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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 29, 1945

UNITED STATES SKNAE,
CoMorrrEB O FINANcE,

Washington, D. C.
The committee met at 10:30 a. in., pursuant to call, in room 312,

Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Senator George (chairman), Walsh, Barkley, Byrd, Rad-
cliffe, Lucas, McMahon, Vandenberg, Taft, Millikin, and Hawkes.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please come to order.
I believe we invited the members of the Postwar Committee to sit

with us. If they come in, we will ask them to have seats and take
part in the hearing.

The hearing this morning is on S. 1274, and on the general subject
covered by that bill, which is a bill to amend the War Mobilization and
Reconversion Act of 1944 to provide for an orderly transition from
a war to a peacetime economy through supplementation of unemploy-
ment compensation payable under State laws, and for other purposes.
(S. 1274 is a follows:)

[S. 1274, 79th Cong., lit sess.]

A BILL To amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944 to provide for an
orderly transition from a war to a peacetime economy through supplementation of
unemployment compensation payable under State laws, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United S tates
of America in Congres assembled, That the War Mobilization and Reconversion
Act of 1944 is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
title:

"TITLE VII-TEMPORARY RECONVERSION UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

"DEFINITIONS

"SEa. 701. When used in this title-
"(a) The term reconversionn period' means the. period (1) beginning with

the fifth Monday after the date of enactment of this title, and (2) ending June
30, 1947;

"(b) The term 'State' includes the District of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii;
"(c) The term 'compensation' means cash benefits payable to individuals with

respect to their unemployment, exclusive of any payments with respect to de-
pendents;

"(d) The term 'State weekly benefit amount' means the amount of compensa-
tion to which an individual is entitled (exclusive of any portion thereof payable
with respect to dependents) with respect to a week of total unemployment,
under the provisions of a State unemployment compensation law;

"(e) The term 'adjusted weekly benefit amount' means the sum of (1) the
State weekly benefit amount of an individual, and (2) any supplementary com-
pensation payable with respect to a week of total unemployment under an agree-
ment or regulation pursuant to this title.~1
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"AGR=MWTS WITH STATi

"'S. 702. (a) The Director is authorized on behalf of. the United States to
enter into agreements with any State, or with the unemployment compensation
agency of any State, under which such State agency will make, as agent of the
United Stat, payments of compensation as authorized in this section with
respect to unemployment occurring in the reconversion period.

"(b) Any such agreement shall provide-

"(1) for supplementing the amount of compensation payable to any
individual during his benefit year in such amount that compensation will
not be denied to any individual, by reason of exhaustion of his benefit rights,
until he has been paid an amount of compensation equal to twenty-six times
his adjusted weekly benefit amount; and

"(2) for such payments as are necessary to provide compensation on the
basis of their adjusted weekly benefits amounts to individuals entitled to the
maximum State weekly benefit amount payable under the State unemployment
compensation law of any State in which such maximum State weekly benefit
amount is less than $25: Provided, That the adjusted weekly benefit amount
of each such individual shall be determined by an appropriate extension
(with a maximum adjusted benefit amount of $25) of the method used under
the State unemployment compensation law in determining the State weekly
benefits amounts of individuals entitled 'to less than the maximum State
weekly benefit amount; and

"(3) for the payment of compensation to any individual who performed
services as a civilian in the employ of the Federal Government, including
any wholly owned instrumentality thereof, and to any individual who per-
formed services, in employment as defined in title I of the Social Security
Act as an officer or member of the crew of a vessel, equal to the compensation
which would be payable to such individual under the District of Columbia
Unemployment Compensation Act, as amended (as supplemented under
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection), if such services had been
performed in the District of Columbia and had not been excluded from the
definition of employment in such Act; and

"(4) for the payment of compensation to any individual who performed
services in handling, drying, packing, processing, freezing, grading, storing,
or delivering to storage or to market o, to a carrier for transportation to
market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity, equal to the compensa-
tion which would be payable to such individual under the State unemployment
compensation law (as supplemented under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this
subsection) if such services had not been excluded from the definition of
employment In such law.

"(c) Any State which enters into an agreement to pay compensation in accord-
ance with subsection (a) of this section may include in its agreement provision
for-

"(1) payment of compensation to individuals on the basis of adjusted
weekly benefit amounts which do not exceed $25 and do not exceed two-
thirds of the individual's previous weekly earnings, as defined and deter-
mined by the State unemployment compensation agency;

"(2) payment of compensation to any class or classes of individuals who
would be entitled to compensation under the State unemployment compen-
sation law except for existing or prior exclusions from the definition of
employment in such law, or except for existing or prior limitations of cover-
age in such law based on the amount of pay roll or number of employees of,
or the duration or frequency of employment by, the employing unit, such
compensation to be in the same amounts, on the same terms, and subject
to the same conditions as are provided in such law (including payments
thereunder with respect to dependents), together with supplemental pay-
ments made in accordance with subsection (a) of this section.

"PATIMENT8 BY THE DIRECTOR

"SEc. 703. If a State fails to enter into an agreement with the Director or
fails to make payments specified in section 702 (b), the Director, in accordance
with regulations prescribed by him, shall make payments to individuals under
conditions, for period, and in amounts, substantially equivalent to payments
which would have been made to them from Federal funds had the State made
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payments under an agreement meeting, but not exceeding, the requirements of
such subsection. Final determinations by the Director of entitlement to such
payments shall be subject to review in court in the same manner and to the same
extent as is provided in title II of the Social Security Act, as amended, with
respect to decisions by the Social Security Board under such title.

"iEDUCrIONS OP BENEFITS

"S o. 704. Any agreement under this title shall provide that compensation
otherwise payable to any individual under the State's unemployment compen-
sation law will not be denied or reduced for any week by reason of any payment
made pursuant to such agreement or section 708 and that no compensation shall
be paid under such agreement on account of any employment or service which
may be the basis for payments under any Federal law providing unemployment
compensation.

"ADMINISTRATION

"SEC. 705. (a) Determination of entitlement to supplementary payments of
compensation made by a State unemployment compensation agency under an
agreement under this title shall be subject to review in the same manner and to
the same extent as determinations under the State unemployment compensation
law, and only in such manner and to such extent.

"(b) For the purpose of payments made to a State under title III of the Social
Security Act, as amended, the administration by the unemployment compensa-
tion agency of such State of an agreement under this title shall be deemed to
be a part of the administration of the State unemployment compensation law.

"PAYMENTS TO STATES

"SEc. 706. (a) Each State entering into an agreement under this title shall be
entitled to be paid an amount equal to the total of all supplementary payments
made in accordance with such agreement.

"(b) In making payments pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, there
shall be paid to the State, either in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may
be determined by the Director, such sum as the Director estimates the State will
be entitled to receive under this title for each calendar quarter; reduced or
increased, as the case may be, by any sum by which the Director finds that his
estimates for any prior calendar quarter were greater or less than the amounts
which should have been paid to the State. The amount of such payments may
be determined by such statistical, sampling, or other method as may be agreed
upon by the Director and the State agency.

"(c) The Director shall from time to time certify to the Secretary of the
Treasury for payment to each State the sums payable to such State under this
section. The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit or settlement by the
General Accounting Office, shall make payment, at the time or times fixed by the
Director, in accordance with such certification from the funds appropriated to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

"(d) All money paid to a State under this section shall be used solely for the
purposes for which it is paid; and any money so paid which is not used for such
purposes shall be returned to the Treasury, upon termination of the agreement
or the reconverion period, whichever first occurs.

"(e) An agreement under this title may require any officer or employee of
the State certifying payments of disbursing funds pursuant to the agreement, or
otherwise participating in its performance, to give a surety bond to the United
States in such amount as the Director may deem necessary, and may provide for
the payment of the cost of such bond from appropriations for carrying out the
purposes of this Act.

"(f) No person designated by the Director, or designated pursuant to an
agreement under this title, as a certifying officer shall, in the absence of gross
negligerlce or intent to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to the
payment of any compensation certified by him under this title.

"(g) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of gross negligence or intent
to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to any payment by him
under this title if it was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying office
designated as provided in subsection (e).

"StEC 707. The State unemployment compensation agency of each State shall
furnish to the Social Security Board, for the use of the Director, such informa-
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tion as the Director may find necessary in carrying out the provisions of this
title, and such Information shall be deemed reports required by the Social
Security Board for the purposes of section 303 (a) (6) of the Social Security Act.

"TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANOFS

"Sac. 708. In order to facilitate the placement of unemployed workers in jobs
and to reduce the burden on communities and unemployment insurance funds,
the United States Employment Service is authorized to provide transportation,
including transportation of dependents and household effects, for civilian work-
ers who have been employed in activities essential to the war effort, from the
place of such employment to any place at which the United States Employment
Service certifies there are available suitable job opportunities: Provided, That
the cost of such transportation shall not exceed for any worker the amount
allowable for civilian employees of the several departments and independent
establishments of the Federal Government under the Standard Government
Travel Regulations upon transfer from one official station to another."

Sz 2. (a) Section 700 (a) of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944
is amended by striking out the word "weeks" which occurs after the word
"fifty-two" and inserting in lieu thereof the following: "times his allowance
for a week of total unemployment,".

(b) Section 900 of such Act is amended to read as follows:
"Swc. 900. (a) The allowance for a week shall be-

"(1) $25, plus-
"(2) $5 if the claimant has one or more dependents: less that part of

the wages payable to him for such week which is in excess of $3: Provided,
That where the allowance is not a multiple of $1, it shall be computed to
the next highest multiple of $1; and

"(b) As used in this section the term 'dependent' means any dependent as
defined in the Servicemen's Dependents Allowance Act of 1942, as amended,
who, in the week for which an allowance is claimed, has not received $5 or more
either as wages, or as an allowance under this title, or under any Federal or
State unemployment or disability compensation law ;"

"(c) The Administrator may find an individual to be a dependent of the claim-
ant if the claimant has certified the facts required by the provisions of this
section."

(c) This section shall become effective with respect to unemployment which
occurs after the first Sunday of the first calendar month which begins after
the date of enactment of this Act.

The CHAMMAN. Senator Kilgore, the author of the bill is present,
and, Senator, we will be very glad to have you proceed with your
statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARLEY M. KILGORE, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM WEST VIRGINIA

Senator KInoRE. Mr. Chairman, in appearing before the Senate
Committee on Finance today, I am speaking in behalf of the immediate
passage of.S .1274 which was introduced by Senators Murray, Wagner,
Guffey, Thomas of Utah, Pepper, and myself in July 17,1945.

Senator BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest to the
Senator that I have read the bill, and it seems to me unnecessarily
involved and complicated in language. If you will simplify it, Senator
Kilgore, in your testimony I will appreciate it. I realize it is probably
drawn on the basis of the Social Security Act and involves alot of
terminology that you will have to read the act to understand.

It seems to me, upon reading it, it can be vastly simplified so as to
make it a little more understandable.

Senator KIoRE. The handicap in drafting the bill was the back-
ground of the social-security law within which we had to stay, and for
that reason, wherever possible we had to use the language of the social-
security law, which I will admit is somewhat involved.
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Senator B uwzy. There are some parts of it that not only a Phila-
delphia lawyer but a Paducah lawyer could not understand.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator, you may proceed.
Senator KaoE. Since this bill embodies a program recommended

by President Truman on May 28, 1945, Mr. Chairman, I would like
permission to insert the President's message at this point in the
committee record.

MESSAGE FROM PRESIDENT TRUMAN-COVERAGE OF UNEMPLOYMENT

COMPENSATION DURING POSTWAR TRANSITION PERIOD

May 28, 1945

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States, which will be read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:
To the Congress of the United States:

The Congress and the executive branch of the Government have already
moved to prepare the country for the difficult economic adjustments which the
Nation will face during the transition from war to peace.

First. The Congress has created the Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version to coordinate the reconversion activities of all Federal agencies, and that
Office has established basic reconversion policies.

Second. Specific laws have been enacted by the Congress setting forth the
policies and providing the administrative machinery for contract termination,
plant clearance, financial aid to business, and the disposition of surplus properly.

Third. Our military and civilian agencies have prepared themselves to expedite
industrial reconversion and reemployment.

Fourth. As part of an over-all program for returning veterans the GI bill of
rights provides "readjustment allowances," weekly cash benefits to veterans until
they are able to obtain jobs.

Fifth. Congress has permitted business to carry back postwar losses against
excess-profits-tax payments during the reconversion period.

Sixth. Congress has established support prices for agricultural products so
that farmers will be protected against a postwar collapse of income.

There remains however, a major gap in our reconversion program: the lack ofadequate benefits for workers temporarily unemployed during the transition from
war to peace. I urge the Congress to close this gap.

I am confident that, with appropriate measures, we can avoid large-scale and
lengthy unemployment during the transition period. However, some temporary
unemployment is unavoidable, particularly when total demobilization becomes
possible. Even if reconversion proceeds rapidly, no amount of planning can make
jobs immediately available for all displaced personnel. We must provide maxi-
mum security to those who have given so fully of themselves on the fighting and
production fronts. The transition from war to peace is part and parcel of the
war and we cannot shirk our obligation to those temporarily unemployed through
no fault of their own.

To produce what is needed for the Pacific war we must appeal to the workers
to accept and remain in jobs which they ultimately must lose when munitions
production ceases. The Government has thus incurred a moral obligation to these
workers and to those who have stuck faithfully to their posts in the past.

To fulfill this obligation; we must rely principally upon our existing system of
unemployment insurance. However, the existing State laws embrace three major
defects:

First. Only about 30,000,000 of our 43,000,000 nonagricultural workers are pro-
tected by unemployment insurance. The absence of protection for Federal Gov-
ernment employees-in navy yards, arsenals, and Government offices-is par-
ticularly inequitable, since these workers are subject to risks of unemployment
similar tp the risks of those who work for private employers. Lack of protec-
tion for employees of small establishments and for maritime workers also con-
stitutes a serious shortcoming in the present programs.

Second. The weekly benefit payments provided under many of the State lawsare inadequate to maintain purchasing power and to provide a reasonable measure
of economic security for the workers. Most States tix a maximum rate of $15 to
$18 a week. This is clearly inadequate to protect unemployed workers against
ruthless cuts in living standards, particularly if they have families.
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Third. The length of time for which benefits are paid is too short. In nearly
oni-third of the States, no worker can receive more than 16 weeks of benefits in
any year, and many workers do not qualify even for this length of time.

Therefore, I recommend specifically that Congress take emergency action to
widen the coverage of unemployment compensation and to increase the amount
and duration of benefits, at least for the duration of the present emergency period
of reconversion. Basically, this can be accomplished only by amending the Social
Security Act so as to induce State laws to provide more adequately for anyone
who is unemployed.

To be sure, the States have large sums in the unemployment fund. But
since changes of State laws cannot be effected overnight, I propose that the Con-
gress, during this emergency period, extend the coverage of unemployment com-
pensation to include Federal employees, maritime workers, and other workers
not now insured. Moreover, I see no feasible way to make benefits payable to
such workers, unless they are financed entirely by the Federal Government during
the present emergency. The benefits should appropriately be administered by
the States.

I also recommend that Congress provide, through supplementary Federal
emergency benefit payments, minimum standards for the weekly rate and dura-
tion of unemployment benefits. Every eligible worker should be entitled to 26
weeks of benefits in any one year, if his unemployment continues that long. The
maximum payment, at least for the worker who has dependents, should be raised
from present levels to not less than $25 per week. In this connection, Congress
will no doubt wish to reexamine the readjustment allowance provisions of the GI
bill of rights. All payments should be made through the existing unemployment
compensation machinery of the several States, just as payments to veterans are
now made.

These provisions are essential for the orderly reconversion of our wartime
economy to peacetime production. They are badly needed for the duration of
the reconversion period.

Decent unemployment benefits would serve as a bulwark against postwar
deflation. By assuring Workers of a definite income for a definite period of time,
Congress will help materially to prevent a sharp decline in consumer expenditures
which might otherwise result in a downward spiral of consumption and produc-
tion. Adequate unemployment insurance is an indispensable form of prosperity
insurance.

Congress will soon deal with the broader question of extending, expanding,
and improving our social-security program, of which unemployment insurance is
a part. Although such improvement is fundamental, congressional deliberations
on the broad issues will take time. On the specific issue of unemployment
benefits, we may not have time available. We are already entering the first
phase of reconversion; we must be prepared immediately for the far larger problems
of manpower displacement which will come with the end of the war in the Pacific.

I earnestly hope, therefore, that the appropriate committees of Congress will
undertake immediate consideration of the emergency problem.

HARRY S. TRUMAN.

Mr. Chairman, my testimony will be limited to a general discussion
of the need for S. 1274 and its principal provisions. Certain of the
executive agencies, notably the Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version, the Social Security Board, and War Manpower Commission
have at my request, furnished me with selected technical data pertinent
to the bill. With your permission I would like to offer these data as
well as certain special analyses as a series of exhibits to be included as
part of my testimony. I shall not undertake to go into technical
details of administration or statistics since I am sure you will be
calling on Government and private experts for this purpose.

Mr. Chairman, the Chairman of the Social Security Board stated
that he would be glad to discuss the technical and administrative de-
tails of the bill with the committee, an& various other officials bf Gov-
ernment departments may go into the technical details. I do not
care to burden the committee this morning by going into the technical
and administrative details. I will go chiefly into the question of the
need for the bill.
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IMPENDING RECONVERSION UNEMPLOYMENT

The readjustment period following the end of the Japanese war in-
volves a major job of shifting to peacetime production following the
cut-backs in war contracts. Almost inevitably this means temporary
interruptions in business and employment. No matter how fast the
reconversion is achieved, there is likely to be a period of a year or more
during which production will continually fail to absorb a large part
of the Nation's labor force.

For labor this means a severe shock. Millions of lay-offs are occur-
ring in munitions industries as well as in the subsidiary industries.

According to one set of estimates prepared by the War Manpower
Commission unemployment will reach a peak of approximately 8Y2
million by December 1946 and by July 1947 will still be above 71/
million.

Those figures are included in exhibit Ia which I am filing with this
statement.

Whatever one's individual idea may be of the size of the unemploy-
ment during the next 2 years it is clear that we are faced with stu-
pendous reemployment problems. Munitions production will decline
from their 13Y billion dollar level under 2 billion in less than a year.
(See exhibit Ib.)

Government war expenditures which skyrocketed from a billion
dollars a year in 1939 to about eighty-five billion in 1944 (see exhibit
Ic) will within the coming 2-year period fall to a few billion dol-
lars. Looked at from the human viewpoint some 9,000,000 servicemen
will be returning to civilian life and will find themselves part of a
labor force which has been expanded by roughly 11,000,000 persons
during the war period or from 521/2 million in 1939 to 631/2 million in
1945. (See exhibit Id.) In addition to 9,000,000 veterans who will
seek reemployment there will possibly be an equal number.of laid off
in munitions industries as well as in the service industries attached to
war-swollen production areas.

In certain sections of the country which have been devoted almost
entirely to munitions production, new "depressed areas" will develop
in which business becomes practically nonexistent and unemployment
almost complete. The returning war veterans, nearly all of them
seeking jobs, are adding more labor to a wartime-inflated labor force.

It is true that in addition to the normal growth of the labor force by
about 3 to 4 million some 6 to 7 million workers entered the labor
market during the war emergency.

Of course, many wartime emergency workers are retiring from the
labor market-after the war. At least half a million persons beyond
age 65 can reasonably be expected to drop out of the labor market
after the strenuous years of war production. Many of the 600,000
servicemen's wives will undoubtedly become homemakers exclusively,
although they may stay in the labor market temporarily until their
soldier husbands find satisfactory peacetime jobs. Many of the
younger workers under age 20 will decide to return to school in order
to com plete their training or education.

On the other hand, a very large proportion of the handicapped and
marginal workers are going to cling tenaciously to their newly won
status of self-support. It will be a bitter experience for many of them
if they find themselves pushed out of the labor market by a shortage
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of jobs. Comparable with this group may be some hundreds of thou-
sands of veterans who have suffered war injuries of one kind or another
and who will require s ecial placemeiit an& employment opportunities
after the war. Probably many of the older married women will also
want to remain in the labor market indefinitely. These women are
available for work; many have proved highly satisfactory employees
in wartime; and most of them do not have a full-time job in the
home.

This is why reconversion unemployment occurring soon after the
end of the Pacific war will cause such a shock to the economy. If
business in the next year should fall to the level of March 1939,with
only 43,000,000 jobs at prewar weekly hours, but with 57,000,000 job
seekers after allowing or men in the armed forces, the resulting in-
security and unemployment can best be left to the imagination. There
would be such a scramble for jobs and such cutthroat competition on
the part of veterans, war workers, young workers, old workers, men
workers and women workers, white workers and colored workers, that
the general safety and stability of tl* Nation might be endangered.
If there is one thing certain after this war, it is that we cannot afford
to go back to prewar employment levels, wages, earnings, and in-
comes. The first and most vital postwar problem which faces us
is how to insure that we do not fall back to that level.

The creation of full employment for many millions is a task of
substituting a tremendous consumer market for the huge war pur-
chases of the Federal Government. Unless thriving construction and
consumers goods industries replace munitions industries, full employ-
ment will not be achieved. Unemployment compensation is only one
small part of a large program to provide for full production, full
employment and full consumer purchasing power: A program em-
bodying the ideas of some of my coleagues and myself is contained in
exhibit II:

WHY EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LEGISLATION?

Unemployment benefits were designed as a form of monetary relief.
It is a stopgap bolstering consumer purchasing power of the unem-
ployed, alleviating individual hardships until the economic system
can provide jobs for able and will willing workers.

The basic monetary protection required by all types and classes
of workers during a violent transition period of the type we are de-
scribing is unemployment benefits, adequate both in duration and
amount -to tide the workers over their readjustment. Those benefits
should be paid promptly, after a short waiting period, to persons who
are unemployed. In this way all workers, whether unemployed or
not, will have a sense of security and consciousness of a resource which
will support the family's income while necessary industrial changes
are taking place.

We now have a system of unemployment benefits but this system is
inadequate even on an emergency basis. The President in his message
of May 28, pointed out that it was defective in coverage, size of benefits
paid, and duration. S. 1274 seeks to correct these defects on an emer-
gency basis, make comparable improvements in the GI bill of rights
and in addition to provide emergency reemployment travel allowances.
A detailed summary of its provisions is contained in exhibit III.
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Mr. Chairman, I have just returned from one of the hottest spots
in the employment set-up, I believe even hotter than Detroit, Senator
Vandenberg, and that was the west coast, which until now, has never
been an industrial section, and where they have a high concentration
of airplane factories and shipyards, and the cut-backs in that area
are causing very severe dislocations.

For example, in the State of Washington, the Unemployment Com-
pensation Commissioner-and, incidentally in that State they have a
law which provides for the identical payments contained in this bill-
has been busily engaged for some time in setting up places for regis-
tration of these workers in high-school auditoriums and in armories
where'armories are available in these industrial centers where they
are being laid off by the thousands on no notice at all.

We are also faced with this problem, I think, as has happened to me
several times recently: Owners of plants and workers have come and
requested that we continue the wartime contracts, to keep from causing
too much suffering. Well, we cannot go ahead and make munitions
cheaper if we do this.

Incidentally, the laws, as Senator Vandenberg commented before
we started the session, have changed materially in a number of States.
I have prepared a chart which shows the present status of those laws,
and I have furnished the members of the committee with the chart as
an exhibit, and prepared a chart as an exhibit which shows the changes
since you last considered the question of unemployment compensation,
changes that have taken place in the various States, by State.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I hold no brief for this bill as a solution to
many problems of unemployment compensation. It is designed solely
to meet a few simple aspects of the broad and complicated problem of
unemployment compensation. It only expands the present system on
an emergency level in order to meet pressing reconversion needs.

The principles of the present system remain unchanged by the bill.
The bill does not

1. Give $25 every Thursday to everyone. An applicant must be
able to and available for work as now required under State law, and
must have earned wages high enough so that the percentage rate
yields at least this figure.

2. It does not federalize unemployment compensation.
Senator HAWKES. Mr. Chairman, may I %sk Senator Kilgore how

ong a period of employment is equivalent to $25 a week before heis eligible ?
Senator KrIGORi. Under most State laws, it is based upon a high

quarter's earnings in a base period. It follows the social-security
set-up.

Senator HAWKES. Ou mean it is based upon a 3-months' prior
period of employment?

Senator KGORE. Yes.
Senator HAWKES. Thank you.
Senator KWORE. Now the bill does not federalize unemployment

compensation. It leaves the administration in the hands of the
State, and it also leaves the expenditures of the administration, except
in certain mandatory classes, in the State. The State does not have
to pay it, except in certain mandatory classes, and it allows them to
administer the supplementary benefits if they so choose. In other
words, they may not choose to use any supplementary benefits. It
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also leaves in force, except in certain specific categories not now cov-
ered in any State, the terms and conditions under which unemploy-
ment compensation can be paid.

Senator VANDENBERG. Senator, while it does not federalize unem-
ployment compensation, is there much doubt in your mind, if we
proceed to standardize rates across the country for the next 2 years,
that that system would continue thereafter?

Senator KiwoRE. Yes; there is very serious doubt in my mind that
it would continue. I think what would probably happen, Senator
Vandenberg, would be that the States, of their own volition, would
tend to standardize their rates, and administer them by States. That
is one reason why we stayed completely out of any interference with
the present State set-up, except to offer them supplementary assist-
ance in the bill, rather than endeavor to force, to thrust, it upon them.

Senator VANDEN ERG. There is no incentive in this bill for the
States themselves to increase their own rates ?

Senator Kiwom. No.
Senator VANDENBERG. It is quite the contrary. The State that has

not come up to what we might call an increase in level of unemploy-
ment compensation actually gets the cash advantage for its dereliction.

Senator KuLGoRE. You are absolutely right, Senator. I want to take
that up a -little later, what I think should be a suggested amendment
that should go in the bill.

Senator VANDENBERG. All right.
Senator LuCAS. Do you discuss the mandatory cases?
Senator KiwoRE. Yes; I am going to do that a little later.
Senator BARKLEY. Before you get to that, you mentioned the fact

that the State can accept or not as it pleases.
Senator KILGORE. As to its own covered people.
Senator BARKLEY. In other words, if the State does refuse to enter

into this agreement provided for in the bill as to those that are covered
by its own laws, this bill does not apply so as to supplement what they
get.

Senator KILGORE. They do not have to accept it, if they do not want
it, and they, incidentally, do not have to raise their rates.

Senator BARKLEY. Does the Federal Government proceed to pay the
difference directly in case there is no agreement at all, Senator.

Senator KLOoRE. On certain mandatory classes and for all presently
covered workers it does.

Senator BARicyEY. They are very limited though?
Senator KIwoE. It is limited to these groups. Now, it does not

take the place of permanent amendments to the unemployment com-
pensation system which are now being studied by the Congress.
There is no effort in the bill to amend the unenfployment-oompensation
system as it now stands.

It does not correct many of the defects which the sponsors believe
exist in the present State unemployment compensation laws, such as
the harsh disqualification provisions and the inevitable inequities
which exist under a State-by-State system.

To put it very simply, the sponsors do not feel that there is time
enough, because of the pressing need for immediate action, to request
and ask for a complete overhauling of unemployment compensation
as a first action of Congress.

In other words, this is purely emergency legislation for a definite
period of 2 years.

"10
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SIZE AND DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

It has been generally recognized that under an adequate unemploy-
ment insurance system benefits should be large enough to compensate
for a fair pro ortion of wage loss (50 to 75 percent) up to a reasonable
maximum and should be sufficient, without other public aid, to provide
minimum living needs.

The States started out with low maximum size of benefit and dura-
tion provisions. Despite liberalization of some State laws, the system
as a whole has failed to liberalize particularly in keeping with war
conditions.

Senator HAWKES. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Senator a question
right here?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Hawkes.
Senator HAWKES. Are you going to discuss the eligibilities of the

individuals later on? If you are, I will not interrupt here. What I
have in mind is this. I have talked with a great many people who
are in favor of this law, and some who are opposed to it, and all of
them have in mind the question of whether the individual should have
the right to refuse one perfectly good job because he does not want to
take it, and yet come to the Government and have the Government
pay him unemployment compensation.

Senator KIGoRE. As I stated before, on those technical things
which occur in the State, I prefer to wait until later and let one of
the experts who knows all the State laws take that up, because the
bill still leaves, except within the limited mandatory groups, the var-
ious requirements of the States in effect, as to whether or not a man
gets anything. In other words, it depends upon the law in effect in
the particular State involved, as to whether he is disqualified or not,
unless he comes within the mandatory classes.

Senator HAwKEs. That is perfectly agreeable to me, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. The bill does not change the eligibility as de-

scribed in the State law?
Senator KIU:ORE. That is right, as to the people covered by the

State laws.
Senator BAPXLEY. Except in the mandatory cases.
Senator KILORE. Except in the mandatory cases. It does not

change the eligibility qualification covered by the State laws.
The CHAIRMAN. On those not covered by the State laws, such as

the Government workers in arsenals, and so forth, you adopt the
District of Columbia system?

Senator KiUoim. The District of Columbia qualification system
and disqualification system, that having been passed by the Congress
as the law governing the District.

We adopted that as probably the best example of how the thing
should be administered.

Senator RADCLIFFE. Senator Kilgore, following out what has just
been said, does the bill attempt to give any consideration to the fact
that many of the people have migrated again to different parts of the
country and some might prefer to stay in their new homes, and some
would like to go back to where they did live?

Senator KILooE. Yes; or to go elsewhere where there is a Job.
Senator RADcLirFE. Does it attempt in any way to cover that fieldI
Senator KiwoPIE. Yes; it covers it by the transportation feature.

76876--45-2
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For instance, the complaint I ran into in California and Wash-
ington was the statement that, either directly or indirectly, a great
number of their migrants had been brought in to them at Govern-
ment expense. and a lot of them felt that those people who could not
find a job in California, and for whom there was no possibility of
building a job, that the Government, having brought them in there,
should also take the responsibility of helping them get out.

Senator RADCLIFFE. Let me ask you this: Suppose a man moved
from one State to another in order to do more work, and there is no
opportunity for him in the place where he has been working but there
is an opportunity, a suitable opportunity, in the place where he did live;
in those cases the Government is willing to help in the matter of trans-
portation; is that right?

Senator KnLooRE. Yes.
Senator RADCLIFFE. Suppose the individual does not want to go back;

suppose he prefers to stay where he has migrated, what would be the
effect in that case?

Senator KmooRE. The effect would be that he would stay there with
the hopelessness of being able to get a job or get his unemployment
compensation.

Senator RADCLIFFE. You have unlimited discretion in that respect?
Senator KnIoRE. The bill does not force him to move. I do not

believe you could force him to move under the American system.
Senator RADcLIFFE. I wondered if you had unlimited discretion.
Senator KLooP. The last time we attempted to write a bill to do

that, we were charged with just about everything in the world on
the question of totalitarianism from that viewpoint. So, I do not
think there is any way to cure that.

Senator LuCAS. If he remained, he still would be entitled to un-
employment compensation?

Senator KJiGORE. He might still be entitled to unemployment com-
pensation if he qualified under the State law.

Senator Lucs. Then he would be on his own.
Senator KiLoiE. Under the State regulation. In one place, in the

West, they have a ruling, for instance, if a man stays 4 weeks on un-
employment compensation and there is no job for him and no job in
prospect, and there are jobs elsewhere and he has refused to apply
for the job or hold himself in readiness to accept employment, then his
rights are barred. I ran into that in one part in California or Oregon-
I forget which it was. That is a question for local adjustment.

Senator BARKLEY. Your bill does not provide for transportation
just to get him out of the State where he is but he has got to be headed
for a job; is that right?

Senator KILGORE. There must be a prospect of employment at the
place to which he is going.

Senator HAWKES. Senator, what does a prospect of employment
mean? Does it mean a real opportunity for a job?

Senator KILORE. It means a real opportunity through the Employ-
ment Service.

Senator HAWKES. In other words, it is actually a job.
Senator InOORE. It is actually a job there that he could get, if he

could fill it.

12
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Senator VANDENBFRG. Is there any substantial difference, Senator,
between that provision for migratory workers and the provision in the
bill as it passed the Senate?

Senator KLoRE. Yes, there are some differences.
Senator VANDE BEmo. The Senate has already approved that general

principle. We collided with the House; isn't that the fact?
Senator KIL~oRE. This is a little closer drawn and does not allow as

much leeway as the other one did.
Senator VANDENBERG. In other words, if the Senate approved this

provision in its own bill a year ago it ought to approve this provision
now?

Senator KLGORE. That is right. It is a little more tightly drawn
in this bill than in the other one.

Senator VANDENBERG. I would like to clear my mind on this because
it is fundamental to the whole thing. Under your proposal you are
standardizing across the country a rate of compensation at $i5. Let
me make a couple of comparisons. The average weekly wage of work-
ers covered by unemployment compensation in Arkansas is $26.99. In
California, it is $51.97. Now, let us take another comparison-

Senator KILooRE. All right; wait just a second.
Senator VANDENBERG. Let me give you one more. In Michigan, it

is $55.18, and in Mississippi it is $21.91. My question is: Does your
bill ignore those differentials or do those differentials continue?

Senator I(UoRE. Those differentials continue, because there are two
factors that govern the amount of compensation paid. If the State so
elects, he may receive not to exceed two-thirds of his average weekly
wage during the base period, but in no case to exceed $25. Take the
wage of $27 you refer to, that would mean an average compensation
of $18, you see, or two-thirds of the $27.

In other words, it does not boost the $27 man. He cannot get more
than two-thirds of his wage during the base period.

Senator VANDENBERG. So, as a matter of fact, the differential in ac-
tual wages remains?

Senator KrGORX. Oh, yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. I think that is a very important thing to make

plain.
Senator KIGORE. The differential remains, Senator, except. for the

fact that there is a ceiling. He cannot get two-thirds of the $55 a
ri eek; he can only get less than one-half of it-he gets $25. That would
be his maximum. If the two-thirds would not equal $25, then he gets
$23 or whatever the figure may be.

Senator WALSH. If his wage was $45, two-thirds of that would be
$30, and he could get only $25.

Senator KILGORE. He could get $25.
Senator RADCLIFFE. Senator Kilgore, we know there has been a

movement going on for a number of years from the rural districts,
especially from the farms, to the cities, and many people are insist-
ing on living in the cities when there are no opportunities for em-
ployment there and when they are fitted to work on the farms, they
having had experience doing that sort of work and also having
engaged in gainful occupations in rural districts. I realize this
is a difficult matter to handle, but does this bill in any way dis-
courage that tendency?
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Senator Knoonr This bill does discourage that tendency, and it
probably encourages some of them to go back to the farm. Not
finding a job in the city they might decide to go back to the farm
where living is cheaper and eventually stay there. There is an in-
centive to get them back to their normal employment by sort of cush-
ioning the shift in the transition period by unemployment
compensation.

Senator RAmcLwrE. I realize the difficulty in many specific cases.
I think most people are agreed there could be a rather wholesome
readjustment in that respect, if it can be carried out.

Senator KoORE. The minute you start out with that everybody
will say, "Regimentation to the 'nth' degree."

Senator McMAoN. The War Manpower Commission made the
estimate that there were 7,000,000 who changed their residences-
3,000,000 changed their residences in the State and 4,000,000 changed
their residences from one State to another. Can you give an esti-
mate as to how many of them are in the three Pacific coast States?

Senator KULGORE. Here is a map, of which we will have enough
to go around, prepared by the Bureau of the Census, which shows
the migration increases, where the increase of population by migra-
tion has exceeded certain percentages, which I will furnish the com-
mittee. You will find in some portions of California, and also some
portions of Washington and Oregon, there have been increases of 15
or more percent by migration from the Eastern States into those
areas, whereas in the East you will find great areas in which there
has ben a loss or decrease by migration in excess of 15 percent.

Senator VANDENBERG. What is the Michigan figure? an ou give
it to me?

Senator KmnoORE. The Michigan figure is given by areas all over
Michigan. You will be interested in this exhibit. It shows where
the increase has taken place, and I am furnishing you a complete
statement of the Bureau of the Census as one of the exhibits in con-
nection with this statment. It is based upon number of counties,
the counties in which there has been an increase and the population
changed. Now, the population change in counties of the United
States between 1940 and 1943 was over 15,000,000 up to 1943 (see
exhibit VIlla), and it has increased vastly since then.

You asked, for instance, about the west coast States. The statis-
tics on the State of California show an in-migration of workers, not
population but actual workers, inexcess of 800,000 from other States,
as of-I believe it was March 1 this year, largely concentrated into
three areas, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San Diego. The job
picture there, according to one set of statistics prepared by a profes-
sor of Leland Stanford University who had been detailed by the
Governor, as chairman of the committee, to study it, showed a jobless
population, including the men coming back from the service, of around
1,000,000 people that they could not at present find jobs for, unless
additional *obs could be obtained.

Senator McMAHoN. The census has adopted a polling technique
somewhat modeled after the Gallup Poll.

Senator KiLoom You must realize in that migration, Senator
McMahon, you have got a tremendous military service migration.
In the State of California, for instance, it showed some 35,000 mi-

14
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grants from other States who were inducted into the services from
the State of California.

Senator MOMAHoN. The census has ado pted a polling technique
somewhat modeled after the Gallup Poll. Do you know whether or
not they have made any investigation by way of polling as to how
inany of those people intend to remain in those States?

Senator Kiuoom . Yes. I do not have the exact figures eight now,
kit in some places as much as 65 percent of them would like to re-
main. In California, for instance, and in Washington, I think, as
much as 65 percent of them would like to remain. However, the ques-
tion of a job enters into that very strongly.

Senator BARiuTY. Let me ask you about this agricultural situation
now, which was Senator Radcliffe's question.

Senator Kn Po. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. Many thousand farm boys left the farm and went

into industrial centers to work in war plants. They did not own
farms, they lived with their parents, and if they were not drafted for
any reason they went into these war plants. Under the law of each
State they are required to attempt to get a job, if they are entitled
to be compensated for the failure to get one. Take a man who had
moved into Detroit, or into Louisville, or Chicago, or Seattle, from a
farm and has worked for a year or two in a war plant and he makes
an honest effort to get a job and he cannot get one, he would be entitled
to the compensation. Suppose he goes back to the farm, where he
came from, he does not get any pay particularly, he just helps the
family on the farm, does he still get compensation for the time that
he works on that farm?

Senator KuLGoo. He might be classified as partially employed, be-
cause the migrant rule that they work under still applies and the
benefits accruing from California, say, can be paid by Maryland.
Those benefits can follow him back, and if he is still honestly inter-
ested in a job and there are no jobs available, he can certainly get it,
or he can take part-time work and get a portion of his unemployment
compensation.

Senator BARKLEY. And if he happens to be a young man who has
left the farm to get what were supposed to be high wages during the
war period in war plants and he goes back to the arm without seeing
a job, he goes back there to stay, he is not entitled to compensation;
is he?

Senator KGooE. If he does not seek a job, if he does not register for
employment and agree to accept a job when it is offered him and con-
tinue his registration, naturally he does not get the money.

Senator BARKLEY. He would have to seek and fail to obtain work in
an industrial plant in order to enjoy the compensation?

Senator KiwoRE. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. He couldn't go back home and work there and

get the compensation?
Senator KmU oox. He can seek agricultural employment if he

wants to.
Senator HAWKES. He can seek any kind of employment?
Senator KLGORE. He can seek any kind of employment and he is still

complying with the law, provided that he comes within the class cov-
ered by te State and provided he meets the requirements of that
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particular State, otherwise the requirements of the District of Colum-
bia hold on the other classes.

The CHAIRMAN. On that point, Senator, under all the State laws he
must go and register with an employment agencyI

Senator KInoop. Yes.
The EARMAN. Some of the States, of course, require that he report

to that agency.
Senator KiLGoRE. Yes; at intervals.
The CHAIRMAN. Report on the progress of his efforts to obtain work.
Senator KupORx. Yes; at weekly or biweekly intervals.
The CHAIMAN. Under this bill, where is the registration to take

place? In his State, if he is under covered employment in his State?
Senator KILGRE. Yes.
The CHAIMAN. Suppose he has gone to Detroit, will he just go out

and register in Detroit.
Senator KLox. He will register in Detroit, and then migrate back

to his own State and his benefits will be paid there, and he is then picked
up by the employment office in his own State because he has to rereg-
ister there.

The CHARMAN. Suppose he registers in Detroit, and back in the
State where he came from there is reasonable work?

Senator KnGoRE. All right, he gets his classification back there, and
he registers for employment at that office in which there is work.

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose he does not want to go back there?
Senator KILGORE. He does not have to.

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose the wages are not quite so high there and
he does not want to go back?

Senator KmGoRE. He does not have to.
The CHAIMAN. He just stays where he is and registers, and if he

remains unemployed, he gets the full benefit that he is entitled to?
Senator KILoRE. That is right, he gets the full benefit that he is

entitled to.
Senator BARKLEY. That would mean he would get the full benefits in

Detroit under the law under which he registers in Detroit although
there was a job back in Tennessee for him which he did not want?

