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FOREWORD
Because statehood for Alaska is more than a temporary problem of the year 1946 in
which the referendum on that matter was scheduled the Alaska Statehood association
decided to have its report on the subject preserved in this permanent booklet form.
The association was formed primarily to win the referendum vote but its members,
Alaskans from all sections of the Territory, realize that statehood cannot be attained in a
day and even after the U. S. congress has enacted the enabling legislation, the state
has been set up and its officers have begun to function, the original aims and desires of
the people still will have to be sought out and carried forward.
George Sundborg, author of this report, newspapered at Juneau, did research work for
the Alaska office of the National Resources Planning board and for the US State
Department, and served as assistant director of the North Pacific Study, a joint
Canadian-U.S. undertaking. Author of the book, "Opportunity in Alaska," he also has
been a marketing official with the Bonneville administration and is a frequent contributor
to magazines and newspapers.
We believe this study has permanent value for both citizens and students. We hope it
will become one of the state papers of the new State of Alaska.
ALASKA STATEHOOD ASSOCIATION

THE STATEHOOD ISSUE
ALL AMERICANS probably agree in principle on the desirability of self-government and
the largest possible measure of home rule. At any rate, the principle, which formed a
cornerstone at the founding of our nation, has never been renounced.
The form which self-government and home rule have taken in the United States is
statehood. Immediately upon winning their independence, the thirteen American
colonies became states. Statehood has been the goal - the successful goal - of all the
Americans who since that time have pushed the frontier from the Alleghenies to the
Pacific. It seems that Americans no sooner got their feet upon the ground than they
wanted to make the ground into a state. The process, insofar as the continental area
between Canada and Mexico is concerned, was completed in 1912.
Not since February 14, 1912, when Arizona became the 48th State, has there been an
addition to the Union. Statehood stopped at the water's edge. It stopped despite the fact
that hundreds of thousands of Americans, presumably with exactly the same ideas
about self-government and home rule, live in the non-contiguous a r e a s of Alaska and
Hawaii. There seems little doubt but that both Alaska and Hawaii would have been
admitted to statehood long since if only they touched at some point an already existing
state.
IDEALOGICAL BARRIER SUBJECT TO ATTACK
An ideological barrier seems somehow to have been erected against the admission as
states of areas outside the continent or not contiguous with already existing states. This
idea has been hallowed by time, but it is now being challenged. Just why it should exist
is a little difficult to explain on a rational basis. Paraphrasing a report made to Congress
early this year by a subcommittee of the Committee on Territories, which investigated
the problem of admitting Hawaii to the Union:
Modern inventions have annihilated distance. Juneau today is closer to the
American mainland in time than the cities of Boston and New York were to the
capital in the early days of the nation. Alaska is closer to the seat of the government today than all but the immediately adjacent states were when
Washington first became the capital of the United States. With efficient and
seven-hour service for and rapid communication by cable, radio, or telephone,
mail or passenger planes, Alaska can no longer be characterized as isolated.
Alaska does not touch any existing state. Yet there exist within the Union, as parts of 11
states, several areas of non-contiguous territory. In addition to islands off the coasts and
in the Great Lakes, these include two portions of the North American mainland
separated entirely, as is Alaska, by intervening Canadian territory. One is the part of
Minnesota lying north of Lake of the Woods. The other is the peninsular portion of
Washington containing the village of Point Roberts, which is cut off by the 49th parallel
and Boundary Bay from the rest of the state.

SELF-GOVERNMENT STILL DESIRABLE GOAL
At one time Congress considered seriously, and apparently without mental reservations,
a proposal to annex all of Alaska as a county of the State of Washington. If parts of
states may be non-contiguous with the rest of the nation, why may not entire states?
The question is being asked l ever more persistently. Vigorous statehood movements
exist in Hawaii and Alaska. To many residents of these territories it seems logical that
they should be admitted to the same privileges of self-government and of participation in
national affairs enjoyed by the citizens of the states.
All Alaskans, like other Americans, probably can agree in principle that statehood would
be a good thing. As Alaska's then Delegate to Congress, Anthony J. "Tony" Dimond, put
the issue a few years ago:
Unless we are willing to abandon our historic positions, we are bound to demand
statehood at the earliest possible time. The whole form and fabric of our free
government is based upon the assumption that people can govern themselves in
better fashion than they can be governed by anyone else. And as a result it
follows that the largest possible powers of self-government should be exercised
by every community and by every political subdivision, leaving only to the
supreme governmental authority that part of the government which affects the
whole state, or the whole nation, and thus cannot be exercised by local
communities or political subdivisions.
In Alaska we have often complained of the long-range government from
Washington, which in many respects is the only kind of government possible
under our territorial status. We have talked disparagingly about "bureaus" and
"bureaucrats" and have denounced the ineptitude of both. Therefore, I suggest
that the people of Alaska should, and do, ardently desire statehood unless
economic or other considerations still prevent the accomplishment of that ambition. We all know that we can do a better job in taking care of our own affairs
than can be done by some secretary of a department, or chief of an agency, or
head of a bureau, whose office is in Washington, D.C., and who necessarily is
lacking intimate, first-hand knowledge of a country so far away from Washington
as Alaska.
In fact, unless we have a firm belief in the principle of local self-government, a
belief that we are eager to transmute into action, there is no reason why we
should not join with the many people of the world who have yielded to the
seductive ease and the personal lack of responsibility for government involved in
a dictatorship.
So the question really is whether Alaska is ready for statehood. To form an intelligent
answer to this question we need first to examine statehood, to find out what it is and
what its advantages and responsibilities are, and to determine wherein it differs from the
territorial form of government in effect in Alaska.

HOW A TERRITORY DIFFERS FROM A STATE
THE TERRITORIAL plan of government was devised for regions under the sovereignty
of the United States to which Congress felt itself compelled to allow a measure of selfgovernment, but to which it was unwilling at once to grant full membership in the Union.
The status of territory has always been regarded as a sort of governmental
adolescence, from which, with increasing population, the area would eventually grow
into adult statehood. When a territory has acquired about 60,000 people, it has usually
been regarded as of age. Every state west of the Alleghenies, except Texas and
California, passed through this stage of development.
COURTS UNCERTAIN WHAT CLAUSE MEANS
Since the whole theory of territorial government was based on the assumption that the
period of territorial tutelage would be short, and would be followed by statehood, not too
much time or effort was ever expended by Congress in perfecting it. As applied to the
continental area, the ill consequences of any imperfections in the territorial system could
only be temporary. What is this system, and how well adapted is it to provide
government on a more or less permanent basis to such an area as Alaska?
The fundamental law of the land has very little to say on the subject of the relationship
of American territories to the Union. The only indication of the intention of the makers of
the Constitution is in Article IV, Section 3, which reads: "The Congress shall have power
to dispose of and make all needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other
property belonging to the United States." The rest of the instrument seems to postulate,
both in spirit and in wording, a group of states and nothing else.
Since the time of the annexation of Louisiana in the early 1800's the interpretation of
this clause has vexed the nation. The Supreme Court has answered ' that the power to
govern all the areas not admitted to statehood resides in Congress. The extent of this
congressional authority '' was a subject of contention before the courts all during the last
century and is not yet entirely settled.
Territories such as Alaska and Hawaii are sometimes classified as "incorporated"
territories as distinguished from such "unincorporated" possessions as the Virgin
Islands, American Samoa and Guam. The term refers to the fact that territories like
Alaska and Hawaii have been incorporated into the Union, that is, brought entirely under
the protection of the Constitution.
The treaty with Russia providing for annexation of Alaska declared that: The inhabitants
of the ceded territory, shall be admitted to the enjoyment of all the right, advantages,
and immunities of citizens of the United States; and shall be maintained and protected
in the full enjoyment of their liberty, property, and religion.
Of course, the people of Alaska are to this day conspicuously denied one of the rights
and advantages which citizens of the United States hold most dear. This is the right,
through the ballot to control in some measure the functioning of the national

government. It is obvious, but not often appreciated by those who do not reside in the
territories, that American citizens participate in determining the policies of the national
federation only through the medium of the states. The President is selected by an
electoral college composed of members from each state. The Senate is made up of two
members from each state. The House of Representatives is apportioned according to
the population of the states.
PEOPLE DENIED MANY BASIC RIGHTS
An amendment to the Constitution must be approved by a two-thirds vote of both
houses of Congress - houses chosen by the states - and approved by the legislatures of
or conventions in three-fourths of the states. From beginning to end, the reins which
guide the progress of the national government lead only from the states and citizens of
the states. The territories and possessions are out of it. Apparently it was inconceivable
to the founding fathers that Americans anywhere or of any era should exist for long under a form of government in which the benefits of suffrage and representation are
denied them.
It is true that Alaska sends a Delegate to Congress. But this representative has no vote.
His influence, if any, is personal. It is also true that both of the major political parties
grant representation to the territories in their nominating conventions. But this results in
only indirect, indefinite power. As for any share in the formal, legal control of the federal
government, such as the citizens of the states have, the people of Alaska have no more
than the bears in the hills, the salmon in the sea, the trees in the forest or indeed the
stones in the field.
Not only are territories inferior to the states in that they exercise no influence over the
federal government but also in that the federal government has much more authority
over the territories than over the states: first, from the general theory of the federation
itself; and, second, from the interpretation which the courts have put upon the
constitutional restrictions on Congress.
FINAL AUTHORITY RESTS WITH STATES
It is fundamental in the constitutional theory of the American federation that the states
are sovereign in certain fields; that they have certain inherent powers, certain authority
which is neither granted nor delegated to them. The federal government, on the other
hand, has only the powers specially delegated to it, such as the powers to declare war,
to levy taxes, to regulate commerce between the states, and to coin money. All
governmental powers not granted to the national government are, according to the
Tenth Amendment, reserved "to the states or to the people."
The theory of federal power does not apply to the territories. They are not sovereign.
They have no inherent powers. Any authority which they have is delegated to them by
Congress. One of the prime tests of sovereignty of an area is its ability to change its
form of government. States can do this at will, except only as limited by the federal
constitutional provision that they shall have a republican form of government. But the
territories have governments handed to them by Congress. All governmental powers

over the territories are in Congress. The Congress allots what authority it wishes to
whatever agencies it desires to set up in a territory such as Alaska.
Nor are there any limitations upon the legislative powers of Congress, as respects
territories, save those imposed upon it by the Constitution, which in this respect are
slight indeed. All "those powers reserved to the states" by the Constitution repose, in
the case of Alaska, in the federal government. From time to time, and especially in the
Organic Act of 1912, Congress has granted certain local and territorial legislative
powers to the people of Alaska. This grant of powers is not absolute. Congress may
legislate - and does continue to do so - in purely local and territorial matters.
U.S. ALSO EXERTS AUTHORITY LOCALLY
The acts of Congress take precedence over and repeal acts of the Territorial Legislature
in conflict therewith. At any time Congress may increase or decrease its grant of powers
to the Territorial Legislature. Although some mentally resourceful "constitutional
lawyers" have sought to maintain the opposite, it is no doubt true that Congress could
entirely withdraw this grant of power. Any law passed by the Territorial Legislature is
subject to veto by the Governor of the Territory, a federal official, and laws may be
passed over his veto only by a two-thirds vote in each house of the legislature. Any law
of the legislature may be rendered void by a specific action of Congress. Otherwise, it is
for the courts to decide upon the legality of territorial legislation if and when it is
challenged.
The power of the national government over the territories differs from the power of the
national government over the states not only as to the establishment of local
government but also as to the regulation of the social and personal relations of the
people. Over them in the territories Congress has also that power which in our federal
plan we have allotted to the states. The chief additional power in dealing with the local
affairs of the territories is what is known as "the police power of the states." This is the
power to make laws concerning the private affairs of individuals, concerning property,
contracts, public safety, public health, public morals, and the general welfare of the
community. As Judge Morrow of the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit once
declared, in a decision respecting Alaska:
The United States having rightfully acquired the territories and being the only
government which can impose laws upon them has the entire dominion and
sovereignty, national and municipal, federal and state… It may legislate in
accordance with the special needs of each locality and vary its regulations to
meet conditions and circumstances of the people. Whether the subject elsewhere
would be a matter of local police regulation, or within state control under some
other power, is immaterial to consider.
RIGHTS OF STATE VERSUS ALASKA'S
And so, while congressional acts regulating the speed of automobiles, the making of
contracts, or the closing of shops on Sunday within the state of Oregon would be

unconstitutional as invading the functions of the state government, yet the same laws
for Alaska would be entirely within the rightful powers of Congress.
As to the rights of individual citizens, however, except for the right to take a hand in
controlling national affairs, people in Alaska are not inferior to those of the states. The
humblest newborn child in Fairbanks could no more have the plentitude of his privileges
of American citizenship taken from him than could the governor of New York.
In terms of political rights the differences between Alaska and the State of California are
these: Over Alaska, Congress has powers of local regulation, unrestricted by many of
the usual curbs, while it has no such power over California; Congress could give to the
people of Alaska any type of government which congressmen, in their wisdom, thought
appropriate, while the people of California themselves determine their own mode of
government, subject only to the constitutional provision that it be republican in form; the
people of Alaska can have no share in the control of the federal government, even as
respects their own area, while the people of California exercise such control through
voting representation in Congress, through choice of the electors who select the
President and through their powers of amending the Constitution; for amendments to
the Alaska Organic Act Alaskans must depend on the federal government, while the
people of California, without reference elsewhere, may change their laws and their state
constitution in the manner prescribed in that document; any law of the Alaska
Legislature could be amended or abolished by Congress, while the laws of the
California Legislature are not subject to national review except by the courts as to their
constitutionality; finally, Alaska's chief executive, the Governor, possessing veto power
over acts of the Territorial Legislature, is appointed by the President, while the people of
California elect their Governor from among their own number.

THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST STATEHOOD
THERE are few who would contend that 'territorial status is preferable to statehood.
There have been some, however, who have taken the corollary position that statehood
for Alaska is not to be desired.
Probably the most complete and fervent exposition of the anti-statehood viewpoint
which is available in organized written form is a report which was made three years ago
by the Legislative Committee of the Juneau Chamber of Commerce. At the time, this
report was adopted by only the narrowest of margins when submitted to a vote of the
membership. Last year a greatly modified attitude, on the whole favoring statehood, was
taken by the committee, whose members remained the same, with a single exception,
and this later report was endorsed by a much more representative vote of the whole
Chamber. So it would be unfair to cite the earlier report as embodying the point of view
of this particular organization today: but it is not unfair to cite it as a well considered and
carefully prepared statement of the arguments against statehood.
For the purpose of allowing statehood opponents a fair presentation of their arguments,
unalloyed by the statements of those whose attitude may differ on the question,
pertinent extracts from the 1943 report of the Legislative Committee of the Juneau
Chamber o: Commerce are here set forth:
Along with the privileges (of statehood) there would be responsibilities. The ones
your committee believes should have mature consideration are those connected
with the costs of operation of the proposed state and whether the economy of the
territory, as at present constituted could, without undue hardship, take on the
added financial burden of statehood…
SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR STATE UNCERTAIN
The costs (of the present territorial government) would all continue under
statehood. In addition, we would necessarily have to set up state courts. The cost
of four courts based on actual District Court cost records would be $500,000 per
year. This represents cost of the courts, including all operations, marshals,
commissioner, operation of jails, etc…
It is certain that the costs of administering a state government would greatly
exceed the cost of the territorial administration, and it is impossible to see at this
time any additional sources of revenue which would be available to the people of
Alaska, if it were made a state…
If the state took over complete control of the fisheries, it would not affect the
revenue from the fisheries, which now go entirely to the territory, but it would
require additional appropriations from such funds as the state was able to raise
by taxation, amounting to nearly $700,000 a year…

It might well be that if Alaska were made a state, the financial task of providing
care, education, health facilities, hospitalization, etc., of the Alaska Natives would
devolve upon the new state… The cost of this care, based on appropriations
recently made to cover the fiscal year 1943-44, is $1,909,800… If Alaska were
made a state, it is very likely that Congress might continue to care for the Indians
and to continue the large appropriations now deemed necessary for their welfare,
but there is no assurance of that…
(It is a) vastly more complicated and expensive government we maintain now
compared to the earlier territories. There were no governmental social activities
then as now, absorbing half or more of the territorial revenues…
The vast natural resources about which we have heard so much and know so
little will not stimulate settlement nor produce tax revenue unless someone finds
them and develops them. They might exist, as heralded. We do not presume to
know, but we can find no reason to believe that statehood, with higher taxes
inevitable, would encourage development. If taxes were excessive, the reverse
would likely be true.
We believe the prevalent idea that the rapid settlement and development of
territories, now states, was due to statehood has no foundation. People change
residence and capital moves from place to place for many reasons, but not for
the reason that a state is preferable to a territory.
'ONLY CONJECTURE ON OTHER RESOURCES
We have now and would have under statehood, two major industries which
largely influence our economic development. The commercial fisheries are now
very well stabilized and may not be greatly enlarged unless or until means are
found to profitably take and market the several varieties of the less desirable food
fishes… It is impossible to say at the present time just what will be the future of
gold… From all accounts, there is no immediate prospect of development of
major forest products, and of other natural resources there is only conjecture..,
Although under the existing law our present delegate (Dimond) has no vote, he
has very ably represented the territory in Congress for many years and we have
not suffered from lack of an able representative at the nation's capital. We would
undoubtedly have the right (under statehood) to elect our own Governor and
judges and other officials, but we do not believe the people of the territory, as a
whole, are of the opinion that we have suffered any great hardships because
these officials are appointed and not elected…
Even if we took over the administration of the forests, with again a very considerable cost of administration, we would have gained nothing, for we cannot say that
the national forest reserves could be administered any more efficiently or fairly
than under the present law and by the present administration of the Forest
Service…

The federal government now has about one-half of the entire area of the territory
in reserves of one form or another. This committee feels that it would be unwise
to disturb the present system of forest reserves… If (other) reservations are
continued, and there is no assurance that they would not be, the new state would
be deprived of all jurisdiction over them. In many of these reservations, mining,
prospecting, settlement and development have been made impossible.
INDIAN RIGHTS CALLED THREAT
Another serious question is the current agitation for turning over to the exclusive
use of the Indians along the coast the most valuable fisheries under asserted
ancient tribal rights… If (the claims) are successful, it would deprive the federal
government, under the present state of affairs, and the state, if Alaska were
created one, from exercising any regulation whatsoever over most of the area in
Southeastern Alaska where salmon fishing is now carried on. This also applies to
the game in those areas…
We should certainly acquire no additional sources of revenue while at the same
time requiring a greatly increased budget. This could only be attained by very
drastic increases of present taxes and by the levy of additional taxes. Any
legislature of the territory at the present time, or the legislature of the State of
Alaska, would be very reluctant to materially increase the burden of taxation so
long as it can be avoided. This is so because of the heavy tax demands of the
federal government, which we know must and will continue for generations…
We are still in the position of having to discover and develop additional natural resources before we can assimilate any considerable number of new residents who
would in turn have to build up taxable accumulations of wealth before there will
be any additional tax sources. Whether there will be an influx of population after
the war is again speculation; but if there is depression in the states, or some
millions of men are out of employment, as seems very likely during the years of
readjustment following the war when ten or twelve million men are discharged
from the armed forces and ten or fifteen million others are released from war
production, it may well be that there would be an influx of population here, but far
from being a desirable thing, it may place an additional financial burden on the
territorial government.
We feel we must not overlook some mention of the care of the insane. This duty
and the expense involved would surely be transferred to the State of Alaska...
The appropriation for the care of Alaska insane for the present fiscal year is
$273,000. This cost would be the same under statehood.
COST OF ALASKA ROADS WOULD RISE
All of the present states of the Union are contiguous one to the other. Alaska
would be a non-contiguous state, and on account of its geographical position, it
would be deprived of certain revenues which are obtained in every other state

through gasoline taxes. The Public Roads Administration builds roads in national
forests and their vicinity, but after these roads are built, where the national
forests are within states, the cost of maintenance after the first two years must be
borne by the state... Therefore, the cost of maintenance of the system of public
roads within the national forests, which would have to be borne by the State of
Alaska, would be approximately $150,000 a year for the present system of roads.
This would increase, of course, as more roads are built. Regular appropriations
for the Alaska Road Commission average about $750,000 a year... This would
naturally be abolished under statehood and in its place we would probably have
aid from the Federal Highway Act... These appropriations, however, are matched
funds and the states are called upon to supplement the appropriations made by
the federal government… If Alaska were to become a state now, with land
reservations unchanged and about 98% of the public domain under the control of
the United States and if the Federal Highway Act were applied to the new state,
its proportion of contribution to the funds appropriated for road building would
increase with any increase in the public domain over which it would be given
jurisdiction, and the larger the amount that came under the jurisdiction of the
state, the larger would be its required contribution… The standards required
under the Federal Highway Act are very much higher than those required by the
Alaska Road Commission, so that whatever roads should be built would be
several times more expensive per mile to build.
We neglected to mention the capital investment of the federal government in the
facilities for caring for the Natives. Unless all this property were given by the
federal government to the new state, we should face the necessity of an
expenditure of over $2, 000,000 for its acquisition...
TIME IS CALLED INOPPORTUNE
Those who think through the problem, and base their calculations upon human
experience rather than on speculation, and place on one side the possible
benefits to be derived, and, on the other side, the probable disadvantage and the
vastly increased burden of taxation, they will be forced to the conclusion that the
present is an inopportune time to change the form of government in the territory.
The above, which in length is about half of the Juneau Chamber of Commerce
Legislative Committee's report, which was printed and given considerable circulation at
the time, is presented as a fair summary of that report. All of the points made in the
report are made above. In the interests of conserving space, excess verbiage has been
eliminated. None of the language of the original report has been changed. It is, of
course, with apologies to the Juneau Chamber of Commerce and to its present
Legislative Committee, that the matter is quoted at all.
There are other points which might be raised against statehood. These include the
following:

1. Alaska is too remote from the rest of the nation to develop interests and
problems of the same nature as exist in the 48 states.
2. Territorial status is one of governmental adolescence. As was maintained by a
congressional subcommittee only last year, Alaskans have not grown up to the
point of showing willingness to accept a proper share of the cost and
responsibility of maintaining desirable governmental services.
TERRITORY UNIQUE: STATEHOOD ISN'T
3. The federal government, through its many agencies, now takes an interest in
Alaska matters and spends much money in the territory, which it would not do if
Alaska were a state.
4. The matter of being something a little bit special - of being one of only two or
three territories instead of one of 49 or 50 states - brings Alaska extra attention in
other ways and has advertising value.
5. The Present Organic Act gives us control over most of our domestic affairs, while
friendly congressmen manage pretty well to look after our larger interests.
6. Restrictions in the Organic Act prohibiting special legislation, territorial bond
issues and other indebtedness, and limiting tax rates, are desirable as
safeguards against taxing business to a burdensome extent and thereby
discouraging the advent of new capital and payrolls.
7. After almost 80 years under the American flag, the white population of Alaska
totals only something like 40,000. Many of these do not consider Alaska as a
place of permanent abode. The population is not large enough for statehood.
8. There are some features of the statehood enabling act which have been
introduced in Congress which are not sufficiently clear or sufficiently
advantageous.
THESE ARGUMENTS DESERVE AN ANSWER
There are fields in which men are legitimately entitled to differ. Many of the arguments
made in the two sections above fall in these fields. It is arguable, for instance, that
Alaska's economy is not sufficiently diversified, its population sufficiently large or its
experience in exercising governmental responsibility sufficiently broad to make
statehood desirable at the time.
In addition to these arguments which are debatable, there are others which can be
automatically proved to be false. All that is required to disprove them, and thus clear the
field for a discussion of the real issues, is an examination of the facts about the
allegations. Unfortunately, there are among the arguments which have been made
against statehood some which belong in the second category, as for instance that
having to do with the care of the native population.
All these arguments require careful consideration. They will be examined and
elaborated upon in this study, to the end that the real issues may be considered on their
merits.

THE CHIEF ADVANTAGE OF STATEHOOD
THE DIFFERENCE between a territory and a state is in the rights of each as a political
entity. In an age of ever increasing federal control, it is undeniable that Alaska suffers
acutely from the lack of any control whatsoever over Congress and the administrative
agencies of government This disadvantage is a matter of daily concern to Alaska's
Delegate to Congress, to her Governor and indeed to all who have to go through the
bewildering and frustrating process of trying to obtain from a preoccupied national
government the attention which would be Alaska's as a matter of course were she a
state.
As the present Delegate, E.L. "Bob" Bartlett puts it: “All it would take to convert the
most uncompromising foe of statehood into an enthusiastic supporter would be to have
him come to Washington and take over the Delegate's job for a week.” Judge Dimond,
whose twelve-year experience in Washington as Delegate preceding Bartlett’s should
qualify him to speak on the subject, says:
The political advantages of statehood, inevitably embracing economic benefits,
as compared with territorial status are simply immense. Alaska at the present
time has no vote in the Congress of the United States. That is the outstanding
fact which should be remembered every day by every citizen of Alaska. When
statehood comes, Alaska will have two voting members in the United States
Senate and at least one in the House of Representatives, more in the House
when population shall warrant. With statehood, Alaska is no longer a beggar at
the national table but a recognized member of the household, eligible to share in
all the benefits and all the responsibilities of the nation. At present, what we
desire for Alaska of the national government we must ask for respectfully, almost
with ‘hat in hand,’ but when statehood comes we shall have the dignified and
powerful position of an equal among equals. The results of this improved status,
as affects all types of legislation, are incalculable. To have that place alone will
be more than worth all the additional taxes which we must pay for the support of
state government.
ECONOMY BEGINS ON TERRITORIES
Simply because it is a territory, Alaska loses vast sums in appropriations every year. It
is well known that in general, under the practice which is known as "log rolling,"
members of Congress simply do not slash each other's appropriations. The delegation
from Montana, let us say, is going to support the reclamation projects in the State of
Arizona because when Montana's turn comes they expect reciprocal generosity. And
they get it. But when this process is all completed and we come to the territories, then
the members of Congress become statesmen and announce vigorously: "This spending
must stop; we have got to start balancing the budget."
Alaskans have seen this happen through the years. Whenever an economy wave is on,
it is the territories which get pinched the most. Through the years Alaska has been

denied vast sums which, under the yardstick applied to the states would have been
hers. And these are appropriations desperately needed to build up the country.
Numerous examples might be cited of the discriminations Alaska suffers for lack of
voting representation in Congress.
1. Probably the outstanding example is the Federal Highway Aid Act. This applies
to all the states. Various calculations have been made of the sums Alaska would
receive annually under this act. If only half the land area of the territory were
used as a basis for calculation, Alaska would have received some $12,000,000
to $14,000,000 annually from the federal government for road purposes. To be
conservative let us say the amount would have been $10,000,000 a year.
Transfer of the Alaska Road Commission to the Interior Department took place
about 1930. If the Federal Aid Highway Act had been effective since that time
Alaska would have received a minimum of $160,000,000. By comparison, we
have received from the Interior Department during that period a total of
$25,511,773. Of this amount, $2,198,805 came from the Alaska fund, which is
really territorial tax money. So we have received one federal dollar for roads
where under the Federal Highway Act, which applies to all the states, we would
have received more than six. Even admitting that Public Roads Administration
construction would not result in the same mileage of road, dollar for dollar, as
that of the Alaska Road Commission, it is obvious that we would have been
infinitely better off with respect to roads than we now are. If there is one point on
which all of us probably agree, no matter what position we take with respect to
statehood, it is that the development of a pioneer country is in direct ratio to
expansion of its roads
PUBLIC DOMAIN ACT EXCLUDED ALASKA
2. Late in the 1930's an appropriation bill carried $200,000,000 for roads on the
public domain. Despite all the efforts of the Alaska Delegate, the benefits of this
appropriation were limited to the states. Judge Dimond was able to have the
territories included in the bill in a Senate amendment, but the amendment was
lost in conference, and so once more Alaska was discriminated against by
reason of its territorial status. Had Alaska been a state it could not have been left
out of the bill.
3. Under the formula covering forest highway allotments, for the three-year postwar
period, Alaska's share should be $2,213,928 per year. Alaska was arbitrarily cut
in this act to $1,500,000 a year, and the difference distributed among several of
the states. For no other reason than that it is defenseless, Alaska thus is being
deprived of a total of $2,141,784. This is not an act of economy. The money,
belonging to Alaska by every right, is being given to the states.
4. With respect to appropriations for education of the Indians and Eskimos of
Alaska, as compared with the Indians of the States, Alaska is placed on a
somewhat lower basis with respect to expenditures. Congress recognizes its
obligation to treat the Natives of Alaska the same as the Natives of the states,

