SOCIAL-SECURITY LEGISLATION

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution
197, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

‘The Clerk read as follows:
House Resolution 187

Resoived, That immediately upon the adoption of this resoiution
it shall be in order to move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of ihe Unioa for con-
sideration of H. R. 7260, a bill to provide for the general welfare
by establishing a system of Federal old-age benefits, and so forth.
That after general debate, which shall be condined to the bill and
shall continue not to exceed 20 howrs, to be equally divided and
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Committee on Ways and Means, the bill ghall be recd for amend-
ment undcr the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the reading
of the bill for amendment, the Committes shall rise and report the
same to the House with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final passage without in-

tervering motion except one motion to recommit, with or without

instructiona, M o
Mr OCONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 30 minutes to the

Pennsyivania {Mr. RANSLEY]. All I can
say at this time is that this is a wide open rule, as open as
any rule ever presented to the House. It permits amend-
ment under the rules of the House. No rule was ever pre-
sented to the House that was more open.

I reserve the remainder of my time, and yleld 5 minutes
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gerexswoovl.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question of

personal privilege, and, if the Chair n!mu to the privilege

otthenouse.

‘The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

hdr. MONAGHAN. The point of order I wish {0 raake is
this. I read in the rules that the rights of the House must
be safezuarded as to its integrity, safety, and efiiciency,
and this matier of social security is one of the most im-
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portant subjects that will come before this Hovse during
this whole session of Congress.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of or-
der that the gentleman is not addressing himself to the
point of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Montana will
please state his question of privilege.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am stating the point of
order. It affects the dignity of this House to safeguard the

rights of its Membhere to speak unon a matter in which thew
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have vitally concerned themselves. That is a matter of
paramount importance and constitutional import.a.nce, and
the right cannot even be infringed by civil officers.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that the gentleman is not stating a question of personal
privilege, or a matter involving the privilege of the House.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that the question of the privilege of the House must be
raised by resolution.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey is
correct.

Mr. BLANTON. But that does not apply to the matter of
personal privilege.

The SPEAKER. A matter of the privilege of the House
must be raised by resolution. The Chair understood the

gentleman from Montana to raise a question of the privi-
leges of the House.

Mr. MONAGHAN. And & matter of personal privilege.
I sald also the privilege of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his quesiion of
personal privilege.

Mr. MONAGHAN. I read from rule IX:

Questions of privilege shall be, first, thoss affecting the rlghh
?ti tpl;e House collectively, its safety, dignity, a=d the ..ntegrlty

Under the question of personsal privilege I cite the in-
tegrity of the proceedings of the House I cannot see that
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and the public edequate information as to the rule.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr, Speaker, I make the poin{ of order
that the gentieman is not stating a question of personal
privilege.

The SPEAKER. The point of order is well taken. The
gentleman will state the question of personal privilege.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Then I appeal from the decision of
the Chalr, if any has been made.

The SPEAKER. But the Chair has not made any ruling.
The Chalr fs simply seeking to have the question of personal
privilege stated by the gentleman.

Mr. MONAGHAN. I have stated it

The SPEAKER. What is it?

Mr. MONAGHAN, 7This matter of social securi
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in which I am vitally interested and have intereste
from my : first session in Congress and I have interested my-
self on this rule to the extent of circularizing every Member
of the House. I am not permitted to speak upon it. It is
my constitutional right that my constituents may be heard
here. That is denied.

Mr, O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that the gentleman i3 not stating a question of personal
privilege, and I move that his remarks be stricken from the
REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Permit the Chalr to rule.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Mr, Speaker, I should like to continue,
if I shall not be interrupted.

The SPEAXER. But the gentleman cannot make an ar-
gument at this time. He must succinctly state his question
of personsl privilege.
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The SPEAKER. Without accompanying it with an argu-
ment at this time. L

Mr. MONAGHAIN. Am
of order?

The SPEARKER. It 1s necessary for the gentleman first fo

state his question of personal privilege as a basis for any
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argument that he may desire to submit. The Chair has no
desire other’ than to see that the gentlemian and every
Member of the House is protected under the rules. The
rules provide that a gentleman who raises a question of per-
sonal privilege must first state his question btefore he pro-
ceeds to argue with reference to it.

Mr. MONAGHAN. I have asked for time from the minor-
ity and the majority—

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. The
gentleman is not stating a question of personal privilege.

Mr. MONAGHAN. How could I state my question of
personal privilege if I do not state the right that has been
denied me? I maintain that the right of any Member should
be safeguarded to speak upon any question in which he has
vitally interested himself at every session of the Congress.
By reason of the fact that the gentleman from New York
(Mr. O’ConnoRr] will not assign me time, and I am not as-
signed time by the minority, and my unanimous-consent
request is denied, my personal privilege——

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that the gentleman from Montana, under the guise of rais-
ing a question of personal privilegze, is making a speech to
his constituents in behalf of the Townsend plan.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. O’'Corror] has no right to make
that statement.

The SPEAKER. The rules provide that a Member may
rise to a question of personal privilege where his righis,
reputation, and conduct individually, in his representative
capacity, is assailed or reflected upon. The Chair fails to
see where the gentleman has presented a questicn of personal
vrivilege which will bring himself within that rule. The
rules provide for the conduct of the business of the
douse—— :

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, a point of order.

‘e SPEAKER. The rules are necessary——

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask that the im-
proper words of the gentleman from New York referring
to the remarks of the gentlaman from Montana as “a
demagozic speech ” be taken down——

The SPEAKER. The Chalir is in the midst of a ruling.
The Chair hopes the gentleman will respect the Chair until
he finishes with his statement.

Mr. BLANTON. I want to ask that the gentleman’s im-
proper words be taken dcwn, and do not want to lose that
right—

The SPEAKER. The Chair is In the midst of a ruling.
The Chair trusts the gentleman from Texas will refrain
from interruption until the Chair has concluded.

Mr. BLANTON. I will

The SPEAKER. The Chair was about to state to the
gentleman from Montana [Mr. MorNacaHAN] that these rules
have been adopted for the proper conduct of the business
of the House. They provide the method of procedure. If
this rule is adopted the gentleman may, of course, appeal to
those who have charge of the time for time, but there are
435 Members of the House, and the gentleman must appre-
ciate, as the Chsair does, that it is impossible for these
gentlemen to yield to everyone. However, the Chair is very
sure that opportunity will be afforded the gentleman some-
time during the discussion of the bill to express his views.

The Cnalr fails to see where the gentleman has been de-
nied any right that has not been denied to every Member
of this House. The gentleman has his right - of appeal to
get time, 2s the Chalr stated, if this rulc is adopted. If the
rule is not adopted and the bill is taken up, then the gentle-
man may proceed under the rules of the House. The Chair
fails to sz2 where the gentleman has raised a question of
personal privilege.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. &peaker, a point of order.

The SPRAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order, unless the
gentleman frcm New York [Mr. O'Convorl withdraws the
word “ demagozic”, that the gtatement of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. O'Connoal that the gentlenien from
Montana [(Mr. MoxacEan] was making “a demagogic
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speech ” is out of order. It attributes improper motives
to the gentleman from Montana, who, I think, is earnest
and sincere, and I ask that those words, “a demagogic
speech ”, be taken down, as used by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. O'Conmiorl, unless the gentleman sees fit
to withdraw them.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Well, I did not pronounce it just that
way, but I have no intention of withdrawing it.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask that those words
embracing * demagogic ” be taken down, because while he
and I do not agree on this bill; I think the gentleman from
Montana [(Mr. MonacHEAN] is sincere and in earnest in his
declaration. {Applause.l

The SPEAKTR. The gentleman requests that the words
of the gentleman from New York be taken down.

The Clerk will report the words.

Mr. MARTIN of Xfassachusetts. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state ii.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I wonder if the request
to take down the gentleman’s words does not come too late?

Mr., BLANTON. Oh, no; it does not. I made it in due
order.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, In order to save time and
to get down to the business of the House, and without re-
linquishing any of my private opinions, I withdraw the word
I used.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, 1 therefore withdraw my
request. '

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. .

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, this resolution pro-
vides for what is commonly known as a “ wide open ” rule
for the consideration of the so-called * social security bill.”
The rule provides for 20 nours of general debate to be* con-
fined Yo the bill and is wide open for all amendments that
are germane that any Member may wish to ofier. We
think the importance of this legislation calls for a rule of
this liberality.

I want to congratulate the Ways and Means Committee
on the presentation of this bill after many days of considera-
tion. It is a great and wonderful step in advance providing
for the security of old age, for the security of motherhood
and of childhood. We have learned many lessons from the
depression, among them that in a land of surpluses, in a
land of plenty, where we raise a surplus of foodstuffs, thou-
sands if not millions are hungry; that in a land where we
produce 1 surplus of wool, cotton, and other material for
clothing, many are unclothed; that in a land where we pro-
duce a surplus of fuel, coal, oil, and electric power, many
are cold and homes are unheated. From this depression we
have learned that there must be new formulas for the se-
curity of humanity. After all, the supreme purpose of gov-
ernment is the protection of its citizens and the protection
of humanity.

This legislation is a wonderful step In advance along tha
line of security. It may not go as far as some would like,
but certainly it is a movamnent in the right direction as an
initial step.

The rule provides that anyone who has an amendment
they believe will improve the datails of this legislation may
offer it and will have ampls opportunity and lime in which
to discuss it,

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yleld.

Mr.COX. Tue effect of the propoced rule is to give a privi-
leged status to the bill and to make possible its consideration
at this time,

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is all.

Mr. COX. And in that it provides for 20 hours' general
debate it enlarges the privileges of the Members rather than
restricts them. :

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is true. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution. It is one of the most liberal rules I
have ever seen.
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Mr. McCFARLANE. Mr. Speaker,

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield.

Mr. MCFARLANE. How long will we be permitted to dis-
cuss the rule before the previous question will be ordered on
the rule?

Mr. GREENWOOD. The rules of the House provide for 1
hour of debate on the rule.

Mr. McFARLANE. I do not soread it in the rule.

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is the rule of the House touch-
ing this matter, as I understand it.

Mr. McFARLANE. Another question, if the gentleman
will permit. The Parliamentarian has had some 19 or 20
amendments submitted to him but he has not passed upon
them. If this rule is adopted, can the gentleman state
whether or not the different measures tr it have been dis-
cussed before the country would be germane to the bill?

Mr. GREENWOOD. Why, certainly the gentleman cannot
state that; that is the province of the Speaker and the Chair-
man of the Committce of the Whole House on the state of
the Union when the amendment is offered and after he knows
what it is.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. 1 yield.

Mr. BLANTON. In its ultimate finality it is within the
control of the House, because even though the Speaker rules,
the House can pass on all rulings. Is not that true?

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman may have 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yleld"

Mr. GREENWOOD. 1 yield.

Mr. TRUAX. If this rule is adopted, may the so-called
“Townsend plan” be offered as a substitute?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I have no reason tu believe it would
not be germane.

Mr. TRUAX. 1 thank the gentleman.

Mr. GREENWOOD. But I am not the Speaker of the
House, nor am I the Parliamentarian. Perhaps the gentle-
man from Ohio knows as much about it as I do.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD, I yield.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. A few moments ago the
Speaker of the House in ruling on a point of order stated
that he felt sure the gentleman from Montana would be
able to get time in the discussion of this bill. The Rules
Committee brings out a rule dividing the time equally be-
tween the minority and the majority.

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is always customary, and there
is nothing unusual about that.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Has the Rules Committee
ever thought of the injustice of that, in this respect: There
are three times as many Democratic Members in the House
as Republicans, yet Republicans are given an equal amount
of time.

M:. GREENWOOD. The time has always been divided
between the majority and the minority not with the idea
of politics, but tnat has been the custom of the House ever
since I have been a Member of the House. This rule is no
different from every other rule in that respect.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield

Mr. RICH. When mention was made of the Townsend
plan being germane under this rule, did the gentleman
mean the plan by which $200 a month was to be paid
people over a certain age on the condition that they spend
it during the month, that foolish, ridiculous, obnoxious
bill? :

Mr. GREENWOOD. I do not know what the gentleman
may mean or what any man may have in the back cof his
head, but when the appropriate time comes, the gentleman
can propound the parliamentary inquiry to the Speaker.

will the gentleman yield?
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Also in connection with the purposes of this legislation I
am sure we all appreciate that we live in a machine age, an
age of greal invention; and unless we are going to correct
this position, under the laws of invention, the monopoly that
is granted and the principal profits that come from an in-
vention are going to accrue to the management of indus-
try and not be divided as an appanage to those who work
with their hands. The invention of machinery crowds out
hundreds and thousands of men and women who labor with
their hands. We know that the future holds in store much
unemployment and its attendant distress, especially unem-
ployment in old age, and we may as well make this step now
looking forward to that future date so that the advantages
that accrue from the machine and this age of discovery in
which we live shall take care of the people displaced. All
our people must be taken care of under legislation of this
character, and I say that the bill is a wonderful step in
advance.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yleld.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Speaking of the machine age, if the
48 States of the Union would shorten hours of labor we
could meet the threat of the machine age. and that is the
only way in which we can meet it.

Mr, GREENWOOD. I will agree with the gentleman
from New York that the shortening of hours of labor would
be very beneficial, but nevertheless there will always be thay
distress of old age; there will always be the necessity for
assistance to be rendered to motherhood and childhood. I
believe it is our duty as a nation of great wealth and of
great surpluses to provide a scheme of government that
through the years will build up the necessary reserves to
provide for security in old age, of motherhood, and of child-
hood. This bill, in my opinion, is a step in the right
direction.

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate the Ways and Means
Committee for the care with which this bill has been pre-
pared and for the work they have performed. I trust that
the House will sustain the Committee by voting favorably
on this rule in order that we may have full consideration
and full opportunity for amendment of this bill.

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. 1 yield to the gentleman from
Georgla.

Mr. COX. May I make the suggestion that if the mem-
bership will read the report of the committee, they will find
it is most instructive and explanatory of the measure.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to myself.

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee has given an open rule
to the security bill, giving the House an opportunity to amend
the bill when it comes before this body.

The bill provides that the Federal Government pay one-
half of the cost of State old-age pensions, with a Federal
limit of $15 per month to one person. You will admit that
this is by no means a princely sum and there is grave doubt
as to the constitutionality of part of the bill; the Govern-
ment, in the minds of many, has not the power to enforce
social insurance under the guise of a tax. Again, no credit
is allowed for the private pension funds set up by individual
employers. ‘The bill is, to say the least, loosely drawn and
will probably reach the courts. I, however, propose to vote
for the rule.

