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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-

ad 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, ~or 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. Government interference would simply prolong the agony 

and delay ulttmate recovery. Hoover abandoned this traditional 

policy for one of government 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 

1forces in our economic life." 

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, ~-~ -rNew York: Micl1il1an, 1952), p.~. 
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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 

2in economic affairs. 

The purpose of this paper is to examine the actions taken 

by President Hoover and determine the relative support Hoover re­

ceived 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 President1s 

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 
O'Hare, Printing, 1959) pp. 258-259. 
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To put Republican support o~ Hoover's depression policies 

in per~pective, it is necesse.ry to consider some major non-depression 

issue:.; in the 7lst and 72no Congresses, ,-md examine Republican and 

Democratic voting profiles tn the Senate and House of Representatives. 

Non-d.epression issu.;,;:; \.-1.11 be analyzed in the ~<.J_:ui~ fashion as the 

depression policies. Ho<..\ver's position on a particular issue \lil1 

be indicated, follmi2u i.>y 8. partisan breakdown of roll-call votes 

on that issue. The pattern of these issues can b~ delin{;lclted &nd 

compared to 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 r~rrative history of 

congressional relations with the Hoover Administration was compiled, 

followed by a quantitative analysis of congressional roll-call votes. 

This provtdes 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 a 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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I 

TAllIFF 

During the 1928 presidential campaign, Hoover had associated 

"twenties" prosperity with a high tariff. 1 He pledged, however, 

tbat i£ elected he would ask for limited changes in the tariff. The 

'1st Congress was called into special session and Hoover requested 

that it amend the tariff law whereby a Tariff Commission could ad­

just rates as conditions warranted. 2 This action was in line with 

scientific tariff subject to continual adjust­

..ats would equalize the cost of domestic and foreign goods and 

enate a competitive American market rather than simply provide a 

abelter 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 

lHarrls Ga.ylord Warren, H!Ikert Hoover and the Great 
RtRI!!!i!:9!! (New York: OXford University Press. 1959'}7 p. 47. 

Zwilliam Star Myers and Walter H. Newton, The Hoover 
A!lIH!lstr,tion: A. Dosumenteg Nauatlve (New York: Charles 
Scribnerfs Sons, 19365, pp. 379-380. 

3Warren. p. 85-89. 
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low priced goods.4 

General Tariff Revision 

Although Hoover expressed concern for both farmers and 

W01'kers, his PTimary concern was for the fOl:'ll\8r. Hoover was 

opposed to general revision of tariff rates by Congress. and pro'" 

posed only to revise the agricultural schedule. Any other 

Mcess8n- revisions could be made by the proposed Tariff Commission. 5 

81a tariff proposal met it.s first defeat. in the Senaeeon June 17 t 

1929, when a resolution to restrict tariff revision to the 

Ip'icultural schedule was defeated 38 (13 Republicans. 25 Democrats) 

10 39 (32 Republicans. 7 Democrats). 6 Hoover lost this battle only 

1Mcause 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 

ta'&"iff rates was in the offing, Hoover would not take a position 

on ap8cific clutie'h He believed that only time would. solve the 

existing inequities. With the absence of st1:'ong executive leader­

ahip, the tariff revision "was in the charge of two fervent 

p~otect1oni$t8. Senator leed Smoot of Utah and Congressman Willis 

4Artbur Mastick Hyde and Ray Lyman Wilber, 1b!. lti9V!!: 
~. (New York: Charles SCribner t s Sons. 1937) J p. 112. 

5New ~ Ttmls. June 18. 1929, p. 1. 

6u• S., 9ong!!s§i29!1 Resord, 71st Congress, 1st Session, 
1929. LXXI, Part 3, p. 2915. (hereafter cited as CODi- Resorg). 
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O.	 Hawley of Oregon. ,,7 

While the question of general revision was still being 

..solved in the Senate, the House had already proceeded toward 

The Republican controlled House Ways and Means 

CODIllittee reported a bill which was "satisfactory to the adminls­

kation, tf but a conference of House Republicans "fused to accept 

1M measure until the Conmtittee agreed to let 91 amendments for 

increases	 be presented on the floor of the Houae. 8 

All during consideration of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff. the 

temaressional Republican$ adopted a curiously inconsistent course 

A majority consistently deferred to the President's 

wishes and voted for flexible rate provisions under the control 

of a commission, yet at the same time they also voted for increases 

in eXisting duties contrary to Hoover's wishes. The apparent 

explanation was that the votes on rate increases followed regional 

lines, due to local pressures, rather than partisan lines.. The 

representatives of the industrial states supported rate increases 

9while opposition centered in the Middle Western farm states. 

Congressional Republicans found it possibLe to vote for an 

7Arthur M, Schlesinger. Jr•• :the C1:i,i,s 2t £b! Old QIder,
1!l.2.-1W., (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1956) t p.U4. 

8Arthur W. Macmahon. ItFirst Session of the Seventy-first 
Congress,lt A!!!f;lsanp011!iiSll SCtence Rfv&'ttZ. XXIV, No.1 
<rebNary, 1930 • p. 48. 

9!D. loa 1w!, June 14. 1930, p. 2. 



8 

equitable, competitive tariff controlled by a commission, but could 

DOt resist the log-rolling effect of special interests when it came 

to voting on rates for specific goods. 

After the House Ways and Means Commi.ttee agreed to sponsor 

the amendments insisted upon in the Republican conference, the 

Rouse voted to accept only those amendments offered by the Ways and 

Means Committee by 234 (229 Republicans. S Democrats) to 138 (12 

Republicans, 125 Democrats. 1 Farmer-Labor). 10 It is apparent 

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

ltd.tlated and executed. 

The much amended tatiff bill that emerged was unsatis­

factory to Hoover. l1 It passed the House, however, on ll8y 28. 1929, 

by a margin of 264 (244 Republicans, 20 Democrats) to 147 (12 

"publicans, 134 Democrats, 1 Farmer....Labor) .12 The next day, the 

It! lork T.1mfs reported that although the administration feared 

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

the bill.13 Hoover· s reaction to the House measure was not one 

of unrestrained enthusiasm. The Republican House majol:ity had 

lOt been amenable to the President. 

109291- "COld, 71st Cong•• 1st Seas., 1929, LXXI, Part 2, 
p. 1877. 

llHyde and Wilbur, p. 183.
 

12Cons- aeaoEP, 71st Cong., 1st Sees., 1929, LXXI, Part 2,
 
p. 2106. 

13New ~ limes, May 29, 1929, p.l. 
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Flexible Provisions 

The Senate was dealing with a tariff provision much closer 

ambitions. This was the flexible provision which 

, • 14 !;Ioover "strongly insisted upon. I On October 2, 1929, Democrat 

~"'tor Furnifold M. Simmons (N.C.) offered an amendment to delete 

tbe flexible provisions from the bill. His principal allies were 

~e important Republican Senators, George W. Norris (Neb.), Hiram 

15V. Johnson (Calif.), and William E. Borah (Idaho). The amend­

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

16• ~rats~ Senate refusal to include the flexible provision
 

lDover requested was primarily the work of Democrats and some
 

The tariff controversy carried over into the first regular
 

....ion of the 7lst Congress. In a significant vote, the Senate
 

ckastically revised the House version. The Senate reduced the
 

House rates prtmarily because Democrats voted consistently against
 

ftte increases while the majority of Republicans favored many rate
 

iDcreases. 17 The result was a Senate bill with a rate structure
 

....._-_. 

14Ibig., October 3, 1929. p. 1. 

l5Ibid• 

16Conga Record. 7lst Cong., 1st Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 4, 
p. 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, 193a), pp. 921-923. 
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lower than the House version, but higher than the prevailing 

The senate vote on March 24. 1930, on the tariff bill 

twas 53 (46 Republicans, 7 Democrats) to 31 (5 Republicans, 26 

~»emocrats).18 The Senate had passed a measure with higher rates 

Hoover preferred and had also deleted the ilexible provision. 

The crucial question for the House was whether to accept 

19Senate bill without the flexible provision. The House 

accept the amended bill and voted on April 2, 1930, 241 

(227 Republicans, 14 Democrats) to 153 (19 Republicans, 133 Democrats, 

1 Farmer-Labor) to send it to a conference committee. 20 The Republican 

louse members stood strongly behind Hoover on the more important 

of flexible provisions, but rebuffed him on tariff rates. 

Efforts to compromise on flexible provisions were unfruit ­

unti.l the Senate relented and voted on May 19, 1930, to re­

".se the Senate conferees from their pledge to stand on the Senate 

The vote was actually a tie with Vice­

rreaident:;harles Curtis voting to release the Senate eonferees. 2l 

... vote was 42 (37 Republicans, 5 Democl"sts) to release the 

l8£2B&. Record, 7lst Cong •• 2nd Sess., 1930. LXXII, Part 6, 
6015. 

19Macmahon, l~er1can Political ~cience Rclview. ~{IV, Ne. 4, 
p. 925. 

20cong• Record, ilst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930. LC~II, Part 6, 
p. 6394. 

21 
~ York Times, May 20. 1930, p. 1. 
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erees and 42 (12 Republicans, 29 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) 

~ 22
~{...1nst retracting their stand. Barely enough Republicans had 

1,tlianed themselves behind the President to adopt the motion. 
~ 

( 

After the ,other difference. had been ironed out by the 

~MDference committee, the Senate accepted its report on June 13, 

flt30, by the vote of 44 (39 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to 42 (11 
,	 23
lapublic&ns, 30 DeDlocrats, 1 Farmer-Labor). The House passed 

1M measure on the followin& day 222 (208 Republicans,	 14 Democrats) 

24(20 Republicans, 132 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor). 

Hoover was not completely satisfied with the Smoot-Hawley 

but he signed it on June 11, 1930, because he thouaht the 

llexible provisions could be invoked against any unjustified rate 

facr8.8es. 25 When the most crucial issue, flexible provisions, 

a large majority of Republicans in both houses lined 

,., with the President, while the Democrats strongly opposed Hoover's 

The reverse was true on the lesser issue, rate 

.twcture J with the Democrats supporting the President with greater 

consistency than the members of his own party. 

22£29&. RecoId, 11st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 9, 
p. 9138. 

23
Ib~d., Part 10, p. 10635. 

24
~.J p. 10691.
 

25New I2[§ T!m!s, June 16, 1930, p. 1.
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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 Democr~t majority in the House of Representatives dur­

lng the first session (which they lost in the second session 

through by-elections) t 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 

called for reciprocal tariffs and the eltm1nation of the Chief 

Executive f S authority over flexible rates. The latter was the 

chief lssue. 26 Hoover's position on fleXibility was clear. He 

bad fought hard for the inclusion of the flexible provisions in 

the 71st Congress. It was also his opinion that reciprocal 

tariffs would lead to greater international economic instability 

and demoralize the nation' 6 farmers. 27 Put simply, Hoover was 

dlspleased with all aspects of the Democratic bill. 

The House first voted on the bill. On January 8, 1932, 

there was a test vote on a special rule to bring the bill to the 

floor without delay and to limit debate. 28 The special rule 

26"Tariff, Csmuessiopa1 Digest. XI, No. 2. (Feb.1932).p.60.
 

27 Hyde and Wilbur, pp. 186-187.
 

28New Xo;l( limes, January 9, 1932, p. 5.
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"I.ed 214 (8 Republicans, 205 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 114
 

29
(174 Republicans). Republican efforts to delay the bill were 

The next day the House voted on the tariff bill and the 

Ite breakdown was almost the same as the test vote. It was passed 

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

30publicans) • 

The bill then went to the Senate, where extensive changes 

,I"e made in the bill but the controversial provision revoking 

illoover's power to adjust the tariff schedule was retained. The 

~"Q4te gave the Tariff Commission authority to raise or lower rates, 

31IUbject to congressional veto within sixty days. The bill, with 

:Chese revisions, passed the Senate by a vote of 42 (6 Republicans, 

36 Democrats) to 30 (30 Republicans). 32 The House reconsidered the 

~111 and accepted the Senate amendments on April 28, 1932, by 202 

(13 Republicans, 188 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 171 (167 Re­

publicans, 4 Democrats).33 

29Cona.	 Rsso'[sh 72nd Cong. J 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV J Part 2, 
p.	 1512. 

Xib1d., p. 1635. 

3~ew Im T.,:l1!e8, April 1, 1932, p. 1.
 

3'cona. R.ecord, 72nd Cong. J 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 7.
 
p.	 7291. 

33Ibisi .• , Part 8, p. 9155. 
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Hoover	 vetoed the measure, as expec.ted, and criticized both 

provisions and elimination of the flexible provisions. 34 

to override the veto fell far short of the two-thirds 

The vote was 178 (12 Republicans, 165 Democrats, 

35Farmer-Labor) to 166 (164 Republicans, 2 Democrats).
 

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

e roll-call vote on the tariff an overwhelming majority of the
 

publicaI¥ supported the administrat ion. In the Senate, on the
 

ncord vote of consequence, only 17 per cent of the Republican
 

tors deserted the Administration. Hoover had succeeded on the
 

iff due	 to solid Republican support. The tariff came up only 

during the second session of the 72nd Congress. Hoover asked 

tor: a readjustment of the tariff schedule due to the depreciation 

=the value of foreign currency. A measure was submitted to the 

Roule Ways and Means Committee for their consideration. President­

tbet Franklin D. Roosevelt wanted the measure kept in the committee, 

ad a caucus of the House Democrats voted 161...4 to support his 

.n..hes. 36 There was a House vote on February 13. 1933, over the 

question of whether the Ways and Means COtmlittee should be 

34
Ne~ York Times, May 12, 1932, p. 1. 

35£sma. Record, 72nd Cong•• 1st Sess., 1932" LXXV, Part 9, 
p.• 10039. 

36E. Pendleton Herring, "Second Session of the Seventy­
••cond Congress, Decembel:' 5, 1932, to March 4, 1933", Am!r1c.an 
lQl.t!cal SCience Review, XXVII, No.3 (June, 1933), pp. 418-419. 
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.charged from consideration of the bill. This was a test between 

er, who wanted the bill to 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, 

to 212 (16 Republicans, 195 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) ,37 

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

his party's lac~ of support; a solid majority of Republicans 

stood\with their President through most of the tariff battles 

They had strongly supported his flexible 

the 7lst Congress, and also withstood Democratic attempts 

the flexible provisions in the 72nd Congress. 

37COn&. Recorg, 72nd Cong., 2nd ~ess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 4, 
• 3967. 
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I 

II 

FARH RELIEF 

The tariff was a major issue 1n the Hoover administration 

he had also pledged, during the 1928 presidential campaign, to 

yont the problems of America's farmers. When the spec ial 

,ion of Congress convened in April, 1929, Hoover proposed the 

blishment of a Federal Farm Board to assist farmers in the 
\ 

rative 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 

.1'ket ing organizat10ns.1 The Farm Board would make loans to 

r-controlled marketing associations for marketing and pro-

i.sing certain agricultural products. The marketing associa­

would be responsible for educating the farmers on the ad­

itage of cooperative marketing. The marketing associations 

lei buy from the farmer and then sell the commodities at the 

It advantageous price at a later date. 2 

Federal Farm Board 

An agricultural bill consistent with Hoover's ideas was 

It received quick approval on April 

1929, by a large majority, 366 (245 Republicans, 121 Democrats) 

~yers and Newton, p. 380. 

2Albert u. Romasco. The POV'rt~ of A!N!"\d!nee. (New York: 
tKford University Press, 19651; pp. 10 -I!2. 
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3Republicans, 33 Democrats). Not only did the Republicans 

for it, but also the overwhelming majority of House Democrats. 

Senate action on the bill somewhat complicated matters. At 

the Senate included an export debenture plan in the bill, 

eventually eliminated. However, the Senate also voted on 

Board proposal in essentially the same form as the House 

Excluding the export debenture, which will be considered 

:parate1y from the basic Farm Board bill, the senate version was 

sistent with Hoover's recommendations with one small exception. 

s exception permitted stabilization corporations to purchase 

lClIJDOdities on the open L1Ilrket in emergencies to support prices, 

measure the farm lobby had requested. 4 Although Hoover had not 

oumended this provision, he chose not to make an issue of it 

"it was felt that the Board that would be appointed could 

situation. uS 

The final Senate vote on passage of the Farm Board bill was: 

'lor passage 74 (47 RepUblicans, 27 Democrats), and against passage 

• (3 Republicans, S Democrats). 6 The bill had bipartisan $Uppert 

3Cons. RecoIP, 71st Cong., 1st Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 1, 

4R.oms.sco, p. 112.
 

SMyers and Newton, p. 393.
 

6Cgng. Record, 71st Cong., 1st Sess., 1929, LXXI, Pa~ 3,
 
2886. 
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the Senate as well as in the House. Hoover was pleased with the 

requested that Congress at once appropriate 

0,000,000 of the 5500,000,000 authorized to enable the Fann 

operations as soon e.s possible. 

Lxport Debentures 

Although the Fann Board received widespread bipartisan 

,port, the eliminated export debenture plan sponsored by the 

tional prange was a source of considerable controversy and heated 

The plan called for the government to issue debentures 

exported far~m cOlmTIodities. The debentures could then be pre-


lieu of import duties on other goods coming into the
 

The hoped for effect from this plan would be a rise in
 

7domestic price of farm goods above the world price. Hoover
 

his adamant opposition to the plan as ill ad­


unethical, and unworkable. 8 

The Hoover version of the Federal Farm Board bill was 

in the Senate to include the export debenture plan. The 

was proposed by Norris (Neb.) and supported by the same coa-

Democrats and unreliable liberal Republicans that had 

Hoover on the flexible tariff. Borah and Johnson both 

amendment as a way to balance agricultural and 

7Hyers and Nc\rt:on, p. 382. 

8Ibid., pp, 382-383. 
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9interests. The Senate voted on May 8, 1929, on a 

'lon to eliminate the debentures provision from the farm bill. 

solid opposition from the farm bloc, the motion failed to pass 

(42 Republicans, 2 Democrats) to 47 (13 Republicans, 34 Demo.... 

10,ta) and the Senate thereby ignored Hoover' 8 request. 

The senate then passed the farm bill on May 14, 1929, by 

(fOte of 54 (21 Republicans, 33 Democrats) to 33 (31 Republicans, 

11
,De1Iocra~8). It was not. however, a direct vote on the de-

lures question and is, therefore, lea. sisnificant in measuring 

extent of senate support for Hoover's proposal. 

After the House refused to accept the Senate version of the 

bill with the debenture provision, a Conference Committee 

,C8apted to work out a compromise bill. The Committee rejected 

Senate bill, eliminated the debenture plan, and returned the 

lure to the Senate for a vote. The Senate voted on June 11. 

29, to reject the conference report because it lacked the de­

The vote was 43 (39 Republicans, 4 Democrats) to 

:ept the report and 46 (13 Republicans, 32 Democrats, 1 Farmer­

aaainst the conference report. 12 

9II! X2Ik Iim!!. May 9, 1929, p. 1. 

10Qong. I!Sqr4. 71st Cong., 1st Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 1, 
997. 

11 
~•• Part 2, p. 1269.
 

12!21Q., Part 3, p. 2261.
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In the face of this Senate opposition, Hoover rebuked the 

and called on til'.; House to stand fast and to force the 

to accept the farm bill without export debentures. 13 In 

ordance with Hoover's Wishes, the House voted on June 13, 1929, 

House conferees not to yield to the Senate on the 

This was the only House roll-call vote 

debentures proposal, and the House support-

Hoover\s position on debentures by a vote of 250 (217 Republicans, 

14 
~ Democrats) to 113 (13 Republicans, 100 Democrats). 

~' 

In the end, the Senate accepted the House version of the 

'arm bill without the. Bxport debenture plan, and voted 74-8, as 

vlously reported, for the Federal Farm Board bill on final 

The bipartisan vote was not on the key issue, deben-

It simply reflected the wide support for the Farm Board. 

n the Senate did vote directly on the debentures proposal, it
 

to near unanimous Democratic and minority Republican
 

The President prevailed, however, with strong Re­

'llcan House support.
 

Although once defeated, the debentures issue was revived
 

Senate late in the first session of the 71st Congress.
 

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

14cQng • Record, 71st Cong., 1st Sess., 1929, LXXI, Part 3.
 
2788. 
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proponents of debentures attached their proposal to the 

On October 19 J 1929, the debentures amendment 

aed by a vote of 42 (14 Republicans, 28 Democrats) to 34 (31 

iicans, 3 Democrats}.15 The party vote "breakdown" was 

Intiaiiy what it had been on previous votes. 

Action on the tariff bill was not concluded during the 

session. The House rejected the Senate tariff because it 

tariff provisions and included the export deben­

This debenture proposal followed the course of its 

Senate-House Conference Committee. When the Con-

nee Committee report wa.s returned with the debenture plan, 

House voted on May 3, 1930, to reject the debenture amendment. 

_tion to accept the amendment was repulsed by a vote of 161 

lepublicans, 112 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 231 (194 

16llcans, 37 Democrats). Hoover's Republican support 

lpped from its previous level, but three-fourths of the House 

lpublicans still voted for the administration. 

As before, the conference report then went to the senate. 

Senate voted to release their conferees 

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

15lbid.., Part 5, p. 4694. 

16 
~., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 8, p. 8294. 
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I 

7 Republicans, 6 Democrats) to 41 (12 Republicans, 28 Democrats, 

17
'amer-Labor) • Again some Republicans defected from Hoover, 

the solid majority supported him. The defections came con­

ently from the group of liberal Republicans led by Senators 

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 

opposition. 

Drought Relief and the Dole 

Althouah the creation of the Federal Farm Board and the 

t debentures plan were voted upon before the 1929 depression 

11_ Widespread, the measures were to provide relief for the 

coamunlty which had been economically depressed since the 

'ly 1920' s. As the depression spread, the nation's farmers 

..... virtually destitute. The farmers were faced both by an 

,e economic depression and a severe drought. The agricultural 

mlty really understood the meaning of the "dirty thirty' 8" 

part of the Midwest turned into a dust bowl. 

The dt:OUght was most severe in the Midwest, Northwest, 

lower Mississippi Valley. Hoover felt some responsibility 

~.lp relieve the situation and he secured an agreement with 

railroads to haul feed into the drought areas at a fifty 

17Ibid., Part 9, p. 9137. 
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l8,ent reduction in rates. He proposed to Congress. in his 

1 message on December 2, 1930, that money should be appro'" 

ted to provide feed and seed loans to farmers who were drought 

He thought that the Red Cross could take ca.re of the 

19individual farmers in severe distress. The amount of 

. appropriation that Hoover favored was reported to be $25 

lone 20 

~e Senate approved the proposal. but increased the 

$60 million without a roll-call vote and sent 

to the House. The increased funds were to provide free food 

persons in addition to the feed and seed loan provisions of 

original bill. Hoover Vigorously opposed the addition be­

of his fear that the dole would destroy the initiative of 

~lcans and their will to fend for themselves. 21 

Initial House action on the bill came on December 15. 1930. 

allies in the House offered a motion to suspend the rules 

• the drought relief bill came up for debate to expedite pass­

of	 the bill. The Administration position was defended by 

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

l~yers and Newton, p. 42.
 

19Ibid•• p. 58.
 

20Arthur w. Macmahon, "Third session of the Seventy-first
 
:ress, December 1, 1930, to March 4, 1931," ...~erica.n Political 

II-Ipse Review. XXV. No. 4 (November. 1931) t p. 939. 

21H!!! Yor!s 'I&mes, December 16. 1930, p. 1. 
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lcultural Committee, and Fred S. Purnell (R-Ind.). They were 

1. to maintain party solidarity, losing only Republican support 

:_ drought stricken states, and prevented any amendments to the
 

22
lpublican House version of the bill which Hoover supported. The 

e to suspend the rules was 205 (204 Republicans, 1 Democrat) for 

159 against the motion (16 Republicans, 142 Democrats, 1 Farmer­

.01:).23 Although the motion had a clear majority, it lacked the 

....thir~ majority necessary for passage. Hoover forces in the 

e had failed, though not from lack of R.epublican support. 

The rules vote was important, but the crucial test came 

later when the House voted to amend the senate version. 

two vital issues: the amount of the appropriation and 

Char to make food available to persons without cost. The House 

lndment set the appropriation at $30 million and permitted the 

"tary of Agriculture to make loans for "purposes inc ident to 

iood production. ,,24 The latter provision would have kept control 

for humans in the hands of Hoover's administration. This 

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

Republicans, 129 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) with solid 

221bid•-
23Q2g&. Record, 71st Sess., 3rd Sess., 1930, LXXIV, Part 

766. 

24New Ygrk 1~s. December 19, 1930, p. 1. 
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25 
support. 25 

On the following day, the House and Senate conferees a.greed 

a $45 million appropriation. The House refused open distribution 

food for human consumption, but accepted the "face saving i11­

the Secretary of Agric,.~}f-. "'~'" use his discretion 

although the House would have pr~fexred no 

26leion on this me.tter in the bill. The measure was passed by 

h Houses the follm'ling day., 
The battle was rejoined, however, over appropriations to 

the feed and seed loan bill for drought relief. The House 

resolution authorizing $45 Inillion to fund the 

1, to which the senate added $15 million. The House Speaker, 

(R-Ohio), simply disregarded the measure when it 

to the House. Finally. the Housa members passed a 

to remove it from the Speaker's desk, refuse to accept 

and seek a conference lI'1ith the Senate. 

test came on a motion to have the House conferees io.­

the Senate amendment as it stood. 1I27 The 

pass and Hoover's recommendation prevailed 135 

119 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 215 (202 

- .................. -2t "':'>£sm&. Racord, 7lst Cong., 3rd Seas., 1930~ LXXIV, Pcrr-c 
1062. 

26Macmahon, American Political Science Review, YJ\.V, No. 4 
'Iovember, 1931), pp. 939-940. 

Z7New YOrk Times, January 14, 1931, p. 1. 
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28lieans, 13 Democrats), 

The Senate yielded to the House and some senators began 

'18gard the Interior Department Supply bill as a means of pro­

additional relief funds. A $25 million appropriation to 

Red Cross for relief of drought sufferers and the 

attached to the supply bill in the Senate on Janu­

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

29to 21 (21 Republicans). The Republican senators 

,t over the amendment while the Democrats voted unanimously 

It Hoover's recommendations. Hoover wanted direct relief 

to be carried out by the Red Cross through private donations, 

Hoover's allies in the Senate, led by David A. Reed (R-Pa.), 

a last attempt to fulfill the President's recommendations on 

left They wanted the Senate to delay action on the appropria­

so as to give the Red Cross an opportunity to demonstrate 

.t they could handle relief needs without government subsidy. 

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, 

28 
~. lts9nh 11st Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part 

2087. 

29Ibid., Part 3, p. 2563. 
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·Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor). 30 The partisan breakdown was 

·..ntlally the same on both votes relating to the $25 million 

These "decisive votes" were "regarded as forcasting 

acceptance" of the $25 million reilef fund for the Red Cross 

the federal government. 31 

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

to have the federal government provide a dole 

In sever<;Ll teller votes, it rejected the Senate 

sals to provide aid through the Red Cross, national welfare 

lzations on a matching basis, or to distribute aid through 

War Department. There were two House ro11-<:a11 votes on r6­

The first was to permit the Administration distribute the 

million through agencies other than the Red Cross. It lost 

).(21 Republicans, 127 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 212 (207 

Ipub1icans, 5 Democrats). 32 A simila't' proposal to authorize 

r to distribute the funds in any fashion he chose lost by 

vote of 151 (21 Republicans, 129 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) 

33217 (211 Republicans, 6 Democrats)" This House action
 

ssed the highest hopes of the Administration and the
 

30Ibid•-
31 
~ew York Iimes, January 20, 1931, p. 1. 

32pons• Record, 71st Cong_, 3rd Sess", 1931, LXXIV, Part 
3659. 

33~., p. 3658. 
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blican leaders, who had earlier doubted that relief legislation 

34
be prevented. 

