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Mr. GOOD, from the Select Committee on the Budget, submitted ?the
following

R E P O R T .
fTo accompany H. Res. 324.] •

The Select Committee on the Budget, to which was referred House,
resolution 324, report it to the House with a favorable recommenda-
tion and submit the following in explanation thereof:

The Select Committee on the Budget was appointed in pursuance!
of a House resolution passed on July 31, 1919, authorizing the
Speaker of the House of Representatives to appoint a select comr
mittee for the Sixty-sixth Congress, to consist of 12 Members and
to be known as the Select Committee on the Budget. The resolution
provided for the discharge of the standing committees of the House
from the further consideration of all bills and resolutions for the
establishment of a national budget system or proposing changes in
the present method of dealing with appropriations, estimates, and
expenditures, and further provided that all such bills and resolutions
should be referred to the Select Committee on the Budget.

It was the policy of the committee to consider this problem in its
broadest aspects, in order to determine the weaknesses in our present
system, and the most efficient and practical methods of correcting,
these defects. The hearings were conducted with the view of develop-
ing every phase of the subject rather than a critical analysis of the
various measures and resolutions that had been referred to it. The
hearings, therefore, were calculated to discover not alone the weakness
in the system as now provided for by statute, but also any inherent
weakness that naturally resulted through the operation of the rules
of the House.

The persons appearing before the committee were those who,
either by service as an official in the executive branch, or a Member
of Congress, or by a close study of the whole problem, had become to
a large extent expert in some phase of the problem under considera-
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tion. The deep interest taken, in the question is evidenced by the
fact that 37 persons voluntarily appeared before the committee at
their own expense, with the idea of offering suggestions that might
aid in the solution of a very big question. The following is a list of
the persons who appeared before the committee, in the order iir
which their names appear:

Hon. Frank 0. Lowden, governor of the State of Illinois.
Mr. Omar II. Wright, director of finance, State of Illinois.
Mr. W. F. Willoughhy, director Institute for Government Research, Washington,

D. 0.
Mr. John T. Pratt, chairman National Budget Committee, New York, N. Y.
Mr. Samuel McCunf Lindsay, vim chairman National Budget Committee, New

York, N. Y.
Mr. W. L. Clause, chairman special committee on budget and efficiency, Chamber

of Commerce of the United States.
Mr. Elliott Goodwin, secretary Chamber of Commerce of the United States.
Mr. Charles Wallace Collins, writer on public finance, Washington, D. C.
Mr. W. W. Warwick. Comptroller of the Treasury.
Brig. Gen. II. M. Lord, Director of Finance, War Department.
Mr. Chas. D. Norton, vice president First National Bank, New York, N. Y.
Mr. R. Fulton Cutting, chairman New York Bureau of Municipal Research.
Mr. Chas. A. Beard, director New York Bureau of Municipal Research.
Mr. L. F. Loree, president Delaware & Hudson Railroad Co.
Mr. F. A. Cleveland, formerly chairman of President Taft's Commission on Economy

and Efficiency.
Mr. F. J. Goodnow, president Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.
Hon. W. R. Green, Representative in Congress from the State of Iowa.
Hon. John J. Fitzgerald, formerly chairman Committee on Appropriations, House

of Representatives.
Hon. W. E. Andrews, Representative in Congress from the State of Nebraska.
Mr. Robert S. Brookings, chairman Institute for Government Research, Washington,

D. C.
Mr. Wm. II. Allen, director Institute for Public Service, New York, N. Y.
Hon. Swagar Sherley, director Division of Finance, United States Railroad Adminis-

tration, and formerly chairman Committee on Appropriations, House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. Jesse D. Burks, secretary National Industrial Conference Board, Washington.
D. C.

Mr. Charles Whiting Baker, representative of Engineering Council of America.
Mr. Nelson P. Lewis, representative of Engineering Council of America.
Mr. A. P. Davis, representative of Engineering Council of America and director

of United States Reclamation Service.
Mr. Worcester R. Warner, vice president Society of Mechanical Engineers.
Hon. Henry L. Stimson, formerly Secretary of War.
Mr. Francis Oakey, certified public accountant, New York, N. Y.
Mr. Thos. R. Lill," certified public accountant, Washington, D. C.
Mr. Herbert S. Wood, certified public accountant, New York, N. Y.
Hon. Franklin I). Roosevelt. Assistant Secretary of the Navy.
Hon. F. W. Mondell. Representative in Congress from the State of Wyoming.
Hon. James A. Frear, Representative in Congress from the State of Wisconsin.
Hon. William H. Taft. formerly President of the United States.
Hon. Carter Glass. Secretary of the Treasury.
Hon. Halvor Stcenereon, Representative in Congress from the State of Minnesota.