but when it comes to the practical application of this principle, Alaska is subject to
some discrimination just because it is a territory and for no other reason
whatever.
5. Alaska's Commissioner of Education recently has had to travel all the way to
Washington, and return without assurances, to beg Congress to authorize
payment of tuition for Native children attending territorial schools, notwithstanding
the fact that Oklahoma and other states have long admitted Indians to their
schools under a tuition contract with the federal government. Thus the states
secure almost automatically an advantageous arrangement over which Alaska
must engage in a long-range battle, which may or may not turn out favorably for
the territory.
ADAMS ACT FUNDS: ALASKA'S SHARE CUT
6. Alaska has never had its share of appropriations for agricultural development. A
good example is the Adams Act, passed in 1906, and providing for support of
agricultural experiment stations. For 30 years it was not extended to Alaska;
then it was in 1936. But how? Instead of getting our share according to the
formula specified in the act, which would have yielded $90,000 a year, Alaska
received in the first year $5000; in the second year $7500, and there has been a
progressive formula by which in the next year, 1947, we will receive $37,500, and
then $45,000 thereafter. In other words, Alaska is never going to get more than
half, as long as it is a territory.
7. In the late 1930's Delegate Dimond was finally successful in obtaining enactment
of a bill authorizing appropriations for Alaska under the Smith-Lever act having to
do with the Department of Agriculture. The authorization provided that the
appropriations should be increased each year until they reached a certain figure
and then should remain at that figure. But the Appropriations Committee of the
House did not take the authorization act at its face value. They have increased
the appropriations at a lower level than called for by the act. Last year the House
reported the bill out with no increase whatever; in the Senate, Delegate Bartlett
had the full amount restored, but in conference it was cut in two and the same
thing occurred this year. This is because the chairman of the subcommittee
handling this bill takes a very dim view of the possibilities of agriculture in Alaska.
If Alaska had voting representation in Congress, which might possibly include
membership on the Appropriations Committee of the House, and much more
likely would include representation on the Appropriations Committee of the
Senate, there would be no doubt whatever that the intent of that authorization act
would be lived up to.
8. When the act creating the Reconstruction Finance Corporation was first passed it
covered only the states. Later it was necessary for Alaska's Delegate to institute
special legislation to embrace the territories.
9. The act providing for guarantee of bank deposits in like manner was limited to the
states. Delegate Dimond did his best - which, as Alaskans know, was a great
deal - to have the territories included and to that end appeared before the House
Committee on Banking and Currency and the Senate committee also. He was

assured that his views would have careful consideration, but when the bill was
reported out and passed the territories were still on the outside. Later the act was
amended and then it was only by offering an amendment on the floor of the
House that the territories were brought in. The chairman of the committee was
still not sympathetic but he did not oppose the amendment, and so it was
adopted. There was no sound reason to leave the territories out in the first place,
and the only excuse was that they were territories and had no political standing.
PULP AND PAPER DEVELOPMENT HURT
10. Years have been allowed to elapse without amendment of the act of Congress
which gives the Secretary of Agriculture the final decision on stumpage rates in
Southeast Alaska, notwithstanding the protestations of pulp and paper interests
that they will not start operations in Alaska until an appeal to the courts from such
a decision is allowed, as it is elsewhere.
11. The case of the Anchorage bond issue is in point in this regard. In any of the
states, the community which pays the bills has the right to determine how much
money it should borrow. In Alaska, such a community must appeal all the way to
Washington for special legislation from Congress, and endure seemingly endless
delays, before it can engage in a program of betterment involving a bond issue.
Rejecting the earnest request of Anchorage for permission to issue bonds in the
amount the community considers reasonable and necessary, Congress has just
reduced the authorization by one-third, reportedly because an eastern
congressman who knew nothing about Anchorage or Alaska, felt the original
amount I too large. This is a discrimination against Alaska which is special and
extremely recent, in fact contemporary.
12. Two great areas set apart for more than a generation as Mount McKinley
National Park and Glacier Bay National Monument have remained almost wholly
undeveloped because Congress has repeatedly failed to pass appropriations
requested for them. Nothing similar has happened in any state. There is another
type of disadvantage which Alaska suffers Congress. All of the above are discriminations on the part of the Congress itself. There is also a long list of
discriminations practiced against Alaska by the executive bureaus and agencies
of the federal government. None of the following discriminations could
conceivably be practiced against a state with two Senators and one
Representative wielding the leverage of a vote on all congressional matters, including the power of life and death over most administrative agencies.
EVEN WAR INSURANCE OMITTED ALASKA
13. Perhaps the worst example of the disability under which the territories labor is
that of the executive order providing for war damage insurance during the recent
conflict. As originally promulgated by the Chairman of the RFC under executive
authority, the losses which might be suffered by the citizens of the United States
through war damage could be paid only on property located in the states. For
example, if the enemy had dropped a bomb on Omaha the sufferers, under the
order, would be compensated for their losses, but if at that time a similar bomb
had been dropped on Juneau no compensation could have been paid. Judge

Dimond who was then Delegate, terms this the "most outrageous example of
discrimination against citizens of the United States who live in the Territories that
I have ever known, and I have known of a good many." Fortunately, the
Delegates from Alaska and Hawaii took the matter up with Secretary of the
Interior Ickes, who viewed the subject just as they did, and he brought it up at a
cabinet meeting. Although there was considerable objection expressed to
bringing the territories within the scope of this beneficial order, President
Roosevelt finally directed Chairman Jones of the RFC to revise his order so as to
embrace the territories and the citizens of the territories.
14. Several years ago a considerable amount of money had accumulated in the
treasury which on the basis of the law should have been allocated to Alaska for
construction of forest highways. These allocations were not made, for the reason
that the man in the Department of Agriculture who had the final voice in this
matter had once made a trip to Alaska and did not believe roads should be built
there. That was that, and his decision was final despite the protests of Judge
Dimond. That official would never have acted as he did had we voting members
of Congress who could have taken the floor of the two houses not only to
express an opinion about this high-handed procedure but to vote against the
department's general appropriation.
FREIGHT RATE MOVE ALMOST SUCCEEDED
15. Last November a certain highly placed member of the U.S. Maritime Commission
attempted to throw Alaska overboard by trying to force War Shipping
Administration ships back into private operation with a doubling of freight rates,
without allowing a period for stabilization after the war. This was prevented only
by the most strenuous efforts on the part of the Attorney General of Alaska and
the Alaska Development Board. If Alaska were a state and had been a state
through these years, it is highly unlikely the steamship companies would have
gotten away with the execrable service and high rates to which Alaskans have
been subject.
16. Failure of the Wage Stabilization Board and the War Shipping Administration to
expedite authorization of the recent maritime wage settlement permitted a tie-up
of Alaska ports and resulted in the unloading of rotten cargo into the bay. Nothing
similar occurred in any port in the states.
17. Administrative reservations of land made for wartime purposes are still in effect in
dozens of cases, including the withdrawal of all land along the Alaska Highway. If
Alaska had the influence over the Interior Department which votes in Congress
would confer, these reservations would have been vacated long since and
reopened to settlement.
18. Lacking influence in Washington, Alaska witnessed long delay in the location of a
regional office of the Veterans Administration in the territory, although there were
many pressing reasons why Alaska should be given such an office.
19. Alaska's Governor was obliged to engage in a long struggle to obtain overseas
credit toward discharge for Alaska boys who served in the Aleutians, though
soldiers from the states obtained such credit automatically.

ALASKANS DON'T SIT ON FISHING BOARD
20. On the International Fisheries Commission dealing with halibut caught off the
coast of the two nations, but chiefly off the coast of Alaska, no Alaskan has ever
been appointed, though there has been a nice balancing of appointments from
British Columbia and the State of Washington, whose fisheries are involved to
lesser extent.
Such examples could be recited almost without end. The Legislative Reference Service
of the Library of Congress reports that, aside from the Federal Highway Aid Act, there
are three other regular appropriations measures from which Alaska has been completely excluded. These are: the Mineral Lands Leasing Receipts Act of February 25,
1920: the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938 and the Act of August 29, 1935, having to
do with the cost of administering state forest lands. Delegate Bartlett now has before
Congress a bill to cure the mineral lands leasing act omission, and hopes for enactment
at the next session.
As Governor Ernest Gruening has said:
It is a fact, of course, that by superhuman effort, by fighting like the devil, we are
able to overcome some of these discriminations, but it means using all kinds of
energies and efforts which should be utilized in helping Alaska to move forward,
not fighting merely to hold our ground. To my mind, the intangibles are allimportant - the great advantages that would automatically accrue to Alaska,
when, as a state, it has two Senators and a Representative with a vote.
Discrimination against Alaska is found first in what seems to be the eternal struggle to
have the territories included in new money bills, and, second, and certainly equally as
important, in receiving for the territories just appropriations. Then there are the
discriminations which are not confined to the language of the law but which are to be
discovered almost daily in the application of the law, to a certain degree in Congress
and more notably in the executive departments.
FUNDS FOR ALASKA TOO OFTEN A SOP
Delegate Bartlett has been struggling in Washington on Alaska's behalf for almost two
years. His testimony on this point is as follows:
My observation after serving here since January 1945 is that all too frequently
what is given us in the way of money is given us as a sop as it were and not
because we are entitled to it or because its expenditure would reflect
advancement of the national interest.
Some might argue, in fact have argued, that Alaska's delegation to Congress would be
too small to affect, by its votes, the national decision in any matter. Alaska, these people
point out, would have only two votes out of 98 or 100 in the Senate and one out of 436
or so in the House. Yet anyone acquainted with the life of our national government, as
distinguished from its mere form, knows that a vote in Congress is the most decisive

force and the most convincing argument an area can possess. That congressional
respect for Alaska’s needs would materialize automatically with statehood is indicated
by the example of the present states. Nevada, Wyoming, Delaware and Vermont have
never had more than two votes apiece in the Senate and one in the House; yet their
interests have never suffered in Congress. So it would be with Alaska, which would
have exactly the same representation immediately upon admission.

HOW ALASKA GOT ITS GOVERNMENT
ALMOST half a century of struggle by the people of Alaska was crowned with success
in 1912 when Congress passed an act giving the territory a legislature. This is Alaska's
Organic Act, the basis of the present territorial government. Even in the hour of victory,
the then Delegate, James Wickersham, who had been prominent in the fight for home
rule, spoke with misgivings about Alaska's new governmental charter.
Alas, the end is not yet. While the people of Alaska have an elective delegate in
the House of Representatives to speak for them, and an elective legislature to
pass laws for their local necessities, these representatives and powers are not
constitutional representative Powers, but are congressional, and therefore,
subject to change by Congress by later acts passed by that body in conflict with
them. And thus without repealing or even directly mentioning or amending the
organic laws of Alaska territory, Congress has rendered them of much less force
and value than identically the same laws possessed in the older territories. By
later congressional acts, sometimes even by executive proclamations, and more
often by rules and regulations prepared and adopted, by some or all of the
numerous United States bureaus engaged in public activities in Alaska and which
have or are assumed to have the force and effect of the United States statutes,
the organic laws of Alaska are rendered less effective and in some instances
practically repealed, though not mentioned in the Acts of Congress creating the
bureaus.
The enabling act of 1912 made Alaska a potential state. But the special limitations
which had to be inserted in the act to insure its passage have not been removed in the
years since elapsed.
MANY LAWS FORBIDDEN TO ALASKA LEGISLATURE
The national government's gift to Alaska of a legislative body falls far short of fulfilling
territorial aspirations for home rule, since Congress has specifically forbidden the
Territorial Legislature to enact certain kinds of laws. Among these specific prohibitions
are the following:
It may not pass any law interfering with the primary disposal of the soil; it may not
authorize bonded indebtedness or the creation of any debt by the territory or
municipalities thereof; it may not create or assume any indebtedness for the
actual running expenses of the territorial government in excess of the actual
income of the territory for a given year; it may not levy any tax for territorial
purposes in excess of one per centum upon the assessed valuation of property,
nor within the incorporated towns (for town purposes) in excess of two per
centum; it may not pass any law providing for the formation of county government within the territory without the affirmative approval of Congress: it may not
"alter, amend, modify, or repeal" the "game" and "fish" laws passed by Congress
and in force in Alaska.

The Organic Act also extends to Alaska limitations imposed in a separate act of 1886
prohibiting passage of local or special laws by legislatures of the territories.
Delegate Wickersham had told the senate committee in charge of the so-called Alaska
home rule bill that he considered the sumptuary provisions (limiting territorial
expenditures and taxes) an insult to his constituents and that he expected them to be
repealed "when Congress learns to have confidence in the integrity of the people of
Alaska." However, the provisions remain to this day.
FISHING INTERESTS SOUGHT TO EVADE TAX
The Organic Act had been intended to be even more restrictive. One of the most
interesting spectacles in Congress during its consideration was the effort made by the
fishing interests to limit the power of the legislature to tax them. This effort and its
unforeseen result are described by Jeannette Paddock Nichols in her admirable book
Alaska: a Study of Its Administration, Exploitation and Industrial Development During Its
First Half Century Under the Rule of the United States:
They secured upon the floor of the House the insertion of a clause including
among those laws which the legislature was forbidden to "alter, amend, modify,
and repeal" measures relating to game and fish… These precautions went for
naught, however, as far as taxation of the fisheries was concerned: for in the inevitable committee of conference of the two houses on the bill as amended by
the Senate, the House conferees put through a "joker", following the clause
above referred to: "Provided further, that this provision shall not operate to
prevent the legislature from imposing other and additional taxes or licenses." The
joker was in the bill to stay, and although it is the only clause giving the
legislature authority over the fisheries, it has served to empower that body to use
the industry as the chief mainstay of the territorial treasury.
The main question of debate when territorial government, and not statehood, was
at stake was the old, old issue between home rule and big business. Their lobby
was asking: "Would big business be required to pay the costs of home rule, and
to suffer under the jurisdiction of the local legislature?" The Organic Act, as
presented to the 62nd Congress, was carefully drawn to quiet their concern.
Expenditures and taxes were to be limited in the manner already described; nonresidents were to be taxed no higher than residents; county organization was
prohibited, and indebtedness was carefully hedged about to preclude
extravagance. These restrictions were explained as due to the fact that it was not
a question of what was right for Alaska to have, but, as Delegate Wickersham put
it, of what the particular interests "will let Congress pass for us, because, they are
in a position to defeat the bill if they determine to do so.
Such is the genesis of the charter under which Alaska's territorial government functions.
It is underlain by, and incorporates by reference, even older and less satisfactory scraps
and pieces of congressional legislation. The earlier Organic Act of 1884, according to
the Nichols account:
…Was evolved from a composite of honest intentions, ignorance, stupidity,
indifference, and quasi-expediency. The Senate debated it at some length on five

consecutive days in January of 1884; and on May 13 following the House
adopted the measure precisely as it came to them, after about two hours desultory discussion.
The act as passed was a compromise bill drawn in the Senate Committee on Territories
to provide "a simple, temporary form of government without meeting any constitutional
stumps."
Similarly, Alaska's tax system stems from a time when the territory had no local
government, no representation in Congress, no legislature and no means of assessing
or collecting an equitable tax. It was motivated by a desire on the part of Congress in
1898 to legalize the liquor traffic in an area in which absolute prohibition had been the
law, though far from the practice. Taxes were levied upon the residents in general,
according to the business in which they were engaged, whether it was billiards or
boarding houses, meat marketing or taxidermy. The fisheries were taxed according to
their output, for example, four cents for each case of canned salmon and ten cents for
each barrel of salted salmon. The gold mines were taxed by the number of stamps in
operation, three dollars per stamp. This system of licensing all businesses on the same
principle as saloons adapted itself readily to Alaska, because of her lack of the usual
organization for levying ordinary taxes. There was some justification for such a tax
system in that day. But it has been retained, with some modifications, to date.