In the :fa.ce of this adamant House action, the 3eaate 

for a few day3 and then on February 14, 1931, accepted the 

$rior Department supply bill without the $25 million relief
 

of 67 (36 Republicans, 31 Democrats) to 15 (8
 

35
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labo~. This vote was anti-

tic pecause the Senate had already clearly demonstrated its 

1san viewe on the drought relief amendment. The final vote 

the need to pass the Interior Department supply 

normal activities. Hoover prevailed due to 

:J'Ong Republican support in th.e House but his party had split in 

Senate over the question of direct federal relief to drought 

Other sporadic efforts at agricultural relief were made but 

involved proposals of limited consequence or were not the 

of roll-call votes. There was one recorded vote on a 

relief of cotton producers through the purche.se of 

the federal government. Hoover let it be known tllat 

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

34N(.'''~ Yor1•• T{~'~~.(' J"nU<:11""'\T 31 1031 ... 1~~ ....htt;; ~.;, , (,..... L ...... J ,. " ~ , (.J. • 

35cong• Record, 71st Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part 
4900. 
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36ted the congress. This threat notwithstanding, the Democrats 

rated enough support to pass the bill in the House 188 (25 

37lieans, 163 Democrats) to 183 (151 Republicans, 32 Democrats). 

senate passed the bill without a roll-call vote, and it was 

promised. The drought relief measure had gone 

h Congx-ess in much the sa:me form as Hoover had proposed it, 

,rl1y due to Republican support t It was observed at the time 

tlshaf'p party alignments .:.i.ppear in connection with the measures 

n a conflict between Congress and The President occurred" with 

for farm relief proposals and the Republicans 

38 
~ting President Hoover. 

Another major Hoover proposal for farm relief failed to 

any congressional action. He proposed to raise farm prices 

.,.tiring marginal, arable land from production. The government 

lease acreage on a low bid basis and thereby retire the least 

~tive land first.. Hoover believed it was the most effective 

39agTieultural production. Hoover's recommendation to
 

,re.ngthen the Federal Land Bank, which w111 be considered in the
 

was adopted by Congress with Widespread bi­

36New York Til:m!s. Harch 1, 1933, p. 2.5.
 

37cong• RecoId, 72nd Cong .. ,2nd Sess.,1933,UC{VI,Part 5,p.5274.
 

38aerrlng, Amertcan Po11tbcel §Eiens@ S@V&6W,AAVII,No.3,p.418.
 

39Hoover, p. 156.
 

mailto:S@V&6W,AAVII,No.3,p.418
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On all the major farm relief issues, Hoover received 

"ld Republican c)ngr8ssiolml support, especially in the House 

It was especially unpressive on the two 

propos~ls of export debentures and the distribution 

relief as a dole. The Senate Republicans were less 

their support of the President, but Hoover had support 

of them. 
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III 

RELIEF 

Both the tariff and farm relief had been issues before 1929; 

more critical issues with the depression. Unanticipated 

arose from the depression. When the second session of 

convened on December 2, 1929 t the economic panic 

an early stage. Nevertheless t one of the first 

arise was whether to extend relief to the unemployed 

h federally financed public works. 

Public Works 

Hoover consistently opposed any large government expendi­

•	 to employ the jobless on public works. The President's 

11s varied on particular issues, but Hoover generally opposed 

programs which would funnel money into 

non-productive activities, increase taxes, remove funds 

private sector of the economy, contribute to graft and 

, and usurp local government's responsibility for relief. 

$ believed that the federal government should not adopt 

t relief measures unless state and local governments exhausted 

1 resources.
 

President Hoover's opinion was that the most fruitful
 

policy was through voluntary cooperation between all
 

~yers and Newton, pp. 208-211. 
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,,.,ate segments of the economy, with the govermnent' s role that 

'omoting an atmospi.lere of voluntary cooperation. Hoover be­

d that if employers made no wage cuts, spread the available 

among as many employees as possible, made capital improvements. 

{~!u organized labor did not strike, then local charity could 

any reliet needs. 2
 

Hoover proposed a modest expansion of the public works
 

tq help relieve the unemployment problem early in the
 

session of the 7lst Congress. It was actually an accelera­

of Ituseful" projects already planned. Congress approved 

r's recommendation, and authorized river and harbor tmprove­

'. increased construction of public bUildings and roads, and 

start of construction on the Colorado River Dam. 3 These were 

troversial proposals and were carried without roll-call votes. 

When the depression worsened in 1930, Hoover determined 

it would be desirable to accelarate these previously authorized 

He therefore requested a $150 million appropriation for 

use on the public works project. The proposal also 

the President and his cabinet could allocate the 

among the different projects to respond to changing needs in 

2"Emergency Aid for Employment", Congressional Digest, X, 
1 (January, 1931), p. 2. 

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

The key issue, ~:.ccording to the 2 York 'rimes, was whether 

executive branch should be allowed to exercise discretionary 

over the reallocation of the funds among departments as it mw 

There "vas only one roll-call vote directly on this use of 

The Hoover forces won that Senate vote 42 (35 

licans, 7 Democrats) to 39 (11 Republicans, 27 Democrats, 1 

r-Laqor).6 The discretionary elcecutive power remained in the 

1 with strong Republican support. Both houses accepted the 

bill two days later and it became law. 

When the first session of the 72nd Congress opened on 

there was a flood of proposals to provide un­

through expanded public works programs. The 

still firm in his conviction that additional federal 

unwise. In late February of 1932, Hoover contended 

public work of a useful nature was needed, that 

had no greater economic value than direct relief, 

7 was as morally debasing as the dole. 

4Macmahon, {\merica.n Political Science Review, XX:V, No.4, 
943. 
S~ ~ Times, December 12, 1930, p. 4. 

6Cong• Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., LXXIV, Part 1,p.1029. 

1Myers and Newton, p. 177. 
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SenCltor Robert N. La Follette (R-toJis.) contended that 

relief programs \,,;:sr;2 inudequ:.ite, and introduced a bill to 

8billion 011 unemployment relief work. On 

15, 1932, the Democrat senators sponsored an amendment to 

to increase the expenditures. 9 It was defeated 31 (1 

30 Democrats) to 48 (39 Republicans, 8 Democrats. 1 

r-Labor).lO The day after the Democratic amen&nent failed, 

voted on the La Follette bill, which critics called 

"dole" bill. Th:.ts was the first clear vote in the Congress 

by the federal government. The La Follette bill 

eived its most vigorous support from the same Democratic 

Joseph T. Robinson (Ark.), Thomas J. Walsh (Mont.), 

Bulkley (Ohio), and Hugo L. Black (Ala.) ,that had 

11to increase the appropriation on the previous day. 

to pass in a 35 (15 Republicans, 19 Democrats, 1 Farmer­

) to 48 (27 Republicans, 21 Democrats) vote that split 

11ne5.12 Th1s important vote indica.ted "the determination 

8E• Pendleton Herring, "First Session of the Seventy­

,ond Congress, December 7, 1931, to July 16, 1932, H Ame£ican
 

leal Scien~ Review, XAVI, No.5 (OCtober, 1932), p_ 868.
 

9New York Times, February 16. 1932, p. 5. 

lOcong. Record, 72nd Cong_, 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 4. 
3939. 

11 
~ York Tunes, February 17, 1932, p. 1. 

I2eana_ Record, 72nd Cong_, 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 4, 
• 4052. 
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Senate to dispose conclusively of this pending legisla­

nU 

When the public works bill came to the Senate for final 

form "satisfactory in its basic purposes to 

14administration," and passed with broad bipartisan support. 

vote was 72 (35 Republicans, 37 Democrats) to 8 (7 Republicans, 

rat).15 The bill passed the House without a roll-call 

and f8.S signed into law. The President had experienced more 

Senate Republicans than he had been accustomed 

C l_ only considerable Democratic support saved him f'J:'om defeat 
~:'~ 
v 

4'..- of the controversial amendments. 

Although there were no House roll-call votes on this bill, 

were House rol1ealls 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 Reconstruction 

Corporation, which had been created earlier in the session 

credit,as direct federal grants for public 

In addition, Garner proposed that $100 

'1on be made available to President Hoover to use a8 he saw 

13New ~ ttmls, February 17, 1932, p. 3.
 
14lk!S., June 11, 1932. p. 1.
 

15Cons. RecoId. 72nd Cong., 1st Sess.; 1932, LXXV, Part
 
p. 12549. 
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16for relief in special cases. Hoover's reaction was quite clear. 

gigantic pork barrel ever proposed to the 

17It is an unexampled raid on the public treasury." 

The first significant House vote on the bill was on a 

tal rule to permit amendments only from the originating committee. 

~b had a Democratic majority. to prevent any delaying amendments 

18 r the bill reached the House floor. The special rule passed 

£,. vote, of 205 (12 Repub1icans~ 192 Democrats, 1 Fanner-Labor) to 
, . 19 

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

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

House that was clearly inconsistent with the
 

.1dent's wishes. In an anti-climatic vote the House passed the
 

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

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

The Garner bill then went to the Senate where it was 

The only roll-call vote of consequence was the 

finance $500,000,000 of the proposed public works 

sales. This passed in spite of steady Administration 

16Herring, AmeriCAn Political Science Review, XXVI, No.5, 

17Hyde and ioJilbur, p_ 459. 

18~ !2l:j£ Tim~s, June H, 1932, p. 1. 

19cong _ Record, 72nd Cong., 1st 3e55., 1932, LXAV, Part 11, 
12198. 

20 ,Ibid., p. 1224'9_ 



37 

21
;.ition. The motion to delete the bond measure was defeated 

i,l17 Republicans. 2 Democrats) to 57 (23 Republicans, 33 Demo­
~ 

't 1 Farmer-wOOr). 22 The senate then passed the bill without 

After the conference committee had resolved the differences 

en the senate and House versbns of the bill. it was returned 

The Houae passed the bill 202 (35 Republicans, 

1 Farmer-Labor) to 157 (155 Republicans, 2 Dem.o­

7, 1932. 23 Two days later the senate passed the 

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

24
Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor). 

President Hoover defended his veto of the bill on the 

that it "violates every sound prinelple of public finance 

of goverut.aent. Never before has so dangerous a suggestion 

aeriously made to our country...25 

There was general congressional agreement that an unemploy­

relBf measure was needed, but it was alao apparent that 

2~ew YQ[k T1m@s, June 23, 1932, p. 1.
 

22Qsm&. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 12,
 
13671. 

23Ib1d., Part 13, p. 14820. 

24Ibid., Part 14, p. 14957. 

2~yers and Newton, p. 229. 
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were insufficient votes to override Hoover's veto. To 

ite matters the House accepted a motion by voice vote to 

:1' the Prestdent' s veto and message to the Ways and Means 

forestalling a vote on the question of overriding 

veto, It which cleared the way for action on a 

26tltute relief bill before Congress adjourned. 

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 

relieve unemp1oyment. 27 The bill passed the House 

?July 13, 1932, by the decisive margin of 296 (170 Republicans, 

1 Farmer-Labor) to 46 (11 Republicans, 35 Demo-

The Senate passed the substitute relief measure without 

The relief bill was I~inly in the form insisted 

President. ,,29 In the end, Hoover had successfully 

program into law. He kept the Garner Relief Bill from 

law with his veto and, with the bipartisan support, ob-

substitute measure. 

26 
~~ fimes, July 12, 1932, p. 1.
 

27Ibid., July 17, 1932, p. 1.
 

28Cong. Record. 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part
 
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 nk1.de in the Senate to substitute direct government 

in place of loans from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 

it failed in a bipartisan vote with 44 (18 Rep-ublica11s, 26 Demo-

voting for loans and 28 (15 Republic<:l.ns, 12 Democrats; 1 

30voting for direct grants. 

The general clamor for massive public works progrwns was, 
tisfied,	 but it anticipated a better reception with the
 

of Franklin D. Roosevelt and the initiation of the
 

Hoover had tried his progrmn of limited public works 

supplemented by voluntary cooperation from the private 

the economy, to prOVide work relief. The programs 

by Congress were essentially of the nature and scope that 

r requested. His closest ally had been the Republicans of 

House of Representatives; they supported the President and 

shared his fate in the 1932 elections for their loyalty. 

Senate Republicans had been less cooperative. Many Adminis­

tlon pr.oposals were enacted in the Senate with as much Demo-

as Republican support. The President was not supported 

30Cong.	 Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess.t 1933 t LXXIV t Part 
p. 4502. 
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~b18 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

1 attention. there were other measures designed to alleviate 

jobless millions. One such proposal was to 

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 t and requested that 

legislation to provide for more coordination between 

federal employment servlce. 31 

The	 bill was changed drastically in the senate, primarily 

efforts of Robert F. Wagner (D-N.Y.). After his 1'1'0­

ionS were incorporated into the Hoover bill, it appropriated 

fund a survey of labor needs, grants for the opera-

employment agencies, and provisions to restriet the 

32labor from state to state. The Senate 

sed the mea.sure 34 (12 Republicans, 21 Democrats, 1 Farmer­


33
Republicans, 4 Demo·erats). Hoover charged that 

31Hoover. p. 47.
 
32New Yor~ TimeS, May 13, 1930, p. 1.
 

33cong• Record, 7ist Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, L~~~II, Part
 
p. 8149. 
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'opoeal had been "ditched by the opposition. ,,34 The Wagner 

House without a roll-call vote. The President 

the bill with the charge that the Wagner bill would "not help 

35.[this] emergency but \"1ill do great damage." Hoover pre-

he had to contend with considerable Senate Republican 

Immigration 

~other issue related to the relief of unemployment was the 

the United States. Hoover's belief tl16t 

.cting immigration would bolster employment was well known. 

tf,aigration laws already barred anyone who was likely to be-

L 
a public charge. Hoover concluded that all immigrants were 

,0. charges either directly or indirectly because they went on 

f or forced someone else to go on relief. Accordingly, the 

~ Administration restricted the number of immigrants allowed 

the country. 36 

Changes in the national origins clause of the Immigration 

1924 were proposed during the first session of the 71st 

SSt but the only roll-call vote on which immigration policy 

olear1y related to unemployment was in the second session of 

. 71st Congress. This wes on what had been a principal source 

34Hoover, p. 47. 

35Hyde and Wilbur, p. 136. 

36~., pp. 144-145 
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,rritation, the immigration of cheap labor from Mexico. The 

*_ passed a bill on May 13, 1930, to reduce immigration into 

United States and to bring Mexico under the quota system. by 

f7(24 Republicans, 27 Democrats} to 16 (13 Republicans, 2 Demo­
,4 

't 1 Farmer-Labor).37 A House committee favored the bill, but 

8 never voted upon by the House. 38 

Hoover's views on i1Il1\igration were further clarified by 

.tstements on deportation. He asked for stricter laws on 
\ 

tion and increased funds for enforcement as a means of 

unemployment. 39 The law was not changed, but appropriations 

the existing laws were increased without a roll ­

"Secretary of Labor was thus aided in pursuing 

contribution to the solution of the perplexities of 

40cycle." 

37Qsm&. l\@cord, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 
8843. 

3~cmahon. M!rlcan Pol&t1£al §SCience I!vl••• XXIV J No. 
• 930. 

39w.g,. J XXV J No.4, p. 944.
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I 

IV 

R. F. C. 

Direct relief through public works projects had not been 

tly expanded by the Hoover Administration even though the de­

.ion continued to create pressure for federal action to relieve 

A constant clamor for action from the public 

'd t¥ Hoover Administration to act more forcefully than had 

its original intention. 

In view of the serious credit shortage caused by the de­

elon, Hoover proposed in early October, 1931, to establish a 

)1onal Credit Association composed of the nation's bankers. It 

to be underwritten/by the bankers themselves with a capital of 

be used to rediscount bank assets ineligible for 

rediscount to stabilize banks and prevent runs by 

The Association would also use the fund to grant 

against the assets of closed banks in order that their 

might circulate and bolster the economy. Hoover 

the bankers knoW' that if this effort failed he would introduce 

1.g1slative program to protect the public. 

The National Credit Association, as outlined by Hoover, 

eatablished exactly one day after the President made his 

~yers and Ne~Nton, pp. 127-128. 
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It was apparent in less than two months, however, that 

National Credit Association was going to be unable to &tem th.e 

domestic and foreign credlt structure continued to crt11nble. 

Critics charged that the Natiotk~l Credit Corporation was 

.rily for psychological effect to reassure the public and 

it did not have the necessary f.unds for such a severe crisis. 

~.ddition, the sound banks were not inclined to support their 

sister institutions, but were primarily concerned with 

their OWl1 interests. As they maintained a liqUid 

was to depress all forms of collateral, 

her ul1dennining the stability of the banks in difflculty.2 

In view of the failure of the National Credit Corporation, 

proceeded with hi.;; legislative program as he had earlier 

His recomL~endations to Congress in the first session of 

72nd Congress included a proposal to establish the Reconstruc­

Corporation with $500 million capital and the author­

up to $3 billion in tax-free bonds to finance its 

Hoover further proposed that the Corporation have the 

r to extend credit against security to commercial banks, savings 

8, trust companies, building and loan associations, insurance 

tanies, mortgage loan companies, credit unions, established 

2Rornasco. pp. 91-97. 
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stries ~ and railroads thc.1.t could not otherwise secw;oe credit. 3 

the request that the Reconstruction 

nce Corporation be able to make loans to agricultural credit 

s and to state and loca.l governments for reproductive public 

4which would pay for themselves. 

Congress acted on the Reconstruction Financ~ Corporation 

osal with reasonable promptness. On January 16, 1932, the 

Ie pa~sed the bill as Hoover had recommended it e)ooept for 

r changes. 5 In a 335 (181 Republicans, 154 Democrats) to 56 

45 Democrats) vote, both parties endorsed the bill. 6 

The Senate had several minor roll-call votes on the Recon­

tion Itinance Corporation proposal, mostly on technicalities. 

only amendment of concern to the Administration would have 

ltted the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to make loans to 

'8e cities for relief purposes. This was contrary to Hoover's 

made only for reproductive public 

The motion to accept the amendment failed 28 (7 Republicans, 

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

\Iyde (;'.:nd \·J11bur, p. l.27.
 

~\lynr'" ~'nu" ~.T':'T.7to'" n 11::.2
.I. '-...:: ~ t ....,. l~ ....... \. i.J., 1.. ...J •
 

5 
~ York Times, January 15, 1932, p. 1. 

6Congo Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LX..'{V, Part 
p.• 2081. 

7
~,l?id. t p. 1666. 
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$t had been honored. The bill then passed the Senate with 

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

8
'. (3 Republicans, 5 Democrats).
 

A conference committee qUickly resolved the differences
 

...en the Senate and. House versions of the oiJ.:"". The only real
 

them was whether bonds issued by the Reconstruc-


Finance Corporation should be eligible for rediscount by the 

Banks, as Hoover had requested. The Sei1.::te version, 

the bends to be purchased by the United States 

the Federal Reserve Banks, prevailed in the 

erenee committee and the bill was returned to both Houses. 

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

{ 9
>bipartisan fashion. The bill was not exactly what Hoover had
 

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

10
saed his approval of the bill.
 

Not long after the bill's passage, the House Democrats
 

relief measure to prOVide loans from the Reconstruction 

,nee Corporation to the states for emergency highway construction. 

'er had not expected the Corporation to finance this type of 

8~., p. 1705. 

9~ew York Times, January 23, 1932, p. 1. 

lO"Action by Congress Since the Holi<kly Recess,H Congressional 
t, Xl, No.2, February, 1932, p. 52. 
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11he made his opposition clear. In the face of 

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

12Farmer-Labor) to 109 (97 Republicans, 12 Democrats). 

Loan Recipient Disclosure 

This relief proposal was ultimately supplanted by the Garner 

Bill, which has been preViously analyzed. It was a relief
 

sal whi.ch also called for slgnif1.can.t changes in the Recon­

tiOl\ Finance Corporation. Hoover's veto message on the Garner
 

objections to these changes. Specifi.cally. he 

ted to the provisions which allowed the Reconstruction Finance
 

to be made to individuals or corporations as too
 

to the provision which permitted public dis­


13of the recip:tents of the loans. 

The House proponents of the Garner bill did not have enough 

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

the reqUirement providing for the disclosure of loan re-

into the substitute bill. This amendment was a product 

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

14istence was included in the bill. By an extremely narrow 

11~ ~ Times, February 28, 1932, p. 22.
 

L.~cong. aecord, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 19]2, I.XXV, Pa.rt 5 J
 

4892. 

13Myers and Newton, p. 225. 

14New ~ Times, July 16, 1932, p. 1. 
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-in, the House included the disclosure provision 110 (10 Republicans, 

Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 169 (161 Republicans, 2 Democrats).15 

The substitute relief bill had passed the Senate two days 

ier without the disclosure provision by a vote of 43 (14 Repub-


Democrats) to 31 (25 Republicans, 5 Democrats, 1 Farmer-


There was a clash in the conference committee over the
 

of loan recipients. Garner insisted on retaining the
 

the House again supported his stand. On July 14, 1932,
 

instruct the House conferees to insist on the disclosure
 

i5ion by 172 (12 Republicans, 159 Deuiocrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to
 

17
(150 Republicans). 

In face of the House stand, a compromise was worked out by 

conlIllittee. The provision was to be interpreted to mean that 

. disclosure would be made in confidence to the House and Senate, 

18understanding cemented by a "gent1ernan t s agreement. rr Having 

e their point, the House members then voted to accept the con-

nee report 286 (162 Republicans, 123 Democrats, 1 farmer-Labor) 

1948 (14 Republicans, 34 Democrats). 

15cong• Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 14, 
15231. 

161Ri£., p. 14957. 

171£1£., p. 15391. 

18~ ~ TLuES, July 16, 1932, p. 1. 

19cong • Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, L1~~V, Part 14, 
15491. 
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This final action was taken near the end of the sesston
 

er the crucial questions had been resolved and the bill, f~ainly
 

the form insisted upon by the President," was then passed
 

20bout a roll-call vote. Speaker Garner subsequently forced a
 

olution through the House which commanded that all loans be made
 

The "gentleman's agreement" on public disclosure was
 

reby modified. and the list of loan recipients were published
 

21
Janus,,", 1933. 

There was little further legislation related to the Re­

.tructlon Finance Corporation. On the only issue which produced
 

roll-call vote, the senate voted 54 (22 Republicans, 32 Democrats)
 

16 (11 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to liberalize eligibility for
 

Corporation loans beyond that which Hoover
 

22
originally requested. 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation lacked the controversy 

earlier issues. It received broad bipartisan support in both
 

established. The House Republicans stood with
 

appropriations for roads and the disclosure
 

Senators generally supported Hoover's position on the 

2~yers and Newton, p. 232.
 

21Ibid., p. 325.
 

22cong • Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part
 
p. 4503. 
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telosure question regardless of party. The President's program 
~~ 

"~id been established with consistent Republ:J.can support while the 

had opposed his efforts on &ome of the particulars. It 

that Hoover received his support on D policy that ran 

to h,is basic desire to keep govern."Uent uninvolved in whe.c 

been traditionally regarded as a private business activity. 

needs of the times had forced him to compromise. 

\ 
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v 

J~'£13I~I.N3' P~N~IONJ 

Perhaps the relief measure which caused the most controversy 

the Hoover Presidency was the clamor over pensions for the 

America's wars. The pension requests were advanced 

the veterans themselves and also by the relief advocates 

this as a means of creating the purchasing power that,
 
;ica's economy so badly needed. These two groups combined to 

e the most severe setback that Hoover experienced during his 

office. 

Spanish-American VJar Pensions 

The first congressional pension bill in the 7lst Congress 

.I'eased benefit payments to Spanish-American \~ar veterans by toll 
1~' 

; annually. 1 Shortly after passage, Hoover vetoed the bill. 

he favored a general liberalizing of the Spanish-iunerican 

program, he objected to three provisions: the redue­

traditional ninety day service requirement for pension 

to seventy days, pensions for those veterans whose 

lth was destroyed by "vicious habits," and no distinction in 

,111bility between those veterans in financial need and those 

2th substantial incomes. 

l~ ~ Times, June 3, 1930, p. 1. 

2Hyde and wilbur, p. 196. 
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Senator Tom Connally (D-Tex.) led the effort to override 

r'a veto, but he had major assistance from the other side of 

especially from Senators Norris and Borah. 3 The Senate 

2, 1930, with 61 (28 Republicans, 32 Democrats, 1 Farmer­

~) senators voting to override the veto and 18 (18 Republicans) 

~tustain the veto. 4 
A majority of the Republican Senators joined 

bloc of Democratic Senators to deal President 

hi~ 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 beca.use the Republican 

,dership was absent from the Capitol. A surprisad press corp, 

bad expected the House to sustain the veto, offered this as a 

5 reason for the unexpected vote. The vital vote was on 

to delay the vote to override the veto, which, had it 

the Republican leaders time to return
 

the city and solidify their forces. This motion failed to pass
 

the margin of 65 (65 Republicans) to 234 (123 Republicans, 110
 

6rats, 1 Farmer-Labor). The vote showed that there were more 

enough votes to override the veto, and therefore even more 

3N~w York Times, June 3 t 1930, p. 1. 

4cong• Record, llst Cong., Znd Sess., 1930, UQ~II, Part 
9876. 

5 
~ York Times, June 3, 1930, p. 1. 

6eang• Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sass., 1930, LXXII, Part 
9912. 
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deserted their party leader to help override the veto 

Republicans, 114 Derl1ocrats, 1 Fanner-Labor) to 14 (14 

The Senate Republicans m.d rebuffed Hoover before, 

the first ti.me the House Republicans failed to support 

a key issue; their defection presented Hoover with 

first major defeat in Congress. 

World War I Pensions 

Ip the same session, there was a more intense battle over 

for World ~Jar I veterans. In this confrontation, 

fared better. 

The \-iorldwar I veterans' bi.ll was amended drastically on 

floor of the House as ';''1. result of the efforts of John E. Ral.ikin 

~nlen it came up for a final vote on April 24, 1930, Royal 

(R-S.D.), who had sponsored the original bill, felt 

,elled to try to block passage because the liberalized qualifi ­

veterans could add a possible $1 billion 

The "real test carne • • • when Johnson • • • moved 

8the veterans' bill to his House Committee. His 

145 (143 Republicans, 2 Democrats) voting for 

230 (91 Republicans, 138 Democrats, 1 Farmer­

7~., p. 9914.
 

8New ~ Times, April 25, 1930, p_ 1.
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) in favor of 1Imnediate House action. 9 The bill was then 

the House, 324 (189 Republicans, 134 Democrats, 

10r-Labor) to 49 (47 Republicans, 2 Democrats). 

The Senate passed the bill without a record vote. Hoover 

his views known in his veto message of Hay 26, 1930. He 

he that the bill made eligibility for benefits too lax, made 

between rich and poor veterans, allowed compensation 

misco~duct disabilities, and was too costly for the government 

,that time. "This veterans' bill is just bad legislation," he 

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

veto. The effort to override fell far short of
 

(185 Republicans, 3 Democrats) voted to
 

in and 182 (45 Republicans, 136 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor)
 

12
d to ove~ide the veto. The Republicans supported the
 

solidly on this vote than they had on the previous
 

\fuen this veterans' bill failed to pass, a substitute 

9cong• 
7673. 

Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, WOe!l, Part 

lOlbid. 

p. 
P'c>cor··:1 7l('t ('0'''1(' ?-lu"...""..... \,J. , a ~_f· 1. L..'.' _i. 

and Wilbur, pp. 197-198.llHyde 

l2Cong • 
11828. 

5e 53. , 193J, L::;·:II, Part 
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re was offered by the Republican leadership. Expecting veto 

the original bill, Speaker Nicholas Longworth, Majority Leader 

Tilson, and the original sponsor, Representative Johnson, had 

red a substitute which had the Administration's approval. 

substitute then passed the HrnAse with strong bipartisan support 

Democrats assumed that the bill would be amended 

Senate. 13 

There were no Senate roll-call votes on the veterans' bill, 
11 the substitute	 version came from the House of Representatives. 

Senate passed two amendments which Hoover 

The first amendment, which was regarded as the test vote, 

by Senator David I. Walsh (D-Mass.) and provided for 

in the maximum benefits from $40 to $60 per month. The 

ond amendment was offered by Senator Norris (R-Neb.) and pro­

d benefits for those veterans whose disability resulted from 

. 14
lUul misconduct. The first amendment passed by 37 (9 Repub­

151 Farmer-Labor) to 26 (26 Republicans). 

second amendment passed by 36 (10 Republicans, 25 Democrats, 

16'armer-Labor) to 27 (25 Republicans, 2 Democrats). The entire 

13New ~ Ttmes, June 27, 1930, p. 1.
 

14Ibid., July 2, 1930, p. 1.
 

15Cong. Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part
 
12194. 

16 
~., p. 12196. 
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passed by 56 (28 Republicans, 27 Democrats, 1 

to 11 (11 Republicans),17 A significant majority 

Senators had supported the President on the key votes, 

no avail. 

