SPEECH 4

or ;/

-HQN. DICK T. MORG XN,
OF OKLAIIOMA, r 4

/

The House fn Committec of the Whole House onsthe state of the

TUnien had uhder consideration the bill (. R. 28_2453) making appro-
priations for the Department of Aariculture for Igl'e fiscal year ending
June 30, 1914. X 7

Mr. MORGAW of Oklahoma. Mr. Chaizhan, Oklahoma bears
burden of the Nation in the loss of schgol lands, in the insig-
nificant amount xgceive(l from the pergéutage on sale of public
lands and in enormous loss of revenue/by reason of vast area of
nontaxable Indian ands. To removg this burden from the peo-
ple of Oklahoma I hake introduced/ three bills, to which I wish
to call the attention of the Hous_e,‘('{t this time.

Lach one of these bill&m‘ovi(’lés for a large appropriation to
the State of Oklahoma. 'I‘\hese;;u)propriatious are to pay to the
State of Oklahoma certain am‘éunts which I maintain are justly
due the State on account of/matters groswing out of the terms
and conditions under which/'Oklﬁxhoma was admitted as a State
into the Union. At the ou_.-fset, I will state that I do not charge
that Congress intentionglly did an injustice to Oklaloma.
Nothing I shall say \\'Il,:f be intcuﬂc% as a criticism upon the
Connnittee on Territofies in 1900, Nt had the Oklahoma
Enabling Act in clmrgﬁ, and especially wothing I say must be
regarded as, in any way, a criticism upom the gentleman from
Michigan, the Hon. _ED\\'ARD L. HAMILTON, l\l‘le chairman of the
Committee on Terri,tories at the time. The phople of Oklahoma
are greatly indebted to him for services remdered, and our
people hold him jn the highest esteem. And finally nothing I
cay is intended as a reflection upon the svork of\ny colleague,
Mr. McGUIRE, who was the delegate from Oklahoxﬁk Territory,
at the time the Oklahoma Statehood bill was passe \ Rather
wonld I praise him for his splendid work in connectlon with
Oklahoma’s statehood act. \

TITIRTY-ONE MILLION ASKED FOR. \

The thre’é bills which I have in{roduced carry a total app\k
priation t:6 the State of Oklahoma of over $31,000,000. This is®
a large spm of money. I have not introduced these bills hastily.
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In the second place, at the time of statehood, in what was for-
merly Oklahoma Territory, nearly all the public lands had been
entered and final proof made thereon. As a result, this grant
to Oklahoma of an amount equal to 5 per cent on the sales of
public lands is insignificant compared with the amount received
by the 28 other public-land States. To correct this injustice, I
have introduced II. R. 28669, which provides in substance that
Oklahoma shall have 5 per cent on sales of public lands lying
within the State, sold either prior or subsequent to date of
statehood.
NONTAXABLE INDIAN LAXNDS.

The most important of all these three Dbills is H. R. 28670,
which provides for an appropriation of $20,000,000 to the State
of Oklahoma, payable in 16 annual payments of $1,250,000 each,

This claim is based upon the proposition that the Indian
lands in Oklahoma are nontaxable by virtue of stipulations in
treaties made by the United States with the Indians; that the
Irederal Government has no power or authority to exempt from
taxation land within a State, after the United States had sold
or disposed of the lands, except by consent of the State, and ex-
cept on terms and conditions prescribed by the State and upon
payment of such consideration as shall be satisfactory to the
Sate; and, finally, that to provide the Indians with nontaxable
lands is a duty Dbelonging to the Irfederal and not the State
government, and that whatever it costs to provide nontaxable
lands for the Indians should be paid by the National Govern-
ment and not by the people of the State governments. The
object of this $20,000,000 appropriation is, in a measure at least,
to pay to the State of Oklahoma and the various county, town-
ship, and school district governments for loss in revenue from
nontaxable Indian lands.

SC1IOOL LANDS ATPROPRIATED FOR NATIONAL USE.

It is important that we first clearly comprehend the fact
that the I'ederal Government used the public lands in the
Indian Territory for a national purpose. To all intents and
purposes these lands were used by the Government to pay a
national debt. The United States in effect sold these lands to
the Indians, and received a valuable consideration therefor.
The Indians secured these lands through contract, agreement,
and treaty. The Indians paid a consideration therefor, they
released title to other lands, they relinquished homes else-
where, or otherwise made concessions which were valuable to
the Nation.

But, leaving out the question of consideration, in dealing
with the Indian the United States had a duty to perform, an
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obligation to discharge, a responsibility to meet. In discharg-
ing what was clearly a national duty, a national obligation, a
national responsibility, the public lands in the Indian Territory
were conveyed to the Indians.

The public school lands in the Indian Territory, solemnly
dedicated to the sacred purpose of promoting education among
the people of the State, were diverted from this great purpose
and converted by the United States to another and entirely
different purpose. These lands belonged to the State; they were
used by the Nation. Dedicated solely to the use of the people
of the State, they were appropriated for the use and benefit of
all the people of the United States. Deprived of these lands,
the people of the State have the right to expect full compensa-
tion therefor. If full compensation is not made to the people of
the State for the loss of these lands then the Federal Govern-
ment will be compelling the people of Oklahoma to pay, as a
price for statehood, a debt that clearly belonged to the Nation
and should have been paid by all the 93,000,000 people of the
United States.

THREE GENERAL PROPOSITIONS.

The arguments in support of the bill (H. R. 27950) to appro-
priate $11,000,000 to compensate the State of Oklahoma for
difference between the value of school lands in the Indian Terri-
tory and the $5,000,000 appropriated, I will present under three
general propositions.

First. By virtue of what might be called the common law of
the country—a law established by more than a century of
precedent, custom, and usage, reenforced .by a well-defined na-
tional policy—the people of Oklahoma were entitled to sections
16 and 36 in each township in the Indian Territory for public
school purposes, or in lieu thereof an amount of money equal to
their reasonable value at date of statehood. :

Second. Other public-land States, in the number of acres
granted to them for public school purposes, and in the per
capita grant to such States, based upon population in 1910,
and also in the per capita grant based upon school population,
received vastly larger grants of land for public school purposes
than did Oklahoma.