MTr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from Ore-
gon [Mr, Morrl.

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, although this bill, the admin-
istration’s old-age pension bill, comes into the House under
an ostensibly open rule, yet insofar as that rule permits the
administration bill to be amended in the way that many
Members of the House would like to see it amended, this
rule is not an open rule at all. It is to all practical intents
and purposes virtually a gag rule, and 1 desire to try to
show you, in the short time allotted for discussion on the
rule, just why it is a gag rule.
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Mr, COX. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. MOTT. I have only 5 minutes on the rule, and I
would appreciate it if the gentleman would allow me to
finish my statement.

Mr. COX. Is the gentleman in favor of liberalizing the
rules of the House?

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, I do not yield. I am sorry, but
the gentleman must realize that my time is too limited to
yield at this point for questions if I am to conclude my own
statement within the time.

Mr. Speaker, it is generally conceded, and I have con-
sulted several of the best parliamentarians in the House on
the point, that under a general open rule of the House no
Such old-age pension plan as that embraced in the Lundeen
bill or in the revised McGroarty bill may be offered by way
of amendment as a substitute to section 1 of the pending
bill, which is the oid-age-pension feature of the President’s
economic-security bill, which bill we are now about to ccn-
sider under this rule.

Now, let me say frankly at the outset that the only part
of the President’s economic-security bill that I am very
greatly interested in for the moment, or that many Mem-
bers are very greatly interested in, is section 1 of that bill,
which contains the old-age-pensions provisions. I dare say
not 2 percent of the people of the United States either know
or care a great deal about any part of this administration
bill, except the old-age-pension part of it, but, on the other
hand, I venture to say that 90 percent of the people of the
United States do know and do care about the old-age-pen-
sion features of it and that they are very much interested
in knowing whether or not we intend at this session of
Congress to give to them an adequate old-age-pension bill.

Now, Mr. Speaker, while I intend to confine my remarks
at this stage to the rule itself, and not to the bill reported
in under the rule, I desire to say in this connection that
the old-age pension provided in the administration bill is
not an adequate vid-age pension and that most of the mem-

bership of the House freely admit that it is not adequate. ]

I doubt very much whether there will be any serious con-
tention in the debate which is to foliow the disposition of
this rule that the pension here proposed is an adequate old-
age pension. Furthermore, few people outside of the Con-
gress believe this to be an adequate pension. Since the
convening of the present Congress I have replied to more
than 9,000 letters inquiring about and commenting upon the
old-age-pension provisicn of the administration bill, but X
have yet to receive a single letter in which the writer ex-
pressed the opinion that the pension here proposed is
adequate.

Please do not misunderstand me. I am not for the
purpose of the debate on the rule criticizing the bill itself.
What criticism I may have for it I shall reserve for debate
upon the bill. But I am telling you what the people you
yourselves represent think about it, for the purpose of urg-
ing upon you the liberalization of the rule, so that what
your constituents have asked for in the way of an old-age
pension may at least be considered and dcbated under the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, there are millions of people in this country
who in good faith have petitioned the Congress to consider
und discuss and to decide upon the merits of certain old-age-
pension plans which they believe to be solutions to the
old-age-pension problem. It is said that 20,000,000 people
have signed petitions asking Congress to consider the so-
called “ Townsend plan ”, which is now before the Congress
in the shape of a new bill known as the revised McGroarty
bill. It is reported also that more than a million people have
by the similar orderly method of petition prayed Congress
to consider the Lundeen bill, which has been favorably re-
ported to the House by the Committee on Labor. Is this
body, the duly constituted representatives of the people and
the law-making authority of the people, going to deny com-
pletely these petitions of the people?

The Constitutior of the United States guarantees to its
people the right of petition to the proper authority, which in
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this case is the Congress of the United States, and that right
presupposes a_nd carries with it the right to have their orderly
petitions properly considered and passed upon by the Con-
gress in an orderly manner. I am not contending that you
must grant those petitions by enacting their proposals into
law, because to say that would be to deny to Congress the
right to legislate as the representatives of the whole peorle.
But I do say to you that you hiive no right to refuse to allow
the legislation prayed for in itnose petitions to be considered
on the floor of this House. I do say that you have no right,
figuratively speaking, to throw those petitions in the waste
basket. And finally X say that although you may have the
legal right you have no moral right to adopt any rule today
which will render it impossible for the House to consider and
act upon either the revised McGroarty bill, the Lundeen bill,
or any other old-age-pension bill now before Congress which
proposes a different old-age-pension plan than that proposed
in the President’s bill. And that, Mr, Speaker, is precisely
wk;a‘t the majority of this House will do if it adopts this
rule.

The other bills to which I have referred are tax bills, and
that is the reason why they cannot be offered as amend-
ments or substitutes for section 1 of the pending bill, under
the supposedly open rule which you are now proposing to
adopt. Under this rule all tax bills must be held to be not
germane to section 1 because section 1 contains no tax
provision. The revised McGroarty bill is a tax bill providing,
among other things, for a 2-percent transaction tax for the
purpose of financing the pension provided for in the bill.
The Lundeen bill is also a tax bill. All the other old-age-
pension bills now pending before Congress are tax bills, and
this rule will shut them all out from any consideration
whatever.

Mr. Speaker, I trust the point I make is clear to every-
one—that under the general rules of the House and under
this particular rule—no one will be allowed to offer any
other old-age plan as a substitute to section 1 of the admin-
istration bill which, of course, is the only bill bzfore the
House fur consideration under the rule. I have no right to
say to Members how they shall vote for any of these other
bills if they are offered, but I think I have a right to insist
that the Rules Committee ought to give the Membership of
the House an opportunity to consider those other plans and
to debate them, and, if they are satisfied with cne of the
other plans they ought to have the right to substitute it for
the old-age-pension provision of this administration bill.

The only way that that can be done, and the only way
that this House will have any opportunity whatever of con-
sidering any other old-age-pension plan except the partic-
ular plan specified in the pending bill, is to vote down the
previous question on the rule and then amend the rule so
as to provide that any other old-age-pension plan, together
with any other system or scheme of raising revenue to
finance it, may be offered by way of amendment to section 1
of this bill. Gentlemen will have an opportunity to do this
by simply voting down the previous question and amending
the rule, or by voting down the rule itself and requiring the
Rules Committee to bring in a new rule. If you refuse to
do that, then by your vote you will declare to your colleagues
and to the country that you have prevented and fcrbidden
consideration and debate in this House upon any other kind
or type of old-age-pension bill except the specific plan pro-
vided in the pending bill, which, in the opicion of the ma-
jority of the Members here, is altogether inadequate and
with which. the country as a whole is wuot satisfied.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell}

Mr. MONAGHAN. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman
from Montana rise?

Mr. MONAGHAN. For the purpose of submitting a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Is not the statement that was made by
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Morr] correct, that if this
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rule passes, then only one particular plan, the plan that we
now have under discussion, may be passed upon by the
Congress?

The SPEAKER. The Chair is not in position to answer
that parliamentary inquiry. That is a matter which will
come up subsequently under the rules of the House. The
Chair would not seek to anticipate what the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may rule or what the Committee
itself may do. The Chair feels very certain that the Chair-
man of the Committee will be governed, as all chairmen of
committees are, by the rules and precedents of the House.
Certainly the Chair would not anticipate his ruling; ..nd in
addition to this, the Chair cannot pass upon any particular
amendment until it has been presented in all its phases.

SOCIAL-SECURITY BILL

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, KNUuTsoN].

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I do not think this legisla-
tion should have been accompanied by a special rule——

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. KNUTSON. If the gentleman please, I have only 5
minutes.

Bringing in this bill under a special rule is a reflection
upon you Democrats.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, will my colleague yield?-

Mr. KNUTSON. 1 always yield to my chairman.

Mr. DOUGHTON. We were advised by what we consid-
ered geod parliamentary authority that this is the only way
by which the bill could be considered. We were advised that
it is not privileged and could only come in under a rule.
Apparently, the gentleman would not want it considered
at all.

Mr. KNUTSON. The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD shows there
are 319 Democrats in the House, 103 Republicans, 7 Pro-
gressives, and 3 Farmer-Laborites. In other words, you have
three times as many Members as the three other parties
combined [applausel, but you cannot be trusted to pass upon
a measure of this kind without a gag rule. [Laughter.]}
Now, applaud that. [Laughter.}

Mr. MONAGHAN and Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL rose.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. KNUTSON. To my good friend from Montana, who'

started the fireworks.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Does not the gentleman feel that my
rights in this House have been infringed when I have been
refused the right to express myself on this, the most impor-
tant part of the whole program, the rule under which the
bill will be considered?

Mr. KNUTSON. Technically, no; morally, yes.
and applause.]

When we were in control we very rarely brought legisla-
tion in under a gag rule. I[Laughter.] That is all right,
but the Recorp will bear me out. I notice that the pro-
ponents of this rule are going to some pains to explain to
you that this is an open rule.

Now, do not deceive yourselves. If you adopt this rule,
you vote to tie your hands so that you cannot substitute
any provisions for section 1 that provides for raising the
money through taxation.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KNUTSON., Yes.

[Laughter
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Mr. WARREN. The gentleman is cormplaining because
this measure is brought in under a rule. Will he please say
how in the world it could be considered without a rule?
To show you how absolutely absurd

Mr. KNUTSON. 1 cannot yield for a speech. If the
gentleman wants to propound a question, all right.

Mr. WARREN. I want to propound a question.

Mr. KNUTSON. I think you are taking too much of my
time, and I refuse to yield further.

Mr. WARREN. It could only come up. otherwise, on
Calendar Wednesday.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I cannot yield for a state-
ment.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. ENUTSON. For a question, yes; but not a state-
ment.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Could we not adopt the same pro-
cedure we followed when we considered the bonus bill?
You then brought in a special rule for the Patman bill and
the Andrews bill, so that we could amend the Vinson bill
by substituting those two bills. Why do you not do the same
thing here?

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the genileman from Minne-
sota.

Mr. LUNDEEN. I wish to inquire as to the gentleman’s
opinion of whether we could, under this rule, substitute

H. R. 2827, or the McGroarty bill

Mr. KNUTSON. 1Is H. R. 2827 the gentleman'’s bill?

Mr. LUNDEEN. H. R. 2827 is the Lundeen bilL

Mr. KNUTSON. No; you cannot.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. KNUTSON. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. If we did not have a rule there would be

just 1 hour of debate under the rules of the House, whereas
under the rule there is 20 hours of debate.

Mr. KNUTSON. Why could you not bring in a rule to
give us 20 hours of debate and let it go at that?

As I look into your faces on this side you appear to me
like intelligent pecple. You look as though you can be
trusted, but evidently your leadecs feel that you cannot be
trusted, and perhaps they know you better than I do.
{Laughter and applause.]

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the

‘gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WARREN].

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, just to show how absolutely
ridiculous ard fallacious the argument made by the gentle-
man from Minnesota is I call attention of the House to this
fact: He is complaining of the wide-open rule brought out
on this occasion. Had there been no rule this bill would
have been considered on some Calendar Wednesday, and
there would have been only 1 hour of yeneral debate on each
side on the whole subject. The gentleman from Minnesota
knows that, and that shows how entirely ridiculous his argu-
ment is. His reason for opposing this rule is absurd on its
face.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. WARREN. I yleld.

Mr. MONAGHAN. I wonder how the length of debate
would give us a better bill.

Mr. WARREN. The same rules of germaneness would
apply then as now,

Mr. MONAGHAN. How about the bonus bill?

Mr. WARREN. That was brought in under a rule.

Mr. MONAGHAN. But a very much more liberal rule
than this.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MarRCANTONIOl.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, the press of the
Nation has heralded this rule as wicde open. I agree that it
is a wide-open rule technically, but from a practical stand-
point it is a rule which accomplishes the sarze purpose of a
stringent gag rule. It prevents this }Touse trom discussing
and passing on genuine social-security plans,
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The argument has been raised here that legislation on
social security is just as important, if not more important,
than that of the soldiers’ bonus. I agree with that state-
ment. The rule on the soldiers’ bonus provided that the
House could vote for either the Vinson plan, the Patman
rlan, or the Andrews plan. The Rules Committee brought
in a special rule giving the Membership the right to offer any
of these plans as amendments in the Committee of the
Whole or in the House with two motions to recommit.

Why should not a special rule be adopted, providing the
same procedure for this legislation, which is the most im-
portant long-range legislation presented before this House in
25 years?

Nobody can deny that the Lundeen bill may be ruled out
on a point of order on the ground that it is not germane
under this trick rule. Nobody can deny that it will also be
argued that the Townsend old-age plan is not germane. As
far as the Townsend plan is concerned it may be ruled out
because it provides for taxation. It may be held not to be
germane because it provides for revenue raising, and the
Doughton bill before us has no revenue-raising provisions
for Federal old-age provisions. The Townsend plan may
be ruled out on a further point according to the Mapes
precedent in that it raises revenue by a different method
than that in the bill. Why not adopt a special rule making
both these plans in order.

Throughout the Nation millions of people are in favor of
the McGroarty-Townsend plan, millions of people are in
favor of the Lundeen workers’ plan. Although I am for
H. R. 2827, the Lundeen bill, known as the “ workers’ bill ”,
and although I am opposed to the Townsend plan because it
would impose a sales tax, which is just as bad as the pay-
roll tax imposed under the Doughton bill. I do not care to
discuss the merits of any of the plans at this time. I shall
do so under general debate. However I do say that the
House of Representatives should have an opportunity to
vote on these plans and to deliberate on matters which are
being discussed by millions of our citizers. We should vote
these plans up or down and assume our responsibilities
like real Representatives of the people and rot dodge issues
which millions of Americans have raised throughout the
Nation. Their causes should be given a trial before this
House and this House should be given an opportunity to
pass judgment. We should not hide behind a trick rule.
We snhould face issues squarely. That is our duty and that
is why we are here. ‘This rule, in all likelihood will preclude
this House from voting on any of these plans. So when you
say you are giving us a wide-open rule, you are giving us a
wide-open bag; you have got this thing in the bag and you
are getting away with it. [Laughter and applause.]

I propose that the only method by which we can amend
this rule so as to make the Townsend plan germane and the
Lundeen plan germane is to vote down the previous question
and then amend this trick rule. We cannot amend this trick
rule unless we vote down the previous question. If the previ-
ous question is voted down, then I shall propose the follow-
ing amendment:

On page 1, line 11, after the word “rule™, Insert “In the con-
sideration of the bill it shall be in order to consider as amend-
ments the provisions of H. R. 2827 (the Lundeen) plan and of
II. R. 7154 (the Townsend) plan, notwithstanding any rule of the
House.”