It is a significant fact that there was a marked uniformity of
opinion on the part of all of the persons who appeared before the
committee. All criticized the present system of initiating appropria-
tions by the executive departments, and of the method in which the
estimates were considered by the several standing committees of the
House. Practically all of these persons agreed that n sound budget
system contains three distinct steps, viz:

(1) The formation of the budget.
(2) Action on the budget by Congress.
(3) Supervision and control of the execution of the budget.
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The first and third phases of the problem can be dealt with only
through changes in the statutes of the United States. The com-
mittee has, therefore, reported for the favorable consideration of
the House H. R. 9783, which deals with the necessary changes in
such statutes. The Constitution of the United States provides " that
each House may determine the rules of its proceedings." The com-
mittee was of the opinion, therefore, that necessary changes in the
rules of the House should be made by a House resolution, rather
than by a statute. House resolution 324 changes in several impor-
tant particulars the rules of the House, and this report, therefore,
deals only with that phase of the question.

CHANGES PEOPOSED IN THE RULES OF THE HOUSE.

The resolution makes three important changes in the rules of the
House, viz:

(1) It centers in one Committee oil Appropriations, composed of
35 Members, the authority to report all appropriations, and takes
from the Committee on Agriculture, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
Committee on Indian, Affairs, Committee on Military Affairs, Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs, Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads, and the Rivers and Harbors Committee, the authority now
vested in those committees to report appropriations.

(2) It requires that any Senate amendment to a general appro-
priation bill which would be in violation of clause 2 of rule 21, if
said amendment had originated in the House, shall be first sub-
mitted to the House for a separate vote before such amendment be
agreed to by the managers on the part of the House.

(3) It permits the raising of a point of order at any time on any
appropriation item carried in any bill or joint resolution reported by
any committee not having jurisdiction to report appropriations.

It is at once apparent that the principal change proposed in the
rules of the House is the one centering all appropriations in a single
committee. This change was strongly urged by practically every
person who appeared before the committee as being a very important
and necessary step, if in the future appropriations are to be made with
intelligence and economy.

It was the intention of the framers of the Constitution that Con-
gress, and Congress alone, should be responsible for appropriations
of public money. The Constitution provides:

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appropriations
made by law, and a regular statement of the accounts on the receipts and expenditures
of all public money shall be published from time to time. (Art I, sec. 9, par. 7.)

Under this plain "mandate of the fundamental law of the land.
Congress should be satisfied with the adoption of nothing short of the
very best plan that can be devised for making appropriations out of
the Treasury of the United States. The rules of the House governing
its procedure in this respect have been changed from time to time.

The Committee on Ways and Means of the House was created as a
select committee in 1789 with jurisdiction to report revenue, appro-
priation, and banking and currency measures. It was made a stand-
ing committee in 1802 and continued with that jurisdiction until
1865. For 76'years, therefore, that committee had jurisdiction over
all revenue, appropriation, and banking and currency legislation.
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All appropriations in the beginning were reported in one bill. The
number of the regular annual appropriation bills gradually increased
until by 1880 it had reached the jpresent number of 13 re^ilar appro-
priation bills and one or more deficiency appropriation/bills-.•'_.

The jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means was divided
in 1865. Up to that time, as has been stated, it had control over all
revenue, appropriation, and banking and currency bills. In 1865 a
Committee on Appropriations and a Committee on Banking and
Currency were created. To the Committee on Appropriations was
given jurisdiction to reuort the general appropriation bills and to
the Committee on Banking and Currency was given the jurisdiction
over banking and currency legislation.

The Committee on Appropriations had control over all the regular
appropriation bills until 1880. In this year the Committee on Agri-
culture was given jurisdiction to report appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Committee on Commerce was given
jurisdiction over the rivers and harbors appropriation bill.