Third. The 1,100,000 acres of public school lands in the In-
dian Territory were reasonably worth about $15 per acre—or in
the aggregate about $16,000,000—or about $11,000,000 more
than the $5.000,000 01anted in the enabling act.

W‘!\L}H\OC S Jhajs 1‘11}, wl)/fhe ,g?utlemrm mgld,%‘
M RGKV of xlaho HE e1t inly:
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hﬁmt of the regular school lands given to other %ta,hes, or their
cqun’ﬂent in cash. The mistakes of others shetild be a warn-

ing to th?\lﬁ);)le of Oklahoma, but sLoum“‘fot be used as an

‘excuse for ii ing the grant, elthewln lands or in money.

Mr. CARTER. \t:k‘ ChaumaMﬁll the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does € gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN of Oklahomii~Yes; I will yield to the gentle-
1nian,

Mr. CARTIA. The State of Kansadsgvas not brought into
the TUnig ith one-half of its lands nontaxa lc'?
M},/\IORG AN of OL]’\honn No. I will coxr&wat di-

Ty,
USAGE AND PRECEDENT SUPPORT CLALM.

Oklahoma’s claim to school lands in the Indian Territory is
sustained by a full century of precedeut, practice, usage, and
custom.

The precedent for granting certain lands in each township for
public-school purposes antedates the adoption of the Constitu-
tion and the organization of the I'ederal Government thereun-
der. In 1785 the Congress adopted an ordinance providing for
the survey of the territory northwest of the Ohio River. This
ordinance declared that lot 1G should be reserved for public-
school purposes. In 1787, two years later, Congress passed an-
other ordinance providing for the government of the Northwest
Herritory. This ordinance designated certain articles therein
which should be regarded as articles of compact betweéen the
Original States and the State and the people of the Northwest
Territory, which articles should remain unalterable except by
common consent. One of these articles declared that—

Religion, morality, and knowledge Dbeing necessary to good govern-
ment and the happiness of mankind, schools and the means cf educa-
tion shall forever be encouraged.

Thus our forefathers, 12S years ago—before the adoption of
the Constitution—Dbefore the organization of the Government
thereunder—established a precedent and inaugurated a national
policy which have Dbeen followed ever since, and which have
been potent factors in the spread of knowledge, in the promo-
tion of education, in the enlightenment of our citizenship, and
in adding strength, greatness, and glory to our country.

In 1802 Congress passed an act for the admission of Ohio as
a State into the Union. This act granted section 16 in each
township for public-school purposes.

I'rom 1802 to 1848—a period of 46 years—in admitting public-
land State Congress uniformly granted to the States section
16 in each township for public-school purposes.
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In 1848 a new precedent was established—a new policy was
adopted. The grant for public schools was enlarged. In that
year the State of Oregon was admitted to the Union under an en-
abling act which granted both sections 16 and 36 in each town-
ship for the use of public schools. _

The Oregon enabling act became a model for subsequent
statehood acts. For from 184S down to 1913—two-thirds of a
century—in admitting public-land States into the Union Con-
gress has followed the Oregon act and granted to the new
States sections 16 and 36 in each township for public-school pur-
poses, except that Utah, Arizona, and New Mexico were granted
four sections in each township for public schools.

OKLAHOMA RECEIVES LESS THAN OTHER STATES.

The number of acres of land granted to Oklahoma for public-
school purposes is not one-third the average number of acres
granted to the various States admitted to the Union since 1848.

I bave prepared a table showing the number of acres of land
granted to the public-land States admitted since 1848 for public-
school purposes. This table shows the population of these
States in 1910. with the per capita grant to these States. The
table is as follows:

Table showing number of acres the several States received from sections
16 and 86, and Utah, Arizonae, and New Aexico with sections 2, 16, 82,
and 86, with population of States in 1910, and number of acres per
capita.

Popula- Per
State. Acres. o capita,
AL g bl 5 s i, e S s e e e 6,007,182 373,351 16
Montana. 5,102,107 376,053 13.5
New Mexico.. o 4,309, 369 327,301 13.4
Arizona.. 3 4, 050, 346 204,354 28.8
Nevada.. = 3,085, 422 81,875 48.6
Colorado. 3,715, 555 799,024 4.6
Oregon. .. L 3,387,520 672, 765 5.03
W yoming 5 3,368, 024 145,965 23.6
Idaho.. 3,063,271 323, 504 9.4
Kansas..... 2,876,124 | 1,600,949 1.7
South Dakota. 2,813, 511 583,888 4.8
Nebraska..... 2,637,155 1,192,214 2.2
North Dakota. . 2,531,200 577,056 4.3
‘Washington.... 2,448,675 1,141,990 2.1
(O) 1 Ui (Dl Y M St S o o e e e 1,278,204 | 1,657,155 7
Total number of acres......ccacuee... o oo | (g ks DA BEG | e S e el | o

Average acres for each State, 3,438,171.

Acres granted to Oklahoma, 1,276,204,

Utah received 6,007,128 acres; Montana received 5,102,107
acres. Arizona and New Mexico each received over 4,000,000

acres. Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, and Wyoming each
t7837—11763
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received over 3,000,000 acres; Kansas received 2,876,124 acress
South Dakota, 2,813,511 acres; Nebraska, 2,637,155; North Da-
kota, 2,531,100; and Yashington, 2,488,675 acres. Oklahoma
received 1,276,520 acres.

TUtah received the largest acreage for publie-school purposes,
Oklahoma the smallest. In acreage Utah's grant was more
than four times that of Oklahoma. The average acreage granted
{o these States was 3,438,171 acres, three times the acreage re-
ceived by Oklahoma.

PER CAPITA GRANT.

The number of acres per capita granted to the people of
Oklahoma for common-school purposes is only one-sixteenth the
per capita grant to the people of the other States for the same
purpose.

