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INTRODUCTION

America's most severe economic depression left a disappointed
and somewhat disillusioned ex-President in its wake. Herbert Hoover
took office on March 4, 1929, during a period of unparalleled pros-
perity. It was the era in which people commonly held the view that
poverty was a thing of the past. True, the farmers did not share
this view and there were warnings from economists and the Federal
Reserve Board that the American economic house was not in order,
but these warnings were lost in the din and the clamor for the
better life promised by the glittering 20's.

Hoover was barely settled in office when he was confronted
with the stock market collapse in 1929. From that point the
country faced an economic depression that grew in severity until
it produced greater hardships and more widespread unemployment than
Americans had ever known.

During the 1928 campaign for the Presidency, Hoover had
made prosperity a central theme in his strategy. He worked
diligently to establish a relationship between Republican leader-
ship and the general affluence of the 1920's. As Secretary of
Commerce under Presidents Harding and Coolidge, Hoover had been
an integral part of that leadership and was therefore given credit
for the existing prosperity. Simple justice seemed to demand that

Hoover be equally gracious in accepting responsibility for the
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depression. The relationship that had so diligently been establish-
ed between Republican leadership and economic opulence became a
two-edged sword after 1929.

Hoover, however, was not necessarily responsible for the
boom, as his defenders claim, nor for the depression, as his
detractors charge. The issue of what Hoover did during the de-
pression, however, is more readily determined.

It is generally agreed that Hoover deviated from the course
followed by preceding Presidents in the face of economic crisis.

The traditional policy was for the government to let the panic run
its course, deflate the artificial values, and reward the conserva=-
tive and prudent investor. The idea was that the economy must purge
itself of speculative overdevelopment before full recovery could
take place. Govermment interference would simply prolong the agony
and delay ultimate recovery. Hoover abandoned this traditional
policy for one of govermment intervention to generate economic re-
covery. He contended that he "undertook new measures'during the
depression to ''cushion its effects' and to ''restore the constructive
forces in our economic life."1
| Eugene Lyons, a Hoover biographer, also contends that Hoover
took unprecedented action due to the changes in America's economy.

It was no longer possible in a complex, industralized, and

1Herbert C. Hoover, The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover:. The
Great Depression, 1929-1941 (New York: MacMillan, 1952), p. 38.
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interdependent economy to let the depression follow its course with-
out measures to avert panic and provide relief. Furthermore, this
action by Hoover was contrary to the advice offered by Andrew
Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury and chief Administration advisor
in economic affairs.2

The purpose of this paper is to examine the actions taken
by President Hoover and determine the relative support Hoover re~
~celved from the Republican Party in Congress. There are essentially
two problems to be resolved. First it is necessary to select the
policies advocated by Hoover and to establish clearly his position
on substantive issues. Second a criteria must be established to
measure the degree of Republican support. The most effective and
objective way to do this is through an analysis of roll-call votes
in the Congressional Record.

Hoover's depression programs will be considered in chrono-
logical order from 1929 to 1932. However, since some programs
extend through more than one session, they will be examined to
their completion from the time the proposals were initially made.

A systematic analysis of the congressional votes on the President's
'legislative program to arrest the deterioration of the economy
will permit a precise measure of congressional Republican support

or opposition for the Hoover Administration.

2Eugene Lyons, The Herbert Hoover Story, (New York: Dick
0'Hare, Printing, 1959) pp. 258-259.
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To put Republican support ol Hoover's depression policies
in perspective, it is necessery to consider some major non-depression
issues in the 71lst and 72nd Congresses, und examine Republican and
Democratic voting profiles in the Senate and House of Kepresentatives.
Non-depression issuces will be analyzed in the swue fashion as the
depression policies. Hoover's position on a particular issue will
be indicated, followud by & partisan breakdown of roll-call votes
on that issue. The pattern of these issues can be delineated and
comparad Lo congressional voting profiles on depression issues.,

In order to clearly establish the issues in question, as
well as Hoover's position on those issues, a narrative history of
congressional relations with the Hoover Administration was compiled,
followed by a quantitative analysis of congressional roll-call votes.
This provides an indication of whether the President's program was
consistent with the Republican Party's position as reflected by the
party's congressional voting record. Was Hoover's success dependent
upon & broad base of consistent support from his own party, or did
his party provide only minimal support for the President's program

- to bring about economic recovery in the United States?
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TARIFF

During the 1928 presidential campaign, Hoover had associated

"twenties" prosperity with a high tariff.1 He pledged, however,
?that if elacted he would Ask for limited changes in the tariff. The
;713t Congress was called into special session and Hoover requested
ithat it amend the tariff law whereby a Tariff Commission could ad-
?Just rates as conditions warranted.z This action was in line with
Hoover's view that a scientific tariff subject to continual adjust-
junnts would equalize the cost of domestic and foreign goods and
icreata a competitive American market rather than simply provide a
;uhelter for certain domestic producers. Furthermore, Hoover
believed that a Commission controlled tariff was the only way to
prevent special interest groups in Congress from log~rolling
protective rates into tariff legislation.3 The groups which Hoover
felt needed more protection than they would receive from his tariff
bill were farmers and workers. They were threatened by the cheap

labor and low standard of living which enabled foreign producers

 harris Gaylord Warren, Herbert Hoover and the Great

Depression (New York: Oxford University Press, 19557: pe 47.

2w11113m Star Myers and Walter H. Newton, The Hoover
Administration: A Documented Narrative (New York: Charles
Seribner's Sons, 1936), pp. 379-380.

34arren, p. 85-89.



fﬁo market low priced goods.4

Ceneral Tariff Revision
Although Hoover expressed concern for both farmers and
workers, his primary concern was for the former. Hoover was
:eppcsed to general revision of tariff rates by Congress, and pro-
posed only to revise the agricultural schedule. Any other
necessary revisions could be made by the proposed Tariff Commission.s
His tariff proposal met its first defeat in the Senate on June 17,
'1929, when a resolution to restrict tariff revision to the
sgricultural schedule was defeated 38 (13 Republicans, 25 Democrats)
to 39 (32 Republicans, 7 Damocrats).6 Hoover lost this battle only
because a large share of his own party voted for general tariff
revision. The resolution never came to a vote in the House,
Although it was obvious that a comprehensive revision of
tariff rates was in the offing, Hoover would not take a position
on specific duties. He believed that only time would solve the
existing inequities. With the absence of strong executive leader-
ship, the tariff revision "was in the charge of two fervent

protectionists, Senator Reed Smoot of Utah end Congressman Willis

4prthur Mastick Hyde and Ray Lyman Wilber, The Hoover

Bolicies. (New York: Charles Scribmer's Sons, 1937), p. 182,
SNew York Times, June 18, 1929, p. 1.

BU. S., Congressional Record, 7lst Congress, lst Session,
1929, LXXI, Part 3, p. 2975, (hereafter cited as Cong. Record).



¢, Hawley of Oxegon.“7

While the question of general revision was still being
gesolved in the Senate, the House had already proceeded toward

general revision. The Republican controlled House Ways and Means

?ﬂammittae reported a bill which was "satisfactory to the adminis-
Ziranion," but a conference of House Republicans refused to accept

. the measure until the Committee agreed to let 91 amendments for

‘f!ute increases be presented on the floor of the House.a

All during consideration of the Smoot=-Hawley Tariff, the

i;%qagressional Republicans adopted a curiously inconsistent course
%of action. A majority consistently deferred to the President's
?wishes and voted for flexible rate provisions under the control
4‘o£ a commission, yet at the same time they also voted for increases
 {n existing duties contrary to Hoover's wishes., The apparent

| explanation was that the votes on rate increases followéd regional
lines, due to local pressures, rather than partisan lines. The
representatives of the industrial states supported rate increases
while opposition centered in the Middle Western farm scates.g

Congressional Republicans found it possible to wvote for an

7Arthur M, Schlesinger, Jr., The Crisis of the Old Oxder,
1919-1933, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1956), p. 164.

8Arthur We Macmahon "First Session of the Seventy-first

Congress," rican Political Science Review, XXIV, No, 1
@emry, 1930 s P 48.

New York Times, June 14, 1930, p. 2.
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;equitable, competitive tariff controlled by a commission, but could

;nmt resist the log-rolling effect of special interests when it came
;eo voting on rates for specific goods.

A After the House Ways and Means Committee agreed to sponsor
;ehs amendments insisted upon in the Republican conference, the
fﬂuuse voted to accept only those amendments offered by the Ways and
iHuans Committee by 234 (229 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to 138 (12

L

ilnpublicans, 125 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor)-lo It is apparent

3

i«that the changes in the bill on the House floor were Republican

initiated and executed.

The much amended tariff bill that emerged was unsatis~

factory to Hoover.'!

It passed the House, however, on May 28, 1929,
?'bg a margin of 264 (244 Republicans, 20 Democrats) to 147 (12

% Republicans, 134 Democrats, 1 Farmer-l.abor).l2 The next day, the
 Yew York Iimes reported that although the administration feared

- the rates might be too high on necessities, it would not oppose

13 Hoover's reaction to the House measure was not one

~ the bill.
of unrestrained enthusiasm. The Republican House majority had

- not been amenable to the President.

logggaw Record, 7lst Cong., lst Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 2,
p. 1877.

Myvde and Wilbur, p. 183.

1
ps 2106,
13

2Cong. Record, 71st Cong., lst Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 2,

New York Times, May 29, 1929, p.l.



Flexible Provisions

The Senate was dealing with a tariff provision much closer
¢o Hoover's ambitions. This was the flexible provision which
Hoover ''strongly insisted upon."la On October 2, 1929, Democrat
Senator Furnifold M. Simmons (N.C.) offered an amendment to delete
the flexible provisions from the bill., His principal allies were
three important Republican Senators, George W. Norris (Neb.), Hiram
W, Johnson (Calif.), and William E. Borah (Idaho).15 The amend-

mant carried 47 (13 Republicans, 34 Democrats) to 42 (38 Republicans,

54 Democrats).l6 Senate refusal to include the flexible provision
gﬂoaver requested was primarily the work of Democrats and some

ﬂ]npublican dissidents.

The tariff controversy carried over into the first regular

;ncsaion_of the 71st Congress. In a significant vote, the Senate

; drastically revised the House version. The Senate reduced the
?‘chse rates primarily because Democrats voted consistently against
% rate increases while the majority of Republicans favored many rate

§~increases.17 The result was a Senate bill with a rate structure

141p14., October 3, 1929, p. 1.

15121 .

16Cong. Record, 7lst Cong., lst Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 4,
Pe 4149,

17Arthur W. Macmahon, "'Second Session of the Seventy-first
Congress, December 2, 1929, to July 3, 1930; Special Session of
the Senate, July 7-21, 1930," American Political Science Review,
XXIV, No. 4 (November, 1933), pp. 921-923.
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lover than the House version, but higher than the prevailing
duties. The Senate vote on March 24, 1930, on the tariff bill
was 53 (46 Republicans, 7 Democrats) to 31 (5 Republicans, 26
Dmxmrats).lS The Senate had passed a measure with higher rates
than Hoover preferred and had also deleted the ilexible provision.

The crucial question for the House was whether to accept

19

the Senate bill without the flexible provision. The House

gefused to accept the amended bill and voted on April 2, 1930, 241
{227 Republicans, l4 Democrats) to 153 (19 Republicans, 133 Democrats,

20

1 Farmer-Labor) to send it to a conference committee. The Republican

Bouse members stood strongly behind Hoover on the more important

fssue of flexible provisions, but rebuffed him on tariff rates.

Efforts to compromise on flexible provisions were unfruit-
;!ul, until the Senate relented and voted on May 19, 1930, to re-
%lnnse the Senate conferees from their pledge to stand on the Senate
;vnrsion of the bill. The vote was actually a tie with Vice-

21

é!rnaident Charles Curtis voting to release the Senate conferees.

?1hn vote was 42 (37 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to release the

lagong. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 6,

- p» 6015,
. lgMacmahon, American Political science Review, ALIV, Nc. 4,
» P. 9250
7 ZOCoqg. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd 3ess., 1930, LAKII, Part 6,
p’ 6394.
| 21

New York Times, May 20, 1930, p. 1.
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nferees and 42 (12 Republicans, 29 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor)
inst retracting their st:ami.22 Barely enough Republicans had
igned themselves behind the President to adopt the motion.

After the other differences had been ironed out by the
gonfarence committee, the Senate accepted its report on June 13,
1930, by the vote of 44 (39 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to 42 (11
Mepublicans, 30 Democrats, 1 Farmer—Labor).23 The House passed
the measure on the following day 222 (208 Republicans, 14 Democrats)
153 (20 Republicans, 132 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).za

Hoover was not completely satisfied with the Smoot-Hawley
Tariff, but he signed it on June 17, 1930, because he thought the
flexible provisions could be invoked against any unjustified rate
tﬂcreaaes.zs When the most crucial issue, flexible provisions,
was at stake, a large majority of Republicans in both houses lined
wp with the President, while the Democrats strongly opposed Hoover's
vecommendations., The reverse was true on the lessexr issue, rate
j;ltructuxe, with the Democrats supporting the President with greater

econsistency than the members of his own party.

. 220ong. Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 9,
P+ N
| 231bsd., Part 10, p. 10635.

ZAIbLg., P 10697.

25New Yok Iimes, Jume 16, 1930, p. L.
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After the President's near stalemate over the tariff in
the 7lst Congress, the issue emerged again in the 72nd Congress.
An increase in Democrat strength from the 1930 elections resulted
in a small Democrat majority in the House of Representatives dur-~
ing the first session (which they lost in the second session
through by-elections), and reduced the Republican majority in the
Senate to the narrowest of margins, (48 Republicans, 47 Democrats,
- and one Farmer-Labor member who generally aligned himself with the
| Democrats) .
| In the first session, a Democratic sponsored tariff bill
; egalled for reciprocal tariffs and the elimination of the Chief
g Executive's authority over flexible rates. The latter was the

26

- chief issue. Hoover's position on flexibility was clear. He

% had fought hard for the inclusion of the flexible provigions in
f the 7lst Congress. It was also his opinion that reciprocal

. tariffs would lead to greater international economic instability

27

and demoralize the nation's farmers. Put simply, Hoover was

displeased with all aspects of the Democratic bill.
The House first voted on the bill. On Jamary 8, 1932,
there was a test vote on a special rule to bring the bill to the

28

floor without delay and to limit debate. The special rule

26"Tariff, Congressional Digest, XI, No. 2 (Feb.1932),p.60,

27 Hyde and Wilbur, pp. 186~187.

28New York Times, January 9, 1932, p. 5.
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passed 214 (8 Republicans, 205 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 174
{174 Republicans).29 Republican efforts to delay the bill were
uwnsuccessful,

The next day the House voted on the tariff bill and the
yote breakdown was almost the same as the test vote., It was passed

214 (12 Republicans, 201 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 182 (182

The bill then went to the Senate, where extensive changes
were made in the bill but the controversial provision revoking
Hoover's power to adjust the tariff schedule was retained. The
8enate gave the Tariff Commission authority to raise or lower rates,

31 rhe bill, with

subject to congressional veto within sixty days.
these revisions, passed the Senate by a vote of 42 (6 Republicans,
36 Democrats) to 30 (36 Republicans).32 The House reconsidered the
bill and accepted the Senate amendments on April 28, 1932, by 202
i»(13 Republicans, 188 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 171 (167 Re-~

?»publicans, 4 Democrats).33

29

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 2,

" pe 1512,
Orpid., p. 1635.

3New York Times, April 1, 1932, p. 1.

3Zong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 7,
p. 7291.

331bid ., Part 8, p. 9155.
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Hoover vetoed the measure, as expected, and criticized both
8 reciprocal provisions and elimination of the flexible provisions.“

3 House vote to override the veto fell far short of the two-thirds

# necessary. The vote was 178 (12 Republicans, 165 Democrats,
ﬁrmer-Labor) to 166 (164 Republicans, 2 Democrat:s).as

. Again Hoover's wishes on the tariff prevailed. On every

se roll-call vote on the tariff an overwhelming majority of the
japublicans supported the administyation. In the Senate, on the

e record vote of consequence, only 17 per cent of the Republican
soators deserted the Administration., Hoover had succeeded on the
Saxiff due to solid Republican support. The tariff came up only
ke during the second session of the 72nd Congress. Hoover asked
for 2 readjustment of the tariff schedule due to the depreciation
in the value of foreign currency. A measure was submitted to the
House Ways and Means Committee for their consideration. President-
lect Franklin D. Roosevelt wanted the measure kept in the committee,

and a caucus of the House Democrats voted 161-4 to support his
36

wishes. There was a House vote on February 13, 1933, over the

’ffqueation of whether the Ways and Means Committee should be

3ANew Xork ghﬁaﬁ, May 1.2’ 1932, Pe 1,

33¢cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 9,
p.. 10039-
36

E. Pendleton Herring, "Second Session of the Seventy-
second Congress, December 5, 1932, to March 4, 1933", American
Political Science Review, XXVII, No. 3 (June, 1933), pp. 418-419,
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scharged from consideration of the bill. This was a test between
er, who wanted the bill te be discharged so that it could be

cted into law, and Roosevelt, who wanted it killed in committee.
motion to discharge the bill was defeated 174 (171 Republicans,
mocrats) to 212 (16 Republicans, 195 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).37

Ms was the only tariff battle that Hoover lost, and it was not

‘wu his party's lack oi support; a solid majority of Republicans

d stoodwith their President through most of the tarifi battles
een 1929 and 1933. They had strongly supported his flexible

:riff in the 71st Congress, and also withstood Democratic attempts

‘ revise the flexible provisions in the 72nd Congress.

37Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Jess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 4,

» 3967.
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FARM RELIEF

The tariff was a major issue in the Hoover administration
Bt he had also pledged, during the 1928 presidential campaign, to

front the problems of America's farmers. When the special
gsion of Congress convened in April, 1929, Hoover proposed the
;ublishment of a Federal Farm Board to assist farmers in the
rratige marketing of farm commodities. Hoover further proposed
:t the Farm Board would not buy and sell commodities to fix
- es, but would simply assist the farmers set up their own
rket ing organizations.1 The Farm Board would make loans to
mer-controlled marketing associations for marketing and pro-
ss8ing certain agricultural products. The marketing assocla-
fons would be responsible for educating the farmers on the ad-
age of cooperative marketing. The marketing associations
ld buy from the farmer and then sell the commodities at the
advantageous price at a later date.2

Federal Farm Board
An agricultural bill consistent with Hoover's ideas was

%ﬁzroduced in the House. It received quick approval on April
25, 1929, by a large majority, 366 (245 Republicans, 121 Democrats)

1M.yers and Newton, p. 380.

2plbert U. Romasco, The Povgrt% of Abundance, (New York:
1 - .

Oxford University Press, 1965), pp. 112
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35 (2 Republicans, 33 Democrats).3 Not only did the Republicans
te for it, but also tiw overwhelming majority of House Democrats.
Senate action on the bill somewhat complicated matters. At
first, the Senate included an export debenture plan in the bill,
\ ich it eventually eliminated. However, the Senate also voted on
he Farm Board proposal in essentially the same form as the House
11, Excluding the export debenture, which will be considered
separately from the basic Farm Board bill, the Senate version was
msistent with Hoover's recommendations with one small exception.
8 exception permitted stabilization corporations to purchase
wommodities on the open market in emergencies to support prices,
;,maasure the farm lobby had requested.4 Although Hoover had not
recommended this provision, he chose not to make an issue of it
because "it was felt that the Board that would be appointed could
gontrol the situation."5
The final Senate vote on passage of the Farm Board bill was!
lgr passage 74 (47 Republicans, 27 Democrats), and against passage
8 (3 Republicans, 5 Democrat:s).6 The bill had bipartisan support

3
572.
4

Cong. Record, 71lst Cong., lst Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 1,

Romasco, p. 11l2.

SMyers and Newton, p. 393.

6ang. Record, 71lst Cong., lst Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 3,

P 2886.
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the Senate as well as in the House. Hoover was pleased with the
assage of the bill, and requested that Congress at once appropriate
0,000,000 of the $500,000,000 authorized to enable the Farm
pard to begin operations as soon as possible.
Lxport Debentures

Although the Farm Board received widespread bipartisan
port, the eliminated export debenture plan sponsored by the
ational Crange was a source of considerable controversy and heated
gbate. The plan called for the govermment to issue debentures
exported farm commodities. The debentures could then be pre-
pented in lieu of import duties on other goods coming into the
ountry. The hoped for effect from this plan would be a rise in
he domestic price of farm goods above the world price.7 Hoover
ickly expressed his adamant opposition to the plan as ill ad-
sed, unethical, and unworkable.8

The Hoover version of the Federal Farm Board bill was
mmended in the Senate to include the export debenture plan. The
‘amendment was proposed by Norris (Neb.) and supported by the same coa-
ition of Democrats and unreliable liberal Republicans that had
‘opposed Hoover on the flexible tariff. Borah and Johason both

favored the amendment as a way to balance agricultural and

7Myers and Mewton, p. 382.

81v14d., pp, 382-3283.
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acturing 1ntereats.9 The Senate voted on May 8, 1929, on a
tion to eliminate the debentures provision from the farm bill.
solid opposition from the farm bloc, the motion failed to pass
W4 (42 Republicans, 2 Democrats) to 47 (13 Republicans, 34 Demo-
jats) and the Senate thereby ignored Hoover's request.lo
The Senate then passed the farm bill on May 14, 1929, by
vote of 54 (21 Republicans, 33 Democrats) to 33 (31 Republicans,
fnhmocra;s).ll It was not, however, a direct vote on the de-
ures question and is, therefore, less significant in measuring
extent of Senate suppoxt for Hoover's proposal.

After the House refused to accept the Senate version of the
2 bill with the debenture provision, a Conference Committee
mpted to work out a compromise bill. The Committee rejected
Senate bill, eliminated the debenture plan, and returned the
jure to the Senate for a vote. The Senate voted on June 11,
29, to reject the conference report because it lacked the de~
ture plan. The vote was 43 (39 Republicans, 4 Democrats) to
ascept the report and 46 (13 Republicans, 32 Democrats, 1 Farmer-

Labor) against the conference report.lz

-

SNew York Iimes, May 9, 1929, p. 1.

597 logggg- Record, 71lst Cong., lst Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 1,
’0 .

, 111p1d., Part 2, p. 1269.
12:114., Part 3, p. 2261.
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In the face of this Senate opposition, Hoover rebuked the

nate and called on tiw: House to stand fast and to force the

13

é;nate to accept the farm bill without export debentures. In

E; ordance with Hoover's wishes, the House voted on June 13, 1929,

%p instruct the House conferees not to yield to the 3enate on the
?«bentures question. This was the only House roll-call vote

rectly related to the debentures proposal, and the House support-

| Hooverls position on debentures by a vote of 250 (217 Republicans,
Democrats) to 113 (13 Republicans, 100 Democrats).14

In the end, the Senate accepted the House version of the
ym bill without the export debenture plan, and voted 74~8, as
viously reported, for the Federal i"axrm Board bill on final
ssage. The bipartisan vote was not on the key issue, deben-
res, It simply reflected the wide support for the Farm Board.
en the Senate did vote directly on the debentures proposal, it
jsed due to near unanimous Democratic and minority Republican
yoval, The President prevailed, however, with strong Re-
lican House support.

Although once defeated, the debentures issue was revived

3 the Senate late in the first session of the 71lst Congress.

13New York Times, June 12, 1929, p. 1.

lkCoqg. Record, 71lst Cong., lst 5ess., 1929, LXXI, Part 3,

, 2788,
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?-te proponents of debentures attached their proposal to the
f bill., On October 19, 1929, the debentures amendment
sed by a vote of 42 (14 Republicans, 28 Democrats) to 34 (31
blicans, 3 Democrats).ls The party vote ''breakdown' was
antially what it had been on previous votes.
Action on the tariff bill was not concluded during the
st session. The House re jected the Senate tariff because it
ltted flexible tariff provisions and included the export deben~
3 plan. This debenture proposal followed the course of its
decessor to a Senate-House Conference Committee. When the Con-
‘ nce Committee report was returned with the debenture plan,
House voted on May 3, 1930, to reject the debenture amendment,
j motion to accept the amendment was repulsed by a vote of 161
B Republicans, 112 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 231 (194
blicans, 37 Democtats).16 Hoover's Republican support
Blipped from its previous level, but three~fourths of the House
publicans still voted for the administration.

As before, the conference report then went to the Senate.
May 19, 1930, the Senate voted to release their conferees

their pledge to support the debentures plan by a vote of 43

L31bid., Part 5, p. 4694.

16:h31d., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 8, p. 8294.
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1 Republicans, 6 Democrats) to 41 (12 Republicans, 28 Democrats,
?armer—Labor).17 Again some Republicans defected from Hoover,
;x the s0lid majority supported him, The defections came con=-
ently from the group of liberal Republicans led by Senators
prah, Johnson and Norris. That was the final defeat for the
debentures proposal. Hoover had been successful in block-
- its passage, and he had done it with substantial party support
inst Democratic opposition.
Drought Relief and the Dole

Although the creation of the Federal Farm Board and the
port debentures plan were voted upon before the 1929 depression
game widespread, the measures were to provide relief for the
a community which had been economically depressed since the
rly 1920's. As the depression spread, the nation's farmers
se virtually destitute, The farmers were faced both by an
te economic depression and a severe drought. The agricultural
minity really understood the meaning of the ''dirty thirty's"
n part of the Midwest turned into a dust bowl.

The drought was most severe in the Midwest, Northwest,
gﬁd‘lcwer Mississippi Valley. Hoover felt some responsibility
Solelp relieve the situation and he secured an agreement with

the railroads to haul feed into the drought areas at a fifty

171bid., Part 9, p. 9137.
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ent reduction in ratas.ls He proposed to Congress, in his

lal message on December 2, 1930, that money should be appro-
ted to provide feed and seed loans to farmers who were drought
ims. He thought that the Red Cross could take care of the

19

8 0f individual farmers in severe distress. The amount of

appropriation that Hoover favored was reported to be §$25
1on.20
The Senate approved the proposal, but increased the
opriation to $60 million without a roll-call vote and sent
;tc the House, The increased funds were to provide free food
persons in addition to the fesd and seed loan provisions of
original bill. Hoover vigorously opposed the addition be-
2 of his fear that the dole would destroy the initiative of
xicans and their will to fend for themselvea.21

Initial House action on the bill came on December 15, 1930.
ver's allies in the House offered & motion to suspend the rules
m the drought relief bill came up for debate to expedite pass-~
2 of the bill. The Administration position was defended by

rasentatives Gilbert H, Haugen (R-Iowa), Chairman of the House

18Myera and Newton, p. 42.

