose in· 
heritance taxes is that of reaching intangible wealth in the 
form particularly of stocks and bonds. It is notorious that the 
attempts of the States to tax such securities during the life of 
the owners is a farce which results merely in imposing undue 
burdens on comparatively honest taxpayers who make truthful 
returns on their holdings. The great rna s of security owners 
apparently have no conscience about the concealment of such 
property. 

The Federal Government can reach such intangible wealth, 
at least upon the death of the owner, but the States can not. 
This situation was very graphicaUy described by one of the wit
nesses before the Ways and Means Committee. 1\fr. E. D. Chas
sell, representing the Mortgage Bankers' Association, which is vig
orously opposed to the repeal of the Federal estate tex, testified : 

We are developing in this country a class of what you might call 
suit-case millionaires. They have secured large amounts of tax-free 
!!ecurities and can readily transport them from one State to another 
where the inheritance tnxes are more to their liking. A. man can 
not move his farm. A man who owns a farm in illinois and moves 
down to Florida and obtains a residence down there must leave his 
land, factory, or store in Illinois still subject to the inheritance tax, 
although he may avoid the payment of inheritance taxes on bonds and 
other personal property that is removed. (Hearings, p. 444.) 

REPEAL U~F.UR TO SOUTH AND WEST 

The repeal of the Federal inheritance tax is a rank lllJUS
tice to the taxpayers of the Western and Southern States. 
This arises by reason of the fact that although a large part of 
the wealth is created in the West and South, it flows to the 
owners who live in New York and other Eastern States, or 
who have e:~.'·patriated themselves and live abroad beyond the 
reach of any agency except the Federal Government. 

The cotton mills of the South produce enormous wealth, but 
their dividends and profits flow to the owners who live pri
marily in New York and New England. The copper mines of 
Michigan, Montana, and Arizona have yielded enormous for
tunes, but the owners of those fortunes as a rule do not live 
in the States where their wealth is produced. Michigan c-opper 
pours its dividends into Massachusetts. A southern Senator 
told me the other day of an instance where in hi own .State 
much of the property of one of the great public utilities 
ie owned in a :\Torthern State. Arizona and ~fontana cop
per mines pour their wealth into the coffers of the New 
York magnates. The only way . by which these and other 
States can reap any benefit from wealth that has been taken 
from within their borders and concentrated in the great 
cities of the East is to permit the Federal Government to levy 
a heavy tax upon the e great fortunes through an e tate tax 
and use the proceeds for the develo-pment of road and other 
needed public improvements in those States. 

This is strikingly shown by tables placed in the record of the 
Ways and .Means Committee, page 394, by Mr. Delano, chair
man of the committee which recommended ultimate repeal of 
the Federal estate tax. These figures show that during the 
nine years that the Federal estate tax has been in operation a 
total of $863,000,000 has been collected. Of thi ~ amount, $308,-
000,000 came from the State of New York. This is more than 
one-third-35.7 per cent--of the total receipts from e tate taxes 
during the period. 

Mr. President, Senatqrs may not -remain in the Chamber to 
hear arguments upon this que tion, but they will have to face 
these arguments in their campaigns: I promise them that 
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On the other hand, In each of the eight States of Arizona, 

Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Okla
homa, South Dakota, and Wyoming the receipts were less than 
one-tenth of 1 per cent. In other words, these eight States 
together hn ve not had enough wealth in the form of large for
tunes to pay one thirty-fifth of the tax paid by the great estates 
of New York. 

The three States of New York, Pennsylvania, and Massachu
setts have paid 52.8 per cent of all the revenue derived from 
the taxation of estates during the nine years the Federal tax 
has been in operation. That is not because the residents of 
these tllree States have been unjustly taxed, but be'cause the 
owners of great fortunes have taken up their residence in those 
States and thus brought approximately one-half of the wealth 
of the country under their control. 

If I had time, I could go on for an hour telling of these 
great fortunes which have been created like the fortune of 
Andrew W. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury. The fortune 
which he has amassed has taken its tribute from every hamlet 
in every county in every State of the Union. Yet, if this bill 
shall be enacted, when he dies those States will not get back 
for their citizens any of the money which they have contributed 
to the amassing of this enormous and unconscionable fortune. 

Faced by this situation, which can not be denied, it is a rank 
injustice, particularly to the Southern and Western States, to 
repeal the Federal Tax. It means that the farmers, business 
men, and professional men of these States are going to have 
to bear heavier tax burdens in order to relieve the great estates 
which are concentrated in the eastern cities from just taxation. 
When the people of these States learn the effect of the repeal 
of this tax they are going to view with unfriendly eyes those who 
voted for its repeal and demand the election of Representatives 
and Senators who will stand firmly for its reenactment. 

The Federal estate tax, which the committee's report pro
poses to repeal, amounted to $65,900,050 on the unaudited re
turns filed in 1924. [NoTE.-This is exclusive of additional 
assessments which in 1923 amounted to more than $45,000,000. 
The total above is the only one available which is distributed 
by States.] This is the latest year for which the Treasury 
has published its final " Statistics of income." 

In the table below, prepared at my request by the People's 
Legislative Service, there is presented the official figures show
ing the amount of Federal tax reported by estates of decedents 
resident in each State of the Union, covering returns filed from 
January 1, 1924, to December 31, 1924, and the corresponding 
percentages for each State. These percentages measure the 
relative tax reduction which may be expected to accrue to 
estates of decedents in the different States if this section of 
the present law is repealed. 

There is no assurance that death will keep just these same 
proportions as between the different Sfates next year or the 
year after, for the number of taxable returns of estates of 
decedents is small-only 9,338 altogether in 1924. However, 
the proportions, in all probability, will not change materially 
in most of the States. 
Federal estat~ ta,a, reported on estates of t·esiden,t decedent11 IU!trlbuted 

bv States and Territories with perctmtages (returns filed January 1, 
19!-f, to December 31, 1924) 

State or Territory 

1. 'Kew 1'1e:rlco __________________________ _ 

2. Nevada_-------------------------------
8. Idaho __ --------------------------------
4. Arlzbna_ -------------------------------
5. Utab __ ---------------------------------
6. Wyoming __ ----------------------------
7. Oklahoma ___ ----------------·----------8. South Dakota _________________________ _ 
9. Montana. __________________________ : __ _ 

10. North Dakota _________________________ _ 

11. Vermont ___ ----------------------------
12. Delaware ______ ·----- __ ----------------_ 
13. HawaiL ______ --------------- __ ---------

~t ~~~:lppi~=========::::::::::::::::::: 16. New Hampshire_ ______________________ _ 
17 . South Carolina ________________________ _ 

18. Arkansas __ -----------------------------19. Washington ___________________________ _ 
20. Tennessee _______ --------------------- __ 
21. Florida --------------------------------

~: ~~~~i~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
24. Kentucky------------------------------
25. Nebraska ___ ------------ ____ -----------
26. Alabama_--------------- ______ .------ __ 
Zl. Georgia ___ -----------------------------
28. Kansas_--------------------------------
29. Iowa __ -----·---------------------------
30. Rhode Island--------------------------
3l. Colorado_-----------------------------_ 82. West Virginia _________________________ _ 

Tax 

$505 

6.55 
1,646 
i,4« 
8,929 

28,630 
34,002 
35,249 
36,811 
38,494 
43,411 
50,256 
li6, 017 
59,590 
66,159 
95,630 

110,794 
11~ 192 
126, 113 
128,019 
142,109 
167,885 
215,524 
219,86-i 
222,886 
236,996 
240,048 
267,869 
364,371 
461,311 
(64,309 
•70. 128 

Proportion of total 

Less than 1/1000 of 1 per 
cent. 
Do. 

211000 or 1 ver cent. 
1/1000 or 1 per cent 
1/100 of 1 per cent. 
4/100 of 1 per cent. 
5/100 of 1 per o mt. 

l>o. 
6/100 of 1 per cent. 

Do. 
7/100 of 1 per cent. · 
8/100 of 1 per cen~ 
9/100 of 1 per cenl 

Do. 
1/10 or 1 per cent. 

Do. 
2/10 of 1 per cent. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

3/10 of 1 per cent. 
Do. 
Do. 

3/10 of 1 per cent. 
4/10 of 1 per cent.. 

Do. 
Do. 

6/10 of 1 per eent 
7/10 of 1 per cen 

Do. 
Do. 

Federal eltate ta,a, reported- o~ estates of resident decedents d~tributed 
by State(! and Temtortes w#h percentagu (rettwns filed Jam.,ary 1 
19~. to Decem-ber 81A 192.;)-Continued • 

State or Territory 

~: ~Ef111i~jjjjjj~~j~j~~~j~jjj~~jj~ 
38. Maryland (including District of Co

lumbia). 

i: f.i~~~:::::::::::::::;;;:;;:~ 
Grand total--------------------------

Tax Proportion of total 

$628, 174 1 per cent. 
702, 202 1.1 per cent. 
780, 681 1.2 per cent. 
871, 708 1.3 per cent. 

1, 125, 641 1.7 per cent. 
1, 552, 800 2.4 per cent. 

1, 962, 288 3 per cent. 
2, 119, 063 8.2 per cent. 
2, 545, 813 3.9 per cent. 
.2. 839, 077 4.3 per cent. 
3, 402, 982 5.2 per cent. 
3, 573, 015 5.4 per cent. 
3, 658, 532 6.5 per cent. 
4., 973, 690 7.5 per cent. 
5, 052,470 7.7 per cent. 
6, 332, OZl 8.1 per cent. 

20, 278, 242 30.8 per cent. 

65, 900, 050 100 per cent. 

This table shows that in 1924 the Federal estate tax reported 
by estates of decedents resident in New York was $20,278,242, 
or 30.8 per cent of the entire Federal estate tax. The repeal 
of the estate tax is a benefit primarily to the families of great 
wealth in New York. 

'Ihe benefit to the wealthy in this one State New York 
alone, outweighs the benefits to 42 other States Hawaii and 
the District of Columbia combined. The aggr~gate F~deral 
estate tax coming fTom all these 42 States Hawaii and the 
District of Columbia was $19,629,092 agai~st the $20,278,242 
from New York. 

The rich families of New York and three other Eas!:ern 
States-Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania-to
gether will get more than half the entire benefit of the repeal. 

One of the results of the repeal of the Federal estate tax 
upon fortunes of large sizes will be to increase the burden of 
taxes upon the farmers in New York and other States who 
are now paying from 30 to 40 per cent, not upon their estates 
when they die, but out of their meager income while they are 
alive. 

In 1924 the estate tax from these four States amounted to 
$35,636,429, or 54.1 per cent of the total ; in 1923 it was $40,-
685,227, or 60 per cent of the total for that year; in 1922, 
$67,947,275, or 59 per cent. 

Contrast with this the fact that in 1924 in 31 States mostly 
in the West and South, estates taxes were less than 1 per cent 
of the total. The proportion in these 31 States, as shown by 
the table, ranged from "less than one one-thousandth of 1 per 
cent" for New Mexico and Nevada to "seT'en-tenths of 1 per 
cent " for West Virginia. · 

In 13 other States the proportion ranged from 1 to 5% per 
cent only. 

The following summary table, also prepared by the People's 
Legislative Senice, pictures the meaning of this repeal which 
is designed to benefit principally Eastern States tn' which 
wealth is concentrated, and from which predominantly coma 
the campaign contributions to the Republican Party: 

Estate tax Propor-
reported tion of 
in 1924 total 

Aggregate or 31 States and 1 Territory where proportion was 
less than 1 percent-New Mexico, Nevada, Idaho{ ~ri.zon_a, 
Utah Wyoming, Oklahoma, South Dakota, .Montana, 
North Dakota, Vermont, Delaware, Hawaii~ Oregon, Mis
sissippi New Hampshire, SouthO!!iollna, Au::ansas, Wash
ington, ~ennessee, Florida, North Carolina, Virginia, Ken· 
tucky Nebraska, Alabama, Georgia, Kansas, Iowa, Rhode 
Island

1 
Colorado, West Virrdnia ____________________________ $4,601, 64S 6. 8 

Aggre~ate of 13 States and District or Columbia (proportion 
rangtng from 1 to 6~ per cent)-Texas, Indiana, Missouri, 

' Louisiana, Minnesota, Maryland, District of Columbia, 
Wisconsin, lllinois, Ohio, Connecticut, California, Maine, Michigan __________________________________________________ 25,761,976 39.1 

Subtotal of« States, HawaU, and District of Columbia_ ao, 263,621 (5. g 

Auregate of Massachosetts, New 1ersey, and Pennsylvania 
(pr~ortlon, T.ti to 8.1 per cent>----------------------------- 115,858,187 23.3 

New ork (proportion, 30.8 per cent)_----------------------- 20, ZTS, 24.~ SO. 8 

Total, Massachusetts, New 1ersey, Pennsylvania, and 
New York_------------------------------------------ 35, 636, 4.29 54.1 

Grand totaL.__________________________________________ 65, llOO, 050 100. o 

The Fe'deral tax reported by estates of decedents resident 1n 
the four States of Massachusetts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 

l 
f 
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and ... "ew York ln 1922 and 1923, and their proportions or the 
total Federal estate tax for those years, which have been above 
referred to, are shown in the following table in contrast with 
all other States: 

19221 1923 I 

Estates of decedents resident in- Federal- Federal-
estate tax Per oont estate tax Per oent 

· paid paid 

New York._------------------------- $32, 813, 786 28.3 $24,365,380 85.8 
Pennsylvania.----------------------- 20,567,357 17.8 
New Jersey __ _ ----------------------- 5, 035,980 4.~ 
Massachusetts .. --------------------- 9,530,152 8. 

Totals 4 States ___ ______________ 67,947,275 58. 7 
All other tates, Hawaii, and Dis-

47,891,678 41.3 trict of Colombia .. _- --------------
Orand total. ___________________ 115, 838, 953 100.0 

I tatistics of Income for 1921, Treasury Department (p. 33). 
'Statistics of Income tor 1922, Treasury Department (p. 73). 

9, 879,626 14.6 
B, 233,958 4.8 
3,206, 263 4.7 

40,685,'01 59.8 

'1:1, 405,039 40.2 

68,000,266 100.0 

New York's proportion of the benefit of the proposed repeal 
of the estate tax will be 30.8 per cent on the basis of the 
1924 returns ; 28.3 per cent on the basi of the 1922 ret~s ; 
and 35.8 per · cent on the basis of return for 1923. In other 
word , it will average about one-third of the total benefit. 

On the basis of the average of the returns for these three 
years the annual tax reduction accruing to the wealthy fami
lies of the e four States, citadels of Eastern wealth, will be as 
follows: 

Ave-rage annual tam reauotion by repeal of FeaeraJ estate taa~ 
(192~-1~} 

Estates of decedents resident in-
New York-------------------------------------- $25, 8~9. 1~~ 
Pennsylvania ----------------------------------- 11, 9 6, i S 
~assachusetts----------------------------------- 5,903, 6 
New JerseY------------------------------------- 4,440,803 

Total, 4 States_______________________________ 48, 089, 644 
All other States, Hawall, and District of Columbia-- 85, 186, 779 

Grand toUU------------------------~---------- ~3.276.423 
ESTATE TAX A LIGHT TAX ON GREAT FORTU:qEs 

From the date of its enactment in 1916 until December 31, 
1924, there were 86,551 returns filed undei· the estate tax law. 
These returns showed gross estates of $16,719,000,000. The net 
taxable value of these estates, owing to the generous provision 
for deductions, was only 60 per cent of this 11mount, or $9,~ 
834,000,000. Upon this the estate tax levy was only $610,-
000,000, or about 6 per cent of the net and les than 4 per cent 
of the gross estates. ( Stati tics of Income, 1923, p. 53.) 

Con idering only the latest returns for which statistics are 
available-those filed in the calendar year 1924-we find that 
the average tax upon all estates filed was only $5,313, or 5 
per cent of the average net estate. Even in the highest 
bracket-over $10,000,000-the average tax was only 19 per 
cent (Statistics of Income, 1923, p. 42.) 

-It is ridiculous for the propagandist of the repeal of the 
Federal e tate tax to denounce it as an exce sive burden. Con
tra t the 19 per cent paid in 1924 upon net estates of over 
$10,000,000 with the bea vy taxes that are being paid by the 
farmers in their section of the cmmh·y. Representative OGDEN 
L. MILLs, of New York, one of the most active opponents of 
the Federal estate tax, stated in the bearings before the House 
Ways and Means Committee that in the State of New York-

something like 80 or 40 per cent of the net income of the best agri
cultural sections is now being consumed in taxes. (Hearings, p. 484.) 

He based this statement upon the official report of the New 
York Joint State Tax Committee, of which he was apparently 
u member. 
· ~Iuch propaganda bas been distributed about the ten1ble 
hrinkage of estates due to the Federal tax. Examination of 

the estate tax returns for 1924 show that the Federal tax 
was only a minor part of the cause of shrinkage. The total tax 
paitl upon all estates was only $65,900,050. Compare this with 
$269,368,312 for debts, notes, mortgages, and so forth, and with 
$97,239,049 for funeral and administratlve expenses. The law
yers, trustees, and undertakers took 60 per cent more out of the 
e. tate than the Federal Government. 

The total Federal estate tax of $65,900,050 was almost e::r:
Rctly equal to the amount of charitable bequests-$65,928 022. 
(Statistics of Income, 1923, p. 36.) In other words, the owners 
of these estates voluntarily gave away as much as the total tax 
leYied by the Federal Government. 

ESTATE TAX SCIE~TIFIC ~1D. SOU~D 

Economists and experts generally agree that the principle 
of a Federal inheritance tax is scientific and sound and meets 
the demand of a wise system of taxation. 

Dr. Thomas S. Adams, professor of political economy, Yale 
University, in the hearings before the House Ways and Means 
Committee said of the estate tax: 

I think we ought to get from death dues in this country more than 
we get at present. I think we should rat e from this source enough 
revenue measurably to relieve the farmers and general taxpayers. 

Here are some remarks taken at random from Professor 
Seligman's testimony at these same hearings : 

Addressing the committee, he said : 

You, as legislators, are, always of course with due regard to the 
constitutionality of a measure, concerned wUh its social and economk 
consequences. 

In England, before the war, they got from their death duties 60 
per cent of what they got from their income taxes. In France they 
are getting a great deal more. than that, and here it Is proposed to 
abandon It. 

We do not get much out of it • • •; we might get a great deal 
more, as other countries do. 

It should be one of our regular eonrces of income. I think It 
should be one of the regular sources of revenue in every self-respecting 
democratic community. 

I quote from Professor Patterson on the question of lowering 
taxes: 

If taxes are lowered particular taxpayers will gain. Their expenses 
will be lessened, their profits wtll lncreae;e. But 1t does not follow 
that the country as a whole would gain. Instead it will lose, first, in 
Its fatlure to liquidate the national debt as rapidly as is wise; second, 
1n a less equitable distribution of tax burdens if the reductions now 
proposed are pnt tnto effect. But before pushing on it is worth while 
to repeat that American buslnef!s is on the whole not suffering from 
high taxes or from anything else ; there is new capital availablE' 1n 
enormous amounts ; tax-exempt securities are not absorbing a serious 
percentage of these new funds; heavy taxation for debt liquidation 
aoes not take funds from private control, but merely shifts them from 
one group to another ; the general price level is holding fairly steady ; 
and such changes as are occurring bear no apparent relation to the 
tax level and logically can have no relation to it; and finally, the 
argument that lowered tax rates will bring larger revenues is not sup
ported by experience to date. 

WIULTH RU:KNING RIOT UNDER THIS ADMINISTR.ATIO:'f 

The policy of taxation as presented in this bill, and particu
larly with regard to the repeal of the inheritance tax, was not 
presented to the American people in the election of 1924. As 
pointed out, the Republican platform did not even indorse the 
Mellon plan of tax reduction. The Democratic Party denounced 
it. Now they have formed a partnership to put over this biparti
san bid for big campaign contributions. The issue as presented 
1n that campaign by the Republican Party was " Coolidge or 
chaos." That issue, together with economic pressure, turned the 
tide of the election. The leaders of the Republican Party have 
misinterpreted the result. They take the majority given to the 
present administration as an order signed in blank by the Ameri
can people which they may fill in at the dictates of the great in
terests of this country. Wealth, arrogant in its power, is run
ning riot; the commissions created to regulate monopoly and to 
curb its abu es are being packed with individuals who are op. 
posed to the regulation of monopoly and to the curbing of its 
abuses. Gigantic mergers are on foot. They are being formed 
without check or hindrance by the Department of Justice, Fed
eral Trade Commission, or the Congress. 

I have noted with a great deal of satisfaction the fact -that 
the Government has at last moved against the Ward Food 
Products Corporation. An important part in this program of 
giving wealth what it wants is the repeal of the estates tax, 
which means ultimately its abandonment as a means of collect
ing taxes from these great estates in this country. Without 
presenting this issue to the people the pri.t;tciple of estates 
taxation is to be abolished. This tax, which, as Doctor Selig
man testified, is found in every democratic country, i to be 
wiped out. 

'l~he coalition between the Democrats and Republican leaders 
makes this reactionary step possible. The fact that both the 
leaders of the majority and the minority parties have joined 
hands in repealing the inheritance tax will not ab olve them 
from resppnsibility to the A.meriran people for their action. A 
day of reckoning will come. I appeal to independent Senators 
on both sides of the Chamber to repudiate this conce. sion to the 
demand of the ric~ for the repeal of the estate tax. 
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Mr. TR..UBHJI~L. Mr. President, it is not my object to occupy 1n regard to many other subjects-tor instance, that of dea11ng 

n great deal of time upon the pending amendment, but 1o view with tpe legal rate of interest. Some States provide a high 
of the fact that almost every sveaker, whether in opposition rate of interest as an inducement to capital to come there for 
to the amendment proposed by the committee or in favor of investment. Congress might say, 1

' We think, because certain 
the amendment, has taken occasion to make reference to the other States only pay 4 or 15 per cent interest, there is too 
State of Florida and the policy of my State in deallng with much money going to Florida, Where they pay 8 per cent, and 
the question of tile inheritance tax, l feel it my duty, a~well as we think we must by some device write into the law a pro
my privilege, to speak in behalf of my State upon this most vision that will not permit people in Florida to pay more than 
important subject. 4 per cent interest, because it is takinf some capital from 

Tile provision of this bill as passed by the House requiring a some other State or some other locality.' Or they might try 
refund of 80 per cent of the Federal inheritance taxes to tax- to prevent money going to the West, where the rate of interest 
payers in States having a State tax apparently was actuated is high, and say that people who have capital to invest 
and brought about on account of the action of the State of and who desire to make loans must be stopped from trans
Florida, acting within its rights, in having adopted a constitu- ferring a considerable part of their fortunes to 'Vestern States, 
tiona! amendment providing that no inheritance tax should be where tlleir money would bring 8 per cent or perhaps 9 or 
levied in that State. even 10 per cent, in comparison with an interest rate of 4 or :S 

The history of the situation Is that we had never imposed or 6 per cent in the Eastern States from where the money 
nn inileritance tax in the State of Florida. Neither had my might be transferred. There would be just as much equity, 
State adopted the policy of the imposition of an income tax. just as much justice, in the Federal Government seeking to 
Surveying the situation as to avenues through which the State control and dominate interest rates so as to try to make every
could obtain reyenue for its support, Florida has elected to main- body keep their money where 1t is, and to prevent them from 
tain her State government by the imposition of an ad valorem exercising their liberty and freedom in their own affairs and 
tax upon realty and by the imposition of certain license and placing their capital wherever they desired, or to move and 
occupational taxes, and more recently, since the automobile live wherever they might prefer. 
has become so generally used, necessitating a large consump- If the Federal Government could go into the question of 
tion of gasoline, the State has imposed a gasoline tax, which State income taxes, it might provide by some device that none 
brings in a large revenue. of the Federal funds should be u ed for certain purposes 

We maintain that we have the right to select our own form unless the States, as suggested by some Senators yesterday, 
and system of taxation within the State, just as is h·ue of all maintain the same character of school systems that are main
other States of the Union. Any policy on the part of the tained in some other States. It is an infringement of the 
Federal Government seeking to control or to dominate a State rights of the States when the Federal Government attempts 
in its taxing policy is unwarranted under our system of govern- to dominate and control the system of taxation that shall 
ment, is undemocratic, and absolutely reprehensible and inde- prevail in the respective States, whether we do it by indirec
fe>nsible. Yet the provision of the bill as it passed the House tion or whether we attempt it by direct specific legislation 
has in contemplation doing by indirection that which the Fed- controlling such taxation. 
eral Government has no right to do by direct legislation. I I contend that the provision for a refund of 80 per cent of 
believe, in preference to any effort to control and to dominate the estate tax is reprehensible and indefensible and should be 
the States, that a wiser policy and a more equitable and just stricken from the bill. If it is the desire of Congress to reduce 
policy would be the entire repeal of the Federal inheritance inheritance taxes 80 per cent, or if it is the desire to reduce 
tax. By that repeal we would leave to the States the field them 50 per cent or 60 per cent, why not in justice write into 
for estate taxes. ·we would then allow the States, if they so the bUl the schedule that is desired and specify the amount of 
desired, to impose such taxes without any interference on inheritance taxes to be paid instead of trying, by this provision 
the part of the Federal Government. for a refund of 80 per cent, to coerce the States into requiring 

It is true that in my State we did not adopt the policy of an a State inheritance tax? 
estate tax, but in most of the States of the Union an estate Such an effort, I . think, is unprecedented and unheard of. 
tax is imposed as u State policy, the States probably consider- It is true the present revenue law contains a 25 per cent I·e
ing that that 1s a wiser policy than the exemption of estates fund clause, but, of course, a 25 per cent refund clan e is so 
from taxation, as we believe in Florida, and which is a matter inconsequential in amount that it could not be considered as a 
purely within the power and the privilege of the States, re- direct effort to control the States in the matter of an inherit
spectively. Feeling as I do, I shall vote for the amendment ance tax. W1.1en, however, the refund is increased to 80 per 
proposed by the Senate committee to strUre out the Hou e cent-and almoSt every .Member of Congress who advocated it 
provision and to repeal the Federal inheritance tax. had to say something about Florida not having any inherit-

The House, by its policy of _adopting an amendment providing ance tax-it is very plain to anyone who can see very fur 
that 80 per cent of the revenue collected by the Federal Gov- beyond his nose what the object and purpose of any such 
ernment shall be refunded to a taxpayer in a State if in the provision is. I insist that any such provision as that should 
State the estate tax amounted to as much as 80 per cent of be stricken from tne bill. 
the amount of the Federal tax, to a degree at least recognized I If the majority of Congress acknowledges that we only need 
that a condition exists wherein 1t is the part of wisdom and 1 $10,000,000 from the Federal estate tax, then the entire in
justice to allow the States the field for the imposition of estate I heritance tax on the part of the Federal Government may as 
taxes. If it is right to have 80 per cent refunded, why is it well be repealed and entirely abolished, leaving the question 
not right to repeal the Federal inheritance tax entirely and I of estate taxes to the respective States. 
leave this field of taxation entirely to the States? 1\Ir. LENROOT. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator from Florida 

Furthermore, by the amendment returning 80 per cent we yield? 
would cut down the amount received from the Federal in- The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JoNES of Washington in 
heritance tax to almost an Inconsequential sum that would the chair). Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Sena-
come into the Federal Treasury. I know there bas been some tor from Wisconsin? . 
dispute about the amount involved. It is contended by those Mr. TRAMMELL. Certainly, I yield to the Senator from 
who are quite well informed upon the subject that the revenue I Wisconsin for a question. 
derived under the bill as it came to the Senate from the Hou...::e Mr. LENROOT. I should like to know who acknowledges 
would amount to only $10,000,000 ln round figures that would I that we shall only get ~10,000,000 or that that is all that we 
come into the Federal Treasury. If Congress succeeds in the need? I have not heard that statement made by anyone who 
purpose that seems to be in ~e minds and hearts of some of is in favor o! the estate tax. . 
its Members, both of the Senate and of the House, of coercing 1\Ir. TRAMMELL. If I am not mistaken, the Senator from 
and forclng the States to adopt tax policies that, forsooth, North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS] made that statement. 
seem to please Senators and Congressmen, then certainly the Mr. LENROOT. But the Senator from North Carolina ls 
Federal revenue would be reduced to a point where the Federal ln favor of its repeal. 
Government would only derive some $10,000,000 or perhaps Mr. TRAMMELL. I know he is in favor of Its repeal, but 
less from the estate tax. he said that this proposal would reduce the revenue to approxt-
lf that is true, why should we impose a Federal inheritance mately $10,000,000. 

tax at all? Why not leave this field entirely to the States, Mr. LENROOT. The fact is it only cost $2,000,000 to collect 
leaving them free t0 impose such estate tax as they deem $100,000,000. 
proper, just as we do in regard to any other tax? If it is Mr. TRA-MMELL. But the Governii).ent ls not going to get 
right for Congress to say that a State must do this .or that in $100,000,000 lf it refunds 80 per cent to the States. 
connection with one particular character of tax, the Congress Mr. LENROOT. It is not going to cost more to collect 
would have the privilege of exercising that same prerogative $20,000,000 than it does to collect $100,000,000. 

I 
/ 

I 
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1\Ir. TRAMMELL. But 1t Is proposed to reduce the rate and 

then to refund 80 per cent to the State, when we are now only 
refunding 25 per cent to the States. 

Mr. LENROOT. But if it costa $2,000,000 to collect $100,-
000,000, and there ls an estimate of $22,000 000 under the re
duced rate, it would leave $20,000,000 to the Treasury, would it 
not? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I am quoting the statistics furnished by 
the Senator from North Oarolina on the proposition, and I 
have found that he is about as well informed on this tax ques
tion as is any Member of the Senate. 