The House Democrats had been correct in their assunption 

th~ Senate would ~~nd the bill. but their hopes proved to 

House rebuffed any attempts to liberalize ,
veterans' bill. On July 2, 1930. the House voted 194 (191 

.blicans, 3 Democra.ts) to 117 (7 Republicans, 109 Democrats,
Ji
 
'armer-Labor) to refuse to even consic2r the Senate amendments
 
F
" 18

the bill. There w€rl~ four provisiO'i:ls to which Hoover and 

House Republicans objected: these were the two 

above and two other amendments that had been 

sed without a roll-call vote, one lowered the percent of dis-

to be eligible for benefits from 25 percent to 10 percent, 

other elim1.nated the income tax payment as the criteria 

19determine eligibility based on need.


The Administrati.on forces, led by Senator David A.• Reed
 

won a decisive victory in the conferet~e committee the
 

iii - -------------------------­

1~1~817Ibi !---£., p. ~ ~ •
 

18lR!£., p. 12350.
 

19 ..
New York 'fLffies. July 3, 1930, p. 4. 
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'~he conference report on the Veterans' bill ••• 

of the Senate amendments opposed by the President • 

20[and] followed implicitly the desires of the President." 

passed the Senate by a vote of 48 (32 Republicans, 

211 Farmer-Labor) to 14 (6 Republicans, 8 Democrats). 

House on the same day without a roll-call vote. 

Pr~sident Hoover lost on the Spanish~~rican War pension 

, but he won the contest over the much more important question
\ 

'increased benefits for World War I veterans. On the crucial 

8S, he had unusually solid support from the House Republicans 

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 

:ure in 25 years. There was a movement to make il.1unediate payment 

certificate's face value as a relief measure 

to generate more purchasing power for the faltering economy.22 

President responded with a message to Republican senators and 

20Ibid., JUly 4, 1930, p. 1. 

21Cong. Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 
12418. 

22Hyde and Wilbur, p. 199. 
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on the congressional comnittees in charge of the 

vetenc.ns t beneftts that he v70u1d veto the proposal 

23it pc;,sseJ. 

The President I s opposition not~vithstDnding, Congress passed 

bonus bill. It p,),ssed the House on February 16, 1931, by 363 

12 Republichl1s, 150 Democr,:~t,:;, 1 Fartner-Labor) to 39 (39 Repub-

The ~~ Times, reported that many :\.epublicans 

to rumors t~14t Hoover would not veto this bill, but 

it to forestall & bill that would be proposed to pay 

25of the face vEl,lue of the certificates.

Tho..; 3t:~nat~ passed the bill three days after the House by 

of 72 (34 Republicans, 37 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 

(12.	 RepubliCatls).26 Republican Senate leaders said that the
 

27
 
vote h.ad undennined their efforts to block the bill.
 

ThE! explanations of the Republican leaders were small
 

to the President as his party deserted him en masse.
 

addition, the nllnors which had unsettled the House Republicans
 

23Hyers and Ne''lton, p. 65. 

24Cong • Record, 71st Cong., 3rd Sass., 1931, L.{~nV, Part 
5082. 

?~ 

_J~ York Times, February 17, 1931, p. 1.
 

2~
Cong • Record, 71st Cong., 3rd Sass., 1931, UQ{IV, Part
v 

5386. 

27~ ~ Times, February 20, 1931, p. 1. 



59 

d false, as Hoover held to his word and vetoed the bill. His 

message explained that the huge sum required to fund the pro­

1 would overtax the budget, sud th..'1t a majority of the veterans t 

28.ivtng the bonus were not in need of relief assistance.
 

The Republican House leaders were rather embarr~ssed with
 

shortsighted explanati.on for the original passage of the
 

when the House voted to override Hoover's veto. R8publican
 

OTlty Leader Tilson was unable to rally the forces to get one­
, 
:rd plus one of the total House votes necessary to sustain the
 

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

to 79 (79 Republlcans). 29 ()n the next day, February 

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

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

Hoover had experienced perhaps his most severe 

party during the 7lst Congress. 

Although Republican leadership in the House was contradicted 

vote to override the veto. the rmnor they had based their 

on did prove to be partially correct. In the fi.rst 

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

28Hyde and Wilbur t PP. 199-2~).
 

29cong • Record, 7lst Cong. t 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part 6,
 
• 6171. 

30.!.E!s!., p. 6230. 
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KJhe face value of the bonus certificates to World War I veterans. 31 

g Democratic Representative from Texas, wright Patman, was the 

32advocate of the 100 oercent bonus. The first major vote on 

Bonus Bill in the House of Representatives was on June 

The House Rules Committee, in accordance with Hoover's 

reported the b:f-11 to the House, but a. moti.on to d1s­

from the Rules Committee passed 226 (60 Republicans, 

Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 175 (133 Republicans, 42 Demo­, 
33 34ts). This was the test vote. 

After the bill was discharged, the House then passed the 

211 (57 I<.cpub1icans, 153 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 176 

.0 Republicans, 50 Democrats). 35 Hoover's vi..;ws on the bonus 

stion had not dlanged, nnd a veto was as~)ured it the me.asure
 

36
 pass the .:ian-ate. The threatened veto proved to be 

when the Senate refused to pass the proposed bonus bill. 

vote was 18 (7 R0pub1icans, 10 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) for 

31Hyde and,Jilbur, p. 201. 

32.~ Y , T" J l'New orK :LinBS, une '+, 1932, p. 1. 

33cong _ Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, L.~(V, Part 
12854. 

3 t:_, 1 Y k ·r"•:~ew or . l.me S , June 14, 1932, p. 1 • 

35COng• Record, 72nd Cong_, 1st Sass., 1932, LXXV, Part 
13053. 

36 
~ York Times, June 14, 1932, p. 1. 
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>2 (35 Republic,:.n:3, 27 Dcmocri::ts) ng'J.inst passaO'o 37 This required
(:.;l'\,;;. • 

cour.1i:>~ on the p,~,rt of the 32n;,:~te, as the bonus l!l.'.1.rchers ~vere 

. t,,·tl""C' '.. i ...·l·'tJ· on J""1 t:l'''' C,·'n.;t,"'l nt t1.,~ tL'r"-1 38tin- er ,_., L:; 1. .:;," .::.' (,,1..., ;...i. _.L .. ..\. l. \:~ 1 ,::... i/..L '.~ (:,t L I.eeo al..;; _ 

Ther,~ \/':::s lL·li.ted .:.~tion on vet::::rans' benefits in the second 

0;:: t:I~ 72nd ConizrCS;;;i. The onlv roll-call vote on veterllns' 
~ ~ 

c \:.,,' 0'" ';1 !·:.·v,,·····~·::'...·lt to ,-tt",··11 1 'D111io"1 ~or vctcr'··"'l"·, bene­fit .::,) ....... v .~'" c...... '...f~t"\_ ..... ".JJ'\·_, '.t {._........ •• ...._~. I..L. '.Al&.CI
 

l ..·"'·" '-',"'1"\..,; }~_..,; ';nprO"'rl' ··'tl·0'1 39 '''1''''''I1Uto t 'l":~ "... I"l,ie,,')t U.~! "_.l~·l·1..>·U'l::""J.t- -f<,,~t;.._.~ ~.,c.· (. ..... 1.1 i:i' ct. t 'D-I11.L.. The' ...... .. L~ ­L"'rc,;. 

" " J ( ,.,~ "".' 1 l' .'. ."'l 7 ..... t 1 L ) tT.' 1Car\i CO ,Jy :J _ .:!.,j ~~0i)U,) l.C,..ns, 0::.. DeInOCrZ: S, t anaer- .'lDOr 0
 

" 1 l' 1···· Y", t ) 40
l~CPUD ~CtH1S, U J.).;~mocr2. s • Hoover e:{pressed his disapproval 

41 
a pock(;t veto after Congress c::.djourned on Harch 4, 1933.

hepub1ic.:lll support for Hoover t"las sporadi.c on veterans' 

It WHS unusu<:>l for t~lC Presitkmt to e;{perience defeat 

of the pcirtisan voting pctttern. It \.,a~ even more 

to .axperi,,~nce. his reverses at the hands of his own 

The Republicans :'-n the House fd.iled to support 

on .;;ip..:~nish-/'Jneri.can~·h'i.r pensi.ons and the boaus certifi-

But thcdr support was unusU<J.11y strong on the contest 

37Cong • Record, 72nd Cong., 1st ~ess., 1932, L)~XV, Part 12, 
13274. 

38';1 y 1 '1\'£"eH OrK.l. :Lines, June 19, 1932, p. 1.--..::;.;:;;;:;,;,;,;;;.,;;;. 

39" . , . P 1it . 1" i Re 1 v'v't;1 I N 3llerr~ng, i:.merl.can 0 J.ca;jC ence v ,ew, ...'\.AV , o. t 

I') 
-h Cong • Re.cord, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 3, 

• 3171. 

41Herring, APJerican Political Science Review. XXVII. No.3. 
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World War I pensions. Hoover had experienced limited support 

Senate Republicans before, but the lack of soliJ sup?ort in 

new lor the President. 

\ 

II 
" 
~ 
l 

,I , 
I 



63VI 

TAXATION 

Another problem that confronted the Hoover Administration 

balancing the budget. The President had consistently stressed
 

fiscal stability thoughout his public career, and the
 

the depression did not change Hoover's views on the
 

,e and necessity of a balanced budget. The budget could be 

,need ,either by increasing taxes to finance relief programs 

by reducing normal govermnental expenditures. In the end, the 

nistration used both policies in an attempt to minimize the 
II
" 
'I 
•Iof the depression on the budget. 1 
1 

I 

The revision of the tax structure originated during the
 

session of the 7lst Congress when Republican Representative
 

l1is C. Hawley (Oreg.) introduced a resolution to reduce corporate 

income taxes and all other federal taxes by one percent. 

a depression measure, as it originated before the 

~ession struck and was acted on before the extent of the economic 

lapse was fully realized. Tax reduction opponents, led by 

Representative John E. Rankin (Miss.) ,held that taxes 

be reduced with government revenue falling from the slack 

and the increased expenditures required for 

1 programs. 

1 
~~ Times, December 6, 1929, p. 1. 
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The income tax resolution passed the House without a rol1­

On December 14, 1929, it passed the Senate 63 (39
 

licans, 24 Democrats) to 14 (11 Republicans, 3 Democrats).2
 

final measure was consistent with Hoover's recommendations as
 

nts at variance with the Administration's wishes had been
 

3
 n down overwhelmingly. In his first confrontation with
 

over taxes, Hoover had rece ived strong support from both
 

\ 

Manufacturers' Sales Tax 

"1iIUnfortunately, opponents to the tax cut appeared to have 
II 

11 
l 

,ter foresight than the Administration forces. By 1932, Hoover , ~ 

1 
1 

it necessary to urge the 72nd Congress to increase taxes by
 

billion to ensure a balanced budget. He originally requested
 

S.ncrease in income taxes, corporate and personal, and estate 

restoration of the cut that had been made in other 

two years earlier. Later, Hoover also proposed a 

acturers'sales tax on everything except food and cheap cloth­


4
 a temporary measure to increase federal revenues. 

The House Ways and Means Committee approved Hoover's recomm­

and reported a bill which included a manufacturers'sales 

near unanimous bipartisan support. Contrary to the 

2Cong. Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1929 LXXII, Part 1, 
670.'("'" 

3~ York Ttmes, December 15, 1929, p. 1.
 

~oover, pp. 135-137.
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,ry practice, the Democratic House leaders chose to permit 

bill with no time limit, a decision the 

The Hoover fo-rces, Republicans who were now 

cha-rged that permitting general debate -resulted 

elimination from the bill oftha manufacturers' sales tax, 

was expected to produce approximately one-half of the in­

5.ed	 revenue that Hoover insisted upon. The American Political 

Revi!w reported that a group of "allied progressives", 
'"led "under the leade-rship of La Guardia," the dissident New 

Republican, to eliminate the manufacturers' sales tax in a 

6r vote on March 24, 1932. 

It was restored by the House committee, but was again 

,nated when the bill came to the House floor for final action. 

:..ndment 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).] 

On the same day an effort was made to increase the maximum 

•	 in the income tax bill. Hoove-r originally proposed a 40 per­

rate for all incomes over $100,000. Repnsentative Phillip 

SMyers and Newton, pp_ 185-186.
 

6Herrins, AtneriCID Political Seiene! !y!view, XXVI, No.5,
 
866. 

7Cons- Regard, 72nd Cong_, 1st sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 7, 
, 7324. 
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living (R-Pa.) introduced an amendment to increase the maximum
 

8
percent. This amendment, anathema to Hoover, failed 

f178 (62 Republicans, 115 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 211 (125
rL 

9licans. 86 Democrats). There was disagreement over the amount 

[nvenue the House measure would produce, but all estimates were 
~,. 

of the amount necessal:}' to balance the budget. 10 

Hoover's sentiments on the necessity of a balanced budget 

as	 inadequate because it failed to ra1se adequate revenue 

the budget, and it failed to produce adequate revenue 

• the manufacturers I sales tax had been rejected. The defeat 

d primarily from Democratic opposition while a strong 

o~orlty of the House Republicans had supported Hoover. The 

•aldent did prevail on the income tax rate issue, however, with 

lican Slpport. 

aNew IOIk Times, April 2, 1932. p. 1.
 

9Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st seas., 1932, LXXV, Part 7,
 
13250 

10New Yor~ Ttmes, April 2, 1932, p. 1. 

l~yers and Newton, p. 211. 
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There were efforts to amend certain aspects of the bill in 

Republican Senator James Couzens (Mich.) offered an 

lladment 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 

12rates. In spite of his effort, the amendment failed 31 (15 

15 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 49 (24 Republicans, 

,Democrats).13 An effort to restore the manufacturers' sales tax 

failed 27 (20 Republicans, 7 Democrats) to 53 (20 Republicans, 
'I., 
~;I " 
i'Farmer-Labor).14 

On May 31, 1932, the Senate -, 
,iJ 
~I 
'I 

led the bill with some added revenue provisions by a vote of 72
 

Republicans, 31 Democrats) to 11 (2 Republicans, 8 Democrats,
 

t'armer-Labor}.15 As usual, Hoover received less support from 

in the Senate than he had in the House. This was again 

in the vote on the conference report, which was approved 

(30 Republicans, 16 Democrats) to 35 (11 Republicans, 23 Democrats,
 

16
'armer-Labor) • 

12 
~ York Ttmes~ May 17, 1932, p. 1. 

l3Cgpg• lWS9Id, 72nd Cong., 1st sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 9, 
10276. 

~Ibid., Part 10, p. 11664.
 

15Ibid., p. 11666.
 

16Ibid., Part 11, p. 12071.
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No one was entirely happy with the bill as passed, certainly 

The main issue had been the manufacturers' sales tax 

18had endorsed. If the bill had included the manufac­

tax, it could have r02:..ised sufficient revenue to balance 

and :n-c~sumably would therefore hav~ r,~ceived Hoover's 

The failure of Congress to enact thl;: higher taxes is pro-


in the fact that their choice was betvleen lower
 

s and increased relief spending. If the budget was to be
, 
$onably balanced, the nation could not have both. The advocates 

~,increased relief \Y'ere less influential politically than the people 'I 

i'li 
~'I 
~il,

The people \'1ho carried the principal share of the ,.: 
1. 

", 

also the same people who had enough resources to be 
,-,

1 ')
ltically effective. 

There was also activity on the tax issue in the second 

of the 72nd Congress. In a continued effort to balance the 

of emergency relief expenditures, Hoover again 

that a manufacturer~ sales tax be applied to all goods, 

20and cheap clothing, at a uniform rate of two percent.
 

recommendation was to no avail as Democratic congressional
 

17Myers and Newton, p. 2l9~
 

1''''
 
o Herring, Ameri.can Political Science R.eview, XXVI, No.5, 

• 867 t 

1911Action by Congress Since the Holiday Recess", Congressional 
XI, No. 2 (February, 1932), p. 53. 

20Myers and Newton, pp. 305-306. 
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rs decided to defer action on a general revenue bill until 

lpec1al first session of the 73rd Congress convened. This would 

t them to have the most recent income tax retums as a basis 

future action. 21 

Income Tax Refunds 

Althougb general revenue me&$ures were not the subject of 

" ncord votes, one taxation issue did generate controversy. The 

,etlee was for tax refunds in excess of $75,000 to be authorized 
\ 

!:"Congress while the Bureau of Internal Revenue authorized lesser 

Senator Kenneth McKellar (D-Xenn.) proposed that the 

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 

,c::h new legislation to tbe approp'l"iati.ons bill. This required 

two-thirds vote. which it 'banly received on January 12, 1933, 

a vote of 52. (17 Republicans, 35 Democrats) to 26 (24 Republicans, 

Demoerats).23 After the special rule passed, the rider was 

,Cached by a vote of 51 (15 Republicans, 36 Democrats) to 26 (25 
24)publieans. 1 Democrat). 

21"Taxes", ~9BUes'tonaA D&les!i, XII, No. 2 (February, 1933). 

22!!Jl loris Twa, January 13, 1933, p. 2.
 
23Coni. !8cgrcJ, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 2,
 

1644. 
24Ibid., p. 1645. 



70
 

The House version of the deficiency bill did not include the
 

refund amendment, which made a conference committee necessary.
 

erenee committee members finally compromised the level of in­


tax refund that would require congressional approval at $20,000
 

The House vote to accept this cOtnPromise amendment 1n
 

conference report was regarded as a clear reflection of the
 

members' reaction to the issue. 25 The amendment as compromised 

.cce~ted on January 17, 1933, by a vote of 224 (28 Republicans, 

Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 143 (142 Republicans, 1 Democrat). 26 

House Repub1:lcans, despite considerable cohesion, could not keep 
"11 
;:J 

j:l 
" 

tax refund amendment out of the bill, and the oonference t:eport 
"

',I
:11 

• 

accepted. 

Hoover's repugnance of the amendment was made clear when he 

to veto the much needed deficiency appropriations bill rather
 

,n accept the income tax refund clause, which he regarded as
 

onstitutiona1. 27 
An unsuccessful effort to override Hoover's
 

,Ito in the House ended the matter. A roll:- call vote on passage 

e:bred 193 (14 Republicans, 178 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) votes 

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

25New York Times" January 18, 1933, p. 5.
 

26
 ,ong. RecoIg, 7200 Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 2,.f'. 1964. 
27New lark 1M!W!ih January 25, 1933, p. 1. 

III 
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28veto. 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

• when the House was controlled by the Democrats and the 

• was nearly equally divided between Republicans and Democrats.
 

'result, the President' s tax programs did not reeelve as much
 

in Congress as many of his other proposals. When Hoover's
 

prop~$als	 were enacted into law, i.e was primarily because of 

Republican support at crucial times. This support was 
II'

11y important in blocking action on tax proposals that the	 ;~ 

,I
'I 

The senate Republicans continued to follow	 1 
'j 

~ 

'.	 independent course. .~ 
:1
Il 
,~ 

"l 

28Qsma.. l\ecQrd, 72nd Cons., 2nd sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 2, 
2449. 
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VII 

REDUCING EXPENDITURES 

The other side of the coin in President Hoover' 8 efforts 

lance the budget involved the reduction of federal expend-

Reductions in government spending was necessary, even 

Hoover's proposed tax increase•• to balance the buclget be-

of the declining federal Avenue caused. by the depression., 
was to be achieved by drastic economy in ordinal:'Y governmental 

The cuts needed to be large enoush to offset the 

sed relief cost 1f the result was to be a net reduction in 

One means to achieve this economy in nomal 

activities was the reorganization and consolidation 

agencies to eliminate needless spending. A major 

government expenditures was for employee salaries; 

salary cuts could drastically reduce government 

Another means to achieve significant savings was 

.imple across the board reduction in normal government spendina 

regard to where the cuts would be made. 

Hoover had ursed the COnS"S8 to be frugal in their 

lropriations 10 order to maintain a balanced budget. Executive
 

lsure to reduce government expenses had been applied through­

..t the entire 71st Congress. Hoover consistently vetoed prog1:'8IBs
 

~•• unnecessary raids on the public treasury and also called 
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his executive assistants not to spend unnecessary funds that had
 

1
,01 been appropriated. The drive for greater government 

in the 71st Congress related primarily to special demands 

,e11ef and resulting counter pressure fo'r reduced spend:lng. 

issues included measures already considered such as veterans f 

,fits, public works, and other programs. 

Salary Cuts 

The only effort toward generally reducing government costs, 
71st Conaress was to cut the salaries of government employees. 

oingly.the House of Representatives passed the Interior De- :I~.
.
'
~ 

'.
'•nt appropriations bill with salary limitations as recommended	 
<~.'.
'. 

The original salary levels were then restored 'I~ 

.~ 
li,~•senate in Committee of the Whole. When the bill retumed '.'. 

House, it voted to reject this specific: salary amendment. 2 

House vote was 171 (114 Republicans, S6 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

nee committee, the salary measure was in the fom approved by 

1Hyde and Wilbur. pp. 451-453. 

2B!! I2£§ T1m!e, December 13, 1930, p. 1. 

3COns • &ec012. 71st Cong•• 3rd sese_, 1930, LXXIV. Part 1, 
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The senate voted to reject the conference report by a 

(21 Republlcanst 3 Democrats) to 43 (16 Republicans, 26 

41 Farmer-Labor). The issue was finally resolved in 

of the House without any further record votes. Hoover's rec­

tion had again become policy because of strong House 

Flat Budget Cuts 

.y 1931, the severity of the depression demanded even more 

tie action and Hoover responded with a more comprehensive 
:1 
"When the first session of the 7200 Congress con-
'.
"
"

'.
" 

'.
"

'.the President's annual message laid out an economy program 

would decrease ordinary government expenses $369,OOOtOOO for
 

5
next fiscal year. The recommendations also made it clear 

the Administration was opposed to an indiscriminate economy 

arbitrary percentage from departmental appro­

6tions Without consideration of specific needs. 

The Senate expressed itself on the subject on January 15, 

when it passed a rather vague resolution which called for 

Appropriations Committee to make all cuts possible "without 

iring the necessary power of the government to perform its 

4
Ibi~., Part 2, p. 1249. 

5Myers and Newton, p. 152. 

6Ibid., pp. 190-197. 
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in meeting the present financial crisis,'" This t:'8so1ution, 

.1y in general agreement with Hoover t $ sentiments, was passed 

Republioans, 20 Democrats) to 9 (l Republican, 8 Dem.ocrats).8 

The first vote of consequence on an economy measure came 

Senate on March 17, 1932. It involved a supply bill to pro-

funds for the Interior Department which was in the Senate 

.,rutians Committee. A resolution was offered by Senator 

tb McKellar (D-Tenn.) to instruct the committee to reduce the, 
9·.priation by	 a flat ten percent. The resolution passed 40 

24 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 25 (20 Republicans, 

The committee reduced the appropriation for the 

rior Department in accordance with the resolution and then the 

approved the reduced appropriation without a roll-

The House bad already passed the supply bill without the 

reductions, but with Speaker Garner (D-Tex.) as one of the chief 

of the ten percent reduction. the House voted to accept 

amendment by 268 (105 Republicans, 163 Democrats) to 

7New Ygrk Times, January 16, 1932, p. 2.
 

8
 
~. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 2, 

2034. 
9!i_v XOIk 11m!!, March 18, 1932, p. 1. 

10£2n&. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 6, 
6323. 
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1139 Republicans, 3 Democrats). 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 

Senate on the omnibus appropriations bill for the
 

,ytments of State, Justice, Commerce, and Labor. On l-1arch 22,
 

, the Senate considered another motion by Senator McKellar
 

,jrec~it this bill to the Appropriations Committee with 

cut ten percent of the funds from the bill. The 

tion of the administration was reflected by Senator Arthur 

Vandenberg (R-Mich.), who opposed the "haphazard" approach 

I . 12 
"~"ducing expenditures. The ten percent cut was passed 50 

33 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 29 (23 Republicans, 

The Senate took the same action when the Department of the 

148ury and the Post Office appropriations bill came to the floor. 

was recommitted for a flat ten percent cut by a vote of 37 (11 

.b1icans, 25 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 31 (23 Republicans, 

11lbid., Part 8, p. 8433.
 

12Mew York rheas, March 23, 1932, p. 1.
 

13cong• Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess.) 1932, LXXV, Part 6,
 
6648. 

14~ York Times, April 19, 1932, p. 1. 
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rats).15 Although Hoover wanted normal governmental costs
 

regarded flat cuts from departmental budgets as 1m....
 

The Senate was quite frugal on the pl:evious measures, but
 

itself when it came to appropriations for the Veterans'
 

,au. The House had increased appropriations for the Bureau
 

the President's recommendations. When the con­

e committee retained this increase. the senate voted to 

conference report on June 7, 1932.16 The motion to 

increase carried 63 (28 Republicans, 34 Democrats. 1 II.. 
'~ 

'01Ir-Labor) to 14 (11 Republicans, 3 Democrats) .11 This was 
~ 

='I 
II 

a major feature of the bill, but it does reflect to some ",
~~ 

:ll 

the power of the veterans as a pressure group. :l 
,I., 

~lThe last session of the 72nd Congress was inactive as it "
" 

" q 

"" inauguration of President-elect Franklin D. Roosevelt ~ 
~ 

1;1 

his recommendations. This was demonstrated when Democratic 

tOl:' Joseph T. Robinson, Minority Leader from Arkansas, moved 

defer action on the proposed $19,000,000 appropriation to sub­

_tae domestic air mail until the 73rd Congreas, and the House 

The New York IJ.s.!!s reported this aa a sign that all 

15£eD&. bso:rd" 12nd Cong., 1st seGs., 1932, LXXV, Part 8, 
• 6648_ 

16Bex lark I~e8J June 8, 1932, p. 10.
 

11
yana- Reio,rd. 72nd Cong_, 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV. Part 11, 
12113. 
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in on appropriations measures involving policy would be post­

until Roosevelt took office. IS The motion~ a test vote on
 

question of whether Congress would deal further with budgetary
 

,c1, was carried in a strongly partisan vote of 39 (8 Republicans,
 

~ 19
~ocratSt 1 Farmer-Labor) to 35 (30 Republicans,S Democrats).
 

Another late vote indicated that the Senate intended to
 

any policy decisions on economizing to the 73rd Congress_
 

vote related to appropriations to subsidiz.e ocean mail, a part
, 
the Treasury and Post Office Departments supply bill. A motion 

made to reduc:e by one-half as an economy measure the $35,500,000 I: 
~ 
~

priation for the ocean mail contract subSidy.20 The motion '.
~ 

'I " 
,J.! 

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 Can­


Is, it reversed itself on February 7, 1933, when it voted to
 ~ 
•'I
"'l•,tmize federal spending. Senator Sam G. Bratton (D....N. Mex,) 
~ 

If.red an amendment to the T-x-easu'J:'Y Department and Post Off ice 

Ix-opriations bill to require all Department heads to reduce 

18lf!!l I2I!\ 1"'8, February 2, 1933, p. 2. 

1920M- i!9Qid" 7200 Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933~ LXXVI, Part 
3076. 

20New YOlk Iws, February 5, 1933, p. 5. 

21 ..Cog- !ecord, 72nd Cong_, 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 
3366. 
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spending a flat five	 percent from the appropriations made 

22fiscal year. The Senate passed the amendment 50 

Democrats) to 33 (24 Republicans. 8 Democrats, 

This was the kind of flat cut that Hoover 

t impractical, but it did correspond to his objective of 

nt economy. If Hoover's reaction was mixed, so was that 

Republican senators. Goverrunent economy was not a congres­

1 achievement in the second session, but it is difficult to, 
~ine party position and responsibility with the limited 

contradiotory 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 

Bureau of the Budget to shift up to 15 pe'X'c.ent of one agency's 

to another government unit. This flexibility to meet unfore­

:a government needs was approved by Hoover. 24 The provision was 

the appropriations bill when it came to the House floor for 

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

(40 Republicans, 168 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 183 {157 

22New Jork Times. February 8. 1933, p. 1. 

23Coni_ Record, 72nd ConS.•• 2nd Seas. J 1933, LXXVI, Part 
3510. 