THE DISADVANTAGES OF TERRITORIALISM
THERE is an old Aleut saying which was current in Alaska at the time of Russian
occupation: "God is high and the Czar far away." It was paraphrased in 1904 by the
Nome Nugget in complaining bitterly of official neglect of Alaska as: "God is afar off and
it is a long way to Washington." Forty-two years later the saying still has point as applied
to Alaska's territorial form of government.
Alaska is so far removed from Washington, and has so many unique requirements, that
it is almost fantastic to expect good local government in the Territory to stem from the
national capital. Yet, under the territorial system, that apparently is the expectation. It
has never been fulfilled. The history, as someone has said, is one of how Congress
occasionally and hastily fashioned a few legislative garments for Alaska ... how those
clothes were never cut to fit, how Alaska tore them out in the seams and wore them out
at the elbows, with Congress too busy to mend.
Aside from the relationship which it creates between the territory and Congress, in the
one case, and between Alaska and the federal bureaus in the other, there are other and
serious disadvantages to territorialism. One of these was discovered as long ago as
1921 by Alaska's then Attorney General, John Rustgard. He had sought to obtain for
Alaska the same privileges afforded residents of the states in the matter of using foreign
ships. In brief, the law provides that merchandise shipped from one American point to
another over the Canadian railroads may be shipped in a British bottom over the water
part of the route, as on the Great Lakes.
ALASKA WAS VICTIM OF DISCRIMINATION
The Attorney General took the position that a section of the Jones Act which denies this
same privilege to the people of Alaska in utilizing more economical Canadian
transportation is unconstitutional in that it discriminates against Alaska in matters of
interstate commerce. The court held that Congress not only has the right to discriminate
against Alaska in this manner but could, if it saw fit, close every port in the territory. The
Supreme Court sustained this position. Commenting on the decision, Rustgard
suggested a remedy.
The blow is a severe one, and there is no remedy for it except to give to Alaska a
state government in which event the people will have the same protection against
discriminatory legislation as is accorded people of the states. The decision of the
Supreme Court is the best argument in support of a demand for state
government.
Alaska's present Attorney General, Ralph Rivers, recently summed up some of the
more important legal disadvantages of territorial status as follows:
Alaskans cannot elect their Governor or Secretary… The Alaska Legislature cannot alter the number of Representatives or Senators in the Territorial Legislature
as increased population or shifts in population might warrant. Alaskans cannot
have a delegate in the United States Senate… The legislature cannot create

courts either with original jurisdiction or appellate powers… Alaska cannot control
its fisheries and wildlife, excepting as incidental to taxation. The legislature
cannot pass a local or special law no matter how necessary in a particular case.
Municipal corporations cannot bond themselves in excess of 10 per cent of the
taxable value of property…and cannot levy a tax in excess of two per cent… The
territory cannot levy a tax for territorial purposes in excess of one per cent…and
assessments for the purpose of taxation on property must be according to the
"actual value thereof," which restriction imposes an almost insurmountable
obstacle to any reasonable property taxation program within the usual constitutional restrictions. The territory cannot bond itself no matter how great the need
might become, unless Congress would pass a law allowing it. Although money
from license taxes on trades and occupations imposed by Congress…goes to the
municipalities or to the Alaska Fund…the disbursement of the Alaska Fund,
under the law, by the US Treasury, is absolutely arbitrary ... The President is
directed to submit territorial laws to Congress so that it may disapprove any law
enacted by the Territorial Legislature. This is a useless indignity because
Congress, with its plenary power over territories, can pass special laws for
Alaska in derogation of our local enactments at any time. All of these restrictions
could be abolished by granting statehood.
The faults of the territorial form of government were so glaringly revealed during the
debates upon statehood for Oklahoma, New Mexico and Arizona in the early 1900's that
Governor Brady of Alaska, for one, proposed that Alaska should remain unorganized
until ready for statehood. This, of course, was an extreme view, which not many
Alaskans shared. Bad as it is, territorial status undoubtedly is justified as a temporary
expedient, as a step toward statehood. No one ever intended it should continue as long
as it has in Alaska.
MANY PRESIDENTS FAVORED STATEHOOD
The history of the territorial expansion and political development of the United States is
one of the advance of area after area from territorial status to statehood. This has been
the logical development for any substantial American area.
It would seem to be a logical development at this time for the two areas, Alaska and
Hawaii, which have the advanced and special position of being "incorporated territories”
and which have developed the general problems common to American territories in their
progression toward full self-government and inclusion in the family of states.
There is no doubt but what Secretary Seward had eventual statehood in mind when he
concluded the arrangements for Alaska's annexation. In a lengthy and learned speech
in support of ratification of the treaty of purchase of Alaska, Senator Charles Sumner
also specifically dedicated Alaska to future statehood in the Union and made a
prophetic appeal to the Senate on behalf of the tide of Americans to follow into Alaska in
the future. Others prominent on the national scene since that time, including Presidents
Theodore Roosevelt, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Harry S. Truman, have spoken of
statehood as Alaska's destiny. The late James Wickersham, who was Alaska's

Delegate to Congress longer than any other man, looked forward to the time when
Alaska “will emerge from the chrysalis of territorial darkness, adopt a state constitution
and attain final home rule as the sovereign state of Alaska.”
MANY KNEW LITTLE; MORE CARED LITTLE
On the other hand, there has been no lack of persons of opposite view, though it is fair
to say these have always been the men who knew the least about Alaska, and cared
even less than that. During the period of total national neglect of Alaska from 1867 to
1884, the Congressional attitude toward the new possession was expressed by Representative Price of Iowa, who said: “Now that we have got it and cannot give if away or
lose it, I hope we will keep it under military rule and get along with as little expense as
possible.”
Every session of Congress from 1868 to 1884 saw at least one bill for providing
temporary government for Alaska introduced in the national legislature. None was
passed. Most died in committee or were killed by "objection:" The difficulty was a lack of
information and interest to pass legislation for a region which gave no congressman a
constituency. The history since that time has been hardly less unhappy.
ECONOMIC GROWTH DELAYED BY STATUS
Alaska spent 45 years in painfully acquiring the political status commonly accorded to
our territories after a comparatively brief and uneventful novitiate. Alaska belonged to
the United States 17 years before it had any legal government whatsoever. Sixteen
more years passed before Congress determined what laws should guide her people in
their daily conduct. Another six years elapsed before the territory was permitted an
official representative at the national capital, and an equal and additional length of time
before the people were permitted to take any part in making the local laws under which
they were governed. Since the territory was given a legislature, 34 more years have
passed into history with relatively little improvement in Alaska's governmental status.
That for which Alaskans have been struggling since 1912 has not been political
recognition, as such. It has been economic development. Yet, for economic
development Alaska is almost totally dependent upon the action of Congress. And the
favorable action of Congress has been found to be all but impossible without statehood.
If this view be accepted - and it is difficult to place any other interpretation on the events
- Alaska's political struggle must begin anew, the fight for home rule must recommence,
and Alaska should begin now to equip herself for entrance into the sisterhood of states
as one of the greatest.
STATEHOOD MOVE BEGAN IN 1915
The statehood movement in Alaska already has many years, and the long efforts of
many good men, behind it. Cries for statehood began to be heard throughout the
territory in 1915, as many people came to realize that in no other way could they hope
to throw off the shackles of colonialism with which Alaska was continually being
burdened. The second Territorial Legislature saw introduction of a statehood bill by

Senator O. P. Hubbard, who the following year became the first president of the first
Alaska Statehood Club, organized at Valdez on February 16, 1916.
A bill for statehood was also introduced in Congress by Delegate Wickersham in 1916,
causing the newspapers of the United Slates to take up the question of admitting
Alaska, while of course the press of the territory devoted much editorial ''space to the
issue.” Delegate Wickersham's bill came to naught. Far from being interested in giving
Alaska more self-government, the federal government at that time was busily engaged
in trying to take back what few privileges had been accorded the Territory by the
Organic Act of 1912.
PEOPLE: HOLD FATE IN THEIR OWN HANDS
Delegate Wickersham was succeeded by Delegate Dimond, who throughout his dozen
years in Washington, while winning many new advantages for Alaska as a territory,
made statehood for Alaska a continuing and ultimate aim. Now Delegate Bartlett is
continuing the long struggle to bring Alaska's statehood aspirations prominently to the
attention of the Congress and the nation. Whether he, or whether some successor as
Delegate, will succeed in gaining admission for Alaska depends primarily upon how
vigorously and insistently the people of the territory show their desire for such a step.

HOW MUCH TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENT IS ENOUGH?
HOW LONG an apprenticeship should an area serve before it is adjudged ready for
statehood? This question is a little difficult to answer, though we may draw some
conclusions from the examples afforded by the history of the present states.
The area of the 13 original states of the Union, as will be recalled, extended as far west
as to include the land embraced in the present states of Wisconsin and Illinois. Out of
this area, 12 more states were ultimately formed, in addition to the original 13. The other
23 states of the Union were formed from the rest of the continental area westward to the
Pacific Ocean. One of these, Texas, which had been an independent republic, was
admitted as a state upon annexation. Another, California, never had a territorial form of
government, but was granted statehood from an unorganized status within two years
after annexation. The tabulation which follows shows all the states outside the area of
the 13 original colonies ranked according to years elapsed between annexation and
statehood, with Alaska interpolated as of 1946.
State
Texas
California
Louisiana
Oregon
Nevada
Missouri
Florida
Arkansas
Washington
Iowa
Idaho
Utah

Years
Elapsed
0
2
9
13
16
18
26
33
43
43
44
48

State
Minnesota
Kansas
Nebraska
Arizona
New Mexico
Colorado
ALASKA
Montana
North Dakota
South Dakota
Wyoming
Oklahoma

Years
Elapsed
55
58
64
64
67
73
79
86
86
86
87
104

It is seen that Alaska already has belonged to the United States longer than any state at
the time of its admission, with the exception of Montana, the Dakotas, Wyoming and
Oklahoma. These were all formed of territory contained in the Louisiana Purchase, and
at the time of annexation were so remote from the national life of that era that
settlement, or even exploration, did not reach them until many years later. Having
served more than three-quarters of a century under the American flag, Alaska would
seem to be entitled -at least morally entitled - to statehood.
COURT DEFINED STATUS OF ALASKA
Alaska was granted territorial government in its present form in 1912. It did, however,
possess some of the aspects of a territory before that time. The first Organic Act was
passed in 1884. If organization as a territory should be considered as dating from that
time, Alaska by 1946 has already been a territory for a longer period of time than any
other area in all the history of the republic.

The legal status of Alaska among the non-contiguous possessions of the United States
was considered settled by the Supreme Court in 1905. Al that time, Hawaii and the
possessions which had recently been acquired from Spain (Puerto Rico and the
Philippines) were declared to be "unincorporated" territories, appurtenant to, and
dependencies of, the United States, but not a part of the United States. On the other
hand, Alaska was placed by the court along with Oklahoma, Arizona and New Mexico in
the class of incorporated territories. The reasoning was that the treaty with Russia
concerning Alaska manifested an intention to admit the inhabitants of the ceded territory
to the enjoyment of citizenship and expressed the purpose to incorporate the territory
into the United States. These decisions gave Alaska the proud title of "territory" in the
place of the name of "'district" with which she had been burdened since 1884.
Even if 1912 be considered as the date of organization of territorial government in
Alaska, the territory by 1946 has been an organized territory longer than any but four
states in our history. The following tabulation ranks the states outside the area of the 13
original states according to years which elapsed between organization as territories and
admittance to statehood, with Alaska interpolated as of 1946.
State
Florida
Texas
California
Kansas
Louisiana
Iowa
Minnesota
Missouri
Oregon
Nebraska
Nevada
Colorado

Years Elapsed
No Terr. Gov.
No Terr. Gov.
No Terr. Gov.
7
8
8
9
9
11
13
14
15

State
Arkansas
Oklahoma
Wyoming
Montana
Idaho
North Dakota
South Dakota
ALASKA
Washington
Utah
Arizona
New Mexico

Years Elapsed
17
17
21
25
27
28
28
34
36
46
49
62

Other considerations being favorable, it is obvious that Alaska fulfills the qualifications
for statehood in the matter of time served in apprenticeship.