1\Ir. LENROOT. May I say that I have my figures from the 
Treasury erpert 

1\Ir. TRAMMELL. The whole trend of the discussion shows, 
Mr. President, that the 80 per cent refunding provision has been 
advocated and adopted for the purpose of trying to influence 
the States on the question of estate taxes. That 1s very plain, 
and the provoking cause seems to be Florida. We contend that 
we have a right to adopt our own taxation system. Florida 
has been progressing nicely under the policy which she has 
adopted .and which she has followed throughout her history, 
from 1845, when she was admitted to the Union. We are proud 
of the fact that Florida ts a State without any bonded indebt-~ 
edness ; we are proud of the fact that in our State treasury 
there is approximately a balance of $7,000,000, and that we are 
able to meet our expenses and our demands without any bard
ship being imposed upon the people of the State by the system 
of taxation which we have adopted. 

While the exemption of inheritances from taxation may have 
induced some capital to come to Florida-and I hope that it 
bas done so-that has not been the principal and moving cause 
for the rapid expansion and development of Florida, not only 
during the past few years but for the last QUarter of a cen
tury. Some persons have a mistaken idea that Florida has 
juf't all at once begun to grow and develop. Florida has been 
making a steady climb and a rapid growth for at least a 
quarter of a century and more. Its population has been 
rapidly increasing throughout those years. There has been 
remarkable development during that time. In 1924, prior to 
the adoption of the constitutional amendment in Florida, we 
had a most remarkable period of prosperity and development 
and growth in that State. I know a number of towns where 
the building program was very extensive. For years there has 
l> en a rapid development throughout the entire State. Those 
who are informed know that at the tlme of the outbreak of 
the great World War Florida was growing more rapidly than 
wa -; any other State in the Union. At that time we had not 
written into our constitution an exemption of inheritances 
from taxation. It is true that we had not impo ed such a tax, 
hut it wa not prohibited by constitutional amendment at that 
time. 

There are advantages which are afu·acting people to Florida 
and which ha ·e been attracting them there for the last quarter 
of a cen tury and more. While the exemption of inheritances 
from taxation has contributed more or less. of course, to the 
bringing of capital to that State, her other attractions and 
ad,·antage have offered the primary and principal induce
ments leading people to go to Florida as plea ure seekers, as 
home seeker , and for profitable inve ·tment. 

·we not only have our sunshine and om· attractive and 
],eautiful country, which are sources of enjoyment to the mil
Hom; who go there seeking pleasure and comfort during the 
winter months, but we have there wonderful opportunities and 
untold resources. Our re ources are far beyond what many 
are a ware of who . are not acquainted with the Stale. When 
I tell you, l\Ir. Pre ident, that the products of the soil, citrus 
fruits and vegetables, bring something like $180,000,000 to 
Florida annually; that our phosphate resources produce an 
income of something like $10,000,000 per annum; that our fish 
bring in something like $20,000,000 per annum ; that the prod
Uf'tS of the sawmills of the State are valued at $45,000,000 per 
annum; that we have there the greatest sponge market 
throughout all the United States; and when I mention that 
our manufacturing industries are producing something llke 
$273,000,000 of commoditie per annum, you may realize that 
there is something to Florida other than its wonderful ell
mate and its wonderful possibilities for the pleasure seeker. 
Of course, we are very proud, howev-er, of that feature of our 
State. 

During the past few years there has been a remarkable in
crease in our bank deposits and our resources in every respect. 
During the year 1925 the bank deposits of the State increased 
f rom approximately $250,000,000 to appro:rimately $1,000,-
000.000. That is the amount of deposits at the present time 
in the :\ational and State banks of Florida. Our railroad con
struction has surpassed that of any State 1n the Union during 

the past three years, something llke 700 or SOO miles of new 
railroads having been constructed and some are now in the 
course of construction in certain localities of . the State. 

We have made marvelous progress in the construction of 
hard roads. One can drive anywhere in Florida between its 
principal cities on as good roads as the best streets in Wash
ington. If one were 1n Jacksonville and wanted to go to 
Miami, 880 miles ~way, he would have only a day's travel by 
automobile before h1m on most excellent roads. If he were at 
Lake City, Fla., 1n the northern part of the State, and desired 
to go to Tampa, 830 or 840 miles away, he could speed on his 
journey wlthl:p. in a day on as good roads as the best of the 
highways in the country. Surrounding the towns throughout 
the State there are being put in a veritable network of bard
surface roads. 

With this· rapid development and progress, with its wonder
ful location, with its 1,500 miles of seacoast, with its 30 000 
beautiful, sparkling, m1rror1ike lakes dotted here and there 
throughout the State, with its beautiful river scenery, with its 
rolling, hllly section, as picturesque as is to be found anywhere 
in the United States, and its remarkable resources and oppor
tunities for the man who wants to go there for the purpose of 
making a living, Florida has, we are proud to say, been en
joying a most phenomenal growth and development, and is 
going to continue to do so. Neither Representatives in the 
other House nor Senators who may by a Federal law attempt 
to check the progress of that State will Eucceed. It is a use
less undertaking, and certainly everyone must realize that it 
1s a very · reprehensible undertaking for Congress to attempt 
to hamper a State by writing a provision 1n a Federal law to 
interfere with its State taxation system. 

Florida is not the only State in the Union that would like to 
induce newcomers or induce capital, and other States have 
different ways of trying to do it. Some States do not tax real 
property for State purposes. They say, u If we do not tax real 
property and support our State government by license taxes, 
that is the best way in which to build up and develop the 
State." 

They have all kinds of methods by which they endeavor to 
induce newcomers and capital to come into the respective 
States. I do not blame them for that; but in Florida we have 
the same right and the same privilege, and no petty jealousy 
should actuate or cause any American citizen to try to interfere 
with the development of another State, its growth, and its 
progress when that growth and progress are the result of the 
natural advantages of the State and the re ult of honest and 
legitimate efforts to assist those natural advantages in building 
a more wonderful and a greater State. 

I think that the 80 per cent provision should certainly be 
stricken from the bill and that we should fix definite1y the 
amount of inheritance ta:x, if we desire to continue it; but in 
the situation in which the proposed legislation is at the present 
time, I am going to vote to repeal entirely the inheritance tax, 
and I feel that Senators and Members of the House who are 
actuated by a fair spirit toward all other States should not b·y 
by such methods as have been attempted here to control and to 
interfere with the system of taxation in the State of Florida, 
for that is plainly the effort here attempted through the provi
sion of the 80 per cent refund to the States. 

As I have said , Mr. President, this exemption has not caused 
our growth and development. We have been growing and de
veloping for years. Men with vision more than a quarter of 
a century ago saw the advantages and the future and the po . i
bilities of Florida. When some 35 or 40 years ago Henry B. 
Pla).lt went to the west coast of Florida and built his little nar
row-gauge railroad some people thought he wa a dreamer. a 
crazy man. Now all ~k of him as a wise man 6f wonderful 
foresight. To-day, however, that once little narrow-gauge rail
road is one of the most profitable railroad systems within the 
United States. It is now called the Atlantic Coast Line, a con
siderable portion of its mileage being in Florida and its ~Teat
est source of revenue being from business to and from Florida. 

Thirty or thirty-five years ago, when Flagler wandered off to 
Florida and had a vision, saw the possibilities on the east coast 
of Florida, and began building gradually, little by little, a 
railroad system penetrating into the wilderness, some of his 
friends said, and one of them told me this not long ago: "Why, 
we always thought Flagler was a man of judgment, but he has 
gone wild, he has gone crazy, going down there and building a 
railroad into the wilderness." 

Then he extended it on and undertook what seemingly was 
the impossible task of building a railroad acros 90 mile. of 
water, extending the East Coast Rallroad from Homestead-a 
little village at that time, now a pretty good-sized little city
a distance of 90 miles to Key West, bridging 90 miles of Gulf 
or waters 1lowlng into it. Certain people thought that was 
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impossible; that Flagler had but a wild dream' and yet to-day 
all up and down that system of railroad is a veritable paradise, 
a place of pleasure and of amusement, and many towns and 
cities with their development and progress that is unequaled 
in any other part of the United States ; and the East Coast 
Railroad, which some people thought 30 or 35 years ago was an 
indication of the dream of Flagler, and a wild dream at that, 
is one of the most profitable railroad systems within the United 
States. At the present timE) the railroad is being double
tracked ; tho double-tracking is almost entirely completed for 
over 500 miles, and it is one of the most prosperous railroad 
systems in the United States. 

That is in Florida, my friends ; and the present development 
in Florida and its prosperity are going ahead, and the man of 
vision is going to be like unto Flagler and to Plant and other 
pioneers in the development of the State. He is not going to 
think that this is a little temporary affair in Florida. He is 
going to realize, from the evidenc(]S of the development of tho 
State up to the present time and what is now going on, that 
Florida has an assured future, regardless of the question of its 
taxation plan. 

Why, last month the building permits in 21 towns and cities 
of the State amounted to $23,000,000. Last month, according 
to an article that I read in this morning's paper, the city of 
Tampa surpassed all other cities within the United States in 
its increase in postal receipts. The city of Tampa had an in
crease of 56 per cent in its postal receipts for January, while 
the next city in the United States had an increa....;;e of only 26 
per cent. I believe that was Springfield, Ill. This progress 
and this de"Velopment are going on, and the exemption of in
heritances from taxation is contributing only in a minor way. 
Of cour e, it may contribute, it may assist, just as other in
ducements ·contribute that are offered by various States to 
people to come and locate JLnd settle there. But Florida's 
greatest assets, Mr. President, are her wonderful climatic con
ditions and the opportunities that are being offered there for 
those who desire to seek two or three or four months of pleas
ure and recreation during the wintertime, and then her re
sources and opportunities for those who desir:e to go there to 
earn a livelihood. 

I read only a day or two ago that the average net yield 
per acre of agricultural products in the United States per acre 
is $15, while in the State of Florida the average net yield per 
acre is $225. That shows that there is a pretty good oppor
tunity for a farmer in Florida. There is no other State in the 
Union where a farmer can go with as little capital and with 
as little energy and industry and make a living and make 
money and, in some cases, grow rich as in the State of Florida. 

"\Ye have those advantages there; and those advantages are 
contributing very largely to Florida's progress and her develop
ment, as well as Florida being, we say, not only the playground 
of the United States but the playground of the world. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the people of my State are 
"Very much interested in the ·development of our neighbor 
State Florida, and they are glad of the advertising it is get
ting ~II over the country. Some of the best citizens of Georgia 
have moved there temporarily. The advertising has attracted 
people from all over the country to visit Florida and try their 
fortunes, and they have to go through Georgia. We know that 
no intelligent person, after seeing our people and State, will 
pass through Georgia and go to Florida to live for more than 
a few weeks in a year. We know that they will come back to 
Georgia even if they go to Florida and remain awhile. We are 
greatly interested and ru.·e glad of the boom and development 
in :Florida. 

What I do not like to hear, though, from my friends, the 
Senators frbm Florida, whom I admite greatly, is this talk 
of the Federal Government coercing their State. The coercion 
.tarted with the State of Florida. Inheritance taxes have ex· 
istE.>d for only a comparatively few years in any of the States; 
bnt Florida a short while ago put the whole country on notice 
tllat tb.ey would collect no income or inheritance taxes. One 
of the arguments made in securing the adoption of the consti· 
tutlonal amendment exempting inheritances and income taxes 
was that the wealthy men from other States would come there 
to escape these taxe . That action on the part of Florida coerced 
my Stn te legislature so that last year they were ready to repeal 
the inheritance tax and the income tax, which was because of 
Florida's coercion. If Georgia had followed Florida, Tennessee 
and South Carolina and other States would have followed next 
to keep the people of their States from leaving and building 
homes in Georgia or Florida or Alabama so as to evade paying 
income and inheritance taxes. Then the adjoining States would 
have followed in repealing these taxes, and soo:q there would 
have been no inheritance taxes or income taxes in an1 of the 
States of the United Statea. -

That Is what was intended by the tax commissions that came 
to Washington and tried to influence the Members of Congress 
to do away with the inheritance tax. A delegation came from 
my State ; they are good men and are my friends, but I do 
not think they understood the matter thoroughly. The biggest 
lobby and probably the best lobby that has been here since I 
have been a Member of the Senate was the representatives of 
these tax clubs. It was a paid propaganda to get away from 
any income tax or any inheritance tax, first by repealing the 
Federal tax and then getting the States to follow Florida in 
repealing the State tax on incomes and inheritances. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President--
M.r. HARRIS. I will ask the Senator to wait until I get 

through, then he can ask me any questions he wishes. 
Mr. 'FLETCHER. I just wanted to call attention to one fact. 
Mr. HARRIS. I shall be very glad to have the Senator tlo 

that when I get through. 
It was admitted in the House heari!}gs, by the men who came 

here pretending to represent tax commissions, that their ex
penses here were paid by bankers and men of large wealth. 
There is not any doubt in the world about it. 

Mr. TRAllll\lELL. l\Ir. President- --
Mr. HARRIS. I will ask not to be interrupted. 
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN] yesterday said 

that this inheritance tax would hurt the farmers. I never saw 
anyone who seemingly was so interested in the farmers' tax 
being reduced as he seemed yesterday i but last Saturday, wP,en 
we were trying to keep the farmers' mutual insurance organiza
tions from being taxed to death, the--Senator from Connecticut 
voted against those of us who were trying to help the farmer:s. 
Of course he is not trying to put them out of business because 
of the big insurance companies in his State; he opposed it for 
other reasons. I am not criticizing the able Senator from Con
necticut, but his statement shows how little he knows about the 
financial condition ·of the farmers of the United States. There 
is not one farmer in 50,000 that will pay a dollar of inheritance 
tax; very few have as much as $50,000, and no tax of this kinl.l 
is paid on less amotmts; but the Senator says that if we pass 
this bill it will mean that the farmers in the Northwest, who 
are suffering so much, w1ll ha\e to pay higher taxes. Ilere ls 
his language. I will read it: 

Now, Mr. President, If we Insist upon this Inheritance tax and de
prive the States of resorting to It, it seems to me that the !armers 
throughout this country are bPund to sufl'er by an increase of direct 
taxes upon their real property. 

I do not think there is a farmer in the United States who 
can be fooled by any such statement as that. The farmer does 
not know much about taxes, except the heavy taxes on his 
property, and with his losses on farming the -past few years 
he has had trouble paying any tax. He does not know much 
about inheritance taxes, as they are levied only on the rich. He 
knows that his neighbors have not paid any. Be is less able 
all the time to pay taxes because of the financial suffering 
he is undergoing. I wish the Senator from Connecticut would 
help us assist the farmer in a substantial way when there is 
some legislation before the Senate that will really benefit the 
farmer. 

In my State there are three large systems of railroads, and 
their property values run into many millions. I under tand 
that over half of one of those railroads is owned by a citizen 
of Connecticut. I am not against the large wealth of the coun
try where it has been made honestly. I have no criticism 
against it, but the wealth in those Georgia railroads was 
created by the people in my State. They have paid lligh pas
senger and freight rates, and they have paid for other things 
that have enhanced the value of these railroads. That raih·oad 
property in Georgia has made the holder of these bonds or 
stocks in Oonnecticut and others wealthy. When be dies, the 
property ought to help pay the inheritance taxes in the State 
where it is located, where the wealth was created that has 
made the man in Connecticut wealthy; but, jf he died, all of 
the Inheritance tax would go to the State of Connecticut in
stead of to the State where the property is located. This same 
conditi'on is true in many States, particularly in the West and 
in the South. If the owner of a railroad in Georgia or any 
other State lives in another State and pays no inheritance tax 
to the State his property is located in, it is only fair and just 
that he pay the Federal Government an inheritance tax on his 
millions of bonds and stocks and tax-exempt securities, which 
would lessen the burden of taxes of all citizens in Georgia and 
elsewhere. Mr. President, the large fortunes running into 
hundreds of millions are a menace to our country, and the 
holders of these millions are, in my judgment, making a great 
mistake in trying to evade the payment of an inheritance taL 
It 1s the fairest tax of all and can not be passed on to the 
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p8or, who must labor to live and support their families and 
are already too heavily taxed by the high protective tariff, 
which inc1·eases the cost of living so much. 

Mr. MoLEA.N. Mr. President--
Mr. HARRIS. I will ask the Senator not to interrupt me 

until I get through. 
Mr. President, I am a believer in States rights, but I notice 

that when the constitutional lawyers can not answer an argu
ment, they always talk about State rights, or coercion on the 
part of the States, and some other things ; and, of course, they 
have had to resort to it in the case of this measure, because 
the object of this proposal, in my judgment, is simply to get 
rid of any inheritance tax in any of the States and in the 
United States. 

.Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, just one question: Is there 
an inheritance tax in Georgia .at the present time? 

l\Ir. HARRIS. We have an inheritance tax now i but the 
State legislature last summer, because of thE! coercion of the 
State of Florida in putting it in the constitution to bait our 
wealthy men to move there, was ready to repeal the inheritance 
tax, and would have repealed it except for the Federal inherit
ance tax law. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. You did not stop them from going to 
Florida, though ; did you? 

Mr. HARRIS. The only amount of inheritance tax in 
Georgia is what the Federal Government levies and what they 
allow us credit for. · 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, the Senator will recall that 
it was not merely last year or year before that Florida took the 
position that he bas mentioned with reference to inheritance 
taxes and income taxes. Florida never bas had an income tax 
law, and never has had an inheritance tax law; so, why have 
not the people of Georgia been flocking to Florida all these 
years, instead of waiting until recently? _ 

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator is one of the ablest men in this 
body, and I am proud that he was born in my State. He knows 
very well the difference between a constitutional amendment 
and a law, because a majority of the legislatures could repeal 
the law and have an inheritance tax imposed at any time; but 
he knows that it is a very difficult thing to change the constitu
tion of a State. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am opposed to .the repeal of 
the inheritance tax law. I think it a fair and an equitable 
tax, and collected with perhaps as little expense as any tax we 
could lay. It is a sow1d tax, economically speaking. 

I favor an inheritance tax, not that I desire to distribute 
propert)1 by means of taxation but because, I think, under the 
circumstances and conditions which now confront us and with 
which we have to contend, it is a fair way to realize a portion 
of the revenue which we must have. It is placing a part of 
this great burden where it sh9uld be placed in justice to other 
taxpayers. 

We now have a national debt of some twenty or twenty-one 
billion dollars. Upon that debt we are paying between eight 
and nine hundred million dollars a year interest. That entire 
debt, with the exception of something less than $1,000,000,0001 

was incurred by reason of the late war. We have an annual 
budget of something like three and a half billion dollars, and 
in my opinion it will be four billion before it is less than 
three and a half billion. It is true that we have made some 
considerable progress in the last few years in reducing ex
penditures along certain lines, but we seem to have reached the 
low point in the matter of reduction of expenses and are now 
upon the upward grade. 

Last year, according to the figures which I have been able 
to gather, the people of the United States paid in the way of 
taxes-State, county, and national-something over $7,000,-
000,000. The per capita taxation in the United States now is 
about three times what it was 10 years ago. 

I observe that the first 124 ye.ars of this Government cost 
the taxpayers something like $28,000,000,000. The last 10 
years have cost something over $60,000,000,000. 

Under these conditions it seems to me entirely equitable and 
wholly just to call upon those who distribute large estates 

to meet their proportion of the tax burdens. 
The contention is made that we have not heretofore called 

upon the inheritance tax except in time of war. Technically 
speaking, I presume that is tn1e, so far as this country is con
cerned, although in a great many countries it has become an 
established permanent tax, and particularly so in democratic 
countries. But we are really now meeting war conditions and 
paying war taxes. The entire national debt which we are 
carrying, with the exception of less than $1,000,000,000, is a 
war debt, and the great increase in the National Budget is by 
reason of the war, and we ru:e yet mee~~ the conditions 

LXVII--233 

superimposed upon us by reason of the war. If we justify . the 
tax alone as a war tax, certainly these taxes are all war taxes. 

I can not understand upon what theory we can remove the 
inheritance tax, even if it be considered a war tax, until the 
actual burdens of war have been reduced to some reasonable 
figure, and we are now meeting the burdens of the war quite 
as effectually as if the war were still in progress, so far as 
taxation is concerned. 

I am not concerned in the least with the proposition which 
has been debated here to such a great extent, and particularly 
to-day, as to the effect of a repeal of the tax upon the attitude 
of the States toward this subject. I am perfectly willing to 
permit the States to have their own system of taxation, with
out interference upon the part of the National Government. 
I see no reason, however, why the National Government should 
not levy its inheritance tax at fl reasonable rate and permit 
the States to enjoy it or not, as they see fit. I certainly am 
not in favor of using the taxing system to coerce a State into 
adopting a system it does not like. But that h!is very little 
to do with the fundamental proposition that the National Gov
ernment itself is entitled to an inheritance tax, and particu
larly under the conditioDB which now conf1·ont the National 
Government. 

I observe that the arguinent against the inheritance tax 
which is most persistently urged upon the part of tho e who 
started the campaign against an inheritance tax would repeal 
the laws in the States quite as effectively as the law of the 
National Government It is true that there are those who lay 
particular stress upon the fact that the right to impose such a 
tax belongs to the States, but in reading the arguments which 
have been advanced from time to time, particularly by clubs 
which have been organized for the purpose of spreading propa
ganda for a repeal of the tax, I have noticed that the argu
ments which they advance apply to the inheritance tax and 
reject it upon principle; that is to say, for reasons which 
have no relation either to fState governments sr to the Na
tional Government. 

In my judgment, if the National Government removes the 
inheritance tax, to a very marked extent the campaign will 
be continued for its removal in the States, and particularly 
in a large number of the States whicl! think they may derive 
some advanta~e by reason of the proposition. 

The tax which is now in existence has been referred to con
stantly as a 40 per cent tax. I want to read a statement from 
Professor Patterson, which throws some light upon the prac
tical construction and application of the statute. He said: 

The rate of the estate tax is most often described by referring to 
the 40 per cent maximum rate imposed on large estates in the law· 
of 1924. In discussing the income tax we noticed that such references 
are often misleading and the same caution should be exercised here. 
The law of 1924 actually prescribes this high rate in the following 
words: "Forty per cent of the amount by which the• net estate ex
ceeds $10,000,000." Moreover the law contains the following 1mpor· 
tant provision as section 301 (b) : 

"The tax imposed by this section shall be credited with the amount 
of .any estate, inheritance, legacy, or succession taxes actually paid 
to any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, in respect of 
any property included in the gross estate. The credit allowed by this 
subdil"ision shall not exceed 25 per cent of the tax imposed by this 
section." 

With this wording one should not expect to find that the Federal 
Government is really taking 40 per cent of the large estates, but some· 
thing considerably less. The nominal rates in the law of 1921 ranged 
from 1 per cent to 25 per cent while actual payments made in 1923 
under the law·or 1921 ranged from 1.03 per cent on net estates under 
$50,000 to 21.67 per cent on n~t estates of $10,000,000 and over. 
The average tax paid was 5.05 per cent of all the net estates subject 
to tax. In 1922 the range was from 1.03 per cent to 22.36 per cent 
with an average of 7.15 per cent for all sizes of estates. * • * 

We are thus not concerned with aatual payments of 25 per cent 
on large estates in 1923. None in 1923 Wl're higher than 21.67 per 
cent and the average was only 5.0~ per cent. This seemingly low 
average is due to the fact that most of the estates are small. The 
returns show that 99.26 per cent of the returns filed were for estates 
of $1,000,000 or less and hence would be subject, In the present law, 
to a nominal marlmuro rate of 12 per cent or less. Rates higher than 
12 per cent would afl'ect less than 1 per cent of the estates which must 
file returns. 

But notwithstanding the rate, in the practical working of the 
statute, as stated by Professor Patterson, we realized in 1924 
from the inhelitance tax law $102,996,761. It has been esti
mated that we will get between $100,000,000 and $125,000,000 
for 1925. 

'l'his is the very small stipend called for from the· large 
estates of this country to help meet the stupendous burden of 
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taxes now resting upon tbe American people, a debt, as I have 
said, of some $2i,ooo,ooo1ooo, and an annual budget of some 
three and a half billion dollars. 

It is certainly not inequitable, it is certainly not unju,st, 1t 
1B certainly not socialistic, it is certainly not communistic, to 
call upon the e great estates to help meet tbe burden which 
bus been imposed upon us, as much certainly for the benefit of 
those who ha\e accumulated this wealth as for anyone else 
who was interested in our country during the time these ex
penses were being incurred. 

In my opinion, as I have stated, this 1a not a fight between 
the States and the Federal Government. This 1s an attempt 
to get rid of the inheritance tax; and I venture to say that 
the campaign will continue after we have passed on tb.e 
~uestion quite as forcibly as it has been conducted during the 
trme it was here for our consideration. 

I think therefore, that we ought to pause before relieving 
these est~tes of this burden and deliberately passing it on to 
some one, because whatever is taken off their backs will be 
passed to the load of some one else. 

In my opinion, that 1B the progress which 1a going forward 
tn the tax system of this country. It has not been very 
long since we repealed what was known as the excess-profits 
tax. Next came vast reductions in what is known as the 
surtax; and I venture to say that the ne::rt time we deal with 
a tax bill the surtax will be reduced to 10 per cent, or per
haps eliminated entirely. It is now proposed that we relieve 
the great estates from the inheritance tax. Inside of 10 years 
I expect to see the vast burden of taxation growing out of 
the war passed to the common taxpayer of this country, and 
the vast wealth of the country will be relieved entirely of its 
portion under the fundamental law of taxation-that people 
should pay in accordance with their ability to pay. Every 
move-the whole plan-is to make the average citizen carry 
this great debt and relieve the exceptionally wealthy. 

Certainly until we are from under the burdens of war, until 
we are from under the load which has been placed upon us 
for the common good of the country, that rule-that people 
should meet their taxes according to their ability to pay
should not be abrogated, particular]S not in behalf of those 
who are so exceptionally able to pay. 

I do not intend to go into an extended discussion of the 
inheritance tax. It would serve no useful purpose at this time 
after this long debate. But, ln view of some of the argumenta 
which have been advanced that this is only a war ta.x:, l 
want to read first a paragraph from Professor Seligman 1n 
a book lately out on taxation. He says: 
· The inheritance tax ts to-day found primarily 1n democracies like 
those of England, Switzerland, Australia, and America 1 and in other 
countries its development has gone hand 1n hand with the spread of 
democratic ideas. • • • Because the tax has frequently been 
urged by those mho are opposed to large fortunes, 1t has usually been 
overlooked that 1t ma1 be defended on purely economic grounds as 1n 
complete harmony with the general principle of equltabl.e taxation. 

Again, he says : 
The inheritance tax to-day scarcely needs defense. It 18 found in 

almost every country ; and the more democratic the country the more 
developed is the tax. 

Mr. Gladstone, in the great debat~ on this subject in the 
House of Commons years ago, declared ' 

The carrying property in perfect security over the great barrier 
Which death places between man and man 1s perhaps the very highest 
achievement, the most signal proof of the power of elvilhed institu
tions. • • • And an instance so capital of the great benefit con
ferred by law and civil institutions upon manktnd and of the im
mense enlargement that comes to natural liberty through the medium 
of the law, that I conceive nothing more rational than that. it taxes 
are to be rai ed at all, the State shall be at Uberty to step in and take 
from him who is thenceforward to enjoy the whole in security that 
portion which may be bona fide necessary for the public 1-•urpose. 

Eighteen year ago Colonel Roosevelt, speaking at Provillce
town, had this to say: 

'l'be materialism of such a view, whether it finds express1on in the 
llfe of a man who accumulates a vast fortune in ways that are repug
nant to e>ery instinct of generosity and of fair dt>aUng, or whether it 
finds expression in the vapidly useless and self-indulgent life of the 
inheritor of that fortune, is contemptible in the eyes of all mPn capable 
of a thrill of lofty feeling. Where the power of the law can be wisely 
used to prevent or minimize the acquisition or business employment 
of such wealth and to make it pay by income or inheritance taX its 
proper share of the burden of the Government, I would invoke that 
power without a moment's hesitation. 

Mr. President, this is a fair tax, a just tax, an economically 
sound tax, and it is signally unjust to the average taxpaye~ of 

the Unit~d States to continue this program of rellevlug excep
tional wealth from its proportion of our burden. I close with 
ijle words of Benjamin Harrison, who, after his retirement 
from the Presidency, speaking upon the obligations of wealth, 
said: 

Men who have wealth must not hide it trom the tax gatherer and 
flaunt it on the street. Such things breed a great discontent. All 
other men a.re hurt. They bear a disproportionate burden. A strong 
soldier will carry the knapsack of the crippled comrade, but he 
will not permit a robust shirk to add so much llS a tin cup to the 
burden. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Presiden4 referring to the pr(;paganda, 
if that term may be used for the abolition of the estate tax, 
mentioned by the Senator from Idaho, I submit a telegram re
ceived by the State boru:d of equalization of the State of Mon
tana from the general counsel of the American Bankers' Asso
ciation, as follows: 

NBW YORK, N. Y., J anuary 21, 1926. 
STATI!l BOARD OF EQUALIZATION, 

Helerluz, Mont.t 
In view of the elimination of Federal estate tax by the Senatt~ 

lNnance Committee tn reporting revenue bill to Senate, which is 1n 
accord, I understand, with the desires of tax commis loners and State 
tax authorities, that such source of revenue be left to the State, and 
as the American Bankers' Association favors the elimination for like 
reasons, we respectfully })(>g leave to suggest that the time is now 
opportune for urging Members of Senate to support such elimination 
and asking Members of House to request their conferees when ap
poillted to consent to elim1nation. 

