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tive officers receiving more than $250 a month. And, finally, it should 
be pointed out that the exemption of these institutions from the 
roll tax proposed by section would not mean that should any
unemployment among their employees result, they would not, under
State plans., be entitled to unemployment benefits. It would simply 
mean that  as the salaries of these persons when they are working
are a social cost borne bv contributions, so their compensation 
unemployed would be a social cost borne bv general taxation.

In presenting these views, the institutions here represented are not
moved by any narrow or selfish interest. The funds which they expend 
are not their funds. They are given to them in trust by those 
believe that the ends which thev pursue are of paramount social
importance. In the past, both the Federal and the local governments.
have had this same belief, and have acted upon the policy that social
ends were best served by permitting these institutions to expend their
trust funds for their educational and charitable purposes, without
diminution by taxation. These institutions believe that this policy 
is more than ever sound at the present time and as applied to the
present legislation .

Thank vou, Doctor. That matter will be takenThe CHAIRMAN. ” 
under consideration. 

Professor James R. Kirkland,  Council on Education. 
Dr. MARVIN. Professor Kirkland yields his time this morning.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Miss Grace 

 Abbott is editor of the Social Service Review and professor of
public welfare, University of Chicago. 

STATEMENT OF MISS GRACE ABBOTT, CHICAGO, ILL., EDITOR. 
SOCIAL SERVICE REVIEW AND PROFESSOR OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 

Miss ABBOTT. I wanted to speak about several of the points in the
bill in which I am especially interested because of my 
work. I am most interested in the child-welfare and 
aspect of the bill. However, I think we should say that  its larger 
aspect  measure will promote the welfare of children, because
the welfare of children is promoted by unemployment compensation
and even by old-age  and annuities, because  burden of 
the care of the aged upon those in middle age must usually be bal­
anced against the proper care for the children. So that in the under-
taking of this burden, we really get relieved by the family budgets
considerable sums to go for children. So that in many respects this

*	 whole recognition of Government responsibility for social security
means that the place of the child will also be made much more secure
than it has been in the past.

I wanted to speak especially, before I talk about the child-welfare
measures which are more specific in the bill, about the 
compensation provisions, especially about the form in which the bill
is drawn and the fact that, to a very considerable extent, standards
are omitted from the bill. 

I am really very much in favor of this form of the bill. I come to 
this conclusion because I  it represents a national scheme with
State cooperation, and I think, after all, that is about the most that
we ought to expect in our federal form of government. If it is upheld 
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by the courts and experience shows  further uniformity is desir­
able, it is perfectly possible to add to the standards at any time,
because the legislation will be in existence then. We will have a
national framework, at least, and within that national framework 
the States are given certain authority.

We have under the proposed bill uniformity in the tax levy, so
that the competitive aspect is withdrawn. We also have uniformity
in safeguarding the funds. We have uniformity in the establishment
that  be at least a fund that exist’s, with not more than 1 percent

 out, and that by individual firms and corporations, and
with the terms under which they can contract out safeguarded by
the bill. So I think we begin with a minimum of standards and we
allow for great diversity then in development. While this creates 
confusion, it is almost an inevitable confusion, in view of the very

 developments  there is in different parts of
the country.

Moreover, I am very strongly for it on another ground, and that
is should the Federal statutes not be upheld if the present form of
the Wagner-Lewis bill is followed, we  then at least have the 

 measures, and that, I should think, was almost the deciding
factor in favor of this as compared with what has been perhaps mis­
named the “subsidy” form. In the President’s Advisory Committee
on Economic  majority of the members were in favor of

 so-called form, but in the report of the council that
we sat with, all of the members recognized that each type of Federal
law has distinct merit, and  wished their vote to be interpreted
not as necessarily approving either type of law but merely as pre­
ferring one to the other.

So I think the present form of the Wagner-Lewis bill will give us
what we need, pressure at the present time on the States to enact
unemployment-compensation laws, and at the same time a Federal
shell. which can be extended’ as experience indicates it is necessary
to be extended, and  can be added as they need to be
added. If you take, for example, the question of what ought to be
a bottom wage in it, the difference between the North and South is
so great that if we wrote into the law a standard of $10 a week, we 
would have one section of the country saying it was too high and
another saying it was too low. And on such questions as how long
the benefits shall run, there are very ‘different opinions. If we have 
a long waiting period, those who are unemployed for a long period
will get more and those who are unemployed for a short period will
get less. A larger number are unemployed for a short period, and it 

 be for the benefit of the working group to have a larger amount
for a short period than to have the long period at a very low 
as the English have done, such a low rate that it merely is the 

 level and nothing more.
Then I  also to speak about title II.

COSTIGAN. Miss Abbott, before you proceed, may I ask
 social-welfare experts, among whom you  conspicuous, are

agreed in the recommendations you are making to the committee?
Miss ABBOTT. No; there would be very serious disagreement inside

the group. We are located in the country at large.
COSTIGAN. In this morning’s copy of the Washington

Post, I noticed a reference to  statement issued by a distinguished 

. 

. 
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group of such expert’s! in which apparently they laid stress on the
importance of grants-m-aid by the Federal Government to States,
and the maintenance through that type of legislation, of minimum
standards in the You  familiar with that type of recom­
mendation, of course. If I understand your testimony, you do not 
join the group who make  recommendation. 

ABBOTT.  I do not, at this stage. I think we have in the 
Wagner-Lewis type of bill, a  for that, if we desire. It can be 
ad  on at any time. We  put more standards in, and if the bill
is sustained and  warrants, then I think the standards 
should be written in.  have minimum standards now. 

Senator In other words you approve minimum
standards? 

Miss ABBOTT. I do. 
Senator  Rut you feel that even more important at this

hour is the  of legislation which looks to the great ends of
social 

I think  are not at  agreed as to what
minimum standards  would write in, because we have no experience 
on  write them. If we  we  weeks waiting period
and so many periods of benefit, we have actuarial figures on which a 

 is made, but those actuarial figures are’ based upon “snakes
and snails, and puppy-dog as far  statistics are concernecl. 
There is no data that is adequate. We have kept no record of unem­
ployment in this country which enables you  make a Nation-wide 
statement, about it. We shall begin with this system. We will then 

 our funds will give us,  we shall not know until we 
get that  of material. To write in a short-waiting period, a long
period of benefits and a high rate of payment as a gesture, when we
do not have the information on which to do  seems to me not to be 

i  in the terms of the Wagner-Lewis  is especially provided 
. . . ’ 

yes. 

that such funds  are collected. must all be spent  benefits.  So 
that  the ,excep.tion  small: amount, that is taken out for 

 the act, so that  that that  go for
 purpose,  , as. long. as  are sure that that must  am very

eager to see some experimentation,  short waiting periods and
high rates of  and so on,  find, out which, after all, works 
out to the best advantage  group here in this country.

Senator  Kellogg, editor of the Survey. Graphic,. here  other  , said in part: 
Such  should let every wage earner in the United States 

know, no matter where he lives or works, the least he can count on with respect 
to the share of his wages that would go to him as benefits, the length of the benefits,
the waiting period, the  record that w-ill qualify him for benefits, his standing 
as a part-time worker,  worker who moves from State to State, his rights to 
work benefits, equal benefit to States, and the other terms which are the 
measure of security. 

Do you except from your remarks any of these standards?
Miss ABBOTT. I would except a number of  as being applicable

at the present time. I do not think it is possible to write into this 
bill  we want now in the way of waiting periods, amount of
benefits, and so on, because we really do not  it, and when we 
get the Federal law,  do not experiment  whether it is better 
in fact, to have a longer waiting period and  a longer period of 










































