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SOCIAL SECURITY

The Senate resumed consideration of the bill (H. R. 7260)
to provide for the general welfare by establishing a system of
Federal old-age benefits, and by enabling the several States
to make more adequate provision for aged persons, dependent
and crippled children, maternal and child welfare, public
health, and the administration of their unemployment com-
pensation laws; to establish a Social Security Board; to
raise revenue; and for other purposes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask permission to send to the
desk an amendment to the pending measure, which I shall
call up today or tomorrow. I ask that it may be printed and
lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendr.ent will be received,
printed, and lie on the table.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, I desire to discuss for a
little while certain portions of the pending measure. I desire
to cover briefly those provisions which relate to the granting
of aid to States. Then I desire to call attention to the dis-
criminations in the bill in favor of the old as against the
young, the possible effect of such discriminations, the possi-
bility of maintaining the huge reserve provided for, the cost
of the plan under title II, and, lastly and very briefly, to
title IIT relating to unemployment insurance,

I think the social security bill presented to the Senate by
the committee is a very great improvement over the o
bill, known as “ S, 1130.”

In my judgment, this bill is the most important bill that
has been presented to this session of Congress. It maps out
for the country an entirely new program. It is new in three
particulars,

First, it is new In the assistance granted to States for old-
age assistance, for aid to dependent children, for aid in
maternal and child welfare, and for public-health work.

The Federal Government has for many years been making
grants to States for the building of highways. There have
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been other appropriations made of comparatively small
amounts for other purposes, but the large item has been for
the purpose of building roads.

We are now entering into a field which heretofore has been
wholly a State responsibility. Effort has been made hereto-
fore to have the Congress give some aid to the States to take
care of their needy aged people. Many bills have been pre-
sented to the Congress having this as their purpose, but the
Congress has never acted favorably upon them.

This bill comes to us not only as a recommendation of the
President of the United States, but comes at a time when the
recollection and distress of the depression is fresh in our
minds and the existence of such distress is still in our very
midst. More than that, it comes at a time when the indi-
vidual States are laboring under a strained financial condi-
tion, with many of them believing that they cannot take care
of their own. This feeling upon the part of the State au-
thorities undoubtedly is partially due to the precedent of the
Federal Government in furnishing huge sums of money to
take care of the needy in the States. That it was necessary
for the Federal Government to do something along this line
{s admitted by all; the question which has caused much
debate in and out of Congress is the plan and method
employed in giving such aid.

The conditions which I have recited and the precedent
we have established make it exceedingly difficult to oppose
this part of the pending bill. I have, after much considera-
tion, reached the conclusion that it is necessary to support
these grants to the States for the purposes set out in the
bill. In doing so I do not overlook the great dangers which
such action on our part at this or any other time will bring
to the principles upon which our Government was founded.
When the Federal Government adopts as a permanent
policy a plan to contribute from the Federal Treasury any
substantial sum for the care of the needy people of the
States it immediately begins breaking down the independ-
ence of the States by making them more responsible to a
centralized government.

I do not protest, for a protest would be of no avail. I
yield, as every elective legislator must yield under our form
of government, to what I believe to be the demand of the
great majority of the people of every State.

I should not be so much disturbed in consenting to the
grants set up in the bill for the purpose mentioned if I knew
that the precedent thereby fixed by the Congress would not
be enlarged upon by the Congresses that are to follow. I
know, however, that this is only the beginning; and I know
that the same public sentiment which supports this much
of the program will continue until the amounts which are
to be granted by the Federal Government will be increased
and the scope of the relief greatly enlarged. This demand
will continue from time to time until it will become such a
burden upon the American people that the increasing or
izcl:lreasing of the amount will become a serious political

e.

The only hope left, iIn my judgment, is that the Congress
shall confine itself always to doing for a State and for the
Deople of the State only so much as that State does for
itself and its own people. In other words, the only safety
Wwe have in this new program is through making certain
that the State does its full share. If we stick to that
Principle, we may save ourselves from some of the serious
consequences that otherwise will come out of this plan.

Of course, Mr. President, there is nothing in this plan
that is o complicated as to prevent it from being easily
gb&ndoped if and when the country so recovers from the

€Pression that such contributions on the part of the Fed-
;ral Government are found to be unnecessary. In other
0rds, we may treat this matter at the present time under
Inte blan as an emergency, which may or may not develop
of tl? bermanent policy, all of which, including the amount
exi 1€ appropriation, would depend upon the conditions
mhng from year to year.

I say with perfect frankness that I have but little hope
stat the plan would be shandoned for the reasons I have

ted. I merely paint out the ease with which it could be

abandoned, in order that I may compare it with other fea-
tures of the bill which I cannot support.

I have called attention to the fact that there are three
parts of this bill which are entirely new. I have been dis-
cussing only one that is contained in titles I, IV, V, and VI,
and another title relating to the blind.

FEDERAL OLD-AGE BENEFITS

Title IT, found on page 7, refers to Federal old-age benefits,
and is perhaps the most complicated and far-reaching legis-
lation in which the Congress has ever indulged. It is an
effort to write into law a forced annuity system for a certain
class of persons. My recollection is that it affects about 50
percent of the persons who are gainfully employed. There
will be found on page 9 of the majority report a table which
shows that in 10 years there will be accumulated in this
reserve fund a little less than $10,000,000,000, in 18 years &
little more than $22,000,000,000, and in 43 years the balance
in reserve will be something like $47,000,000,000. The ac-
cumulation of this amount of money in a democratic form
of government like our own is unthinkable,

It must be remembered that this effort to create an old-
age reserve account to take care of all persons in the future
is not a contract that can be enforced by anybody. What we
do here is merely to pass an act of the Congress, which may
be changed by any Congress in the future, and has in it noth-
ing upon which American citizens can depend. Does any-
body believe that such a huge sum of money, accumulated
for any purpose, could be preserved intact? Does anybody
doubt that it would be subjected to all kinds of demands? I
can think of nothing so dangerous as an accumulation of
the huge sum of $47,000,000,000 for the purpose of taking
care of persons who have not yet arrived at the age where
they can participate in the fund

It must be borne in mind in this connection that this huge
fund will have been accumulated for the purpose of taking
care of only about one-half of the persons who will have been
gainfully employed.

There will be found in the majority report, on page 9, this
very significant statement:

To reduce the cost of free pensions for these groups 1n the popu-

lation, we deemed {t desirable that the bill should include provi-
sions for annuity bonds ta be issued by the Treasury.

I think this statement is somewhat misleading. The refer-
ence is made to title XI, which provides that the Federal
Government may issue annuity bonds. The statement is
made in the report that it is believed that such authority
to issue annuity bonds will reduce the cost of free pensions
for the persons who are not included in the other plan.
There can be no hope, in my judgment, of this accomplishing
any such purpose.

I may say in that connection that, so far as I know,
there is no particular advantage in annuities of this kind
over annuities of the kind which have been issued by in-
surance companies in the past. and are being issued today.

It it be true that the annuity plan suggested In the bill
will take care of one-half of the people who are not now
being taken care of, it seems to me we might very well
apply it to the entire class that is to be taken care of.

DISCRIMINATIONS

Now, Mr. President, in some detail and perhaps with some
tediousness I shall point out some of the discriminations in
the bill, and I do it for more than one reason. I do it not
only for the purpose of showing the unfairness of the bill
itself but for the purpose of calling to the attention of the
Senate what some future Congress will need when faced
with the discriminations which will be practiced under the
bill.

I think it desirable to point out the many discriminations.
They are against the young man and in favor of the older
man. In my comparisons, unless otherwise stated, I shall
assume that the wage received is $100 per month in each
instance, and that the employee makes full time,

Under the plan as set out in the bill at the bottom of
page 9, if a man begins to pay in January 1, 1937, and
pays in for 5 years, he will have paid on an-earned income
of $6,000. In order to find out how much he gets each
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mor:ith we take one-half of 1 percent of the first $3,000,
which makes $15 per month, and we take one-twelfth of 1
percent of the other $3,000, which makes $2.50 per month,
or a total of $17.50 per month. If this man is 60 years of
age when he begins to pay in, he may retire at the age of
65 and get $17.50 per month.

There has been contributed for him and by him during
these first 5 years $144, being 2 percent for the first 3 years,
and 3 percent for the next 2 years. If this sum were paid
to an insurance company, it would purchase an annuity of
$1.17 per month.

The mortality table shows that a man 65 years of age is
expected to live for a period of 12 years.

If we should take the $17.50 per month allowed him under
this bill, he would be paid $210 per year, and for a period
of 12 years it would amount to $2,520. If we should place
it upon a sound basis, however, and pay him $1.17 per
month, he would receive $14.04 per year, or a total for the
12 years of $168.48; so that particular person, whether he
be in need or not, would get from some source $2,351.52
more than the money contributed by himself and his em-
ployer would earn.

Take another instance, and assume that the man who
goes in on January 1, 1937, is 55 years of age. It will be
observed in the majority report on page 8 that that man
will be entitled to $22.50 per month. During the 10 years
he will earn $12,000, and there will be paid in by him and
for him $384. That $384 with interest at 3 percent will
purchase an annuity of $3.76 per month. If he lives for 12
years and draws $22.50 per month, or $270 a year, he will
receive $3,240, while if he only drew the amount that the
$384 and interest at 3 percent would provide, namely, $3.76
per month, or $45.12 per year, he wouid draw $541.44, a
difference of $2,698.56 for each particular person in that
class.

But let us take the man who goes in at 50 years of age
and pays in for 15 years. There will be paid in by him and
for him $720, and this sum will purchase an annuity of $7.67
per month, whereas under the plan of the bill he would be
entitled to $15 per month on his first $3,000 of earnings and
$12.50 per month on the balance of his earnings, or a total
of $27.50 per month, or $330 per year; and assuming that he
lived for a period of 12 years he would draw $3,960; while
his annuity of $7.67 per month, or $92.04 per year, for a
period of 12 years would make a total of $1,104.48, which
amount deducted from the $3,960 under the plan leaves
$2,855.52, which must be paid from some other source to
every person in this particular class, regardless of whether
or not he is {n need.

But suppose he goes in at 35 years of age, and payments
are made by him and for him for a period of 30 years. For
the first 15-year period the amount paid in amounts to $720,
but for the next 15-year period the rate is uniform at 6 per-
cent. The additional amount, therefore, paid in that could
be used to purchase an annuity would be $1,080, making a
total of $1,800. Under the plan he gets $42.50 per month, or
$510 per year, and assuming that he lives 12 years, and, of
course, it may be more or less, he would receive a total of
$6,120. The annuity that could be purchased for him with
$1,800 that has been paid in for him and by him would
amount to $25.72 per month, or $308.64 a year, or a total of
$3,702.68. This subtracted from the amount that he would
get under the plan leaves a difference of $2,417.32.

Assuming that the man goes in at the age of 25 years and
pays in for 40 years, there will be paid in by him and for him
$2,520, and this sum will purchase an annuity of $44.10 per
month, or $529.20 a year. Under the plan he would be en-
titled to $51.25 per month, or $615 per year, or a total of
$7,380, if he lived out his expectancy. The annuity that
could be purchased for him would be $529.20 per year, or
$6,350.40, leaving a balance that must be made up from some
source of $1,029.60. It will be observed that even if he goes
in at 25 years of age he still gets an advantage of $1,029.60
if everything happens that is expected to happen.

If a man goes in at the age of 20 years and pays in for
45 years, there will be paid for his account $2,880; and that
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will purchase an annuity of $55.82 a month, or $669.84 per
year, or a total for 12 years of $8,038.08. Under the plan he
would get $53.75 per month, or $645 a year, and for a period
of 12 years would receive $7,740. The persons in this class
would, therefore, get $298.08 less under the plan than they
would have coming to them from the ordinary life-insurance
annuity.

Let us take another illustration, and suppose that a man
does not reach the earning age until 1949; 1949 is the year
in which the full tax becomes effective. He does not begin
to pay in until he is 20 years of age, in 1949, and under the
plan he pays in for 45 years. During that time he will have
earned $54,000, and under the plan will be entitled to $53.75
per month, or $645 a year, and for 12 years will receive a total
of $7,740. There will be paid in for him and by him $3,240,
which will purchase him an annuity of $68.50 per month, or
$822 a year, which over 12 years would make a total in pay-
ment to him of $9,864. Under this plan he gets only $7,740,
and therefore loses $2,124.

As I have said, all of the illustrations I have given have
been based upon a salary of $100 per month. But let me
emphasize that illustration by taking the man who reaches
the earning age in 1949, who earns $250 per month, and
pays under the plan for a period of 45 years. During that
time he will have earned $135,000, and under the plan will
be limited in pension to $85 per month, or $1,020 a year; and
it he lives out his expectancy, he will receive $12,240. There
will be paid in for his account, however, the sum of $8,100,
which, with interest compounded at 3 percent, would pur-
chase him an annuity of $171.25 a month, or $2,055 per
year, which over a 12-year period would give him a total of
$24,660. Under the plan he would get $12,240, so that there
is a difference of $12,420 which the young man, who starts
in in 1949 and pays in for a period of 45 years and earns
during the whole of that time $250 per month, wi'l lose.

PAYMENTS UPON DEATH

Mr. President, let me call attention to another discrimi-
nation, with respect to the payments upon death, which will
be found on page 11 of the bill. Section 203 provides that
for any person dying before the age of 65, his estate shall
be entitled to 3% percent of the total wages paid to him
after December 31, 1936.

If a man, therefore, enters this plan at the age of 60
and earns $1,200 per year for 5 years, he will have earned
a total of $6,000. If he dies just as he reaches the age of
65 his estate will be entitled to have paid to it a lump sum
of $210.

The amount this particular employee has paid in, plus
the accumulated interest at 3 percent, will only amount to
$76.92, making an overpayment to the estate of $133.08.

If he has been in the plan for 15 years, the amount his
estate will receive will be $630, while the amount paid in
by him with accumulated interest will equal only $432.72,
making an overpayment of $197.28.

If he has paid in for a period of 25 years, his estate
will receive $1,050, while the amount he has paid in with
accumulated interest will be only $999.60, making an over-
payment of $50.40. So the only person who is treated with
entire equity is the man who has paid in for 25 years and
dies. His estate gets back just about what it is planned
ought to be gotten back.

If he pays in for 35 years, however, his estate will receive
only $1,470, and the amount he has paid in plus the accumu-
lated interest will amount to $1,761.72, showing a loss to
the estate of $291.72.

I may call attention to the fact that these flgures are
based upon what the employee contributes, and have noth-
ing to do with what the employer contributes.

If he pays in for 45 years and dies just at the age of 65,
his estate will be entitled to $1,890 under the plan, while the
amount he has paid in plus the accumulated interest will
amount to $2,785.92, showing a loss to his estate of $895.92.

The above illustrations are based upon the assumption
thet he began to pay in at the end of 1936, when the rates
would be less than the maximum for the first 12 years.
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If we take the {llustration of a man who starts to pay in
in the year 1949 and pays in for a period of 45 years, we will
find that his estate is entitled to the same $1,890, although
the amount the employee has contributed to the fund with
its accumulated compounded interest would amount to
$3,383.52, showing a loss to his estate of $1,493.52.

1 have called attention to the fact that the youth who
enters this plan in 1949 and pays in for a period of 45 ycars
and retires at the age of 65 and then lives out his expectancy
of 12 years, will receive under the plan only $53.75 per
month, while if the same amount had been paid in on some
annuity plan he would receive $68.50 per month, making a
total loss to him during the 12 years of $2,124.

The same youth is penalized if he should pay in for 45
years and then dies at the age of 65, in that his estate would
receive only $1,890, whereas the amount that he has paid in
with accumulated interest would be $3,383.52, or a difference
of $1,493.52, so that if he lives for 12 years, or until he is 77,
and draws his pension, he has a loss of $2,124, while if he
dies at 65 before beginning to draw his pension his estate is
out $1,493.52.

This discrimination is further emphasized if, instead
of taking a figure of $100 per month as the wage earner’s
pay we take $250 per month. I have shown that in such a
case if the man lived and drew his pension under this plan,
instead of drawing what he would be entitled to under a
regular annuity contract, he would lose $12,420. If the same
$250 per month man, however, pays in for 45 years and dies
just as he reaches the age of 65, his estate would get back
$4,725, while if the same amount of money had been paid
in under an annuity contract, his estate would be entitled
to get back $8,458.50, showing a loss to his estate of $3,733.80.

DISCRIMINATIONS IN AMOUNT OF SALARIES RECEIVED

A like discrimination is made between persons getting low
salaries and persons getting higher salaries. 'The bill favors
the man with low earnings against the man with higher
earnings,

Take the illustration found in the report on page 8. It
will be observed that a man who has paid in for 10 years
on the basis of $50 per month will receive a pension of
$17.50, and that $17.50 to a man who has received a
wage of $100 per month is increased to $22.50, and it in-
creases $5 for every $50 per month increase in pay up to
$250 per month. So that the man who earns $250 per
month or five times as much as the man earning $50 per
month, will receive only a fraction more than twice as much
as the man who receives $50 per month. It must be borne
in mind also that the man who has been receiving five times
&s much salary and who gets only twice as much in the form
of a pension has all of the time been paying five times as
much in taxes.

_Mr. President, I call attention to the discrimination in this
bill not so much for the purpose of emphasizing the argu-
ment which will be made by those who shall participate in
this fund, who pay the taxes, and who are entitled ulti-
mately to some return from it, but I call attention to it for
the purpose of emphasizing that, after all, this is a demo-
cratic form of government and what we do here may be
changed and will be changed upon the demand of people
Who have been discriminated against.

I dv 0t overlook the suggestion made by the distinguished
1S{::ma.bor from Wisconsin [Mr. Lo FoLLerTE] the other day

_Tesponse to g question I asked the chairman of the com-
glllttee, or in response to the suggestion which I made to
y ¢ chairman of the committee as to the discriminations. I

O not overlook the fact that a part of these funds are being
?rai;)d by the employer and that the employee has not con-

uted all the money which I have placed to his account.
to'I;ha.t Is quite true indeed, but it is not an answer at all
ralsehe point which I make and to the questions which I
mon{mme employee under this plan will either weekly,
in Y, or yearly, whatever the plan provides fcr, have
to his Dos§ession some evidence of what has been placed
difr Credit by the Federal Government. It will make no

€rence to him whether or not a part of it has been con-
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tributed by his employer. He will say, and in many in-
stances it will be true, that he did not get enough pay
anyway, and that, therefore, he has gotten no more from
his employer than he was entitled to. However, the young
man who will go under this plan in 1949 and pay in for a
period of 45 years on a salary of $250 per month will find
when he reaches the age of 65 that under this plan he can
draw only $85 per month, while if that same fund had been
placed in the hands of some insurance company or had been
placed in the hands of any person who had invested it at
3-percent interest, and the 3-percent interest had accumu-
lated until he had arrived a the age of 65 years, instead of
getting $85 a month he would get a little more than $172
per month.

When he goes to his Member of Congress and sets forth
those facts and shows how hard he has worked all these
years, and how this money has been accumulated for him,
and shows how in 1935 the Congress, when it enacted this
law, enacted it in this form, btecause it was said Congress
could not afford to do better than that which is now under-
taken to be done, that is, to tax that youth of the future in
order to take care of the older man of today—when he sets
forth those facts, I say that his claim will be so just, his
claim will be so fair, that no Member of Congress will dare
turn him down, and we shall have that question confronting
us, just as we have today such a question confronting us in
the matter of the soldiers’ bonus.

The soldier says, “ We went to the war and we fought for
America; we defended America while other youths at that
time remained home and were earning large sums of money.”
What do we say In reply? We cannot deny what he says.
We cannot deny that he earned much more than he received.
The only reply we can possibly give to him is, “ My dear
fellow, you cannot expect America to pay you for your patri-
otism. It {s impossible. There is not enough mcney in
America to pay it. There is not money enough in the world
to pay the soldiers what they actually earned or what is due
to them, if you put it upon any such basis as that.”

So, becatise we promised him a bonus he comes to the Con-
gress and says, “ We need the money now, and you ought to
pay it in advance.” We cannot say, “ You did not earn it.”
We cannot say, “It is not proper to pay you in advance
because you did not earn that much money.” We have no
defense except to say, “ We have agreed to do a certain thing
for y.u because of our great appreciation of what you did,
and we are going to limit it to that, and that is not yet due ”’;
and upon that ground we defend our position, and that is the
only ground upon which we can defend it.