THE PROCEDURE FOR BECOMING A STATE
TWO BILLS to provide statehood for Alaska have been introduced in Congress within
the past year. Delegate Bartlett's bill was given the number H.R. 3898 in the 1st Session
of the 79th Congress. Later Senator McCarran of Nevada introduced an identical bill in
the Senate. It was given the number S. 1788 in the 2nd Session of the 79th Congress.
While it is not known as this report is written exactly what statehood legislation will be
before the 80th Congress, there is every likelihood that a measure closely resembling in
its essentials the Bartlett-McCarran bill will be introduced. This bill sets forth the
procedure which would be followed in admitting Alaska as a state.
First, of course, the bill would have to be passed by both houses of Congress and
signed by the President. Within 30 days after its approval the Governor of Alaska would
issue a proclamation ordering an election of delegates to a constitutional convention.
Candidates would be given a period for filing: primaries and then a general election
would be held. The bill provides that the primaries could not be held earlier than two
months after the Governor's proclamation or the general election earlier than five
months after the proclamation. The convention would convene on the first Tuesday
following the 90th day after the general election.
The session to draft a constitution then would continue for not to exceed 75 days.
Another election, this time for ratification of the proposed constitution, would be held 75
to 100 days after adjournment. After canvass of the ratification vote, if it is found to be
favorable, the Governor would certify the results to the President. The President, after a
study of the articles of the proposed state constitution to determine whether they met
the requirements laid down by the Federal Constitution and by Congress’ Alaska
statehood act, would so certify to the Governor. Within 30 days after such notification
the Governor would issue a proclamation calling for an election of state officers and a
Representative and two Senators to serve in the national Congress.
STATEHOOD IS NOT ONE-DAY ACHIEVEMENT
Again a period would be allowed for filing and for primary and general elections. The
final election would be held from two to six months after the election proclamation. After
the customary canvass, the Governor would certify the election results to the President.
Thereupon the President would issue a proclamation admitting Alaska to the Union.
Then, and not until then, would Alaska become a state.
Through some such process have passed most of the states. The complicated
procedure is recited here to emphasize the fact that the process is a long one.
Statehood cannot be achieved in a day, or even in a year. A study of the provisions of
the Bartlett-McCarran bill indicates that the mere mechanics of statehood would
consume more than 15 months and possibly as long as three years. That is, the
mechanics would consume that length of time after the passage of enabling legislation
by Congress.

Alaska's Territorial Legislature has provided that the people of Alaska will record their
preference for or against statehood at the general election to be held in the territory in
October of this year.
It needs to be emphasized that a vote in favor of statehood in the October referendum
does not mean Alaska would forthwith become a state. Far from it. Congress would still
have to pass an enabling act and the people of Alaska would still have to go through the
long procedure outlined above. There is no assurance how soon Congress would, or
indeed whether it ever would, act favorably in carrying out the mandate of the people of
Alaska.
HAWAII VOTED AND IS STILL WAITING
It should be noted in this regard that in 1940 the people of Hawaii voted overwhelmingly
in favor of statehood in an election identical with that which Alaska will hold in October.
Yet Congress has not acted, six years later, even to start Hawaii on the road to
statehood. The Territorial Legislature since has renewed Hawaii's plea. The Hawaiian
Delegate has worked unceasingly for statehood. The Secretary of the Interior, whose
department has jurisdiction over the territories, has issued a statement endorsing
statehood for Hawaii. A Gallup Poll taken in the states indicates that two thirds of the
people are in favor of extending statehood to Hawaii. Finally, a subcommittee of the
Committee on Territories has visited the Islands, made a thorough study of the matter
and recommended in the strongest language that the Committee on Territories give
immediate consideration to legislation to admit Hawaii to statehood.
And yet Congress has not acted.
Arizona and New Mexico, both admitted in 1912, are the only states which have joined
the Union in the past 50 years. The people of both pressed their appeal for admission
energetically over a long term of years.
Alaska, even after it votes on statehood and even though the vote should be
overwhelmingly in favor, must be prepared to suffer similar delays and disappointments.
The question which every Alaskan should ask himself before going to the polls in
October is not, "Is Alaska ready for statehood now?" but rather, "Am I in favor of
statehood in principle, and if so, might Alaska be ready for statehood within the
foreseeable future?"
Those who are best in a position to judge the temper of the national government are
agreed that a negative vote in October, or anything less than decisive approval, will bury
all hopes of statehood for many years to come. It also seems clear that such a result,
signifying Alaska's unwillingness to assume the responsibilities of adult statehood after
so many years of territorial tutelage, would create in Congress and throughout the
nation a distinctly unsympathetic attitude toward Alaska's needs and problems,
whatever they may be in the future.

UNFAVORABLE VOTE WILL INJURE ALASKA
So the second fact which needs to be emphasized is that a vote against statehood in
the October referendum will kill all hopes for statehood for many years to come and
react against Alaska's interests in other ways as well.
To most residents of the states it is inconceivable that Alaskans should not be in favor
of statehood. Every state, without a single exception, has had a happy experience in
advancing from territorial to statehood status. Every state has profited, not only through
satisfaction of the natural craving of the people for self-government but also because of
the material benefits which have flowed to the states as a result. In specific terms these
benefits have been the enticement of population and wealth, the development of natural
resources and the creation of a more highly organized society with its concomitants of
improved educational facilities, more and better highways and all the blessings
associated with an advanced stage of civilization. No one has ever heard of the area
which regretted the step to statehood, or yearned for a return to territorial status.
A third fact which needs to be emphasized is that a vote for statehood in the October
referendum does not commit Alaska unalterably to statehood or begin a process in that
direction which the people of Alaska will not have abundant opportunity to stop later
should they so desire.
CONSTITUTION ALSO SUBMITTED TO VOTE
The statehood-enabling act, as has been noted, would provide for election of the
delegates to a constitutional convention. If Alaskans decide they do not like the
provisions of the particular enabling act which Congress provides, they may elect
delegates who are opposed to its provisions, or even to statehood under any terms.
These delegates then could refuse at the constitutional convention to draft a
constitution. That is one way in which the process toward statehood could be stopped.
The enabling act would also provide that the people of the territory must approve the
proposed state constitution at an election held after the convention. If they do not
approve, the statehood process stops completely.
In any event, full control over whether the territory becomes a state remains firmly in the
hands of the people of Alaska until after the election on ratification of the state
constitution. At best, that is an event some years in the future. Fears that Alaska might
be rushed into statehood soon after the October referendum, and before the people
know as much about it as they would like to, are groundless. It couldn't possibly happen.
It follows from the above that arguments about particular provisions of, or omissions
from, the Bartlett or McCarran statehood bills are beside the point at this time. Both bills
have now lapsed, with the adjournment of Congress, before the October referendum. It
is also idle to speculate now on what the Alaska state constitution might contain, or to
base an attitude toward statehood upon that. These are matters for the future, and over
them Alaskans will have control.
What is at issue in the October referendum is the general desirability of statehood and
the general willingness of Alaskans to assume the responsibilities of self-government.

ONLY FIRST STEP TOWARD EQUALITY
To sum up, by a favorable vote in October, Alaska would place one foot firmly on the
first rung of the ladder leading toward eventual statehood. Thereafter it is for Alaska to
make its choice whether to remain on the first step, whether to step back off the ladder
entirely, or whether to climb toward equality among the sisterhood of states.

THE POPULATION QUESTION
ONE OF THE arguments advanced most frequently against statehood for Alaska is to
the effect that the population of the territory is too sparse. It was made in the case of
many of the territories of the West which have subsequently became states. Opponents
to the admission of Arizona, for instance, argued strongly that the population was too
small to support a state government, and was in addition illiterate and unfit to assume
the responsibilities of government.
The argument is not new even in Alaska. It was used to oppose the granting of an
elective Delegate to Congress. President McKinley in 1899 thought Alaska's area too
vast and population too scattered and transitory to make an elective legislative body
wise. In an address at the Alaska-Yukon-Pacific Exposition in Seattle ten years later,
President Taft declared himself opposed to a bill which had been drawn by the Alaska
Delegate providing for a legislative assembly and home rule. These he felt should not
be considered seriously until the territory's population had "increased in size and
stability."
The 1940 Census recorded an Alaska population of 72,524. All signs indicate a
substantial increase since that time. Estimates presented last spring at a hearing before
the U.S. Maritime Commission on Alaska rates indicated the territory's population had
grown to 85,000. The Attorney General has mentioned 90,000 as the probable figure.
It is a little difficult to tell just how large the population of any given state was at the time
of admission, unless admission should have occurred in a census year. Assuming that
Alaska might be admitted before 1949, the tabulation which follows shows how the
territory ranks with the states in the population recorded for each in the last census
before admission.
State
Oklahoma
New Mexico
Utah
Arizona
Kansas
South Dakota
Texas
California
Idaho
Louisiana
Washington
ALASKA
Missouri
Wyoming
Florida
Iowa
Colorado

Admitted
1907
1912
1896
1912
1861
1889
1845
1850
1890
1812
1889
Not Admitted
1821
1890
1845
1846
1876

Before Admission
790,391
327,301
210,779
204,354
107,206
98,268
No Data
No Data
No Data
76,556
75,116
72,524
66,586
No Data
54,447
43,112
39,864

After Admission
1,657,155
360,350
276,749
334,162
364,399
348,600
212,592
92,597
88,548
153,407
357,232
140,455
62,555
87,455
192,214
194,327

Montana
North Dakota
Arkansas
Nebraska
Oregon
Nevada
Minnesota

1889
1889
1836
1867
1859
1864
1858

39,159
36,909
30,388
28,841
13,294
6,857
6,077

142,924
190,933
97,574
122,933
52,462
42,491
172,023

In population, Alaska is seen to be about in the middle of this list of the states outside
the area of the original colonies. It is certain that half a dozen states -Arkansas, Florida,
Missouri, Nevada. Oregon and Wyoming -all had smaller population at time of
admission than Alaska has today.
It will be noted in the table above that in many cases a very large increase occurred in
the decade in which admission took place. Much of this was due to the general wave of
western migration which was in progress all during this period. But some of it
undoubtedly can be attributed directly to statehood, which in the case of Arizona and
some other states, itself had a very definite influence on the growth of population.
According to the Arizona Department of Library and Archives, the psychological effect of
the conferring of statehood was to focus the eyes of the nation upon the new
commonwealth and to cause a considerable tide of immigration to set in.
In the decade of admission, Arizona's population increased 63.4 percent. Something
similar occurred in Nevada, which the census of 1860 showed as having a population of
6,857. Population upon admission in 1864 was somewhere between this figure and the
42,491 enumerated in 1870. It is arguable that the increased population of Nevada in
1870 over 1860 was one of the direct and inescapable effects of the coming of
statehood. Commenting upon this, former Delegate Dimond pointed out that:
No suggestion has been made that the people of Nevada ever regretted their
choice, and it seems certain that at the present time, when Nevada has a
population of 110,247, according to the 1940 census, any citizen of that state
who advised that the state should go back to territorial status would be considered a fit subject for inquiry as to mental competence.
Under ordinary circumstances it hardly seems likely that Alaska could become a state
before, say, 1955. By that time Alaska should have a population of about 100,000. That
is the outlook with continuation of the rate of growth which has prevailed since 1929. If
Alaska in the next decade fulfills the bright promise which many foresee for her, the
population should be substantially greater. But even 100,000, as has been seen, is
more people than lived in many of our greatest states at the time of their admission. It is
more, for example, than lived in California. By 1955, Alaska will have been under the
American flag without statehood longer than any other possession in all our history, with
a single exception. That exception is Oklahoma, which as part of the Louisiana
Purchase was uninhabited and unknown at the time of annexation, and which did not
become a state until 104 years later.

EASIER TO BUILD FOR NEW CITIZENS
What will happen to Alaska's population in the future is, of course, a matter for
conjecture. Most people expect it to show a steady increase. This was the trend all
through the 1930's. It is not generally known that ever since 1914 the Bureau of the
Census has made an annual July 1 population estimate for every state and territory.
Population has not been estimated since 1941 because of the insufficiency of data on
wartime changes.
The most recent estimates for Alaska are as follows:
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941

60,271
61,596
62,921
64,245
65,570
66,894
68,219
89,544
70,868
72,193
73,517
74,842

In every single year since 1930 the increase has exceeded 1,000.
Statehood at the earliest possible moment, in view of this continued trend, has been
suggested as desirable by former Delegate Dimond for the reason that
STATE SHOULD CONTROL FLOW OF IMMIGRANTS
Under a state government managed by the people of Alaska, it will be much easier and
much more advantageous to everyone to aid, and in a measure control, the stream of
new people who are likely to come to Alaska for permanent residence at the earliest
practicable moment. Therefore, I am confident that in providing statehood for Alaska we
are building not only for ourselves but a sound economy for posterity.
It should also be noted that Alaska's resources are so great and her economy such that
during normal years prior to the war the territory's exports exceeded imports by an
average of some $28,000,000 annually. This has a large bearing on Alaska's ability to
be self-supporting notwithstanding smallness of population in relation to geographical
extent. Furthermore, at least 20,000 seasonal workers not counted in the census are
transported each year to and from Alaska, which movement creates an enlarged
summer population quite properly susceptible to taxation in support of statehood.