TliOJriAS B. PATON, 
Cht1eral OounseJ Amer£c<m Bankers' Association. 

The general counsel for the Bankers Association evidently 
mlstook the position of the board of equalization of the State 
ot Montana, for they answered in a letter setting forth what 
I think are conclusive reasons why the tax should not be 
repealed. In lieu of a speech on the subject I ask that the , 
letter be read at the desk. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
before the letter is read? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. HARR1S. It is my understanding that the American 

Bankers' Association repudiated the crowd who were trying 
to use the organization for this purpose. 

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read as requested 
by the Senator from Montana. 

The Ohlef Olerk read as follows : 
STATE OJ' MONTANA BOARD OF EQUALIZATION, 

Helena, January n, 19!8. 
Bon, THOMAS J. WALSH, 

United States Senate, Wash:!ngtcm, D. 0. 
DEAR SaNATOR: We are inclosing herewith copy of a telegram 

received trom Thomas B. Paton, g.eneral eounsel for the American 
Bankers' Association. In thls telegram it is urged that our board 
Immediately ask the Montana representation in Congress to favor the 
elimination of the Federal estate tax from the revenue blll. In 
order that there may be no misunderstanding of our position, and 1n 
order to call th18 matter to the attention of our representation as 
requested, we wish to state that we are emphatically opi>Qsed to such 
elimination, and are just as emphatically opposed to the methods used 
by the opponents of the Federal estate tax to influence Congress in 
its consideration of the revenue bill. 

We believe the Federal estate ~x as passed by the House Is a just 
and fair tax, and that the Federal Government ' should not retire from 
this field of taxation. While it is true that in some cases estates are 
required to pay taxes in more than one jurisdiction, it is also true 
that with the elimination o! the Federal estate tax, estates could bs 
exempted from all taxation. It ls fallacy to believe that with tbtl 
elimination of the Federal estate tax all States wlll ndopt a un1!orru 
method of taxation. While ta-xing authorities may agree that such a 
condition should be brought about, the individual Statea have always 
been extremely jealous of their rights and have passed revenue laws 
to meet local needs and conditions. The eltrulnation of the Federal 
tax will not in our opinion hasten the enactment of unltorm inherit-
ance tax laws by the several States, but will create a rivalry in tile 
bidding for capital, which may eventually cause a repeal of all State 
inheritance taxes. With the rapidly increasing amount of tax-exempt 
securities outstanding, owners of great wealth may efJcape all contri
butions toward the support of Government by establishing residence 1n 
States which do not tax inheritance , and thereby withdraw necessai":i 
capital from States in need of development wh('re inheritances ar~ 

taxed. A fair Federal estate tax with liberal exemptions for State 
taxes would equalize and regulate this condition und reduce the attrac
tiveness of tax-exempt securities as an investment. 

We have heard it stated that the Federal eRtate tax is an attf'mpt by 
the Government w coerce the States that now exempt inheritances t rom 
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taxation to adopt State lnberlta.nce tax laws. We <1o not believe this 1 $500, the other $19,000, not because of anything that they have 
Is a sound argument for the eltmlnatlon of the Federal estate tax. 1 done or left undone, but because the dead men from whom the 
The small minority of States that do not now tax inheritances should inheritances are derived happened to be unequally wealthy. 
not be in a position to make it necessary for the balance of the States Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
to repeal their inheritance tax laws in order to retain the domicile of question? 
their wealthy citizens. The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-

The greatest single argument we have heard for the elimination of vania yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
the Federal estate tax is that the Government should retire from this Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad to yield. 
field in favor of the several States. From our investigation we find Mr. BORAH. That feature of the situation has been dealt 
that the great majority of advocates of State rights are also opposed with pretty successfully in England, has it not? 
to State inheritance taxes. If the Government repeals the estate tax Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am not aware how they dealt 
we are very much afraid that the principle of taxing inheritances in with it there. I think thay tax the amount received by each 
any form will be set aside as unsound and an entering wedge will be beneficiary. We have dealt with it pretty successfully in Penn
provided for the repeal of State inheritance taxes. sylvania, because we tax the amount that is received by each 

It is generally admitted that tangible property bears too large a beneficiary. The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. JoNES] urged 
proportion of the burden of government. With the rapid increase of that system when the 1924 tax bill was being considered. The 
interstate business the problem of State taxation is becoming more Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY] urged it with great 
difficult. Business of all kinds that in past years was local in charac- force, and I believed in it, as others did, and we offered an 
ter and management is rapidly becoming a part of large corporations amendment in behalf of the Finance Committee when the bill 
doing business in more than one State. State lines are rigidly main- in 1924 was being considered, the purpose of w-hich was to 
tained for purposes of taxation, while the intangibles and profits of correct this inequality. 
these concerns escape taxation to a great extent by conflicting State Mr. SMOOT. Also in 1921. 
revenue laws. Havens or sanctuaries for the rich should not be pro- Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Yes; also in 1921. The one I 
vlded by the States; neither should the Federal Gowrnment allow thls am more familiar with is the 1924 law. We realized the in
condition to exist. If the Government must repeal the Federal estate equity- of the thing. It is shocking. We offered that amend
tux, a method should be found to compel owners of tax-exempt securi- ment, but it went out in conference; we could not hold it. 
ties and intangibles to contribute proportionately toward the support I believe that most of the Senators have not realized what a 
of Go>ernment. Having supervision over the State inheritance tax hideous unfairness this provision works out in its application 
law of Montana, we find that nearly all large estates are owners of to different classes of taxpayers. Senators may believe in an 
tax-exempt securities. It the principle of income and estate taxation inheritance tax all they please. They may believe the Federal 
1s sound, and we believe it is, it seems to us that the owners of such Government ought to levy it. They may believe that we ought 
securities should not be allowed complete exemption during their 11fe to refund to the States the way the bill tries to do. But I defy 
and their estates to escape taxation upon their death. Protection of them .to defend such discrimination as that. 
property rights is just as great, if not greater, to owners of wealth In another way I think the bill as it came from the House is 
as it is to owners of small means, and their contributions to society unfair in its application to various States. 
should be to a great extent commensurate with the privileges enjoyed. MI'. WALSH. Mr. President--

In order to relieve tangible property from an unjust burden it is Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad to yield to the Sen-
necessary that we as a State maintain our inheritance tax, and we can ator from Montana. 
not subscribe to a policy that may eventually deprive us of this source Mr. WALSH. Does the Senator believe that if that system 
of revenue. were substituted for the House provision it would be any more 

Very truly yours, successful in conference this time? 
STATIJ BoA.Rn oF EQuALIZATION. Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I doubt very much whether it 
J. W. WALKER, Ohairman. would be. I am pointing out successively the defects as to 
o. A. BERGESON, which I think the bill is subject to criticism. I think the 
J As. H. STEWART, House attitude in all these years has been the wrong one in 

Members. that respect and I think the Senate was right. 
Mr. REED _of Peruisylvania. :Mr. President, in a very few 

minutes I desire to call attention to one or two features of the 
problem that I think have not been touched upon, or at least 
have not been stressed in the discussion thus far. I want to 
preface what I have to say with the statement that I believe 
ln inheritance taxation. I believe that the rlght to transmit 
immunity from labor from one generation to another is an 
uncommon privilege, a very high privilege accorded to a citi
zen, and that ·it is a very proper subject of taxation. One 
saves his earnings primarily that ' he and those of his imme
diate family may enjoy life by immunity from labor at a time 
when old age or aflliction makes labor difficult or impossible. 
But to pass that immunity on to a subsequent generation, to 
enable one who himself has not exercised thrift to live through
out his existence upon the efforts of others is a privilege which 
all gov~rnments may properly consider a subject for increasing 
taxation. That much for my fundamental belief on the sub
ject. 

We come to the provision in the bill that is before the 
Senate to-day, and I think I can say without fear of success
ful challenge that 1t is the most unfair .system of inheritance 
taxation that can be found in any civilized country to-day. 
Taxes are paid by live men, not by dead men. Some one called 
this a tax on a dead man's estate, but actually the United 
States is taking the money from some surviving individual 
who would have it if the United States were not to take it. 
If that be so, and it seems to me it can not be successfully 
contradicted, then we ought to take from live men in the same 
proportion according to their circumstances. It is not fair to 
take from this live taxpayer ten or fifty times as much as 
we take f1·om that one on the same amount of inheritance re
ceived, and yet that is what the bill proposes. I can explain 
my point by an illustration. 

If I inherit the whole of a $100,000 estate, my tax under the 
provisions of the bill as it came from the House is $500. Out 
of the entire $100,000 estate that I get the tax is $500. But 

" if my brother receives $100,000 from a $5,000,000 estate the tax 
which is deducted from his inheritance is $19,000. Now, what 
system of taxati~n is it that accomplishes such results? Two 
men receiving each the same amount are taxed, one of them 

Now I come to another element of unfairness. We have 
heard much talk about the States that do not impose inheri
tance taxes for the reason that they wish to attract people to 
come and live within their borders. We also hear about States 
that do not have income taxes because they want to attract 
people to live within their borders. Does it not see~ obvious 
to everybody that the expenses of running those States have 
got to be realized from the population of the State and, 
whether they adopt the method of inheritance taxation or in
come taxation or tax gasoline or the bread the people eat, the 
cost of operation of the States, the service of their loans must 
come out of their population in the long run. It is almost a 
false argument for a State to urge people to come and estab
lish their domicile within its borders on the theory that be
cause they have ab tained from one branch of taxation the 
population of that State has a peculiar advantage. In the 
long run the money comes out of the people who live there, 
and whether 1t be taken by one form or another, they end in 
paying substantially the same amount. 

.1\ir. BORAH. That is, the people as a whole. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Yes; the people as a whole; 

and, of course, if the tax system among the people as a whole 
is not fair it is up to them to correct it; it is not up to us. 

l\lr. BORAH. I agree with that. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Now let me lllnstrate the way 

this works, bearing that factor in mind. We say to Florida, 
for example, "You have taken no inheritance tax from your 
citizens, so we will charge your wealthy men 20 per cent." Is 
it not obvious that the citizens of Florida, taking them col
lectively, are paying to us the full 20 per cent rate, and that 
they are also paying all the expenses of running their State 
government besides? Therefore, by this bill we are imposing 
a double tax on the citizens of Florida, because we do not 
like the method adopted by Florida for raising her revenue 
from her citizens, while, on the other hand, as to some other 
State which adopts a method which we like we ta:x: her citi
zens only once because their inheritance taxes are rebated by 
the Federal Government, all because we, sitting here in Con
gress, say it is for the best interest of Arizona or Washington 
or Florida or any other State that they adopt this method of 
taxation instead of some other. 
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We 'are taxing Florlda five thnes as heavily on the inherit· 

nnces o:f her citizens as we are taxing Pennsylvania, perhaps. 
What possible justification can we find :for such a course of 
action as that? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl· 

Tania yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKHART. Conceding, as I do, that there ought 

to be no distribution of this tax back to the States, ts 1t not 
a fact that most of the great fortunes that pay the large in· 
heritance taxes are made in interstate and foreign commerce 
anyway? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I do not know how they are 
made. Some of the biggest fortunes of which I know that I 
think most deserve taxation have been made by buying real 
estate and letting it grow in value from other people's efforts. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Real-estate values are made very largely 
through connection with interstate and foreign commerce. 

Mr. REED of Penn ylvania. I think they are made, to a 
considerable extent

1 
by the desire of people to go to the theate-r 

at the same time 1n a few blocks in New York City, for in· 
stance. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That is largely because of interstatE' 
traffic. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I suppose so, in some cases. 
Mr. BROOKHART. It being interstate traffic, should not 

the Government keep it all? What is the occasion for distribut· 
ing it among the States? Is not the remedy to cut out the 
80 per cent provision rather than to use that as an argument 
against the justice of an inheritance tax? 

Mr. REED of Penn ylvania. I think the Senator from 
Iowa is exactly right. If there is any justification for this 
tax, we ought to keep it all. 

Now let me come to the next point; and I am not unmindful 
of my· promise to try to be brief. The only justification for 
levying a tax in this bill is that it brings in money to the 
United States to help pay its governmental burdens. We are 
all mindful of the great burden of 20,000,000,000 of the Fed· 
eral debt to which frequent reference has been made. The 
onlv exc~se for levying a tax i that it will bring us in more 
money than it costs to raise it. 

Here is what thj ' does : If this bill is successful in clubbing 
the States into adopting a uniform tax poUcy, we are going 
to return 80 per cent of this 20 per cent maximum to the 
taxpayer. 

We are only going to get 4 per cent net from the largest 
estate . We talk like rabid radical , and yet we impose one 
of the smallest inheritance taxes by this rate that is known 
in the United States-4 per cent on the richest men. The aver. 
age estate will not pay anything like that ; it will not pay as 
much as 1 per cent. An estate of $100,000 will pay net to the 
United States one-tenth of 1 per cent after we have made 
the 0 per cent rebate. The tax is nominally $500, but we 
rebate $400 of that to the State. After all its e1rort to col
lect after all its audits and appraisals of the estate of the 
taxpayer, the United States gets a gross income, then, of $!00; 
and the cost of collection, as we all know, will run many times 
that amount. Looked on as a money raiser, it is hopelessly 
unproductive ; and if we are proposing to enact this bill, as 
its title says, " to provide revenue," we are going about it in 
a mighty poor way. 

Now finally, the factor of clubbing the States has been 
talked' about. I am a Calhoun Democrat in the matter of 
State rights. I believe that the invasion of State rights by 
the American Congress in recent years has been absolutely 
unpardonable, and if persisted in will break down the structure 
of our Government. Many of us believe that, and yet we argue, 
as the Senator from Idaho argued with such ability a few 
minutes ago, that if we repeal this tax we will see a cam· 
palgn started in the various States to get them to repeal their 
inheritance taxes. Well, if my conception of government is 
right, what business is it of ours whether a campaign like that 
is started? What business have we got to concern ourselves 
with what campaign is started in the State of Idaho to make 
the people there change their taxes? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I was addressing myself to the 
proposition that the contention that this was a fight between 
the Federal Government and the State governments is not the 
real contention here at all. The real force back of the repeal 
of this tax is the force that will be back of the repeal of any 
inheritance tax. While as a Senator I may not be interested 
in the State of Florida, as a citizen I am interested in main
taining an inheritance tax, and I was arguing against the 
principle which is assumed in this fight. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. :Mr. President, I began my re
marks by explaining that my own feelings are exactly the 

same: that I believe in Inheritance taxation : but I do not 
believe for one moment that the Congress of the United States 
has a right to say to my State what it shall or shall not do on 
that subject, and that is what we are frankly attempting to 
do in this bill. 

Ur. BORAH. I quite agree with the SeJ:ator upon thst 
proposition, and so stated, that the Congress should not under· 
take to club the States into doing anything; but is the only 
remedy for that situation to repeal th~ law entirely? 

1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. Of co:urse that is not so. We 
can eliminate the 80 per cent rebate. 

MI·. BORAH. Exactly. 
M:r. REED of Pennsylvania. Does the Senator expect to pro

pose such an amendment? 
Mr. BORAH. No; I do not; I am not a member of the 

Finance Oommlttee; bnt what I am asking is, why, if the 
Senator's argument be sound-and in some respects I think it ia 
sound-why did the Finance Committee undertake to meet this 
in no other way than by a complete repeal of the inheritance 
tax? Why was not this iniquity of which the Senator first 
spoke as between brothers adjusted by a proper provision upon 
which we could vote? 

Mr. REED of Penn ylvania. We tried that in 1021, and we 
tried it in 1924. 

1\Ir. BORAH. And now the Senator's remedy is to repeal the 
tax entirely; that is what we have here. Instead of adjusting 
what the House provided, all we have is a complete re-peal, with 
a l'efund to those who have been obligated to pay. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Absolutely; because it is better 
to have no Federal e1rort than to impose the inequalities an(} 
unfairness which have been handed to us by the HousP. in this 
case, and we know we can not get a fair one through. 

1\lr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator suffer 
an interruption at that point? 

Mr. REElD of Pennsylvania. I am glad to yield to the Sen· 
ator from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I might suggest to the Senator from 
Idaho that if the 80 per cent rebate-we will call it-is elimi· 
nated, or any per cent of rebate is eliminated, we instantly 
run into another dilemma, that dilemma resulting from the 
imposition of a Federal tax without rebate squarely on top of 
the State tax without rebate, or seve~al State taxes. I assume 
that there was one motive in the minds of those who suggested 
this rebate, and that was to attempt to stop this pyramiding of 
inheritance taxes. 

Mr. BORAH. I know it is said that the States are actually 
" clubbed," but there is very little pyramiding; and the Gov· 
ernment collected $102,000,000 from estates. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There ls very serious pyramiding; on 
certain classes of estates it becomes practically a confiscation. 
So, whichever road you take, you run into a dilemma, and it 
ls due to the fact that the Federal Government has invaded 
the field. . 

Mr. BORAH. The State might levy a reasonable inheritance 
tax and the National Government levy a reasonable inheritance 
tax without any regard to the question of clubbing at all. I 
think these estates are capable of paying some kind of tax ; 
everybody else pays. There is an immense amount of double 
taxation, when we come to consider it, as between the States 
and the National Government. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is perfectly true. May I suggest, 
then, that if the National Government levies the biggest tax, 
without rebate, on inheritances or estates, the result of that is 
to cramp the States themselves in increasing their own rates, 
which many of them have wanted to do. 

Mr. BORAH. According to the figures which the able Sen
ator from Pennsylvania gave us a· few moments ago as to the 
percentage that was actually levied, it could not cramp any 
State to amount to anything. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. He was giving the figures in connec· 
tion with the 80 per cent rebate. 

Mr. BORAH. Exactly; but taking them and putting them 
together, what do they amount to? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, some of the States have a maxi
mum of 40 per cent 1 I know two States that have Sllch a 
maximum. 

Mr. BORAH. We have a maximum on the statute books of 
40 per cent in the case of inheritance taxes, but when the 
refund is allowed it makes the rate only about 21 per cent. 

:Mr. SMOOT. Not unless the inheritance is for a charitable 
purpose. 

Mr. REED of Pep.nsylvania. Mr. President, since we adopted 
that 40 per cent tax the Supreme Court of the United States 
held that it is competent for the States to provide in their tax 
laws that the Federal tax shall not be deducted before calcu
lating the State tax. That is provided in the law of some 
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States; so that our 40 per cent must be added to the 35 or 40 
per cent that obtains in the State to get merely the tax at. the 
place of domicile; and when lt is considered that stock in the 
New York· Central Railroad Co., for example, can not be trans
ferred u.ntil a tax bas been paid in six States, that stock in the 
Chicago & North Western Railway Co. can not be transferred 
until a tax has been paid in three or four States, that stock in 
tfle Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway can not be trans
ferred until a tax has been paid in a.lmo ~ t every State along its 
line from the Missis ippi to the Pacific, it can be realized that 
the \)Yramiding, as the Senator from New York well says, has 
become intolerable. That is a strong reason for our getting out 
of tllis :field. 

Mr. President, I promised to quit promptly, and with only a 
half hour left before we vote, I think I ought to yield the floor. 

Mr. BORAH. 1\Ir. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
one more question. The argument of the Senator, therefore, 
after all is for a complete repeal of this tax. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. This tax ought to be repealed 
because of the reasons that I have given. Even 1f we did 
believe in continuing the .tax, we ought not to continue this 
one, and it is incapable of amendment in any way that we can 
get the House to accept. 

1\Ir. NORRIS. :\Ir. Pre ident, let me a k the Senator a ques
tion before be takes his seat. It appears to me that the only 
way to get rid of all of this pyramiding, if we are going to 
have any estate tax at all, is to provide a Federal estate tax, 
because even the repeal of the Federal estate tax would not 
prevent the pyramiding which has been described by the levy
ing of different State taxes. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Precisely. 
1\Ir. NORRIS. The only remedy, it seems to me, ls to rely 

on the Federal tax, which is the same all over the United 
States. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania . . But we can do our share of 
remedying it by getting rid of the inequalities of the Federal 
tax, and leaving it to other legislatures to do their work in 
the same way. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is true; I concede that t~ be logical 1f 
we are to proceed on the theory that we ought to have no 
estate tax anywhere, either State or Federal; then what the 
Senator says would be good logic, it seems to me. 

1\Ir. WALSH. 1\Ir. President--
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield the floor, unless the 

Senator from Montana wishes to ask me a question. 
Mr. WALSH. I should like to ask the Senator a question. 

I was unable to follow the figures given to us, interesting as 
they were, by the Senator a little while ago. I do not make 
the calculation that the Senator does at all, and it may be 
that I do not understand the provision of the House bill found 
on page 173. That provision reads: 

(b) The tax imposed by this section shall be credited with the 
amount of any estate, inheritance, legacy, or succession taxes actually 
paid to any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, in respect 
of any property included in the gross estate. 

1\fy State imposes a tax of 4 per cent, and we will assume 
that 20 per cent is the rate here, although, of course, it may 
be reduced; so that if the State is credited with all the State 
estate tax it will still pay 16 per cent to the Federal Gov
ernment. Then, however, it is provided: 

The credit allowed by this subdivision shall not exceed 80 per cent 
ot the tax imposed by this section, and shall include only such taxes 
as were actually paid-

And so forth. 
1\fr. REED of Pennsylvania. Precisely. 
Mr. WALSH. So that the 80 per cent would apply only, it 

seems to me, in case the State rate were higher than the 
Federal rate. If the State rate were 25 per cent, credit could 
be given only for 80 per cent of the 25 per cent, which would 
be 20 per cent. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. No, 1\Ir. President; I think 
the Senator misunderstands it, or el~e I do. The 80 per cent 
limitation is calculated on the Federal tax. 

Mr. WALSH. Exactly. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The rebate can not ba more 

than SO per cent of the Federal ~0 per cent tax. 
Mr. WALSH. Exactly. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That is to say, in other words, 

that 16 per cent out of the 20 may be rebated if the State tax 
·s that high. 

1\fr. WALSH. If tbe State tax is that high; but if it Is not 
hat high, the State- gets no benefit whatever from it. That is 
o ~:;a y, no State gets any benefit at all from this provision 

unless its rate is higher than 80 per cent of 20, or, in other 
words, higher than 16 per cent. Any State whose inhe~lta!!ce 

tax law imposes a tax less than 16 per cent gets no benefit 
whatever from this law. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That is exactly so. I still will 
yield the floor in a moment, but I want now to answer that 
point. 

The obvious effect of that upon the States is this: Each 
State legislature says to itself: "Our citizens are going to pay 
so much inheritance tax. If we put our rates up to 16 per · 
cent, we will get the money and keep it here in our State 
treasury. If we do not do that, the money goes out from our 
citizens just the same, but it goes to Washington." So they 
are going to do just what my State did last year, in 1925. It 
passed a law providing in substance that our inheritance tax 
should be the maximum amount that was allowed under the 
Federal law to be rebated to the taxpayer; and every other 
State will take that maxlm.um, because it knows that the citi
zen has to pay the money, and it would rather get lt for the 
State treasury than have it come here. 

Mr. "\Y ALSH. I rose merely to say that in my judgment the 
basis of the computation of the Senator was not in accordance 
with the provisions of the Hodse bill. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The Senator refers to my 
adding the 40 per cent of the Federal tax to the 40 per cent of 
the State tax in that illustration? 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator was explaining how little the 
Government of the United States got out of this by reason of 
this 80 per cent provision; but I am insisting that it gets all 
there is. · 

hlr. REED of Pennsylvania. Oh! Now, I understand the 
Senator's point. I did not know which :figures he referred to. 

Obviously, in the ca. e of the largest estates, the Federal 
rate of 20 per cent will not all come to the Government of the 
United States, because 80 per cent of it is rebated to the 
taxpayer. 

1\Ir. 'V .ALSH. No; that, I think, is an entirely erroneous 
statement. The estate simply gets credit for the amount which 
it paid to the State; that is all. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Precisely. 
1\Ir. WALSH. If the State rate is 4 per cent, and the Fed

eral rate is 20 per cent, the Federal Government gets 16 per 
cent, and the State gets its 4 per cent. 

1\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. We were talking at cross-pur
poses, then. When the States put up their tax rates, as every 
one of them will do, for the reasons that I have outlined, then 
the payments to the State will be credited against the Federal 
tax and will diminish it to a maxlrrium of 4 per cent. 

1\Ir. 1V ALSH. Let me remark that I do not think that con
clusion will follow at all. Our State is now considering that i 
but there ls an exemption here of $50,000, and that will em-
brace 99 per cent of the estates in my State, and they will not 
stand for a rate of 16 per cent. Consequently, there is not any 
likelihood that our State will ever go to any such rate as 16 
per centt however they may do in the State of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I venture to say that they will 
very rapidly go to 16 per cent on the largest estates, particu
larly if there are so few of them . . 

1\Ir. HEFLIN. 1\Ir. President, under some circumstances I 
should favor a Federal inheritance tax; for example, in time 
of war. In time of peace, howeyer, it seems to me that this 
field of taxation should be left to the States. • 

Our educational interests are expanding and growing ali the 
time, as they should. Our growing educational interests are 
naturally demanding more and J)lore money as the years come 
and go. The States have a right to use and they are going to 
need for their own use the taxable properties that belong to the 
States. I am opposed to allowing the Federal Government to 
reach in and take from the State the things that the State 
alone should tax. 

I do not like the principle involved in this attempt on the 
part of the Federal Government to coerce the State, to compel 
the State to agree to surrender for Federal taxation the things 
that should be left to the States. I do not think that the 
Federal Government should be encouraged in the dangerous 
business of forcing a sovereign State to surrender its sovereign 
powers to the Federal Government. I am opposed to surren
dering the taxable properties of the' State to the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Mr. President, I want to call to the attention of Senators 
a very dangerous thing that is going on in the country now. 
It is a propaganda to do away with all tax-exempt securities. 
"When the proposition is first suggested it seems very 
plausible; it seems sound and right that we should not have 
any ta.x-exemept securities; but when we analyze the propo
any tax-exempt securities; but when we analyze the propo
we reach a different conclusion. Tax-exempt securities are 
municipal bonds in the cities of my State and other States. 