The per capita grant for commeon-school purposes to the va-
rious States is as follows:

Nevada, 48.6 acres; Arizona, 28.8 acres; Wyoming, 23.6 acres;
Utah, 16 acres; Montana, 13.5 acres; New Mexico, 13.4 acres;
Idaho, 9.4 acres; Oregon, 5.03 acres; South Dakota, 4.8 acres;
Colorado, 4.6 acres; North Dakota, 4.3 acres; Nebraska, 2.2
acres; Washington, 2.1 acres; KKansas, 1.7 acres; and Oklahoma,
only 0.7 of an acre.

Nevada rcceived the largest per capita grant, 48.6 acres.
Oklahoma received the smallest per capita grant, sevem-tenths
of an acre. The per capita grant to Nevada was 70 times the
per capita grant to Oklahoma. The average per capita grant
to the various States was 11.2 acres. The average per capita
grant to these States was 16 times the per capita acreage
granted to Oklahoma.

If this is fair and equitable, then you must say that 1 acre
of land in Oklahoma is worth 16 acres of average land in 14
of the best States west of the Mississippi River.

Sy PER CAPITA GRANT BASED ON SCHOOL POPULATION.

The number of acres rer capita granted to Oklahoma, based

upon the number of persons of school age in 1910, is only one

twenty-fourth the per capita grant to the other 14 States based
upon school population.

I have prepared a table showing the number of acres of land
granted for public-school purposes, the school population based
upon the census of 1910, and the per capita grant to each State
based upon the number of persons of school age in said States

in 1910. :
7TT837T—117G3



12

The table is as follows:

Talle showing grant per capita according to the number of pergons of
school age in certain States in 1910.

States. Acres. s%‘gfilog?p' Per capita.
6,007,182 121,016 49.6
5,102,107 93,771 54.4
4,309, 369 105,403 408
Arizona. - 4,050, 346G 56, 897 il
INevedat i i S o .| 3,985,422 16,132 247
Colorado. .=rs SN Hnsersis S i SRl Dl o> 3,715,555 215,940 17.2
(OF o100 s, R i e T o o 3,387,520 175,386 19.3
Wyoming............ ..] 3,3G8,924 35,776 94.1
A T S e S AT L R ) P Y 3,063, 271 96, 819 31.6
IEANSAY g h T W rie Tyt hee e i 100 TERE 0 2, 876,124 515,156 5.5
SouthsDakota, s, = iy S isstead Jf o 17 = 1 2,813,511 183,979 15.2
Nebraska &5 #as xSt igecal S PRDNGI T 65, 373,868 7
INOrthSD alcotas . M=l e tes .| 2,531,200 183,336 13.8
SV ashingtonseie - igmss EXAERan .| 2,448,675 293,478 8.3
Oklahomar i Tant e T T R SR 1,276,204 | 566,323 2.2

Average grant per capita on school population, excluding Oklahoma, 48.2.

Per capita grant to school children in Oklahoma, 2.2.

~Nevada leads the list of States with 247 acres for each person
of school age in the State in 1910. Oklahoma is at the bottom
of the list with only 2.2 acres to each person of school age in
the. State in 1910. Wyoming follows Nevada with 94.1 acres
for every child of school age. Arizona has 71 acres per capita
for her children of school age. Montana has 544 acres for
every one of her school children. TUtah comes next with 49.0
acres to each school child. New Mexico has a per capita acre-
age for every one of her school children of 40.8 acres. Idaho
has for each school child in the State 31.6 acres. Ior every
school child Oregon has 19.3 acres; Colorado, 17.2 acres; South
Dalkota, 15.2 acres; North Dakota, 13.8 acres; Washington, 8.3
acres; Nebraska, 7T acres; and Kansas, 5.5 acres.

The average grant per capita to the 15 States in this list, ex-
cluding Oklahoma, based upon the school population, is 4S.2.
The average per capita grant to these 15 States, based upon the
schoo! population in 1910, was 24 times the per capita grant to
Oklahoma.

45,000,000 LESS THAN ONE-THIRD VALUE OF LANDS,

The $5,000,000 in cash granted the State of Oklahoma in lieu
of sections 16 and 36 in thie Indian Territory was not more than
one-third the value of these lards.

What were these lands worth? What gives value to land?
Soil, climate, season, transportation facilities, markets, society,

schools, and churches.
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These lands were located in an exeellent climate. The soil
was rich, fertile, and productive. The seasons were favorable,
the normal rainfall was ample.

These lands were not in an unpopulated country remote from
society, civilization, commerce, trade, and business. Six hun-
dred and eighteen thousand one hundred and fifteen people were
already in the Territory. Twelve of the States in 1910 had-a
less number of inhabitants. The two Territories in 1907 had a
population of nearly 1,500,000 people.

Railroads were already built, markets were accessible, the
cost of transportation reasonable. I'lourishing towns and vil-
lages dotted the land. There were many thriving cities with
populations ranging from one to fifteen thousand.

School privileges were very inadequate in the country, but the
towns and cities had established creditable public schools;
other institutions of learning had been founded; churches had
been built; charitable and fraternal orders had been organized;
and already the people had laid well the foundation for the
highest type of society and civilization.

Great material progress had been made. Agriculture, mining,
manuficturing, trade, transportation, and commerce were flour-
ishing.

The Territory was surrcunded by great, populous, wealthy
States that had attained a high degrce of development. On the
south was Texas, on the east Arkansas, on the north Kansas,
and on the west the best developed part of Cklahoma Territory,
when lands were selling on the market at from $20 to $50 per
acre.

The Territory was rich in minerals. Nowhere was there a
better prospect for industrial development, for growth in its
towns and cities, for increase in population, and wealth, and
for rapid rise in the value of laads.

Who will say that these fertile lands thus situated and sur-
rounded—Ilocated in the very heart of civilization, with markets,
transportation, industry, populaticn, schools, and churches—
were worth only $4.62 per acre?

The assessor of Oklahoma in 1909 placed a value on these
lands. They assessed Oklahoma lands for taxation in 1909 at
$12.3S per acre. This meant that in their judgment these lands
were worth from $18 to $25 per acre.

The United States through its Census Bureau valued the lands
in Oklahoma at $22.49 per acre.