However, when the young man who will be 20 years of age
in 1949 shall come to the American Congress with a certifi-
cate showing what has been paid in for his account, and he
shall show to the Congress not only that, but will be ableto
say to the Congress, *“ If this money had been invested prop-
erly there would be coming to me now for the balance of my
life $172 a month instead of this paltry sum of $85 a month
which you expect to give me now ”, when the Congress will
have no defense to it at all. We will have no defense at all,
because he will not have gone into this plan voluntarily.
We will have forced him into this plan. We will have forced
him to contribute to the Federal Treasury 3 percent of his
salary and will have forced his employer to do likewise. Per-
haps all he can pay out of his salary is 3 percent; perhaps
that is all he can spare, and perhaps it is all the employer
can do for the employee; but instead of leaving it to him to
make with some organization a binding contract which would
enable him, if he lived to be 65 years of age, to get $172 a
month, and which, more than that, would enable him when
the time o) need came to borrow money, to take part of his
profit, at 60 years of age instead of 65, all under a binding
contract, to which the careful youth and his parents and the
employer had been looking to take care of him in the future,
we force upon him a plan of which he has no notion whether
it will be lived up to or not. He does not know whether it
will last 5 years or 10 years. He does not know whether it
will last until he is 65 years of age. He does not know what
minute Congress is going to cut him off.
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Mr. President, I suggest that that is a serious question,
which we ought to consider before we pass on this difficult
problem to some Congress in the future.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. KING. 1 ask the Senator a question for information.
In the figures which he has been presenting to us has he
taken into account the fact that the payments which are
made are made both by the employer as well as by the em-
ployee? Assume that there was no payment made by the
employer, but only by the employee, is not the amount which
he would receive under the bill commensurate with the
amount which he would pay? The Senator has been debat-
ing it upon the theory that it is the equivalent of the em-
ployee making both payments, but the master pays part and
the employee pays part. However, it all inures to the em-
ployee’s advantage.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. KING. Supposing that the Senator should base his
computation upon the proposition that the employee should
be entitled only to the benefits which would come from his
payments, what then would be the result?

Mr. HASTINGS. Of course, all the figures I have men-
tioned as being paid in under regular annuity vould be re-
duced by 50 percent, because the employee pays only half
and the employer pays half. However, I may suggest, Mr.
President, that I think this discrimination shown in the bill
is a serious one. I say in response to the suggestion made
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] that it is a
serious discrimination. If we admit, as we must admit, that
the youth of today must be penalized in order to take care
of the older persons of today, and if there be anything in the
suggestion that the youth cannot complain, because his em-
ployer is contributing a portion of the money, then we had
better modify this bill so that there shall not go to the credit
of that youth the amount which the employer pays for him.
In other words, it is provided that a total of 6 percent shall
be paid in when the act shall become fully effective; 3 per-
cent by the employer and 3 percent by the employee. If it
be said that it is necessary to have such discriminations in
order to take care of the aged people of today, then we had
better change this bill so that there shall not go to the
credit of that youth the entire 6 percent. Give him credit
for the 3 percent which he contributes, and give him credit
for 1 percent contributed by his employer, if that is all that
can be done, or give him credit for 2 percent contributed by
his employer, but whatever we do let us not deceive that
youth by making him believe that here is an annuity plan
whereby he is contributing 50 percent and his employer is
contributing 50 percent, and that it gees to his credit, when,
as a matter of fact, part of it is taken from him in order that
we may take care of the older people of today.

I think that one of the finest things that could come to
this country would be a combination annuity plan under
which the employer and the employee would contribute a
like amount in order to take care of the employee in his
old age. But if we do it, we ought to do it upon a straight
and fair basis where every man who is an employee and
pays in and every employer who pays in for him should be
given credit for all the sums of money paid in on the em-
ployee’s account. I think the discriminations here are so
serious that we ought not to pass much of this measure at
this time; I think they are so serious that we might well
afford to give many months study, and, perhaps, years of
study, before we enter into any such plan.

Now, Mr. President, I want to discuss for a few moments
the possibility of creating or maintaining any such reserve
fund as is here contemplated. It must be borne in mind
that in order to create this fund there must be annual ap-
propriations by Congress. It is contemplated that those
annual appropriations shall be the amount of money col-
lected from the employer and the employee; but does any-
one doubt that when the Congress comes to these appro-
priations there would be manipulations so that the fund
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would not be accumulated but would be used for current
expenses of the Government?

Mr. President, we have a fine example of that—very
slight, indeed, because of the amount involved—in the case
of the civil-service retirement fund. I wonder if Senators
realize that, while there is supposed to be something like
a billion dollars accumulated in that fund and that the
actuaries say there ought to be about a billion dollars ac-
cumulated in it, there has been practically nothing accumu-
lated in that fund? I blame no particular person for it; I
know when the Government needs meney for some purpose
the question may readily be asked why should not the Govy-
ernment, when it needs money for other purposes, take out
of its till and put in some other place a certain sum of
money that is necessary for some retirement fund? There
is nothing in the civil-service retirement fund except an
I O U. Of course, the I O U is perfectly good: nobody
questions that; but I call attention to the seriousness of
the situation when it reaches the sum of $47,000,000,000.

May 1 inquire whether it Is recognized to whom this
$47,000,000,000 will go? Who is to be in charge of that
fund? It is estimated that the persons interested in it will
be about 50 percent of the people who are gainfully em-
ployed; so somewhere between 25,000,000 and 30,000,000
voters of this Nation will be entitled to that $47,000,000,000.
In this democratic form of government, does anybody think
that the Congress can resist the demands of those 25,000,000
people with respect to that $47,000,000,000 of money? If we
should ever be fortunate enough to accumulate any such
fund as that, does anyone doubt that there would be pro-
posals in the Congress to loan to the persons interested cer-
tain sums from the amount that has been accumulated?
Does anyone doubt that there would be formed all over this
land organizations that would want the Congress to
give them a part of that $47,000,000,000 before they reached
the age of 65? Think for a moment of what would happen
in this land of ours if 25,000,000 people at the time the de-
pression hit us had in the till somewhere, $47,000,000,000.
Does anyone doubt that such a demand would have been
made upon the Congress as would have destroyed the greater
portion of that fund?

Mr. President, I submit that in a democratic form of gov-
ernment where a fund is created for the benefit of twenty-
five or thirty million people Congress itself would be as help-
less as a child, because the man who should not respond to
the demand of a group of voters such as that would simply
give way to another man who would respond. That has
been common experience in this country, and could be
demonstrated by precedent after precedent,

Mr. President, I do not wish to take a long time discus-
sing this matter, but I should like to bring some of the facts
to the attention of the Senate in order that we may better
realize just what we are getting into. I desire to call atten-
tion to the cost of this plan. ‘There has been placed on
the desk of each Senator, I think, a copy of the “ Data
requested of the Secretary of the Treasury by Senator JESSE
H. MercarP and submitted by the Railroad Retirement
Board on June 4, 1935.” It is my understanding that this
is an official statement of the cost of this proposed plan.

I desire to call attention to certain figures which are
supplied in the tables submitted. It will be observed In
column 7 that without title II—that is, taking the grants
and aids to States on condition that the States will con-
tribute as much as the Federal Government contributes, by
1980, or a period of some 43 years, there will have been
expended $39,059,600,000 during that 43-year period. That
figure has been described by certain Government officials as
being shocking, and it has been stated that we cannot afford
any such scheme as that.

In column 8 is given a figure that shows what 1t will
cost if we adopt title XI. It must be borne in mind in con-
sidering these figures and this estimate that only about
50 percent of the people come under the plan of title I,
leaving the other 50 percent of the people to be taken care
of as they would be taken care of without title II. There
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are two estimates of those figures. To the first there is a
note attached to column 8 which reads as follows:

Basis A: Estimates of the consulting actuaries of the Committee
on Economic Becurity, assuming (1) old-age-benefit plan similar
to that in title II in effect; (2) dependency ratio of 15 percent
1n 1936, increasing to 20 percent in 1937T—

And so {forth. The total under that plan is $26,553,200,000.

So assuming these figures to be correct, we should save
something like twelve and a half billion dollars during the
period of 43 years vy taking title IL
Under basis B, column 9, that figure is cut down to $12,072,-
000,000. Basis B is the estimate of the stafl of the Committee
on Ecopomic Security.

So we have the consulting actuaries showing a figure of
$26,553,200,000, while the staff estimate is $12,072,000,000.

Now, Mr. President, I wish to show in that connection that
if we should adopt this plan that would not be the only cost.
In column 12 will be found the taxes collected for this pur-
pose, showing the figures for the various years. The total
taxes are $78,734,800,000.

1 call attention also to column 14, showing that the neces-
sary interest to keep this fund intact is $31,749,900,000.

So while it is true, if it were paid out of the Federal Treas-
ury without title II under the plan of grants and aid, as is
provided in a part of the pending bill, assuming these figures
to be correct, the total amount recessary to appropriate
would be only a little more than $39,000,000,000; but if we
take the figures of the consulting actuaries of $26,553,000,000,
and add the tax of $78,734,800,000, plus the $31,749,900,000 of
interest, we have & sum it can hardly be conceived the Amer-
jcan people will be able to pay.

It may be said that it is not fair to use the interest item,
but I invite a<tention to the fact that the tax which will have
to be paid by the employer and the employee is money that
is being laid out by them, and therefore, if it were not being
laid out in this direction, it would earn for them at least 3
percent interest; so that if the actual cost to the people of
the United States, to the employers and to the employees of
the Nation, is actually $78,000,000,000, plus the nearly $32,-
000,000,000 of interest, and then we add to that the $26,553,-
000,000, we have a huge sum.

Mr. President, I made some calculations of what the costs
would be. I should like to invite the attention of the Senate
to them. If anyone finds that my figures are incorrect, I
should like to have my attention called to it. I am speaking
only of title II. Nothing I said with respect to expense has
anything to do with title III, which refers to unemployment
Insurance.

Let us take title II alone and assume the figures to b
correct. Let us take column 8 as representing the actu
tXpense to the Federal Government, column 12 as being

the actual amount of money collected, and column 14 thej
actual amount of interest to maintain the fund. It will be!

{gund that in the year 1950 the tax upon every State in
fe Union for that year alone would be 30 times the number
0% people living in each State in the year 1930. That is to

:gi.) If we take the State of Mississippi, which has some-
tle more than $60,000,000 for that one year 1950 alone.

Ileat would be the cost of the 15 years between now and
sary tOID order to obtain accurate figures, it is neces-
in 1930 multiply the number of people living in the State
would by 250. If we take Mississippi as an illustration, it
its mncost the State of Mississippi, assuming that it pays

It share of these expenses, $500,000,000.
fing ::t take the first 44 years, or until 1980, in order to
Period, what ft would cost any particular State for that
in the S"Ee multiply the number of inhabitants now living
as ap ula.te by 1,365. If we take the State of Mississippi
Sippi 20ustratlon and multiply the inhabitants of Missis-
» 2:000,000 in number, by 1,365, we find that it would

at State & tremendous sum of money.

On the other hand, #f we do not take title IL but take | clency b
iy the origin of this surcharge, are they not likely to make

1950&;:ne figures in order to get the amount of costs
» We multiply the number of inhabitants of the State b:

g like 2,000,000 people in it, and assume that that State |
Pays its share, it would cost the people of Mississippi & lit-
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6 as against 30. For the 15 years we multiply by 65 in-
stead of 250. In corder to get the total up to 1930 we multi-
ply by 325 instead of by 1,365.

Mr. President, I cannot conceive of this much money
being paid for any purpose unless it be a tax upon the
consumers of the Nation. As was suggested to me a moment
ago, this is & huge sales tax in most instances. Of course,
that is not true in some instances, because it is not a
direct sales tax, and in a great many instances it will be
impossible to pass it along to the farmer or to the other
classes of persons who are not to be benefited by the bill.
I invite attention to the fact that the farmer who is ex-
empt, the domestic who is exempt from the bill, the other
persons who are exempt; namely, about 50 percent of the
people of the Nation, will pay no tax and will derive no benefit
from the plan, and I ask how anybody expects those people
ultimately to escape & tax which every consumer is bound
to pay under the plan in one form or another?

The PRESIDING OFFICER Mr, Lewis in the chair).
Will the able Senator from Delaware permit the Chair to
inquire what was the source of the figures called actuarial?
Will the Senator state to the Senator from Illinois, who now
occupies the chair, through what source those actuarial
flgures came? What was the source whence the figures
actually emanated?

Mr. HASTINGS. The source was a member of the com-
mittee, as I recollect. The statement is headed, * Data re-
quested of the Secretary of the Treasury by Senator Jesse H.
MEercaLF and submitted by the Railroad Retirement Board
on June 4, 1935.” 1 think it was Mr. Latimer who submitted
the figures. There is no question about the accuracy of the
figures. I think no one will dispute their correctness.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Dela-
ware yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. HASTINGS. Certainly.

Mr. KING. I may say that Mr. Latimer is recognized as
probably one of the best actuaries in dealing with labor
statistics and annuities in the United States, and is the head
of one of the most important boards of the Government,

Mr. HASTINGS. I thank the Senator from Utah.

Mr. President, Mr. M. A. Linton was one of the consulting

actuaries and is an outstanding actuary of the country. I
desire to quote two or three paragraphs from a speech made
by Mr. Linton before the Academy of Political Science in
Ne ork, in which he said:
e original bill provided, as has already been pointed cut, for
a heavy Federal subsidy running nver one billion a year for 45
years hence. In order to remove this undesirable feature the
Secretary of the Treasury proposed the increased rates of tax em-
bodied in the new bill. The purpose wss to * facilitate the con-
tinued operation of the system on an adequate and sound finan-
cial basis, without imposing heavy burdens upon future genera-
tions.” The schedule accompanying the BSecretary’s proposals
showed that the deficit bad been removed and that by 1980 a
reserve fund of nearly 40 billlons (assuming inclusion of the same
occupation groups as are in the present bill) would have been
created.

Let us examine a little mgre closely into the manner in which
the balance was accomplished. Suppose we should start out on
the assumption that the pensions we are going to pay to those
who are aged 20 or over when the plan starts, will be pald for in
full on an actuarial basis by that same group of individuals
That 13 to say, we shall not attempt to pass on to posterity any
part of the cost of these pensions. The adoption of the plan
would call for a level contribution from the very s.art, probabuy
in excess of 81 percent of pay rolls. The rates of contribution
suggested by the Secretary started at 2 percent and increased to
6 percent in 12 years. In view of the higher figure mentioned
above, how can the proposed scale of contributions produce a
balanced system?

The answer is that after 12 years when the uniform rate will be
6 percent we shall be charging the new workers coming {nto the
system say at sge 20, a rate that is upward of 40 percent greater
! than the true actuarial premium for the benefits they will receive.

When the young men of the future ask why they and their em-
ployers should have to pay £o large a rate, the answer will be that
years before their faithers and grandfathers had made promises to
each other which they did not have the money to carry out in
full. Therefore, they convenlently decided to pass on the defl-
clency by assessing & surcharge sgainst their children and grand-

When the workers of the future come to appreciate

”

full
strenuous efforts to shift it to the general revents fund?

q
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Mr. President, here is a statement that instead of the
amount of 6 percent being all that is required, this actuary—
and he is a prominent man in his profession-says that in
his judgment it would take 8% percent; so, notwithstand-
ing the discriminations, notwithstanding the penalizing of
the youth for the benefit of the older person, we still shall
have not enough tax to take care of this fund.

Mr. President, | do not wish to detain the Senate longer
with this matter. | desire, however, to call attention to the
unemployment-insurance title.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield be-
fore he leaves the subject he is discussing?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1| yield.

Mr. WAGNER. Unfortunately, | did not hear all of the
Senator's address: but | heard his criticism of what he
termed a discrimination between the younger workers and
the older workers in the disbursement of the old-age fund.
The Senator has stated correctly that the older workers
will receive a larger share in proportion to their contribu-
tions than the younger men. Is it the Senator’s view that
that difference ought to be made up by an appropriation
by the Government?

Mr. HASTINGS. Undoubtedly. Undoubtedly it ought to
be done in some other way than this.

Mr. WAGNER. As the Senator remembers, the original
bill provided that ultimately, when the deficit should arise
because of the higher annuity paid to the older workers,
that deficit should be made up by society itself, through the
Government, making the contribution. | do not know
whether or not the Senator cares to answer the question;
but if that change were made in the bill, would the Senator
support the proposed legislation?

Mr. HASTINGS. | am not prepared to answer that ques-
tion directly; but I will say to the Senator that | have said
that | should be very much interested if we could work out
a plan of a forced annuity, contributed to by the employer
and the employee, whereby the fund would go directly, with
3 percent interest, to that particular person. | should be
very much interested in that sort of a plan,

Mr. WAGNER. It would be difficult to work out such a

plan under a pooling system, but | think the Senator wil|.

recognize the fact that it is not really accurate to say that
the contribution which the younger worker makes to the
fund is used to make up the larger annuity paid to the older
worker. It really comes from the part of the fund which
is contributed by the employer of the younger worker.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. WAGNER. I will say to the Senator that I am in
sympathy with his criticism, and as | introduced the bill it
provided that society itself should make up that difference.

Mr. HASTINGS. | may say to the Senator, in order to
meet the objection which the Senator has just suggested,
namely, that the employee cannot criticize because part of
this fund will have been contributed by somebody else-that,
as | stated before, that fact will be ignored by him, because
he will say, * In the first place, | never did get enough wages.
I ought to have had more wages in the first place. This
contribution by my employer was made for my benefit, and
| am going to have it.” | think that is so serious a matter
that | should be inclined to give the employee, say, credit for
only 2 percent of what the employer contributed, and use
the other 1 percent to make up for the discriminations
which are contained in the bill, if 1 make myself clear.

Mr. WAGNER. Yes: | understand the Senator.

Mr. HASTINGS. | would have the employer contribute
1 percent for the general fund in order to get rid of that
discrimination. | really think it is a serious matter.

Mr. WAGNER The reason why | am pressing the ques-
tion, of course, is that | wished to ascertain whether the
Senator was simply attempting to find flaws in the proposed
legislation—-

Mr. HASTINGS. Na. ]

Mr. WAGNER. Or whether, if thig correction were made
by restoring the old tax rates, the Senator would support

the legislation.
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Mr. HASTINGS. No, Mr. President. In the committee
the distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr, Georcel and
many other Senators, largely on the Democratic side, urged
that we should not go into the matter of annuity pensions at
this time, but that we should wait; that we should separate
the subject of annuity pensions from this bill, and take a little
more time to study it, and see if we could not work out a
Blan which would be agreeable to most, if not all, the Mem-

ers of the Congress.

I am not prepared at this time to say that | should vote for
any of these plans, because | have not made up my mind that
the Congress has authority to force upon anybody an an-
nuity system of any kind. As | say, | am in general sym-
pathy with the scheme. | think of all things that can be
done for a young person, the most important is to have him
begin to pay into some kind of a fund that will take care of
him in his old age, but to have the Congress of the United
States force him to make such payments is so entirely new,
and so different from my philosophy of what the Congress has
a right to do, that I am not for the moment prepared to
approve any plan of that character.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, whether or not we ought to do
that in this comprehensive way is an entirely different ques-
tion. 1 think the Senator will agree, because of our ex-
perience during the past 50 years, that the only way we can
ever give the working people of our country, the wage earners
and others of low income, assurance against destitution in old
age is by some plan which will be of universal application.
The Senator knows we have tried the voluntary idea for half
a century. Yet at this late day, out of all the working people
of the country, there are only 2,000,000 of them who are
under voluntary systems. Certainly we must do something
for the rest of them sooner or later.

Mr. HASTINGS. Is it not more than 2,000,000?

Mr. WAGNER. Two million. outside of the railway em-
ployees-and even they are subjected to the uncertainty that
their voluntary systems will be curtailed without notice.

They have no real, permanent security. Furthermore,
statistics show that only 4 percent of the small group of
-etired workers who have been under voluntary pension sys-
.ems are actually drawing benefits. If we genuinely wish to
nelp provide against destitution in old age, there is no way
to do it except by some plan which will be of universal
application.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, of course, | know how
much interested the Senator from New York has been in
this subject for a long while, and | know how very much
it appeals to the average citizen to advocate some legisla-
tion which will take care of people in their old age.

Mr. President, | shall take only a few moments more. |
merely desired to call attention to the great interest the
people have in unemployment assurance. | think people
generally have reached the conclusion that perhaps we can
make some progress by having some kind of unemplgyment
assurance. It has been insisted that the only way in which
that can be accomplished is by congressional action, and
the scheme and plan contained in title IX is the result of
that suggestion.

I may call attention to the fact that what we are here
endeavoring to do-and | may emphasize that it is different
from what we have a right to do under the Constitution of
the United States--is to say to the people of a State, *“ We
are going to tax the employers of your State at the rate of
3 percent annually. We are going to give them credit for
90 percent of that tax if they can show to the Federal Gov-
ernment that they have paid in under some State law a
sum of money to meet unemployment assurance, and have
spent it under the rules and regulations which have been
approved by the Federal Government. If they do that they
may get credit for 90 percent of the amount they have paid
tor that purpose. Otherwise, we will take the 100 percent
and add it to the funds in the Federal Treasury,

Was any such proposal as that ever made before in any
Congress or to a free people anywhere in a democratic form
of Government such as our own? What have we to do with
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what a State does in the matter of taking care of employee:
{n the State when they are out of work? It is replied thal
vx\;hen the State cannot do it the Federal Government fs
compelled to do it, and that that is the necessary excuse
That is not a sufficient excuse. It is a sufficient excuse for us
to want to do something, but it does not give us the legal
right to force any Such plan as that upon the States of this
nion.

