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But take a  that was a coal-mining State and had a lot of men 
unemployed, a lot of coal miners. It is a part of the national problem 
in the State problem, and there would be a question whether the 
Federal Government should not come in in a reinsurance way to 
sustain benefits in that State until they worked it out.  suggested 
that one of the prime subjects for study should be to work out some 
form of reinforcement of that nature. 

Senator HASTINGS. Of course, it would not be  while to put in 
those minima if the Federal Government had to come to the aid of the 
State which could not meet the minimum. 

Mr. KELLOGG. Of course, some of us have approached it from the 
other way around. We  “What is a decent level that we would 
stand for as Americans to cover this risk of unemployment  we 
cannot stand up and defend?” And then the secondary question is, 
‘Where do you get the money  pay for it?” I imagine that. that 
question that you raised will not be a practical one for some years 
ahead. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. If you want to elaborate 
your views, you can give it to the stenographer. 

The next witness is Clarence A. Kulp of Philadelphia, Pa. 

 OF CLARENCE A,  UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYL­
VANIA, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 

Mr. Mr. Chairman, I have not had time to prepare a state­
ment, so I am going to be very short. If you like, I will submit one 
later. 

The CHAIRMAN. You are from the University of Pennsylvania? 
Mr. Yes. I perhaps should add that for the last  years I 

have served as adviser to the Pennsylvania Commission on Unemploy­
ment Insurance, was Governor Pinchof’s representative on Mr. 
Roosevelt’s interstate commission in  and  and have served 
as chairman of our State committee on workmen’s compensation, 
which is a form of social insurance, presented a report to the Governor 
after 2 years of work. 

In principle I favor the objectives of the Wagner-Lewis bill. 
detail, there are a great many things about which everybody, I 
suppose, could raise questions. 

The outstanding omission is the failure to include public-health 
insurance,  I understand  the attitude of the medical 
profession is the  factor that explains that exclusion. That 
is very  because the public-health insurance would give 
us an ideal beginning on a social-insurance program. You would have 
no question about calculating reserves, because you would spend your 
money as you raised it, and no new money would have to be added. 
Experts of the committee have calculated  at present the average 
family spends  percent of its income for medical help, and for that 
same sum it would get a much higher standard of help that would be 
spread over a much greater proportion of the population, in fact we 
have evidence from a number of private schemes that $35 a year would 
do the job very nicely, including hospitalization, services of a general 
practitioner, dental care, and all the other elements that go into a 
complete medical  standard. 

Senator I-Tow do  draw  line between 
 received the service and  who have  for it? 
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Mr. KULP. I should make  system completely self-supporting. 
You mean you would  it to 

As  up as practical. 
Senator There is still an element of uncertainty? 
Mr. I beg vour pardon? . 
Senator Would you  anv total income as standard 

by which to judge whether a  receive medical care and 
dental care at public expense or private expense? How would you
limit 

Mr. The bill would be drawn up,  take it, so that the 
persons who would fall below an agreed-upon minimum of income 
would naturally .be supported then as they are now, but on the 
whole we should expect the system to be  without 
Federal or State aid having the higher-income people contnbute. 

Senator Contribute to a general fund? 
Mr. Preferably a Federal fund. 
Senator BARKLEY. Raised by general taxation or through a special 

 fund? 
Mr. Special health fund. 
Senator Through a system devised  the States and

controlled by the States? 
Mr. Preferably a national system. 
Senator BARKLEY. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Proceed. 
Mr. On the unemployment-insurance sections of the bill, 

I should like to say that I do favor the choice, although it has some 
unfortunate circumstances, the choice between the types of insurance 
plan. As it is  now you can  the establishment of funds 
whereby each employer would assume full responsiblity for his own 
unemployment--’  would permit the industry fund or it would per­
mit the State-wide pool. If practicable, the ideal plan, I suppose, 
would be a Federal system, but as matters stand, I think if you 
tried to decide now between the reserve plan as against the pool, 
you would simply transfer this battle on the States which has been 
raging between Wisconsin and Ohio to Washington, and ‘very prob­
ably would get to nothing at all. I think it would be a mistake if you 
tried to pin down upon all of the States the same plan at this moment. 

I oppose the contribution  workers for the very fundamental 
reason that in any scheme of “unemployment insurance”, so-called, 
they would still have to bear by far the greatest proportion of the 
cost. Even a  pay-roll bill would cover not more on the 
average than one-quarter of the wage losses. 

You have heard Paul Douglas. You know by the figures, that he 
calculates that up to  we had an average unemployment rate of 
 percent, leaving out part-time entirely. If you include part-time,

at least  percent year in and year out, and that does not include the 
present depression, so that any bill obviously  asks for only a 
 percent of pay roll can  for only  percent of lost time. The 

other three-quarters will be just where it is now, that is on 
ployee or in turn on public and private provision. 

I am not impressed at all by the argument that workers have to 
pay in order to appreciate their blessings. I believe workmen’s 
compensation is a precedent. There is hardly a State in this country 
where the worker is asked to pay even as much as a cent a day; in fact, 
there is one State in which he is asked to pay 1 cent a day. In most 
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States he is asked to pay nothing, not on the theory that the em­
ployee is to blame but that he is a convenient channel in which to 
collect the cost of industrial accidents. 

Senator Have you any opinion as to what the machine 
has contributed to this 12 percent  in normal times? 

Mr. I am afraid not. 
Senator BARKLEY. We read about the machines throwing men out 

of work, and on the contrary there is a theory that the machine, 
while it has thrown men out of work in  lines, has created work 
in 0  lines for them. I wonder if you have any opinion as to the 
balance of good and evil that has been brought about by machines? 

Mr. I have an opinion, but that is all. In the long run, 
 machines, as far as economic theory goes,  jobs placing 

men  new places to take up  slack of those that  machines 
have closed  but you still may have and I think you will have 
for  years  the country the problem of short-run employment. 
,411 of the inductive studies seem to point that 

Senator Hasn’t  problem grown with the 
KULP. I think it has. 

Senator Does it not grow more permanent as we go 
along? 

Mr. Perhaps. I am  to be very conservative in the 
statement. Even if it does not increase, we will always have  per­
manent problem of short-run employment during the period 
people have to look around for other places. 

Senator The advocates of a well-known pension plan 
that is soon to be explored before this committee take the position 
that in a certain length of time all of the work will be done by ma­
chinery and that men won’t have anything to do except draw their 
pension. Do you look forward to any such situation as 

KULP. No, sir. 
Senator BARKLEY. Thank you. 
Senator CONNALLY. Your theory is that the invention of  auto-

mobile, for instance, while it displaced some people-the 
makers and did however create a  many new jobs 
to make them and run them and fix them and supply the gas, and so 
forth. And that the invention of the radio, for instance, put thousands 
to people tinkerin, with radios that left ‘other occupations. Your 

 is that in the long run that these  are  for 
 the creation of  other lines, in other industries? That is 

what you mean? 
Mr. KULP. Yes. 
Senator Naturally there is a period of transition 

 you speak of as short-time unemployment? 
Mr. KULP. It may be a long period to  fellow that is looking for 

a job. 
Senator CONNALLY. I understand that, but you said something 

about-what was the term you used? 
Mr. KULP. Short-run unemployment. May I suggest a more 

modern illustration? Between  and  which was before the 
liquidation., about 2 million workers lost their jobs permanently in 
four ‘American  railroading, in agriculture, in textiles, 
and in coal mining: State particularly; coal-mining. Those 

 are off those pay rolls permanently’. By andlarge, of course, 