In 1S89 and 1S90 Congress placed an estimate upon the

school lands in a number of the YWestern States. The enabling
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acts admitting North Dalkota, South Dalkota, Montana, and
Washington, in 1889, and Idaho and Wyoming, in 1890, granted
these States sections 16 and 36. In this act Congress placed a
limitation on the grant, prohibiting these States from selling
any of these lands, even the poorest section, at less than $10
per acre. This was equivalent to saying to the people of these
States, “The poorest of these lands are worth to you $10 per
acre, and Congress, for the protection of the taxpayers and
school children of tke State, prohibits you from selling any of
your lands at less than their value, and $10 per acre shall be
the minimum price at which any of these lands shall be sold.”

But, lo, and behold! When Congress a few years later came
to compensate Oklahoma for school lands which the Nation
had appropriated for another purpose—a national purpose—
Congress said to the people of Oklahoma, “ Your lands are
worth only $4.62 per acre.”

If it were unwise for the people aof North Dakota, South
Dalota, Montana, Washington, Idaho, and Wyoming to sell
their school lands for less than $10 per acre as the minimum
price, certainly the people of Oklahoma ought not to accept
$4.62 per acre for her school lands without a protest and with-
out an appeal to the National Congress for Justlce in a matter
that v1tally affects her people.

MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman ym}d”

The™ HAIRMAN Does the gentleman yield? ;

Mr. MO AN of Oklahoma. I will yield to the gé{ltleman
for a questloﬁ\ /

Mr. MO\IDELL\ The gentleman does not thinl# as a matter
of fact, that the sthool lands in the States hglefels to are
actually worth anythx‘ng_ like $10 an acre, doeS he?

. MORGAN of Okldhoma. Well, I _am only stating what
the Judgment of Congress was as to the“value of those lands.

Mr. HELGESEN. Let me ®ell thre’#gentlem'm that in North
Dakota they are worth vastly mdye than $10 an acre, and they
have sold for more.

Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma I am 8lad to have the testimony
of the gentleman from T\oﬂh Dakota a"é\.t‘o the value of school
lands in that State. '\

Mr. BURKE of Q th Dakota. But the venﬂe&mn from Okla-
homa [Mz1. \IORW] is talking about the value »f the time of
the grant. Wﬂl the gentleman yield?

SR, MQpGA\' of Oklahoma. ‘Yes; I will yield.

Mr.’B'URKE of South Dakota. The gentleman says that\fghe
Unjtel States Census Bureau estimated the value of lands in

T7837—11763




15

OkNloma at the time Oklahoma came into the Union at spu:'\;('z-
thing qver $22 an acre.

Mr. ICIQQGAN of Oklahoma. No; I said in 1910.

M. BUR‘KI\B of South Dakota. Well, in 19?){;0;111 the gen-
tleman state what was the value of the land ir#5ime of the other
States that he hﬁ‘b\plentioned at the time tHey were admitted;
for instance, Nevadn,\“\/'yoming, and Mg}rfzrlna?

Mr. MORGAN of Oklahqam. 1 didsfiot look this up. I do not
suppose the land in those States#on the average is worth as
mueh as land in some other Statés.

Mr. BURKE of South Dq}m‘{a. De\yotl not think that at the
time they were ndmittet}“%.ﬁo an acre wquld have been a pretty
good price? '/

Mr. MORGAN of#Oklahoma. T am candid ™ answering this
question in lh%}fegative. These Oklahoma lauds\QE that time
could have been sold wholesale to a syndicate or corpbxz{tion for
$15 an acre. Why, Mr. Chairman, not only was the surfgce of
these lgxﬁs worth that, but it was known that these lands ’?\wre
rich 41 mineral. It was known that the new State would a‘&
\}Rop rapidly.

: PER CENT ON I'ROCEEDS OF SALE OT PURLIC LANDS.

The second bill which I have in{roduced and to which I desire
to call the attention of the House ts . R. 28669. 'This bill
carries an appropriation of $500,000, or so much as may be
necessary. This bill authorizes the payment to the State of
Oklahoma of an amount of money equal to 5 per cent of the
proceeds of the sale of public lands lying within what was
formerly Oklahoma Territory on sales made belween April 22,
1889, the date the first lands were opened to entry, and Novem-
ber 16, 1907, the date Oklahoma became a State in the Union.

The object of this bill is to equalize the amount received by
the State of Oklahoma from a percentage on the proceeds of the
sale of public lands with an amount received by 28 of the States
of the Union under a similar provision. ; g 2

OKLAHOMA’S GRANT INMSIGNIFICANT.

The amount received by Oklahoma from the grant of 5 per
cent on the net proceeds of the sales of public lands lying
within the State is only one-eighth the average amount received
by 28 other States under a similar grant.

I have prepared a table showing the States which have re-
ceived this grant, the amount received by each State for the
fiscal year 1912, and the total amount received by each State

up to that time.
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I'he table is as follows:

Amounts acerued and paid to States for purposes of education, or of
making public roads and improvements, on account of grants of 2, 8,
and 5 per cent of net proceeds of sales of public lands lying wilhin
said States.

d Aggregate to
State. gl bl T Isal ¥ear | June 30, 1912,
' . inclusive.