Vipid,, p. ss.
zoArthnr W. Macmahon, "Third Session of the Seventy-first
gress, December 1, 1930, tc March 4, 1931," American Political
lance Review, XXV, No. 4 (November, 1931), p. 939,

ZIHQE,XQEE,ELQQQ, December 16, 1930, p. 1.
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ricultural Committee, and Fred S. Purnell (R-Ind.). They were

le to maintain party solidarity, losing only Republican support
rom drought stricken states, and prevented any amendments to the
publican House version of the bill which Hoover supported.z2 The
e to suspend the rules was 205 (204 Republicans, 1 Democrat) for
sd 159 against the motion (16 Republicans, 142 Democrats, 1 Farmer-

;or).23

Although the motion had a clear majority, it lacked the
o~thirdg majority necessary for passage. Hoover forces in the
se had failed, though not from lack of Republican support.

The rules vote was important, but the crucial test came
fhree days later when the House voted to amend the Senate version.
ihnra were two vital issues: the amount of the appropriation and
ether to make food available to persomns without cost. The House
ndment set the appropriation at $30 million and permitted the
retary of Agriculture to make loans for 'purposes incident to
food proch.v::t:i.on.','24 The latter provision would have kept control
of food for humans in the hands of Hoover's administration. This

sure passed the House by 226 (220 Republicans, 6 Democrats) to

%ﬁﬁ (16 Republicans, 129 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) with solid

22

23Con&. Record, 7lst Sess., 3rd Sess., 1930, LXXIV, Part
P 766,

1bid.

zagaw York Times, December 19, 1930, p. 1.
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blican support. 25

On the following day, the House and Senate conferees agreed

b a $45 million appropriation. The House refused open distribution
;Lfood for lmman consumption, but accepted the "face saving in-
ection' of letting the Secretary of Agric:l” -~ use his discretion
food distribution, although the House would have prefexred no
ision on this matter in the bill.z6 The measure was passed by

h Houses the following day.

T;e battle was rejoined, however, over appropriations to
ance the feed and seed loan bill for drought relief. The House
sed a routine resolution authorizing $45 million to fund the
L1, to which the Senate added $15 million. The House Speaker,
¢holas Longworth (R-Ohio), simply disregarded the measure when it
returned to the House. Finally, the House members passed a
ial‘rule to remove it from the Speaker's desk, refuse to accept
Senate amendments, and seek a conference with the Senate.

B test came on a motion . . « to have the House conferees in-
;:ucted to concur in the sSenate amendment as It stood."27 The

ion failed to pass and Hoover's recommendation prevailed 135

15 Republicans, 119 Democrats, 1 Farmer~Labor) to 215 (202

ko O

2500@3. Record, 71lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1930, LXXIV, Parc
p. 1062.

26Macmahon, American Political Science Review, XXV, No. 4

“7New York Times, January 14, 1931, p. 1.
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blicans, 13 Democrats).28

The Senate yielded to the House and some senatoxs began
gard the Interior Department Supply bill as a means of pro=-
jing additional relief funds, A $25 million appropriation to
‘used by the Red Cross for relief of drought sufferers and the
ployed was attached to the supply bill in the Senate on Janu-

r 19, 1931. The vote was 56 (20 Republicans, 35 Democrats, 1

b sr~Labor) to 27 (27 Republicans).29 The Republican senators
£ over the amendment while the Democrats voted unanimously
pinst Hoover's recommendations. Hoover wanted direct relief
“ to be carried out by the Red Cross through private donationms,
; with public funds.

Hoover's allies in the Senate, led by David A. Reed (R~-Pa.),
a last attempt to fulfill the President's recommendations on
fef. They wanted the Senate to delay action on the appropria-~
so as to give the Red Cross an opportunity to demonstrate
at they could handle relief needs without government subsidy.
tion in the Senate to wait until February 9, 1931, to ascertain
ther the Red Cross could raise $10 million of the needed sum

defeated 30 (29 Republicans, 1 Democrat) 53 (18 Republicans,

Zagggg, Record, 71lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part

Pe 2087.

291p1d., Part 3, p. 2563.
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Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).30 The partisan breakdown was
psentially the same on both votes relating to the $25 million
ief fund. These ''decisive votes'" were ''regarded as forcasting
acceptance" of the $25 million relief fund for the Red Cross
n the federal government.31

In spite of the New York Times prediction, the House re-

sted every effort to have the federal government provide a dole
human relief, In sever.l teller votes, it rejected the Senate
posals to provide aid through the Red Cross, national welfare
anizations on a matching basis, or to distribute aid through
War Department. There were two House roll-call votes on re-
f« The first was to permit the Administration distribute the
million through agencies other than the Red Cross. It lost
9 (21 Republicans, 127 Democrats, 1 Farmer~Labor) to 212 (207
publicans, 5 Demoerats).32 A similar proposal to authorize

rer to distribute the funds in any fashion he chose lost by
vote of 151 (21 Republicans, 129 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor)

) 217 (211 Republicans, 6 Democrats).33 This House action

ssed the highest hopes of the Administration and the

31§§E_Y0rk Times, January 20, 1931, p. l.

3200ng. Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part
y P 3659.

3ibid., p. 3658.
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blican leaders, who had earlier doubted that relief legislation
1d be prevented.B4

In the face of this adamant House action, the senate
lled for a few days aad then on February 14, 1931, accepted the
erior Department supply bill without the §25 million relief
by a vote of 67 (36 Republicans, 31 Democrats) to 15 (8
blicans, & Democrats, 1 Farmer-Laboﬁ.35 This vote was anti=-
matic because the Senate had already clearly demonstrated its
tisan viewe on the drought relief amendment. The f£inal vote
ply reflected the need to pass the Interior Department supply
1 to fund its normal activities. Hoover prevailed due to
?!nng Republican support in the House but his party had split in
Senate over the question of direct federal relief to drought
tims,

Other sporadic efforts at agricultural relief were made but
ally involved proposals of limited consequence or were not the
Jject of roll-call votes. There was one recorded vote on a
3w~-sa1 for relief of cotton producers through the purchase of

pluses by the federal government. Hoover let it be known that

opposed the measure and that he would veto the bill if it

BQHew Yorls Tines, Jomuary 31, 1931, p. 1.

BBCong. Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part
P‘u 4900 »
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sed the Congress.36 This threat notwithstanding, the Democrats
erated enough support to pass the bill in the House 188 (25
blicans, 163 Democrats) to 183 (151 Republicans, 32 Democrats).37
Senate passed the bill without a roll-call vote, and it was
fitoed as Hoover promised. The drought relief measure had gone

ough Congress in much the same form as Hoover had proposed it,
merily due to Republican support. It was observed at the time
b ""shaxp party alignments appear in connection with the measures
hore a conflict between Congress and The President occurred" with
Democrats voting for farm relief proposals and the Republicans
porting President Hoover.38

Another ma jor Hoover proposal for farm relief failed to

yoke any congressional action. He proposed to raise farm prices
j vetiring marginal, arable land from production. The govermment
‘ d lease acreage on a low bid basis and thereby retire the least
poductive land first, Hoover believed it was the most effective

39 Hoover's recommendation to

y to cut agricultural production.
rengthen the Federal Land Bank, which will be considered in the

pter on banking, was adopted by Congress with widespread bi-

partisan support.

30New York Times, March 1, 1933, p. 25.

BTCOngn R@cozd, 72nd Gongo ,an Sess, ,1933,1.‘&41‘!1,1)&:1: 5,p05274-

38Harring, American Political Science Review,AXVII,No.3,p.418.

39Hoav&r, ps 156,


mailto:S@V&6W,AAVII,No.3,p.418

On all the major farm relief issues, Hoover received

;1d Republican congressional support, especilally in the House
Representatives. It was especially impressive on the two

fir farm proposals of export debentures and the distribution
drought relief as a dole. The Senate Republicans were less
ed in their support of the President, but Hoover had support

most of them.
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RELIEF

Both the tariff and farm relief had been issues before 1929;
; became more critical issues with the depression. Unanticipated
gqs also arose from the depression. When the second session of
1st Congress convened on December 2, 1929, the economic panic
still 3n an early stage. HNevertheless, one of the first
itions to arise was whether to extend relief to the unemployed
gh federally financed public works.
Public works

Hoover consistently opposed any large govermment expendi-
to employ the jobless on public works. The President's
6ls varied on particular issues, but Hoover generally opposed
sive federal works programs which would funnel money into
888, non-productive activities, increase taxes, remove funds
the private sector of the economy, contribute to graft and
» and usurp local government's responsibility for relief.
;r believed that the federal government should not adopt
et relief measures unless state and local governments exhausted
ir resources. '
President Hoover's opinion was that the most fruitful

3f policy was through voluntary cooperation between all

1Hyers and Newton, pp. 208-211.
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‘Sute segments of the economy, with the govermment's role that

? omoting an atmospucre of voluntary cooperation. Hoover be-
‘gvd that if employers made no wage cuts, spread the available
?,among as many employees as possible, made capital improvements,
organized labor did not strike, then local charity could

; any relietx needs.z

Hoover proposed a modest expansion of the public works

pam tq help relieve the unemployment problem early in the

nd session of the 71st Congress. It was actually an accelera-

k of "useful" projects already planned. Congress approved

er's recommendation, and authorized river and harbor improve-
é t, increased construction of public buildings and rvoads, and

§ start of construction on the Colorado River Dam.3 These were
iv*troversial proposals and were carried without roll-call votes.
When the depression worsened in 1930, Hoover determined

; it would be desirable to accelzarate these previously authorized
yrams. He therefore requested a $150 million appropriation for
iate use on the public works project. The proposal also

ated that the President and his cabinet could allocate the

among the different projects to respond to changing needs in

Z"Emergency Aid for Employment", Congressional Digest, X,

1 (January, 1931), p. 2.

3Myers and Newton, p. 40.
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local labor markets.4

The key issue, «ccording to the New York Times, was whether
executive branch should be allowed to exercise discretionary
rs over the reallocation of the funds among departmentsas it mw
3 There was only one roll-call vote directly on this use of
utive powers, The Hoover forces won that Senate vote 42 (35
blicans, 7 Democrats) to 39 (11 Republicans, 27 Democrats, 1
ﬁr—Lahor).ﬁ The discretionary executive power remained in the
11 with strong Republican support. Both houses accepted the
re bill two days later and it became law.

when the first session of the 72nd Congress opened on
gember 7, 1931, there was a flood of proposals to provide un-
ployment relief through expanded public works programs. The
ident was still firm in his conviction that additional federal
ams were unwise. In late February of 1932, Hoover contended
no further public work of a useful nature was needed, that
¢ work" had no greater economic value than direct relief,

d that it was as morally debasing as the dole.7

4Macmahen, American Political Science Review, XXV, No. 4,

943,
SNew York Times, December 12, 1930, p. 4.
6

Cong. Record, 71st Cong., 3rd Sess., LXXIV, Part 1,p.1029.

7Myers and Newton, p. 177,
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Senator Robert M. La Follette (R-Wis.) contended that
nt relief programs were inadequate, and introduced a bill to
d more than {2 billion on unemployment relief work.8 On
ary 15, 1932, the Democrat senators sponsored an amendment to
bill to increase the expenditures.g It was defeated 31 (1
iblican, 30 Democrats) to 48 (39 Republicans, § Democrats, 1
':r~Labor).10 The day after the Democratic amendment failed,
Senatg voted on the La Follette bill, which critics called
"dole" bill. This was the first clear vote in the Congress
irect relief by the federsl government. The La Follette bill
ived its most vigorous support from the same Democratic
ators, Joseph T. Robinson (Ark.), Thomas J, Walsh (Mont.),
sxt J. Bulkley (Ohio), and Hugo L. Black (Ala.),that had
mpted to increase the appropriation on the previous day.1l
ailed to pass in a 35 (15 Republicans, 19 Democrats, 1 Farmer-
or) to 48 (27 Republicans, 21 Dewocrats) vote that split

lines.12 This important vote indicated "the determination

BE. Pendleton Herring, "First Session of the Seventy~-
eond Congress, December 7, 1931, to July 16, 1932," American
ftical Science Review, XXVI, No. 5 (October, 1932), p. 868.

9

New York Times, February 16, 1932, p. 5.

393910--&C°n . Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 4,

llNew York Times, February 17, 1932, p. 1.
12
4052,

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 4,
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the Senate to dispose conclusively of this pending legisla-
wl3

When the public works bill came to the Senate for final
ge, it was in a form "satisfactory in its basic purposes to
administration," and passed with broad bipartisan support.14
vote was 72 (35 Republicans, 37 Democrats) to 8 (7 Republicans,

The bill passed the House without a roll-call

and yas signed into law, The President had experienced more
rtions from the Senate Republicans than he had been accustomed
and only considerable Democratic support saved him from defeat
pome of the controversial amendments.

Although there were no House roll-call votes on this bill,
were House rollcalls on a more controversial relief measure
appeared later in the session. Texas Democrat John Nance
» Speaker of the House, sponsored a §1 billion relief pro-

« The funds were to be allocated by the Reconstrxruction

e Corporation, which had been created earlier in the session
bolster the nation's credit,as direct federal grants for public
truction projects. In addition, Garner proposed that §100

on be made available to President Hoover to use as he saw

13§E£_X9£5 Iimes, February 17, 1932, p. 3.

IALQLQ-. June 11, 1932, p. 1.

15Cong. Recoxrd, 72nd Cong., lst Sess,, 1932, LXXV, Part
ps 12549,
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for relief in special cases.16 Hoover's reaction was quite clear.

 called it ''the most gigantic pork barrel ever proposed to the

d'ic&n Congress. It is an unexampled raid on the public treasury."

The first significant House vote on the bill was on a

ial rule to permit amendments only from the originating committee,

h had a Democratic majority, to prevent any delaying amendments
the bill reached the House floor.18 The special rule passed
vote, of 205 (12 Republicans, 192 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to

(181 Republicans, 8 Damocrats).lg The passage of this special

2 determined the fate of the bill. The Democrats had pushed a

sure through the House that was clearly inconsistent with the

dent's wishes, In an anti~-climatic vote the House passed the

11 216 (21 Republicans, 194 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 182

72 Republicans, 10 Democrats) on the same day.20

The Garner bill then went to the Senate where it was

nded slightly. The only roll-call vote of consequence was the

ision to finance §$500,000,000 of the proposed public works

pugh bond sales. This passed in splite of steady Administration

16Herring, American Political Science Review, XXVI, No. 3,

869.

lyﬁyde and Wilbur, p. 459.

13yew York Timee, June &, 1932, p. 1.

2 l“-‘;Gcn'lg. Record, 72nd Cong., lst sess., 1932, LXxV, Part 1il,

21hid., p. 12244,

17



37

2nition.21 The motion to delete the bond measure was defeated

: 17 Republicans, 2 Democrats) to 57 (23 Republicans, 33 Demo~
8, 1 Farmer-Labor).22 The Senate then passed the bill without
ll~call vote.

After the conference committee had resolved the differences
Pucen the Senate and House versions of the bill, it was returned
ftoth houses. The House passed the bill 202 (35 Republicans,
Democtats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 157 (155 Republicans, 2 Demo-

8) on July 7, 1932.%3

Two days later the Senate passed the

by a vote of 43 (14 Republicans, 29 Democrats) to 31 (25

blicans, 5 Democrats, 1 Farmer--Labor).24

President Hoover defended his veto of the bill on the

nds that it 'violates every sound principle of public finance

of government. Never before has so dangerous a suggestion

seriously made to our country."zs
There was general congressional agreement that an unemploy-

. relief measure was needed, but it was also apparent that

2lyey York Times, June 23, 1932, p. 1.
ZZCogg. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 12,

23Ibéda’ Part 13. pt 14820.

241p1d., Part 14, p. 14957,

25Myars and Newton, p. 229,
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i;: were insufficient votes to override Hoover's veto, To
‘faiite matters the House accepted a motion by voice vote to
?at the President's veto and message to the Ways and Means
ttee, "thus forestalling a vote on the question of overriding
spholding the veto," which cleared the way for action on a
itute relief bill before Congress adjourned.>2®
The substitute relief bill was sponsored by Senator
F. Wagner (D-N.Y.). It provided for $2,122,000,000 to be
d to states and other public agencies for self-liquidating
Jects to relieve unemployment.27 The bill passed the House
uly 13, 1932, by the decisive margin of 296 (170 Republicans,
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 46 (11 Republicans, 35 Demo-
‘3).23

The Senate passed the substitute relief measure without
sll-call vote. The relief bill was "mainly in the form insisted

by the President."z9

In the end, Hoover had successfully
sted his program into law. He kept the Garner Relief Bill from
jpoming law with his veto and, with the bipartison support, ob-

ired a substitute measure,

%N_&W. York Times, July 12, 1932, p. 1.
2712_1;9,-, July 17, 1932’ pt 1.

28:5ng. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
s pe 15232.

29Myers and Newton, p. 232,
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The issue of direct federal subsidies to public institutions

up only once during the second session of the 72nd Congress.
}.attempt was made in the Senate to substitute direct government
nts in place of loans from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
it failed in a bipartisan vote with 44 (18 Republicauns, 26 Demo-~
ts) voting for loans and 28 (15 Republicans, 12 Democrats, 1
er-Labor) voting for direct grants.30
The general clamor for massive public works programs was
isfgéd, but it anticipated a better reception with the
uguration of Franklin D. Roosevelt and the initiation of the
Deal. Hoover had tried his program of limited public works
ams, supplemented by voluntary cooperation from the private
tor of the economy, to provide work relief., The programs
sed by Congress were essentially of the nature and scope that
oy requested. His closest ally had been the Republicans of
House of Representatives; they supported the President and
y shared his fate in the 1932 elections for their loyalty.
Senate Republicans had been less cooperative. Many Adminis-

tion proposals were enacted in the Senate with as much Demo-

tic as Republican support. The President was not supported

30Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXIV, Part
p’ a502 -
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his party on public work relief as strongly as he had been on
tariff and the farm questions.
Employment Agency

Although public works projects received the most congres-
pal attention, there were other measures designed to alleviate
roblems of the jobless millions. One such proposal was to
lish a Federal Employment Service. The Department of Labor
previously established a service to work on a limited scale
the employment agencies operating in many of the states.
r favored an improved employment service, and requested that
es8 pass legislation to provide for more coordination between
state and federal employment service.31

The bill was changed drastically in the Senate, primarily
ough the efforts of Robert F. Wagner (D-N.Y.). After his pro-
ons were incorporated into the Hoover bill, it appropriated
million to fund a survey of labor needs, grants for the opera-
n of state employment agencies, and provisions to restrict the
portation of surplus labor from state to state.32 The Senate
sed the measure 34 (12 Republicans, 21 Democrats, 1 Farmer-

or) to 27 (23 Republicens, 4 Democrats).33 Hoover charged that

31Hoaver, p. 47.

32New York Times, May 13, 1930, p. 1.

3"Cong. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, Liall, Part
] p. 8749.
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oposal had been "ditched by the opposition."Ba

The Wagner
then passed the House without a roll-call vote. The President
the bill with the charge that the Wagner bill would "not help
.[this] emergency but will do great damage."35 Hoover pre-~

but he had to contend with considerable Senate Republican

Immigration
Amnother issue related to the relief of unemployment was the
ation policy of the United States. Hoover's belief that
icting immigration would bolster employment was well known.
{mmigration laws already barred anyone who was likely to be-
» & public charge. Hoover concluded that all immigrants were
h ¢ charges either directly or indirectly because they went on
f or forced someone else to go on relief. Accordingly, the
jor Administration restricted the number of immigrants allowed
the country.36
Changes in the national origins clause of the Immigration
of 1924 were proposed during the first session of the 7lst
ps6, but the only roll-call vote on which immigration policy

¢learly related to unemployment was in the second session of

7lst Congress. This was on what had been a principal source

34Hoover, pe 47.

354yde and Wilbur, p. 136.

3622;9-, pp. 144-145
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ﬂgrritation, the immigration of cheap labor from Mexico. The

ﬂ‘ee passed a bill on May 13, 1930, to reduce immigration into
) United States and to bring Mexico under the quota system by
24 Republicans, 27 Democrats) to 16 (13 Republicans, 2 Demo~-

s 1 Farmer—Labor).37 A House committee favored the bill, but

a8 never voted upon by the House.38
Hoover's views on immigration were further clarified by
T’utate?ents on deportation. He asked for stricter laws on
rtation and increased funds for enforcement as a means of
2 unemployment.39 The law was not changed, but appropriations
enforcement of the existing laws were increased without a roll-
3 vote, and the ''Secretary of Labor was thus aided in pursuing
favorite contribution to the solution of the perplexities of

business cycle."ao

Bsz;gggg. Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part
* .

38Macmahon, American Political Science Review, XXIV, No.
» 930.

391b1d., XXV, No. 4, p. 9%4.
%O1bid.
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R. F. C.

Direct relief through public works projects had not been
ly expanded by the Hoover Administration even though the de-
ion continued to create pressure for federal action to relieve
uffering. A constant clamor for action from the public
d thg Hoover Administration to act more forcefully than had
its original intention.

In view of the sericus credit shortage caused by the de-
sion, Hoover proposed in early October, 1931, to establish a
ional Credit Association composed of the nation's bankers. It
' to be underwritten: by the bankers themselves with a capital of
million to be used to rediscount bank assets ineligible for
eral Reserve rediscount tc stabilize banks and prevent runs by
depositors. Tiie Association would also use the fund to grant
a8 against the assets of closed banks in order that their
itor's funds might circulate and bolster the economy. Hoover
the bankers know that if this effort failed he would introduce
sgislative program to protect the pu‘blic.l
The National Credit Association, as outlined by Hoover,

established exactly one day after the President made his

1Myers and Wewton, pn. 127-128,
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sal, It was apparent in less than two months, however, that
gtNational Credit Association was going to be unable to stem the
as domestic and foreign credit structure continued to crumble.
Critics charged that the National Credit Corporation was
rily for psychological effect to reassure the public and
it did not have the necessary funds for such a severa crisis.
| addition, the sound banks were not inclined to support their
';ling sister institutions, but were primarily concerned with
cting their own interests. As they maintained a liquid
ition, the effect was to depress all forms of collateral,
her undermining the stebility of the banks in difficulty.2
In view of the failure of the National Credit Corporation,
ey proceeded with hi: legislative program as he had earlier
dged. His recommendations to Congress in the first session of
72nd Congress included a proposal to establish the Reconstruc-
o Finance Corporation with $500 million capital and the author-
to issue up to §3 billion in tax~free bonds to finance its
mration. Hoover further proposed that the Corporation have the
ey to extend credit against security to commercial banks, savings
mks, trust companies, building and loan associations, iansurance

panies, mortgage loan companies, credit unions, established

2Romasco, Pps 91-97.
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stries, and railroads that could not otherwise secure credit.3
President later added the request that the Reconstruction
nce Corporation be able to make loans to agricultural credit
k8 and to state and local governments for reproductive public
ks, which would pay for themselves.4
Congress acted on the Reconstruction Finance Ccrporation
posal with reasonable promptness, On January 16, 1932, the
se pagsed the bill as Hoover had recommended it except for
or changes.® In a 335 (181 Republicans, 154 Democrats) to 56
Republicans, 45 Democrats) vote, both parties endorsed the bill.6
The Senate had several minor roll-call votes on the Recon=-
ction Finance Corporation proposal, mostly on technicalities.
only amendment of concern to the Administration would have
;Luitted the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to make loans to
ge cities for relief purposes. This was contrary to Hoover's
ommendation that loans be made only for reproductive public
;a”-s. The motion to accept the amendment failed 28 (7 Republicans,

i Democrats) to 45 (30 Republicans, 15 Democrats).7 Hoover's

BHyde end Jilbur, o. 427.
&,

IMyers and lewton, p. 152.

SNew York Times, January 15, 1932, p. 1.

6Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXYV, Part
ps 2081.

’1bid., p. 1686.
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st had been honored. The bill then passed the Senate with

y token opposition by a vote of 63 (34 Republicans, 29 Democrats)

ﬁa (3 Republicans, 5 Democrats).8

A conference committee quickly resoclved the differences

}};en the Senate and House versions of the viii. The only real

ference between them was whether bonds issued by the Reconstruc-

Finance Corporation should be eligible for rediscount by the

pral R$serve Banks, as Hoover had requested. The Sen:ste version,

ph permitted the bonds to be purchased by the United States

sury but not by the Federal Reserve Banks, prevailed in the

rence committee and the bill was returned to both Houses.

hough there was no roll-call vote, each House accepted the bill

) bipartisan fashion.9 - The bill was not exactly what Hoover had

‘ ested, but he was reported to be pleased with the outcome and

ssed his approval of the bill.10
Not long after the bill's passage, the House Democrats

ored a relief measure to provide loans from the Reconstruction

ance Corporation to the states for emergency highway construciion.

er had not expected the Corporation to finance this type of

81btd., p. 1705,

9New York Times, Janmuary 23, 1932, p. 1.

Pusceion by Congress Since the Holiday Recess,'" (ongressional
est, XI, No, 2, February, 1932, p. 52.




47

t, and he made his opposition clear.ll In the face of

dential opposition, the House passed the bill 205 (53 Republicans,

Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 109 (97 Republicans, 12 Democrats).12
Loan Recipient Disclosure

This relief proposal was ultimately supplanted by the Garner

4tﬂf Bill, which has been previously analyzed. It was a relief

ﬁ sal which also called for significant changes in the Recon-

tion, Finance Corporation. Hoover's veto message on the Garner

1 included his objections to these changes. Specifically, he

ted to the provisions which allowed the Reconstruction Finance

ration loans to be made to individuals or corporatioms as too

al, and also to the provision which permitted public dis-

sure of the recipients of the loans.13

The House proponents of the Garner bill did not have enough

28 to override Hoover's veto, but they were successful in incor-

ing the requirement providing for the disclosure of loan re-

pients into the substitute bill., This amendment was a product

@_the Democratic Speaker, John N. Garner, and as a result of his

%‘istence was included in the bill.lh By an extremaely narrow

Wyew York Times, February 28, 1932, p. 22.

l;Cong, Record, 72nd Cong., lst sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 5,

4892,

13Myers and Newton, p. 225.