3692 CONGRESSIONAL .REOORD-SEN.A_TE FEBRUARY 10 
They are bonds issued by a town or a city for the purpose of the contribution which they ought to make to the exven. e" of 
putting in waterworks, electric lights, or to erect municipal the -Government is through a Federal estate tax. l''or that 
buildings and pave streets. These tax-exempt securities are reason I will find it impossible to vote for the amendment pro
bonds issued by a county to build roads in the county. They posed by the committee. 
are bonds issued by a county to build a courthouse. They are I would be far better satisfied if the House provision had 
bonds issued by a State to build a statehouse. The State provided for a credit of 100 per cent of the taxes le-vied by 
exempts all such securities from taxes. They are sold in the the various States and paid by the e tate which was under 
markets of New York and other places as tax-exempt securities. consideration. But the rebate or credit of 80 per cent is an 
They are eagerly sought, because they are tax-exempt secul'ities. approach toward the situation which I think ought to exist. 
We have and we need a market for them. Now, what benefit I wanted to say just so much, because it is -very well known 
is derived from such a market? that I believe that as a broad, general principle, this field of 

The people in various localities whQ have not got the money taxation ought to be left to the States. 
needed to carry on certain work can now issue bonds, and Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, just a word in regard to the 
when investors buy these tax-exempt securities they are en- pending matter. I have listened very sympathetically to the 
abling labor to have employment in these localities, and they are remarks that have been made by my friends the Senators from 
enabling the town to make needed improvements l they are Florida concerning that State. I recognize its progress, I 
enabling the county to build its roads or its courthouse, and recognize, indeed, nll of the beauties to be found in every por
they are enabling the State to issue bonds for road purposes tion of that particular territory. I ha-ve the same pride in 
or for the purpose of building a State capitol. that State that I have 1n every other State, and I re<.:ognize 

This question was raised here just a few minutes ago by a no jealousies among the States of this Union. I am proud of 
telegram which the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH] had all of them. I am prouder still of the United States of 
read at the desk. It suggested that we go after these tax- America., for I am yet, Mr. President, a nationalist. 
exempt securities and prevent them ip. the future. Mr. Presi- I recall two years ago the contest here upon what was 
dent, if tax-exempt €ecurities had not been permitted, we could designated the :Mellon tax plan. I remember that I was one of 
not have issued, as we did, tax-exempt farm loan bonds. The those on this side of the Chamber who followed the dlstin
Federal farm loan bank bonds were and are exempt from guished Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONs], and 
taxes. Would Senators vote to impose taxes upon bonds of voted for the plan that was then presented by him, and sue
that cha1·acter? Are we willing to set this precedent of per- ceeded, with those upon the other side and some upon this 
mitting the Federal Government to coerce the States, to say to side, in having tba.t plan adopted. I belie\ed it infinitely better 
the municipalities in the State, "If you do not tax these than what was de ignated as the Mellon tax plan. I believe 
municipal bonds or these school bonds, we will; but if you do now it was infinitely better than what was called the :Mellon 
tax them, we will give you part of the taxes and we will take tax plan, and I know that in the estimates of the Treasury 
part of the taxes"? "If you will not tax these road bonds in a Department that were presented to us at that time inaccura
county, we will. If you will not tax your coUlthouse bondS, cies galore were pointed out, inaccuracies which the CoNGRES· 
we will; and if you will not tax the statehouse bonds in your SIONAL RECORD will disclose. 
sovereign State .. we will." As I have listened to the arg-uments upon this bill, as I have 

Mr. President, when you analyze that situation, what is it? Hstened to the distinguished Senator from North Carolina and 
You are simply permitting the Federal Government to levy others upon the Democratic side, I have thought that I could 
taxes on the streets of a town in a State where they have exclaim with Mr. Reggie Fortune, in the inimitable mystery 
issued bonds to pave the streets. You are permitting the Fed- stm1es of Mr. Bailey: 
eral Government to levy a tax against the town that has issued I wonder, I wonder; there are so many funny things unexplained. 
bonds to build waterworks and to put in electric-light :plants. I am unable to determine, sir, just exactly the position Gf 
You are permitting the Federal Government to reach mto a those gentlemen ·on the other side who strove with such vigor 
State and tax the roads of a county, because that is what you two years ago. I am unable to determine what change has 
do when you permit the Federal Government to levy taxes on come over the spirit of their dreams. 
the bonds issued for the purpose of building those roads; and The inheritance tax, or the estate tax, as it is termed, I 
you permit the Federal Government to levy a tax upon the deem equitable, fair, just, and economically sound. I deem 
capitol building of a sovereign State, because that is what you it economically sound, and therefore a policy which should 
are doing when you permit it to levy a tax upon the bonds not be abandoned by the United States Government. 
issued for the purpose of building that capitol. I do not, of course, believe in coercing any State in this 

I want Senators to do some thinking on that suQ.iect. Noth- Union, either in its taxing power or in any other power. But 
ing so far has been said here against this pr9paganda to do this question transcends in importance the desire of any_ 
away with our tax-exempt securities. The market for such State to levy taxes in any particular matter. It is a govern
securities is a very important and beneficia.l.lillarket for the mental policy for the United States of America to determine, 
various local governments and subdivisions ofa ;lr country; and and if economically sound, fair, just, and equitable, it should 
when Senators rise and say: "We ought to <io away with all not be abandoned by the United States of America. 
tax-exempt securities," they are proposing to destroy a very I would not abandon It because so eminently it is just. I 
beneficial agency-<>ne that reaches into every nook and corner would not abandon it because it touches vast fortune;:; amply 
of the country and helps localities to obtain money when they , able to pay it that otherwise would not pay their just dues. 
can not get it from any other source, money needed to carry I agree with the words of the Senator from Idaho [l\lr. 
on work and make necessary improvements in. town, city, BoR.A.H] uttered just a few moments ago. This, with the 
county, and State. Not only that, you a:e. impoSing a heavy other things we have done in this tax bill, constitutes the 
tax bur~en upon the people of ~e towns, cities, and counties of entering wedge in a system of taxation which is unjust, un
the va.nous States of the Uruon. If you permit the Federal fair, inequitable, and which is to bear down finally, not upon 
Government to imi;JOSe taxes upon town, city, county, and State the great fortunes of this land at all, but to bear down upon 
bonds, you are laymg an additional tax burden upon the people those who are least able to bear the burden of taxation. 
of those localities. They will have to pay such a tax. Philosophically there are two modes of taxation-they were 

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I have taken no part in the presented by the former Mellon plan: One begins at the top, 
discussion of the revenue bill, largely because my voice is so and at the top would do that which is best, so far as the Gov
afflicted that it is a torture to me, as it would be to those who ernment is concerned, with the fortunes that are greatest. 
hear me, to use it; but I desire to say just a word with regard The other would begin down on the ground, with tho e who 
to this question. were least able to bear taxation and would deal with them 

I believe that the ideal condition is that this particular field more harshly than it would with the other kind. 
of taxation shall be left to the States; but, Mr. President, I The l\1ellon plan concerned itself first with those most able 
am not able to vote for the amendment proposed by the com- to pay taxes ; the system we finally adopted concerned itself 
m1ttee. I will not vote for any amendment that will repeal the first with those least able to pay and then did justice to the 
Federal estate tax in so far as the estate which is being other class and was fair to all. 
administered is composed of tax-exempt securities. Because the measure that was presented by the Senator ) 

This amendment would not only repeal the estate tax without from North Carolina two years ago seemed to me philo oph
regard to the character of the estate, but it is retroactive in its ically to be right in touching those who were most able t~ J 
effect and would involve the repayment to the heirs of the bear taxes and touching least those who were least able tc/ 
taxpayer of a very large sum of money. bear taxes, I was Yery glad to be a part of the membership 

I can not see how the theory can be sustained of allowing of this body which passed that measure and made it a law; 
the tax-exempt securities of which an estate may be com- and it has been a law until thiR time. Every lugubrious prog:
posed to go free. We have no power to tax them so long as nostlcation against 1t made by those advocating the Mellon 
the taxpayer llves. Our only opportunity tQ secure fro!!! them plan has been disproved, and time bas justified it. 
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Now, to abandon an economically sound method of taxation, 

and to abandon it upon the theory that ultimately it wlll ue 
abandoned throughout this land, is a policy which I do not 
believe we should enter upon and which I trust we will not. 
To ab~ndon it when the signs of the times seem to indicate 
beyond the p radYcnture of doubt that the intention is ulti
mately to relie>e tho. e who arc most nble to pay taxes and 
to put the lmrden upon those who are least able to pay 
taxes is an unjustifiable thing in the enate of the Unitt"d 
States or in the Congr£>ss. This bill is neither just no economi
cally sound. It repre~ents the wishes of those of vast wealth 
alone, and the amendment is pnrt of an apparent plan t•' 
relieve those who hn 1e much of their just share of taxation. 

I trust, therefore, that the amendment of the Senate Finance 
Committee will not prevail. 

1\Ir. Gli:OH.GEJ. 1\Ir. President, I ask to have printed in thC' 
llF.coRn, without rc•nding, a statement by Hon. Edgar Brown, 
sp .al:.:er of the South Carolina House of RepresentatiYes, on 
thi" :--ubject. 

'l'he -rcE !'RESIDE!\~. Is t11ere objection? 
'l'herc being no objection, tho statement wus ordered to be 

printed in the REUORD, ns follows : 
8TATE.UE:ST OF RON. EDG.J.R BROWN~ SPEAKER OF TilE SOU1'H CAROLINA 

DOUSE OF RE¥RESENTAT1VES 

Mr. DROW:-i. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we feel 
that it is scarcely necessary to pr ·sent to you gt•n!lemen lengthy 
arguments in favor of leaving to t11e States the opportunity and 
1 pon:>iblllty for levying of death tax~, except as the Federal Gov
ernment may temporarily le\"y such taxes in time of acute nnilonal 
emergency. Conclu ive arguments in favor of such a policy have 
been repeatedly prc>lented and particularly emphasized by Pt·esldent 
Cooliu~e and by Secrctu.ry :Mellon. They were briefly but earnestly 
pre ·ented b fore tllt' Committee on Ways and Means of the IIouse of 
Repre8£>ntatives by the goTernors of a number of the States of the 
Cnion and sup porte u by the 1ndors£>ment of the governors of a major· 
1ty of the States and by of!lcers and ID<'mbcrs of State legislatures. 

Not only is tho action which we urge and recommend in line with 
the hit;toric policy of the Nation and in harmony with our system of 
governroeut, but tlle policy is particul~rly urged and demanded by 
the conilitions of the present time and by the need of additional 
source· of revenue by the Stutes. It is universally admitted thnt there 
arc no <:.OtHlitlons of l'mergl.'ncy rl'qnirlug the continuation of the le,·y 
or e,:tate tax.t·s by the Federal Government, and the continuation of 
such le\·y under the circumstances viola t cs ev<'l'y principle of our long
e.,tal!lls!l d and generally approved national policy of tnxa lion. 

The llouse of llcpresentnth·es, by its action in the pending revenue 
!>ill In reduC'lng tlle Federal e~tn.tc tn."es by oue-hnlf, hns not only 
recoguizl'u til£> almost univcr nl protest against exce:;slve estate taxes 
but it bas nl o rcco~nized the general public sentiment in sur1por·t ot 
the compl~:te abandonment by the Federal Government of th1~ field 
or taxation. The reductlon ronde by the Ilouse is npproved, but It 
does not go far enough. The approval by tlte IIousc of the inherit
anre edion of the re,·enue bill is tnnt:lmount to an adml~slon that 
the Govl•rnment slwuld entirely retire from this field o! revenue. But 
in doin,; so the Government would say that, while it does not need 
the re,·enue and is not expPcting to raise nny considerable amount of 
revenue under the terms o! the bill, the tiling that the Government 
want~ to brtn:: about 1 that each and every one ot the States will be 
forced, whether they wish to do so or not, to adopt the same inllerit
anl'e tax that the l!'edcral Go>ernmen t adopts. I tnkc it tho t none 
of u,, ne .. d to delude ourselves as to the purpo. e of the provi:>ion in 
que~tton. Under the provisions of the existing law the Government 
le\'il'l:!, in the higher brackets, up to ·tO per cent on inheritances, 2~ 

per cent of which may ue collected by the Stnte, l£>avlng 75 per cent 
of the 40 for the Federal Oovemmcnt. But in the present bill tl1e 
Go>ernment would reduce the rate to a maximum of 20 per cent and 
allow the State to collect SO per cent or the !!0. Or, to put it 
another way, the State would be allowed to collect lG per cent and 
tho Government 4 per cent. 

No one will gainsny the statement that a '.1. per cent inheritance 
tax collected by the l•'cderal Government, with thr- expenl!e or main· 
tlllning a department for that purpose, appra1Hing estates, carrying on 
llttgatlon, etc., will make that depnrtment hnt·dly more than self· 
sustaining. 

I am informed that the cost of colll'Ctlng inheritance taxe~ by the 
Gov~rnment is from 1 ¥.t per c£>nt to 3 per Cl'nt. It this be true, does 
the Go\ernmcnt want to levy a 1 per cent or a 1 ~6 per cent inheritance 
tax? 

It is, therefore, conclusive that the df<'ct is one not to raise r<•venue 
for the Federal Government but to force upon the States a rate and 
system o! taxation that may be obnoxioul'l to them. 

I take it that the ~Il'mbers or this Cong'I'('S~. elected by the people as 
Natlunal llepresentativeJ~. at'£> here to IPgl lute with regard to national 
and international atl'a1rs and not to pa.. s regulatrory measures to 
coerce the ovcreign Rtntes. You mny provide rev£>nue, you may 
orlglno.te revenue me sures, but revenue for what 'l For the support 

of the Federal Government. Are you bt're to provide revenue and to 
originate revenue measures for the benefit of the Stutes? By what 
right does Congress conceive the idea that it is just to pass regula· 
tory measures involving the rights of the State to levy and collect a 
dlr£>ct property tax? The States <?lect tht'lr own r('presentaives and 
send them to the legislatures for tllat purpose and to determine those 
questions. It may be true that some inconveniences are ut1Ring, and 
perhaps many in£>qnitles exist becau::~e of the attitude of the different 
States on the inheritance-tax question, but that Js a matter !or the 
States. If the Federal Government is going to step in and attempt 
to adjust every inconvenience or inequity ln State laws, then we may 
ns well abandon any effort to maintain the rights of the States and 
allow Congress to regulale the subjects and rates o! taxation in every 
State. 

Evecy Member of Congre s knows, and the people back home know, 
that this is an effort to do indirectly something which Congress has 
no right to do directly. 

Notwithstnndlng the arguments that have been mudl' on behalf of th'-' 
temporary retention of a Federal estate tax at a rl'ducetl rn te, we a ro 
Rt111 of the opinion that there arc no insurmountaulc difficulties in tho 
way of an Immediate repeal of the Federal estate tax laws. It is true, 
ns above sugg<'sted, tllat there iR a lack of uniformity among the Stntl's 
in the matter of taxing eHtates, but those best informed on the subject 
are of tbe opinion that as Ion;; as we have States as entitles o! govern
ment there always wlll be a lack of uni!ormity not only in this but 
other laws, and that such a lack of uniformity 1s not only inevitable 
but to a ct'rtaln extent wise and justlfiable. On the otber band, we 
are of the opinion that the objectionable features of State inhl'ritanre 
taxes wlll be more speedily remed1ed with the Federn.l Government t'n
tlrely out o! this field or taxation, and that the sooner we rf'turn 
to our blstorlc national poltcy in this reganl the sooner wlll tbe StntPs • 
Reek and find rcm('dies for the present ol)jectlonaule duplicrttlon nnd 
overlapping of Inheritance ta.:res. 

Whilo thP House of lle11r sentatlvl'fl took n long and commendable 
forward step in the reduction o! Fe<leral C'Shte taxes, it also took a 
vet·y unfortunate and, in our opinion, wholly indefensible backward 
step in the provh:lion contained in paragraph (b) of section 300, pages 
143 and 144 of the pendln~ revenue bUJ,•undf'r wbicll the tax imposed 
by the Feueral Government shall be credited to tile amount o! any 
estate inheritance legacy or surc£>ssion taxes paid to cny State or Terri
tory to the amount of 80 p('r cent of tho Federal tax. Tbls provision 
1>1 ohjertlonable from many viewpoints. It undoubt('dly appeals to 
tho e who favor tho mninh•nunce of hi~h estate und inheritance taxes 
nnd who de;;ire 1o have the Fed('ral Government remaJn in the death-tax 
tleld. Undoubtedly it was a,;sumed that those who believe in the prin
ciple and pollcy of l<'nving the questi,m of the levying of death taxes 
witll the people of the States, thiH ,_0 per cent credit is even more 
ohjP.ctlonn.ble than the failure to entirely repeal tbe 1~ cderal estate ta.:r. 
Whatever may luwe been the thought or purpose of those responsibl•) 
for it, 1t ls In the nature of n bribe, nnd it amounts to a congressioual 
CCJf'rcion upon the States to harmonize their death taxes and pol!cie:J 
with a plan provosed by the Congress without consltleration by or <'on
snltatlon with the people of the Stutes and tlll'ir legislative repre-
entatlves. 

As a matter or national policy, thts 80 per cent crwit is objectionable 
because lt makes the Federal Government a revenue collector for the 
States, leaving the Federal Government In some cases an exc<.'edingly 
narr<>w margin of revenue, if indeed it would not in some instances 
ent:I.U on actual loss upon the National Treasury. For what purpose 
is this ·i per cent levy to bo laid by the Government? It its purpose 
be to tempt, urge, or coerce the States into the enactment of den.tb tax 
law~ in harmony with the view of the Congress thus expressed, it is a. 
wholly unjustifiable act on the part of the Congress. It. on the other 
band, it ls to be taken as an admission that it is belleved· that the Fed
eral Tren. ury needs the revenue tbo.t might be secured from a 4 per 
cent levy on estates, then the law should be amended in accordance 
wlth that view and the Fecll'ral levy redo d to a 4 per cent maximum. 
Why? Do the tateR need supervision at the bands of the Federal GQv
ernment? Which department Is bel!t fitted to do justice to an estate In 
the matter of returns and appralsemeuts-a Federal department clerk 
Uving ln Washingto11, whose home is in New York (and who is sent to 
~::~outll Carolina to make an appraisement and knows nothing o! local 
coudltions), or vice versa, or the tux department of New York or South 
Carolina, the agents of which are famlllar with local conditions and 
values? Under a Federal app1·aisement executors of a drceased person 
are confronted wltll a formidable volume to fill out In triplicate (which 
a Philadelpllia lawyer couldn't understand), nnswerlng un Infinite num
ber of questions, and the return Is always checked by an agent of tho 
d('partment, bound by hard nnd fast rules from Washington, with no 
power to deride any controverted question, but with infinite zeal for 
revaluing tile property with re pect to wllich be probably has no means 
of mnk\ug an tnt II1gent appraisal. The executors are indeed fortunate 
if th~y cun settle the Fedpral tax question without reams of corre
spondence with the authorities (which often remain unanswered for 
months), wlth th~> assistance or his lawyers and usnally trips to Wash
ington, without acct>ptlng n number of Injustices In connection wltb the 
ap[)ralsal of property .or tho interpretation ot the law, which the7 
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realize it w<Juld be cheaper to accept than lltfgate over, for 1! the 
ef-'tatc's representatives are unwilling to accept a ruling by some de
partment clerk or bend which they consider unjust, their only redress 
is a series of appeals and court lltiga.tlon which may cover a period of 
years. I know of cases where in order to collect a hundred or two 
dollars in Federal inheritance tax the Government has spent hundreds 
and hundreds of dollars in nppraisements, reapprnisements, and litiga
tion and caused those interested untold expense and worry. Annoying 
rultngs are constantly being promulgated by tho lesser officials. 

Hero is an instance of wrongdoing on the part of the department here 
in Washington the llke of which will continue as long n.s the Govern
ment stays in this particular field of taxn.tion, and particularly 1! under 
the pending blll the Government is to mal'e all apprnisements and fix 
regulations surrounding the collection by tho Federal and State govern
ments of this tax. It is an almost universal practice in the States 
for married men to hnve the title to the family home placed in the 
wife's name, nnd it bas generally been held by the courts that ln such 
case the wife bas complete and indefeasible title. When the husband 
<Hes the home under such circumstances is no part of his estate. The 
estate-tax authorities have, however, ruled that ln case a husband buys 
a home for his family nnd puts the title in his wife's name perhaps 
many years before his death, the home rematns part of his estate for 
the purpose of the Federal estate tax, if the husband and wit'e continue 
to occupy it together untll hi death, o~ the theory, apparently, that 
the wife does not begin to enjoy the home until she has either turned 
her husband out of doors or he has died. It is tho constant necessity 
of struggling against rulings of this character, of unwarranted in
crea -es in the valuation o! property, and the delays in securing final 
clecl:-;lons rather than 1he amount of the tax that have caused the 
e~;tate tax to become the bane of those who are trying to settle mod-

•erate-sized estates. It is often found, after long-drawn-out correspond
ence and perhaps litigation, all usually caused by some clerk's ruling, 
that no inheritance tax whatever is due the Go-vernment. This condi
tion serves to illustrate what most of us know by experience, that the 
inheritance tax department o! the Federal Government has caused the 
people o! this country more trouble and worry than any other depart
ment of the Government which deals directly with the people, and this 
accounts largely for the unpopt'llar1ty of the law and the almost univer
sal demand for the Federal Government to get out o! that field of 
revenue. 

The collection by State authorities of inheritance taxes is accom
pli!4hed with little friction or hardship. The !orms are simple. The 
department heads nre familiar with values, people, and condlt1<Jns. 
'l'he heads of the inheritance tax division are to be found evl•ry day at 
the State capitol, accessible to any citizen, and any difficult question 
can be ironed out without trouble. I! a legal qnestton arises, the 
State statute is simple and the question cnn be promptly determined. 

Another and the more serious objection to the plan o:t what prac
Ucally amounts to a joint Frderal and State levy is the UllWarranted 
and woeful extension of Federal centralization. The States should 
retain jurisdiction and direct supervision over all sources of revenue 
that may properly be classed as State revenue measures. The In
heritance tax 1s a direct property tax, a field which the Federal Go-v
ernment has entered only on the occasion of war emergency, and 
always heretofoN bas withdrawn when the reason for such unusual 
taxation hilS ceased. The great World War bas ended-the emer
gency is over, a.nd the Government bas no longer need tor thlB extruor· 
dinary tax. 

And what of the infringement of the rights ot the States? Is there 
:Justification for this apparently unwarranted invasion of the rights 
of the States? We claim not. Is the question of Rtntes right· 
raised in this matter? We claim that it is. Is there any such thing 
as the 1·ights of the States? Statesmen all rave over the rights of the 
sovereign States to exercise this, that, or the other power and then 
some of them go ahead and vote to the cont~ary. Theee bns been so 
little real protest against the invasion of State rights of late year~:~ 
that it almost appears that the States have lo11t the e riJrhts by 
laches. Beveridge's History of the Supreme Court of the United States 
tully depicts the swing of the pendulum for and against the rights 
of the States. At one period of our history the tendency is toward 
invasion. of these rights by the Federal Government, and at another 
tho swing is back to the Constitution. The various interpretations 
of the commerce clause of the Constitution is n tair illustration of 
bow :tar we have gone in one direction. The tendency, however, at 
this time, is the other way. 'l'o-day, however, we are not so jealous 
of our rights as our fore!nthers were. They bad lived and fought and 
struggled to secure the blcss1ngs of liberty and they were determined 
to enjoy the benefits of their hardships and e -perlences, and so re
sented gro sly an encroachment upon the rights that they bad secured. 
But llB time passed the:se pioneers passed also, only to be followed by 
others less experienced in hardships and struggle, and II'ore accus
tomed to ease and luxUI7. Those who c:uno niter them were corre
spondingly in<lilrerent to the principle which the fathers had fought 
for. The growth of the country develor1ed 11 national outlook. It was 
accentuated when, as 'e grew, we begnn to play an important part in 
the affairs of the orld. Our national pride wa ~tlrred and om· par
ticipation 1n the Worl<l War as tho !ull development of this spirit. 

It Is not to be unexpected, therefore, that we find among ua those 
who are wllling to drlft from the original purposes of the Constitution 
and make dangerous departures from the theory that the1·e arc strongly 
defined lines of demareatlon between Federal and State functions. 

It is only necessary on ibis question to recali toe nintb and tenth 
amendments to the CQnstitntion : 

"The enumeration in the .Constitution of certain rlgbts shall not 
be nnd construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people. 

"The powers not del~>gated to the United States by the Con~;;tltutlon, 
not prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States, re
spectively, or to the peonle." 

But we drifted into the interstate commerce act, the Sl.Jerman Act, 
the Federal employers liability act, the ll'ederal water power act, and 
others, all of which to some extent was an encroacbru~>nt, ns was the 
attempt to legislate nationn.lly on child labor. Many of the8e nets 
undertake to do, in whole or in part, that which could be better done 
by the States. 

Then along another Une we hnve drifted f11rtller than wn.s at
tempted in the above-enumerated acts. The blp;hway conHtruction 
act of 1016, the Smith-Lever Act, the Sheppllrd-'l'owner Act, nil edging 
into n.cthities that more properly belong to the :;tate. I have never 
thought much of these 50-riO mess of pottage acts by CongreRs. 

Mr. Chairman, I fllo with the committee as n part of this brlef
(a) Compilation of t'Xl>l'eRAlons of opinion on this subjrct. inclui!ing 

4,239 members of State legislature<~, a great majority of the speakers ol 
State legislatures nnd governors of States. These speak for themselves. 

(b) A list of the individual members of State Jegi:;;latures who have 
indicated their opposition to the Federal inheritance tax. 

(c) Copies of letters and telegrams received since the above 1n!or
mation was complied yesterday morning, from otlwr membm·s of legis· 
latures, speakers, and governors, who al~>o desired to b1> recorded 
against this measure. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen or the committee, I 
desire to say, first, personally and officially, and as t'eprcl-lenting the 
committee of speakers, and speaking what I believe to be the senti
ment of the great majority of State representatives and gov .. rnors who 
have expressed themselves on this subject, as a mn tter of prlncip1e 
and as a matter of democracy, the Federal Government has no right 
in the inheritance tax field. It is a field which the !:)tate on~ht to have 
to itself. Fundamentally it is a. tax upon the right to inherit. That 
is the theory upon which the courts hnve held th:.lt it can be legally 
justified. That being true, 1t is the State which gives its citizens the 
ri~ht to inherit and protects them in that inheritance, and the State 
is the only authority which can morally and legally exact a death tax. 

1\!r. HOWELL. Mr. · President, I believe the Senate should 
know the actual amount by which the repeal of the estate tax, 
ns provided in this bill, will affect the receipts of the United 
States Treasury. For the first five months of this fiscal year 
assessments upon estates amounted to $<11.000,000, in roun<l 
numhcrs, or nt the rate of about $150,000,000 per annum. Under 
the bill ns amended by the Senate committee every dollar of 
tllat resource would be tnken away. The Trcn!:mry woulu not 
receive credit for this $150,000,000 this fi~cal year or thereafter 
if the amendment of the Senntc committee Ahould prevail. 

Not only thls, but there remain of deferred estate-tax pay
ments to be collected by the United States Government $:11G,. 
000,000. If this amendment shall be adopted. that amount wlU 
be reduced to $320,000,000, or rt'duccd hy $DG,OOO,OOO. That i~ 
because estates that have been as~c ·Red under t11e act of 102-i 
will receive rebates of deferred payments to the amount of 
$95,000,000 and of ca. h already pai<.l to the amount of $5,000,000, 
making a total of ,'lOO,OOO,OPO. 

This bill al:-;o provide. for the repeal of the gift tax, which 
was impo~ed for the purvose or discouraging evasion of (•:stato 
taxes. From tl!at source the Treu:mry has recr.iveu ::;7,500,000 
per annum. In other words, under tlli::; bill we arc taking from 
the 'l'real-iury of the rnit d States ~ total uf $150,000,000 ou 
account of estate taxes; on account of rebate.' of estate taxes, 
$100,000,000; and on nc(:ount of the gift tax, 'Yhich supplements 
the e::;tnte tax, $7,500,000, or a total of $2:J7,GOO,OOO for thiq 
fll'cal year. 

Moreover, of those reporting incomes last y<>nr 5,604 enjoyed 
incomes of $100,000 or more, and tllis clUHS· -the 5,604 class
and the estates of tho .. e who enjoyed these incomes in lif" will 
he the beneficiaries of $151,500.000 of tho total of these rcuuc
tion and rebates. To all tl1c rest of tlle people of the Unilcll 
States tlle repeal of these taxe;-; will mean relief to the extent 
of $103,000,000. 

These are the outstanding fC'aturcs of this bill so far as tlle 
estate tnx and the gift tax nrc concerned. 'l'his 5,0!)4 eln.~s will 
be nff'orded benefits under this hill during the curn~nt year of 
$154,GOO,OOO, and all the rest of the people of the Uillt('U ~Hates, 

103.000,000. 
I trust that the commit tee amendment will not prevail but 

tuat an amendment retaining the estate tax, nt lea 't to the 
extent that it bas been retained by the House, will prevail 
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Mr. KJ... ~G. Mr. President, will the S~nntor permit an influiry 

b fore he resumes his seat? 
~Ir. llOWELL. Certainly. 
Mr. KING. Does not the Senutor think tlle amendment he 

i~ to offer, as I under tn.nd it, if I properly interpret his re
mark~. should be tendered as an amendment to tl.J.e Senate 
corurulttee amendment? 
~r. IIo"·ELL. ::\Ir. PreRident, I ren Hzc thn t: but I wish to 

say thnt as another Senator will pre~E>nt an amendment cov
ering U1e matter I . hall not pre. cnt ·uch an amendment myself. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. Pre~ident, in connection with the col
loquy between tlle Senator from Nebra_ka and tile Senator 
from Utah I wish to say that the amendment I shall propose 
will come later on. If it is adopted, it 'vill repeal the amend
ment now pending-, if this shall be agreed to, and will place 
the estate tax back to where it is on the statute books at the 
l're._ent time. It has no connection 'With this particular vote. 

,_ir. KING. Mr. President, a parllamenlnry inquiry. 
TIJe YICFJ PRESIDE_ 'T. The Senator will f'tate his inquiry. 
~Jr. KL TG. lV'Ul not the rejection of the Senate committee 

ame11dment and an nmendme11t stTikiug- out 80--
'l'hc YICE PRE._ IDFL. ~T. Under the uuanimous-con~ent 

agreement, the hour of 4 o'clock having arrived, the question 1:,; 
upon n;n-eeing to the committee amendment, as nmencled. 

Mr. Kit''G. 1\Ir. President, ''"hat is tlle amendment? 
The YlCE PllESIDENT. The clerk will state tl.le amend

ment. 
The CniEF CLERI~. On page 170 the committee propo:e::; to 

~':trike out from line 14 down to nncl including line 2 on page 
20 ttncl in~ert nR Title III, estatP tnx, frum line 3 on page 
208 to line 3 on pn ~e 21~. 

1\lr. S::\IOOT. On that I ask for the yens filHl nnys. 
The VICE PRESIDE. ~T. The Chnir will state that any 

mnt"ndment to be offered . hould be pre:-:cuted lJefore the com
mittee amcn<lment is voted on. 

:ur. KL. ~a. l\lr. President, been u.-:e thH t is Rnhject to amcnd
mE>nt, I mo>e to ._trike out, on pnge 173. line 12 the :figur('s 
'' -·o" and in~ert in lieu thereof the fi!:!;nres "2.1." ' 

~ Ir. SMOOT. Then the ~;:'enator de ' ires to pcrfert the IIon~e 
text? 

lHr. KIXG. YE'S; I am pcrf~?<!tln"' lhc House text. 
l\ir. ll.AHIUSON. 1\Ir. Pre~ident--
Thc 71CE PHESIDBNT. The question i.• not debatable. 

The qne .. tion is on the amendment offered by the junior Sena
tor from Utah. 

Mr. KL. ~G. 1\lr. Prcsident--
Mr. liEFLIX I call for the 1·e;;ulur order. 
~Ir. KI.. ~G. 'l'he .'cnator need uot oe impniieut. I <lc~ire 

to ba ve my motion ~tated. 
Th<> VICE PRESIDEL "T. Will the Senator restate his 

amendment? 
· Ir. KTI"G. 1\Iy motion is to strikE' out, on page 173, line 

1~. ' tl.le numerals '' 80" ancl insert in lieu Utercof tlle numerals 
"~G.'' '\Vhieh would menu thnt the amount remitteu to the State 
wottltl be 2ti per ceut in:tead of 0 lll'l' cent, thus mulutaiuiug 
the e::n ting law. 

The YICB PRE~IDENT. Tlle que.<;tion Js not clelmtalll" 
:\Ir. :uo~·E . Mr. Prca;ident, n parliamentary i,nquiry. 1\lay 

the uuauimou.~-cousent B"Teement be rend, so that we may know 
exnctly ltow we are proce<'Cling? 

Th.__ YICE PRESIDE~ ~T. 'l'he clerk will read the ngree-
ment. 

The C1tief Clerk read as follow:3: 
Ordered, by mtanimous consent, That on the cnlenuur day or Wl'dnC' -

dJ~·. February 10, l!>::!G, nt 4 o'clock p. m., the St'unt' will procel'd to 
vnt<' without further debate upon "Title III-E tate tax," and an 
ntui ndmeuts thereto. 