Xo further change was made in the jui isdiction of the Committee
on Appropriations until December 18, 1885, when the House adopted
a rule taking from that committee its jurisdiction over six of the
appropriation bills and conferring it upon five other committees of
the House. The Army and the Military Academy appropriation
bills were given to the Committee on Military Affairs; the naval
appropriation bill was given to the Committee on Naval Affairs;.
the Indian appropriation bill was given to the Committee on Indian
Affaire; the diplomatic and consular appropriation bill went to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs; and the Post Office appropriation
bill was given to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.
The divided responsibility for the consideration and presentation of
appropriations as outlined above has continued until the present
time. In order that the jurisdiction of the eight appropriating com-
mittees over the 13 regular appropriation bills and the one or more
deficiency bills may appear more clearly, it is set forth as follows:

The Committee on Appropriations: The sundry civil appropriation
bill, the legislative, executive and judicial appropriation bill, the
District of Columbia appropriation bill, the fortifications appropria-
tion bill, the Pension appropriation bill, and the deficiency appropria-
tion bills (five regular and one or more deficiency appropriation bills).

The Committee on Agriculture: The Agricultural appropriation
bill (one regular appropriation bill).

The Committee on Military Affairs: The Army and the Military
Academy appropriation bills (two regular appropriation bills).

The Committee on Foreign Affairs: The Diplomatic and Consular
appropriation bill (one regular appropriation bill).

The Committee on Indian Affairs: The Indian appropriation bill
(one regular appropriation bill).

The Committee on Naval Affairs: The Naval appropriation bill
(one regular appropriation bill).

The Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads: The Post Office
appropriation bill (one regular appropriation bill).

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors: The Rivers and Harbors
appropriation bill (one regular appropriation bill).

The system of giving to so many independent committees un-
limited power to report appropriation bills has been universally con-
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demned by men who by reason of their long service in Congress and
by their special study of the problem involved became authorities on
the subject. The following statements from former Members of
Congress most clearly demonstrate this fact.

In 1879 Hon. James A. Garfield, of Ohio, then a Member of the
House, said:

Let me state that the proposition to divide the Committee on Appropriations to
scatter its bills as suggested, and as was once moved, indeed is, in my judgment,
although I think it is not pending, an utterly ridiculous proposition. I believe it
would codt this Government §20,000,000 if the appropriations were scattered to the
several committees. * * * I do say, air. without the slightest question in my
own mind of the truth of the statement, that the scattering of these appropriations
as suggested by the gentleman here will be absolutely breaking down all economy
and good order and good management of our finances. It can not be otherwise.

In 1880, during the discussion of the revision of the rules, Hon.
Thomas B. Reed, although he joined the movement in 1885 to divide
the appropriating jurisdiction, said:

* * * a large minority of the House are disposed to break down the work of
that committee (Appropriations) and" put a portion of it in the hands of several
committees, the effect of which will be to add to the expenses of the Government
more than this rule (the Holman rule) ever saved.

The Committee on Rules of the Forty-sixth Congress, which made
the most notable revision that has been made in the rulos of the
House, submitted the following in its report:

* * * It follows as ^ logical sequence that if any other committee is to take
charge of one of the general appropriation bills the interest involved and considered
will stand separate and apart from the interests involved and considered in the
other bills, and as a further result any scheme of reduction of expenditures made
necessary by a deficit of revenue for that fiscal year must be executed by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations without respect to the interests involved in the bill so
taken from them, thereby leaving that particular interest to stand independent o
and without any relation whatever to the other interests for which appropriationf
are annually made. s

Prior to the action in 1885, distributing the various appropriation
bills, Hon. Samuel J. Randall, of Pennsylvania, said:

If you undertake to divide all these appropriations and have many committees
where there ought to be but one, you will enter upon a path of extravagance you can
not foresee the length of or the depth of until we find tho Treasury of the country
bankrupt.