Senator KLmRE. That is right; a job commensurate with his skill.
You could not make a man who is a machinist take a job digging a
ditch and call it commensurate skill.

The CHAMMAN. What is suitable employment is covered by each
State?

Senator KIWORE. Yes.
The CHAMMAN. Certain standards are set.
Senator KmGoRE. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. At the same time if he has the election to register in

some place where high wages have prevailed and does not want to go
back to his own State although he is covered under the State system, I
don't know what would happen.

Senator BARKLEY. The description "suitable" does not mean it has
just got to be something that suits the man himself.

Senator KILwoRE. No, it means something he can do physically and
something that is suitable to the type of work for which he is trained.

Senator VANDENBERG. "Suitable' means more than that.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator, the Postwar Committee bn Economic Pol-

icy and Planning, through Dr. Jacobstein, has made a very brief an-



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

alysis of the benefits and coverage. I think each Senator has it before
him, but I would like to call attention to it and ask you if it is substan-
tially the provision in your bill. I will read it-it is very brief :

The benefits under your bill, the bill before this committee, that is, the agree.
ment that the State is Invited into, must provide a maximum adjusted benefit
amounting to $25 by the extension of the State benefit formula, and the duration
of 26 times the adjusted weekly amount of a benefit year.

I suppose there is no question about that.
Senator KiwoRE:. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Dependency allowances provided in any particular

State not counted in State amount subject to adjustment.'
Now, in a great many of the States the weekly payment is related to

the amount received while employed.
Senator K ,ooE. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. And in many States it is 50 percent of that.
Senator Kwoiw. Yes.
The CHAIAMN. The agreement may provide for raising weekly

benefit amounts to not more than two-thirds of the weekly wage pro-
vided for in this bill.

Senator KrwoRi. Senator, it is still left up to the State.
The CHAIRMAN. That is an option?
Senator KiLoRE. That is an option. It is left up to the States as to

how they want to administer it.
The CHAIRMAN. Suppose, for instance, the State of Georgia allows

50 percent of prior earnings- in the case of unemployment, it may, in
this agreement, if it wishes to, allow 662/3 percent?

Senator KniioRE. It may do that, or it may stick to its 50 percent.
The CHAIRMAN. I understand, however-
Senator HAWKES. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt there?
Is it conceivable that any State would choose to stay on a 50-percent

basis while other States go to 662/3 percent?
The CHAIRMAN. I don't know about that, Senator.
Senator BAPXLEY. Not if the Federal Government is going to pay

the difference.
The CHAIRMAN, I don't know. Some of the States might say,

"That is going to give us a troublesome problem and therefore we
will just stick to our present formula." It depends very much on
how the State officials look at it.

With reference to the coverage, the agreement must also provide
payment to Federal civilian workers and to maritime workers. That
brings in your uncovered classes now.

Senator KmLGoRE. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The basis of the amount of such compensation to

such workers is the District of Columbia law.
Senator Kuwox. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. That is also the case in your bill?
Senator KILGoRE. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. Payment to agricultural workers is based on the

State law provisions.
Senator KmoORE. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. That also applies to processing workers?
Senator KILGORE. That is right. By the way, the bill follows exactly

the definition of processing workers used in the social-security legisla-
tion.
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The CHAIRMAN. I understand that.
Now. there comes another optional clause with respect to coverage.

The agreement may provide for the extension of coverage to any
excluded service or employing units, if the State wishes to do that.

Senator KiwoRE. That is right. In other words, it may take up
municipal, county, and State employees if it wants to.

Senator VA-DE-BERG. Before you leave that point, will you tell me
how your bill differs from the provisions in the Senate bill a year
ago for workers not presently covered by compensation laws?

Senator KIWORE. Of course, it differs in amounts and terms. There
are quite a few differences. It differs in the question of transportation,
when transportation can be furnished, because that other bill was
drawn with the idea that the Japanese war would probably last a year
longer, and we might probably have work in the West when we did
not have it in the East. There are quite a number of changes in that.

Senator VADFNBEG. Does your bill cover workers who were not
covered by the Senate bill of a year ago?

Senator KnoGoRE. No, I do not think so. My recollection is it does
not cover anybody not covered by that bill.

Senator VANDENBRG. That was my recollection.
The CE MAN. The maximum in the other bill, Senator Vanden-

berg, you recall was $20, and it was all put on a State basis.
Senator VANDENBERG. Yes, I recall all that.
Senator Kuox. Yes.
Senator LucAs. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman, with re-

spect to the coverage agreement on Federal civilian workers and
martime workers ? Does the State have anything to do with that?

Senator KnzoRE. No.
The CHInMAN. Not now.
Senator KHoORi. The State does not have anything to do with

that. May I call the committee's attention to one very vital thing
that has never been brought up, that is, on the Federal worker and
maritime worker? Had we paid unemployment compensation bene-
fits in the respective States for those workers, that would have been
paid by the Federal Government directly in the way of pay-roll tax.
i other words, we would have already expended that money had

we had them covered.
May I give you an example from the West?
There are in the State of Washington 65,000 Federal workers of

a temporary nature. ..Now, the reason they were not originally covered
was the fact that originally Federal workers were all under civil
service and they had their own working plans. That was the per-
manent personnel. Now, we were raised from a million-or a little
over a million Federal workers total at the outbreak of this war-
to 3,000,000. That 2,000,000 were put in service temporarily, and they,
of course, paid into their retirement funds amounts which they can
withdraw, but it was put in purely on a temporary basis. They have
no job security of any kind.

The CEAIRMAN. That was for the duration and 6 months thereafter.
Senator KiLorE. That was for the duration and 6 months, there-

after, that is all.
The CHAIMAN. And unless, of course, they continue to pay into

the retirement fund for 5 years or more, they simply get their money
back, they get no retirement benefits.
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Senator Kuoi That is right, they get no retirement benefits at
all. We cover them in this, so we believe, in making it mandatory
in those classes we are simply carrying out an obligation that we
probably should have provided for before, and at no expense to the
Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The Federal-civilian-worker category is intended
to include those temporary employees that have been put on by any
agency of the Government?

Senator KiLoR. Yes.
The CHAMMAN. For instance, the Post Office.
Senator KILmOu. Yes.
The CHAMMAN. In order to serve the temporary need during the

war.
Senator Kiwom. In order to serve the temporary need during the

war, that is right. That applies to any other department of the
Government.

Senator LUCAS. That is a direct obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment I

Senator KwoRx. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. That will be controlled by the Federal Government 1'
Senator Knoop. That is right, under the regulations which the

Congress placed in the District of Columbia.
Senator LuCAs. The States will have nothing to do with that at all ?
Senator Kaox. The States will have nothing to do with it.
Senator LuCAS. Does the bill provide that?
Senator KrwoE. It can be administered in the State in which the

worker is located. The payments are in toto from the Federal Gov-
ernment and the regulations are-the regulations in the District of
Columbia.

Senator LuCAS. Under the bill then the State will administer the
fund that is furnished by the Federal Government for these manda-
tor classes?

Senator KruGoiu. If they so elect. If not, the Federal Government
will administer it through such agencies as it may designate.

Senator LUCAS. The State government can accept that responsi-
bility and the Federal Government would be bound under the law to
follow whatever the State lays down with respect to furnishing funds
to these mandatory classes?

Senator KiwoRE. Provided, of course, they have uniformity of
treatment, that they follow the law as laid down to govern unemploy-
ment compensation in the District of Columbia.

The CHAMMAN. That is the maximum of $20, as I recollect it.
Senator Kmomoi. $20 for 20 weeks under the present modification.
Senator BYRD. What about the Federal employee that is entitled

to retirement?
Senator Kiwox. He goes ahead and gets his retirement.
Senator BiRD. He does not get his unemployment pay?
Senator Kmwo@R. Unless he is fired or laid off by reason of the

shutting down of the plant he is taken care of under his regular
retirement plan.

Senator BYnw. He is not eligible for this?
Senator Kiwox. I believe he is if he is laid off.
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Senator BYRD. What covers that? A great many may have to be
laid off.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. He would be covered under the bill.
Senator KuooiR He would be covered under the bill. He is not now

covered by anything.
Senator BARKLEY. A large majority of the temporary employees

who have gone on the Government pay roll would not have accumulated
5 years' contribution.

Senator BymR. I am speaking of those who have accumulated 5 years,
for which the Federal Government contributes substantially to their
retirement fund. Does that particular employee come under this fund?

Senator KILGopR. The permanent employee?
Senator BYRD. The permanent employee.
Senator Knopox. Covering the period of a temporary lay-off, yes,

he can be covered under this.
Senator BYrD. Is that right? Because the Government pays from 60

to 70 percent of the retirement fund.
Senator KLoRE Unemployment compensation for an able-bodied

man not eligible for retirement is just the same as if he is a Federal
employee.

Senator BYRD. Here is a question where the retirement fund is con-
tributed on the basis of 40-60, 40 percent .by the employee and 60 per-
cent by the Government. If the Government pays on the basis of 60
percent on retirement when he leaves the service he will then get 6
months' additional pay.

Senator KILORE. Not if he retires.
Senator BYRD. Suppose he is laid off? He gets his retirement pay

whether he is laid off or not, if he is eligible for it.
Senator K ILGoE. If he is eligible for retirement pay, that is credited

up against what he can draw.
Senator BYRD. A lot of the permanent employees will be laid off.
Senator KLGORE. You will not find it in the bill. That is an admin-

istrative question pure and simple. I do not get your point. If a
Government employee is eligible for retirement and takes his retire-
ment, naturally he cannot get anything else.

Senator BRD. Well, it should be in the bill, should not it ? He would
be unemployed in the sense he is out of a job.

Senator KrwoRE. You must realize he has to credit any money he re-
ceives against the question of compensation.

Senator BYRD. Where is that in the bill?
Senator KiuwoRE. It is not in the bill. It is provided for in various

regulations.
Senator BYRD. But this is a new feature. You have taken over the

Federal employees for unemployment payment. If you do that it
should be put into the bill, as to what it means.

Mr. J.&coBsTEi. May I answer that, Senator?
Senator KupORE. I wish you would.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Since the Federal employees are going to be covered

now in accordance with the law of the District of Columbia, therefore,
if you want to kiow what is going to happen to the Federal employee
you have to read the District of Columbia law just as you would if you
want to know what is going to happen in Connecticut.

Senator BYRD. What would happen to an employee that was cov-
ered by the retirement fund?

CIA
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Mr. JACOBSTEIN. He would be regarded as any other employee. If
he is unemployed he makes application for unemployment compensa-
tionI

Senator BYRD. In other words, he gets two payments, or payments
from two different sources?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. No; he gets one unemployment compensation.
Senator BYRD. But he is entitled to the retirement fund which has

been contributed to 60 percent by the Government.
The CHAIRMAN. I think what Senator Byrd has in mind is this:

Suppose you had a regular civil service employee who has worked
for 10 years and paid into the retirement fund, he is entitled to re-
ceive payment from that fund.

Senator KLGORE. When he has reached the age of 62.
The CHAIRMAN. He is entitled, under civil service, to get some pay-

ment from that fund.
Senator KILGORE. He must have reached the age of 62.
The CHAIRMAN. He would not get any retirement benefits when he

is merely laid off?
Senator KILGORE. No; he would not get axiy retirement payments if

he is merely laid off, until such time as he applies for retirement and
meets the qualifications for retirement. If he is laid off without apply-
ing for retirement he does not get the retirement pay but he is entitled
to the unemployment-compensation feature.

Senator B YRD. If he is severed from employment with the Govern-
ment for whatever reason he gets retirement pay, because he has con-
tributed to that retirement pay.

Senator KILGORE. Only when he has reached a certain age and he
must be placed on the retirement list.

Senator BYRD. Is that man eligible then for this other fund?
Senator KILGORE. Not if he has retired.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. He takes himself out of the labor force.
Senator BYRD. He might not take himself out of the labor force.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. In other words, if he does not want to retire and

does not want to take himself out of the labor force, then, under the
laws of the District of Columbia, he applies for unemployment com-
pensation.

Senator BYRD. And he can get it?
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes.
Senator KILGORE. But not retirement pay, too.
Senator BYRD. Yes; he can. You cannot take his retirement pay

from him because he has contributed to that. He has given 5 percent
of his annual salary to it.

Senator KILGORE. How can a man meet the requirements af apply.
ing for a job and at the same time had retired from a job?

Senator BYRD. That is what I am asking you.
Senator KILGORE. He cannot do it.
Senator BYRD. I know you cannot take the retired pay from him,

because that is a contract.
Senator KLGORE. If he retires he gets the retired pay, but nothing

more than that.
Senator BYRD. Such a person under this bill can get two compen-

sations.
Senator KuGoRo. I think th e other laws prevent that.
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Mr. JAo0xB9N. Senator Byrd, if a man is now working in the Fed-
eral Government and he says, "I want to retire," that means he does
not want a Joh, and, so, he gets his retirement pay. I

Senator Khmu x. And under the rulings of the District of Colum-
bia, having said, "I don't want a job", he is not eligible for this money
because of that very statement.

Senator BYRD. That is not the answer you made before.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes. He has got to come to the employment office

and say, "I am out of work. I want a job."
Senator BinD. Suppose there is no job with the Federal Govern-

ment available for him?
Mr. JAcoBsmT . And he is not retired; then, he gets compensation.
Senator Bnw. Suppose a man retires, suppose he gets his retire-

ment pay and then he wants to go back to work and applies for work
with the Federal Government and cannot get it?

Mr. JAoBsTIN. Frankly, I do not know what would happen in
that kind of situation. I would have to reread the District of Co-
lumbia law, which has recently been modified.

Senator BARKLEy. Let me ask you if this is not the situation: A
man reaches 62, he has been contributing anywhere from 5 to 20 years
or more into a fund which entitles him to retirement pay, when he does
retire he has earned that? That is something to which he is entitled?

Senator Knzo Yes.
Senator BAiKKEY. Now, if he applies to some private institution

for work, feeling that he is still able to do something, and he fails
to get a job in a private institution, he would continue to draw his
reticent pay which he has earned, but he would also draw compen-
sation under this bill. -

Senator Kio-E. He would have no basis for it.
Mr. JACOBSTEN. He would have no basis for it.
Senator HAWKES. Suppose this man answered all the requirements

for retiring and retired, and actually got the job? You see, Senator
Barkley, you picture him as applying for a job and not getting it.
Supposing he actually got a job and held it for 4 months, then could
he draw his retirement pay from the Government and also put him-
self on the records for unemployment compensation and ask that
unemployment compensation be paid to him?

Senator BARKmY. I do not think so.
Senator HAWKES. How would you keep the man from doing it?
Senator BAKLEY. The law does not say so.
The CHfAmmAN. The State laws take care of that.
Senator Knwpx. The District of Columbia regulations would keep

him from doing that.
Senator HAWKES. If yOU are sure that is right, then, that answers

the purpose of my question.
The CHAIRMAN. I think you will find that State laws take care

of that kind of a situation.
Senator kiGOR E. In order to answer the other question that Sen-

ator Barkley raised, in order to go back into Federal employment,
we have had it happen right here in the Senate Office Building, men
who were retired and when they were needed they would come back
and go off retirement temporarily. You remember we had some con-
troversy about getting them back on retirement. They would work
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a while and then get retired again, men who were too old to work
ordinaily.

Senator ByRu. Could the gentleman to the right be given a mem-
orandum by the committee to look into that?

Mr. JACOBSTFMN. I will look into that.
Senator BYRm. What is the cost that the passage of this bill would

place on the Federal Treasury?
Senator KnwoRE. There are all kinds of estimates, but the Social

Security furnished some estimates which run from $1,121,000000 to
$1,941,000 as the cost of it.

Senator BRD. What is the maximum?
Senator Kiw.on. Depending on the quantity of unemployment.
Senator VANDENBERG. Those estimates do not include the trans-

portation of the migratory workers?
Senator KILGORIE. No.
Senator VANDENBERG. Is there any estimate on that factor?
Senator KMRE. No; there is not. The Social Security Board

say they are unable to make estimates on that at the present time.
Mr. JACOBSTIN. Senator George, in that file I gave you, you have

estimates by the Social Security Board which runs the figure up to
$2,000,000,000 for the 23 months' period. This bill covers 23 months.
The maximum unemployment, if you assume as high as 10,QOO,000
unemployment, the cost to the Federal Government would be $2,000,-
000,000. The Social Security Board provided me with an estimate
based on three assumptions: low unemployment, medium unemploy-
ment, and high unemployment. You will find that in the file I gave
you. These are the Social Security figures and not mine.
Senator VANDFNBERG. That only covers part of the bill.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. There are some figures not included in that figure,

because they could not estimate how much money would be expended
in travel allowances and how much the States would liberalize.

Senator BARKLEY. The more the States liberalize the more it would
cost the Federal Government.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I mean liberalize in the sense of coverage, to take
in everybody.

Senator BARKLEY. To bring the compensation up from $18 to $22
then the United States Government would put up only $3.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is right.
Senator VANDENBFRG. That is my objection to the bill. There is

nothing in this bill that does that in its present form; is that right,
Senator Kilgore?

Senator KLOORiE. What is that?
Senator VANDENBERG. If the State is going to increase its own com-

)ensation rate, there is nothing to cover that so long as the bill stands
in its present form?

Senator KILGORE. That is correct, yes.
Senator VA-DENBERG. I understand you agree that the bill ought to

be changed.
Senator KrLGor. So as to reward some States?
Senator VANDENBERG. To reward a State which has already done its

job.
Senator K mc. Yes.
Senator VANDEwNBERG. Instead of penalizing it, as is the present

result.
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Senator KLoORE. That is right.
Mr. JAOB)STEIN. That would raise the cost further to the Federal

Government.
Senator KiuioRE. That is correct.
Senator BARKLEY. If the State did not raise its own compensation,

so long as this Federal subsidy or supplementary appropriation is made
there would be considerable pressure on the State to raise its own com-
penisation.

s enator Bria. What is your estimate, Senator Kilgore?
Senator KmnolRE. The estimates I have here show up to June 1947.

From October 1945 to June 1946, on a high unemployment assump-
tion-

Senator Bym. What is the source of the estimate?
Senator KIGoRo. Social Security; $805,400,000 for that period, and

from July 1946 to June 1947, $1.135,600,000; or a total of $1,941,000,-
000.

Senator Byea. How much unemployment is that based on?
Mr. JACOBSTF.N. 10,000,000-at its peak.
Senator KILGORE. 10,000,000, at the high unemployment.
Senator BARKLEY. Under your bill, according to the figures here, the

low unemployment would be a total of $1,120,000,000, and high unem-
ployment $1,910,000,000. That includes both mandatory and volun-
tary features.

Senator KnGoE. Yes, that includes both mandatory and voluntary
features.

Senator HAWKES. That does not include transportation?
Senator Kiwom That does not include transportation, no.
Senator ByRD. Does that take into consideration that the States may

liberalize their laws to take in additional employees?
Senator KIwoiR. It takes in the laws as they are now in the States.
Senator BYRD. I think the States are going to take advantage of this

fund, if it is coming from the Federal Government, to the fullest extent.
Senator KILoRE. I understood you to say that the States would

liberalize their own payments from their own funds. I say that is
taking into consideration that they would contribute then what they
are contributing now.

Senator ByRD. Can the States take in additional coverage, though?
Senator Kn.oom- Yes.
Senator BinD. For the low-employment period you have $1,120,-

000,000 a year. What is that based on? On what unemployment
figure?

Senator' KGoRE. On 10,000,000 unemployment.
Senator BARKLEY. The total period is from October 1945 to October

1947, the total period. That would be over 2 years.
The CHARMAN. It would be 21 months-to June 1947.
Senator KuxOom. Under this bill the figures I have here show

$1,186,000,000 for the civilian plus $255,000,000 for the veterans, mak-
inga total of $1,941,000,000.

Senator BrnD. That includes the Federal employees?
Senator Kuzom. It includes everything.
Senator BYRD. It does not include the traveling expense?
Senator KiwoRE. It does not include the travel.
Senator BYRD. How much unemployed is that based on?
Senator KiwoRE. That is based on 10,000,000 unemployed.
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Senator BYRD. The high unemployment is based on 10,000,000?
Senator BARKLEY. That is right.
Senator KILGORE. That is a igh point or peak. That does riot

mean you might not have a peak greater than that, but the high-point
unemployment for the entire period.

Senator BYRD. You have low unemployment in one place and high
unemployment in another place.

The CHAIRMAN. The last two sentences on that sheet, Senator Byrd.
Senator Kimovt. It is based on a 6,000,000 unemployed peak for

the low unemployment figure, and a 10,000,000 unemployed peak for
the high unemployment figure. This average unemployment runs
through that period.

Senator VANDENBERG. No; that is the peak.
Senator KGORE. Yes; that is the Eeak-not the average.
Senator BYRD. If there is more than 10,000,000 unemployed, of

course it gets worse.
Senator KILGORE. Yes, it gets worse.
Senator HAWKES. Senator, may I ask you this question?
As I undersstand it, the States can change their classification and

definition of coverage; can they not?
Senator Kiwoo__. Certainly.
Senator HAWKES. Are there any limits established by your bill be-

yond which the State cannot go in extending its coverage?
Senator Knroiw. No.
Senator HAWKES. Then you have got another factor of possible ex-

pense in there if that be so.
Senator Knwor. It cannot go beyond the scope of the bill, of course,

as to amounts.
Senator HAWKES. It does not have to go beyond the scope of the

bill. In other words, if they extend their coverage and bring more
people in under this bill the expense would be greater, and there is a
factor there that you haven't got here.

Senator KGoiw. These estimates here are based not on what is the
coverage by the State now plus this but based upon all the coverage
that could be placed on it. *

Senator HAWKE8. In other words, this is the maximum outside fig-
ure, if they placed the maximum coverage possible on it?

Senator KIwmE. And for 10,000,000 unemployed.
Senator HAWKES. And for 10,000,000 unemployed ?
Senator KrwoRE. That is right.
Senator IIAWKES. Thank you.
Senator MOMAHON. Suppose the State now pays $15-
Senator KILGORE. $15 ?'
Senator MCMAHON. Let us assume that.
Senator 1KtroPRE. Yes.
Senator MOMAHON. Then, we will say they reduce it to $10. Is

there any prohibition against the State reducing the amount which
it will pay.

It seems to me, since they would be able to draw that much more
out of the Federal Treasury they would reduce the amount which they
would pay out of the State.

Senator KnLor. I think that is a very good Connecticut sugges-
tion, but I had never thought of that.
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Senator MCMAHON. Why isn't there an inducement to the States to
reduce the amount so they would take a greater amount out of. the
Federal Treasury?

Mr. JAMOXRSMN. There is no prohibition in the bill against it.
Senator BAImzzy. How can the Congress prevent the State from

fixing its own compensation figure I
Senator KnAoE. I do not see how you can.
Senator BARKLET. We can say we will not pay any more than the

difference between the present State compensation and two-thirds or
$25, whichever it may be.

Senator KnGoRE. Senator McMahon, there is one thing that has
had to be avoided throughout in drafting the bill, and that is anything
that tends to federalize a system; in other words, take the control away
from the State.

Senator McMAHoN. Yes, but we could withhold the payment of the
benefits provided for by the Federal Government under this bill to
any State which reduced its present level of payment, could we not?

Senator KnwoRE. Oh, yes.
Senator HAwKzs. It seems to me Senator Barkley's suggestion was

an extremely good one; that is, that the payments be made on the basis
of the existing State law compensation at the time the bill becomes law.

Senator BARirT Y. There are two sides to that. If you do that and
the State reduces its own compensation, you would still pay the same
amount.

Senator HAwKEs. Let us say not less than the present.
Senator BARiKLEY. In view of the fact that a year ago all the States

came here and told us they were amply able to take care of the situation
and induced Congress to do nothing about it except loan them some
money if they ran out, it is much less likely for them to reduce their
own compensation. If they had not come here and said they were able
to take care of it, Congress was ready to pass a completely federalized
unemployment compensation act for war workers. I do not think
that is a fear that any of us may entertain very seriously.

Senator KnLoRE. Now, Mr. Chairman, if I night go ahead
The CHAmRAN. Yes; you may go ahead.
Senator K GoRE. Exhibit IV contains technical data describing the

present State system. Its inadequacies were described very pointedly
by a leading business publication as follows. On April 28, 1945, the
editors of Business Week stated:

At any continuous level of unemployment, drains on reserve funds will decline
during the first few years as workers exhaust benefits. So, with 6,000,000 unem-
ployed, present aggregate reserves of over $6,000,000,000 would last almost indef-
initely. As many as 9,000,000 unemployed year after year would drain reserve
funds in 10 years or a little less. But, as we said 3 years ago, "It was never
contemplated that funds would be built up to take care of workers during a
severe depression. At best, unemployment insurance was looked upon as a
stopgap-a temporary economic alleviator."

And as a stopgap the system today hardly measures up, for, with the average
beneficiary receiving little more than one-third or so of his former weekly wagbs,
and with, at most, two-thirds of the eligibles on the rolls at any one time, less
than 25 percent of the income of laid-off insured workers would be maintained.

That is under the present system.
In spite of increases which have been made in some States, the maxi-

nium weekly benefit rate in most States provides less real purchasing
power today than it did when benefits first began in 1938. The cost of
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living index of the Bureau of Labor Statisties, in Jime 1945, was 29
percent above the 1935-39 average (see exhibit V). The President's

(omnittee om the Cost of Living, ?n its report last November, found
t hat this index has a downward bias of 3 to 4 pxints-which means that
tle actual cost of living now is about oe-tlird higher than in prewar
years. For the family dependent on unemployment benefits, this does
niot tell the whole story. The prices of foodand clothing, which repre-
s.vnt a larger proportional part of the expenditures of such family have
1"en 30 and 44 percent, respectively.

The chart over there is based upon the 1935-39 level, which was prac-
tic.ally maintained up to 1939, and shows the general trend based upon
1()( percent as of 1935, and would- indicate that as of this date, in 1945,
general living costs are 129 percent of what they were in 1939. On food
it is 141.1 percent, and on clothing 145.4 percent.

Now, we must remember, with the exception of a few States, unem-
1,1,yment compensation in States was supposed at least to be based
uil)on price levels as of the time the bills were passed. A few have
raised them. For instance, Washington last year went to $25 a week
fo. 26 weeks. That is the State of Washington. New Jersey has $22
f,, 26 weeks. New York and Illinois has $20 for 26 weeks, and Mary-
li1i has, with its dependency features, $25 for 26 weeks, but dropping
without dependents to $20 for 26 weeks under the same standard of
wage. As I say, those are in the upper brackets and are based upon
whiat we might call a prewar standard for all the rest of the States.

Senator VANDENBERG. Can you make that same argument on behalf
44 raising all Government pensions?

Senator Kiloton. I think you probably could, except for the fact,
Se nator, that some Government pensions have been automatically
ised. For instance, Army and Navy pensions are based on three-
I oIrths of the pay, and with the pay raise that took place as you got the
re-t. I do not think there are any real pensions aside from those, dis-
:,ilility pensions. The rest of the so-called pensions are retirements.

Senator VANDENBERG. Those are what I am talking about.
Senator KLoORE. Yes; well, that would, of course, require a greater

(ivernment contribution, and in fact some of those people are really
suffering. On the other hand, Senator Vandenberg, a raise of retire-
1 ,ljt would run perpetually, whereas this is intended for a stopgap
i, ring which we hope prices will level off.
Senator VANDENBERG. This will be perpetual.'
Senator LUCAS. Senator Kilgore, I notice in one of the charts pre-

1 ared by the experts, Illinois, during the January session of the legis-
lature, raised the rate of benefits from 20 to 25 weeks, a maximum of
-) a week.
Senator Ipxoo. $20 a week for 26 weeks.
Senator LUCAS. Yes; as I understand it, that is the maximum that

fh1ey can obtain under the eligibility rules for compensation based
surely upon need in Illinois. Now, as to the Federal Government,what would be the additional amount that the Federal Government

would d supply to the State of Illinois under this bill?
Smator KiLoRE. $5 a week for the 26 weeks.
Senator LUCAS. Nothing more?
Senator KiAoRj. That is right. That is only for the high-earning

brackets.
76876---....-S
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Senator LUCAS. In other words, there is nothing in this bill which
would permit the individual who is now, say, on the basis of need
obtaining $15 a week to reach the $25 bracket.

Senator KILGORE. Eicept based upon the two-thirds of his earnings,
they could adopt this policy.

Senator Luc.ls. I understand that. I am talking about the fellow
in Illinois today, for instance, on the basis of need, who is receiving,
say, $15 per week, and that is all he is receiving on the basis of need.
That is all he could receive under this bill. Let me put it this way:
Can he receive any more under this bill?

Senator KILGORE. Yes.
Senator LucAs. Could he go to the $25 mark?
Senator KIOORE. They can run it up to two-thirds if it does not

exceed -25, based upon the base period of this bill, by agreeing to the
contract, by agreeing to accept the provisions of the bill.

Senator LUcAs. Does not that result in quite a good deal of discrimi-
nation, from the standpoint of the present law?

Senator KILGORE. I do not know what the present law is, whether it
is 50 percent of earnings, or 60 percent, or 70 percent of earnings that
limits him to his $15.

Senator LuCAs. The point I am trying to make is simply this: Under
the Illinois law at the present time we will say he is entitled to $20 a
week, but because of certain financial conditions he is only getting $10
per week, and that is all he will get. Now, we raise each and every
Illinois man up to $25, as the maximum he can get.

Senator KILGORE. Yes.
Senator LuCAS. Will this $10 raise to $25 be a proportionate raise?
Senator KILGORE. He will be raised proportionately, because that

$10 is based upon his base pay, and this is based on the base pay, so
his raise would have to be a proportionate raise if they contract. In
other words, he would not get arbitrarily $25.

Senator LuCAs. That is the point I am making.
Senator KILGORE. Because it would apply the same scale that Illinois

uses in computing it, not to exceed $25.
Senator LUCAS. There is nothing in this law which would change the

computing law in IllinoisI
Senator KILGORE. It is not the computing law, it is the computing

system.
Senator VANDENBERG. There is another discrimination against Illi-

nois, and I would like to hear Senator Kilgore discuss it, because I
think he is sympathetic with the point I am making. You have got 9
States paying $16 for 16 weeks maximum, and you have got 19 States,
which includes practically all the industrial States

Senator KGolE. You have got two States paying $15 for 14 weeks,
too.

Senator VANDENBERG. I grouped them all at $16 or less. There
are 9 of them that pay $16 or less for 16 weeks or less and there are 19
States which pay $'20 for at least 20 weeks. Under this law the States
that are only paying $16 get a compensatory payment on precisely
the same basis as the States that pay $20, and therefore ihe States
that pay $20 are also going to contribute to the States that only pay
$16. I think the Senator from West Virginia is prepared to make
a suggestion on that.

Senator KILGORE. I will make a suggestion before I get through.
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Senator VANDENBERG. He is going to make a suggestion for leveling
off that situation. I do not see how it is defensible.

Senator KIwoxOR. I am not going to make that suggestion, I am
going to make a suggestion to the committee as to the inodus operandi
for leveling it off in some way, to give a reward to the States that
have been farsighted in the way of recoupment of some kind.

Senator VANDENBERG. When are you going to do that?
Senator KILGORE. I will be up to it in just a minute or two.
Senator LuCAs. Let me ask one further question with respect to the

State of Illinois, or with respect to, say, a State that only has 20
weeks of compensation. Under this law we go to 26 weeks.

Senator KILGORE. Under this law, we go to 26 weeks; yes.
Senator LucAs. Who takes care of the difference on that 6 weeks?
Senator KILGORE. The Government has to do that.
Senator LuCAs. The Federal Government has to take care of it all?
Senator KILGORE. Has to take care of the entire pay in accordance

with the amount that the State regulations would pay the men.
Senator BYRD. You mean to take care of the State matter?
Senator BARKLEY. How does that fit in with the present law that

we passed last year where the State ran out of the funds before the
period was up and we made a loan to it?

Senator KILGORE. The State in that case mortgaged its future
income.

Senator BARKXEY. The House did not take that view of it.
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes.
Senator BARKLEY. For instance, if the State ran out of funds with

which to pay its own compensation for the period provided under its
own laws we provided that we would loan them enough to finish out
the period.

Senator KILGORE. Which was, however, worse discrimination than
the one complained of by Senator Vandenberg because the man who
was on before was getting paid by the earnings of future workers.

Senator BARKLEY. There is no way to pass a law like this without
discrimination against somebody.

Senator HAWKES. There is one thing we have got to do and that is to
try to have the discrimination as little as possible.

Senator KILGORE. That is right.
Senator HAWKES. Look at the State of New Jersey. It has got

$'22 a week for 26 weeks. Under the present law, all they would get
would be $3 a week.

Senator KILGORE. All they would get is $3 a week, whereas the State
of Mississippi or the State of Arizona would get $10, shall we say,.
for a period of 14 weeks, and $25 for a period of 26 weeks.

Senator HAWKES. That discrimination is too much, I can tell you,
to satisfy the people of New Jersey.

Senator VANDENBRG. Michigan has gone up to $28.
Senator KIGORE. The State of Washington has gone up to $25 for

26 weeks on a flat sum.
Senator HAWKES. Yes.
Senator KILGORE. The greatest factor limiting the payment-
Senator BYRD (interposing). Before you leave that subject, may

I ask a question? Would not this be the effect, that no State would
increase its allowances or its time?
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Senator KILGORE. It would probably be so. The bad features, Sena-
tor Byrd, is this. that these States have based their pay-roll tax on
this low scale and when they do something like this they do not
have the reserves and they are simply deceiving the worker.
Senator BYRD. One very bad result it seems to me is this: A State

that has $14 a week for 16 weeks, the Federal Government comes in and
makes it $25 for 10 weeks additional.

Senator KILOROIE. That is riorht.
Senator BYRD. That woulif increase the compensation in Con-

necticut.
Senator KILGORE. Not for 2 years.
Senator BARKLEY. Not for 2 years, but they would have to continue

after the 2 years is up.
Senator BYRD. This bill would not stop at 2 years.
Senator KILoORE. It automatically stops in 2 years.
Senator BYRD. It automatically stops, but it is going to be continued,

like a lot of these other things that are going to have expiration
dates. When vou once start giving money out of the Federal Treasury
,nd giving it to the States, it does not stop.

Senator VANDENBERG. In the State of Michigan, for example, we
r-stablislied this higher level, and in the lower States they do not have
this higher level.

Senator KILGORE. I question. Senator Vandenberg, whether you
know who has been taxed.

senator VAN-DENBERG. Well, I do, too. I know somebody has.
Senator KILGORE. Because the big bulk of the pay roll tax was

chargedd up on contract prices for war material.
Senator VANDENBERG. That is true.
Senator KILGORE. The fact remains that the Federal Government

paid it.
Senator VANDENBERG. Yes. And the fact remains in these States,

entirely aside from war business, there has been a level of payment
toward an objective which has infinitely higher than in many other
States, and we are now about to be penalized for having done that.
Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. You paid the same tax, based on the pay roll.
Senator KILGORE. The employer pays the tax, but it is charged up

to the Governmenf.
Senator VANDENBERG. I am not talking about the tax; I am talking

about the objective. You are coming to that, you have told me for
the last 15 minutes.

Senator KILGORE. That is right.
The greatest factor limiting the payment of an adequate unemploy-

ment benefit is the arbitrarily low ceilings placed by State law. Ex-
clusive of special dependency benefits only the State of Washington
and Hawaii pay $25 as a maximum weekly benefit. As exhibit IV
shows. 13 States have maxima of only $15 or $16, 31 States pay $1
to $20 as a maximum, and 5 pay a maximum of $21 to $22. The
average of the State maxima is therefore between $18 and $28 a week.
This same exhibit shows that about half the workers were at their
present State maximum. If the proposal embodied in S. 1274 were
made law, three-fourths of all workers now receiving the maximum
would get increased .benefit amounts. Only one-third of the Nation's
workers would be limited by the $25 national maximum.
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I would like to point out that in 1944 the average weekly benefit

amount was $15.90 (exhibit IV) while the average weekly wage was
$44.21. This means that on the average, workers under State systems
while getting compensation received only 35 percent of their lost
weekly wages. If S. 1274 were enacted and the State took full ad-
vantage of it, the average payment would be increased by about
$5 per week raising the national average compensation to almost 50
percent of lost wages which is considered by experts as the desirable
standard.

No one knows how long it will take to reconvert to peacetime pro-"
duction or to reemploy workers laid off because veterans will resume
their old jobs. However, unless benefits are payable for a duration
sufficient to enable the unemployed labor force to live more adequately
until business has a fair chance to reconvert, substitute Government
action for the provision of purchasing power must be taken.

In the reconversion period one of the prime things relied upon is an
unemployment compensation to protect workers. Yet in a rather
good year of employment like 1941, about 50 percent of the eligible
unemployed workers under State unemployment compensation laws
failed to be reemployed before exhausting their benefit rights.

Provisions of existing laws for even the maximum duration of bene-
fits do not measure up to the responsibilities which will be placed
on unemployment insurance in the reconversion period. In 14 States
blienefits may be drawn for only 16 weeks or less. Only 5 States as-
sire 26 weeks of benefits to all eligible workers, and in 4 of these
the actual maximum may be less than 26 weeks because the dura-
tion is related to earnings and employment.

In 37 States the duration of benefits is related to the amount of
employment or earnings which the worker had in a previous period,
with a specified maximum duration. The other 14 States have a
uniform duration of benefits for all claimants.

Nor is the existence of variable and uniform duration of benefits an
a(djustment to local conditions. Georgia, Mississippi, and North Caro-
li ria provide uniform duration of benefits; Louisiana, Texas, Missouri,
:aIu Arkansas do not; New York and Ohio provide uniform duration;
Maryland, Michigan, and Pennsylvania do not. Uniform duration of
I)ernefits is simple to understand and treats all eligible workers within
I he State alike; consequently, it will go further to supply workers with
t hat security which is needed and busiriess anid the community with a
>olid foundation upon which plans for economic prosperity must rest.

Provision of uniform duration of up to 26 weeks if needed would
iblnefit workers in all but one State.
If the adjustment period is as brief as is hoped, the increased dura-

tion of benefits will not cost much, since workers will get jobs and
iot use up their benefit rights; if it is longer, increased duration of

Iuiiefits will be well worth the cost. The reconversion period will be
jitst the time when such protection is necessary if unemployment com-
Ilelnsation is to fulfill its function.

It has been said that increasing duration of benefits to about 26
Weeks a year will result in malingering and preference for benefits
iwisead of jobs. Such statements suggest that -the shorter the dura-
tion of benefits, the more effective would be the program and that
Probably no program at all would be the most effective. Full employ-"lent of the war years has already obliterated from the minds of some
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the reason for the enactment of unemployment compensation-the fact
that unemployment is not caused by individual frailty but by economic
circumstances. Moreover, mere extension of potential duration does
not automatically provide benefits for longer periods; workers who
refuse suitable employment will be disqualified from receiving bene-
fits. Adequate duration of benefits will go a long way in aiding the
worker in search of a job; it will go a long way toward maintaining
our standard of living, purchasing power, and employment.

In other words, there is a perfect lack of uniformity now. States
with the same type of benefit and with the same type of income have
lack of uniformity under the present set-up. You cannot say it is
regional while you have Mississippi and Arizona in the low class,
and certainly you cannot say the economy is the same. On the other
hand, in the 18-weeks-at-$18-a-week class, you have Iowa, Texas, and
Nebraska with different economies there, and you get over in the 26-
week grown there, for instance, and you have got Maryland and the
State of Washington in the $'25 class and certainly they have different
economies.

INADEQUACY OF EMPLOYEE COVERAGE UNDER EXISTING SYSTEM

There is no doubt in the minds of various committees of Congress
that the present unemployment compensation coverage is wholly in-
adequate. You, Mr. Chairman, in reporting on June 23, 1944. for
the Senate Special Committee on Postwar Economic Policy and Plan-
ning, and on S. 2051 for the Committee on Finance on August 3, 1944;
Mr. Doughton reporting for the House Ways and Means Committee on
August 21. 1944. and the House Special Committee on Postwar Eco-
nomic Policy and Planning in its third report on August 14, 1944,
all clearly indicated the need for coverage of those groups within the
system. According to exhibit VIa, the total employed labor force
52.200.000 in the United States in an average week of 1944, only about
29.000.000 were covered by State unemployment compensation laws
and an additional 1.400.000 were covered by the Railroad Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act. The more important of the groups not covered
and which can be covered from the viewpoint of administrative feasi-
bility of coverage at this time are:
Federal employees -------------------------------------------- 2.9,10, 000
State and local government employees --------------------------- 2 900, 000
Employees of small employers ----------------------------------- 2, 000,000
Maritime employees ------------------ ----------------- 400,000
Agriculture processing employees --------------------------------- 30, 000

Senator TAr. You do not cover that in this bill. That would be a
tax measure then, if you want to extend the unemployment-insurance
tax.