14New York Times, July 16, 1932, p. L.




48

gin, the House included the disclosure provision 170 (10 Republicans
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 169 (167 Republicans, 2 Democrats).l5
The substitute relief bill had passed the Senate two days
ier without the disclosure provision by a vote of 43 (14 Repub-
8, 29 Democrats) to 31 (25 Republicuns, 5 Democrats, 1 Farmer-
r). 6 There was a clash in the conference committee over the
i?rlosure of loan recipients. Garner insisted on retaining the
: sure a?d the House again supported his stand., On July 14, 1932,
f voted to instruct the House conferees to insist on the disclosure
ision by 172 (12 Republicans, 159 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to
(150 Republicans).l7
In face of the House stand, a compromise was worked out by
conmittee. The provision was to be interpreted to mean that
disclosure would be made in confidence to the House and Senate,
understanding cemented by a "gentleman's agreem.ent."l8 Having
e their point, the House members then voted to accept the con-

Blerence report 286 (162 Republicans, 123 Democrats, 1 Parmer-Labor)

48 (14 Republicans, 34 Democrats).l9

; 15
p. 15231,
1

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LAXV, Part 14,

®1bid., p. 14957,

Y1bid., p. 15291,

18New York Times, July 16, 1932, »n. 1.

19
po 15491,

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LV, Part 14,
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This final action was taken near the end of the session
fter the crucial questions had been resolved and the bill, "mainly
% the form insisted upon by the President," was then passed
hout a roll-call vote.20 Speaker Garner subsequently forced a
olution through the House which commanded that all loans be made
lic. The '"gentleman's agreement' on public disclosure was
b reby modified, and the list of loan recipients were published
Janua¥y, 1933.21
There was little further legislation related to the Re~-
enstruction Finmance Corporation. On the only issue which produced
toll-call vote, the Senate voted 54 (22 Republicans, 32 Democrats)
$o 16 (11 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to liberalize eligibility for
i;-onstruction Finance Corporation loans beyond that which Hoover
w d originally requested.22

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation lacked the controversy
f earlier issues. It received broad bipartisan support in both
ses when it was established. The House Republicans stood with
er on both the appropriations for roads and the disclosure

gsue. Senators generally supported Hoover's position on the

2OMyers and Newton, p. 232.

2lipid., p. 325.

22Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
s ps 4503. :
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sclosure question regardless of party. The President's program
;d been established with consistent Republican support while the
( ocrats had opposed his efforts on some of the particulars. It
ironic that Hoover received his support on a policy that ran
trary to hiis basic desire to keep government uninvolved in what
been traditionally regarded as a private business activity.

pressing needs of the times had forced him to compromise.
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VOTLRANS' PUNoIONS

Perhaps the relief measure which caused the most controversy
hg the Hoover Presidency was the clamor over pensions for the
rans of America's wars. The pension requests were advanced
A by the veterans themselves and also by the relief advocates
’ saw this as a means of creating the purchasing power that
,ica‘s\economy so badly needed., These two groups combined to
duce the most severe setback that Hoover experienced during his
years in office.
Spanish-American War Pensions

The first congressional pension bill in the 71lst Congress
greased benefit payments to Spanish-American War veterans by §l1
1ion annually.l Shortly after passage, Hoover vetoed the bill.
hough he favored a general liberalizing of the Spanish-American
pension program, he objected to three provisions: the reduc-
on of the traditional ninety day service requirement for pension
}gibility to seventy days, pensions for those veterans whose
lth was destroyed by "'vicious habits,'" and nc distinction in
ﬂ 1g1b11ity between those veterans in financial need and those

g o . 2
Mth substantisl incomes,

lNew York Times, June 3, 1930, p. 1.

“Hyde and wilbur, p. 196.
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Senator Tom Connally (D-Tex.) led the effort to override
r's veto, but he had major assistance from the other side of
aisle, especlally from Senators Norris and Borah.3 The Senate
d June 2, 1930, with 61 (28 Republicans, 32 Democrats, 1 Farmer-
0r) senators voting to override the veto and 18 (18 Republicans)
psustain the veto.4 A majority of the Republican senators joined
h & unanimous bloc of Democratic Senators to deal President
r hig first defeat of consequence in the Senate.

The House also voted to override the veto on the same day.
vote probably occurred when it did because the Republican
?darship was absent from the Capitol. A surprissd press corp,
had expected the House to sustain the veto, offered this as a
sible reason for the unexpected vote.5 The vital vote was on
ption to delay the vote to override the veto, which, had it
sed, would have enabled the Republican leaders time to return
b the city and solidify their forces. This motion failed to pass
the margin of 65 (65 Republicans) to 234 (123 Republicans, 110
perats, 1 Farmer-Labor).6 The vote showed that there were more

n enough votes to override the veto, and therefore even more

3New York Times, June 3, 1930, p. 1.

4Con_g. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sesss., 1930, LislI, Part
p. 9876.

5

New York Times, June 3, 1930, p. 1.

®cong. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part
pe 9912,
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i~»licans deserted their party leader to help override the veto
| 299 (184 Republicans, 114 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 14 (14
licans).7 The Senate Republicunsied rebuffed Hoover before,
this was the first time the House Republicans failed to support
President on a key issue; their defection presented Hoover with
first major defeat in Congress.,
World War I Pensions

Ip the same sesslon, there was a more intense battle over
pensions for World War I veterans. In this confromtation,
rer fared better.

The World war I veterzns' bill was amended drastically on
2 floor oi the House as a result of the efforts of John E. Rankin
iss.). When it came up for a final vote on April 24, 1930, Royal
j Johmson (R-S.D.), who had sponsored the original bill, felt
pelled to try to block passage because the liberalized qualifi-
ions for benefits to veterans could add a possible $1 billion
benefits., The '"real test came , . . when Johnson . . . moved
recommit' the veterans' bill to his House Committee.8 His
fort failed with 145 (143 Republicans, 2 Democrats) voting for

commital against 230 (91 Republicans, 138 Democrats, 1 Farmer-

"Ibid., p. 9914.

8New York Times, April 25, 1930, p. 1.
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;s ) in favor of immediate House action. ° The bill was then
h diately passed by the House, 324 (189 Republicans, 134 Democrats,
ler-Labor) to 49 (47 Republicans, 2 Democrats).10

The Senate passed the bill without a record vote. Hoover
4 his views known in his veto message of May 26, 1930. He
i ght that the bill made eligibility for benefits too lax, made
;:distinction between rich and poor veterans, allowed compensation
b miscopduct disabilities, and was too costly for the government
hat time. '"This veterans'bill is just bad legislation," he
—luded.ll

On June 25, 1930, the House voted on a motion to sustain

President's veto. The effort to override fell far short of
cess, although 188 (185 Republicans, 3 Democrats) voted to
ain and 182 (45 Republicans, 136 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor)
pd to override the veto.12 The Republicans supported the
sident more sclidly on this vote than they had on the previous
sion vote.

When this veterans'bill failed to pass, a substitute

9Cong. Record, 71lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part
p. 7673.

101114,

11Hyde and Wwilbur, pp. 197-138.

1 : : - s - rer
2Cong. Record, 7lst Conge., 2und Sess., 1937, LI, Part

11, p. 11828.
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re was offered by the Republican leadership. Expecting veto
he original bill, Speaker Nicholas Longworth, Majority Leadex
Tilson, and the original sponsor, Representative Johnson, had
. ;.:red a substitute which had the Administration's approval.
v substitute then passed the House with strong bipartisan support
se the House Democrats assumed that the bill would be amended
he Senate.13
T?ere were no Senaste roll-call votes on the veterans' bill
1 the substitute version came from the House of Representatives.
‘j?July 1, 1930, the Senate passed two amendments which Hoover
jﬂ-sed. The first amendment, which was regarded as the test vote,
I offered by Senator David I. Walsh (D-Mass.) and provided for
Z increase in the maximum benefits from $40 to $60 per month. The
ond amendment was offered by Senator Norris (R-Neb.) and pro-
‘%w=d benefits for those veterans whose disability resulted from
iallful misconduct.'® The first amendment passed by 37 (9 Repub~-
{?cans, 27 Democrats, 1 Farmer~Labor) to 26 (26 Republicans).15
8 second amendment passed by 36 (10 Republicans, 25 Democrats,

Farmer-Labor) to 27 (25 Republicans, 2 Dem.ocrats).16 The entire

L3New York Times, June 27, 1930, p. L.

Y41b1d., July 2, 1930, p. L.

1SCong. Record, 71lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part
11, Pe 12194.

16

Ibido, Pe 12196.
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e was then passed by 56 (28 Republicans, 27 Democrats, 1
r-Labor) to 11 (1l Republicans),l7 A significant majority
Republicen senators nad supported the President on the key votes,
gkto no avail.

The House Democrats had been correct in theixr assumption
the Senate would amend the bill, but their hopes proved to
7 futile as the full Heouse rebuffed any attempts to liberalize
’rveter;ns‘ bill. On July 2, 1930, the House voted 194 (191
blicans, 3 Democrats) to 117 (7 Republicans, 105 Democrats,
ermer-Labor) to refuse to even considar the Senate amendments
?;the bill.l8 There were four provisicans to which Hoover and
imjority of the House Republicans objected: these were the two
ate amendments above and two other amendments that had been
ssed without a roll-call vote, one lowered the percent of dis-
ility to be eligible for benefits fxom 25 percent to 10 percent,
' the other eliminated the income tax payment as the criteria
determine eligibility based on need.19
The Administration forces, led by Senator David A+ Reed

»Pa.) won a decisive victory in the conference committee the

Y1bid., p. 12198.

181pid., p. 12350.

Vyew York Times, July 3, 1930, p. 4.
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ﬂlowing day. '"The conference report on the Veterans' bill . . .
‘i-inated all of the Senate amendments opposed by the President .
[and] followed implicitly the desires of the President .20
bill then passed the Senate by a vote of 48 (32 Republicans,
;%Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 14 (6 Republicans, 8 Democrats).21
éfpassed the House on the same day without a roll-call vote.
1 Prasident Hoover lost on the Spanish-American War pension
8, qu he won the contest over the much more important question
increased benefits for World War I veterans. On the crucial
es, he had unusually solid support from the House Republicans
} well as significant support from the Senate Republicans.
Bonus Certificates

Benefits to veterans of World War I was again an issue in
third session of the 7lst Congress. These veterans had been
ted bonus certificates for their war service that were to
b ure in 25 years. There was a movement to make immediate payment
50 percent of the certificate's face value as a relief measure
22

to generate more purchasing power for the faltering economy.

President responded with a message to Republican senators and

201b1d., July 4, 1930, p. L.

21Cong. Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part

229de and Wilbur, p. 199.
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':presentatives on the congressional committees in charge of the

fegislation for veterans' bemefits that he would veto the proposal

it p&ssed.ZB

The President's opposition notwithstanding, Congress passed
2 bonus bill. It passed the House on February 16, 1931, by 363
12 Republicans, 150 Dewocrits, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 39 (39 Repub-

24

cans) . The Hew York Times, reported that many Republicans

ltec dge to rumors that Hoover would not vetoc this bill, but
1d sign it to forestall s bill that would be proposed to pay
0 percent of the rface value of the certificates.25
The senate passed the bill three days after the House by
vote of 72 (34 Republicans, 37 Lemocrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to
(12 RepubliC&ns).26 Republican Senate leaders sald that the
se vote nad undermined their efforts to block the bill.27

The explanations of the Republican leaders were small
yonsolation to the President as his party deserted tiim en masse.

addition, the rumors which had unsettled the House Republicans

23Myers and Newton, p. 65,

Zacong. Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd sess., 1931, LIV, Part
i 5, p. 5082,

.
“Yew York Times, February 17, 1931, p. l.

l‘\?

Cong. Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LiXIV, Part
5’ p‘ 53360

‘7New York Times, February 20, 1931, p. l.

3
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}a'd false, as Hoover hzld to his word and vetoed the bill, His

message explained that the huge sum required to fuand the pro=

1 would overtax the budget, znd that a majority of the veterans!

iving the bonus were not in need of relief assistance.zs
The Republican House leaders were rather embarrassed with

iir shortsighted explaznation for the original pussage of the

when the House voted to override Hoover's veto. Republican

fority\Leader Tilson was unable to rally the forces to get one-

d plus one of the total House votes necessary to sustain the

pto, which was overriden 328 (179 Republicans, 148 Democrats, 1

py-Labor) to 79 (79 Republicans).29 On the next day, February

1931, the Senate slso voted to override Hoover's veto by 76

Republicans, 39 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 17 (16 Republicans,

%:mocrat).3o

Hoover had experienced perhaps his most severe
kback from his party during the 71lst Congress.

Although Republican leadership in the House was contradicted
the vote to override the veto, the rumor they had based their

gdictions on did prove to be partially correct. In the first

ession of the 72nd Congress there was an effort to pay 100 percent

2SHyde and Wilbur, pp. 199-200.

ZQCong. Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part 6,
6171.

3

“Ibid., p. 6230.
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the face value of the bonus certificates to World War I veterana.3l

g Democratic Representative from Texas, Wright Patman, was the
advocate of the 100 percent bonus.32 The first major vote on
Patman Bonus Bill in the House of Representatives was on June
1932. The House Rules Committee, in accordance with Hoover's
ihes, had not reported thebill to the House, but a motion to dis~
| rge the bill from the Rules Committee passed 226 (60 Republicans,
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 175 (133 Zepublicans, 42 Demo-
ts).33 This wae the test vote.34

Aiter the bill was discharged, the House then passed the
sure 211 (57 Republicans, 153 emocrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 176

6 Republicans, 50 Democrats).35 Hoover's views on the bonus
stion had not changed, and a veto was assured ii Che measure

ld also pass the cenute.B The threatened veto proved to be
pcessary when the senate refused to pass the proposed bonus bill.

vote was 18 (7 Republicans, 10 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) for

3lHyde and Wilbur, p. 201,

o
BLNew York Tiwes, June 14, 1S32, p. 1.
33

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
pe 12854,

3“New York Times, June la, 1932, p. 1.

ae
3 Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
p. 13053.

36New York Times, June 14, 1932, p. 1.
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g 37
§2 (35 Nepublicons, 27 Democrats) arainst passape. This required

courag: on the purt of the Sencte, as the bonus marchers were
ating . tense situution Ia the Cazpital at the time.

There was linited cction on vetzrans' benefits in the second
gion o the 72ad Congress. The oaly roli-call vote on veterans'
fits wos oa wa cmendinent to attach 1 billion for veterzns' bene=-

~ T FRO S B S ey - . L. 2 W4 39 T 3

to the Independent Jgoencics appropriction bill, The anmend-
carq}ud by 51 (23 Lepublicuns, 27 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to

- . o - 40 < .

f (14 hepublicans, 10 Democrots). tloover expressed his disapproval
F - b L DU o - S I 4 3 4 41
a pocket veto witer Congress adjourned on lMarch 4, 1333,

wepublicon support [or loover was sporadic on veterans'
fits, 1t was unusucl Jor the President to experience defeat
rdless of the partisan voting pattern. 1t was even more
ual for him to experience his reverses at the hands of his own
y members. The Republicans in the House failed te support

er both on spanish-Aimerican War pensions and the bonus certifi-

e issue, But their support was unusu:lly strong on the contest

37
13274,

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst oess., 1932, LiiV, Part 12,

[4
o

3. v
New York Times, Junc 19, 1932, p. 1.

K

9., . , . . ; rres
Herring, American Political science Review, XXVII, No. 3,

412.

HDCong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 3,

41Herring, Aamerican Political Science Review, XXVII, No. 3,

413.
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World war I pensions. Hoover had experienced limited support

Senate Republicans before, but the lack of solid support in

House was something new f{or the Presideut.
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TAXATION

Another problem that confronted the Hoover Administration
balancing the budget. The President had consistently stressed
need for fiscal stability thoughout his public career, and the
ssures of the depression did not change Hoover's views on the
ue and necessity of a balanced budget. The budget could be
ed either by increasing taxes to finance relief programs
} by reducing normal governmental expenditures. In the end, the
nistration used both policies in an attempt to minimize the
ects of the depression on the budget.

The revision of the tax structure originated during the

%vond session of the 7lst Congress when Republican Representative
“llis C. Hawley (Oreg.) introduced a resolution to reduce corporate
personal income taxes and all other federal taxes by one percent.
;s was not a depression measure, as it originated before the
pression struck and was acted on before the extent of the economic
filapse was fully realized. Tax reduction opponents, led by
%m-cratic Representative John E. Rankin (Miss.) ,held that taxes

1d not be reduced with government revenue falling from the slack
business activity and the increased expenditures required for

rtain public works programs.l

lNew York Times, December 6, 1929, p. 1.
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The income tax resolution passed the House without a roll-
}i»vote. On December 14, 1929, it passed the Senate 63 (39
.ﬁslicans, 24 Democrats) to 14 (1l Republicans, 3 Democrats).2
final measure was consistent with Hoover's recommendations as
ments at variance with the Administration's wishes had been
n down overwhelmingly.3 In his first confrontation with
8ss over taxes, Hoover had received strong support from both
es. |
Manufacturers' Sales Tax

Unfortunately, opponents to the tax cut appeared to have
f”cer foresight than the Administration forces. By 1932, Hoover
d it necessary to urge the 72nd Congress to increase taxes by
} billion to ensure a balanced budget. He originally requested
increase in income taxes, corporate and personal, and estate
8 and the restoration of the cut that had been made in other
ral taxes two years earlier. Later, Hoover also proposed a
facturers'sales tax on everything except food and cheap cloth-
as a temporary measure to increase federal revenues.

The House Ways and Means Committee approved Hoover's recomm=-
tions and reported a bill which included a manufacturers'sales

with near unanimous bipartisan support. Contrary to the

- 2Cong. Record, 71lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1929 LXXII, Part 1,

3New York Times, December 15, 1929, p. 1l.

aHoover, pp. 135-137.
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'iwr:ry practice, the Democratic House leaders chose to permit
b al debate on the bill with no time limit, a decision the
licans opposed. The Hoover forces, Republicans who were now
nority party, charged that permitting general debate resulted
 elimination from the bill of the manufacturers' sales tax,
was expected to produce approximately one~half of the in-
sed revermue that Hoover insisted upon.5 The American Political
e Qgg;gg reported that a group of "allied progressives"
féind ‘under the leadership of La Guardia," the dissident New
Republican, to eliminate the manufacturers' sales tax in a
r vote on March 24, 1932.6

It was restored by the House committee, but was again
inated when the bill came to the House floor for f£inal action.
5amandmant offered by Democratic Representative Robert L.
hton (N.C.) to strike out the manufacturers' sales tax passed
(81 Republicans, 154 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 160 (110
blicans, 50 Democrats).7

On the same day an effort was made to increase the maximum
jtes in the income tax bill., Hoover originally proposed a 40 per-

rate for all incomes over §100,000. Representative Phillip

SMyers and Newton, pp., 185-186.

5Herr1ng, American Political Science Review, XXVI, No. 5,
B, 866,

cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 7,
9. 7324,
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$wing (R-Pa.) introduced an amendment to increase the maximum

i,: to 65 parcent.8 This amendment, anathema to Hoover, failed

 §178 (62 Republicans, 115 Democrats, 1l Farmer~Labor) to 211 (125

f?»licans, 86 Democrats).g There was disagreement over the amount

?;mvenue the House measure would produce, but all estimates were

. of the amount necessary to balance the budget.lo
Hoover's sentiments on the necessity of a balanced budget

;V clearly expressed when he said, "{t is generally agreed that

ﬁghala;cing of the federal budget and unimpaired national credit

| élndispensible to the restoration of confidence and to the very

’ of economic recovery."l1 Hoover, therefoxe, regarded the

bsure as inadequate because it failed to raise adequate revenue

;}ulance the budget, and it failed to produce adequate revenue

se¢ the manufacturers'sales tax had been rejected. The defeat

ed primarily from Democratic opposition while a strong

ority of the House Republicans had supported Hoover. The

gesident did prevail on the income tax rate issue, however, with

ublican aiapport,

8¥ew York Times, April 2, 1932, p. l.

9Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 7,
732 5. E—
10%ew York Times, April 2, 1932, p. 1.

————

’% 11Myers and Newton, p. 211.
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There were efforts to amend certain aspects of the bill in
Senate. Republican Senator James Couzens (Mich.) offered an
lent to increase the maximum income tax rates to 65 percent.
most ardent support came from Senator Huey P. Long, Louisiana
rat, who filibustered for three hours in support of higher
:rat:es.12 In spite of his effort, the amendment failed 31 (15
| blicans, 15 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 49 (24 Republicans,
1jﬁemocfats).13 An effort to restore the manufacturers' sales tax
| failed 27 (20 Republicans, 7 Democrats) to 53 (20 Republicans,
%Damocrats, 1 Farm.er--Labor).14 On May 31, 1932, the Senate
ed the bill with some added revenue provisions by a vote of 72
Republicans, 31 Democrats) to 1l (2 Republicans, 8 Democrats,

tmer-Labor).15

As usual, Hoover received less support from

party in the Senate than he had in the House. This was again
?;lected in the vote on the conference report, which was approved
éﬁ(30 Republicans, 16 Democrats) to 35 (1l Republicans, 23 Democrats,

.ﬁfarmer~Labor).16

IZMM%! May 17, 1932, p. L.

139295. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 9,
10276.

141p31d., Part 10, p. 11664,

151b1d., p. 11666.
161hidm, Part 11, p. 12071,
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No one was entirely happy with the bill as passed, certainly

‘Hoover.17 The main issue had been the manufacturerd sales tax

Hoover had endorsed.ls If the bill had included the manufac-
Brs! sales tax, it could have raised sufficient revenue to balance
} budget and sresumably would therefore have received Hoover's
ssing. The failure of Congress to enact the higher taxes is pro-
»aiy accounted for in the fact that their choice was between lower
an% increased relief spending. If the budget was to be
sonably balanced, the nation could not have both. The advocates
raincreased relef were less influential politically than the people
paid taxes. The people who carried the principal share of the
burden were also the same people who had enough resources to be
itically effective.lg

There was also activity on the tax issue in the second

sion of the 72nd Congress. In a continued effort to balance the
get in the face of emergency relief expenditures, Hoover again
ommended that a manufacturers' sales tax be applied to all goods,
20

ept food and cheapcdlothing, at a uniform rate of two percent.

recommendation was to no avail as Democratic congressional

17Myers and Newton, p. 219,

1o Herring, American Political Science Review, XXVI, No. 5,

» 867’

L9"Action by Congress Since the Holiday Recess'", Congressional
Pigest, XI, No, 2 (February, 1932), p. 53.

2

OMyers and Newton, pp. 305-306.
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rs decided to defer action on a general revenue bill until
} special first session of the 73rd Congress convened. This would
t them to have the most recent income tax returns as a basis
future action.21
Income Tax Refunds

Although general revenue measures were not the subject of
p record votes, one taxation issue did generate controversy. The
%icticg\was for tax refunds in excess of §75,000 to be authorized
Congress while the Bureau of Internal Revenue authorized lesser

ts. Senator Kenneth McKellar (D-Tenn.) proposed that the
ure be reduced to §5,000. His strategy was to attach this to
important deficiency appropriations bill to prevent a Hoover
0‘22 It was first necessary to suspend the rules in order to
ach new legislation to the appropriations bill. This required
 two~thirds vote, which it barely received on January 12, 1933,
a vote of 52 (17 Republicans, 35 Democrats) to 26 (24 Republicans,
!bamocrats).za After the special rule passed, the rider was
ached by a vote of 51 (15 Republicans, 36 Democrats) to 26 (25

spublicans, 1 Damocrat).z4

21"Taxas", Congressional Digest, XII, No. 2 (February, 1933),
L4 61;

22yew York Times, Jamuary 13, 1933, p. 2.
23¢ong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 2,
“pt 164""

241p1d,, p. 1645.
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The House version of the deficiency bill did not include the
t refund amendment, which made a conference committee necessary.
:?‘erence committee members finally compromised the level of in-
tax refund that would require congressional approval at $20,000
above. The House vote to accept this compromise amendment in
conference report was regarded as a clear reflection of the

25

3¢ members reaction to the issue, The amendment as compromised

acceeted on January 17, 1933, by a vote of 224 (28 Republicans,
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 143 (142 Republicans, 1 Damocrat).ZG
House Republicans, despite considerable cohesion, could not keep
tax refund amendment out of the bill, and the conference report
$ accepted.

Hoover's repugnance of the amendment was made clear when he
f}wae to veto the much needed deficiency appropriations bill rather
b accept the income tax refund clause, which he regarded as

7 An unsuccessful effort to override Hoover's

anstitutiona1.2
ito in the House ended the matter. A roll-call vote on passage
ived 193 (14 Republicans, 178 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) votes

override and 158 (156 Republicans, 2 Democrats) votes to sustain

23New York Times, January 18, 1933, p. 5.

. 1964 26gong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 2,

27New York Times, January 25, 1933, p. L.
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veta.zs With the defeat of this proposal, a substitute de-

ency bill was then acted upon by Congress.

| Most of Hoover's tax proposals came during the 72nd Con~
%ys when the House was controlled by the Democrats and the

%‘.e was nearly equally divided between Republicans and Democrats,
result, the President's tax programs did not receive as much

r in Congress as many of his other proposals. When Hoover's
prcpgsals were enacted into law, it was primarily because of

¢ Republican support at crucial times. This support was

1ly important in blocking action on tax proposals that the

ident opposed. The Senate Republicans continmued to follow

we independent course.

28Q395, Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 2,

2449,
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REDUCING EXPENDITURES

The other side of the coin in President Hoover's efforts
lalance the budget involved the reduction of federal expend-

i #+ Reductions in govermment spending was necessary, even

jh Hoover's proposed tax increases, to balance the budget be-
‘;‘,of\the declining federal revenue caused by the depression.
was to be achieved by drastic economy in ordinary governmental
ing. The cuts needed to be large enough to offset the
%ﬂased relief cost if the result was to be a net reduction in
: total budget. One means to achieve this economy in normal

'5 romental activities was the reorganization and consolidation
‘;axacunive agencies to eliminate needless spending. A major
ion of government expenditures was for employee saléries;
efore, salary cuts could drastically reduce government
nditures. Another means to achleve significant savings was
‘;lﬁmple across the board reduction in normal government spending
! hout regard to where the cuts would be made.

