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This bill has three principal divisions: (1) the establishment of
a permanent Federal-gtate old-age assistance system, which is de-
sired in part, however, to also relieve the present emergency situa-
tion; (2) the establishment of a permanent Federal contributory
old-age pension plan; (3) the creation of a permanent Federal-con-
trolled system of State unemployment compensation, neither of the
latter two having any possible beneficial result in the relief of pres-
ent distress and indigency.

The Federal standards set up for the proposed State unemploy-
ment compensation laws are both inadequate and in opposition to
lessons learned from foreign experience.

The unemployment compensation tax proposed ignores, moreover,
the fact that additional cost-increasing burdens should not be im-
posed on industry until farm buying power increases.

The Federal contributory old-age pension system raises questions
of actuarial solvency, of investment of funds, of stability of Federal
financing, of possible raids on reserve funds, of whether this gener-
ation should arbitrarily compel future generations to bear qur
burdens-all questions of such extreme gravity, surely,. that they
merit long and calm review.

‘This bill permits arbitrary Federal attempts to control both liv-
ing standards and wages in every part of the country.

This bill, as it has been formulated and presented to your com-
mittee, not only necessitates an elaborate administrative system and
is filled with vaguely defined standards, but it violates principles
enunciated by the President, disregards opinions of actuaries con-
sulted by the Economic Security Committee, and in many important
respects disregards advice tendered upon request to the Economic
Security Committee by its advisory council.

Finally, Senators, we commend to your ‘attention the belief by
Edmund Burke that it is—

Better to be despised for too anxious apprehensions than ruined by too
confident security.

The CHAIRMAN. The next witness is Benjamin C. Marsh, of Wash-
ington, D. C., representing The People’s Lobby.

STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN C. MARSH, REPRESENTING THE
PEOPLE'S LOBBY, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. MaRsH.  Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, |1 ap-
pear on behalf of The People’s Lobby and would like to make some
comments on this bill, with your permission.

I want first to discuss the general principles involved, but to point
out that in our judgment the bill should not be called a security
bill or social-security bill for two reasons: The first is that you can-
not make any individual secure in the unstable insecure situation in
America today, which is daily getting worse and more precarious.
The only thing that is preventing a complete collapse is the fact that
the Government is continuing the policy inaugurated under Presi-
dent Hoover-l am going to be frank and not play any politics—
of giving Government credit to maintain values which are water
in the main. The proposed banking bill premits a complete shift in
the whole banking policy of the country under which banking de-
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posits were supposed to be liquid, permits banks in order to enable
them to earn a profit apparently, to go into mortgage business and
to loan 75 percent of the actual value of real estate, which, of
course, is a wild guess, since the present value of land 1n cities and
farms is two to three times what the people can stand.

No citizen is more secure than the economic system of which he is
a part. That this fact is appreciated is indicated, | may say, because
last week, Saturday, | spoke for 20 minutes in a coast-to-coast hook-
up on the N. B. C. We have gotten in around 1,400 letters already
from about 30 States expressing appreciation of the very thought
I have given today.

But if you are going to attempt to have security of any sort it
cannot be done as this bill contemplates. The words “ unemploy-
ment insurance ”, as far as security is concerned, is a misnomer.
It cannot be put on an actuarial basis. We cannot rely upon any
individual employer continuing in business for a stated time, and
you cannot hold him responsible, unfortunately, to maintain people
if he is bankrupt himself.

The seriousness of the situation is entirely ignored in the Wagner
bill, and I am going to quote a little from the report of the com-
mittee on economic security which was’headed by Secretary of Labor
Perkins, as chairman, and the other members | think you all know.

On page 2 of that report the statement is made that at least one-
third of all of our people, upon reaching old age, are dependent upon
others for support, and less than 10 percent leave an estate upon
death of sufficient size to probate. Of course, if they do not leave
an estate of sufficient size to be probated, that. means that they have
not enough to live on as income from it.

Further on they state:

The one almost all-embracing measure of security is an assured income. A
program of economic security, as we vision it, must have as its primary aim the
assurance of an adequate .income to each. human being in childhood, youth,
middle age, or old age-in sickness or in health. It must provide safeguards
against all of the hazards leading to destitution and dependency.

This bill ignores all of these principles. I will give some more
brief references from this committee’s report on this bill. It is en-
titled to be called a swindle on the American people. It says : “In
1.930 there were nearly 6,500,000 people over 65 years of age in the
country, representing 5.4 percent of the entire population. * * *
It is predicted, on the basis of the present population trends, that by
1940 6.3 percent of the population will be 65 years of age; by 1960,
9.3 percent; and by 1975, 10 percent.”

Further on the same page it says that “ The number of old people
now in receipt of charity is probably in excess of 1,000,000.” And
further, “At this time a conservative estimated is that at least one-
half of the approximately 714 million people over 65 years now living
are dependent.”

Taking those two statements together, you will realize that we will
take conservatively 3,750,000 aged people are dependent, only 1,000,-
000 are being taken care of by public charity, and that means 2,750,000
people are dependent for existence in this wealthiest country in the
world upon sponging upon their relatives. How much money would
be necessary in order to take care of them? They make an estimate







