Senator KJGORE. We do not extend the tax. We simply give the
,-overage as an emergency proposition in the hope that the tax will
eventually be covered in all the States.

Senator TAI-r. In those cases, you mean the Federal Government
will have to T)ay the whole thing?

Senator KIuGORE. Will have to pay the whole thing. But let me
call your attention, Senator, to one thing--that had they been cov-
ered the Federal Government would have to pay it anyway on the
Federal employees and maritime employees, because they would have
paid it directly in the pay-roll tax.
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Senator TAFT. We passed it last year and could not get it through
the House. I am talking about agricultural and domestic labor par-
ticularly.

Senator KIwoRE. No; they are not covered.
Senator TAT. Do you cover them here?
Senator KILGORE. Not the argicultural labor; not the farm worker,

but the people who work in the canneries and packing houses are cov-
ered who have not been covered heretofore.

Senator TAFT. How can you do that without levying another tax?
Senator KILGORE. You do not have to levy a tax.
Senator TAT. You mean the Feneral Government pays it all?
Senator KILGORE. The Federal Government pays it all.
Senator TAFT. You would set up a Federal administrative system,

then.
Senator KILGORE. No. The bill provides 'Very simply that it shall

be administered by the State or upon the regulations in force in the
District of Columbia that were passed by Congress if the States will
o elect to do it. If they will not, then, of course, we Will have to

designate some Government agency to make the disbursement; but
if they do, then they have an employees' service through which they
can operate.

Senator TAFT. Are you proposing that the State can set up a differ-
ent standard or operate under a different law as to agricultural em-

)lyees or canning employees than they do set up for their own cov-
ered employees?

Senator KILGORE. Yes. You must realize your agricultural and
l)rocessing people are covered by many State laws anyway. The Fed-
,,ral employees are not, and the maritime employees are not.

Senator BARKLEY. Outside of these categories to which you have
referred, the eligibility of all employees is based upon the State law?

Senator KILGORE. Yes.
Senator LuCAS. With respect to the mandatory process that you

are now speaking of, the State administers as to those classes after
we furnish the money, and there would be two separate standards in
the State for the unemployed, one under the District of Columbia
laws and one operating under the State of Illinois laws.

Senator KILGORE. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. So the cannery comes under the State laws.
Senator KILGoRE. The cannery worker comes under the State law,

and the Federal employee and maritime worker comes under the
Federal.

Senator LUCAS. The Federal employee working in the State of
Illinois would get one compensation.

Senator KILGORE. I will agree with you, Senator Lucas, but it is not
half as bad. The present set-up that they propose is a bad set-up;
because here is a machinist, we will say, who comes from the State
of Connecticut and goes to work in the State of Mississippi in a
shipyard; and going-back to Connecticut, maybe to wait for his job
back there, he would be paid out of the Federal Treasury on the basis
of Mississippi, while some other worker who had been so fortunate as
to be in Connecticut would be paid on the Connecticut basis out of
the same fund for the same work.

Senator LucAs. You are talking now about more or less migratory
workers.
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Senator KiioF.. The big bulk of the Federal employees that come
within this class. have been migratory workers. The stable worker
is the permanent civil-service employee. Just as Senator Byrd knows,
in the shipyard at Norfolk you have a certain permanent civil-service
personnel there, but the big bulk of the workers are migratory workers
from the State of West, Viginia or Maryland, or some other place,
and migrated with solicitation, as you well know.

Senator Luc. s. Regardless of the importance of the point you made,
the Federal worker would be paid under the laws of the District of
Columbia, while the defense-plant worker in Illinois would come
under the Illinois laws.

Senator KhwoRE. Yes.
Senator L-c.ks. There would be two methods.
Senator KioRE. Yes; because one had been originally set up and

they accepted it.
Senator LUCAS. There is another discrimination which would take

place.
Senator KiwoORE. I do not think it is discrimination. I think the

other method would be discriminatory.
Senator Luc.As. There are no two State laws .alike, so there is a

discrimination to start with.
Senator KLGOIRE. That is right. You start with discrimination on a

Federal pay roll, and this is an attempt to as nearly as possible correct
that discrimination. It is a discrimination between two different
groups of employees.

Senator LUCAS. The only point I make is the State that administers
the bill in regard to Federalemployees in the mandatory class would
be administering it under two different theories, and there would be
that further discrimination.

Senator TAFr. Don't you think it is just as important to extend this
to all workers now?

It is important, is it not, at the same time we do this, that we extend
this unemployment compensation to domestic servants and agricul-
tural laborers and some other classes?

Senator ImieoRE. That is permissible, but that would be up to the
State.

Senator TArt. You can force the States to do it by extending the tax
to the employers of such labor. That is the way to do it. We did not
do it last year because the House would not start it.

Senator Kmaoms. That is right.
Senator TAFr. It seems to me if you take the whole problem at once

it ought to be all done at once, and do it now.
Senator KnCpORE. That is what we are trying to stay away from-is

to go into the many details that are necessary in order to make an
over-all correction of the law in the future.

Senator TArr. Do you favor the Wagner-Murray-Dingell provisions
that are before this committee?

Senator KIWoRE. I have not studied them.
Senator TAFr. Setting up a complete Federal system and abolishing

the State systems altogether.
Senator KiLorIE. I would not want to commit myself at this time on

that.
Senator TArr. That bill is before this committee as an alternative to

this.
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Snator Kioio-R. No; it is not an alternative, because this is designed
,s an emergency proposition, pure and simple.

Senator BARKLEY. All of which, it seems to me, illustrates the fact
Hut the whole system at this time is full of inconsistencies. The
c(itry has got to meet the problem some day as a national proposi-
I loll.4

Senator KILGORE. You must admit that it is a series of compromises.
We are facing a proposition which this is designed to correct, in an
ellot to save time.

Senator LUCAS. Pardon me for interrupting, but you will always
I ave that discrimination and those inconsistencies as tong as you have
States.

Senator KmuoRE. Does the Senator suggest that we abolish the
States?

Senator LUCAS. No. The Senator, a moment ago, hesitated on the
qiietion asked by Senator Taft.

Senator KLoRIE. It is because, Senator Lucas, I have not had the
t iiie to study the bill that is before the committee, and I did not want
to say anything about it unless I knew more about the details.

Senator BARKLEY. My objection is not to be interpreted as an en- V
dorsement of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill. I have had the feeling
for a long time that the question of unemployment compensation as a
permanent policy, as well as the question of old-age pensions, must some
day, be dealt with as a unified American problem, so as to treat all
l,)(lple in the same class, wherever they live, in the same way.

Senator KiLGoRE. Senator, I think you are absolutely right. I
t Iink Senator Radcliffe will have to admit that the only way you can
cushion any shock is by the widest possible coverage, so that what is
lit one place can be cushioned some place else. I think that is the
whole theory of insurance, isn't it?

Senator RADCLIFFE. I think it is, but the assumption of the Federal
governmentn t paying on the basis of compensation is a question that
:1 lot of us cannot accept.

Senator KILGORE. In theory, the wider you can spread the risk the
betterr off you are.

Senator RADCLIFE. Yes; that is a good insurance idea; of course,
th e wider you can spread the risk thebetter off you are. That fits in
with sound insurance principles, provided you do not run into some
,,tlier principles that you ought to consider and tackle.

Senator KIIGOORE. According to exhibit VIe, civilian employment in
the Federal Government rose from 1.1 million in January 1941 to
:l)out 3 million in June 1944 and dropped to 2.9 million in May 1945.
'I lie majority of Federal employees have only war-duration appoint-
',ients, and many are now in the process of being laid off. Many of
t se employees left jobs in private industry to take work in navy
V:ards, shipyards, and arsenals, and have been doing work essentially
the same as civilian workers in the same occupations. Such civilians
are protected by unemployment-compensation legislation. The work-
e 's employed by the Federal Government will not be protected unless
(,ngTess acts now. The problem of Federal workers is, however,
Iot confined to the manufacturing establishments of the United States.
Most of the workers hired by the Government during the war will
lose their jobs at the end of hostilities; many of them formerly covered
bN' unemployment-compensation laws have lost their rights as a result
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of their Federal employment and will have nothing to fall back oi
until they can be reemployed.

The position may be taken for Federal workers that they should
be placed in the s:ame position that they would have been had they
engaged in war work fo" a private employer and therefore payments
shouii( be made to Federal employees on the basis of laws of the States
in which they reside and work for the Federal Government. Under
this type 4)f provision, it is claimed, there would be no discrimination
either for or against Federal employees as compared with their neigh-
bors working for private employers. Actually, the shoe is on the
other foot. The Federal workers, where placed under State laws,
would be disc.riminated against: that is. a Federal employee working
in a Navy plant in one State may get a much lower benefit for a
shorter duration than another Feredal worker in another Navy plant
whicl is across the State line who is getting the same rate ofpay
and who would get a higher benefit for a longer duration. For the
Federal Government to consider placing employees employed by it
under 51 State compensation systems is 'almost unthinkable. The
Federal G)vernment would not only be creating inequities and in-
justce- for Federal workers but would be giving up jurisdiction in a
field in which it has always exercised its sovereignty (f power.

S. 1-74 provides mandatory and uniform treatment for Federal and
maritime employees and for mandatory coverage under State laws of
agricultural processin employees. In this connection the committee
may well give consideration to several things about the provision
covering Federal and maritime workers as if they were under the
District of Columbia law. It is my understanding now, after exami-
naticn of the amendment and its administrative considerations, that
somewhat better provisions may be administratively desirable. One
suage1 i(-n has been made that more specific benefit determination pro-
Vi.-ioii, be written in the law. I believe that the disqualifying pro-
viizions of the District of Columbia law could be retained; and there
might be substituted in lieu of the eligibility and the benefit provisions
of the District of Columbia law the following:

1. Eligibility: At least 90 days of Federal employment and a
waitiimi period of 1 week of unemployment.

2. Benefits according to the following table:
Wck! beneflt8 for

Last regular wekly wage: total unemployment
Under $19 59 --------------------------------------------------- $11)
$11).:1 :ind und-r $24 -------------------------------------------- 13
'Z24 "and under 2S 50 --------------------------------------------- 16

arid undpr $3 -------------------------------------------- 19
$32 and under $37.50 --------------------------------------------- 22
$37.5') and over ------------------------------------------------- 25

3. The benefits for 1 week of partial unemployment could equal the
difference between the partial wages and the weekly total unemploy-
ment benefit plus $3.

About 400.000 maritime workers are excluded from unemployment
compensation. These workers have engaged during the war in serv-
ice comparable in danger to that in the armed services, yet, unlike
other workers engaged in industry and commerce, they have no pro-
tection against wage loss when unemployed.

The ma-,ritime problem is a complicated one which is, in many re-
spects, different from normal civilian employment. When a seaman
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i-s on a ship he is usually not working within any State at the time:
lie may have left a particular State where he signed his articles and
riiay dock at several ports in different States; he may go from one
State to another and may return and get his benefits in still another
State; his family may be living in a different State. It is obvious that
a simple uniform method of dealing with them is necessary.

The legislative history of unemployment insurance for seamen
wli(h I need not relate here is indeed one full of frustrations of
effort, to secure good legislation. Despite the recognition of the need
1)y the Senate Postwar Planning Committee, the Senate Finance Com-
iiiittee, and various House committees in 1944, nothing has yet beet,
(lone. There is very good reason why maritime employees should be
(,)vered by a national system of unemployment insurance.

Approximately 3,000,000 workers are still without coverage because
they work for small employers. These workers have generally not
ha(I the same increase in wages as those employed by large firms; many
of them, moreover, will lose their jobs, because a returning veteran
ha- a prior right to it. or because of the uncertainties that many small
b1isinessmen are facing in this period. Employers of one or more
employees are already covered by Federal old-age and survivors insur-
aiwe and by 13 State unemployment compensation laws. Coverage
llfl(ler the unemployment compensation program need he no great
administrative burden on small employers, since they are already
reporting under old-age and survivors'insurance. The success, of the
1.3 States in covering these workers also demonstrates that the addi-
tion:d administrative job for State agencies is no real obstacle.

In their periods of unemployment, farm workers., too, need the type
of protection offered by an unemployment compensation program.
While the administrative problems inherent in covering all aari'ul -
tural workers, may be too great to attempt at this time, there is good
reason why, at a minimum, workers on industrialized farms should
be included under unemployment compensation. This work is in
Iimnv ways similar to work in manufacturing establishments. The
a(dministrative task of including these workers under an unempl,)v-
nient, compensation program should create no problem. In this con-
niection, it should be recalled to the attention of the committee that
the Senate recognized the need for coverage of these workers in labor
laws (luring the debate on the Lea rider to the War Labor Board ap-
p)ropriation for the fiscal year 1946. This rider exclulded aaricilltural
l)rocessing workers from the consideration by the War Lab).r B-ard.
The Senate finally consented to the Lea rider as passed by the House
of Representatives only as a matter of expediency and not as a matter
,,f principle.

DISQUALIFICATION

One of the Worst features of existing laws is the disqualification Y)ro-
visions. The administration of these provisions , fnireover, will be
th( most troublesome in the reconversion period. Workers will be
changing jobs that they will have held for years. They mav find newly
acquired skills of little aid to them in a peacetime economy. Jobs
will develop in localities far distant from the places in which they now
live. Hours of work will change and with thm thp take--irme pav.
The entire labor market will be in a state of flux. The old Murray-



030 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Kilgore bill of last year attempted to remedy this situation by creat-
ing national standards of qualification and disqualification. S. 1274
in basing itself entirely on the present State administration does not
contain remedies for this situation. I felt I would be lax in my pre-
sentation if I did not call this problem to your attention. A more ex-
tended discussion is contained in exhibit VII.

VETERANS ' BENEFITS

The GI bill now pays an unemployed veteran with at least 90 days
Of military service $20 for each week of total unemployment for a
period ranging from 24 weeks to 52 weeks, depending on his length of
military service. The effect of S. 1274 would be to raise unemployment
compensation paid to a single veteran by $5 and would make a total
allowance of $5 per week for dependents of a veteran. Reference has
already been made to provision-, in the bill which would correct certain
inequities which now exist in the present GI bill of rights.

From figures furnished me by the Office of War Mobilization and
Reconversion it appears that of the 12,200,000 persons in military
-ervice in July 1945, 60 percent had no dependents, 215 had 1 depend-
ent. and 15 percent had 2 or more dependents.

However, the record should show that the veteran who comes back
and who has two dependents-for example, a wife and child-at home
will get less unemployment compensation under the GI bill of rights
than his wife had been getting in her monthly allotment check while
he was in the military service. In other words, such a veteran comes
home and joins his family; he becomes quite an expense to his family
if he is unemployed. In terms of money income his family was better
off when he was in the Army. Under the allotment law the Govern-
inent recognized that it requires more than $20 a week for a veteran's
wife to take care of herself and two or more children. If there is
more than one child the veteran would get considerably less while
unemployed than his family got while he was in the Army.

Furthermore, the situation is made worse by the fact that while in
the service the veteran was drawing a salary, rations, clothing. lodg-
ing and the like. Yet while an unemployed ex-serviceman he is add-
ing his living expenses to the family budget, although the family in-
come has not been increased.

TRAVEL ALLOWANCES

The bill authorizes the Director, through the United States Em-
, loyment Service, to pay the cost of transportation, including that

for dependents and household effects, to civilian war workers from
their place of war employment to any place at which the Employment
Service certified that there are suitable job opportunities.

Senator HAWKES. Senator, may I interrupt there and ask you if
there is a correct definition or understanding as to what a war worker
is? I have heard so many arguments and there are so many busi-
nesses that have contributed to the war that I am mixed up

What is meant by a war worker?
Senator KA, ORE. It seems to me that the definition applied by the

War Manpower Commission would have to apply here, that is. a man
who was actually working in a plant making munitions or equipment
Cof war under Government contracts.
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Senator H.\wvIE%. Equipment that went into the prosecution of tle
Warl

Senator KiLGoRE. Yes.
Senator TAir. That applies to the contractor or subcontractor.
Senator KiIrAOHE. Yec, the contractor or subcontractor, thep Iant

being engaged in the manufacture of material of war for the Uiited
states Government on a contract or on a subcontract from a prime

( tractor. I think that is the definition placed by the War Man-
1)ower Commission on it. and that would be the definition of an actual
war worker under this travel allowance.

Senator HAWKES. What I am getting at is this: Suppose you have
got a plant-I know many of them-where half of the people in
t hat plant are working on the regular business of the organization
nd the other half are working on certain production for the prosecu-

tiuii of the war; where does that leave the people working in that
plant ?

Where, you might say, the plant was doing 65 percent war work
i what I have in mind right now, and where 35 percent are working
im other lines of business. Are they war workers?
Senator KiJooIRE. It is the plant aone, it is the worker in the plant,

the men who are working on war contracts.
S-nator HAWKES. You feel that is perfectly clear, do you?
Senator KILGORE. I believe it is. I feel it is as clear as we can

get it.
Senator VAXDENBERG. This does not cover a clerk in a war agency,

for instance, who loses his job and wants to go home?
Senator KILGORE. I do not think so; no.
Senator LuCAS. What about the 35 percent of those in the factory

who have not been engaged in the war effort? They are not covered?
Senator KILGORE. They are not covered on the transportation end.
Senator LuCAS. Well. they are covered on the other phases of the

bill?
Senator KILORE. Oh, yes. but I am speaking only of transporta-tioi.

Senator MCMAHON. It is more likely that the employees who are
1)n the civilian work, the 35 percent, would have been the old em-
pl),vees who are more likely not to avail themselves of the migat,.rN
feature.

Senator KILGORE. Those are the people who are on the regular
jpb which they had before, because that is the same work that they
were doing before, and they are going to do it then.

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose we have got a plant that is producing
Tf percent for the war directly, making materials going into the
Army. every employee in that plant is doing part of that job.

Senator I(ILGORE. Then he is a war worker.
The CHAIRMIAN. Take the textile mill.
S enator KILGORE. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Take the textile mills doingN70 percent, say, for

Hit-, war, or 65 percent, but there is not a separate group that is doing
(I,( war work, they are all doing the same work but only a portion
4 that product goes into civilian use and the other goes to the Army.
ar, they all war workers?

Senator BARKLEY. There might be a certain factory making muni-
tions, war equipment for the Government in which the civilian con-
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sumption would not be anything, and there might be another group
segregated making something for civilian consumption; if there were
such segregated groups, they would not be covered by this?

Senator KILC ORE. Frankly Senator George, under the limitations
here I think the most liberal construction possible should be placed
upon it.

The CHAIRMAN. That is in the discretion, anyhow, of the adminis-
trators of the act.

Senator KILGORE. That is in the discretion of the administrators
of the act. You have one prime limitation; that is, he must have
certification that there is employment available at the other place
and no employment available at the place where he now is.

Senator VANDENBERG. You are sure, are you, Senator, that a worker
in a war agency, we will say here in Washington, is not a worker
entitled to transportation under this act?

Senator K1LomRE. I do not think he is.
Senator LuccAs. I think of another example where they help make

plowshares that go directly to the requirements for the purpose of
increasing agricultural production in the war effort. Are those peo-
ple war workers?

Senator KMGORE. I do not think so.
Senator BA.RKLEY. That would depend on whether they made them

out of swords.
Senator KiAGmlE. Yes. The cost of such transportation is not to

exceed that which is allowed Government eml)loyees under standard
Government travel regulations upon official transfer from one State
to another. The ceitification by the Employment Service constitutes
a reasonable administrative safeguard.

The provision is designed to relieve burdened areas and unemploy-
ment compensation funds by transferring workers from depressed
areas to jobs in more prosperous areas. In this connection I should
like to insert for the record the fact that Great Britain has had a
somewhat similar provision in its unemployment insurance law for
many years, and on the basis of its experience in prewar days, it would
seem that a travel-allowance feature met with some success. I should
also like to point out that during the war Canada and Britain fur-
nished transportation to war jobs. A statement of such legislation
and experience is included as exhibit VIIc.

The purpose of these allowances is to facilitate the transfer of work-
ers to jobs from depressed areas and communities. During the re-
conversion period there probably will be many communities and areas
which- will be faced with overwhelming problems in connection with
unemployment..Mr. Chairman, with respect to this point, let me quote from the
report of the Senate Committee on Finance. Sa enty-eighth Congress,
second session, on S. 2051, Senate Report No. 1035, page 6:

The impact of worker migration for which the States are not responsible, will
not hit each with equal severity.

The amount of migration by war workers from their home areas to
war production areas was tremendous; exhibit VIIIa contains a memo-
randum on this migration which I have received from the War Man-
power Commission.

National operation of the Employment Service will be as important
in the reconversion period when further great shifts in workers must
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be achieved. The employment service in California, which already
has hundreds of thousands of surplus workers, may be wholly inade-
quate in meeting the problem of migration alone. The effectiveness
of a national system cannot be achieved if there are 51 State employ-
nient services rather than a single national system during the recon-
version period.

As far as the travel provision of the bill is concerned, I should like
to suggest several amendments for consideration by the committee.
First, the provision should apply to all civilian workers. Second., the
words "place of such employment" on lines 5 and 6, page 10, of the"
bill should read "place at which he is located at the time of his applica-
tion for work with the Employment Service."

These changes would simplify the administration of the provision
greatly and would place all workers in the reconversion period on
the same basis. In addition, these changes would remedy an inequity
which would othrewise be created by the words "place of such em-
ployment." For example, a large number of war workers have
already left war areas in California for elsewhere. If these war
workers applied for work and transportation outside of the places
in California where they were engaged in war work, they could not
get the transportation allowances under the bill as it now stands.
Obviously this situation would be an anomaly.

I have obtained from the Social Security Board estimates of the
possible cost of S. 1274 exclusive of travel benefits. The latter should
receive specific appropriation after experience has shown the need
:1nd the desirable limits of the travel-allowance program. These esti-
-,iates which are given in detail in exhibit IXa show the cost of the
mandatory features would run from three-quarters to one and a quar-
ter billions of dollars, depending on the unemployment load. If the
States took advantage of all the voluntary features the cost would still
be under $2,000,000,000 at a high estimate of unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot leave the subject of cost without com-
inenting that the State reserves are bulging and under any system of
equity they should be called on first to pay decent benefits.

llowevei, as President Truman has pointed out, "Changes in State
laws cannot be made overnight." Reconversion unemployment is al-
leadly upon us and I would therefore not urge compulsion on the
States to institute the proposed $25, 26-week scale from their own
i serves.

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to note that the chairman of the House
Wavs and Means Committee, the Honorable Robert L. Doughton of
No:tli Carolina has introduced in the House a bill, H. R. 3736, which
is substantially similar to S. 1274. I believe that if this committee
were to enact S. 1274 in a perfected form, and the House were to enact
H. R. 3736. the differences could be readily ironed out in conference.
However, I am sure you and the committee members would like m'
briefly to mention these differences.

These differences are briefly as follows:
First. S. 1274 amends the *GI bill of rights, while H. R. 3736 does

not. I believe that this is explained by the fact that the House Ways
and Means Committee does not have jurisdiction over the GI bill of
rights as does the Senate Finance Committee.

Senator-TATr. Senator, I do not want to interrupt, but going back
to the subject I mentioned before of the clerk in the war agency, it



42 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

seems such civilian workers who have been in activities that are essen-
tial to the war effort have transportation allowances made to them.
That applies to the civilian employees from the State Department who
travel from one State to another. I understood the interpretation
included Government workers as the bill was written.

Senator KioORE. I may be wrong on that, but I doubt it.
Senator VANDENBERG. Then we do not know the answer to my ques-

tion.
Senator KIcoE. As to whether clerks in the Federal agencies are

eligible for this transportation?
Senator VANDENBERG. It is either "Yes" or "No," one or the othr.
Senator TAFr. I do not see why they are not civilian workers en-

gaged in activities connected with the war effort.
Senator KILOORE. I may be wrong on that.
[Continuing:] 2. H. R. 3736 would provide for the treatment of Fed-

eral and maritime workers on a basis of State standards, while S. 1274
would provide for uniform national standards for this group. That
is the point I raised some time ago to get uniformity of compensation,
the same as you have uniformity of pay, paying it all out of the same
fund. You will recall that in my testimony I made certain additional
recommendations for perfecting and simplifying the operation of S.
1274 in this respect.

3. S. 1274 provides for agricultural processing workers on a manda-
t ory basis, while H. R. 3736 leaves their inclusion up to the States.

4. S. 1274 provides for travel allowances.
5. H. R. 3 36 provides that title IX of the Social Security Act be

amended so that the act is automatically extended to cover employees
of one or more. I believe this step is needed. It was not included in
S. 1274 because of the House prerogative on tax legislation.

6. H. R. 3736 does not become effective until there are 600,000 com-
pensable claims under State unemployment compensation laws. This
provision would make H. R. 3736 effective shortly, if passed, because
of the mounting unemployment. S. 1274, in turn, would become ef-
fective approximately 5 weeks after its passage. I would recommend
to the committee that in view of the mounting unemployment and the
practical occurrence of VJ-day several weeks ago that retroactive pay-
ments be made for unemployment which occurred after the first Sun-
day following the informal VJ-day of August 14, 1945.

In addition to the above suggestions for improvement of S. 1274. I
would like to finally recommend that the committee consider an amend-
ment whereby States which have carried out the Social Security Board
recommendations of raising their maximum to $25 per week and their
duration to 26 weeks be reimbursed for all payments above the $20
per week and 20-week duration standard.

Senator VANDENBERG. Is the answer to the $64 question?
Senator K.GORE. It may be.
Senator VANDENBERG. Will you repeat that as to the amendment?
Senator KILGORE. That they amend it by reimbursing the States for

the amounts they pay out under their own law above the $20 per week
and the 20-week standard which is in there.

Now, that question of amendment is up to the committee, whether
they want to lower it or not, but that seems to me would be protection
and at the same time hold out some reward to the States that, shall I
say, complied with their promises made last year to a committee of the

L
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Senate. In other words, they would benefit from their own unemploy-
iiient compensation and not be penalized as they now are.

There are two thoughts behind the suggestion. First, that the
St -tes which have carried out the Social Security Board recommenda-
tions should not get less benefits because of their taking these recom-
niendations seriously. Secondly,. I feel that unless this emergency
legislation includes such a provision it may reduce the incentive for
the coming State legislatures to raise their State standards to the
*25-26 week level. For without such a provision, if the States lib-
eralize their own laws during the next year and a half, they would
assume a burden which the Federal Government would be undertak-
ig in any event.

Now, the suggestion on the amount that was thrown out requires
more study. Probably, the reimbursement should run into a little
lower bracket, or the differential should be, but certainly I feel that,
f or instance, States like Maryland, Washington, New Jersey, and New
York should not be penalized.

Senator MCMAHON. Senator, that is illusory, though, because those
States like my own,'Connecticut, that have $28 a week are really the
States that are paying the money into the Federal Treasury by way
of taxation.

Senator KILGORE. I agree with you.
Senator MCMAHON. When you say to .the State of Connecticut or

the State of New Jersey, "We are going to reimburse you for every-
thing you pay above $20 a week under your State law," you are hand-
ing it to them with this hand but you are taking it away in the way of
increased taxation that you pay in Michigan and we pay in Con-
necticut.

Senator BARKLEY. Some of these other States evidently would not
ipay it.

Senator KMoRE. My thought on that was this: Strange as it may
Sem, some of the States that are in the higher bracket are States
where even in normal times you have sudden flurries of rather wide-
,p)read unemployment. That is customary in industrial States. and to
help them out and not exhaust their reserves those repayments would
I- e a good idea, to go into their reserves.

Senator LUCAs. Haven't they thought of that-when they passed
the law?

Senator KILORE. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. I do not see why the Federal Government should do

what you suggest?
Senator IKLWOR. Well, that is just a suggestion to the committee-

It is not in the bill.
Senator BARKLEY. Your bill provides for the reimbursement of

States which have paid this increased amount. In other words, as they
J)aid their own compensation they paid on behalf of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and it was contemplated that the Federal Government did
lot advance to the States enough money to pay all this in advance, that

they go ahead and pay it, and then the Government reimburse them
for what they paid out, which represents the difference between what
they paid and the $25, or the two-thirds.

Senator KuiioRE. Yes; or whatever the amount comes to.
Senator, I have consulted with a number of unemployment compen-

sation commissioners in the various States and they say that the ques-
76876-45-4
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tion of the administration of the act is not difficult at all, that they
can go ahead and pay and make regular settlements with the Govern-
ment on a reimbursement basis and operate without cash advances at
all. because practically all the States, in their opinion, are in shape to
do that.

Senator BARKLEY. I do not suppose there is any way to avoid it, and
it may not be an objection to this provision, but do you recall any other
instances in which the Government of the United States has turned
money over to the States without in some way regulating how it is
to be paid out?

Senator Kiu,RF. Well, I can recall where there were supposed to be
controls and the controls were not very good.

Senator MCMAiN(.x. The road fund.
Senator BARKLEY. The road fund is very well controlled. It is

extended on any roads that are not approved by the Roads Department
of the Federal Government. There is theoretical control.

Senator KILGORE. But the actual expenditure is in the control of the
State road commission.

Senator BARKLEY. The Federal Government puts up half of what-
ever the State allows and turns it over to the State, but there is a con-
trol on the qualifications of those who are to disburse it. I do not
think that is true in this matter.

Senator KiLGORE. Senator Barkley, may I say this, that the unem-
ployment compensation personnel in every State and qualified under a
certain Federal law. In other words, in the social security laws they
have certain qualification standards they must meet in order to operate,
and it will be handled by those employees. For instance, the Admin-4
i-trator is not just a political appointee, but he must, under the merit
system prescribed by the Federal Government, meet the requirements
of the Federal Government as to his qualifications, and the employees
of his department have to do that.

Senator BARKLEY. They are not under the United States Civil
Service.

Senator KGom. They are under what you might call a parallel
civil service and merit system which is officially recognized by the
Federal Government.

Senator VANDENBERG. Have you any information as to the attitude
of the State authorities generally toward this measure?

Senator KILGORE. No, sir; except one. I talked with the unem-
ployment compensation commissioner of the State of Washington.
which happens to have a very similar law.

Senator Luc.\s. How long has that been on the statute books?
Senator KILGORE. It was passed in their legislature last winter.
Senator LuCAS. In January?
Senator KILuORE. Yes, sir. He is very much in favor of it, al-

though, it does not help the State of Washington except in this way,
that it does take care of 65,000 Federal pay-roll employees at the
Puget Sound Navy Yard, and various other Federal installations
there which they cannot take care of, and also helps them get rid of
the migrant situation where there is no work for them, and he favors
it for that reason. And he says, the migrant came in there on Govern-
ment transportation.

Senator TArT. Senator, you have inserted in here this dependency
question, and you have not discussed it at all. The unemploy-
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ment compensation was based on the theory it was a contract right.
A man earning his wages earned that additional sum purely as a con-
tract right. It was not a relief proposition at all; it had no relation
to his needs. He might have an income of $10,000 and still he gets it.

Senator KiLOORE. I was discussing dependencies with reference to
veterans.

Senator TArr. You have inserted in here a dependency clause.
Senator KILGORE. Only for the veteran. The veteran gets a $5

additional allotment for his dependencies. That is in recognition of
the following-out of the present allotment plan in the Army, and it
just simply follows the same pattern.

Senator BARKLEY. In effect, that is an amendment to the GI bill.
Senator KiLGooE. In effect, that is an amendment to the GI bill,

pure and simple.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee has invited all the State govern-

ments and unemployment-compensation administrators to come down
here, and they will come later in the week.

Senator LuCAS. Under this amendment with respect to the GI bill
of rights, the GI is based on the same basis as the defense worker,
with the exception of the dependencies; is that right?

Senator KILOORE. No, Senator Lucas. The soldier is not placed
in the same status; he is raised above that status, in that his limita-
tion is 52 weeks as compared to the defense workers' 26 weeks. He
is raised from $20 to $25 plus $5 additional for the dependencies.

Senator TAFT. That is 52 weeks in 2 years?
Senator KiLGoi. It is 52 weeks in a V-year period.
The CHAIRMAN. It might be the same for the defense workers or

any other workers.
Senator KmoROiu. I do not'see how, Senator George. In other

words, he draws unemployment compensation for the maximum, you
see. He has to have a work base.

The CHAIRMAN. In the case of the Federal worker, he does not;
does he?

Senator Knpopx. Yes; he has to have a work base in there, because
his pay is based on the work he did under the rulings of the District
of Columbia.

The CHAIRMAN. All of the changes you make in the GI bill are just
to raise the amount?

Senator KILGORE. Just to raise the amount and take care of de-
pendencies which was not done adequately in my opinion.

The CHAIRMAN. $25 instead of $20, and then $5 additional for
dependencies?

Senator KI woR. Yes.
Senator MCMAHON. Senator Kilgore, bearing upon Senator Bark-

ley's observation that this was unusual, in that the Federal Govern-
ment was appropriating money without exercising any control, in
Connecticut I have been told a fellow making $1.15 an hour as
machinist and going, we will say, to his own unemployment compen-
sation office for a period of 3 weeks, they would offer him 40 cents
an hour and he refuses that and he is cut off the unemployment crm-
Pensation rolls. There may b9 no answer to it. It may be s'ricflv a
matter for the people of Connecticut to get angry with their State
administration about. There is nothing in this bill that limits the

45
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right of the State, before it drew down this money, to maintain a
system which, at least, would not try to substitute a 40-cent-an-hour
job for a $1.15 job. the penalty being that he would go off the rolls;
is there?

Senator KinoORE. I do not think they could step in there and
intervene in that matter safely, and therefore nothing is attempted
in the bill in that respect.

Senator Luc.ks. Would you step in., in the example I gave awhile
ago, with respect to the Federal employee that is being paid under
the laws of the District of Columbia?

Senator KiLGORE. That is right.
Senator LucAs. I do not know how it would work out, but it seems

to me where there are a lot of shipyards and a lot of employees of
the States are going to be paid on the scale of the District of Colum-
bia

Senator KiLGORE. Not merely shipyards but navy yards also.
Senator BARKLEY. That is simply because there is nothing in their

standards under which those people can be covered?
Senator KIORE. That is right. For instance, say a machinist

was prevailed upon to leave the State of Illinois and go to the State
of Mississippi to work in a shipyard; the Federal Government would
have paid him if he stayed in Illinois $20 for 26 weeks.

Senator TAFr. Yes: but he would just go to any place where he ex-
pected the most. or where a series of special conditions existed-in
Mississippi, maybe higher wages and maybe other things and lower
unemployment compensation. That was his own choice.

Senator KiuoRE. In the big bulk of those cases they were there be-
cause they were strongly solicited to g9 there.

Senator TArt. Your bill establishes the principle of uniformity
throughout the country. I take it the reason for the differences in the
States is that the States feel if they get this too high they encourage
unemployment, people do not work, and in some places people think
they will get lower wages than elsewhere. That is the justification, as
I see it, for the different standards in the different States. Do you
think we should change that? It is not a question of what they have
got or what the Federal Government paid, it is a question of local pol-
icy. It is a question of how much they think they can pay a man that
is not working and hope to encourage employment.

Senator IKmGcRE. Yes.
Senator TAFr. Your bill really adopts the uniformity principle.
Senator KILGORE. No; not wholly a uniformity principle, because it

still leaves the State differentials in there, a certain amount of State
differentials in the application of the law. It establishes a ceiling to
which the State can go.

Senator TAFT. It occurred to me, when you said in effect the Federal
Government would pay $5 to every State which paid $20, that that
would tend to a uniformity.

Senator KiuLoRE. It includes some of the high States who were pay-
ing disproportionately, and I thought it should be amended and some
medial level struck. I suggested $20 for 26 weeks.

Senator TArrF. It seems to me you could amend your bill so some
States could pay $15. You say that is not enough, and it may be that
probably it isn t, but we might amend the bill somewhat by simply
paying a proportion of what the State pays.
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Senator KuoRB. And extend it for 26 weeks.
Senator TArr. Yo would probably have to extend the weeks, too.
Senator KIoiE. There is a reason behind the 26 weeks, Senator.

That is the estimated time for reconversion of plants. This is not ail
,,U'inary shut-down that is taking place. The big bulk of these plants
,i iv going to have to be reconverted to something else. For instance,
recently I saw a shipyard trying vigorously to get a contract to build
railroad ties in order to keep their employees going, and it was going
to take some time to reconvert their shops and shop equipment into the

leaking of railroad ties, to lay the trackage, and do all the other work.
Senator Vandenberg probably knows how long it is going to take to
completely move the machinery in a plant like, shall we say, the Lin-
(.1n Park and replace it with all the microscopic readjustments that
have to be made. Mr. Hoffman, of Studebaker, gave me an estimate on
Studebaker, which is similar to Lincoln Park, of 6 weeks in order for
them to put their full assembly line into operation. That is the reason
for increasing it to 26 weeks. It was because of that extraordinary
s situation which had arisen. If you look at the States that were raised,
You will find that every one of the five have been largely involved in
war-work conversion.

Senator TAFT. Is not Ohio $21 now?
Senator Knoom. I must apologize for one feature in that chart,

Senator Taft. Ohio and West Virginia are both 21 weeks, and
Ohio is $21 and West Virginia $20; but getting it on one piece of
cardboard, we just split it in 2-week brackets and $2 raises. You
have a chart there which shows the exact amounts.

Senator BARKLEY. Are you apologizing for West Virginia being in
the same class as Ohio?

Senator TAFT. We stand together.
Senator- LuCAS. Senator Kilgore, will you explain the chart on the

wall?
Senator KILGORE. That is intended to show the coverage by unem-

1)loyment compensation at the present time of the total labor force
41f 64,000,000. The average working force, actually working was a
little less than that, but that was taken on an average day throughout
the year. The total work force was a little over 64,000,000, the labor
force.

Under that you have 30,000,000 covered by State and railroad unem-
f,1oyment compensation. Of the 30,000,000, 14.7 million were entitled
t() maximum benefits under State compensation and 11,000,000 en-
Iit led to the $25 maximum under this bill.

Now, you will see that there were 34,000,000 not covered. Included
ini the 34,000,000 there are 12,000,000 veterans that have to be covered.

Senator LUCAS. You have still got 22,000,000 left.
Senator KIIGORE. Yes.
Senator LuCAS. What happens to the 22,000.000?
Senator KILOORE. A large part of that number are covered into this

Lfill. The major portion are covered into this bill. The Federal
w, rkers are covered, the maritime workers are covered, and the State
may cover the processing and agricultural workers under the benefits
of the bill. The benefits of the bill, if the States elect to do it, may
be extended to the employees less than the present maximum number.

For instalice, I ran into an extremely valuable war plant the other
day that only had four employees, but it was doing a little job that,
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if it shut down, it would be shutting down the Puget Sound Navy
Yard. Mare Island. and Hunters Point, because it was doing just one
little job for those people., but it was important work.

Senator Luc. s. If 30.000,000 people are covered through State un-
employment compensation and there are practically 22,000,000 that
are not -overed. then the 2,000.000 will have to be taken care of by
the Federal Goverinent directly.

Senator KILcG)RE. In some way.
,Senator Luc.\s. Not directly?
Senator KITo()R:. Through the State.
Senator Lvc.%s. I am talking about money.
Senator KILGORE. The money will come from the Federal Govern-

ment.
Senator Luc.xs. The money end of it will all have to come from the

Federal Government ?
S-nator KILGORE. Yes.
Senator Lrc. s. So we are taking care of, by the Federal Govern-

ment. 4.5 percent of the total that will be unemployed on that basis.
Senator KiLOORE. There is a certain amount of selfemployed in

there that are not covered. There are a great number of agricultural
workers in that working force that are not covered. I think I have
a detail of it.

S-nator BYRD. Have you made any allowances for them in this es-
timate of cost:

Senator K~u:cRE. Yes: that has all been taken into consideration.
Senator BYnD. Is that itemized for the benefit of the committee?
Senator KLGORE. Yes.
Senator BYRD. How much is allowed for liberalizing laws?
Senator KILCORE. That was all taken into consideration.
Senator Byi:i,. That can all be itemized?
Smnator KILGORE. Yes.
Senator LUCA.s. Have you a break-down of it?
Senator KMIoOE. Senator Lucas, let me give you the complete break-

down here. Your total labor force for the average week in 1944 was
64.-00.)0.

Senator BymR. How many were employed? You do not mean 64,-
000.0f00 were actually employed

Senator TAFT. That includes the Army and everything.
senator KILGORE. That includes the Army. That includes all the

employees now.
Senator Lu 'AS. Senators, too?
Senator KIiOIRE. Yes. You had an unemployment figure of 800,000

in the United States in 1944. You employed labor force, therefore,
was 63.400,000, including the armed forces-all of them, of which
there were 11.200,000 at that time in the armed forces. The actual
labor force, exclusive of armed forces, was 52,200,000. That was your
your civilian labor force. The groups covered by unemployment
compensation under State unemployment-compensation laws would
cover 29,000.000, and railroad unemployment insurance covers 1,400,-
000, or a total coverage of 30,400,000 workers in the civilian group
out of the 52,000,000, which leaves, as you say, 21,800,000 not covered.