24 
~ York Time!. May 4, 1932, p. 14. 
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25:licans, 26 Democrats). Although this was not a major issus.
 

especially the Democrats$ refused to indulge the
 

Furlough Plan 

Although most of the budget savings President Hoover recom­

to Congress in the first session of the 7200 Congress were 

initial message, he found it necessary to return to the Con-

with additional proposals. Besides the original $396 million 

tion on normal governmental expenditures, Hoover called for 

,tlonal reductions on April 4, 1932. Rather than pursue the 
.~ 
11'4 

~ ... 
~ 

-" of indiscriminate, flat cw;s in Department appropriations,	 :~
141 
·,1 

JDemocratic majority in the House and nea.r majority in the . 
'01 

the President make specific recommendations 
,

'" 
~'" 
~l 

"~t 

I\fjfund. could be reduced. After a series of	 
I,~ 

"'1 
~:~ 
I~I' 

'''4.ings	 which included the President, his advisors and congres- ~" 

." 

lea.ders, Hoover made some specific proposals which were	 ~ 
~ 
:t: 

Ifoduced as an omnibus economy bill with an additional reductions ~ . . 

\.2$0 million beyond the original .396 million reduction Hoover 

-=ended. 26 

The chief idea of the omnibus economy bill was to reduce
 

federal payroll without creating additional unemployment and
 

25£.2D&. RecoId. 72nd Cong•• 1st seas., 1932, LXXV J Part 
p.	 9514. 

26Myers and Newton, pp. 190-196. 
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Hoover had devised a furlough plan, whereby nearly every 

lam government employee would no longer work on Sa.turday morn­

l.wh1ch would mea.n these employees would have a twenty-six day 

1 furlough without pay. Govermnent pel:'60nnel employed on an 

1 basis would be required to take a furlough of one calendar 

pay !II The plan also eliminated all paid holidays !II 

exceptions to this were those federal employees 

income was below $1,200 and all enlisted military 

The plan was expected to reduce the government pay­

eight and one-third percf;}nt. This was the heart of the Hoover 

'am and it was assent ially the proposal that the special Economy 

the House presented to the House membership late in 

1932. 

Perhaps the most crucial vote on the economy program was 

special rule on the omnibus economy bill. The special 

i1 Committee had been created by the House as part of the 

ort to economize in government. This committee's bills received 

~,vl1eged status on the l-louse calendar, and were therefore acted 

immediately.. Furthermore, a rule had been adopted which limit­

floor amendments to a total of four on the omnibus bill. Demo­

tic Representative Edward W. Pou (N.C.) t Chairman of the House 

$. Committee:! joined with Republican House Leader Bertrand 

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

27~ 12:1:5 les , Ap1:'11 10, 1932. 
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in the face of the many competing, special 

28sts reflected by the House membership. Despite their efforts, 

special rules was voted down on April 27, 1932, by 219 (100
 

licans. 119 Democrats) to 164 (75 Republicans, 88 Democrats, 1
 

r-Labor). 29 As the bill progressed through the legislative
 

, it became evident that opening the bill to amendments from
 

floor did impair the effectiveness of the economy program.
 

fears of Rept."esentative Snell and Pou proved to be well founded,
 

i~'his vote proved to be disasterous to Hoover's determination to 

e federal spending. ~ 

~ .... 
The House committee reported the bill in essentially the ~~ 

~ 
,ql 

proposed by Hoover, except that an 11 percent employee pay · " 
" 

30 ,had been substituted for the furlough plan. Hoover continued 
"

" 
, 

express his preference for the furlough plan throughout the 
~ 

roversy.3l ..•

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

on an amendment to increase the maximum pay level exempted 

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

28Ibid., April 28, 1932, p. 1. 

29£2!!&. Record, 72nd Cong•• 1st sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 8, 
f 9057. 

30Herring, American Political Science Review, XXVII, No. 
864.
 

31~Hyer8 and Newton, p. 194.
 



83
 

135 Republicans, 103 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 154 (64
 

32

90 Democrats). Despite President Hoover's recom­

a maximum level of only $1,200, the House Republicans
 

primarily responsible for the increase in the income exemption
 

The next vote was to restore the half-day holiday on Satur­


"commended by the PTesident which the House committee had
 

A proposal to incorporate the holiday plan in the
 

was rejected 261 (148 Republicans, 118 Democrats, 1 Farmer­

33
) to 132 (52 Republicans, 80 Democrats). The holiday ~ 

~ 
~ .." not included in the bill, again because the House ~ 
~ 
"failed to support the President's recommendation. 

0'Perhaps the most important vote to determine the actual J, 

and source of support for Hoover's proposal came on a motion 

the bill. Representative C. William Ramseyer (a-Iowa), 

recommittalmotion which also carried instructions to 

committee to restore the furlough plan and all other features 

bill as proposed by Hoover. 34 The motion failed by a vote 

146 (129 Republicans, 11 Democrats) to 250 (68 Republicans, 181 

P.95li:cons. l\esord, 72nd Cong. J 1st sess., 1932, LXXV. Part 

33Ibid.) p. 9513. 

34
Ne~ ~ Ttm!s. May 4, 1932. p. 14. 
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'·rats. 1 FarnlOT-LcaboT). 35 Hoover had considerably more Re­

on thi.s vote than he had on the two previou$ 

iJldments. 

Hoover bad originally proposed a $250,000.000 reduction 1n 

,;_~nt expenditu're$ in his supplemental economy measure. The 

tee" bill pt:cstlnted to the Hou$e would have repo~edly saved 

t13.5,ooO.000. AfteJ:' the House amended the b111,only 

,000.000 ~ema1ned of the or1atnal $2.50.000,000 propo&ed savinss.36 

obviously was not w1':aat Hoover had hoped. £01: or expected. Des" 

the Maa8t' savings. the bill passed the Hou.- on May 3. 1932, 

• comfol'tilble marain. It _G passed 1n a b1pa.rtiaan. vote of 316 

lGP'-\bllcans, 156 Demoorats) to 67 (30 i.epubli.Cal13t 36 Demo­

., 1 FalUlel'-La'bor). 37 It was then d$11vsnc1 to tbB s.nate
 

The senate held eewzoal contr.adLGtory votes on different 

of the 'l:'opo$41 to ..educe emplo,.nt coats. OIl JuD.e 4, 1932. 

Qlll;\1bwi ec~ bill va& the: $ubjeet of d"eral 1'011-cal1 vote. 

ai.no'J: teehnlcal mattel:'s. There wen two vote. of c:u:maequance as 

tor George H. Mol$$ (N.H.) led hi. £$11ow Republlcan loyalists 

35g._ Itsm. 72nd COftS,.. 1.t S••I.. 1932. LXXV. Part 
9519. 

36Hyde and Wl1_. PI'- 455-456. 

37,._ iIIm. 72nd COOI-, 1st S••••• 1932, LXXV. Put 
9519. 
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III effort to preserve Hoover's o1:'iginal economy plan. 38 The
 

,t vote was on a 11'tOtlon to exempt from pay reductions only
 

Ie employees below $1,000 annual income.. Hoover had proposed
 

1mately the same level of maximum salary to be exempted 

a pay cut. and the motion passed 35 (16 Republicans, 18 

rats, 1 Farmer-l.abo1:') to 29 (15 Republicans, 14 Democrats) 

39bipartisan support. The sec.ond Senate vote was on a motion 

cut pay ten percent. Although this was contraJY to Hoover' $ 

lougb plan, a majority of both parties approved the motion 38 

:7 Republicans, 21 Democrats) to 27 (13 Republicans, 13 Democrats, 

" 40
'a1:l'ller-Labor) • 

the Senate held another di.rect vote on the furlough plan 

e days later. Senator Moses offered an amendment to substi ­

41the furlough plan for the percentage pay cut. This part 

Hoover's program was defeated 36 (25 Republicans, 10 Democrats, 

42 ' 
rarmer-Labor) to 41 (13 Republicans, 28 Democrats). The Ad... 

istration lost on this vote, but it had greater Republican 

than it had in the past. 

38Nan lark times, June 5. 1932. p. 1. 

39Cons- Record, 72nd Cong•• 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 
11984. 

40IbiJ.d., p. 11985 

41New lark Times, June 8. 1932. p. 10. 
42£2!!&. &,c2id, 72nd Cong•• 1st Seas •• 1932. LXXV. Part 

12145.-" 
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The furlough plan was the chief issue throughout the delib­

48 economy bill. Once that issue was resolved,
 

s unnecessary to llave further roll-call votes, and the Senate
 

d the bill without further delay. The bill went to the Senate-


conference committee which preserved the essence of the
 

te version, including the furlough plan which reduced total pay
 

49
most federal employees by eight and one-third percent.
 

On June 20, 1932, the House voted on the conference report.
 

was a final effort to reject Hoover's plan when a motion was
 

lil,to substitute a flat ten percent cut for incomes up to $12,000, .,""
Il'.a graduated percentage for higher incomes, but it was to no :! 

'I 

:11 as the House heeded the urging of Republican Floor Leader ,,' 

" ,~

rand H. Snell (N.Y.) and defeated the amendment. 50 The motion , 
1led 127 (17 Republicans, 110 Democrats) to 243 (166 Republicans, 
.~ 

·I 
,"• 

1 Farmer-Labor).51 The House then accepted the Senate 

Hoover's furlough plan by a vote of 326 (175 Repub- · "~ 

".
'.'.'.
" 
~ 

6, 151 Democrats) to 45 (5 Republicans, 39 Democrats, 1 Farmer-


The principal issue resolved, the bill passed the House
 

48Herring, American Polit!:cal Sqlence Review, XXVI, No.5, 
864. 

49Ibid•-
50 
~ ~ Times, June 21, 1932, p. 1. 

. 51Cong. ~ecordt 72nd Cong., 1st Sess" 1932, LXXV, Part 12, 
13535.
 

52Ibid., p. 13538.
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nate and President Hoover then signed it into law.
 

The	 President had received strong support from the Senate
 

at critical points, and his program had been enacted
 

of their support. The House Republicans had been less
 

rative, but	 a comfortable majority had supported the furlough
 

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
 

tiva because of his defeat in the 1932 election. Congressional
 

~ on Hoover's economy program was negligible. Again, the • 
:~ 
,~ 

i~ipal savings in the Administration program would have come	 
.~ 

I 

reduced pay for federal employees through the furlough arrange­
'I 

I 

•	 The elimination of Saturday morning work had reduced total 
,'I

·•for government workers approximately eight and one-third ·" ,-,•
•Hoover now proposed to decrease their pay another one and ·· 

,thirds percent to bring the total pay reduction to 10 percent. 53	 • 
" 
"'I'.'.

on and defeated in both the House and the	 ".~ 

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

voted to retain the eight and one-third percent pay 

53~ X2Ik Times, February 22, 1933, p. 2. 
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The pt:oposal lost in the House by an even wider margin 

teller vote, 204-11. 55 

These were the only direct votes on Hoover's pay reductions 

second session. According to Hoover, the Democratic Party 

in Congress refused to cooperate when President-elect Roose­

issued instructions to wait until the 73rd Congress for
 

56
her action. Although Hoover's explanation for lack of in­

lon may be valid, 

r's proposals. 

it is also apparent from the votes taken that 

failed to fully support his program. If 
~ • 

in the second session on pay reductions, it ~ 
~'.

that	 it would have been in line with 

'. 
• 

Executive Reorganization ,'I , 

Although federal payroll reduction was the principal Hoover 

cut government expenses, reorganization of the execu­

,~branch for greater efficiency, without a decrease in services, ,
~ • 
III 

feature of the omnibus economy bill. Under the plan, 

ious government bureaus and agencies which were duplicating 

h other's activities were to be consolidated and the Pr~')sident 

54cogg • itc2iSl. 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 
p.	 3511. 

55Ibid., Part 5, p. 4610. 

56Hoover, p. 193. 
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to have authority to make further consolidations by executive
 

57
 , subject to congressional review within sixty days. Hoover
 

specific economy that could be realized immediately,
 

of the Army, Navy, and Panama Canal Transportation
 

The Senate originated action on the proposal to bring about 

8 through reorganization of the executive departments. On 

an effort to amend the Interior Department supply 

-,1 to provide the President with broad authority to consolidate 

of the independent agencies generated debate and a vote on 
~ • 

her the amendment was germane to the bill. The vote was inter­ ..'.
~ 

•

59ted to actually be a vote on the merger issue. A 32 (25 

licans, 7 Democrats) to 34 (8 Republicans, 25 Democrats, 1 

r-Labor) defeat ended this attempt to provide Hoover with 
,Ii 

'.60 " ."sanization powers. ,~~ 

Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg (R-Mich.) made an effort to 
.'" ..Interior Department appropriations bill to give the .
";
,
II"• 

power to consolidate agencies within the Department of 

61tertor. In a direct vote on executive reorganization powers, 

57Myers and Newton, pp. 175-176. 

58New Xork TUnes, April 10, 1932, p. 22. 

59Ibid., }~rch 11, 1932, p. 1. 

60cong.Record,72nd Cong.,lst Sess.,1932,LYJW,Part 5, p.5754. 

61 
~ York Times, March 18, 1932, p. 17. 
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Hoover forces lost 28 (19 Republicans, 8 Democrats. 1 Farmer­
62) to 35 (14 Republicans. 21 Democrats). Hoover did not 

~lve the necessary support from Republican Party members in the 

•	 to obtain the executive reorganization powers he sought. 

The next votes on schemes to increase achninistrative 

lclency were those on the onmibus economy bill. Hoover had 

ifically called for the elimination of the Army, Navy, and 

Canal Transportation Services to curb expenditures. This 

included in the economy bill. On Nay 3, 1932, the 

struck this provision from the bill 297 (150 Republicans, 

Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 98 (48 Republicans, 50 Demo­

,ts). 63 Although this was not a major issue, Hoover was 

rely	 Tebuffed on the particular reconmendation. It was equally 

Democrats than Republicans to vote for Hoover t s 

Another proposal to reduce administrative expenditures, 

h was not among Hoover's recommendations, was to consolidate 

This proposal was made by Representative 

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

64Hoover was clearly opposed to the merger. This 

62~. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, ~{AV, Part 
p.	 6324. 

63Ibid., Part 9, p. 9515.
 

64
 
~~	 Times, April 19, 1932, p. 1. 
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4&1 had been included in the omnibus economy bill, but a motion
 

the Army-Navy merger was passed 210 (150 Republicans.
 

to 187 (49 Republicans, 137 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).65
 

the President had clearly expressed himself on this issue, 

~Bouse Republicans strongly supported him. 

The House did not record a vote on the general question of 

ive reorganization. It was included in the omnibus economy 

which the Houae 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. .11,

","
I,The most important vote to curtail expenditures through 
~ 

" 
1: 

re01.'"ganizat1on was in the second session of the 72nd
 

Aft.er President Hoover had the power to consolidate
 
II, 

.1"cause with zeal. In one ., 

~,utive order he consolidated 58 different government bureaus 
"
'"
" 
" 

66 a few divisions. The executive order was submitted to " .." 

• 
ss for review a.s requil:6d by law. A decision to reject ~,

.' 
order was made in the Democratic caucus. When the 1ssue came 

the floor, the heated debate was led by the respective pa1:ty 

rs, DemocTatic Representative Henry T. Rainey (D-111.) 

65cons. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, PaTt 
9515. 

66Hyde and Wilbur, pp. 572·574. 
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\&epresentative Bertrand H. Snell (R_N.y.)67 The House then 

reject the mergers Hoover had ordered by 176 (176 Rep­

202 (3 Republicans, 198 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor).68 

President's effort to consolidate executive agencies was un­

••sful due to the so11d opposition of the Democrat Party. not
 

l1can defections.
 

Hoover was further rebuffed when the House chose to increase 

President's powers to reorganize the executive branch for the 

fit of President-elect Roosevelt near the end of the second 

On February 21, 1933, the House "approved a grant of 

.d and sweeping powers" to the Chief Executive to consolidate 

~eorganize executive agencies with a two-thirds vote in Congress 

69ired to block the Presidential reorganization. The vote
 

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

sed law, and it failed to pass by a vote of 145 (136 Rep·
 

1 Farmer-Labor) to 227 (42 Republicans, 

Democrats) and the reorganization powers remained to be used 

Roosevelt when he assumed the office of President. 70 There 

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

68Cona. Record, 72nd Cong_, 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 
2125. 

69New ~ Timej, February 22, 1933, p. 2. 

70~. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Seas., 1933, ~~VI, Part 
p. 4613. 
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roll-call vote in the Senate. 

Hoover's experience with administrative reorganization had 

most unfortunate, especially in view of the work that the 

r Commission did for later administrations. He had received 

from Republican senators, and the solid 

Republicans had been to no avail. 

Ii, 
" 
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BANKING AND FINANCE 

Hoover's efforts to quell the economic effects of the de­

ton through reduced expenditures in the 72nd Congress were 

,tved as a temporary expedient by the Administration. When 

ry occurred, taxation and the federal budget would be viewed 

different light. Hoover made more basic proposals to bring 

lasting refonns in the United States banking and financial 

as relief from the immediate effects of the 

Federal Land Bank 

One of his initial propo$als to the 72nd Congress involved 

the Federal Land Bank system, which was established to 

de direct credit for farmers with their agricultural properties 

Hoover proposed that the capital fund of 

I Land Banks to be expanded by $125,000,000 to halt foreclosures 

~the nation's farms. The federal government would provide the 

ltional funds until the Land Banks could sell bonds to finance
 

credit expansion. Furthermore j the banks would extend credit
 

"worthy borrowers" who were victims of the distressed economic
 

1,t\Ultion. 

There was a limited number of roll-call votes on the pro­

The first vote in the House of Representatives was on a 

~yers and Newton, pp_ 129-130.
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to recommit the bill with instructions to amend the bill
 

by bank directors would "for the period of one year •
 

in whole or in part any installment or installments upon
 

may be unpaid_,,2 The original bill called for
 

110ns deemed reasonable by the Land Bank's Board of Directors, 

was in line with Hoover's request that credit be extended 

'rthy bonowers." The move to liberalize the loan require­

~I 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

the World War I Debts Moratorium and was soundly defeated. 

amendment was offered to the moratorium resolution which would 

nd all Land Bank collections for one year if the borrower 

The vote on the proposed moratorium on Land Bank 

somewhat inconclusive because there was question 

'the relevance of a Land Bank moratorium to the World War I Debts 

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

2£29&. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1931, LXXV, Part 1, 
'. 966. 

312id• 

4New YOlk Times, December 23, 1931, p. 1. 
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5(30 Republicans, 30 Democrats) in a bipartisan vote. Both 

se and the Senate had deferred to Hoover. 

The only other roll-call vote on the Land Bank measure 

Senate. Hoover's original recoamendation called for 

,000,000 aPPTopriation. The Senate committee reported a 

which appropriated only $lOO~OOO,OOO. An amendment from the 

.. to restore the appropriation to the original request passed 

(14 Republicans, 35 Democrats) to 28 (26 Republicans, 2
 

6
rats) despite Republican opposition to the President. The 

passed both Houses without a roll-call vote, and was signed 

law by President Hoover on February 26, 1932, in essentially 

form he had requested. 7
 

Home Loan Banks
 

The second principal Hoover reform proposal was to
 

system of Home Loan Discount Banks. Originally Hoover
 

sloned an extensive mortgage discount system, but preliminary
 

3
sition led htm to make a more modest proposal. The President's 

sage to Congress called for the establishment of eight to twelve 

5~. Record~ 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 1, 
• 1125. 

6~., Part 2, pp. 1867-1879. 

7Myers and Newton, p. 179. 

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

fashion as the Federal Reserve System served corrnnercial banks. 

s would be funded by the federal treasury until they could 

"bonds to the public; also member institutions would be required 

base the original government stocks, thus eventually eliminat­

ract government participation in the Home Loan Banks.9 The 

sttmulate construction activity to relieve unemploy­

, and stop foreclosures on America's distressed homeowners. 

intended to beeome a permanent feature of the real 

e mortgage market. lO 

The bill passed the House easily by voice vote, but encount­

formidable opposition in the Senate. On July 6, 1932, two 

offered to the bill. The first was by Senator James 

S who tlviolently opposed" the bill. The Michigan Republican 

ad to make the mortgage discount banks a part of the Reconstruc-


Finance Corporation rather than an independent system. Hoover
 

.ntly opposed this, and wanted the banks to retain their in­


11ndent status. The Senate passed the amendment 34 (8 Republicans, 

Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 32 (24 Republicans, 8 Democrats) .12 

9Myers and Newton, p. 143. 

10Ibid., p. 161. 

11New I2r~ TtmI', July 1', 1932. p. 12. 

12c29g• &ecPEd, 72nd Cong., 1st sess., 1932, LXXV. Part 13, 
14677. 
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On the same day, another amendment was presented by Republican 

Walcott (Conn.) to limit the loans of the mortaage 

t banks to five years, and require the banks to liquidate
 

r operations in an additional ten years. This was in direct op­

tion to Hoover's intentions to make the Home Loan Banks a perm­


13institution rather than part of a temporary relief program.

passed the Senate 36 (16 Republicans, 19 Democrats. 

33 (18 Republicans, 15 Democrats) despite Hoover's 

Senate Republican Leader James E. Watson (Ind.) who
 

sponsor of the bill, promised the senate that both issues would
 

15
to restore Hoover's proposals.
 

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

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

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 

oration. 16 The vote to reconsider passed the Senate 47 (30 

1717 Democrats) to 23 (10 Republicans, 13 Democrats). 

l3~ York Tliaes, July 7, 1932, p. 12. 

14Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 13, 
14658. 

15." Y , 'r'~ arK· unes, July 7, 1932, p. 12. 

16~., July 13, 1932, p. 2. 

17cong • Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 14, 
15091. 
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t8st vote the Sen,lte proceeded to restore the 

th,.:: b:Lll. In d volce vote the Senate again 

indep(;;~ldc:nt system, rCiiloved th~ liquidation amendment, 

18the bill Hithout u roll-c2l1 vote. Support in the 

for Hoover's mortgdge diSCOU:lt bank system had been m:i.xed, 

had enjoyed rrl.:..tjority R2publican support in every instance. 

The House of R(~pr~sentatives h:ld no roll-call votes directly 

to the HOlflt-': Loan Bank proposal. The I-louse voted on the 

report on i;h.e bill and rejected it, but this ~.jas due to 

8:Apansion rider that had been added to the bill in the	 '",'.,, 

Hoover had only praise for the mortgage discount features 
~ 

19the Home Loan Gank bill when he signed it into law.


Currency Lxpansion
 

The currency expansion rider which eventually complicated
 oil 
" 

passage of the Home Loan Bank bill was not an Administration
 

The first effort to expend the currency in circulation
 

On Hay 2, 1932, the House passed a
 

solution 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. 

Louis T. McFadden directed the fire of the opposition 

l8~ York Times, July 13, 1932, p. 2. 

19 
~., July 23, 1932, p. 1. 
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inflationary resolution. The Pennsylvania Republican 

attempt to rdise prices through "financial juggling.1I20 

s necessary to suspend the House rules before a vote could be
 

n on the bill. Rules suspension required a two-thirds vote,
 

therefore provided a clear indication of sentiment on the
 

There was strong bipartisan support to suspend
 

Republicans, 165 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to
 

(57 Republicans, 3 Democrats); after which the bill passed by
 

21
vote. 

The Senate disregarded the Goldsborough proposal and attach- " .~~ 

a currency expansion rider introduced by Senator Carter Glass
 

Home Loan Bank bill. The proposal authorized the
 

billion in national bank notes, but with many
 

restrictions which limited the inflationary effect.
 

was an obvious attempt to head off any fiat bills suell as the 

ldsborough bil1. 22 The amendment passed 53 (23 Repub1ic~ns, 29 

crats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 18 (14 Republicans, 4 Democrats).23 

spite of the restrictive clauses, Senator David Reed (R-Pa.) 

other Administration stalwarts considered the Glass amendment 

20Ibid., Hay 3, 1932, p. 1. 

21Cong• Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Se&s., 1932, L:C\V, Part 9, 
9432. 

22 
~lyers and Newton, p. 217. 

23Cong • Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 14, 
15009. 
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24d and opposed it in the name of the Administration. 

When the Home Loan Bank bill was sent to the House, it ~vdS 

because it included the Glass currency expansion clause. 

to recede and concur in the S:nate amendment lost 126 (33 

Iicans, 92 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 217 (151 Republicans, 

crats).26 Hoover's opposition was sustained by a strong 

the House Republicans. 

The resulting conference committee's retention of the 

amendment produced an unusual contest of will 

the Senate and House during the final hours of the first 

of the 72nd Congress. Three roll-call votes were necessary 

both the Senate and House on the currency expansion amendment 

27the issue was finally resolved. 

The first vote was taken in the Senate. By a vote of 44 

28 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 20 (19 Republicans, 

senate insisted that the Glass amenanent be re-

When presented to the House, an overwhelming 

24 
~ ~ Times, July 12, 1932, p. 1. 

25~., July 16, 1932, p. 1. 

26Cong. Record, 
15480. 

72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXAV, Part 14, 

27New ~ Times, July 17, 1932, p. 1. 
2<;"1

°Cop.g. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st ~ess., 
15604. 

1932., L.i"0~V, Part 14, 
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ity defeated a motion to accept the conference report with
 

~un:ency expansion clause; the vote was 89 (44 Republicans,
 

1 Farmer-Labor) to 222 (125 Republicans, 97
 

When it was returned to the Senate, a motion to
 

of the bill without the Glass amendment
 

29 (24 Republicans, 5 Democrats) to 35 (11 Republicans, 23
 

30
rats, 1 Farmer-Labor). The margin also narrowed in the 

of Representatives as the conference report was returned 

test of will. However, the conference 

rejected 102 (43 Republicans, 58 Democrats, 1 

r-Labor) to 152 (91 Republicans, 61 Democrats).31 The 

erenee report was returned to the Senate a third t 1me where 

~"was again adopted with the Glass amendment by 37 (13 Republicans, 

Democrats) to 26 (23 Republicans, 3 Democrats). 32 On the 

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 Represents­

8 relented on their third vote, and accepted the conference 

29 
~., p. 15734. 

30 
~., p. 15641. 

31 
~., p. 15746. 

32
~2i~., p. 15664. 
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with the offending amendment by the narrow margin of 120 

publicans, 60 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 114 (72 RepUb11¢ans, 

rats).33 The Republican House leaders chose to give in 

than see the very important Home Loan Bank bi11 die on the 

day of the session.34 This encouraged enough Republicans 

lport 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-

Hoover signed the Home Loan Bank bill into law although it
 

;uded the objectional Glass amendment. Upon signing it, he
 

4 a statement that the Home Loan Bank features were too badly
 

bill, and that Treasury officials had informed
 

thElt in "practical working" the eurrency expansion clause would
 

be 1nflat1ona~.35 

Credit Expansion 

Although Hoover did not favor the drastic cuneney expan­

proposals offend by Democratic members of Congress, he did 

.omm.end changes in the Federal Reserve System in order to expand 

33 
~•• p. 15752. 

34New Ygrk lies, July 17. 1932. p. 1. 

35Myers and Newton, p. 234. 
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He proposed that Congress pass legislation. to "temporarily 

the eligibility of securities for 10<:ln5" from Federal
 

'e Banks to their member banks and also to make goverrunent
 

eligible as backing for Federal R~serve notes. The second
 

the proposal would free gold tied up as backing for the 

Reserve notes. The government bonds would fill the void
 

d by the absence of sufficient commercial paper which had
 

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

lation. 36
 

,.,'.The credit expansion proposal was incorporated into a bank- '.,'·l'.II 
j;l 
",Itefo~ bill generally referred to as the Glass-Steagall Act of 
1~1 

'Ii 

'.
.,Senator Glass was regarded as the banking expert of the 'il

':1 
Democratic Representative Henry B. Steagall (Ala.) served ."," 

! 
.,'~Chalrman of the Banking and Currency Committee of the House '

'I
.

~ ~ , 37 . 
\..ng the 72nd Congress. ' The measure passed the House with only 
/:1

1 opposition on February 15, 1932, by a vote of 350 (167 " ."
~I.,
'11.blicans, 182 Democrats, 1 Farmel."...Labor) to 15 (8 Republicans, 
, 

ilemocrats).38 Republicans and Democrats alU<e supported this 

raency measure to protect the gold standard and to expand 

36Hoover, p. 115.
 

37Herring. AJ:aerioan Pol1tiga.l Si1.@nce ~vifUt, XXVI, No.5.
 
860. 