The YICI~ PRB~IDE 'T. The qu('stion is on agreeing- to the 
nruf~ndmPnt offered hy the junior ;·<'nntor from "(Ttah [Mr. 
Krx,; I to the llou~e text propo ed to l1o stricken out by the 
COmlllit tee. 

'l'he amendment wns rejected. 
The YIOE PHE~IDEN'r. Tile que.·tion uow is on agreeing 

to the> nmcndruent of the comnlittce a~ amenued. 
~Ir . .'_fOOT. On tllat I demRnd the y(lUS and nays. 
The ~·ens nnd nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk vro

ceedPd to call the roll. 
~lr. McLEAN (when 1\lr. Br:~\GH.i:M's nnme wa1-1 ealle<l). I 

wi~h to annou.nce that ruy colleague, the junior Seuatm· f1·om 
Conuecticut [·Mr. Brl'.'GIIAM]. is unavoidalJly nosent from the 
Cl!amLc•r. If ho were pre;:: nt, he would vote "yNL" 

~Ir. HARRELD. Ur. Pre:-<ident, a pctrlia1uenta1·y influir.v. 
1!4 this a vote on the committee umendment itself or on an 
amendment to the committee amendment? 

Tlle VICE PRESIDENT. The vote is o,u tlte committe 
amendment as amended. 

Mr. SMOOT. Iu answer to what the Senator from Oklahoma 
[1\fr. llARRELD] asked, an amendment was made to the com
mittee amendment, so the Chair wa/3 absolutely correct in stat
ing that the vote h; on the committee amendment as amendecl. 

1\lr. IIARRELD. It is on the committeo amendment as 
amended? 

l\Ir. SMOOT. Ye ·; the whole committee amendmt>nt as 
amended. 

Mr. HEED of Mi.-:sourl. 1\Ir. President, a parliamentary in
quiry. There seems to be . ome confusion about the form of the 
que:-;tion. I want to aRk if I am correct in t110 thought thut 
a vote " yea" means to wipe out tile inheritance tax and a 
vote "nay" means, in substance and effect, to leave the 
House text as it cnme to us? There seems to be !:)Orne con
fusion about tlle question. 

Tho VICE PUESIDE.l YT. The question is on striking out 
the nouse text on pa~es 170 to 208 and inRerting the Henate 
committ<'e te.·t on pn~es 208 to 212, thus inserting in lieu of 
the Hou:::;e text the language reportecl by the Finance Com
mittee. 

.M1·. UfJED of ... IJH~ouri. Wllich means, if the amendmf."nt is 
accepted and tllo Honse text goes out, thnt there will lJe no 
estate tax'! 

1\Ir. KU\G. That is correct. 
Mr. HEED of :Mis:-;ouri. I merely wanted to lJe sure th:lt the 

mntter was understood. 
, 'EVE:R..\L ~EXATons. Ref;ular order! 
'l'he VICE PUESIDENT. The roll call will be proceeded 

with. 
'l'hc Chief Clerk re...:umcd the calling of the roll. 
l\lr. BROOKIIAR'l' (when bis name was called). I have a 

pair with the junior Senator from .Arkansns [1\Ir. CARAWAY]. 
If permitted to vote, I would vote "nny." 

l\Ir. JONES of Wa.'hington (when Mr. Ct.--nTis's name was 
called). The ,;::enior Senator from Kansas [Mr. Ct..rRTIA] is 
D<'<!c.·~arlly ab:.;ent on account of illnf."ss. He is paired with tho 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. RE.IID]. 

Mr. COPEL.A ... ·D (when Ur. EDWARDs's name was called). 
The junior Senntor from New Jer.·ey [Mr. EowARDB] is un
ayoi<lably ab~cnt. If h~ were present, be would vote "yea." 

l\Ir. FERN.ALD (when his nnme was called). I havo n gen
eral pair with the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Jo.·Es]. I trnnsfer tllat pair to the junior Senator from Con
necti('ut [.Mr. BI:iGIIAll] and vote "yea." 

Mr. :F'LETCIIER (when his name was called). I bnve a 
gencrul pnir with the Senator fl'om Delaware L:\Ir. Du Po~T]. 
I understand tllat if he were present he would vote as I intend 
to vote, and I am, therefore, at liberty to vote. I vote "yea." 

l\Ir. DALE (when Mr. GREE:-rE's name was called). My col
league, the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREE:\'E], is 
una,·ddalJ1y abBent. If he were present, he would vote "yea." 

1\lr. JOliN ,'ON (when his namo was called). I am paired 
wilh 1 ile senior Senator from Arkansas [1\Ir. RoBIN SO ~]. lf 
pepnitted to vote, I would vote "nay." 

::\Ir. :'IHEPPAHD (when Mr. :!HAYFIELD's name was callecl). 
The junior Senator from 'l'e:i:as [~Ir. UAl:FIELD] is ab ·ent on 
account of 111ne~::;. lie ha~ a g<'neral rmir with tho Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MEANS]. 

1\lr. TIEF.D of 1\lil':;ouri (when his nnmc was called). I am 
paired with the Hcnior Senator from ran::::as ["Ir. CuuTis]. 1 
hnve been unable to secure a transfer. I am, therefore, com
pelled to withhold my vote. If I were l)f."rmitted to \Ote, 1 
would vote "nay." 

:Mr. SHIDIONS (wh .u the name of ~Ir. Ronr.·soN of Arkan· 
sas was called). At the rt>quest of the senior Senator from 
Arkan!-1as [Mr. llonrNso. ] I "·bh to state that lf he were pres· 
cnt he would vote "yea." 

J\Ir. SIIIPS'l'EUD (when his name was called). On this 
QtH' 'tiou I am paired with the senior Senator from AlalJama 
[Mr. U" 'DERWOOD]. If I were free to vote, I would vote "nny." 

1\lr. SWANSON (when hi:'! name waH culled). I l1ave n pair 
for to-duy an<l to-morrow with the senior Senator from Illinoh; 
[:\Ir. McKINLEY]. If that Senator were pr<'.:ent, he woultl vote 
" yea " on the }Jending amendment. If I wet·e permittf."d to 
vote, 1 would vote "nay." 

l\lr. DLEASE (when the name of ::\Ir. 'Vnr.IA.!S was called). 
I lluve a vnir with the junior Senator from MiHSOUri fMr. 'VJL~ 
LIA rs]. If that Senator were pre:ent, he woulu vote "yea" 
and I would vote " nay.'' 

The roll call wa~ concluded. 
Mr. IIARRISO~. Pairs ha>e ht-<'11 announr<'d for the Sf."nior 

• euutor fNm Alahama C\Ir. t:'l'ioEawooo], thP ,·f."nim· S(·nator 
from .A.rkuusa::l l:Mr. UomxsoN], uud the junior Senator from 

• 
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Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY]. Thol'le Senators are unavoidably 1 The VICE PRESIDE ... TT. The motion to strU:e out 11 part 
11bsent. If they were present, all three of them would vote takes precedence over the motion to stril·e out the "·bole. 
"yen." Therefore, 11 motion to strike out a part of the langunge 

The result was announced-yeag 4D, nays 26, as follows: could be offered now. 

Baynrd 
Bratton 
BrouRsard 
llrnce 
Butler 
Cameron 
Co{lf'land 
Dale 
D 11een 
B<lgc 
Eru~t 
)!'( ruald 
Fletcher 

Ashur t 
Borah 
Capper 
Couzen 
Cummins 
DiU 
lt"erris 

George 
omett 
Gotr 
Gooding 
1Ia1e 
narrlson 
Heflin 
~ones, Wash. 
i{endrick 

M~li:nar 
McLean 
letcalt 

Fe s 
Frazier 
Glas. 
Harreld 
Harris 
How£'11 
Klug 

YE.AS--49 Mr. KL. TO. I include what the Senator from Mlssis,;ippi 
Mose Smoot suggest<~, of course. I thought there would, perhaps, be nnani-
8<ldie ~i:gg:~~ mou-, c:onsent to couple the nmcndment together, but ruy 
p;~~~i~n Trammell 11Inf'nclment ineluu£>s the entire Title V. 
Ph•vps ~:do~worth The VIU:El PRESID:ENT. There nre committee amcnrlmeuts 
Pine Wnrr~n to Title V wllich hn ve not y t beeu agreed to. Arter they 
R!~i~P~. watson ehnll have been perfected, the 11rucnc.lment sug"estad l1y tee 
}loblnt;ou, Jn<l. Weller junior Senator from Uta.h will be in order. 
~~~~t;fdgo Willis :Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, a parllam~ntary inquiry. 
Hinnnons 'l'he VICE PTIESIDENT. The S('nator from .1:Tow l\lerico 
Smltll will state it. 

N.AYB-26 Mr. BRATTON. The senior Senator from New 1\lcxico [l\Ir. 
Ln Follette • ·ye J01'>F~'3] 1s unayoidably nb::;ent on account of illness. I have 
l·[c~[~~fer ~~~~~~ard bef'n furnished thili afternoon with an amendment which ho 
Me. ·nry Walsh de:irE>s to propo:-:c to the committee':-: nm~ndment dentin~ with 
l'eely Wheeler the subject of the inheritance tax. I desire to give a notice 
~~~~fsck nt thi' time and to make a parliamentary inquiry. .After the 

NOT VOTING-21 bill shall lta"f'e b<'ell <:omplctcd u: in Committe of the Whole, 
Bingbnm • F..dwnr<ls Mayfield ._wanson nn<l reported to the R<.'nat<', w1ll the anwudment to which I 
Blea'le Ge.rry Means Dnu 'rwoo<l refer be in oru<.'r, ouu, muler tho rules, l.Jy request from the 
nrookh:ut Gre<>no Kittman Wlllli\IDS SE:'nior ~enAtor from ~cw Mexico. will I be permitted to pro~ 
g~;,~i~ay }~~~~.0~. 1\lex. R~~\1~~~· Arlc. po~e the n mP.ndment 'I 
du lJont McKinley Shipl:ltcaii The VICE PHESIDENT. The nmeudmeut will then be in 

So the amendment of the committee as aruenuecl wus order. . 
agreed to. I Mr. BRATTON. Very well. I ghe notiC'e thnt I desire to 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I would like now to have the I do that }Yhen the bill .shnll have reached the Renate .. 
S nate turn to page 224 and take up the admission tuxeg. lUr. :NOH.RIR. I w1sh to ask the Renator n que bon. Will 

The YICEJ PRESIDE ... ·T. The amenumeut will be tated. I he not have the amendment printed, so that Senators may 
The CHIEF CLERIC Under the subhead "Title V-Tax on I see it? 

ndm1s::;ion and dues," on pn~e 224, the committee propo. es, in 1\Ir. BRATTON. ,I shnll ,be glad to no that .. I send. tho 
ll11e 12, before the word "cents," to strike out "50" anu in· amendment to the Se<>rctnry ~ deRk, and nHk that It be prmted 
· rt "75 ·• so as to rend: for the infm·mution of the Sennte. 

s 5~0 < ) 0 · d tt th d thl tltl t k rr t h I The VICF. J>Ju;:srDE T'l'. ""'itlwut objection, the amenu~ 
.... n:c. . n n an a er e ate a e o. ea e PC , t ere 

1 

ment wfll be printed. 
shall be levi cl, os e~ ed, collected, and p11l~:. ln lieu of tbo taxes lm- l\Ir. llRATTON. It wa. my UDU('r~-;tancling thnt nuder parlin~ 
posed by section 500 of tho revenue act of lU- - I mentnr · procedure I woul<l IJo lll.:'rmlttt d to do what I huve 

(1) A tax: of 1 cf!ut for each 10 cent or frnction thereof of tltP. ~ug-ge:-;t d. 
nmount paid fot· admis.lon to nny plnce on or ot't.er such date. in~ The VICFJ PRF., 'IDF.. TT. The St•nntor iR correct. 
clncllng adml :;;Ion by sea on ticket or subflcrlptlon, to be pt~.id by the l\Ir. BRA.TTO. T. Bnt I wanted to give notice to other 
per. on paying for such ndml. sion: but where the amount paid for S .l nto 
udmi, "Ion is 7~ cents or l~s • no tax hall l>e impu ed; e .;;r. ~i ... ·G. I do not thinly notice is neces.-ary, but, if it i~, 

Mr. KING. :\Ir. Prcsic.lent, I dei"irc to offe · an umpnument. I gtve uotice thut I :-:hall n~·k for a separate vote when the bill 
I mo>e to strike out-and perhaps under a technical c-on~truc- shall have been reported to tlle ~euate f1·om the Committee of 
Uon of the unanimous-consent rnle with re!'pc ·t to con~'<iderlng I the Whole, on the action by which tho Senate rejected tho 
only committee amendments fir 't, 1t may need a mouificatiou- IIon~e provi:-3ion and ncloptecl the Senate proviRlou with rc:"pe<:t 
the entire Title V-Tax on admissionR and dues, he-ginning to estate taxes. 
at line 3, on pnge 224, including the remainder of that page, ull The VICE PHF.SIDB:\T. The que ·tion ts on the comrnitteo 
of pages 22:>, 226, and down to and including the woru "fairs" I amendment, on page .22-J. line 12. 
on page 227; ul.-o all ot pngcs 22! and 22!l, and all of pnge 230 I Ur. KING. Let the amendment be sL'ltcd, l\lr. Preflifltmt. 
down to and including line 17; in other wnrrls, my amend- l Tile IIIEF LERK. On pagP 224, line 12, it ifl propo~e<l to 
ment 1B to strike out the enUre title which uc-nls with the strike out "GO" anu to in:ert "75," ~o tl.tut the clause will 
subject of taxc on admis.1on and dues. I read: 

!\lr. IIARRI ·o~. Mr. President, mny I ask the. Senator n (1) A tax of 1 cent fur " cb 10 ct>ut Ol' frnctlon thereof of the 
qucstlon? I notice that be does not propose to strike out nll · f 227 amount pnld for ndml~slon to uny plnc(.> on or n.ftPr snell dnte, tm•h1d· 
0 -}l.~.ge .. ·onRI~. .Jr. Pre::;ldent, ·e are unable to hear the 

1 

tns: nnmi ·.ion by r:• on tlc~et m· sulJscrtptlon, to be paid uy the 
jnnior Senator from Utah. I aRk that bu.incs be u~pendC'u per. on pRying .. for Rnch nrlm1s, Lon; but wl1ere the amount pnld foL· 
until there shall be order in tho , r.uatE>. , admi~< ion is 7u C('nts or l~>.ss, no tnx Rhnll be iruiJO!"Pd. 

)Jr. S:\IOOT. I do not now unclcr~tand what i. thE> ameufl- Mr. COPEL.A.m. .1 r. P1·esi<:l(>nt, l£'t me ask the R~nat or 
mcnt propo · cl by my colleague. I could not llear his Btatc- from t.:tah a (lUestion. Why wa: the amount fixed nt 75 <!Cnts 
ment. lni4t!•ad of ~1 't 

The YIOE PRESIDE ... ·T. The enat~ wlll be 1u ordrr. Air. R:\IOOT. Mr. Prc8idcnt, by fixing the amount at 7o <:ents 
Mr. IIARRI~OX ... lay I gn to the , · •nAtor tllut my inquiry u~~·n~ will hn a h> ·:-; to the Treasury of .'9,000,000. 

wa. this: The Senator from Utnb bas offered nn filllendruent to I will !==:IS to the ~enator from rTcw York further that 75 
"trike out all of the tax which applie..: to admi .·ious nncl unes. C'eut~ take in the junior ba~elmll Rnu footlmll game:, :-:cbool 

~rr. NORRIS. ·which Ht>nator from Utah? cntertaimncnt~, anu similar nflair!'l, and it exempts nll tl<.-kets 
1\lr. KING. The jnuior Rcnator from rtnh. f'ertalnly the for moying-vi<:tul'e 8hows 1.1p to 7G cents. If the \-vhole title 

. enior Senator wonld not have offer<.'u !'nth un amendment In 1 \Yer~> t-~trick('n out, thf'l'C woul<l be n fnrtlwr probalJle lo. ·s of 
relation to thlH matter. 1 • '24,000,000 . 

... lr .• TOllRI . We could not hear the debate. anu we do not I ~Ir. GOPELA ... ·n. Dt><>. the Renntor mean for the entir' titlo 
know who offered the aml'ndmcnt. 'Ve mig-ht get ~ome idea llllder the umenomeut us propot-~ed by his colleague? 
a.' to whethE> · we want to vote for it or not by agcertaining :\Jr. R.~lOOT. Y'l' ; for the ntire title. 
who otrer d the nml'n!lment. .Mr. P1·e ·Went, it mi~ht be ju~t ns well for me to say nnw 

::.\Ir. KL TG. I hav" announced thnt the amendment wAs thnt I pre ume every ~uutor hns sc>en the .tatcmeut which ha 
offered by the junior Senator frum lltah. ueeu mnue by Reprc ·eutaU>e Gxl!.-g:"l, chairman of the ·wnys 

:\lr. NORIUS. Sinre I have learn u that tue junior ('nalor and ~Iean Committee of the other IIou=--c, that the 1·eductions 
hn.· offered the amenumeut, I am satli-lfieu. ma<lo by the Senate are vm~tly greater thnn tho Trc~a ury can 

:\lr. HA.HRISO~. I ue~ire to a~k the junior Senator from stand. I . ·ny now that not only will we have to provl1le for 
Utah if his amendment <lid not pertain to line 14 to 2:5, in- the general expem;c: of the Goverumeut aR c. timated uy tllo 
cl'nsive, on page 227? 1\'lly not include that, :-;o that tllat part Trea. nry offidnl · hut before we ~ot through with thi. :esl4ion 
of the bill also will go out? of Con~res · we .·ball have a public hnll<llng bill. I haYe no 

Mr. KI .... 'G. :lly nmenument induucs the entire subject. I d•,ul.lt of it at ull. Not only that, unt ;ve l1all have a pension 
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bill carrying verhaps $40,000,000. I do not belieye there is any 
Seuator here who wishes to place the Government 1n the posl
"tion where it can not mePt its expenses through taxation. 

1Ir. JOII.L 'SO...... Mr. Pt'esidcnt, will the Senator from Utah 
please tell me the amount of difference in the revenue-it 
probalJly lin· bE'en stated, !Jut I do not recall it-which would 
be C'au~ed Jf the amendment of the junior Senator from Utah 
[Mr. KL"G] were adopted? 

:llr. SMOOT. It would be $2-!,000,000. 
:Ur. JO.ll ... 'SOK. That would not make any difference, 

would it? 
Mr. ~~lOOT. I think it would. 
Mr. JOII.L-so.L ... That is a -mere lJagatelle. 
~Ir. SMOOT. I think it would make a difference. 
Let me ._.ay, further, tl1at, so far as the excise taxes are con

cerned, taxes on due.s and aumlssions to theaters, and all the 
SJie<:iuJ taxes, no one would like to see them entirely eliminated 
fr(lm the bill more tllan I; but, Mr. President, it can not l.Jo 
done if we ure to IH'OY"ide for meeting the expenset:> of the 
Govermnent at thl · time. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. Pre:~ident, I wish to say to the 
senior Senator from Utah [1\Ir. SMOOT] that his statement 
comes with great force. I am wonuerlng why it was not made 
when we were alJout to wipe out the estate tax? It would 
have lJeen equally pertinent at that time. 

Mr. NOIUUS. Mr. President, we llnvc been opening the bung
hole of this barrel now for seYeral dars. We have lJeen taking 
out tlle taxpayers' money at the rate of many million dollars 
e>err few mlnutt•s, and the cry llas been going up from the 
co::~Utlon which we han~ heen fighting, "\Yo have got too much 
money." E en to-day, in conuection with the estate-tax pro
vli;ion, we have l.Jeeu told thnt we had such a large surplus 
la. t year and are going to hn e such a large surplus next year 
and the year following- that the question will arise, \Vhnt are 
we going to do with tlle mon('y 'i Then we were dealing in 
hun<lreds of millions. We were dealing with a proposition 
that would l.Jring 1n more money thun this; we were dealing 
with a proposition when we were considering the publicity pro
vision that would have meant hundreds of millions of <lollars a 
year in increnReu income. Now, however, when it comes to 
ticketfl for ball games and theaters we are immediately 
reminded that wo are Yery poor; thnt the Government i3 going 
to run behind; that we are not going to haYe enou~h to pay 
the running <'Xpenses of tlw Government, l.Jut that we are going 
to have a deficit. 

~Ir. nEED of Missouri. Mr. Pre.·idcut--
.. !r .... ~onrus. I yield to the Senator from Mis~ouri. 
Mr. nEED of Mh;souri. Does not the Senator un<lerstand 

that admisblons to tbe chenpe;st theaters, anu to all the 
ilieaters, in fact, are pnid yery lurgely lJy the great mass of 
the people? 

::Ur. NOHRIS. Ot cour:e, and that is merPly another demon· 
stration that thi is a millionaire's bill. "~hen it is desired 
to reduce by 4-! per cent the income tax on incomes in excess 
of ..,100,000 we would put it throngll; the steam roller must 
proceed ; we do not need the money ; but when some one wants 
to lJuy n ticket to a football game, unless he secures a ticket 
to n portion of the fiel<l wllere he can get a yery cheap seat 
nn<l haYo a Yery poor opportunit~T to see thH game, he has got 
to pay a tax; he mm.;t pay somcthi11g because the Government 
ne(•ds the money. 

I <l.o not know how those who are supporting this bill can 
continue with it without getting iuto a joint debate with 
thcm~el\es. A few moments a~o we had a plethora of money, 
but now we nre vnnpers; we have g-ot to Fmve every cent for 
Uncle Sum. The ~tn.tement wus probably true both times : 
it was probnhly tnw when we went into his big pockets and 
stolo all his money for the millionaireR, anu now '\ve are going 
to appeal to the patriotism of Ute poor people to give up their 
nickels and put th<'m in Uncle ~am's vest pocket. 

I nm not sure, Mr. Pre~luent, just what cour,'e we ougl1t to 
tnke. If we nre going to continue to save the money by the 
lllillion~ of flollnr;-; for the rich l1ecau ·e we do not need it nnd 
get it out of the poor who can not afford it, perhaps we ought 
to ke"p on. It HC'Pm~ to me, however, that it is time for us to 
con ·i(ler whether if we get thiR bill in ~mch shape that it is 
not going to produl'e enougll mouey, we may not have an oppor .. 
tunity to ask the man who ha a net Income exceeding 
'100,000 to contribute a little more money; and when we get 

into tlle .::enate there will he nn amendment offered that wilJ 
run from 20 to 25 per cent on income'4 between $100,000 and 
$1,000.000. Those ~\'ith such incomes can afford to pay for 
thP~e tickets. 

A Senator .'U"gc ts that tlley do not go to these shows. 
I know they do not. ~'hey have theaters in ih('ir own hom:~s 

where thero Is not any admission paid, and where there is no 
tax. 

Ur. S:\IOOT. Tllere is no tax on any ticket under tlliH 
provision unlesR it tosts 75 cents or more. 

1\Ir. RARIUHON. :Mr. Pre~ident, there nre two conu;1ittee 
nmendmenw, I t.hlnk, to this part of the JJlll, and the Senator 
from Utah [l\fr. Kr~o] has mndo a motion to strike out n.ll 
of the admi. sion dues. It would seem to me that that motJou 
on"'ht to be voted on before we vote on the committee amend
ment, lJecau~e the committee amendment increases the exemp
tion from 50 cents to 75 cents, und then there 1:'1 another 
amendment on the spoken drama. Cnu we not come to n 
vote first upon the motion to clirnlnute nll admis~ion <lUl':'!, 
and then take up the other matter? 

1\Ir. Sl\IOOT. I think that is proper. 
1\Ir. KING. 1\Ir. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE rREJSIDENT. 'l'he Senator will 1:o1tnte it. 
1\Ir. KING Do I understttnd that the proposition of tl1e 

Senator from Mis~issippi~ which .·eems to l.Je a<:ccd~d to l1y 
the Senator in charge of the bill, is that my motion to striko 
out the entire title dealing with admissions and dues shall 
take precedence oyer a Yote upon the amendments offered by 
tlle committee? I nm entirely agreeable to that. 

The VICE PllESIDBNT. It cnn ho <lm}e ouly by unani
mous consent. If there is not nlJj<'ct.ion, it can be done. 

1\Ir. H.A.H.RISON. I a~k uunnlmous conl.'lent that thnt be 
the proceunre. 

The VICI<J PRESIDE ..... T. Is there objection? Without oh
jcction, it iA so ordered. 

The question is on the motion of tile Senntor from Utuh 
[:Mr. KING]. . 

l\1r. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire t.o ask the Senator 
from Utah [1\Ir. S:MOOT], in cllarge of the bill, to state a little 
more fully-! 'va::; ca1leu out-"·llat this motion covers in tho 
way of tax. 

Ir. SMOOT. The Senate committee nmcudment increasing 
the exemption on admissions from 50 cents to 7~ cents mean..; 
a redu<:tion in the revenue of the Government of lj;9,000,000. 

Mr. DORAH. Admi:-;sions to what? 
Mr. S:\IOOT. To all entertainments, thcateri'l, games, null 

so forth. 
Mr. ROllAII. Legltlmate tllenter.:, movies, and e\'er;,·tlling? 
1\Ir. S::UOOT. Movies and everything; l.Jaschnll ,;ames and 

all admi::;sions. 
1\!r. BORAH. Dnt there is an e.·emption up to 7i> Ct'nts? 
Mr. SMOOT. 'l'hc pres('nt law is 50 cents. ·we raised the 

50 cents exemption to 75 cents so as to take in nll oC the sclwol 
entertainmcntc;, minor basehall and foothull gume~. and ~o forth, 
outsidP. of those where people pay · 3 to Ree one of the hig 
f-ootb:iU games or one of the National Lcll[~ue grmes. l~y th 
committee amendment \Ve lose :j;9,000,000, and if the amend
ment of the junior S<'n' tor from• Utah Is agreed to we will 
lose ., 24,000,000 more. 

:Mr. BORAH. But if you go to nn entC'rtninmcnt whkh CO:,~S 
only 75 cent<> there is no tax? 

Mr. R~lOOT. No tnx at all. 
1\Ir. llOR.AH. That Is good enough for me. 
1\Ir. GLASS. l\Ir. Presitlent, do I unclCI :-:t:md that thNe is 

no tnx if you go to nn entertainment costiug $5? 
1\Ir. DORAII. No; the exemption i s only np to 75 cents. 
1\Ir. KING. 1\Ir. l're~iclcnt, I prepnrcd a hrief statement to 

present to the Senate dealing with my amentlmcnt, bnt I shall 
not take the time to rend it. I a~k thnt it may he in.'(•rted in 
the REcoHD, and I shall ask for a Yote without ll!lYlng it read. 

The VICI!l PH.BSIDENT. 'Vithout objection, it will he 
printed in the RECORD. 

The statement referred to is ns follows: 
Title V or the revenue net of 1!)2J imposed a tn:x on admi s1ons nnt'l 

dues. H this uct .vere to be continue" in force and the rates pre
scribed applied to the calendar yrar 102G, It was estimated by the 
Treasury thnt rrTenucs in the amount o.l' 3:1,000,000 would be pro
duced. In the pen1Ung revenue 11111 as it passed the Houfle of R(•pre· 
scntatives TJtle V was amended f:iO as to exempt from tho ndmis ion!i 
an<l dues tnx ndmlssionA to theat rs producing exclm,ivcly what 1!11 
called "IegltJmatc spokl'n drama" consuming more than 1 hour and 
4r> minutes for its performance'. Tbi:c~ exemption from the operation 
of tlle ln.w would, it was rstimnted for the yPnr 1 02G, reduce the 
revenues to be derived from Title V to the amount of , 29,000,000. 

The Finance Commltteo bas rep-orted an amendment to Title V 
which strikes from the bHl the House amendment exempting thanters 
which produce e:xclul'livPly "lcgltimnte spoken drama" nnd wblch 
exempts from the tax tickets upon which n price of 715 cents or less 111 
fixed. 'l'he !louse bill, as dof' the present law, exempts tickets upon 
which a price of 50 cents or los:s is fixed from the application of the 
tax. The Treasury estimate:;.; that the blll as it iB pending with tho 
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Senate amendnumt wnt proiluce revenu R In the ralent1nr year 1026 
in the amount of $24,000,000. This is the figure carried in tho table 
on page B of the committee report. However, on page 10 of the report 
the statement was made that the Government needs tho $20,000,000 to 
be llerived as revenue .from this tax. 

1 lla"r"e proposed an amendment which repeals the tax entirely. The 
lo s of revenue may be roundly stated at $:..!0,000,000. This is one 
tax, I submit, that we may repen.l 'Without producing a detlclt, even it 
the views of the majority of the Finance Committee were correct. The 
tax has been so qualltlcd and amended by the pending and by former 
acts that it 1s dlscrlmlnatory in its operations as to dtlrerent amuse
ments patronized by the people. 

The theaters pay their regular corporation income taxes, and where 
they are personally owned the proprietors pay their individual income 
taxes upon the profits of the business. It is as e!"fed that the tnx is 
an impediment to the business, and it is believed that if the tax be 
repealed the volume of the business wlll be increased to such an 
extent that the increased amount reflected ln corporate profits and 
income will, at the rate of 18lf.l per cent, recover for the Government 
the major portion of the revenues of ~20,000,000 which will be preter
mitted lf Title V covering the tax on admi: ions Vld dues be stricken 
from the bill and the tax be repealed. 