Now, the groups presently not covered are Federal and maritime
employees, 3,300,000. That is the seamen plus the Federal employees.
Employees of small employers excluded by size of firm, restrictions
ly State laws, 2,000,000. There were 300,000 processing watrkers--
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that is, workers in plants which process agricultural product--and
there are 2,200,000 truly agricultural workers who work on farms,
and of course they are not even covered by this bill.

Senator BYRD. You mean there are only 2,000,000 agricultural
workers?

Senator KILCORE. Two million two hundred thousand.
Senator BYRD. That is the maximum?
Senator KiuLoPE. That is what we have got.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is those who hire themselves out.
Senator KILGORE. It is the employees. I did not understand your

question.
Then you have the employees of State and local governments, 2,900,-

000. Domestic. workers and employees in nonprofit institutions,
1600,000. Then you have 5,000,000 self-employed farmers and
4,)0,000 other self-employed in that group of 2 1,000,000.

Senator LUCAS. What is the total group over which the Federal
Government would have jurisdiction?

Senator KILGORE. It is mandatory f6r the 3,300,000 Federal and
maritime and for the 300,000 processing workers. The rest of it is
ol)tional with the State. As to the 2,000,000 employees of the smaller
enil)loyers, if the State wants to take them under their protecting
win, and cover them, we will take care of the situation.

Senator BYRD. We will take care of all the expenses and the State
will pay nothing?

S.ator KILGORE. They will have to cover them under their own un-
ei ll)lovment -compensation laws, and we will make up the difference for
tlem; that is, the Federal Government will.

Take the first one, in the State of Mississippi: if they decide they
want to pay them $15 a week for 14 weeks, we will make up the funds
to take care of the rest of them.

Senator BYRD. They have to make their regular payment?
Senator KILGORE. They have to make their regular payment.
Senator BYRD. The only difference is the Federal workers.
Senator KILGORE. Yes. The real difficulty applies to the process-

hiir workers, who, as you know, were temporary seasonal people largely,
I iyway.
Senator BARKLEY. Senator, out of the 52,000,000 who have been

actually employed, exclusive of the Army and Navy, there were a
large number of people who ordinarily would not seek employment
:aind were not working or(linarily-the young men and women who
left school in order to get the high wages and the older people who
ordinarily would not seek employment; the housewives whose hus-
l),n(1s were in the Army and Navy-is there any reliable estimate on
Illie number of those who will go into the prewar ordinary vocations
()I li\-es and will not be seeking employment in the labor market?

Senator KnonE. Well, of course, there are a great number of super-
aiinuated employees. For instance, in the coal mines we have men of
(30 and 70 who will be automatically excluded from the employment
market when the war is over on the return of the younger men. There
i- a whole lot of retired railroad employees that came back into the
service who will go out.

Senator BARKLEY. They have not lost their benefits have they?
Senator KILGORE. No; they have not lost their benefits. They will

just go back to where they were before. I do not have any accurate
figures on those.
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Senator .RKLEY. I have seen various estimates running up to as
much as 4 million.

Mr. JACOnSTEI-X. From 3 to 5 million.
Senator KILGORE. I think you can get estimates of around 5 million.

Of cour-se, there are a lot of housewives who will go back to being'
housewives. There are estimates as to the number of soldiers' wives
who are now working in plants and who will go back home and quit
their work altogether.

The employment figure, of course, will be cut below the 64 million.
Senator TART. Also, if you cut the hours of work from 48 to 40, that

is 5 million jobs.
Senator KGORE. Yes.
Sentor H.%WKFS-q. Under this bill, if a civilian worker is unemploye,1

for a year and vet is registered for employment, he would get 26 weeks
at .,2. from the Siate and Federal Governments: is that right?

Senator KiLGORE. No: not necessarily.
Senator H1.\WKES. I mean if he qualifies.
Senator KILGORE. If he qualifies for the maximum he gets 26 weeks

at .25.
Senator H.WKES. Now then, what I want to get at is suppose he

has not gotten any employment by the end of that year, does he come
in for another 26 weeks after that?

Senator KIrGORE. No: I believe every State in the Union, including
the District of Columbia, have an earning period on which they go
back for their base.

Senator HA WKES. That is very true. but you also stated that the
States had the power to change this coverage.

Senator KILGORE. If they change their laws to take an additional
advantage here, they are going to have to change their qualifications
and their regulations as to their own people as well as these others.

Senator TAFT. They can pay $50 a week if they want to.
Senator KILGORE. Certainly.
Senator BARKLEY. If they extend it to a period beyond the 26 week--

then this law would not apply?
Senator KILGORE. That is right.
Senator HAWKES. It would not in a given year, but my point was if

a man stayed out of employment for a whole year, could he then come
in for another part of the 26 weeks?

Senator KILORE. In some of the States, and I think New Jersey i-
the same, you are allowed to draw a certain amount which is based
upon previous earnings of employment prior to the time you were
laid off. If he comes in and draws payinent for 26 weeks and he gets
no further work for 26 weeks more, he has no base in there to compute
it upon. You would have to pass a law to get it, because he is paid
under the rules of some States, and all of them have some earning
base that you must go back to.

Senator LUCAs. He can be paid 26 weeks compensation at any time
during the 2 years?

Senator KILGOrE. He can be paid 26 weeks compensation at any"
time during the 2 years if unemployment occurs.

Senator BARKLEY. Suppose after being unemployed, he decides not
to be in a hurry about seeking a job, suppose he registered and the
26 weeks expired, and then he decides to go back to work and he applies
for a job and cannot get one, then does he qualify under this law?

.' .

501f~
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Senator KILOoRE. If I get you clearly, Senator Barkley, you mean
t Ie worker does not apply for a job.

Senator BARKLEY. Yes.
Senator KILORE. Of course, if he does not apply for a job, then he

, uii11ot get unemployment compensation.
Senator BARKLEY. Not for that period, but suppose he decides he

wants to rest for a while and he will not apply for a job for several
i months and then during the 2-year period he does apply and he is
able to get a job, what would happen in that case?

Senator KnwoR. There isn't a State in the Union, including the
District of Columbia, in which any payments under this can start
until he has applied for a job.

Senator B4RKLEY. I understand, but suppose he decides to take a
vacation voluntarily?

Senator KImGoUE. Suppose he has a couple of thousand dollars and
lie decidess he is going to live on that, then under the law he would not
1w entitled to it.

Senator BARKLEY. Suppose before the'2-year period is up, he decides
that he wants to resume an occupation, and then seeks employment
a1l is unable to obtain it, would he qualify under the bill, if he did
qualify under the State law?

Senator Ku-GORE. He would qualify if he qualified under the State
law.

Senator BARKLEY. He doesn't'have toapply the next day he gets out
(if a job in order to get under this bill?

Senator KILGORE. That is right. The 26 weeks is computed from
the time he is first authorized to draw it. If he can get part-time em-
loyment, he can be compensated under this law up to $3 more.For instance, if he gets a part-time job at $15 a week, he can draw

S13 under the law, if he is entitled to $25.
Senator HAWKES. Senator, I want to get clear the point I have in

m11ind. I do not think I am clear on it myself yet. If a man sought
employment and could not get it, he could get 26 weeks under this
1)lan of yours?

Senator KiLGoRE. Yes.
Senator HAwKuEs. Then that 26 weeks is up, and he took a 4-month

11,4 as Senator Barkley is talking about, and then he got a job for 3
i monthss at the end of a year. My question is, Can he then go back
1i the next year and get that part of 26 weeks unemployment com-

lelisation that is left up to this period; up to June 30, 1947? I wouldthink he could under your bill.
Senator KnioRE. Wait a minute. You say he draws the full 26

wv eks the first year?
Senator HAWKES. Yes; he draws the full 26 weeks the first year..
Senator KiLGoRE. Then he gets 3 months employment?
Senator HAwKE-s. Then he lays off for a few months and then he

works for 3 months.
Senator KrLGoRE. He works for 3 months and gets laid off again?
Senator HAWKES. Yes.
Senator KnomoR. That would depend upon the law in the State

Where it occurs. In other words, let us put that same man in the State
(f New Jersey.

Senator HAWKES. Yes.
Senator KiLoRE. Where he gets $22 for 26 weeks. Now, if he could

qualify for anything under the law of the State of New Jersey and
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they paid him their share, the Federal Government would be required
under the law to go ahead and pay him the difference.

Senator LucAs. I thought under this bill we could only pay a maxi-
mum of 26 weeks. Under your last answer, we pay the 26 weeks and
the man lays off for some months and then works 3 months and goes
back and applies for a job after he has been laid off again, and he
cannot get it then he gets more compensation.

Senator KILGORE. You have to work a base period before you start
drawing again on your earnings, where the pay-roll tax would have
justified the payment of the further unemployment compensation.

Senator T.Ar. In nearly every State you have to go back to work
for a while before you can'draw a second compensation.

Senator KILGORE. That is right.
Senator HAWKES. If he works 3 months, I think that will establish

a right under this law, at least under New Jersey law.
Senator KiLcoRE. It is covered here in the words of the agreement.
Any such agreement shall provide for supplementing the amount of compensa-

tion payable to any individual during his benefit year in such amount that colm-
pensation will not be denied to any individual by reason of exhaustion of his
benefit rights until he has been paid an amout of compensation equal to 26 times
his adjusted weekly benefit amount.

Senator HAWKES. That is in his benefit year.
Senator KIIGOIHE. That is in his benefit year.
Senator HAWKES. Therefore, if he goes to the next year and if he

establishes the conditions or complies with the conditions required by
the State, he can come back again?

Senator Kn~oRE. If he has established another benefit year under
the State law it would apply to him.

Senator HAWKES. That is the point I wanted to bring out.
Senator BARKLEY. So a given individual during a given period

might draw 52 weeks supplementary compensation out of the Federal
Government?

Senator KILGORE. I do not see how he could under the law.
Senator BAKIIEY. If the State law permitted him to have two

periods of unemployment for which he was paid.
Senator KmroRE. Yes.
The CHAIRM3AN. We have gone a litle past 1 o'clock. We might

meet at 2: 30.
Senator LuCAS. I would like to have a little further explanation of

that on his return.
Senator KILGORE. Senator Lucas, I said at the outset that a social-

security representative, the. Chairman of the Board, would come up
here and go into the details of all of the States and its application.
He will be available tomorrow and he will go into all of these technical
details of the administration.

The CHAIRMANq. The committee will recess until 2:30.
(The exhibits submitted by Senator Kilgore are as follows:)

EXHIBIT IA

(Source: War Manpower Commission, August 22, 1945)

UNEMPLOYMENT 1945-47

Unemployment is expected to increase sharply over levels prevailing during the
war period. Indications are that unemployment will climb throughout the re-
mainder of 1945 and 1946 and reach a level of 8.6 million in the last quarter of
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1946. A reversal in trend is expected in 1947 with unemployment dropping to
7.7 million in the second quarter of 1947. Estimates of unemployment by quar-
ters are shown below:

[Quarterly averages in millions]

Quarters 1945 1946 1947

I ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 6.0 8.5
II ------------------------------------------------------------------ --------- 6.5 7.7
III ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 3.4 7.7
IV--------------------------------------------------------------------- 5.0 8.6 ----------

These estimates are based on the explicit assumrpticn that there will be no
Government outlay for goods and services not needed in its regular activities,
i. v., the Government will not participate in the economy for the purpose of creating
jobs. The estimates are further based on the assumption that only about IY2 to 2
million of the "emergency war workers" (housewives, students, older people, etc.)
w\ill still remain in the labor force by the middle of. 1947. The net strength of the
armed forces will drop-to 7.2 million by the second quarter of 1946 to 4.0 million
1wv the fourth quarter of 1946, and 3.0 million by the second quarter of 1947.

.Agricultural employment will expand because many of the servicemen who will
1 e released from the armed services will wan1' to return to the farms. Further,
many of the workers employed during the wartime in such activities as shipbuild-
ing and aircraft who came from rura.l areas will be returning to farm work as
industrial jobs become limited. This increase in agriculture employment does not
necessarily imply an increase in output but rather represents a considerable
degree of underemployment.

In the construction industry there will be a strong upward trend throughout this
period, reaching a level of 2 million by the second quarter of 1947. Employment
In ,Iich activities as trade and service will increase over prewar levels in the same
propo()rtion as the increase in the total labor force. The levels of employment in
I ranportation and public utilities, although lower than wartime peaks, are assumed

loe at levels considerably above those existing before the outbreak of the war.
lelderal Government employment is expected to drop rapidly and by the second
carterr of 1947 will total about 1 million less than on VJ-day.

L"XIIIBIT Ib.-Actual volume I of munitions production and war construction in June
arid July 1945, and estimated volume I from August 1945 through June 1946 2

1945 1946

See-

ne July! Au- Sep- Oc- No- De- First ond
une I u st tern- to- vem- cem- quar- quar-

ber ber ber ber ter ter

'Munitions and war construction, total_- 13. 4 11.5 10. 0 4.0 3.3 3.0 2.6 2.3 1.8

*-Munitions, total ------------------------------ 12.7 10.9 9.5 3.6 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.2 1.8

aircraftt ---------------------------------- 3.1 2.7 2.4 .4 .3 .3 .3 .4 .4
Ships, total ------------------------------- 2.2 1.8 1.8 1.5 1.2 1.2 .9 .8 .6

Construction ------------------------- 1 .6 1.2 1.2 .9 .6 .6 .3 .2 .1
Maintenance and repair -------------. 6 .6 .6 .6 .6 .6 .6 .6 .5

Cruns and fire control -------------------. 6 .4 .3 .1
Ammunition ------------------------- 1.7 1.5 1.1 .3
,Combat and motor vehicles ------------- 1.2 1.0 .7 .1 .6 .5 .5 .4 .3
Communications and electrical equip-

tnent ...... 8 .7 .6 .2
Other equipment andsupplies ------------ 3.1 2.8 2.6 1.0 .9 .8 .7 .6 .5

War construction, total ---------------------. 7 .6 .5 .4 .3 .2 .2 .1

I Volume of production and construetloi is stated in terms of quarterly rates, measured in billions of
doilhrs with unit costs standardized at .un 1945 levels.

'Forecasts are preliminary and subject to revision, but represent the best Judginent of the procurement
agencies as of Aug.14, 1945.

Source: Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion.
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EXHIBIT Ic.-War bites deeply into expanding United States output, seasonally
adjusted annual rates

(Billions of dollars]

Govern- Govern-
Gross ment and Govern- Grow ment and Govern-

Period national private ment war Period national private ment war
nonwar expendi- product endi- xpendi-

eproduc expendi- tures
tures • tures

1939: 1st half ------- 86. 0 84.8 1.2 1942: 1st half ------- 139. 1 103. 8 35. 3
2d half ------- 91.2 89.7 1.5 2d half ------- 163.9 100.2 63.7

1940: 1st half ------- 94.2 92.4 1.8 1943: 1st half ------- 183. 2 102. 7 80. 5
2d half ..... 100.0 96.3 3. 7 2d half ------- 192.3 107.8 84.5

1941: 1st half ------- 113.1 103.8 9.3 1944: 1st haf ------- 197.4 110.0 87.4
2d half ------- 127.9 110.6 17.3 2d half ------- 200.1 114.9 85.2

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business, April 1944 and February 1945.

EXHIBIT ID.-Labor force'

[In thousands]

Month and year Labor force Employ- Unemploy- Armed forcesment ment

March 1941 ------------------------------------ 53,150 46,000 5,950 1,200
March 1942 ------------------------------------ 56,160 50,230 3,230 2, 700
March 1943 ------------------------------------ 60, 290 51,230 1,060 8,000
March 1944 ------------------------------------ 62, 160 50,490 870 10,800
March 1945 ------------------------------------ 63,660 50,830 830 12,000

1 Excludes estimated number of persons in institutions.

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, except for armed forces (BLS).

EXHIBIT II

FULL EMPLOYMENT-THE FIRST OBJECTIVE OF DOMESTIC POLICY

In the week of August 6, the pace of world events was dramatically accelerated,
first by the use of the most deadly weapon known to man, the atomic bomb, and
secondly, by Russia joining her allies in the war against Japan. These two
developments have made imminent the end of World War II. We can no longer
afford any delay in putting our house in order, either for political and military
security throughout the world or for economic security at home.

Congress and the Executive have already taken some major steps for achieving
international security. The development of the atomic bomb demands that these
steps be implemented rapidly since the consequences of war have become in-
credibly devastating.

On the domestic front little progress has been made toward achieving economic
security. Piecemeal measures have been taken both by the executive and legis-
lative. But the pressing task of achieving a smooth transition to a stable post-
war economy of full employment has hardly been begun. The fate of the American
economy, and in fact of world peace, depends on whether we in the United States
move forward rapidly into full employment and economic security. Upon
Congress rests the responsibility of enacting a legislative program which will
insure our progress toward this goal.

In order to formulate and carry out such a legislative program, we must appraise
the current status of our economy and recognize the magnitude of the economic
tasks ahead. The American economy has never provided stable full employment
under modern conditions of high labor productivity and mass production. A
review of economic conditions between the First and Second World Wars makes
this clear. The First World War ended with an unstable price structure, followed
by a disorganization of agriculture. By 1926, when many thought economic con-
ditions were booming, the great construction industries began to decline, and with-
in 3 years the steady depression, new industrial developments, and an expanding
labor force continued to raise the level of output needed for full employment.
Thus in 1939, although we reached the production level of 1929, there were
7,000,000 more unemployed. Although the problems of a stable peacetime full
employment economy remained unsolved between the two world wars, we were
learning more and more about the workings of our economic system and the tech-
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niIileS of stabilizing it. During this war, we have learned about the great capacity
(,f ,mr economy during the impact of Government action and national necessity.

Today we are faced with the task of creating millions of new job opportunities
:tla of substituting a large consumer market for the huge war purchases of the
I *,(,hral Government. Over 9,000,000 veterans must be absorbed into peacetime
1woduction. An additional 9,000,000 war workers directly engaged in mnitions
iitiistries also must find peacetime employment. Steel, coal, agriculture, and
tther basic industries not engaged in the production of munitions, face depression
awd unemployment unless thriving construction and consumer-goods industries
replace munitions industries. Ever rising industrial productivity and an expand-
ing labor force have set much higher the levels of production at which full employ-
nmint can be achieved. If full employment is to he attained in the postwar period
production will have to be at least two-thirds higher than it was in 1929 or 1939,
and 15,000,000 more jobs will have to be provided than were provided in the last
prewar year of 1939.

There are some of short memory who today urge on the Federal Government a
do)-nothing policy toward insuring full employment. Such a policy would ignore
the accumulated problems which were not solved between the First and Second
World Wars and the lessons derived from this war. Within 5 years such a
pilicy-or lack of policy-would confront this country with an economic crisis far
more severe than all previous ones. Such a crisis would not only jeopardize
internal economic stability, but might well threaten world peace if the most power-
ful of all industrial nations faltered and went into a economic tailspin.

Extensive Federal action is essential at this time: First, to meet the Federal
(CMernment's responsibility in recognized areas of public interest such as social
'-,ecurity, health, education, housing, and community services; but even more, to
a,-sure job opportunities through flourishing business activity. This may involve
many new measures but represents no break with the heritage which made us a
,reat nation. It is an American tradition that the Government, representing all
the people, takes the economic steps necessary for the country to fulfill its destiny
as a growing and prosperous nation. This tradition dates back to the first com-
merce acts after the Revolution, the homestead acts of the reconstruction period,
the great banking and antitrust acts at the turn of this century, and the agricul-
tural, financial, labor, and social security legislation of the 1930's.

I'IIE ECONOMIC BILL OF RIGHTS AS SET FORTH BY THE LATE PRESIDENT FRANKLIN
DELANO ROOSEVELT

No one better recognized and understood the Government's fundamental
r,-ponsibility for the welfare of its citizens than our late President. On January
11, 1944, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, applying the best of our heritage to the time
i hen the duties and sacrifices of war would be ended and the Nation could return
0, t he pursuit of peacetime prosperity and well-being, set forth a postwar economic
,,,icv.
'In our day these economic truths have become accepted as self-evident. We

i H\-e accepted, so to speak, a second bill of rights under which a new basis of secur-
ity and prosperity can be established for all-regardless of station, race, or creed.

Among these are--
"The right to a useful and remunerative job in the industries, or shops or farms

or mines of the Nation;
"The right to earn enough to provide adequate food and clothing and recreation;
"The right of every farmer to raise and sell his products at a return which will

gi-e him and his family a decent living;
The right of every businessman, large and small, to trade in an atmosphere of

freedom from unfair competition and domination by monopolies at home or abroad;
"The right of every family to a decent home;
"The right to adequate medical care and the opportunity to achieve and enjoy

9i,,od health;
"The right to adequate protection from the economic fears of old age, sickness,

accident, and unemployment;
"The right to a good education.
"All of these rights spell security. And after this war is won we must be pre-

1,:tred to move, forward, in the implementation of these rights, to new goals of
human happiness and well-being.

"America's own rightful place in the world depends in large part upon how fully
these and similar rights have been carried into practice for our citizens, for unless
there is security here at home there cannot be lasting peace in the world."

In the election campaign of 1944, the leaders of both parties reaffirmed the
Obligation of the Federal Government as the instrument of all the people to
guarantee postwar domestic prosperity and economic security.
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EXHiBIT le.-War biles deeply into expanding United States output, seasonally
adjusted annual rates

[Billions of dollars]

Govern- Govern-
Gross ment and Govern- 0orow ment and Govern-

Period national private ment war Period national private meant warnatnpotio nonwar expendi-expendi- xpendi-s expendi- tures

tures tures

1939: 1st half ------- 86. 0 84.8 1.2 1942: 1st half ------- 139. 1 103.8 35.3
2d half ------- 91.2 89.7 1.5 2d half ------- 163.9 100.2 63.7

1940: Ist half ------- 94.2 92. 4 1.8 1943: Ist half ------- 183. 2 102. 7 80. 5
2I half ------- 1 00.0 96.3 3.7 2d half ------- 192.3 107.8 84.5

1941: 1st half ------- 113.1 103.8 9.3 1944: Ist half ------- 197.4 110.0 87.4
2d half ------- 127.9 110.6 17.3 2d half ------- 200.1 114.9 85.2

Source: PT . S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business, April 1944 and February 1945.

EXHIBIT ID.-Labor force 1

[In thousands]

Month and year Labor force Employ- Unemploy- Armed forcesmeant ment

March 1941 ------------------------------------ 53,150 46,000 5,950 1,200
March 1942 ------------------------------------ 56,160 50,230 3,230 2, 700
March 1943 ------------------------------------ 60,290 51, 230 1,060 8,000
March 1944 ------------------------------------ 62, 160 50,490 870 10,800
March 1945 ----------------------------------- 63,660 50,830 830 12, 000

'Excludes estimated number of persons in institutions.
Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, except for armed forces (BLS).

EXHIBIT II

FULL EMPLOYMENT-THE FIRST OBJECTIVE OF DOMESTIC POLICY

In the week of August 6, the pace of world events was dramatically accelerated,
first bv the use of the most deadly weapon known to man, the atomic bomb, and
secondly, by Russia joining her allies in the war against Japan. These two
developments have made imminent the end of World War II. We can no longer
afford any delay in putting our house in order, either for political and military
security throughout the world or for economic security at home.

Congress and the Executive have already taken some major steps for achieving
international security. The development of the atomic bomb demands that these
steps be implemented rapidly since the consequences of war have become in-
credibly devastating.

On the domestic front little progress has been made toward achieving economic
security. Piecemeal measures have been taken both by the executive and legis-
lative. But the pressing task of achieving a smooth transition to a stable post-
war economy of full employment has hardly been begun. The fate of the American
economy, and in fact of world peace, depends on whether we in the United States
move forward rapidly into full employment and economic security. Upon
Congress rests the responsibility of enacting a legislative program which will
insure our progress toward this goal.

In order to formulate and carry out such a legislative program, we must appraise
the current status of our economy and recognize the magnitude of the economic
tasks ahead. The American economy has never provided stable full employment
under modern conditions of high labor productivity and mass production. A
review of economic conditions between the First and Second World Wars makes
this clear. The First World War ended with an unstable price structure, followed
by a disorganization of agriculture. By 1926, when many thought economic con-
ditions were booming, the great construction industries began to decline, and with-
in 3 years the steady depression, new industrial developments, and an expanding
labor force continued to raise the level of output needed for full employment.
Thus in 1939, although we reached the production level of 1929, there were
7,000,000 more unemployed. Although the problems of a stable peacetime full
employment economy remained unsolved between the two world wars, we were
learning more and more about the workings of our economic system and the tech-
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ipieS of stabilizing it. During this war, we have learned about the great capacity
,f our economy during the impact of Government action and national necesmity.

today we are faced with the task of creating millions of new job opportunities
:,,Il of substituting a large consumer market for the huge war purchases of the
F,.leral Government. Over 9,000,000 veterans must be absorbed into peacetime
,1)(,ILuction. An additional 9,000,000 war workers directly engaged in munitions

industries also must find peacetime employment. Steel, coal, agriculture, and
other basic industries not engaged in the production of munitions, face depression
awl unemployment unless thriving construction and consumer-goods industries
re lace munitions industries. Ever rising industrial productivity and an expand-
ing labor force have set much higher the levels of production at which full employ-
inent, can be achieved. If full employment is to he attained in the postwar period
production will have to be at least two-thirds higher than it was in 1929 or 1939,
and 15,000,000 more jobs will have to be provided than were provided in the last
prewar year of 1939.

There are some of short memory who today urge on the Federal Government a
do-nothing policy toward insuring full employment. Such a policy would ignore
the accumulated problems which were not solved between the First and Second
World Wars and the lessons derived from this war. Within 5 years such a
policy-or lack of policy-would confront this country with an economic crisis far
more severe than all previous ones. Such a crisis would not only jeopardize
internal economic stability, but might well threaten world peace if the most power-
ful of all industrial nations faltered and went into a economic tailspin.

Extensive Federal action is essential at this time: First, to meet the Federal
(_overnment's responsibility in recognized areas of public interest such as social
,-ecurity, health, education, housing, and community services; but even more, to
a-,sure job opportunities through flourishing business activity. This may involve
many new measures but represents no break with the heritage which made us a
great nation. It is an American tradition that the Government, representing all
the people, takes the economic steps necessary for the country to fulfill its destiny
as a growing and prosperous nation. This tradition dates back to the first com-
merce acts after the Revolution, the homestead acts of the reconstruction period,
the great banking and antitrust acts at the turn of this century, and the agricul-
tural, financial, labor, and social security legislation of the 1930's.

THE ECONOMIC BILL OF RIGHTS AS SET FORTH BY THE LATE PRESIDENT FRANKLIN
DELANO ROOSEVELT

No one better recognized and understood the Government's fundamental
r( ,ponsibility for the welfare of its citizens than our late President. On January
11, 1944, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, applying the best of our heritage to the time
w\hein the duties and sacrifices of war would be ended and the Nation could return
t-) the pursuit of peacetime prosperity and well-being, set forth a postwar economic
l oliey.ln our day these economic truths have become accepted as self-evident. We
haV, accepted, so to speak, a second bill of rights under which a new basis of secur-
it \- and prosperity can be established for all-regardless of station, race, or creed.

"" Among these arc-
"The right to a useful and remunerative job in the industries, or shops or farms

,,r mines of the Nation;
"The right to earn enough to provide adequate food and clothing and recreation;
"The right of every farmer to raise and sell his products at a return which will

Live him and his family a decent living;
"The right of every businessman, large and small, to trade in an atmosphere of

freedom from unfair competition and domination by monopolies at home or abroad;"The right of every family to a decent home;
"The right to adequate medical care and the opportunity to achieve and enjoy

,,)od health;
"The right to adequate protection from the economic fears of old age, sickness,

f'ccident, and unemployment;
"The right to a good education.
"All of these rights spell security. And after this war is won we must be pre-

pared to move forward, in the implementation of these rights, to new goals of
human happiness and well-being.

"America's own rightful place in the world depends in large part upon how fully
these and similar rights have been carried into practice for our citizens, for unless
there is security here at home there cannot be lasting peace in the world."

In the election campaign of 1944, the leaders of both parties reaffirmed the
obligation of the Federal Government as the instrument of all the people to
guarantee postwar domestic prosperity and economic security.
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AN ECONOMIC PROGRAM FOR THE RECONVERSION AND POSTWAR PERIOD

In an endeavor to define an over-all program which would meet the immediate,
economic problems of the reconversion and postwar period, Senator Pepper
joined me in outlining a series of fundamental steps. We then consulted with
many of our Senate colleagues, in fact, over two dozen, who welcomed this prograill
and made valuable suggestions for its improvement. A number of them endorsel
it in detail; others gave their wholehearted approval to its general objectives and
expressed interst in further study of its details. Some of these discussions have
been publicized widely and sympathetically in the press in reports which have
covered partially the points of the proposed legislative program.

The outline preented here, which is based on the original outline prepared by
Senator Pepper and myself and which embodies many subsequent suggestions,
has the full approval of many of our colleagues. Because the recess made it
impossible to consult with the many other Senators who previously indicated
their interest in this type of program, I have not attempted at this time to li
the names of those who have studied and approved it. This outline is put
forward as a suggestion of the types of Federal action which will be needed to
pr )wide the prosperity and economic security which are our goals. It is my hope
that it will be a contribution to the urgent public discussions and that it will, in
some appropriate form, be carried out by the Congress when it reconvenes.

1. Clearly etablish the responsibility of the Federal Government for guaranteeing
the economic bill of rights to all American .- ln addition to declaring this responsi-
bility, provide for the development and collection of economic data basic to the
formulation of full-employment programs, including an immediate census of
employment and business opportunities.

2. Guarantee equal opportunity to all Americans.- Assure that Americans shall
not be discriminated against because of race, color, political, or religious creed
in exercising their political and economic rights.

3. Provide war veterans with .full securitbl, training, medical care, and job oppor-
tuiities.-The soundest guaranty of jobs for veterans is a successful national full-
employment program. In addition, increase veterans' maintenance, training,
and unemployment compensation. Make special provision for improving vet-
erans.' medical care, social security, housing, etc., in all major economic and social
lefi-lation. Strengthen Federal executive and legislative bodies concerned with
veterans' problems and provide continuous scrutiny of such problems.

4. Provide emergency reconversion measures geared to full employment.-Through
the Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion, dovetail completed or curtailed
war contracts with the release of men, materials, and facilities for peacetime
production, including needed community and resource development for which
funds should be appropriated at once. Facilitate absorption of war veterans
and movement of workers to peacetime production by an improved United States
Employment Service and payment of transportation costs to migrant workers.
Protect returning veterans and war workers and maintain high national pur-
chasing power through price control, emer ency unemployment compensation,
and wage rates increased through free collective bargaining to offset loss of pay
from return to the normal workweek.

5. Continue a stable and profitable agriculture at high production levels.-Con-
tinue into peacetime wartime production and minimum price guaranties. Pro-
vide rural communities with adequate health, education, and other facilities
and help farmers adopt the most advanced production techniques. Provide
programs of loans and other assistance to small farmers and make provision for
farm tenants and laborers displaced by mechanization.

6. Create expanded opportunities for business.--Assure adequate credit facilities
and s') dispose of surplus goods as to expand production and in particular assist
small business and local industry: also strengthen other Federal activities con-
cerned with small business and local industry. Provide expanded technical and
informational services for business. Stimulate business activity by freeing it
from the restrictive effects of cartels and monopolies.

7. Guarantee a high level of scientific research activity in the interests of all the
people.-Provide for continued and expanded Federal support of research in
national defense, health and medical care, basic science, and all other programs
in the public interest which are not being carried out by commercial and non-
profit institutions. Provide for democratic control of all Federal research pro-
grams, by having the men in charge full-time Government employees directly
responsible to the President and the Congress. Through free publication and
Government ownership of patents, guarantee that the results of federally financed
research will not be perverted to private ends by monopolies and other interests
at the expense of the common good.
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8. Promote a high wage level insuring the continued expansion of indzsfrial and
agricultural production.-Centralize Federal activities concerned with labor wel-
fare. Do not weaken any present guaranties of collective bargaining rights
itaise minimum wage-hour standards and broaden their coverage and through

collective bargaining promote adoption of the annual ikage.
9. Expand foreign trade to provide jobs and an increasingly high standard of

living at home and abroad.-Expand our commercial and agricultural foreign
trade service, and initiate a system of insured private capital loans and invest-
ments abroad. In addition to Bretton Woods and Export-Import Bank programs,
provide long-term loans for foreign rehabilitation and industrial development
leading to increased trade with the United States.

10. Institute a national housing program insuring a large and sustained volume
,f private and public constructzon.-Provide large annual construction of housing
to eliminate slums and make available low-cost homes to middle-income groups
whose needs have not hitherto been adequately met by public or private con-
st ruction.
-11. Stabilize at high levels construction of community facilities.-Fublic con-

struction should not be considered as compensatory for, nor dependent and fol-
lowing upon, failure of private employment in various industries, but should be
appraised as a necessary continuing aspect of full employment and national

Selffare. Therefore provide funds immediately and formulate programs for
health centers, hospitals, schools, libraries, roads, airports, river and harbor
development, etc.

12. Establish a national health program and broaden the social-security system.-
Provide adequate medical care and protect all Americans from the financial
loss and hardships incident to illness, accident, unemployment, old age, and death.

13. Create additional educational and training opportunities for all Americans.-
ProviQe Federal aid to education, as well as scholarships and fellowship- designed
to expand the Nation's scientific and medical personne!.

11. Promote the development and balanced use of natural resources wit a view to
expanding industrial, agricultural, and employment opportvnitie,.-Fstablish coordi-
nated regional resource development programs, and programs developing and
staLilizing at high levels coal and other minerals production. Give immediate
financial support to resource improvements already planned.

15. Adopt a fiscal policy geared to full employment.- Pass tax measures which
will be genuine incentives to business expansion rather than to more profit aecumu-
lation, promote purchasing power of the lowest income groups through exemptions,
and reduce the great concentration of wealth which has been accelerated during the
war.

LEGISLATIVE IMPLEMENTATION

Such an over-all legislative program should be implemented and put into effect
within 1 year after VJ-day if Congress is to discharge fully its responsibility with
respect to our domestic and international security. Certain features of this
program are immediately urgent; in fact, they are behind schedule, as for example
provision for the human aspects of recc.nversion. For some feature of the pro-
gram, no legislation has as yet been drafted. A major task lies ahead for the
Congress.

EXHIBIT III

I. Provisions of emergency reconversion unemployment compensation bill-
Section 1 of this bill creates a new title in the 1944 Reconversion Act containing
the following items:

1. Section 701 (a) : The reconversion period is defined as the period from the
fifth Monday after the date of enactment to June 3), 1947, inclusive.

2. Section 701 (b) : State is defined to include the District of Columbia, Alaska,
and Hawaii.

3. Section 701 (c) : Compensation is defined to be cash payments to individuals
for unemployment, exclusive of payments for dependents.

4. Section 701 (d) : State weekly benefit amount is defined to be the amount
payable for a week of total unemployment under a State unemployment com-
pensation law, exclusive of dependents' benefits.

5. Section 701 (e) : Adjusted weekly benefit amount is defined to be the sum
of the State weekly benefit amount and the supplementary benefit for a week
of total, unemnloyment payable under this act.

6. Section 702 (a) : The Director of the Office of War Mobilization and Recon-
version is authorized to make agreements with a State or a State unemployment
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compensation agency so that the State agency can make compensation pay-
ments as authorized by sections 702 (b) and (c).

7. Section 702 (b) (1) : The agreement shall provide supplementary benefits,
out of Federal funds, to any eligible unemployed workers entitled to benefits
under a State law so that each worker is entitled to benefits for 26 weeks. This
provision leaves unchanged the varying qualifying requirements of the different
State laws that provide every claimant who meets the State's qualifying re-
quirement shall receive benefits for the duration to which he is entitled under
the State law supplemented so that he will not exhaust his benefits until he has
been paid an amount of benefits equivalent to benefits for 26 weeks of total un-
employment in a benefit year. Thus, in my own State of West Virginia, where
each worker with annual earnings of $300 or more is eligible for benefits for a
duration up to 21 weeks, S. 1274 would give him the right to at least 5 more
weeks of benefit.

8. Section 702 (b) (2): The agreement shall provide for the raising of the
maximum weekly benefit amount to $25 by extending the relationship between
benefits and wages now included in State unemployment compensation laws
This paragraph in the bill provides that the supplementary payment shall bet
such as is necessary to provide an adjusted weekly benefit amount up to a
maximum of $25 to an individual entitled to the maximum State weekly benefit
amount payable under the State unemployment compensation laws in which
the maximum is less than $25.

The adjusted maximum is to bp determined by an appropriate extension of the
method used under the State uiiiempI(ylnent-(cmpensation law in determining
State weekly benefit amounts of individuals entitled to less than the maximum.

The bill does not provide for paying each eligible unemployed employee a
uniform amount of $25 a week. Benefits would still be related to the person's
previous wages and would not be modified in any respect except to give recognition
to the fact that many persons now receive low benefits solely because of the low
ceilings on benefits which can be paid. Thus. in a State like Tennessee, which
pays benefits approximately one-half of an individual's previous weekly wage,
at the present a person earning $30 or more'per week can only get $15 per week
in benefits. Under this bill not a single cent more would be paid to any eligible
unemployed individual in Tennessee earning less than $30 per week. But a per-
son earning $40 per week in Tennessee would get $20 per week in benefits in-
stead of the present $15. An individual earning $50 or more in wages per week
would receive $25 per week of total unemployment.

Another example of the effect of enactment into law is my own State of WesT
Virginia. The maximum weekly benefit amount in West Virginia is now $20
based on annual earnings of $1,800 or more. This bill would raise the maximuni
for any worker with annual earnings of $1,S00 to earnings of $2,700 or more

In a State using a percentage of high quarterly wages to compute the weekly
benefit fate, the maximum provided will merely be raised to $25 and the same
percentage used in computing the amounts above the existing maximum; in ,
State using a table in its l:,ws to compute benefit rates, the table will be ex-
tended by a continuation of the relationship between wages and benefits already
incorporated to a ceiling of $25.

The following table illustrates the total amount which would be paid under
the bill to an unemployed person in a particular State which now provides belle-
fits of one-half of wages up to a ceiling of $15. No change would be made in
tie amount of benefits paid to individuals below the maximum paid by the
State.

TABLE L.-Illustraive unemployment benefits under the bill in a State which at th,
present time prot,ides bencfAs of 50 percent of wages up to a maximum of $15 per
u'ck

Total Amount
benefit Amount paid by

Average weekly-wage of unemployed individual (State paid by Federal
plus State Oovern-

Federal) ment

20 -------------------------------------------------------------- - $10 $10 $0

$30 ------------------------------------------------------------------ 15 15 0
$0 .----------------------------------------------------------------- 0 2 15 5

$60 or more --------------------------------------------------------- 25 15 10



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 59

For a State which now pays 60 percent of wages up to a ceiling of $20, the
bill would work out as shown in the following table:

TABLE 2.-fllustratie unemployment benefits under the bill in a State which at the
present time provides benefits of 60 percent of wages up to a maximum of $20 per
week

Amount
Total ben- Amount paid by

Average weekly wage of unemployed individual efts paid by Federal
Federal) State Govern-

ment

---- -- -------------------------------- -- --------------------------. $ 12 $ 12 $0
0 .-------------..--------------------------------------------- 18 18 0

$40 ..-------------------------------------------------------------- 24 20 4
.... .............................................................- 2 5 2 0 5

$60 or more -------------------------------------------------------- 25 20 5

9. Section 702 (b) (3): The agreement shall provide for paying unemploy-
ment compensation to Federal and Maritime employees, as if their service
were included under the unemployment compensation law of the District of
Columbia and shall provide for the payment to agricultural processing employees
of unemployment compensation under the provisions of the respective State
laws. The benefits payable to Federal and Maritime employees would be the
same as those payable to other workers covered by the District of Columbia law
and supplemented on the same terms as to duration of benefits and as to maxi-
mum amount provided above.

10. Section 702 (c) (1) : Any State entering into an agreement may include
in it provision for payment of compensation on the basis of of adjusted weekly
lie efit amounts which do not exceed $25 and not in excess of two-thirds of
l)revious weekly earnings. Thus, a State is given the option of liberalizing its
benefit payments below the $25 ceiling. However, no individual may receive
benefits of more than two-thirds of his weekly wages, and in no case above $25.