Hoover had urged the Congress to be frugal in their
ropriations in oxder to maintain a balanced budget. Executive
:?‘ssure to reduce government expenses had been applied through-

t the entire 7lst Congress. Hoover consistently vetoed programs

unnecessary raids on the public treasury and also called
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: his executive assistants not to spend unnecessary funds that had
ady been appropriated.1 The drive for greater government
in the 71lst Congress related primarily to special demands
ylrelief and resulting counter pressure for reduced spending.
issues included measures already considered such as veterang'
fits, public works, and other programs.
Salary Cuts

IPe only effort toward gemerally reducing government costs
the 7lst Congress was to cut the salaries of govermnment employees.
erdingly, the House of Representatives passed the Interior De~-
ment. appropriations bill with salary limitations as recommended
) President Hoover. The original salary levels were then restored
he Senate in Committee of the Whole. When the bill returned
, the House, it voted to reject this specific salary amandmenc.z
House vote was 171 (114 Republicans, 56 Democrats, 1 Farmer-
r) to 114 (71 Republicans, 43 Democrats) and Hoover's recommenda-
was upheld.3

When the Interior Department supply bill came from the con-

rence committee, the salary measure was in the form approved by

lhyde and Wilbur, pp. 451-453.

ZM York Times, December 13, 1930, p. l.
30035. Record, 71lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1930, LXXIV, Part 1,
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;ﬂouse. The Senate voted to reject the conference report by a
z of 26 (21 Republicans, 3 Democrats) to 43 (16 Republicans, 26
‘? rats, 1 Farmer-Labor).4 The issue was finally resolved in
of the House without any further record votes. Hoover's rec-
dation had again become policy because of strong House
lican support.
Flat Budget Cuts

By 1931, the severity of the depression demanded even more
‘ tic action and Hoover responded with a more comprehensive
| my program, When the first session of the 72nd Congress con-
Md, the President's anmual message laid out an economy program
:j' would decrease ordinary government expenses $369,000,000 for
? next fiscal yaar.5 The recommendations also made it clear
f the Administration was opposed to an indiscriminate economy
;\ve that cut an arbitrary percentage from departmental appro-
, ations without consideration of specific neads.6

The Senate expressed itself on the subject on January 15,
32, when it passed a rather vague resolution which called for
Appropriations Committee to maeke all cuts possible "without

pairing the necessary power of the govermment to perform its

*Ibid., Part 2, p. 1249.

5Myers and Newton, p. 152.
®1bid., pp. 190-197.
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n meeting the present financial crisis."7 Thiz resolution,

nly in general agreement with Hoover's sentiments, was passed
‘§;, Republicans, 20 Democrats) to 9 (1 Republican, 8 Democrats).®
iv The first vote of consequence on an economy measure came

e Senate on March 17, 1932, It involved a supply bill to pro-
funds for the Interior Department which was in the Senate
riations Committee. A resolution was offered by Senator

h qFKellar (D~-Tenn.) to instruct the committee to reduce the
riation by a flat ten percant.g The resolution passed 40
Republicans, 24 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 25 (20 Republicans,

nwcrats).lo

The committee reduced the appropriation for the
Berior Department in accordance with the resolution and then the
Senate approved the reduced appropriation without a roll-
vote.

The House had already passed the supply bill without the
reductions, but with Speaker Garmer (D-Tex.) as one of the chief

Eloponents of the ten percent reduction, the House voted to accept

;: Senate amendment by 268 (105 Republicans, 163 Democrats) to

"New York Times, Jenuary 16, 1932, p. 2.

sgggg. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 2,

New York Times, March 18, 1932, p. 1.

109933. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 6,
6323.
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9 Republicans, 3 Dem.ocrats).11 This was the only recorded

vote that indicated its willingness to make arbitrary, flat
in appropriations bills.

Another effort to reduce government expenses in this manner
ed in the Senate on the omnibus appropriations bill for the
 fttments of State, Justice, Commerce, and Labor. On March 22,
:;, the Senate considered another motion by Senator McKellar
compuit this bill to the Appropriations Committee with
Ti”r:.:‘::t::i.ons to cut ten percent of the funds from the bill. The
ion of the administration was reflected by Senator Arthur
Vandenberg (R-Mich.), who opposed the "haphazard" approach

12

reducing expenditures. The ten percent cut was passed 50

# Republicans, 33 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 29 (23 Republicans,
Jiumocrats).13

The Senate took the same action when the Department of the
asury and the Post Office appropriations bill came to the floor.lk
was recommitted for a flat ten percent cut by a vote of 37 (11

blicans, 25 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 31 (23 Republicans,

llzbido, Part 8’ jo 8433.

lzgew York Times, March 23, 1932, p. 1.

v 1302ng. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 6,
B, 6648,

4yew York Times, April 19, 1932, p. 1.
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5

foe ruts).l Although Hoover wanted normal governmental costs

d'ad, he regarded flat cuts from departmental budgets as im=-

The Senate was quite frugal on the previous measures, but
ersed itself when it came to appropriations for the Yeterans!'
au, The House had increased appropriations for the Bureau
000,000 above the President's recommendations. When the con~-
ce committee retained this increase, the Senate voted to

; pt the conference report on June 7, 1932.16

| The motion to
i,pt the increase carried 63 (28 Republicans, 34 Democrats, 1
%»-r-Labor) to 14 (11 Republicans, 3 Damocrats).17 This was
§~a major feature of the bill, but it does reflect to some

%a*nt the power of the veterans as a pressure group.

The last session of the 72nd Congress was inactive as it
w;tcad the inauguration of President-elect Franklin D. Roosevelt
’ his recommendations. This was demonstrated when Democratic
tor Joseph T. Robinson, Minority Leader from Arkansas, moved
o defer action on the proposed $19,000,000 appropriation to sub-
ize domestic air mail until the 73rd Congress, and the House

oved. The New York Times reported this as a sign that all

lsgggg. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 8,
6648, |

165w York Times, June 8, 1932, p. 10.
17

f p. 12173,

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 11,
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i%'n on appropriations measures involving policy would be post-

f}» until Roosevelt took office.:®

% The motion, a test vote on

‘i question of whether Congress would deal further with budgetary

b gy, was carried in a strongly partisan vote of 39 (8 Republicans,

vﬁumocrats, 1 Farmexr-Labor) to 35 (30 Republicans, 5 Democrats).l9
Another late vote indicated that the Senate intended to

any policy decisions on economizing to the 73rd Congress,

» vot? related to appropriations to subsidize ocean mail, a part

"«tha Treasury and Post Office Departments supply bill. A motion

: made to reduce by one-half as an economy measure the $35,500,000

20

opriation for the ocean mail contract subsidy. The motion

b defeated 32 (7 Republicans, 24 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to
29 Republicans, 7 Democrats).21
While it appeared that the Senate was going to defer
her efforts at reducing government expenses to the 73rd Con-
§, it reversed itself on February 7, 1933, when it voted to
imize federal spending. Senator Sam G. Bratton (D-N. Mex.)
fered an amendment to the Treasury Department and Post Office

propriations bill to require all Department heades to reduce

18yew York Times, February 2, 1933, p. 2.

¢ong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
3, p. 3076.
zoﬁﬂ York Times, February 5, 1933, p. 5.

21ggga, Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part

33 P 3366,
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spending a flat five percent from the appropriations made

22

¢r in the fiscal year. The Senate passed the amendment 50

publicans, 32 Democrats) to 33 (24 Republicans, 8 Democrats,

23 This was the kind of flat cut that Hoover

, mer-Labor).
iv t impractical, but it did correspond to his objective of
ment economy. If Hoover's reaction was mixed, so was that
¢ Republican senators. Government economy was not a congres-
1 aihievement in the second session, but it is difficult to
ine party position and responsibility with the limited
per of contradictory roll-call votes.

There had been proposals to achieve government economy other
flat cuts in appropriations. Another economy measure intro-
:d in the House of Representatives authorized the Director of
b Bureau of the Budget to shift up to 15 percent of one agency's
Bods to another govermment unit. This flexibility to meet unfore-
?}n government needs was approved by Hoover.24 The provision was
4 the appropriations bill when it came to the House floor for

1 passage, but a motion to eliminate the flexible clause passed

9 (40 Republicans, 168 Democrats, 1 Farmer~Labor) to 183 (157

22New York Times, February 8, 1933, p. L.

23Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
p. 3510,

2hyew York Times, May 4, 1932, p. 4.




lgﬁlicans, 26 Democrats).25 Although this was not a major issue,
Jﬂbuse members, especially the Democrats, refused to indulge the
‘Ea stration.

Furlough Plan
Although most of the budget savings President Hoover recom-
to Congress in the first session of the 72nd Congress were
8 initial message, he found it necessary to return to the Con-
with additional proposals. Besides the original $396 million
a«tion on normal governmental expenditures, Hoover called for
%tional reductions on April 4, 1932. Rather than pursue the
) of indiscriminate, flat cuts in Department appropriations,
Damocratic majority in the House and near majority in the
te insisted that the President make specific recommendations
swhere and how the funds could be reduced. After a series of
ings which included the President, his advisors and congres-
81 leaders, Hoover made some specific proposals which were
pduced as an omnibus economy bill with an additional reductions
230 million beyond the original $396 million reduction Hoover
omnended. 2°
The chief idea of the omnibus economy bill was to reduce

federal payroll without creating additional unemployment and

- ZSCoqg. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
N po 951“0
s 2

6Myers and Newton, pp. 190-196.
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%»ip. Hoover had devised a furlough plan, whereby nearly every
em government employee would no longer work on Saturday morn-
'ffwhich would mean these employees would have a twenty-six day
5{1 furlough without pay. Government personnel employed on an
zfl basis would be required to take a furlough of one calendar
. without pay. The plan also eliminated all paid holidays,
.‘%principal exceptions to this were those federal employees
; anmmual income was below §1,200 and all enlisted military
pact el.27 The plan was expected to reduce the government pay-
?‘eight and one-third percent. This was the heart of the Hoover
gram and it was essentially the proposal that the special Economy
ttee of the House presented to the House membership late in
, 1932,

Perhaps the most crucial vote on the economy program was
¥ & special rule on the ommibus economy bill. The special
my Committee had been created by the House as part of the
ort to economize in govermment. This committee's bills received
vileged status on the House calendar, and were therefore acted
Ppe immediately, Furthermore, a rule had been adopted which limit-
§~flaor amendments to a total of four on the ommnibus bill. Demo~
tic Representative Edward W. Pou (N.C.), Chairman of the House
es Committee, joined with Republican House Leader Bertrand

tll, Snell (N.Y.) in supporting this rule as necessary if an economy

27ﬁﬂﬂ York Iimes, April 10, 1932,
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-% was to be enacted in the face of the many competing, special
ests reflected by the House membership.28 Despite their efforts,
i'apecial rules was voted down on April 27, 1932, by 219 (100
gi'licans, 119 Democrats) to 164 (75 Republicans, 88 Democrats, 1
; r-Labor).29 As the bill progressed through the legislative
pe, it became evident that opening the bill to amendments from
ngloor did impair the effectiveness of the economy program.
fears of Representative Snell and Pou proved to be well founded,
this vote proved to be disasterous to Hoover's determination to
e federal spending.

The House committee reported the bill in essentially the
m proposed by Hoover, except that an 1l percent employee pay
had been substituted for the furlough plan.30 Hoover continued
express his preference for the furlough plan throughout the
roversy.Bl

When the omnibus economy bill came to the House floor for
ion, a barrage of amendments awaited the proposal. The first

¢ was on an amendment to increase the maximum pay level exempted

m the 11 percent pay reduction from $1,200 to $2,500. It passed

281bid., April 28, 1932, p. 1.

29
9057.

{ 30
15, p. 864.

gong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 8,

Herring, American Political Science Review, XXVII, No.

31Myers and Newton, p. 194.
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135 Republicans, 103 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 154 (64
iicans, 90 Democrats).32 Despite President Hoover's recom-

tion of a maximum level of only $1,200, the House Republicans
g'primarily responsible for the increase in the income exemption
.

The next vote was to restore the half-day holiday on Satur-~
commended by the President which the House committee had
nated. A proposal to incorporate the holiday plan in the
was rejected 267 (148 Republicans, 118 Democrats, 1 Farmer-~
or) to 132 (52 Republicans, 80 Democrats).33 The holiday
iiture was not included in the bill, again because the House
J?‘-licans failed to support the President's recommendation.

Perhaps the most important vote to determine the actual
nt and source of suppoxt for Hoover's proposal came on a motion
recommit the bill. Representative C. William Ramseyer (R~Iowa),
ered the recommittalmotion which also carried instructions to
committee to restore the furlough plan and all other features

34

the bill as proposed by Hoover. The motion failed by a vote

146 (129 Republicans, 17 Democrats) to 250 (68 Republicans, 181

§ p 95132Q2E&° Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
) . .

331pid., p. 9513.

yew York Times, May 4, 1932, p. 14.
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@;‘xats, 1 Farmar-Labor).as Hoover had considerably more Re=-
an support on this vote than he had on the two previous
Hoover had originally proposed a $250,000,000 reduction in
i.xmm&nt expenditures in his supplemental economy measure. The
i;*ttaa bill presented to the House would have reportedly saved
éj $135,000,000. After the House amended the bill,only
% 000,000 remained of the original §250,000,000 proposed saving&.aﬁ
fi, obvicusly was not what Hoover had hoped for or expected, Des=
e the meager savings, the bill passed tha House on May 3, 1932,
o comfortable margin. It was passed in a bipsrtisen vote of 316
' ji* Republicans, 156 Demograts) to 67 (30 Republicams, 36 Demo-
i wa, 1 FarmmwwLabor).sy it was then delivered to the Senate
iyvaccion.
ft The Senate held several contradictory veotes on different
bhases of the proposal to yeduce employment costs. On June 4, 1932,
omnibus economy bill was the subject of several roll-~call votes
minor technical matters. Theye were two votes of consegquence as

Bsnator George H. Moses (N.H.) led his fellow Republican loyalists

i, 72nd Conge, lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part

3yugde and Wilbux, pp. 455-456.

3 37vgm:. Regoyd, 72nd Cong., lst Sess,, 1932, LXXV, Part
E %, Do 9519,
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38

:fan effort to preserve Hoover's original economy plan, The

'j?t vote was on a motion to exempt from pay reductioms only
fu& employees below $1,000 annual income. Hoover had proposed
proximately the same level of maximum salary to be exempted

iw a pay cut, and the motion passed 35 (16 Republicans, 18
rats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 29 (15 Republicans, 14 Democrats)

39 The second Senate vote was on a motion

 bipartisan support.
4'%cut pay ten percent. Although this was contrary to Hoover's
lough plan, & majority of both parties approved the motion 38
Republicans, 21 Democrats) to 27 (13 Republicans, 13 Democrats,
i:nxmar-Labor).ao

The Senate held anothexr direct vote on the furlough plan
ge days later. Senator Moses offered an amendment to substi-
e the furlough plan for the percentage pay cu£.41 This part
M‘ Hoover's program was defeated 36 (25 Republicans, 10 Democrats,
%?Farmer~Labor) to 41 (13 Republicans, 28 Democrats).42 The Ad~-
}jgistration lost on this vote, but it had greater Republican

ﬁvuport than it had in the past.

3“?!_&2{19;}5 Times, June 5, 1932, p. 1.

, 3900Q&. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part

40

Ibid., p. 11985

“INey York Times, June 8, 1932, p. 10.
] az%ggg. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LIXV, Part
11, p. 12145.
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The furlough plan was the chief issue throughout the delib-
?-on of the omnibus economy bill.48 Once that issue was resolved,
s unnecessary to have further roll-call votes, and the Senate
d the bill without further delay. The bill went to the Senate-
f? conference committee which preserved the essence of the
ate version, including the furlough plan which reduced total pay
§ most federal employees by eight and one-third percent.49
h On June 20, 1932, the House voted on the conference report.
e was a final effort to reject Hoover's plan when a motion was
iﬁ to substitute a flat ten percent cut for incomes up to §12,000,
! a graduated percentage for higher incomes, but it was to no
1 as the House heeded the urging of Republican Floor Leader

50

rand H, Snell (N.Y.) and defeated the amendment. The motion

i?led 127 (17 Republicans, 110 Democrats) to 243 (166 Republicans,

51

¥ Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor). The House then accepted the Senate

endment and Hoover's furlough plan by a vote of 326 (175 Repub-

s, 151 Democrats) to 45 (5 Republicans, 39 Democrats, 1 Farmer-

52

bor) . The principal issue resolved, the bill passed the House

48

& Herring, American Political Science Review, XXVI, No. 3,
) 864,

SONew York Times, June 21, 1932, p. 1.

51
[p. 13535,

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 12,

321bid., p. 13538,
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.;unate and President Hoover then signed it into law.

4 The President had received strong support from the Senate
icans at critical points, and his program had been enacted
%;!esult of their support. The House Republicans had been less
!V‘attve, but a comfortable majority had supported the furlough
iwhen it was clearly the issue being voted upon.

Hoover's drive to reduce government expenditures continued
the second session of the 72nd Congress, but it was much less
ive because of his defeat in the 1932 election. Congressional
on Hoover's economy program was negligible. Again, the

ipal savings in the Administration program would have come
reduced pay for federal employees through the furlough arrange-
The elimination of Saturday morning work had reduced total
for government workers approximately eight and one~third

ent. Hoover now proposed to decrease their pay another one and
thirds percent to bring the total pay reduction to 10 percent.53
Bls proposal was voted on and defeated in both the House and the
ftte.

The Senate refused to reduce pay to ten percent on February
1933, when 39 (19 Republicans, 20 Democrats) Senators voted for
ten percent cut and 44 (23 Republicans, 20 Democrats, 1 Farmer-

jibor) voted to retain the eight and one~third percent pay

53

New York Times, February 22, 1933, p. 2.
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tion.s4 The proposal lost in the House by an even wider margin

55

teller vote, 204-1l.

These were the only direct votes on Hoover's pay reductions
the second session. According to Hoover, the Democratic Party
rees in Congress refused to cooperate when President-elect Roose-
r issued instructions to wait until the 73rxrd Congress for

26 Although Hoover's explanation for lack of in-

‘f her action.
:pion may be valid, it is also apparent from the votes taken that
own party members failed to fully support his program. If
fon had been taken in the second session on pay reductions, it
§ difficult to believe that it would have been in line with
ex's proposals.
Executive Reorganization

Although federal payroll reduction was the principal Hoover
pposal to cut govermment expenses, reorganization of the execu-
e branch for greater efficiency, without a decrease in services,
Eln another feature of the ommibus economy bill. Under the plan,

{ous government bureaus and agencies which were duplicating

h other's activities were to be consolidated and the Prosident

Sagggg. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXiVI, Part

) 55
Ibid., Part 5, p. 4610.

30yoover, p. 193.
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j to have authority to make further consolidations by executive

b » subject to congressional review within sixty days.57 Hoover
"{ proposed a specific economy that could be realized immediately,
?olimination of the Army, Navy, and Panama Canal Transportation
s ces.

The Senate originated action on the proposal to bring about
gs through reorganization of the executive departments. On
10, 1932, an effort to amend the Interior Department supply

i to provide the President with broad authority to consolidate
of the independent agencies generated debate and a vote on
pether the amendment was germane to the bill. The vote was inter-

5% A 32 (25

'f;ced to actually be a vote on the merger issue.
j; blicans, 7 Democrats) to 34 (8 Republicans, 25 Democrats, 1
? nvr-Labor) defeat ended this attempt to provide Hoover with
:: ganization pow@rs.60

Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg (R-Mich.) made an effort to
nd the Interior Department appropriations bill to give the
esident power to consolidate agencies within the Department of

vterior.ﬁl In a direct vote on executive reorganization powers,

57Myers and Newton, pp. 175-176.

58New York Times, April 10, 1932, p. 22.

{
>91pid., March 11, 1932, p. L.
60Cong.Regord,72nd Cong.,lst Sess.,1932,LXXV,Part 5, p.5754.

®lyew York Times, March 18, 1932, p. 17.
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I Hoover forces lost 28 (19 Republicans, 8 Democrats, 1 Farmer~
) to 35 (14 Republicans, 21 Democrats).62 Hoover did not

ive the necessary support from Republican Party members in the
jete to obtain the executive reorganization powers he sought.
The next votes on schemes to increase administrative
;1c1ency were those on the ommibus econmomy bill. Hoover had
_E»lfically called for the elimination of the Army, Navy, and

f a Canal Transportation Services to curb expenditures. This
'f‘ sal was included in the economy bill., On May 3, 1932, the
struck this provision from the bill 297 (150 Republicans,
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 98 (48 Republicans, 50 Demo-
Although this was not a major issue, Hoover was

prely rebuffed on the particular recommendation. It was equally
ve for more Democrats than Republicans to vote for Hoover's
pposal.

Another proposal to reduce administrative expenditures,

h was not among Hoover's recommendations, was to consolidate
ﬂ@v Army and Navy. This proposal was made by Representative

ph W. Byrns (D-Tenn.) with the support of Speaker John N,

Barmer. Hoover was clearly opposed to the merger.64 This

ﬁzgggg. Recoxd, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LiXV, Part

‘, P 6324,

631bid., Part 9, p. 9515.

64New York Times, April 19, 1932, p. 1.




92
k#sal had been included in the omnibus economy bill, but & motion
‘iﬁrika out the Army-Navy merger was passed 210 (150 Republicans,
?'51 rats) to 187 (49 Republicans, 137 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).65
?,tha President had clearly expressed himself on this issue,
House Republicans strongly supported him.

The House did not record a vote on the general question of
_ir~ive reorganization. It was included in the omnibus economy
\ which the House passed 316-67 in a vote previously analyzed.
r did the Senate record any votes directly on executive
ization but passed it as part of the omnibus economy bill.
The most important vote to curtail expenditures through
utive reorganization was in the second session of the 72nd

8ss. After President Hoover had the power to consolidate
?trnmann bureaus, he pursued the cause with zeal., In one
utive order he consolidated 58 different govermment bureaus
o a few divisians.66 The executive order was submitted to
ress for review as required by law. A decision to reject
i. order was made in the Democratic caucus. When the issue came
L; the £loor, the heated debate was led by the respective party

ers, Democratic Representative Henry T. Rainey (D-I1l.)

3 6SCong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
JEL 9515.

66Hyde and Wilbur, pp. 572~574,
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f Representative Bertrand H. Snell (R--N.Y.)67 The House then

? eded to reject the mergers Hoover had ordered by 176 (176 Rep~
‘ ans) to 202 (3 Republicans, 198 Democrats, 1 Farmer~Labor).68
~‘t}FTasident's effort to consolidate executive agencies was un-
“-Oaaful due to the solid opposition of the Democrat Party, not
%%zlican defections.

i Hoover was further rebuffed when the House chose to increase
E'Presidant's powers to reorganize the executive branch for the
pfit of President-elect Roosevelt near the end of the second
sion. On February 21, 1933, the House “approved a grant of

and sweeping powers' to the Chief Executive to consolidate

M reorganize executive agencies with a two-thirds vote in Congress
ired to block the Presidential reorganization.ég The vote

on a motion to delete the grant of power section from a

poposed law, and it failed to pass by a vote of 145 (136 Rep-

; icans, 8 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 227 (42 Republicans,

! Democrats) and the reorganization powers remained to be used

70

¥ Roosevelt when he assumed the office of President. There

67New York Times, January 20, 1933, p. 1.

68ong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
w 69New York Times, February 22, 1933, p. 2.
"", Pe 4613.

. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
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no roll-call vote in the Senate.

Hoover's experience with administrative reorganization had
 £¢'most unfortunate, especially in view of the work that the
¥f:r Commission did for later administrations. He had received
‘?y limited backing from Republican senators, and the solid

rt of the House Republicans had been to no avail.
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BANKING AND FINANCE

Hoover's efforts to quell the economic effects of the de-
pion through reduced expenditures in the 72nd Congress werxe
fved as a temporary expedient by the Administration. When
pry occurred, taxation and the federal budget would be viewed
}idifferent light. Hoover made more basic proposals to bring
{{‘1asting reforms in the United States banking and financial
kture, as well as relief from the immediate effects of the
pic collapse.
Federal Land Bank

One of his initial proposals to the 72nd Congress involved
 Msion of the Federal Land Bank system, which was established to
z’ de direct credit for farmers with their agricultural properties
j;erve as collateral. Hoover proposed that the capital fund of
! Land Banks to be expanded by $125,000,000 to halt foreclosures
he nation's farms. The federal government would provide the
tional funds until the Land Banks could sell bonds to finance
3y credit expansion. Furthermore, the banks would extend credit
2 "worthy borrowers' who were victims of the distressed economic
; tuation.l
; There was a limited number of roll~call votes on the pro-

psal. The first vote in the House of Representatives was on a

1Myers and Newton, pp. 129-130.
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to recommit the bill with instructions to amend the bill
ifby bank directors would "for the period of one year . . .
‘:&« in whole or in part any installment or installments upon
ortgage that may be unpaid."2 The original bill called for
slons deemed reasonable by the Land Bank's Board of Directors,
was in line with Hoover's request that credit be extended
worthy borrowers." The move to liberalize the loan require-
‘;k failed when the motion to recommit was defeated 165 (16
licans, 148 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 192 (146 Republicans,
mocrats)3 The President's proposal had strong Republican

The same proposal came up in the Senate during considera-
of the World War I Debts Moratorium and was soundly defeated.
Jamendment was offered to the moratorium resolution which would
end all Land Bank collections for one year if the borrower
ested. The vote on the proposed moratorium on Land Bank
ections was somewhat inconclusive because there was question
f’ehe relevance of a Land Bank moratorium to the World War I Debts

jzacorium.4 However, the motion lost 15 (8 Republicans, 7 Democrats)

Cong. Recoxd, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1931, LXXV, Part 1,

New York Times, December 23, 1931, p. 1.
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D (30 Republicans, 30 Democrats) in a bipartisan vote.5

Both
se and the Senate had deferred to Hoover.
The only other roll=-call vote on the Land Bank measure
?;1n the Senate. Hoover's original recommendation called for
;; »000,000 appropriation. The Senate committee reported a
f?which appropriated only $100,000,000. An amendment from the
ji‘to restore the appropriation to the original request passed
’ (14 Republicans, 35 Democrats) to 28 (26 Republicans, 2
rats) despite Republican opposition to the President.6 The
passed both Houses without a roll-call vote, and was signed
be law by President Hoover on February 26, 1932, in essentially
‘orm he had requested.7
Home Loan Banks

The second principal Hoover reform proposal was to
Fi=blish a system of Home Loan Discount Banks, Originally Hoover
! sioned an extensive mortgage discount system, but preliminary

psition led him to make a more modest proposal.8 The President's

sage to Congress called for the establishment of eight to twelve

2 sgggg. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 1,
. 1125,

®1bid., Part 2, pp. 1867-1879.
7Myers and Newton, p. 179,

8Hoover, p. 111,
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1 banks to rediscount mortgages for real estate lenders in

f;g“g fashion as the Federal Reserve System served commercial banks.
%'-,s would be funded by the federal treasury until they could
i?honds to the public; also member institutions would be required
i ~-hase the original government stocks, thus eventually eliminat-

rect govermment participation in the Home Loan Banks.g

The
é»se was to stimulate construction activity to relieve unemploy-
:, and stop foreclosures on America's distressed homeowmers,
‘.%banks were intended to become a permanent feature of the real

A e mortgage market.lo
The bill passed the House easily by voice vote, but encount-
;ﬁ formidable opposition in the Senate. On July 6, 1932, two
j3«uants were offered to the bill. The first was by Senator James
f’; s who "wiolently opposed" the bill. The Michigan Republican
Ewed to make the mortgage discount banks a part of the Reconstruc~
u;w Finance Corporation rather than an independent system. Hoover
:?m=ntly opposed this, and wanted the banks to retain their in-

11

iflndent status. The Senate passed the amendment 34 (8 Republicans,

} Democrats, 1 Farmer~Labor) to 32 (24 Republicans, 8 Demacrata).12

9Myers and Newton, p. 143.
O1pid., p. 161.

e York Times, July 17, 1932, p. 12.