38 
~. !2cord. 72nd Cong., 1st Sess" 1932, LXXV. Part 4, 

• 4003. 
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There was only one roll-ca.ll vote of consequence in the 

on the measure. The emergency proposal rel~xed Federal 

'8 rediscount eligibility standards and the backing of the 

1 Reserve notes with government bonds for a period of one 

'. An amendment was offered to extend the time to two years. 

h Hoover's attitude was not apparent, presumably he endorsed 

idea because the Republican sponsors of the emergency 10g1s1a­

39 . supported the amendment. The amendment passed easily 46 

40iepub11cans, 19 Democrats) to 18 (6 Republicans, 12 Democrats). 

Bank Reform 

P1:'esident Hoover made other more fundamental proposals for 

reform that were intended to become pexmanent features of the 

1al structure. He proposed, during the first session of the 

Congress, that all banks be compelled to join the Federal 

.rve System and be inspected by federal officials, that savings 

II and commercial banks be separated, and that state-wide branch 

ing by national banks be permitted when inadequate banking 

4lt1tties existed in local areas. Action on these proposals was 

ferred to the second session of the 7200 Congress. 

39New I9rk ttm!s, February 20, 1932. p. 1.
 
40
 ... Cons. Repord, 72nd Cong•• 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 4, 

•• 4333. 

4~yers and Newton, p. 166. 
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During the second session, the banking reform proposals
 

floor of the senate for consideration. The bill
 

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.Hex.)
 
4')

national banks to engage in branch banking. ' The 

passed comfortably, 52 (18 Republicans, 33 Democrats, 

(15 Republicans, 2 Democrats) with limited 

Four days later a motion by Democratic .. 
",

of Alabama to strike out the branch bank-	 " ;1 

'0

amendment was defeated 17 (9 Republicans, 8 Democrats) to	 :j

" 

;l(21 Republicans, 24 Democrats).44 Republican support for	 .. 
:1 
" 

~erls proposal increased on the second vote.	 
" 

~~ 

" II• Another amendment to the banking reform bill, which was not 
" 

'" of the Hoover recommendations, prOVided for the remonitization 
" 
~ 

This was the type of currency inflation measure that " 0' 
" 

l:1 " 
~ 

opposed as irresponsible and unsound. UemocraCic 

:nator Burton K. Wheeler of Montana offered the amendment as a 

42'0' v k T'New Lor unes, January 22, 1933, p. 1. 

43Cong• Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, ULXVI, Part 2, 
2208. 

'itt;. 3 2512> • .­
~., r~rt , p. • 
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45of restoring purchasing power. Only 18 (6 Republicans, 12 

rats) senators voted for relnonitization with 56 (32 Republicans, 

46I8mocrats) opposed. 

Tha banking reform bill was finally passed by the Senate 

1933, aft~r it had been held up for eight da.ys by 

senators. Blmer Thomas of Oklahoma and Huey Long 

isiana resorted to a filibuster to hold up action on the 

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

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

*rmer-Labor).48 This bill contained the essential features that 

had proposed. According to Hoover, the House refused to 

the measure because President-elect Roosevelt failed to 

49proposal. President Hoover failed to achieve the 

bank reforms he had sought. Analysis of a limited 

roll-call votes suggest that his failure was not due 

opposition in Congress, but lack of Republican 

45New York 'rimes t January 25, 1933, p. 1.
 

46cong • RecoIrl, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 3,
 
-'f 2393. 

47~ ~ T~es, January 26, 1933, p. 1. 

48Cong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, L¥jWI, Part 3, 
2517.
 

49Hoover, p. 125.
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Bankruptcy 

The last series of proposals that Hoover made concerning 

es and credit reform t-lere related to bankruptcy practices. 

bruat'Y 29, 1932, Hoover proposed that the bankruptcy laws be 

d to permit voluntary readjustments of debts with supervision 

federal courts. This avoided a legal declaration of bank­

;ey which carried a certain stigma as well as being too complex 

50pressing needs. For the debtor who could not 

his obligations in the economic crisis. the readjustment of 

debts under proper court supervision would conespond to the 

iiities of the situation. Hoover felt that this readju.stment 

debts was necessary before recovery from the depression could 

51 
'if .. 

Action on the bankruptcy bill was deferred until the second 

the 7200 Congress. It passed the House without a ro11­

The only significant issue in the Se.nate was whether 

lelause should be included to permit the reorganization or con­
.. 52

U.dat1on of railroad companies that were faced with bankruptcy. 

'.r wanted thi.s clause included to permit reorganization of the 

53after review by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

50Hyers and Newton, pp. 180-181.
 

51!J?!.!!., p. 321.
 

52New ~ 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
 

from the Interstate Comrnerce Comruiss ion the po\~er to approve
 

d mergers during the 71st congress by a vote of 46 (23
 

licans, 22 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 27 (20 Republicans,
 

rats).54 The Senate then reversed its action during the 72nd
 

ss and included the clause permitting reorganization of rail-


companies in the bankruptcy bill if, as Hoover had requested,
 

;_organization was approved by the courts and the Interstate
 

Commission. 55 the vote was 42 (21 Republicans, 21 Democrats)
 
," 
,",Republicans, 10 Democrats).56 ~ 
'., 
,l 

After this issue was resolved. the bankl:'Uptcy bill was quick­


{passed by 44 (22 Republicans, 22 Democrats) to 8 (1 Republican, ill

.''~ 
,",rat$. 57 As in the bank reform, the bankruptcy measures were " 

delayed in passage, but responsibility is not evident from a 
Oi

•,.i~

:1 of the few roll-call votes. Both parties had strongly support­ '."• 

proposals. ,,, 
l~j 

Jill 

Hoover had realized practically all he had set out to 1: 

in the area of banking and financial reform dur1ng the 72nd 

54Cona. Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess.) 1930, LXXIII, Part 9, 
• 9293. 

55 
~ York Times, February 28, 1933, p. 9. 

56cong • Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 5, 
5134.
 

57Ibid., p. 5136.
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The Federal Land Bank and Federal Home Loan Bank bills 

had requested. He regarded the currency 

:Ision measure which was passed as acceptable. The Federal 

'e System was liberalized at his request. Bank reform was 

recommendation that failed to pass both 

8 of Congress. Generally, the President had experienced 

,d Republican support, a.nd in many cases strong bipa.rtisan 

ITt for his proposals. 
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IX 

DBBT NORATORIUM 

The final depression issue of import that Hoover proposed 

recovery was related to the problem of intt:lrgovern" 

Germr'll1y had reac.hed 'the brink of financial collapsi;! 

B. result of the general depression and the addition-

of reparations payments. A collapse of the German 

system would send shock waves through the entire North 

economic cannnunity with disasterous consequences. Further-

Germany was forced to default on reparations payments, it 

that America's World War I allies would refuse to 

their ",var debts to the United States. 

This was the situation that confronted President Hoover 

German President von H1ndenberg directed a plea to 

'ar to use his influence to intervene and prevent the collapse 

1political-8conomic structure. IImnediate action 

imperative to avoid disaster. but Hoov'er could not act 1n­

Congress. The United States Congress was not in 

time, and would not reconvene until December, six 

later. 

Faced with an emergency, Hoover consulted congressioIl.::l 

of both parties to secure their approval fo'1' his con­

~yers and Newton, pp. 90-91. 
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course of action, and when he was certain he had enough 

issued a stt"ltement on the debt moratorium. Hoover urged 

creditor nations suspend all intergovernmental debts, 

and relief payments for one year. This did not in-

obligations of governments held by private parties. Under 

did Hoover propose cancellation of the debts. His
 

tlve was to let the debtor nations recover national prosperity
 

is was the only way it would be possible for them to repay
 

2,11:' debts. This proposal was then accepted by all the nations 

.," lved and implemented, pending congressional approval of the	 'I 
" \1 

States participation. 

When Congress convened in December, 1931, President Hoover	 .II 
" II 

sented the moratorium agreement with a recommendat ion that the " " 
n 

ld War Foreign Debts Commission be recreated to make temporary	 "
" 

.."'.H
" ",,justments in intergovernmental debts "pending recovery of their 
,3	 ,onamic life." Hoover continued to assert that it was not his 
" 
l·t 

'" 
j!Itention to cancel the debt. 
}I

Congress acted quickly on the moratoriU1u. The House was 

first to ta.ke action on the bill. The House Ways and Means 

amended the moratorium resolution, and added a clause 

it was the policy of Congress to oppose the cancellation 

2Hoover, p. E.9.
 

3Hyers and Newton, pp. 152-153.
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C 1.::.)1 _~. -'-_--b,l d..:' :Lil "..n] mLnt.l,c., •• Thi.s measure did notdu t' r:l o,r ':'"0"""""': ,~" .1·,bt r ., '~ ~ ,"" "'"I'" 

""t ttC",. ;·,t i',-; {;-·::'l-F ·"'el "'1", 1,,'" -It .1'·~ 0 <,pd to... tl<;:: f.l0r_ or ",",.1 .c~ ••"_ ~, 1 ......ny .",y, .)~... \.,,__ 't.1. ppo ..,.,. 

re: -~ •.. "O~'- ,~' ..!.~-,- •.•. ,. tlr. "·"'-1'- , ",·t',,,,, t .,;: L'lt,.. th ' } ,r v J,.>,;;.C ,1lLkl1u ..,,,,,l.O.. 0;.1 •. 1,_ rC__d. Jti:::> L .• Ll 0 •. (te).;, , roug.l d:t1 

'I118 r(::;adjU:.tr.1,.::nt c.:l&u:,,{~ '(J2SnC'T~r dir(~ctly voted on, but 

in th.] rnor~".torium resoluti.on t~1e,t passed the HOU::1e on 

1931. 1.pproval of the nor::'.toriu.rJ \01;1S vtrt:.li:.,lly 

19atory as Prcsicl:.nt i'!oover had :.tlready connnitt'2d the Unit,~d 

course of action six months eC:trlier. v.n1iL= th(~ 

.. 
of the vote ".vas	 not subject to much questi.on, debate 'was " ".,"

" Representative	 Louis T. McFadden (R-Pa.) ch~rged that 

United States when he agreed to the il .. 
Hoover's principal defender was a family friend and "

.

<, 

~ 

., 
Hr Stanford classmate, Arthur N. Free (R-Cal. ).4 The resolu-	 " 
<'
.. , " 
" had a massive margin with 317 (196 Republicans, 120 Damocrats, 
, ,Farmer-Labor) affirnllitive votes and only 100 (5 Republicans,	 
"", 
" ' . 5	 l',IDemocrats) negat~ve votes.
 

The moratorium was approved by the Senate four days later.
 

only amend'Jlents offered in the Senate related to modifica­

of th8 V~rsai1li;~s Treaty, upon vlh1ch the President had no
 

4 
~~ Tines) December 19) 1931, p. 1. 

SCong. Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sass., 1931, LXXV, Part 1, 
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There w~s no record vote on the debt readjustment clause 

Hoover opposed. S2nator Hiram Johnson led a small band of 

delayed action on the bill in spite of the fact 

they would be overwhelmed in the md. The California 

moratorium as an effort of the inter-

to save themselves. 6 The moratorium passed despite 

(36 Republicans, 33 Democrats) to 12 (6 Republicans, 

7that it had passed the House. 

Hoover's proposal for a moratorium on intergovernmental 

had been accepted by Congress in bipartisan fashion in both 

Unfortunately, a years grace period 

insufficient to prevent the collapse of the German economy. 

The essence of President Hoover's program was approved by 

just as most of his other proposals to combat the de-

had been supported in Congress. In those instances when 

President's views had been overruled by the House it was 

solid Democratic opposition combined with 

C~ficient Republican defections to reverse the President's policies. 

fTbe President's record with Senate Republicans had been much less 

8uccessful. His overall success with Congress had often been 

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

7Cong~ Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sese., 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 

attention W,lS directed tow.u:~ ,'__ 'ng the immediate 

hips caused by the depression as well as stimulating the ulti ­

recovery of America's economic health. At the same time, there 

other issues that required the attention of the President and 

While these issues were important on their own merits, 

generally overshadowed by the need to cope with the more 

problems caused by the depression. 

Reapportionment 

The first major non-depression issue in Hoover's Presidency 

before the stock market crash in the special first session of 

71st Congress. The session was called primarily to consider 

relief and tariff revision. The President, however, con-

red reapportionment of the membership of the House of Represent­

several states to accommodate the changes in 

lation to be of sufficient ~portance to ask for congressional 

1tion during the special session. 

Reapportionment was the principa.l feature of a general bill 

proVided for a d.ecenn1.al census. Reapportionment had Deen 

oeglected since 1911, and this bill provided for an automatic 

~yers and Newton, p. 380. 
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tionraent ecch ten years based on the most recent decennial 

There lrJD.S consfdc1:"!2hle oppo~.;ition to reapportionment and 

2deadlocked in the Congress for several years. 

The crueL"l SencLtc vot;~ on the; bill come Hay 2L~, 1929, on a 

by IIu;3o I.• ilL:c l :: (D-Ala.) to strike out the reapportionment 

The motion lo;:;t 38 (9 Republicans, 29 Democrats) to 45 (40 

4
5 Dc;mocr"tt 5) • The bill passed the Senate five days 

RE:pub1icrnls, 16 Democrats) to 

H.uri;tl opposition in the House ~qUS 

leadt~rship of Hajori.ty Le.s..dcr John ':..,:.. 

bill through the douse succcssfully.6 

26 (8 R8publicans, 18 

formidable, but the skill-

Tilson (R-Conn.) moved 

The bill providing 
II, 

..]'11the decennial census and th.e reapportionment of the House j, 

Representatives passed on JUl~e 6, 1929, by 271 (193 Republicans, ..,"
i'I
•to 104 (43 Republicans, 61 DClilocrats).7 After 
"
l 

" 

of the bill had been comprmnised by the conference "
" 

..J< 

"
IIits report was accepted by the ~enate 43 (40 II 

.' . . • 0 
~ 

publicans, 8 Democrats) to 37 (9 Republicnns, 28 Democrats). 

" 

.;.~ Xork Times, June 7, 1929, p. 1.
 
,.,
 
.5Hacma.hon,A.l.i.l~ric""il Politica,l .:Jciencc Review,~:XIV,Ho .1, p. 56.
 

4cong.Recoru.,71st Cong.,lst Se;;;s.,1929,L;:XI,Part 2,p. 1861. 

~~., p. 2l)J. 
~ 

uHacmahou,Americb.l.1 Political Science 1\.eview,XX.IV,No.l,p.56. 

7cong.aecord,7lst COl~.,lst Sess.,1929,U~~I,Part 3,p.2458. 

8 ­
~21d., p. 2.773. 
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se then accept~d the conference report without a roll-call 

into law. His request for legisla­

l'for reapportiorunent of the House had been fulfilled with solid 

both the Senate and the House of Representatives. 

London Naval Treaty 

A second measure advanced by President Hoover during the 71st 

ss unrelated to the depression t'las the 1930 London 'Naval 

tiona Treaty. The agreement was submitted to the U!lited States 

for ratification on May 1, 1930. It failed to Li.Ct on the 

before adjou4-ning the second session of the 7lst Congress • 

.r,therefore,called the Senate into specia.l session on July 7, 

J and strongly urged passage of the treaty. The President con-

d that United States military policy should be determined 

" " concern for national security w:Lth no consideration :1 

" ~ 

expansion. He believed the treaty provided this "
l 

that the only other altenlative was competitive " 

I",. 

of the world's navies with no increase in the national 

of any nation. He concluded that if the treaty vIas not 

"now the world \·lill be again plunged backvlard from its 
I)

toward oeace." 

Of the seventy senators present to consider the treaty, 12 

opposed to rati..fic~1.tion, and 58 favored tho treaty. The 

reaty was easily approved by a vote of 58 (40 Re~ublicans, 18 

9Hyde and Wilbur, pp. 593-597. 
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ats) to 9 (7 Republicans, 2 Democrats) with the three opposi­

!:~nators paired against the bill. 10 

By voice vote, tlle Senate adopted a qualifying amendment to 

understandings" that the Administration might 

arrived at and not included in the information presented to 

11Otherwise, not one word of the treaty was altered. 

r'a efforts toward world peace through the limitation of naval 

nts received bipartisan support far beyond the two-thirds 

approval. 

Philippines 

Another foreign policy issue that arose early in the Hoover 

istration concerned Philippine independence. American 

isttton of the Islands after the Spanish-American War had been 

extremely controversial issue, and agitation for their inde­

nee had continued through the years. 

Philippine independence came up in the first session of 

7lst Congress during consideration of the tariff bill. An 

indtnent was offered by Democratic Senator William H. King of Utah 

grant independence to the Philippines. ~1any senators voting 

:alnst the amendment reported "that [the] vote should not be 

affecting in any way the issue of Philippine 

10Q.s!&. Recore, Special Senate session, 1930, LXXIII, 
1, p. 378. 

11 
~~ Times, July 22, 1930, p. 1. 
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but vias defeuted to avoid delay in enactment of a 

Regardles s of the cause, the amendment \112.[0 defeated 

7 Republicans, 29 Democrats) to 45 (40 Republicfi.1.1s, 5 D~mo-

President Hoover did not e;~press himself on the issue until 

considerution later in the 72nd Congress. 

opinion was that the Philippines were unprepared for independ­

and indicated that he opposed the earli0.r amendment voted on 

", t 14::>ena e. 

The movement for Philippine indep~ndence \lilS resumed in 

of Representatives during t:le first s~ssion of the 72nd 

()n April 4, 1932, the. House passed a bill sponsored by 

Ipresentative Butler B. l~re (n-s.c.) to gr~nt independence to 

Islands eight years after the final passage of the bill. 

appeal to defeat the bill" by Charles Underhill (R-Hass.) 

avail. 15 The bill passed the House easily by a vote of 

(119 Republicans, 186 Democrats, 1 Fanner-Labor) to 47 (47 

publicans).16 Soon after the bill was passed, Hoover indicated 

12!2!£., October 10, 1929, p. 1.
 

13£.2!!&. Record, 7lst Cong. 1st Sess., 1929, L'Ca, Part 4,
 
4399. 

l4Hyde and Wilbur, p. 610. 

lS~ ~ Times, AprilS, 1932, p. 1. 

l6cong • Record, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 7, 
p. 1411. 
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favored independence for the Philippines only when the Islands 

economic stability needed for political independence. He 

"believe that economic stabil:f.ty had yet bee'n assured. ,,17 

Hoover's opinion had not change.d Wh011 che .:Jc·...1aCe <lgain took 

question of Philippine independence. The date for Philippine 

ration from the United ..:ltates was the issue uilder consideration, 

among those presslng ior early indepen-

The 0cna.t.:e i:lau origin.o.lly Lavor~d t'welve y'3ar preparation;-i> 

before indepenaance was granted., but it also C0l.1SiU8red the
 

amendme.nt proposing all eight year preparatory period and an­

. '. d ". 18
amendlll;.;:nt co reauce tne per~o" 01: :L1Ve years. Tne latter
 

lost rl<:'irrowly by 37 (2J at::puolicd-Lls, 16 lJ~mocrats, 1 .Farmer­

q '. ,.. ... ,," _ l~)38 (17 Kepublicd.ns, .::.1 J:..;LnOCrdt::.(. The uend.te thea 

, . ," \.. . ... - . .... .. ~ 't ..' .' L-') ('";' .,., -,' .. b" . ,," ,- 1u'''' ~6dt: y"';J.r ,Jr:_p ...ra. ory rL;rlOUt. ....J ..,rc pu .L1CcLd"" ';J ,
•
'I',

,'", ' 20) '~l"a.rl:ll2r-L"jbor) to 36 (ld H.i.jl)-,1bl:Lca.rlS, LU ;,)C:uo-.:r.ltS). .. 
n 
n

The: intcrLn p,...;r:Lou nC-':e s s,:..ry co pr,';;'L,r2. i.:;K~ Pi...i.lippia2.s ~or 
,I ., 
"(~g<;;':Lil t~,_ 00.bj;;.;ct 0 ........ -.;.l.;,t,:: \J.ui:KXo:::: t~l~ 1,.ollo·\,vJ.Ub " 

"
 

'"'~ I 

The ;J(;.ldt.::: :":irst vot;.;c. \:0 recoasiJJr t::...;i:c ,.•~tion u .... t~1,.~ or2­

<it,y, th.eu r2jL:~t2u t:l.::.X action ".wl r:.;""tort..:\.... Lli.,) t\-.rr21v~ y ....;.,.,'!:
 

. . 21~'i 't . ",-' .' .
pcrl.oQ. J.~le vae.;; 0 r·cconSl.Gcr ~n:2: ."etl-Od. 0 .... Cil"'; pr~,;vl.o:..J.~) 

17Hyde and ..Ii1our , i,::'P. 610-611. 

10~ ~ T1.Elll::" Jt..celfiber 15, 193L, p. L
 
19 ,. " ", , _', . " , ,', . " " _",,'_ ", "~"', ',' ,'.


""OLlh.~ ....;.;;.or~, / ....h..i. 'v,..hlg,., 2dU .... ;..;b .... , l>j~,L...."~"j 1., l.',~rt 1, i).4J 7. 
'/0' 
~ J'01.. d • 
')1 
~ ~~ Times, December 17, 1932, p. 10. 
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(21 Republicans, 21 Democrats) to 34 (18 Republicans, 

221 Farmer-Labor). Then the amendment to grant the 

independence in eight years was defeated 31 (16 R~publicans, 

erats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 45 (24 Republicans, 21 Democrats).23 

senate had restored the twelve years period, but Hoover still
 

years D.S the minimum time necessary to adequately
 

for independence. 24
 

Another controversy about Philippine independence centered 

fa proposed plebiscite of the Philippine people on the question 

independence. Hoover strongly advocated such a plebiscite, 

25,ch was included in the bill before the Senate. An amendment 

the plebiscite was defeated 33 (13 Republicans, 19 

Farmer-Labor) to 35 (22 Republicans, 13 Democrats).26 

The opponents of the plebiscite were, however, strong I' 
'Ii 

" l.\to force a comprmnise the following day. Senator James F. .. 
l~ 

(D-S.C.) offered an amendment to require a constitutional "q 
'd,'.'.,,11 

'IIthe resulting constitution submitted to a popular "l 

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

22QQB&. Record, 
538. 

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

23Ibid., p. 540. 

24Hyde and Wilbur, p. 612. 

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

1, 
26Cons• Record, 

p.555. 
72nd Cong., 2nd ~ess., 1932, LXXVI, Part 



124 
27independence. The compromise still failed to provide 

vote by the Philippine people on the question of Inde­

after a trial period as insisted upon by Hoover. In spite 

the compromise amendment on a plebiscite passed q·4 (16 

27 Democrats, 1 Fanner-Labor) to 29 (21 Republicans, 

28
·.~ats) • 

the final Senate vote was on a motion to recormnit the bill, 

"would be tantamount to killing it for the ses5ion.,,29 The 

ton lost decisively, 19 (19 Republicans) to 54 (17 Republicans, 

30»emocrats, 1 Farmer-Labo~.
 

The conference report, which allowed independence in ten
 

and only required ratification of the Constitution by the
 

lippine legislature, was accepted by both Houses without a
 

31

~tl-call. Hoover vetoed the bill, asserting the Philippines 

• not ready for independence under those terms. He contended 

t the bill would hazard the liberty and freedom of the Philippine 

ople. 32 

27New Yo[k limes, December 18, 1932, p. 1. 

28~. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sass., 1932, LXA'VI, Part 
616.
 

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

30£2g&. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1932, LXXVI, Part 
624. 

31"Ph11ippines", ConsressioFijil D1gest.:" ;0\.1, No. 2 (February, 
1933),	 p. 60. 

32Hyde and Wilbur, p. 613. 
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Representatlv~ I~re (D-S.C.), a persistent advocate of 

lpp;'ne independence, led the attempt to override the veto in 

33House. On January 13, 1933, the House voted 274 032 Repub­

.ns, 191 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 94 (f)3 :~Gpublicans, 1 

. d t' 3l~r"lt S ) t a overr~ C ile veto. Soon ~.\.£te'lvJ..j.rd, the: ,.;8i:1ate also 

vc.to by 66 (20 ~tepublic£ins, 43 DClilocrats, 

'armer-Lubor) to 26 {25 l(epubU..cans, 1 DC.;'~\lOC:t\J.t).35 IIoover's 

sition to the m.easure, if not its objectives, h,,:.J. be..:;-n con-

Although the principal support ior early 

pendence caIlle from Democrats, the Republicans had provided 

on crucial issues. The Republican ~ilernbers in 

and House ".jere split over the President I s position 

independence. 

Motor Bus Regulation 

Regulation of motor bus transportation had been carried on 

State governments until the. Supreme Court l."Uled that bus com­

~panies carrying passengers in interstate trE;.nspQrtation were be-

the scope of statE-~ regulation. Interstate Commerce Commission 

33 
~ ~ Tune~, January 14, 1933, p. 1. 

34cong• Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1933, LXXVI, Part 
1708. 

t .. /". I" "35 "(, ~ "4.

IDl.U., 1"'. J.. j~(..-(.-
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• "·,l -", .. ",~,);-V, ·-/~.r; .. \,.: tl- ""\.' ']'.") 1,	 '1~" T"r"- O",4."_ ..U~.. ,.. , \j':" d ...oO'\_r ,j ,.:.r)i)rO\i ...~~, that these bus com­

, .. ,{'" '1	 ... 3b0,': uYOU.f)lt unc ._r ":'8Ger,.~1 rC:':::l..'cL~tl.on. 

'1'1-'8 'io'i'~c :';r~t ,. ·'ted O~ ;' billut11o'~'~ i.Y t~l'" I:1ter<'tate... J, ... \,... --- __ -'-.... l._\",.. '. .ll ~~ _ ....~"....Ii- .1. 4-' ... t:) ",- do _ ~ 

rec (O!.lUi~.3.~Clil to control r:lt8s, C.::I'l.8u.uliIl[.:'" 2nd c,.;rtification 

D ... ~; COi\l,?:':':'Ll.i..CS. L.,PPOd(,;:ll.::..-	 0.;.: the bill L.l t:'.c 7Ist 

tried to ~c;CU~Irf!:Lt i.t ior furtK:r cor,!J.·,d.ttee EctiOil, but their 

.. . 1 > .' "" 11 ' . -, 3 7 .,' it
i..2.~ co :;,nu tn,,: bl. w...... s Pt'1.S S(;G. oJ':.,' t:: ;.',; dou::.e. .i. tl\;.~ recomm 

'<. ..,/ 

\J"~1 S (le.L",:,,~ t~.::' ~ 1· ( 1'"_.;. l\,epulJ·'l· .1'1,· .. ··'., 
'J __ 
".,

""".,;, •.lOCrc,'. t- ~,'. 1·' ~,"'. _T...,a1.Cdd::',	 .... ,->1:d~r bor) 

.- '. 'J. '....., ,38"\1' ~ '.
(1'.10 l,epui)l~ci..ins, 3':1 UGlilocratb). 'In,::: douse t.lcn Xif,::;2:CJ. the 

1	 2.21 (ldO ~,I~publicaI1s, 41 .J~:mocrat$) to ll~ (30 l~2?ublic8.}ls, 84
 

, tl.. t -'-, l' t 39
 
cr.:::.ts, 1 £'Bn110r-L'1.bor), \n. H S rong l.\.epuD l.c~n &uppor • 

The Senate W6.S less prompt. It ;.vHS late in the session 

the ....enaL:; finc~lly voted to displace the bill a~ 1.41fjnished 

a.. ne carry it over to the third session of the 7lst Con­

Tb2 vote was not a di.rect gauge of support for the bill, 

30 (12 }~cpublicans, 18 Democrats) to 27 (19 Republicans, 

Derrtoc.r,,,,ts, 1 ~?:Irmer-Lt:bor). 41 

3GHyde an(~ .vilour, ? 329. 
') ­

J/~ York. Tim.,:;;;;, harch 25, 1930, p. 52. 
'i 

.j'--'Gong.H.ecord, 71st (;ong., 2nd ;;;,eo&., 1930,L.\"-{ll, Part Q, p. 6028. 

'). . '. 

~jllJio.-
I ' 

'+0~~cl~hon,~nerican Political Scieuc~ kevhew,~~V,ciO.4,p.927. 