UThe Supreme Court has repeatedly said that Congress
cannot force upon a State by taxation, or by regulating
commerce or what not, something which the Congress thinks
a State ought to do for itself. 1t undoubtedly cannot do it.
gut that is exactly what we are asked to do under this
measure- . .

There iS one reason for it, and it is a very good reason.
Unless we can force this upon all the States by punishing
them upon their failure to adopt the plan by imposing a
tax upon employers within their borders it will be found
that the various industries in one State which provides for
the tax cannot compete with those in some other State
which does not impose the tax, which, by the way. is a
further demonstration that all this tax is passed on to the
consumer. That is a reasonable excuse for this legislation.
But it seems to me that the sooner we realize the limitations
upon Our own power, the sooner we realize that there are
still existing 48 independent States in the Union which have
a right to control their internal affairs, the sooner we will
get away from this kind of legislation and this kind of
trouble for the Congress.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. BORAH. | desire to ask the Senator with regard to
the old-age pensions for those who are now 65 years of
age. As | understand the plan, the Government would
make an allowance of $15 per person to be matched against
$15 by the State.

Mr. HASTINGS. Is the Senator speaking of title Il or
of title 1? There are two titles which relate to old-age
pensions. One is the provision whereby the Federal Gov-
ernment would contribute $15 if the States contributed $15.

Mr. BORAH. That is the one to which | have reference,
that is, in regard to people who are now 65 years of age.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. BORAH. And who have no opportunity to share in
the contribution which will be made in the future.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. As | understand it, the Government would
contribute $15, provided the State contributed $15. 7f the
State did not contribute $15, or some amount, then there
would be no contribution at all.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, there will be no contribu-
gon except as it depends upon the contribution made by the

tate.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. And at the utmost, if the State contributes
in ful, the contribution will be only $30 per person.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. Is the Senator advised as to how many
States are now contributing as much as $15 for old-age pen-
sions, how many States have laws providing for that
amount?

Mr. HASTINGS. | think it is something like 23. The
figure is stated somewhere in the recoo

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, if | may volunteer the
Information, 35 States have enacted old-age-pension laws
under which they contribute toward the support of dependent
old Persons, and different ages are provided—in some States
70 years and in others 65. I think there are but two or three
States which contribute more than $15 a month, and the
majority Of the States now, | think. are contributing less

n §15 a month.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, in that condition of affairs,
there would be no allowzace for old-aged persons in those
States at all?
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Mr. WAGNER. | did not catch the question.

Mr. BORAH. Where a State made no allowance, then the
allowance made by the National Government would not be
available?

Mr. WAGNER. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. As a practical proposition, then, this meas-
ure does not really make any provision at all for a very large
number of old-aged people.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, it has always been regarded as
an obligation of the States to take care of the old people in
the States. This is the flrst time it has ever been proposed
that the Federal Government aid the States in taking care
of old people, and to that extent it is a new venture by the
Federal Government.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President. wil the Senator from
Idaho yield?

Mr. BORAH. | yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I may say to the Senator from Idaho
that the theory is that the other States will come into the
plan when there is a Federal law. Of course, if a State has
no old-age-pension system, the Federal Government cannot
contribute toward maintaining the old people in that State.

Mr. BORAH. | understand that perfectly: nevertheless,
the fact is that no provision is being made for a very large
number of old-aged people as the laws stand in the States
now.

Mr. WAGNER. Perhaps adequate provision is not made.
Thirty-five States are attempting to meet the.r obligations by
taking care of old-aged dependents, some at the age of 65 and
others at the age of 70, but in recent years, because of the de-
pression, the amounts which the States have contributed have
been somewhat reduced. The obligation to take care of the
old people has always been regarded as an obligation of the
States themselves, and the Federal Government. recognizing
that they’have had difficulties in raising the money, due to
the depression, is for the first time in cur history proposing
to match the State contributions toward taking care of old
people. So it is a step forward, and we are hopeful, of course,
as the Senator from Texas has said, that the States which
have not inaugurated systems for taking care of the old will
enact legislation so as to get the benefit of the Federal contri-
bu tion.

If I may, speaking to the Senator in terms of actual
amounts spent, there is now being spent by the States for this
purpose a little less than $40,000,000.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President. will the Senator from
Idaho yield to me?

Mr. BORAH. | yield

Mr. CONNALLY. As an instance, my State has no old-
age-pension system, but I think this year the people are voting
on a constitutional amendment providing for such a system,
and | anticipate that other States will follow through if this
oreasure shall become a law. The Senator from Idaho is cor-
rect in assuming that for the immediate present there will be
s large number of old-aged persons who will not receive any
grant out of the Treasury.

Mr. BORAH. Undoubtedly there are a number of States
which are not prepared financially to take care of old-age
pensions at this time. There are States which the National
Government is assisting in carrying their burdens, with ref-
arence to relief, and so forth

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; they are.

Mr. BORAH. It seems to me we ought to take into consid-
sration the fact that, so far as the people who are now 65
Fears of age are concerned, this measure is not and should
lot be regarded wholly as a pension proposition. These old
pople, at the end of 4 or 5 years of depression. with alt
neans exhausted, are in a condition where they must be
:aken care of. and to make a Federal contribution of $15 a
nonth dependent on whether the States are able to con-
Tribute $15 in addition does not seem to me to be meeting
e situation

There is a question of relief here, as well as the question
¥ pensions, because it is now the efiort of the Government
.0 take these people from the relief rolls. and | am advised
hat hundreds of thousands of them will go back into the
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miscrable poorhouses, county farms, where the living is of
the most meager kind. Does not the Senator from New
York, who has given so much time to this matter, and un-
derstands it so well, think that we ought in this provision of
the bill to take into consideration something other than the
general principles which obtain with reference to security
legislation?

I know perfectly well that there will be hundreds of thou-
sands of old people who will really die of nonnutrition if
more is not done for them than would be done under the
pending measure.

Would it not be practicable to make a better allowance, and
not make the additional allowance dependent wholly upon
State action? Let the State make an allowance equal to, say,
$15 if it can, because most of the States are unable to go
beyond that, and It the National Government make an addi-
tional allowance, which it will take out for a limited number
of years without any other allowance by the State.

Mr. GEORGE. 1 was going to make the suggestion that
at least the Federal Government might take care of that full
pension for a limited period of years, until the States were in
position and had by appropriate legislation been able to set
up the old-age-pension laws, even if for no more than for
2 or 3 years.

Mr. BORAH.
done.

Mr. WAGNER. May I make this suggestion to the Sena-
tor: Thirty-three States have already set up machinery to
take care of their dependent old people. So there are only
15 States that have done nothing.

Mr. BORAH. Fifteen States.

Mr. WAGNER. But the Federal Government is taking
care of those not under State law, for the period of time
which the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georcel suggests, by
direct relief, and in addition the Federal Government is
now supplementing local efforts by helping a great many of
the old people in all the States. The provisions of this
bill are designed to add to these efforts and also to act as
an incentive to the States to be a little more generous in
the care of their old by matching their efforts dollar for
dollar. This proposal is much more than the Federal Gov-
ernment ever contemplated before the serious depression.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President———

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bone in the chair).
Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I also wish to attract the attention of the
Senator from New York [Mr. WacNer]l. As I understand,
this bill purports to give a pension to those who are on
charity. I have received statistics from the Census Bureau
by which I will show that those who are actually dependent
upon charity will by the provisions of this bill receive out of
the Federal Treasury about 60 cents a month. I have statis-
tics to show that this is not a pension at all. This is not
much more than a paupers’ bill,

Mr. BORAH. May I say to the Senator from New York
that it has been brought to my attention that a number of
these elderly people, 65 years of age, at the end of 4 or 5
years of depression have now been turned back to the coun-
ties and to the States; they have been taken off relief; the
State has been asked to take care of them, and the county
has been asked to take care of them, and the county and the
State are undertaking to take care of them by means of the
poor farm, and so forth. That leads me to believe that the
Natiori! Government ought to do more than to make a
contribution of $15 a month and make thal dependent upon
the proposition of the State also putting up $15, because
there is an element of relief in this matter, aside from the
question of preparing a general scheme of security.

Mr. WAGNER. 1 agree absolutely with the Senator from
Idaho, and the Senator knows that I would be willing to go
as far as anyone in this body. Perhaps whatever criticism
has been directed at me has been due to the fact that I have
been anxious to do too much in that regard.

I think something of that kind ought to be
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Mr. BORAH. I am addressing myself to the Senator for
that reason.

Mr. WAGNER. In the first place, the Senator from Louisi.
ana says that these people are upon charity. But the States
which have passed pension laws and called them pension
laws do not want to regard these old people as being subjects
of charity. Perhaps in a technical sense they are. But they
are citizens of the State who in their days of age have met
with adversity, and the State has assumed the obligation of
taking care of them because of their claim upon the State
to which they have made their great contributions by creat-
ing wealth in their prime.

We do not call this charity in New York, nor do they do so
in any of the other States. We have to rely upon the States
to ascertain who these people are who require aid, and the
33 States which have enacted pension laws have the machin-
ery with which they ascertain this fact. As fast as the States
ascertain that there are more who need this help the Federal
Government will certainly increase its assistance in propor-
tion.

I know of no method by which the Federal Government
can go around the country to ascertain where these people
are. We must rely upon the State machinery.

We are now saying to the States, *“ You have the machinery,
By passing your laws you have said in a definite manner that
you regard it as an obligation to take care of these people
without throwing them into the poorhouse; and insofar as
you assume that obligation, we will give you a dollar for
every dollar that you spend.

I think that is going to be an Incentive throughout the
country to take better care of them. It has been suggested
that some of the States, who now contribute over $15 per
month to the dependent old, will reduce their contributions
to the $15 level that is to be matched by Federal contribu-
tions. I cannot believe that any State will be so ungenerous
as that, and I think that whatever the Federal Government
gives will be added to that which the States are already doing
for their aged people.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, of course the State has the
machinery, and of course the State can ascertain the num-
ber of persons who are entitled to relief, but the State does
not have the money.

Mr. WAGNER. The States have been making contribu-
tions.

Mr. BORAH. We know perfectly well that we are aiding
States to take care of their educational systems, and their
teachers, and everything else; and we know that under those
circumstances they do not have the means to take care of
these old people. These old people are people who have made
those States, In a large measure. Out through the North-
west they are the pioneers, they are the men and women who
built those Commonwealths, and because the State is not able
to take care of them they must now go to a county farm. If
we are going into this thing at all, if the National Govern-
ment is going to take hold of it, let the National Govern-
ment make a provision which will take care of these old
people during this depression, and not be bound by the
theory of a permanent scheme of natiounal security.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator
that, so far as the emergency period is concerned, the Fed-
eral Government has been helping all of the States to take
care of their old people. It will continue to do so. But this
bill provides a permanent plan in addition to what we have
been doing during the emergency period.

I hope that the time will come shortly when we shall give
these old people even more. However, there is nothing in
this bill to prevent the States from taking care of their de-
pendent old persons as well as they can. I have not heard
the complaint from many States that they are not able to
carry the load.

Mr. BORAH. Neither the States nor the National Gov-
ernment is generous when it stops at $30, when both pay to
make up that amount, so far as that is concerned.

Mr. RUSSELL rose.
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Mr. BORAH. Did the Senator from Georgla wish to ask
a question?

Mr. RUSSELL. In line with the suggestion of the Sena-
tor from Idaho that many of the States are unable at this
time to contribute to the old-age-pension fund, I will say
that the State which I have the honor in part to repre-
sent, under its constitution cannot levy taxes for this pur-

se. The purposes for which taxes may be levied in the
State of Georgia are enumerated in the constitution, and
the payment of the old-age pension is not included therein.
It will be necessary to amend the constitution, and that
cannot be done until the next general election, so the people
may pass upon it. But as the Federal Government is now
turning back to the States and the counties all of the un-
employables in the State, the old people who are unable to
work, and the ones most deserving, as indicated by the
Senator from Idaho, the State is absolutely powerless to levy
a tax to raise funds for paying these people any pension
whatever.

Therefore, the people in my State will be taxed in part for
over something like 2 years to provide these funds for old-
age pensions, and until the State constitution is amended
cannot secure a single cent from the Federal Treasury to
supplement the State funds, for the State funds cannot be
provided.

I have prepared an amendment which I propose to offer at
the proper time, which will require for a period of 2 years
from the time this act goes into effect that the Federal
Government will make this contribution of $15 without
regard to any action on the part of the States.

Mr. BORAH. Let us not confine it to $15. That is just
slow death.

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be glad in joining the Senator
from Idaho in making it a larger sum, but I should ke to
have something done so that the people will not starve when
the State is powerless to help them. I should like to have
contributed to my State as much as the amount of relief
contributed by the Federal Government o the other States.

Mr. WAGNER. I wonder if the Senator is not referring to
the Governor of his State, who has been criticizing whatever
appropriations we have made here to help the unfortunate in
his State.

Mr, RUSSELL. The views of the Governor of the State
on old-age pensions does not reflect the views of the people
of the State.

Mr. WAGNER. I am glad to hear the Senator say that.

Mr. RUSSELL. As a matter of fact, at its last session the
general assembly voted for a constitutional amendment pro-
viding for old-age pensions. The bill passed the house of
representatives by a vote of 165 to 1. The bill also passed
through the senate with the required two-thirds majority.
The Governor undertook to veto the proposed constitutional
amendment. That will have to be fought out in the State
courts to see if the matter is to be submitted to the people
at the next election. Regardless of the outcome of the mat-
ter, the people of the State could not avail themselves of the
benefit of this measure before 1937, following the election of
1936, when the legislature meets again.

Mr. BORAH. I am not interested in local politics in this
situation.

Mr, RUSSELL. Neither am I interested in local politics,
and I did not inject that question, but I am tremendously
interested in seeing that the aged and afllicted and those
Dowerless to assist themselves in my State are given the same
benefits and advantages as are accorded the people of other
States under the terms of this bill. They should not be
Penalized, Because of the constitutional inhibition, the
State is powerless, and had it not been for constitutional pro-
Visions the general assembly might have passed the bill over
the veto of the Governor, but it was necessary to amend the
:;)!:issitutlon. The legislature did all that was in their power

Mr. BORAH. The question of centralization of power
does not arise, because there is just as much centralization
of power in contributing $15 as there is in contributing $30.
We have undertaken to do that; that is now in the bill. 8o
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the only question here for discussion {s whether we are tak-
ing care of the situation in dollars and cents. There is no
question of constitutional authority so far as this particular
point is concerned, because that is covered by the fact that
we have alrcady provided for $15; and the question that I am
now raising is, assuming that we are going to help, assuming
that the National Government i{s going to take part in this
matter, and assuming that the National Government is

geing to assist the States, the question is, Are we going to

assist them sufficiently to enable the old people to live?
That is the only question here. I do.not think it takes care
of them. I ask the able Senator from New York and the
able Senator from Mississippi, who {s in charge of this bill,
and other Senators, who, as I know, are in full sympathy
with this proposition, Are we goingz to be satisfied to allow
only $15 a month, with the uncertainty as to whether the
States will put up anything, and, therefore, have nothing
come of it, or are we going to make a provision which will
guarantee these old people at least a sufficlent amount to
keep them from actually dying of starvation or neglect?

Mr. WAGNER. I may say to the Senator that he is not
accurate in saying that the States will not make any con-
tributions, and that therefore the old people will receive
nothing. As I tried to emphasize previously, there are 33
States that are already contributing.

Mr. BORAH. I am referring to the States that donot. In
those 15 States we will have no help for them whatever.

Mr. WAGNER. 1 will repeat what I have heretofore sald,
that I made inquiry as to all that, and I ascertained that in
all the States during this emergency period the Federal
Government has been granting relief to take care of old peo-
ple. How much they are receiving I am not able to say, but
the Federal Government has not abandoned them entirely,
even in those cases where the State has been unable to do
anything at all,

Mr. BORAH. I am advised that the Federal Government
has notified the local authorities that they must take care of
a certain class of people, including the old people, and that,
under the program which has been worked out during the
last few months, these people are now dependent upon the
States, and they are going back to the county farm or to the
poorhouse and to similar places in order that they may be
taken care of.

If these were normal times, and if the States were In a
normal condition, if they were in a position to raise the
money, I would feel entirely different about it; I would feel
that they ought to do it; but when we ourselves are con-
tributing for such things as educational purposes, stum clear-
ance, and so forth, that I know the States are not in a
position to do their local work. We have already crossed
that bridge; we have already passed over the proposition
that we are going to help them. Now the question is, Are
we going to help them sufficiently?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. BORAH. I yield the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I desire to offer the amend-
ment which I sent to the desk earlier today, and I ask the
clerk to read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Crxer CLErRK. It is proposed by Mr. LoxnG to amend
the bill as follows:

First. On page 2, lines 3 and 4, after the word * assist-
ance ”, strike out the comma and the following words: “as
far as practicabfe under the conditions in such State.”

Second. On page 2, line 4, strike out the word * needy.”

Third. On page 2, line 7, strike out the figures “ $49,750,-
000 ", and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ $3,600,000,000.”

Fourth. Beginning with line 15 on page 2, strike out all
the balance of page 2, and all of pages 3, 4, 5, and 6, down to
and including line 14 on page 7, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

8gc. 3. From the sums appropriated therefor the Secretary of
the Treasury shall pay to each State for ecach quarter, beginning
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with the quarter commencing July 1, 1935, such proportion of the
amount appropriated as the number of persons over the age of
60 in such State shall be to the total number of persons over the
age of 60 fn the United States, to be calculated according to the
latest officlal reports of the United States census. That the same
shall be remitted to each State solely on condition that it make
due and legal provistion to pay the same in equal sums to all
persons in the said State who are over 60 years of age and
whose net income during the preceding 12 months was less than
8500, or whose ownership and possessiton of property is of a value
less than $3,000; and nothing hereby provided shall prevent any
State or subdivision thereof from providing additional pension
tg any person from the revenues of such State or subdiviston
thereof.

Seventh. On page 16, beginning with line 16, strike out
down to and ineluding line 21 and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

Sec. 301, For the purpose of enabling each State to furnish
financial assistance to persons who are unemployed and who re-
ceive no berefits under title I of this bill, there is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1936, the sum of 81,000,000,000, and for each fiscal year thereafter
the sum of $1,000,000,000 to be used as heretnafter provided.

Eighth. On page 17, beginning with line 9, strike out the
following:
The Board shall not certify for payment under this section in

any fiscal year a total amount in excess of the amount appropri-
ated therefor for such fiscal year.

Ninth. On page 19, line 24, after the word “ State ”, change
the period fo a semicolon and add the following:

Provided, That the satd State agency shall have right to contest
any and all findings of such Board in a suit filed in a United
States district court in the said State.

Tenth. On page 20, line 11, strike out the figures * $24,-
750,000 ” and insert in lieu thereof * $1,000,000,000.”

Eleventh. On page 20, line 13, strike out the words “ a sum
sufficient ” and insert in lieu thereof the words “ an equal
sum.”

Twelfth. On page 21, line 6, after the word “ agency”,
strike out the semicolon and insert the following: “ with
right to appeal to the courts of the State;"”.

Thirteenth. On page 21, line 22, beginning with the figure
“(1)", strike out the figure ““(1)”, and all of line 23 and
24, and lines 1, 2, and 3 on page 22.

Fourteenth. On page 22, line 10, strike out the word “ one-
third ” and insert in lieu thereof the word “ three-fourths.”

Fifteenth. On page 23, line 5, strike out the word * two-
thirds ” and insert in lieu thereof the word ‘ one-fourth.”

Sixteenth. On page 24, line 25, after the word “ State”,
change the period to a semicolon and insert the following:
“ the said State agency shall have the right to contest in a
district court of the United States the action of the said
Secretary of Labor to be filed in such court in the State
wherein said State board may be domiciled.”

Seventeenth. Beginning on. page 44, strike out all of title
VIII, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

Trrre VIII. REVENUES FOR PURPOSES HEREIN PROVIDED

SecrioN 1. In addition to other taxes levied and collected there
shall be annually levied, collected, and pald upon the wealth or
property owned by every individual a tax thereon in accordance
with the following provisions, viz:

(a) One percent on the value in excess of 81,000,000 and up to
and including $2,000,000.

(b) Two percent on the value In excess of $2,000,000 and up to
and including $3,000,000.

(c) Four percent on the value in excess of 83,000,000 and up
to and including $4,000,000.

(d) Eight percent on the value i{n excess of $4,000,000 ard up
to and including 85,000,000.

(e) Sixteen percent on the value in excess of 85,000,000 and up
to and including $6,000,000.