For a State which elects to pay up to two-thirds of wages up to a ceiling
of $25 per week, the bill would work out as shown in the following table:

TABLE 3.-llustrative unemployment benefits under the bill in a State which at the
present time provides benefits of 50 percent of wages up to a maximum of $1 per
week and which under the bill increases its payments to 66% percent of wages up
to a maximum of $25 per week

1oa Amount

Total Amount paid bybenefit ecaAverage weekly wage of unemployed individual (State plus paid by Fderal
Federal) State Govern.

ment

1... .. .. .. .. ...-------------------------------------------------- $6.66 $5 $1.66
------------------------------------.... ---------------------------. 13.33 10 3.33

$30 .. ------------------------------------------------------------- 20.00 15. 5.00
$40------------------------------------------------------------------ 25.00 15 10.00
$W_ --------------------------------------------------------------- 25.00 15 10.00
SeP or more --------------------------------------------------------- 25.00 15 10.00

11. Section 702 (c) (2) provides that any State may Include in the agree-
nient provision for the payment of compensation to any Individuals who would
be entitled to compensation under the State unemployment compensation law
who are now excluded by reason of any provision of law defining employment
,,or by any provision limiting coverage based on pay roll, number of employees
of the duration, or frequency of employment. Such compensation must be in
the same amounts, on the same terms, and subject to the same conditions as are
T,,)w provided in the State law for employees already covered together with the
supplementary benefits under this act. In this way the State may elect to
Over employees in small firms, agricultural employees, domestic-service em-

ployees, employees In nonprofit institutions, State employees if the State so
wishes. A State may elect to cover all or any part of these groups now un-
protected by the law.

12. Section 703: If a State fails to enter Into an agreement, or falls to make
Payments specified In section 702 (h), the Director can make the supplementary

76876-45---5
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payments to individuals. Final determinations of entitlement to such payments
are subject to court review in such manner as provided for old-age insurance in
the Social Security Act.

13. Section 704: An agreement must provide that unemployment compensa-
tion payable under the State law will not be denied or reduced by reason of any
payment under the agreement or under section 703. No compensation shall be
paid under this agreement based on employment or service under a Federal
unemployment-compensation law.

14. Section 705 (a) : The determination of entitlement to the supplementary
benefits under an agreement shall be subject to review in the same manner arid
to the same extent as determinations under the State unemployment compen-
sation law. This in substance provides the same uniform treatment for the
adjudication of all claims for unemployment compensation payments made by
the State.

15. Section 706 (b) : The administration by the State unemployment compen-
sation agency under an agreement is deemed the part of the administration
of the State unemployment compensation law for the purpose of the admink.
trative grants under title III of the Social Security Act. The purpose of this
provision is self-evident. It permits the Social Security Board to grant to each
State with an agreement additional funds necessary to finance the State admin-
istrative aspects of the agreement

16. Section 706: This section provides for the administrative details in pay-
ments to the States.

17. Section 707: Similar to title III of the Social Security Act, the State un-
employment compensation agency is to furnish such information to the Director
of the Office of War Mobilization Reconversion as he may find necessary in
carrying out the provisions of the title and such information is deemed as reports
required by section 303 (a) (6) of the Social Security Act.

18. Section 708: Transportation (including that for dependents and household
effects) will be provided by the 'United States Employment Service to any war
worker displaced in the reconversion period from. his place of employment to
any place at which the United States Employment Service certifies there are
available suitable job opportunities. The cost of this transportation must not
exceed the amount payable to Federal Government employees upon transporta-
tion from one official station to another. The purposes of this provision is to
permit the Federal Government to assist in relieving the burden on local areas
of unemployment and the burden otherwise placed in State unemployment coin-
pensation funds. These allowances will be discussed later in my testimony.

AMENDMENIT OF GI BILL OF RIGHTS

Section 2 of the bill amends the unemployment insurance provisions of till"
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 (the GI bill of rights) by providing more
adequate unemployment insurance benefits to servicemen. At the present tine
a serviceman gets only $20 per week while he is unemployed Irrespective of
whether he is a single person or has several dependents. The bill changes this
amount to $25 for all persons and adds $5 per week if the serviceman has any
dependents. The maximum payment under the bill would be $30.

The bill also repeals two restrictive provisions of the existing law. At t he
present time an individual must have served 91/2 months or more to be eligible
to the full 52 weeks of benefits. For each month of service less than 10 months.
the individual's right to benefits is reduced by 4 weeks. Thus, if an individual
served only 90 days, he is entitled to only 24 weeks of benefits. This provision
Is unfair to the serviceman with only 90 days' service who has broken his tie-
with his employer and his community and cannot find a job when he return-
It will be unfair to servicemen who are discharged at the end of the war with
short periods of service and who find themselves unemployed after 24 week-

The bill also remedies the defect in the present law wuich charges an un-
employed serviceman with a full week of benefits even if he draws only a partial
benefit for a week. Instead of charging the serviceman with weeks of benefit-
toward the total to which he is eligible, the bill charges only the amount of dollars
he has received. This is the customary provision under State unemployment
compensation laws.



LI'XUTITT INa.-Sjcccr provisions of State unemployment compensation laws, June 30, 19t5 I

Coverage Eligibility
_____________________________ I II

Minimum size-of-firm coverage (number of
workers) earningsbenefits I

base-period
for minimum

Weekly benefit amount

Fraction of
highest

quarterly
earnings or

tye 

Maximum

Duration of benefits 2

Fraction of
base-period

earnings
used in de-
termining
duration

Maximum
weeks of

benefits for
total unem-
ployment

U-Uniform for all claim-
ants, otherwise variable

.1 I I 1 I I

Alabama ..................
Alaska --------------------
A rliona --------------------
Arkansas .................
California .................

Colorado .................-
Connecticut ...............
Delaware .....
District of Columbia.---'-
Florida. -------------------
Georgia ....................
Hawaii --------------------
Idaho ----------------------
Illinois --------------------
Indiana ...................
Iowa ---------------
Kansas --------------------
Kentucky -----------------

Louisiana ------------
Maine ---------------------
Maryland -----------------
Massachusetts.........
Michigan ------------------
Minnesota...........

Mississippi ................
Missouri ------------------
Montana ------------

8 or more in 20 weeks ----------------------------
I or more at any time ---------------------------
3 or more In 20 weeks ...........................
I or more in 10 days ----------------------------
I or more at any time and $100 pay rol in cal-

endar quarter.'
8 or more in 20 weeks ---------------------------
4 or more in 13 weeks ...........................
1 or more in 20 weeks ...........................
I or more at any time ---------------------------
8 or more in 20 weeks or $5,000 quarterly pay rol.,
8 or more in 20 weeks ---------------------------
1 or more at any time ---------------------------
$78 or more wages payable in any I quarter ....
6 or more in 20 weeks-...........................
8 or more in 20 weeks ----------------------------
8 or more in 15 weeks ------------- . --------------
8 or more in 20 weeks or 25 or more in I week. - - -
4 or more in 3 quarters ofipreceding year to each

of whom $50 payable in each such quarter; or
8 or more in 20 weeks.

4 or more in 20 weeks ---------------------------
8 or more in 20 weeks ---------------------------
I or more at any time ---------------------------
I or more in 20 weeks ..................
8 or more in 20 weeks ...........................
I or more in 20 weeks (or 8 or more outside cities

of population of 10,000 or more).
8 or more in 20 weeks ----------------------------

-do -------------------------------------------
1 or more in 20 weeks or annual pay roil over PW00

$120 (30x) ...............
125 (25x) ------------------
70(141)1
6622 -.............
300. .................

150 (30x) ----------------
240 - -- -- -- -- - --
210 (ftz)- -------------
15a 25x)_:-------------
150 30Z) ...............
100 (25x-40x) ------------
150 ( x) -----------------
140 (2Sx-52x) ............
250 .......................

90 ( --x)-.. . . .. . . . .
100 ' -----------------------
200 -----------------------

90 (30x) ------------------
200-- - - --- - - - - - -
210 (30x) ------------
150................
25011 - - - - -
200 ..................

g(30x) ---- ------ ------

150 (30x)

%a340

%6
%6%0
34o

3

34a

(10) a

346

(0)

(10) t

,o

$20
16
15

is

'20

15
6722-28

18
120
15
18
25
18
20
20
18
16
16

18
'20
20

'21
720-28

20

15
18
15

U4
'34
Y4
4
4

U
U

u34
(,

U

U

U

U

20
16
14
16

'23.4

16
4520

22
20
16

U 16
U 20

17
26
20
18
20

U 20

20
U 20
~26

23
20
20

U 14
18

U 16

Maximum an-
nual benefits

$400.00256.00
210.00
240.00

'468.00

240.00
', 440.00-6 000

aft 00
400.00
240.00
288.00
500.00
306.00
520.00
400.00
324.00
320.00
320.00

360.00
'400.00

520.00
'488.00

'400. 00O-60. 00
400.00

210.00

Footnotes at end of table.

state



EXHIBIT IVa.-Selccted provisions of State unemployment compensation laws, June 30, 19451-Continued

Coverage Eligibility W~eekly benefit amount Duration of benefltp I

Fraction of Maximum
hae-lwriod weeks of

Fraction of earnings benefits for
State Qualifying baso-priod hi!host used in de- total unem-

Minimum size-of-firm coverage (number of earning basc-peri quarterly M u tri tg oa n- Maximum an-wokr)earnngs for minimum qrtly Maximum tplmyment
workers) benefits earnings or rationn nual benefits

type of _ I
schedule- U-Uniform for all claim-

ants, otherwise variable

@

Nebraska ---------------- 8 or more In 20 weeks or $10,000 quarterly pay 200 ------------------------- 3 18 3 18 324. 00
roll.'

Nevada ------------------ $225 or more wages payable in 1 quarter -------- 175 (25x-30x) 12 ............ 4o 87 18-24 3 7 20 57 360.00
New Hampshire ---------- 4 or more in 20 weeks ---------------- ------ 200.----------------------- (10) 620 U U 20 40000
New Jersey ------------------- do ' --------------------------------------- 150 .------------------------ 3 22 26 572.00
New Mexico ------------- $450 or more wages paid in quarter; or 2 or more 150 (30x) ------------------- )o 15 3 16 240.00

in 13 weeks.
New York ---------------- 4 or more in 15 days ---------------------------- 300 (30x) ------------------- - -3 1 21 U U 26 546.00
North Carolina ----------- 8 or more In 20 weeks --------------------------- 130 ----------------------- (10) 20 U U 16 320.00
North Dakota ------------ 8 or more in 20 weeks --------------------------- 140 (2Sx) ------------------ . 3 20 U U 20 400.00
Ohio ---------------------- 3 or more at any time -------------------- 160"---- ----------------------- I '2. 521 (5) 622 * 462.00
Oklahoma ----------------- 8 or more in 20 weeks --------------------------- 120 (20x) ------------------ o 18 3 20 360.00
Oregon_ -- ..---------------- 4 or more In any day n any calendar quarter 200 a---------------------- (10) '18 (6) 20 '360.00

with pay roll of $500.
Pennsylvania ------------ I or more at any time --------------------------- 240 (30x) ----------------------- '20 (6) '20 ' 400.00
Rhode Island ------------ 4 or more in 20 weeks --------------------------- 100 ----------------------- '341 5 '18 (a) 820. 25 '364.50
South Carolina ----------- 8 or more in 20 weeks --------------------------- 120 (30x-40x) ---------------- '20 U ' U 16 5320. 00
South Dakota ----------------........... --do .............--- .............. . 125 ------------------------. 3 - 15 (6) 20 300.00
Tennessee ----------------- do----------------------- ---- --- 125 (25x-30x) ---------------- 15 U U 16 240.00
Texas --------------------- ----- do --------------------------------------- 90 (!8x) ....-------------------- 6 318 13 "18 324.00
Utah ---------------------- $140 or more wages payable in quarter-.......-150 (Ox) --------------------- I o 16 25 (1) 16 19 1 460.00
Vermont ------------------ 8 or more in 20 weeks ---------------------------- ISO (30x) ------------------ ' 3 -4i 20 U U 20 400.00
VirginL ------------------- ----- do ----------------------------------------- 100 (25x) -------------------- 15 34 16 240.00
Washington -------------- I or more at any time --------------------------- 300 ----------------------- (0) 25 (1) 26 650.00
West Virginia ------------ 8 or more in 20 weeks --------------------------- 300 ------------------------ () 20 U U 21 420.00
Wisconsin ----------------- 6 or more in 18 weeks or annual pay roll of $6,000; 14 weeks employment ---- ) 20 '34 23 460.00

also employer with more than $10,000 quar-
terly pay roll.

Wyoming ---------------- 1 or more in 20 weeks and $150 or more wages 175 (2",x) ---------------- 20 3 20 400.00
payable in 1 quarter or $500 in 1 year.



'Provisions of State laws Include amendments enacted and reported to
the Bureau of Employlent Security through June 3o, 1945. Except where
otherwise stated, all amendments will become effective during 1945.

2 In variable-duration States, maximum benefits are limited to the lesser
of a specified fraction of base-period earnings or a specified multiple of the
weekly benefit amount. Except in the following States, the base period is
4 quarters or a calendar year: Arizona-2-year base period may be extended
to Include as niany as 4 additional quarters; Missouri-2 years; Oregon-
base period may be extended by not more than 4 quarters if individual has
been incapable of work during greater part of working time in any calendar
quarter; Wisconsin-duration roughly equivalent to 1 week of benefits to 2
weeks of employment, the maximum depending on continuity of unem-
ployment and a number of previous employers (but not exceeding 23 weeks
based on employment from same employer).

I Amount shown represents minimum base-period earnings for a claimant
who barely qualifies. In some Stattes, a flat amount is specified in the law
and in others, a specified multiple of the weekly benefit amount. In the
latter Stales, amount shown Is the product of the multiple and the mini-
mum weekly benefit; qualifying earnings would be higher for claimants
receiving a higher weekly benefit rate. Where dependents' benefits are pro-
vided, the fraction applies to the basic benefit. Qualifying wages must have
been earned in a 1-year period in all States except: Arizona-qualifying
wages must have been earned in first 3 of last 4 completed calendar quarters
? receding first day of benefit year ; Missouri-2-year base period; Oregon-

ase period may be extended by not more than 4 quarters if individual
has been incapable of work during greater part of working time in any
calender quarter; Wisconsin---eligibility requirement is 14 weeks of employ-
ment, and benefits are In ratio of 1 week to 2 weeks of employment.

' Effective Jan. 1, 1946.
5 State law provides for reduction if solvency of fund is imperiled.
I Duration is determined according to a table of base-period earnings,.

contained in the State law.
74 States provide for dependents' allowances: Connecticut-maximum

primary benefit is $22; weekly benefits may be increased $2 for each depend-
ent up to 3. District of Columbia-weekly benefits may be increased $1 for
each dependent of specified types up to 3: same maximum ($20) with or
without dependents. Michigan-primary benefit plus $2 per child depend-

ent up to the lesser of $28 or average weekly wage in high quarter; maxi-
mum primary benefit is $20. Navada-dep,.ndents' allowances of $3 for
1 or 2 dependents, $6 for 3 or more; maximum annual benefits not Increased,
hence weeks of benefits decreased for claimants with dependents-for ex-
ample, maximum duration is 15 weeks for claimant receiving $24 maximum
weekly payment.

s Weekly benefit based upon a weighted table of high-quarter earnings,
contained in the State law. Fractions shown are approximate.

9 Wages totaling $100 in 2 quarters, or $200 in base period.
10 Weekly benefit based upon a weighted table of annual earnings con-

tained in the State law.
U' Including wages in at least 2 quarters.
22 $175 if computed weekly benefit is less than $8; 25-30 times weekly

benefit amount if computed weekly benefits Is more than $8. Including
earnings of 5 times the weekly benefit in some quarter other than that of
highest earnings.

.18 Benefit amounts which are expressed in days of unemployment in New
York and in 2-week periods in Texas have been converted into weeks.

14 And employment in at least 20 weeks.
'5 Duration based on calendar weeks of covered employment in base -pe-

riod; 18 weeks' duration for claimants with 20 weeks of covered employ-
ment; 19 weeks' duration for 21-24 weeks of covered employment; 22 weeks,
duration for over 24 weeks of covered employment.

10 Effective July 1, 1945, Utah law provides for adjustment of weekly bene-
fit amount according to Bureau of Labor Statistics cost-of-living index;
duration and benefit limits shown are those now applicable. Greatest pos-
sible duration is 19 weeks under the upward adjustment; 28.3 weeks under
the downward adjustment; when no adjustment applies, 23 weeks uniform.
Maximum weekly benefit amount without cost-of-living adjustment is $20
and minimum $5. Total benefits payable during benefit year computed as
23 times normal weekly benefit amount; hence, under cost-of-living adjust-
ments, duration in weeks varies inversely with weekly benefit amount. Thus
a claimant eligible for the maximum weekly benefit amount and duration
($20 for 23 weeks) would receive, under the upward adjustment and at
resent time, $25 for 18.4 weeks and, under the downward adjustment, $17
or 27 weeks.

N

0

0

00
0

0X



ExHIBIT IVb.-Selected provisions of State unemployment compensation laws a8 of Dec. 81, 1944, and June 80, 1945 1
(1H4 provibions are In "From" columns and 1945 provisions in 'To" columns. An asterisk (0) In "From" indicates that the provision was not changed In 1945; hence present pro-

vision also applied In 1944)

Monthly Size-of-firm coverage I Weekly benefit amount Duration

social average waiting-
Security (194) of period Fraction of am,,Board coveredweeks Minimum Maximum base-period Maximum

region and employ- earnings or type of schedule earnIngsd (weeks)
state mentI From To earnings,_ _"___State (thou-....-

sands) From To From To From To From To From To From To

Total, 51
States.

REGION 1

Connecticut ---

Maine --------

Massachu-
setts.

New Hamp-
shire.

Rhode Island.
Vermont ----

RZGION n-M

Delaware -----
New Jersey...
New York ..---
Pennsylvania-

RZGION IV

District of Co-
lumbia.

Maryland...

North Caro-
lina.

(0) ....... '

(0).. . .

8.).....

4.) .......

4 in 13 weeks .......

a-------.............

1................4 ---------------

4 --------------
8................

1................

4 ---------------
4in 15 days ........
1 at any time .......

..--- do ..............

----------- -do..........

29,838 9

625.4

172.9

1,363.8

106.0

231.1
8.7

82.6
1,247.7
3,935. 1
2,709.8

189.0

520.8

552.1

(0)

(6)

(.)

(6)

(6)

1 I

(0)

1

1

1
1

1
2

1
1

1

None:

1

(346 ....

(°).. . . .

(6).. . . ..

(:::::):

(6) :::
(:)

(0).. . . .

%s; dependents'
benefits.

Weighted, annual
earnings.

Weighted, annual
earnings.

% to M I.........
me to %$ 4......

3486................

345' ------------

J450-- - - - - - -

34s; dependents'
benefits.
e d --- l---------

Weighted, annual
earnings.

$2D -------

$21 .......

$20 ------

$20 ------

$22.....--
$21 - - - -$20 ------

$20......--

$20; $25 If
GI maxi-
mum In-
creases.

$20 ----

(6)

(6)

(0)

(V)

(6)

(6)

I.

34
U

940

U

I table

U

U
I t a ble

18

16

20

U 18

20
18

U 20
16

(.)

23

2D

U20

23

U20

20.25
U20

22
26

U 26
2D

2D

26

U 16(0) ----- 18.---- _------



Virginia ------
West Virginia-

REGION V

Kentucky---

Michigan-_

Ohio --------
REGION VI

Illinois -------
Indiana -----
Wisconsin-_

REGION Vii

Alabama-.
Florida------
Georgia -------
Mississippi-....
South Caro-

lina.
Tennessee-_

REGION VIII

Iowa --------

Minnesota ---

Nebraska----

North Dakota.
South Dakota.

427. 0
334. 1

310. 3

1,571.7

2,015.2

2,175.6
857. 8
664. 6

415. 2
335.1

486. 6
158. 5
255.8

484.2

294.7

458.7

141.4

29.4
37. 1

(Ce).....

(°) .......

(C.......

(--------

(*).. . .

(a) .....

(a.....8 -------

8 ---...-------------
8 -------------------

4 in 3 quarters of pre-
ceding year to
each of whom $50
payable in each
such quarter; or 8.

8----------------

3 at any time -------

8------------------
8----------------
6 in 18 weeks or

annual pay roll
of $6,000; also
$10,000 quarterly
pay roll.

8 -------------------
8 or $5,000 quarterly

pay roll.
8 ---- ---------
--------- ----
8-------------

8 -------- i-------

8 in 15 weeks -------

1 -..................

8 or $10,000 quarterly
pay roll.

8-------------------
8----------------

(a)

(.)

(.)

(.)

2
(.)

( )--------.(........... Weighted, annual
earnings.

() --------- ----- do -----------

(a.......

(' .-------

(---------

50 pere"1
or( ..

(a) .........

Weighted
annual
earnings.

%o; dependents'benefits.
%2 to %6 -------

Welghted, aver-
age weekly

Weighted, annual
earnings.

3454-4 -----------

40------------
m41e I*---------

(0)

(a)

(6)

$7.- ---

$2,but
paid
at $8

$2 ----

$5 14--

(6) ..

$4 ---
$8---

$5 . -.....

'$4.81

$5 --------

$10 -------
$5 --------
$6, but

paid at

$4 ------
$5 ------

$4 ------
$3 ------
$4 ------

$5 ------

$5 ------

$7 ------
$5 -------

$5 -------
$6.....--

(C)18

(a)

20

16

( )
18(V)

15
(o)

15

(a)

15

16
(.)

$15 --------$20 .......

$16 .......

'$20 to $28.

$21 .......

$20 .......
$20 .......
$20 -------

$20 .......
$16 ----

$15 --- -
$20 ------$15 ......

$18 ......

$18 --------

$m -------
$18 ......
an0...

Footnotes at end of table.

( &) 1 16U 16 U21(C)(o)

(.)

(a)

U

31
(°)

(.)

(.)

U

it
1)(,,)

' table

U
U
U

U

34
' Table

U
' Table

(a)

U1is

2018

(.)

15

16
16

U16UI8
18

U20

20

1122

2620
23

20

16

U16U314
UI6

U16

18

20
18

U20
20
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EXHIBIT IVb.-Selected provisions of State unemployment compensation laws as of Dec. 31, 1944, and June 50, 1945-Continued

(1944 provisions are in "From" columns and 1945 provisions in "To" columns. An asterisk () in "From" indicates that the provision was not changed in 1,45; hnce present pro-
vision also applied in 1944)

Social
Security

Board
region and

State

REGION IX

Arkansas ..
Kansas -------
Missouri ----
Oklahoma - - -

REGION X

Looisiana,....

New Mexico_ -_

Texas .......

REGION XI

Colorado ---
Idaho ........

Montana .....

Utah ----------

Wyoming.--

REGION Ill

Arizona -----
California ....

Monthly
average
(1944) of
covered
employ-
ment 2

(tholm-
sands)

181.6
259.0
715.4
258.7

388.5

55.8

1,008.9

154.9

67.9

72. 1

99.1

39. 7

88.3
2,191.9

Size-of-firm coverage 3

From

8.....
('9) -------

(0) ------

1 aid $150
in quar-
ter.

(0) .......
4 -------

To

I in 10 days .......
8 or $25 in I week._..
8..... ....... .....

4-----------------

2 in 13 weeks or$4p0In I quarter.,U

8.. ....... ... ....

1 at any time and
$78 in I quarter.

1 or in excess of $500
in 1 year.

I at an time or $140
payable In I quar-
ter.

1 and $150 In Iquar-
ter or $500 In 1
year.

3----------------
1 at any time and

$100 in same quar-
ter.

Initial
waiting-
period
weeks

Weekly beneflt amount

Fraction of highest quarterly
earnings or type of schedule Minimum Maximum

Duration

Fraction of
base-period
earnings 4

/

From To From To From To From To From To

(0)

V.)

(V)

()
(0)

(0)

2

50 percent s
or )o.

(0).

(0).

3'§o------..

(0).. . . .

s or 50 percent 133is to -s ......

4 - -- I -

3'o "............

34o ...............

M°...

(0)..

$6

(*0)..

$3 ------
!M ------
$3 ------
$6 ......

$3 ------

$5 -------

$5 -------

$5 -------
$5 ------

$5 ------
$7 iS ----

$7 -------

$5-----
$10 .....

(0)15
(,)

16

(.)

(*)

$15

$*)
$20

(*)

(0)

e)\

$15 -----
$16 --------
$18 .......
$18 .... ...

$18 --------

$15 -------

$18 .......

$15 .-----

$18 --------

$15 .......

$25 S.

$20 .......

15 ........
20 ---------

U

(1,)

34

I 4
S Table

Maximum
(weeks)

From

(.)
16

(*)

16

(.)

(')

16

(,)

U201

16

To

U

I

16
20
16
20

20

16

18 o
0
0

16
17

r16

19 >

20

14
23.4

Irk,



Nevada -----

Oregon -------

Washington._

TERRIORIZ8

Alaska -------
EawaiL -----

32.1

311.2

56.7

21.0
77.1

______ _____ *1

(*) ------
(*)-----

1 at any tie and$-M5 In I quarter.
4 on 1 day and $500

in same quarter.
1 at any time .......

(*) 8 do .

%o
6 percent

1 o

UmUnifoi'm for all eligible workers; otherwise variable.
1 1945 provisions (i. e., those in "To" columns) include amendments enacted and

reported to the Bureau of Employment Security through June 30, 1945. In general,

amendments will become effective during 1945.
1 Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of

each type (weekly, semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

I Employment of specified minimum number of workers required in at least 20 weeks

of a calendar year except where otherwise stated.
'In variable-duration States, maximum annual benefits are limited to a specified frac-

tion of base-period earnings or to a specified multiple of weekly benefit amount, which-

ever is less. Except in the following States, the base period is 4 quarters or a calendar

year: Arizona, 2-year base period may be extended to include as many as 4 additional

quarters; Missouri, 2 years; Oregon, base period may be extended by up to 4 calendar

quarters, if individual incapable of working during greater part of working time in any

calendar quarter; Wisconsin, duration is ratio of I week of benefits for 2 weeks of em-

ployment in past 52 weeks, the maximum depending upon continuity of unemploy-

ment and number of previous employers (but not exceeding 23 weeks based on employ-

ment with same employer).
I States provide for dependents' allowances: Connecticut maximum, primary benefit

is $22; weekly benefits may be increased $2 for each dependent up to 3. District of

Columbia, weekly benefits may be increased $1 for each dependent of specified types

up to 3; same maximum ($20) with or without dependents. Michigan, basic benefit

plus $2 per child dependent up to the lesser of $28 and average weekly wage in high

quarter; maximum basic benefit is $20. Nevada, dependents' allowances of $3 for 1 or 2

dependents; $6 for 3 or more; dependents' allowances will not increase maximum annual

benefits and hence will decrease weeks of benefits for claimants with dependents. For
example, maximum duration is 15 weeks for claimant roceiving $24 maximum weekly

payment.
6 1944, Maine and South Dakota, duration for claimants n lowest annual-wage classes

($318.58 and under in Maine and $499.99 and under in South Dakota) is determined

according to a table in the State law and ranges from 9.6 to 14.4 weeks in Maine and

from 6.8 to 14.8 weeks in South Dakota. For all other claimants, duration is 16 weeks.

' Fractions are approximate. Weekly benefit amount based upon weighted table of

high-quarter earnings, contained in State law.

3o; dependents'benefits.
Weighted, annual

earnings.
----- do --- ---------

$5 ---- I $8-$14 &-.

( )
-7-....

I

$10 ---

$10-----

$5 ------

15
15

15

20

18-24 .-

18--------
25 ........

16 ........
25......--

3' Table
0 Table

U

18
16

16

(.V)

'20
20

26

16
U20

I Duration is determined according to a table of base-period earnings, contained in the
State law.

0 Weekly benefit amount is average weekly wage in high quarter if less than $10. With
minimum high-quarter wages necessary to qualify, weekly benefit amount would be
$4.81. Amendments effective A pr. 1, 1915, add dependents' benefits up to the average
weekly wage-hence, did not affect the claimant at the minimum.

11 But $200 or 30 percent of base-period wages, whichever is less, if base-period wages
are under $800.

UIDuration based on calendar weeks of covered employment in base period: 18 weeks'

duration for claimants with 20 weeks of oovered employment; 19 weeks' duration for
21 to 24 weeks of covered employment; 22 weeks' duration for over 24 weeks of covered
employment.

i Additional waiting period required after reemployment.
13 1944: 50 percent otfull-timo weekly wage or specified fraction of high-quarter earnings

in Arizona, Colorado (weekly wage fraction is the alternative), Iowa, and Louisiana.
1945: weekly wage alternative removed in Iowa and Louisiana.

I 1944: No effective minimum-lesser of $5 or full-time weekly wage.
Is Or 8 outside cities of population of 10,00 or more.
if Basic limits of $5 minimum and $20 maximum weekly benefit amount applicable

in 1945, but effective July 1, 1945r Utah law provides for adjustment according to Bureau
of Labor Statistics cost-of-living index; 1945 duration and benefit limits shown are those
now applicable. Greatest possible duration is 19 weeks under the upward adjustment,
28.3 weeks under the downward adjustment; when no adjustment applies, 23 weeks
uniform. Total benefits payable during benefit year computed as 23 times normal
weekly benefit amount; hence, under cost-of-living adjustments, duration in weeks
varies Inversely with weekly benefit amount. Thus a claimant eligible for the maximum
weekly benefit amount and duration ($20 for 23 weeks) would receive, under the upward
adjustment and at present time, $25 for 18.4 weeks and, under the downward adjustment,
$17 for 27 weeks. Upward adjustment of 120 percent of regular rate computed to next
higher multiple of $1 (i. e., a maximum of $25) goes into effect when index is 125 or more and
remains in effect until index reaches 120 or below; downward adjustment of 80 perct
of regular rate computed to next higher multiple of $1 (but no$ to be reduced below $13)
goes into effect when index Is 98.5 or below and remains in effect until index reaches 100
or more.

N
0
004



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

EXHIBIT IVc.-Ditribution of States and employed covered workers (1944),' by
number of waiting-period weeks, Dec. 31, 1944, and June 30, 1945

Dec. 31, 1944 3une 30, 1945

Waiting period Covered workers Covered workers
Number Number
of States Number of States

(000N ) Percent (000's) Percent

Total --------------------------- 51 29,838.9 100.0 51 29,838.9 100.0

1 week within benefit year ........ 29 13,498.8 45.2 35 22,961.8 77.0
1 week initial, plus additional weeks after

reemployment ------------------------- 23 2,139.5 7.2 32 1,724.3 5.8
2 weeks within benefit year --------------- 17 13,463.9 45.1 12 3,967.4 13.3
2 weeks initial, plus additional weeks after

reemployment -------------------------- 42 736.7 2.5 a 1 664.6 2.2None ------------------------------------ 0 0 0 6 1 520.8 1.7

1 Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

2 Alabama, Missouri, Texas.
a Missouri. Texas.

Montana, Wisconsin.
* Wisconsin.
'Maryland.

EXMBIT IVd.-Distribution of States with specified maximum annual benefits in
State unemployment compensation laws, by minimum base-period qualifying wages
for maximum benefits, June 30, 1945

Minimum base-period qualifying wages for maximum benefits'

Maximum annual benefits I
Total $450- $72D- $g30- $1,200- $1,440- $1,716- $2.000-$630 $894 $1,117 $1r366 $1,620 $1,840 $2,240

TotaL ------------------ ----- 51 7 8 8 5 10 6 7

$210-$256 -------------------------. 10 3 4 2 1 0 0 0$288S324 --------------------------- 11 0 2 3 2 3 0 1
$360-065 ------------------------ - 5 0 0 2 0 2 1 0$96-400 --.---------------------- 11 2 1 0 2 3 1 2
$420-$483 ------------------------ 6 1 0 0 0 1 2 1$500--650------------------- ------- 8 1 1 0 0 1 2 3

1 Includes dependents' allowances in Connecticut and Michigan, in District of Columbia, dependents'
allowances disregarded in computing maximum annual benefits; in Nevada no increase in maximum annual
benefits for claimants receiving dependents' allowances.

I Intervals stated in actual amounts used by the States.



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 69

EXHIBIT IVe.-Ditribution of States and of employed covered workers (1944),1 by
maximum weekly benefit amount, Dec. 81, 1944, and June 30, 1945

Dec. a1r 1944 June 30, 1945

amount I Covered workers Covered workers I
Maximumn weekly benefit amuts Num~ber Number________

of . of
States Number Pert States Number

(000's) (000's)

Total ------------------------------ 51 29,838.9 100.0 51 29,838.9 100.0

$15 --------------------------------------- 22 5,920.8 19.9 10 1,994.6 6.6
$16 --------------------------------------- 4 2,605.2 8.7 3 590.3 2.0
$18 --------------------------------------- 14 12,699.3 42.6 11 3,987.0 13.4
$20 --------------------------------------- 10 7,988.2 26.7 17 11,730.1 39.3
$21 --------------------------------------- 0 0 0 3 7,314.1 24. 5
$22 ------------------------------------- 1 625.4 2.1 1 1,247.7 4.2
$24 --------------------------------------- 0 0 0 1 32.1 .1
$25 -------------------------------------- 0 0 0 3 745.9 2.5
$28 --------------------------------------- 0 0 0 2 2, 197. 1 7.4

1 Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

I Maximum includes dependents allowances in Connecticut, District of Columbia, Michigan, and Nevada
and upward cost-of-living adjustment in Utah.

EXHIBIT IVf.-Distribution of States and of employed covered workers (1944) 1 by
minimum weekly benefit amount, Dec. 81, 1944, and June 80, 1945

Dec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945
Covered workers Covered workers

Minimum weekly benefit amount Number Coveredworkers Number Coveredworkers

of of
States Number Pernt States Number Percent

(000's) (000's)

Total ----------------------------- - 51 29,838.9 100.0 51 29, 838. 9 100.0

$2. . ..---------------------------------- 1 415.2 1.4 0 0 0
$3 --------------------------------- 5 1,996.1 6.7 34 1,444.0 4.8
$4 --------------------------------------- 34 2,741.1 9.2 '6 3,708.4 12.4
$5 ---------------------------------------- 420 6,486.9 21.7 '18 6,446.0 21.6
$ ------------------------------- . ------ 8 3,003.6 10.1 7 2;242.4 7.5
$7 8 5,383.4 1&0 65 1,200.9 4.0
$8 --------------------- --------- -- - '2 3,374.4 11.3 15 4,366.0 14.7
$9 .................. ----. "--.".."..".-0 0 0, 1 1,247.7 4.2
$10 --------------------------------------- 3 6,438.2 21.6 5 9,183.5 30.8

I Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

I Includes Missouri-actually 50 cents, but paid at rate of $3.
'Includes Michigan. Weekly benefit amount is average weekly wage in high quarter If less than $10.

With minimum high-quarter wages necessary to qualify, weekly benefit amount would be $4.81.
4 Includes Iowa. Minimum Is lesser of $5 or full-time weekly wages,

E Excludes Utah. Statutory minimum is $5 but current effective minimum Io $7, under upward cost-of.
living adjustment.

' Includes Utah, see footnote 5.
I Includes Wisconsin. Minimum of $2 in 1944 and $6 in 1945 paid at rate of $8.
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EXHIBIT IVg.- Weekly benefit amount for total unemployment and maximum potential benefits in a benefit year or five hypothetical claimants
with specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, June 30, 1945 1

State

BASIC BENEFIT

Alabama ------.-......-
Alaska, ...........
Arizona ............
Arkansas " -----------
California, ............
Colorado 4............
Connecticut I ---------
Delaware -------------
District of Colum-

bias * ---------------
Florida ' ............
Georgia 4 ..............
Hawaii ................
Idaho ................
Illinois .............
Indiana is ------------
Iow a .................
Kansas .............
Kentucky i112 . -.---
Louisiana. ..........
M aine 1 --------------
Maryland ...........
Massachusetts .......
M ichigan I ------------
Minnesota s ..........
Misslsippi .........
M issouri 4 ..-.-.......
Montana .
Nebraska ...........
Nevada ..............

Claimant A: High-quarter
wages of $100 and base-
period wages of $200

Weekly
benefit

amount

'$4.00
25.00
'5.00

4.00

s00

25.00
'6.00
'5.00

25.00
'5.00
'5&00

47.00
25.00

4.00

5.00
4.00

'5.0025.00
'5.00

Maximum potential
benefits

Amount

$67.00
67.00

'34.00
64.00

.67

100. 00
80.00
80.00

'100.00
80.00

.67
67.00

'100.00
80.00

100.00
(7)
60.00
(7)

184.00
86.00
40.00
80. 00

'67.00
'67.00

Dura-
tion

(weeks)

16+

13+

16+
10+

*16+
10

10+

113+
13+

020

10
(7)
'12
' 14

10
* 16

Claimant B: High-quarter
wages of $250 and baue-period wages of $600

Weekly
benefit

amount

$10.00
1&.00
10.00
10.00
13.00
10.00
10.00
10.00

11.00
11 00
10.00
10.00
11.00
12.50
10.00
10.87
10.00
8.00

10.00
9.00

13.00
13.00
12.50
11.00
10.00
10. 00
10.00
10.00
13.00

Maximum potential
benefits

Amount

'100
160
208
160
160
150

150
160
200
150
230
150
196

160

180
1S0
180
180
198
140
120
160
120

Dura-
tion

(week.)

820
15+
10

'16
16
16
15

820
13+

'18
'20

13+
18+
15

'18
'20
120
15

'20
11±
13+
14+
18

'14
12

'16
'18

15+

Claimant C: High-quarter
wages of $400 and base-
period wages of $1,000

Claimant D: High-quarter
wages of $500 and base-
period wages of $1,500

I I-

Weekly
benefit

amount

$15.00
' 16.00
315.00
'15.00
'20.00
815.00

1& 00
16.00

18. 00
'15.00

15.00
17.00

815.00
820.00

16. 00
17.39

816.00
12.00
16.00
13.00

'20.00
321.00
'20.00

14.00
315.00

16.00
115.00

16.00
18. 00

Maximum potential
benefits

Amount

$300
'256
'167
'240

324
8240

260
250

360
'240

240
340
250
850
250
313

3320
240
250
260
250
Bo0
250
268

'210
200

'240
288
334

Dura-
tion

(weeks)

320
'168 11+-
' 16

16+
' 16

17+
15+

820
'16
'16
'20

16+
17+
15

'18
820
'20

15
'20

12+
14+
12+
19

' 14
12+

'16
'18

18+

Weekly
benefit
amount

$19.00
'16.00
'15.00
'15.00
'20.00
315.00

19.00
18 00

'20.00
'15.00

18&.00
21.00
16.00

'20.00
'20.00
'18.00
'16.00

15.00
' 18.00

17.00
'20.00
'21.00
'20.00

19. 00
'15.00
'18.00
'15.00
'18
'18.00

Maximum potential
bene fits

Amount

'256
8210
'240

414
'240

380
325

3400
'240

420
272
500
375

'324
'320

300
'360

340
375
450
375
380

3210
'288
'240

318
'360

Dura-
tion

(weeks)

320
'16
' 14

' 16

20+
116

'20
21+

320
' 16
'16
'20
317

25
18+

3 18
320
'20
320
'20

18+
21+
18+

320
' 14
'16
' 16
'18
320

Claimant E: 11igh-quarter
wages of $600 and bue-
period wages of $2,100

Maximum poten-
tial benefits

Dura-
Amount tion

(weeks)

Weekly
benefit
amount

'$20
'16
' 15
'15
'20
$15,
'22
'18

320
$15
'18

24
'18
'20
'20
'18
'16
' 16
'18
'20
'20
821
'20
'20
315
'18' 16
'18
' 18

* 210
8240
*468
8240
8440
'396

'400
3240
'288

480
3306
3520
'400
'324
'320
3320
'360
'400
'520
'483
'400
'400
'210
'288
3240
'324
8360

820
' 16
' 14

816
'20
822

'20
'16
'16
'20
' 17
'26
'20

'20
'20
'20
020
'26
'23
'20
320
' 14
3 16
'16
'18
320

V do a



Now IarmI0lhro Is - -
Now Jersey .........
New Mexico 4 - -.
New York ---
North Carolina 3 ..-.
North Dakota .......
O hio 13 ----------------
Oklahoma ............
Oregon 1 --------------
Pennsylvania ........
Rhode Island 4........
South Carolina --------
South Dakota .......
Tennessee .............'Texas 14 ...............

U tah is ----------------
Vermont --_---------
V irgini 1' -------------
Washington Is ........
West Virginia 13 -------
Wisconsin is -----------
Wyoming .............

BASIC BZ ENET PLUS
MAXIMUM ALLOW-
ANCES FOR DEPEND-
ZNTS

Connecticut ----------
District of Columbia..
M ichigan -------------
Nevada ...............