Prior to the action in 1885, distributing the various appropriation
bills, Hon. W. C. Whitthorne, of Tennessee, the chairman of the
Committee on Naval Affairs in the Forty-sixth Congress, said:

When 1 first entered Congress, in the Forty-second Congress, Gen. Coburn, of
Indiana, was a member of the Committee on Appropriations. He at that time pro-
posed to divide the labors of that committee as is now proposed by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Shallenberger] and by others. At that time I was heartily
in favor of that proposition. But during all these years that I have been here my
experience and observation have led me to believe that if we turn loose a half dozen'
committees upon the subject of appropriations it will be impossible to control the
amount of these appropriations. I believe that it is for the interest of the people
that the subject of appropriations should be committed mainly to one committee. I
say this not out of any feeling with respect to my own committee, because if I con-
sidered that I should be jealous of its rights and should speak jealously of its intelli-
gence and power of comprehending the duty before it. But, speaking in the interest
of the people, in tho interest of the Public Treasury, in the interest of the proper
control of public expenditures, I may say, what has been forced upon me contrary
to my original convictions, that it is the duty of this House to have the subject of
appropriations controlled by one committee.
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the various appropriation
said:

Prior to the action in 1885, distributin
bills, Hon. J. C. S. Blackburn, of Keritu

They (the committees) are appointed that they inay guard the interests of the par-
ticular department committed to their car . That is the theory of the construction
of the committees of the House; and it is a proper theory. The Committee on Ap-
propriations stands in a very different attitude. Because of no special relation to
any department, selected as a fair and impartial arbiter, with no»mqre concern for
the Navy or the Army than for the Interior Department or the Post Office Depart-
ment, it has been selected as the cne grand reservoir into which all these proposed
disbursements of money should pour, .in order that fairly, judiciously, impartially,
it may make its recommendations to the House.

Prior to the action in 1885, distributing the various appropriation
bills, Hon. J. Warren Keif er, of Ohio, said:

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that if you transfer to the various committees of this House
the duties of preparing the several appropriation bills there will be a strife between
those committees, * * * each striving to obtain the most appropriations for the
department of the Government directly under its charge, and in that way we will
necessarily augment the annual appropriations beyond the ordinary revenues of the
Government. . . - . : ;

The distribution of the jurisdiction to appropriate money was also
discussed in the Senate at about the same time the question was up
in the House, and the following are statements from three of the
Senators who participated in those debates:

Senator Edmunds said:
I think it would be injurious to the interests of the Treasury and to the interests of

the people who supply the Treasury of the United States to send appropriation ques-
tions for reports of sums to be appropriated to the various committees that have charge
of the classes of the public service about which appropriations: must be made, and
that the practical result would be, if we divide them up, that the sum total of appro-
priations would be enormously increased. If there be a standing order of the Senate
which says that all appropriations respecting the judicial establishment of the United
States should be sent to the Committee on the Judiciary, the relations between the
Committee on the Judiciary and the Department of Justice and the judicial, estab-
lishment are of such an intimate and friendly character that we should be quite
likely to be acting under a bias and to be more liberal in the money that we would
recommend to be expended for the judicial establishment than a body of men not
under such a bias would be likely to be. And I confess that I do not see any dis-
tinction between the matter of the District of Columbia and any other of the Various
branches of the public service — the Army, the Navy, Indian Affairs, post offices and
post roads, public lands, and every one of the scores of separate subjecta of public
expenditure. I think that we should find in the main that the aggregate of public
expenditure would be largely increased, on account of the necessary fact in human
nature that committees charged with particular subjects and in direct communication
with the particular branches of the public service get to be impressed with the ideas
of the special departments with which they have to do, and feel with the departments
that the public service would be better promoted with still larger appropriations to
carry iton.

Senator Sherman, of Ohio, said: ^
I would not do anything at all to weaken the restraint or power of the Committee

on Appropriations. I believe it is necessary, as my friend from Vermont says, to
bring all the items of expenditure for the Nation under the eye and control of one
committee, so that they may limit the amount of expenditure.

Senator Hale said:
I know from my own experience that the tendency of the mind of a member of

either of the other committees calling for appropriations each year— the Jifilitary or
the Naval Committees, I will speak of the latter because I have had service upon
that committee — is to gain all the power in appropriating money possible, and con-
nectecl with that is the unerring result of desiring to have the power to appropriate
more money. Thore has never been any exception to that. I think few Senators
will (liHjnite tho statement that if all the business of the Committee on Appropriations

wa
wi
Se
cl«
mi

B

0\

pi
m
to
th
I
SO
C<

Cl

D

t:
ft
s

IE

a
a
b
si
ti

U
11
e
ti
1

c
s

o
e
d
a
P

P
e

t
t
f

I
a
v
d