ATabarnatHEasi e et ldE L al, T S0 $1,077,305. 32 $599.40 $1,077,904.72
Arizona.... HEAS 3 S0 50 ol e 48 £ bnrihade b 1,652.99 1,652.99
Arkansas. 323,897.84 1,013.16 324,911. 00
California. 1,062, 698. 44 17,354. 82 1, 080, 053. 26
Colorado 445,393. 06 15, 355. 24 460, 748. 30
TFlorida. 133,159.79 4,176.27 137,336. 06
Idaho.. 231,342.01 10, 541. 35 241, 883. 36
LTI s sesadohaiose I p1 874008 3RG 53 Sl e 1,187,908. 89
Indianal e S o TE 1| &2 ¥17 04 08255826 | EROE DT IR NEES 1, 040, 255. 26
Togaktrte Sl el tel 5|55 6335638 M1 04| A TS 633, 638.10
TCETTEE st S it 1,122, 353. 55 3,116. 86 1,125, 469. 41
Louisiana 467, 862. 06 325.83 468,187. 89
Michigan Ty, saisd 2 3 586, 783. 64 284. 88 587.068. 52
Minnesolati s SETE S5 3 586, 036. 69 2,246. 39 588, 283. 08
Mississippi. | 1,069,843.91 82.71 1,069,926. 62
Missouri. ... o 1,059, 760. 74 669. 87 1, 060, 430. 61
Montanafs st sS5ials 2 X 366, 647. 00 37,598.88 404, 245. 88
Nebraskal.s, so$% ATt b 551,388.13 8,006. 32 559, 394. 45
Nevadatdt £ Bidiies -y k 29,518. 81 2,605.77 32,124. 56
INewsMe xicois=s s i E vt s { 110, 453. 47 10, 587.31 121,040.78
iNorthiDakota. -4 TTa% 1 g 505, 262. 75 23,764. 36 529,027.11
(@i SR 5 099,3535018 . b ST 999, 353. 01
Oklahoma oBel 3 55,986. 06 3,161. 83 59,117. 89
Oregon...... 8 701, 687. 81 15, 328.30 717,016.11
South Dakota... ..., 0c.¢ 2 263, 485. 30 44,582.90 308, 068. 20
W tah 8t gl s b5 s 27 ‘ 75,860. 78 5,834.00 81,694.78
R aShinp tonNeamssE "= 390, 903. 57 6,026.78 396, 930.35
WWeisconsin® SRl se Ao 0 586, 304.10 104. 483 586, 408. 58
Yy OIn I AN eSS SNE A e 189, 517.57 23, 870.07 213, 387.64

S S £ Bl earea-.| 15,854,577.66 238,889.77 16, 093, 467. 43

Seven of these States, viz, Alabama, California, Illinois, In-
diana, Kansas, Mississippi, and Misseuri, have each received
from this fund in excess of $1,000,000. Ohio has received
$999,351.01. Oregon has received $715,016.11. Wiscousin, North
Dalota, Nebraska, Minnesota, and Iowa have received in excess
of $500,000. Montana and Louisiana have each received
$400,000. Washington, South Dalkota, and Arkansas have each
received over $300,000.

In comparison with these large amounts received by the
various States, ranging from $300,000 to over $1,000,000, Okla-
homa has received the insignificant sum of $59,117.89. This
sum can never be materially increased, because the public lands
in Oklahoma have been exhausted, final proofs have been made,
and patents issued on practically all of our public lands. On the
lands not yet patented there . 11 be very few sales; the most
of our settlers will acquire title under the three and five year
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law. TUnder this grant, as construed by the department, Ckla-
homa will never receive to exceed $75,000.

Ilach of the 28 States have received under this grant an
average of $572,655. In round numbers, each of the States have
received 10 times the amount received by Oklakoma. Many of
the States in the list will receive under this grant large sums in
the future, because large tracts of public lands in the State are
still unentered.

The per capita grant received by the 14 public-land States
that have been admitted since 184S, excluding Arizona, which
has just been admitted, based upon the population of 1910, is
as follows: Wyoming, $1.44; Oregon, $1.06; Montana, $1.06;
North Dakota, 91 cents; Idaho, 74 cents; Kansas, 66 cents;
South Dakota, 58 cents; Colorado, 57 cents; Nebraska, 47 cents;
Nevada, 39 cents; New Mexice, 36 cents; Washington, 33 cents;
Utah, 22 cents; and Oklahoma, 3 cents.

The largest amount per capita is $1.44, received by the people
of Wyoming. The smallest amount per capita was 3 cents, re-
ceived by the people of Oklahoma.

The average amount received per capita by these 14 States,
excluding Oklahoma, is 62 cents. In other words, the average
amount per capita received by the people of these 13 States is
20 times the amount per capita received by the people of Okla-
homa.

Taking these same 13 pubhc -land States, which have Dbeen ad-
mitted since 1848, excluding Arizona, the amount received per
capita, based upon the number of persons of school age accord-
ing to the census of 1910, is as follows: Wyoming, $5.96; Mon-
tana, $4.31; Oregon, $4.03; North Dakota, $2.87; Idaho, $2.49;
Kansas, $2.18; Colorado, $2.16; Nevada, $1.99; Nebraska, $1.41;
Washington, $1.35; New Mexico, $1.14; South Dalkota, $1.13;
Utah, 67 cents; and Oklahoma, 10 cents.

The largest amount received by any State from the percentage
on the proceeds of the sale of public lands was Wyoming, $5.96.
The smallest amount.was received by Oklahoma, 10 cents per
capita. The average per capita received by these 13 States was
$2.44.

In other words the average amount received by these States
per capita is 24 times the amount received per capita by the
people of Oklahoma from this grant.

The discrimination against Oklahoma in this grant is also
seen in the amount received from each State for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1912. For that year South Dalkota received
$44,582.90, Montana received $37,598.88, Wyoming 1ece1\ed $23,-
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870.07, North Dalkota recevied $23,564.36, California received
$17,354.82, Colorado received $15.355.24, and Oregon received
$15,328.30, but Oklahoma received from this fund during that
rear only $3,161.83.

The amount received by the State of Oklalioma compared with
the total amount received, or the per capita amount, according
to the population of 1910, or based upon the school population
of the various States, is so insignificantly small as to malke the
grant to Oklahoma practically no grant at all.

What is the explanation of this? In the first place, Congress
conveyed practically one-half of all the public lands in Okla-
homa to the various Indian tribes of the Indian Territory. In
theory the National Government received a consideration for
these lands, but under the grant Oklahoma, of course, receives
no percentage thereon. Secondly, before statehood the public
lands lying withia the State had been largely already patented.
Thirdly, as a rule the settlers of Oklahoma did not purchase
their land under the commutation act, but acquired title after
a five years’ residence.

The department has construed the provision in the Oklahoma
enabling act providing for this grant to apply only to lands sold
subsequent to statehood. The bill which I have introduced
(H. RR. 28669) grants to the State a sum equal to 5 per cent of
the net proceeds on all sales from public lands from April 22,
1889, to November 16, 1907, the day Oklahoma became a State.
In effect my bill grants to the State a sum equal to 5 per cent
on the sale of public lands lying within the State sold eitiier
before or subsequent to statehood.