16. 00

6.00'6.00
' 6.00

'10.00
(7)
7.25

14.00
'6.00
'5,00
35.00
'7.00
26.00
21.00

38.00
37.00

(7)
9.00

()
14.00

13120 00
1109. IN)

67.00
(7)
80.00

100.00
90.00
67. 00

1 .00

a 75
'64.00

80.00
380.00

40.00
115.00
120.00

4&00

78. 00
60.00

(7)
150.00
(7)
67.00

'20
'10

13+(7)
'16
'20

18
li+
' 5

316
13+

'16
8

16+
'S0

12

16+
(4+

900
12.00
10.00
11.00
9.50

11.00
11.00
13.00
12.00
10.00
13.00
10.00
12.00
10.0013. 00
1 .001
11.00
10.00
10.00
11.00
11.00
13.00

15.00
14.00
19.23
19.00

'20
16+

'16
026
'16
'20
322

16+
12+
17
9+

'15
13+

'16
12

8 18+
920

15
'21

15+
12+

16
'20

ISee text footnote 2 for dates when 1945 amendments are effective. See tables I and
7 for a statement of the benefit formula in each State. and for States in which benefits
here stated may be reduced If solvency of the fund is threatened.

I No legislative session in 1945.
'Indicates minimum weekly benefit amount, minimum potential annual benefits, or

minimum weeks of benefits for total unemployment.
3 Indicates maximum weekly benefit amount, maximum potential annual benefits,

or maximum weeks of benefits, other than uniform duration.
4 No change in 1945.
8 Base period of 8 quarters. If in preceding 4 quarters unchanged wage credits were

equal to wages assumed for 4 quarters, maximum potential benefits In a benefit year
would be doubled, to maximum specified in State law.

' Assumes most favorable distribution of base-period wages in all 4 quarters; concen-
tration in 2 quarters would limit benefits to 8 weeks.

7 Indicates ineligible on basis of qualifying wages.
'See below for benefit with maximum compensable dependents under State law.
' Indicates uniform duration for all eligible claimants.

1.00
19.00

' 15.00
17.00
12.50
18.00
16.00

'18.00
15.00
16.00

'18.00
16.00

'15.00
'15.00

15.50
'25.00

16.00
815.00

13.00
1.00
16.00

'20.00

21.00
'20.00
' 28.00
'24.00

260
3,34

'240
442
200
360
352
334
250
288
205
2M
240

'240
200

'460

'240
241
318
256
260

364
'400

250
334

'20
17+

'16

'16

18
'20
'22

184
16
18
11+

'16

16
12+

'20
*16
19

'21
16
13

17+
'20

8+
13+

17. 00
122.00
815.00
'21.00

15.00
'20.00

19.00
618. 00
'18.00
'20.00
'18.00
120.00
a 15.00
11&00
I18.00
525.00
'20.00
'15.00

18.00
18. 50

120.00
820.00

25.00
'20.00
128.00
124.00

340
500

'140
'546

240
'400

418
'360
3 360
'400

306
'320
'300
8 240
3324
'460
1400
'240

432
388
390
380

500
'400

375
'360

'20
22+

'26
'16
'20
322
120

'20
'20

17+
916

'20
'18
'18

'20
' 16
24
921
19+
19

'20
'20

13+
15

220
322
a15
321
22

'20
3 21
'18
3 is

4 a20
'18
'20
' 15

18
8

'20
' 16

24
320
'20
'20

'28
'20
'28
324

'400
a 572
'240
'646
3320
'400
'462
'360
'360
'400
8 365
3 320
'300
'240
'324
'460
'400
'240

624
3 420

450
'400

a6M0
'400

525
8360

'20
326
116
'26
16
20

'22
'20
320
'20
320+
'16
'20
' 16
'18i
'18+
'20
'16
'26
'21

22+
'20

'20
'20

19+
15

10 Assuming $150 wage credits in last 2 quarters of base period; otherwise, claimant
would be ineligible.

" No legislative session in 1945.
12 Annual-wage formula; high-quarter wages not used in computing weekly benefit

amount.
"s Assuming that A has the minimum employment of 20 weeks and B to E, 25 weeks.

If A had 25 weeks he would be eligible for 22 weeks of benefits or $110.
14 Actual benefits are p aid for 2-week periods at twice the amounts specified.
"sBenefits are figured with present cost-of-iving adjustment above normal scale of

$5-20. since weeks of duration are reduced below the normal of 23 uniform.
"o Benefits are figured on further assumption that the high quarter represents 13 weeks

of employment and all base-period employment was with 1 employer and at the same
average wage. Claimant A actually has a minimum of $6 for 13 weeks, but law provides
for payment at the rate of $8 with reduced weeks of duration.

Source: Administrative Standards Division, Bureau of employment Security, Social
security Board.
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EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

EXHIBIT IVk
CHART 2

PERCENT OF COVERED WORKERS IN STATES WITH SPECIFIED MAXIMUM
WEEKLY BENEFIT. DEC. 31, 1944 AND JUNE 30, 1945
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CHART 3
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ExHrrT IV.-Unemployment compensation claims, first payments exhaustion, weeks compensated and beneficia ies, by month, January 1940
to Yuly 1945

[United States totals]

All claims New
claims I

Addi-
tional

claims I

I. -I I I I* I-

1940-January ----------------
February ---------------
March ----------------
A .une----------------

July ------------------

August ----------------
September --------------
October ---------------
November -----------
December ------------

1941-January --------------
February-----------
March-------------

m% ay - - ---- ----
June ------------------
July --------------------
August ----------------
September ------------
October --------------
November .......... -
December -------------

194--January ---------------
February -------------
March ----------------

June -----------------
July -----------------
August -- -------------

September -----------
October ------ _-------
November -----------
December ------------

1943-January --------------
February ------------
March -----------------

ma~y --------------------

Ju e --------------------

7, 238,068
6,609.975
6,607, 719
8,051, 187
8,234,569
7,431,502
8,409,463
6, 502, 699
4,874,923
4,717,545
4,300,427
4,845,964
5,849. 734
4, 593,925
4,365, 573
5,474,682
4,510,659
4,070,340
4,338, 470
3, 509,036
3,125,053
3, 173, 132
3,212,694
4,645, 348
5,648,551
4,724,803
4,523, 782
4, 257, 562
3,535,445
3,819,987
3,754,389
2,934,612
2, 283,909
1,786,450
1,376,501
1,439, 670
1,528,474
1,242,020
1, 111,312

877, 346
766, 136
773,040

1,200,079 ---------
819. 180 ---------

1,002,912--------
1,452,628 --------
1,003,458 ---------

947,325 .........
1,130,037--------

729,997 ---------
635, 043 ---------
721,293 ---------
680,500 ---------
817,660 .........
953, 088 .........
565,428--------
664,031--------

1, 189, 534--------
606,372........
553,669 ..........
753, 721 ----------
515,828 .........
496, 194 ---------
619, 004 .........
610,071 ---------

1, 000, 053--------
1,067,347--------

620, 338........
594,271--------
752, 336........
582,587--------
688, 235
557,349--------
238, 450 146,400
1 84, 730 126,727
147,773 122,530
125, 832 116, 247
157,980 114,739
212,648 87,735
120,152 63,070
107, 203 59, 131
140,701 41.849
110,575 45,586
135,941 44,907

Waiting-
plerlod

caims

Compen-
sable

claims 3
First pay-
ments 3

440, 147
484.584
399, 168
605,133
719,815
468. 737
473, 630
478, 592
258,115
238, 777
232,816
243, 377
352, 323
306, 528
230, 326
349,663
443, 353
251, 899
268, 459
283,206
189, 234
185, 744
195, 860
254, 699
405, 708
351,070
253,091
300,918
239, 452
316, 274
281,211
189, 590
117, 487
87. 511
65, 580
72, 246
90,683
84,126
59, 544
65,269
53, 4613
63,711

1,645,897
1,206,527
1,073.310
2,102,796
1,581,448
1,236,906
1,485,285
1.000,565

681,326
747,099
672,859
788, 399

1, 139, 481
709. 272
575. 282

1,422,076
882, 558
656, 688
731, 518
569,911
448, 879
488, 564
504,728
724, 612

1, 051,074
637, 110
465,932
538, 991
377, 105
574,644
474,650
306, 176
203, 213
166, 731
135, 393
192, 942
262,890
167, 539
119, 473
123,079
97, 458

115,684

4, 392, 092
4,584,268
4,531,497
4,495,863
5,649, 663
5,247,271
5,794,131
4,772, 137
3, 558, 554
3,249,163
2,947.068
3. 239,905
3, 757, 165
3, 319, 225
3,126,260
2. 863.072
3,021,729
2, 859,983
2, 853, 231
2, 423, 297
2, 179, 980
2,065, 564
2, 097, 895
2,920, 683
3, 530, 130
3, 467, 355
3, 463, 579
2, 966, 235
2, 575, 753
2, 557, 108
2,722,390
2, 243, 586
1,789,239
1,349, 416

999,119
974,009
965, 201
891, 259
825, 505
671, 717
512. 517
476. WS

Exhaus-
tions 4

225, 354
231,790
259, 514
212,333
202. 132
182, 032
294,373
269, 865
209, 952
186,830
160,220
161.733
192,741
171,633
178, 754
124,718
100,635
97,888

149, 421
132,033
108, 770
98, 673
84, 974

103, 293
131, 450
119,104
137,239
129, 252
114, 112
93, 136
74,615
75, 348
59, 599
52. 686
54, 363
36, 795
33,861
25,888
29, 378
20. 930
15, 394
13,380

Weekscompen-
sated, all

4,021,746
4, 324,873
4,581,089
4,167,400
5, 466,298
5, 330, 884
5, 501,392
5, 037. 410
3,607,720
3,175, 137
2, 894,075
2.976,351
3. 737,484
3,261,460
3,153,960
2,550,992
2,967,048
2, 878, 217
2, 746, 803
2,439,382
2, 110, 233
1,991, 970
1, 937, 767
2, 520,061
3, 553, 489
3,351,362
3,457,021
2,909, 578
Z,571, 331
2, 433,800
2,618,500
2, 27Z 292
1, 799, 870
1, 354,074

923.919
912, 494
954, 59/
834, 513
811,621
557, 280
483, 216
445. 618

Weekscom pen-
sated for
total un-
employ-

ment

3, 688,736
3,988,811
4,198, 515
3, 779,021
4,990, 606
4, 845, 564
5, 018, 224
4,536,311
3, 236, 308
2,815,343
2,530,951
2.629, 591
3,343,128
2,982,045
2,881,259
2,334,429
2,726,026
2,642,589
2, 535, 106
2, 244, 987
1,914,920
1,781, 112
1,723, 732
2, 249. 784
3, 205, 235
3,095,837
3, 202,146
2,687,515
2, 363, 188
2, 225,409
2, 420, 786
2,099,540
1,659,887
1,254,785

846, 958
821,241
839, 151
755,470
739, 101
509, 455
430, 325
394. W5I

Weekscompen-
sated for
part-totol

unemplorL
lent &

230,255
240,417
268,160
285, 749
331,045
308, 877
271.302
331,188
219,423
188,485
175,110
164,046
195, 951
155,690
156,637
128,282
133,510
123,037
109, 287
99,083
95,014
76, 595
64, 473
77, 765
92,153
91, 184

104,093
91,1534
86, 706
73, 986
60,515
51, 900
41,981
30, 529
21,740
22, 329
21, 578
21,310
22. 287
15. 012
12, 975
14.983

Weeks
compen-
sated for

partial un-
employ-
ment I

10Z 583
95, 517

114,281
102, 471
144, 538
176,388
211.W86
169,911
151,989
171,309
188, 014
182,714
198, 405
123.725
116, 064
88,281

107, 512
112,591
102, 410
95, 312

100,299
134,263
149, 562
192,512
253,350
162,153
148, 755
128, 635
118, 726
131, 121
133,740
118,574
95, 862
67,069
53, 945
59,840
66,877
39, 077
34, 355
24, 4'
29, 569
a. 073

Averageweekly
number of
benfci-

77, 367
98& 468

1,095,155
960,735

,201, (04
1, 28, W6
1,219,629
1,125,251

875,419
68, 148
675,997
666, 636
826,748
806,365761,736
589, n8
659,035
682,933
611,067
571,864
493, 423
430, 016
470,641
522, 982
76598
837,650
803,124
668,262
609, 734
55Z 735
574,867
543,087
422, 709
310,431
221, 549
192, 578
2=6 778
308, 626
181,527
131,289
119,479
104216

0

9

.3

0
0

PC3
P1



July ---------------------
August ................
Septem ber --------------
O ctober -----------------
Novem ber --------------
December............

1944-January ...............
February ---------------
M arch ------------------
April --------------------

June --------------------
July ................
August ................
September --------------
October -----------------
November ------------
December ---------------

1945-January -----------------
February -------------
March .................

June ...................
July --------------------

I New claims for all months from January 1940 through July 1942 represent all initial
claims. Break-down by new and additional not available prior to August 1942. New
claims reported for the following States represent total initial claims for the months
Indicated:

Pennsylvania ----------- August 1942 through March 1945.
Maryland ........... November 1942 through July 1945.
Virgna -........ August and September 1942.
Ohio -------------------- August 1942 through July 1945.
Oklahoma ------------ August and September 1942.
Kentucky -------------- September through December 1942 and January 1943.
Wisconsin -- _---------- August 1942 through July 1945.
Florida ------------------ August 1942 through June 1945.
Indiana ----------------- September 1942 through March 1945.
Arkansas ---------------- October through December 1942.
Texas --------------- September 1942 through July 1945.

3 Waiting period claims for Alaska included in data for compensable claims for all
months in 1940, 1941, and January, to July 1942.

8 First payments: Wisconsin, January 1940 through June 1945n ot reported, data not
comparable. Indiana, January 1940 through June 1943 not reported, data not com-
parable.

' Does not include exhaustions for Wisconsin, January 1940 through June 1945; Indiana,
January 1940 through June 1943; Wyoming, January 1941 through March 1945, data not
comparable. New York data not reported for July, Augt, September, 1942 for July,
August, September, 1943, and for June, July, August, and September, 1944, and June 1945.

AWeeks compensated for part-total and partial unemployment not reported as follows:
Not provided for In State law:

Montana ..--------- January 1940 through June 1945.
Pennsylvania ------- January 1940 through June 1945.
New Jersey -------- J January 1940 through March 1941.
Massachusetts ------ January 1940 through September 1940.
WuftippI ........... -January 1940 through September 1940.

All claims for less than total unemployment were included in data for part-total
for the following States and for periods indicated:

Connecticut -------- January 1940 through June 1941.
New Hampshire ---- January 1940 through May 1941.
Rhode Island ------- January 1940 through December 1942.
District df Columbia. January 1940 through May 1941.
West Virginia ------- January 1940 through April 1941.
Kentucky --------- January 1940 through March 1941.
Michigan ----------- January 1940 through May 1941.
Ohio ----------------- January 1940 through September 1941.
Indiana ------------ January 1940 through October 1941.
Florida ------------- January 1940 through October 1941.
Minnesota ---------- January 1940 through April 1941.
South Dakota ------- January 1940 through March 1942.
Louisiana ----------- January 1940 through August 1941.
Texas ---------------- January 1940 through June 1941.
Idaho -------------- January 1940 through May 1941.
Washington -------- January 1940 through May 1941.
New York --------- Data not available for part-total unemployment Jan-

uary 1940 through June 1945.
* Data not available for partial unemployment:

California ---------- January through June 1940.
Maine ---------- January through September 1940.
New York --------- January 1940 through June 1945.
Alaska made no payments for partial unemployment January 1940 through

December 1944.
See also footnote 5 re payments for partial unemployment.

706, 553
603, 202
4' , X00
427, 209
474, 366
557, 322
707, 306
697, 174
720,429
61Z 072
648, 526
541,006
502,029
509, 949
445, 535
484 028
539, 398
575,971
743, 331
615,263
657, 774
641,158
837,832

1,079,439
1,348, 576

112, 195
72, 693

56.g
60, '"o
73,111
92, 873

122,945
93, 551
91,345

104, 979
101,816
87,567
76, 192
73,830
69,279
82, 255
82,416
81,013

105, 394
70,886
76,806

116,333
164,995
219, 175
203, 516

44, 061
.is, 504
33, 765
35, 234
45, 787
48,899
46, 592
42, 347
41,303
35, 155
39,826
30,470
29,188
29,053
27.447
32,030
40, 100
42, 103
45. 353
36,146
37,981
37,074
54, 744
50,282
64,076

115,412
8I, 726
5s. 62r
57, 234
70, 258
87, 758

116,519
94,869
87,686
86,460
88,395
80, 540
76,792
72,438
58,936
65,987
74,606
81,039

114,715
81,328
78, 176
90,326

123, 387
176, 179
186,251

434, 885
410, 279
332, 814
273, 861
285, 210
327, 792
421,250
466, 407
500, 095
385,478
418, 489
342, 429
319,857
334, 628
289,873
303,756
342,276
371,816
477,869
426,903
464,811
397,425
494,706
633,803
895, 584

57, 175
45, 330
30, 827
26. 922
29, 037
37, 152
51,577
52, 257
49, 193
49,653
49, 358
49, 591
38.,605
38, 083
31,059
33,762
"38,827
40, 941
59,839

,49, 185
44,294
52, 320
58.808

108,625

11,241
11,856
9, 121
7,900
9,069
9,015
8,631
8,977

11,685
9,611
9,050
8,301
7,326
7,908
6,656
7,768
8, 122
7,710

10, 196
9,105

11,936
10,793
8, 334
8, 185

404,626
382, 332
320, 574
254, 507
253, 562
301, 162
364, 298
415,772
486,005
361, 044
377, 532
337, 378
284,620
313,356
274, 169
275,753
309, 352
324,645
454. O86
400, 274
447, 277
378,072
424, 786
560, 757

361,734
344, 097
288, 669
228, 904
223, 084
266,084
322, 236
377,658
441,756
329,028
339,802
302,345
255,226
283, 599
248,888
251,749
278,411
292,852
409, 454
360,883
404,688
339,706
385, 145
515, 171

12, 640
10. 575
8,937
6, 723
7, 242
8, 366
9,609

11,934
15.343
11,270
11,057
11, 114
8.298
7,022
7,466
6,261
8,937
6, 374
8, 751
8.997
8,667
7,798
7.922
9.456

30, 11625,641
20, 3. 3
16, 497
19,893
23, 187
29,190
23,377
25,383
17,221
22,845
23,776
20,122
20,716
16,218
15,836
19,736
23. 162
33,023
28,334
31,445
28,266
29/305
34,638

90, 6u88.849
74, 579
60,719
56,354
64,392
84,071103w,953

U2, 156ML 317
87,125
77,857
65,68o
72,311
6 273
63.687
71,386
74.915

104.790
100,076
103,216
87,243
98,030

129.406
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ExmBIT Vrm.-Average weekly wages of workers covered by State unemployment
compensation laws--estimated percent of covered workers entitled to present State
maximum weekly benefit amount and percent who would be entitled to a $25
maximum under extension of State formula 1

Workers entitled to $2.5
Percent of maximum as percent

Average Present covered of-
weekly Maximum workers

statewages in weekly entitled to19442a benefit pent Workers
enatisnt entitled to All covered

um present workers
maximum

United States_

A labam a .................................
A laska ------------------------------------
Arizona-
Arkansas
California -------------------------------
Colorado. -
Connecticut ....................
D elaw are ..................................
District of Columbia .....................
F lorid a _ ..................................
G eorda ...................................
H aw aii ------------------------------------
Idaho -----
Illin ois ------------------------------------
Indiana_
Iow a ..... .................................
K ansas ------------------------------------
Kentucky ................................
Loumisiana ---------------------------------
M aine -----------------------------------
M aryland ---------------------------------
M assachusetts -----------------------------
Michigan ---------------------------------
Minnesota ......
Mississippi.
M issouri -----------------------------------
Montana -------------
N ebraska ----------------------------------
N evada -----------------------------------
New Hampshire ------------...........
N ew Jersey --------------------------------
New Mexico ..............................
N ew Y ork ---------------------------------
N orth Carolina ..................
North Dakota ---------------------------
O h io --------------------------------------
O klahom a ........ .- ..- ..................
Oregon -----------------------------------
Pennsylvania ..............................
R hode Island -----------------------------
South Carolina ----------------------------
South D akota -----------------------------
T en ness e .................................
Texas -----. ..----------------------------
U ta h --------------------------------------
V erm ont ----------------------------------
Virginia .................................
Washington ------------------------------
West Virginia ----------------------------
Wisconsin -------------------------------
Wyoming -----------------------------

$44. 21 44.9 75. 9 34.0
_________________ I I- I I. -

33.38
93. 45
40. 10
26.99
51.97
37. 12
560.31
45. 83
36. 43
36. 69
31.48
40.85
34.00
46.59
46.70
86.02
43.51
X682
37.19
40.89
43. 57
41.41
55.18
39.09
27.91
38.96
36.74
38.24
45.02
33.52
50.18
31.31
47.11
28.87
31.50
48.78
39. 90
48.51
42. 75
42. 14
26. 69
30.01
35.66
39. 19
39.41
37.06
35.34
48.74
42. 89
44 08
39 02

$20
16
15
15
20
15

'22
18
20
15
18
25
18
20
20
18
16
16
18
20
20
21

320
20
15
18
15
18

'18
20
22
15
21
20
20
21
18
18
20
18
20
15
15
18

420
20
15
25
20
20
20

23.0
75.1
48.1
25. 4
60.3
45. 1

849.9
56.2
35. 1
38.9
20.6
80.1
27.6
65.0
47. 5
36.9
47. 6
28.0
33.7
23.9
56.0
51.2

'68.5
29.7
24.1
39.3
47.5
36.1

357.5
17.2
54.3
85. 2
47.2
8.2

23.3
41.5
46.5
46.4
4& 7
65. 2
12. 1
37.8
36.5
33.9

'49.8
26.7
42.0
31.1
35.4
40.2
42. 7

66.5
S& 4
55. 1
34.2
84.24&. 9

'84.0
69. 5
69. 5
50.3
66.4

100.0
40. 2
79. 7
74.0
55.8
56.8
38.4
64.7
68.6
79.5
82.0

388.5
69.0
38.7
57.6
62.1
57.3

376.6
560.5
87.4
48.0
80.9
57. 7
70.6
76.7
70.3
79.3
72.8
70.2
56.9
43.5
39.0
65. 5

'84.9
62.8
42.9

100.0
61.8
93. 9
85.0

15.3
64.8
26. 5
8.7

50.8
21.2

341.9
39.0
24.4
19.6
11.6

11.1
43.9
35.2
20.6
27.1

16.4
44.5
42.0

360.6
20.5

9.3
22.6
29.5
20.7

344.0
8.7

47.5
16.9
38.2

4.7
16.4
31.8
32.7
36.9
33.3
45.7

6.9
16.4
14.2
22.2

442.3
16.7
18.0
81.1
21.9
37.8
36.3

I "Covered workers" Include all workers who earned waze credits under the State law during 1943. The
percentages are based on data for all such workers, including those ith insufficient earnings to qualify for

nefits. If data for the ineligible workers were eliminated and the proportions of eligible workers at the
State and $2rp maxi-nums computed, the percentages would be higher than those shown; the percentage of
workers entitled to the State maximums who would also be entitled to the $25 maximum would probably
remain unchanged.

2 Bas-d on avera,!e weekly waze of estimated number of workers in covered employment in last pay
period of each type (weekly, semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month, and estimated total wages
earned in covered employment during all pay periods ending within each quarter. Estimates are based on
coverage provisions in effect durine fourth quarter of 1943.

3 In Connecticut, Michigan, and Nevada, the maximums shown are the highest benefit amounts to which
workers are entitled on the basis oT past earnings alone. Workers with dependents id these States can
receive benefits as hicrh as $28 in Connecticut and Miehigan and $24 in Nevada.

,The statutory maximum of $20 is raised to $25 when the cost-of-living index is at or above 125, and re-
duced to $17 when the index is 98.5 or below.

Source: Program Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security.Board,

I -
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ExHIBnT IYn.- Percent of weeks of total unemployment compensated at status toy
maximum and minimum benefit amount, percentage distribution by amount of
payment, and average weekly benefit for total unemployment, by State, 1944

Weeks of total unemployment compensated
Average

t weekly
Percent at-' Percentage ditribution by benefit benefit

State amount for total
Total - unem-
number Maxi- Mini- Less ploy-

mum mum than ' $5 to $10 t6 $15 to or ment
amount amount $5 $9.9 $14.90 $17.99 more

Total ------------ 3,723,557 58.5 '4.4 0.4 8.2 18.3 18.1 55.0 $15.90

Alabama ---------------- 48,835 41.3 .6 4.0 24.2 30.5 41.3 11.64
Alaska -------------..... 2,068 72.1 2.6 8.9 14.3 76.8 14.21
Arizona ------------------- 7,222 84.9 .6 ------ 3.6 11.5 84.9 14.43
Arkansas ----------------- 17,932 44.2 4.2 8.3 25.6 21.9 44.2 11.15
California ---------------- 486,464 67.6 3.2 -------------- 12.9 11.0 76.1 18.22
Colorado ------------------ 9,834 73.5 1.4 10.3 16.2 73.5 ------ 13.36
Connecticut -------------- 70,621 52.8 .7 4.4 13. 5 12. 1 70.0 18.87
Delaware ----------------- 3,996 55.8 .7 18.4 15.6 10.2 55.8 14.76
District of Columbia ----- 30, 377 61.5 .9 4.7 13. 3 11.6 70.4 17.78
Florida ------------------ 44,794 52.6 .7 13.3 34.1 52.6 12.96
Georgia ------------------- 32,488 21.1 8.0 8.0 42.7 19.1 9.1 21.1 10.54
Hawaii ------------------- 308 93.5 0 1.6 2.0 0 96.4 19.57
Idaho -------------------- 4,445 24.7 .5 ------ 32.5 26.3 16.5 24.7 12.38
Illinois ------------------ 360,703 46.9 .8 3.9 12.8 9.6 73.7 17.55
Indiana----------------- 100,746 66.4 .2 5.2 14.4 14.0 66.4 16.10
Iowa --------------------- 22,551 49.0 (3) .1 27.1 23.8 49.0 11.59
Kansas ------------------- 34,512 70.6 1.4 10.3 19.1 70.6 13.42
Kentucky ---------------- 62,475 18.9 13.9 43.9 32.0 24. 1 ----- 10.50
Louisiana ----------------- 37,836 53.5 .3 1.0 15.9 21.1 8.5 53.5 14.46
Maine -------------------- 24,202 15.1 25.8 ------ 54.6 21.7 8.6 15.1 10.49
Maryland ---------------- 38,488 65.3 2.7 ------ 6.4 13.9 9.0 70.7 17.43
Massachusetts ------------ 163,460 63.5 .8 ------ 3.8 16.7 16.0 63.5 16.21
Michigan ---------------- 21,446 83.6 (3) .3 7.0 5.2 87.5 19.03
Minnesota ---------------- 34,182 18.2 1.7 13.2 28.3 2& 5 30.0 14.28
Mississippi --------------- 11,475 34.7 2.1 4.0 31.3 30.0 34.7 ------ 1L 16
Missouri ----------------- 98,363 57.1 (8) .6 10.3 17.4 14.6 57.1 15.27
Montana ----------------- 7,879 51.7 4.5 23.9 24.4 61.7 12.34
Nebraska ----------------- 7,735 60.2 .9 14.1 25.7 60.2 12.65
Nevada ------------------- 2,292 93.5 0 .7 5.8 93.5 14.75
New Hampshire ---------- 12,966 5. 2 10.9 35.9 38. 8 20. 1 5. 2 11. 14
New Jersey --------------- 227,206 76.6 1.4 3.6 10. 7 9.1 76.6 16.41
New Mexico -------------- 923 40.7 5.8 32.3 27.0 40.7 11.66
New York _ -------------- 642,486 64.1 9.4 ------ -------- 23.4 12.5 64.1 16.17
North Carolina ----------- 43,048 8.3 1.5 13.1 58.2 20.4 8.3 7.91
North Dakota ------------ 844 52. 5 6. 1 24.2 23.3 52P5 ------ 12.10
Ohio ---------------------- 71,815 65.2 .2 ------ 5.4 22.9 71.7 ------ 14.44
Oklahoma ------- 24, 181 78.4 2.1 ------ 5.6 12.8 81.6 14.69
Oregon ------------------- 9,445 93.8 1.3 ------ (8) 6.2 93.8 14.32
Pennsylvania ------------- 172,449 51.6 9.3 ------ 13. 3 21.1 14.0 51.6 15. 18
Rhode Island ------------- 69,277 72.9 .1 5.2 11.6 10.4 72.9 16.44
South Carolina ----------- 22,312 26.8 4.4 4.4 26.8 42.0 26.8 ------ 11.15
South Dakota ------------ 2,120 17.6 40.3 61.7 20.7 17.6 9.50
Tennessee ................ 122,703 4 6.3 ------ 32.1 29.5 38.4 11.45
Texas s ------------------ 39,948 53.3 6.0 ------ 27.1 19.6 53.3 11.55
Utah --------------------- 10,032 83.4 .4 3.8 5.6 3.5 87.1 18.88
Vermont ------------------ 5,480 38.2 1.7 14.7 47.1 38.2 12.29

rginia ------------------ 27,842 38.2 3.7 3.7 33.4 24.7 38.2 11.18
Washington ------------- 14,649 79.6 -3.8 8.8 11.6 79.6 13.91

West Virginia_...... 37 549 42.8 10.0 ------ 20.8 23.2 13.7 42.3 14.42Wisconsin ............. -788 8.5 3.0 -- 7.0 50.6 29.5 12.9 14.25
Wyoming ------------------ 165 35.0 .7 8.0 15.3 26.3 50.4 15.13

bBased on payments for full weekly benefit rate only; excludes residual payments and payments reduced
because of receipt of benefits under other programs.

•Based on data for 48 States.
'Data not available.

Percentages based on data which include payments for "less than total" unemployment.
Less than 0.05 percent.
State law provides for 2-week benefit period; data adjusted for comparability with other States.

Source: Program Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security Board.
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ExHBrr IVo.-Distribution of States and of employed covered workers (1944) 1 by
maximum duration, Dec. 81, 1944, and June 80, 1945

Dec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945

Type of duration provision, and weeks Covered workers Covered workers
of maximum duration Number Number

of of
States Number Percent States Number Percent

(000's) (000's)

All States ----------------------- 6 1 29,838. 9 100.0 61 29,838.9 100.0

Uniform duration, total --------------- 15 9,03.3 30.2 14 7,030.9 23.5

14 weeks -------------------------- 1 15& 5 .5 1 158.5 .5
16 weeks -------------------------- 7 2, 274. 3 7.6 6 1,850.8 6.2
18 weeks -------------------------- 3 2,177.9 7.3 0 * 0 0
20 weeks -------------------------- 4 4,421.6 14.8 6 752.4 2 5
21 weeks -------------------------- 0 0 0 1 334.1 1.1
26 weeks -------------------------- 0 0 0 1 3,935.1 13.2

Variable duration, total --------------- 36 20,806.6 69.8 37 22,80& 0 76.5

14 weeks -------------------------- 1 88.3 .3 1 88.3 .3
15 weeks -------------------------- 1 294.7 1.0 0 0 0
16 weeks -------------------------- 18 7,789.0 26.1 7 1,890.8 & 3
17 weeks -------------------------- 1 67.9 .2 1 67.9 .2
18 weeks -------------------------- 4 2,763.0 9.3 3 1,445.0 4.9
19 weeks -------------------------- 0 0 0 2 1 99.1 .3
20 weeks -------------------------- 9 7,082.1 23.8 15 8,385.0 28.1
22 weeks -------------------------- 0 0 0 2 2,097.8 7.1
23 weeks -------------------------- 2 2,712.7 9.1 3 4,420.3 14.2
26 weeks -------------------------- 0 0 0 4 4,513.8 15.1

I Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
semimonthly etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

' Utah. Maximum possible duration under upward cost-of-living adjustment currently effective is 19
weeks. When no adjustment applies, duration is 23 weeks uniform.

EXHIIT IVp.-Distribution of States and of employed covered workers (19/4)'
by minimum duration, Dec. 81, 1944, and June 30, 1945

Dec. 31, 1944 June 30, 1945

Minimum duration Covered workers Covered workers
Number Number
of States Number Percent Of rates Number Percent

(000's) (000's)

Total --------------------------- 51 20,838. 9 100.0 61 29, 838. 9 100.0

Under 2 weeks ------------------------ 1 715.4 2.4 1 715.4 2.4
2to 2.9 weeks ------------------------- 3 694.2 2.3 1 88.3 .3
3 to 3.9 weeks ------------------------- 2 1,240.0 4.2 3 1,865.4 6.3
4 to 4.9 weeks ------------------------- 2 807.0 2.7 1 181.6 .6
6 to 5.9 weeks ------------------------- 2 1,752.3 5.9 2 1,675.0 5.6
6 to 6.9 weeks ------------------------ 7 3,438.0 11.5 7 2,174.0 7.3
7 to 7.9 weeks ------------------------- 8 6,764.7 22.7 6 2, 009. 0 6.7
8 to 8.9 weeks ------------------------- 2 162.4 .5 2 162.4 .5
9 to 9.9 weeks ------------------------- 2 2,364.8 7.9 2 4,901.7 16.6
10 to 10.9 weeks ----------------------- 8 1,273.6 4.3 a 4,238.2 14.2
1 Ito 11.9 weeks ----------------------- 1 82.6 .3 1 82.6 .3
12 to 12.9 weeks ----------------------- 1 1,571.7 5.3 3 2,600.1 &7
14 weeks------------------------------ 1 158.6 .5 1 158.6 .5
16 weeks ------------------------------ 7 2, 214.3 7.4 16 1,949.9 6.5
18 weeks ------------------------------ 3 2,177.9 7.3 1 2,015.2 6.8
20 weeks ------------------------------ 4 4,421.6 14.8 6 752.4 2.5
21 weeks ------------------------------ 0 0 0 1 334.1 1.1
25 weeks ----------------------------- 0 0 0 1 3,935.1 13.2

I Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weeklY,
semimonthly, etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

Includes Utah. Minimum under upward cost-of-living adjustment of weekly benefit amount, currently
applicable, is 16 nd a fraction weeks.
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EXmBIT IVq

PERCENT-OF COVERED WORKERS IN STATES WITH SPECIFIED MAXIMUM
DURATION, DEC. 31,1944 AND JUNE 30, 1945

PERCENT OF ALL COVERED WORKERS

MAXIMUM DURATION (WEEKS)

EXHIBIT IVr.- Ratio of exhaustion to first payments

1940 1941 1942 1943 1944

U nited States ---------------------------------

Alabama ...........................................
A lask a ----------------------------------------------
A rizona ---------------------------------------------
A rkansas --------------------------------------------
California ..........................................
C olorado --------------------------------------------
C unnecticut -----------------------------------------
D elaw are --------------------------------------------
District of Columbia ...............................
F lorida ----------------------------------------------
Georgia ..................................
Hawaii ...................... ...........
Idaho
Illin ois ----------------------------------------------
Indiana ............................................
Iowa
K ansas -----------------------------------------
K entucky -------------------------------------------
Louisiana -------------------------------------------
Maine
M aryland -------------------------------------------
M assachusetts ---------------------------------------
M ichigan ...............................
M innesota -------------------------------------------
I ississippi ------------------------------------------

M Lssouri -------------- ------.-. -...................
M ontana.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
N ebraska . . . . .- -----------------------
Nevada --------------------------------------------
New H am pshire -------------------------------------
N ew Jersey ------------------------------------------
N ew M exico -----------------------------------------
N ew Y ork -------------------------------------------
North Carolina --------------------------------------
North Dakota --------------------------------------O hio -__' --. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .
Oklahom a ---------------------------------------
O re go n . ..... .. .. .. ... ... .. .. . .. .... ..... . .. .--
Pennsylvania ---------------------------------------

I Based on 45 States.
2 Based on 47 States.

Based on 49 States.
' ;ata not comparable.

149.5

47.6
45.3

(4)
54.9
52.6
52.1
55. 1
62.6
38 5
69.3

(4)
62.2
63.7
40.7

(4)

60.1
66.3
52.0
70.2
25.8
45.0
48.1
27.4
56.5
59.2

(4)
55.7
54.7
60.5
37.9
60.7
54.9
50.1
30.2
59.0
48.1
73.0
52.1(4)

1 46.4

44.5
25.5

(4)

41.5
46.3
48.9
37. 7
53.6
48.7
55.9

(4)
51.3
63.7
36.6

(4)
52.6
49.9
53.3
64.4
30.9
50.4
42.8
19.7
53.5
47.2

(4)
49.4
47.1
59.8
32.4
47. 1
49.2
5. 3
44.3
61.9
44.9
63.8
42.7

(4)

240.2

32. 5
16.3

(4)
50.5
40.5
38.7
22.8
45.7
44.8
49. 1
51
29.0
42.1
25.4

(4)
48.2
42.4
38.8
66.0
26.9.
33.9
34.3
43.0
47.9
43.7
49.1
36.4
40.6
41.4
24.1
44.2
34.6
42.8
39.3
32.1
36.7
45.5
32.0
44.8

*31.1

37.4
1. 5

(4)

44.2
32. 1
17.3

* 15.2
44.0
29.4
35.5
61.5

3.2
40.6
18.7

(4)
46.6
27.7
34.7
50.8
32.9
18.2
17. 1
29.3
34.8
31.1
41.1
19.7
20.0
33. 2
19.5
33.0
28.4
30.8
50.2
23.9
23.9
27.9
30.9
39.7

319.5

27.7
25.6
28.8
48. 1
24.8
20.9

8.7
16.2
27.5
21.4
37.9
10.7
41.3
12.5
26.1
39.9
29.8
23.0
37.5
19.7
17.0
15.2
14.7
25.7
30.6
22.7
27.7
27.0
28.$
10. 1
20.7
22.8
11.0
24.4
14.9
12.0
25.7
18.7
29.9
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ExHnimT IVr.-Ratio of exhaustion to first payments-Continued

1940 1941 1942 1943 1944

Rhode Island ---------------------------------- 71.1 57.9 61.8 36.3 28.6
South Carolina --------------------------------- 42.9 36.1 39.7 35.3 33.7
South Dakota -------------------------------------- 48.3 46.8 53.0 36.9 34.6
Tennesse -------------------------------------- 50.1 44.5 43.2 44.0 33.4
Texas ---------------------------------------- 7.5 69.5 56.1 55.8 49.2
Utah ---------------------------------------------- 53.3 46.6 32.3 17.6 6.8
Vermont ------------------------------------------- 49.8 46.4 40.1 34.3 27.4
Virginia -------------------------------------------- 39.7 48.4 45.0 35.5 32.9
Washington ---------------------------------------- 48.5 42.9 29.4 8.6 9.3
West Virginia ...... ------------------------------- 45.0 30.7 21.4 20.3 18.8
Wisconsin 4 ------------------------------------------------------- - -
Wyoming ------------------------------------- 58.7 95.0 (4) (4) (4)

' Date not comparable.

EXHiBIT V.-Cost of living--Groups-Average for large cities

[Index numbers 1935-39-100]

House- Fuel,
Year and month Al items Food Rent Clothing furnish- elec- Miscel-

ings tricity, laneousand ice

1939 .------------------------- 99.4 .95.2 104.3 100.5 101.3 99.0 100.7
1940 ------------------------- 100.2 96.6 104.6 101.7 100.5 99.7 . 101.1
1941 ------------------------- 105.2 105.5 106.2 106.3 107.3 102.2 104.0
1942 ---.----------------------- 116. 5 123.9 10. 5 124.2 122.2 105.4 110.9
1943 ------------------------- 123.6 138.0 108.0 129.7 125.6 107.7 115.8
1944 .------------------------- 125.5 136.1 108.2 138.8 136.4 109.8 121.3
1944- Mar. 15 ----------------- 123. 8 134. 1 108. 1 136. 7 129.0 109.9 119. 1

Apr. 15 ------------------- 124. 6 134.6 108.1 137.1 132.9 109.9 120.9
May 15 ------------------ 125. 1 135. 5 108. 1 137. 4 135.0 109.8 121.3
June 15 ------------------- 125.4 135.7 108.1 138.0 138.4 109.6 121.7
July 15 ------------------ 126.1 137.4 108.2 138.3 138.7 109.7 122.0
Aug. 15 ---------.-.... . 126.4 137.7 108.2 139.4 139.3 109.8 122.3
Sept. 15 ------------------ 126.5 137.0 108.2 141.4 140.7 109.8 122.4
Oct. 15 ------------------- 126.5 136.4 (1) 141.9 141.4 109.8 122 8
Nov. 15 ------------------ 126.6 136. 5 (1) 142. 1 141.7 109.9 122.9
Dec. 15 ------------------ 127.0 137.4 108. 3 142.8 143.0 109.4 123.1

1945-Jan. 15 ------------------- 127. 1 137.3 (1) 143.0 143.6 109.7 123.3
Feb. 15 ------------------- 126.9 136.5 (1) 143.3 144.0 110.0 123.4
Mar. 15 ......--------------- 126.8 135.9 108.3 143.7 144.5 110.0 123.6
Apr. 15 ------------------- 127.1 136.6 (I) 144.1 144.9 109.8 123.8
May 15 ------------------ 128.1 138.8 () 144.6 145.4 110.0 124.0
June 15 ------------------ 129.0 141.1 108.3 145.4 145.8 110.0 124.0

I Not available.