This will give & real hearing to a great portion of the
American people.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I yield.

Mr. CONNERY. The Lundeen bill is a bill that has been
reported by a committee of this House?

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Exactly. The Labor Committee
reported the Lundeen bill favorably. Why should not this
House be given an opportunity to discuss and pass on this
plan?

Mr. Speaker, you may call this “ soclal security ”, you may
call this a “ new deal ", you may call it what you please, but
it is simply the same old stacked deck of cards that were sent
to the laundry 2 years ago to be powdered and polished and
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are now being dealt out in the same old menner. You can
call it * social security ”; you can call it “ the new deal.” I
say to you this is not social security, not a new deal, but
it is just a new delusion. {Applause.}

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MarcaNTONIO] has expired.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox].

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, as has been explaired, this bill
did not enjoy privilege. The effect of the rule is to give it
a privileged status, thereby making possible consideration at
this time. The rule reported and now offered to the House
deprives no Member of any privilege or right which he en-
joys under the general rules of the House. As a matter of
fact, in providing 20 hours’ general debate, it enlarges the
privileges of the Membership.

It does seem to me, Mr. Speaker, most unreasonable for
anyone to complain of the action of the Rules Committee in
reporting this rule, especially in view of the fact that the
Ways and Means Committee, asking for a rule, simply re-
quested such rule as the Rules Committee in its judgment
might see fit tuv grant. . That committee reported a rule
which preserves to the Members all rights that they enjoy
under the general rules of the House. -

Mr. MONAGHAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COX. Not now. It could not in reason be expected
that the Rules Committee would have gone out of its way to
the extent of seeking to liberalice the general rules of the
House in order to make possible the consideration of some
extreme and impossible a measure as is the Townsend plan.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has expired.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. LONDEEN].

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. Speaker, I agree with the statement
of the gentleman from New York {Mr. MarcaNTCNIO], wWell
stated, that the House should have an opportunity to pass on
these two measures supported by millions of people in these
United States. For instance, H. R. 2827, considered by a
subcommittee of the Committee on Lakor, and reported out,
6 to 1, by that subcommittee, should be included. I have the
hearings on that bill before me in which the constitutionality
of the workers’ unemployment, old-age, and social-security
bill is clearly upheld.

Mr. RAMSPECK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNDEEN. I yield.

Mr. RAMSPECK. I am sure the gentleman does not want
to misstate the facts. The committee reported the bill 7 to 8.

Mr. LUNDEEN. I was speaking of the subcommittee when
I said the vote was 6 to 1.

Mr. RAMSPECK. Well, let us get it straight.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Well, my statement is correct; the sub-
committee of the Labor Committee favorably reported H. R.
2827 and the full Labor Committee reported the bill cut by a
majority of one.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. LUNDEEN. 1 yield

Mr. CONNERY. This bill was passed upon favorably by
the Committee on Labor, and I put in for a resclution with
the Rules Committee and we received no action on it.

Mr. LUNDEEN. I thank the gentleman; and I wish to
say to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Ramsreck] that the
subcommittee reported the bill out 6 to 1, as I have already
stated. The main Committee on Labor passed the bill by a
majority of one, which is the vote to which the gentleman
from Georgia referred.

These hearings are quite complete. There are 800 pages
of testimony of economists and leaders of thought along the
line of social security from all over the United States.

Mr. ENUTSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNDEEN. I yield.

Mr. KNUTSON. Did I understand the gentleman to say
his bill had been reported out by the Committee on Labor?

Mr. LUNDEEN. Yes, indeed.

Mr. KNUTSON. It would be an act of discourtesy to the
Committee on Labor if we refused to consider it during ths
consideration of this measure,
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Nor. LUNDEEN. I thunk the gentleman is correct. I
think the Committee on Labor i1s cne of the flnest com-
mittees in this House, and it has as its chairman one of the
ablest and finest leaders that American labor has ever had.
[Applause.l

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNDEEN. Certainly.

Mr. CONNERY. I will say that we are used to the dis-
courtesy to which the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
KxnuTrsoN] referred.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNDEEN. 1 yield.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Since this rule will not permit a vote
either upon the Lundeen measure or the McGroarty bill, and
since it has 20 hours of debate, is it not a rule that provides
for “ all bull ” and no real bill?

Mr. LUNDEEN. I will leave that to the gentleman’s own
judgment. I wish to say that the thing to do, in my opinion,
when the previous question is voted upon, is to vote down
the previous question and throw open this rule to amend-
ment. [Applause.] That is what we should do in this
House, so that we can vote on the Townsend plan and vote
it up or down, as the Members think best, and vote on this
Lundeen plan—H. R. 2827—as the House thinks best, either
one way or the other.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNDEEN. I yield.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Is H. R. 2827, known as the “ Lun-
deen bill ”, an old-age-pension bill?

Mr. LUNDEEN. Unemployment, old-age,
security bill. ’

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. But is it distinctly an old-age-
pension bill, or does it pension all unemployed.

Mr. LUNDEEN. It covers the unemployed and old-age
pensions.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Let us get this straight.
not strictly an old-age-pension bill. ]

Mr. LUNDEEN. It is an unemployment, old-age, and so-
cial-insurance bill.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNDEEN. Yes.

Mr., TRUAX. If we vote for this rule then we preclude
the consideration of the Lundeen workers’ bill and the
Townsend old-age bill. We shut the door against those two
bills.

Mr. LUNDEEN. In my opinion we do, and that is based
on the judgment of the best parliamentarians of the House
of Representatives. I hope we can persuade the leaders of
the majority to permit a vote on the Lundeen bill (H. R.
2827) and the Townsend bill (H. R. 7154), introduced by
Representative McGroarTtY. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Minne-
sota has expired.

Mr. Q’'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I
remaining?

The SPEAKER. Sixteen minutes.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Montans [Mr. MoNAGHAN].

Mr. MONAGHAN. Mr. Speaker, first, I thank the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. O’Coxnnor] and say that I have
the profoundest respect for him. His action in granting
these 3 minutes is proof to me of what I have always
thought—that he is one of the most sportsmanlike, as well
as one of the most brilliant, men in the House. [Applause.]l

The reason that I rise in opposition to this rule is quite
simple. It is regarded generally by those who know that,
even while opportunity is presented here for amendment,
the amendments desired to be offered will be ruled out, as
the gentleman from New York (Mr. MarcantoNiol has so
well stated. as not being germane to the bill under consid-
eration. It is further true that there is a right to a motion
to recommit, but that right goes by proper rule to the
minority side of the Ways and Means Committee of the
House, with the power in their hands to offer an innocuous

and social-

It is
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and harmless motion and thereby defeat any bill such as
the Lundeen bill or the McGroarty bill, or any other type
of social-security bill.

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONAGHAN. Yes; I yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon {Mr. MoTrl.

Mr. MOTT. And may I suggest that even if the minority
should offer on a motion to recommit the revised McGroarty
bill, it would be held not germane, the same as it would be
if it were offered as an amendment to the bill, so that the
right to recommit gives the people no right whatever so far
as putting in a substitute for the administration bill is
concerned.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONAGHAN. Yes; always, to my good {riend from
Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. A motion to recommit is subject to amend-
ment. I looked that up the other day. One can offer an
amendment to a motion to recommit. :

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Mon-
tana has expired.

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Speaker, before the gentleman
begins, will he yield for a question?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes. -

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. In view of statements that have
been made to the effect of a vote fcr the rule having the
same effect as a vote against the so-called “ Lundeen and
McGroarty bills ”, what has the gentleman to say?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I cannot interpret that. That is a par-
liamentary question which should be addressed to the Chalir.

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. I thought the gentleman was a good
parliamentarian.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of
excitement about this rule. It has been stated many times

“that it is a wide-open rule and that is what it is, and no

one by talking from now until doomsday can convince any-
body with reason that it is not. No more wide-open rule
It is Just a form. The committee clerk
draws it when told to bring out an open rule and that is all
it is. The Ways and Means Committee, different from the
time when we had up for consideration the bonus bill, left
the matter entirely to the Committee on Rules. So far as
the bonus bill is concerned, I might say that the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means requested the Rules Committee to
make the Patman bill in order.

Why & rule? As has been said, you would never consider
this legislation during this session of Congress without a
rule. The bill has no privileged status. While it has par-
tial revenue features in it, it does not come within clause 45
of rule XI which makes bills raising revenue in order. So
a rule is necessary.

There has been a lot of talk here for weeks and weeks
about gag rules on this measure. I am disclosing no con-
fidence when I say that many of us, including the Speaker
and myself, have stood against any gag rule for the con-
sideration of this measure, and let me say to the distin-
guished gentleman from Minnesota [MF. KNutsoN] that this
is a pension bill in a great measure. I do not know whether
the distinguished orator from Minnesota was ever on a
pensions committee, but I have an idea that at one time he
was chairman of a pensions committee. In the whole his-
tory of Congress no pension bill was ever brought in other-
wise than under suspension of the rules, with 40 minutes of
debate, no amendments permitted, no motion to recommit,
with every rule of the House suspended. That is the way
it was always brought in under Republican administration.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman said the Ways and
Means Committee requested that the Patman bill be made
germane to the Vinson bill

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY. The Committee on Labcr asked a rule
from the Committee on Rules after favorably reporting the
Lundeen bill,
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Mr. O'CONNOR. Let me say right there that we hear a
lot of crilicism of the Rules Committee in the House here
und we are supposed to take it. My information as to the
Lundeen bill is that in the gentleman’s committee a vote was
taken to table the measure and that vote was Tto 7.

Mr. CONNERY. That I3 correct.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Seven to seven to table it. That did not
carry and one member who voted to table the measure left
the room and the bill was reported out on a vote of 7 to 8.
Further, I do not recall that the gentleman has ever asked
me or approached the Rules Committee to give even a hear-
ing on the Lundeen bill.

Mr. CONNERY. Does not the gentleman want me to
state the situation?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I have not the time to go into that
now.

Mr. CONNERY. The geatleman referred to me.

Mr. O'CONNOR. If I am not correct, I stand corrected.

Mr. CONNERY. Does the gentleman want me to mention
private conversations we have had about the Lundeen bill?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I must be mistaken. The gentleman
must be correct when he states he did mention the subject
to me.

Mr. CONNERY. I have mentioned it to the gentleman
three or four times. I am not going to say what the gentle-
man said, except there was no chance for the Lundeen bill

Mr. O'CONNOR. I am perfectly willing that the Lundeen
bill be made in order on this bill. I hope it is in order and
I hope the Townsend plan is in order on this bill.

Mr. MCFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. O'COCNNOR. 1 yield

Mr. McFARLANE. I know the gentleman is a good par-
liamentarian. I ask the gentleman to tell the House
whether or not he thinks the Lundeen bill or the Townsend
plan bill, either, is germane to this bill?

Mr. O'CONNCR. The gentleman is now asking me to go
into a matter which I have not gone into. Nobody is en-
titled to stand on the floor of the House and say that either
the Townsend plan or the Lundeen plan is not germane to
this bill. The Parliamentarian has a stack of bills yet to
examine. Some Member will preside as Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union and
will pass upon these questions as they rise. Off-hand, I will
say now that I think the Townsend plan is germane, al-
though I attach little importance to my opinion because I
have not sufficiently studied the bill. I hope 1% is, so I can
vote against it. [Applause.]

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield

Mr. McCORMACK. May I also call the gentleman’s at-
tention to the fact that it is always possible to appeal from
a decision of the Chair? I would call the gentleman’s atten-
tion to this additional fact also, that in the matter of the
bonus question we had but one bill and not, as in the present
instance, a bill with several parts. The two situations are
entirely different. My own perscnal opinion is in complete
harmony with that of the distinguished gentleman from New
York, that this being a bill of several parts, not one particu-
lar bill, but several bills in one, either one of those bills is
in order as an additional part of this bill,

Mr. O’'CONNOR. I hope they are.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman
yield for a brief cbservation?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I have not time, I am sorry.

There is no man in the House for whom I hold more
affection than the distinguished gentleman from Montana
{Mr. MoNacHAN]. It must be remembered, however, that the
tactics here tcday of voting down a rule, and the tactics
of the gentleman from Montana [Mr. MONAGHAN] yesterday
in objection to my request to have until midnight to file a
rule, were against this bill. If these tactics succeed, no
Townsendite, no Lundeenite, no lift-the-burden-off-the-
Federal-Governmentite would ever get a chance to consider
this bill,
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I did not know that the gentleman from Montana [Mr.
MONAGHAN] was the leader of the Townsendites. I thought
my beloved friend the poet laureate of California, Joux
STEVEN McGRroarTY, had introduced the bill and led his
valiant fight for the Townsend plan. I did not know until
yesterday that Dr. Townsend, who is now presiding in all
his dignity over this House, had selected the young admiral
from Montana [laughter] to lead his forces in this battle.

Mr. MONAGHAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Briefly.

Mr. MONAGHAN. The gentleman does know, however,
that my interest in old-age pensions antedates the Town-
send plan or any other plan.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I did not know that.

LIr. MONAGHAN. And that it dates back to the time
when the railroad retirement bill had to be fought through
Congress against the united and combined opposition of the
leadership of both EHouse and Senate.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Something has been sald about an in-
nocuous motion to recommit. Wait until you see it. The
motion to recommit will be to strike out the heart of this
bill. It will not be any perfunctory motion, and that motion
is in the hands of the minority.

What would you have us do? Would you have us hold
the N. R. A. bil}, the banking bill, and other bills are ger-
mane to this bill? Would you tear up Jefferson’s Manual
Just to suit those who have sent all this propaganda
throughout the country?

Mr. MONAGHAN. If the gentleman will yleld, I would
not.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Under one plan only 6,000,000 people
would be eligible for old-age pensions instezd of 22,000,000
and we would have the spectacle of sons and daughters
giving up supporting their parents and wanting the Fed-
eral Government to support them. We of the great State
of New York take care of our deserving aged people, but we
do not deceive and delude them. There Is going to be a
day of reckoning for the people who are advocating this
Townsend p'an when our poor, distressed, desperate people
wake up to the situation and find the snare and the delu-
sion they have been drawn into. [Applause.}

Mr. MONAGHAN. May I say to the gentleman——

Mr. O’'CONNGR. Mr. Speaker, I do not yield.

