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where the deceased had his home at the time of his death. Only the Federal
Government can effectively distribute the burden, because only it can effectively
reach incomes and inheritances and make them available for the people of all
States.

We must remember that the bill here considered does not depend for its con-
stitutionality on any consideration of the “interstate commerce power”, upon
the argument that the regulation of intrastate business is necessary because of its
effect on interstate business. In this respect, this bill rests on a far sounder con-
stitutional basis than do the N. R. A. and the A. A. A. Those acts stand or fall,
depending upon the extent to which the interstate commerce power can be prop-
erly exercised. But this bill is merely an exercise of the appropriating power.
It rests upon the same constitutional basis as do the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation Act and Home Owners’ Loan Corporation Act, which involve merely
an exercise of the power of Congress to spend Federal moneys.

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, the Home Owners’ Loan Cor-
poration Act, and, indeed, the bulk of the national emergency legislation which
has been enacted during the Hoover and Rooseveit administrations, involve an
understanding of the national character of our problems. Furthermore, they
indicate an appreciation of the inadequacy and the cumbersomeness of the Federal
subsidy system. These acts all provide for direct aid to persons, firms, and cor-
porations in the States. The Reconstruction Finance Corporation supplies
Federal moneys direct to bankers throughout the country.

The Home Owners’ Loan Corporation supplies Federal moneys direct to mort-
gagees throughout the country. There is no sensible reason why the congres-
sional understanding of the national character of our economic problems, equal
to the task of applying this understanding to bankers and mortgagees throughout
the country, should fail to apply it to these who are neither bankers nor mortgagees.

Bankers' relief and mortgagees’ relief have all been envisaged as Federal
problems, requiring Federal solution. The unemployment and social insurance
prlobl_ems are even more clearly Federal problems. They require a similar national
solution.

The Congress which passed the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act,
apparently, was convinced that it was for the “general welfare”, that the banks
in this country should be given money out of the Treasury of the United States,
so that the banks could stay in business. The Congress which passed the Home
Owners’ Loan Corporation Act, apparently, was convinced that it was for the
“general welfare”, that individuals and corporations owning mortgages affecting
real estate, who were totally unable to liquidate them, should be given bonds of
the United States in payment for their mortgages. When Congress passes this
bill, it will at last have realized that it is for the “general welfare” that all human
beings in the United States who, through no fault of their own, are unable to
earn the necessities of life, should receive money so that they may purchase the
necessities of life and, in so doing, maintain not only their very lives, but the
economical life of this country.

The bill, in view of the foregoing considerations is clearly consitutional.

The CHAIRMAN. The next witness is Mr. Weinstock.
Mr. DAviD GorboN. | am appearing in behalf of Mr. Weinstock.

STATEMENT OF DAVI D GORDON, NEW YORK C TY, REPRESENTI NG
THE COW TTEE FOR UNEMPLOYMENT | NSURANCE

Mr. GorpoN. | am representing the organization of Mr. Weinstock.
I represent the American Federation of Labor trade-union committee.
I am the secretary of the New York Federation of Labor trade-union
committee. | represent the wish for unemployment insurance of my
own local union, Local 107, of the A. F. of L.

To those who question our authority, we need say but one word.
The movement of the A. F. of L. trade-union committee of the United
States is the one which has focused the attention of the membership
towards genuine unemployment insurance against such quack
remedies as the Wagner-Lewis bill, one sponsored by the A. F. of L.
chiefs. The support that our resolutions and motions received in
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favor of the provisions outlined in the workers’ unemployment and
social insurance bill introduced as H. R. 2827, by Congressman
Ernest Lundeen, and against the Wagner-Lewis bill, at once estab-
lishes our authority to speak for the tremendous forward march in
progressive economic legislation consciously supported by a million
A. F. of L. members. However, it is sufficient to take cognizance
of the fact that some one million organized men and women support
the Lundeen measure and, by this very act, categorically reject the
Wagner-Lewis bill.