EXHIBIT VIa.-Distribution of labor force by coverage status (in an average week
of 1944)

Total labor force (average week in 1944) ---------------------------- 64. 2
Less unemployed --------------------------------------------- .8

Employed labor force ------------------------------------------- 63. 4
In the armed forces ----------------------------------------- 11. 2

Employed civilian labor force ------------------------------------- 52. 2
A. Presently covered groups:

(1) Covered by State unemployment compensation
laws ------------------------------------ 29.0

(2) Covered by railroad unemployment insurance- - --- 1. 4

Total covered ---------------------------------- 30. 4
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EXHIBIT VIa.-Ditribution of labor force by coverage status (in an average week
of 1944)-Continued

Employed civilian labor force--Continued
B. Presently not covered groups:

(1) Federal and maritime employees ----------------- 3. 3
(2) Employees of small employers (excluded by size-of-

firm restrictions) ---------------------------- 1. 0
(3) Agricultural workers:

(a) Agricultural processing workers -----------. 3
(b) Others ------------------------------- 2.2

(4) Employees of State and local governments -------- 2. 9
(5) Domestic workers in private homes, employees of

nonprofit institutions and miscellaneous --------- 1. 6
(6) Self-employed:

(a) Farmers ----------------------------- 5.0
(b) Others ------------------------------- 4.5

Total not covered ------------------------ 21.6

EXHIBIT VIb

FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY, SOCIAL SECURITY BOARD,
BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY,

WashingIon 25, February 5, 1945.

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LETTER No. 80

To: All State Employment Security Agencies.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE TO MAJOR AREAS NOT NOW COVERED

In developing recommendations to the State legislatures which are meeting in
1945, State agencies will wish to give consideration to ways in which the scope of
their unemployment-compensation laws can be extended to provide protection to
individuals subject to the risk of unemployment who are not now covered. No
doubt it is the desire of every State agency to have this protection extended to
as many groups of wage earners as it is administratively feasible to cover. The
broader the coverage the more effective will be the unemployment-compensation
program.

The attached documents on extension of coverage to employers of one or more
individuals, and to agricultural workers, employees of State and local govern-
ments, and employees of nonprofit organizations will, it is hoped, assist State
agencies in considering the desirability and feasibility of extending coverage in
these major areas. No attempt has been made here to cover all areas in which
coverage might well be extended; other areas, such as that of domestic service, are
also worthy of serious consideration.

Sincerely yours, EWAN CLAGUE, Director.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS
TO EMPLOYERS OF OND OR MORE

There is now general agreement that unemployment compensation coverage
should be extended to all employers, regardless of size. Experience under the old-
age and survivors insurance program and under 13 State unemployment compen-
sation laws with coverage of employers of one or more bears ample testimony to the
fact that the administrative problems involved in covering small firms are not
insuperable. Extension of coverage to employers of one or more at any time would
bring an estimated 3.5 million additional workers under the State unemployment
compensation systems. It would increase the benefit rights of other workers
already covered by permitting the inclusion of earnings from small firms in the
calculation of their benefits.
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Origin of Size-of-firm restrictions
At the time the Social Security Act was adopted, there was general acceptance of

the idea that some size-of-firm restrictions were necessary in the early years of the
program and the Federal unemployment tax was limited to employers who em-
ployed eight or more individuals in at least 20 weeks in a year. With some notable
exceptions, the State legislatures followed suit and adopted this or similar limita-
tions on coverage.

No one ever argued that a worker's need for benefits when unemployed is in
any way dependent upon the number of workers any of his former employers
happened to employ. They did, however, argue that in the initial years of the
unemployment-compensation program, the coverage of workers in small firms
would result in administrative difficulties. It was thought that, under some
circumstances, it would be difficult to find such employers so that the cost of
obtaining compliance with reporting and tax requirements would be excessive
in relation to the amount collected; that there was little justification in approach-
ing a point where the number of employing units paying contributions would be
as numerous as the individual workers who would benefit from the protection.

The tentative character of the size-of-firm exclusion in the Federal act is
illustrated by the fact that the actual number of workers and length of time
were determined by compromise. The Wagner-Lewis bill of 1934 proposed to
cover employers of 10 or more; the Committee on Economic Security in 1935
suggested covering employers of 4 or more for a "reasonable period of time (any
13 weeks of the taxable year for example)." The advisory council to the Com-
mittee on Economic Security recommended requiring 6 or more workers in 13
weeks. The Economic Security Act as introduced in 1935 provided coverage for
employers of 4 or more. The bill as adopted by the House restricted coverage
to employers of 10 or more, while in the Senate version the number of workers
was set at 4. The conference committee agreed upon 8 as a compromise figure
for the Social Security Act.

Feasibility of one-or-more coverage
Fortunately, eight States with widely differing economic characteristics did not

adopt the size-of-firm limitation.' The need of the worker for protection carried
more weight with the legislatures of these States than the argument that the task
would be difficult. Their faith was justified; -no administrative break-dowu
resulted because their coverage was more ambitious than that of other States.
The feasibility of coverage for the worker in the small firm was demonstrated both
in sparsely settled and in highly industrialized States.

In recognition of this success on December 30, 1938, when the Board submitted
to the President its recommendations for amendments to the Social Security Act,
it went on record officially in favor of including employers of one or more under the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act. Mr. Altmeyer repeated that recommendation
several times in his testimony before the Ways and Means Committee during the
hearings on the 1939 amendments. The Fourth Annual Report of the Social
Security Board, 1939, termed the inclusion of employers of one or more workers
under unemployment compensation laws both "desirable and feasible." Extend-
ing coverage in this direction has been advocated in each annual report since
then, and the Bureau of Employment Security has so advised in its legislative
recommendations.

-By October 1, 1944, five additional States 2 had extended their coverage to in-
clude all employers regardless of size, making the total thirteen. As the laws
stand at the end of 1944, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Washington
cover employers of one or more at any time. The others specify minimum pay
roll or time limitations. Arkansas requires only 10 days of employment in a
year. Delaware, Massachusetts, Montana, and Pennsylvania require employ-
ment in at least 20 weeks, and Wyoming has an additional requirement of $150
pay roll in a calendar quarter. Minnesota covers (.mployers of one or more in
20 weeks within the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough of 10,000
population, but excludes employers outside those limits who are not subject to
the Federal unemployment tax. Idaho, Nevada, and Utah define "employer"
in terms of size of pay roll; the quarterly pay roll must be $78 in Idaho, $140 in
Utah, and $225 in Nevada. In Montana, either one employee in 20 weeks or an
annual pay roll of more than $500 is required for coverage.

I District of Columbia, 1935; Pennsylvania, 1936; Arkansas, Delaware, Hawaii, Montana, Nevada, and
Wyoming, 1937.

2 Idaho, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Utah, and Washington.
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The experience of these States indicates that the administrative difficulties in
covering employers of one or more are overshadowed by the advantages. Small
employers are accustomed to keeping records and making reports for the Bureau
of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and for other Government agencies. Conse-
quently, the ground work has been laid, and the administrative difficulties are
not as great as they would have been in the beginning. Even then they were not
insurmountable, as the experience of the eight original States proves. The
fact that no State has rescinded its provisions gives mute testimony as to the
practicability of the coverage.

Need for coverage of smaller units
There can be little question as to the need for extension. In 1941, size-of-

firm limitations in State unemployment compensation laws excluded from cover-
age between two and three million workers covered by the old-age and survivors
insurance program. In 1943, the estimate was about 3.5 million workers in the
country (table 1). Extension of coverage to employers of one or more workers
would have increased the number of covered workers in 1943, by 7.5 percent.
The percentage increase by State would have ranged from 50.7 percent in North
Dakota with eight or more coverage to only 2.3 percent in New Mexico which
covers employers of two or more (table 2). As might be expected, the 17 States
which exclude the largest percentage of workers because of the size-of-firm pro-
visions are those which restrict coverage to employers of eight or more workers.
If they deleted the size-of-firm limitation, 12 of these States would have a per-
centage increase in coverage of more than twice the increase for the country.
No State with the eightor more workers limitation excludes fewer than 9.2 percent
of its workers.

The. amount of unemployment experienced by workers employed by small firms
is not known. But it has been the experience of States covering small firms that
the mortality rate of small businesses is higher than that of larger organizations.
Changes in ownership are also more frequent. It might be expected that workers
would experience some unemployment when the firm for which they work goes out
of business or changes ownership.
Type of coverage provision

If the single worker is to be covered, and his employer taxed, some decision
must be made as to whether it is desirable to provide some legislative restriction
whereby infrequent and isolated periods of employment are excluded from cover-
age or whether coverage should be extended to all employing units which at any
time during the-year have in employment one or more individuals performing
services not specifically exempt.

Only three States tax all employers with a worker performing services not
specifically exempt-and those three exempt casual labor not in the course of the
employer's trade or business. The others restrict the application of the tax to
those employers who have sufficient need of a worker or workers either to use his
or their combined services for not less than a specified number of weeks, or to pay
not less than a specified amount in wages.

These restrictions, like the size-of-firm limitations, were incorporated because
it was thought they would make it administratively simpler to recognize and
determine subjectivity. It was thought also either that the coverage of incidental
employment was not sound policy because the worker performing the employment
was not attached to the labor market, or that such employment as might be rep-
resented by-anything less than the time or amount specified would have little
bearing on the worker's benefit rights. Specifically, it is sometimes said that,
since a very brief period of employment would not entitle a worker to benefits,
the difficulties of covering employers who operate for only a brief time would
not be justified in terms of the purpose of the program.

More frequently than not however, such incidental employment is performed
by individuals who are defnitely attached to the labor market. If all their
earnings within a year were reported, it would be found that they would meet
the qualifying-earnings test of the State law and, when unemployed, the test of
availability for work. In all States but Wisconsin, a worker's eligibility for
benefits is tested, not by his employment with any one employer, but by his
total base-period earnings or employment. The wages from an employer ex-
cluded by the weeks-of-employment test might make the difference between
eligibility and ineligibility for some workers, and substantially increase the
weekly benefit amount or total benefits for others. Therefore, failure to cover
the scattered employment which they may perform for several employers may
well mean that workers will not be able to meet the earnings test even though
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their earnings are high or, if they do qualify, it may mean that their benefit
rights will represent a very small percentage of their annual earnings.

Moreover, the argument that a limitation on the extent of the employment
covered is administratively simpler does not seem to be borne out by experience.
The difficulties in deciding whether or not the services of one employee were per.
formed in 19 or 20 calendar weeks, when the record shows only the pay days, for
example, may be very difficult.

It may be easier to determine the amount of wages paid than the number of
weeks of employment given. But there will be many difficult decisions as to
whether the wages paid were just below or just above the required amount-and,
if some of the wages were paid in kind, the decision will be even more difficult.

Casual labor
In 8 of the 13 States now covering employers %f one or more, "employment"

does not include "casual labor not in the course of the employer's trade or busi-
ness." This exclusion serves to eliminate a great deal of intermittent employment,
and seems desirable in connection with complete one-or-more coverage. As it is
usually interpreted, this provision excludes occasional, incidental, or infrequent
services which do not advance or promote the trade or business of the employer.
The painter hired by a householder to paint his house would be excluded, but an
occasional clerk hired by a grocery store would not, since his labor, while casual,
does promote the employer's business.

Administrative advantages of complete coverage
When there is no limitation on coverage because of the size of the firm or the

extent of the employment, the only question to be decided in status determina-
tions is whether or not the services constitute employment. As one agency ex-
pressed it, "With that extensive coverage, status determinations can be made by
clerks, and not lawyers."

One State which changed from eight or more in 20 weeks to one at any time,
responded to a questionnaire from North Carolina in part, as follows:

"A complete 'one or more' coverage presents some advantages over the pay-
roll test or weeks-of-employment test in that we are no longer faced with the neces-
sity for making liability audits or quibbling with the employer over exact pay-roll
counts-or amounts in a given week. When our field adviser walks into the em-
ployer's place of business, the only question to be determined is whether or not
the employment is subject employment. Although the time saved in liability
audits probably does not equal the increased effort in securing reports from the
small employers, we are completely in favor of complete coverage rather than
the use of some qualifying test to eliminate the short-time employment. Our
coverage is practically identical with that of the Federal Insurance Contributions
Act, and we find this advantageous. Aside from the matter of convenience to
the employer, we find ourselves better able to police our accounts by direct clear-
ance with the collector of internal revenue on all account changes."

Complete coverage of all employing units engaged in "employment" permits
the elimination of the "contractor tacking" provisions which are so difficult to
administer.

Another advantage of complete coverage is closer integration with the old-age
and survivors' insurance program. It should be noted, however, that cover-
age under the two laws will not yet be identical. In addition to differences in
the definitions of excluded services which exist in some laws, there is a difference
in the definition of the employing relationship which under the State laws is
generally broader than that used in determining coverage under the old-age and
survivors' insurance program. It is recommended that States adhere to their
broader concept.

Promptness of change
If these 3.5 million excluded workers are to be protected against unemployment

during the reconversion period, action to extend coverage should be made effective
as of the earliest possible date. Workers will not be able to claim benefits
based on their wages with such small firms until some time after coverage is
effective, because of the time lag between the end of the base period and the
beginning of the benefit year. In 23 of the 38 States with size-of-firm restrictions,
the lag between the base period and benefit year consists of one completed calendar
quarter. In these States, if extended coverage were to become effective January 1,
1945, the newly covered employment would not appear in the base period of any
worker who filed his initial claim before July 1, 1945. It would be April 1, 1946,
before the entire base period could include the newly subject employment.

I
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The lag is even longer in the other 15 States. Again assuming January 1, 1945,
as the effective date for coverage, the earliest dates for an initial claim for benefits
based on that employment would be October 1, 1945, in Kentucky; January 1,
1946, in Oregon and Wisconsin; March 1 1946, in New Hampshire; April 1 1946,
in eight States (Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Rhode island,
Vermont, and West Virginia); May 1, 1946, in Virginia; June 1, 1946, in New
York; and July 1, 1946, in North Carolina.

TABLE 1.-Estimated number of workers with some earnings during 1943 in industries
subject to State unemployment compensation laws,' by State

Number of Percentage
workers in Number of increase,

State Size-of-firm coverage pro- covered workers in all workers in all
viion e firms (in firms 3 (in firms over

thousands) thousands) coveredworkers 4

Total, 51 States ........

Alabama ....
A laska -------------------------
Arizona -----------------------
Arkansas ......................
C alifornia ----------------------
C olorado -----------------------
Connecticut.............
Delaware_
District of Columbia -----------
F lorida ------------------------
Georgia ...............
H aw aii ------------------------
Idaho --------------------------
Illinois -----------------------
Indiana_
Iowa ..........................
Kansas.-
K entucky ----------------------
Louisiana _
M aine -------------------------
Maryland ......
M assachusetts_.
'M ichigan .....................
M innesota ---------------------
M ississippi --------------------
Missouri ......................
' ontana ------ - ---------
N ebraska ----------------------
Nevada .......................
New Hampshire
New Jersey-__
New Mexico-_
New York ....................
North Carolina ................
North Dakota...........
()hio
Oklahoma .....................
Oregon ........................
Pennsylvania ------------------
Rhode Island .................
South Carolina -----------------
South Dakota -----------------
Tennessee .....................
T exas --------------------------
U tah ..................
Vermont ......................
V irginia ------------------------
W ashington ........-- --..........
W est Virginia ------------------
W isconsin ----------------------
W yom ing --------------- ------

8 or more
-.....do -----------------------

3 or more.............
1 or more ...................
4 or more ..................
8 or m ore -------------------
4 or m ore -------------------
1 or m ore -------------------_ *- d o -- - - - - - - - - - -
8 or more_
.... do -----------------------

1 or m ore -------------------
.....- o .- ------------------
6 or m ore -------------------
8 or more -.................

----- do ......................
----- d o -----------------------
4 or moe--

do ..............
8 or m ore -------------------
4 or more .......
I or more ...................
8 or more ................---.
1 or more ........ ......8 or more ----------
-----.do ......................
I or more
8 or more -------------------
1 or more ...................
4 or m ore --------------------
8 ormore ...................2 or m ore----- -- - - - -
4 or more.............
8 or more.............

-.....do .... ----...............
3 or more.............
8 or more ...................
4 or more .............
1 or more ............
4 or more.............
8 or more ......

..... do ......................

..... do -----------------------
-.....do ....... -.........._

I or more ...................
8 or more___

..... do .....................
I or more ...................
8 or more ...................
6 or more ............
I or more ...................

644,800

755
37

206
383

3,887
347

1,027
161
317
720
891
168
136

3, 532
1, 404

522
505
556
778
291
938

1,912
2,266
740
355

1,231
133
289
81

168
1,934

133
5,881
1,027

65
3, 165

519
565

4, 193
375
470

74
866

1,874
228
111
870
812
519

1,004
75

6 48,300

832
44

214
383

4,076
411

1,068
161
317
839
985
168
136

3,871
1,557

654
605
592
812
334
975

1, 912
2,47u

807
414

1,407
133
370
81

180
2,137

136
6, 256
1,128

98
3,255

615
591

4, 193
391
523
106
970

2, 187
228
132
990
812
574

1,117
75

10.3
17.9
4.0
0
4.9

18.3
4.0
0
0

16.5
10.6
0
0
9.6

10.9
25.4
19. 8

6.5
4.3

14. 9
3.9

9.2
91

16.7
14.3
0
1.9
0
7.2

10. 5
2.3
6.4
9.8

50. 7
2.8

18. 6
4.6
0
4.2

11.4
43.7
12.0
16.7
0

19.3
13 9
0

10.6
11.2
0

IIncludes all services which constitute "employment" as defined in the law, regardless of the size of the
employing unit.

Represents number of workers an employer must have to be subject to State law.
'Figures based on number of workers, with no information as to the number of weeks.
'Percentages based on unrounded data. In States with coverage of 1 or more in 20 weeks, some workers

would undoubtedly be added by changing to 1 at any time, but the number could not be ascertained.
' Total, 51 States, has been reduced t&Wadjust for duplication arising from employment of Individuals in

more than I State during the year.
'But employers located outside the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough of 10,000 or more are

excluded if not subject to the Federal act.
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TABLE 2.-Estimated increase in covered workers in 1948 if size-of-firm restriction#
had been eliminated from State laws, in descending percentage increase

Number ofworkers Percentage
excluded by increase over

State Size-of-firm provision size-of-firm covered
limitations workers,

(in thou. 1943
sands)

T otal, 51 States I ........................ .............................

North Dakota ------------------------------- 8 or more ...................
South Dakota ------------------------------- ----- do -----------------
Nebraska ------------------------------------ ----- do ......................
Iowa --------------------------------------------- do ---------------------
Kansas.. -------------------------------- do ----------------------
Vermont ------------------------------------------ do ----------------------
Oklahoma -------------------------------- do
Colorado ----------------------------------------- do ----------------------
Alaska ---------------------------------- do ......................
Mississippi ---------------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
Texas ---------------------------------------- ----- do-----. ----------------
Florida --------------------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
Maine ------------------------------ ----- do ......................
Missouri- ------------------------------------ ----- do ----------------------
Virginia. ---------------- do - ------------------
Tennessee ---------------------------------------- do ----------------------
South Carolina ----------------------------------- do ----------------------
Wisconsin 2 ---------------------------------- 6 or more -------------------
Indiana ------------------------------------- 8 or more --------------
Georgia ..----------------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
West Virginia_ ----------------------------- do ......................
New Jersey --------------------------------------- do ----------------------
Alabama ---------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
North Carolina ------------------------------ ----- do ......................
Illinois --------------------------------------- 6 or more -------------------
Michigan ------------------------------------ 8 or more -------------------
Minnesota ---------------------------- 1 or more 3-----------------
New Hampshire --------------------------- 4 or more -------------------

eaUcky ------------------------------------ ----- do ----------------------
New York ----------------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
California ----------------------------------------- do ................
Oregon --------------------------------------- ----- do ......................
Louisiana -------------------------------- do ----------------------
Rhode Island ----------------------------- do ................
Arizona -------------------------------------- 3 or more -------------------
Connecticut --------------------------- 4 or more -------------------
Maryland --------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
Ohio..- ------------------------------------- 3 or more ...................
New Mexico --------------------------------- 2 or more -------------------
Arkansas ------------------------------------ 1 or more -------------------
Delaware ------------------------------------ ----- do ----------------------
District of Columbia ------------------------------ do ----------------------
Hawaii. ----------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
Idaho --------------- --------------- --- do ----------------------
Massachusetts ------------------------------------ do -----------------
Montana --------------------------------- do ................
Nevada -------------------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
Pennsylvania ----------------------------- do ----------------------
Utah ----------------------------------------- ----- do ----------------------
Washington -------------------------------------- do .....................
Wyoming ----------------------------------------- do ----------------------

3,500 7.5

33
32
81

132
100
21
96
64

- 7
59

313
119

43
176
120
104

53
113
153

94
55

203
77

101
339
210
67
12
36

375
189

26
34
16
8

41
37
9O
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

'Total, 51 States. Has been reduced to adjust for duplication arising from employment of individuals in
more than 1 State during the year.

2 Employer becomes subject as of the beginning of the calendar year in which he has 8 or more employees
in 18 weeks, arid as of the end of the calendar year in which he has 6 or more employees in 18 weeks.

2 But employers located outside the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough of 10,000 or more popula-
tion are excluded if not subject to the Federal act.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS TO

EMPLOYEES OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Employees of State and local governments have been excluded from coverage
under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act became of the doubt as to whether
the Federal Government could levy the unemployment tax on the States. How-
evei, there is no season why State employees cannot be covered under all State
laws and employees of local subdivisions under most of those laws. The number
of these employees is large and their unemployment a common experience. Un-

I.
7-

m~.

p..

5

4

50.7
43.7
27.9
25.4
19.8
19.3
Is 6
18.3
17.9
16.7
16. 7
16.5
14.9
14. 3
13.9
12.0
11.4
11.2
10.9
10. 6
10.6
10.5
10.3

9.8
9.6
9.2
9.1
7.2
6.5
6.4
4.9
4.6
4.3
4.2
4.0
4.0
3.9
2.8
2.3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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fortunately, however, up to the present time practically every State has followed
the Federal act and has excluded State and local government workers from cover-
age, even though many States have gone beyond the coverage of the Federal
act in other respects.

Extent of State and local governmental employment
Removal by the States of the exclusion of State and local governmental workers

would bring between two and three million additional workers into the unem-
ployment compensation system. In April 1944, there were 3,081,100 State and
local government employ ees in the United States, including both school and
nonschool employees. The attached table shows the number of such employees
in each State in April and October 1943 and April 1944. In Apill 1940 the
number of State and local government employees-excluding school employees,
persons on work relief and employees of contractors-was estimated at 2,057,000.
There were 38,853 employing. units-States, counties, townships, cities, towns
and villages. Of these units, 48 percent had 10 or more employees and employed
97 percent of the workers. In 1942, 1 of every 40 persons in the country was a
public employee of a State or local government. The 12 largest governmental
employers in the country are, in descending order, the Federal Government, New
York City, New York State, Pennsylvania, Chicago California, Detroit, Illinois,
Ohio, Philadelphia, Texas, and Los Angeles. New York City with 133,000 (ex-
clusive of school employees) had more than twice the number of New York State
with 55,900.

These 3,000,000 workers are in a variety of occupations; some of them are
performing functions ordinarily thought of as exclusively or primarily govern-
mental. In the group are the elected and appointed administrative and legis-
lative officers, policemen firemen, school teachers, judges, and employees of
corrective institutions. BAut States and municipalities engage in a great many
other activities, some of them identical with those of private organizations.
They build roads and bridges, build and operate hospitals, libraries, museums,
golf courses, swimming pools, light and power plants, and water supply systems.
When a State contracts with a construction company to build a highway or a
school, the workmen are protected by unemployment compensation. If the State
had constructed the road or building itself, the workmen would have had no
protection. In some localities, individual householders must arrange for the
removal of their garbage and trash, frequently by contract with a covered con-
tractor; in others, the town contracts with an individual or firm to remove it;
while in still others, the municipalities buy the equipment and hire the laborers
to do the removing. Only in the first two cases do the workers now have unem-
ployment insurance protection. Other activities not customarily associated
with governments which are sometimes performed by governmental units or
instrumentalities include street railways, fish hatcheries, liquor stores, printing
businesses, and even flour mills.

To carry out these varied governmental and proprietary activities, the govern-
ment employs carpenters, electricians, janitors, truck drivers, elevator operators,
stenographers, cooks, switchboard operators, engineers, and workers with many
other skills as well as unskilled labor. All of these workers are engaged in types
of work which would be covered if performed for a private corporation.

Highways and hospitals together accounted for more than half the nonschool
employees of State governments. No other category includes as many as one-
tenth of the total. In counties, almost 30 percent of the employees'were engaged
in construction and maintenance of highways and slightly more than one-fourth
were performing administrative and financial duties. City employees were
largely concentrated in the police and fire departments which included over one-
fi rth of the nonschool employees. However, public service enterprises employ
l6 percent of the total number of municipal employees. More than 65 percent
of1 the cities with a population larger than 5,000 own their own water supply
systerns and 20 percent of them operate light and power plants.
Extent of unemployment

Despite a general impression to the contrary, public employees do suffer from
Unemployment. Civil-service laws give them some security in their jobs. Not
all jurisdictions have civil-service laws, however, while even in those jurisdictions
which do, certain groups are frequently outside the system. In addition, gov-
ernment functions needed at one time become obsolete and are discontinued,
al)propriations are cut and staff reduced accordingly and many public activities
are self-limiting or temporary. In the census of March 1940 approximately 1
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of every 12 individuals reported out of work was a government worker and
1 of every 11 government workers was reported unemployed.

Another indication that these workers need protection is given by the fluctua-
tions in the level of government employment within a year. If the average
number of workers in State and local government nonschool employment in the
years 1940 and 1941 is taken as 100, the quarterly index of employment ranges
from 97 in January 1940, 96 in January 1941, and 97 in January 1942, to 103 in
July 1940, and 105 in July 1941. The greatest fluctuation was in employment
in public-service enterprises of cities of over 100,000 population-frpm 75 in
January 1940 to 112 in July 1941, and down to 102 in January 1942.

The need of government workers for protection is illustrated also by experience
under the Wisconsin unemployment compensation law. In Wisconsin the ratio
of benefits to contributions for government employment has been much higher
than the ratio for all industiies in the State. For example, the ratio for all in-
dustries for 1942 was 26.9 percent while for regular government agencies the
ratio was 75.6 percent. This is probably partially due to the fact that under
the Wisconsin law, government employees on an annual salary basis are excluded.
The data for 1939-42 inclusive are as follows:

Ratio of benefits to contributions

Year Govern-
All indus- ment state County City

tries agenr SCies
(total)

1939 -------------------------------------- 29.0 99.2 (1) (I) (1)
190 -------------------------------------- 41.6 120.4 151.6 142. 6 85.
1941 -------------------------------------- 24.3 85.8 101.3 81.3 81.8
1942 -------------------------------------- 26.9 75.6 95.3 78.9 63.8

Break-down not available.

At the present time many workers in public employment as in private industry
are temporary employees releasing servicemen. The group in public employ-
ment, however, will have no protection when demobilization and reconversion
come.

Type of coverage prouiion
Once the need for coverage has been acknowledged, a decision must be made as

to the best method for insuring as extensive and complete coverage as possible.
The problem is too complex to permit of solution by the simple deletion of the
exclusion from the definition of employment.

The original definition of "employment" in title IX of the Social Security Act
excluded "services performed in the employ of a State, a political subdivision
thereof, or an instrumentality of one or more States or political subdivisions."
When the taxing provision of title IX became subchapter C of the Internal Reve-
nue Code, the exclusion was narrowed to read:

"Service performed in the employ of a State, or any political subdivision thereof,
or any instrumentality of any one or more of the foregoing which is wholly owned
by one or more States or political subdivisions; and any service performed in the
employ of any instrumentality of one or more States or political subdivisions to the
extent that the instrumentality is, with respect to such service, immune under the
Constitution of the United States from the tax imposed by section 1600;"

There are a few States where the exclusion is somewhat more limited than in the
Federal act. New York does not exclude persons employed by State and local
governments temporarily and solely for construction, substantial remodeling or
demolition of buildings. The Utah law does not exclude State instrumentalities.
The Idaho law excludes only services for States and for public institutions orinstrumentalities paying wages out of money raised solely by taxation. The
Arizona and Ohio laws exclude only government agencies exercising governmental
as distinguished from proprietary functions) These variations probably do not
cover any significant proportion of government workers. The Wisconsin exclu-
sion is more limited, permitting a somewhat extended coverage of government
employees. The definition of "employer" includes the State and first-class cities,

I See reference to the Ohio interpretation of this provision in the discussion of covering only employees
engaged in proprietary functions on p. 5.
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but in the definition of employment, certain services performed for these govern-
mental units are exempt. Other political subdivisions are given specific authori-
zation to elect coverage and the State and first-class cities may elect to cover the
services listed in the exemptions. These include:

"1. Employment as an elected or appointed public officer;
"2. Employment by a governmental unit on an annual salary basis;
"3. Employment by a governmental unit on an unemployment work relief

project, recognized as such by the Commission;
"4. Employment by an educational institution supported wholly or sub-

stantially from public funds, of any student enrolled in such institution and
carrying at least half its full-tune schedule in the most recent school term, or of
any person as a teacher in such institution;

"i5. Employment directly by the State fair during its active duration (including
the week before and the week after the fair) i or employment by the Wisconsin
National. Guard directly and solely in connection with its summer training camps
or for emergencies; or employment directly by the conservation commission for
emergency fire fighting.

"t6. Employment by a governmental unit in a given week for the removal of
snow or ice or for work connected with floods, of an individual who has worked
for such governmental unit in 6 or less of the 52 weeks preceding the given week."

Even this provision results in very narrow coverage of governmental employees.
In 1942, the average monthly number of government workers covered by the Wis-
consin law was approximately 5,000, or about 6 percent of total State and local
government employment in Wisconsin.

Problems of elective coverage
It has been suggested that State and local government employees could be

covered under the unemployment-compensation laws without amending the deff-
nition of "employment" through the provisions for voluntary election of cover.
age. Excluded types of employment can be covered by election of the employ-
ing unit in 46 States-all except Alabama, the District of Columbia, Massachu-
setts, New York, and Vermont. Wisconsin specifically provides for elective
coverage of State and local government employees. The New York exclusion
of State and local government service, originally in the section of the law defin-
ing "employment" was transferred to the section defining "employer" in 1936,
in order to make possible election of coverage. Interestingly enough, the Ken-
tiueky Unemployment Compensation Commission is the only State unemploy-
ment-compensation agency which has availed itself of the privilege of elective
coverage for the benefit of its own employees.

This method of meeting the problem, however, is open to objection. In at
least five States, the attorney general has held that governmental units cannot
elect coverage. The attorney general of Ohio held that a housing authority may
not elect coverage and expend its funds to pay the required contributions unless
specifically given such power in the act creating it. The Virginia attorney gen-
eral issued a similar opinion in connection with the State university. The Kansas
attorney general similarly ruled that political subdivisions and instrumentalities
did not have the legal power to encumber public funds to pay contributions. As
a variation of this reasoning, the Georgia attorney general said that a municipal
ta,: receiver could elect coverage if he paid the contributions from his private
fund.

The Illinois attorney general held that a municipality was not an "employing
unit" -nd, therefore, could not elect coverage. In New Hampshire, the attorney
general held that only the legislature had the power to speak for the State, and
that therefore only the legislature could elect coverage.

Ci aracter of mandatory provisions
Inclusion of governmental employment under the mandatory coverage pro-

Vi-ions of the laws would be more satisfactory than depending upon elective
coverage. It has been suggested that instead of extending coverage to all gov-
erninental employment, the extension should be limited to proprietary functions,
With individuals performing governmental functions still excluded. Such a
provision would result in serious administrative and legal difficulties because of
Uncertainty as to what functions are governmental and what proprietary. Ex-
p-rience under tax laws which have drawn this distinction has been far from satis-
fa story. The distinction between the two types of functions lies largely in the
degree to which there is general acceptance of the function as a responsibility of
the government.

76876-45----7
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The Ohio unemployrnent-compensat ion law has just such a provision, exclu(I
ing only services in the performance of governmental as distinguished from pro-
prietary functions. In 1939, however, the Ohio Common Pleas Court held that,
all public employees were excluded, saying, "We may well seriously consider the
unfairness and question the logic of any attempt to separate employment into
such divisions. We know of no reasonable basis in justice for such a separation.
If the law covers one, it ought to cover all persons who work for the taxpayer."
Later, an Ohio referee decided that a board of park commissioners maintaining a
system of public parks was performing governmental functions, and was, therefore,
exempt. There seems to be no advantage to be gained by a differentiation which
results in so many border-line areas necessitating an administrative or court detcr-
mination. If there are any specific activities which a State legislature does not
wish to cover under the unemployment-compensation law, it would be much
better to specify them in the law rather than adopt a provision which will be hard
to administer. The highly unsatisfactory character of the Ohio provision as a
device for giving protection to the group is illustrated by the fact that in 1942,
66 was the maximum number of government workers reported as in covered
employment for any quarter. Since the last quarter of that year, none have
been reported.

The solution which seems the most satisfactory is to amend the law to cover
services performed for the State government, for political subdivisions of the
State, and for instrumentalities of the State or its subdivisions. Coverage
should be provided by positive action, and not by merely deleting the exclusion
in the definition of "employment." Governmental units should be added to the
types of organizations now mentioned in the definition of "employing unit."
In addition, a paragraph should be added in the law stating specifically that,
notwithstanding any other provision in the law, all services for the State, political
subdivisions of the State and instrumentalities of the State or its subdivisions,
constitute employment for an employer, except for employment by a govern-
mental unit on an unemployment work relief project (and any other exceptions
the State may wish to add). Such a positive statement is desirable to eliminate
the possibility that some services would be excluded by other sections of the law
such as the provisions excluding agricultural labor, or service for nonprofit
educational and charitable institutions.

If the State constitution contains restrictions on the power of the State to
tax local subdivisions which will prohibit the State from covering employees
of local subdivisions under the mandatory provisions of the law, another solution
may have to be found. Some State constitutions provide that the State cannot
impose taxes upon cities, counties, towns, or other municipal corporations for
a municipal purpose." Levies imposed by the State on municipal employees
in connection with employees' pension plans have been held unconstitutional
on the ground that the levy is for "a municipal purpose." Unemployment Com-
pensation taxes might be determined to fall in the same category. On the other
band, their application is so general and they are earmarked for such a broad
social need that their purpose might not be termed solely "municipal." Before
deciding whether or not local governmental units can be covered, States with
such constitutional provisions may find it advisable to obtain the opinion of the
attorney general.

Even though mandatory coverage of employees for local governmental units is
not possible under the State constitution, those employees who work for the State
government can be covered and an effort made to bring the local subdivisions
into the system by voluntary election. This would be facilitated somewhat if
the "local subdivisions" were included in the definition of "employing units"
and explicit provisions were made for the election of coverage by such units.
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State and local governmental employment for selected months, by State, 191A-44

Employment

State

Continental United States I -----

Alabama -----------------------------
Arizona ------------------------------
Arkansas .............................
California ----------------------------
Colorado -----------------------------
Connecticut ---------------------------
Delaware -----------------------------
District of Columbia ................
Florida ...............................
Georgia -----------------------
Idaho ................................
Illinois ...............................
Indiana ..............................
Iow a ----------------------------------
K ansas --------------------------------
K entucky -----------------------------
Louisiana -----------------------------
M aine ---------------------------------
M aryland -----------------------------
M assachusetts -------------------------
Michigan .....
N1 innesota ----------------------------
M ississippi ----------------------------
M issouri -------------------------------
M ontana ....................... - -----
Nebraska .............................
N evada -------------------------------
New Hampshire ......................
N ew Jersey ----------------------------
New M exico ---------------------------
N ew Y ork ............................
North Carolina ................
N orth D akota -------------------------
O hio - --------------------------------
Oklahoma ............................
O regon --------------------------------
Pennsylvania .....
Rhode Island .....
South Carolina___
South D akota -------------------------
Tennessee ------------
T exas ---------------------------------
Utah
Verm ont ------------------------------
V irginia ----..------------------.......
Washington ...........................
West Virginia ............. ...........
Wisconsin .....................
W yom ing -----------------------------

April 1943

3, 101,900

49, 100
12, 300
81,800

192,100
31,800
43,100
7, 000

15,800
50,400
56,500
14,400

16Z 100
73,800
64,500
A 200
48,500
55,600
23,000
39,000

112, 900
141,800
75, 600
41,700
77,100
16, 100
36, 900
4, 100

15,900
101, 100

12,500
375, 500
65,800
16, 600

161,900
51,700
31, 100

209,400
17, 500
37, 900
2Z,500
52, 700

134, 400
18,000
9, 90

57, 900
51,500
37, 300
82, 800
7,800

October
1043

3,056,000

48, 700
12,200
31,600

18, 500
31,400
42,300
6,900

15, 700
49,600
56,100
14,200

159,500
72, 800
64,000
52, 700
48,100
54, 700
22,60
38, 300

110, 600
139, 500
74,400
41,400
76, 100
15,900
36,500
4,000

15,600
99,300
12,400

367, 300
65, 300
16, 500

159, 100
51,300
30, 700

206,200
17, 200
37, 600
22,200
52,100

133,100
17,800
9,800

57,200
50,600
37, 100
81,500
7,800

Percentagechange from
Aprl 1943
to October

1943

-1.3

-. 8
-. 8
-. 6-L 9

-1.3
-1.9
-1.4
-1.6

-1.6
-1.7

-1.4
-1.6
-1.4
-. 8
-1.9-. 8

-1.6
-1.7
-1.8
-2.0
-1.6
-1.6-. 7

-1.3
-1.2
-1.1
-2.4
-1.9
-1.8
-1.8

-2.2-. 8
-. 6

-1.7
-. 8

-1.3

-1.7-. 8
-L3
-Li
-1.0
-1. 1
-1.0
-1.2
-1.7

-. 5
-1.6

0

April 1944

3,081,100

48,800
1Z300
31, 700

190, 700
31,600
42, 80
6,900

15,900
50,100
56,200
14,300

160, 900
73,300
64,100
52. 900
48,200
55,200
22,800
38,700

112,000
140,800
75,100
41, 500
76,600
16,000
36, 700
4,100

- 15,800
100,400

12, 400
372,600
65,400
16,500

160,700
51,400
30,900

208,000
17, 400
37,700
22,300
52,400

1A6000
17,900
9,800

57,500
51.100
37, 100
82,200
7,800

Percentagechange from
October I' W

to April
1944

+0.8

+.2
+.8
+.3 -

+1.2
+.6

+L2
0

+1.3
+1.0
+.2
+.7
+.9
+.7
+.2
+.4
+.2

+1.0
+1.3
+.9
+.9
+.2
+.7
+.6
+.5

+2.5
+1.3
+1.1

0
+1 4
+.2
0

+1.0
+.2
+.7
+.9
+L2
+.3
+.5
+. 6
+.4
+.6
0

+0.5
+L 0

0
0.90

, Excludes data for Alaska and Hawaii.
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
EMPLOYEES OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

LAWS TO

One of the major groups of wage earners not now protected by the unemploy-
ment compensation program is that of employees for nonprofit institutions.
This group includes about a million workers who are employed in hospitals;
schools; churches; welfare, literary, scientific, and educational institutions.
Xiany of these individuals do exactly the same type of work as persons in the
same occupations working for private firms. They are subject to the same risk
of unemployment. Yet persons working for private firms are protected by
Unemployment compensation; these workers are not.

93
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One of the major reasons for the failure of State laws to provide protectit,,v
to these workers is doubtless that the Federal Unemployment Tax Act contain,4
a far-reaching exclusion of services for nonprofit organizations. With onk,
slight variations, this exclusion waq carried over into all the State laws. Hom-
ever, the Social Security Board for a long time has recommended removal of thf,
exclusion of nonprofit organizations in the Social Security Act. In any event,
exemptions of specific types of employment in the Federal actq are no bar to
State coverage. State laws are not primarily tax measures; their chief purpo0.
is to pay benefits to workers who suffer wage loss due to unemployment. Coi-
sequently the need to provide equitable treatment to all workers is more clear
than can be true with regard to any tax law. In a number of instances, notable,
with regard to the coverage of employees of employers of less than eight the
States have recognized the desirability of extending the State law beyond tlhe
application of the Federal statute.