Mr. MONAGHAN. There will be a day of reckoning for
those advocating the delusion plan suggested.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Spezaker, I do not yield.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that the rules pro-
vide that a Member desiring to interrogate the Member who
has the floor must first address himself to the Chair and
obtain consent of the gentlerian addressing the House.
[Applause.l] It is highly improper, although indulged in
practically all the time, for a Member to rise and interrupt
the Member addressing the House without first addressing
the Chair and obtaining consent of the gentleman who has
the floor.

Mr. MARCANTONIO.
yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. For a brief question.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. When it comes to the question of
despair, does not the gentleman from New York believe that
the imposition of a pay-roll tax which eventually will fall
on the employees will bring greater despair than the despair
the gentleman describes?

Mr. O'CONNOR. That I do not know. The gentleman
from New York knows that the great Empire State has never
neglected its aged and its children; and we do not have to
depend upon the Federal Government to take care of our
peaple.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. That is only so far as the State of
New York goes.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, we have been struggling
with this problem for at least 10 days. We have done what
we thought was the very best thing to do.

I have seen statements in the paper that the administra-
tion was in favor of a gag rule, That is not the fact. The

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
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administration does not intrude into the province of this
House and tell it how to conduct its business.

Mr. Speaker, we allotted 20 hours of general debate. I
hope the members of the Ways and Means Committee will
stay on the floor. I hope the membership as a whole will
stay here and give attention to the consideration of this
bill. This bill probably should be perfected. There may be
mistakes, errors, and fallacies in it, so we appeal to the mem-
bership to stay here during its consideraticn. We hope every
opportunity for debate will be grantea. We hope that every
amendment may be offered, in spite of what has been said
here today. Whoever presides in that chair as Chairman
must rule in accordance with the precedents of the House,
and if I am the only man left alive I am going to stand
against the day when you take the Manual of that beloved
Democrat, Thomas Jefferson, and tear it into shreds.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CONNERY. On the previous question, would a vote
of “no ” leave the rule open for amendment?

The SPEAKER. And debate, of course.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas
and nays.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
Thirty-six Members have risen; not a sufficient number.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous
question. .

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. MAaRCANTONTO) there were—ayes 188, noes 54.

So the previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the adoption of the
resolution.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. MarcANTONIO) there were—ayes 177, noes 50. ]

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and
nays.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
Fifty-three Members have risen; a sufficient number,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk called the roll; and there were——yeas 288, nays
103, not voting 40, as follows:
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YEAS--288

Adalr Cole, Md. Eckert Hess
Allen Cole, N. Y, Edmiston Higgins, Conn.
Arnold Colmer Eicher Higgins, Mass.
Ashbrook Cooley Ellenbogen HIll, Ala.
Barden Cooper, Tenn. Evans Hill, Samuel B.
Beam Corning Faddls Hobbs
Beiter Cox Farley Hoffman
Berltn Cravens Fenerty Holmes
Biermann Crosby Ferguson Hope
Blackney Cross, Tex, Fernandez Huddleston
Bland Crowe Flesinger Igoe
Blanton Crowther Fitzpatrick Imhoft
Bloom Cullen Fletcher Jacobsen
Boehne Cummings Focht Jenkins, Ohio
Bolleau Daly Ford, Calif, Johnson, Okla.
Boland Darden Ford, Miss, Johnson,Tex.
Bolton Darrow Frey Johnson, W. Va.
Boylan Dear Fuller Jones
Brennan Deen Fulmer Kee
Brooks Delaney Gasgque Keller
Brown, Ga. Dempsey Gassaway Kelly
Brunner Dicksteln Gavagan Kenney
Buchanan Dles Gilllette Kerr
Buck Dietrich Glngery Kimball
Bulwinkle Dingell Goodwin Kinzer
Burch Disney Granfleld Kleberg
Caldwell Ditter Gray, Ind, Kloeb
Cannon, Mo. Dobbins Green Knifin
Carden Dondero Greenwood Koclalkowski
Cermichael Dorsey Greever Kopplemann
Cartwright Doughton Gregory Lambertson
Cary Doxey Guyer Lambeth
Casey Drewry Haines Lanham
Castellow Driscoll Halleck Larrabes
Celler Driver Hamlin Lea, Calif,
Chandler Duffey, Ohio Hancock. N. Y, Lee, Okla,
Citron Duffy, N. Y. Harlan Lehlbach
Clatborne Duncan Hart Lewls, Colo.
Clark, N. C. Dunn, Miss, Harter Lloyd
Cochran Eagle Healey Lord
Coloce Eaton Lucas

Luckey O'Day Robinson, Utah Taylor, Tenn,
McAndrews O'Leary Robsion. Ky. Terry
McClellan Oliver Rogers, N. H. Thom
McCormack O'Neal Rogers, Okla., Thomason
McGehee Owen Romjus Thompson
McKeough Palmisano Rudd Ti.
McLaughlin Parks Sabath Tonry
McLeod Parsons Sanders, La. Treadway
McReynolds Patman Sanders, Tex. Turuer
McSwatn Patton Sandlin Turpin
Mahon Pearson Bchaefer Umstead
Maloney Peterson, Fla, Schuets Utterback
Mansfield Peterson, Ga. Schulte Vinson, Ga.
Mapes Plelfer Bears Vinson, KYy.
Marshall Pilerce Shanley Wadsworth
Mason Plumley Slsson Walter
May Polk Smith, Conn. Warren
Mead Quinn Smith, Va. Wearin
Merritt, N. Y, Rabaut Smith, W. Va. Weaver
Millard Ramsay Snell Whelchel
Miller Ramspeck Snyder ‘Whittington
Mitch. 1], 1. Randoinh Somers, N. Y, Wilcox
Mitchell, Tenn. Rankin Eouth Williams
Montague Ransley Spence Wilison, La.
Montet Reece Stack Wilson, Pa.
Moran Reed, N. Y. Starnes Wolcott
Nelson Rellly Sullivan Wood
Nichols Rich Sumners, Tex. Woodruft
O'Brien Richards Tarver Woodrum
O’Connell Richardson ‘Taylor, Colo. Young
O’Connor Robertson Taylor, 8. C. Zimmerman
NAYS—103

Amlie Culkin Lemke 8adowskl
Andresen Dirksen Ludlow Sauthoft
Andrews, N. Y. Dockweller Lundeen Schneider
Arends Doutrich McFarlane Scott
Ayers Dunn, Pa. McGrath Scrughzam
Bacon Ekwall McGroarty Secrest
Blnderup Engel Maas Short
Brewster Englebright Marcantonlo Sirovich
Buckbee Gearhart Martin, Colo. Smith, Wash,
Buckler, Minn. Gehrmann Martin, Mass. Stefan
Burdick Glfford Massingale Stubbs
Burnham Gilchrist Maverick Sutphin
Carlson Gildea Merritt, Conn. Taber
Carpenter Gray, Pa. Michener Thurston
Carter Greenway Monaghan Tobey
Cavicchia Gwynne Moritz Tolan
Christianson Hildebrandt Mott Truax
Church Hill, Knute Murdock ‘Wallgren
Clark, Idaho Hoeppel O'Malley Welch
Colden Hollister Patterson Werner
Collins Hook Perkins White
Connery Houston Pittenger wigglesworth
Cooper, Ohlo Hull Powers Withrow
Costello Kahn Reed, 11, Wolverton
Crawford Knutson Rogers, Mass., Zioncheck
Crosser, Ohlo Kramer Ryan

NOT VOTING—40
Andrew, Mass. Flannagan Lamneck Russell
Bacharach Gambrill Lesinski Beger
Bankhead Goldsborough Lewis, Md, Shannon
Bell Griswold McLean Steagall
Brown, Mich. Hancock, N. C. McMillan Stewart
Buckley, N. Y. Hartley Meeks Sweeney
Cannon, Wis. Jenckes, Ind. Norton Thomas
Chapman Kennedy, Md. Pettengill Underwood
DeRouen Kennedy, N. Y. Peyser West
Fish Kvale Rayburn Wolfenden

So the resolution was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following palrs:

Mr. Bankhead with Mr. Bacharach.
Mr. Chapman with Mr. Stewart.
Mrs, Norton with Mr. Fish,

Mr. Goldsborough with Mr. Thomas,

Mr. Underwood with Mrs, Jenckes of Indlana.
Mr. Kennedy of New York with Mr. Russell.
Mr. Pettenglll with Mr. Lesinski.
Mr. Eennedy of Maryland with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Shannon with Mr. Brown of Michigan,
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Peyser.
Mr. HIGGINS of Massachusetts changed his vote from
" nay ” to " yea.l’
Mr. ARENDS changed his vote from “yea ™ to “ nay.”
The result of the vote was announced &s above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.
M’GROARTY BILL
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for one-half minute.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho?

There was no objection.

Mr, WHITE. Mr. Speaker, as one in favor of the Mc-
Groarty bill, I desire that the Recorp show at this point
that I voted against the previous question on the rule to
consider the security bill.
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SOCIAL-SECURITY BILL

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

April 11, 1935
5467

stats of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
72€0) to provide for the general welfare by establishing a
system of Federal old-age benefits, and by enabling the sev-
eral States to make more adequate provision for aged per-
sons, dependent and crippled children, maternal and child
welfare, public health, and the administration of their unem-
ployment compensation laws; to establish a social-security
boaid; to raise revenue; and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
cof the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill H. R. 7260, with Mr. McREYNOLDS in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first reading of the bill he dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may desire to use.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, as this is one of the
most important measures coming before the Congress for
consideration at this session and, perhaps, as important as
any measure that the Congress in recent years has been
called upon to consider, I prefer not to be interrupted until
I have finished my statement. However, I shall not decline
to yield. It is my purpose, so far as I may be able to do so,
to explain the purposes and the provisions of this bill and
I desire to do so in as consecutive a manner as I am capable
of doing.

The social-security bill (H. R. 7260), which has been favor-
ably reported by the Ways and Means Committee, is based
upon the recommendations of the President in his message
to both Houses of Congress on January 17 of this year, and
the detailed report and recommendations of his Committee
on Economic Security, which was transmitted at that time.

Nearly a year a2go, on June 8, the President transmitted a
message to Congress sdvocating social-security legislation,
and shortly thereafter he created, by Executive order, a
committee concisting of the Secretary of Labor as chalrman,
the Sacretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the
Secretary of Agriculture, and the Federal Emergency Relief
Administrator, instructing his committee to make a compre-
hensive study of the many factors in our industrial life
which lead to dependency and destitution, and to recommend
appropriate measures which would provide protection against
thesz causes of insecurity.

The Ways and Icans Committee, to whom these recom-
mendations for legislation were referred, held hearings on
the subject for 3 weeks, at which time all persons desiring
to be heard were given an opportunity to express their opin-
jons. The record of the public hearings fills a volume of
over 1,100 pages. Practically every person appearing before
the committee was in favor of the broad purposes of the
economic-security program, and their criticisms were directed
to particular features of it rather than to its fundamental
purposes. These criticisms have been taken into account in
the thorough revision made by the committee. Following
the hearings, the Ways and Means Committee worked over
this legislation in executive session for more than a month,
and carefully considered every part and phase of the broad
problem of social security. The proposed bill has been en-
tirely rewritten, and important modifications have been made
at many points. The fundamental recommendations of the
President and his Committee on Economic Security, however,
are embodied in the new bill reported to you by the Ways
and Means Committee.

I do not believe since I have been a Member of this body
any bill that has been considered by the Congress has been
given more thorough, more€ careful, or more painstaking con-
sideration, or where broader latitude has been afforded to
everyone desiring to be heard and express his view than has
been the case in the consideration of this legislation.
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The proposed bill has been entirely rewritten and many
tmportant modifications made, as I believe will be testified
to by each member of the committee.

The proposed bill presents a broad plan for social security,
embracing measures for (1) protection against destitution
and dependency in old age, (2) unemployment compensa-
tion, (3) security for children, and (4) Iincreased public
health protection. These measures of protection against
the principle causes of destitution and dependency, taken
together, in conjunction with the immediate program of
public works, and with the cooperation of the States, will
provide a coordinated plan for social security. It is of great
importance that the many overlapping phases of insecurity
should be approached in this manner, rather than through
separate piecemeal proposals.

The social-security bill is one of the most important
measures ever placed kefore Congress for its consideration.
While it is designed to enhance very greatly the security of
the American worker and to provide a larger measure of
social justice, it does so within the scope of our existing
economic order. In no way does it resemble the many
panaceas and nostrums which propose that we legislate our-
selves into prosperity by lifting ourselves by our bootstraps,
and which would upset our established economic and politi-
cal institutions. The fact that several of these proposals
have attracted a wide-spread following implies a threat to
our existing institutions which should not be regarded
lightly.

We do not claim the bill under consideration to be a
perfect measure, nor one that will not require amendment
from time to time, in the light of experience, but, in view
of the present very great lack of economic security of the
American worker, it represents a long step forward and a
step which we cannot wisely postpone.

The soclal-security program of the administration is an
attempt to mitigate and to prevent the distress and suffering

which so frequently arise from our industrial economy. So.

long as the country was largely agricultural, and industry
was conducted on a small scale, there was relatively little
need for such measures of protection as the social-security
bill will provide. The insecurity of the worker arising from
unemployment and dependency in old age was much less
than at present. The industrialization of society, the de-
velopment of large corporations, the increasing use of ma-
chinery, the great number of unemployed, as well as the in-
creasing number of persons dependent in old age, make it
necessary that we take measures which will restore to the
American worker and his family the degree of social security
which he formerly enjoyed.

Today we see frightful evidence of Insecurity on every
hand. The fact that more than 15,000,000 persons are re-
ceiving unemployment relief is perhaps our most striking
evidence of insecurity. Nearly a million of these persons are
over 65 years of age. A much larger number are over 50
years of age, and have little prospect of ever again becom-
ing employed. Nine million of the persons on relief are
children under 16 years of age, many of whom have never
known what it is to have a regular wage earner in the family.
It is estimated that at present 10,000,000 wage earners are
unemployed, although only about hall of these are receiving
unemployment relief.

As long as this large number are unemployed and depend-
ent on public charity for their sustenance, the great mass
of American families, those in which there are employed
wage earners, can feel no real security.

The existence of such a large relief problem, the presence
of insecurity on such a vast scale, is a serious threat to our
economic order. We must certainly deplore the extent to
which large masses of our people are weighed down by
privation and suffering, and we cannot overlock the grave
social danger implied in the deterioration and pauperization
of a large section of our population. We cannot aflord to
delay further the legislation which is necessary to protect
our American workers against the many bhazards of our
industrial order which lead to huge relief rolls and threaten
the foundations of our society.
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The social-security program of the administration grew
out of a determination to find a better way of dealing with
the causes which have brought about the present acute situ-
ation. It should not be regarded as a substitue for relief,
for there will always be the necessity for some public
charity. It will not benefit immediately all of those now on
relief, but other protection is provided for them. What the
bill will do is this: Relieve much of the present distress and
greatly lessen the incidence of destitution and dependency
in future years.