(f) Thirty-two percent on the value in excess of $6,000,000 and
up to and including $7,000,000.

(g) Sixty-four percent on the value in excess of 87,000,000 and
up to end including $8,000,000.

(h) Nipety-nine percent on the value In excess of $8,0€0,000.

Sec. 2. The sajd taxes shall be levied and collected annually,
shall further allow to the taxpayer the opportunity to make pay-
ment of the same in cash or in kind, and the Treasury shall make
disposition and handle the same in a.cordance and subject to the
provisions contained in said title IX.

Sec. 3. Such sums as are collected hereby as are in excess of the
requirements under the provisions of thils act shall be used for
the other lawful purposes of government, to include future legisla-
tion of Congress to provide the families of the United States with
reasonable homesteads and the comforts thereof.
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Eighteenth. Beginning on page 52, line 8, strike out al
of title IX.
FORCE OR LAW BRING ABOUT REDISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is not certain
whether the Senator from Louisiana is in order in speaking
on his amendment or amendments for the reason that under
the agreement to consider committee amendments first, title
XI, which is the committee amendment, has not yet been
disposed of. The Chair wonders what the Senator from Mis-
sissippi desires to do in that connection?

Mr. HARRISON. I have no objection to considering the
amendments as a whole so we may get them out of the way.
I ask unanimous consent that they may be considered en
bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Lou-
isiana desire to have his amendments considered en bloc?

Mr. LONG. 1 would.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BORAH. Does considering them as a whole, or en
bloc, mean that the amendments are not subject to amend-
ment?

Mr. LONG. They are subject to amendment, of course;
but it means they will all be considered as one amendment,
As a matter of fact, it is the same principle throughout.

Mr. President, I shall show that what is proposed by the
present bill is an impossibility, impossibie in any respect
either on the law or on the facts. I shall show that what I
am proposing is feasible, practicable, constitutional, and
workable.

In the first place, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraRr)
made a statement to which I wish to refer for just a mo-
ment. If we are going to provide an old-age pension, then
let us provide a sum sufficient to pay old-age pensions. I
do not agree that the pension should start at age 65, nor
was that the position of the President of the United States.
He thought it ought to begin at 60, and everyone else I ever
heard of has always stated 60 years would be the age at
which to start payment of a pension. I never heard of it
being placed at 65 years of age until the bill came before us.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President—-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Louisiana yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. WAGNER. Most of the State laws which I have ex-
amined provide for a pension beginning at the age of 70.

Mr. LONG. I have tried to explain to my friend from
New York that while they may be called “ pension ” laws, yet
they are *“ pauper ” laws.

Mr. WAGNER. The States do not agree with the Sen-
ator.

Mr. LONG. But the dictionary does. I hate to refer to
any man as a pauper, but the facts are, if I may be per-
mitted to have the attention of Senators, that if we have a
law which requires a man to prove himself to be destitute
and needy before he can get any allowance, we compel him
to admit or, indeed, to claim that he is a pauper. It is not
a pension law. We pension the judges of the courts for the
services which they previously rendered, whether they have
any money or not. We pension soldiers of the Spanish-
American and Civil Wars whether they have any money o
not. That is a pension. But when we provide by law that a
man must prove himself to be destitute or to be needy before
he can get any money, and only that man is permitted to gt
any money under the law, then it becomes only a pauper law.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LONG. 1 yleld.

Mr. WAGNER. I am anxious to understand clearly the
Senator’s amendment. The Senator would take those over
60 years of age——

Mr. LONG. No. If the Senator will listen he will get it
all straight in & minute. The Senator from New York will
not listen to me as long as I have listened to him if he listens
to everything I say. I am satisfled, too, that he will not get
as much good as I do.
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Mr. President, there are 10,335,120 persons over the age
of 60 in the United States. I need only refer to Government
compilations and the statement of the Senator from New
vork. ©Of this pumber there are 96 percent whose earning
capacity is below that which enables them to live on a nor-
mal-subsistence basis. In cther words, 96 percent of our
entire population earn less than a subsistence wage of this
kind. That is one thing on which we agree. I shall give
the Scnator better figures than that. I shall give
some figures which have been published by life-insurance
companies. The only thing I have now are some figures
which I clipped out of an insurance publication. This reads:

Wwhat happens to the average man of 25 upon reaching the age
of 657 Only one will be weaithy.

we had considerable trouble locating this advertisement.
I thought I could get it by telephoning the insurance com-
panies, but I learned that they claimed they did not have it
or they had forgotten all about it. I am sure they were In
good faith. I located it because it had been recopied in a
well-known newspaper in this country. Then I telephoned
the insurance companies and they said they would be able to
send the entire statistics in a short time. I read this again:

Only one will be wealthy. Four wili be well to do and able to
enjoy comfort and recreation. Five will be working for a living
with no prospect of relief from drudgery. Thirty-five will have
died. in many cases leaving a family in need of some assistance.
Fifty-five will be dependent upon friends or relatives for charity.

Of all those about 65 or 70 years of age who are left alive,
55 will be dependent upon charity., This was a statistical
compilation made during pretty good times. The condition
is much worse now, because our own data show it is
somewhere around 96 percent of our people who are earning
below a subsisting living.

I1? we are going to pay a pension that Is going to amount
to anything, certainly we ought not to begin a pension too
far away from the average unemployable age. Fifty years
of age is almost an unemployable age, except for men of
talent and skill, and I do not mean manual skill. Sixty
years of age at the very worst is the furthest age at which
we should consider awarding a pension. I am going to
argue this on the basis of 60 years of age, and then I am
going to argue it on the basis of 65 years of age, and I shall
show how impossible the whole scheme is on the basis of
either 60 or 65 years of age.

Let us, for the purpose of argument, not count the 385,000,
because most of them are dead by now, having gone through
some of the years 1933 or 1934 or a part of 1935. Thus
there would be 10,000,000 people drawing $49,000,000 a year
out of the Federal Treasury. Deducting one-third—which
is more than the census shows and which is more than the
life-insurance companies show-—deducting from the 10,000,
000 people one-third, who are either wealthy or able to take
care of themselves, would mean that $49,000,000 a year, or
$4.000,000 a month, would pay those left about 56 cents
ber month apiece.

If the entire $49,000,000 which is covered in the bill is
going to those found to be needy by the statistics of the
Government and by the statistics 2f private people and by
the statistics of the life-insurance companies, we would pay
them about 56 cents per month out of the United States

€asury if we gave a so-called * pension” to everybody
%ho is 60 years of age or over. Of course, it might be $1
it We raised it to 65 years of age; it might be $2 if we raised
yem 70 years of age; it might be $3 If we raised it to 75
taar's of age, or $4 if we raised it to 85 years of age. I am

nﬂng_ about an age when a pension should start. I shall
:{i‘l’l"‘; in a moment that raising it to 65 years of age would
€ave an impossible situation under tne bill.

Th_ere is only one way we are going to be able to pay a
ginsmn. We cannot pay it from ordinary sources of taxa-
siog The United States Government cannot support a pen-
. law from the ordinary cources of taxation which now
em‘;:ll- It is impossible to do it. The United States Gov-
or €nt cannot today pay its own costs of operation from

esent resources, to say nothing of the bonds which it has
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accumulated for payment in the future. The United States
Government cannot support any kind of worth-while pen-
sion project unless there is revenue to be raised from
some source not yet tapped, and a material source at that.
I have advocated raising income taxes, but that will not
bring in so much more; in fact, really not near encugh when
compared to what will be needed.

We have only one process by which we can raise a suffl-
cient amount of money to support a pension plan, a pension
plan that is worth anything to the country, and that is by a
capital-levy tax.

So, therefore, I have proposed a substitute in these words:
Instead of paying 60 cents a month, as the payment would
be, to everybody 60 years of age and over who needs a pen-
sion, I propose to pay around $30 to $35 a month to those
who should have a pension. Instead of requiring a State to
put up $15 a month, I propose that the Federal Government
shall pay from $30 to $35 a month. If a State government
is not able to put up anything, that will not deprive a man
or woman of getting his pension; and if a State government
is able to put up an adequate amount, the State, if it can
do s0, may augment the Federal contribution and give more
than $30 to $35 a month pension to people more than 60
years of age.

As an example, I state as a conservative statement that
more than one-half the States in the Union have proved
that they cannot pay any substantial sum whatever as a
pension. Why? Because they are having to rely upon the
gratuity of the Federal Government to keep their schools
open. They are having to rely upon the Federal Treasury
for unemployment relief. They are having to rely upon the
Federal Treasury for the most ordinary kind of revenue to
support the State government. Talk about making the State
treasury match the contribution of the Federal Treasury in
order to get relief! We might as well say that they have to
discontinue caring for the blind, the deaf, the dumb, the in-
sane, the crippled, and those who are in the public hospitals.
School facilities and things of that kind would have to be
curbed if that were done, because there is practically no
State in America which is operating within its budget at the
present time.

Therefore, if we say to a State, “ We are willing to give
you Federal help for an old-age pension provided you match
that help ”, we are the same as saying to the State, “ You
have either a physical impossibility in one direction or an im-
practicability in another direction, because you have to cur-
tail some of the expenditures you are now making in order
that you may match the Federal funds.”

I doubt if any of the Western States, probably outside of
California, could make this payment. I doubt if any of the
Southern States could make this payment if there is a rea-
sonable pension paid. My State, the State of Louisiana, is
in a little bit better shape than the average Southern State,
as I said the other day, because of natural resources which
we have. We have there, as is well Xnown, probably the
world’s greatest supply of sulphur and salt. We likewise have
oil and gas deposits, and various and sundry ores that are
found in our State, which make it possible for Louisiana to
bear burdens which other States cannot bear. But if the
State of Louisiana today were called upon, according to the
life-insurance companies’ statistics, to put up $15 a month
for every man over 60 years of age who, by the records we
now have, is shown to be dependent on charity for support,
the State of Louisiana would have to give more money than
its entire taxing resources amount to at the preseant time.,
We should have to double the present taxes in the State of
Louisiana if we were to pay $15 a month to every man who is
over 60 years of age, who is to some extent dependent upon
charity for a living, either of outsiders or of his own imme-
diate relatives. 1f we were to undertake to take care of the
whole of that class of people at $15 a month, the State of
Louisiana would have to double its taxing resources in order
to pay the amount that would be required, and it is not pos-
sible for that State to do it; and if it is not possible for that
State to do it, then I know it is not possible for any other
Southern State to do it



9430

Mr. President, I desire to make this further correction in
the bill: I wish to speak of the unemployment feature, and
ask the Senate to consider what I am saying as a whole.

In the unemployment feature there is donated a sum of
about $24,000,000, perhaps $40,000,000—I do not state what
the figures are; I could run through the bill and get them—
but, at any rate, there {s some small sum appropriated by
the Federal Government for unemployment relief. Why,
Mr. President, if this is going to be an unemployment bill
at all, what good is it going to do to appropriate $49,000,-
000 to take care of unemployment when we are already
appropriating £5,000,000,000 to take care of unemployment
for the year 1935 and 19367 If we are having to appropri-
ate a billion, two billion, three billion, four billion, up to
five billion, and perhaps $6,000,000,000 for the purpose
of taking care of unemployment in the year 1935 and pait
of the year 1936, what assurance have we that forty-nine
or fifty million dollars or $24,000,000 is going to be sufficient
for that purpose in 1936?

I proposc that the States shall not have to match that
money. We propose in the bill which has been submitted
by the Finance Committee, known as the ‘ administration
bill ?, that a State shall get Federal unemployment money
provided the State matches it dollar for dollar. The State
cannot match it dollar for dollar now. The State never
will be able to match it dollar for dollar. The State has not
the taxing resources upon which it can depend to raise any
such amount of money as that. Therefore, unemployment
relief must of necessity be enjoyed, so far as concerns the
assistance of the Government, by a relatively small number
of the people who are entitled to it.

The next amendment which I propose is one which would
take out of the hands of Federal bureaus the power arbi-
trarily and for their own, purposes to cut off a State from
old-age pension relief, or from unemployment relief, or
from dependent-children aid and relief. By the bill which
is now presented here, whenever the Federal bureau set-
up here in Washington find in their minds sufficient reason
as to why a State should not be allowed to have any more
pension aid, or any more unemployment aid, or any other
aid of that kind or character, all they have to do is to
notify the State that they consider that it has breached
one of the rules of the bureau or one of the laws of Con-
gress, and thereupon, ipso facto, they cut them off the list
and decline to send them any money at all.

As the bill is now prescnted to the Senate, that leaves
it within the sole jurisdiction of that particular bureau to
do whatever it wishes to do. I add to this provisiun a
further clause that whenever any board handling unem-
ployment-relief funds, handling dependent-aid-for-children
funds, or handling old-age-pension funds decided that a
State ought to be cut off from any further relief the State
shall have a right to take the case into court, and if the
board is acting arbitrarily or unreasonably or without right,
the State shall have a right to contest and annual the sus-
per~ion order which prevents the State from having the
relief.

Gentlemen of the Senate, that is not an unreasonable
thing. That is a very much needed thing. Regardless of
whether the Democratic Party or the Republican Party is in
power, the time will come, as it always has come, when arbi-
trary actions and arbitrary orders of boards and bureaus and
commissions and bureaucrats will have to be suspended by
lawful processes of the courts. Otherwise we shall have an
arbitrary rule which will become the standard, instead of a
judicial and a righteous and a justifiable rule.

I now come to page 44 of the bill. I propose to strike out
titles VIII and IX. Titles VIII and IX of the bill prescribe
the revenue which is to be raised in order to carry out unem-
ployment relief. I desire to refer to those provisions briefly.

I turn over to page 44 of the bill, and I find that a very
unusuzal set of taxes is proposed.

The bill proposes to tax those who are employed, and also,
in addition to the other provisions that require the State to
levy taxes, provides for the levying of certain taxes by the
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Federal Government. Bear in mind that in order for the
State government to contribute its part to this Federal relieg
program, the State government has to levy a tax for every
one of these things. The State has to find some new sort of
a State tax, because there is no State today which has the
revenues that would be required to carry out the purposes of
this bill any more than those purposes are now being carrieq
out by the States. The State will have to raise additiona}
revenue. Thcerefore there are two forms of taxes. First, the
State must provide a tax for all that is in addition to what
it is now raising in the few States that now make provision
for paupers. I mean by that, today I understand the States
are raising $49,000,000.

If they provide any more money than $49,000,000—which,
as I have previously proved, is an infinitesimal surn—if they
provide any money at all for unemployment, if they provide
for dependent aid for children, or any of these things for
which provision is made, the States will have to levy a tax
with which to do it. The State of Louisiana must levy g
tax; the State of Arkansas must levy a tax; the State of
Mississippi must levy a tax; the State of South Caroling
must levy a tax; the State of North Carolina must levy g
tax; the State of Iowa must levy a tax. Every one of the
48 States of the American Union will have to levy a tax
inside its borders in order to make the necessary contribu-
tion to the Federal relief program in order to get any money
at all out of the Federal plan.

If the States are not only unable to levy any taxes for
that purpose but if they are not even able to levy enough
taxes to support their schools, if they are not able to levy
enough taxes to support their hospitals, if they are not now
able to levy enough taxes to take care of their own domestic
affairs as they are now being handled, and if every one of
the States, or nearly every one of them, is living at a rate
that does not even provide for a balanced budget—if all of
the States are piling up deficit after deficit at the present
time in caring for things now committed to them, how can
we expect the States of the American Union to levy any
more taxes, and upon whom are they to levy these taxes?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President—-—-

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SCHWELLENBACH in the
chair). Does the Senator from Loulsiana yjeld to the Sen-
ator from Maryland? .

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to ask this of the Senator
from Louisiana; what will be the annual cost of administer-
ing this fund under the Senator’s plan?

Mr. LONG. The whole plan?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; how many billions a year would
it cost?

Mr. LONG. Somewhere near six billion.

Mr. TYDINGS. Six billion a year?

Mr. LONG. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. That would be in addition, of course,
to the regular expenses of the Government as we now have
them?

Mr. LONG. No; I would judge this would eliminate about
all of the present relief expenditures.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not include the emergency funds.
So that we would need, in round numbers, from nine to ten
billion dollars a year upon which to operate the Federal
Government in order to carry out the Senator’s plan?

Mr. LONG. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. As I understand it—and I recite my
figures from memory—the national income is around fifty or
sixty billion dollars a year.

Mr. LONG. It was forty-two billion last year.

Mr. TYDINGS. From the forest, the factory, the mine,
and the farm. That means, then, that the Federal Govern-
ment alone would take the equivalent of one-fifth, or 20
percent, of all the earnings of everybody in the country
spreading it pro rata first of all, for the purpose of the
illustration. Is that correct?

Mr. LONG. It would be as much as that; but it does
not take the earnings, of course.
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Mr. TYDINGS. I understand. The Senator’s plan 1s,
nstead of raising the money in the present manner, to raise
it by inheritance taxes or by a capital levy?

Mr. LONG. A capital levy.

Mr. TYDINGS. What I am interested in at this point is
ascertaining whether the Senator has figures to show how
1ong it would be if we make a capital levy, and then another
year made a capital levy, and then another year make an-
other capital levy before the fortunes in the higher brackets,
which, under the impulse of the plan as originally put out,
would pay a considerable amount, would be diminished.

Mr. LONG. They would be diminished.

Mr. TYDINGS. At what point would the larger fortunes
of the country be stabilized?

Mr, LONG. I should say in about 8 years.

Mr. TYDINGS. What would be the maximum amount of
money any person would be able to have, under the Senator’s
plan?

Mr. LONG. About two and a half million dollars.

Mr. TYDINGS. After we get down to two and & half
millions, which is the outside amount any one individual
might have——

Mr. LONG. After about 8 years, I should say.

Mr. TYDINGS. What amount of taxes would have to be
levied on the two and a half million in order to raise the
nine to ten billion dollars a year necessary to operate the
Federal Government?

Mr. LONG. In the words of the Lord, we woul

to raise any.

Mr. TYDINGS. I can see how the Senator’s plan would
work the first 2 or 3 years; he has already anticipated my
question by agreeing that the larger fortunes would be
diminished.

Mr. LONG. That is right.

Mr. TYDINGS. Now I am trying to find out how the plan
would work after the larger fortunes had been diminished.

Mr. LONG. I shall be glad to come to that now. I had
intended to come to it later, but since the Senator has raised
the question, I will explain it right now.

Mr, TYDINGS. I do not wish to interrupt the Sena-
tor——

Mr. LONG. 1T shall be glad to explain it right now.

Mr. TYDINGS. The question arose in my mind from the
fact that I do not see how some of the States, as the Sena-
tor himself has pointed out, can raise the sums of money
necessary to make the proposed plan effective.

Mr. LONG. They cannot.

Mr, TYDINGS. In many of the States already the Fed-
¢ral Government is really carrying a large part of the load.
If the States cannot match the plan, and the plan of the
Senator is not feasible for one reason or another, it strikes
me that if the proposed act is to have real effect some means
of raising the money will have to be found other than taxing
the States to put up 50 percent.

Mr. LONG. The Senator is right, and I think I can ex-
Plain to the Senator very readily the answer to the question
he hag asked.

. Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator mind my asking

Uother question, rather than wait for an answer?
uohir- LONG. I am glad to have the Senator ask his ques-
wg‘g- TYDINGS. Perhaps the Senator can develop the

tag e thing at one time. How many people in the United
r €s would have two and a half million dollars’ warth of

OPerty after the Senator's plan had been in effect 10 years,

Dear as he can estimate?

Mr. LONG. There would be a much larger number of

but ?Dau‘es than at the present time. This is only a guess,
I should say there would be four times the number of
Onaires there are now.

le x‘ 'I'YDINGS.. The Senator feels that through a capital

doj and expenditures of the money the opportunities for

g business would be increased?

Mr. LONG. There is no quesiion about that.

Mr. TYDINGS. So that more people would earn more
money and less people would earn less money?

Mr. LONG. The figures show that.

Mr. TYDINGS. Has the Senator any illustration in his-
tory where this has been done successfully?

Mr. LONG. I have the illustration of a few years back
in the United States, when we had a little bit less cen-
tralization of wealth, and our national income was around
$95,000,000,000. I have the national surveys conducted
under the foint authority of the F. E. R. A. and the housing
authorities, which show that there actually was an income
of $4,317 average per family available.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me ask the Senator this question,
and I am not taking issue with him. I am trying to develop
his thought, because he has spoken of this several times——

Mr. LONG. Several hundred times.

Mr. TYDINGS. And this question has always been In
my mind. Suppose the Senator were wrong in assuming
that more people would have $2,500,000 than he supposes
would have that sum. Where would we get the revenue in
case his calculation miscarried, to carry on this plan, after
the capital levy had mowed down the larger fortunes?

Mr. LONG. I am coming to all that.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me say, in connection with this, that
the Senator must realize that the $3,500,000,000 of normal
expenditures which we now have to meet are predicated
largely upon incomes derived on the larger fortunes.