41cong.~~.,7lst Cong •• 2nd ~e~s.,1930,LAXII,Part ll,p.11675. 
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The Senate concluded action on the bill early in the next 

A motion to recomnit the bill to the Senate committee 

consideration, in reality killing it, was passed 51 

26 Democrats) to 29 (20 Republicans, 8 Democrats, 

as a Republican majority rebuffed Hoover. 42 No 

"her action was taken on interstate control of motor bus trans­

tion during doover's Administration. 

l'luscle Shoals 

Another non-depression issue was the establishment of 

ilizer and power facilities at Muscle Shoals, Alabama. It was 

,posed that hydro-electric facilities and a manufacturing plant 

the production of nitrate fertilizer be constructed in this 

Nearly everyone favored this, and the main 

stion was whether the facilities should be operated by a public 

.rporation or privata interests. Senator George Norris (R-Neb.) 

pt this the central issue 

facility.43 

as he pushed for public ownership of JI'i 
~,.'...''1,"-, 

" 

President Hoover's position on the matter was explicit. 

accepted the need for the federal government to construct dams 

reservoirs where flood control, navigation, reclamatiol1, and 

stream concrol had dominant importance, and when the project 

42.!2.!&. , 3rd ~ess., 1~30, L:~{IV, Part 1, p. 194.
 

431"1acmahon, .American Political ~cience Review, ~\.IV, No.4,
 
p. 940. 
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the capacity of private interests and local government 

Hoover, however, regarded }Iuscle Shoals as a project 

electric pmver and the nitrate plant were the major purposes, 
~ 
f-l 

~A by-product of other overriding considerations. He was firmly 

sed to a government co'rporation opera.ting Nuscle Shoals incx>m­

tion with private industry. The proper role of the government, 

,rding to Hoover, was the regulation of interstate power com­

not government ownership of such companies. The President 

modify his views throughout the controversy.44 

Initial action on Muscle Shoals came in the Senate during 

second session of the 7ist Congress, when it passed Norris' 

for a government corporation to operate Muscle Shoals.45 

bill passed by 45 (18 Republicans, 26 Democrats, 1 Farmer­

to 23 (21 Republicans, 2 Democrats).46 

When the bill came to the House, Hoover's supporters 

cessfully eliminated the public o\nlership provision. A House 

'tubstitute was presented in an amendment which provided for 

tJ4asing the facility to orle or more private concerns for fifty 

cJears with a rate of return fixed by the government on nitrate 

44Hyde and Hllbur,pp. 317-318. 

b5 .. ~ York Times, AprilS, 1930, p. 3. 

46Cou8. Record, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 
6, p. 6511. 
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47actured as well as su~plus electric power sold. The sub-

passed the House 186 (155 Republicans. 31 Demo-

to 135 (43 Republicatls, 91 Democrats. 1 Farmer-Labor) with 

48Republican support. After the provision for the private 

'ation of Huscle Shoals \¥as a.dopted, the House passed the bill 

(156 Republicans, 41 Democrats) to 114 (35 Republicans, 78 

491 Farmer-Labor). 

No further action was taken during the second session, and 

third session the Senate-House conferees finally reacl~d 

c~npromise proposal which provided for a government 

oration to operate the power plant. The compranise also pro-

if the nitrate plant was not leased to private interests 

year, it would also be operated by the government corpora-

The conference report, basica.lly the bill the Senate had 

19inally passed, was accepted by the House by a vote of 216 (88 

publicans, 127 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 153 (150 Republicans. 

Democrats). 51 The House reversal resulted from a shift by some 

primarily from solid Democratic support. 

47llilli ¥..<2I1i Times, Hay 29, 1930, p. 6. 

p. 
48cong • Record, 

9766. 
71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1930, LXXII, Part 9, 

49 Ib · .--!,g,., p. 1,' 767~ • 

50l{ew YOIl<; Times, :f'ebruary 21. 1931, p. 1. 

p. 
5Icons_ Record, 

5570. 
7lst Cong., 3rd $eSSe. 1931. LXXIV. Part 6, 
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The Senate qUickly followed the House action and accepted 

report 55 (20 Republicans, 35 Democrats) to 28 (26 

. 52
Democrats). As expected, President Hoover vetoed 

~ 
~blll because it violated his principle that government must not 

industry. 53 When the session was nearly over, 

Inajority voted to override the veto;49 (16 Republicans, 

Farmer-Labor) voting to override the veto and 34 (31 

3 Democrats) to sustain,	 but the attempt failed by six 

54the necessary two-thirds. Hoover had received con­

tently firm Republican support in the House, and Senate Repub­

had provided adequate support on the crucial vote.
 

The issue was revived in the 72nd Congress. A bill was
 

sented in the first session to lease Muscle Shoals to private
 

proper leasee could be found within one year, but a
 

corporation Y;>1ould operate the complex if a proper leasee
 

When the bill came to the House floor, a motion 

s made to recommit the bill with instructions to strike out the 

for government operation if private interests failed to 

55the facility 1n one year. The motion failed 150 (129 

5211 . d 5""'1":'·D~ ~, p. , . c" 

53 HydE:; Hnd r,JilhL~r, p. 317 e 

54Cong. Record, 71st Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, PA.rt 
7, p. 7098. 

~5New I2£5 T!!es, May 6, 1932, p. 9. 
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Democrats) to 200 (41 Republicans, 158 Democrats, 

,rmer-Labor) and the public ownership clause remained in the 

•56

There was no further congressional action on Muscle Shoals 

office. The President successfully pre­

ed the intrusion of government ownership in a domain he 

leved should be maintained for private industry. The Senate 

licans were divided over Muscle Shoals, while the House Repub­

had been unified behind the President. 

Prohibition 

The final non-depression issue was the controversy over 

of the Eighteenth Amendment. Prohibition had caused per­

lng problems since its inception, Efforts to control effectively 

traffic in alcoholic beverages had fallen far short of success. 

and "drys" clamored for change in the prohibition laws. 

sa antithetical forces became more active during Hoover's Ad-

President Hoover regarded the Eighteenth Amendment as less 

perfect. He described prohibition as an experiment, noble in 

should be given a fair and honest trial. Hoover did 

express himself on repeal until late in his Adminis­

tration. Until t~ Hoover restricted himself to recommendations 

-

56Con&. Record, 72nd Cong~, 1st Sess., 1932, LXXV, Part 

9. p. 9669. 



132
 

llffective control of the traffic in alcohol. His persona.l 00­

that people would be "better off" without alcoholic beverc:.ges
 

that he was following the '2.xpedient course on the
 

57 

The prohibition issue was indirectly raised early in Hoover's 

Both the "wets" and the "drys" were polc.rized in their 
~' 

~ 

::itions; therefore any proposal that vaguely suggested liberaliza­

in the liquor laws became a contest over prohibition itself. 

s was demonstrated in the Senate controversy over a proposal 

eliminate wood alcohol as an adulterant to alcohol used for 

The "wets" defended the bill on the contention 

t wood alcohol was poisonous and therefore potentially llazardous 

beings. The prohibitionists thought the bill was a 

58attack prohibition in general. The proposal lost 16 

6 Democrats) to 45 (29 Republicans, 16 Democrats) 

wood alcohol continued to be used as an adulterant.5~ The 

ntical proposal was also decisively defeated a second time 19 

9 Democrats) to 54 (34 Republicans, 20 Demo­

57Hyde and Wilbur, pp. 552-554.
 

58New York Times, June 7, 1930, p. 1.
 

59cong • Record, 7lst Cong., 2nd ~e6s., 1930, UL~II, Part
 
9. p. 10171. 

6J1b 'd P ;1 ,lulC--!o.... art v, p. 07 ':.J. 
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Only the emotional intensity generated over the prohibition 

gave	 th~5e votes any significancG. On the surface, the 

questi.on was unimportant. Presid(~nt Hoov'~r expressed no 

the wood alcohol bill, but he could not escape the 

Irization tl~t forced people into one camp or the other on the 

Presumably, Hoover,a ttdryH at heart 

ltted to a fair trial for the experiment, would logically lean 

the camp which opposed the bill. 

There was one explicit roll-call vote in the second~ssion 

an A&ninistration proposal for more effective enforcement of 

prohibition laws. The federal courts were overflowing with 

Hoover proposed that United States Coumission­

's be permitted to preside over the trials of petty offenders in 

;hibition cases to relieve the excess case load on the Federal 

Courts. The bill was sponsored by Charles A. Christopherson 

in the House of Representatives. Opponents contended that 

is proposal constituted a serious departure from accepted 

Polarization bet\veen the "wets" and "drys" was 

again demonstrated 'when it was suggested prior to the vote that if 

the measure was defeatad it would appear that Congress had gone 

"wet U because it would make prohibition more difficult to enforce. 

The proposal with strong Republican support easily passed the House 

6l!~ew York Timos, June 5, 1930, p. 1. 

61 
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'1162 Republicans, 56 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 117 (44
 

62
licans, 73 Democrats).
 

During the third session of the 7lst Congress the Senate
 

three roll-call votes on a liquor reform packa.ge based upon
 

the l'Jickcrshum Commission. Hoover had 

th~ Commission to investigd.te prohibition and had sub­

endorSf~d its report ehcept for the Comrniss ion's recommended 

sion 01 the Eightecnth Amendment. c\.mong other recommendations, 

COIIunission had opposed "legislation allowing more latitude 

feder<:d secirc~lers cnd seizures." Hoover transmitted this 

, .., i 63 
~ongrcss tor act on. Senate "drys," however, pro-

severe s~arch and seizure provisions [or more 

enforcement of prohibition in the District of Columbia. 

attempted to remove the "radical search and seizure pro­

64aions" by recommitting the bill to connnittee. The "drys" 

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 

Columbia. prohibition enforcement bill to remove 

,- ') 

D~cong. ~~coru, 7lst Gong., 2nd Jes3., 1930, WO~II, Part 9, 
10071. 

63N..::w York Tiui.zS, January 21, 1931, p. 1. 

64~., January 27, 1931, p. 1. 

65Cong. Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part 3, 
p. 3157. 
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ictions on prescriptions [or alcohol issued by medical doctors. 

~W1ckersham report had recommended that these restrictions be 

The "drys" opposed the amendment because they fetired it 

d enable the general public to obt",in prodigious quantities of 

The aml,;udrLl2ut lost 25 (16 Rcpublic.:.ns, 3 Democrats, 1 

r-Labor) to 45 (24 Ropublic.::ns, 21 :Jcl.lOCruts). 67 Th::: "drys ll 

WhC'Ll they deledtBcl ~ Dot ion to rC~C0115iu-.;:r 29 (16 

Democrats, 1 Fanner-Labor) to 39 (25 :~2publicans, 

The roll-call votes during the 7lst Congress were oblique. 

the intensity of feeling over the liquor issue these vote8 

ld not have been interpreted as a contest bet\veen the "\.78tS" 

the "drys." The "drys" won handily on these votes in every 

The votes were paradoxical in that Hoover was presumably 

but his recommended modifications in prohibition laws were 

by Senate "wets" and defeated by "drys." 

The preceding issues were on the fringe of the prohibition 

tquestion, but subsequent votes were more directly related to the 

issue of legalized alcohol. Proposals were made to legalize the 

66 
~ York Tw~s, January 21, 1931, p. 1. 

G7!£!g., February 3, 1931, p. 20. 

63cong • Record, 7lst Cong., 3rd Sess., 1931, LXXIV, Part 4, 
p.	 3764. 

69.!..2!2.., p. 3767. 
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of beer to r,..lise rcvenu(~ to relieve the federal 

bue.get CL:.;':::2C it. The ;JickerSrk'1ffi Commission 

.,,,,,' 1·" l·:····r··l· '... ,' "'''';1'' t',.,. .. ,·"t-,,·· .. t 1., .• ~..,. " t ," . thel........a-6-. "..:.d.1 c., J~,-,r .·:d.... \_ _.~_ -'~<.:;>, .... '-''-'.i.1 .L .. :.w_nC.ll]1""n Wa.S ~n 

,£,.., .. I VI ,. i
:'::U.) '~'r~~G ~n L'breeIfh..;i.1Cd~tl1 l. oov(~r S 00 s re to 

.•.• !.. -l,- ... 1 _~.."lt110UC'" "oo"·"rv T,"""Jl\-..t.O U·l,:~""'~cn'~r,··~·te·1 ~_ (.,..'" to'""~ ' t~-l..L...... t (,)_ ... _..L.'...-.. ....L..&. ",.,i. 

rt;-,,T0i.1L.:';, ~uL:oriL.tive Gourc<Js r8ported that he 

int~41tion to L..:l:;,.li::;e bc-..;r. 7l 

1). propo~",.l to lcgc.li::::e beer Ui':"S i.ntroduced in the ;';cn.ate 

tae iirst session of the 72nd Congress to TIlake beer COl1­

legal, and to provide the basis for a 

rl..;.:iore it could be voted on, all dmendment was offered 

t::12 mos:t pcrs latent IIwets," benator Hiram BingbLim (ll-Conn.) 

raise the leg&il ,:;.tlcohol content to lhO~ percent. Senate fldrystr 

d1y l1or:e.:lted the bill and the amend."'1.1ent. 72 The latter was 

feated 23 (12 Republicans, 11 Democrats) to 60 (32 Republicans, 

Democrats).73 The bill lost 2L~ (12 Republicans, 12 Democrats) 

61 (32 Re?ublicuns, 29 Democro.ts).74 The Senate voted at a later 

te on <..tnother Bingham proposal to legalize 2.75 beer. Again 

7J . .
Hyers and Newton, p. 407.
 

71,[ y'k 'I"
~,ew or lome s , September 16, 1931, p. 1.
 

7.... ]..( 'd ' 1" 1932 1
~., lilly 'J, ,p•• 

73cong • l{:'.;;corJ, 72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, LX.l~V, Part 10, 
10S1S. 

74l2!£., p. 10519. 
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75offered as a revenue measure, was decisively defeated. 

(15 R;,,;public.:::.ns, 11 Democrats) senators voting to 

.::ncl 55 (27 H.cpublic,ms, 28 Denocr::,ts) voting to pre­

the intent of the prohibition ";,lTIc.::lunent. 76 

Final SCn.;"1tc clctiOl1 on the bcc;r bill C;~nH} on July 11, 1932, 

to r '·'CO"i''''l.".1 .. ,./.L t t 11.e b,;•• 11 T;T', S 1)" -~ :: ,,.,. 'J ('1;:, T'"'\.~t:..1 _ ,.. .L ,.' <'0''':1 L.U "''''''U'D''Ii c"n'"Ii:)...... \;v ..... ~ ~ ... toJ;,:j _.$ ui. 

to 25 (14 Republicans, 11 JOI:iOCrats) i·::.illi.ng the issue 

Decisive Sen<::.te llUljoriti..;:s in botll p,'xth::s had 

lsed every effort to legalize beer. 

The House had one roll-call vote during the £ir~;t 5-2S5ion 

72nd Congress on leg..:dizing the ITUluuC,.:..cturc hud 5.::.1e of 

A bill to legaliz.e beer \JdS l'pigeonholedll in COUlHlitt0C. 

·'wets" moved to discharge the beer bill from committee 

it to the House floor for <:lction. The vote rei lee ted 

7' 
on legalized beer. 0 House '1wets ll show'cd more pO\ler 

.1'1 their Serulte collegues, but they still lost 169 (82 Republicans, 

6 Democrats, 1 Farmer-Labor) to 228 (116 Republicans, 112 Damo-

President Hoove'r received sufficient bipartisan support 

75~ ~ Tin~s, May 26, 1932, p. 1.
 

76cong.Record,72nd Cong.,lst Sess.,1932,LXXV,Part 10,p.11126.
 

77Ibid., Part 14, p. 15024.
 

78~ ~ Times, May 24, 1932, p. 1.
 

79cong.Record,72nd Cong.,lst Sess.,l932,LXXV,Part lO,p.10956.
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hiJ rccomril.cnJ;.·~tionG prevail. 

On the [inl',l roll-cdll vote on beer, C:;;J.rly in the sEcond 

of t::c 77~IlG C,Ol'1~r~2~~:s, t~1C: :101.1SC~ l(:~ li:-;'Jcl the TI1.3nufc~cturc 

~ .c.: 3~'	 "~''" '. ; C" Q. Tl'n' ·~ll ',\"., ..- ,.J 231"" (9.1;, n, b1i ~ sal l.;: 0... ..;. pl..:r'_L:iu: D.,.;:...;r. "'0 
,,!L. U.1... L"""~'CO'';''(; 'J v ~,...epu cuns,
 

DetilOC1 ' ~,\...\.J, I ,..,.' ...~, ,., .."-"Ll....,J 
to 1(' c (If)l "'.",..i.l'-l)'~.j,.,.l)lic "nc' , r'. D""uocr"ts)~:...l~ •
~	 J..' "._ .. l~ .. "';':.l. " ')or) 

\..)".... .J.. L..L 0 v(,~" u 81 

er still 0PP068'-, L.;:J<-lL.ing beer 011 the grounds that it would 

11 ': t' "" '., t·· t ,r '-'"" i,"" t " t T ,'. ,'" ,1.", t T1-.-, .'. ',,- ,'-,., t1:Y	 d.;.. ~~l tal OJ. '-.1'- ,-, ~uc: _l,;n .1 ~ .. ,k".lu.."en. .~"'. ,~rll_Lh.a1,-n
 

be altcr i2d throu~~:l .LJro'p0r con::;ti.tl.ltion·l Droccdures..
_ ' 

Vlould .lg!."ce to legalized ]x;;;r. Th..::; Presi.dent 1,1:18 

to ll<:Ne l'iHdic .. LtC(~ uruilist ...·:~<i:l1Jly to ;;.:1.[; .2"r:L2:1dc." bL~ dis­

0 ":.L. til'"t;; b,,-c'r '0-111_. 32 V~:J~ ""~)"ul)l'!L c c .......,-'c
I0..) 0 ,·:'·'ltJt....·)nrt"'d\",J...... ~ L'10" ·c'·'	 ",J'rt-ro"-lO'ly.....	 J,\"&";"'l; ..L. """" \:; 

Congress also con£ro41t(~d the liquor L,,-,u,.:: directly during
 

first s!~ssiou of the 72nd Congros,,:; vJb.en resolutions \Jer...:;,
 

the Sightcenth ,\mendu\;nt. PreGident ~Ioov2r lkld 

himself on the (~uestion \V'hen he tr~ms4·.rrittedthe .iicker,... ha.n.l 

Congress: he too~c If s2rious ob jectioa to, and tllcrefore 

be understood <..L5 recommending th0 commissioi1 t s proposed 

of the ~ighteenth Arnendrncnt .1I
J3 

J0~ ~ Times, 0eceraber 22., 1932, p. 1.
 

Slcong. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sass., 1932, L~;:VI, Part 1,
 
p. 867. 

o 
~2

N!~w York Times, November 20, 1932, p. 1.
 

83l2i£., Janu<~ry 21, 1931, p. 1.
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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 

84 on the liquor question. The resolution was 

ated 15 (8 Republicans, 7 DCffiocr~ts) to 55 (26 Republicans, 28 

85
rats, 1 Farmer-Labor). The House held itG tirst "clear cut, 

rranged vote on the genera.l question of prohibition" \lhen a 

to bring a repeal resolution to the ;·IOl.l.SC; :Cloor ~J;..~" defeated. 

course of the debate, l1aryland Representative J _ C}1.lr1es 

leader of the Democratic "'i.\fet~jII in the House, \1i£lS raoved 

that the House could "P<:ISS this resolution ':l:'ld d.8pression 

. . b -. 1,86 I '1tne r:ll.sts .e1:ore tne noon Gay sun_ rl sp~tc 

plea, the n~tion to discharge the bill lost lB7 (97 hcpub­

90 DernOCr[lts) to 227 (112 Republic;'::.;:l:":;, 11/+ Democrats, 1 

Congress ':lgain supported iIoover_ Republicans 

divided on the quc~stion, b'ut 2. majority GupportcG i::1C Pr:.,;sidcnt. 

Prcsidcat HOO,ll.."lr rev,,::rscd ~1is st;~ncl on rCf>G,"l or t:'h': 

:"1g1~tn<,,·-.t~1L1 '-'-4.&. ;\,.",,,.,,·l'·l·'-:lt\,,.;... J- to tt"o "·'cO',.L_......~ ""'<'·-;';0"'",;.,..._,-" Or.,I.. 7?rlC' ro J, ­.....,,w ....\..;.:. ......L.L.i ... -'r.!or .......... -.-Ie ,-,_".- ..... ttll"" "-'_ .... J
,,51 ,r-" 01".... ,,__ 

Llu"'o'T~r"; "l"'ltl'~" ·t;",,:· "'0 'lot 'r''''O,,·T ·... ··'·-"tl"\T ",Then the:> Pr..O>.···.!,1t:>nt.L "'''- '-' __ 1 .•.• 1"" ~ ~ "'__ ~'-_"'" J "J.,...... ..~ L. ;)_ :1. __~.L ..l..i."~ 

th&t the .t··"r-O"1'7 1).!t-TO'" '-'-"··y·... 1"J.... ....···r;'.·1·',..lt-- _ ... "_.. -7'-' " f·,-t1"re, '''"'' tt~",i-
I- ..l...1 J.... ""J, \'- ••,,~W... _,..~............. ;':"ld 1.1..... 'eil....
.. ..... J.
 

34rb 'd--l... , J aTIU:'~ ry ~2L , 1932, p. 1. 

85co~. Record, 
p. 2418_ 

72nd Cong., 1st Sess., 1932, L~{v, Part 3, 

0Ulli:li ~ Times, Harch 15, 1932, p. 1. 

p. 
C7eong • 

6003. 
Record, 72nd Gong., 1st Jess., 1':132, l...~ ..V, .Part 6 
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1 vlas the most practical course of action. Hoover made the 

~1c declaration of his reversal on August 11, 1932, during the 

campaign. He attached two specific reservations to 

that there be "absolute guarantees in the constitution to 

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 

,,88pt i on •••• 

The House acted quickly. On the first day of the session, 

aker John N. Garner offered a repeal resolution which failed by 

the two-thirds majority necessary on a constitutional 

A total of 272 (103 Republicans, 168 D$mocrats, 1 

.rmer-Labor) representatives voted for repeal and 144 (100 Repub­

leans, 44 Democrats) to preserve the Eighteenth Amendment. 90 

iWhether the vote supported Hoover's position 1s moot. Although 
~ 

'be favored submitting the question to the states, this resolution 

91did not contain a clause for federal protection of dry states. 

Action on repeal then moved to the Senate for a test vote 

The "dryU forces had filibustered to 

88Hyde and Wilbur, pp. 555-556.
 

89New ~ ~meSt December 6, 1932, p. 1.
 

90Cons.. Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1932, LXXVI, Part
 
1, p. 12. 

91New lork Times, February 16, 1933, p. 1. 
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nt consideration of a. repeal resolution, but finally agreed to 

~'test vote on a moti.on by Senator John J. Blaine (R-~Jis.) to consider 

92
repeal resolution. Th0 :notion p"itssed 58 (28 RepublicClns, 29 Demo­

1 Farmer-Labor) to 23 (13 l'..cpublic'':'~1;'>, L),)cmocrats). 93 

The succcssiul motion. '.vas then [011.,)\/,:1'5 by t'dO important 

on t~le anti-saloon CL:U.1S2 of t:1C r.:::rK:i.~l r,;~solution. First an 

d(~lete th.'.: eLLus~~ '.vCiS pclsscd. L.:::.ter, 011 an dTlcmdment 

the anti-saloon cl.:mse, lIthe tost .:LLl.lly cu.I:la [to J 

saloon. 11 On both votes, the Senate disregarded the 

of Gcn1.ator ·vJillio.m ,;.~. Borah C{.-Id.:lho) that dire 

~vou1d re sult \\Tith the return ot lIthat old hellish 

1""4 
i8titut ion , II the saloon. ',) The Senate also rL:buffed Hoover -;;vhen 

deleted the anti-saloon clause 33 (12 Ri~publicans, 21 Democrats) 
to:.!:" 

32 (17 Republicans, 14 Dernocrats, 1 l'".,,,ul. --" .. l.i•..:r-L . '.:....'hor 'J • J..,J Ti:ld effort 

'.0 restore it lost 38 (24 ilepublicans, 14 l)i,,;H1ocruts) to L~6 (17 

pub1i.cans, 28 Democr,,,,,to, 1 Farmer-Labor). 9(; These direct votes 

Hoover's proposal Lldwc,... sufficiently ldr;?;t;.: :R.epublican rnajority 

the President t s position to cou:·ltcr.)(;~lal1ce Democro.t 

~\ ,'.. ' 
t,.1/-' "I' ......!2.h£. 
t) ,", 

·;;',)Cong.Record,72nd (,ong., 2nd ;;iess., 1933 ,L"'~\.VI, Part 4, p.lrlJd. 

jL~.,.T.' , . . _ •. 1 • 
~~ Times, }coruury 17, 1933, p. 1. 

() r. 

:;;"'Cong.ltecord,72nd Gong., 2nd Sess., 1933 ,LXXVI ,Part 4, p.4179. 

~&~.J p. 4230. 
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Thp r··>~'V,·,11: .... \,,". ..l- ..... _,~,j __ ~ t.... trv>n p:Ci('(''''''d t'l'"L "'- ...,)'.,,;;; without theI-. ,"_'" ';M"'r11~-tio"-1t ••" "",,- ':~~natcC • I\;.... t,;;.l' oJ\;. 

;,.. •., --() __ f .",1u_t 'r·'··1 nrot""'ct';on of'.J... dry (>t~tos •b~:i-1 , -11tho~.1, ... 1'",1.L .j~-, t ",-,,,1; d lq"l~""J'..·_Vi _u-1;,__ (~c '""'..... (:II g ~ 97 

TP <c. oJ_\...'1~-.. L. io'" """"i..c:>r~"l"Or' .. 1 by ..J"(''':l~..... !.. _ tor " -,,. r':'~__ ",': vcd t"'cj,i,.­_,.,.J ..... ~''''...J '-"'-...:-' .... UPl·;·j__··le ( '-t;;;:...... 

,., ... ' -{ j·v .,-., .,., .·,·'.r -,- r( -~ .•... ". " ...... ." i (r,!,,\ ..... "T"lbl' C' 33,:J..:,,'Jor ... ,./ dl.,;I~I,.::._ ••.•:rJ ... ')1. ~!".-'CJ,.. c,;_: '__ , ... ,,' .;,l-j;J... 1C"",l1.S, 

~ ?'''l "",,. ":).", • ") . '~" .~~ .. "\ r, ~. ) 98 
_ .i: .I..; •.~l:-j... '.."OO1:; to ~~3 (i l ;. ~'~c;puJlic-,ns, ;; 'ucmocrats • 

l .... y,.. 1 t"r t· 1,.,:. "'O't' ,r a'0:::--' i:) ;•.. _ ~~, ... J.....,: ~";. L ~;JI~~ r(;;v<:.r~c,:..1 their e:.:..rlier Liction i:nd passed 

....,.. 1'" '''~ (1' r" , 11 17~) " .,repc.iL r::::so ut~o:n. :20 ;JJ;) .::~epUD . cc::.ns, ':;, Der:1ocrats, 1. ..-:armer­

99to 1 ':-- 1 (':' () ..:') ,:'r-Ju'l-)l': C""-'1"-' 3? ~"\"l"locr.,.j- " )' 'T"'~, ..; '''uc , ':iT' ," tllenr-.'bor) ... U •.J' ,iI,,-',/iw..t: i .L o;,;...,.1~, ..... u\,;; ~ ~"""'v. ......I.e ..... .;;)..,:) '\0- \.~(... ~ 

solv,:~d :so i:ar ,':1$ the: federal government \Yas concerned. It '~las 

r.1Q.tt~r [or the statGs. It hud been an issue that t:t\ll1sccnded 

lines. Hoover's position had been sustained in most instances. 

support necess.::l.ry for t~lis successful 1egi.slntive record usually 

,eluded <l majority of ,;:.(~rmblic.s.ns, although often a small rn..ajority. 

issue had been resolved. 

97.£!£li. !2!:li Time:" February 17, 1933, p. 1. 

98cong• Record, 72nd Cong., 2nd Cess., 1933, L~~~vl, Part 
4231. 

9°7lE1£., p. 4510. 
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ANALYSIS OF OV;&\LL
 
P\:{TI :3;'~tJ ,3U;:"P01'T 

'0 ,'0fH "i 1~ i dtlost 0 oovers u2press on meaSl.lreS '~;j2r<:~ raVOraDl.Y rece ve 

ongress until the 1::;.rne duck s0ssi.on 01. t 72nd Congress. The 

"t,· 1." " ',. t ,-, 0 t" 0'" o. .., uuy .,,:;0;:> 0,-,-11 0 (h_ ·_:r,.•~,k; Uld source ~;"nJ degree 

support f or c.i~c Pre s iJent 's ri.~co"liacn(L,t ions. A t;.<:::lDuli..;,t ion 

I'louse and ,~enatc ·'.jote:.., i", nccess~~ry,-or ,. r:"lure co.npL:;t<:.. 