The essential feature of the social-security bill is that of
social insurance against the principal hazards or risks
which have caused American families to become dependent
upon relief. These causes are well known: (1) Unemploy-
ment, (2) old age, (3) lack of a breadwinner in families
with young children, and (4) sickness. The bill includes
comprehensive measures against all but the last of these.
Measures proposed to furnish protection against the ricks
arising out of old age and unemployment are usually called
social insurance. Social insurance protects the worker and
his family against dependency by enabling them, with the
help of their employers, to build up reserves which may be
used during periods of unemployment and in old age. Pro-
tection for the family with young children under 16 lacking
a wage earner, is provided through Government funds rather
than through social insurance,

The principle of insurance is familiar to all of us. No
country in the world is more insurance-minded than we are,
as evidenced by the statistics upon the amount of insurance
in effect in this country. Certainly everyone will recognize
that the greatest economic risk facing the average American
family today is that of unemployment. There should be no
argument as to the social desirability for applying the
principle of insurance against thi; risk. Let no one say that
Insurance against these serious social dangers is contrary
to our institutions, or that it will undermine the integrity
of the American citizen,

The advantages of social insurance over public relief are
many. It does not carry with it the stigma of charity with
its devastating effect on the morale of our population and
its loss of self-respect. The protection afforded by social
insurance comes to the worker as a matter of right. It is
contingent upon the previous employment and contributions
of the worker himself and does not involve the social investi-
gation and the means test which is inevitable in any system
of public relief. Contrary to the mistaken impression of
many persons, social insurance does not place a premium
upon idleness. Quite the contrary. The worker’s right to
benefits is conditioned upon his previous employment, and
social insurance will do nothing to break down the sacred
American tradition of self-reliance and initiative.

Saocial insurance quite justifiably places on industry itself
a part of the burden of unemployment. Under suitable leg-
islation, industry can and will be encouraged to go far
toward stabilization and regularization of employment. So-
cial insurance will be beneficial to society as well as to the
worker himself. It upholds the purchasing power of the
great mass of wage earners upon which the welfare of our
industrial order is so greatly dependent. It counteracts de-
flationary tendencies particularly at the outset of a depres-
sion and does much to allay its most disastrous effects. In
providing individuals with a real sense of security, it has a
social effect of the utmost significance.

Social insurance is now in operation in most of the indus-
trial countries of the world. Some of these countries have
had social insurance for as long as 50 years; and the device
has an even older history, going back for a hundred years
or more in the private systems of European labor organiza-
tions. In this country labor arganizations and individual
employers have operated social-insurance systems on a
limited scale for a number of years, but we are one of the
latest of the industrial countries to consider social insurance
on a broad governmental basis. Practically every other
progressive country in the world has not merely one form
of social insurance, but a fairly complete system, covering
several types of risks not covered in the proposed legislation.
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We may very profitably avail ourselves of European experi-
ence and avoid many of the mistakes which have been made
there. The proposed social-sccurity bill, while based upon
careful study of the social-insurance systems of other coun-
tries, is not a copy of foreign institutions except in broad
outlines. It is designed to fit our own conditions, and
economic and political institutions. Our neighboring coun-
try to the north—Canada—is now considering very similar
legislation proposed by the prime minister., Canada has
had Dominion old-age-pension legislation for a number of
years.

One of the major features of the social-security bill is
protection against depsndency and want in old age. This
is covered by two titles of the bill. Title I provides for
Federal aid to the States for old-age assistance, commonly
called “ old-age pensions.” Title II provides for old-age ben-
efits out of the Federal Treasury, based upon the employ-
ment of the wage earner during his lifetime of productive
years of work. These represent two separate but comple-
mentary provisions for old-age security: The first making
provision for persons who are already old and dependent
and have passed their span of productive years; the second,
for a form of old-age security whereby the employed person
who is not yet old may in the future receive benefits which
will support him in old age.

Title I, providing for Federal aid to the States for old-age
pensions, authorizes an appropriation of $49,750,000 for the
next fiscal year, and as much thereafter as may be required.
It is assumed that there will be a considerable lag before
the State systems are fully operative, and the appropriation
required for the first fiscal year is accordingly much smaller
than will be required after a year or so when the States
have their systems in full swing. '

A number of factors combine to make old-age dependency
one of our greatest social problems. The number of aged
persons in our population has been increasing for several
decades. In 1930 there were 6,500,000 persons in this coun-
try over 65 years of age. Within the next 35 years it is esti-
mated that this number will more than double, reaching a
total of 15 million persons. Not only is the number of aged
persons rapidly increasing, but the percentage of persons
over 65 years of age to the total population is also rapidly
mounting. In 1860 only 2.7 percent of our population was
over 65 years of age; by 1930 it had increased to 5.4, and it
is estimated that by 1970 it will be over 10 percent. The
old-age problem is not a numerical problem alone. The
smount of dependency among aged persons is also rapidly
increasing. The plight of the aged wage earner who has
lost his job is only too well known. Industry demands
younger workers, with the result that wage earners find it
increasingly difficult to secure employment after the age
of 40 or 50.

At the present time it is estimated that approximately
hzif of the 6,500,000 persons over 65 years of age in this
country are dependent upon others—approximately one
million receiving public relief. The others are being cared
for by relatives and friends or are without sufficient means
but too proud to accept public assistance except as a last
resort. It is extremely doubtful whether more than a few
of this number will ever again be self-supporting. The num-
ber of persons now over 50 years of age receiving public
relief is much larger. Of this group, many if not most will
never be able to find suitable employment again. Those who
do will be employed at a very great reduction in the wages
formerly enjoyed. Even with the return of prosperity, we
may be quite sure that the old-age problem will become more
and more acute as time goes on. Millions of workers now
middle-aged or approaching old age have seen their life-
time earnings swept away during the depression and now
face old age with a degree of insecurity never known here-
tofore.

The problem calls for immediate action to relieve the
suffering and distress of those who are already old and who
have been the victims of our economic disorders, but it calls
further for a wise long-time plan of action which will be
practicable, which will be within our economic ability, and
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which will provide in the future a maximum of security to
the individual against old-age dependency.

There is a wide-spread demand throughout the country for
8 better and more humane and self-respecting method of
caring for our dependent aged persons. The serlous.zhort-
comings of the care provided old persons in our poorhouses
and the unhappy stigma attached to these institutions has
rendered them unacceptable to public-minded persons for
years. Twenty-nine States and the Territories of Alaska
and Hawaii have provided for State old-age assistance,
commonly called “ old-age pensions ”, based on the policy that
needy old persons should be maintained in their own homes
rather than subjected to institutional treatment. It must
be recognized that the aged person in need of public assist-
ance is in a different class from the ordinary relief case.
There is no question of returning him to society as a wage
earner. His time of gainful employment has passed. There
is a wide-spread sentiment that the assistance granted him
should not carry the stigma of pauper’s relief. There is a
growing feeling also that society can afford to take care of
its needy aged upon a more adequate and more respectable
basis than heretofore and should retire these persons from
competition with younger workers seeking employment.

Since the first State old-age-pension law was enacted in
1923, the movement has spread rapidly. Although, as has
been said, 29 States and 2 Territories have such laws, many
of them are inoperative for lack of funds or are limited to
a few of the wealthier counties of the State.

The problem of dependency in old age is primarily a State
and local responsibility, though we must not overlook its na-
tional or interstate aspect. Relatively few persons now re-
side within the same State throughout their lifetime. Old-
age pensions supported exclusively by the State and local
governments mean that only the wealthler States and the
wealthier communities within those States will actually be
able to provide such aid. In other communities old-age
pensions can be provided only at the expense of the schools
or other essential functions of government. The need for
Federal aid is so obvious that it hardly requires statement.

Title I of the social-security bill provides Federal aid to
State old-age-pension plans up to 50 percent of their ex-
penditures for this purpose but not exceeding $15 per month
per person, and authorizes an appropriation of 349,750,000
for the first year. With the anticipated lag in securing full
operation of the State systems, it is estimated that the ap-
propriation needed for the first year will be less than half
of what will be needed thereafter. In fact, it i3 believed
that the amount necessary will rise rapidly as the State
systems become effective, and that within a few years the
Federal Government will have to contribute several times
this amount. The actuarles of the Committee on Economic
Security have estimated that with the pensions as recom-
mended, the total cost of old-age pensions will mount to
$800,000,000 within 10 years, half of which would be borne
by the Federal Government. These estimates are probably
high, but they indicate the very great financial burden of
old-age assistance even upon a moderate scale. They show
conclusively the need for Federal aid to the States to make
old-age pensions possible.

The bill enumerates a certain number of minimum re-
quirements with which the State old-age pension plans must
conform in order to qualify for Federal aid. These provi-
sions, which apply alike to Federal aid for old-age pensions
and aid to dependent children, do not authorize the Federal
agency to arbitrarily cut off the grants to any State. In
fact, these provisions Yimit very strictly the supervisory pow-
ers of the Social Security Board over the States, and pro-
vide a maximum of State control in these matters. The
Federal standards or conditions included in the law may,
indeed, be regarded as minimum conditions, leaving to the
States the determination of policies, the detailed adminis-
tration, the amount of aid which shall be given, and ques-
tions of personnel. The proposed bill goes further in grant-
ing full discretion and authority to the States than any sim-
ilar Federal-aid legislation within recent years. What the
Federal Government is saying to the States in this legisla-
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tion is, in effect, we will match your expenditures for these
purposes.

The social-security bill also provides that the State old-
age-pensions laws must permit the granting of pensions to
perscas 65 years of age or over, but permits the existing
State laws which have a 70-year age minimum to remain
in operation until 1940. States may not require more than
5 years’ residence during the preceding 9 years and, under
the terms of the bill, must not deny pensions to United
States citizens who are otherwise qualified. These provi-
sions are designed to liberalize the State laws. With the
Federal Government bearing 50 percent of the cost, it is
entirely appropriate that the States be required to modify
their present long-residence requirements. These were per-
haps necessary safeguards so long as the pensions were paid
wholly from State funds, but they frequently cause consid-
erable hardship and are unnecessary and unwise with 50-per-
cent Federal support.

The grants in aid to the States for old-age pensions will
enable the States already having such laws to make more
generous grants and to care for a larger number of their
dependent aged persons. They will also stimulate the re-
maining States to enact such laws. This part of the program
wisely builds upon the existing system. It recognizes the
primary responsibility of local and State governments for the
care of their dependents but concedes that it is a national
responsibility as well. It takes into account the variations
in standards and in cost of living in different parts of the
country and permits the development of old-age pensions
designed to meet these conditions. The greatest protection
to the Federal Treasury and to all taxpayers In this system
is the requirement that the State and local governments
assume one-half of the cost. If the Federal Government
were to go further and take over the entire problem of
old-age pensions, as is advocated by some, it would be con-
trary to our fundamental political institutions and would

place upon the National Government a tremendous financial .

burden without the protection of local vigilance which will
prevail if local taxpayers are required to bear part of the cost.

This is a practical program which can be put into opera-
tion without delay. It is well within the financial ability of
the Nation and will advance, rather than retard, economic
recovery. It will provide care for needy old persons immedi-
ately in the 29 States which have such laws, and, in the
remaining States, will do so as rapidly as the necessary legis-
Jation is enacted. While this program may be attacked on
the ground that the old-age pensions are not generous
enough, it should be borne in mind tLut on the scale pro-
posed, they will be the most generous in the world. No limit
is placed by the Federal Government on the pensions which
any State may pay. The only limitation Is upon that part
of the pension which will be paid by the Federal Government.

This measure of protection for needy old persons does not
represent a new outlay but rather a better method of caring
for these persons than the present method of emergency
relief,

While the value of old-age pensions as 2 means of providing
for dependent aged persons is well recognized, we must,
nevertheless, clearly understand its limitations. It can never
be other than a form of public charity, to be granted to
persons who are in need. The amounts which can be pro-
vided will always necessarily be small. Even upon a moder-
ate scale the financial burden of gratuitous old-age pensions
will tend to increase rapidly with the increasing number of
old persons and the anticipated increase in dependency.
Actuaries of the Committee on Economic Security estimate
that within another generation the cost of old-age pensions
alone, at an average of $25 per person per month, would
amount to over two and one-half billion dollars annually, or
nearly as much as the normal operating cost of the Federal
Government. If we provide only for these old-age pensions,
we may be sure that constant pressure will be exerted always
to increase them. In order to avoid this huge cost, it is nec-
essary to set up a system of old-age benefits by which the
worker will receive benefits as a matter of right rather than
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as a public charity and in an amount much more adequate
than is possible with gratuitous old-age pensions.

Practically every other country in the world which has es-
tablished free old-age pensions has also found it necessary to
set up a system of old-age insurance. If our constitutional
limitations did not prevent, this would be, for us as well,
unquestionably the best basis for old-age security. It i3 an
infinitely more satisfactory and self-respecting method from
the point of view of the worker. It stimulates thrift.

The old-age pension provisions of this bill contained in
title I provide for State participation, and the Federal Gov-
ernment will contribute to the States on a 50-50 basis up
to $15 a month per person. The State governments can
make the amount as large as they please. They can provide
for a pension of $15 or $20 or $30 or $50, but the Federal
Government will participate on a 50-50 basis up to $30 per
month in the aggregate.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. 1I yield.

Mr. GREEN. With respect to a State that has no old-age-
pension law at present, is there any provision in this meas-
ure for these Federal funds to be available until such time
as the State passes its law? )

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; there are 29 States that now have
such laws, and it is supposed that the other States will im-
mediately proceed to enact legislation to conform to the
provisions of this bill,

Mr. GREEN. And during the grace period there is no
Federal benefit?

Mr. DOUGHTON. No. -

Mr. FIESINGER. The gentleman just stated “ $30 in the

aggregate.” Does that refer to the amount that the State
provides?

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; the States can go as high as they
please.

Mr. FIESINGER. But the Government does not go over
$30?