Mr, LONG. That is right.

Afr TUDTNCOQ €n that if wa dectrav tha larver fartiinae
GesuT or

Mr, TYDINGS. ©5c¢ thal il we oy inhe larger :

we destroy also the incomes from those fortunes, and there-
fore we would have to carry the income brackets down to
the man with less income in order to make up for the losses
on the man with more income.

Mr. LONG. That would be very fine.

Mr. TYDINGS. So that the man of moderate means
would have to pay more income tax in order to give the
Government the same return if the larger fortunes were
leveled. Is that correct?

Mr. LONG.. Hardly. Let me illustrate, and answer the
Senator’s question as a whole. To begin with, the United
States Government would take in at the first drop of the
hat somewhere between one hundred and one hundred and
sixty-five billion dollars in wealth, not all cash, because
there is not that much cash in the world, but from one
hundred to one hundred and sixty-five billion dollars of
wealth based on the normal $421,000,000,000 of national
value in a normal year. That would mean that for a number
of years the United States would be peaceably, regularly,
and in an orderly manner conducting such sales, distribu-
tions, and arrangements as I propose to outline and to in-
clude in an amendment {0 be proposed to title IX.

But, as the Senator from Maryland said, after the time
when we had whittled down the big fortunes to a maximum
nf two and one-half million dollars, what then, says the
oenator, would we do for money for social relief? Where
would we find the hundred millionaires to tax, after 10
years, we will say? Where would we find the men who
could contribute this money?

Mr. President, this is the answer to that: The beautiful
thing about it is that when we cut down the size of the big
fortunes, when we level down the 10 billionalres, and those
with fortunes of five hundred million, and those with for-
tunes of one hundred million, and those with fortunes of
ten million, so that the maximum fortune in this country
would be from a million to $3,000.000, there will be practi-
cally no such thing as a social-relief program. We will have
no such problem left, if we do as was said by the Pilgrims,
as was said by the Bible, as was said In every law upon
which this country was supposed to have been founded. It
we will cut down these monstrous fortunes to the point
where there will be only 600 people in the United States with
buying capacity and allow 24,000,000 families to have buying
capacity, then the social-relief problem will become nil.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield
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Mr. TYDINGS. Let us take any one rich individual. I do
not like to be personal, but it is necessary to have an illus-
tration.

Mr. LONG. Take Rockefeller.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let us take Henry Ford.

Mr. LONG. Take Rockefeller. He is better as an illus-
tration.

Mr. TYDINGS. Suppose we take Henry Ford, who is sup-
posed to be a very wealthy man, and I suppose a great deal
of his fortune is invested in an automobile manufacturing
plant, and in things kindred thereto.

When we started the capital levy on Henry Ford, what
would we get? We would certainly not get his money.
Would the Government take over his plant, or take an in-
terest in it, or acquire so much stock in it? And who would
run the plant? Will the Senator explain?

Mr. LONG. 1 will take the case of Mr. Rockefeller, whom
the Senator mentioned. [Laughter.]}

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator himself has used Henry
Ford as an illustration time and again,

Mr. LONG. I know; that is why I am using Rockefeller
now. I have used Ford, and the Senator from Maryland
can read what I said, as the Senator from Kentucky, who
is already wise about it, did.

I will use the case of Mr. Rockefeller because it is a much
better illustration. Let us say that Mr. Rockefeller has
a fortune of $10,000,000,000. Let us put it at the outside
figure, $10,000,000,000; and it is that much. Rockefeller’s
fortune amounts to $10,000,000,000. The Mellon fortune
was shown to be up in the billions. They claim it is in the
hundred millions, but it is in the billions, as better reports
I have studied show.

Let us take Mr. Rockefeller’s fortune at $10,000,000,000.
Does it not have to be divided when he dies? It is said
that we cannot redistribute the fortune of Rockefeller; but
if Rockefeller dies, all of it has to be redistributed, and
before we had the inheritance laws, such a fortune would
have had to go back to the Governmaent.

Remember inheritance is an artifice of the law. Under
the common law there was no such thing as a man giving
his children his property; it all went to the government.
Inheritances were a means of artificial support granted by
the law by which children inherited the fortunes of their
parents. Under the common law, which survived for years
and years before we ever heard of the law of inheritance, all
property went to the government on the death of a man and
had to be redistributed by the government. So this is noth-
ing new.

Sccond, what would we do in this specific case? I have an
amendment to offer, and I will explain what we would do.
Let us assume that Mr. Rockefeiler died. So much can go
to one heir. S0 much can be retained by him as he signifies.
He can take out whatever he may desire from his profits. He
can pay it in cash. He can pay it in kind. He can retain
such ownership as he may desire of the property, which he
may have up to the limit the law allows. In this case about
seven or eight milllon dollars would be the limit he could
retain after the first few years, and he would naturally have
to whittle down as the years went by.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator, however, ought to make a
distinction. When one of Mr. Rockefeller’s children or five
or six of his children have his fortune divided among them-
selves, they simply inherit securities. The Senator now in-
ferentially answers my question. Does he mean that the
Government would have given to it, In lieu of moeney, a cer-
tain percentage of the securities which Mr. Rockefeller
owned, such as an heir at law would receive?

Mr. LONG. It could; yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. Then the Senator’s plan would be that
the Government would acquire——

Mr. LONG. Property.

e ———————
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Mr. TYDINGS. The Government would acquire not
money, but property.

Mr. LONG. It would have to.

Mr. TYDINGS. What becomes of the property after ths
Government acquires it?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I will answer that. Now we
have gotten back pretty well to the point. We have got only
one more little place to go in this discussion. When the
Government has acquired the property, the Government dis-
poses of that property.

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator’s answer is as I interpret
it, namely, that the Government, in a period of 8 or 9 years,
is to level all the big fortunes down to two and a balf mil.
lion dollars—suppose then the Government acquires this
property. It will ke property. It will not be money. It ig
going to sell it again. I wish to know who in the country
is going to have enough money to buy it when the Govern-
ment gets it and begins to sell it, when all the big fortunes
of the country are to be taken away.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator has not got his
arithmetic right.

Mr. TYDINGS. Very well I should like an answer to
my question.

Mr. LONG. If people with large fortunes are permitted
to retain two and a half million dollars, then a little over
three-fifths of the fortunes are left intact. We still have
three-fifths of the fortunes left intact. We are not going
to sell this property all in the first year, nor in the second
year, nor perhaps in the third year, but the Government
will make such division and disposition of this property as
is necessary to carry out the purposes of the law, the pur-
poses of the Government, and the building up of the com-
mon man from the bottom. There are a dozen ways to do
that.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator further
yield?

Mr. LONG. I yleld.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not know the financial worth of any
of the Members of the Senate; but there is not a man in this
body, whatever his worth may be, who has that worth in
money. The men who would retain two and a half million
dollars’ worth of property under the Senator’s plan do not
have their worth in money; they have it in property or in
investments.

Mr. LONG. That is true.

Mr. TYDINGS. Therefore they could not buy what the
Government was going to sell unless they first sold what they
themselves had.

Mr. LONG. No, Mr, President; I would not have them sell.
I would have them give the Government of their property in
kind.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator does not understand my
question. Y say, assuming that the Government has ac-
quired this property thrcugh a capital levy, and begins to
sell it, it must, perforce, sell it to the men who have, we will
say, large fortunes.

Mr. LONG. No, no. Why? Are we not going to let any-
one buy anything except the man who has over two and a
half million dollars?

Mr, TYDINGS. Oh, no; but I am talking about the time
when no man has more than two and a half million dollars.

Mr. LONG. Fine!

Mr. TYDINGS. I say, then, that when the Government
assumes to sell these tremendous, big blocks of property——

Mr. LONG. Oh, no; they do not have to sell it in big
blocks. We will whittle those things down a little,

Mr. TYDINGS. They acquire it in big blocks, and they
acquire it in the form of property.

Mr. LONG. No; they acquire it in the form of securitles
or representation of property.

Mr. TYDINGS. 8o in order to buy what the Government
must sell, as the Senator says, a man not having his for-
tune in the form of money must first sell what he has his
two and a half million dollars invested in, in order to get the
money to pay for what the Government is celling,

Mr. LONGQ. Not pecessarily.



1935

Mr. TYDINGS. How can he pay for it then?

Mr. LONG. I the Senator will wait a moment I will
explain that. If it were not for the Senator’s own confusion,
by reason of which he has been asking these questions, I
should have answered it.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Let me answer the Senator from Maryland
To begin with, the Senator would urge that we cannot re-
distribute wealth.

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I do not urge that.

Mr. LONG. Let me get through with the answer to the
Senator's guestion. The Senator asked me a question and
he does not permit me to answer.

Mr. TYDINGS. 1 do not wish to have the Senator from
Louisiana put words in my mouth.

Mr. LONG. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I did not intend
to do that.
Mr. TYDINGS. I asked the Senator a simple question.

How are these large property blocks to be purchased?

Mr. LONG. O. K.; I will come to that. I will come to
that immediately. Then, when I have finithed answering
that, I will come back and show the Senate the situation on
basic principles.

To begin with, has not the Federal Government time after
time issued currency against its own assets? Let us say for
the sake of the argument that the United States Govern-
ment finds a clogged market—which it will not find. It will
find a market far more expansive when we have put pur-
chasing power into the hands of 24,000,000 families than it is
now when there is a purchasing power in only 600 families.

You will find a far more expansive purchasing market for
the goods and things of value in this country if you decen-
tralize wealth than you find today when you only have 600
buying resources. But let us forget that.

Has not the United States Government always had the
right, and does it not now, under the Federal land-bank laws,
issue currency against assets, and does it not become circu-
lating currency? MHas not the United States Government
taken bonds, has not the United States Government taken
even the portfolios of banks, consisting of mortgages and
notes, and issued currency? What is to keep the United
States Government from issuing the same kind of circulat-
ing currency in order to effect the redistribution I suggest?

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. LONG. No, Mr, President, not at this moment. I
wish to complete my answer to the Senator from Maryland
That is no. 2.

There is a third way of doing. There is no trouble to
make a diffusion of this property. There is a third way. I
pointed out two ways, and 1 will point out a third. There
is no particular harm in the United States Government,
Y it did not have these other two methods which I have
mentioned—-—

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Just s momens.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not want to interrupt the Senator.

Mr. LONG. Wait till I get through with this point.

Mr. TYDINGS. I wish to point out that originally the
Senator said the Government was goinz to sell that prop-
erty. Now he has abandoned that principle.

Mr. LONG. Oh, no! .
whé’- TYDINGS. Now he says the Government is going

Sue money against the property.
B0t 1 LONG. No; I did not say that. The Senator does
see gnzlﬂstand me. His eyes may be like mine—blind and
Seng tf)' However, what I have saild I will repeat to tl_:e
unde rt;i: The point is, the Government, as I said, will
advs e to release and to diffuse this property to the
Ntage of the Government and to its people, into the

Hds other than the Government.

WOrghW fWculd it make this distribution of $165,000,000,000
day 00 broperty? It does not have to make it all the first

03; ea:s the first month, the first year, nor even the first

. How can it do #? The Government first finds an
ed purchasing market to begin with, because prop-
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erty ownership and ownership of wealth have been decen-
tralized. Here is a man who can go into the grocery busi-
ness. He can afford to buy a grocery store. Why? Be-
cause those terms, those conditions, those times are at an
end when a large $100,000,000 capital structure which domi-
nates a chain-store enterprise squeezes everybody out of
the grocery business except some man who is a peon under
the chain-store system. Those times are at an end. Those
things known as the ‘chain factories, the chain banks, and
the chain enterprises ” cannot thrive, and therefore peonage
in that service cannot thrive any longer. Those days are
at an end. Therefore there is an enlarged market for pur-
chasing, there is an enlarged market for thrift, there is an
enlarged market for prosperity, and therefore with reason-
able order and precision the United States Government
would find a means for disposing of this property at en-
hanced values through a reasonable period of time to a
better-equipped purchasing public. That is no. 1.

No. 2. Let us say, however, that we find, as the Senator
intimates is the case, that there is a clog in the purchasing
power. That being the case, the United States Government
would want to do what it has done under the Federal Reserve
bank laws and under the Federal land-bank laws. The
United States Government would have the right to issue its.
own circulating currency based upon the property which it
owns, the same as it has done in the case of the Federal
Reserve banks and the Federal land banks.

No. 3. There is a third process, and the Government can
adopt one or all of these, or even a dozen more expedients. I
now come to the third process. There Is nothing to prevent
the Government from making some disposition of this prop-
erty in kind the same as my amendment proposes that taxes
may be paid in kind. Those are the three main things.

The next point I answer to the question of "he Senator is
this: What would we do when the time came when we would
level the fortunes down to where no one owned more than
two and a half million dollars? Whom would we tax? Then,
Members of the Senate, is when our problem of social security
has practically disappeared. There never was a country
which kept its wealth reasonably distributed which ever had
a panic. There never was a country which kept its property
diffused into the hands of the masses that ever had a calam-
ity, and there never was a country which allowed its property
to become concentrated in the hands of the few that did
not have disasters and depression.

This country was founded upon the principle which I am
now trying to make some effort to expound. This country
was founded on this principle. The day that the Pilgrims
landed in 1620, by a compact which had been signed July 1
of that year, they provided that every 7 years property would
have to be redistributed, and every 7 years debts would have
to be remitted.

It is no trouble to redistribute wealth, Mr, President. I
have not had th2 mind and the capacity possessed by some
of the abler Members of the Senate in connection with these
matters to help me in getting up a plan of the kind I am
suggesting. I have done as much as I have explained to the
Senator from Maryland with my own feeble mentality, and I
find no one to say that it is even an impossibility or an
impracticability.

Mr. President, there is no trouble to redistribute wealth,
The Lord God in heaven says it has to be done. Not only
does He say it has to be done; He says a nation which does
not do it cannot survive. The Lord shows us in chapters and
in paragraphs and in verses how He sent his apostles into
countries where the wealth became concentrated in the hands
of a few people, and how they did redivide it, and how they
did redistribute it. He says that the time will come, even in
this generation—-—

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time has arrived when the
agreement goes into effect. The Senator from Louistana is
recognized.

Mr. LONG. Ihave 45 minutes on the bill, have I not, and
30 minutes on the amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator’s statement is cor-
rect, )
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Mr. LONG. I will try not to take that much time, because
I desire to allow time for other discussion. I will not take
much of my time. I want to allow time for others to con-
sider this bill and I want to allow time to come back and
answer questions which may arise in anyone's mind.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President-——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisiana
yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield to my friend from Washington.

Mr. BONE. Can the Senator name for me any country
in modern times that has ever undertaken a redistribution

of wealth?
Mr. LONG. What does the Senator call “ modern times "?
Mr. BONE. The last hundred or two hundred years.
Mr. LONG. Will the Senator make it 3002
Mr. BONE. I will concede that much, then, and make it
300.
Mr. LONG. Very well. The first country I will name that

has redistributed wealth during the last 300 years is America.

Mr. BONE. What was the period of that redistribution?

Mr. LONG. Beginning with 1620 and lasting for 50 or 60
years.

Mr. BONE. There were then a mere handful of people
along the Atlantic seaboard. I am talking about a country
that has had its civilization well established and not merely
a group of settlers who were fighting for existence with their
backs to the wall.

Mr. LONG. Very well. I will name France in about 1800.
Do I need to prove that? The whole cause of the French
Revolution was the concentration of wealth in the hands of
a few. The French people went through blood. What did
they do? They not only effected a redistribution of wealth
but France enacted laws which forbade and prevented, from
the day of the French Revolution, the concentration of
wealth in the hands of a few.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator could take a more modern
illustration and cite the revolution in Russia.

Mr. LONG. No; the Russians did not redistribute wealth;
I beg the Senator's pardon; they substituted an oligarchy
of government for an oligarchy of finance; that is the dif-
ference. 'The czar still lives in Russia. The only differ-
ence is that it is supposed to be an ownership of govern-
ment instead of an ownership of the earls, dukes, and lords.
One is an oligarchy of finance, the other is an oligarchy
of government; and one is as bad as the other. We, too,
have been going along that line here for the last few years.

It is the N. R. A. of Russia the Senator from Maryland
is referring to now. [Laughter in the galleries.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. The occupants of the galleries
will refrain from any audible dernonstration, or the Chair
will have to order the galleries cleared.

Mr. LONG. What did they do in France? France had
its revolution. When we read the histories we get very
little from them, as they keep out most of the facts. We
do not find in a single school history published in the
United States today the compact of government under
which this Government lived for nearly a hundred years;
we do not find it published at all.

However, let me get back to what France did. When
they got through redistributing wealth in France they
adopted the provisions of tlie civil law under which it was
provided that when a man died he could not leave his prop-
erty to the most able son or the most able daughter to roll
like a snowball down hill through another generation. On
the contrary, it had to be divided, more or less equally,
amongst all the children, and a certain amount of it had to
go to the state; so if a man had, say, five children and died
leaving a million dollars or even $500, it went into five
parts after the Government had deducted a part. That
was the law. As those children died in succeeding years
the property was divided into 3 and 4 and 5 other parts.
The effect on the fortunes of France was to steadily diffuse
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the wealth, instead of concentrating wealth, and today there
are no large fortunes in France. Despite the fact that
France has had scourge after scourge, despite the fact that
she has fought war after war and endured pestilence and
everything else, nonetheless, France has been able to survive,
cdue to the fact that its wealth has been more or less dis-
tributed among the people and cannot be concentrated into
the hands of a few. Had France had what America has had,
France would have been swept from the face of the globe
more than a hundred years ago. That is no. 1.

The second illustration is the United States of America,
I have referred to what took place during and following
the French Revolution. But where did they get the idea?
They got it from America. The French Revoluticn wag
brought on as a result of the American Revolution, and as
the result of events which preceded the American Revo-
Iution.

What had the Americans done? They had set up on the
eastern coast, after landing at Plymouth, the compact of the
Pilgrims. Article 5 of the compact, which was the law under
which the Pilgrims landed, under which they lived, and
which brought this country into flower and bloom, stipulated
that at the end of every seventh year—and, mind you, I am
giving the exact literal words as they come from the law—
debts should be remitted and every seventh year wealth
should be redistributed. That is the cause of the flower and
bloom of America, so much so that when this country framed
a Declaration of Independence that principle was carried
into the Declaration of Independence, and when our fore-
fathers wrote the Constitution of the United States that prin-
ciple was Incorporated in the Constitution. James Madison,
who was the chief draftsman of the Constitution of the -
United States, gave out a statement about that time in which
he said that this would then be a free republic, but he warned
America that if it failed to redistribute wealth when the time
came the country could not survive and there would be no
republic left. So Daniel Webster, in 1820, at the commemo-
ration of the two hundredth anniversary of the landing of
the Pilgrims at Plymouth, made a speech there in which he
said, in effect, that America’s future preservation and prog-
ress and welfare depended upon whether it would or would
not follow the law of the Pilgrims and redistribute the wealth
of this country and prevent it from being concentrated into
the hands of a few.

Those are some examples; but I will give another example,
if I may be permitted to do so. I turn to the fifth chapter of
the Book of Nehemiah in the Old Testament to show what
they then did, and to show the rules under which they did it.
Here is the book. I read it once on the floor of the Senate,
but I will read it again. 1 quote from the fifth chapter of the
Book of Nehemiah:

And there was a great cry of the people and of thelr wives
against their brethren, the Jews.

For there were that sald, we, our sons, and our daughters, are
many: therefore we take up corn for them, that we may eat, and
Hve.

Some also there were that sald, We have mortgaged our lands—

This reads like the conditions in the United States of
America in the year 1935; one might think I was reading
about the United States in 1935.

We have mortgaged our lands, vineyards, and houses, that we
might buy corn, because of the dearth.

There were also that sald, We have borrowed money for the
king's tribute—

We have borrowed money to pay the taxes which are being
levied on the people, and we are now talking about putting
more taxes on the working man, the farmer, the home
owner, when they have already borrowed money and mort~
gaged their homes and property to pay taxes that have al-
ready been levied on them. That sounds like 1935 in the
United States of America.

Again I quote from the same chapter of the Bible:

There were also that said, we have borrowed money for the king
tribute and that upon our lands and vineyards.

Yet now our flesh {s as the flesh of our brethren, our children
as their children: and, lo, we bring into bondage our sons and ouf
daughters—
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Mr. President, here is a statement that instead of the
amount of 6 percent being all that is required, this actuary—
and he is a prominent man in his profession—says that in
his judgment it would take 81, percent; so, notwithstand-
ing the discriminations, notwithstanding the penalizing of
the youth for the benefit of the older person, we still shall
have not enough tax to take care of this fund.