HOW MUCH WILL IT COST?
MOST of the doubts which Alaskans entertain as to the desirability of statehood come
down to the question of what the additional costs of state government might be. We are
all familiar with the attempt which has been made to picture statehood as an
extravagance or a luxury which might be pleasant to have but which, because of its
great cost, Alaska could not afford.
Like sparseness of population, this argument of excessive cost has been trotted out
many times during the long fight for home rule in Alaska. Frequently the two arguments
have been linked together, as they were before congressional committees in 1897 by
Louis Sloss, spokesman for the Alaska Packers' Association„ who according to the
Jeannette Nichols account:
…Expressed fear lest most of the devices suggested to help Alaska should
hinder her. He said that as long as Alaska lacked means of communication and a
stable population, territorial government must remain impracticable... The only
kind of delegate he would favor was an appointed one, and he was decidedly
averse to the inauguration of a property tax.
In 1902, when it appeared Congress might enact a bill giving Alaska territorial government, Joseph McDonald, superintendent of the Treadwell Mines, urged those with
business interests at stake to:
…inform Congress of Alaska's true nature: first, that she lacks a settled
population, engaged in diversified productive industries, which make the burdens
of local government bear equally upon the people; second, that her only
industries are mining and fishing, which largely carry the transportation burden,
and cannot afford additional taxes; third, that as the whole interest of the fisheries
is to escape the burdens of government as far as possible, the only industry left
to meet expenses is mining, which is yet in a formative state; fourth, that the
shifting nature of Alaska's population will result in the filling of the offices by men
without permanent interest in the region, and they are the ones desirous of securing territorial government; fifth, that territorial government must greatly retard
the future development of the country.
In 1907, Alaska's highly unpopular Governor W. B. Hoggatt estimated the cost of
territorial government would be so great as to bring ruin to Alaska industry. Such ruin,
did not, of course, materialize with the coming of territorial organization five years later.
By such means, every step of Alaska's progress toward self-government has been
retarded. The argument delayed for many years Alaska's representation in Congress by
a Delegate. It delayed organization as a territory, and it delayed the granting of a
territorial legislature. It has been used recently to oppose overhauling of Alaska's vastly
outmoded taxation system. Now it is being used as an argument against statehood.
It is interesting to find on looking into the matter that all of the arguments which are
being made today against statehood for Alaska were also made years ago in the case

of each of the states most recently admitted. All of these arguments were refuted by
history.
ARIZONA MET SAME FINANCIAL OBSTACLES
Because of its many parallels to conditions in Alaska today, the statehood experience of
Arizona, last of the states to be admitted, probably will prove instructive to Alaskans.
Inquiry has been made of the Governor of Arizona as to this experience and has
brought the following reply:
Arizona's resources, although developed only to a minor extent, were real; but its
public revenue was altogether unequal to the building of roads, to securing the
various things the desire for which moved the territory's people to seek selfgovernment.
ARIZONA REVENUES SHOWED BIG GAIN
No great perspicacity was required to discover that the reason for this lack of public
funds was inherent in the territorial revenue system. Taxes were, as a matter of fact,
quite low - a condition, other things being equal, usually deemed to be highly desirable but these other things, such for instance as taxes, were not equal. The reason was that
by means of defective laws relating to the subject, corporate property - meaning
specifically the property of mining, railroad, express telegraph and telephone, and
private car line companies - constituting by far the territory's major wealth, was
assessed on a basic representing only an insignificant fraction of its value.
When victory finally came to the forces which for so long had been struggling for
statehood (and it is pertinent to mention that internal opposition to this movement centered to a large extent in the interests responsible for the prevailing unequal and inadequate taxation), the problem described was attacked.
A few figures will serve to illustrate the result. In 1911 -the year immediately preceding
statehood - all property in the territory was valued at less than $100,000,000. Mining
property comprised 19.3% of the total and railroad property 19.1%. In 1914 when the
state's new tax system became fairly operative, the assessed valuation was
$407,000,000, of which 38% was mining property and 22.14% railroad property, a
readjustment rendered still more conspicuous by fairly adequate assessments of the
property of express companies, private car lines, and telephone and telegraph companies. The territorial levy of 90 cents on each $100 of valuation in 1911 was reduced in
1914 to 44 1/2 cents, and there was a proportionate reduction in county levies, while the
total revenue of $881,000 for territorial purposes in 1911 grew to $1,806,000 in 1914...
The state experienced no difficulty in supporting its government while at the same time
greatly strengthening its educational system, providing free text books, constructing
highways and giving services to the people which previously had been unknown. The
equalization of taxes made possible sufficient revenue without undue burden, and the

taxpayer was beginning to receive the benefit of many services... not realized under
territorial government.
The arguments against statehood, which were used in Arizona, were insuffiency of
population and prohibitive cost of supporting government. Subsequent events demonstrated that the arguments had no merit at all. It was well understood at the time they
were advanced that opposition to statehood, within Arizona, was confined to
industrialists who desired the status quo and to a few politicians whose views were
formed in Washington.
STATEHOOD COST 46 CENTS APIECE
Unlike Alaska, the territorial government of Arizona derived its chief support from a
property tax. State officials estimate that prior to statehood the average taxpayer, other
than the corporations referred to, paid $3.10 for the support of the territorial
government, while after statehood in 1914 he paid $3.56. The per capita cost of
statehood, in other words, was 46 cents a year.
New Mexico, admitted as a state in the same year as Arizona, reports that there was no
great increase in governmental expenses from 1912 to 1916. The territorial budget
amounted to about $5,000,000 annually. Governmental expenses have, of course,
increased progressively with the growth of population and the addition of governmental
services until they now total $31,000,000 a year, which figure includes, however, the
contributions made by the federal government to the state and its various subdivisions.
New Mexico now has a population of 532,000. Per capita tax collections by the state in
1944 were actually $1.41 less than were those of the territorial government in 1911.
Montana had a real and personal property tax of two mills to meet territorial expenses.
This tax levy after statehood remained at two mills.
These examples should serve to demonstrate that there is nothing necessarily or
inherently costly about the state form of government as compared with the territorial
one.
PEOPLE COULD USE PUBLIC CREDIT
Statehood would give Alaska the power to incur a debt, which it is unable to do under
the territorial Organic Act. There is nothing frightening about a debt. In 1945, with a
single exception, every state in the Union had one. Such debts are incurred for the
purpose of financing improvements which would be impossible otherwise. A state debt
is incurred on the theory that it is more equitable to charge improvements to the people
who enjoy them than it is to require their ancestors to store up funds for such
improvements in advance.
Alaska, for example, might wish to launch itself on a highway improvement program
costing $10,000,000. To do so, the territory would have to tax its people in advance and
build up a fund, over a long period of years, since the territory is required to remain

always on a cash basis. If such a program could ever be undertaken, many who
contributed to the fund would be dead and buried before the roads were built.
If Alaska were a state, on the other hand, it would have authority, if its people voted to
do so, to borrow the $10,000,000 in advance, build the roads when they are needed,
and retire the debt as the roads are used, by collecting taxes from the people actually
living in the state at the time the benefits of the expenditure are enjoyed. It has been
found advantageous for states, like individuals or corporations, sometimes to incur
debts.
If might be argued that the debt which would be incurred by a state of sparse population
would be enormous. In this connection it is interesting to note that the only state which
did not have an outstanding debt in 1945 was Nevada, the state with the smallest and
sparsest population. The largest state, Texas, had the second smallest per capita debt.
What additional burdens of government would have to be assumed by Alaska with the
coming of statehood? Judge Dimond, who has made a study of this problem, lists them
as follows:
COURT, POLICE AND INSANE OBLIGATIONS
Federal supported agencies which the state of Alaska must take over are primarily the
judiciary, the police system (now virtually limited to U.S. Marshals and their deputies),
the care of the insane and the conservation and protection (but not the technical or
research features) of fish and of fur and game. There may be a few others but the
money involved with respect to such others would be insignificant.
The only other additional expenses which come to mind are:
1. the part of the budget of the offices of Governor and Secretary of Alaska not
already borne by the territorial government,
2. the expenses of regular biennial sessions of the legislature, and
3. the costs of eventually constructing and maintaining a state capitol building.
The expenses of the Legislature, of the offices of the Governor and Secretary, and of
care of the insane are known.
The expenses of the part of the fish and game work which the state would take over
must be estimated. It seems fair to assume that these expenses would run higher than
about half of the amount now spent in Alaska for fish and game purposes by the federal
government (the rest being technical and research expenses which would continue to
be borne by the federal government).
Just how extensive the judicial and police systems of the state should be is a matter
best left to the constitutional convention and the state legislature to decide. We might
fairly assume, however, that expenses for these purposes would be no greater than
those now incurred in Alaska by the federal government, As a matter of fact, they could
probably be less, for the federal judiciary and police system will continue after statehood

to operate on some kind of a basis in Alaska and will relieve the state from taking over
the whole burden now carried by the federal government in this regard.
Since some of the federal agencies do not break their costs down completely on an
area basis, it is not easy in every case to determine exactly what the total expenditures
are at the present time for all of the purposes listed. This is true particularly of court and
police costs. However, a thorough study of federal expenditures in Alaska, which did
involve a careful breakdown of such items, was made several years ago covering the
period 1928-37. This developed some useful figures, which are available. Adjusting
them to their more recent (and somewhat higher) levels, and applying to them the
assumptions made in the foregoing three paragraphs, it is indicated that the annual cost
of the additional services which would have to be provided by the State of Alaska would
be approximately as follows:
Judiciary
Police system
Care of insane
Fish and game
Governor and Secretary
Legislature
TOTAL

$680,000
250,000
300,000
350,000
40,000
25,000
$1,645,000

It will be noticed that some of these expenses are less, but most of them more, than in
the anti-statehood statement contained in an early chapter of this report. The total does
not include anything for a state capitol or for other buildings which might eventually be
required. It does, however, include all other foreseeable expenses. Certainly an
allowance of $350,000 a year to cover upkeep, interest charges and repayment of
principal on any outlay for state buildings is more than ample.
The total thus postulated, $1,995,000 a year, compares very closely with an estimate
made several years ago by then Delegate Dimond, who said:
To furnish the equivalent of the services being supplied to us by the federal
government at the present time would reasonably require an expenditure by the
newly created state of approximately $2,000; 000 per year. The additional
$2,000,000 a year of revenue which I have mentioned might not give us quite
such elaborate establishments as some of the federal government agencies
which we would take over, but I am convinced that the job could be done just as
well, if not better, than it is being done at the present time. It is almost axiomatic
that local government is more economical than long-range government, and we
can reasonably expect that to be the rule in Alaska as it has been elsewhere.
Considerable assistance toward meeting the additional costs of statehood would be
forthcoming from several sources. In the first place, against the court expenditures
already mentioned should be offset the sums which would be collected by the courts in

fines, etc. In the ten-year period on which our estimates were based, receipts of the
federal courts in Alaska averaged $377,957 a year.
PROCEEDS OF FUR SEAL OPERATIONS
There is no reason why the state should not receive in addition the net proceeds of the
Pribilof sealing operations which are carried on under treaty on the basis of a United
States trusteeship for the benefit of the United States, Canada and Russia, and
averaging more than $500,000 a year for the past ten years. Such net proceeds are the
result of an Alaska resource, but of course will never be turned over until insisted upon
by a voting congressional delegation from Alaska.
Upon granting statehood the federal government customarily makes a gift to the new
state of lands, timber and other resources for the benefit of state institutions. Revenue
from the sale of these lands and from the use of these resources is used by the state to
help support its schools, public buildings and other institutions.
Could Alaska afford to spend from $1,000,000 to $1,500,000 a year more for
statehood?
The cost of running the territorial government is now about 52,750,000 a year. Alaska
meets this cost without imposing a property tax, without imposing an income tax and
without tapping other sources of revenue commonly made use of elsewhere to
underwrite governmental services.
Alaska's governmental costs under statehood would be roughly half again as great as
they are at present. On its face, this would appear to mean a 50 per cent increase in
everyone's tax bill, that is, in his territorial tax bill as distinguished from the amounts paid
for municipal, school district or federal purposes. Statehood would not change these
later. It is submitted that most Alaskans at the present time hardly know they are paying
territorial taxes, these levies being so moderate. (The special transactions tax, which is
to create a fund for Alaska veterans, is not included in any of the computations made in
this study, since it is of temporary nature.)
ABSENTEE INTERESTS WOULD PAY SHARE
The burden which statehood would place upon the individual Alaskan probably would
be even less heavy than the foregoing discussion would indicate, since statehood
almost inevitably would mean an overhauling of Alaska's notoriously inequitable tax
system. Under it, large corporations owned and operated from outside the territory get
by virtually scot-free. It is suggested that these alone, and particularly the non-resident
fishing, mining and transportation interests, could well afford to pay the entire additional
amount needed for statehood, without doing harm to themselves.
On a straight per capita basis, which is not contended would apply; the increased cost
of statehood for Alaskans would be about $17.50 per year.

It should be remembered by Alaskans in considering whether they can afford to make
such an outlay for statehood, that any money paid in local taxation to a state
government would be deductible from income in calculating federal income taxes.
Therefore, while the local taxes of Alaskans might have to be increased slightly to
support a state government, their federal taxes would to some extent be diminished.
As to Alaska's ability to meet the costs of statehood, Judge Dimond has made the
observation that:
The revenue of the territorial government is derived from a system of taxation - if
it can be called a system -that is primitive beyond any comparison to be found
elsewhere in the nation. No one can justly say that by any ordinary standards our
tax burden is now a heavy one. Since Alaska is a frontier country it is highly
desirable that taxes be kept just as low as is consistent with the public welfare.
So much productive labor must be done in any frontier country to bring the
wilderness in subjection that special attention should be given to the problem of
keeping taxes to a minimum. But that desideratum must have been in the minds
of all the peoples of all the territories when they considered statehood, and yet
they deliberately, and I believe rightly, embraced in each instance the proposal to
become a state. Alaska, in my judgment not only without oppression but easily
and readily, and in complete harmony with the maxim of low taxes for frontier
countries, can secure enough additional local revenue to undertake the burdens
of statehood.
As perhaps throwing some light upon Alaska's ability to maintain a state government, it
has been pointed out that the value at wholesale of alcoholic beverages shipped into
the territory last year was more than twice as much as the additional costs of statehood
would be. It might well be asked whether the people of Alaska are not willing to pay for
the part of their civilization which is necessarily embraced in that proposed extension of
free government which is called a state a small fraction of what they now pay for some
material thing such as liquor which at best can be classed only as a luxury.
Against the probable costs, every Alaskan should weigh the probable benefits of
statehood. These include self-government, a sounder and more progressive fiscal
arrangement, a more efficient administrative system, votes and influence in Congress
both to obtain the material things Alaska needs and to help guide the course of national
affairs, funds for road-building through extension to Alaska of the Federal Highway Act,
release of resources now controlled by the federal government, and many other boons
obtainable in no other way.
Whatever statehood costs. Alaska should get far more back, not merely in the abstract,
but in simple financial and economic returns. When all these factors are considered, it
becomes a question not so much of whether Alaska can afford statehood as whether
Alaska can afford not to become a state.