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; the Government will not contrib-
ute over $15. The amount to be paid is left to the determina«-
tion of the State. One State can have one rate and another
State a different rate, because in certain sections of the coun-
try it takes a larger amount to provide for those dependent
and destitute than in other sections of the country.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chalrman, has the gentleman reached the
point in his discussion where it is agreeable to him to yield
for questions?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I would prefer to conclude my state-
ment, but I shall not decline to yield.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield for one question right there?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. The State of New York today is pay-
ing $30 a month. Assuming this measure is passed provid-
ing $15 by the Government, the State of New York can con-
tinue paying the $30, plus $15, bringing it up to a total of $45.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes. There is nothing in this bill that
will prevent any State from paying pensions at any amount
they desire.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr. TERRY. Does not the gentleman feel that if the
United States Government recognizes the responsibility as a
national one, it would be fairer for the United States Govern-
ment to pay a certain basic amount and then let the States
add to that where they are able to do so? In other words,
the richer States could then augment this sum to any extent
they saw fit, while in the poorer States that might not have
money to add to it, the people of such States would not be
deprived of this national aid which we are trying to glve
them.

Mr. DOUGHTON. IXf all the burden were placed upon the
Federal Government we all know that would be unfair to
the States that did participate.
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Mr. COX. Would not the effect of a law of that kind
manifestly be to put the entire burden on the Federal Gov-
ernment?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Absolutely. More than that, if the
Federal Government should make the entire contribution,
then, of course, the Government would insist on Federal
administration, whereas this bill provides State adminis-
tration.

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr, DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr. GREEN. We have a constitutional provision in my
State which says that the State cannot contribute to old-
age pensions, but the counties can. Is there anything in this
bill that would prevent matching that fund?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. That arrangement could be
made, but the bill provides that there must be some par-
ticipation by tae States.

Mr. DOUGHTON. That would have to be done through
cooperation by the State and county.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. As I understand, it is neces-
sary for every State to provide for a pension for the aged.

Mr. DOUGHTON. States must do so to receive Federal
grants. That is under title L

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Under title I, do I understand that
the State must provide as much money as the Government;
in other words, must the State provide $15 to match the $15
of the Government?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Oh, yes; it may do more, but it can-
not do less and receive Federal aid.

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. If the State gives $10, then the
Federal Government only gives $10.

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. 1 yield. )

Mr. LUCAS. If I understood the gentleman, a number of
States have old-age pensions?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Twenty-nine States and two Terrl-
tories.

Mr. LUCAS. I understand that it iIs necessary for the
State to pass old-age-pension laws before it can receive aid
under title I. If they have a law, and it is not operative,
that gives them no right to the fund.

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is correct. Their laws mpst op-
erate in order to get the Federal aid.

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield further for me to
ask a question touching title I of the bill?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. COX. As I interpret section 1 of title I, the benefit
under the law is altozether on the statement of need.

The bill says: -

For the purpose of enabling each to furnish financial assistance
assuring, as far as practicable, a reasonable subsistence com-
patible with decency and health to aged individuals without such
subsistence—

And so forth.

I presume that the benefits under this title are all on the
basis of need.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. If the gentleman will permit,
the need is to be determined under the State law.

Mr. COX. VYes; and I presume the need of one State
establishing one rule of law and of another State establish-
ing another, the general Government, of course, would
recognize the law of the State.

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is cne of the benefits of State
participation. If it were altogether from the Federal Gov-
ernment, it would have to be uniform.

Mr. COX. In the report on the bill I ind a statement
that there are about seven and one-half million people in
the country at this time over 65 years of age. If all of
those were to come under the provisions of the law, it would
mean an expenditure on the part of the general Govern-
ment alone of $1,350,000,000 annually, What percentage of
the seven and one-half million does the gentleman contem-
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plate will come under the provisions of the law? You say
in another place in the report that there are about a million
now depending upon the public for charity.

Mr. DOUGHTON. The majority of those are-on relief.

Mr. COX. On relief. What percentage of the total seven
and one-half million does the gentleman figure would come
under the provisions of title I?

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I think it is fair to state,
and I am sure the chairman will agree, that the best evi-
dence presented to the committee while this matter was
given very careful and thorough consideration, is to the
effect that experience has shown that about one-third of
the people of the age limit may reasonably be expected to
be able to qualify eventually. It was also shown to the com-
mittee that in some States where they have some of the best
and most effective and successful old-age-pension plans now
in effect, about one-fourth of those of the age limit have
been able to qualify.

Mr. COX. If one-third of the seven and one-half million
should qualify, it would mean a present charge upon the
General Government of around $500,000,000.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes. Seven and a half million is the
number over 65. About 1,000,000 of those are dependent.

Mr. COX. The studies of the committee disclose that
prcbably a third or a fourth of the total would come under
the law. If that be true, then it would mean an amount
above $400,000,000 to provide for them.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. At the present time there
are 29 States and 2 Territories that have old-age-pension
laws. The total annual expenditure under the existing laws
of the States total $31,000,000 plus. Take, for instance,
the State of Ohio. There are eligible for old-age pensions
in the State of Ohio 414,000 people. As a matter of fact,
after this plan has been in operation for a number of
months there are 24,000 people who have qualified under
the State law with restrictions that the State legislature
throws around the law, and the expenditures there amount
to something like $31,000,000 annually.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessce. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further on that point?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Table '2 on page 5 of the
report shows the number of eligible age, 1930, in the third
column, to be 2,330,390. In the column immediately pre-
ceding that is shown the number of pensioners and they
amount. to 180,003. That is out of a total number of
eligibles, 2,330,390.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. And might I add that the
Ohio rate is practically $14 per month.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. MAPES. To make an observation in connection with
the statement of the gentleman from Kentucky. I wonder
if any very safe conclusion can be arrived at from the ex~
perience of the States. For example, Michigan has an old-
age-pension law, but the legislature in passing the law made
very inadequate provision for raising the money with which
to pay the pensions, so that the number actually receiving
pensions under that law is very insignificant as compared
to the number who would be able to qualify to receive them
if there was any money with which to pay them. For that
reason no one can draw any reasognable conclusion as to the
number of persons in the State who mizht qualify to receive
an old-age pension under a proper law.

Mr. COX. That is the thought that I was about to de-
velop. Does not the Committee accept it with certainty that
with Federal participation, and with the power of compul-
sion in a sense, there will be a more liberal grant on the
part of the States under the new law than has heretofors
been the case?
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Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes; I think it would certainly en-
courage the States to grant greater benefits to the aged.

Mr. COX. I am wondering just how the gentleman and
his committee figured it out that forty-nine and one-half
million dollars could be stretched far enough to take care
of two and a half million pensioners paid at the rate of $15
per month.

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is only for the first year. It will
take time for them to qualify. They will not pay $15 a
month to all of them. It does not mean that every pen-
sioner will get $30 a month, half of this from the Federal
Government. They may have a home or they may have a
small garden and they may not need heoYf of that amount.
They may need the full amount. Moreover, it will take some
time to get this law into operation and for them to qualify
and get on the pension roll

Mr. COX. The gentleman is making a statement that is
informative to me at least. In other words, the gentleman
does not understand it to be the intention of this new board
that is being set up to compel uniformity of grants on the
part of States? In other words, a State might grant a pen-
sion of $5 a month to one pensioner and $15 to another and
$30 to another?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Oh, absolutely, owing fo the need.
The State law determines that.

Mr. WHITE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr. WHITE. 1In States that have old-age-pension laws,
where the funds are raised and disbursed by county govern-
ments at their discretion, would the people of those States
receive old-age pensions under the provisions of this bill?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I did not understand the gentleman.

Mr. WHITE. In States that have old-age-pension laws,
where the funds are raised and disbursed by county govern-
ments at their discretion, would the people of those States
receive old-age pensions under the provisions of this bill?

Mr. DOUGHTON. That will depend upon the State law.

Mr. WHITE. In the State of Idaho, which I represent,
we have an old-age-pension law, but we permit the counties
to raise the money. The State provides for paying the old-
age pensions. Some counties pay and some do not. I would
like to know if that State would benefit from the provisions
of this act?

Mr. DOUGHTON. It would have to be a State-wide law,
operative in all the counties.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. It must be in effect in all of
the subdivisions affected, and if it is in all of the subdivisions
affected, it must be mandatory. Furthermore, the Federal
Government transacts its business with the State agency;
makes the Federal contribution to the State agency.

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. 1 yield.

Mr. GREEN. In that connection, our legislature is in
session now, considering the advisability of amending the
constitution so that we can have a general State tax and a
State machine to participate. Pending that arrangement, I
suppose from the gentleman’s remarks it would be impossible
for the various county units, provided every county unit did
it, to rajse its old-age pension or welfare fund, but it must
be paid through the same State agency?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. In other words, In section 2
of the bill it is stated in plain language:

A State plan for old-age assistance must (1) provide that it
shall be in effect In all political subdivisions of the State, and, tf
admlinistered by them, be mandatory upon them.

Then following that provision the bill states there must
be a single State agency.

Mr. GREEN. Then the State, in large measure, almost
entirely, writes its own provisions in the State old-age
pension?

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to my friend, a member of the
committee,
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Mr. JENKINS of Ohfo. Ido not believe the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. VinsoN] has quite answered the gentleman
from Idaho [Mr. Wurtel. That is going to be a question that
will be asked many times, and I think the gentleman from
Kentucky is probably as well informed on this bill as anyong
else, and if the distinguished Chairman will permit him to
elaborate on that, I think he should do so, because that is a
question that will be asked many times. In many States
the counties administer the old-age pension. Where this
is the practice many counties do not have old-age pen-
stons. Just as in Ohio we have a blind pension. There the
blind payments are made by the counties. In the poorer
counties the poor blind people get practically nothing.
What will this bill do in those States? Is it not true that,
for instance, the State of Idaho will have to convene its legis-
Iature and pass a law that will be uniform in its application
all through the State, and every county will have to pay
something?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. If a State permits the county
to provide the funds, every county in the State must operate.
It must be State-wide in that respect. If they propose to
operate through subdivisions it i{s mandatory upon those
subdivisions.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohlo. Let us carry that to a conclusfon.
Suppose in the State of Idaho there are 10 counties, and 5 of
them are pretty well fixed and 5 of them have been able to
pay a pension in times gone by, and 5 of them have not
been able to carry it; but the 5 who have not been able to
carry it and the other 5 will have to pay something to
establish a system of old-age pensions and at least pay a
minimum?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. That is correct. In other
words, it must be applicable to all subdivisions of the
State. It would not be fair to have rich counties partici-
pate and the poor counties which need it most, not par-
ticipate. It must be State-wide in its application, and if you
operate under subdivisions, then all subdivisions must make
proper provisions in dollars. It is mandatory upon all the
subdivisions.

Mr. DOUGHTON. It is not necessarily uniform in each
county in a State, because the needs may be greater in one
county than in another county, or in an urban district greater
than in a rural district.

Mr. JENKINS of Ohlo. I would like to develop that a little
further, so that we may conclude it as far as I am concerned
at leas¥. Again let us suppose in Idaho there are 10 coun-
ties and 5 of them have been able to carry the load. Those
five, of course, will be able to continue carrying the load.
Suppose they are able to carry $10 a month pension. Sup-
pose over here is a poor county that cannot pay $10 a month
but can pay $2 a month, but the rich county will get $10
from the Federal Government and the other county must
do something; is that not right?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I think that subdivision 2 of
section 2, which calls for financial participation by a State,
will take care of, in large degree, the question which the
gentleman raises. In other words, there must be some
financial participation on the part of the State. If the
richer and more wealthy counties are able to carry their
load and the poorer counties cannot carry their burden the
State may help the latter with such burden. As I under-
stand, it is mandatory upon the State to participate in
bearing this burden.

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is a matter that will have to be
regulated by the State.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yleld.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Is it not true that each State
could assume the whole burden as a State and then could
deal with the countles as it saw fit, except that the treat-
ment would have to be uniform in each county?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. The State may look to the
subdlvisions for the money. But if the State so legislates,
it i3 mandatory upon all such subdivisions,
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Mr. DOUGHTON. But it would not necessarily be uni-
form in every county.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Before we get through I
would like to ask the gentleman a further question.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Notice that I said * not necessarily.”

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. As I understand the bill, if
a State passes a pension law, each applicant must be treated
alike under similar conditions; the same conditions would
apply and the same sums must be paid under like conditions,

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes; under like conditions.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
one more question?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I shall not decline to yield, but if
the Members would only read the report, it contains a more
detailed explanation of this bill than any Member could
give on this floor in half a day. Nevertheless, I shall be
pleased to yield.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the gentleman is
in position to advise the committee if there has been an
expression of the administration’s views on the question of
State participation.

Mr. DOUGHTON. There has been a very definite and
very emphatic expression of the views of the administra-
tion on this subject. This is one of the things on which
I do not think there would be any compromise so far as
the administration is concerned.

Mr. COX. And the whole thing is impossible. except 1pon
a basis of that kind.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee.
gentleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yleld.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. I believe it will be fair to
say that some of us have discussed this very phase of the
matter with the President, the question of State participa-
tion, and that he is very definite and certain in his view
and convictions that there must be State participation. I
believe perhaps he has expressed himself further on this
question to the chairman of the committee.

Mr. CLAIBORNE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr., CLATBORNE. Would it be possible for citizens of the
same State to draw different sums of money from the Federal
Government even though the entire State was not partici-
pating?

Mr. DOUGHTON. They do not draw anything from the
Federal Government. The Federal Government makes
grants to the States. The State glves the money, it comes
through the State. The Federal Government makes the
grant to the State and the State determines that.

Mr. CLAIBORNE. But would the money sent to the State
by the Federal Government on proper request, on duly estab-
lished forms, be paid out in different sums to different citi-
zens of the same State?

Mr. DOUGHTON. The Federal Government would not
have a thing to do with that. It would depend entirely on
the State law. Of course, different citizens of the same
State would get different sums, but that is discretionary with
the State authorities and is based upon need.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yleld.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Do X understand that all citizens in
one county shall receive the same amount of Federal aid?

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; not at all. That will be deter-
mined by the State upon the basis of need. One citizen
might be able to half support himself. The bill is intended
to supplement that half support so he may have full support.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Is the situation this, that individual
need is the basis of determining what a person shall receive?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Absolutely. That is the intent of the
law. Of course, we cannot say just what will happen in
the administration of the law. It just provides for a grant
to the States, but that is the purpose of it.

Mr. Chairman, will the
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Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I want to get this clear in my
mind, for instance. The State of Pennsylvania now pays a
maximum pension of $30 a month. Some peorle receive $15,
some receive $10. According to information I received just
recently, the Governor has asked $10,000,000 to provide a
pension for the aged. If this bill is passed, would it mean
that the Federal Government would give $10,000,000 to the
State of Pennsylvania?