In all the 29 States receiving this grant the provision in the
enabling act states specifically either that the per cent shall
apply only to lands sold subsequent to statehocd or a definite
date is fixed o1 or about statehood from which the State should
receive a percentace on the proceeds of all sales. The Nebraska
enabling act is an exception, in this, that it grants the per cent
of sales of public land both *prior and subsequent” to state-
hoed. XNew Mexico was also granted this percentage on sales
made while a Territory.

'The Oklahoma enabling act is an exception to all the others.
The language is indefinite and uncertain. It provides that there
shall be paid to the State ‘“an amount equal to 5 per cent of
the proceeds of the sale of public lands lying within the State.”
The department has construed this language to limit the grant
to sales of public lands made subsequent to statehood. The
department, I think, is wrong in this constiuction. The grant
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was Dhl]’lnthloplc in its nature,” and should be constmed lib-
erally in favor of Oklahoma.

It may be suggested that Oklahoma is too late; that the
people have slept on their rights. Not so. Congress itself has
made a precedent for correcting a mistake or injustice relating
to such a grant.

California was admitted into the Union by an act approved
September 9, 1850. The act made no grant to the State of any
percentage on the proceeds of the sale of its public lands.
Iifty-six years passed away. Finally, by an act approved June
27, 1906 (34 Stat. L., 518), Congress granted to California §
per cent of the net proceeds of the sales of public lands from
date of statehood. Under this act California has received
already $1,080,053.26, and from the sales of land in 1912 re-
ceived $17,354.82.

Congress has.been just and generous to California. I have
faith that Congress will treat Oklahoma with the same degree
of justice and generosity, and make an appropriation which will,
in a measure at least, equalize the amount received by Okla-
homa under this grant with the money that has been received
by 28 States of this Union under a similar grant.

. HELGESEN. How far Ik did it go in Ca]ifornia}
Mr.MyIORGAN of Oklahoma. I ent back to the timle that
itted into the Union as a

ginning ?
Mr. MORGAT
from the beginnin

tlse sale of lands
State in 1850.

f Oklahoma. Went back
from the admission of

Mr. MURDOCK. “Mr. Chairman, the O lifornja proposition
is very interesting. {ill the gentleman e‘{plam the House
whether the California “payment Wentfgnouvh Congxess as a
separate measure, or was 119,011 some;; dpplopuatlou bill?

Mr. MORGAN of Oklahéwa. hat California bill ‘went
through as a separate meast considered by itself, wh
showed it had the due consigération of the House.

Mr. MILLER. Can the”gentleman“state to the Hlouse what
Oklahoma has done wijH its school lan&kssi'n what was old Okla-
homa Teuitory" L/understand there is “gomething about a
1111111011—

. MORGAX of Oklahoma. Most of those
been sold, byt they are under lease.

Mr. MIFLER. And still remain intact?

Mr. RGAN of Oklahoma. They still remain intacf: - The
comuron-school lands have not been sold.
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. Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. A portiow=%T them have been
sold and a portiolihaye not been~*vld.

Mr. MILLER. Havé>nffangements been made to put them
into a permanent~fund? T

Mr~MCGUIRE of Oklahoma. Yes, sir.

COMPENSATION FOR NONTAXABLE LANDS.

Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma. The third bill which I have in-
troduced, to which I wish to call the attention of the House at
this time, is II. R. 28670.

The bill is entitled “A bill to pay the State of Oklahoma
$20,000,000 in licu of taxes on lands and other property within
the State, sold and disposed of by the United States under terms
and conditions prohibiting the State from taxing the same.”

The National Government, through treaty stipulations, has
placed. a large portion of the lands in Oklahoma in a position
of being exempt from taxation. I have reached the conclusion
that the State is entitled to compensation for loss of revenue
occasioned thereby, and that no adequate compensation has
been made. The object of this bill is to require the National
Government to make such appropriation as will at least in a
fair measure compensate the State and its various civil sub-
divisions for loss of taxes upon nontaxable Indian lands. The
bill appropriates $20,000,0600, payable in 16 annual installments,
to be distributed to the State, counties, and school districts, as
their interests may appear, based upon loss of revenue.

OKLAHOMA BEARS NATIONAL BURDEN.

The United States in asking Oklahoma to provide nontaxable
homes for more {han one-third of the Indians of the United
States is placing upon the 1,700,000 people of the State of
Oklahoma a duty, an obligation, a responsibility, a burden, that
belongs to all the 93,000,000 people of the United States.

TUnder the Constitution of the United States the Ifederal Gov-
ernment has no right, power, or authority, without the consent
of the State and except upon such terms and conditions as shall
be prescribed by the State, and except upon the payment to the
State of such consideration as may be agreed to by the State,
to exempt from taxation, for any period of time, any lands
which have been sold or disposed of by the National Govern-
ment. ;

Cooley, in his work on “Taxation” (third edition, p. 136),
discussing the exemption of public lands from State taxation,
says:

The disability remairs effective until the United States shall have

made sale or other disposition of the lands, but it then terminates,
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notwithstanding the title may not have passed by the actual execution
and deiivery of a patert.

In the Ohio enabling act Congress made three grants to the
State—section 16 for schools, certain salt springs with con-
tiguous land, and a per cent on net sales of public lands. IFol-
lowing these grants was this proviso:

Provided always, That three foregoing propositions herein offered are
on the conditions that the convention of the said State shall provide,
by an ordinance irrevocable without the consent of the United States,
that every and each tract of land sold by Congress from and after the
30th day of June next shal!l be, and remain, exempt from any tax laid
by order or under autliority of the State, whether for State, county,
township, or any other purpose whatever, for the term of five years
from and after the day of sale.

The Indiana enabling act, passed in 1816, made certain grants
to the State on the express condition that the State would not
tax lands which the United States had sold for a period of
five years after date of sale. Iour grants were made to Illinois
on the express condition that the State would exempt from
taxation lands sold by the United States for a period of five
years, and exempt certain bounty lands granted to soldiers
while the same should be held by the patentees or their heirs.