HIGHWAY DEVELOPMENT UNDER STATEHOOD
IN THE FOREGOING estimates, nothing has been included for increased costs of
constructing and maintaining roads. The omission was intentional, for this is not an
increased cost of statehood as against territorial government; it is an increased cost of
having roads as against not having them. Alaskans, almost without exception, agree
upon the desirability, even the necessity, of a greatly expanded system of roads. What
has gone on in this respect should in itself convert the most doubting person to the
advantages of statehood. After the Alaska Road Commission was transferred from the
War Department to the Department of Interior in 1930, it is almost literally true that no
funds for new construction were made available until the war period. They were
appropriated then not primarily because the Interior Department asked for them and
they were considered by Congress as desirable to develop the territory but because the
War Department reported them as being urgently necessary in the prosecution of the
war.
If anything seems clear from recent developments in Congress with respect to Alaska it
is that the territory in the future is going to have to pay a larger share of highway costs.
A provision requiring Alaska to match federal funds appropriated for the Alaska Road
Commission was insisted upon by the House Appropriations Committee in the
appropriation bill for the current fiscal year. Delegate Bartlett, after prolonged and
vigorous efforts, was able to have the provision eliminated, but the only argument which
appealed to Congress in this regard was that since the requirement was made without
notice, the Territorial Legislature had had no opportunity to appropriate matching funds,
and if the prevision were permitted to remain, no use could be made during the present
construction season of any of the 1946-47 federal appropriation.
The congressional conference committee which finally eliminated the matching
requirement served notice in doing so that in subsequent years Alaska will be expected
to match federal funds appropriated for highway purposes in the territory.
MORE U.S. FUNDS FOR ALASKA ROADS
The federal government will do infinitely more for Alaska roads (probably at least five or
six times as much annually) under the Federal Highway Aid act than it has ever done in
the past or is likely to do in the future under any other arrangement. An increase above
what the territory has been spending on roads undoubtedly will be required when
Alaska is admitted to participation in this act. The important thing to remember here is
that such an increase will be required at that time irrespective of whether Alaska is a
state or still a territory.
The Territorial Legislature has petitioned Congress to admit Alaska to the benefits of the
act. Alaska's claim to participation has been pressed most vigorously in Congress by
the present Delegate and over a long period of years by his predecessor, but without
success, for reasons which were explained fully in an earlier section of this study. The
truth is that without votes in Congress Alaska has no weapon with which to enforce its
claim. With statehood, Alaska would immediately come under the act, since there would

no longer be any excuse to exclude her from the provisions of this beneficial measure
which applies to all the states.
To what extent would Alaska benefit under the Federal Highway Aid act? According to
Delegate Bartlett:
If Alaska were to become a state I very seriously doubt whether the formula used
in the ether states could be made to apply, because if all the acreage of Alaska
were calculated on that formula we should be receiving a disproportionate
amount of money and, in fact, more money than we could spend with economic
justification. If a formula such as the one suggested in the bill first introduced by
Judge Dimond and later by me - providing that half the land area be used as a
basis of calculation - were adopted, we should profit enormously by comparison
with our actual experience under the system which has been used. But we are a
territory, and I doubt whether that formula will ever be applied to us so long as we
are a territory.
Delegate Bartlett states that those who have spent some time considering the matter
have indicated Alaska would receive some $12,000,000 to $14,000,000 of federal
assistance annually with only half the land area being used as a basis for calculation.
COSTS OF ALASKA FOR ROAD PURPOSES
How much would Alaska have to appropriate on its own account in order to obtain
federal expenditures of this magnitude on Alaska roads? Judge Dimond makes an
informed estimate, as follows:
Under the Federal Highway act, the states must take care of the maintenance charges.
Those charges for Alaska roads made by the Alaska Road Commission alone at the
present time amount to approximately $1,000,000 per year. It may be that Congress will
make a special exception for the State of Alaska for a few years, but we cannot expect
that any such exception will be permanent, and it may not be made at all. Moreover, the
appetite of Alaska for roads, if one may use that figure, is simply insatiable. Further
consideration of the subject has convinced me that Alaska should be prepared to
appropriate at least $2,000,000 per year for the maintenance and construction of roads
from the outset.
By that I don't mean $2,000,000 in addition to current appropriations, but $2,000,000
per year in all. If the federal government should retain under its control a large share of
the public land of Alaska, then by the present road formula our share for the cost of construction of new roads, as distinguished from maintenance of existing roads, would be
proportionately lower than would be the case if all of the public land of Alaska, or practically all of it, were turned over to the State of Alaska. We do not know just what kind of
action Congress will take on the subject and, therefore, I suggest that to take care of
every possible eventuality we should make an allowance of $1,000,000 per year, or
approximately that, for the maintenance of existing roads, and at least another
$1,000,000 a year for new construction.

Thus, with the expenditure of about $2,000,000 a year, not all of which would be an
increase, Alaska would receive $14,000,000 to $16,000,000 a year worth of highway
construction and maintenance.
If Alaska did not wish to spend $2,000,000 a year for $14,000,000 to $76,000,000 worth
of roads, we could, of course, refuse to take advantage of the act, and thus not be
required to make the highway appropriations mentioned. Undoubtedly other states
would be delighted. Obviously, though, this would be poor business for Alaska.

FEDERAL POWERS, RESOURCES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
WHICH WOULD BE TRANSFERRED TO THE STATE
THE federal government owns most of the land and other natural resources of Alaska.
There rests upon the federal government, therefore, a special responsibility for the
administration of public affairs in the Territory. This responsibility no doubt will continue
to some extent even after Alaska becomes a state.
A statement last year by the Department of the Interior advocating statehood for Alaska,
included the paragraph:
It should be borne in mind… that statehood does not necessarily bring with it
ownership of all of the public domain within the boundaries of the territory. The
states of the Union, by federal grant, were given substantial acreage for schools,
for roads, and for other public purposes, but the rest of the federal land was
reserved to the federal government for disposal under appropriate congressional
action.
Unfortunate consequences of the federal land policy as it was applied to the western
states caused Congress to follow a different policy with respect to Alaska. The older
continental practice of outright sale of land and resources has been superseded by a
policy of leasing for development purposes.
Under this policy, Alaska coal lands were withdrawn from entry in 1906, the very large
Tongass and Chugach National Forests were created in 1909, Alaska oil lands were
withdrawn from entry in 1910 and a leasing law for oil lands enacted in 1920, and there
have been many more recent withdrawals and reservations familiar to present-day
Alaskans.
Thus the coal, the forests, the oil and other resources of the Territory have been
reserved, in effect, in a kind of "store house" for future use. While this policy of
withdrawal and leasing has no doubt protected Alaska's natural wealth to a certain
extent from pre-emption by predatory interests, it is indisputable that it has also slowed
up the process of resource development in the North. It is past time that the Alaska
storehouse should be unlocked. Statehood is a way - probably the best way - to do it.
With statehood, Alaska will itself receive control of a large share of the wealth which has
so long been held in reserve.
LAND TURNOVER TO STATE OF ALASKA
The Bartlett-McCarran statehood bill provides that the federal government will turn over
to the State of Alaska all vacant and unappropriated lands, including lands reserved or
withdrawn from entry, except for the following:
1. Land actually used by the United States or a federal agency for some
governmental purpose.

2. Land and adjacent waters reserved for the use or benefit of native Indians,
Eskimos or Aleuts.
3. Sections 16 and 36 in each township, reserved for support of common schools in
the state; and Section 33 in each township, reserved for support of the University
of Alaska.
4. Mount McKinley National Park.
5. Glacier Bay National Monument.
6. The naval petroleum reserve in northern Alaska.
7. The Pribilof Islands.
8. All of the Aleutian Islands west of 172° west longitude required for military purposes.
With these specific exceptions, all the vacant and unappropriated federal lands within
Alaska's borders would become the property of the new state. The sections set aside for
support of the schools and the university would, to all intents and purposes, belong to
the state also. They are excepted from the lands contained in the outright gift because
of a provision reserving them from sale or settlement. The state would be permitted to
select lieu lands to replace any part of the specified sections where settlement with a
view to homestead entry had already been made.
The part of the Aleutian chain which 'might be withheld for military purposes is that west
of Amukta Passage. Among the islands east of the 172nd meridian which would
become state land are Umnak, Akutan, Unalaska and Unimak.
There are several rather significant omissions from the lands which the bill would
withhold from the state. Apparently the federal government would turn over to the state
the area now reserved in Katmai National Monument. The large petroleum reserves
now held by the federal government in addition to the naval reserve of northern Alaska
would also become state property.
In all, some 200,000,000 acres of land - more than half of all Alaska - would be turned
over to the new state to become its property to do with as it pleased. At a stroke, the
many withdrawals and restrictions, which have served to delay development within this
area, would be ended.
This is an enormous gift of natural wealth to the state. It is larger than was the grant to
any of the present states. Montana was given 5,860,645 acres out of a total state area
of 94,000,000 acres. The gross area of the grant to Arizona was 8,239,000 acres out of
total area of 72,931,840 acres. Even today, 73 per cent of Arizona's area remains in
federal ownership. The federal government owns 44 percent of the total area of New
Mexico and 92 percent of Nevada.
The grant of natural wealth contemplated by the authors of the Bartlett-McCarran bill,
which, incidentally, follows Judge Dimond's previous bill in exact text, has been noted. It
has also been noted that this bill has not been passed, nor have hearings on it been
held in congressional committees. As to exactly how much of land and other resources

Congress would be disposed to grant to Alaska when a statehood-enabling act is
actually passed, the simple fact is that no one can say at this time. It might fairly be
accepted as a principle, however, that Congress would be no less generous to Alaska
than it has been to other states. There is no reason why Alaska should be unique
among all states, for instance, in that the fisheries would not be placed under state
control, as some have contended. If Congress should attempt to withhold the fisheries,
or make a special case out of Alaska in some other respect, Alaskans need not accept
the gift of statehood, and undoubtedly would reject it at their election on ratification of
the state constitution.
U.S. FOREST LAND IS SPECIAL PROBLEM
A special situation unique to Alaska has to do with the status of national forest land. The
two national forests in Alaska contain 20,850,000 acres and embrace virtually all the
land in two of the most promising areas, Southeastern Alaska and Prince William
Sound.
The difference between Alaska and any of the states in this regard is that there the
national forest reserves are intermingled with other forested land, either public domain
or privately owned, to which the individual can obtain title. In Southeastern Alaska there
is no other available land. It is all in the national forests. On Prince William Sound the
entire coastal area, which is most choice from the standpoint, for instance, of tourist
development, is in reserve and cannot be obtained by purchase or otherwise. It is true
that such of this land as is classified as agricultural in character is subject to entry, but
practically none of it is. It is true that the prospective investor in tourist lodges and
camps, could get a permit to use some of this land, but these permits are good only for
15 years and can be revoked at any time. The fact is that tourist development has not
taken place under this system.
Alaska might well ask the federal government to include in its grant of lands to the new
state substantial areas from the forest reserves. Such a grant would serve two
purposes: it would promise the new state a valuable source of revenue through sale of
land and timber, and it would open to private ownership and development areas now
held completely in federal control.
A precedent respecting national forest areas was established at the time of admission of
Arizona and New Mexico. By act of Congress the two states were granted sections 2,
16, 32 and 36 in each township, but with the provision that where such sections
occurred within the limits of an established national forest, they would continue to be
administered as parts of the national forest, with a part of gross national forest receipts
being paid to the state annually, in proportion to the national forest area comprised by
the granted sections. Subsequent action by the two states has differed markedly.
Arizona largely has allowed the granted sections to continue in their original status, and
has accepted the annual payment from the Forest Service. New Mexico, on the other
hand, rather generally has traded the granted sections for sections of public domain
outside the national forests, either for sale or for management as grazing properties by
the state.

The situation in these states, however, differs materially from that which will prevail in
Alaska. It is for this reason that outright grant of some of the national forest area to the
State of Alaska is suggested.
The proposed Alaska statehood-enabling act provides with respect to the fisheries and
with respect to fur and game, as follows:
All of the property of the United States situated in the Territory of Alaska used in
connection with the conservation and protection of the fisheries and of the fur
and game of Alaska, except technical and research plants and establishments
and appurtenant property, are hereby transferred and conveyed to the State of
Alaska. The State of Alaska shall possess and exercise the same jurisdiction and
control over the fisheries and the fur and game of Alaska as are possessed and
exercised within their respective territorial limits including adjacent waters, by the
several states.
This bill is not even before Congress at the present time, let alone enacted into law, but
it probably furnishes a reliable guide to the kind of fishery arrangement which would be
provided with statehood.
FISHERIES CONTROL BY STATE DETAILED
It has been seen that the territory exercises over the fisheries only such controls as are
involved in the taxing power. The federal government, as is well known, now regulates
the fisheries of Alaska. It establishes seasons, restricts gear, designates closed areas
and promulgates all the numerous regulations involved in managing this important
resource. The federal government performs no such function with respect to the fisheries of the states, and would cease to exercise such powers in Alaska with the coming of
statehood. The states possessing substantial fisheries were admitted to the Union so
long ago that all of the surrounding circumstances were quite different from what they
are in the case of Alaska. In the era in which Washington, Oregon and California
became states, for instance, the federal government did not exercise any effective
regulatory control over the fisheries. Each of the states assumed jurisdiction over all
fisheries, commercial and sport, in her waters out to a distance of three nautical miles.
Each of the states, through its legislative body, exercises control over all fishery
resources within these waters. The federal government as regards fisheries has only
such jurisdiction as might be granted it by the state legislature.
STATES HAVE CONTROL TO 3-MILE LIMIT
In the state of Washington at the present time the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
maintains hatcheries for the protection of sport and food fish in several areas. It also
maintains a propagation system to take care of salmon ascending the Columbia River to
Grand Coulee Dam. In Oregon, the federal agency has conducted fisheries research
studies and surveys designed to be beneficial to the state in the administration of the
fishery of the Columbia River. Salmon hatcheries formerly maintained on Oregon
tributaries of the Columbia and on the Rogue River are no longer in operation. In
California, the Fish and Wildlife Service carries on a function which is entirely advisory.