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. Not necessarily. 'The amount
contributed by the Federal Government is not based upon
the amount of money appropriated or allocated in the State
for old-age pensions. There is a limit of $15 a month per
individual. Of course, the State may have a larger pension
than $15 if it so choose.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. For example, how would ths
gentleman figure this out: The maximum pension is $30 a
month.

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. The gentleman is now speak-
ing of the present law?

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. They are not paying any old-
age pension in Pennsylvania now.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Yes; they are.

Mr. FOCHT. Yes; they are.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. The report we had at the
hearing showed that none were being paid in Pennsylvania
at that time.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. But I assure the gentleman
they are and have been since last year.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Let us assume that they are, for the
sake of argument; what is the gentleman’s question?

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania, My question is, if the maxi-
mum is $30, how would they arrange that if they still re-
tained the $30 maximum?

Mr. DOUGHTON. The Federal Government would pay in
any case a maximum of not over $15.

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield,
I think the gentleman is correct in his question. If the
State of Pennsylvania pays to its citizens for old-age pen-
sions $10 and they do not pay over $30, the Federal Govern-
ment would match that amount of money.

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; not at all. That might compel
the Federal Government to pay as much as $30 in order to
match what the State paid. The Federal Government will
not contribute over a maximum of $15 per month.

Mr. FULLER. I know that,

Mr. DOUGHTON. It was not clear from the gentleman's
statement. The Federal Government will match up to $15.
If there were no limit they could go up to $100 in Penn-
sylvania or any other State as far as that is concerned.

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yleld

Mr. SIROVICH. Is not this the situation, that the Fed-
eral Government will match what the State government
gives providing it is not more than $15 per month?

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is correct.

Mr. FULLER. The object of the Pennsylvania law is
that they will get a limit of $30, $15 of which will come
from the Federal Government, and on that basis the Federal
Government will pay half,

Mr. SIROVICH. Some get $5, some get $10, and some
get $12, and each case will have to be matched, provided
it does not require more than $15 in an individual case.

Mr. VINSON of Rentucky. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania stated that the pension in Pennsylvania was a
maximum of $30.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania, Yes; but some of the aged
get only $10 a month.

Mr. SIROVICH. Our Government gives $15 and that is
matched in each case below that amount.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I know of a man who gets
$30 and his wife gets $13.
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Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. What is the age limit in
Pennsylvania?

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Seventy.

Mr. FOCHT. They are not paying $30. The law author-
izes $30, but the State of Pennsylvania is paying less, and
only because they do not have the money.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I beg the gentleman's par-
don. The law says the maximum is $30, and quite a number
in my district are getting $30. That is probably because I
am a better politician than the gentleman.

Mr. FOCHT. They have a better administrator in the
gentleman’s district perhaps.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania.
mum of $30.

Mr. FOCHT. That is right.

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman from
Nebraska.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. May I inquire how the determina-
tion is to be made in the individual case as to the amount
which that individual is to obtain?

Mr. DOUGHTON. That will be under State law and will
be determined entirely by State law.

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. Will there be different formulas set
up in the different States, or will there be one national
formula?

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; the National Government will not
have anything to do with it. The administration of the law
is left entirely to the States.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. The National Government and none
of its agencies or instrumentalities will have anything to say
about how much the individual gets in a State?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Not a word. The State might set up a
system that the Federal Government would not approve,
but it will not have the right to say just how much the
State should give or not give. Of course, the Federal Gov-
ernment may withhold the appropriation from s State.
That would be within its discretion. They would not have
any right to say what amount should be paid. That would
be left entirely to the State law.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. May I refer to section 2,
page 2 of the bill entitled “ State Old-Age-Assistance Plans ",
which covers the situation fully. There are seven provisions
set out. In subdivision (a) of section 2 those seven provisions
are set out and they apply to the State plans. Subdivision
(b) sets out three provisions that must be observed by all
these State plans. In effect, it simply means that the State
legislature of every State enacts a statute which embraces a
plan for that State and these guides that are set out in
section 2 have to be observed by the State legislature in
setting up the State plan.

Mr. GILDEA. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr, DOUGHTON. 1 yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. GILDEA. The State of Pennsylvania has been men-
tioned by two of my colleagues from Pennsylvania. May I
say that the gentleman from Pennsylvania is correct. Penn-
sylvania is not paying old-age pensions because it has not
the money with which to pay these pensions. I am just
wondering if making the States responsible for the lending
of this money is not going to result in the States repudiating
their loans just the same as the foreign governments.

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is not a loan. The States do not
have to repay this money. It does not have to be repaid to
the Federal Government, and there is no obligation on the
part of the State. It is not a loan but a grant outright.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina
has consumed 1 hour.

Mr, DOUGHTON. I yield myself 15 additional minutes.

Mr. GILDEA. May I carry that thought a little further?
The State of Pennsylvania requires residence in the State or
citizenship for 15 years before pensions are granted. In
writing a national law should we not seek to correct that
situation?

The law provides for & maxi-
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Mr. DOUGHTON. Thé State law will bave to be changed
in order to get these benefits because the law may require
a residence of not over 5 years during the preceding 9 years.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee, Section 2 of the bill covers
that fully in very simple language.

Mr. GILDEA. You still have State regulations which must
be recognized. May I refer to a particular case. A citizen
of the State of Pennsylvania for 13 years, whose son died in
the World War, was denied insurance,

Mr. DOUGHTON. They would have to change the State
law in order to get this Federal benefit.

Mr. GILDEA. They would have to conform with this bill?

Mr. DOUGHTON. They certainly would in that respect.

Mr. KENNEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gentlernan from New
Jersey.

Mr. KENNEY. The money with which to pay the Federal
Government’s share of these pensions will come from gen-
eral taxation?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes.

Mr. KENNEY. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has
just brought into the discussion the matter of the fareign
governments. Does the committee intend to discuss on the
floor some of the systems the foreign governments use in
connection with their old-age pensions?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I do not know enough about them to
enter into a discussion concerning their systems.

Mr. KENNEY. Norway has a very admirable plan to pay
their pensions. The money is raised there by lottery. [Ap-
plause.] )

Mr. DOUGHTON. Does the gentleman advocate that in
this country? The Federal Government, I am sure, will not
care how the State raises its money.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yleld.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I want to say to my col-
league, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GiLoeal, X
understood him to say that the State of Pennsyivania does
not give an old-age pension. Whether you call it a pension
or assistance, I do not think the gentleman meant to say that
the State does not give anything. The law was passed, I
believe in 1933, and the way they were to obtain the money
was from the liquer stores. It is true that all the men and
women who made application for a pension did not get it,
but at least several thcusand are receiving it, and I know
this is a fact, because I had something to do with the law,
The maximum amount is $30. So they do get a pension,
although they might call it relief, in the State of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. GILDEA. I shall accept the correction with this ex-
planation. They are still considering November applications,
and they are 4 months behind in handling the applications.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I agree with the gentleman,
and the reason they are behind is because the people in
Pennsylvania did not drink enocugh booze to pay the
pensions,

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. If the gentleman will yield, I
would suggest that the gentlemen from Pennsylvania get
together and have a caucus on this subject before they come
in here with their questions.

Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. FOCHT. We have in Pennsylvania a pension law,
We do not call it a pension, but call it assistance. We do
not call it a pension because we cannot give pensions to
those in civil life, and for this reason we call it an assistance
fund, and it comes through the mothers’ assistance fund,
and they administer it. We give $30 a month if we have the
money you provide here $15, which will match the State
money and will make $45.

Mr. DOUGHTON. If you continue to give $30.

Mr. FOCHT. Of course, we could reduce it. The county
will then give $15 and that makes a pretty fair pension.
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Now I want to ask my friend on the other side a question.
He said that somehow or other Pennsylvania did not have
the money. I was not going to say anything about how
they get the money or where it is to come from until the
gentleman mentioned it. It i{s to come from the sale of
whisky, and I would like to ask him this question: Since
they have bought $50,000,000 worth of whisky up there
to be sold, with the profit applied to the old-age pensions,
why do they not sell the whisky? It is because it is so
rotten that nobody will buy it, and they do not show any
profit because the people buy their whisky outside, and this
is under the new Democratic administration up there.
[Laughter and applause.]

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I shall have to refuse to yleld for
any further joint debate between the gentlemen from the
State of Pennsylvania.

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen-
tleman a question if he will yield a moment.

Mr. DOUGHTON. 1 yield.

Mr. WOOD. Since we have finished this discussion of
Pennsylvania and whisky, there is some doubt in some
minds as to just how this Federal aid is going to be admin-
istered. For instance, a State has an old-age-pension law
with a minimum of $10 a month and a maximum of $20.
If one person is drawing $10 a month from the State, he
would then draw $10 from the Federal Government, would
he not?

Mr. DOUGHTON. No; he would not draw anything from
the Federal Government--not a cent.

Mr. WOOD. I mean there would be a contribution from
the Federal Government including the $10.

Mr. DOUGHTON. He would get that through the State.

Mr. WOOD. If he were receiving $30 8 month from the
State then he would receive an additional $15 a month to
augment the $30 from the Federal Government, making a
total of $45 a month.

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is correct.

Mr. WOOD. In other words, there was some question
about whether a State can participate, although they are
paying less than $30 a month.

Mr. DOUGHTON. There should not be any question about
that,

TITLE IX

The system of direct Federal old-age benefits is included
under title II. The benefits payable are based upon the
wages of the employee. Thkz2 minimum benefit is set at $10
per month and the maximum at $35 and the benefits become
payable in 1942,

It must be clearly understocd that neither Federal aided
State old-age pensions nor ¥Federal old-age benefits, taken
alone, will be adequate to care for the problem of old-age
dependency, a problem which is certain to become greater
as time goes on. We cannot wisely adopt one of these meas-
ures without the other. We must recognize that what the
American citizen wants is not public charity, but an oppor-
tunity to care for himself in o0ld age in a self-respecting man-
ner and on a more adequate basis than he can ever hope
for through State pensions. Old-age pensions are provided
for those who are already old and dependent and those who
cannot be covered under the Federal-benefit system in the
future,

Titles I and IX deal with unemployment compensation.
Title ITI provides grants in aid to the States for the admin-
istration of State unemployment compensation laws. There
is authorized under title IIT to be appropriated during the
fiscal year ending 1936, the sum of $4,000,000, and in 1937
and thereafter, the sum of $49,000,000 for this purpose.
This will not be an ordinary type of grant in aid, for it is
expected that this will be sufficient to pay the entire admin-
istrative cost of the Stot2 systems.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.
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Mr. LUNDEEN, Will there be anything done for those
who are now unemployed or is this for those who are now
employed who may become unemployed?

Mr. DOUGHTON. 1t is for the latter.

Mr. LUNDEEN. It will cover those now employed who
become unemployed?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Certainly.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. And who qualify under the
State law?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Who qualify under the State law; yes.

Mr. LUNDEEN. I wish to call attention to the fact that
the 15,000,000, more or less, and there is disagreement about
the number, now unemployed will not be covered by this
bill, unless I am mistaken, and if I am I hope the gentleman
will correct me. )

Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman i3 right.

Mr. LUNDEEN. There will be nothing for those who are
now unemployed in this bill and I think there will be bitter
disappointment over that phase of the measure.

Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman has evidently forgot-
ten the relief measure just enacted, providing over $4,880,-
000,000 out of the Federal Treasury to help that class of
people. The gentleman certainly is not unmindful of the
passage of that act and, certainly, the gentleman does not
expect the Government to do everything for everybody,
which would certainly make it beyond the capacity of the
Government to help anybody.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Then I will ask the very able and dis-
tinguished gentleman whether, in his opinion, this $4,000,-
000,000 will take care of the 15,000,000 who are unemployed?
" Mr. DOUGHTON. It is intended, of course, to give em-
ployment to the employable who are unemployed. It is a
relief measure and is intended to take the place of the dole.
I think the gentleman will agree that the Government is
going a long way, and much further than any government
under the sun hes ever gonpe, in its efort in s0 many direc-
tions to help not only the unemployed, but every class of
business which is in distress, as well as individual distress.

The gentleman realizes that every burden, physical and
economical, cannot possibly b2 carried on by the Federal
Government.. It seems to ke the opinion abrozd in the land
that the funds of the Government are inexhaustible.

Mr. LONDEEN. I wish to observe that T voted for the
$4,800,0600,600 bill

Mr. DOUGHTON. And I hope that the gentleman will
vote for this bill.

Mr. LUNDEEN. I cannot pledzse myself to do that until
we are through with the consideration of the bill.

Mr. DOUGHTON. I know the gentleman’s humanitarian
instincts and I know of his desire to help the unemployed
and needy, and I am confident he will vote for this measure.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Judging from the disappointingly small
number of people employed as a result of the $3,660,000,000
appropriation of the last Congress, I have my doubts that
this $4,300,000,000 bill will help very many of the 15,000,000
now unemployed. If we do not aid them, we shall hear from
them.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. X would like to ask the gen-
tleman from Minnesota a question. His bill, H, R. 2827, X
believe is a good piece of legislation, and would relieve the
unemployment, would it not?

Mr. LUNDEEN. I dislike to take any more time from the
gentleman from North Carolina, but I am certain that it will

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I cannot yield further.

Title IX provides for an excise tax on employers based
upon pay rolls of 1 percent beginning January 1, 1936, 2
percent the following year, and 3 percent thereafter.
Against this tax, employers may credit payments to State
unemployment-compensation systems up to 90 percent of the
Federal tax. A few minimum requirements are imposed
which State plans must satisfy in order to qualify for credit,
the principal one being that the fund shall be used solely
for the payment of unemployment benefits. In general, the
States are left free to determine the provisions of their un-»
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employment-insurance laws, the scale of benefits which they
will pay, and the other features.

The need for unemployment insurance is well recognized.
Eighty-five percent of the families on relief are in want
because of unemployment. Unemployment, or the fear of
unemployment, has been the principal reason for the unfor-
tunate decline of our purchasing power. No greater hazard
confronts the American worker today than that of losing
his job. Many State and Federal commissions have recom-
mended the enactment of laws along this line for a number
of years. But, in spite of this, States have found it impos-
sible to enact such legislation until the Federal Government
protects their industries from unfair competition by plac-
ing a uniform tax upon industry throughout the country
for this purpose. Only one State had enacted an unemploy-
ment-incurance law prior to this year, although two other
States have already enacted State laws in anticipation of
the Federal legislation contained in the bill.