1&67;2%&' ReCQSd, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 13,



99

On the same day, another amendment was presented by Republican
. or Frederic C. Walcott (Conn.) to limit the loans of the mortgage
t banks to five years, and require the banks to liquidate

>§r operations in an additional ten years. This was in direct op-
étion to Hoover's intentions to make the Home Loan Banks a perm=-

i* institution rather than part of a temporary relief program.13

1 proposal also passed the Senate 36 (16 Republicans, 19 Democrats,
fﬁxmer-Labor) to 33 (18 Republicans, 15 Democrats) despite Hoover's
fsition.l4 Senate Republican Leader James E. Watson (Ind.) who
sponsor of the bill, promised the Senate that both issues would
_tevived in an attempt to restore Hoover's proposals.l5

L Senator Watson resumed the struggle on July 12, 1932, and

bhe real test came when the Senate, 47-23, agreed to reconsider

te whereby it recently adopted an amendment ., . . that com-

| tely altered the basic features of the bill" by making the

gage discount system a division of the Reconstruction Finance

3 soration. ® The vote to reconsider passed the Senate 47 (30

Jopublicans, 17 Democrats) to 23 (10 Republicans, 13 Democrats).l’

13New York Times, July 7, 1932, p. 12.
14
B, 14658,

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 13,

P

Lyew York Times, July 7, 1932, p. 12.
16

Ibid., July 13, 1932, p. 2.
17

] Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 14,
p. 15091,
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the successful tast vote the Jenate proceeded to restore the

inal fcatures of the bill. In a volce vote the Senate again
';*it an independent system, removed the liguidation amendment,
fpassed the bill without a roll-cell vote.18 Support in the
te for loover's mortgage discount bank system had been mixed,
} he had enjoyed mujority Republican support in every iastance.
The House o Representatives hud no roll-call votes directly
ted to the Houme Loau Bank proposal. The House voted on the
Merence report on che bill and rejected it, but this was due to
rrency capansion rider that had been added to the bill in the
ate. Hoover had only praise for the mortgage discount features
;;the Home Loan 8ank bill when he signed it into law.]'9
» Currency Lxpansion
The currency expansion rider which eventually complicated
passage of the Home Loan Bank bill was not an Administration
goposal., The first effort to expand the currency in circulation
curred in the House. On May 2, 1932, the House passed a
psolution sponsored by Representative T. Alan Goldsborough (D-Md.)
%o have the Federal Reserve Board use its control over credit to
reate sufficient inflation to restore 1920 commodity price levels.

presentative Louis T. McFadden directed the fire of the opposition

18New York Times, July 13, 1932, p. 2.

Y1bid,, July 23, 1932, p. 1.
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}.st this inflationary resolution. The Pennsylvania Republican
t d it an attempt to raise prices through "financial juggling."20
8 necessary to suspend the House rules before a vote could be
on the bill. Rules suspension required a two-thirds vote,
'ﬁitherefore provided a clear indication of sentiment on the
éfsborough bill. There was strong bipartisan support to suspend

] rules, 289 (123 Republicans, 165 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to
(57 Republicans, 3 Democrats); after which the bill passed by

' Ace vote.21

| i The Senate disregarded the Goldsborough proposal and attach=
ika currency expansion rider introduced by Senator Carter Glass

: a.) to the Home Loan Bank bill. The proposal authorized the
uance of $1 billion in national bank notes, but with many
i(ditions and restrictions which limited the inflationary effect,

E was an obvious attempt to head off any fiat bills such as the
?Fldsborough bill.22 The amendment passed 53 (23 Republicans, 29
Aﬁ;m.crats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 18 (14 Republicans, 4 Democrats) .
;  spite of the restrictive clauses, Senator David Reed (R-Pa.)

nd other Administration stalwarts considered the Glass amendment

201pid., lay 3, 1932, p. 1.
1 943 21Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LIXV, Part 9,
f;p. 2.
‘ 22Myers and Newton, p. 217,

23
L p. 15009,

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 14,
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d and opposed it in the name of the Administration.z4

wWhen the Home Loan Bank bill was sent to the House, it was
'Z‘ted because it included the Glass currency expansion clause.25
%ﬂion to recede and concur in the S:nate amendment lost 126 (33
! licans, 92 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 217 (151 Republicans,
v-crats).26 Hoover's opposition was sustained by a strong
ity of the House Republicans.

The resulting conference committee's retention of the
ncy expansion amendment produced an unusual contest of will
&-*en the Senate and House during the final hours of the first
sion of the 72nd Congress, Three roll-call votes were necessary
;’both the Senate and House on the currency expansion amendment
ore the issue was finally resolved.27
The first vote was taken in the Senate. 3y a vote of 44
?e Republicans, 28 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 20 (19 KRepublicans,
:;Democrat), the Senate insisted that the Glass amendment be re-

'ffined in the bill.28 When presented to the House, an overwhelming

24New York Times, July 12, 1932, p. L.

231pid., July 16, 1932, p. 1.

; 26
Ep. 15480.
” 27

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 14,

New York Times, July 17, 1932, p. 1.
2
p. 15604.

“Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst sess., 1932, LiaV, Part 14,
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E" ity defeated a motion to accept the conference report with

b currency expansion clause; the vote was 89 (44 Republicans,
Democrats, 1 Farmexr-Labor) to 222 (125 Republicans, 97

. rats).zg When it was returned to the Senate, a motion to

‘ﬁ:pt the House version of the bill without the Glass amendment

s 29 (24 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to 35 (1l Republicans, 23
perats, 1 Farmar«Labor).so The margin also narrowed in the

of Representatives as the conference report was returned

@,ﬁh& second round in the test of will., However, the conference
?»rt was again rejected 102 (43 Republicans, 58 Democrats, 1
r-Labor) to 152 (91 Republicans, 61 Democrats).31 The

jerence report was returned to the Senate a third time where

j vas again adopted with the Glass amendment by 37 (13 Republicans,
ginamocrats) to 26 (23 Republicans, 3 Democrats).>? On the

b d vote the margin for the amendment increased over the second

}, despite a strong nucleus of Republican senators who stood
 President Hoover to delete the currency expansion rider.

Faced with the adamant Senate stand, the House of Representa-

s relented on their third vote, and accepted the conference

291bid., p. 15734.
L&Lﬁo, Pe 15641,

IEiQ-, P 15746,
IQid;, Pe 15664,
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with the offending amendment by the narvow margin of 120
publicans, 60 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 114 (72 Republicans,

3

«srats).a The Republican House leaders chose to give in

than see the very important Home Loan Bank bill die on the

34 This encouraged enough Republicans

: day of the session.
;f‘pnrt the conference report to permit its passage. In spite
urgency, however, a majority of the House Republicans con-
to support President Hoover's stand on the currency expan-
.5,question.
f Hoover signed the Home Loan Bank bill into law although it
uded the objectional Glass amendment. Upon signing it, he
a statement that the Home Loan Bank features were too badly
to veto the bill, and that Treasury officials had informed
that in "practical working' the currency expansion clause would
be 1nflati6nary.35

Credit Expansion
Although Hoover did not favor the drastic currency expan-

proposals offered by Democratic members of Congress, he did

ommend changes in the Federal Reserve System in order to expand

331bid., p. 15752.

3vew York Times, July 17, 1932, p. 1.

35Myers and Newton, p. 234.
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,*t' He proposed that Congress pass legislation to "temporarily

.vége the eligibility of securities for loans'" from Federal

v% e Banks to their member banks and also to make government

Z% eligible as backing for Federal Reserve notes. The second

;}of the proposal would free gold tied up as backing for the

jﬁﬁl Reserve notes, The government bonds would f£ill the void

d by the absence of sufficient commercial paper which had

ly backed up sixty percent of the value of the notes in

rlation.aﬁ
The credit expanslon proposal was incorporated into a bank-

Tfreform bill generallyreferred to as the Glass-Steagall Act of

' ?2. Senator Glass was regarded as the banking expext of the

E;'-'vt:e. Democratic Representative Henry B. Steagall (Ala.) served

FGhairman of the Banking and Currency Committee of the House

: ng the 72nd Congress.37 The measure passed the House with only

fimal opposition on February 15, 1932, by a vote of 350 (167

blicans, 182 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 15 (8 Republicans,

nemocrats).38 Republicans and Democrats alike supported this

Mergency measure to protect the gold standard and to expand

36Hoover, p» 115.

37Harring, American Political Science Review, XXVI, No. 35,

p» 860,

389253. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 4,

+ 1 4003,
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 §¢1 Reserve credit,

1 There was only one roll-call vote of consequence in the

Jte on the measure. The emergency proposal relaxed Federal
;ipa rediscount eligibility standards and the backing of the

;iﬂl Reserve notes with goverrment bonds for a period of one

i
4

An amendment was offered to extend the time to two years.
gh Hoover's attitude was not apparent, presumably he endorsed
dea because the Republican sponsors of the emergency legisla=~

e supported the am@ndmant,Bg

| The amendment passed easily 46
jﬂspublicans, 19 Democrats) to 18 (& Republicans, 12 Democrats).40
Bank Reform

President Hoover made other more fundamental proposals for
reform that were intended to become permanent features of the
ial structure. He proposed, during the first session of the
t{y Congress, that all banks be compelled to join the Federal
igarve System and be inspected by federal officials, that savings
! (s and commercial banks be separated, and that state-wide branch
ing by national banks be permitted when inadequate banking
pcilities existed in local areas.41 Action on these proposals was

e

eferred to the second session of the 72nd Congress.

39&‘1 York Times, February 20, 1932, p. 1.

; 4OCong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 4,
ipe 4333,

41Myers and Newton, p. 166.
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During the second session, the banking reform proposals

to the floor of the Senate for consideration. The bill

-i ted by the committee did not include provisions to permit

; h banking which Hoover had requested, but on January 21, 1933,
Amendment was presented by Senator sam G. Bratton (D~N.Mex.)
permit national banks to engage in branch banking.42 The

dment passed comfortably, 52 (18 Republicans, 33 Democrats,
armer~Labor) to 17 (15 Republicans, 2 Democrats) with limited
blicen support.43 Four days later a motion by Democratic

ator Hugo L. Black of Alabama to strike out the branch bank-
amendment was defeated 17 (9 Republicans, 8 Democrats) to
;ﬁ(21 Republicans, 24 Democrats).44 Republican support for
%Qver's propcsal increased on the second vote.

i Another amendment to the banking reform bill, which was not
;rt of the Hoover recommendations, provided for the remonitization
ﬁ‘silver. This was the type of currency inflation measure that

:31 er had opposed as irresponsible and unsound. Democratic

;%nator Burton K. wheeler of Montana offered the amendment as a

s

4ZNew York ITimes, January 22, 1933, p. 1.

43Cogg. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 2,

p. 2208,

a&di ., -
" 1bid., Part 3, p. 2512.
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Bo: of restoring purchasing power.45 Only 18 (6 Republicans, 12

2 rats) senators voted for remonitization with 56 (32 Republicans,
Pemocrats) opposed.aG

The banking reform bill was finally passed by the Senate
Pdanuary 25, 1933, after it had been held up for eight days by
E{Democratic senators. wlmer Thomas of Oklahoma and Huey Long

i;- isiana resorted to a filibuster to hold up action on the

k when the bill came to a vote, it passed by a wide margin

28 Republicans, 26 Democrats) to 9 (4 Republicans, 4 Democrats,

48 This bill contained the essential features that

;}armer-Labor).
?i'er had proposed. According to Hoover, the House refused to
on the measure because President-elect Roosevelt failed to
forse the proposal.49 President Hoover failed to achieve the
penent bank reforms he had sought. Analysis of a limited

pmber of roll-call votes suggest that his fzilure was not due

’ Democratic opposition in Congress, but lack of Republican

i port.

EE 45New York Times, January 25, 1933, p. 1.

g 46Coqg. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LAXVI, Part 3,
’ L 23930

- 47

New York Times, January 26, 1333, p. L.

48
pu 2517.

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 3,

49Hoover, pe 125,
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Bankruptcy

The last series of proposals that Hoover made concerxning
es and credit reform were related to bankruptcy practices.
? hruary 29, 1932, Hoover proposed that the bankruptcy laws be
ed to permit voluntary readjustments of debts with supervision
¢ federal courts., This avoided a legal declaration of bank-

y which carried a certain stigma as well as being too complex

30 For the debtor who could not

jew of the pressing needs.
é his obligations in the economic crisis, the readjustment of
i?dabts under proper court supervision would correspond to the
ilities of the situation. Hoover felt that this readjustment

?dnbts was necessary before recovery from the depression could

Action on the bankruptcy bill was deferred until the second
gsslon of the 72nd Congress. It passed the House without a roll-
?'1 vote. The only significant issue in the Senate was whether

' gclause should be included to permit the reorganization or con-
ilidation of railroad companies that were faced with bankruptcy.sz
' er wanted this clause included to permit reorganization of the

Wailroads after review by the Interstate Commerce Commiasion.s3

SDMyers and Newton, pp. 180~181.

liptd., p. 321.

52New York Times, February 28, 1933, p. 9.

53Myers and Newton, p. 323.
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The Senate had mixed feelings on the subject. It had taken
v ffrom the Interstate Commerce Commission the power to approve
izf’«:t.’t1:naz:c'gers during the 71st congress by a vote of 46 (23
licans, 22 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 27 (20 Republicans,

‘ rats).sa

The Senate then reversed its action during the 72nd
355 and included the clause permitting reorganization of rail~
ﬁ,companies in the bankruptcy bill 1f, as Hoover had requested,
organization was approved by the courts and the Interstate
ce Commission.55 The vote was 42 (21 Republicans, 21 Democrats)
15 (5 Republicans, 10 Democtats).56
After this issue was resolved, the bankruptcy bill was quick-
f passed by 44 (22 Republicans, 22 Democrats) to 8 (1l Republican,
o rat9.57 As in the bank reform, the bankruptcy measures were
delayed in passage, but responsibility is not evident from a
udy of the few roll-call votes. Both parties had strongly support-
he proposals.

Hoover had realized practically all he had set out to

eve in the area of banking and financial reform during the 72nd

54
9293.

Cong. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXIII, Part 9,

>New York Iimes, February 28, 1933, p. 9.
56Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LAXVI, Part 5,

571bid., p. 5136.
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’;Qess. The Federal Land Bank and Federal Home Loan Bank bills
, E passed just as he had requested, He regarded the currency

! sion measure which was passed as acceptable. The Federal

e System was liberalized at his request. Bank reform was
}énly legislative recommendation that failed to pass both

?15 of Congress. Generally, the President had experienced

jid Republican support, and in many cases strong bipartisan

port for his proposals.
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IX

DEBT MORATORIUM
The final depression issue of import that Hoover proposed
jfﬂ_ing about recovery was related to the problem of intergovern-
3;1 debts. Germany had reached the brink of financial collapsa
d-1931 as a result of the general depression and the addition-
den of reparations payments. A collapse of the German
cial system would send shock waves through the entire Noxth
b, tic economic community with disasterous consequences. Further-
%a, if Germany was forced to default on reparations payments, it
?vsred likely that America's World War I allies would refuse to
é»y their war debte to the United States,
This was the situation that confronted President Hoover
p June, 1931, Gexrman President von Hindenbexg directed a plea to
b er to use his influence to intervene and prevent the collapse
ijthe German political-cconomic structure.’ Iumediate action
L imperative to avoid disaster, but Hoover could not act in-
:ipendently of Congress., The United States Congress was not in
?laion at the time, and would not reconvene until December, six
iguths later.,
] Faced with an emergency, Hoover consulted congression:l

Qaaders of both parties to secure thelr approval for his con-

3

1Myers and Newton, pp. 90-91.
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plated course of action, and when he was certain he had enough
\”?4 he issued a statement on the debt moratorium. Hoover urged
'i{all the creditor nations suspend all intergovernmental debts,
A %»ations, and relief payments for one year. This did not in-
! obligations of governments held by private parties, Under
rcumstances did Hoover propose cancellation of the debts. His
_i-tive was to let the debtor nations recover national prosperity
is was the only way it would be possible for them to repay
ir debts.2 This proposal was then accepted by all the nations
ved and implemented, pending congressional approval of the
ed States participation.

When Congress convened in December, 1931, President Hoover

4

;ﬂsented the moratorium agreement with a recommendation that the
inld War Foreign Debts Commission be recreated to make temporary
F stments in intergovernmental debts ''pending recovery of their
onomic 11fe."3 Hoover continued to assert that it was not his
ntion to cancel the debt.

Congress acted quickly on the moratorium. The House was
%‘a first to take action on the bill. The House Ways and Means

fommittee amended the moratorium resoluticn, and added a clause

declaring it was the policy of Congress to oppose the cancellation

2Hoover, p. €9,

3Myers and Newton, pp. 152-133.
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eduction of lorzign dobte in 2ny memner. This measure did not
t the moratorium itself in any way, but it waz opposad to

recommenaaition on the readjustinent of debts through an

ihe readjustient clause wos ncvar dircetly voted on, but
B included in the morctorium resolutioa that passed the House on

I 4

! mber 18, 1931. ..pproval of thee noratoriun was virtuclly
atory as Presicent doover had already commnitted the United

tes to thut course oif action six months earlier. While the

of the vote was unot subject to much question, debate was

ted. Representative Louis T. McFadden (R-Pa.) charged that

over had sold out the United States when he agreed to the

atorium. Hoover's priacipal defender was a family friend and

mer Stanford classmate, Arthur M, Free (R—Cal.)ﬁ The resolu=-

b}vn had a massive margin with 317 (196 Republicans, 120 Democrats,

_;?Farmer—Labor) affirmative votes and only 100 (5 Republicans,

HE} Democrats) negative votes.”

‘ The moratorium was approved by the Senate four days later.

e only amendments offered in the Senate related to modifica-

ftions of the Versaillas Treaty, upon which the President had no

ANew York Times, December 19, 1931, p. 1.

5Con;a;. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1931, LXXV, Part 1,

p. 867 -
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.ftion. Thaere was no record vote on the debt readjustment clause
 ?- Hoover opposed. GSoenator Hiram Johnson led a small band of
' ?1dents who delayed action on the bill in spite of the fact
: they knew they would be overwhelmed in theend. The California
poblican denounced the moratorium as an effort of the inter-
:1onal bankers to save themselves.6 The moratorium passed despite
Ese charges 69 (36 Republicans, 33 Democrats) to 12 (6 Republicans,
f mocrats) in the same form that it had passed the House.7

Hoover's proposal for a moratorium on intergovermmental
s had been accepted by Congress in bipartisan fashion in both
i; House and the Senate. Unfortunately, a years grace period
%r insufficient to prevent the collapse of the German economy.
The essence of President Hoover's program was approved by
:%-;ress just as most of his other proposals to combat the de-
| ssion had been supported in Congress. In those instances when
President's views had been overruled by the House it was
jtnerally a result of solid Democratic opposition combined with
éiufficient Republican defections to reverse the President's policies.
tha President's record with Senate Republicans had been much less

lsuccessful. His overall success with Congress had often been

6New York Times, December 23, 1932, p. 1.

7Cong} Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1931, LXXV, Part 1,

| p. 1126,
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X

NON-DEPRESSION POLICIES

In view of the seriousness of the situation, most of the
jﬁistratian's attention was directed toward ... 'ng the immediate
i,hips caused by the depression as well as stimulating the ulti-
a‘recovery of America's economic health. At the same time, there
”; other issues that required the attention of the President and
'i;¢ess. While these issues were important on their own merits,
?* were generally overshadowed by the need to cope with the more
3nsing problems caused by the depressione.
Sf Reapportiomment
; The first major non-depression issue in Hoover's Presidency
% : before the stock market crash in the special first session of
;w Jlst Congress. The session was called primarily to consider
| n relief and tariff revision., The President, however, con-
ered reapportionment of the membership of the House of Represent-
%?ives among the several states to accommodate the changes in
f‘u‘lation to be of sufficient importance to ask for congressional
tion during the special session.l

Reapporticmment was the principal feature of a general bill
 which provided for a decennial census. Reapportionment had seen

;neglected since 1911, and this bill provided for an automatic

lMyers and Newton, p. 330.
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?» tionment each ten years based on the most recent decennial

There wae concidersable opposition to reanportionment and

jd been deadlocked in the Congress for several years.2

The crucial Senate vote on the bill come May 24, 1929, on a

iln by Tugo L. Black (D=Ala.) to strike out the reavportionment

?1on.3 he motion lost 38 (9 Republicans, 29 Democrats) to 45 (40

blicons, 5 I}emocr»:t_ts).4 The bill passed the Senate five days

r 57 (41 Republicans, 16 Democrats) to 26 (8 Republicans, 18

»rats).s
Rural opposition in the House was formidable, but the skill-

leadership of Majority Leazder John <. Tilson (R-Conn.) moved

. . 6
bill through the ilouse successfully,

The bill providing

the decennial census and the reapportionment of the House

f Representatives passed on June 6, 1929, by 271 (193 Republicans,
: Democrats) to 104 (43 Republicans, o6l ﬁemocrats).7 After
gher features of the bill had been compromised by the conference
mittee, its report was accepted by the senate 48 (40

»)

Bepublicans, 8 Democrats) to 37 (9 Republicans, 28 Democrats).®

-y

“New York Times, June 7, 1929, p. 1.
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aCoag.Recoru,?lst cong.,lst vess.,1929,L:0I,Part 2,p. 1861,

“ibide, p. 2159,
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fiacmahon,mericen Political Science Review,X{IV,No.l,p.506.

: 7Cong.Record,7lst Cong.,lst 5ess.,1929,LiKI,Part 3,p.2458.
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?rse then accepted the conference report without a roll-call
ﬁ@nd Hoover signed the bill into law. His request for legisla-
or reapportionment of the House had been fulfilled with solid
flican support in both the Senate and the House of Representatives.
London HNaval Treaty

A second measure advanced by President Hoover during the 71lst
ss unrelated to the depression was the 1930 London Naval
tions Treaty. The agreement was submitted to the United states
gte for ratification on May 1, 1930. It fziled to act on the
Sty before adjourning the second session of the 71st Congress.
r,therefore,called the Senate into special session on July 7,
™, and strongly urged passage of the treaty. The President con-
* d that United States military policy should be determined
ly by the concern for national security with no consideration
? agressive expansion. He believed the treaty provided this
: urity, and that the only other alternative was competitive
j?lding of the world's navies with no increase in the national
;« rity of any nation. He concluded that if the treaty wes not

tified '"now the world will be again plunged backward from its
éwgress toward peace.™’

0f the seventy senators present to consider the treaty, 1l

re opposed to ratification, and 58 favorecd the treaty. The

reaty was easily approved by a vote of 58 (40 Republicans, 18

’lyde and Wilbur, pp. 593-597.
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ats) to 9 (7 Republicans, 2 Democrats) with the three opposi~
 Esanators paired against the bill.lo
By voice vote, the Senate adopted a qualifying amendment to
:<1date any "“secret understandings" that the Administration might
é’arrived at and not included in the information présented to

nate. Otherwise, not one word of the treaty was altered.ll
iar's efforts toward world peace through the limitation of naval
im:nts received bipartisan support far beyond the two-thirds
e ity necessary for approval.

Philippines

Another foreign policy issue that arose early in the Hoover
E' istration concerned Philippine independence. American
f»isition of the Islands after the Spanish-American War had been
gaextremely controversial issue, and agitation for their inde-
’ ence had continued through the years.
Philippine independence came up in the first session of
71st Congress during consideration of the tariff bill. An
dment was offered by Democratic Senator William H. King of Utah
grant independence to the Philippines. Many senators voting

ainst the amendment reported "that [the] vote should not be

terpreted as affecting in any way the issue of Philippine

1oggﬂg. Record, Special Senate Session, 1930, LXXIII,

Part 1, p. 378.

llNew York Times, July 22, 1930, p. 1.
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;n~ndence," but was defeated to avoid delay in enactment of a
lg‘f law. Regardless of the cause, the amendment was defeated
X7 Republicans, 29 Democrats) to 45 (40 Republicans, 5 Demo-

o). 1

| President Hoover did not e:press himseli on the issue until
ceived more serious considerution later in the 72nd Congress.
é opinion was that the Philippines were unprepared for independ-
e and indicated that he opposed the earlicr amendment voted on
ithe Senate.l4

The movement for Philippine independence was resumed in

fe House of Representatives during the {irst session of the 72nd
gress. Cn April 4, 1932, the House passed a bill sponsored by
ppresentative Butler B. Hare (D-38.C.) to grunt independence to
Islands eight years after the f£inal passage of the bill. .
;;ramatic appeal to defgat the bill" by Charles Undexrnill (R-liass.)