Mr. President, I do not wish to detain the Senate longer
with this matter. I desire, however, to call attention to the
unemployment-insurance title.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield be-
fore he leaves the subject he is discussing?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. WAGNER. Unfortunately, I did not hear all of the
Senator’s address; but I heard his criticism of what he
termed a discrimination between the younger workers and
the older workers in the disbursement of the old-age fund.
The Senator has stated correctly that the older workers
will receive a larger chare in proportion to their contribu-
tions than the younger men. 1Is it the Senator’s view that
that difference ought to be made up by an appropriation
by the Government?

Mr. HASTINGS. Undoubtedly. Undoubtedly it ought to
be done in some other way than this.

Mr. WAGNER. As the Senator remembers, the original
bill provided that ultimately, when the deficit should arise
because of the higher annuity paid to the older workers,
that deficit should be made up by society itself, through the
Government, making the contribution. I do not know
whether or not the Senator cares to answer the question;
but if that change were made in the bill, would the Senator
support the proposed legislation?

Mr. HASTINGS. I am not prepared to answer that ques-
tion directly; but I will say to the Senator that I have said
that I should be very much interested if we could work out
a plan of a forced annuity, contributed to by the employer
and the employee, whereby the fund would go directly, with
3 percent interest, to that particular person. I should be
very much interested in that sort of a plan.

Mr. WAGNER. It would be difficult to work out such a
plan under a pooling system, but I think the Senator wil
recognize the fact that it is not really accurate to say that
the contribution which the younger worker makes to the
fund is used to make up the larger annuity paid to the older
worker. It really comes from the part of the fund which
is contributed by the employer of the younger worker.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. WAGNER. I will say to the Senator that I am in
sympathy with his criticism, and as I introduced the bill it
provided that society itself should make up that difference.

Mr. HASTINGS. I may say to the Senator, in order to
meet the objection which the Senator has just suggested,
namely, that the employee cannot criticize because part of
this fund will have been contributed by somebody else—that,
as I stated before, that fact will be ignored by him, because
he will say, “ In the first place, I never did get enough wages.
I ought to have had more wages in the first place. This
contribution by my employer was made for my benefit, and
I am going to have it.” I think that is so serious a matter
that I should be inclined to give the employee, say, credit for
only 2 percent of what the employer contributed, and use
the other 1 percent to make up for the discriminations
which are contained in the bill, if I make myself clear.

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; I understand the Senator.

Mr. HASTINGS. I would have the employer contribute
1 percent for the general fund in order to get rid of that
discrimination. I really think it is a serious matter.

Mr. WAGNER. The reason why I am pressing the ques-
tion, of course, is that I wished to ascertain whether the
Senator was simply attempting to find flaws in the proposed
legislation——

Mr., HASTINGS. Nbo.

Mr. WAGNER. Or whether, if this correction were made
by restoring the old tax rates, the Senator would support
the legislation.
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Mr. HASTINGS. No, Mr. President. In the committeq
the distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] ang
many other Senators, largely on the Democratic side, urgeq
that we should not go into the matter of annuity pensions g
this time, but that we should wait; that we should separate
the subject of annuity pensions from this bill, and take a littla
more time to study it, and see if we could not work out g
plan which would be agreeable to most, if not all, the Mem-
bers of the Congress.

I am not prepared at this time to say that I should vote fop
any of these plans, because I have not made up my mind that
the Congress has authority to force upon anybody an an.
nuity system of any kind. As I say, I am in general sym.
pathy with the scheme. I think of all things that can be
done for a young person, the most important is to have him
begin to pay into some kind of a fund that will take care of
him in his old age, but to have the Congress of the Uniteq
States force him to make such payments is so entirely new,
and so different from my philosophy of what the Congress has
a right to do, that I am not for the moment prepared to
approve any plan of that character.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, whether or not we ought to do
that in this comprehensive way is an entirely different ques-
tion. I think the Senator will agree, because of our ex-
perience during the past 50 years, that the only way we can
ever give the working people of our country, the wage earners
and others of low income, assurance against destitution in old
age is by some plan which will be of universal application.
The Senator knows we have tried the voluntary idea for half
a century. Yet at this late day, out of all the working people
of the country, there are only 2,000,000 of them who are
under voluntary systems. Certainly we must do something
for the rest of them sooner or later.

Mr. HASTINGS. 1Is it not more than 2,000,000?

Mr. WAGNER. Two million, outside of the railway em-
ployees—and even they are subjected to the uncertainty that
their voluntary systems will be curtailed without notice.

They have no real, permanent security. Furthermore,
statistics show that only 4 percent of the small group of
retired workers who have been under voluntary pension sys-
tems are actually drawing benefits. If we genuinely wish to
help provide against destitution in old age, there is no way
to do it except by some plan which will be of universal
application.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, of course, I know how
much interested the Senator from New York has been in
this subject for a long while, and I know how very much
it appeals to the average citizen to advocate some legisla-
tion which will take care of people in their old age.

Mr. President, I shall take only a few moments more. I
merely desired to call attention to the great interest the
people have in unemployment assurance. I think people
generally have reached the conclusion that perhaps we can
make some progress by having some kind of unemployment
assurance. It has been insisted that the only way in which
that can be accomplished Is by congressional action, and
the scheme and plan contained in title IIT is the result of
that suggestion.

I may call attention to the fact that what we are here
endeavoring to do—and I may emphasize that it is different
from what we have a right to do under the Constitution of
the United States—is to say to the people of a State, “ We
are going to tax the employers of your State at the rate of
3 percent annually. We are going to give them credit for
90 percent of that tax if they can show to the Federal Gov-
ernment that they have pald in under some State law 8
sum of money to meet unemployment assurance, and have
spent it under the rules and regulations which have been
approved by the Federal Government. If they do that they
may get credit for 90 percent of the amount they have paid
for that purpose. Otherwise, we will take the 100 percent
and add it to the funds in the Federal Treasury.

‘Was any such proposal as that ever made before in any
Congress or to a free people anywhere in a democratic form
of Government such as our own? What have we to do with
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what a State does In the matter of taking care of employees
in the State when they are out of work? It is replied that
when the State cannot do it the Federal Government is
compelled to do it, and that that is the necessary excuse.
That is not a sufficient excuse. It is a sufficient excuse for us
to want to do something, but it does not give us the legal
right to force any such plan as that upon the States of this
Union.

The Supreme Court has repeatedly sald that Congress
cannot force upon a State by taxation, or by regulating
commerce or what not, something which the Congress thinks
a State ought to do for itself. It undoubtedly cannot do it.
But that is exactly what we are asked to do under this
measure.

There is one reason for it, and it is a very good reason.
Unless we can force this upon all the States by punishing
them upon their failure to adopt the plan by imposing a
tax upon employers within their borders it will be found
that the various industries in one State which provides for
the tax cannot compete with those in some other State
which does not impose the tax, which, by the way, Is a
further demonstration that all this tax is passed on to the
consumer. That is a reasonable excuse for this legislation.
But it seems to me that the sooner we realize the limitations
upon our own power, the sooner we realize that there are
still existing 48 independent States in the Union which have
a right to control their internal affairs, the sooner we will
get away from this kind of legislation and this kind of
trouble for the Congress.

Mr. BORAH., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. 1 yield.

Mr. BORAH. I desire to ask the Senator with regard to
the old-age pensions for those who are now 65 years of
age. As I understand the plan, the Government would
make an allowance of $15 per person to be matched against
$15 by the State.

Mr. HASTINGS. Is the Senator speaking of title IT or
of title I? There are two titles which relate to old-age
pensions. One is the provision whereby the Federal Gov-
ernment would contribute $15 if the States contributed $15.

Mr. BORAH. That is the one to which I have reference,
that is, in regard to people who are now 65 years of age.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. BORAH. And who have no opportunity to share in
1311 $a smada v Ftha Furb -

t}\n onntr 1tinm whiak future.
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Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. As I understand it, the Government would
contribute $15, provided the State contributed $15. f the
State did not contribute $15, or some amount, then there
would be no contribution at all

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, there will be no contribu-
tsicn except as it depands upon the contribution made by the

tate,

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. And at the utmost, if the State contributes
in full, the contribution will be only $30 per person.

Mr. HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. Is the Scnator advised as to how many
States are now contributing as much ac $15 for old-age pen-
sions, how many States have laws providing for that
amount?

Mr. HASTINGS. I think it is something like 23. 'The
figure is stated somewhere in the Recoro.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, if I may volunteer the
Information, 35 States have enacted old-age-pension laws
under which they contribute toward the support of dependent
old persons, and different ages are provided—in some States
70 years and in others 65. I think there are but two or three
States which contribute more than $15 a month, and the
majority of the States now, I think, are contributing less
then $15 a month.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, in that condition of aflairs,
there would be no allowaace for old-aged persons in thase
States at all?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

9425

Mr. WAGNER. I did not catch the question.

Mr. BORAH. Where a State mace no allowance, then the
allowance made by the National Government would not be
available?

Mr. WAGNER. That is correct.

Mr. BORAH. As a practical proposition, then, this meas-
ure does not really make any provision at all for a very large
number of old-aged people.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, it has always been regarded as
an obligation of the States to take care of the old people in
the States. This is the first time it has ever been proposed
that the Federal Government aid the States in taking care
of old people, and to that extent it is a new venture by the
Federal Government.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Idaho yleld?

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I may say to the Senator from Idaho
that the theory is that the other States will come into the
plan when there is 8 Federal law. Of course, if a State has
no old-age-pension system, the Federal Government cannot
contribute toward maintaining the old people in that State.

Mr. BORAH. I understand that perfectly; nevertheless,
the fact is that no provision is being made for a very large
number of old-aged people as the laws stand In the States
now.

Mr. WAGNER. Perhaps adequate provision is not made.
Thirty-five States are attempting to meet the'r obligations by
taking care of old-aged dependents, some at the age of 65 and
others at the age of 70, but in recent years, because of the de-
pression, the amounts which the States have contributed have
been somewhat reduced. The obligation to take care of the
old people has always been regarded as an obligation of the
States themselves, and the Federal Government, recognizing
that they have had difficulties {n raising the money, due to
the depression, is for the first time in cur history proposing
to match the State contributions toward taking care of old
people. So it is a step forward, and we are hopeful, of course,
as the Senator from Texas has said, that the States which
have not inaugurated systems for taking care of the old will
enact legislation so as to get the benefit of the Federal contri-

bution.
If T may, speaking to the Senator in terms of actual
amounts spent, there is now being spent by the States for this

purpose a little less than $40,000,000.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, wiill the Senator from
Idaho yield to me?

Mr. BORAH. 1 yleld.

Mr. CONNALLY. As an instance, my State has no ald-
aze-pension system, but I think this year the people are voting
on a canstitutional amendment providing for such a system,
and I anticipate that other States will follow through if this
rieasure shall bacome a law. The Serator from 1Idaho is cor-
rect in assuming that for the immediate present there will be
a large number of old-aged persons who will not receive any
grant out of the Treasury.

Mr. BORAH. Undoubtedly there are a number of States
which are not prepared financially to take care of old-age
pensions at this time. There are States which the National
Government is assisting in carrying their burdens, with ref-
erence to relief, and so forth.

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; they are.

Mr. BORAH. 1t seems to me we ought to take Into consid-
eration the fact that, so far as the people who are now 65
years of age are concerned, this measure is not and should
not be regarded whouy as a pension proposition. These old
pecple, at the erld of 4 or 5 years of depression, with alt-
means exhausted, are in a condition where they must be
taken care of, and to make a Federal contribution of $15 a
month dependent on whether the States are able to con-
tribute $15 in addition does not seem to me to be meeting
the situation.

There is a question of relief here, as well as the question
of pensions, because it is now the efiort of the Government
to take these people from the relief rolls, and I am advised
that hundreds of thousands of them will go back into the
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Wwe have that condition in America today. Lo, we bring
{nto bondage our sons and our daughters. Today every boy
and every girl who are born in America inherit a debt of
$2,000, or more than that, and 99 percent of them die with-
ou’t ever paying the $2,000. Of the national income of Amer-
jca, amounting to $42,000,000,000, $28,000,000,000 or two-
thirds of it goes for taxes and for interest on debts the people
owe, and the debts are increasing year by year. The debts
of the common people are not decreasing; they are increas-
ing. I am showing you how closely paraile]l this excerpt
from the Bible is to present conditions.

And, lo, we bring into bondage our sons and our daughters to
be servants, and some of our daughters are brought unto bondage
already: neither is it in our power to redeem them; for other
men have our lands and vineyards.

And I was very angry when I heard their cry and these words.

Then I consulted with myself, and I rebuked the nobles and
the rulers, and salid unto them, Ye exact usury, every one of his
brother. And I set a great assembly against them.

He called out the mob.

And I said unto them, We after our abllity have redeemed our
brethren the Jews, which were sold unto the heathen; and will ye
even sell your brethren? or shall they be sold unto us? Then
held they their peace, and found nothing to answer.

Also I said, It 18 not good that ye do: ought ye not to walk in
the fear of our God because of the reproach of the heathen our

enemlies?
I llkewise, and my brethren, and my servants, might exact of

them money and corn: I pray you, let us leave off this usury.
Restore—

Here is the command of the Lord—
Restore, I pray you, to them, even this day, their lands, thelr

vineyards, their oliveyards, and their houses, also the hundredth
part of the money—

Give them some of the money, t00—

and of the corn, the wine, and the oil, that ye exact of them.

Then satd they, We will restore them, and will require nothing
of them; s0 will we do as thou sayest. Then I called the priests,
and took an oath of them, that they should do according to this
promise,

Also I shook my lap, and sald, S8o God shake out every man
from his house, and from his labour, that performeth not this
promise, even thus be bhe shaken out, and emptied. And all the
congregation said, Amen, and praised the Lord. And the people
did according to this promise.

Moreover from the time that I was appolnted to be thelr gov-
ernor in the land of Judah, from the twentieth year even unto
the two and thirtleth year of Artakerxes the king, that is, twelve
years, I and my brethren have not eaten the bread of the governor.

In other words, he got down off his “ high horse.” They
pulled those big rulers down. They sald, “ Never mind the
castles in Spain for the month of August. Never mind about
that camp in the Adirondacks for the month of July. Never
mind about the palace on the Pacific slope, and the various
and sundry cottages up in the Buffalo Mountains during the
month of June. Never mind about the palaces on the coast
of Florida in the month of January. Get down here and
let these people have something to eat during these hard
times.” So we sald, * Give up the bread of the rulers and
g:t down off your *high horse’ until we bring this country
b ¢k. Never mind about the yachts like the $5,000,000

Ourmahal. Live according to Hoyle.” [Laughter.}

;‘glfd“nto the people, and had taken of them bread and wine,

the 2 40 s}:ekels of silver; yea, even thelr servants bare rule over
YP Ople: but s0 did not I, because of the fear of God.

weo ::- 311:0 I continued fn the work of this wall, neither bought

work. Y land: and all my servants were gathered thither unto the

Jegf’::;e;m?:z were at my table an hundred and fifty of the

ergh"'t Was tae ruling family which owned all the prop-

Stat:mo families. Today at the very most the United
s has 600 familles with a much larger population—

besj
2203015& that came unto us from among the heathen that
N
Chofc:' s-;hat which was prepared for me daily was 1 ox and 6
days gt ©ep; also fowls were prepared for me, and once in 10
breaq oxreu?! all soris of wine: yet for all this required not I the
People € governor, because the bondage was heavy upon this

u
Qong g, tﬁ'i.np‘:‘:",,‘:_" Goq, for good, according to all that I have
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There is your redistribution of wealth. Now, go over in
the New Testament, and you will find it again:

They shall beat their swords into ploughshares, and their
spears into pruninghooks; natfons shall not lift up sword against
nation, neither shall they learn war any more, but each man
shall live under his own vine and under his fig tree, and there
shall be peace in the land.

You will find it in the Old Testament and you will ind it
in the New Testament.

Not only is it the law of the Bible, but it is the foundation
of this country. It is the very foundation of the French
Republic, and it is also carried in the main writings of the
world in principles laid down by Aristotle, Socrates, Plato,
and all the ancient Greek wise men. I have even found it
to be propounded by Confucius as the law for China.

I am not alone in my prophecy. I have one of the lead-
ing newspapers in the country which less than 2 months ago
made an examination of these matters of which I am now
speaking. They made the examination to prove that my
facts were not there, to prove that my logic was faulty.
What did they say, this newspaper which calls itself the New
York Daily News, with the largest circulation of any news-
paper in America? 1t said that unless America finds a way
to redistribute its wealth into the hands of the people by
law and orderly process, we can expect it to be done by blood
and by force and by revolution like it was done in France and
as occurred in Russia. That is their prophecy.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BONE. The Senator apparently has done an excel-
lent job in deflating fortunes under the amendment which
he has offered. I may be in error, but a hasty calculation
suggests on the $10,000,000,000 fortune which the Senator
has used as an example, the first year’s levy under the
Senator’s amendment would take approximately 98 percent
of the $10,000,000,000.

Mr. LONG. Oh, yes.

Mr. BONE. In other words, the Senator’s amendment
provides that “ in addition to other taxes levied "—I assume
that means the present business taxes?

Mr. LONG. Income and inheritance taxes.

Mr. BONE. Then there shall be annually levied and col-
lected a tax in accordance with certain provisions, begin-

. ning at 1 percent, and then all through by gradation to

subdivision (h), which provides for 99 percent on fortunes
in excess of $8,000,000. The calculation I have made shows
that the first year’s levy would take out of the $10,000,000,~
000 a total tax of $9,893,350,000.

Mr. LONG. How much would it leave?

Mr. BONE. It would leave %$106,650,000. The second
year's tax would be $98,933,500, leaving at the end of the
second year, out of the $10,000,000,000 fortune, $7,716,500.
By two levies made under the Senator’s amendment the
$10,000,000,000 fortune would be reduced to $7,716.500.
That is deflating large fortunes with a rapidity which is
startling.

Mr,. LONG. It is not quite fast enough at that. It ought
to be done faster than that. A man hsas po business with
$7.000,000 during this kind of times.

Mr. BONE. The Senator referred to France as not having
any concentration of wealth, but I want the Senator to know
that of the toial wealth of the world in 1929, when careful
studies were made, France possessed 5.4 percent of the world’s
wealth, so that France did not have very much wealth to
concentrate. The United States had 44.8 percent of the
world’s wealth, so, of course, it was much easier for large
aggregations of wealth to come into existence in this Re-
public than it was in a country possessing only 5 percent of
the world’s total aggregation of wealth,

Mr. LONG. On the contrary in countries which did not
have any larger percentage of wealth than France, there
were some very blg fortunes. What percentage of the
wealth of the world has India?

Mr. BONE. India had 3.2 percent.
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Mr. LONG. India has fortunes almost as large as some
of the big fortunes in America. It Is not the size of the
national wealth that controls the big fortunes. While France
has 5 percent of the entire wealth of the world and has rela-
tively no such thing as a big fortune in it and its wealth is
well distributed, yet in India, which possesses only 3 per-
cent of the wealth, there are many rich rulers to be found.

The Indian princes and Indian rulers are exceptionally
wealthy people, and yet they have the lord prince at the top
with every kind of precious possession, and at ‘the bottom
the Indian people are living away below a respectable point
of half-way starvation. It makes no difference about what
percent of the wealth of the world a country may own
insofar as it relates to distribution.

Let me say this to the Senator from Washington: 1t is
true that this is deflating the big fortunes very quickly, but
it needs to be done that way. I am standing in nearly the
same spot where I stood a little over 3 years ago. Three
years ago, from the place where my friend the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Moore] now sits, or at about that point, I
made the statement under Mr. Hoover: * This is 1932 and
we will go along with these experiments and we will never
bring America 1 foot nearer recovery, we will never improve
conditions one bit, unless there is & redistribution of
wealth.” That was 3 years ago. We have tried nearly
everything under Mr. Hoover and under Mr. Roosevelt that
anybody could think of. We have tried every kind of
scheme, both liberal and radical. We have tried every kind
of scheme of both the tories and the conservatives. Every-
thing has been tried in 3 years’ time. I invite the attention
of my friend from Washington that the Democratic Party
promised to do this. The Democratic Party promised it
would redistribute the wealth. The Democratic Party
promised to do it.

If anybody wishes me to prove that statement, I shall
have no difficulty whatever in doing so by reading from the
speech delivered from the rostrum of the Democratic Na-
tional Convention at Chicago by the President of the
United States, wherein he said that by that platform and
by that convention the men and women of the United States,
forgotten in the philosophy of the last 2 years’ govern-
ment, were looking to the Democratic Party to provide for
the redistribution of the national wealth.