Unemployment insurance is based upon the principle of
laying aside reserves during periods of employment to be
used in periods of unemployment. It places part of the fi-
nancial burden upon industry, acd in that way provides an
incentive for stabilization of employment. The Federal bill
does not provide for unemployment insurance but merely
makes it possible for the States to do so. Unemployment
insurance has been used in many foreign countries for a
number of years and no country, once having adopted such
a system, has ever abandoned it. In this country unemploy-
ment-compensation systems have been operated by a num-
ber of labor organizations and large industrial plants.

It is undoubtedly true that what the American citizen
wants and needs, above all else, is steady employment, but
under modern economic conditions and with the rapid de-
velopment of machine techniques, it is inevitable that large
numbers of workers will be thrown out of work from time
to time. Given this situation, it must be acknowledged that
unemployment insurance will provide the best means of
protecting workers against this greatest of all causes of
dependency. It does not place a new burden upon industry,
the cost will not be greater than the present cost of unem-

ployment relief; rather, it shifts that cost and distributes it

far more equitably than heretofore.

-Title IV: I come now to those sections of the bill con-
cerned with security for children. I am told that the pres-
ent relief rolls carry more than 9,000,000 children under 16
‘years of age, children who in a few years will be the citizens
upon whom the responsibilities of our Government will rest.
Many of them have never known a normal secure childheod,
never known a time when their father had a steady job.
All the measures in the bill may be truly called measures for
the protection of American childhood, inasmuch as they pro-
tect family life. Even old-age measures, in freeing families
of the burden of caring for old people, will enable them to
care for their young children more adequately. But there
are other children for whom special care is necessary.
Many of the children on the relief rolls are in families where
there is no breadwinner, where the only head is a young
mother who is needed to care for her children. There can
be no question that for families of this kind, provision
through ordinary public relief is socially undesirable.

Enlightened public opinion has long recognized that the
most desirable type of public ald for such families Is in the
form commonly known as mothers’ pensions—that is, aid to
dependent children to maintain them in their own homes
under their mothers’ care. Forty-five States have laws pro-
viding for mothers’ pensions but many of these States, for
lack of funds, have been unable to care for more than a
fraction of the families eligible to receive such assistance.
Federal aid will permit the mothers’ pension type of care to
become nationally operative and is particularly necessary in
vicw of the withdrawal of Federal support for unemployment
relief.

TITLE ¥

Another part of the social-security bill dealing with pro-
tection of children, title V, provides an appropriation of
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$3,800,000 for maternal and child-health services under
the supervision of the Children’s Bureau. The great need
for the Federal Government to agaln assume leadership
and lend aid in this fleld was borne out by the testimony
before the committee given by members of the medical
profession from all parts of the country. Two million
eight hundred and fifty thousand dollars is also provided
for Federal grants for services for crippled children, par-
ticularly in rural areas where such hospital care 1S now
largely nonexistent. Title V authorizes small appropriations
for the protection and care of homeless, dependent, and
neglected children, and children {n danger of becoming de-
linquent, and for vocational rehabilitation. These very es-
sential services have again been greatly curtailed during
the depression years.

Title VI provides an appropriation of $8,000,000 for grants
in aid to the States for the extension of public health serv-
ices. Only about one county out of every six in this coun-
try has a regular full-time health officer. During the de-
pression the State and local expenditures for health services
throughout the country have been drastically reduced, de-
spite the fact that the need for them was never greater. It
cannot be denied that the first step in a program to reduce
the economic cost of sickness and ill health is through the
building up of our preventive public health services.

Title VII establishes a social-security board of three mem-
bers, appointed by the President for overlapping terms of
6 years each. The social-security board will have charge
of the administration of the grants in aid to the States for
old-age pensions and the administration of the Federal old-
age-benefit system. It will also be responsible for the cer-
tification of State unemployment-compensation systems and
is charged with the dutly of making actuarial and scientific
studies of the broad problems of social security.

Titles VIII and IX levy taxes designed to finance the
major cost of the social-security program. These I have
discussed already.

Mr. Speaker, I have only touched upon the more essential
provisions in my briet explanation of the bill. There are
many sections dealing with questions of administration, and
matters relating to the subjects I have enumerated.

This bill is the product of many weeks of laborious effort
on the part of the membkership of your committee, ably
assisted by the splendid and expert personnel of the office
of the legislative counsel, the staff of the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue, representatives of the Treasury and Labor
Departments, end other branches of the Government. I
desire to express my appreciation for the splendid and most
valuable assistance they have rendered, in which I am sure
the other members of the commitiee join.

Mr. Speaker, we are today fashioning the foundation stones
upon which will rest the happiness and welfare of future
generations. Our task i3 not an easy one, for we have no
mileposts to guide us. We are pioneering in a fleld never
before undertaken by any previous Congress. This bill, in
my opinion, is a well-rounded-out program, upon whose foun-
dation we can build in the future after we have had an
opportunity to observe and study its workings.

While we may not all be in agreement with respect to the
many provisions contained in this measure, I am sure we are
all in accord with its objectives to bring about the proper
solution of the problem our country faces in caring for the
needs of those who have already, and who in the future, will
have reached the age when they can no longer provide for
themselves, .

We are building for the future. Let us not weaken that
foundation upon which the welfare of future generations
must depend. Some think various provisions are too in-
adequate. I, for one, would far rather start cautiously than
to go too far and bring about the collapse of our handiwork
in the future. Some would remove certain sections of the
foundation supports incorporated in this bill, and are saying
we are going too far and placing too heavy a burden upon
industry at this time. If that be so, why has not industry
opposed this measure. Never during my service in this
House have I seen less opposition to a measure, both during
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the hearings and its consideration for the past several
months.

Let me remind those holding this view that industry,
along with all others, is today assuming a tremendous bur-
den, which will continue to grow more burdensome year by
year unless we adopt a broad rounded-out pregram, not a
piecemeal one, that will eventually bring about the lessening
of the burden we now have.

et us not be swayed by the clamor of those advocating
fantastic remedies, or those who hesitate and whose thoughts
in the past have been of the favored classes and not the
masses.

Today we have a leader in the White House whose every
action has demonstrated his concern for the welfare and
happiness of the common people—the forgotten men, women,
and children of this country.

Let us emulate the foresight and wisdom of our fore-
fathers who builded for the future, as President Roosevelt
is building today, by the adoption of his program for social
security, by the enactment of this measure.

American conditicns today demand courageous action.
‘We cannot safely delay social reforms that are necessary to
preserve our economic and political institutions. There is
no great reform which has ever occurred which was not
looked upon in its time as a bold and perhaps dangerous
step. When Columbus set forth with his three small ves-
sels to sail across the uncharted Atlantic and discover a new
world, it required the highest courage, the kind of courage
which was displayed by our Revolutionary forefathers when
they fought the Revolutionary War and our country secured
its independence. The progress of Amcrica has ever been
marked by that great quality of boldness and determination
which inspired our pioneer forebears. To bring about a
great sccial reform such as is proposed in this bill requires
the same quality of far-sighted leadership. I am confident
that in this House, among the elected representatives of the
American people, this quality will not be found lacking.
[Applause.] :

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
from North Carolina use some more of his time at this
time? 1In case I find it possible to yield some of my time
to the gentleman from North Carolina, could he continue a
little longer this afternoon and let my side begin tomorrow?

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr, Scorrl.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether it
will do a great lot of good to talk this afternoon or not.
Everybody is ready to go home, and I rather have the idea
that most of you have just about made up your minds on
how you are going to vote on this bill anyway. If Mem-
bers have to sit around and listen to 20 hours of debate and
hear all sorts of suggestions made they will be so confused
by the time debate is over that they will have to fall back
on their own fundamental, basic philosophies of old-age
pensions. This will mean that everything said in the mean-
time will be more or less cast aside, and you will vote con-
victions formed years ago. These convictions, I suspect, are
deep-seated. I would not be surprised but that that is the
main difficulty in the minds of a lot of Members in this
House. Most of us have sort of grown up with certain
fundamental concepts and convictions. When we were
learning them they were perhaps correct. In the meantime,
however, so much has happened, and things have changed
so0 in the past few years that many people are left in a con-
fused state of mind. 1t is, I know, difficulf for 8 man with
settled convictions to change his mind on any subject, no
matter what the arguments offered are. It is sometimes
difficult to recognize a new idea when it is presented to you.
I am not going to find any particular fault{ with the Ways
and Means Committee because of this. They have devel-
oped certain convictions through their lifetimies, and it is
asking almost too much to have them throw all of those
aside and adopt brandnew ideas,

When they were forming their opinions very few people
believed in unemployment insurance or old-age pensions.
Rugged individualism was the accepted theory. Then, all
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of a sudden, because of talk, and because of the necessity
of the times, unemployment insurance and old-age pensions
became fairly respectable. We coasted along with consid-
erable talk and agitation until now we are in a position
where everybody is in favor of old-age pensions, or at least
with the principle of pensions. But keeping that same idea,
that perhaps older, more settled minds cannot progress as
rapidly as younger minds, their first reaction is, now, let
us keep these pensions just as small as we possibly can; let
us keep these benefit pensions down. They come back to
those old shibboleths, those old concepts that they have -
always had and recognized, and say we cannot put some-
thing new In because it will disrupt something we have
always had. A lot of younger minds in the country and a
lot of minds that have been giving considerable study to
the subject are already letting those concepts go by the
boards. If we cannot do the thing we want to do, which is
establish economic security for every citizen in the United
States, and still maintain some of the old theories and some
of the old institutions we have always known, let us get
rid of them, or let us change them in some way or another,
so that we can do what we want to do.

I read a story just yesterday that seems to me to Mlustrate
this inability to recognize a new idea. _.A woman was hiring
a new maid, and in the course of the conversation and in-
structions to the maid she was telling her of the things they
were going to have to buy. She said, “ Oh, yes; there is one
other item that you will have to have in the kitchen, and
that is a griller.” Most up-to-date kitchens nowadays, I
suppose, have grillers. The maid looked ai her with a blank
expression on her face. The woman said, “ What is the
matter; don’t you know what a griller is? ” The maid said,
“ Sure, I know what it is; it is a big ape that looks like a
human being, but if you think I have to have a new one
in this kitchen, I am going to quit right now.”

Somebody comes along and points out the idea that for
the first time in history we have built up an organization
that makes it possible for us to produce wealth in such quan-
tities that everybody could live on a decent standard of liv-
ing. That is hard to grasp, because it has not been true
until recently. Too many Members in this House formed
their convictions during the era of scarcity and cannot think
in terms of abundance. OQur technological development has
tended to throw men out of employment, but at the same
time it is tending to increase the national income, the wealth
that is produced each year. We thenrun up against the ques-
tion of how are we going to use what technology can produce
and give it to people who cannot work because of technolegy.
Perhaps one way that we could do it is with old-age pensions
or unemployment insurance, but they must be adequate to
maintain the recipients in decency and comfort. Now, with
scarcity-era convictions, the only way we seem to be able to
accomplish it is to try to take it away from those that have
it and give it to those who do not have it, and the whole
argument in favor of this particular bill and in opposition to
a more liberal pension bill is that we cannot levy a high
enough tax on legitimate business as it exists under this
system to get enough money to pay a larger old-age pension.
That is the argument that has been used against all of these
plans that call for higher pensions. Where are you going to
get the money? Which brings me back to the contention in
the first place that people have talked and legislated and
studied and analyzed money for so long that the only kind
of mongy they know anything about is the kind they have
always had; the only way they can attack the problem is
by saying what will it do to sound money?

This argument came up once before when we were talking
about bonus legislation: *“If you put out this currency, you
wreck the monetary system. You do not have sound money
any more.” Well, after all, money simply buys the things
that we produce, as a medium of exchange. If you recognize
the fact that we have not anywhere near the same kind of
sound money that we had before we went off the gold stand-
ard, that that kind of sound money has ceased to exist, then
we can get a different slant on the money question and use it
as & medium of exchange to transfer those things that we
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produce into the hands of the people who want to consume
them. If we are going to insist upon maintaining and keep-
ing the old institutions that we have long known, that will
be impossible. I doubt whether we can take enough from
those who get to give to those who do not get to maintain
them on a decent standard of living. But that does not keep
us from accomplishing the original purpose of guaranteeing
economic security. Once earlier in our history, when they
were digging the Panama Canal, they ran up against an epi-
demic of yellow fever. They could not go ahead with the
digeging as long as the epidemic existed. They could not keep
their workmen alive. Nobody was foolish enough, however,
to say that the way to cure the epidemic was to take the
patient and treat him and try to cure him. They went to the
seat of the difficulty and eliminated the cause. They sald,
“If we want to go ahead, we have to prevent the epidemic,
and the only way to do it is to get rid of the mosquitoes, and
the only way to do that is to dry up the swamps.” Can we
not attack our economic difficulties in the same way? The
trouble is we have been getting the poor fellow after he has
been knocked down, getting the unfortunate victim after he
has been thrown out of the economic system and cannot earn
a living any more, and trying to do something for him. Our
solution of this difficulty, it seems to me, should go back to
the thing that knocked him out. I mean the changes in our
economic system that make it impossible for men to get jobs.
It does not make any difference what particular phase of this
subject we take up for discussion, if you think it over, we get
right back to the money question every time, ‘The money
question today is the seat of each one of our particular
difficulties.

I am in sympathy with the idea of old-age pensions and
with unemployment insurance, but you cannot get them if
you are going to insist on maintaining some of these eight-
eenth-century ideas on the money question. [Applause.}
The funny part about it is that we were so willing to move
clear up to the twentieth century as far as our technologi-

cal development is concerned, but when somebcdy comes |

along with an invention in the soclal fleld we turn it down
because our minds cannot grasp a new idea.

Mr. LUNDEEN. May I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. SCOTT. Certainly.

Mr. LUNDEEN. If one does come along with some new
and fundamental idea in the social field, then it is a radical,
a “red”, a soclalistic idea and should be turned down at
once?

Mr. SCOTT. Oh, there are a lot of us who have ceased
to be worried by names and epithets. We always get that
when we attempt to secure progressive legislation. Every
liberal thinker has been called names. We get used to it.

May I suggest {o the Members that in the consideration
of how much money we can give in pensions they make con-
stant reference to a book called “ The Chart of Plenty *, by
Harold Loeb and associates. It is a preliminary report of
the national survey of potential product capacity and can-
not, must not be ignored.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield, from the 10
hours allotted to me, 1 hour to the gentleman from North
Carolina {Mr. DOUGHTON].

Mr. DOUGHTON. I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. McREYNoOLDS, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee had had under consideration the
bill H. R. 7260, the social security bill, and had come to no
resolution thereon.
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