15 The bill passed the House easily by a vote of

i:s to no avail.
06 (119 Republicans, 136 Democrats, 1 Farmer-~Labor) to 47 (47

ff,-publicans).16 Soon after the bill was passed, iHoover indicated

121pid., October 10, 1929, p. 1.

; 130093. Record, 7lst Cong. lst wsess., 1929, LI, Part 4,
E pe 4399,

14Hyde and Wilbur, p. 610.

1SNew York Times, April 5, 1932, p. 1.

lécong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, L{XV, Part 7,
E pe 7411,
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he favored independence for the Philippines only when the Islands

the economic stability needed for political independence. He
k:not "believe that economic stability had yet been &ssured."l7
Hoover's opinion had not changed when the seaate again took
kthe question of Philippine independence. The date for Philippine

ration from the United ostates was the issue uader consideration,

@riod berfore indepencence was granted, but it also considared the

se amendment proposing an eight year preparatory period and an=

;“ . ’ e . o e N . B ar o l:‘) . N g

pther cienduent Co reduce the period of iive FEUTS e Ine latter
mendment lost narrowly by 37 (20 Repubdblicans, lé Democrats, 1 Farmer-

< 2 S a | S
sbor) to 38 (17 hepublicans, 21 Jemocrats(. Phe oenate then

ceptea Lhe <ight year preparatory period 40 (20 depublicans, 19

o

3

fDemocrats, 1 Parmer-Labor) to 3¢ (ld Republicans, 20 ouocrabs).

The interia period nccesgsary o prep.re Che Zuilippines dlor
f independence wuo wgela Ui cabject 0o veaunts uebote the following
 day. The scuaate cirst voteo Lo veconsider tlhclr wctioa oo tie pre-
fvious Gay, tien rejecteo Chal acltion «ud reotoreo Cuae twelve your

. » . .
time period.”” The vote to recousider the ..ctiou oi tie pPreviouds

l7ﬁyde and wilour, pp. 610-611.

hEN]
Lo, . ) 5 - ey - .
wew Yerk Tiuwes, «ccember 15, 193¢, p. L.
19 - : wrim e e "
GO e S COLU, /i VUG e 5 LU wlBoey L0l baaviylaxt Lypo437,
20, .
1bid.

g 21New York Tinmes, December 17, 1932, p. 10.




123
i&mssed 42 (21 Republicans, 21 Democrats) to 34 (18 Republicans,
%'--crats, 1 Farmer~Labor).22 Then the amendment to grant the

ippine independence in eight years was defeated 31 (16 Republicans

ocrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 45 (24 Republicans, 21 Democrats).23
?iSenate had restored the twelve years period, but Hoover still
jiidered 15 to 20 years cs the minimum time necessary to adequately
Bpare the Islands for independence.za

Another controversy about Philippine independence centered
proposed plebiscite of the Philippine people on the question
:jindependence. Hoover strongly advocated such a plebiscite,

25

;?ch was included in the bill before the Senate. An amendment

‘jfeliminate the plebiscite was defeated 33 (13 Republicans, 19
?rmcrats, 1 Farmer~Labor) to 35 (22 Republicans, 13 Democrats).26
The opponents of the plebiscite were, however, strong
mough to force a compromise the following day. Senator James F.
es (D=-S.C.) offered an amendment to require a constitutional

fgonvention with the resulting constitution submitted to a popular

iyote. The vote would be the evidence of the popular will on the

;‘ 2290 g+ Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1932, LXXVI, Part
; 1, p. 538.

231bid., p. 560.

2byvde and Wilbur, p. 612.

25gew York Times, December 17, 1932, p. 10,

ZGCo&g. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1932, LXXVI, Part
1, p.555.
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.Eion of independence.27 The compromise still failed to provide
Cfar cut vote by the Philippine people on the question of inde~-
'jluce after a trial period as insisted upon by Hoover. In spite
Eiis, the compromise amendment on a plebiscite passed 44 (16

) licans, 27 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 29 (21 Republicans,
?,~*rats).28

The final Senate vote was on a motion to recommit the bill,

29

"would be tantamount to killing it for the session." The

'vlaton lost decisively, 19 (19 Republicans) to 54 (17 Republicans,
;Dumocrats, 1 Farmer-Laboﬁ.Bo

The conference report, which allowed independence in ten
‘%”rs and only required ratification of the Constitution by the
f‘lippine legislature, was accepted by both Houses without a
?ll-call.Bl Hoover vetoed the bill, asserting the Philippines

18 not ready for independence under those terms. He contended

the bill would hazard the liberty and freedom of the Philippine

?7New York Times, December 13, 1932, p. L.

“1 Gliagggg. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1932, LXKVI, Part
Ly Po .

29New York Times, December 18, 1932, p. 1.

' 1, p. 624,
§ 31"Philippines“, Congressional Digest, AXI, No. 2 (February,
- 1933), p. 60,

32

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1932, LXXVI, Part

Hyde and Wilbur, p. 613,
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Representative Hare (D-5.C.), a persistent advocate of
‘:1ppina independence, led the attempt to override the veto in
"iHouse.33 On Jenuary 13, 1933, the Housc voted 274 (32 Repub-
8, 191 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 94 (93 Lcpublicans, 1

A

. 4 1 31‘ ~ ¢ P 1
ocrats) to override the veto. S0o0n aiterward, the ocnate also

ed to override Hoover's veto by 66 (20 lepublicans, 45 DJcmocrats,

3

Ln

Warner-Lubor) to 26 (25 Wepublicans, 1 Democrat). Loover's
;'sition to the measure, i< not its objectives, had boen con-
tent and clear, Although the principal support for carly
ependence came ifrom Democrats, the Republicans had provided
pportant votes on crucial issues. The Republican aembers in
fth the Senate and House were split over the President's position
; Philippine independence.
| Motor Bus Regulation

Regulation of motor bus transportation had been carried on
State govermments until the Supreme Court ruled that bus com=
'%mnies carrying passengers in interstate transportation werc be-

fyond the scope of state regulation. Interstate Commerce Commission

334ew York Times, Jenuary 14, 1933, »n. 1.

52 erCong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
1 ’ p. ;",_"’ 33.

35, ., e
1oice s [Pe ditie
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felfor: recomucuucd, with Zoover'spprov:l, that these bus com-

oa ’ oo 36
fes Do brought uncor Zzderil regulation.
The llouse ciret ccoted om o bill cuthoriciag the Interstate

merce Coraciccicn to coatrol rates, scheduling, and certification

pproved motor vus cudiaiics.  Cppoucals ol the bill in the 7lst

pgresc triced to vecomnit it for furtwer conumittee asction, but their

. e 3 gt P U A . o . * e s 37 e ld

gempts sziled cnc thwe bill was passce oy tiz llousc. Qe vecommit

jpion e delcctel 104 (18 Republicans, o) wouocrets, 1 Jormacr-Labor)

L o i By e 2 o g o L . o ) 3:(:5 a1 o ¥

237 (lvo kepudlicons, 39 Scuocrats). The touse thea nassad the

221 (1380 lepublicans, 41 oSomocrats); to 110 (30 lepublicans, 84

. - i ” o . 39

ocrats, 1 Marmer-Labor), with strong Lepublican support.
The senate was less prompt., 1t wae late in the session

phen the senate finally voted to displace the bill as unfinished

siness and carry it over to the third session of the 7lst Con~

S5 Thie vote was not a direct gauge of support for the bill,

t paessad by 30 (12 lcpublicans, 18 Democrats) to 27 (19 Republicans

\ 41
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).

“riyde and wilour, p. 329.
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> New York Tiwmes, hwxrch 22, 1930, p. 52,
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The Senate concluded action on the bill early in the next
on. A motion to recommit the bill to the Senate committee
rther consideration, in reality killing it, was passed 51
}Republicans, 26 Democrats) to 29 (20 Republicans, 8 Democrats,
, mer-Labor), as & Republican majority rebuffed Hoover.42 No
Tﬁher action was taken on Interstate control of motor bus trans-
tion during Hoover's Administration.

Muscle Shoals

Lnother non-depression issue was the establishment of
ilizer and power facilities at Muscle Shoals, Alabama. It was
Joposed that hydro-electric facilities and a manufacturing plant
the production of nitrate fertilizer be constructed in this
fterdeveloped region. Nearly everyone favored this, and the main
stion was whether the facilities should be operated by & public
yporation or private interests. Senator George Norris (R-Neb.)
pt this the central issue as he pushed for public ownership of
the facility.43
| President Hoover's position on the matter was explicit.
He accepted the need for the federal government to construct dams
and reservoirs where flcod control, navigation, reclamation, and

: the stream control had dominant importance, and when the project

4""Ibid., 3rd uess., 1330, LZ{IV, Part 1, p. 194,

43’Macmahon, American Political science Review, AxiV, iHo. 4,

p. 940.
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&kyond the capacity of private interests and local government
';cnstruct. Hoover, however, regarded MHuscle Shoals as a project
?? electric power and the nitrate plant were the major purposes,
8 by-product of other overriding considerations. He was firmly
‘ksed to a govermment corporation operating Muscle Shoals incom-
gtion with private industry. The proper role of the government,
;Frding to Hoover, was the regulation of interstate power com-
i-es, not government ownership of such companies. The President
.}‘not modify his views throughout the controversy.
Initial action on Muscle Shoals came in the Senate during
he second se¢ssion of the 7lst Congress, when it passed Norris!
i'posal for a government corporation to operate Muscle Shoals.45
e bill passed by 45 (18 Republicans, 26 Democrats, 1 Farmer-
bor) to 23 (21 Republicans, 2 Democrats).46

When the bill came to the House, Hoover's supporters
cessfully eliminated the public ownership provision. A House
L%ubstitute was presented in an amendment which provided for
iiaasing the facility to one or more private concerns for fifty

Zyears with & rate of return fixed by the govermment on nitrate

44Hyde and Wilbur,pp. 317-318.

L €
LJNGW York Times, April 5, 1930, p. 3.

1 480 ong. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part
; 6, p. 6511,
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f actured as well as surplus electric power sold.47 The sub-

‘}te amendment passed the Housc 186 (155 Republicans, 31 Demo-
'%s) to 135 (43 Republicans, 91 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) with
3 g Republican support.48 After the provision for the private
; ation of Muscle Shoals was adopted, the House passed the bill
;‘(156 Republicans, 41 Democrats) to 114 (35 Republicans, 78
ocrats, 1 Farmar~Labor).49
No further action was taken during the second session, and
gfthe third session the Senuate~House conferees finally reached
%;rement on a compromise proposal which provided for a govermment
poration to operate the power plant. The compromise also pro-
‘iided thiat 1f the nitrate plant was not leased to private interests
;chin one year, it would also be operated by the government corpora=
ﬁion'SO The conference report, basically the bill the Senate had
iginally passed, was accepted by the House by a vote of 216 (88
publicans, 127 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor} to 153 (150 Republicans,

Democrats).s1 The House reversal resulted from a shift by some

publicans, but primarily from solid Democratic support.

47Hew York Times, May 29, 1930, p. 6.

4800ng, Record, 71lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 9,

E p. 9766,

)
“Iibid., p. 9767.

5ONew York Times, February 21, 1931, p. 1.
51
p. 5570,

Cong. Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LIV, Part 6,
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The Senate quickly followed the House action and accepted
feonference report 55 (20 Republicans, 35 Democrats) to 28 (26
'ilicans, 2 Democrats).52 As expected, President Hoover vetoed
111 because it violated his principle that government must not
X te with private industry.53 When the session was nearly over,
igong Senate ma jority voted to override the veto;49 (16 Republicans,
: mocrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) voting to override the veto and 34 (31
?-licans, 3 Democrats) to sustain, but the attempt failed by six
%rs to get the necessary two-thirds.54 Hoover had received con-
ently firm Republican support in the House, and Senate Repub-

ns had provided adequate support on the crucial vote.

The issue was revived in the 72nd Congress. A bill was
ppsented in the first session to lease Muscle Shoals to private
i.ns if a proper leasee could be found within one year, but a
? exrnment corperation would operate the complex if a proper leasee
1d not be found. Wwhen the bill came to the House floor, a motion
gas made to recommit the bill with instructions to strike out the
provision for government operation if private interests failed to

lease the facility in one year.s5 The motion failed 150 (129

52154d., p. 5716.

liyde and Wilbur, n. 217.

SACong. Record, 71st Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part
7, p. 7098,

SNew York Times, May 6, 1932, p. 9.
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:wlicans, 21 Democrats) to 200 (41 Republicans, 158 Democrats,

'ftmer~Labor) and the public ownership clause remained in the

There was no further congressional action on Muscle Shoals
Eing Hoover's term of office. The President successfully pre=
fbed the intrusion of government ownership in a domain he
‘3£eved should be maintained for private industry. The Senate
l blicans were divided over Muscle Shoals, while the House Repub-
v jans had been unified behind the President.
M Prohibition
The final non-depression issue was the controversy over
'i?paal of the Eighteenth Amendment. Prohibition had caused per-
:? ing problems since its inception. Efforts to comtrol effectively
- traffic in alcoholic beverages had fallen far short of success.
fv-h "wets" and "drys'" clamored for change in the prohibition laws.
these antithetical forces became more active during Hoover's Ad-
ministration.

President Hoover regarded the Eighteenth Amendment as less
;than perfect. He described prohibition as an experiment, noble in
;notive, that should be given a fair and honest trial. Hoover did
;;not directly express himself on repeal until late in his Adminis~

E'tration. Until then Hoover restricted himself to recommendations

56Coq&. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
9’ p‘ 9669'
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ffective control of the traffic in alcohol. His personal be-~
f that people would be 'better off" without alcoholic beverages
t.sts that he was following the =xpedient course on the

::.57

The prohibition issue was indirectly ruaised early in Hoover's
Jn. Both the "wets" and the "drys" were polcrized in their
ﬁitions; therefore any proposal that vaguely suggested liberaliza=-
in the liquor laws became a contest over prohibition itselfi.

is was demonstrated in the sSenate controversy over a proposal
:ieliminate wood alcohol as an adulterant to alcohol used for
iﬁrstrial purposes. The ''wets' defended the bill on the conteantion
‘igt wood alcohol was poisonous and therefore potentially hazardous

i human beings. The prohibitionists thought the bill was a

:gise to attack prohibition in general.58 The proposal lost 1o

j;o Republicans, 6 Democrats) to 45 (29 Republicans, 16 Democrats)

pnd wood alcohol continued to be used as an adulterant.59 The
'%»:ntical proposal was also decisively deteated a second time 1Y

k1o Republicans, 9 Democrats) to 54 (34 Republicans, 20 Demo-

1 0l
ferats).

374yde and wilbur, pp. 552-554.

58New York Times, June 7, 1930, p. l.

g 59Cong. Record, 71lst Cong., 2nd sess., 1930, L{{II, Part
9, p. 1U171.

®ybid., part 8, p. 3919.
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Only the emotional intensity generated over the prohibition
e gave these votes any significance. On the surface, the
ficular question was unimportant. President Hoover expressed no
jion on the wood alcohol bill, but he could not escape the
'}riz&tion that forced people into one camp or the other on the
j?ibition guestion, Presumably, Hoover,a "dry' at heart

;witted to a fair trial for the experiment, would logically lean
rd the camp which opposed the bill.

There was one explicit roll-call vote in the second sssion
i:an Administration proposal for more effective enforcement oi
prohibition laws. The federal courts were overflowing with
vﬁleged offenders. Hoover proposed that United States Commission-
;s be permitted to preside over the trials of petty offenders in
,a-hibition cases to relieve the excess case load on the Federal
;istrict Courts. The bill was sponsored by Charles A. Christopherson
';R-S.D.) in the House of Representatives. Opponents contended that
is proposal constituted a serious departure from accepted
?judicial practice. Polarization between the "wets' and ''drys'" was
gﬁgain demonstrated when it was suggested prior to the vote that Lf
;the measure was defeated it would appear that Congress had gone
61

et! because it would make prohibition more difficult to enforce.

. The proposal with strong Republican support easily passed the House

&

Olﬂew York Times, Juane 5, 1933, p. 1.
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162 Republicans, 56 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 117 (44

i‘licans, 73 Democrats).62

During the third session of the 71lst Congress the Senate

1 three roll-call votes on a liquor reform nackage based upon
ndations from the Wickersham Commission. Hoover had

}inted the Commission to investigate prohibition and had sub-
€~ntly endorsed its report except for the Commission's recommended
‘Lsion oif the Lighteenth Amendment. Among other recommendations,
Comnission had opposed 'legislation allowing more latitude

federal searcaers ond seizures,'" Hoover transmitted this
”;ommendation to Congress ior action.63 senate ''drys' however, pro-
ed a bill with severe search and seizure provisions for more

irict eniforcement oi prohibition in the District of Columbia.

énts" attempted to remove the ''radical search and seizure pro-
uisions" by recommitting the bill to comnittee.’® The "drys"
>:rvailed when the motion lost 28 (16 Republicans, 11 Democrats,

% Farmer-Labor) to 45 (23 Republicans, 22 Democrats).65

The two other roll-call votes were on an amendment to the

-

[e i
2]

Cong. fecory, 7lst Conge., 2nd sess., 1930, LaklI, Part 3,

63N¢w York Times, January 21, 1831, p. 1.

§ %%1pid., Jsnuary 27, 1931, p. 1.

65
pe 3157.

Cong. Record, 71lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part 3,
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frictions on prescriptions for alcohol issued by mediczl doctors.
Wickersham report had recommended that these restrictions be

66

red. The "drys' opposed the amendnent because they feared it

Bld enable the general public to obt.in prodigious quantities of

67 .. A o -
pohol. The amendment lost 25 (16 Republicens, 3 Democrats, 1

fQ°r—Labor) to 45 (24 Republicans, 21 Democruts).67 The "drys"
jin prevailed whea they defeated 2 motion to reconsider 20 (16
blicans, 12 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 39 (25 lepublicans,
v:vDemocrats).Gg
The roll-call votes during the 71lst Congress were oovligue.
sthout the intensity of feeling over the liquor issue these votes
1d not have been interpreted as a contest between the "wets!

Ind the "'drys." The "drys' won handily on these votes in every
:Tstance. The votes were paradoxical in that Hoover was presumably
iﬁry," but his recommended modifications in prohibition laws werc
Packed by Senate 'wets' and defeated by 'drys."

The preceding issues were on the fringe of the prohibition

iquestion, but subsequent votes were more directly related to the

 {ssue of legalized alcohol. Proposals were made to legalize the

D6New York Times, January 21, 1931, p. l.
G7

Ibid. ] Feerdry 3’ 1931, p. 20.
§ ] baCong. Record, 71lst Cong., 3rd sess., 1931, LiKIV, Part 4,
- p. 3764,

®91pid., p. 3767.
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pfacture _ad scole of becer to ruise revenue to relieve the federal

birnmcnt'; aroving budget acelocit, The Uickersham Commission
'jsed logolizing becr while the Jightceonth uzondment was in the
. . 70 ... . s s

titution. his wos in wgreemcat with loover's desire to
prohilbition o i.ir tri.l. Although (loover was desperate to
i}eauc cederul revenue, usutooritotive cources reported that he
B no intcation to logelice beur.7l

L proposal to legelive beer was introduced in the Lenate
5ing tue iirst session of the 72nd Congres: to make beer con-

s

pining 2.72 percent clcohiol legal, and Lo provide the basis for a
tax. deiore it could pe voted on, an acmendment was offered
one o. thic most porsistent “wets,' senator Hiram Bingham (i-Conmn.)
b raise the legal alcohol coatent to 4,00 percent. Senate ''drys'"
: o ] . g o 12 )
dly ucieuted the bill and the amendment. The latter was
Jefeated 23 (12 Republicans, 11 Democrats) to 60 (32 Republicans,

7') - . 5 - <« =~
Decmocrats). '~ The bill lost 24 (12 Republicans, 1Z Democrats)

ko 61 (32 Republicuns, 29 Democrats).74 The senate voted at a latex

te on cnother Bingham pronosal to legalize 2.75 beer. Again

7JMyers and Newton, p. 467,

YlNew York Times, september 16, 1931, p. l.

'~1pid., Lay 19, 1932, p. L.

Pl
7Jboqg. record, 72nd Conge., lst Sess., 1932, LXKV, Part 10,
p. 10518,

741bid., p. 10519.
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oposal, offered as a revenue measure, was decisively defeatcd.75

were 26 (15 Republicans, 11 Democrats) senators voting to
lize beer and 35 (27 Republicans, 28 Democrats) voting to pre-

the intent of the prohibition omcadment,

Final Senate action on the beesr bill came on July 11, 1932,
I a motion to recommit the bill woes passed S0 (26 Republicans,
emocrats) to 25 (14 Republicans, 1l Democrats) killing the issue

I ) 77 k3 » . v . '3 » 3 + 1 3 t
the session, Becisive senate majoritics in both partics had
pulsed every effort to legalize beer.
The House had one roll-call vote during the L[irst sessiom
f the 72nd Congress on legalizing the manufacture and scle of
gper. A bDill to legalize beer was ''pigeonholed’ in coumittee.
» House ‘''wets' moved to discharge the beer bill from comittee
bring it to the ilouse floor ior action. The vote reilected

. 70 La! it - -
se sentiment on legalized beer. House ‘‘wets' showed more pouer
gn their Senate collegues, but they still lost 169 (82 RQepublicans,
g86 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 228 (116 Republicans, 112 Damo-

v‘ats).79 President Hoover received sufficient bipartisan support

75. v y . .
dow York Times, May 20, 1932, »n. 1.

7600ng.Record,72nd Cong.,lst 5ess.,193Z2,L&XV,Part 10,p.11126.

77

1bid., Part 14, p. 15024,

—————

78New York Times, May 24, 1932, p. 1.

3
‘
]

7900ng.Record,72nd Cong.,1l5t Sess.,1932,LXXV,Part 10,p.10956.
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aic recommendations prevail.

Cn the fincl roll-csll vote on beer, early in the second

“

fon ol tiwe 7Znd Longrews, the House lagelired the menufocture

H

ol - r. b N Q al . Fa
sale cf 3.2 perceat bocr, The LIl pnssed 230 (96 Renublicans,

 Democrats, 1 Former-~Lobor) to 162 (101 Sopublicuns, ¢4 Domocrats).

pver still opposee legelicing beer on the grounds that it would
Jlify tle iateat of thc Lightocnth fncnduent. The zmondment

d have te be glterad thirougi propoy conctitutionsl procedures

ore lioover would .Lgree to legalized becr. The President wa

orted to lhuve "indicated umaistokebly to Lis Irionds" Lic dis-

e b ! 2 8 2 4 T 7 ¥
proval oif the beer bill. douse Republicaas strongly supperted

P

Congress also confroated the liquor iccue directly during

on of the 7Znd Congress when resolutions weroe

rA-
‘-—.
H
w
T
@
(. 3
LI\
H.

jffered to repeal the Lighteenth Jmendment. President loover had
pressed himseli on the question when he trunsmitted the wickersham
éteport to Congress: he toolk ''serious objectioan to, and therciore
%must not be understood ¢s recommending the comnission's proposed

yrevision of the Sighteenth Amendment.'

UQN@W York Times, Jecember 22, 1932, p. 1.

lCong. Record, 72nd (ong., 2nd sess., 1332, LiVI, Part 1,

§ p. 867.

waw York Times, November 20, 1932, p. l.
83

Ibid., January 21, 1931, p. l.
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The Senate's first direct vote on prohibition during the 12

' experiment was on a resolution by Senator Bingham for the states

o

have referendums on the liquor question.bér The resolution was

sated 15 (8 Republicans, 7 Democruats) to 55 (26 Republicans, 28

A g
pocrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).

L

The House held its first 'clear cut,
rranged vote on the general question of prohibition' when a
bion to bring a repeal resolution to the ouse iloor wus deleated.

the course of the debate, Maryland Representative J. Charles

1L 1

}ﬁthicum, leader of thwe Democratic "wets'" ia the Housc, was moved
declare that the ilouse could '"'pass this resolution ead depression
ill iade away like the mists before the noon day sun.”aﬁ In spite
this plea, the motion to discharge the bill lost 137 (97 Lepub-
Jcans, 9) Democrats) to 227 (112 Republicans, ll4 Democrats, 1
%armer-Labor).87 Congress again supported (loover. Republicans
re divided on the question, but & majority sunported the Prosident.
Presideant Hoover reversed his stond on repesl oi the
tEighteenth Amendment prior to the sceecond scsolon of the 72nd Con-

fgress.  loover's fatimctos do not tow orwcetly when the President

F decided that the proluibiticn oporiment wos ¢ failure and thet

% aalbid., Jomusry 22, 1932, p. 1.

85
p. 2418.

Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., lst Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 3,

Pt oY

““New York Times, iarch 15, 1932, p. 1.

e}

o7 . . . i o e
congl.e Recoxd, 72nd Cong., lst oess., 1934, LuaV, rurt ©

p. 6003,
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1 wvas the most practical course of action. Hoover made the
flic declaration of his reversal on August 11, 1932, during the
fsidential campaign. He attached two specific reservations to
izal, that there be 'absolute guarantees in the constitution to
ho ect each state from interference and invasion by its neighbors,
?@that in no part of the United states shall there be a return
; the saloon system with its inevitable political and social
ption. .. ."88
The House acted quickly. On the first day of the session,
peaker John N. Garner offered a repeal resolution which failed by
Bix votes of the two-thirds majority necessary on a constitutional
ndment.89 A total of 272 (103 Republicans, 168 Democrats, 1
rmer-Labor) representatives voted for repeal and 144 (100 Repub~
ficans, 44 Democrats) to preserve the Eighteenth Amendm@nt.go
i%hether the vote supported Hoover's position is moot. Although
;he favored submitting the question to the states, this resolutiom
| did not contain a clause for federal protection of dry states.gl

Action on repeal then moved to the Senate for a test vote

| on February 15, 1933. The "dry" forces had filibustered to

884gde and Wilbur, pp. 555-556.