'''~l ., .:wof the congr.}ssioH(;;l support for Hoovcr':.c:, progrcWI"'. 1. ,~:\......,; 

0:;:: each i63u.1,;.; .;;L.Lrifie", the i)c.LrtL.;.':".l support lor L0?reti ­

and non-uepr.::ssi.on programs sponsor,:.:ci l:Jy :'i,oover c;md proviCle~ 

picture ot >loover'::; legisL:.tivt,) rt:,;C,.orJ. doth ..\.e?uolic,.~a 

D(;mocratic votes will be includ...;;li to ~ ...,;b.:oc: ;:.~ COITI.Ddrisoa ot 

support ior Hoover'~: recormnenddtiorJ,,";, 

l'he t&b'U.L;t:Lon\~:Lll include both ",_L''''_ ~~c ~8n3te vot~b~ 

\Jill iIUic~;.t(; ,my (.~:L.J...:.';n;;nces in. tt:.<,.:Lr voti ttcrllS. Tll'::: 

;,rt t '""'~.. '",- rlo'u~,,,_ . ;.1,,~ ;'l.dt ,;;:j11 ~c c:;.;.l)rcs~>.:;d. 

.~.~\''':': ?Ll.~,) 1.&.,c,," e"',~ (1(1 J"::;iaocr;~\c,~·, ','i'_.; \/'::·t ... , ...... 1:'::1 ~..,.. \/.jl.... 0.L 

'r:' ~ (..; \,)....'-~ ,..h.,.', ,L.l --... "_-<- ~,~ .L._ ~ ... ~,,' . ' .. 

i ;.1(" vo-L~"Q ,;~- 'ji- \.:. ~ 'ij , ,i""tY ia.1 tL'l~ .. IOl.L~1~ ...__ ~ ... v ....,/:..:.,.i.i~t'..-: (,.;;.r -2: ,..;", l~CJ 

id'.:l.··· t'~~~" - . ',;',.. '. -,:. ," i ',''''>', ' .:".-" '. '''.'-'',:,'-? ~··'t . ,~t- ' :,-" :"",_ ,~ ... 1 ... "1 ·'o··j "­
\,;;1.1 ~J-J.,-,\.... ,,",':'~\ Ot.-J.. .... lb ...Jj...·t~(oJ'Q~l,.'" ~\) or \..:01L~.L .. ;; l.;;• .i.l'- vJ.Ll,...i %..l.,vvVl;1:' U .s.......:.c;~.J..:-'
 

ativ(:;; e:L\)b'r'.." ..• l..illy ... lOtj.t:.~ '-.... i,i.~ ~..j~i.u.t\:; li~~.l.i108rw l)r\~~c~'lt L~li~ ·V:.)t.iilt~ 

are iUi:,;ii..iG<J.G.; p..... ir .... c,.;~(.. "'"'~'-l..jG. i:.l."O~.l t'i10 L1;".:~~Yu.l~t.Loll. ...~ p~r("~';,.·4t:d.~~l2. 
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TABLE 1 

TABULATION OF REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRAT CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT FOR 
PRESIDENT HOOVER'S RECOMMaNDATI0NS ON KAJOR VOTES
 

DURING THE 71ST AND 72ND CONGRESSES
 

ReDubli 
Text 
page Issue Number 

with 
Hoover 

Tadff..Senate 
It Congress
General revision......... 6 13 
Flexible provisions...... 9 38 
Rates •••••••••••••••••••• 10 5 
Flexi~le pro~islons •••••• 10 37 
Flexible provisions •••••• 11 39 

Senate average •••••••• 
2nd Congress

Flexible provisions•••••• 13 30 
, Tart(f.aouse 
~71a t Congress 

Rates •••••••••••••••••••• 8 12 
Flexible provisions •••••• 10 227 
Flexible provisions •••••• 11 208 

... House average ••••••••• 
'72nd Congress 
. Flexible provisions •••••• 13 174 

Flexible provisions •••••• 13 182 
Flexible provisions •••••• 13 167 
Flexible provisions •••••• 14 164 
Rat.s •••••••••••••••••••• 15 171 

House average ••••••••• 

Farm Relief..SeU$te 
715 t Congress

Cooperative marketing •••• 17 47 
Export debentures •••••••• 19 42 
Export deb.ntures •••••••• 19 39 
Export debentures •••••••• 21 31 
Export debentures •••••••• 22 37 
Human food dole•••••••••• 26 27 

Senate average •••••••• 

Farm R!li,f-~ 
718 t Congress

Cooperative marketing •••• 16 245 
Export deb.ntur.s •••••••• 20 217 
Export debentur•••••••••• 21 194 
Human food dole •••••••••• 24 204 
Human food dol~ •••••••••• 24 220 
Human fooe:! dole •••••••••• 25 202 

House average ••••••••• 
72nd Congress 

Cotton subsidy ••••••••••• 29 151 

an Votes 
Number 
agains 
Hoover 

32 
13 
46 
12 
11 

6 

24,+ 
19 
20 

8 
12 
D 
12 
16 

3 
13 
13 
14 
12 
20 

2. 
13 
48 
16 
16 
15 

25
 

Democra 
Number 
with 
Hoover 

25 
4 

26 
5 
5 

o 

134 
14 
14 

o 
o 
4 
2 
3 

27 
2 
4 
3 
6 
o 

121 
33 
37 

1 
:) 

13 

32
 

ie Votes 
Number 
againe­
Hoover 

7 
34 

7 
29 
30 

36 

20 
133 
132 

205 
201 
188 
165 
195 

5 
34 
32 
28 
28 
35 

32 
100 
112 
142 
129 
119 

163
 

Percent 
Demo. 
with 
Hoover 

29"1.. 78% 
75% 11% 
10'1~ 'CJ7. 
75~~ 15% 
78';~ 14i~ 
53'% 3CJ7. 

83% 0% 

5~1I. 87"/., 
93% 1(f~ 

8SC!. 1(yt. 
62% 367. 

96% 0% 
94% (flo 
93% 2% 
93% l'i~ 

91°1. 2"~ 

93% 1% 

94% 84% 
76% 6% 
75% 11% 
695~ 1()';(,
 
75% 18~(,
 

S7"'<' (1'/.
 
74"1. 22"1.
 

99"k 7m.. 
941. 3:f'J..
 
8m~ 25%
 
9YJ.. 1%
 
93':~ I.(I~ 

93% 10%
 
92"/, 25%
 

86'1.. 11% 
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TABL! 1 - ConSiugd. 
I 

Pel"cetlc 'ercent 
Issue I Tex~ Numb.r Repub. Demo. 

pag with with with 
I r 

ReUsf-Senate 
, Congress 

. leal location of funds ••• 33 35 11 7 27 76% 21% 
Employment aSeney••••••• 40 23 12 21 66% 16"t. 
Restrict Immigration•••• 42 24 13 27 2 65% 9)81. 

Senate average ••••••• 61J'k 43"4 
Congress

aelief work ••••••••••••• 34 39 1 8 30 98".1. 217.. 
lGllef work••••••••••••• 34 27 15 21 19 64% 53"1. 
Relief work ••••••••••••• 35 35 7 37 1 83"10 92"k 
Relief work ••••••••••••• 37 25 14 5 29 64fl~ 15% 
Federal grants •••••••••• 39 18 15 26 12 557. 6Er,{, 

Senate averag•••••••• 13% 51% 
Relief-House 

itand Oongress
Relief work••••••••••••• 36 172 21 10 194 89"/. S% 
Relief work••••••••••••• 31 155 J5 2 166 82~~ 1% 
Relief work ••••••••••••• 38 170 11 125 35 94% 7810 

Bouse average •••••••• 88"1. 28% 

, R.F,C,-Stei5' 
~l2nd Oongress 

30 7 15' a.F.C. loans-public work 45 21 81% 42% 
Establi.h R.F.e•••••••• 46 34 3 29 5 92% 8S't 

Senate average ••••••• 87% 64% 
R.F.C.-Houee 

72nd Congress ­
Establish R.r.C•••••••• 45 181 11 154 45 94% 777. 
R.F.C. funds for relief. 47 91 53 12 151 66% n 
Loan diselosure ••••••••• 48 167 10 2 159 94% 1% 
Loan disclosure ••••••••• 48 150 12 0 159 93"4 (1k 

Rouse averag••••••••• 87'4 21% 

Veterans Plnli2n&-S!e~t! 
711 t Congress 

Sp.-Amer. War pensions •• 52 18 28 0 32 39% or. 
W.W. 1 pen.too•••••••••• 55 26 9 0 27 14% 0'4 
W.W. I pensions ••••••••• 55 25 10 2 25 71% 7% 
W.W. I pensions ••••••••• 57 32 6 15 <1 84~' 6.5'%. 
Bonus certiflcate-30% ••• 58 12 34 0 37 26'~ (fh, 

Bonus eertlfic.t.-5~4 ••• 59 16 36 1 39 317­ "-4 
Senate average ••••••• .54'7. 131. 

72nd Congre.s 
Bonus cert1fleate-l00%•• 60 35 7 27 10 aTt. 73% 
W.W. I pensions ••••••••• 61 14 23 10 27 38"/0 27"h 

Senate averag.' ... , , ,' •• 61% 50% 
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TABLE I ... Q29tlnuld 
t 

..W....tl '.wePt 
Issue ,••xtllh_W I IfllXbn I IfllXbet I If_WJ......b•. D_.

page with against with 88-.10· with with 
Hoover Hoover 

, • •. t. ' 

an! P.!!sions-!l22!.~" 
cOongr... 
8, ....J\mer. War ~s lon8. •• 52 65 123 ° 110 3S\ 0'4 
8p .-ADler. War pea10n.. ... .53 14 184 0 114 n C14 
W.W. I pensions •••••••••• 53 143 91 2 138 61% 1% 

i W.W. I pensions.......... S4 185 45 3 136 80'4 rt. 
W.W. I pen.ions •••••••••• 56 191 1 3 109 96% 3% 
Bonus certificate-Sot., •• 58 39 212 ° 1.50 16% aY. 
lonus c.rtifieate-5Ut. •••• 59 79 179 0 148 31% ar.. 

Roue. average ••••••••• 46% 1% 
'bd. Congress 

Bonus certif1cate-l00% ••• 60 133 60 42 165 69% 20"4 
Bonus c.rtifieate.1007.••• 60 126 57 SO 153 69% 2.5% 

House average ••••••••• 69'l. 23% 

TllgS1s-!auee 
7ht Congress 

Income tax cut ••••••••••• 64 39 11 24 3 78% 89% 
1II'ld Congre.s 

Income tax increase•••••• 67 24 15 25 15 62% 63% 
Manufllcturers sale. tax•• 67 20 20 7 32 .50% 18% 
Income tax r.fund•••••••• 69 24 17 2 35 59% 5% 
Income tax refunds ••••••• 69 25 15 1 36 6n 3\ 

Senate avera'e •••••••• 59% 2n 

IagUe-UoM!
72nd Oongr•.•• 

Mal1ufaeCuren Sale. tax•• 65 110 81 50 154 58% 25~ 

IneOlH tax inerea.e•••••• 66 125 62 86 U, 67% 4n 
Income tax refunds........ 70 142 28 1 195 84% 1% 
tncQ1:ft8 tax refunds ••••••• 70 156 14 2 178 92% 1'7. 

House aV6:ras•••••••••• 751­ un 
!!dusiu S!Plndlture$.Sen__~e 

;, 71st OO1.1gress 
Salary limitation•••••••• 74 21 16 3 26 S7% 10".4 

72nd Congr••1 
Flat budget cut.10% •••••• 75 20 15 S 24 57% 17% 
Flat budget cut-l~•••••• 76 23 16 6 33 59"4 15% 
Flat budget cut.10%•••••• 76 23 11 8 25 68% 24% 
nefer eccmomy program.... 78 30 8 5 30 79% 14% 
Current spending cut-SCI... 79 24 18 8 32 5'rt. 20'4 
Pay eut•••••••••••••••••• 85 16 1S 18 14 52% 56% 
Furlough plan. HI ......... 85 13 11 13 21 43% 38l. 
Furlough plan•••••••••••• 85 25 13 10 26 66% 26% 
Furlough plan•••••••••••• 86 25 9 10 24 74% 29% 
Furlough plan•••••••••••• 86 28 9 9 26 76% 26'%. 
Furlough plan•••••••••••• 86 33 1 9 22 9T1o 29% 
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TABLE I • 0gestnMIG 

Issue 'lex 
pag 

~;qw~~~B.l~~~~~~" fercent
Repub. 
with 
H,C)()V9J:' 

tercent 
Demo. 
with 
}\ooVer 

88 19 23 20 20 45% 50"4 
91 19 14 8 21 56% 28% 

64% 291. 

~SHtni §R!!!!;d&SUft.-Hguee 
neongress 
Salary limitation•••••••• 73 114 71 56 43 62% S7% 

'114 Conares. 
Flat budget cut..10'7••••••• 75 39 105 .3 163 27% 2% 
Pay cut exemption•••••••• 83 
Furlough plan•••••••••••• 83 

64 
.52 

135 
148 

90 
80 

103 
118 

32"1.. 
26% 

47*4 
40',4 

Furlough plan•••••••••••• 83 
rurloUQb plan., •••••••••• 81 

129 
166 

66 
17 

17 
76 

161 
110 

65% 
90% 

9".<. 
41% 

rurlouah plan•••••••••••• 87 
A~y-Navy merg.r••••••••• 92 
Executive reorganization. 93 

lou'e average ••••••••• 

175 
150 
176 

.5 
49 

3 

151 
60 
o 

39 
137 
198 

91% 
7S"k 
98% 
64<>4 

791. 
3C1i. 

0% 
31% 

leMu and F~" Seetl 
111 t Oongre.ss 

Ra1lroad bankruptcy••••••tl0 
Und Congress

Land Bank•••••••••••••••• 91 

20 

14 

23 

26 

7 

35 

22 

2. 

4T'1. 

35% 

24% 

,,,;. 
Merge Land Bank-R,F.C, •• 98 24 8 8 25 75% 24% 
Home Loan Bank ••••••••••• 99 18 16 15 19 5:rk 44% 
Home Loan &aRk••••••••••• 99 30 10 11 13 15% 57% 
Currency.xpansion•••••••10l 
Currencyexpan.1on•••••••102 

14 
19 

23 
15 

4 
1 

29 
28 

38% 
56% 

12% 
n 

Ourrency expanslo'h ••••••103 
Currency.xpan.ion ••••••• l03 

24 
23 

11 
13 

5 
3 

2.3 
24 

69"1. 
64% 

18% 
11% 

Branch b.nk1ng•••••• , ••••107 
Branch bank1ng ••••••••••• l07 

18 
21 

15 
9 

33 
24 

2. 
8 

SS% 
7ar.. 

94% 
75% 

Currency .~81on•••••••108 
Banking refo~ •••••••••••l08 

32 
2.8 

6 
4 

34 
26 

12 
4 

84% 
88% 

74% 
en 

Ral1~d bankruptcy•••••• ll0 
Bankruptcy r.form•••••••• ll0 

Senate av.rag••••••••• 

21 
22 

S 
1 

21 
22 

10 
7 

81% 
96% 
67% 

68% 
76'k 
53% 

tankiN aDd , &!!!n;e-!J.sU!!e 
- nd Congn.s 

Land Bank 96 146 16 46 143 90':4 24% 
Currency itlt1ation 101 
Currency.xpansion l02 
Currency ••pan.ton•••••••l0) 

.57 
151 
125 

123 
33 
44 

3 
66 
97 

165 
92 
44 

32'7. 
aT4 
74% 

2"".4 
42% 
69'4 

Currencyexpan.ion••••••• l03 
Currencyexpanaion•••••••104 

91 
72 

43 
59 

61 
42 

58 
60 

~OOl 
VOl. 

55% 
51% 
41% 

Federal Reserve rediscou.105 167 8 182 1 95% 96"4 
House average ••••••••• 71~<' 46% 
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TABLE 1 • goat.yud 
• itr· I

I • Pel'cent 
Issues ITextl Number IDemo. 

page with with 
I I li99ViU 1 ! 1(gov., 

!11e2orti29mlnt-Senate 
~t Oongress 
aeapportion mot1on •••••••llS 40 9 5 29 Sri. 1S\ 
Census plan••••••••••••••118 41 8 16 18 84% 47".4 
Census plan •., ............118 40 9 8 2.8 an 22% 

Senate .verage •••••••• 83% 2~.4 

31122~rtt0D!enS-Uou~~.t Congress 
Census plan••••••••••••••118 193 43 79 61 82'l~ 56% 

4011 Naval Ireatx·Senat,! 
8 t Congres. 
Rat1ficatlon•••••••••••••119 40 7 18 2. 85% 90% 

. Phi;12piu,!-Senats
fUnd Congress 

Time of independence •••••122 17 20 21 16 46'~ 57".4 
Time of indepe.n4eXlce•••••122 18 20 20 19 47"t:. 51% 
T~ne of independ.nce •••••123 18 21 15 21 46% 42% 
Time of independence •••••123 24 16 21 14 60".4 6C1.4 
Approval by plebl.c1t••••123 22 13 13 19 63% 41% 
Independence •••••••••••••124 19 17 0 36 53% 0",4 
Independence •••••••••••••l1' 25 20 1 45 S6% 2% 

Senate averag••••••••• 53% 36'%. 

Ph\\iep191'-U9M1t 
72nd Congre•• 

Ttme of Indep.ndence••••• l2t 47 119 0 186 281.. 0'% 
Indepenc.ience" ••••••••••••12S 93 82 1 191 53% 1% 
House averag••••••••••••• 41% 1% 

!'1c.1SerIY·...Set ! 
7bt Conlr.,s 

Federal control ••••••••••127 20 2S 8 26 44% 24% 

MS$2i l!!!-Bwi 
71st Congress 

Federat control ••••••••••126 198 18 39 85 92% 31% 
Federal control...........126 180 30 41 84 86"­ 33'".4 

House average••••••••• 89% 32% 
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,Text Number umberIssue page with against. 

tiusqJ!. Sbo!t1.s-SInat. 
It Congreas 
'ublic ownership•••••••••12S 21 18 
PubUc ownerahip•••••••••130 26 20 
Publ1c ownership..... t •••130 31 16 

Senate av.raae •••••••• 

tluscl! Shoals"UQuse 
.,Bt Oongress
 

Public ownership•••••••••129 1S5 43
 
Public ownership•••••••••t29 156 35
 
Public owner.h1p•••••••••129 150 88
 

House average ••••••••• 
12nd Congress 

Public ownership •••••••••130 129 41 

ProhibiSlge-!Ia!te
72.ne! Congress 

Legalized beer •••••••••••136 32 12 
Legalized beer•••••••••••136 32 12 
Legaltsed beer, ••••••••••1)7 27 15 
Legalized b••r •••••••••••137 26 14 
Repeal •••••••••••••••••••139 26 8 
Repeal •••••••••••••••••••141 28 13 
Anti ....aloon c:1&us••••••••141 17 12 
Anti-saloon clauae •••••••141 24 17 
Repes1•••••••••••••••• '·011 .142 14 29 

Senate average •••••••• 

Proh&b1t1qn"'ijous~ 
716 t Congress 

Trial-p.tty off.nders ••••134 162 44 
72l1d Congress 

Lesalized beer •••••••••••131 116 82 
Legalized baer •••••••••••13S 101 96 
Repeal ••••••••••••••••••• 139 112 91 
Rep.al •••••••••••••••••••142 89 109 

Hous. 8'18rage••••••••• 

r:=:= : :::: t : : 

NUI.'l'lkr 
with 
II 

2 
2 
3 

31 
41 

3 

21 

28 
29 
28 
24 
28 
29 
14 
14 
9 

56 

116 
64 

114 
32 

:::: 

N eu: 
agalnat 

o .\1'1 

26 
35 
32 

91 
78 

127 

158 

11 
12 
11 
11 

7 
10 
21 
28 
33 

13 

86 
133 

90 
179 

150
 

Pereut 
i.epub. Demo. 

withwith 
y r 

S4't Tk 
5Th. 5% 
66% 9% 
59'h. 'FA. 

78% 25% 
82% 34% 
63~/, 2"k 
74% 2~ 

76% 1rk 

73"/~ 72% 
73'~ 71% 
641, 72% 
65"1. 69% 
76~~ 80% 
68% 1tJ7. 
59% 40'4 
59"1. 33"1. 
3J'i~ 21% 
63i~ 60'1. 

79'1. 43% 

59':" 57% 
S1~4 32% 
54% 56% 
45% 15% 
5r/o 40% 



TABULATION OF REPUBLIOAN AND D!MOCaAT CQNOR&SSIONAl. SUPPORT Foa 
PRESIDSNT HOOVER·S RllCOHHmIDATIONS ON MINOR VOTIS 

DURING UK 718'1' AND 72ND CONGRESSSS 

Tadff-Hous, 
It Congress 
Rates.................... 8 

21% 
59% 
40"1.. 

6% 

0'1.. 

1'7. 

4% 

4% 
4% 
4% 

18% 

14"4 

96"4 

6% 
3% 

84% 
31% 
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5"t. 
2n 
167. 

.5\ 

20% 

28% 

33"1.. 

43i~ 

92% 

94% 

91% 
91% 
911~ 

60"4 
62% 
82% 
68% 

:11 
16 

5 

34 

27 

32 

33 

33 
34 
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134 
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127 
129 
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5 
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8 
23 

2 
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31 

123 

125 

41 
30 

28 

14 

12 

22 

21 
21 

23 

21 
18 

8 

189 

229 

47 

2 
11 

11 

17 

11 

12 

31 
29 
36 

TA:aLE 11 

162 

181 

201 
211 

~!,r:~H"''''''~£ "~'tft·1 ~P'(""""~4l1t_ "~'r'!= I P.rc~nt IPercent 
aepu". D8I'IIO. 
with witb 

Tex 
pas 

Issue 

Farm Relief-Senate-It Congress 
Export d.b.nture••••••••• 19 
Ruman relief dole•••••••• 26 
Drought r.ll.f ••••••••••• 28 

Senate averag••••••••• 

!!.a R,U,f-H9 s , 
11. t. Congress 

Human relief dole •••••••• 27 
Human relief dol••••••••• 27 

Houae averag•••••••••• 

B,ft~h"louie 
72nd Congress

Loan disclosure •••••••••• 48 

Veteran. Pen.lon,-Stn.t,
71. t ongress 

W.W. 1 pensions•••••••••• 56 

Veterans Pensiop!-aou.e
71st ~ongress -

w.w. I pensions•••••••••• 54 

R,lief-Seta 
72nd Congre.. 

Funding by bond issue.... 37 

Rt11If -!!2e! 
72nd Consre.. 

General reli.f ••••••••••• 36 

R.F.C."S'!!!St 
72nd Oongress

Loan standards ••••••••••• 49 

Taatip!!-Sena!!.
72nd Congress 

Manufacturers salal t&x•• 67 
Manufacturers salas tax •• 67 

Senate average •••••••• 
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TABLg It • C9lSi!lIf 
11 ;. g 1· ,·f It ! J ' f - § j \(sJ' I#: 

ercent 

Iuue l·ex~J Number J Number I Number t Number laepub. ID_o.
",age with .plnst with ,agalast with rith 

4 .. 0; 
1Ioo,,-r

i • 
ina EXEtnd1tyrI5-Stnat!
Oongress 

Budget reduction ••••••••• 75 30 1 20 8 97't 71% 
IUdget i.ncr.as••••••••••• 17 11 28 .3 34 28t wx. 
l\ldget reduction......... 78 7 29 24 7 19t 7T7. 
lxecutive reorganlaation. 90 25 8 7 25 76"1. 2n 

Senate average 5.5% 4n 

...... i!ll E!pend!£\1r!S-!!OU8! 
,d Conar... 
Reallocating funds ••••••• 79 157 40 26 168 800'. 13% 
Omnibus economy bill ••••• 82 75 100 88 119 43'i'40 43% 
Omnibus economy bill ••••• 84 160 30 156 36 84% &1% 
Executive reorganbation. 91 48 150 50 146 24'7" 26% 
Executive reorganisation. 93 136 42 8 185 16% 4% 

HOUSe a"Grage 61~r.. 33% 

~.9'lni an~ ' lneBS,-S'9!t,
7 ~ Congress 

Land Bank moratorium••••• 96 30 8 30 7 7m. 81% 
'edt Reserve rediscount ••106 27 6 19 12 82~~ 61'7. 

Senate averag••••••••• 81~'~ 71'4 

2!!£ MQrator,1~!!D!te 
72nd Congress 

Debt readju8bn.ut.~ ••••••115 36 6 33 6 86'7. 8S1. 

Dtbt M~ratorlum·B2U8! 
72nd Oongress 

Debt readjustment ••••••••114 196 5 120 95 98% 561. 

Phi1ieeiw-!!!!Ite 
71st Congress 

Independenee •••••••••••••121 40 7 5 29 85% 15'%. 
72nd Congress 

Independence pleb1,cite ••124 21 16 8 27 57"1.. 23% 

noto£ !uf·Senat..l 
71st Congtess 

Federal regulatiou•••••••126 12 19 18 7 39"/.. 72*/" 



34 10 20 9 77% 697. 
29 10 16 6 74% 7)O'£. 
16 23 11 22 41% 33"k 
16 24 8 21 40% 28% 
16 25 12 14 39"1.. 46% 

S4'7~ 507. 

TABLE 11 ... 02l'tirn!!d 

211. 

Percent 
Demo. 
with 
Hoover 

1.53 

49'i'~16844103100 

"'P~!:!'U5illt ~~",r I ~;-~5'~.~"'~_ "~,,,., !ercbent
a.epu • 
with 
Hoover 

Issue 

Prohibit1~~-S.n!te 

itt Congress 
? wood alcohol adulterant••132 

Wood alcohol adulterant••132 
S.arch and sel~ure elaua.134 
Pr.scription. by K.D••••135 
Prescriptions by M.D••••135 

Senate av.rage . 

P£ohibition-HoVl! 
lind Congress 
" Repeal 140 
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,\n "ci1,l1ysL; of the preceding statistics is useful to amplify 

full ;il.;;;aning. For the purpose of this analysis, it is necessary 

est.:.~blish c'. standard for measuring the extent to which the Repub­

an party would need to vote for Hoover's policies to be con­

·::111 ,:;t(k~qudte level of partisan support. 

The nature of i~nerican political parties encourages lack of 

Ii. hlghly ideologi.cal multi-party system solidifies 

groups, Lad I.vould be 2zpected to produce a high degree 

correlation between the p2rty leader and the party's legislative 

The luuerican two-party system often forces each party to 

along strategic lines, rather than ideological lines, in 

win elections. The necessity of attracting the voter in 

of the political spectrum forces the Republican and 

party to adopt highly flexible and often ambiguous posi­

The result is diverse elements within political parties. 

The differences within an knerican political party, therefore, may some­

be greater tl1cln the differences between the two major parties. 

There are also great differences within American political 

related to the varied geographic interests. The Republican 

from the industrial East 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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national level. The party's congressional delegation 

certainly reflect this divergency. 

The governmental structure also contributes to the lack of 

the l~erican political parties. The United States Con­

~ution cre~ted u separation of powers between the executive, legis­

{ve, and judicial branches of goverrun~nt. .\ system of checks and 

nces er£ouruges each branch to pursue a relatively independent 

se of action. A parliamentary system with its fusion of powers 

ds to create strict party discipline. £'illlerica's governn~ntal 

~ructure simply does not encourage the same degree of party unity. 

~ members of Congress lUlv0 a power base in their state and dis-

them to be almost entirely divorced from the nation­

They can act as independently of the Chief Sxecutive as 

ch....'os.e • 

With these factors in mind, the standards by which President 

¥er's partisan support in Cor~ress is to be measured should not rea­
r 
ttonably be expected to be too high. Although a quantitative measurement 

18 perforce arbitrary,it seems reasonable that two-thirds support is 

the minimum level at which a congressional party should be expected to 

,lUpport their leader. Three-fourths of the congressional Republicans 

lupporting Hoover should be regarded as a satisfactory level of support, 

and congressional s.upport in excess of 85 percent would be excellent. 