We offer to your committee here at this point a partial list of
organizations affiliated to the A. F. of L. which endorse the Lundeen
bill, H. R. 2827.

Why do we oppose the Wagner-Lewis bill? The Wagner-Lewis bill
in every one of its measures is directly antagonistic to a real plan for
unemployment insurance. President Roosevelt in his message to
Congress on the security program lays down the principle that the
funds must not come from the proceeds of general taxation, that the
system should be “self-sustaining.” In simple language this means
the imposition of the burden of the insurance on those who are to
receive it. It seems that the workers will be compelled to sustain
the system. A tax on pay rolls will be passed off on the consumers to
sustain the system. A tax on pay rolls will be passed off on the con-
sumers who are also the workers. Whether directly or indirectly the
workers will pay through higher prices or wage cuts. It means new
and added burdens to those who are employed at wages already cut
far below the workers’ needs.

We are opposed to the method of voluntary State insurance plans
which is part of the Wagner-Lewis bill and of the Roosevelt program.
We have seen how this has worked, out in other legislation affecting
the workers.

Our experience with so-called “welfare legislation ’’ has taught us
that the method of enactment of legislation, State by State, only
serves to discriminate against large sections of workers. There is,
for example, the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The first State law
for workmen’s compensation was passed in1911. It is now more than
25 years that workmen'’s compensation legislation has been discussed
in the United States. In 1934 there were still four States that had
no accident-compensation laws (Arkansas, Mississippi, Florida, and
South Carolina). It would take a half. a century before the country
as a whole would adopt unemployment insurance measures. It is
estimated that at least 7 million workers are debarred from work-
men’s compensation because they belong in the categories of railroad
workers, farm laborers, and workers in small shops who are excluded
from the State laws. The same experience can be recorded in the
history of old-age legislation, which was raised in the United States
in 1911.  In the past 24 years only 24 States have passed this legis-
lation.

What kind of economic security does the Roosevelt program pro-
vide? The Wagner-Lewis bill makes no meution of the amount or
the neriod of insurance. The unemployment workers will not be
satisfied with the kind of “security”” which offers them a small amount,
of benefit for a short period after which they must be forced on relief
rolls again. Government spokesimen frankly admit that the tax on
pay rolls will be made with the understanding that a waiting period
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of 4 weeks will be established before payments begin, that benefits
will last for no more than 15 weeks at 50 percent of the normal wage,
but no more than $15, and after 15 weeks the workers lose their
so-called “security ”’. By no stretch of the imagination would this
be considered a bill for ‘“social security.” On the contrary it is a
program of continued insecurity.

The incompetence of the A. F. of L. executive council with refer-
ence to proposing unemployment legislation of benefit to labor,
organized and unorganized, is evident. The executive council has
blundered into scheme after scheme, supporting one and another at
different times, but always was in opposition to the growing demand
for the workers’ unemployment insurance bill.

Mr. Lewis L. Lowin, in his study called “The American Federation.
of Labor” (Brookings Institute, pp. 292 and 294), interestingly
describes the shifting policy of the executive council on unemploy-
ment insurance.

The executive council was against unemployment insurance. It
was declared an added chain of the slavery of labor to capital-in
effect, if not in such terms. Mr. Lowin then indicates the surging
tide for unemployment insurance rising from the ranks which com-
pelled a study of the problem in 1931. Finally, in 1932 the executive
council formulated a program in support of State insurance schemes.

In 1933 the executive council fully endorsed the Wagner-Lewis bill.
Today, William Green declares that there are no unemployment insur-
ance measures before congressional bodies which answer labor's needs
or which deserve labor’s support. This is a sign of sheer intellectual
bankruptcy, the expression of harmful pessimism. It is, in effect, an
. assertion that labor is unable to think or to analyze its problems.
The declaration of Mr. Green tends only to discredit the labor
movement.