We promised the people to do that. I desire to say that
I am willing to be liberal in framing this law, and if it is
the cdnsensus of opinion that individuals ought to be al-
lowed to own more than flve or six or seven or eight million
dollars, I am willing to be more liberal in the amendment;
but is it the idea of the Senator from Washington that
individual fortunes in the United States should be allowed
to exceed five or six million dollars? I should like the
Senator to tell me who thinks there ought to be morz than
that allowed to any one person. I think that is too much.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, since the Senator has spoken
directly to me, I will tell him that I was concerned in making
a mathematical calculation, and not making an argument
about the size of fortunes which might be justified under
the Senator’s amendment. I had discussed the maldistri-
bution of wealth a thousand times before I had the pleasure
of meeting the Senator from Louisiana. In fact, I had
occasion to discuss it for a great many years; and I hold
in my hand a volume which is the final report of the Com-
mission on Industrial Relations, which I procured about the
Yyear 1915 or 1916——

Mr. LONG. 1916.

Mr. BONE. A subject in which I was interested many,
many years &go.

Mr. LONG. Let me have the book, and I will read the
Senator something from it.

Mr. BONE. I should be happy to have the Senator put
it in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. LONG. No; I will read from this book that the Sena-
tor read from since 1916. Let me show the Senate what they
said was the trouble with this country in 1916. I am glad to
run across this book again. Let me find the conclusions of
the majority of the Commission. I will read to the Senate
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what they thought was the trouble in this country back
yonder at a time when they first had this question up.

I want to find the majority report. It will not take me
long to find it if I do not unduly tax the patience of my
friends. I will read the whole thing. My friend from Wash.
ington and I will get together on his own book.

Let me see. It is somewhere here, if I can just find it,
I know this Is the same book. Where is the report of the
majority of the Commission? Does the Senator know on
what page it is to be found?

Mr. BONE. I cannot put my finger on it.
will give it to me, I will endeavor to find it.

Mr. LONG. I shall have it in just a minute. I will show,
Mr. President, that this matter of the redistribution of wealth
is just like the weather. They all talk about it; my friend
from Washington talks about; I talk about it; the party
talks about it; but nobody does anything about it. They all
believe in getting up and telling the people that they are
going to redistribute wealth, but they do not believe in doing
anything about it. I have never seen another bill here since
I have been here, except the bills I have proposed, to do this;
and yet the Democratic Party and the Democratic commit.
tees always say that they are going to redistribute wealth.
It got to be so popular during the last campaign that in Mad-
ison Square Garden our old friend, Herbert Hoover, decided
he had to say something about it, too; and he declared, in
his expiring political moments there—a kind of a death-bed
repentance, though it might have been.

My conception of America is a land where the wealth is not con-
centrated in the hands of the few, but where it 18 diffused into the
lives of all.

He made that declaration himself along toward the close
of the campaign, after we had gone over the United States
promising everybody that we were going to do it under the
Democratic Party.

I have found just about the place here, Mr. President. I
will get it if I may yield the floor for a moment. I suggest
the absence of a quorum while I look it up.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

If the Senator

Adams Coolidge Logan Reynolds
Ashurst Copeland Lonergan Robinson
Austin Costigan Long Russell
Bachman Davis McAdoo Schall
Batley Dickinson Schwellenbach
Bankhead Donahey McGill 8heppard
Barkley Duffy McEKellar Shipstead
Bllbo Fletcher McNary Smith
Black Frazier Maloney Btetwer
Bone George Metcalf Thomas, Okla.
Borsh Gerry Minton Townsend
Brown Gtbeson Moore Trammell
Bulkley Gufley Murphy Truman
Bulow Hale Murray Tydings
Burke Harrison Neely Vandenberg
Byrd Hastings Norbeck Van Nuys
Byrnes Hatch Norris Wagner
Capper Hayden O'Mahoney Walsh
Caraway Johnson QOverton Wheeler
Chavez King Pittman White
Clark La Follette Pope
Connally Lewis Radcliffe

Mr. LEWIS. I reannounce the absence of Senators whose

names were given by me, and the reasons therefor, as
announced on the previous roll call

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The Senator
from Louisiana has the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I now wish to read from ths
report of the Industrial Relations Commission of 1916,
under the heading, Concentration of Wealth and Influence,
on_page 80. It is as follows:

The evidence developed by the hearings and investigations of
the Commission 18 the basis for the following statements: .

1. The control of manufacturing, mining, and transportation
industries is to an increasing degree passing into the hands of
great corporations through stock ownership, and control of credit
is centralized in a comparatively small number of enormously
powerful financial institutions. These financial institutions are
in turn dominated by a single large corporation.

2. The final control of American industry rests, therefore, In
the hands of & small number of wealthy and powerful financierts
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3. The concentration of ownership and control is greatest In
the basic industries upon which the welfare of the country must

finally rest.
4. With few exceptions, each of the great basic industries is

dominated by & single large corporation, and where this 1s not
true, the control of the industry through stock ownership in sup-

sedly independent corporations and through credit is almost,
i1 not quite, as potent.

5. In such corporations, in spite of the large number of stock-
holders, the control through actual stock ownership rests with
a very small number of persons. For example, in the United
States Steel Corporation, which had {n 1811 approximately 100,000
shareholders, 1.5 percent of the stockholders held 57 percent of
the stock, while the final control rested with a single private
banking house. Similarly, in the American Tobacco Co., before
the dissolution, 10 stockholders owned 60 percent of the stock.

That was the American Tobacco Co., the whole Tobacco
Trust. Ten men owned 60 percent of the entire American
Tobacco Co.

8. Almost without exception the employees of the large corpora-
tions are unorganized, as a result of the active and aggressive
nonunion policy of the corporation managements,

Mr. President, I shall not read any further from this par-
ticular report, exceps to say that at another point in this
report will be found the statement that the main fault with
America in 1916 was the concentration of wealth in the
hands of the few. That was the entire burden of this report,
which was submitted in 19186.

Mr. President, I do not propose to take any more of the
time of Senators. I have discussed this amendment many
times in other forms. I do not expect it to be adopted. I
desire to be perfectly frank with my good friends in the
Senate. I do not expect the amendment to be adopted. I
expect it to be used as part of the platforms in many, many
candidacies for the future, as it has been in the past; and 1
expect it probably to be used as a part of the platform of the
Democratic Party the next time, the same as it was the last
time; and I expecct the party to come back here, if it comes
back here, probably, if there are enough of us left, to do then
as we are doing now; but I warn my friends of the Senate
that if ve are concerned in saving America and in saving
the people of America, we shall have to stop promising this,
and actually perform.

Now I wish to ask my colleagues if they recollect how la-
boriously the pleading was that the party had promised this
and it had promised that a few days ago.

I remember how we labored and how we said that this
was “ promised by the party ", that “ it has been promised,
it has been promised, and we have to do it.” Yet here we
are, in the third year of the Democratic administration, with
something that has been promised, that has been pledged,
but nothing done toward its fulfillment.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Has the Senator completed his
discussion of his plan?

Mr. LONG. Go ahead.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I should like to ask the Senator
whether or not he was correctly quoted in yesterday morn-
g‘ai;a D'z'mer to the effect that he referred to me as * Kemal

Mr. LONG. No; I was not correctly quoted.

Mr, SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator was not correctly
Quoted?

Mr. LoNG. No; I was not correctly quoted.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisl-
803 yield for a question, or does he yield the floor?

Mr. LONG. I yield the floor.
thThe VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to

¢ amendment offered by the Senator from Louisiana.

€ amendment was rejected.

meh& NORBECK. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-

w The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chalr is informed that there
88 an agreement originally entered into by which commit-
8mendments should be considered and disposed of before
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individual amendments were offered. The Chair is Informed
that there is a committee amendment which has not been
agreed to. The Chair did not know that, but assumed that
the agreement had been carried out.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President———-

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South
Dakota yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. NORBECK. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. There is one committee amendment,
with reference to the annuity bonds, yet to be acted on.
The Senator from Connecticut is very much interested in
it, and I ask unanimous consent that the amendment may
go over until tomorrow, without prejudice, and that indi-
vidual amendments may be acted on at this time,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Mississippi
asks unanimous consent that the remaining committee
amendment may go over until tomorrow. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment providing for pensions to those people who are not
included in the social-security bjll. I have reference to the
wards of the Government, the Indians. They are concen-
trated in half a dozen States and seem to have been entirely
overlooked. I am offering the amendment as section 1201
and will ask that the other sections be renumbered to cor-
respond, if the amendment shall be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment.

The Crier CLERK. On page 80, after line 4, it is proposed

to insert the following:
TITLT XII-—INDIAN PENSIONS

SecTioN 1201. That heads of families and single persons of Indian
blood not otherwise entitled to the benefits of this act who have
heretofore attatned or shail hereafter attain the age of 60 years are
hereby declared to be entitled to a penslon from the United States
in a sum of $30 per month, subject to the following conditions:

Applications for pension by persons of Indian blood, as hereiln
defined, shall be made In writing in such form as the Secretary of
the Interior may prescribe and shall be filed by the applicant with
the superintendent or other oficer in charge of the agency or tribe
to which the applicant belongs. Upon receipt of any such applica-
tion the Secretary of the Interior shall make, or cause to be made,
such i{nvestigation as he may deem necessary to determine the
accuracy of the facts shown thereon, Including the annual fncome
of the applicant from other sources. In all cases where the Secre-
tary of the Interjor finds that the annual income of such applicant
18 less than 81 per dey, said Secretary shall award to such appiicant
s pension in an amount which, when added to the other annual
income of such applicant, will bring such annual income up to but
not in excess of $1 per day: Provided, however, That payments to
Indian pensioners entitled hereunder shall be made In equal
monthly installments from the date of approval of application
therefor by the Secretary of the Interior and in the discretion of
said Secretary such payments may be made direct to the individual
beneficlaries, or to other persons designated by the Secretary of the
Intertor providing care for any beneficiary under the provisions of
this act: Provided further, That in the discretion of the Secretary
of the Interior such payments due any Indian beneficiary may be
handled in accordance with regulations governing individual In-
dian money accounts and the Secretary of the Irterior {s hereby
authorized to prescribe such further rules and regulations as may
be necessary for carrying out the provisions of this section.

SEc. 1202. The Indians and Eskimos of Alaska shall recelve s pen-
slon under same conditions and in an amount one-hsalf that pro-
vided for Indians under this title.

SEc. 1203. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated an-
nually, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, so much as may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this act, including necessary expenses of administration.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to look the
amendment over and to have it examined by the experts, and
I ask the Senator if he will not withhold it,

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I desire first to modify
the amendment by changing tte age of 60 years so that it
will read 65 years to conform to the provisions of the bill,
I agree to the suggestion of the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. HARRISON. I ask the Senator to withhold the
amendment until tomorrow, and we can look into the matter.

Mr. NORBECK. Will the amendment be pending tomor-
row?

Mr. HARRISON. It may be tendered tomorrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Chair understand the
Senator from Mississippi to ask unanimous consent that the
amendment go over?

ﬂ
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Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from South Dakota has
withdrawn his amendment for the present.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Dakota
has withdrawn his amendment.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I offer an amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend-
ment.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 52, after line 7, it is proposed
to insert the following:

TARIFF ADJUSTMENT

Epc. 812. (a) Upon application of any employer, the United
States Tariff Commission s tuthorized and directed to make an
investigation under gection 336 of the Tarlff Act of 1930 with
a view to determining whether any !ncrease in rates of duty im-
posed by law in the case of any article or articles is necessary to
offsct the tax imposed by sectlon 804 and/or section 801 in order
to equalize the differences in the cost of production pursuant to
the principles set forth in such section 336. The Commission
shall rcport to the President the results of the Investigation and
its findingzs with respect to such diflerences in costs of produc-
tion. If the Commission finds it shown by the {nvestigation that
by reason of the taxes imposed by section 804 and/or section 901
the duties Imposed by law do not equallze the differences In the
cost of production of the domestic article and the like or simlilar
foreign article when produced in the principal competing country,
the Commission shall specldy in Its report such lncreases in rates
of duty imposed by law (including any necessary change in
classification and including the transfer of the article from the free
list to the dutlable list, and without limitation as to the arnount of
increase excent as provided in the sccond sentence of section 336 (g)
of the Tariff Act of 1930} as {t finds shown by the investigation to
be necessary to equalize such differences.

(b) Upon receipt of the report of the Tariff Commission the
President shall proclaim the rates of duty and changes in classi-
fication specified in the report of the Commission, and thereupon
the Incrcased rates of duty and changes {n classification shall
take effect in accordance with the provisions of section 338 (d)
of the Tarlf Act of 1930.

(c) This section shall be enforced as part of the customs laws.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, the philosophy of the
amendment is self-evident. I make a very brief statement
respecting it. )

It is my understanding that the theory upon which we
are now asked to depart from State jurisdiction in respect
to fixing old-age pensions and unemployment-insurance pay-
ments is that if it be left to the individual States there will
be discrimination as between the States, and one State which
may be generous in respect to old-age pension and unem-
ployment-insurance payments will find itself at a disad-
vantage in competing with a State which is less generous.

Admitting, for the sake of the argument, that this prin-
ciple is appropriate—at any rate, it is the principle upond
which the proposed legislation is based—I submit that pre-
cisely the same argument applies to the competition which
may exist between a country which is generous in respect
to its old-age and unemployment allowances and a country
which is less generous.

This becomes particularly and specifically true when we
are proposing to pay our bills by a tax upon pay rolls,
because a tax upon pay rolls inevitably enters into the do-
mestic American cost of production in every instance, and
if the injection of the 3- or 4- or 5-percent pay-roll taxes
in the United States will increase the domestic cost of pro-
duction to a point where the existing tariff rates do not
cover the differential, then we shall have simply created a
situation by such pay-roll tax which will invite importa-
tions which will make it impossible for these protected
American industries to have any pay rolls or pay any taxes.

It seems to me that if the philosophy is sound as between
the States, it is equally sound, nay, more, it is even sounder
as between nations, and I shall undertake to demonstrate
that fact.

It is said that one State cannot be left with its problem
alone, lest it find its industries drawn off into some other
State which is not making payments of this character. Not
only may we find the same thing to be true in respect to the
competitive situation as between nations, but we are put upon
notice by the industrial experience of the United States dur-
ing the last 10 years that there is a very definite industrial
trend by way of the exporation of our mass production
methods and mass production industrial plants in the United
States. In the last 10 years we have seen over 1,800 branch
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plants of American industrial institutions established abroaq
for the purpose of taking advantage of the more attractive
foreign conditions.

Except as we create this protected element which is coy.
ered by this amendment, I submit that when we add a defl.
nite pay-roll tax in the United States, which will inevitably,
in the same proportion, increase the American cost of produe.
tion, we put a premium upon the extension of the foreignp
branch-plant system, which operates utterly at the expense
of American labor and American industry. We put a pre.
mium on it unless this type of differential is provided.

Mr. President, let me go a step further. When we wrotg
the late lamented N. R. A. law we recognized in the text of
the bill the fact that if the Government by its fiat injects any
artificial factor into domestic costs of production, that factep
must be offset in respect to protected commodities by a com.
pensating increase in rates. Furthermore, when we wrote
the A, A. A. law we acknowledged precisely the same prin.
ciple and we provided for precisely the same preferential
treatment. -

It seems to me the situation which we confront in respect
to pay-roll taxes is infinitely more challenging than was the
need for protecting the differential in respect either to the
N. R. A or the A. A. A, because in this instance the factor
which is being injected by Government fiat is a factor of
definite and continuous and very substantial burden.

For example, according to the estimates under this bill, the
total cost by way of pay-roll taxes in 1940 will be $1,600,~
000,0C0. By 1945 it will be $2,000,000,000. By 1950 it will be
nearly $3,000,000,000. That $3,000,000,060 element injected
into the pay-roll cost of American industry is injected
squarely into the cost of production of the commodities pro-
duced. Therefore, so long as we are continuing to live under
a system which pretends, at least, to offset the difference in
cost of production at home and abroad by tariff differentials,
it is perfectly obvious to me that if there is to be any sem-
blance of a chance for the proposed law to succeed and pre-
vail it must contein within itself the automatic means to
protect this $3,000,000,000 increased element In the domestic
production cost, or the entire system will fall and fail.

I submitted the amendment last Saturday. I ask the able
Senator from Mississippi [Mr, HArRrISON] if he was able to
find the time to give it some attention over the week-end. I
should like, in my time, if the Senator from Mississippi has
anything to say to me at the moment upon the subject, that

he shall say {t
Mr. ﬂéRISON. Mr. President, I will say to the Sena-

tor that I have looked into the matter at length, and have
conferred with the Tariff Commission. When the Senator
concludes, I shall make reply.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I think I have said
all that I wish to say until the Senator from Mississippi shall
have proceeded in respect to his own investigation.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, it is quite true that in
respect to the N. R. A., because of the increased cost which
might be involved by virtue of code provisions, and also with
reference to the A. A. A., previsions were placed in the bills
that investigations might be carried on by the Tariff Com-
mission with a view of increasing the tariff duties. I have
communicated with the Tarif Commission, and I received
a memorandum from the acting chairman, Mr. Page, in
which he said:

In compliance with your request, I am enclosing a memorandum
which covers the subject as thoroughly as could be done in the
brief available time. As indicated In {t, the Commission doubts
the necessity or the advisabtlity of incorporating the amendment
in the social-security bill.

It will be observed, Mr. President, that under the present
law the Tariff Commission has the power, not to take ar-
ticles from the free list and put them on the dutiable lst,
but to increase up to 50 percent the tariff duties on dutiable
articles; and it may take into consideration every factor
which may increase the cost of the particular article. 8o
there is nothing in this bill which would disturb the status
quo with reference to the Tarif Commission so as to pre-

vent the Commission, upon the presentation of an applica~
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tlon by the interested partles, from making investigation to
ascertain whether the tariff duties should be increased be-
cause of the additional tax which might be imposed.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON. In the amendment it is provided that
when the Commission has made its investigation and sub-
mitted its report, the President is required to proclaim the
rates of duty recommended by the Commission.

Speaking a moment ago, the Senator from Mississippl
{Mr. Harrison] indicated that the Commission now has the
power to change rates. My understanding of the statute is
that the Commission makes an investigation as to the dif-
ference between the cost of production at home and abroad,
and makes its findings of fact, upon which the President is
authorized, within a limit of 50 percent of the existing
rates, to change the rates in order to make them conform to
the difference in the cost of produciion at home and abroad.

Mr. HARRISON. That is the present law.

Mr. ROBINSON. This amendment gives to the Commis-
sion the power to make tariff rates. It changes the so-called
« flexible provision ” of the tariff lJaw in that particular and
vests in the Tarift Commission rate-making power. The
President has no function to perform under this amendment
save to proclaim the rates recommended by the Commis-
sion. He cannot change them. He cannot withhold this
recommendation. It is comnulsory on the President to put
into effect whatever rates the Commission may find in
accordance with the investigation made under the terms
of the amendment, Therefore, it constitutes a very radical
and notable change in the existing flexible tariff law.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the Senator from Arkan-
sas is correct in reference to that question; but under the
present law the Tariff Commission has the right to make the
investigation, and if sufficient evidence is presented the
Tarif Commission may recommend to the Prusident an
increase in rates, and the President may pass upon the
recommendation.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, if the Senator makes
that point I desire to comment that I completely agree with
the analysis made by the Senator from Arkansas, and say
that the change in the amendment was deliberately made,
for two reasons. First, I desired, if possible, to reduce this
delegated power to an absolutely ministerial basis, with
discretion eliminated; and, therefore, the amendment car-
{mita specific formula that only a ministerial duty attaches
o it.

Second, it is made mandatory for this reason: In my
view, it is utterly essential to the success of this great ad-
venture that it shall have the wholehearted cooperation of
American industry; and it is my feeling, rightly or wrongly,
that that cooperation will be forthcoming in infinitely
Ereater degree if industry may know that the pay-roll taxes
are to be offset by tariff increases whenever it can be
demonstrated that the pay-roll taxes require the differential
D order to preserve the relative status quo.

o Iﬁ“?- HARRISON. I assume that there is no difference of
binion between the Senator from Michigan and myself as
am?;e right of tl::e Tari.ﬂ Commission now, on dutiable
mendES.. to take thxs: fact into consideration in their recom-
Sta tes:::txcms for an increase to the President of the United

Mr.
Yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield
- VANDENBERG. There is no difference of opinion

VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator

?&011 that subject. The chief necessity of the amendment,
tlo:; My point of view, is that two-thirds of our importa-

are on the free list anyway; and since the pay-roll

&bmgpphes to all of our industry it seems to me that the

&ren{j and the formula for treating the pay-roll tax dif-

cour fil should equally apply to all our industry, and of
Se‘the Senator will agree that it could not apply to all
Industry under the flexible-tariff law.

HARRISON. It could not apply to any industry

Whosa oo
hose articles were on the free list.

Wi,
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Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, will the Senator yleld
for a further brief statement?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Michigan himself has
pointed out another very material change in the law con-
templated in his amendment. Neither the Tariff Commis-
sion nor the President under the fiexible-tariff provision has
the power to take a commodity from the free list and
place it on the dutiable list. This amendment gives that
power to the Commission, and under the Senator’s state-
ment it means that there would hereafter be no free list.
There probably would be no commodities imported free of
duty if this amendment were agreed to,

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr, President, I am sure the Sena-
tor is seeking accurately to reflect the amendment. There
is nothing of that mandatory character in it, however, be-
cause in each instance there must be an adequate demon-
stration of the fact that the pay-roll tax had penalized the
differential.