The enabling acts admitting Iowa, Alabama, Arkansas, and
other States contain similar provisions.

Indeed, this proviso requiring the States to exempt from taxa-
tion, for a definite period of time, certain lands which the
United States had sold or disposed of was inserted in all the
enabling acts of those States in which there were lands which
the United States desired should be exempt from taxation afier
statehood.

The grant to the States of 5 per cent on the sales of public
lands apparently was intended as a special consideration to the
States and the civil subdivisions thereof for loss of revenue on
lands which had been disposed of by the United States and
which the National Government desired should be exempt from
taxation. In admitting Oklahoma Congress apparently gave no
consideration to the question of compensating the State for ex-
empting from taxation lands which the Government had con-
veyed to the Indians. Certainly there is nothing in the enabling
act specifically referring thereto. There is nothing in the en-
abling act—no grant, gratuity, gift, or donation to the State—
that may fairly be construed as a consideration to the people of
the State for loss of revenue from lands no longer the property
of the United States, but which had been made exempt from
taxation by stipulations in treaties made by the Iederal Gov-
ernment with the Indians.
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In other words, the I'ederal Government has never claimed
the right to exempt from State taxation property which it had
disposed of.

The IFederal Government has always conceded the right of
the State to demand a consideration for exempting from taxa-
tion any lands or other property sold or disposed of by the
United States.

The State-therefore has the right to demand a full considera-

tion for exempting from taxation property which has been
made nontaxable by law, treaty, or other act of the United
States.
- I frankly admit the the people of Oklahoma in their consti-
tution have by express terms exempted from taxation “such
property as may be exempt by reasons of treaty stipulations
existing between the Indians and the United States Government
or by IFederal laws during the force and effect of such treaties
or Federal laws.”

This provision is mere surplusage. Without such a provision
in the State constitution the State of Oklahoma could not have
taxed the lands which were exempt from taxation by reason of
treaties made between the Indians and the United States. The
people of Oklahoma might any day repeal this provision in their
constitution. Still the State could not tax these Indian lands.
The Supreme Court of the United States has decided that these
lands were cxempt from taxation and alienation by virtue of
{reaty stipulations, and that Congress itself was powerless by
any statute to subject the property to taxation.

There is no specific provision: in the enabling act requiring
the people of Oklahoma to waive the right to tax lands belong-
ing to the Indians. 'There is not a word in the enabling act
expressing any special consideration to the people of Oklahoma
for waiver cf power to tax Indian property. The enabling act
contains nothing which may be regarded as a consideration or
compensation to the State for loss of revenue from nontaxable
Indian property.

The State of Oklahoma received only such grants and gratui-
ties as had been given to all the public-land States. Indeed,
I have shown that, on the whole, the grants to Oklahoma, all
things considered, have not been commensurate with grants
to other States. 3

Yet Oklahoma is the only State where Indian property exempt
from taxation is a matter which to any great degree seriously
enxharrasses the State and local governments.

It is clear, therefore, that the people of Oklahoma have re-
ceived no consideration for esempting Indian property from
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AXOUNT OF PROPERTY EXEMPT FROM TAXATION.

Few people realize the enormous value of Indian property in
Oklahoma which is exempt from taxation, and it is almost im-
posgible to comprehend the immense loss in revenue thereby
occasioned to the State, county, township, and school district
governments.

T present a table showing Indian population. The table is as
follows:

Table showing Indian population of the United States, cxclusive of
Alaska, June 30, 1911.

Grand total_____ = ATy saS RPN | M ) 322, 715
Five Civilized <ribes, including freemen and intermarried
whites ___ . oA - 101, 287
IBySblogdafiie Senmiatia’ S s ——~ 73, 360
By intermarriage_.__ 2,582
lireedmen{Eiimeins WA VL 10" Selial 7N (1Y oXE reinss Ty 23, 345
Exclusive of Itive Civilized Tribes_________________________ 221,428
AV a s aimq e TSNS 5 909
PANtizona st s 39, 216
Arkansas - ___ 460
California ___ 16, 371
Coloradoft "SoEE Bevy iz gins T I whe b TINSSER BT Wy - 37 841
Gonhgchet tr - T sty " 2 e IRl SRSl R T e 152
Delaware - _.__ 5
District of Columbia 68
Florida 446
Georgia 95
Tdah o= e F o ek Honiie R Vit ol SRR TR Tt T I3 6 (LT 3, 791
Illinois —_ 188
Indiana - 259
TR esms 369
Kansas ! 1, 309
Kentucky - il R go 234
J.ouisiana 780
Maine - __ 892
Maryland 53
rassa'chusettsrar=Sti ety udye ST SV TR ARt 45 Sl ts, SV PNAEeh G6SS
M ichiganf S lverhalEr " vl 7,519
Minpesota —— 10, 711
Mississippi 1, 253
RIS SOMN i B Telatosys TIER AL THIS FF = R 313
AontanaSrrhesty —Sies I8 S M Eas oSty SR SR S Y S 10, 814
INebraskapet Lo F2e LERATRLF " o5 F00 10 STRVERD K2 N Trdnt TN 3, 809
Nevada o = 3 ks, b+ v 5, 240
NEWARHTQAIM DS 1N e ATt SR 34
INCWARIePsey="—"—& FE T8 SRRmRE S _ s 168
INETVEINTeX{COD M SAREN S W N A At 7 L LA P NPT e LI T S 2] 443 (1A §
INCWA @0 LA 1 [HITK S A\ SR Ty by at® LAY VH M 2o ) TR 6, 046
North Carolina_ 7, 851
INorthS)akota=Aal N c s SG = =10 #0155 e S, 253
) S A o W e 124
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Oklahoma (includes 23,345 freedmen and 2,582 intermarried
Tyhites)Mess Su= bl 117, 247
Oregon _ = = 6, 403
Rhode Island-- - 284
South Carolina__ 331
South Dakota__ ey 20, 352,
Tenn 2, o G 3o S R 216
U o o e B Sl B e T e S 702
Utah __ = 3,123
(V/CrIon s = - — 4 26
Virginia - 539
' .Washington _____ = ¥t 10,997
West Virginia___ prtt T 36
Wisconsin : ; i 2 .. 10,360
Wyoming - __ b it 1, 691

FIVD CIVILIZED TRIBES. ]

Full bloods_—. S T e 26, 686
Mixed blood, over one-half Indian blood == 10, 298
Mixed blood, but less than one-half Indian blood_____________ 64, 255

There are in the United States 322,715 Indians; 117,247 of
this number are in Oklahoma. We have within our State over
one-third of the entire Indian population of the United States;
101,287 of this number belong to the Five Civilized 'I:r_ibes;
15,960 belong to other tribes. The latter are Indians located in
the western half of the State in what was formerly Oklahoma
Territory.