Whate"r"or the argument to the contrary may be, this tax has all 
the appea~·ance of a war tax. It Is encountered every day by citizens 
ns they approach the box offices of theaters and places of amusement. 
It is a. constant reminder of the war levies. It stimulates re entment 
on the part of the people generally and causes complaint and dL<~satls
faction, which it u more tmportant should be relleved than is the 
retention of the tax for the sake of f20,000,000 of annual revenue 
collected with ditftculty and expense from every community In the 
country. Tbe reaS()nS for Its repeal clearly preponderate over the one 
rea on advanced for its retention. 

:Mr. SMITH. Mr. Pre ident, before this vote is taken I 
flhould like to ask the chairman of the committee what 1 the 
total amount collected under the present law? 

Mr. S~IOOT. Thirty-three million dollars. 
Mr. KING. But tlle House amends it so as to reduce the 

amount to $24,000,000. 
Mr. Sl\IOOT. No; the Senate committee amends it. No 

change at all is made 1n it by the IIou:e. The House left it 
at the 50-cent rate, but the Senate committee provided for a 
50 per cent decrea ... e. 

Mr. HARRI ON. Mr. Pre ident, the Senator is in error 
in saying thut the llou.se made no decrea e at all. The House 
adopted an e ·emption or the spoken drama--

l\Ir. S)!OOT. Oh, yes; the llou, e exempted the legitimate 
spoken dramn ; hut we were speaking of the others. 

l\1r. HARRISON. Which reduced the re\enue to ~29,000.000. 
Mr. KING. Mr. Pre ldent, if there is to be debate upon it. 

I shall recall the addre!' which I sent to the desk; but I am 
1·eady now to have a vote tq.ken upon my motion to strike out 
the entire provision dealing with admissions and dues. so that 
if it i carried they will be exempted and we will lose $20,000,-
000 of re"\"enue only. 'Ve do not need that amount, because 
there will be a ·urplus anyway. 

l\Ir. HARRELD. )1r. President, regardless of. what the vote 
is on that motion, we would ~till have the right to offer ameod
meut. afterward. , I nn!ler:tancl. 

The VICE PHESIDENT. Not if the motion preTails. 
l\Ir. HARRELD. llut if it does not prevail we will? 
The VICB PRE8IDENT. Yes. The que tion is on the amend

nwnt offered by the Senator from Utah [l\1r. KING]. 
Mr. HARRISON. On that I call for the yeas and nays. 
The yea.· nnd nay.· were ordered, anu tho Chief Clerk pro

ceeded to call tlH' roll. 
~lr. BRATTO~T (when hi name was called). I have a pair 

with the 'enator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER]. Kot know
ing how he would vote on this question, I "'1thhold my vote 

Mr. nROOKHART (when hi~ name was called). I have n 
J)air with the junior Senator from Arkan .. a [Mr. 0ARAWAY]. 
If at liberty to Tote, I ~hould vote "yea." 

Mr. COPELAND (when Mr. BowABDR'A name wa.. called). 
The junior Senator from ... ~ew Jer. cy [Mr. EDWARDS] is un
avoidably ab~ent. If he were present, he would vote "yea." 

Mr. l!"'ER ... • ALD (when his name was called). I tranRfer my 
pair with tlle Benior 'cnator from ~ew 1\Ie:xlco [Mr. Jo. E ] 
to the junior Renator from Connecticut [Mr. B:c-oiiAM], and 
will vote. I Tote " nay." 

Mr. J.i"'LETCHER (when his name wns called). I ha\e a 
general pair with the Senator !rom Delaware [Mr. nu PONT]. 
I am advi.t;Cd that he would vote as I . ball -vote. I vote "nay." 

.Mr. JOHNSON (when his name was called). I am paired 
with the senior enator from Arkansas [Mr. RonrxsoN] and 
withhold my vote. It at liberty to vote, I should -vote " yea." 

lUr. S"'ANSON (when his name ·as called). I announce 
my pair with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 1\lcKI..:."<LEY]. 
I do not know how he would YOte on this qnet"tion, nnd con.·e-
quentl.r I refrain from voting. If at liberty to vote, I should 
vote" nay." 

The roll call was conclmled. 
:Mr. BLE SID. I desire to announce that if the junior Sena

tor from 1\Ii sourl [Mr. \VILLIA~rs] were pre~ent he woulfl 
vote "nay " and I would vote " ;rea." I am paired with the 
junlor enator from l\liR:·ouri. 

Mr. ElL. ~sT. I am paired with the junior Senator from ·ew 
Jer.:cy [Mr. , Eow.A.Ro ]. I am advised it has just been an
nounced that if he were present he would vote "yen." It 
at Uberty to vote, I shoulcl vote "nay." 

1\Ir. 'V ALSH. The junior Senator from Montana [:Mr. 
WnEELEB] is ab!'lent on account of illne~t:l. He is paired with 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREENE]. If preH('Ut, the 
junior Senator from Montana would vote "yea." 

1\!r. JO~ ~ES of WaRbington. The senior enator from Kanf<as 
[Mr. 0URTIB] is nece. sarlly ab~ent on accounl of illne ·s. lie 
is paired wih the senior Senator from :Mis~ouri [:Mr. REED]. 
If the Senator from Ka.n~as were p1·e~'ent and at liberty 
to vote, he would vote ·• nay." I will allow the announce
ment with reference to the cau e of his nb£ence to stand for 
the day. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I was r('quc~ted to announce that the 
j1mior enator from Texas [Mr. l\l.AYFIELD] is pnir d with the 
junior Senator from Colorado [Mr. MF..A.N ] . 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I have some finaneial interest. not 
lo.rge, but of such a nature that it would be aff cted by this 
vote; and I ask tllat I be excu ed from voting. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senate excuse the • en
ntor from Mis ouri from voting for the reason stated? 'Vitb
out objection, the Senator will be excused. 

The result was a,nnouuced-yeas 36, nays 34, as follows : 

AshurF~t 
Bayard 
llrous ard 
Capper 
Copf'lnncl 
Conzena 
Dill 
Edge 
l'<'rrll 

Dorllh 
nruce 
Butler · 
Cameron 
Cummins 
I> alP 
DenrPn 
l<'urnald 
Fes::~ 

Frazier 
George 
Harrf'ld 
Harris 
IInrrison 
11 .flln 
1\f'nllrlck 

£!nl~ollette 

YEAS-36 
UcKellnr 
Mc.Mast r 
McNary 
Neely 
~or beck 
Norris 
Nye 
Overmnn 
Phipps 

NAYS-34 
Fletcher Lenroot 
GilJf'tt McLPRn 
Glass Met alf 
Ootr Mo~;~·s 
Gooding Oddie 
Hale l'ine 
llowf'll Rf'e>cl, Pa. 
Jone~. Wash. Robinson, Ind. 
Keyes Sackett 

NOT VOTL 'G-26 
Bingham Edwards Mnyfteld 
Blt>a e Ern. t 1enns 

fl~~~~~rt g~~~~e ~ifl?ti~n 
Caraway Johnson Reed, Mo. 
turtls J one!'!, ~- 1ex. Rollin !lou, Ark. 
du Pont McKinley 'chall 

So l\lr. KING's nm<'ndmPnt was agre d to. 

nnnsdell 
8hf'ppnrd 
RhtpRtead 
Simmons 
Smith 
Rtanficld 
'frnmmell 
Walsh 
Weller 

~hortridge 
1-lmoot 

f'la
8
3:worth 

Warren 
Watson 
Wlll1s 

Stephens 
.. wnnson 
Unucrwood 
Wheeler 
Wlllinms 

Ur. W AD~WORTH. lUr. PreRident, as I ll~tened to the 
reading of the amendment proposed by the junior Senator 
from Utah a.ud whiC'h I understand has just been adopted, 
aboli:hing 'a.11 admisRion tuxc and due,_, I ~<l not hear any 
reference to the proviRion rclu.tln" to the legitimate drama. 

Mr. MOOT. The whol title goes out~ 
l\lr. 'VADSWOUTll. I did not hear any reference to it. It 

seemed to me, as I heard tbe amendment read, that it did not 
include it. 

l\Ir. KING. As I fir t 8tatcd it, perbap. it. did not, but I 
lfl te1· callE>d attention to the IIousE" provision, uud my motion 
as amended included the entire title, including that through 
whkh the line~ hav<' b <'n stricken on pnge ~27. 

Mr. \V A.DSWORTII. Then I underHtand it wns done by 
unanimous consent? 

Ir. KING. Yes. 
Mr. WADSWORTII. The committee amendment ha. not 

been acted on; the House text, however, has beeu restored, in 
spite of a committe amendment pending? 

Mr. SMOOT. It was done by unanimou con ·ent. Now I 
givo notice that I will ask--

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Pre~ident, I do not. nnd!'rRtnnd this at 
all. I understand that :-;nhdlvislon (3) of section GOO on pnge 
2~7 ha!'l gone ont with nll tbe rest of sPction GOO . 

llr WADSW"OltTH. Tlltlt is wllnt I now mHler:;;tand. al
though it wns <lone in an up:·:ide-down parllnmcntury manner. 



192G CO.L ... GRE 1SION.t\._L R.ECORD-SENATE 3699 
Mr. llARRISON. When the motion was :first stated, it 

did uot include that, but I propounded an inquiry in regard 
to it, and the Senator from Utnh then did include it. 

Mr. KING. I stated at the out'ict that perhaps it could 
only be done by unanimous consent, and that was obtained, 
so ag to dispose of the entire section, without considering tho 
Senate Committee amendment first. Then I moved to strike 
out the whole title, as I anticipated the Senate would do. 

!Ur. S~ HTll. The language goes out down to title 6? 
Mr. KI~G. Down to title G, under the head of " Excise 

tn~es," .·ertion 600, on page 230. · 
Mr. 'MOOT. Mr. President, I give notil'e that I shall ask 

for a separate Yote in the Senate on this amendment. • 
I now desire to turn to page 230, the exciAe-tax provision. 
:Mr. KING. The provision covering automobiles? 
Mr. SMOOT. The automobile amendment is the first amend

ment. 
The TICE PRESIDE~;-T. The clerk will state the amend

ment. 
The CnrEF CLERK. On page 230, after line 23, the committee 

propot:e to insert : 
(1) Automobile truck chnssll!l n.n<l automoblle wagon chassil:l sold or 

lensed fllr nn amount in excess of $1,000, and automobile truck bodies 
and automoblle wngon bodies sold or leased for nn amount in excess 
o! $!!00 (including iu both cases Ures, inner tubes, parts, n.n<l ncces
eorles therefor sold on or In connection therewith or with the sale 
thereof), 2 per cent. A sale or lE.>asc o! an automobile truck or of 
an automoblle wngon shall, for the purpos<.'s of this subdivil:lion, bo 
considered to be a sale of the chassl and of the lx>dy, 

l\Ir. McKELLAR. 'vm not the Senator from Utah tell u., 
how much money that would bring in 7 

Mr. SMOOT. Six million dollars. In other words, on truck"J 
the rute is to be 2 per cent, and we give the industry a reduc
tion of 33% per cent. There is nothing that I know of which 
de troys roads to a greater extent and comes in more direct 
competition with transportation than the automobile truck, and 
1t eemccl to us thnt in giving a reduction of 40 per cent upon 
·automobile and 331/.J per cent on trucks and taking all of the 
tax off part we were going far enough with that industry. 

1\.Ir. KL ·a. Mr. President, I have an amendment to strike 
out the entire title dealing with exci e taxes and covering auto
mobile~·. truck~, and so forth. I :hall not pre. s it, but shall ask 
thnt the Senate dif'agree to the amendment tendered by the 
Finance Committee impo ·ing a tax on automobile-truck chassis 
and automohlle-wagon chassL, and so forth. 

~lr. SLBIOr~S. Mr. President, I suggest to tlle Senator from 
Utah that he divide hi amendment. 

Mr. KI1 ' G. I am wjlling to do that and to ask for n vote on 
the committee amendment just rend b_y the clerk. 

1\!r. II.A.RIUSO~. Mr. President, may I make an inquiry of 
the Seuntor from l.:tah. This item was stricken out on the rec
ommendation of the House \"Vnys and Means Committee'( 

1\lr. ~MOOT. It was. 
Mr. IIARRI 0~. It was restored by the Senate Finance 

Commit tee? 
Mt·. HllOOX. .At 2 per cent, a lower rate than is impo ed 

in Ute pre ent law. 
Mr. COUZENS. l\lr. Pre:;;ident, I would like to a.'l;: the 

Senator in charge of the bill the reason for reinstating this 
2 per c<>nt tax on automobile trucks. 

Mr. S:\IOOT. A.s I stated before, we thought that we should. 
arrive at some average rate of r duction on the automobile 
iudw·try. The Hou:e removed the tax entirely from tires, 
parts, and everyt.Wng of t:llnt kind. Then the House .reduced 
the tn.x on automobile!' from G% per cent to 3 per eent, and 
cut the tnx entirely off trucks. The Finance Committee amend
ment does not in1pose an:.r tax upon a truck the chassis of 
which co ts le s than $1,200. 

In addition to that, I wlll say to the Senator, tile committee 
in imposing tWs tax took into consideration the fact that 
truck. perhaps de, troy the 1·oads of thiR country more than 
any otller agency, and tJ1e committee did not feel that they 
Rbould go scot free from hues if the truck ib;elf co:;;t more thun 
$1.200. ·we were all agreed on the $1,200 figure. 

Mr. COUZEXS. I would like to a k the Senator what 
amount is expected to be brought into the Trea~omry Ly this 
additional tax 7 

l\lr . .'l.IOOT. Six million dollars. 
1\Ir. COUZENS. I do not see n "ingle justification for add

ing that tax. Tlte Senator from New York stntes that it is 
not added, but tllnt it is retained. I seo no justification for 
the tax nt all. The automobile industry, through the exdse 
tax, ha::; contributed many times more to the Federal Gov
ernment thau the Government ha:; contrihuted to the States in 
the was of aid in the con truction of good roads. 

This is an unju~t tax for many, many re-aRonR. One of them 
is tllat it repreHents the means of livelihood of n great numhrr 
of indhiduals who, with small capital, J.uvest in automobile 
trucks on the installment plan to enahle them to gain a liYin~. 
They are 1n the trnn~portation busine. s. Trnm:portation by 
automobile truek is the only transportation bu~ine!';S that I 
know of whirh has au <>xcisc tax placed on it. It seem'4 to me 
this is the most unjust tax of all the taxt's found in the hill. 
I see no reason for it at all. 

In this connection, I would like to ask the Senafor from 
Utah if he can tell us how much is to be rehntP<l hy tlH• 
Treasury Department becam:e of the repeal of the 1924 estate 
tax. I think that has been stated iu the debate, bnt I hn--re 
forgotten the amount. 

Mr. Sl\fOOT. There will be a loss of .'20,000,000 this com
ing year. 

Mr. COUZEN'S. I under~tand; Lut of the tnxe_.; that hnve 
been paid under the net of 1924 the difl'e,· ncr betwN>n the 40 
per cent provided in that act and the ma. imum of 20 per 
cent provided in this act i to Le rebated. 

Ur. SMOOT. If they have peen paid. 
Mr. COUZENS. Of course, we aRrmme that tt is n justifiahh~ 

credit. How much will the rebate or creillt to the~e estate:3 
amount to? 

l\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. l\Ir. rre~l<lcnt, I can answer 
that. Tl!e Treasury Department official~ have no'.; been able 
to get up any complete Htatemcnt, but they say it will be lesli 
than a couple of million dollars. 

Ur. COUZE~ ~s. Do I under ·tand that the replacing of the 
rna 'imum e tate tax and applying it to the 1024 act rueau:i 
only $2,000,000? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That is not whnt the euator 
asked. He nRked about the refurrd ·. 

Mr. COUZENS. I asked about credits. 
l\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. The estates of most of thoHe 

who have died since the enactment of the 1924 law are !'till 
in proce:s of adrnini tration, and no tax bas been paid. But 
the net loss to the United States in 1D26 because of all the 
changes made in the estate-tax provi:·don will be only the 
amount given by the Senator from Utah, about $20,000,000. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan 

yield to the Senator from .1. Tebraska? 
Mr. COUZJ;JNS. I yield. 
l\Ir. HOWELL. That statement gives an enliroly wrong 

conception of the situation. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Docs the Senator say the state

ment is false? 
Mr. HOWELJ.~. I do not say it ls false, but I do f.iay it 

gives an entirely wrong conception of the situation. There 
are $415,000,000 yet to be collected on account of deferred 
estate taxes. If we afford rebates as proposed in the blll, it 
means a net rebate on account of these deferred payments 
and cash alr<'ady paid of $100,000,000. 

1\Ir. \VADSWORTH. Over four or five years. 
Mr. llOWELL. That is what we are giving back. It is 

$100,000,000, not $20,000,000. 
l\lr. RI,iED of Pennsylvania. Will the Senator from Michigan 

yield to me to mnkc a statement? 
'l'he VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan 

yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania 7 
Mr. COUZENS. I do not want to yield right now. If I do 

not make a correct statE-ment, I will yield to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania to correct me. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I have the exact figures. 
1\Ir. COUZENS. There is a confusion between rebate. and 

credit which will have to be extended as a result of this 
repeal. The extent of the refunds is not important. The 
aggregate credit that must be extended to these estates, plus 
the rebate~, is what affects the Government revenue. If the 
Senator from Pennsylvania can enlighten me on that point, I 
will yield. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad to. Tl1c average 
tax accruing yearly under tJ1e estate-tax provhdon of the rev
enue act of JD21 was about 110,000,000. Under the revenue 
net of 1924 it i. estimated that :Jt will he from . 150,000.000 to 
$16f),OOO.OOO. For the period from the enactment of the 1924 
law to its repeal. as vrovlded in the :Finance Committee bill, 
the accru<'d tnxel4, as a 1·e-sult of the di1Ier£'nce bel ween the 
rates of that uct aud those of the 1021 net, wm have amounled 
to ahont $ J,OOO.OOO. 

At the time of the enactment of the 1026 revenue act, it lR 
estimated thnt the total accruals of e~tnte taxes not n~ yet paid 
will be about $415,000,000. If we. deduct from this the ~ $85,-
000,000, as I e plained before, it wlll leave about $330,000,000 
still unc to the United States on account of the estate taxe:;. It 
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is expected tbat the payment of this amount will be approxi
mately as follows down to tho year lfl:12. After 1932 the 
revenue will be nothing at all. The schedule is: 
Calenrlnl' year: 

~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
I think that answers tile Senator's ques tion. 
:\lr. COU~E. rs. What is ilie agg-regate? 

Amount. 
$00,000,000 
80,000,000 
n.,, ooo, ooo 
fiO 000,000 
2~:ooo,ooo 
10,000,000 

15, (JUO,OOO 

Mr. REED of Pcnnt::ylvania. The aggregnt<' we will receive, 
if we repeal the estate tax right now, will be ~:~o.ooo,ooo still 
to come in. The nmouut we lose by the reduction in the rates 
of the act of 1924 is $85.000,000. 

Mr. COUZE ... TS. That is ju!'lt the point I nm mnking. The 
Senate has by an overwhelming vote agreed to credit estates 
to the extent of · -,000,000, and yet it is propo ·e<.l to put a 2 
per cent tnx on the . mall truck owners of tile country FO as 
to rai!'Se six million puny dollars. It i. propo. ed to take . G,000,-
000 out of tlw business of the llttle truck owners wiw are 
earning their do.ily bread by doing a transportatio~ business 
bPtwcen cltici' throughout the country and yet the Senate has 
deliut~rately gh·en a credit of $85,000,000 to the large es tates. 
I am not talking as a demagogue, but I ihink it i~ a uamnalllo 
outrage to tnke $G,OOO,OOO from the truck owners of the countl·y 
in that way after taking ~85,000,000 off the estnte taxe ·. 

~r. EDGE. Mr. Pre:-;ident, may I have the attention of the 
jmuor Senator from Utah? 

1\lr. KING. CertainlY. 
.. Ir. EDGE. Do I u'nderstand the amendment pending also 

includes other automol..llles in addition to trucks? Does it like
'\\"llie repeal thn t tax? 

Mr. KI ... ·a. Mr. Pre ident, I stated when I ro:e that I had 
a pending amendment to strike out all of the provh;ion impos
ing taxes upon antomoblles, whether t;rucks or char-:sis or the 
completed automobile. nut I said I would pretermit offering 
the entire amem1ment and would segregate it a.Iltl would offer 
first the amen<lment which consisted in a proposal to disagree 
to the Senate committee amenument dealing with automobile 
trucks. 

Ur. EDGE. I would like to ask the Aenior Senator from Utah 
whnt would be the estimated lo.:s to the Government if all the 
exci:e taxes on automobiles were removed"! 

~lr. SMOOT. On the automobiles it woulu be $GD,GOO,OOO and 
on the trucks it would be G,OOO,OOO. 

Mr. EDGE. In audition to the $60,000,000? 
Mr. SMOOT. Yes; in addition to that nmonnt. 
.Mr. EDGE. That is, the total incomo under the bill as re

ported by the committee would be nppro:rlmately $7o,OOO,OOO 
from those two items? 

Mr. 8::.\IOOT. Seventy-five million six hundred thousand dol
lar~. 

Mr. EDGE. What was the estimated income to the Govern
ment on the raising of the corporation tax from 12% per cent 
to 131h per cent? 

Mr. Ll\IOOT. Eighty-four million dollars. 
Mr. EDGE. I agree to a great extent with the statement 

made by the Senator fl·om Michigan [Mr. CouZF.NS]. I am 
fundamentally oppo!':ed to all e:x:ci e taxes. I recognize tbat 
the Government mu~t raise a certain revenue, but it there 1R 
any other metho<.l to be devi. ed by which we can rai. e it, it 
.-cems to me it would be decidedly preferable to any type of 
ex~ise tax:. 'Vith the increase in corporation taxes and some 
adJustments that I naturally a. ·ume \Yill he made in confer
ence, perhaps, with reference to the inheritance tax tllat we 
have beard ~o much about, I am wonderlng '"'hether wo could 
not atl'ord at this time, in view of the anticipated revenue to 
the. Government generally being higher than we nrc led to 
believe it will be, to relieve the individuals who are certainly 
intcre~ tPCl in all t11e~e automobile taxe~? 

llr. SMOO'l'. 'Ve huve nlrea<ly eHti.mated thnt the amount 
from the corporation tax will be 118,000.000 for the pre:-;ent 
fiscal year. That bas been estimated for and covered in the 
items uhm1tted by tile committee and by the uepnrtment. ·we 
t'an not Ae-e how we are going to increa~e the amount from the 
<·orporations this year. It iR out of the que. tion. 

:Mr. EDGE. llu. ine_ · is prosperou~. 
~Ir. S::UOO'l'. Yes; I am perfectly well aware of that. I 

thlulf: the department made as large an estimate as they could 
po:-;stbly fi~nre out. The daily reports of the Trcn. ury show H. 
!l we take ye teruay'. dally report, it will show ju, ·t what tllt..l 

mcro.nHe is for the 1L~cal y~ar ending June 30, 1926. If tho 
receipts do not incr(>a. e during the next four month more than 

they have done in the last eigllt mo~t11s, we are not going to 
reach even $118,000,000. 

Mr. EDGE. What was the estimate of the Finance Oommlt
tee or the Wayl:l and lleans Committee-because they nm .. t have 
made an estimate--of revenue from the inheritance tax unuer 
the provisions of the bill as it passed the Ilom~e? 

Mr. S~IOOT. The way the House nrovided for it, O.'idc from 
the 80 per cent, it wonld be .,110,000,000. 

l\Ir. NORH.IS. Mr. Prel:lldent, I am very much plca~en that 
on thiR Important qncntion I can ngree with the Senator from 
l~ew Jersey [:Ur. EDGE]. I u.~ually agree with him when he will 
let me. Tl~c Senator from New Jersey satcl he is fundnm~ntnlly 
OP.ijOSed to the nu1&Ince taxes on automobilet). So nm I. It iR 
too had that we l1nvo to levy them. 'l'hc men who have tho 
trucks are poor men. They are all laboring men. 'l'hcy are thn 
heads of families in onr cities sud our towns. 'l'hcy work long 
hours. They hnye children to ducate and to clothe. ln fact 
life with them 1 a serious proposition. It is bard to tax them' 
and yet it i~ nPecr;sary. ' 

From the bill we have jm;t eliminateu nil the rich inheritance 
taxeR, amounting to an ayernge of from .,110,000,000 to 150,-
000.00~ a ye:n·, much more than the poor laboring men pay 
on then· trn<·k:-;, hut we have lluern.ted the large c:;tatc:-3. The 
owners of the large estates are deucl, it is true, ltnd the <·hll
dren Hnu the colleges they have mentioned iu their will!:! a1o 
wcaltlly and do not need the money very badly, but we have 
given it to them anyway. 'l'Ilat is past; it is oYer. Some
body must bear the burden. \ "ho cnn bear it better than 
the mnn who always has toiled, who nlway has labored? 
He is used to it. He hns done that all his life. \Vl!y not 
let him keep on the bnlancc of his da:vs? 

If we are going to libf'rnte the big e tntcs, if wo are going to 
remove the taxes from luxury and let thoRe big estntes with in
eomes of more tbnn $100,000,000 net be retlnce<l 44 per C'Cnt, the 
men who now toil must mal{e up their minds to continue to 
toil. There is no other ~·ay out of it. ~'hflt is our mandate. 
Tho. e are the commands that come from the coalition and from 
our "master's ,·olcc." 'Vc hnve not nnything to do but walk. 
straight through and obey. We can not entirely liberate the 
rich and the poor both. 8oruehody must pay the tu:xe~. The 
men ot wenlth do not want to pay thC'lll. \Vhen thev are 
dead nobody wnnts to tnke it out or thclr estate. \Ve do not 
want to urge that, because tlley always hnd their way when 
they were aliYe, und it would be hard to go contrary to their 
,..-1:-;bes after they are dead. It is not right to impose a tax 
more than ll.c is willing to pny on the man who ha~ a net 
income of 100,000 or more. We hn,.e hPard it saicl that by 
Ruch tl cour:'le we will increase the patriotism of those people. 
So let us make these truck drivers pnt.riotic. Let us get them 
in sud1 a patriotic fen·or that they will be ready to enlibt 
and shoulder the musket at $30 a month if neede<l in another 
war where we can make some more profiteers to get big 
incomes. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me at 
that point? 

Mr. NOHHIS. With plem.an·e. 
1\fr. DALE. The Senator referred to Bhoul<l<'rin"g the mu!'lket 

for -.:10 a month. Does he not recall thnt nfter we gave $30 
a month to ilie boys we took it away for life insurance, and so 
forth? Does not the Senator r<'me-mbcr that we took it prac
tically all away for sueh purposes? 

:Mr. NORRIS. Yes; we took some of it away; but they did 
not squeal about it. If we had taken that much away from a 
millionaire we would bav had the corner of the Capitol 
lifte1l up. We would bavo had a mes ·age from the White 
House. We woulcl llnve had a messa~e from the Sccr~tnry of 
the Treasury. But these poor m<.'n arc used to tbat kinu of 
treatment; so let us have just as little commotion about it as 
pl)Sf.llble. J .. et them keep on toiling and paying taxes. It \\'e are 
going to relie,.P>, as we have done, the big estutes and tho big 
tncomeH, the little f<'llows will have to pay, ancl they might as 
well 1Gl'ow it at one time as another. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Pre.::;ideut, I want to call attention very 
briefly to .a few figures wllich I have taken some u·ouble to 
vorify, and I think are not subject to successful challenge, 
showing the heavy burdens which are imposed upon the users 
of automobiles. 

First, they are compellf'd to nay a property tax in the States. 
'l'hat is a very heavy tax. In addition they have to pay a 
license tax. 'l'hey then have to pay u tax upon gasoline, an <.I 
that tax is, in many Rtate , increaHin~. Tho aggrpgate tax 
paid to the States in 1U24 cxc~edecl $400,000,000. The license 
and re-gistration tuxes amounted to ~22f>,402,2G2. The tax upon 
automobiles as such amounted to $90,000,000. 'l'bat is the per-
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onal property tn:x. The gasoline tax amounted to $80,000,000. 

Then there were municipal regulations and licenses which im
po~ed an additional tax of over $15,000,000 upon automobiles. 

In 1!)2:) this amount was greatly exceeded. I am advised, 
though I ha>e not been able to verify the figures, that the 
ta:xc, paid by the automobile users to the States alone during 
the calendar year 1925 exceeded $000,000,000. That 1s an 
enormous tax. It must be borne in mind that more than 50 
1 cr cent of the automobiles are owned by those who reside 
upon the furms and in towns of less than 1,000 inhabitants. 
A large percentage-! think 33 per cent-are owned by persons 
who reside in cities under 5,000 and above 1,000 inhabitants. 
The smaller numuer of automobiles are owned by those re
~i<ling in the great cities. 

The nutomobile has come to be not a luxury but a necessity. 
It is important to the farmer; perhaps more important to him 
than to any other class of our citizens. With this tremendous 
burden of more than $~00,000,000--and increasing annually
paid to the States by the automobile owners, it seems to me 
they oug-ht to be exempted entirely from Federal taxes. 

l!r. DRrCE. Mr. President--
Air. KING. I yield to the Senator from 1\Iaryland, 
Mr. DRUCE. Has the Senator figured out bow much the 

tax: on automobiles amounts to? 
l\lr. KL. YG. T11ere are 17,000,000 automobiles-good, bad, 

and indifferent, and a large number of them indifferent-in 
the entire Vnited States. 

~Ir. BRl'CEl. It would lJe less than $30 per automobile, 
would it not? 