In the case of the salmon and sardine fisheries, this agency is making investigations in
co-operation with the state.
Complete regulatory powers over the fisheries in each state and offshore for three
nautical miles reside in the states themselves. This extends to the controlling of gear,
the limiting of catches, the designation of open seasons, the regulating of the amount of
fish which may be used in reduction processes, and all related matters.
Alaska, with statehood, will assume similar all-inclusive authority over her fisheries.
Authority over game and fur also will pass to the new state. The federal government will
retain jurisdiction over such matters only in national park and national monument areas
and as respects migratory waterfowl.
It has been asked whether the Alaska Railroad would pass to the state. There is no
reason to believe there would be any change in the status of the railroad, unless the
new state should wish to take it over and operate it as a state venture. The proposed
enabling act is silent on the subject, except to say that all property in the actual
possession of and used by the United States shall remain in federal control.
Another permanent concern of the federal government is the Native population. The
welfare of the Natives, in Alaska as in the states, is a peculiar claim upon the federal
government. This responsibility in Alaska will not be lessened or materially affected by
statehood. As a matter of policy, if not strictly of treaty stipulation, the Native races of
Alaska, Indian, Eskimo and Aleut, have always been treated and considered by the
federal government just the same as the Indians of the states, in that their support and
care is a federal and not a state obligation.
With apologies for laboring a point should be self-evident, the following information is
given with respect to the provision made by the federal government for Indians in
Arizona and New Mexico before and since statehood.
STATEHOOD AIDS INDIAN GROUPS
Arizona had 29,201 and New Mexico about 20,000 Indians at time of admission in 1912.
The Office of Indian Affairs has provided the following record showing total federal
expenditures by the Indian Service in Arizona and New Mexico in the years preceding
and following statehood:

1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907

Before Statehood
$660,091.95
$293,331.64
$529,988.85
$533,438.32
$632,081.18
$604,143.31
$618,729.10

1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919

After Statehood
$709,414.24
$786,022.94
$1,024,945.18
$854,303.96
$920,576.05
$834,762.06
$978,915.10

1908
1909
1910
1911
1912

$801,583.36
$666,446.97
$795,982.58
$738,382.65
$869,045.27

1920
1921
1922
1923
1924

$1,173,857.69
$1,422,341.49
$1,244,234.75
$3,365,792.09
$1,575,816.15

It will be seen from the above that, far from decreasing, federal expenditures for Indians
in these states actually increased considerably after statehood. In 1940 Arizona had
55,076 and New Mexico 34,510 Indians. Expenditures by the federal government on
behalf of lndians in the two states totaled $10,851,934 in that year. Since 1912, the year
of admission of the two states, the Indian population has increased 82 percent; federal
expenditures for Indians have increased 1150 per cent.
Inquiry submitted to state officials in Arizona brought the reply that: After statehood the
Indians were provided for on the same basis as in territorial days.
New Mexico officials report: The new state never did take over any of the Indian
Department's activities.
Montana, which upon admission had 11,571 Indians, reports:
The state has never at any time provided money for the support or aid of the
Indian Population of Montana. These people are under the jurisdiction of the
federal government. All trials concerning Indians are held in federal courts. The
laws and regulations relating to the Indians are the same in any state or territory.
NO GUARANTEE OF U.S. SPENDING
The evidence on this point, that the Natives of Alaska will continue after statehood to be
a federal responsibility, apparently is conclusive.
It has been complained that there is no guarantee in the proposed statehood bill as to
how much money the Office of Indian Affairs will spend in Alaska after statehood, with
the implication that some such assurance ought to be incorporated in the bill. Obviously,
that cannot be done, first because the Congress which provides for Alaska's admission
cannot bind future Congresses in the matter of appropriations, and second, changing
conditions might also invalidate any guarantee or commitment.
The third point might be added that the statehood enabling act should not be expected
to, and cannot possibly, cover every matter about which some cautious Alaskan might
entertain a doubt. It would be a strange statehood enabling act indeed which went into
such matters as how much should be paid for the tuition of Eskimo children, what
percentage basis should apply in admitting Alaska to the Federal Highway Act, just what
constitutes an Indian reservation, whether rent might be charged state agencies for the
use of federal buildings, what should become of proceeds from the seal rookeries, how
aboriginal rights might be disposed of, and who gets the boats and bunkhouses used by

the federal government in enforcement of the fishery and game laws. These are matters
for separate legislation or for administrative action within the framework of existing laws.

HISTORY REPEATS ITSELF
EXCURSIONS into history sometimes serve to illuminate the perplexing problems of a
later day. A careful reading of the history of Alaska will show that the forces which have
consistently fought every extension of self-government to Alaska are the absentee
interests. They fought each of the Organic Acts; they fought the appointment of a
Delegate, they fought the creation of a legislature, and they are, of course, fighting
statehood. The people who look upon Alaska as just a place to extract from, and who
believe in putting nothing back, are all against statehood.
It is not difficult to understand why this should be so. Those who profit under an inferior
form of government naturally are not anxious to see an improvement. Particularly to be
feared by them is any change which would place the reins of government in the hands
of the people.
As Dr. Nichols points out in her carefully documented history of the development of
Alaska's territorial government:
Partisanship in Alaska, and inevitably the home rule movement also, have long been
sensitive to corporate influence. The conditions of Alaska's economic and political
history, her routes of commerce, and the distribution of her resources have always been
such as to foster the growth of monopolies. Therefore it has naturally followed that the
keynote of Alaska's history has been her natural resources and the attempts made by
individuals and corporations to obtain a free hand in their exploitation… The interests
long opposed home rule on the grounds of excessive taxation…
Like the canning and transportation companies, Seattle business soon acquired a
vested interest in Alaska which demanded the closest possible attention to the policy of
Congress and the administration as affecting that interest. Insignificant and few indeed
would be the Alaskan issues which could be settled without consulting the wishes of
these highly organized combinations. The effect of their interference has been
constantly evident in the home rule movement.
The most perplexing type of influence at Washington was that of the lobby, which was
of two kinds chiefly, the commercial and the sectional. In the former, not less than six
large corporations…were represented, all eager to be heard on questions of interest to
them… The Alaska lobby then acquired the characteristics it has retained to the present
time ... The ... members are seldom all-year-round residents of Alaska, but they are
always pecuniarily interested, and often carry credentials from one chamber of
commerce or another… In addition to these lobbyists there were the chamber of
commerce interests of the Pacific Coast, to which their northern customers made
frequent appeals wherein Alaskan associations of a like character joined.
SAME GROUP FOUGHT MOVE FOR TERRITORY
It has been said that in addition to the absentee corporate interests the only group
which opposes statehood in Alaska is "the sourpuss branch of the sourdough family."

While this undoubtedly is too harsh a dictum, a spectacle for wonder is the manner in
which some Alaskans have always reflected, as from a mirror, the attitudes of their outof-territory associations. It is a little difficult now to understand how anyone could have
opposed the organization of territorial government. At the time this forward step was
being offered in the early 1900's, the home rule movement took the form of debates,
held first at Skagway, then at other Panhandle towns and Nome, on the subject:
"Resolved that a territorial form of government will be beneficial to Alaska:" It is
recorded that: If a debate were held at a meeting of a commercial club, the verdict was
often negative; if at a public mass meeting, more frequently affirmative.
A few years later when a congressional committee visited Alaska to judge the sentiment
for territorial government, the Juneau Chamber of Commerce took a vote upon territorial
government in the presence of the junketers. It resulted in a tie, broken by the chairman
in opposition to organization.
There are always "good sound men" about to point out a reason why this is not the time
to take a forward step. If their cautious counsels had prevailed, men would still be
wearing the skins of animals and huddling in caves.
Several years ago, then Delegate Dimond foresaw the alignment of forces which would
occur when statehood became an issue before the people of Alaska. At that time he
issued the warning:
Nor should we Alaskans be deflected from carrying out our own considered
judgment by the shortsighted, and, in many cases, the not entirely unselfish
arguments which are bound to be made against the proposal for statehood by
those who, on account of circumstances or position, have no really vital interest
in the development of Alaska. Such persons are largely included in two
categories; first, those who, although owning and operating property in Alaska,
do not reside in the Territory and, therefore, are quite naturally only desirous of
speedily getting as much out of Alaska as they can lawfully obtain, and second,
those who represent various agencies of the federal government, few of them
really residents of Alaska, and who equally naturally are more concerned with
maintaining their own authority and power than they are in building the State of
Alaska as an abode for the future citizens of the Territory.
Every change upon every possible argument and objection to statehood will be
rung by individuals or groups of the two classes and by their representatives in
Alaska who are, so closely associated with them economically or socially as to
be subject to their control or influence. We should take care to guard ourselves
against being unduly swayed by the arguments of those who really have no
concern for Alaska but who in opposing statehood are simply trying to maintain
their own position or status of authority or for profit.
This is not to argue that there do not exist in Alaska many persons of sincere conviction
who are opposed to statehood. This would hardly be a democracy if all thought alike.

PEOPLE APPROVE STATEHOOD IDEA
There seem to be abundant evidences, however, that the people of Alaska do favor
statehood. In electing Delegates to Congress the people of Alaska have, over the past
20 years, consistently chosen candidates who announced themselves as in favor of
statehood, and have elected these men in preference to others who were opposed or
who were silent or half-hearted on the statehood issue. The Territorial Legislature has
adopted memorials requesting statehood, and statehood planks have been included in
the party platforms of political conventions. The congressional group which visited
Alaska last year reported:
During the committee's visit to Alaska much was said concerning statehood for
the Territory and many outstanding citizens announced themselves as being in
favor of it. It was ascertained that a majority of the citizens of Alaska have an
unlimited faith in its future and strongly favor statehood at an early date.
Tony Dimond has said that: I firmly believe that when they understand what is involved,
90 percent of the really permanent residents of Alaska will demand statehood so
forcefully as not to be denied.
The decision rests with the people of Alaska. The Department of the Interior has gone
on record with the statement that "statehood is the only form of self-government
appropriate to Alaska, and Alaska is equipped for statehood." But the Department of the
interior cannot make Alaska a state. President Truman has announced he would
welcome Alaska's entry into the Union as a state whenever the Territory is ready for the
step.
But the President of the United States has not the power to make Alaska a state.
Congress, however forcefully it might be inclined in that direction, cannot make Alaska a
state. Only the people of Alaska can do that.
Taking a long view, statehood for Alaska probably is inevitable. The question, therefore,
is one of whether the immediate future - the next five years - is the time. That is the
question which the people of Alaska will answer by their votes in October's election. It
seems certain that all of the many faults which statehood is designed to cure will
become progressively worse until Alaska is admitted to full standing in the Union. This,
then, would seem to be none too early for Alaska to begin making progress toward the
ultimate goal.

Alaska Statehood Issues and Facts in Brief
The information developed in the course of this study may be summarized very briefly
as follows:
1. The territorial form of government has many inherent disadvantages and was
never intended to continue for long.
2. A territory is inferior to a state in that it exercises no influence over the federal
government, while the federal government has much more authority over a
territory than over a state.
3. Self-government generally is preferable to government by others, and home rule
superior to government from a distance.
4. Alaska is so far removed from Washington, and has so many unique
requirements, that it is fantastic to expect under the territorial form that good local
government will stem from the national capital.
5. The congressional grant of legislative powers to Alaska has been wholly
inadequate to permit the fiscal affairs of the territory to be placed on a sound
basis.
6. The territory's grant of powers, as to have a legislature or a Delegate in
Congress, may be taken away at any time. Alaska has no inherent powers.
7. Other specific disadvantages of the territorial form of government are that laws
passed by the legislature may be vetoed by the Governor or nullified by
Congress, the Governor is a federal appointee, and the authority given the
legislature is so restricted as to make real self-government impossible.
8. Lacking a vote in Congress and an equal standing with the states, Alaska now
suffers many discriminations which can be ended only by statehood.
9. The vote in Congress, the chief advantage of statehood, would be of immense
benefit to Alaska. It alone would be worth the additional cost of statehood.
10. There is no sound reason in this day of rapid transportation and communication
why a non-contiguous area should not become a state, if it possesses the other
qualifications.
11. Alaska already has served a territorial apprenticeship longer than any but four
states in all our history and has belonged to the United States, without statehood,
longer than all but five possessions in all our history.
12. The mere mechanics of statehood, even if Congress should act immediately to
enable Alaska's admission, probably would consume about three years. Many
states required much longer.
13. The population of Alaska is larger than that of many states at time of admission
and is sufficient now to support a state government. It has been growing steadily
ever since 1929. The experience of the other states has been that statehood
itself attracts new population and wealth to an area.
14. Because of the stream of new people coming to the Territory, a state formed now
could reflect in its constitution and institutions the point of view of the people who
really know Alaska, whereas in a few years this might no longer be possible.
15. No state regrets, or ever did regret, taking the step from territorial status to
statehood.

16. There is nothing necessarily or inherently costly about the state form of
government as compared with the territorial one.
17. The argument of excessive cost was made against statehood in virtually every
territory and has been used repeatedly to thwart governmental reforms in Alaska.
Subsequent events in every case demonstrate that the argument has no merit at
all.
18. The additional expense of statehood would be $1,000,000 to $2,000,000 a year,
a cost which Alaska would have no difficulty in meeting.
19. Whatever statehood costs, Alaska should get far more back, not merely in the
abstract, but in simple financial and economic returns.
20. Territorial impotence is costing Alaska vast sums annually in congressional
appropriations rightfully hers and which will be obtained with statehood.
21. Statehood would obtain for Alaska the benefits of the Federal Highway Aid act,
amounting to $12,000.000 to $14,000,000 annually in road grants for a state
outlay of $2,000,000.
22. The gift of natural wealth to Alaska proposed in the Bartlett-McCarran statehood
bill is generous beyond the gift made to any existing state.
23. Statehood would bring release of many of the reservations and withdrawals of
land and resources made through the years by the federal government.
24. Portions of the large national forest reserves should pass with statehood to
Alaska and result in development of a type not now possible.
25. With statehood, complete control over the fisheries will pass to Alaska.
26. The Native Indian, Eskimo and Aleut residents of Alaska are a permanent
concern of the federal government, which will continue to provide for their welfare
on exactly the same basis after statehood as at present.
27. There are numerous anti-statehood arguments. These deserve study.
28. There have been numerous evidences that the people of Alaska do favor
statehood. The October referendum will give them an opportunity to formally
declare this attitude.
29. A vote in favor of statehood in the October referendum does not mean Alaska
would forthwith become a state. It would merely be an indication to Congress that
the people of the territory desire that the long process toward statehood be
commenced. Hawaii voted overwhelmingly in favor of statehood six years ago,
and yet Congress has not responded to that mandate.
30. A vote for statehood in the October referendum does not commit Alaska
unalterably to statehood or begin a process which the people of Alaska cannot
stop later should they desire to do so. Full control over whether the territory
becomes a state remains firmly in the hands of the people of Alaska until after a
state constitution is ratified by popular vote.
31. A vote against statehood in the October referendum will kill all hopes for
statehood for many years to come and react against Alaska's interests in other
ways as well.
32. The forces which are opposing statehood today have fought every extension of
self-government to Alaska all through the years. They are the people who look
upon Alaska as just a place to extract from, and who believe in putting nothing
back.

33. Statehood for Alaska probably is inevitable. With every year of delay, the many
faults which statehood is designed to cure will become progressively worse.
Therefore, this is the time to take the first step.
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