But this cannot succeed. | wish here to state that the zigzag
policies of Mr. Green and the executive council are not the policies
of the membership of the American Federation of Labor. | will
submit excerpts from the proceedings of the A. F. of L. convention
since 1908 to corroborate this assertion.

We maintain that if it is possible for Congress of the United States
to give millions of dollars to moribund banks and collapsing indus-
tries, it is equally within the power to provide funds for the millions of
unemployed without compelling the workers to bear the costs of
unemployment insurance.

We believe that the workers whose labor has built up the power
and wealth of this country should be treated at least equally with the
banks and industries, and that Congress should appropriate funds
based on the taxation of higher incomes of over $5, 000 to provide
sufficient funds for the maintenance of all unemployed workers in the
United States adequately, as provided in the Lundeen bill.

Social insurance is a vital necessity to the toiling population. But
it must be the kind of social insurance that will guarantee every man,
woman, and child who is today deprived. of the necessities of life,
because he has been denied the right to work, a decent adequate stand-
ard of living. It must protect the standards of the employed; it must
offer securi ty against illiness and old age., and against a condition
where millions of children are undernourished and starving; where
families must live in overcrowded, slum firetraps and are faced with
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evictions and lack of shelter; and where there is misery and grim
suffering of millions in the midst of plenty.

It is our opinion that it is possible for the richest country in the
world to provide an adequate system of unemployment insurance.
We disagree with the President when he maintains that “it is over-
whelmingly important to avoid the danger of permanently disccedit-
ing the sound and necessary policy of Federal legislation for economic
security of a ttemp ting to apply it on too ambitious a scale.”

This in our opinion smacks too much of protection of the rich in
the name of caution against an “ambitious program. ”’ It has been
widely publicized in the press that the higher incomes have not
suffered seriously during the crisis. The Bureau of Tnternl
Revenue in a preliminary study, made public in the New York Times
of December. 10, 1934, showed that the net iacome of corporations
increased $654,502,697 or 35.35 percent in 1933 over the previous
year, while net incomes in the lower brackets dropped. The Times
report pointed out that—
the number of individuals who received incomes of under $25,000 and the total
of net income they reported dropped below the 1932 level, while the number and
total net income in the classes from $25,000 upward increased. Those receiving

incomes of $1,000,000 or more increased from 20 to 46, and the net income they
reported rose to $81,558,532, compared with $35,239,556 for 1932.

Furthermore, profits have not suffered. Industrial profits for the
first 9 months of 1934 were 70 percent greater than in the correspond-
ing period last year, according to the Federal Reserve Board report.

These are but a few indications of the ability of the country to
provide a decent and adequate system of unemployment insurance.

We favor the Lundeen bill because it provides for the basic needs
of the unemployed more than any other measure thus far presented.
First, the Lundeen bill covers all the present unemployed., and does
not discriminate against any section of the toiling population. Ade-
guate unemployment insurance for all the present unemployed will
assure protection to the millions of starving men, women, and children
now living in want. The Lundeen bill provides an adequate amount
of weekly compensation to cover the entire period of unemployment.
It calls for a Federal plan to go into effect in all States uniformly and
immediately. It provides funds out of the income of the wealthy,
of those whose millions have, increased while millions of men, women,
and children have gone without food and shelter. It provides for
taxation out of the income of the higher brackets. It provides for
the return to the working population of some of the earnings of
which they were cheated when employed through low wages and
speed-up. We believe this is not only just but that it is the only
way in which the expense of unemployment insurance shall be met.

During the 6-year period of economic crisis, a period of the greatest
unemployment ever experienced in America, every section of the
working population has felt the long hands of poverty and hunger.
Even the more highly paid workers, members of the American
Federation of Labor, have not been exempt from the tremendous
misery and suffering, the horror of insecurity which the working
population has had to endure.

The rank and file in the A. F. of L. have seen their union standards
of wages and hours wiped out, after years of struggle to raise them,
during this crisis. They are today, side by side with the rest of the
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