89New York Times, December 6, 1932, p. 1.

9OCong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1932, LXXVI, Part
1, P 12.

glmew York Times, February 16, 1933, p. l.
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pent consideration of & repeal resolution, but finally agreced to
test vote on a motion by Senator John J. Blaine (R-Wis.) tc consid
4 . g 2 . D R ooy .
f repecl resolution. The motion passed 58 (28 Republicans, 29 Dem

]_ g oy b g n 1 » R T o f 93
8, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 23 (13 Republicuns, 1O Demcecrats).
The successiul wmotion was then followed by two importunt
8 on the anti-saloon cliuse of the ronzol resolution. First an
dment to delete the clausc was passed. Leter, on an cmendment
estore the anti-saloon clause, ''the test Jiaally cane (o] « o o
Elaw the saloon." OUn both votes, the Senate disregarded the
onishment of Senator Williem L. Borah (R=Ideho) that dire
sequences would result with the return oi “'that old hellish

24
Mstitution," the saloon. The senate also rcbutied Hoover when
R deleted the anti-saloon clause 33 (12 Republicans, 21 Democrats)
5 ” » o - % 5 "j 5 (a2 CE
32 (17 Republicans, 14 Democrats, 1 Former-Labor).”” The effort
restore it lost 33 (24 Republicans, 14 Dcmocrubs) to 46 (17
iy ] . " 9{': ) - e -

publicans, 28 Democr.ats, 1 [armer-Labor). Thece direct vetes
Hoover's proposal lacked o sufficiently lurze Republican ma jority

Hin favor of the President's position to counterowlance Democrot

ﬁopposition.

o
J&

Ibid.,

93, - PO " . o YT 19
cong.Record, 72nd Cong.,2nd 0es5.,19332,14VI, Part 4,D.41348.

9

Hew York Times, February 17, 1933, p. l.

““Cong.Record,72nd Cong.,2nd Sess.,1933,LAAVI,Part 4,p.4179,

7%1bid., p. 4230.
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The repeal wocoo

e

Lution then passed the 3enate without the

[

leral protection of dry states.

(.r

goon buon, although it did
reperl resolution spoasor:d by Sonctor Bloiae received the

thirds majority neeeoonyy for oooaoge 23 (22 Zepublicans, 33

& [

98

4]

pocrats, 1L orac to &3 (L% Dopunlicuas, 9 Lemocrats).

r days loter, the llouse veversed thoir coriier sction and peassed

repeal ro boluL10“ 289 (129 Republlcuns, 179 Democrates, 1 Farmer-
< P 3 (%X - . N o A ) 9 ~. - . .
gbor) to 121 (8% Republicans, 32 Democrats). The issue wes then

?801v&& 50 far as the federal govermment was concerned. It was

a matter for the states. It hed been an issue that transceunded
{rrty lines. Hoover's position had been sustained in most instances.
support necessary for this successiul legislative record usually
cluded a majority of Roepublicans, although often a small majority.

[he prohibition issue had been resolved.

7.. . " .

New York Times, February 17, 1933, pn. 1.
98 , 5 rere
1 Loug. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
b4, p. 4231,

93

Ibid., p. 451G.
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ANALYSIS OF OVSERALL

PARTT AN SUDPPOPT

tiost of Hoover's dupression measures wore f{avorably received
Congress until the luzme duck session of the 72nd Congress. The
;}ctive of this study .as been to dutoraiae Che source ond degree
 the support for thw fresident's recoumenditions. A& tabulation

*

B the House and senatec votes i necessery Jor « more coaplete

gw of the congressionul support for Hoover's prograic. Tiw
lation oi ecach fissuwe clurifies the particoa support iLor epres-—
n and non=depression prograns 3pONSOred DY ACOVer and proviaes
overall picture of oover's legislative rucord. Sotu depublicaa
Democratic votes will be iucluded to enwole o compurison oif

eir support Lor Hoover's recommendations.

The tebulution will include both !
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FHOOVET "5 Dl Vimaciii et dri

i . -t e oy . . N L , o - Cvm LY -
LA VOLes Lwul oowh wdly Ll Lle sldluon o ciw werba s e sloU

L]
pedt
[
{

{

ddenticioe e Dolag Opptsew OO O consistent wicta .cuve
ative proprad.  Cily a0uue ciie weaabe lhedvere presonl die vollig

are included; palro ol catladuct (rom Cie Covulalion. . percotitage
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TABULATION OF REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRAT CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT FOR
PRESIDENT HOOVER'S RECOMMENDATIONS ON MAJOR VOTES

DURING THE 71ST AND 72ND CONGRESSES

Republican Votas| Democratic Votes] Percent] Parcen
; Issue Text]{ Number | Numbexr | Number | Number | Repub. |Demo,
] page] with againsty with against] with with
Hoover | Hoover | Hoover | Hoover | Hoover |Hoover
: Tariff-Senate
st Congress
" General revisioniesssseoes 6 13 32 25 7 2%, 78%
Flexible provisions.sesse 9 38 13 4 34 75% 11%
Rates.nn.....n.-.-.u. 10 5 446 26 7 lm; 79%
Flexible provisions..ees. 10 37 12 5 29 15% 15%
Flexible provisionS.evess 11 39 11 3 30 787 149,
Sendte AVerag@.ceveees 53% 39%
J2nd Congress
Flexivle provisionSsesee. 13 30 6 0 36 83% 0%
k Tariff-House
7st Gongress
RAL@Seswnosnsnnrsvsoceconcs 8 12 245 134 20 % a71%
Flexible provisionS.cesea 10 227 19 14 133 93% 107,
Flextble pl‘OVis ions sneses 11 208 2!\1’ 14 132 88% 10%
3 House averageessccesse 62% 36%
72nd Congress
] Flexible provisions.esses 13 174 8 0 205 26% 0%
Flexible proviaions. enees 13 182 12 0 201 947 0%
Flexible provisionsesssss 13 167 13 4 188 93% 27
Flexible provisions.sess»s 14 164 12 2 165 23% 1%
RAt@Ssensrscessnsnncennee 13 171 15 3 195 91% 2%
House averageeessesses 93% 1%
: Farm Relief-Senate
715t Congress
~ Cooperative marketingeses 17 47 3 27 5 947% 84%
Export debentures.ecessces 19 42 13 2 34 767 6%
Export debenturescecesses 19 39 i3 4 32 15% 117
Zxport debentureS.seseees 21 31 14 3 28 69 10%
Export debentures.eeseess 22 37 12 6 28 15% 18%
Human food dolecesvsoseee 26 27 20 0 35 ST 1174
Senate averagtesesssse 7&% 22%
Farm Relief-House
7ist Congress
Cooperative marketingese.. 16 245 2 121 32 99% 79%
Export debenturésSeessesse 20 217 13 kK] 100 94% a3
Export debentureSsecsceso 21 194 48 37 112 8% 25%
Human food dolescecseesas 24 204 16 i 142 83% 1%
Human £00d doleéesevcesses 24 220 16 4 129 83% &%
Human fOOd d°1et.lltoot e 25 202 15 13 119 93% 10%
House average swosvoNe 9-273 258/3
72nd Congrass
Cotton SUbSidy.o-oooo-boo 29 151 25 32 163 867, 177.
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TABLE 1 - Continugd

Republican Votes | Demecratic Votes| Percent| Percent
Issue Text] Number ' ’
paget with
JHoeover
Relief-Senata
Gongress
eallocation of funds... 33 35 11 7 27 T76% 21%
. Employment ageNntyeessses 40 23 12 21 66% 16%
" Restrict Immigration.... 42 24 13 27 2 65% 93%
1 Senate Averagaesesssre 69% 437
Hnd Congress
Ralief er..&olathoocll 34 39 1 8 30 98‘:" 2170
Ralief worKeveososesones 34 27 15 21 19 o4% 53%
Relief WOrKesosoesoonses 33 35 7 37 i 83% 92%
Rﬂliﬁf WOrk.-..-.... eans 37 25 1& 5 29 M% 15%
Federal grantS.vsasscees 39 18 15 24 12 55% 68%
Senate averagBeesosss 73% 51%
Relief~Housa
g 12nd Congrass
E Relief W’Ol’k. ssssramtO N 34 172 21 10 19& 89% 5%
Ralief “Orkdoo'bowa-o-t. 37 155 35 2 166 82‘7’» 1%
Relief work.u...-.u-.- 38 170 11 125 . 35 945; 7870
House averagesseveess 88% 287,
1 RoF:Ca'S
f 72nd Congress '
" R.F.C. loans-public work 45 30 7 15 21 81% &2%
Establish R.F.C. sesnnse 46 34 3 29 5 92‘:‘ 854
Senate AVETALR s e o 87% 64%
i R.F.Co=House
- 72nd Congress
3 Establish ReFele wovsase 45 181 11 154 45 947, 7%
R.FsCe funds for relief., 47 97 53 12 151 66% T%
Loan disclosur@ssseesses 48 167 10 2 159 94% 1%
Loan disclosureceseesees 48 150 12 0 159 937 474
House averageevesvess ar; 21%
Veterans Pensions-Sgnate
| T1st Congress
: Sp.-Amer. War pensions.. 352 18 28 0 32 9% 0%
WeWle 1 penBion8iesseesss 55 26 9 0 27 74% 0%
WeWe I pensionBesesveses 53 25 10 2 25 71% Th
Welle 1 pensions..u....- 57 32 6 is 3 Béﬁo 65%
Bonus certificate«~50%... 58 12 34 0 37 26% 0%
Bonus certificate~50l..s 59 16 36 1 39 31% k74
Senate averaglseeeses 547, 13%
72nd Congress
~ Bonus certificate~100%,. 60 35 7 27 10 83% 73%
F Wells 1T penSionBu.u-o-tau 61 14 23 10 27 3801’:: 277‘

Senate averag ' ......s 61% S0%
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ext] Number
Lasue page] with against
Hoover | Hoover

sxans Pensions-House
Gongress

. 8pe.~Amer. War pansionS... 52 63 123 0 110 5% %
8p.-Amer. War pensions... 33 14 184 0 114 % 1
1 WeWo I pensionssesessscss 33 143 91 2 138 61% 1%
WMy I pensionSeseescases 54 185 45 3 136 80% Py
WeWe I ponsionscevssasees 56 191 7 3 109 96% 37
. Bonus certificate«~50%.... 58 39 212 0 150 16% 0
" Bonus certificate«50%.+ss 59 79 179 0 148 K} ¥ o
House averag@ssesesees 46% 1%
2d Congress
Bonus certificate<-100%... 60 133 60 42 165 69% 207
Bonus certificate.100%.,. 60 126 57 50 153 69% 257
House AVeragéessovesse 69% 237
| Taxation-Semate
[ Tist Congress
Income CAX CUCesesrasnsne 64 39 11 24 3 78% 8%
F T2nd Congress
t  Income tax increas@.essas, 67 24 15 25 15 62% 63%
Manufscturers sales tax.. 67 20 20 7 32 50% 18%
Income tax refundS.cesces 69 24 17 2 35 59% 59
Income tax refunds.eesses 69 25 15 1 36 63% ¥
Senate averag@ssevesss 59% 227
1 Iaxation-House
§ 72nd Congress
‘ Manufacturers Sales tax.. 65 110 81 50 154 38% 257
Incoma tRX InCreas@eseces 66 125 62 86 115 67% 437
Income tax refundsS.seeese 70 142 28 1 195 84%, 17
Income tax refunds... veos 710 156 14 2 178 2% 17
House AVEXAGCsnsnvenns 715% 187
Reducing Expenditures-Senate
71st Congress
Salaty limitationeeseeess 74 21 16 3 26 574 100
72nd Congress
Flat budgat cUt»10eevaes 75 20 15 5 24 57% 17
Flat bUdget cut'IMO eveee 706 23 16 6 33 59% 15
| Flat budgat cut=10%sevees 76 23 11 8 25 687 24;
i Defer economy programsese 78 30 8 5 a0 T9% 14
i Currant spending cute5%.., 79 24 18 8 32 LY A 20
' Pay cuUlecsensessssnsreses 85 16 135 i8 14 329, 56
Furlough plafsssresssasss 85 13 17 13 3 43% ag:
f Furlough plansecessessses 85 25 13 10 28 66% 26,
‘ Furlough plancessascesssss 86 25 9 10 24 74% 29
Furlaugh planeceesesecsss 86 23 9 9 26 76% 26

Furlough plan.-......o... 86 33 1 9 22 97% 29



F
4

TABLE I - Gentinued

148

Republ Vo Democratic Votas| Percent| Perce
Number § Number | Number

Issue Tex Rumber | Repub., | Demo.,
pagel with against] with against] with with
Hoover | Hoover j Hoover | Hoover | Hoover | Hoove
Bducing Expenditures-Senate
fmd Congress - continued
?ay CULvwsnsescuvsnccseee a8 19 23 20 20 457, 50%
i Executive reorganigzation. 91 19 14 8 21 56% 28%
] Sanate AVeradgQevsssnse 647 297,
géucing Expenditures-House
fist Congress
Salary limitationsesoevee 73 114 71 56 43 627 57%
2nd Congress
Flat budget cut«10%,scuee 75 39 105 3 163 27 2%
Pay cut exemptioNereosose 33 64 135 90 103 32% 47%
Futloush Plaftcececrerssasse 83 52 148 80 118 26% 40%
Furlough pPlansesssssssees 83 129 68 17 181 63% 9%
Furlough plancesenesasese 87 166 17 76 110 90% 417%
Furlough planscccsescrnse 87 173 5 151 39 97% 79%
Army-Navy mergeresseensas 92 150 49 60 137 75% 0%
Executive reorganization, 93 176 3 0 198 98% 0%
House AVRTragBesssrenes 647, 31%
| Danking and Finance- Senate
t Tist Congrass
i Railroad bankruptcysseee.iil 20 23 7 22 &7% 247,
. 72nd Congress
: Land Bankeeesosssvessssee 97 14 26 35 2 35% 95%
Merge Land Bank-RsFeCy 4. 98 24 8 8 25 75% 247,
Home Loan Bonkesssesvnses 99 18 16 15 19 53% &4
Home Loan BanK.sssevrssve 99 30 10 17 13 75% 57%
GCurrency expansionsecses 101 14 23 4 29 a8% 127
Currency expansionse.se..102 19 15 1 28 56% 37
Surrency @xpansion.ecsecss.103 24 11 5 23 69% 18%
Currency eXpansionses..s».103 a3 13 3 24 64% 117
Branch b‘nktngt vesnasnseall? 18 15 33 2 $5% 947
Branch banking-.........«iOT 21 9 24 8 70% 75%
Currency expansionessees108 32 6 3 12 847% 747
Banking reformecsrsses «s+108 28 4 26 4 88% 877
Railroad hankrupteyees veell0 21 5 21 10 81% 687
Bankruptey roformesssess110 22 1 22 7 96% 767
Sendte averagGeececvss 67% 539
anking and Finance-House
72nd Congress
Land Bankevevssssncssasse 96 146 16 46 148 90% 245
Currency inflation.sesee 101 57 123 3 165 3%, 2
Currency expansionscssses102 151 33 66 92 827 427
Currency expansiofessssss103 125 44 97 b4 147, 69’
Currency expansion.seees 103 91 43 61 58 A 517
Currency expansiofieesss si0é 72 59 42 60 55% 617
Federal Reserve rediscou,i03 167 8 182 7 95% 96"
House AVeYaglasnsnrsvwseas 71% 463
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 Taxt

1s
sues page

gggggortiggggnt~8anana

Congrass

i Reapportion motion.,.....118 40 9 5 29
4 Census plﬂﬂ-a----a.-:&.a.lia 41 8 16 18
% Census plansseseseransessllB 40 9 8 28
Senate averag@rrsasees

l Reapportionment~House
#ist Congress
Census Pl&n.00009-uoatov¢113 193 43 79 61

ondon Naval Treaty-Senate
st Congress

Ratification.....o-....-.119 40 7 18 2

| Philippines-Senate
.j?lnd Congress

Time of independence.....122 17 20 21 16
Time of independance..ss.122 18 20 20 19
Time of independence.s...123 18 21 15 21
Time of indepandence.....123 24 16 21 14
Approval by plebiscite...123 22 13 13 19
Independencesecsenrvesresalld 19 17 0 36
Indepandance-...-........125 25 20 1 45
Senate BVEYaZGecoscrens
] Philippines~House
i 72nd Congress
Time of Independence.....i21 47 119 ] 186
Independenc@sssesscrsses el 93 82 1 191
House averag@.ssseescvece
Motor Bus-Senate
7ist Congress
Federal control.ssveseesa127 20 25 8 26
. 7ist Congress
3 Fedﬂral Go‘ﬂtrulbcoobcualtlza 198 18 39 85
g Federal controlicecsrevens126 180 30 41 84

House averagesesevacss

‘Percunt
Repub,
with

Petcei
Demo.
with

Hoover

82%
84%
827
83%

82%

B5%

467%
47%
467
60%
63%
33%
36%
3¥

28%
53%
41%

b4,

92%
B6%
89%

Hoovey

15%
4T%
22%
287

S56%

90%

247%

%
33%
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Text

page

Republican Votes
Issue |

i Muscle Shoals~Senate
Hst Congress
. Public ownershipsessresssl28 21 18

Public ownership.........130 26 20
Public ownorship‘....o...130 31 16
Sgnate averagescsesess
Muscle Shoals-House

M1st Gongress

Public ownershipsesecesee.129 155 43
Public owmershipesvesssesldd 156 35
Public Ownership.....-...izg 150 88

] House averageeeceesrsesse
| 12nd Congress
3 Public ownership......-..lSO 129 41

: Prohibition-Sgnate
F 72nd Congress

Legalized bedrsessrecosesldb 32 12
Legalinad bﬁ@rionoanowgo.136 32 12
Legalized baersersconnessl3? 27 15
Lagaliaed beeXeesseonconeld7 26 14
Rapeal...-;-.........-..a139 26 8
Rﬂpﬂﬁlyoooopptonoa--oocoulal 28 13
Anti-saloon clause.ssesedlél 17 12
Anti-saloon claus@.sssseeldl 24 17
Repealcoontacacuccaooo»woibz 14 29

Senate averag@essecsse

Erohibition-Hous

. 7lst Congress

Trialepetty offenders....134 162 44
72nd Congress

ngaliued Bedrssesssenceslld? 116 82

Legalized beerescresneeesllB 101 96

Rﬁpaalc-.-ootoooo-vcovulllsg 112 97

Rapeﬂlo’.ocnou-iot-Q-G-oniaz 89 109

House averageesessvons

Number umber
with ! against

31
41

21

28
29
28
24
28
29
14
14

56

116
64
114
32

91
18
127

158

11
12
11
11

10
21

28
33

73

86
133

179

34%
37%
66%
5%

78%
827
637,
74%

76%

3%
3%
647
65%
16%
68%
9%
59%
3%
63%

1%

59%
31%
347
45%
52%

Y%
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TABLE I1

TABULATION OF REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRAT CONGRESSIONAL SUPFPORT FOR
PRESIDENT HOOVER'S RECOMMENDATIONS ON MINOR VOTES
DURING THE 718T AND 72ND CONGRESSES

Democratic Votes
Number | Number | Repub.
with againet] with
Hoover | Hoove 200V

Taxt

Is
sue page

3 Tariff-House
st Congress
RAt@SB essessssrsnnusswsres B 12 229 125 5 5% 96%

1 Farm Relief~Senate
illst Congress '

Export debenturesS.ssvssss 19 i 21 2 a3 60% 6%
Human relief dolesssesess 28 29 18 H 34 62% k 72
Drought reliefseesncssces 28 36 8 31 6 827, 84%
Senate averaglessseons 68% 31%
f Farm Relief~House
st Congress
Human relief dolesnsesnss 27 207 21 5 127 91% 4%
Human relief dolescessses 27 211 21 6 129 91% 4%
House averagesescessss 91% 4%
1 Relief-Senate
' 72nd Congress
1 Funding by bond issua...s 37 17 23 2 33 437% 6%
. Religf-House
I 72nd Cougress
\ General reliefsecscveeeess 36 181 12 8 192 o4 4%
ReFaCo -Sanagg
12nd Congress
Loan B:andards-.-........ 49 11 22 5 32 33 14%

T2nd ”dngress~
Loan disclosurecsssssvsss 48 162 14 123 34 927% 78%

Veterans Pensions-Sgnat
7i-~%m~un u&mmmﬁ

st Congress
WelWe 1 pensionBescecesess 56 11 28 0 27 28% Y%

Veterans Pensions-House
715t GCongress

WeWo I pensionSessnsnseee 54 47 189 2 134 20% 1%
Taxation-Sanate
72nd Congress
Manufacturers sales tax.. 67 2 41 8 n 5% 21%
Manufacturers sales tax.. &7 11 30 23 16 27% 5%

Senate averagessesesse 167 &0,
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TABLE II - Continued
nomt commer S s ol . "
1T |Rspublican Votes [ Dem Percent | Perce
Issue ext] Number § Number Demo,
age] with against
! , ] Hoover } Hoover
jucing Expenditures-Senate
Congress
Budget reductioneeesssees 73 30 1 20 8 91% 1%
Budget increastsevesssnss 77 11 28 3 34 28% 8%
Budgaet reductionssecsescs 78 7 29 24 7 19% 7%
Executive reorganization. 90 25 8 7 25 76% 22%
Senate average 357, 45%
pducine Expenditures~House
ind Congress
Reallocating fundseusssse 79 157 40 26 168 80% 13%
Omibus economy billes... 82 75 100 88 119 43% 43%
Ommibus economy bill,eens 84 160 30 156 36 847 &1%
Executive reorganization. 91 48 150 50 146 247 26%
Executive reorganization. 93 136 42 8 185 767% 4%
House average 617% 33%
B Benking and Finance-Senate
t 7ind Congress
' Land Bank moratoriumess.s 96 30 8 30 7 19% 81%
Fed. Reserve rediscount..106 27 6 19 12 B82% 617
Sanate averagCesrvsses 819 717
3 Debt Moratorium-Senate
. 72nd Congress
: Debt uadjuam&nto weesanelll 36 6 33 6 86% 85%
4 Debt Moratorium~House
B 72nd Congress
Dabt readjustmentsssssseslis 196 5 120 95 9% 567
Philippines-Senate
7ist Gongress
Independenc@essessesssseelll 40 7 5 29 85% 157
72nd Congress
Independence plebiscite..124 21 16 8 27 STh 237
Motor Bus-Senate
71st Congress
Federal regulationeessse:sl26 12 19 18 7 3% 12



TABLE I - Continued

ubli Vot Fercent| Perce
Issue Text] Number | Number Repub, | Demo.
paze| with against] against with with
Hoover | Hoover | Hoover | Hoover | Hoover | Hoove
Prohibition-Senate
ist Congress
" Wood alcohol adulterant..132 34 10 20 9 7% 69%
k. Wood alcohol adulterant..i32 29 10 16 6 74% 13%
i Search and seizure clausel3d 16 23 11 22 41% 33%
. Prescriptions by M.D. ...135 16 24 8 21 407% 287
Prescriptions by M.D. +..135 16 25 12 14 k) /A 467
Senate averagGeissseses 547, 147
v Prohibition-House
lind Congress
RQPG&I conssevsnosannasseldl 100 103 44 168 497 217
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an aalysis of the preceding statistics is useful to amplify
\;ir full weuning. TFor the purpose of this analysis, it is necessary
»Festablish < standerd for measuring the extent to which the Repub-
-_fan party would neced to vote for Hoover's policies to be con-
‘}er@d an adegugate level of partisan support.
The nature of American political parties encourages lack of
Z}esion. A highly ideological multi-party system solidifies
Elitical groups, «ind would be cxpected to produce a high degree
¢ correlation between the party leader and the party's legislative
j:mbers. The American two-party system often forces each party to
Q;ganize along strategic limes, rather than ideological lines, in
%rder to win elections. The necessity of attracting the voter in
{he middle of the political spectrum forces the Republican and
%smocratic party to adopt highly flexible and often ambiguous posi-
:tions. The result is diverse elements within political parties.
;The differences within an American political party, therefore, may some
;times be greater than the differences between the two major parties.
There are also great differences within American political
%parties related to the varied geographic interests. The Republican
Vfrom the industrial EZast is usually thought of as having little in
common politically with the Midwestern Republican representing
agrarian interests. This is also demonstrated in the Democrat
party, whose strength depends upon the conservative Southerner

and the more liberal, urban, labor unionist politician for
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Boess at the national level. The party's congressional delegation
certainly reflect this divergency.

The governmmental structure also contributes to the lack of
;;sion in the American political parties. The United States Con-
Titution created & separation of powers between the executive, legisg~
$ ve, and judicial branches of goverament. .4 system of checks and
é“nces encourages each branch to pursue a relatively independent
1jvse of action. A parliamentuary system with its fusion of powers
’?;ds o create strict party discipline. .merica's governmental
%?ucture simply does not encourage the same degree of party unity.