Twenty-seven of the States have less than 1,000 Indians; 21
have less than 500 Indians; 7 of the States have less than 100
Indians. The total Indian population of 41 States of the Union
is less than the Indian population of Oklahoma. In the amount
of its Indian population Oklahoma stands absolutely in a class,
by itself. e

I present table showing distribution of Indian property in the
various States. The table is as follows:

Table showing wvalue of Indian property, both private and individual,
June 80, 1911.
Oklahoma, Five Civilized Tribes, $191,946,070.34;

other tribes, $75,657,040.73 $267, 603, 111. 07
Arizona_ K 36, 915, 162. 10
California o L0 41, 921, 654. 53
Colorado 1, 963, 800. 28
IMlorida____ 13, 788. 00
Idaho__ e & 14, 573, 608. 60
Towa_ 686, 607. 95
ISansaskieEiSnisebin i1e M AN ruhy 4, 252, 008. 55°
Michigan ¢ 211, 709. 66
Minnesota 32,167, 618. 42
Montana______ A Y L T 64, 193, 008. 59
Nebraska__ o 10, 245, 043. 92
Nevada________ e 1, 264, 426. 58
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NGV e X1 Co v () (T imad ol i 0 EO i ryei Ryt oL $16, 916, 560. 69
New York______ e 185, 271. 20
INOEEISC aNs0]1n o reies Sl S Sl B0 & St S ™ [5 629, 161. 42
North Dakota s S b bin s ol 22, 746, 539, 49
(D)7 (0] W S Rl & et TS SIS ey SR WL CVPGIE: pels | O 36, 645, 098. 66
Pennsylvania_____ _____ P [ ER1 MR SRS 30, 172, 22
SouthiDAkata oW . S S e e s R 41, 015, 702. 05
B L i Y e 3 B 3, 055, 275. 84
WY aShing ton ¥ N e T R TSR TS 52, 086, 258. 37
NV SCODSIN == =ocme® ollh Tl o S A R T 26, 930, 516. 31
AYART VT oY gt i pleir s i=h SR ol Dl L S A R 2,212, 148. 68

Lranaotalsl ~aeala + "l eSS Ty o T 678, 564, 253. 08

In what was formerly the Indian Territory the allotted and
unallotted Indian lands comprise 19,134,214 acres. About three-
fourths of this vast area is untaxable for a long period of years.
In what was formerly Oklahoma Ferritory there are 3,602,259
acres of untaxable Indian lands. In the entire State about
18,000,000 acres of Indian lands are not taxable. At $15 per
acre these lands are worth $270,000,000. This vast estate,
made untaxable by laws and treaties of the United States, is
equal to about one-fourth of all the taxable property of the
State of Oklahoma.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has made an estimate of the
value of all the Indian property in the United States. Accord-

ing to this estimate the Indian property in-the United States

amounts to $678,564,253. The Indian Bureau values the Iadizin,,
property in the State of Oklahoma at $267,603,111. T\vo?ﬁfﬂ'xs
of all the Indian property of the United States'is in Oklahoma.
All the Indian property in 41 States of the Union does not equal
the amount of Indian property in the one State of Oklahoma.
If this property were taxed for State, county, township, and
school-district purposes at 1% per cent, it would bring to the
State and its various civil subdivisions annually over $4,000,000.
At this rate, in the five years which have elapsed since state-
hood the people have lost in revenue from nontaxable Indian
property more than $20,000,000. Congress grauted to the peo-
ple of the State $5,000,000 cash in lien of public-school lands in
the Indian Territory. At 5 per cent annual interest this would
bring the State an annual revenue of $250,000. In the mean-
time the State and its various civil municipalitics loses annually
$4,000,000 in revenue. They are losing $16 in revenuec from
nontaxable Indian lands for every dollar in interest they re-
ceive from the $5,000,000 cash appropriation. This must go on
until the lands may be taxed. The loss which the people of
Oklahoma will sustain by reason of nontaxabie Indian lands can

not, of course, be accurately measured, but the loss will he enor-
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mous. In my judgment, when a final accounting is had in the
matter of nontaxable Indian lands the people of the State will
have lost in revenue above $50,000,000.

We all agree that the lands of the incompetent, uneducated,
and uncivilized Indians should be exempted from taxation, but
some one must pay for this exemption. To relieve one piece of
property from taxation is equivalent to increasing the tax upon
all other property. To exempt Indian lands from taxation a lds
additional taxes-to all other lands. Revenue lost from ex-
empted Indian property must be made up by revenue from other
property. There is no escape from these conclusions, unless the
people submit to an inefficient government and inadequate edu-
cational facilities.

This 276,000,000 acres of property in Oklahoma that is exempt
from taxation belongs to the Indians. The Indians are wards
of the I'ederal Government—they are the children of the Na-
tion. The care of Indians is a national duty. To provide them
with nontaxable property is an obligation that rests upon the
National Government., It is the business of the Nation to pro-
vide the Indians with nontaxable property. The cost of pro-
viding this nontaxable property is a debt the Nation owes and a
debt the Nation should pay. The cost of exempting the Indian
from any of the ordinary duties, obligations, and responsibili-
ties of citizenship in the State in which he lives should be paid
by all the 93,000,000 people of the United States. It is unjust,
it is unfair, it is inequitable, it is indefensible for the people
of this great Nation to ask the people of one State to bear an
undue and an extraordinary proportion of a burden that in
justice belongs to all the people of the Union.
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