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; but I base my conclusion on the
assertfon made by the Senator from Michigan that this would
apply to practically all commodities manufactured in the
United States and exported.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I meant to say that the philosophy
of the amendment ought to apply te all

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well,

Mr. VANDENBERG. I meant the philosophy, and I think
that is a fair interpretation. Whatever the facts develop
should govern in the situation. That is what I am trying
to say.

Mr. ROBINSON. But the fact remains that it would give
to the Tariff Commission, without even approval by the Chief
Executive, the power to take any article from the free list
and place it on the dutiable list.

There is another proposed change in the law, if I cor-
rectly interpret the amendment—and I shall not further de-
lay the Senator from Mississippi when I shall have made
this statement. The amendment eliminates the limitation
in the existing flexible tariff provision whereby the Presi-
dent is authorized, upon proper investigation and finding by
the Commission, to change existing tariff rates not more
than 50 percent; that is, to raise or lower them 50 percent.
As I interpret the amendment, it would give the Commission
the power to change them without any limitation. Is that
correct?

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator Is correct, and the
reason for it is that of course a 50-percent boundary could
not apply to the free list. So far as I am concerned I
shall be giad to have it apply to the dutiable list.

Mr. ROBINSON. Under existing law the rates are
changed to make a duty more nearly conform to the test of
cost of production. Nevertheless there is a limitation in
the law to the effect that rates may be changed only 50
percent; that is, they may be raised 50 percent or they
may be lowered 50 percent. In theory it might be true that
an increase of 50 percent or a decrease of 50 percent would
not bring about harmony in cost of production at home and
abroad.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the amendment differs
from the present law in another respect in that in the pres-
ent law any interested person may make the application,
while the amendment offered by the Senator from Michi-
gan provides “upon application of any employer to the
United States Tariff Commission.” Of course, under the
provisions levying one tax under the bill * employers” in-
clude only those who employ four or more persons before
they are subject to tax, and with respect to this tax and
the other tax, there are certain exemptions. The amend-
ment is really broader than the present tariff act and re-
stricts it to applcations being made only by an employer.

I should like to read to the Senator from Michigan and
to the Senate the views of the Tariff Commission with re-
spect to this matter. The acting chairman of the Tariff
Commission says:

Senator VANDENBERG'S amendment makes it mandatory that
upon request of any employer the Tariff Commission shall inves-
tigate the domestic costs of production with a view to determining
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whether any Increase In duty is necessary to offset increased costs
incurred because of the provisions of sections 804 and 901 of the
act.

The Commi!ssion in its report to the President is to speci{y any
increases found necessary, including changes in classification. In-
vestigations are to be conducted according to the principles of
section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930, but an article may be trans-
ferred from the free to the dutiable list and there is no limitation
upon the amount of the increase in the duty except the limitation
prescribed in the second sentence of paragraph 336 (g) which pre-
cludes an increase in duty above a certain rate specified in the
act. Upon receipt of the Commission’s report, the President must
proclaim the changes found neccssary.

The increased costs under sections 804 and 901, which investi-
gations under thic amendment are intended to protect, are as
follows:

Section 834 provides for an excise tax on employers, starting with
one-half of 1 percent of the pay roll in the period 1836-38 and
increasing to a maximum of 3 percent In 1848 and subsequent

CArs.
¥ Section 901 provides for a tax on employers for the privilege of
employing labor, the tax to be 1 percent of the cost of the labor
in 1936, 3 percent in 1937, and 3 percent in 1938 and following
ears.
v During the first few years the increass in costs of production
due to the tax would be slight. In and after 1948 for a particular
manufacturer where labor made up 25 percent of the cost his maxi-
mum increase would be 11 percent. This percentage would in-
crease as the ratio of labor to total cost increased.

Under secticn 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930, the Tarlff Commis-
sion is already empowered, on request of interested partles, when
in the judgment of the Commission there is good and sufficient
reason therefor, to investigate, with respect to any dutlable article,
differences in cost of production here and abroad. Moreover, the
President is already empowered to proclaim such changes In the
rates on dutiable articles as the Commission’s investigation may
indicate to be nccessary to equalize differcnces in foreign and do-
mestic costs (incluaing taxes on pay rolls). This amendment
would make the investigation and the action by the President
mandatory, and his action might conflict with certain provisions
contained in trade agreements prohibiting the imposition of addi-
tional taxes.

It should be added that under this amendment every employer
who chooses to do so may upon application compel the Tariff Com-
mission to Institute a cost-of-production investigation. A trivial
increase in his costs might thus require the expenditure of large
sums by the Government; the multitude of such applications
would seriously impair the efficiency of the Tariff Comumission in
discharging its other duties.

It would, therefore, appear that the proposed amendment {s
neither necessary nor desirable. If, however, it were to be incor-
porated in the act, it would be almost imperative that the Tariff
Commission be given some discretion as to whether or not an
investigation and report were justified.

Therefore, Mr. President, it seems to me the amendment
should not be adopted, and I hope the Senate will reject it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Michigan.

The amendment was rejected.

SOCIAL SECURITY

The Senate resumed consideration of the bill (H. R. 7260)
to provide for the general welfare by establishing a system of
Federal old-age benefits, and by enabling the several States
to make more adequate provision for aged persons, dependent
and crippled children, maternal and child welfare, public
health, and the administration of their unemployment-com-
pensation laws; to establish a Social Security Board; to raise
revenue; and for other purposes.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I should like to know from
the Senator from Missizsippi whether he is interested in a
proposal which was made this morning with reference to
increasing the amount which the Federal Government shall
contribute to taking care of the situation where the States
may not contribute anything whatever.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator
from Idaho that that is one phase of the question which was
given every consideration by the Committee on Finance and
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by the Committee on Ways and Means. We reached the
conclusion that in its present financial condition the Fed.
eral Government is going as far as it can go. We feel there
ought to be a participation by the States and the Federa]
Government.

The Senator will recall that when the first bill was pre.
sented in the Congress it provided for large Federal controt
over the whole question and that the Federal Government
should in many respects direct the States as to whom shoulq
receive a pension. The House of Representatives redrafteq
the bill and I think greatly improved it. I am sure the
Senator thinks so, too.

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. HARRISON. The Committee on Finance thought it
was greatly improved. We have here provided that the Fed-
eral Government shall contribute 50 percent, leaving it en-
tirely to the States to determine which persons are in need,
the only requirement we make being that they shall have
reached the age of 65 years. The States best know who are
entitled to old-age beneflts.

I feel quite sure the situation has been somewhat exag-
gerated as to the inability of the States to provide their part
of the money. Reference has been made to my own State,
There were some 14,000 on the unemployment and relief
rolls in my State. I am sure every person over 65 years of
age who was in need sought to get on the unemployment
or relief rolls in my State. My State is no worse off than
other States in that respect. I am sure other States, like
Mississippi, have made heroic efforts to care for the situa-
tion. With the $4,000,000,000 of money that we have now
available with which to create jobs and take cars. of people
in need, I feel quite sure the States can reasonably meet the
situation.

I know there is a feeling that needy, aged persons ought
to have more than $30 a month. There have been proposals
to give them more than $30 a month; but there is this to be
said about it, that the aged people heretofore who have
received help and assistance have received it from the
county or from some charitable organization, or in some
instances it may have come from the State itself. The
Federal Government has left the matter of assistance to the
needy aged to the local communities. That has been tradi-
tional in this country. For the Federal Government ncw to
assist at all is a new venture, quite at variance with our past
record and history, and since the Federal Government here-
tofore has contributed nething toward old-age pensions,
certainly if we contribute 50 percent for their assistance
now and hereafter, we shall have gone a long way and will
be carrying a blessing to these pecople and to the States.

It is a pleasure for me to champion this bill. I believe
in it, and while personally I wish the Government was in
such condition that it might go further, let me say this:
I care not how enthusiastic one may be in wishing to in-
crease this amount, or in wishing to relieve the States from
the burden of having to put up any portion of the amount,
I am sure those who have been working and laboring in
this matter have done the very best they can, and that it
might complicate the situation greatly, and might defeat the
whole purpose of the bill in the end, if we should strike out
the provision that the States must contribute toward this
fund their pro rata part, half of the total amount.

So I hope the Senator from Idaho will not offer any
amendment to that effect. I am sure the committee would
feel obliged to oppose it, and I do not know whether it
would get through other barriers. You know what I mean.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, of course, there is no reflec-
tion upon the performance of the committee’s duty. It 15
in no scnse a reflection upon the work of the committee that
upon a particular feature of the bill one may entertaln 8
view which is different from that of the coramittee.

If these were normal times and normal conditions I should
feel entirely differently about this matter; but I know that
a number of the States are not in a position to make any
substantial contribution. I should like to leave in the bill
the provision that the State must make some contribution-
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However small it may be, I think the State ought to be
called into action with regard to the matter. I quite agree
with that contention; but where the States are able to sup-
ply only something like six or eight dollars a month, and we
contribute six or eight dollars a month, we are leaving these
old people with a total of only some twelve or fourteen or
sixteen dollars a month upon which to live.

As I c=ay, if the times were normal, a wholly different
problem would be presented; but these old people now are at
the end of 4 or 5 years of depression. Their means have
been exhausted to the last cent. They have nothing between
them and the poorhouse, the old county farm. As we enter
upon this type of legislation and propose to do something
for their benefit, ought we not to do something more than
provide an amount which is wholly inadequate to take care
of them?

Mr. HARRISON. I will say to the Senator that, of course,
I have a big heart myself.

Mr. BORAH. I am perfectly willing to leave the provi-
sion so that the States must put up something, but I wish
to have an assurance in the bill, if we can get it, that a
reasonable cum shall be provided in some way. When I say
“a reasonable sum”, I do not consider $30 a month a
feasonable sum, but under the circumstances I am willing to
accept it.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from Mississippi if it would be possible to provide that the
Federal Government shall contribute its $15 a month, leav-
ing the State to contribute whatever it may up to $15 more?
In other words, is it necessary to provide that the Federal
Government will pay nothing unless the State contributes
a like amount?

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Florida is a wise
Senator and a very practical one, and he knows that if we
should write such a provision into the bill the States would
not contribute, and the Federal Government would be hold-
ing the bag.

As practical men, we know there is not any doubt that
there is going to be a tremendous pressure in the future
upon any gentleman who runs for public office, either in the
lower House or in the Senate, to ask for an increase of the
old-age pension; and we are all going to be subjected to that
pressure. It is a reality that in this day and time groups
become powerful and very often influence the judgment of
candidates for political office. ‘This is not a very logical
argument, but it is a practical one. If we leave it entirely
to the Congress to provide all the fund, and do not require
the States to contribute their part of it, there will ever be
Pressure upon those seeking the Federal office. There should
be some check against too great expenditures, and the
Cooperative plan here proposed will furnish it. The Senator
appreciates that the State is not limited in the amount to
be appropriated within the State for old-age pensions. They
are permitted as each State may decide to go beyond the
$30 a month.

There are so many things to consider in connection with
a great forward movement like this that we must hold our-
Selves back a little bit, and get the very best and most con-
structive measure that we can.

I think this measure is most constructive. I think it is
8oing forward quicker and better than we anticipated, and
ihODe we can pass this bill without having it complicated

¥ proposals for elinfinating State contributions. To do so
may jeopardize this whole bill. That would be a travesty.
a Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, as I said a moment ago, I
b° not desire to excuse the States wholly from this contri-

ution. I think they ought to be required to put up some
dmount. But I am sure in some instances the amount will
endvery small. Now I do not want to see these old people
the their lives in dire want simply because the State and
Do Government are unable to agree as to their respective

rtlons. The National Government, by this bill, is assum-
Ha 8 responsibility. That matter is not open for debate.
agvmg assumed the responsibility we should be just to the
ozed People who have, in many instances, contributed a life

Service to the State and Nation.
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Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON. Therein lies a difficulty which suggests
itself to my mind with great force.

We all realize, of course, that it is probably impracticable
now to effectuate any arrangement which will constitute a
final and a permanent basis for old-age pensions. Neverthe-
less, unless we have well defined in the law what portion of
the expense must be met by the local community or the State,
as well as that which must be met by the National Govern-
ment, we shall have almost as many different standards as
there are States and localities; and we shall have this situa-
tion arising:

The authorities in some States will feel that it is difficult,
in fact, almost impossible, to make any immedlate provision
for contribution, with the result that the Federal Govern-
ment will carry the whole load that may be borne; and, as
has been suggested by the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
HarrisoN]1, the pressure on Congress will become irresistible
to make adequate provision by the use of Federal funds alone.
If we do not define in the law within limitation what the
States shall do, some of them will do nothing, and discrimi-
nations will result. A contest may arise as to which State
may be able to obtain the greatest benefit for its citizens
without assuming corresponding responsibilities.

The Senator from Idaho has said that he realizes it is
absolutely necessary to require the States to contribute
something to this fund. What requirement would the Sena-
tor impose? This bill proceeds on the basis of other legis-
lation which has been enacted, on the 50-50 basis. If we
depart from the 50-50 basis, what basis shall we establish
or accept; and will there be varying standards of Federal
contribution set up to meet the differences in conditions that
may reflect themselves from the various States?

I know there are some States which will find great difft-
culty in meeting the requirements that are contemplated by
this bill; but, on the other hand, if we say they must do
something, we are immediately confronted with the question,
“Then what must they do? ” And who will define or make
clear the requirements that must be met by the States in
order that their citizens may have the benefits of this
measure?

If the Senator from Idaho were amending the bill, what
change would he make? I ask for information because this
subject has given me great cause for study.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly, Mr. President, I understand per-
fectly the difficulty of framing an amendment so as to leave
the obligation upon the State, while at the same time pro-
viding a sufficient amount on which these old people can
live.

I have made some effort today to draw an amendment, and
I have done so, but it is not exactly satisfactory, although it
represents the idea. If the bill is to go over until tomorrow
I shall offer the amendment tomorrow. The amendment
contemplates matching the States up to $15, and then after
that the Federal Government making an appropriation which
would fix the sum at a specified amount, say $30. The
State, therefore, would have to put up something. It might
put up but $6, and if it put up but $6 the Federal Govern-
ment would match the $6 and put up enough more to make
up the $30. That is as near as I have been able to arrive
at a practical solution of the matter.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield

Mr. KING. This is not quite pertinent, perhaps, to the
observations being submitted by the Senator, but I am sure
he has in mind the fact that the Federal Government is
confronted with the necessity of expenditures which it has
great difficulty in meeting. The Finance Committee will
meet within a few days to increase the burden of taxes made
necessary by the enormous deficit which we are creating,

There are some States in the Union which pay a large
part of the Federal taxes. In addition, they are the populous
States, and the people of those States will have to pay enor-
mous taxes in order to carry the burdens which will rest
upon them under the pending bill.
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If the FPederal Government is to assume a larger burden,
it simply means that we must go to those few States for
more money.

Mr. BORAH. Will the Senator pardon me right there?

Mr. KING. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. While there are large States paying great
sums of money, they have the wealth; and if we are to levy
taxes in accordance with ability to pay, they should pay.
In addition to that, I observe that in the distribution of
funds which are going out from the Federal Treasury, these
large States gect their full share in proportion to their
population.

Mr. KING. That Is true; but consider the situation of
the State of Ilinois, though I do not wish to particularize
any State. The Senator remembers that 2 or 3 years ago,
notwithstanding there is considerable wealth in Illinois,
they found difficulty, indeed, they found it was impossible,
it was contended, for them to pay their school teachers and
to carry on the schools, and they had to come to the Federal
Government and ask for aid in order to meet some of the
burdens resting upon them.

I do not want any State or any individual or any corpo-
ration to escape legitimate taxation, but the burdens now
resting upon all of the States and upon the Federal Govern-
ment are very, very great, and we ought to bear that in mind
when we are seeking to increase the burdens of the Federal
Government.

Mr. BORAH. I appreciate that. I think the question of
the burden of taxes is one of the great problems which may
be holding back recovery. I understand that perfectly.
But we are peculiar in the fact that we discuss the ques-
tion of the tax burden only on particular occasions.

I shall not offer the amendment at this time, but I wish
to say to the Senator from Mississippi that I have not
changed my view that we ought to take care of this situa-
tion, and I hope to be able to present an amendment to the
Senator later which he may accept.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator if
he clings to the view that Federal aid should be condi-
tioned on State aid?

Mr. BORAH. I cling to the view that there should be a
matching up to a certain point where the State is unable
to take care of the matter.

Mr. FLETCHER. I was wondering whether it would be
possible to do away with that condition, let the Federal Gov-
ernment contribute what is thought wise, say $15, and let
the States match the payment if it is possible to do so. Of
course, the beneficiary would get the $15 even if the State
did not contribute.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have several amendments,
which really constitute one amendment, which I desire to
offer, but on which I do not desire unnecessarily to detain
the Senate. The amendments are important, and a number
of Senators have indicated a desire to discuss them, and
since it would be impossible to act on them before the usual
time of adjournment tonight, and inasmuch as several other
amendments have gone over until tomorrow, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may be permitted to offer the amend-
ments and have them pending, and that they may go over
until tomorrow.

Mr. ROBINSON. Have the amendments been printed?

Mr. CLARK. They have been printed, and have been on
the desk for several days.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. O'MaroNEY in the
chair). The Senator from Missour! asks unanimous oon-
sent that he may have leave to present certain amendments,
and have them go over until tomorrow. Is there objection?
The chair hears none.

Mr. CLARK. I offer the amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendments?

The Curer CLErK. It is proposed on page 15, after line 25,
to insert the following:

(7) Service performed in the empioy of an employer who has
in operation a plan providing smnuilties to employees which is
certified by the Board as having been approved by it under section
702, it the employee performing such service has elected to come
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under such plan; except that if any such employes withdrawy
from the plan before he attalns the age of 65, or if the boarq
withdraws its approval of the plan, the service performed whils
the employee was under such plan as approved shall be construedq
to be employment as defined ln thils subsection.

On page 43, line 11, after * Sec. 702.”, to insert “(a)”,

On page 43, between lines 17 and 18, to add the following
new paragraphs:

(b) The board shall receive applications from employers who
deslre to operate private annuity plans with a view o providing
benefits tn lleu of the benefits otherwise provided for in title 1Y
of this act, and the board shall approve any such plan and issue
a certificate of such approval if it finds that such plan meets the
following requirements:

(1) The plan shall be available, without limitation as to age,
to any employee who elects to come under such plan.

{2) The benefits payable at retirement and the conditions as to
retirement shall not be less favorable, based upon accepted
actuarial principles, than those provided for under section 202.

(8) The contributions of the employee and the employer shall
be deposited with a life-insurance company, An annuity organi-
zation, or a trustee, approved by the board.

(4) Term!nation of employment shall coostitute withdrawal
from the plan.

{5) Upon the death of an employee his estate shall recelve an
amount not less than the amount it would have recelved U the
employee had been entitled to receive benefits under title II of
this act.

(c) The board shall have the right to call for such reports
from the employer and to make such Inspecticns of his records
as will satisfy it that the requiremcnts of subsection (b) are
being met, and to make such regulations as will facilitate the
operation of such private annuity pluzns in conformity with such
requirements.

(d) The board shall withdraw its approval of any such pian
upon the request of the employer, or if it finds that the plan or
any actlon taken thereunder fails to meet the requirements of
subsection (b).”

On page 52, after line 7, to add the following new para-

graph:

(7) Service performed by an employee before he attalns the age
of 65 in the employ of an employer who has ln operation a plan
providing annuities to employees which is certified by the board
as having been approved by it under section 702, if the employee
has elected to come under such plan, and if the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue determines that the aggregate annual contri-
butions of the employce and the employer under such plan ns
approved are not less than the taxes which would otherwise be
payable under sections 801 and 804, and that the employer pays
an amount at least equal to 50 percent of such taxes: Provided,
Tbat if any such employee withdraws from the plan before he
attains the age of €5, or {f the board withdraws its approval of
the plan, there shall be pald by the employer to the Treasurer of
the United States, in such manner as the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall prescribe, 2n amount equal to the taxes which would
otherwise have been payable by the employer and the employee
on account of such service, together with interest on such amount
®t 8 percent per annum compounded annually.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I send to the desk two
amendments which I ask to have printed and to lie on the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendments will be
printed and lie on the table.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, I understand that only
two or three amendments have been suggested which re-
main undisposed of, and that those amendments are not!
to be acted on today. Unless there i{s some objection, [
shall move an executive session.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, although I may make some
changes in my amendment, I think I ought to have {{
printed so that Sepators may have an opportunity to con-
sider it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Idaho
offers an amendment, which will be printed and lic on
the table.