Mr. KIKG. The Senator i a lJettcr mathematician than I 
am nnd a better historian. so I call upon his knowledge of 
mathcrnntic · and history to determine that fact This is not 
the lJe~iuniug nor tlte end of the taxes. The accessories have 
to he boug-ht. There i" a ri ing market now for tires. Then 
tbe lubricating oil has to be purchased, and tho gasoline bas 
to be pnrcha ned; so that the expenses of operating an auto
mobile nrc n~ry great to the own<'r. 

~Ir. I,re~ddent, tbe pending motion contcmpla tes only rC'dnc
ing tbe tax upon trucks. Later I shall flBk for the considera
tion of my motion in reference to the tax on automobiles 
thC'm. elves. 

)Jr. S.liOOT. Mr. President, in the first place, I wi h to 
.. a.y to the Senntor from Maryland [Mr. BnccE], althou~h I 
see he is out of the Chamber for the moment, that there is no 
tax impo~e<l upon automobiles now in use. The tax is im. 
t•o:-<'d only upon new automobiles when purchnsed. The actual 
receipts from the tuxes on automohlleR, truckA, parts, and tires 
are a little over 11>0,000,000. The House of Represcntati\es 
cut thnt in two; in other wor<ls, reduced the ta:I: upon these 
items, taken as a whole, 50 per cent; nnd the little truck 
dri>er will not pay a single cent of tax on his truck if 1t costs 
le~ than 1,~00. 

I .:boulu like, of course, to do away with all taxes if it were 
pos. ible, but we are relieving this induf-:try of $75,000,000 of 
taxes a jear. There are only about 4,200,000 taxpayers and 
there are 17,000,000 automobiles in use. 

Mr. President, it does seem to me that this reduction is suffi
cient. We have taken the tax off the parts and the tax off the 
tire an<l we have reduced the tax on automobiles from 5 
per cent to 3 per cent, or 40 per cent. Now, we nsk here a 2 
per cent ta:x on trucks worth over $1,200. The farmer's truck 
does not pay 1 cent under the existing law, nor will it <lo so 
under the proposed law. We are giving a reduction of 3a% 
per cC'nt; in other words, we are giving $713,000,000 to this 
industry 1n the reduction of taxes. That is the ituation. 'Ve 
have got to rai ·e the money from some source ; there is no 
<loubt about that at all; nod I do not know of any tax that 
would be le s onerous than the 3 per cent tax which is pro
vided for 1n the pending bill upon tllo~e who are able to buy 
high-priced automobiles. 

SE\Ell.AL S~ATORS. Voter . 
The PRESIDING OFFIOER (1\Ir. WILLIS in the cllair). 

The question is on agreeing to the committee a.mendmen~ 
Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, the Senator from 'Visconsin 

[Mr. LE. -noOT] offered an amendmC'nt when the section relat
ng to surtaxes was under discussion and, I think, made the 
tatemcnt that to increase the maximum Anrtax to 25 per cent 

on incomes over 100,000 would bring in over $10,000,000. 
Mr. MOOT. lfor Ule first yC'ar. 
Mr. COUZENS. Yes. 
Mr. SMOOT. But 1t would not <lo so thereafter. 
Mr. COUZENS. The Senator does not know. Of course, 

the Senator can guess and he can arguo, but he can not guess 
accurately lJecau,_e he has not gueRsed accurately in the past. 

~lr. l!OOT. I am using tlle estimates of the depn.rtmen~ 

:Mr. COUZENS. The estimates of the ·aepartment have been 
so wonderfully accurate in the past that we nil rely upon 
them. 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. The Senator :from Michigan got his estimate 
of $10,000,000 from the departmen~ 

Mr. COUZENS. But for the following years we do not know 
how much more the tax or how much less it will produce. 
IIere we propose to collect $0,000,000 from truck drivers. 
Admitting tbnt many of these trucks are owned by penwns 
who 1n all probability can well afford to pay, I know from 
nctuul experience that in 1920 nnd 1921 and in the years fol
lowing the close of the 'Vorld War many trucks were bought 
on the installment plan, costing from· $2,000 to $3,000, being 
8 and 4 ton trucks, on which a small payment was originally 
made. The owner of such a truck not only bad to drive his 
own truck and bundle the load it contained, but he had to 
pay the installments and interest on deferred payments and 
make a living out of the truck. If such a man buys a $2,000 
truck he will have to pay n tax of $40 which is, perhaps, more 
than he "rill enrn in a week, just for the purpose of enabling 
the Government to collect $6,000,000; and that in face of the 
fact that we refuse to increase the surtax on which we c:au 
collect many million dollars more, repeal a tax already in 
effect, and refund $85,000,000. JJ~or the life of me, I can not see 
any consistency in that at all 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President--
The PRElSIDING OFFICER. Docs the Bcnntor from !Iichi

gan yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I thought the Senator from 

Michigan had concluded. 
Mr. COUZEXS. I hope thnt Senators wi11 oppreC'late the 

situation. The absurdity of this sort oflegislati.on must appear 
to any person wilh a heart and a bend or oven to one who 
may ha>e one without the other. I hope that the amendment 
whiC'l1 the Finance Committee has in!'lerted may he rejected. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, just a word on 
this l:'mhject. I think that every one of us, from his own cx
periellce, can appraise the soundness of tho arguments which 
have been made for the repeal of tho tax. As we travel over 
the roads, if we will eliminate from consideration all of the 
Fords and the lighter trucks, let uc; merely remember the 
names that we read on the sides of the bi~ trucks that crowd 
us off the road, and read the names of those bi.~ trueks in 
the city which earry two or three tons of coal or a couple of 
tons of oil, and then think that the tnx that we A.re proposing 
to take off is only 2 per cent on those huge vehicles which 
pny notllin~ for their right of way. 

Mr. "~ADSWORTH. And it is a tax whieh 1s paid only 
once. 

1\lr. REED of Pennsyh·nnia. They pay it only once; it is 
not paid e>ery year. 

l\lr. NORRIS. Once is enough. 
Mr. REED of Penm.;ylYania. It is not enough for me; I 

would tax them that much every year. They pay nothing for 
the ri!rht of way which they get, while the railroad that com
petes with them with its freight cars pays its franrhise tax, 
pays for keeping up its right of way, pays taxes locally, pays 
taxes to the State of incorporation, and all the taxes which 
we levy on them. These people are the favorites of our legis
lation; they ought to pay a tax, and it ought to be more than 
this. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! 
1\lr. COUZENS. I <'Rn hardly let the statement of the Sen

ator from Penn~yl>nnia. go by without a further re1T'ark. He 
is very anxious to reach the wealthy truck owner who has a 
truck in active buslne s, the wealtlly truck O'\vuer who hauls 
coal and oil around .tile streets, who pays his local taxes for 
the maintenance of the streets, who pays his license tax, and, 
perhaps, weight taxes, and a hor~epower tax. He said that be 
would not only tax them once but that he would tax them 
every year this amount, yet he has voted to refund $85,000,000 
to the estates of the rlch men who have died and who nrc, 
therefore, not further u ing the streets or destroying them. 
The iucom;i.·tency of that is incomprehensible to me. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I suggest to the Senator that ho 
named several tnxes which the truck drivers pay, but he left 
off the gasoline tax, which is quite :m item. 

1\lr. COUZENS. I understand tbut, and so does everybody 
in thJf.l Chamber understand it. I do not think thnt anyone 
who oppoRes the rejection of the amendment reported by the 
Finance Committee bas a lC'g to stand on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER Tho question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

M:r. HARRISON. I nsk for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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~Ir. TIEF.D of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pr ~ident, I rise to a par
liamentary inqulry. 

The PUESIDL. TG OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. Rl1JED of Pennsylvania. Is the vote on the committee 

n mendrneut? 
The PRESIDl!. TG OFFICI~R. The que. tion is on agreeing to 

the committee amendment. 
J.\lr. ~ TORUIS. Has not the committre amendment ~en di-

'"tdcd? 
The PllESIDI.~. "G OFFICI•JR. The Chair is advi:-;cd that the 

question is on tlle committee amendment, bc~'inning at line 24., 
pn~e 230, anu ending Une 8, page 231. 

Mr. DILL. Is tllat the truck amendment? 
• rr. ~IciG·~LIJAR. It 1s tl1c trm:k amendment. 
The PRESIDL ·o OFFICER. 'l'he Clwir l1ns stated tl1e 

amendment. Thf' S0cretary will call the roll. 
The Chief Ckrk proc·ecded to call th roll. 
:\Ir. COPELA.. ·u (wltcn Mr. Enw.Ant>s's name wa~ cnllcd). 

The Senator from ... "cw Jer;ey [. Ir. EnwAnos] is unavoidably 
all:cnt. It' he were pre.:ent, he would vot "nay." 

)lr. FBn~·ALD (when llls nam(' wns cnllcd). I tran~fer my 
pair with the :-:euior Sf'nntor from New i\fexko [l\lr .. To.·Es 1 
to the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Br~GHAM] and '"ote 
•· yea." 

:\lr. FLETCHER (when his nnme was cnlled). :Making the 
same announcem('nt as to my pair as on the previous vote, I 
vote "yea.." 

l\Ir. JOH. TSON (when his name was called). I have a pair 
~ith the ~E·nior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. nomxso .. ·]. If 
permitted to vote, I .:hould vote " nay.'' 

Mr. SW .AJ. rso;. • (when Ws name was called). I trnn:-:fer my 
rmir with the senior Senator from Illinois (Mr. :McKINLEY] 
to the senlor Senato1· from Alabama [Mr. u.·oERwooo], and 
will vote. I vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
~lr. BLEASE. I am paired with the Senator from :Missouri 

[.lr. '\u.Lu. rs]. ... Tot knowing how that Senator would vote 
on this c}uestion, I withhold my vote. If I were at liberty to 
vot ', I shc)nld Yote "nay." 

Mr. WALAH. I announce ngaln 1he pair of my rollE.'agne 
[Mr. 'VIIEicr.E&] with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREENE]. 
Jf my colleague were pre~('nt and at libl'rty to vote, he would 
vote "nay." 

• !r. IU}ED of l\1is:our1 ( nftPr bn ving voted in the negative). 
I tran:-:fer my pair with the .'enatm· from KnnRaH [Mr. CUR
Tis] to the Senator from ~ILsissippi [)It·. STEPHE.-s], and will 
allow my vote to stand. 

:llr . .L ·onurs. I desire to announce that the junior Senator 
from Iowa [~1r. DIWOKHART] ha.~ been called from the Cham
ber. He is paired with the junior Senator from Arkansas 
[l\fr. U .. m.A. w .AY]. If the Senator from Iowa were present, he 
would Yote "nay." 

lr. HAHRI 0 • .,._ I deslre to announce that the senior Sena
tor from New .I ::dco [~lr. Jo~EA], the enior Senator from 
J. 'e'"ada [Mr. PrTTM.A. ·], the senior Senator from Alabama [.It\ 
UI\m::nwooo], the ~eniur Senator from llhoue Island [..:Ir. 
th:J:RY], and both of the Renator~ from Arkansa!'J [l\fr. nomN
soN nnd Mr. CARAWAY], arc unnvoidaLly detulned. If Uwse 
SenatorR "·ere present, they would '"ote "nay" on this question. 

... fr. SHEPP Ann. My colleague [. fr. :i\[AYFTEI.D], if preRent, 
would vote "nay." Tie l detained hy illness, and is paired 
with the Senator from Colorado [Mr. !E.A.~s]. 

1\lr. JO. TI·~S of Washington. I desire to announce the fol
lowing pair · : 

The • · nator from Colnrado [Mr. )lEA-s] with the Senator 
from Texas [~lr. MA'i7IELD]; 

'l'he Senator from Penn!'!ylvnnla [Air. PEPPER] with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BRA-rro.·]; nnd 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Ea. ST] with the Senator 
from New Jer.~ey [. Ir. ElDW.ARDB]. 

'.rhe result was announced-yeas 12, nays l'iG, as follows I 

Bruce 
F crualcl 
J.1etcher 

Brt.yard 
H:-ou ~nrd 
nntlcr 
Cameron 
l'IIPI>t!r 
('opeland 
Couzens 
Hale 
Dr>nP.en 
lHll 
F.<lge 
l•'crris 
Fe s 
l!'razier 

YElAS-1!:! 
Hale 
AieL~' an 
Phip]JS 

Reed, Pa. 
1'\hortrldge 
Smoot 

N YS-M 
H~>orge 
Gln.ss 
Gorr 
Harrel<'l 
Harris 
1Iar1·lson 
Hcfiln 
Howell 
Jonrs, Waah. 
l(endri<.'k 
Keyes 

£!11

t·'ollette 
Len root 

M~~;n~:r 
McNary 
Metcalf 
1\fo. cs 

eely 

~
orb!!ck 
orris 

aXte 
Overman 
Pine 
Ransdell 
Reed, Mo. 

Wadr:;worth 
"'arren 
·watson 

Rollinson, 
Sackett 
Sheppard 
Shlpstead 
Simmon~> 
8m1th 
Stanfield 

~
Sw~:cl! 

ROD 
alsh 
eller 
illil 

Ind. 

NOT VOTI~G-!?!l 
Ashurst Cnrt1R .T(lbnson 
Bingham da l'ont .JonPs, N. Mex. 
lllcase J.:dwarll!:i McKinley 
Honl11 Ernst MAy11cld 
Bratton Gerry l\feans 

f~~;~~~!~,~~;t g~~~~~lr ~fft~!;u 
C'ummi nR •o,·eene r.chlnson, Ark. 

Rr.hall 
Stephens 
Undenrood 
Whe Ier 
Will ill DIS 

:-;o th<' nmemlruent of the committee wns rejected. 
~Ir. ~MOOT. ~Ir. Pre::::iueut, on pngc 231 I shall have to 

ask that t he Senate rejeet the nmenumPnt on line 9 and the 
amendm('nt ou Hue ' 13 and H, now that the truck amenument 
has been rejected. This is simply carrying out the recent 
action of the ~ennte . 

The YICE PLU!:SIDE .. "T. The amendments of the committee 
will be sta tell. 

The CmEli' -.LERK. On pnge 231, line 0, the committee pro· 
post•s to strike out "(1) Automohil<.•s ·• ana to insert ·• (2) Other 
automobile." 

The amendment was rejeC'ted. 
Tile UUIEF ULTmK. On the ~nme pnge, lines 13 nnu 14, the 

committee propoi'CS to >trike ont "automobile truck ch:H;.,.is and 
boclies, automobile wagon chaf:sis and bodies, and." 

The VIUJ<J PlUiJSIDE. "£. The 11uestion is ou agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 
l\Ir. KING. • Ir. President, I de~·dre to offer an amendment 

to this provision l.Jetween line.-; U and 18 on page 2:11. I 
mo'"o to strike uut the entire paragraph embracing line 0, 10, 
11, 12. 13, 14. lu, 16, 17, nnu 1!:! on page 231. 

l\Ir. REED of Pennsylvania. Tl1at is subject to a point 
of order. 

Ir. KIKG. It Js po. :Jble tllat this anwmlmcnt is premature 
and that we will be compelled to wait until iudlvillual amend
ments are in oruer after nll the commit! c amendments have 
been dL po. ed of; but it dill seem to me that while :vc were 
con~idering- the ·ubject, having dh;po:Pd of trucks, we had 
better <li:-:pose of automobile·. I a k uuauinwus cousent that 
that may be done. 

The YIOE l'RESIDH~T. That can be <lone by unanimou:-; 
cou ·ent. 

Mr. KING. I ask unanimous consent that the Scnutl~ may 
now proceed to the consideration of my amendment, ·which i::3 
to stril~e out all of the provision found in line~ 0 to 1 , inclu
sive, on page 231. 

The VICE PRESJDI!J..IT. Is there objection? 
Mr. SMOOT. I do not object. If the Senate wants to trike 

out this para~ruph ru1d dc:-;troy tile hill, ~o to it and rip it up. 
Mr. BRUCEl. 1\lr. President, what is the provosal? 
Mr. W ADSWOllTII. :Mr. President, may I ask the chair

man of the commiti e or the junior Senator from Utnh the 
amount of revenue involved in this matter'/ 'l'hc poragmph 
provides for a 3 per cent tax on passenger automobile . .;. 

Mr. SMOOT. Sl.xty-ninc million dollars. 
Mr. 'V ADSWORTH. On that one paragraph alone? 
Mr. SMOOT. On that one paragraph alone. 
Mr. '" ADSWORTII. I merely de~ire to observe that we can 

not shed quite a bitter tears about this paragraph a~ we shed 
about the truck paragraph. The overwhelming majority of 
these cars are for luxury purposes. 

Mr. KING. 1\Ir. President, I do not agree with the S(>nator . 
I should like to know where he gets the :figures upon wl1lch 
h~ bases the statement that the greater part of the automobiles 
contemplatc'.d here are luxury automobiles. 

Mr. ,\~ ADSWORTII. I a:;sume that nearly every Cadillac 
car h; n luxnry, thnt nearly every rach1ru cnr is n luxury, 
that Pierce-Arrow cars nre luxuries. I a~sume that the motl
erate-priced cars, as they are called, are userl largely for pleas
ure driving. I do not think they are u. d in commercial 
busine:s, as contrasted with trucks. 

:Mr. COUZE.L TS. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDWNT. Does tho Senator fl·om New York 

yield to the Senator from Michigan? 
1\Ir. W ADSWOllTH. I yield. 
Mr. COUZE ... ~s. Docs the Senator think tl1at Ford cars nro 

u·ed for plea ure? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, some people have a contorted 

idea of wl1at is fun; and many do believe thut they are having 
a good tlme when they ride in one. 

The VICE PRElSIDE~..,..r. The question iR on agreeing to 
the amendment oflcreu by the Senator from Utah [. Lr. KI~o] 
to strike out lines 9 to 18, inclusive, on page 231. 

1\!r. REED of Missouri. On that I call for the yeas ancl nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
:Mr. COUZENS. :\!r. President, I desire to protest ngntnst 

the tax on automobiles, goncrally f'lpPal·ing. 'V' have <'Clll~iRt
enUy been reducing tuxes and repealing c.·cb:e taxes. I ::;ee no 
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justificat!on nt nll for nn exd:-;e tax on automobiles any more 
than o.n piano!'l or talking machines or radio.. The absurdity 
of the ·ituation muRt be ar1parent-thn.t we place no sales tax 
on piano~. on talking machines, on radios, and yet 1n the case 
of tbe automobile, in which millions of the American people are 
gettlug a little outdoor cxerci~e in little cnrs that co!'lt from 

00 to ~uOO or $1,000 and having difl1culty 1.u maintaining 
them, we propose to collect from them $15 or $20 each, as the 
case may be. 

I agree witll the Senator from New York [Mr. W ADSWORT.H] 
thnt there arc car· on which we might l>e justified in collecting 
a sales tnx. I do not disagree with the Senator at nil tbnt 
there arc many cars on which WC' mig-ht be justified in collect
ing a . nles tax, but in this '\""Cry bill, as reported by the Finance 
Committee, t ·ucks below $1,000 and bodie!:l below $200 nre 
exemptrd, and yet wlten it comes to the Utile doctor or the 
farmpr who use-; a pleasure car l>oth for l.mslnef!S a.nd for pleas
ure, we propose to assess an excise tax of 3 per cent upon him. 

Mr. Pr sident, there is not any justification whatsoever for 
lt. There is not n man on this floor who can logically defend 
it. I ask Senah\r who approve of this procedure to get up on 
the floor and defe11d it. Tlley can not defend it for the purpose 
of collecting rE•venuo, because they have abandoned other 
Eourees of re'leuue more lucrative, much more easily collected, 
much less burdensome. They have repealed those, and now 
they ask to collect $09,000,000, of which over $50,000,000, it is 
F.afe to say, will be collectecl from people who can ill afford to 
pay. I ~hould like some Senator who agrees with this action 
of tbc committE>c to get np nnd defeiJ<l the action of the com
mittee in putti.og on thL; tax or retaining it. 

Mr. UFJFLIN. Mr. President, wm tl1c Senntor yield to me? 
l\Ir. OOUZE~ ~s. I yield. 
Mr. HE:FI..a ... T. Tho automobile ha!' taken the place of the 

old-fashioned buggy. TlJe Federal Government never taxed tho 
hug,_L:.y--

Mr. COUZE .... ~s. Certainly not. 
:Ur. Hl:CFLIN. And now it is taxing the automobile. I agree 

with tlte Senator that the tax ought to be taken off. 
)ir. SllOOT. :Mr. Pre ·!dent, we m·c getting rid of theR 

tnxes just na fast as we cnn. "~o h:O,ve reduced them 40 per 
cent thf<:~ time. I hope to see tho tlme in the very ncnr future 
'·ben we ~hall hnve none. I know tlntt they ate called nuisance 
taxes; I have <lenouncE.'d them in tl:mny ways; but we aro 
cutting them out of the bill and reducing them as fast ns wo 
can. That is the exact situation. 

:ur. DILL. Mr. President, I am just wondering what bns 
hecome of the coalition that we had here that was taking orr 
all these tt~xes on wealth and keeping them on tho common 
people in the form of excise taxc .. 

:Mr. RDED of .11R ourl. 1\Ir. Presi<lcnt, I think I can answer 
the <}i.lC8tion. 'l'hnt coalition was formed only for tlle benefit of 
tlw.·e wlto had great income~. 

1\lr. DilJL. And then it ilied out afterwards? 
.Ir. lll~ED of ~n"souri. Yes. · 
... ir. H.A.HRI. ON. Mr. Prc!!i<lcnt, of cour e I care nothing 

nbout the r<'fi<'dion of the Senator from Missouri or tlte Sen
ator from 'Vnshington so far ns I am personally concerned; 
Lnt the Democratic member. of the Finance Committee voted 
in tlle committee to tnke off the. e nuisance taxes; and in voting 
thf wny, as I voted before ngainst the tnx on trucks, I wn'3 
voting just as I voted in t11e committee. I expect also to vote 
in the Sennte as I voted in t11e committee. 

In the program that was given to the pre.~s by the minority 
memt crs of the Finance Committee it was stated that they 
were against lliese nuisance taxes and wnnted to take them ofl'. 
There lta been uo coalition so far a nuisance taxes nrc con
cerned, so far as I know, and I do not think anybody else kno\v~ 
of any. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 7 
Mr. HARRISO T. I yield . 
... [r. DILL. The coalition, then, only extended to the matter 

or re1ieving great wealth in the form of high surtaxes and 
inheritance taxes, ns I un<lerstnnd? 

Mr. HARHISON. So far ns any coalition is concerned thnt 
I know anything about, it was embodied in the agreement tllut 
was made Ly t.h di. tingui hed ranking minority mcmh r of 
tho l:'lnance Committee in making his fight for n reduction of 
ta:x in the lower brad~ets. I stood by him in that agreement, 
and I am glad tllat I did. I will do it iu the Senate. I thiuk, 
so far a I nm concerned, that in acting- n~ I did I was worl·
ing 1n the intE:•re ·t of lower taxes for tho. e between tho $26,000 
nnd the 100,000 brackets. 'l'bat was as fnr aR any coalition 
went in tlte F'inll.l.l<:c Committee, so far ,as U1e m.Jnority members 
were cou ·ernod. I do not think it will go any further than 
that here. 

~~V'II--284 

Mr. LENllOOT. Mr. PrC'sident~ wlth refercnco to the f'ltnte
ment made by the Senntor fTom Mi sil-:-;ippi, it has been con
clusively shown within the lnst half hour how unnecessary nny 
such coalition was in order to secure a reduction in the lower 
brackets of the bill. nut the Senate, by a very large majority, 
this afternoon has HPI1rovec1 the nction of the <'Ommittee taking 
from the Treasury the income received in the form of estate 
bL·cs, both relieving of those to come and refunding tbnt 
which bas been incurred, amounting to .. 40,000,000 for the 
calendar yenr 102(), S4.fi.OOO,OOO for the calendar yea1· 1027, 
nnu $45,000,000 for the cnlcmdnr year 1{)28. 

Tho committee must hnve a:-:sumed that ·we did not nceu that 
revenue. I am satisfied that when the bill is acted upon finally 
the provisions which have been voted into tho bill this aftrr
noon with refGrcnco to estate taxe. · will not Le found in it; 
and if that be true, 1t will lJe possible to make n reduction o~ 
~45,000,000 fiomcwhere, if the ]finance Committee was correct 
in it'3 original cstimnto of tlte lowering of ta.·es. 

l\Ir. KL. 0. Mr. President, I think the s~'nntor from Wis
consin ha been mo<l.est in bls statement, nnd I im·ite his att£>ntion 
to tho further fact that with the 1ncren:e in fortunes last year 
and this year the amount whlch would be collected during the 
11ext year, with the continuance o.f exlstJng law, would of 
neceRsity be gl'eater than that which we hnve colJectP.d in the 
par-:t, perhap~ not surpassing tbe ycnr wLen we collected $154,-
000,000. But it is obvious that if we mafntnin the law taxing 
estntes, there is bound to be a progressive increa!'e in the taxes 
derlved from the estates of decC'dents, JJeeause we know that 
those in whose hands the wenlth increases arc not immortnl. 
Some will die during thi,..; calendar year, and their estnteFI wlll 
be fiubjcct to tax . __ 

l\Ir. LENROOT. Quite aF;tde from tbnt, os I UIHlerRtand, 
for the last ycnr there was collected in the wnv of estnte nnd 
inh<'rltnnce taxes about $101,000,000. Now it 'ts propos('(} to 
ropcnl entirely the lnw under which thnt sum was collected. 
I <:nn not quite undE>rstnn<l bow it cnn be said that that means 
a lo!'ls of only $20,000,000 a year to tho Treasury. 

Mr. S.iUOOT. Cl.'hat comes about becnnse the repeal is 11ot 
to be etredive for nt leA~t two years, and, thE"refore, this year 
it is only $20,000,000, ns Mr. JHcCoy e~timntes it. 

Mr. IJENllOOT. 'Vbat would it have heen if there had been 
no repeal? 

:Mr. SMOOT. One hundred nnd ten million dollars. 
Mr. LE "'HOOT. So the repeal, then, docs effect a lo. s of 

$ .. 0,000.000, uoes it not? 
Mr. ~niOOT. Not on account of the repeal. This rep"nl 

affects only the year 1024. 
1\Ir. LE~ 1 ROOT. J. t me put H Jn another way. We col

lected $110,000,000 lnr-;t year. If the mte had remained the 
somP, bow much would we have collected lu~t year? 

Mr. Rl\IOO'r. One hundred nnd ten roUlion dollars. 
1\Ir. I.E .. ~!tOOT. So there is n loss of $' ,000,000, is there 

not.? 
.Mr. Sl\IOOT. If we hau not collected it for l!l2l, there would 

have be~n. 
Mr. I1ENROOT. So 1t is entir<'ly clear thnt there is some

where between $30,000,000 Ull(l $80,000,000 or revf>nne which, 
if the Bou.~e conferees <l.o llot agree with the action of the 
Senate, and the Hennte conferees ltnve to yiel<l, we coul(l put 
somewhere in the bill in tho wuy of further reductions, if the 
cRtimates of the Finnnce Committee ure rorrect ns to r<"venue. 
That being clearly the !net, I am wiiUng to vote fot' this 
retluction in the wny of repenlin"' the tax upon uutomohile'5. 

Mr. REED of M;ssouri. Mr. President, I do not d{'~ire to 
delay the Senate. but I nm inter stcd in the l'tatcmt>nt of the 
Senator from l\Iissi.'4Sippi. True, he prefUC0 l1 it by saying he 
was not conceruccl with my opinion--

1\lr. HARHil::lO~. The Henntor wus tnlkin~ nbout tho coali
tion in the Fil1nncc Committee, and I happen<'ll to bo one of tho 
members of that committee, of which the Senator formerly was 
a meml>t'r. 

l\1r. llFJED of Missouri. I nsked t110 <}Ul'~tion, or made tbe 
ohscrvation, I bnve forgotten tbe form, ns to whether the 
coalition bad extended lJcyoml the agreement in regard to tho 
taxes upon great ineomes. 

l\1r. LE~ TJtOOT. Surtaxes. 
:Ur. SIMUONK Mr. Pre:sh1ent--
1r. lliD.IDD of Mis:-;ouri. Let me proceed n moment. I un(1E.'r

stood the Se-nator from llissis:ippi to sny there had betn no 
coalition or agreement except that tho Democmtic mpmbers 
had. agreed to the redu('tion on the lnrge incomes in order to 
get a reduction on the mnll incoru(>s. 

I want to follow up that question, nn<l thnt is exactly what 
I intimat~d. by my suggestion. I asl{ \'r'bethcr t.he Hepublicnn 
me~ber~ of tlte committee were so bent upon not reducing the 
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taxes upon Rmall incomes that it was necessary to make this 
arrangement iu or<lcr to get the reduction upon tile smaller 
iueomes? 

1\11·. IIARRISON. I will say to the Senator that the minority 
memuers of the Finance Committee gave a statement to the 
p ress outlining their position, an<l declared in the statement 
that one part of the pro~ram wa1:1 to fi.,.ht for a reduction on the 
incomes of those within the brackets between $20,000 and 
.plOO,OOO. It was expressly said in the statement which was 
isBu~<l by the ranking Democratic member on the Finance 
Committee aml sulJmitted to the other minority membet·s that 
if the majority did not acquiesce in 11. substantial reduction 
within the brackets between $20,000 ancl ll;lOO,OOO of around 
$35,000,000 or :;>40,000,000, I think it was, then we would fight 
for the 2~ per cent maxi.mum surtax. 

'l'"he prorositiun wa.· p!.'esented in the Finance Committee 
by the Senato1· from North Carolina to l'educe the taxes within 
the bracketH between ~20,00::> and $100,000. It was rejected 
hy the Finarh:e Committee. The majority members of the 
l!'inance Committee vuted solidly against that p;ropmiltion, 
which would have given a 1·edudion ol prncticully $40,000,000 
to the smnli-ineome taxpayers. 