%yy members of Congress have a power base in theilr state and dis-

: 31ct which enables them to be almost entirely divorced irom the natior
party. They can act as independently of the Chie{ txecutive as

iﬁey cheose,

N With these factors in mind, the standards by which President
{--ver's partisan support in Congress is to be measured should not rea-
sonably be expected to be too high. Although a quantitative measuremer
;18 perforce arbitrary,it seems reasonable that two~thirds support is
gthe minimum level at which a congressional party should be expected to
; support their leader. Three-fourths of the congressional Republicans
;supporting Hoover should be regarded as a satisfactory level of suppor!
;and congressional support in excess of 85 percent would be excellent.
;fThese are the standards by which Hoover's partisan success will be

measured on the major roll-call votes during his Administration.
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Tariff

The two relevant tariff issues centered around the establish=-

‘it of rates and the inclusion of flexible provisions in the tariff
%1 to permit readjustment of rates by executive decree. Republican
jpport for lloover on the question of rates was limited. The key
psue, however, was the flexible provision, With this provision
: luded, Hoover was satisfied that rates could be revised downward.
fpublican support for Hoover was substantial on this critical issue.
Vinate Republican support for Hoover ranged from 75 to 83 pexcent,
3- House Republicans overwhelmingly supported him, between 93 and
' percent, on flexible rates. On the most important tarifif issue,
; esident Hoover and the Republican Party found a common ground.
Farm Relief
Party support for the President on his farm bLill was extremely

Eitrong, 94 percent of the Republican senators, and 99 percent of the
iﬂause Republicans. Republican support was satisfactory on the export
;debentures issue as Senate Republican support ranged from 69 to 76
?percent and House Republican support averaged 86 percent. Senate
ifgliuppc:n:'t for the President was more limited on relief for drought vic~-
tims. Hoover was adamantly opposed to direct federal relief. A slim
majority of 57 percent of the Republican senators agreed with him.
The House Republicans were solidly behind Hoover, averaging 93 per-
cent in favor of his position. On the farm question in general,

Hoover and the Republican party demonstrated very close harmony.
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Public Works

The public works issue centered on the question of how much
fponsibility the federal govermment should assume for relief work
;0pposed to state and local govermments, and whether federal pro-
"jms would provide loans only for self-liquidating projects as
Fiwsed to direct federal relief. Senate Republican support for
EQver varied considerably, but averaged 73 percent. Republican
;-port in the House, which averaged 88 percent, was again strong.
fsolid na jority of congressional Republicans supported Hoover's
1}ews on public works.
“ Republican support for Hoover was a minimal 66 percent in
f:- Senate on restricting immigration and on establishing a federal
inployment service. These issues were of limited consequence in
overall depression program and the House held no roll-call votes.
Reconstruction Finance Corporation
Perhaps Hoover's most far reaching proposal was the Recon-

gstruction Finance Corporation. Eatablishing the corporation was
;solidly supported by 92 percent of the Republicans in the Senate,
;and 94 percent in the House. The only controversial aspect of the
- R Fo Co was over disclosure of loan recipients. There were no
| Senate roll-calls, but House votes show 93 percent of the House
Republicans voting for the President's position. Republicans were

less solid in backiug Hoover on who should be recipients of R.F.C.

loans and for what purpose, but it was never below a minimal level.

Again the Republican party and the President found a common ground.
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Veterans' Benefits

Unc of loover'. principel legislative setbacks came on

‘:?rana' bauelfits. The principal issue was whether benefits
uld ba incr&asad oG whether c¢ligibility clhould be liberalized.
faddition, there was controversy over wactacy benefits were a
Jasoncble Liethos ol distributing funds to boost the econonmy.
er opposed these proposed changes, but was severely rebuffed
two vetoes were overriden. In the 7lst Coangress, senate Repub=
fcans averaged ouly 54 percent in support of the President, and
se Republicans were even lower at 46 percent. In the next
gress Republican support increased to 61 percent in the Senate
hnd 69 percent in the House. Hoover and the congressional Repub-
cans failed toreach substantial agreement on this issue.
Taxation
The most controversial tax issue, the manufacturer's sales

;tax, was the principal feature of Hoover's revenue program. Only
fone~half of the senste Republicans accepted Hoover's proposal on a
?direct vote. osSlightly more House Republicans, 53 percent, supported
;the President. ithout this important tax provision, the Republicans
accepted the revenue bill by wide margins, 73 percent in the Senate
g and 86 percent in the House. There was greater Republican support

for Hoover's income tav increase nroposal, 62 percent in the Senate

and 67 percent in the House. The only other controversy, over tax

refunds, was less important but Hoover enjoyed more Republican
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:Qort, 61 perceat of the Senate Republicans, and 88 percent of
House Republicins., Congressional Republicans failed to support
er solidly on the principsl issue, the manufacturer's sales tax,
" Hoover cohsistently had the support of o linited mejority of
mgressional Republicans,

aeduced .«penditures

Controversy over reducing goverment costs ravolved around

;at cuts in the budget, reduction in the pay of fecderal employees,
,ﬁ- administrative reorganization. The first two were emergency
;asures to meet the crisis, On the question of flat budget cuts
?lpublican support for Heover was limited. ¥From 57 to 79 percent
ﬁf the senate Republicans backed Hoover, while on the one vote
Q:corded only 27 percent of the House Republicans backed the
Ei,!‘resident. On the furlough plan, Senate Republican support ranged
;from 43 to 97 percent and House Republicans between £5 and 97 per-
%cent. Suring the 72nd Congress, the critical period for the
}aconomy program, the overall Republican average was only 64 percent
iin both the House and the Senate. Party support was mixed, but
fit was generally less than the minimal support for a President's
; legislative program. There was only one key vote on the issue of
executive reorganization., Hoover's reorganization proposal was
re jected in the second session of the 72nd Congress despite 938 per-
cent of the House Republicans supporting the President's plan.
QOther votes on executive reorganization usually demonstrated satis-

factory levels of support for Hoover's proposals.
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Banking and Finance

There were many varied proposals related to banking and fin-
[;1 Republican support on the Federal Land Bank ranged from 35
; ent in the Senate to 90 percent in the House. Senate Republicans
?ked Hoover's recommendations on the Home Loan Bank by 68 percent.
’ principal banking and finance issue centered on currency expan-
:;n. Both Senate and House Republican support for the President's
jkition averaged 62 percent. On banking reforms, 95 percent of
,i* House Republicans and 71 percent of the Senate Republicans
}ted for Hoover's proposal. Senate Republicans supported Hoover's
i?nkruptcy proposals more strongly with an 89 percent average.
ﬁf:r&ll, the Senate Republicans averaged 64 percent on banking and
#inance issues and House Republicans averaged 71 percent. Their
pport was minimal on most banking and finance proposals.
Debts Moratorium

Republican support of the President was very strong on this
élssue, 86 percent in the Senate and 98 percent in the House. The
;President and congressional Republicans had no real disagreement
éover granting the moratorium,

Non-Depression Policies
Republican support for Hoover's non-depression policies was

generally more than adequate. On reapportionment, it averaged
approximately 83 percent in both the House and the Senate. Repub-

lican support in the Senate for the London Naval Treaty was equally
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Cn Interstate Commerce Commission control of motor buses,

R

Republicans bockad Hoover by 89 percent, while less than a
ijority of Senate Republicans supported the President. Hoover lost
all Republican support on the cuestion of Philippine independence
n only 43 perceut of the House and 53 porceat of the Senate Repube
‘J}cans respouded to doover's recommendations. The President fared
poncwhat botter with the Jepublicen party on the Muscle shoals con-
iroveray. doover strongly opposed public ownership of the facility.
n the Lenate, 59 percent of the Republicazns cgreed with him and 74
f‘rcant ol thne tHouse Kepublicuns supported his stand. The fiacl
mon~depression issue, prohibition, was entremely controversial.

=?There were two closely reluted guestions, legalizing beer and the
?repedl oi the idighteenth Amendment. On these guestions, 63 percent
:of the senate Republicans supported Hoover's stand while only 53
fperuent of the House Republicans supported his position on prohibi-
ftion. The President had only limited agrecment with the congressional

-

Republicens on this issue,

On depression issues, loover enjoyed solid Republican support
on the tavriff, farm reliwf, nublic works, R.F.C., and the War Debts
Moratorium. He received adequate Republican support on banking and
finance, but Republican support barely reached a minimal level on
the reduction of govermment expenditures. It was less than adequate
on taxation and veterans' benefits. Republican support on non-depres=-

sion issues was esscatially the same for Hoover's proposals as it
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on the devresslon program. Congressional support was very strong
?reapportiowment, the London Naval Treaty, and the Motor Bus bill,
blican support was reasonably good on Muscle Shoals. It was

fxed on the question of Philippine independence znd prohibition, as
?ih issues cut gcross partisan lines. It was not unusual to fiand
iymany Democrats as Republicans supporting Hoover's views on these
iw controversial issues,

On both depression and non-depression policias, Hoover
A;perienced solid Republican support on & majority of the issues,
fftisfactory support on epproximately one-quarter of the other
ésaues, and inadequate support on the remaining one-qguarter.
Further indication of President Hoover's partisan backing
kan be determined by looking «t a compilation of all the votes
;caken on the preceding issues during his term of office. On the
;following chart, all votes have been Iincludad to provide an overzll

| look at the partisan breakdown om Hoover's legislative program.

1
é
]
]



TABLE IIX

COMPREHENSIVE TABULATION OF MAJOR ISSUES
THE 71ST AND 7ZND CONGRESSES
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TABLE IV

COMPREHENSIVE TABULATION OF MAJOR AND MINOR VOTES WITH
THE 71ST AMD 72ND COWGRESSES QOMBINED

i ' | ' Ma joxr Votes - Donh ‘Tnﬁarhgsgs
Type of Iasue House Senat
Repub. ngcz ?g pub, | Demo, |}
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The major votes provide the significant totals. These are

e congressional roll-calls that were directly related to an impor-
i t policy question on which President Hoover had made his posi-
A:on known. Republican House support for the President on all
_}tes during the 7lst Congress was only 70 percent, lower than the
izvel regarded as satisfactory. When just the depression votes are
ionsidered, House Republicans back the President's policies at a
?inimal 66 percent level. The situation in the Senate during the
}?Ist Congress was similar. Senate Republicans supported Hoover
;mme consistently on non-depression policies than they did on his
;depression programs. They voted for 64 percent of all his proposals,
?which included the non-depression votes, but for only 62 percent of
fhis depression programs. In either case, Senate Republicans in the
?7lst Congress showed little reluctance to vote against Administration
gprograms.
§ There was an improvement in the level of support for the
iPresident during the 72nd Congress. House Republicans backed his
programs at a 73 percent level on all votes. The support index was
:higher when the non-depression votes are excluded, being 77 percent
on the depressionwtes. The level of support from Senate Republicans
during the 72nd Congress showed an increase from the 71st Congress,
but it was still lower than the level of support in the House.
Senate Republicans had a 65 percent support index on all votes, 67

percent on depression votes.



Combining both sessions of Congress, the House Republicans
i{ked the President's legislative program at 72 percent on all votes,
gss than a satisfactory level of support. The presidential support
.§-«x of Senate Republicans was lower &t 65 percent. Neither figure
"is high enough to be the basis for a sense of close kinship between
;esident Hoover and the Congressional Republicans during the 71st
;;d 72nd Congresses.,

| The level of Republican support that Hoover experienced was

;:latively low during the 71lst and 72nd Coungresses, although it
;mried considerably from one issue to another. Contemporary
ireviews of the Hoover Administration made frequent reference to
;factions within the party. The "Progressive' Republicans were
;normally differentiated from the "Regular" Republicans. This di-~

ivision within the party combined with Democratic opposition made

?1t doubly difficult for Hoover to get his legislative program

;through Congress. In spite of this, Hoover was very successful.

f:The only significant controversy that Hoover lost in the 7lst Con-

? gress was over veterans' benefits.t Hoover also received essentially
everything he wanted from the 72nd Congress despite a Democratic
House and a Senate with a Republican majority of one.2 The only
time the President had real difficulty was in the second session

of the 72nd Congress. As a lame duck President, Hoover was in no

1Romasco, p. 214,

%Ibid., p. 221.
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Bsition to exert pressure. The lame duck session also had 158

j«tars in Congress who had been defeated in the November election,

hd the result was a stalemate of inaction.>

- Hoover's success with Congress came in spite of opposition
t;am his own party. This opposition could have stemmed from a

%riety of causes. The New York Times suggested that the insurgency
’;sld have been caused by Hoover's dogmatism, his lack of active
Euadership, his refusal to share patronage with congressional Repub-
Jicans, but finally concluded that the real reuson was that hard times
é;ouraged Republicans to revolt without fear of the political con-
jjequences.4 Others found Hoover's problems with the Republican con-
Egressional delegation the result of his political ineptitude and his
1mability to provide effective leadership.5 Another source of Senate
{Republican antagonism was attributed to the fact that Hoover created
}ienemies during the 1928 Republican presidental nomination contest
;among senators who had presidential ambitions of their own.6 Regard=-
t less of the cause of the Republican opposition, President Hoover was
' successful in getting his programs through Congress in spite of a

' relatively low level of Kepublican support.

3
P 404,
ANew York Times, June 3, 1930, sec. III, 7. 1.

Herring, American Political Science Review, {XVII, No. 3,

sRomasco, p. 210,

6George H. lMayer, The Republican Party, 1854-1966, (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 403-405,




XII

ANALYSIS OF GEOGRAPIC
REPUBLICAN SUPPORT

With loyal Republicans in firm control of the House,
fresident Hoover could successfully withstand most of the Republican
jpposition in the 7lst Congress. The situation in the 72nd Congress
js quite different. Two of Hoover's élose associates during his
f?ninistration, William S. Myers and Walter H., Newton, the latter
}I whom served as Secretary to the President, established the
;ollowing partisan alignment as accurately reflecting the member-
éship of Congress. At the opening of the 71st Congress there were
i268 Republicans, 166 Democrats, and one Farmer-Labor, a comfortable
fkepublican margin. The Senate had 55 Republicans, 39 Democrats,
Eand one Farmer-Labor member. Only 42 Republican senators were
fidentified as "Regulars'" who supported the President's program.l
iThe 72nd Congress had, when it convened on December 7, 1931, 214
%’Republicans, 219 Democrats, and one Farmer~Labor member in the
| House, aund 48 Republicans, 47 Democrats, and one Farmer-Labor
| member in the Senate., 0Of the 438 Republican senators, l2 were
identified as progressives who formed a coalition with the Demo-

crats to control the oenate. There were 15 House Republicans

lMyers and Newton, p. 32,
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%:ntified as progressives who aligned themselves with the Demo-
;atic majority.2
‘ This partisan view of Congress suggests that support for the
,iesident's legislative program wus Lavorably received by the bulk
the "regular' Republicans in Congress and that opposition con-
%istently came from & limited number of insurgents. The previous
%-te tabulations provide no indication of the source of support
for Hoover within the Republican party. An examination of individ-
:ual Republican voting patterns during the Hoover Administration
fwill determine internal party support. 1t will indicate if Hoover's
 legislative program had a high index of support among the broad
;base of Republicans in Congress with the opposition limited to a
fcore of dissidents.
The bllowing tables will present the congressional Repub-
| lican voting record on selected issues that were of major consequence
: in Hoover's program to meet the economic crisis. The votes selected
? are ones on which the Administration's position was explicit and the
issue in question was being voted on directly. In the event of
repetitious votes, the final vote was used as the one most indica-
tive of loyalty to the Administration, This was the vote on which
the issue was finally resolved and the one subject to the greatest

pressure from all sources. These votes will be used to illustrate

%1bid., p. 146.

A————————



¢ internal Republican support for Hoover's proposals.

These tables include all members present and voting as well

p those who were listed im the Congressional Record as being paired

or aguinst the bill being voted on. Those members whose posi~-

ion on a bill was announced in the {ongressional Record, but was
Qt included smong those paired in the Record, are also included in
bhe tabulation as being paired for or against the bill., The general
1:irs, which are not established as a result of a specific request
do not identify voting position, and are simply listed as ''not
&oting". 4 blank space in the tabulation indicates that member of
@ongress was not serving at the time the particular vote was taken.
;The table is arranged on the basis of state delegatioms to permit
%a study of the geographical basis of Republican support as well as
fthe percentage of support for the President from each individual
Emember.

To be inciud@d in the tabulation totals for a state, it was
necessary for a legislator to be recorded on 30 percent of the
selected votes. The state totals are then compiled on a regional
and national basis to provide some indication of where Hoover
experienced his most consistent backing., The regional and natiomnal
averages are complied {rom individual support totals to allow for
the variation in the number of representatives ineach state's con-

gressional delegation.



ON HOOVER'S RECOMMENDATIONS DURING THE
71S8T AND 724D CONGRESSES

VOTING RECORD OF SENATE REPUBLICANS ON SELECTED ISSUES A
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VOTING RECORD OF HOUSE REPUBLICANS ON SELECTED MAJOR ISSUES

ON HOOVER®S RECOMMENDATIONS DURING THE
718T AND 72ND CONGRESSES
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The percentage of Republican support Hoover received on the
| selected votes in Congress providesan opportunity for a better in-
ternzl analysis of the President's relationship to his congressional
party. The level of Administration support in the Senate from the
nation shows an increase of 5 percent on the selected votes over
the 65 percent Senate average on the comprehensive voting record.
The 70 percent figure is nearer a satisfactory level of support for
Hoover's program on these key votes,

On a geographical basis, the highest level of benste support
for the President was generally from the eastern seaboard. Support
declined progressively toward the west, reached a low in the Mid-
west, and then increasing somewhat nearer the Pacific coast. The
regions with the highest and lowest levels of support, the Border
states and the Southwest, both include small samples. The most
relevant totals are the Midwest and the Nortteast. The Northeast
backed Hoover on 86 percent of the key votes, a very respectable
level of partisan support. The Midwestern states, to the consterna-
tion of the Hoover loyalists, backed their party leader on less than
half of the votes. The average of the Mideast states was also
relatively low, but this is primarily due to the inclusion of
Wisconsin., This state had the distinction of supporting the Presi-
dent on only 27 percent of the selected votes, the least of any

of the 48 states.
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It is reasonable to expect an Administration to face some
opposition within its party, but hardly to the extent it experienced

from Wisconsin and the Midwestern states. A historian of the Repub=~

lican party, George H. Maoyer, observed that most of the Senate
% Republican insurgents came from the Great Plains and the Rocky
tMountains.S The voting records bear out his observation about the
plains states much more than for the states in the Rocky Mountains,
Administration loyalists were strongest in upper New Lngland,
I1linois, Chic, Meryland, and Delaware. Five senators from these
states backed the President at every opportunity. Senator Phillip
Goldsborough of Maryland heads the list of Hoover loyalists, voting
for Hoover's programs on all of the 21 selected roll-calls. Senator
John G. Townsend Jr. of Delaware was equally loyal, except for one
vote on which his position was not recorded. The Senate Republican
Conference leader, James Watson of Indiana, voted for the President's
programs 95 percent of the time. A total of 12 senators of the 52
in the sample voted witi the President at least 90 percent of the
time. Only two of them, Reed Smoot of Utah and Roscoe C. Patterson
: of Missouri, came from west of the Mississippi River.
Hoover's Republican opposition in the Senate was equally
localized. There were 13 individuals in the Senate who had a
support index below 50 percent. Only two of them, Wisconsin Senators

John J. Blaine and Robert M. La Follette Jr., were located east of

31*’1&}7@-1‘ [ p . 414 o
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tie ["iceissippi. 1In his memolrs, President Hoover identified his
chief Depublican critic in the Senate as Senator William £. Borah

. , 4
of Idahio, Berali's voting

H

ccord certainly bears this out, His was
the lowest percentoge of cny Jenate Republicon, 18 percent. Most
of !oover's Sencte Republicuu oppositica wee lecated In the farxm
belt’ ctates., North oshotens Lyno J. Fraszicr coad Gerald P. Nye,
South Jakotans Peter Hordeck ond Jilliaw . Weliaster, Nobraskans
George w, Horris and weooert A. Howell, swith: o. reckhart of Iowa
and [homas schall ol biunesota voted against Hoover on a majiority
of the sezlected roll-call votes.

These liidwest states, normally regarded as bastions oJ
Republican orthodoxy oy the average citizen, had felt the effects

1

of the depressicn carly in the 1920's, and had been p

(o
({9
&)
[ 43]
p='e
Lo
o]
Ploe

more vigorous federal action to relieve their distress. Hoover's
failure to satisiy the farm bloc's demand for reliel was the
principal factor in his loss of support within the Republican
Party. iliminating the seven farm bloc states of North Dakota,
South Dakota, Wisconsin, lMinnesota, Nebrasks, Iowa, and Kaunsss
from the national average increases the President's support index
£rom 70 oercent to 79 vercent, on the selected votes. Without
this core of opposition, the support for thc President from his

Senate party reached . Iairly respectable level.

&
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Sxamination of the key votes among House Republicans pro-

duca similar results. Members wers included in the state, regional,
and national averages on the sane basis as the Senste Republicans.
Onlyvthos& whose position was recorded on 30 percent of the selected
roll~calls wevre included in the avercges. There were 294 Republicans
who served in Congress during the time the roll culls were taken,
and 14 of them were excludad Irom the state averages for lack of a
sufficient muaber of wvotes Co constitutc « rupreseatative sample.
while the House generuzl index of support was higher than
the senate, the geographical patternsof support for the Adminis-
tration was essenticlly the same as in the Lenste. The House &lso
showed an increase in the national level of support on the sclected
votes over the comprehensive tabulation. seventy=-six percent of
the House Republicans voted with the Administration on these kay
votes, while only 73 percent of them supporied the Presideat oan
the comprehensive vote tabulation.

As in the 3enate, House Republican backing for Hoover was
strongest in the New England States, above 90 percent, and on the
eastern seaboard. Support then declined ecest to west, reaching
the lowest ebb in the Midwest, and then increased somewhat in the
western states, Northeastern states backed Hoover's programs at
an 86 percent level in both the House and the Senate, a very lu-
pressive level of support. It would have been higher except the

laxge Penmnsylvania Republicen delegation pulled the regilonal
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average down somewhat. The Rocky Mountain region was the only other
region in the House that supported the President at a level above
the national average.

The Midwest was again the region with the lowest support
index for the President. The House Midwest average of 66 percent,
however, was well above the Senate average of 45 percent. The
Pacific coast and riideast backed the President at a 73 percent level
in the House, both above their level of senate support. The Mid-
east would have again been higher without Wisconsin. As in the
Senate, the Republican House delegation from Wisconsin voted
against Hoover with greater frequency than any other state delega-
tion. It was far below any of the other states with a 27 percent
index, the only state below 50 percent.

While the state by state comparisons of the House and Senate
delegations show the House producing more overall support for the
President, the relative support from each state within each particular
house is essentially th: same. The twelve states with the lowest
level of support for lloover in both the Senate and the House included
eight duplications. The lower ranks included the farm bloc states;
Wisconsin, North Dakota, Nebraska, South Dakota, Minnesota, Kansas,
and Iowa,plus California from the West coast. Hard times for the
nation’s farmers wer reflected in the voting pattern of their congress-

ional representatives in both houses of Congress.

The states which had the high support indexes were not ss
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consistent, but Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine,
Delzwire, Chio,ond Uteh were among the state Republican delegations
who were consistently loyal to the Administratiom.

The most remurkably consistent Republican delegation in the
House were the Representatives from Wiscounsin. Only one of them,
Willicm H., stafiord, voted for the President's recommendations
more than half the time. Wisconsin had two Republican Representa=-
tives, Hubert H. Peavey and Merlin Hull, who failed to vote for a
single recomiendation wmade by the President among the key votes,
Five other Republican Congressmen from Wisconsin voted with Hoover
on less than 25 percent of the selected votes. The only other
Republican House members who fell below 25 percent in both session
of Congress were Victor Christgau of Minnesota and id H. Campbell
of Jowa. 1In his memoirs, President Hoover singled out two Repub-
lican House members for their lack of support, Fiorello H, LaGuardia
of New York and Louis T. lMcFadden of Pennsylvania.5 LaGuardia had
a low support index, 37 percent, but McFadden voted for 69 percent
of Hoover's proposals on the selected roll-call votes, There were
many voting records far less loyal to the Administration.

There were also several Republican Congressmen who con=

sistently voted with the President's recommendations, There were

a total of 29 who backed Hoover on 100 percent of the key votes in

5Hoover, p. 101,
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the 71st Congress, and 14 in the 72nd Congress. Renresentatives
Henry W. Temple of Pennsylvania, Francis Seiberling of Ohio, Gale

H. Stallcer of New York, Cyrenus Cole of Iowa, Willis C. Hawley of

]

Oregon, znd Chorles L. Uaderhill of Messochusctts,were among those
who scarved in Congress during the conbire oos.r Adaiaistrotion and
votaed with the President on 011 <l the ey weto.. Tha 2onublican
leadership in the House :lio sunportoed Jdoover's position coasistent-

ly. Johu ;. Tilwon, Iwouslico Ploor Lo

I Uhe 7lob Uoiress,
voted withy tie sdministruition 100 percent ol tuac tiinw oo lao
selected votes. Represeatitive Bortrand . onell ol tlow York,
Republican Leader ol tug 7ind Congress, supportad the drucisent on

t
88 percent of tihe key wotes during thie 7isC wiv 7700 LoONErésbscs.

The national inden for Administrition support in the :ouse,
with the averages oi the seven fazrm bloc stutes deleteg, iacreasec
considerably, just az it did in the benatco. The natonal average
increased from 76 percent to 382 percent when the votes of liinnesota,
Wisconsin, North Dakote, wsouth Dakota, Kansas, Nebraske, and lowa
are excluded from tie netional average, The 82 percent indea of
support places the House in a more favorable light fLor Hoover
partisans, The farm bloc, with its combined inde:x of 33 percent,
constituted the chiei opposition to the President's program in the
House as well as in the Senste.

Conclusion

Generally, congressional Republican support for the Adminis-

tration's legislative program during the depression years was low,
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but as the issucs become more ewplicit, and as Hoover's position was
more clearly derined, the index of support increzses to a reason-
ably satisfactery level, especially in the House of Representatives.
The overall Republicen support inde.: on minor votes in both Con~
gresses, where lssues were ill defined, was only 1 percent for
flouse Republicans. The inde. increcased to 72 percent on najor
votes. On the selected key votes, support again increased to 76
percent. 38y the standards used to measure partisan cougressional
support, this is a satisfactory level., In the uwenate, the Repub-
lican index of support is only 535 percent on minor votes. This
increased to 65 percent on major votes, and finally to 70 percent
on the selected votes. The lower level of Senate Republican support
for Hoover was refiected throughout his Administration. when the
source of support ifor the President within the Party is analyzed,
however, there is great similarity in the voting patterns of House
and sSenate Republicans,

The center of opposition to the President in Congress was
located in the Midwestern forming states, where the depression's
effects were felt vears before they were in the rest of the natiom.
Their distress was rolflected in a demand for aggressive federal
action to relileve that distress. Hoover's relatively modest
legislative program Lfailed to produce an enthusiastic response
from these congressional Republicans. It seems reasonable to

assume that the general turmoil caused by the depression invited
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Reoublican sonators and representatives in other areas of the nation
to dosert the Administration's legislative program. The level of
party support for the President might have been higher under

different circumnstances, As it was, the conclusion that congressional
Republican support for President Hoover's legislative program during

the depresslon was relatively modest seems apparent.
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