These 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

rates and the inclusion of flexible provisions in the tariff 

to permit readjustment of rates by executive decree. Republican 

for Hoover on the question of rates was limited. The key 

fue, however, was the flexible provision. \iJith this provision 

luded, Hoover was satisfied t~~t rates could be revised do\qnward. 

publican support for Hoover was substantial on this critical issue. 

,nate Republican support for Hoover ranged from 75 to 83 percent, 

House Republicans overwhelmingly supported him, between 93 and 

percent, on flexible rates. ~1 the most important tariff issue, 

esident Hoover and the Republican Party found a common ground. 

Farm Relief 

Party support for the President on his farnl bill was extremely 

94 percent of the Republican senators, and 99 percent of the 

Republican support was satisfactory on the export 

debentures issue as Senate Republican support ranged from 69 to 76 

and House Republican support averaged 86 percent. ~enate 

for the President was more limited on relief for drought vic­

tims. Hoover was admnantly opposed to direct federal relief. A sl~ 

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 

iponsibility the federal government should assume for relief work 

and local governments, and whether federal pro­

s would provide loans only for self-liquidating projects as 

sed to direct federal relief. Senate Republican support for 

!Ver varied considerably, but averaged 73 percent. Republican 

'Port in the House, which averaged 88 percent, ll7aS again strong. 

solid majority of congressional Republicans supported Hoover's 

on public \'lorks. 

Republican support for Hoover was a minimal 66 percent in 

Senate on restricting immigration and on establishing a federal 

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

struction Finance Corporation. Establishing 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 

di.sclosure 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 backing Hoover on who should be recipients of H.• J.t".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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~!.;jt2ri...nSI Benefits 

O:t1C of lIoov::r' :., princip..:,.l legislative setbacks cane on 

benerit.s. The; princ:I.pul issue v,as vv-hether benefits 

:Lncrc~sed ,.U(: \....h.etr:..er 21igibility ~h.ould be liberalized. 

addition, there vli'::S controvcr.;;y uve:r \'~~lLt:.l.:..:r b,;:;nciits we're a 

, "! _ . ~ n' .-" ~i " • , • v" •.: '" _ 

SOiklDL~ .,10tnou 01, L~str~Dutl.ng .l..UfHJ.S to Doost tile .;;conomy. 

opposed thCf;C proposed. changes t but w,:..s severely rebuffed 

vetoes were overridenil In the 71st Congress, .senate Repub­

5veraged only Sil· percent in support of the President, and 

se l~epublicans \vcre even lower at 46 percent. In the ne)ct 

gress Republican support increased to 61 percent in the Senate 

percent in the House. Hoover and the c ongressional R'~pub­

failed toreach substantial agreement on this issue. 

Taxation 

The most controversial tm~ issue, the m&nufacturerts sales 

,"vas the principal feature of Hoover t s revenue program. Only 

of i:he Senate Republicans accepted Hoover's proposal on a 

direct vote. Slightly inorc House Republicans) 53 percent, supported 

the President. dithout this irnportant tax provision, the Republicans 

accepted the revenue bill by wiele margins, 73 percen.t in the Senate 

and 86 percent in the Hous,,:. There was greater Republican support 

for Hoovf~rl s income tr.n increase proposal, 62 percent in the Senate 

and 67 percent i.n the House. The only other controversy, over tax 

refunds, 'l7a8 less important but Hoover enjoyed more Republican 
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of the Senate Republicans, and 88 percent of 

House Republic~.ms. Congressi.:mal Republicans failed to support 

er solidly on the princip:.: 1 issue, the manufacturer's sales tax, 

Hoover consistently had the support of d lir.::itc.;d majority of 

Republicans. 

~{educed .:.{penditures 

Controversy over reducing governraent cO~Jts revolved around 

cuts in the budget, reduction in the pay of federal employees, 

administrative reorganization. The first two were emergency 

asures to meet the crisis. On the question of flat budget cuts 

publican support for Hoover was limited. From 57 to 79 percent 

Republicans backed Hoover, while on the one vote 

corded only 27 percent of t~e House Republicans backed the 

On the furlough plan, Senate Republican support ranged 

97 percent and House Republicans betvlcen 65 and 97 per­

During the 72nd Congress, the critical period for the 

program, the overall Republican averagc:~ I.vas only 64 percent 

the House and the Senate. Party support was mixed, but 

it was generally less than the minimE.l support Eor a President's 

legislative program. There was only one key vote on the issue of 

executive reorganization. Hoover's reorganization proposal wa.s 

rejected in the second session of the 72nd Congress despite 98 per­

cent of the House Republicans supporting the President's plan. 

Other 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

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

Both Senate and House Republican support for the President's 

8ition averaged 62 percent. On banking reforms, 9S percent of 

House Republicans and 71 percent of the Senate Republicans 

ted for Hoover's proposal. Senate Republicans supported Hoover's 

:nkruptcy proposals more strongly with an 89 percent average. 

rall, the Senate Republicans averaged 64 percent on banking and 

issues and House Republicans averaged 71 percent. Their 

was minimal on most banking and finance proposals. 

Debts Moratorium 

Republican support of the President was very strong on this 

86 percent in the senate and 98 percent in the House. The 

and congressional Republicans had no real disagreement 

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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On Intcrstc:'.t2 Commerce Commission control of motor buses t 

se Ii'..epabU.cnns ~):ck.?;:d Hoover by 89 percent, while less than a 

::?;Z:Dublicans ~.uf)oorted the President. Hoover lost4 ~ L 

raIL R2Pilolican support on the question of Philippine independence 

(,en only £1-3 pe:(·cc:·,lt of the Hous\~ dnd 53 p:::rcen.t of the Senate Repub­

S.cans responded to Joover's r8colamendations. The President fared 

ewh.:,t b\C;tt(;!r :i'itb. the ~·~.::pu.blic,>.n p,,:lrty on t i.I.'2 BUBeL::: 0ho<.:ls con-

Hoover strongly opposed public ownershi.p of the facility. 

59 perc(;.nt of the R0public[~n5 ""greed '~lith him and 74 

House Republicm1s supported his stand. The £in;;.l 

issue, prohibition, was e"~tremely controversial. 

c.losely reL:.;ted questions, legaliZing beer dud the 

of the i~ig!ltec:nth Arnendment. On these questions, 63 percent 

Senate Republic.::ms supported Hoover's stand while only 53 

the House Republicans supported his position on prohibi­

The President held only li11lited agreement with the congressional 

Republic&l1s on thi.s issue. 

On depression issues, Hoover enjoyed soli.d Republican support 

on the tariff, :f;·_1rl11 relh;f, public works, R.F.C., and the \rJar Debts 

MoratorillIil. H~2 receivf:'c adequa.te Republican support on banking and 

finance, but Republican support barely reached a minim81 level on 

the reductian of government expenditures. It was less than adequate 

on taxation and vet"~rans' benefits. Republican support on non-depres­

sion issues was essentially the same for Hoover's proposals as it 
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on the depression program. Congressional support \..ras very strong 

reapport ionllv~nt, the London Naval Treaty, and th(~ Hator Bus bill • 

.blican support WC1S reasonably good on Nusc le Shoals. It wa.s 

.ed all. the question of Philii?pine independr:::nc:e .:md prohibition, as 

h issues cut across partisan lines. It T//LW not unusual to find 

as Republica.ns 3upportins; Hamler's views on these 

controversial issues. 

On both depression <md non-dcpr(~ssion policies, Hoover
 

.per:Lenced solid RepublicElu support on a m<:~jority of the issues,
 

tisfactory support on dppro:;.·:i,na.tely one-quarter of the other
 

and inadequate support on the remaining one-quarter. 

Further indication of President Hoovcr'5 partisan backing 

determined by looking at a compilation of all the votes 

itaken on the preceding issues during his ten~ of office. On the 

following chart) all votes have been included to provide an overall 

look at the partisan breakdown on Hoover's legislative program. 
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TABLE III 

COMPREHENSIVS TABULATION OF M~JOR ISSUES DUalNG 
THE 713T AND 72ND CONGRESSSS 
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TABLE IV 

COMPREHENS IV!!; TABULATION OF MAJOR AND l-ilNOR VOTES wtTit 
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The major votes provide the significant totals. These are 

congressional roll-calls that were directly related to an impor­

question on which President Hoover had made his posi­

Republican House support for the President on all 

during the 7lst Congress was only 70 percent, lower than the 

regarded as satisfactory. ~hen just the depression votes are 

Republicans back the President's policies at a 

1nimal 66 percent level,. The situation in the Senate during the 

Congress was similar. Senate Republicans supported Hoover 

consistently on non-depression policies than they did on his 

They voted for 64 percent of all his proposals, 

~ich included the non-depression votes, but for only 62 percent of 

his depression programs. In either case, Senate Republicans in the 

71st Congress showed little reluctance to vote against Administration 

There was an improvement in the level of support for the 

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 depression \Otes. The level of support from Senate Republicans 

during the 72nd Congress showed an increase from the 7ist 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. 



41	 t: 
;,) 

Combining both sessions of Congress, the House Republicans 

the President's legislative progrmn at 72 percent on all votes, 

ss than a satisfactory level of support. The presidential support 

Senate Republicans was lower at 65 percent. Neither figure 

enough to be the basis for a sense of close kinship between 

the Congressional ~epublicans during the 7lst 

72nd Congresses. 

The level of Republican support that Hoover experienced was 

latively low during the 7Ist and 72nd GOl1gresses. although it 

,varied considerably from one issue to another. Contemporary 

'. reviews of the Hoover Administration made frequent reference to 

'factions Within the party. The "Progressive" Republicans were 

normally differentiated from the "Regular" Republicans. This di ­

vision within the party combined with Democratic opposition made 

it doubly difficult for Hoover to get his legislative program 

through Congress. In spite of this, Hoover was very successful. 

The only significant controversy that lioover lost in the 7lst Con­

i gress was over veterans' benefits. Hoover also received essentially 

everything he wanted fr~n the 72nd Congress despite a Democratic 

2House and a Senate with a Republican majority of one. The only 

time the President had real difficulty \-1as in the second session 

of the 72nd Congress. As a lame duck President, Hoover was in no 

1lomasco, p. 214. 

2
~b1g., p. 221. 
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ttton to exert pressure. The lame duck session also had 158 

in Congress who had been defeated in the November election, 

3result was a stalemate of inaction.
 

Hoover's success with Congress came in spite of opposition
 

his own party. This opposition could have stemmed from a 

causes. The New York Times suggested that the insurgency 

been caused by Hoover's dogmatism, his lack of active 

adership, his refusal to ahara patronage with. congressional Repub­

finally concluded that the real reason was that hard times 

ouraged Republicans to revolt without fear of the political con­

4 .equences. Others found Hoover t s problems with the Republican con­

aressional delegation the result of his political ineptitude and his 

lnability to provide effective leadership.5 Another source of senate 

lepublican antagonism was attributed to the fact that Hoover created 

1928 Republican presidental nomination contest 

6had presidential ambitions of their own. Regard­

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 Republican support. 

-
3Herring, l~ncrican Political Science Review, XXVII, No.3, 

p. 404. 

~lew Xork Tunes, June 8, 1930, sec. III, ? 1.
 

5Ron~sco, p. 210.
 

6George H. }ulyer, ~ Republican Party, 1854-1966, (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 403-405. 
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XII 

ANALYSIS OF GEOGRAPIC
 
REPUBLICAN SUPPORT
 

With loyal Republicans in firm control of the House, 

,_'eaident Hoover could successfully withstand most of the Republican 

Congress. The situation in the 72nd Congress 

s quite different. Two of Hoover's close associates during his 

inistration, William S. Myers and Walter H. Newton, the latter 

if whom served as Secretary to the President, established the 

ollowing partisan alignment as accurately reflecting the member-

At the opening of the 7lst Congress there were 

268 Republicans, 166 Democrats, and one Farmer-Labor, a comfortable 

Republican margin. The Senate had 55 Republicans, 39 Democrats, 

and one Farmer-Labor member. Only 42 Republican senators were 

1identified as "Regulars" who supported the President's program. 

The 72nd Congress had j when it convened on December 7, 1931, 214 

Republicans, 219 Democrats, and one Fanner-Labor member in the 

House, and 48 Republicans, 47 Democrats, and one Farmer-Labor 

member in the Senate. Of "the 48 Republican senators, 12 were 

identified as progressives who formed a coalition with the Demo­

crats to control the .::.enate. There ware 15 House Republicans 

~yers and Newton, p. 32. 
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nttfied as progressives who aligned themselves with the D~uo­

majority. 2 

This partisan view of Congre~s suggests tlwt support for the 

esident's legislative program was favorably received by the bulk 

the "regular" Republicans in Congress and that opposition con-

latently cmne from a limited number of insurgents. The previous 

ita tabulations provide no indication of th.e source of support 

Hoover within the Republican party. An examination of individ­

~l Republic~n voting patterns during the Hoover Administration 

Will determine internal party support. It will indicate if Hoover's 

legislative progr&n had a high index of support mnong the broad 

of Republicans in Congress with the opposition limited to a 

of dissidents. 

The :l.bllowing tables will present the congressional Repub­

lican votillg 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

tlve of loyalty to the Amninistration. 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 

2Ibid., p. 146. 
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internal Republican support for Hoover's proposals. 

These tables include all members present and voting as well 

those who were listed in the CongresSiOl1al Record as being paired 

or agi4inst the bill being voted on. Those members whose posi­

was announced ill the GOIl.\u;essiorl.Ul Record, but was 

included among those pai.red in the Record, are also included in 

tabulation as being paired for or against the bill. The general 

which are not established as a result of a specific request 

identify voting position, and are simply listed as "not 

i\ blauk space in the tabulation indicates that member of 

was not serving at the time the particular vote was taken. 

arranged on the basis of state delegations to permit 

a study of the geographical basis of Republican support as well as 

the percentage of support for the President from each individual 

To be included 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 cOfilpiled on a regional 

and rUitional basis to provide some indication of where Hoover 

experienced his most consistent backing. The regional and national 

averages <:..re complied {rom individual support totals to allow for 

the variation in the number of representatives ineach state's con­

gressional delegation. 
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The percentage of Republican support Hoover received on the 

selected votes In Congress provides an opportunity for a better in-

tarnal an~lysis 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 ~enate support 

for the President was generally from the eastern seaboard. ~lpport 

declined progressively toward the west, reached a low in the Hid-

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, ::1 v~ry respectable 

level of partisan support. The Midwestern states, to the consterna­

tian of the H.oover 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 Pres1­

dent on only 27 pt~rGc~nt of the selected votes, the least of any 

of the 48 states. 
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It is rensona.ble to expect an Administration to face some 

opposition within its party, but hardly to the extent it experienced 

from Hisconsin and the Mi&·lestern states. A historian of the Repub­

lican party, George 11. Mayer, observed that most of the Senate 

Republicen insurgents came from the Great Plains and the Rocky 

The voting records bear out his observation about the 

plains states much more than for the states in the Rocky Nountains. 

Administration loyalists were strongest in upper New England, 

Illinois, OhiO, Maryland, and Delaware. Five senators from these 

states backed the President at every opportunity. Senator Phillip 

Goldsborough of Naryland 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 vJatson 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 witi1 the President at least 90 percent of the 

time. Only two of them, Reed Smoot of Utah and Roscoe C. Patterson 

of Nissouri, ca.'Ile from west of the Mississippi River. 

Hoover's Republican opposition 1n the Senate was equally 

localized. There were 13 individuals in the Sena.te 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 

3Hayer, p. 4140 
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t1::e l!i:...:~;issi.ppi. In his memoirs, President Hoover identified his 

chief =~,,::puJlica::l critic in the Senate as Senator William E. Borah 

f'I 4'lO' aculO. Dcr&h's v0ti~g record certainly be~rs this out. His was 

'J" ,yrc'e"l. -'j o'ec ~, .......y ",:! : .... l' p"'rc,"'ntt t1e 10\';;'':;1. .s t t ' 0'- ~ ·"",c·, .. ,··tt, ,'."0' 1 c.-;',... 1",',t. - ... , .... t.;. ..L. \",~".L u ........ a.u - ....'\. ..... J,}'-"A' __ J_..." .. ,l., ...... "'- ..... • Nost
 

O f "'-'loov':-rt ~<: ''''1'' t·-:cl;; R;"C)',~lict..;}........ l"" O')DO":t""'1.: ~~..L. .1.\...11. ...• lCC':lted in the fc1nn
..- __ 1..J ...... .l........ ... ....~.t. .. ... \, .......... ....­

belt· stiites. North ;)El:wt,,,,n.6 LyLE! J. Frb,:d <.::r i ~i.(i G..:::r,.ld P. Nyc, 

South .uakota:n.s PI~t':;r ~~orb8cl{. ,,,,nd ,Hllii1Hl :1. l<dL:;t,2r, l'k2)ra,sI-<.::ms 

George ,~, Harri.s .3.nd Jz'o0\;2rt 3. HO'well, SIr-it> h • .Jrcok.hart of Iowa 

1 ", 1 11 ,.". t t - ,,, . , t" una 1,10,,:':':5 LlCtla O:.L J',Lm.aSO"a va eel. age.H,nst ....oover em a maJorl. Y 

of the s2lectcd roll-call votes. 

These liid:~'Test states, normally regarded as bastions OJ. 

Repu.blican orthodo~(y by tl1e 6~verage citizen, had felt i:he ef.fi~~ts 

of the dGpr;;ssion early in the 1920's, and had been pr~.ssing Lor 

more vlgorous federal action to relieve their distress. H()ov~.;!.r' s 

t hofailure to srltis£y the farm bloc' 5 demand for relief: WcLS ,........... 

principal factor in his loss of support \-vithin. the Republican 

Party. iniminating the seven farm bloc states of North Dakoti.l, 

South Dakota, Wisconsin, Hinnesota, Nebraski:c, lOW:i, and Ir..ausas 

from tbc national d.v~r.::.ge increases the President's support ind(;;;.'( 

from 70 ryf~rC(~11t tQ 7q ')ercent, on the se lec ted votes. ~Jithou.t 

this core of opposition, the support for the President from his 

Senate party ranched ::. L:drly respectable level. 

. - - -,~.._---_._--------------------""------------­
ll-;'loo-v.:,;r ')') "' ~'1 _ "! .)'1

'I.,,l' .... ,.l .~ ..•• 
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'SxaJnination of the key votes among House Republlc<:!ns pro­

duce: s:tmil::l.'t" results. Hembors .."'ere included in the state, regional. 

and rlational .:werages on the s,ame ~asis as the Senate Republicans. 

Only those whose pOsition "vas recorded on 3Z1 percent of the selected. 

roll-,;,::dls Wflt"e included tn th~ aver;;~gds.. There were 294 aepubl1cane 

who se~ed in CouLress during the t: hn0 the roll calls were taken. 

dud 14 of them \verB exclud3d irom the st,Jte .averages for lack of a 

suffichmt nu:;,alx!.r of vot~s to cOll~titut:c ~~ rcpresetltativu sGlnple. 

\'~hile tf1e n(,.}u;s~ gt:mur;,..l inde~~ of :;lupport \las 11igher thao 

the Senate, the geogrdphical patternsof support for the A~uinis­

tratiol1 was essentially 'l;he saxae as in the ~enate. The House alao 

showed an increa.se in th(~ national lavel of support on the s~lected 

votes over too cOlUpr~hellsive tabulation. ~cventy-si~" percent of 

the House Republicans voted with the Administration on these kQY 

votes, while only 73 percent of them supported the Preaidc'nt on 

the comprehensive vote tabula.tion. 

As 1n the Senate, House Republican backing for Hoover was 

strongest 1n the New England States, above 90 p~rcet'l.tt and on the 

eastern !Seaboard. Support then declined east to west, reaching 

tt~ lowest ebb in the Midwest, and then increased somewhat in the 

western states • Northeastern state. backed Hoover' 8 p1;'ograms at 

an 86 percent leve1 in both the House and the senate. a very im­

pressive level of support. It would have been higher except the 

lSTge Pennsylvania Republican deleg&t10l.l pulled the regional 
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average down some''1hat. The Rocky Mountain region was the only other 

region in the House that: supported the President at a level above 

the nntiona1 average. 

The Midwest was again the region with the lowest support 

index for the Presldent. The House Mimvcst average of 66 percent, 

hm.;evli-;r, ~'JdS well above tht.~ S'::rl&te,lverage of l~5 percent. The 

Pacific coast and Nideast backed the President at a 73 percent level 

in the I'louse, both abov~ their lev01 of ;jenate support. The t11d­

east would have again bl3en higher without :,HGconsin. As in the 

Senate, the Republican House delegation from iJisconsin 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. 

~Jhi1e 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 the same. The twelve states with the lowest 

level of support for Hoover in both the Senate and the House included 

eight duplications. The lower ranks included the farm bloc states; 

WisconSU1, North Dakota, Nebrasks t South Dakota, Minnesots t Kansas. 

and Iowa,plus California from the West coast. Hard times for the 

nation's farmers were 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 as 
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consistent, b11t Mcssachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine, 

Del;~\"J;,rc, Ohio,.:::.nd Utah were among the state Republican delegations 

who were consistently loyal to the Administration. 

The most rerJdrk.clbly consistent Republican delegation in the 

House \-Jere thE Represento.ti.vf~s froM \"asconsi.n. Only one of them, 

William H. Stafford, voted for the President's recommendations 

more than half the time. 'disconsin had ttvO Republican Representa­

tives, l-Iubert H. Peavey &nu Herlin Hull, who £alled to vote for a 

single recomm.endation made by the President among the k.ey votes. 

Five other Republican Congressmen from Wisconsin voted with Hoover 

on less than 25 percent of the selected votes. The only other 

Republican House memben; who fell belmv 25 percent in both session 

of Congress t"1cre Victor Christgau of Hinnesota and Ed H. Campbell 

of Iowa. In 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. tlcFadden of Pennsylvania. J
t' 

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 

lnany voting records far less loyal to the Amninistration. 

There were also several Republican Congressmen who COIl­

sistently voted with the PreSident's recommendations. There were 

a total of 29 l,A1ho backed Hoover on 100 percent of the key votes in 

5Hoover, p. 101. 
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the 71st Congress, alld 14 in the 72nd Congress. Representatives 

Henry :~. Temple of Pennsylvania, Francis Seiberling of Ohio, Gale 

H. St'ilk.er of Nc''i'l York, Cyrenus ColE~ of Iowa, :,4illi6 C. lIaovlley of 

O ~ • '~n-1 Cl.. n 1·:> l' L 11. d.::. 1.~ "1- ,,;.: ,vl c,' c· c .,,·.1.., '. n,'''tt'' r " e " ..... t 1l cer\;l gOl.l , L'.L '.1 lL"r I:;~' • ; n ,;:;.rt<1 1. OJ- L!'."' •.'C ..... "L1.:L,.~ .), :ICr· dDOn& 10.", 

~vho served in Congress duriTlg th,:; entir,." :Iy);' .r".J~:1·1...1istr::.,.tion and 

·t1'1 thc.' I:lr'"'' ; rl· yr,t 0·'1 ,"1 1 .~.: 1-1..".. '. ,'"'' .. "',',-, , r'f'1,,·" .",)",1)1"' c "nvot,:.d ;. '".:.- .::. .J_ \..J.t;:::••'. to. ...' _ ~ ....... ' '-" ..... '- ~,L ,"; ,,,-,~ :; V \...1 "'" ,.' •.' • ~ .~ ... :',~" "'... '.", 1.e U 1 .1. ~
 

t:·
< 
V" '.,_. \,,< .....I('-O\7I·'T'·;, ;, ''; ,,1. {'o-,e;,':....... ctent­lc:'c:c,..... ..~,.. l..1.::iD {':1-AooL. "'~.,,,'lou"".I...,J ..... , ,1 ,'-, ,',,-;·,....'·v"\-tr.,,l"•..'_ ••.,.l....l _, ~ ".J "10 ... C ,.. tio'" '".l. .i.~..::i i.r,;;; 4.'~ ........... , .• .{;. -'.._ ...... r
 

J ,1 .... " " "'t"~1 '" """"':- ',;'': :'''··,-~·~·,,·1';,-~ ",,",' '~-'1'" ... f":*:" -.,1y. _Oull '. ~. .1..L. '-,l./d, .,_,", :;~..:. _ :.,-,.~J.l ,I: ,,)or L'.:. ,,;L'_ .... t:L: 7L,tc};~:;riJSS, 

-'" ("'Pi r 'l-\ r:'tr'tio'l 1,<) .'.4...._ ~)'Lvotpd- 'Hi'-11 til'"~ ..,,.. ..~ .. '" _-.,! ••_ - ,,.. .,L.,_ 'Y"-CC'lt,t-ti-.L 1l. O~ j-. tj'",. .1.'''''_ \. : ;..L ..:,~_ .. ...i.­

t:>l·",··t·~) vot,,,··, ",. ..,,", "'j- •••. ;, .., t ... ""1.11.. ""., 't",""-,,S ... l.'... ,<.;(J, ..::..;;>. L"'..::Pl:\.;...,'C:Lh....:, ,I" ... :lv,,~ D""r rU.n..l. d ••>; ,.:... I.-'J.- ,.~'" "'v""", 

Republican L(;;i:..I.d~:::r OJ.. Cd2 72:nd COi.1[;ress, support.:JJ. t:10 l)r,,::...,L~8'nt on 

88 percent of tl-1e k~y votes ul,;.ritl.~; tll(c; 7L,t ...n ...; 7 .~rl(~ Cmtgri_~::" ~:if~6. 

The natiouE.l index [or i.:~d:mini:...tr..:.ltion support 1a tlk douse, 

with the averages of the seven fflnil bloc StU.t8S dcletcc, LlCreaSeG. 

considerably, Just as it did in the .':ien"tt..... The national av,~r;.lge 

increased from 76 percent to 82 percent vJhen the votc:s of l':\.innesota, 

Wisconsin, North Dokotc', ::iouth Dakota, Kanf'>:':t5, Nebraska, 2nd Iowa 

are excluded frout then:::tiollEtl average. Tbe 32 p0rcent inC1c,~ of 

support places the House L:l a more favorable light for Hoover 

partisans. The £ann bloc, \lith its combined inde:;: of 53 perce'at, 

constituted the chief opposition to the Prcsidant's program in the 

House a s we11 us in ttll; SCIUite • 

Conclusion 

Generally, congressional Republican support for the Adminis­

tration's legislative program during the depression years was low, 
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bue clB tilG issues b~c;.lr:J.e more e:~plicit) and as Hoover's position was 

i.1l0l·S ..;L:~....rly Jciincd, the index of support incrc8.ses to a reason­

ably ~C:ttis£actory level, especially in tllE: House of Representatives. 

The over"",ll RepubliccJ.l1. support iade.,: on rninor votes in both Con­

gresses, whercl issues were ill de£ incd, w,:.~s only 51 percent for 

House Republicans. The inde:·,- incrccl5cd to 72 percent on r,uljor 

vote.:>. On. the ::>elected key votes, support again Incr~dsed to 76 

percent. dy the standtirds useJ to Ult::£.l.Sl.:.re pa1.-tisan congrussional 

support, this is a satisfactory level. In th0 .;)I.::natt.;, the R~pub­

lican :i.nde:,;,; of support is only 55 percent on m.inor votes. This 

increased to 65 percent on major votes, and finally to 70 percent 

on the selected votes. Tr~ lower level of Senate Republican support 

for Hoover was reflected throughout his Administration.vihen the 

source of support for the President vlithin the Party is analyzed, 

however, there is grce.t simi.larity in the voting patterns of House 

and Senate Republicans. 

The center of opposition to the President in Congress was 

located in the Hidwestern Llrming states, lvhere the depression's 

effects 'tl1ere felt years bef.ore they were in the rest of the nation. 

Their distress vJ.2.s r·.:.;flccted in a demand for aggressive federal 

action to relicwl". thelt distress. Hoover's r.elatively modest 

legisL:;:tive program failed to produce an enthusiastic response 

from thes0 congres sic);1,,:1 Republicf:~l1s. It seems reasonable to 

assun1c that the general turmoil caused by the depression invited 
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RC;:"'-lblican s ::nc::tors and representatives in other areas of the nation 

to dc.:sc.rt the .\dninistration t s legislative proGram. The level of 

party support for the President might have bee:1- higher under 

different circunstances. As it was, the conclusion that c~ngressional 

Republic.c:.n support for President Hoover's legtsLJ.tivt; program during 

the depression \V,'lS relatively modest ~ecr,1S £i.pPGrent. 
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