The majority member:> said that tbey would be adamant in 
opposing any furtllcr rcdtwtion:-:~ on tho smaller incoi;Iles. 
Afterwards they went to the Senator from North Ca1·olina 
with a proposition, stating that if we would support the propo
sition of the maximum surtax at 20 per cent, they would sub
mit to a reduction of apl)roximately $W,OOO,OOO ou the incomes 
between $20,000 nnd $100,000. 

We considered that propo ·ltion. The' word came to us thnt 
if we <lid not accept that, the majority members of tho Flnnuce 
Committee would give no reduction there. Consoquently, be
lieYing tlrat that was true, we accepted their proposition in 
order to get the reduction within those brackets. That was 
the ren.son why the minority members of tlte li'inanco Com
ruittce stood for a 20 per cent maximum surtax. They did 
uot bclievo that otherwise they would ever get any greater 
reduction than that curried in the bill as it passed the House 
for the smaller income taxpayer. 

Mr. HE1'LIN. 1\lr. Pre::;irlc!lt--
'l'he YIGE PREHIDENT. Doel" the Senator from Missis...:ippi 

yicl<l to the Senator from Alabama? 
Mr. IIAURI.~ON. I yiel<l. 
~lr. HEl!'LJN. How much rcuuctlon was brought abont for 

these }:mailer taxpayers by reason of that agreement? 
Mr. HARJU, ON. About $:..!6,000,000. 
:Mr. HEED of M.issom1. Mr. President, I am much obliged 

to the Senator for hlR stntemeut. 
l\Ir. HAHRISON. I Jmve am;wereu tile Senator'~:~ question. 
Mr. REED of Missourl. The statement it> very illuminating. 
Mr. SU1::UONS. Mr. President, wlll the Senator from Mis-

souri yiel<l to rue? 
l\fr. REED or :\lissourl. Certainly. 
1\Ir. SHDIO. · H. After the statement to which the Senator 

from Mbsi . ippi hns ref('rred wns 8Ubmitted tn the minority 
members of the committee and approved by tlt(.'m I made it 
public. Our proposition with respect to the surtax was that 
we Insisted upon certain r ductions, stating that if thoo;;e re
<luctions were agree<l to by tho committee, then we would 
Hupport the 20 per C(.'nt surtax. That wns our proposition, 
a:ucl we were ununimous in it. If they had not accepted it, 
then we would huve inHh;ted upon a 25 per <:eut surtax. That 
is the thing we compromiscu. 

Iu the committee, so far ns the inheritance tax was con
cerned, each member voted hi:-; convictions and ha voted thC'm 
lr(.'re in the Senate. All the minority memlJer. were in favor 
of the repeal of the inheritance tux without any r~fer~uc·e to 
any agreement at all, e.xcevt the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr .• losEs] ~llld the Seuutor from Utah [Mr. KING]. The 
Senator from Utah wa~ opposed to it, and the Senator from 
New ~1exico favored it, but he Raid ho intended to offE>r an 
mnendment Rnb.-;tltuting an inheritance tax for the edtate tax. 
·we voted our judgment with reference to an inheritance tax. 
A H to the otller matters we ahm voted our judgment, aud 
we Raid that in the Senate we would vote as we f::aw fit with 
reference to all matters except the matter that was compro
ml.-·<'<1, as to the surtax, and that we have done. 

"'hen the matter of increasing the tax on corporations by 
1 PN' cent was hefore the Senate, we fought it, as we bad 
fous-llt 1t in the committf'e. ' rhen this m tttcr· of the impo
sition of a tax of 2 per cent on trucks <'amc up, we fought 
it in the committe , nn<l we fought it on the floor of the 
SenatE', and I stnted here yf'sterday that I would vote to 
take the tax off trnek~. and that I would vote to take the tax 
off automo1.11le3. In e,·ery matter excevt tl.ti.s matter which W{; 

compromiH('d we have voted just as each member of tb~ 
committee felt he ought to vote. 

l\Ir. REED of 1\lissoud. Mr. President, the amount of the 
colloquy is this: The Democratic members of the committee 
wanted to make the reductions upon incomes tn the bracket:~ 
below $100,000. 'l'he Republicans were opposed to it, but the 
Republicans wanted to mal-e a llenvy reduction in the bracket~ 
above $100,000. In order to get some measure of relief for 
incomes below $100,000 the Democrats on the committee com
:promised and a_greed to support the Republican reduction on 
income!? above $100,000. 

1\Ir. Sil\!1\IONS. It was said, before any cont1·oversy aroRe 
in the committee, that it the reductions were maue as we 
proposed we would vote for a 20 por cent surtax. 1.'hat state-· 
ment was published in the RECORD and made a SC'nate docu
ment, and it seemed to meet ·with the approval of the Senator:3 
who were here at tho time. I did not talk wilh all of them, 
of course. 

Mr. '\VALSII. Mr. President, I am rather curious to know 
if the Senntor from North Carolina or the Senator from Mis
sissippi actually took a poll of the Senate in order to a.~ccr
tain whether it became necessary to yield to this d~maud fot· 
a dE:'crease 1n snrtaxe~ on incomes above $100,000. 

Mr. SIM~ION~. I have just said to the Senate that when 
the announcem<'nt was made we assumed that each member 
of the committee had felt the sense of the Senate, and that in 
their judgment tile Democratic Members of the Senate were 
agreeable to the proposition. 

:Mr. Vl ALSH. No one ever even approached me on the 
subject. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not say that every S<>nator was ap
proached. 

Mr. WALSH. I should imagine if there wns uuy canvass on 
thiR side of the Chamber I woulu not be o:verlooketl. 

Mr. Sil\D:IONS. Tlrere was no division among the seven 
members constituting the minority membership of the Finance 
Committee as to the proposition which they mvde before the 
bill wn.s referred to the committee, as I explained. 

Mr. REED of 1\Iissomi. Mr. President, I am not for the 
moment concerned with just bow the compromise was efCected, 
whether it was dono by putting somethin~~ in the RB<:ORD or 
not. An unuer;'tauding was reached, evidently. 

!\Ir. SIMMONS. It was put in the R&ORD before the com
promi::;e, I will say to the Senator. 

l\lr. nEED of ~1i!';souri. The modus opernndl employed is 
rather lmmatC?rinl. What is the tax rNluctlon which applles 
to those in0on; .: ln the bmckets above $100,000? 

l\lr. SIMMONS. Ten million dollars, so fnr as rr-v~?nue is 
concerned. 

l\1r. REIDD of 1\IissoUJi. What ts the reclu,..tiou below those 
brackets? 

Mr. Sil\11\IONA. Twenfy-slx miWon dollars. 
1\It·. REIDD of l\lh;souri. Then the reduclion on eRtate taxes 

is how much? 
l\1r. Sil\11\lONS. It is $26,000,000 by reason of tile agree

ment, but that must be added to the reduction which the 
House made. 

Mr. LE~HOOT. Mr. President, I think tho SE>nator bas 
unintentionally made u mistake. lie said the retlu<·lion 13 
only $10,000,000. It is very much more than tbnt. It is 
$10,000,000 upon a maximum of 25 per <·cnt. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I was quotlng the ftr;m·es given to me. 
Mr. LENROOT. Tho pre;'Nlt tax: iij 40 per cent. So the 

re<lnction is very mueh more. 
1\lr. REED or ML.;::;ouri. How much 1~ the reduction on the 

present ratl"? 
l\lr. l;ENROOT. I have not the fi~urcs. 
Mr. NORRIS. I cnn ~ive the Senator the percentages. 'l'ho 

reduction on incomes above $100,000 is 41 per eent. It ls Rome
where b<'tween 20 and 30 per cent on incomes below $100,000. 

1\Ir. REFJD of 1\lh;.-onri. May I ask tho chairwan of tlle 
committee what is tlle reduction in dollarH and cents on incomes 
above $100,000, aR between tlle pre:eut law and the 20 per c 'nt'/ 
How much of a r·eduction is it? 

Mr. SUIMONS. I have not tlle figures as to Umt. The 
chairman of tl1e Finance Committe~ may be able to give them 
to the Senator. 

l\Ir. LENROOT. It is . 10,000,000 on the basis of a maximum 
of 2::1 per cent, but the prpsent law is 40 rx.~r CE'nt. 

1\Ir. snnro~ TA. 1.'he entire gr'O'l::l l'l Liuction made hy the 
llou~e and S('l1ate I hnve not estimated, bnt the reduction 
made by the Scnnte lH about $24,000,000 or ~25,000,000, and the 
r(.'<inction ma<l<.• hy the I!ouse I would suppose to he about 
$1:1,000,000 or $20,000,000, making n total of something lik(l 
$:10,000,000 or $-!G,O 0,000. But I want to ~:;ay to the Senator 
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that wlwn the minority mr.mbf'rA of the Finance Committee 
mPt, fonr of thol'e members felt that a 20 per cent maximum 
was enou~h. "rhen we finally acted upon it some minority 
memhers of the committee did not agree to the proposition of 
20 p~r cent, uut it was agreed that we would all stand for 20 
per cent provided the re<luction!'l were made. That was the 

·a'n-eement uy the mi11ority members of tl1e Finance Com
mittee ucfore we went into a committee meeting. 

1Ve preRent(•d that proposition to the Senate and puulished 
it. I hPard no clamor ngaim;t it. We went into the commlt
tf~c and proposed H, and the mnjority members voted it down 
l1y a unanimous vote, and th·un several days after that-! do 
nut know ltow mnuy <lnys nfter-the proposition of compromise 
waA math•, und we compromiRe<l the matter, and that was the 
end of t11e eompromiRc arra11gement. 

:J\Ir. HEFLIN. 1ilr. Presl<lcut--
'l'he VICE PRESIDE-.. JT. The Senator from 1\IiRsouri bas 

tbe floor. Doc· he yield? 
Xlr. HEED of !lliAsouri. I have the floor. and I yielded to 

the Senntor from Not·th Carolina. I am not trying to take 
111m off hi~ feet. 

.Mr. IIEJi'LIN. I was ju. t going to suggest to the Senator 
from Mis~onri that this is ahout the fourth time this matter 
l1as l•eeu explained thoroughly, and the Senate ought not be 
l1E>ld up ~>Y ,'cnntors who hnve not been here and who now 
come in to thresh out tllPse things over and over again. That 
is the l::iU~!;e.::tion I auted to mokP. 

Mr. TIEilJD of Missouri. I wonld have been through if the 
Senator hn<l not consumed my time. 

Mr. GLASS. :Mr. President, will the Rcnntor from :Mh:sourl 
yielcl to me'! 

Mr. REED of 1\Iissom·i. Certainly. 
Mr. GLASR .As pertinent to th<> inquiry of the Senator 

from Missouri, ma:r I ask what, in dollars and cents, was the 
reduction in taxes on incomes below $100,000 made by the 
House and by tile 11roposal of the Senate committee? 

Mr. SMOOT. The amount of normal tax reduction was 
1;!!)7,000,000, surtaxes .. 119,000,000, < nd capital-stock tax 
.,2,000,000. 

Mr. GLASS. "TJ1at is Jt on incomes below $100,000? I 
imngi11e U1e Senator from Missouri would want that, too. 

Mr. SMOOT. The divil'ion of reduction on incomes com
mencing with incomes of .,10,000 is $52,200,000; incomes of 
.,_20,000 to $100,000, $4G,300,000; incomes in excess of $100,000, 
$120,iJOO,OOO. 

Mr. SMl'.rii. 'Vas the $120,500,000 under the 40 per cent 
rate? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is not the reduction from t11e bill as 
pasFed by tile llou.·e. It is the reduction compared to tho 
pre ·ent lnw. · 

r:\Ir. SIM· ... ,IO. ·s. Let me ask the Senntor a question. now 
much did the Hou ··e, in addition to reductions given to estates, 
r('duce when they exempted 2,GOO,OOO people from any tax 
at all? 

Mr .. SMOOT. They would all more than likely come in with 
tho~e having incomes of lc .. s thnn $10,000, and that amount 
woul<l; uc 02,200,000. 

Mr. NOHRIS nddre sed the Cbnlr. 
!l!r. HEED of .Missouri. .Mr. Pre~idcnt, I nm trying to hold 

the floor. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from l\1i ·souri has 

the floor. 
Mr. ·onniS. 'Vill the Senator from ~lis onrl yield to me? 
Mr. llLED of l\Iissourl. I yield to ilie Senator from Ne

l.JraRka. 
Mr. NOHHIS. May I, with the permission of the Senator 

from Mi~souri, m;k the Senator from Utah or any other Sena
tor whether it is not true lliat the 'Nluction in the tax on 
incomes above $100,000, was nt a. h''reat r rate, a. larger per
centa~e or reduction, tllnn, for instance, on b1comeli between 

75,000 and $100,000 or incomes between GO,OOO nnd $7G,OOO. 
Of course, in uollars and cent~ the reduction on incomes below 

100,000 would amount to more than on tho!-::e above, becam'lo 
there are '"'o ma11y thou~and times more of them. I think the 
t5enator from Montana [Mr. 'V ALSII] gaYe the perccnta~cs the 
other day in llie debate, in which be ~:;aid that the reductions 
on the tncollle · above ~100,000 were 4. per cent. 

:Ur. 'V AL~H. In the cu. e of ef)tatcs uboYe 1,000,000. 
Mr. NOHRIS. A. man with an income of $1,000,000 hn<l a 

reiluctlon of 44 per cent. What was the next amount-$75,000'1 
Mr. 'v ALSIT. A man with an income of $100,000 hall a re

duction of 29 per cent. A. man with an income of $24,000 had 
a reduction of 27 per cent. 

Mr. TI:EED of Missouri. That is the figure I wanted. 

Mr. NORRIS. The bigg~st reductions of all took place 
in the hi~her· brackets. 

Mr. GLASS. 1\Ir. PreFliclent--
1\lr. REI•JD of l\1i~souri. I yield to the Senator from 

Virginia. 
1\lr. GLASS. That sort of statement of percentage reduc

tions is mi!'lending because, ns stated when the matter wali! in 
controver.sy before, it nri~es out of the fuct thnt there was no 
reduction whatsoever in the surtaxes in tile ln!'t act, nnd there 
wns a very material reduction in the lower brackets. 

Mr. SMOOT: In other word!'!, if we take the act of 1918, 
on a $5,000 income the reduction as between the 1!>18 law and 
the pending bill was 00.1 per cent; on a $10,000 income it wns 
87.8 per cent; on a $25,000 income it was 76.5 per cent; on 
a $45,000 income it was G7 per cent. 

1\Ir. NOH.RIS. What law was that? 
Mr. Sl\I001.'. The net of 1918. 
Mr. NORHIS. That is the pending bill compnrecl with tho 

1918 law? 
'..'lr. S~IOOT. Yes. What the Senntor from Virginia said is 

ab~olutPly true. 
l\Ir. IIBFI .. IN. 1\fr. _President, a parliamentary inquiry . 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will stnte it. 
l\lr. REFI .. IN. I:-1 the pending nmenclm£>nt now the one that 

takes the tax off of automobiles gcmernlly? 
The VICI~ PIUCSIDENT. It is. 
~Ir. SBil\IO:. 'S. I think I showed lly the figures the other 

day that the pereentnge of reduction nccordecl to the low nnd 
the proportion of percentnge accorded to the high men is the 
. :lme in thi.-· uil1 fl~ in the 1924 lnw. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Yot ! Vote! 
l\Ir. REED of Missouri. Ur·. President, I have yielded to 

various Senntors, and I hope no one will get impatient. I am 
not going to tnke many minutes of the time of the Renate. I 
want to state the matter as I now think I understand it. 

The nevublican mf'ml•ers of the committee wanted to reduce 
the surtax on incomes above $100,000 to 20 per cent. Some, at 
least, of the I>0mocrnts did not want to make that reduction 
and did not think it ought to be mnue. The Democrats wanted 
to reduce the taxes on incomes below $100,000 more than the 
llouse provided for, and thougllt that ought lo be done. Tllo 
Republicans were unwilling to do it. As a reRult the Demo
crats yielded upon the higher incomes in order to got a reduc
tion on the lower incomes, but they ylelue<l • 120,000,000 on the 
higher incomes for a conces. ion of about $47,000,000 on the 
lower incomes. 

1\Ir. KI ·a. It was not Po much as that. 
J'lfr. REED of Missond. How much was it? 
Mr. KING. .About $23,000,000. 
1\fr. ltl!.:l~D o.f Mis!i:ourL 'l'be point I want to re::tch is simply 

that, regardless of how it was done, without reflecting on any
body, not conceding for a moment that the mnttN eyer was 
submitted to the ~cnate by the mere publication of a program 
in the Co~GR.EBSIONAL RECORD, not conceding- for a moment that 
any man was bound on tbe D mocratic side, ncverthele ·H I 
want to a<:k this question : By whnt right may I yield the rights 
of a class of citizens to which I uelicve thPY are entitled in 
order to tr·adc them for some cone ssion on other taxes against 
other citizens wlli<:h I believe ought to be levied? If I belieye 
that an income nhove $100,000 ought to bear a certain burden 
aH a matter of ju;,tice, nncl if my frienus on the other Ride of 
the Chamb r believe that it ought not to bear that burden, that 
que ·tion ought to be settled on it::; merits by a vote of the 
Renate. If I believe tllat an income below .~100,000 ought to 
bear a certain burden and no more, all<l I believe that is just 
and right aFJ to that cla.·s of {a:xp~yer., and my friends upon 
tlte other side believe that .thoR~ incomes ought to bear a 
greater burden as a mnttcr of justice, whu.t right have we to 
trade the jnsllce due either clnF:s or taxpayers in order to work 
an injustice to ROr.lC other class? 

As a compromif:c it amotmts to thi~, that the Democrats 
agreed to clo thnt which they bcliev<>d to be un inju~tice to the 
country as to ' the taxes on great income~ and the Hepul.Jlicans 
agreed to do that which tht>y uelieved to be an inju::;tlce as to 
the taxes on smaller incomes, and they swnppod one injustice 
for the other, instead of settling these que. tiom; which relate 
to difi'erent tndlvidunls upon the merits of each question on 
the floor of the Senate. I can not agree to that kind of legis
lation. 

I can not agree that anybody bas a rigl1t to tax A more tbnn 
he ought to pny in order that he mny get more t:t:xes from B 
or that he ought to tax A les~-; tlum he ought to pay in order 
that there mny lle a lcFis burden fixed upon n. That is n 
process of legislating money out of one man's pocket into an
othCl' man's pocket in whi<:h I uo not believe. 
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SP:\·ERAL S:.:.N A TORS. Vote! 
Mr. S.IOOT. l\Ir. Pre~iuent, just a word. The House of 

llepre~entativt'S "Voted unnnimously for the 20 per cent maxi
mum rnte. The l>ill came to the ~ennte and the intermediate 
&urbl es on incomes between $26,000 and $100,000 appeared to 
eYer;v member of the committee--not only the Democratic 
mcrnl crs but the llcpulJllcan member:,; ns well-to be out of 
proportion. The \cry rates on their face showed them to ue 
out of proportion. A c; I ~tuted the other clay, I discussed the 
qnC'"tion with the Pn·.·i<lPnt, and I disetvsed it with others and 
tlwre \Yas not any douht in the worl<l l>ut that some c·hangc 
hncl to he maciL•. 

The first prnpo::-;ition, just as the Se11ator from North Caro
lina [~Ir. Snnro;-;s] has said was for a rcduC'tlon of $44,000,000. 
I dld not SPP., nor did the other llepublican members of the 
committee S(•e, how it wns pos~ible to re(luce the tuxes pro
Yidccl hy tl1e l>ill by that umount anti meet the expenses of the 
Gcrvermu nt. It is true that the majority me-mbers of the 
committee up to that time ba<l su~~cst<'d no rntes whatever. 
The ~Pnntor from .North Carollna, us I havo said, did suggest 
I"Oml' rute~. the first sng~E'stion bein~ for n reduction of 
• t.J.OOO.OGO, ju··t as the f'etw.tor hns stated. After he and the 
:-:<>nator frmn l'enu .~J•lv .. nia [Mr. REED] had discu!':sed the qn<.'s
tion pro and cou the other proposition was submitted nnd 
'vflR a~L·cptetl. exactly as the .~enntor has stated by the ma
jm1t:y, nn<l the r-:ngge:-;t<'d rat('s of the Senator from North 
C 1 rolinn were \Oted in by the committee. 

l\1r. ~T:M.::\10 :s. ::\Ir. Pre·itlent, let me Rtate-
~lr. IIBFI .. L '· I want to state to the Senator that this is 

the tenth time thnt mntter bas been explained. 'Vill he not 
let ns vote on the amPmlruent? 

Mr. S. IOOT. Yes; I should like n Vf't(', Mr. President. 
SF.\'ERAL Sm<ATORS. Vote I 
Mr. LEKROo·r. Mr. Pre. ldent, Senators will not hasten 

anything in thi:;; way. I am going to ask the Senator from 
Ut. h one question. Do I uwlerstand the fact to be that the 
majority members of the committee did not make as a condi
tion of agreelug- to any reduction of surtaxes on incomes 
bC'low .;100,000 thn.t the minority members accept the 20 ver 
cent rate'! 

Mr. SMOOT. So fur ns that is concerned, the 20 P<'r cent 
rate was put in by the Hou~e. and the Re1mblicun memberH of 
the c nnmittee insisted upon carrying out that l'ate. That 1.~ 
whnt we agreed to, as I stated before; that is whn.t we wanted 
to report and that is what we did report. 

Mr. HEFLL. . ·ow let us vote. 
,.'EYERAT .. SEXATon~. Vote 1 
l\Ir. t-:;MO ..:r. .:1r. President, I riso to a. parliamentary in

quiry. There i. ::~ome misuncler~:>tandinr; as to just what the 
quc:;;tion i~. "·m the Chair state it? 

'l'hc :-ICE PH.E,'IDI·:~·T. 'l'he que:-;tion h1 on the motion of 
the Junior Senator from Utah [::\lr. KING] to strike out lines 
H to 1 , on pa~e 2~1. On that question the yeas n.nd nays 
lla ve l>Pl•n ordered. The C'lerk will call the roll. 

Tlic Chief Clerk proef'erled to call the roll. 
M ·. WAL -'II (when Mr. Dc.ATI'O~'s nome wns called). I 

wish to announce that tho Senator from Tew 1\Ie:dco [Mr. 
BnA'l'TO:.'\] wa•· cnllcd from the Chamber a short time ago. If 
present, he would vote "yea." 

1\Ir. r;onnrs (when l\Ir. BnooKIIA.rtT's name wns called). I 
wish to announce again that tile Senator from Iowa ['~It·. 
nnoovu nT] is puir£'<1 with the Senator from Arkanqa~ [Mr. 
c_"-P..A.WAY]. If the Senator from Iowa were pre ·cnt he would 
vote "yea." 

Mr. UUOUSSA.UD (when his name was calle l). I have a 
pair with the Senator from New Hnmpshlre [.Ir. Mosr:s]. 1 
transfer that pair to U1c Senator. from Nevada [Mr. I>rTTMAN], 
and vote " yoa." 

1\Ir. JO~ "ES of V{aF.hington (when Mr. EooE's name WllR 
called). The f'Cnior Senator from New Jer~ey [~Ir. EDGEj 
1::~ necc~;~arily ubsent. If present anu permitted to vote, he 
would vote " yea.'' 

Mr. COPEL...L'\"'D (wb<?n ::\Ir. Enw.Anns's name was called). 
The junior Senator from N'ew Jer.:.'oy [:\Ir. BowAROs] is un
nvoklahly ab:"cnt. II i;; pa1red with the Senator from Ken
tucl~y [~Ir. Eu. ·::;T]. If the junior Senator from New .Ter. ey 
were pre:-.eut and permittetl to yote, he would vote "yea.'' 

• lr. In~H. ... TAI,D (\\bc>nllls name was called). I transfer IOY 
pair witll tho senior Henat11r from .~. ·f'w l\Iexico [Mr. JoNES] 
to the junior Senator from Conn€'cticut [Mr. Un GIIAM], and 
vote "nay.'' 

Mr. l!'LB'ICHFJR (when hi:; name was called). l\Inking the 
same n.nnoun<~<.·ment U!:-l to my pair and its transfer as on the 
last vote, I vote "nay." 

l\Ir JOIINSO.N (when his name was called). I Imve a pair 
\Yith the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. llomNSON]. If 
permitted to vote, I should vote "yea." 

l\Ir. SIIEPPAHD (when Mr. MA ~'IEI..u's name was called). 
The junior Senator from Texas [Mr. l\!AYI'IEr.n] is absent on 
account of illnec::s. If present, he would yot c " y0a.'' 

:Mr. SWAi TSON (when his name was called). Announcing 
the same pair and transfer as on the former vote, I vote "yea." 

The r (1ll eall was concludccl. 
1\fr. TILE.~.\SE. As I ha-ve stated on preYlous roll calls, I hnve 

a pair with the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 'VrJ.J.IAMS]. I do 
not know lww be would vote if present, antl, therefore, I with
hold my vote. If I wer~ permitted to vote, I should \Oto "yf'a." 

l\1r. JO. 'ES of 'Yushington. I desire to announce the follow
ing pairs: 

The Senator from "Vermont [l\lr. GREF..NE] with the S<"nator 
from Montana [1\Ir. 'YIIEELEH] ; 

'l'llc Senator from Colorado fllr. l\IEANS] with the Senator 
from 'Texas [Mr. l\1AYFIET.D] ; and 

The' Senator from Pennsylvania r~rr. PEPPER] with the Sen
ator from New :Mexico [l\lr. DnATTON] . 

Mr. llAllUISO~. I wish to announce that. the Senator from 
Hhode Island [Mr. GERRY] is paired with the Senator from 
Minnesota [l\1r. Son ALL]. If JU'e!;ent, the Senator from Rhode 
Island would vote "~ca." 

1\lr. H.FJEJD o:f Mi . .;, ouri (after having voted in the affirma
tive). I n<'~lccfed to state when I cast my vote that I am 
paired with the Aenator from Kam;as [1\lr. CunTrs]. I transfer
that pair to the Senator from Mississippi [l\lr. STEPHENS] and 
allnw my vote to stand. 

The re:::;ult was announced-yens 42, nays 21, as follows : 

.\shurRt 
Bayar<l 
Hrou!';,;ftrd 
<'nmerou 
Capper 
C.opelnnd 
Couzens 
Dill 
Ferris 
li"razicr 
Heorgo 

nrnce 
Butler 
Deneen 
Lrcrnrtld 
l.i'ef!S 
!!'letcher 

Dlugh:un 
Hle~Hle 
Borah 
Bratton 
Brool!ll:ll't 
Cnrnwny 
Cummins 
('urti.H 
Dahl 

So Mr. 

(Hass 
Harreld 
Harris 
I Iarrison 
JieoO!u 
Howoll 
JoHIP.-, \'ash. 
J'rudrick 
King 
La Follette 
Lem·oot 

Goff 
<"loorllng 
llnle 
Kroyl'· 
l\1('tcntr 
Oddlc 

YE~\s-42 

McKeollnr 
Mcl\faster 
McNary 
Neely 
NorbPclc 
Nul'l'iS 
Nyc 
Overman 
RansdPll 
Reed, Mn. 
Slieppurd 

NAYS-21 

Phipps 
Pine 
need, ru. 
Sackett 
Smoot 
Wudsworth 

NO'.t VOTING-:13 
du Pont McKinllly 
E1l~e McLean 
Erlward3 Mayfield 
PJrnRt Means 
Gorry ?.lose>~ 
Gillett l'Ppncr 
Greeue Pittman 
.Tohm<on Hot>lmwn, At·k. 
Jonc11, N. 1\Iex. Uo!Jin ·un, lnd. 

KING's amendment was agreed lo. 

RECEE'IB 

Shlp~t<-:1.d 
Hlmmons 
Smith 
Stanfield 
Swanson 
Trammell 

~~r;I,~b 
Weller 

~·arreon 
WutRou 
Wllll:~ 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I wish to appeal 
to tho Senator from Utah [I\Ir. S~roo..r] to consider the que~tlon 
of taking a receRs at this time. The Senate llas been working 
for .·eveu and a half hour~ and we havo considered some very 
important (lUCstious. A number of Senators live at a dlstunce 
from the Capitol. I appeal to the Senutor from Utah, in view 
of the f'.·ceptionul storm which prevailH at the moment, to take 
a retess now m1til 11 o'clock to-morrow morning. 

:Mr. S:\IOOT. :Mr. President, from the number of Scnator·s 
·ho have told me that they are compelled to !cave becau. e of 

the snowstorm, I cloul>t V(!l'Y much whether we could keep a 
quorum. I am going to appeal to Senators, however, if we shall 
take a r£><·e~s now, to pleuRa be prepared to remain here to
morrow ni~ht. We ou~ht to pass tlJe l>ill to-morrow; we are 
getting nenr Ute dnngPr line now. Of course, if I felt that we 
could keop a quorum lu"re, I would not con ·cnt that the Senate 
take a recess at thiR tl.mc. 

:Mr. SWA .. rso~. ·we will all he here to-morrow night. 
1\Ir. SUOOT. ~'hat is what was stated last night . 
Mr. S \.A~ 'SO~. I nm willing to Rtay now. 
Mr. H~iOOT. I move that the Senate take a rcces!:l until 

to-morrow morning at lt o'<.:loek n. m. 
'l'he motion WU!-1 agrf'ed to; and (nt 6 o'clock and 30 minutes 

p. rn.) the Senate took a re(!eRs until to-morrow, Thursday, 
Ifcl.Jruary 11, 1926, at 11 o'clock a. m. 
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