What are the reasons for discrimination against workers for organizations,
whose objectives are humane, and whose concern is with the welfare of individuals?
Most of the reasons which have been given from time to time are based on dis-
tinctions from commercial and industrial employers which are assumed to be
peculiar to nonprofit organizations.

Need for protection
The claim has been made that individuals working for nonprofit organizations

are not subject to the risks of unemployment; that such organizations make pro-
vision for their employees; that hospitals have to keep a full staff at all times to
be ready for any emergency; that teachers have tenure of office.

As a matter of fact, representatives of hospitals have stated that 400 hospitals
closed during the depression; considerable unemployment must have resulted.
Even in 1940, the United States census found 22,700 teachers unemployed and
seeking work; this includes employees of both public and private schools. No
figures are available concerning turn-over among service workers in hospital
and private schools and colleges--janitors, elevator ooperators, switchboard
operators, printers, editors, accountant,s cooks, maids, cleaning women, laun-
dresses, waitresses, watchmen, gardeners-but no one who has spent any time in
a hospital or a college dormitory can have been unconscious of the constant
changes in the staff. No fund was available for paying benefits to these people
during periods of unemployment.

Source of funds
It is sometimes maintained that employers who sell a product or a service are

able to add the cost of the unemployment tax to the selling price, but that hos-
pitals or private schools produce no article for sale to which the cost of unemplo% -
ment insurance could be added.

The basis for this argument is the thesis that these nonprofit organizations are
largely supported by donations and by endowments, and that when people are
giving out of generosity, they should not be expected to give money for taxes also.

The answer to this argument lies in the need of the workers for the protection
of unemployment compensation. If the workers are subject to the risk of unen-
ployment, their need must be met in some way. In all cases, their jobs will ie
less attractive than would be similar work in covered employment. Those who
become unemployed may have to be assisted by payments made by the same pub-
lic-spirited citizens who support the nonprofit institution. Obviously, unemploy-
ment compensation is the most satisfactory device, both for society and the indi-
viduals, for taking care of this risk of unemployment.

If the insurance is necessary, the amount of the contributions becomes as much a
legitimate cost of operating the organization as the fuel bills, and can be included
in the budget to be raised in the same manner as any other expenses.

Moreover, "nonprofit" is by no means synonymous with "charity." Many of
the organizations excluded by this provision do sell services, and could include
some or all of the cost of the insurance contribution in the price charged to students
or patients.

Tax policy
It has also been argued that taxing nonprofit organizations would mean a com-

plete reversal of tax policy which has prevailed for over a century in England
and this country. This policy is based on the thesis that the sick must be pro-
vided for, and if private hospitals were not built, the State would have to tax its
citizens to build them; if private schools did not teach some cf the youth, the
cost of their education would increase the taxes for public schools. That i, in-
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st ituttons perform Eome of the functions and meet some of the obligations of the
State, and thereby "lessen the burden of government." Therefore, since they
are directly caring for the sick and educating youth, they should not pay taxes
for public hospitals and public schools. In accordance with this thesis, nonprofit
organizations have generally been exempt from property, income, inheritance,
and estate taxes.

However, this argument falls down when aplied to the protection of the em-
ployees of such institutions from the hazard of lose of income during periods of
unemployment; when these workers lose their jobs, the hospital or school lift
from the State none of the burden of any reliaf they may need,--all of that cost
falls on the community, which must meet it out of general taxation, from which
the employers who have used the services of these workers ave been excused.

Administrative problems
Exclusions are defended on the ground of the excessive cost of administration,

particularly in connection with the services of agricultural and domestic workers.
The administrative difficulties in the coverage of agricultural and domestic

workers are not present in the case of employees of nonprofit institutions.
Churches, hospitals, schools, and colleges are largely in urban communities, have
regular pay rolls, keep books, and have clerical facilities for making reports. Most
of the employees are paid for weekly or monthly periods, and the value of pay-
ments in kind is no more difficult to estimate than for such payments to hotel or
restaurant employees.

Religious freedom
Authority of the government to inspect financial accounts of churches and

religious organizations is sometimes feared as an invasion of religious freedom.
Many religious organizations, however, cover their employees with workmen's

compensation for accidents and all have to comply with sanitary laws, for example.
No such compliance or coverage has involved any threat to religious freedom.

Conclusions
Inherent in many of the foregoing points which have been raised as objections

to the coverage of persons working for nonprofit organizations is the implication
that social security legislation is primarily tax legislation.

However, it was the plain purpose of the Federal tax not to raise revenue for
the Federal Government but to encourage the States to pass legiFlation to protect
their citizens from the hazard of loss of earnings in periods of unemployment.
Even more plain is the purpose of the State laws to protect individuals and the
State itself against the full consequences of loss of earnings by individuals because
of involuntary unemployment. Consequently, it is the existence of an employing
relationship and the possibility of its being interrupted that afford the guide to
the extent to which protection should be extended. Equity and adequacy of
protection can be assured only when all individuals similarly situated are similarly
protected. There is thus no distinction between manual workers, laundresses,
janitors, cooks, elevator operators, printers etc.' that can be based on the type
of organization of the employer for whom the services are performed.

In conclusion, the arguments for the exemption of the services of noDprofit
organizations in no way justify depriving their employees of the protection of
unemployment insurance. The need for protection is as great for the laundress
or cook in a hospital as in a hotel, for the janitor in a private boys' school as in a
retail store, and for the elevator operator in a YWCA as in a glass factory.

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS TO

AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

There has always been general recognition of the agricultural worker's need
for the protection of the social-security program, and agreement that its bene-
fits must be made available to him as rapidly as possible. In the recent election,
there was nonpartisan, noncontroversial emphasis on the need for the extension
(,f coverage under the unemployment-compensation system until all wage and
salary workers enjoy its protection.
Historical background

The Social Security Act, as passed in 1935, excluded "agricultural labor" from
the definition of "employment." The States incorporated in their own statutes
a similar exemption of agricultural labor. As the term was not defined, each
State agency was free to interpret the exclusion, as was the Bureau of Internal
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Revenue. In the absence of clear definition of "agricultural labor," however,
there was bound to be wide variation in interpretation, and controversies in
border-line cases.

The Bureau of Internal Revenue adopted as its definition of "agricultural
labor" the following:

"Regulations 90-
"ART. 206 (1). Agricultural labor: The term 'agricultural labor' includes all

services performed-
"(a) By an employee, on a farm, in connection with the cultivation of the soil,

the harvesting of crops, or the raising, feeding, or management of livestock, bees,
and poultry; or,

"(b) By an employee in connection with the processing of articles from ma-
terials which were produced on a farm, also the packing, packaging, transporta-
tion, or marketing of those materials or articles. Such services do not constitute
'agricultural labor', however, unless they are performed by an employee of the
owner or tenant of the farm on which the materials in their raw or natural state
were produced, and unless such processing, packing, packaging, transportation,
or marketing is carried on as an incident to ordinary farming operations as dis-
tinguished from manufacturing or commercial operations.

"As used herein the term 'farm' embraces the farm, in the ordinarily accepted
sense, and includes stock, dairy, poultry, fruit, and truck farms, plantations.
ranches, ranges, and orchards.

"Forestry and lumbering are not included within the exception."
The persistence of controversies over interpretation showed the need for clear

demarcation of services which were to be excluded. In 1939 Congress amended
the Social Security Act by incorporating in the Federal Unemployment Tax Act
and the Federal Insurance Contributions Act a definition of "agricultural labor"
greatly limiting, instead of extending, the coverage of farm labor:

"(1) AGRICULTURAL LABo.-The term 'agricultural labor' includes all service
performed-

"(1) On a farm, in the employ of any person, in connection with cultivat-
ing the soil, or in connection with raising or harvesting any agricultural or
horticultural commodity, including the raising, shearing, feeding, caring for,
training, and management of livestock, bees, poultry, and fur-bearing animals
and wildlife.

"(2) In the employ of the owner or tenant or other operator of a farm, in
connection with the operation, management, conservation, improvement, or
maintenance of such farm and its tools and equipment, or in salvaging timber
or clearing land of brush and other debris left by a hurricane, if the major
part of such service is performed on a farm.

"(3) In connection with the production or harvesting of maple sirup or
maple sugar or any commodity defined as an agricultural commodity in sec-
tion 15 (g) of the Agricultural Marketing Act, as amended, or in connection
with the raising or harvesting of mushrooms, or in connection with the hatch-
ing of poultry, or in connection with the ginning of cotton, or in connection
with the operation or maintenance of ditches, canals, reservoirs, or waterways
used exclusively for supplying and storing water for farming purposes.

"(4) In handling, planting, drying, packing, packaging, processing,
freezing, grading, storing, or delivering to storage or to market or to a carrier
for transportation to market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity;
but only if such service is performed as an incident to ordinary farming
operations or, in the case of fruits and vegetables, as an incident to the
preparation of such fruits or vegetables for market. The provisions of this
paragraph shall not be deemed to be applicable with respect to service
performed in connection with commercial canning or commercial freezing.
or in connection with any agricultural or horticultural commodity after its
delivery to a terminal market for distributon for consumption.

"As used in this subsection, the term 'farm' includes stock, dairy, poultry,
fruit, fur-bearing animal, and truck farms, plantations, ranches, nurseries, ranges,
greenhouses, or other similar structures used primarily for the raising of agricul-
tural or horticultural commodities, and orchards."
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The wording in the Federal Unemployment Tax Act was adopted in the em-

ployment security laws of 30 States, and the substance, in 3 States, the former
exemption of "agricultural labor" without a definition was retained in the laws of
17 States (the District of Columbia law does not exempt agricultural labor.)
The Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance estimated that between 550,000
and 850,000 additional farm workers were excluded from coverage of old-age
insurance by the change in the definition of "agricultural labor."

Number and distribution of farm laborers
The implications of extending coverage may be gathered by an analysis of the

number and distribution of various types of agricultural workers and their relative
importance in the total economy. The 1940 United States Census reported
2,227,783 farm laborers and farm foremen in the United States; 4.2 percent of the
total labor force of the country. The Census was taken in the week of March
24-30, 1940, a season of low agricultural activity in many States, whereas the
seasonal peak occurs in July, August, and September. Many farm workers had
undoubtedly found temporary industrial employment during the winter and early
spring. Probably between three and five million workers perform services for
wages in agriculture during a calendar year. These estimates assume a break-
down into six types of agricultural employment:
Regular hired ,---------------------------------------------,600, 000
Local seasonal -------------------------------------------- 1, 200, 000
Migratory ------------------------------------------------- 800,000
Farm managers --------------------------------------------- 100, 000
Share croppers --------------------------------------------- 500, 000
Industrial, but classified as agricultural by the Unemployment Tax

Act ----------------------------------------------------- 300, 000
Total ---------------------------------------------- 4500, 000
Total (omitting share croppers and industrial workers) -------- 3, 700, 000

In the 1940 1 census, the States reporting 50,000 or more "farm laborers (wage
workers) and farm foremen" were:

Texas -------------------- 204, 386 Louisiana ------------------ 68, 122
California ----------------- 173, 584 Virginia ------------------- 68, 103
Georgia ------------------- 106, 350 Florida -------------------- 66, 096
North Carolina ------------- 80, 902 Missouri ------------------- 64, 597
New York ----------------- 79, 647 Pennsylvania --------------- 61, 661
Illinois -------------------- 72, 755 Ohio ---------------------- 61, 474
South Carolina -------------- 72, 595 Wisconsin ------------------ 60, 728
Alabama ------------------ 71, 852 Tennessee ------------------ 60, 610
Iowa ---------------------- 71, 219 Minnesota ----------------- 5, 763
Arkansas ------------------ 69, 948 Kentucky ------------------ 56, 709

The importance of farm wage and salary workers in the total State economy is
indicated by the percentage such workers were of the total labor force reported
for the State. The 12 States having the highest percentages were:
Wyoming -------------------- 10. 6 North Dakota ---------------- 9
Arkansas -------------------- 10. 3 Vermont --------------------- 7
Arizona --------------------- 10.0 Georgia ---------------------- 8.7
South Carolina.----------------9.9 Montana ----- --------- & 4
New Mexico ------------------ 9. 7 Florida ----------------------- 8. 4
Idaho ------------------------ 9. 7 Texas ------------------------ & 3
Unemployment among agricultural worker

The need of the group for unemployment insurance protection is evidenced by
the short-term character of much of the employment, and the number of agri-
cultural employees who, when unemployed, are seeking work. The 1940 United
States Census figures reflect the seasonal character of much agruciltural employ-
ment. Data were gathered on the months wage and salary farm workers were
actually employed during 1939.

'United States Census, 1940, vol. MI, pt. I and 2.
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Month, worked in 1989 by persons who were waye and salary workers in agriculture
(except persons in emergency work) in 1940, United States

Male Female

Number Percent Number Percentof total of total

Total o t al---------------------------------------- 2,2,58 4 129,841

Without work in 1939 --------------------------------- 67, 160 3.0 4,847 3.7
Under 3 months --------------------------------------- 93,315 4. 1 12,410 9.6
3 to 5 months ---------------------------------- 231,476 10.2 33,712 26.0
6 to 8 months ----------------------------------------- 428,791 19.0 34, 438 26.5
9to 11 months ----------------------------------------- 407,003 1&0 15,379 11.8
12 months .. ------------------------------------ 979,378 43.4 25,724 19.8
No report --------------------------------------------- 51,441 2.3 3,331 2.6

1 These totals differ from those quoted above because derived from tables with industrial rather than
ooeipational classification. In addition to the groups included in the occupational tables, the industrial
classification includes "persons employed on farms in other occupations, such as truck and tractor drivers,
mechanics and repairmen, and bookkeepers, and persons engaged in agricultural activities other than
strictly farm operation, such as cotton ginning, landscape gardening, greenhouses and farm services such as
irrigation and spraying." (U. S. Census, 1940, vol. III, pt. 1, p. 11.)

Source: 1940 United States Census, vol. I, pt. 1, table 89.

The census showed that farm workers experience considerable periods of un
employment: 302,893 reported that they were seeking work in the week March
24 to 30, and 123,400 were on public emergency work. Data were secured on the
duration of unemployment of those who reported they were seeking work in the
census week:

Duration of unemployment of wage and salary workers in agriculture, seeking work
in 1940, United States of America 1

Male Female

Number Percent Number Percent
of total of total

Total ------------------------------------------- 301,739 100.0 21,453 100.0

Less than I month ------------------------------------ 7,443 2.5 401 1.9
1 month ----------------------------------------------- 19, 351 6. 4 1,072 5.0
2 months ---------------------------------------------- 17, 792 5.9 1,134 5.3
3 months ---------------------------------------------- 34,343 11.4 3, 592 16.7
4 and 5 months ---------------------------------------- 58,967 19. 5 5,948 27. 7
6 to 8 months ----------------------------------- 60,502 16.7 3,598 16.8
9 to 11 months ----------- z --------------------------- 21,595 7.2 1,294 6.0
12 to 23 months --------------------------------------- 25,757 8. 5 1,012 4. 7
24 to 59 months --------------------------------------- 16,442 5 4 394 1.8

0 months or more ------------------------------------ 4,253 1.4 86 .4
Not reported ------------------------------------------ 45,294 15.0 2,922 13.6

I Again the variation in the totals is due to different classifications in the census tables.
Source: 1940 United States Census, vol. III, pt. I, tables 91 and 92.

Earnings of agricultural workers
While the present earnings of farm workers are relatively high, cash earnings

of farm wage workers and foremen in normal times were low, so that few could
save any substantial amount to carry them over periods of no wages. Of the
2,158,704 workers who reported their 1939 earnings, the median annual earnings
were $249.11, while even for those who reported employment in 12 months in
1939, the median was $332.98.1

There is great variation in earnings of farm workers, in different sections of
the country. From the Census report it is possible to compute the median annual
cash earnings, by regions:

i United States Census, 1940, voL I, pt. 1, table 72.
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Median annual cash earnings of farm laborers and farm foremen for the year 1939,by region. Median earnings

United States of America -------------------------------- $249. 11

Region:
Northeastern States --------------------------------------- 373. 86
North Central States -------------------------------------- 284. 87
Southern States ------------------------------------------ 179. 38
Western States ------------------------------------------- 400. 03

Source: United States Census, 1940, vol. I, pt. 1, table 72.
0

The following figures for 1937 wage rates in industry and agriculture show the
disparity betweem them:

Wage rates in agriculture and industry, 1987

Industry' I Agriculture (without board)2
Region hourly

Hourly Daily Monthly

United States of America - ---------------------- $0. 648 $0. 163 $1.61 $36.32North ----------------------------------------------. 691 .221 2.28 44.06
South ------------------------ -------.. -----------. 471 .121 1.19 25.48West ----------------------------------------------- .699 .294 2.76 62.99

I Monthly Labor Review, May 1940 p. 1207.
2 Estimates based on rates published by Crop Reporting Service, Department of Agriculture.

These cash earnings are frequently supplemented by payments in kind, typically
in the form of room and board, or sometimes housing only. However, there are
great variations in these perquisites, all the way from furnishing wood, water,
milk, or pasturing privileges, to a substantial building or orchard furnished to a
farm manager.

The low earnings of farm laborers indicate that there must frequently be a need
for relief to supplement the wage and bring the family income up to a subsistence
level. However such workers are at a special disadvantage, first, because re-'
sources for relief are extremely meager in many rural areas, and second, because
migratory workers are usually ineligible by reason of the residence requirements
which are prerequisities for relief in the States.

The additional exclusions, in States which have adopted the Federal definition
of agricultural labor, increase the number of in-and-out farm laborers, who during
the off-seasons obtain work in covered employment, without earning sufficient
wage credits to be eligible for compensation during periods of unemployment.
The Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance conducted two sample studies
in which roughly 57 percent of the migratory farm workers held social-security
account number cards; 20 percent of local seasonal workers had had industrial
employment at some time, and 7 percent, every year during 1937-39. For such
workers, the dovetailing of the peak seasons of agricultural and industrial work
means that employers (and in four States, the workers themselves) are contribut-
ing to a system from which they can rarely receive any benefit.
Problems of administration

If the agricultural workers are brought into the regular system, the problems
needing consideration are largely administrative. Since the exemption of agri-
cultural labor in the 1935 act was based largely on the administrative difficulty
of collecting contributions and wage reports from small, isolated farm units, the
staff of the Board has given a great deal of thought to the solution of this problem.
The Board has devised various stamp plans in connection with old-age and sur-
Vivors insurance which would so simplify the process of contribution collection
that no great burden would fall either on farm employers or on the administrative
agency. The practicability of meeting the special problems of State unemploy-
"nent compensation systems in the collection of contributions and wage reports
through such a plan has been demonstrated. In the development of special report-
ing procedures, the Bureau is ready to give to individual States any assistance
it can.



100 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Experience rating presents a special complication in planning a stamp system.
Larger farm units, however, might make regular wage reports and pay quarterly
contributions, sharing in the experience-rating privilege, while small employers,
e. g., those with annual pay rolls under a specified amount, might use the stamp
system and be given a contribution rate based on the group experience.

It has been sometimes anticipated that there would be difficulty in determining
the employment status of owners of small farms who at some time during the year
perform services for wages in agricultural operations, and who later claim benefits
as unemployed. This is not a new problem, however, since the State agencies
have had to make such determinations with respect to farm owners who lose jobs
in industrial enterprises, and satisfactory tests and standards have gradually been
evolved to help in making a decision.'

Character of coverage provisions
In planning the protection of agricultural workers on farms with few employees

or on all farms, the question arises as to whether agricultural workers can be
included in the general scheme of the State system or should be provided for in a
specialized plan.

In 1936, Great Britain established an unemployment insurance system for
agricultural workers, separate from the general scheme. The reasons for this
were three:

"(a) That agriculture should not be called on to contribute toward the debt
(then exceeding £100 million) of the general scheme;

"(b) That agriculture, owing to its low wages, could not afford the contribu-
tions of the general scheme;

"(c) That the rate of unemployment in agriculture was lower than that in
industry as a whole and that agriculture should be given the benefit of this lower
rate of unemployment." 2

Sir William Beveridge now recommends, however, that insurance for agricul-
tural workers be made part of a unified system: The debt of the general scheme
has been repaid, there has been a rise in agricultural wages in Britain, and the
principle is now firmly established that "* * * industries cannot to any sub-
stantial extent control their own volume of unemployment and that no industry,
accordingly, should contribute less to unemployment insurance because its normal
rate of unemployment is below the average." I.

There seems to be no reason for a separate system of insurance for agricultural
workers in the United States. The reasons which prompted the British to estab-
lish a separate system do not apply to the situation in the United States. In
this country, the State systems have reserves rather than debts, and make auto-
matic adjustment for differences in wage levels by percentage-of-wages contri-
bution rates.

If the present time is not considered by a State to be propitious for the coverage
of all agricultural service, the present broad exemptions may nevertheless be
narrowed. Provisions for broad exclusion such as the one in the Federal act
could be deleted and a narrower exclusion adopted in its stead.

In Employment Security Memorandum No. 13, "Manual of State Employment
Security Legislation," the Bureau has recommended a provision for exemption
from coverage that would make it possible to protect the workers on larger farms,
and those engaged on small farms in processes more nearly commercial or indus-

-trial than agricultural: "Service performed in the employ of an individual owner
or tenant operating a farm, in connection with the cultivation of the soil, the
harvesting of crops, or the raising, feeding, or management of livestock, bees, or
poultry, or in connection with the processing, packing or marketing of the produce
of such farm as an incident to ordinary farming operations: Provided, Such indi-
vidual operator of the farm does not employ in such services--or more persons
in-different calendar weeks in the current or preceding calendar year." 4

The 17 States which did not incorporate in their laws the Federal definition of
agricultural labor are still free to give a liberal interpretation to the undefined
exemption in their statutes, limiting the exclusion to bona fide farm work, and
covering commercial and industrial services. In 9 of these 17 States, employers
of fewer than 8 workers are not subject and if the exemption in the statute were

I See Unemployment Compensation Interpretation Service, Benefit Series, under code 150-Self-
employment and Other Employment; Agricultural Pursuits.

a Sir William Beveridge:' Social Insurance and Allied Services," 1942, p. 61.
3 p. .P2
a Manul of State Employment Security Legislation: Employment Security Memorandum No. 13,

revised November 1942: Section 2 (i) (6) (A).
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deleted entirely, only larger farm units would become liable, and no unique

difficulties of administration would be encountered.

Conclusion
It is suggested that States give consideration to the following:

(a) That the exemption of agricultural labor be deleted entirely, in States

that are confident that they can solve the problem of applying the provisions of

their law to the coverage to such service; or
(b) That States which are not ready to embark on com plete coverage of

services in agriculture adopt the provision in section 2 (i) (6) (A) of Employment

Security Memorandum No. 13, thus limiting the exclusion to services on farms

em loying fewer than eight workers; or, at least;

(c) That "agricultural labor" be defined and interpreted so as to exclude only

services which are wholly and only agricultural, performed by a farm hand

employed by a small farmer to do the ordinary work connected with his farm.

EXHIBIT VIc.-Average monthly employment of workers covered by State unemploy-

ment compensation laws,' by State, 1940-44

[In thousands, data corrected to July 21, 19451

Statutory size-
of-firm inclusion 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 2

(number of
workers)2

Total, 51 States -----------.---------------- 23,096.2 26,814.3 29,350.4 30,822.6 29,838.9

Alabama --------------------------- 8 or more ------ 288.9 365.7 441.1 434. 7 415.2

Alaska ---------------------- or more ------ 12.8 17.9 21.5 22.9 21.0

Arizona ---------------------------- 3 or more ------ 60.3 68.8 87.9 95.3 88.3

Arkansas -------------------------- 1 or more 4 .... 146.2 176.6 217.7 195.7 181.6

California ----------------- ------ do ------- 1, 380.7 1,672.2 1,982.0 2,274.0 2,191.9

Colorado ---------------------------- 8 or more ------ 133.5 149.1 185.7 174.4 154.9

Connecticut ----------------------- 4 or more .... 494.9 607. 5 670. 5 675. 0 625. 4

Delaware -------------------- 1 or more ------ 67.6 77. 2 83 2 87.0 82. 6

District of Columbia --------------.----- do --------- 176.8 201.9 199.4 201. 5 189.0
Florida ---------------------------- 8 or more 6 .... 252.2 292.5 320.7 358.3 335.1
Georgia ------------------- ----- do --------- 360.6 434.3 472.9 499.8 486.6
Hawaii ------------------------ lormore 7 _  67. 1  88 . 9  100 . 0  8 1. 0  77. 1

Idaho ------------------------------ ----- do.' ------- 63.4 69.6 77.9 68.5 67.9

Illinois ----------------------------- 6 or more ----- 1,799. 5 2,045.8 2, 128. 5 2,203. 2 2, 175. 6
Indiana --------------------- 8 or more ------ 609.6 744.8 822.1 893.2 857.8
Iowa. ------------------ ----- do --------- 236.1 263.9 282.0 299.9 294.7

Kansas ---------------------------- ----- do--------.- 149.0 176.7 242.4 275.2 259.0
Kentucky ----------------------- 4or more I 265.9 298.7 324.7 323.2 310.3
Louisiana ----------------------------- do.0 - - - - - - -  289. 5 336.0 371.1 401.7 388. 5
Maine ---------------------- 8 or more ------ 143.5 172.7 194.2 191.8 172.9
Maryland -------------.-- "-------- 1 or more------ 395.3 481.3 553.3 572.6 520.8
Masqachusetts ..-------------------- do. .- - - -  1,113.8 1, 264.6 1,318.8 1,399.4 1,363.8
Michigan -------------------- 8 or more. 1,123.9 1,325.7 1,423.4 1,613.8 1,571.7
Minnesota_-------------------- 1 or more 12 373.3 400. 6 437.8 4A. 7 458.7
Missisusippi -------------------- 8 or more--': 116.8 144. 2 170.9 164. 1 158. 5
M issouri- ............. do.. -...... 554. 1 65. 1 719.6 752. 1 71& 4

Montana --------------------- 1 or more .... 73.8 77.2 78.5 74.1 72.1

1 Average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly, semimonthly,
etc.) ending within the month. Excluded railroads and other groups subject toRailroad Unemployment
Insurance Act, as of July 1, 1939.

2 Number of employees for period specified in law, which makes employer automatically subject to State
law; applicable as of June 30, 1945.

3 Data are estimates based on employment trends of identical-frm samples.
I For 1940, 1 or more workers in each of 20 different weeks; for 1941, 1 or more in each of 10 different weeks;

effective Jan. 1, 1942, 1 or more in 10 days.
' Coverage changed from 5 or more workers in 20 weeks to 4 or more in 13 weeks, effective Jan. 1, 1942.
6 Or total wages of $5,000 or more in a calendar quarter of the current or preceding calendar year, effective

July 1, 1943.
7 Coverage changed from I or more workers in 20 weeks to 1 or more at any time, effective May 11, 1943.
' And total wages of $78 or more in calendar quarter.
'Wages of at least $50 to each of at least 4 workers during each of 3 calendar quarters; or 8 or more workers

in 20 weeks of calendar year.
10 For 1940, or 12 or more in 10 weeks.
11 Coverage changed from 4 or more to I or more in 20 weeks, effective Jan. 1, 1943.
11 Except employers of less than 8 workers located outside the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough

of 10 000 or more population.
Is or 1940, and total annual wages of $500 or more; effective Jan. 1, 1941, or total annual wages of $500 or

more.
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EXtIBIT VIc.-Average monthly employment of workers covered by State unemploy-
ment compensation laws,' by State, 1940-44-Continued

[In thousands, data corrected to July 21, 1945]

Statutory size-
of-firm inclusion 1940 191 1942 1943 19443

(number of
workers)'

Nebraska -------------------------- 8 or more 21.... 104.1 111. 6 139.2 147.2 141.4
Nevada ---------------------------- 1 or more 14 .... 24.4 28. 1 43.9 38.8 32.1
New Hampshire ------------------ 4 or more ------ 104.4 119.3 117.7 109.3 106.0
New Jersey ------------------------ 8 or more22 .... 974.0 1,127.5 1,228.2 1,297.4 1,247.7
New Mexico ----------------------- 2 or more -.... 48.8 53.6 57.7 57.2 55.8
New York ------------------------- 4 or more- .-- 3,313. 2 3,654.9 3, W. 5 3,983. 0 8,935.1
North Carolina -------------------- 8 or more-...... 467.2 549.2 585.6 578.9 &52. 1
North Dakota --------------------- ----- do --------- 27.4 29.7 28.6 28.9 29.4
Ohio -- . . ..------------------------- 8 or more ------ 1,507.5 1,789. 3 1,933.6 2,059.1 2,015.2
Oklahoma --.-------------------- 8 or more------ 184.6 207.4 247.0 272.6 258.7
Oregon ---------------------------- 4 or more 11---- 192. 1 232.4 285.2 324.0 311.2
Pennsylvania ---------------------- 1 or more---- - 2,378.7 2,675. 1 2, 790.9 2,811.4 2,709.8
Rhode Island ---------------------- 4 or more----.. 204.6 249.7 268 6 249.8 231.1
South Carolina ------------------- 8 or more.-.... 220. 7 267.6 278.8 273.2 255. 9
South Dakota -------------------------- do--------- 34.6 36.4 42.0 3. 0 37.1
Tennessee ------------------------------ do --------- 317.7 388.3 428.9 468.8 484.2
Texas ----------------------------------- do --------- 672,5 796.7 949.4 1,048.0 1,008.9
Utah ------------------------------ I or more ' .... 80.3 90.9 116.2 122.5 99.1
Vormont --------------------------- 8 or more-.---. 4&4 55.1 58.0 58.0 56.7
Virginia -------------------------------- do -.----- 357.8 447.4 497.8 458.5 427.0
Washington ----------------------- 1 or more I S_ 294.3 391.4 508.8 555.4 569.7
West Virginia --------------------- 8 or more-.--- 293.3 327.2 353. 2 343.4 334. 1
Wisonsin ------------------------ 6 or more".... 461.5 536. 9 618.4 660.9 664.6
Wyoming ------------------------ 1 1or more 2 .... 35.0 38.1 38.4 39.2 39.7

Average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type(weekly, semimonthly,
etc.) ending within the month. Excluded railroads and other groups subject to Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act, as of July 1, 1939.

2 Number of employees for period specified in law, which makes employer automatically subject to State
law; applicable as of June 30, 1945.

3 Data are estimates based on employment trends of identical-firm samples.
1 And total wages of $225 or morein calendar quarter.
I Or total wages of $450 or more in calendar quarter.
16 And total wages of $500 or more in calendar quarter.
IT And total wages of $140 or more In calendar quarter.
's Coverage changed from 8 or more workers in 20 weeks to 1 or more at any time, effective July 1, 1941.
"t8 or more workers in current calendar year or 6 or more in preceding calendar year or, if employer's

records do not permit accurate count of workers, total wages of $6,000 or more in preceding calendar year;
effective July 1, 1943. or total wages of more than $10,000 in calendar quarter.

0 And total wages of $150 or more In calendar quarter.
21 Or total wages of $10,000 in calendar quarter, effective Jan. 1, 1946.
n Effective Jan. 1, 1946, coverage changed to 4 Or more in 20 weeks.

ExMBIT VId.-Estimated employment in executive branch of U. S. Government, by
- war and other agencies and by States June 30, 1944 1,

Number of employees State War agen-
total as cies as

State percent percent
Total War agen- All other of all of State

cies 2 agencies areas total

All areas ---------------------------------- s2,918,289

Washington metropolitan area 4 -------
O ther areas ----------------------------

A labam a ----------------------------------
A rizon a -----------------------------------
A rkansas ----------------------------------
C alifornia ---------------------------------
C olorado ----------------------------------
Connecticut -------------------------------
D elaw re ----------------------------------
F lorida ------------------------------------

'2, 103,798 3 814, 491 100.0 72. 1

270,019 139,978 130,041 9.3 51.8
2,648,270 1,963,820 684,450 90.7 74.2

43,930
11,690
19,640

246, 270
17, 570
6,230
1,900

64,190

13,780
6,980
7, 790

42,790
9,410
6,300
1,020
9,280

76. 1
62.6
71.6
85.2
65.1
49.7
65.1
87.4

57,710
18,670
27,430

289,060
2C,980
1Z 530
2,920

73.470

IData exclude employees outside continental limits of the United States and those on basis of $1 per
month or year or without compensation.

' Includes Maritime Commission, National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, The Panama Canal,
and the emergency war agencies.

' Data for individual States were rounded to the nearest 10, and therefore the totals for all areas do not
agree exactly with those shown in table 1.

4The Washington metropolitan area includes certain adjacent sections in Maryland and Virginia as des-
ignated by the Bureau of the Census.
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EXHIBIT VId.-Estimated employment in executive branch of U. S. Government, by
war and other agencies and by States June 80, 1944 '-Continued

Number of employees state War agen-
total as cles as

State percent percent
Total All other all taeTotal vies I agencies areas total

G eorgia --------- ---- .....-- ....- .-- ..- .- .
Idaho ------------------------------------
Illinois ...................................
Indiana -----------------------------------
Iow a --------------------------------------
Kansas -----------------------------------
Kentucky
Louisiana ---------------------------------
M aine & ------------------------------------
M aryland ---------------------------------
M assachusetts -----------------------------
M ichigan ----------------------------------
M innesota --------------------------------
Mississippi ...............................
M issouri ----------------------------------
M ontana .....................
N ebraska ----------------------------------
N evada -----------------------------------
New Ham pshire A .........................
N ew Jersey ------------------------------..
New M exico ------------------------------
New York ................................
North Carolina .................
North D akota -----------------------------
Ohio -------------------------------------
Oklahom a ---------------------------------
Oregon ..........................
Pennsylvania ------------------------------
Rhode Island......................
South Carolina ----------------------------
South Dakota-------------------------Tes see ot ..........................
Tennessee.

Texas ...................................U tah -- - -- - - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - -
Vermont _
V irginia -----------------------------------
W ashington -------------------------------
West Virginia_
W isconsin--- ---- -- ---- --- -Wisonin............................
Wyoming -

Undistributed 6.----------------------.

70,710
9,780

128, 550
37,630
17,490
34,290
29,840
41,590
29,740
53, 560

114, 170
53,290
18,820
26,660
50,730
8,320

27,650
6,050
3,960

83,240
15,840

297,420
45,440

5,050
111,620
44,850
18,730

196,910
25,540
51,180
10,240
41, 190

144,910
35,740
2,800

109, 170
93,230
9,960

21,280
5,200

7,130

55,760
5, 910

75, 100
24,730
6,720

24,280
16,150
31,510
25,050
39, 220
93,730
34,200
4,710

19,550
29,110
3,030

20,020
3,740
1,860

69,810
10,230

211; 880
28,780

600
83,410
34,810
10, 110

158,050
23,280
4,120

5, 130
21,250

115,280
31, 060

460
95, 180
78,060
3,490
8,250
2,270

1, 510

14,950
3,870

53,450
12,900
10,770
10,010
13,690
10,080
4,690

14, 340
20,440
19,090
14, 110

7, 110
21,620
5,290
7,630
% 310
2,100

13,430
5,610

85,540
16,660
4,450

28, 210
10,040
8,620

38,860
2,260
8,060
5,110

19,940

29, 630
4,680
2,340

13, 990
15 170
6,470

13,030
2,930

5,620

2.4
.3
4.4
1.3
.6

1.1
1.0
1.4
L0
1.8
3.9
1.8
.7
.9

1.7
.3

1.0
.2
.1

2.9
.6

10.2
1.6
.2

3.8
1.5
.6

6.7
.9

1.8
.4

1.4

5.0
1.2
.1

3.8
3.2
.3
.7
.2

.3

7&.9
60.4
58.4
66.7
38.4
70.8
541
75.8
84.2
73.2
82.1
64.2
25.0
73.3
57.4
36.5
72.4
61.8
47.0
83.9
64.6
71.2
63.3
12.0
74. 7
77.6
a4.0
80.3
91.2
8&2
0.1

51.6

79.6
86.9
16.3
87.2
83.7
35.0
38.8
43.7

21.2

I Data exclude employees outside continental limits of the United States and those on basis of $1 per
month or year without compensation.2 Includes Maritime Commission, National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, The Panama Canal,
and the emergency war agencies.

A Porstmouth (N. H.) navy yard included with State of Maine because its physical location, with the
exception of headquarters office, is in that State.

'Covers employees in travel status and not assigned to any particular station.

EXHIBIT VIe.-Total paid civilian employment in the executive branch of the

Federal Government, January 1989 to May 1945, inclusive

Month 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945

auary ------------ 865,608 939,296 1,153,431 1,703, 099 2,864,021 2, 820, 034 2,68,900
February ---------- 875, 553 939, 396 1,173,152 1,805,186 2,944,922 2,827,843 2,918,927
March ------------ 8!9, 057 949,418 1,202,348 1,926,074 2,978,824 2.837, 552 2, 920, 410
April ------------- 885,975 959,972 1,251,283 1,970,969 3,005,812 2,853,471 2,914,691
May ------------- 903,754 980.801 1,306,333 2,066,873 3,030,659 2,866,401 2,897,077
June ------------- 926,415 1,014, 117 1, 370, 110 2,206,970 1 3,002,453 2,918,287 2,915,472
July ------------- 928,865 1,026, 572 1, 391, 689 2,327, 32 2,971, 716 2,941,209
August ............. 934,832 1,039,996 1, 444, 8 2,450,759 2,837,647 2,908, 557
September ------- 940,133 1,059,984 1,487,925 2,549,474 2,805,519 2,881,229
October --- ------- 936, 562 1,691,931 1, 511,682 2, 687,093 2,797, 513 2, b78, 270
November --------- 935,250 1, 114,068 1, 545, 131 2,739,815 2, 822, 727 2,876.004..........
December .......... 1988, 099 11.184,344 1,620,922 2,810,871 2,811,812 2,859,737..........

y Reports prior to June 143 included all employees whose names appeared on the rolls during the last
Pay period of the month. Beginning June 1943, the number of employee& in active-duty status is reported.
Persons on terminal leave and extended leave without pay are excluded. Data beginning June 1943 are for
the 48 States and the District of Columbia only. Seasonal postal employees hired for the Christmas rush
are Included in December 1939 and 1940, but excluded in 1941 and later years.
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Fxwiuw VIf. MEMORANDUM ON COVERAGE OF MARIrIM1C EMPLOYEES UNDER
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE LAWS

There were two reasons for the initial failure to extend the protection of unem-
ployment insurance to maritime workers: First, when the Social Security Act
was adopted in 1935, the Congress followed the recommendations of the Com-
mittee on Economic Security in its report to the President and transmitted by
him to the Congress on January 17, 1935, that. the States be assigned primary
responsibility for the creation and administration of unemployment insurance
sy-tems.' The recommendation of the Committee on Economic Security that
there be imposed "a uniform pay-roll tax against which credits shall be allowed
to industries in States that shall have passed unemployment-compensation laws"'
was adopted.

But it was assumed apparently by both the Congress and the State legislatures
that, under the doctrine enunciated by the Supreme Court in the Jensen 2 case,
the imposition of a tax on maritime employment would violate article II, sect ion
2, of the Constitution. Title IX'of the Social Security Act, the Federal legal
structure on which the States were expected to build unemployment compensa-
tion systems, therefore excluded from taxable employment "service performed
a an officer or member of the crew of a vessel on the navigable waters of the
United States," 3 and most of the States followed the congressional lead. Those
States which did not copy the Social Security Act language apparently did not
do so because they regarded the result as in any event the same.

But there was another reason for the exceptional treatment given the maritime
industry. The Committee on Economic Security recommended an exception to
the rule of State administration of unemployment insurance:

"We are opposed to exclusions of any specified industries from the Federal act,
but favor the establishment of a separate nationally administered system of unem-
ployment compensation for railroad employees and maritime workers." 4

The economic security bill as originally introduced in the House 5 would have
levied a tax on maritime employers, as on other employers engaged in industry and
commerce; and since it was assumed that the States would be unable, consti-
tutionally, to levy a tax on such employers, the bill presumably contemplated a
Federal system. In the Social Security Act as finally adopted, however, maritime
employment was excluded entirely and the records imply that no consideration was
given to the creation of a national system. Maritime workers were excluded from
the old-age insurance system created by titles II and VIII of the Social Security
Act because of anticipated administrative difficulties. 6 Presumably, there was no
discussion of a national unemployment insurance system for the maritime industry
for the same reason. Thus, the failure to provide benefits for maritime workers in
the initial stages of unemployment compensation history was based on both legal
and administrative reasons.

Railroads were originally taxed under title IX of the Social Security Act and
all the States except Alabama and Wisconsin covered railroad workers in the
scope of their unemployment compensation acts.7 In 1938, however, Congress
exercised its prerogative to deal with matters affecting interstate commerce to the
exclusion of the States by passing the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act,'
by the terms of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act there were removed
from the coverage of State unemployment compensation systems railroads, cer-

Stain related employers, and their employees. Such removal was effective with
res ,,ct to unemployment on and after July 1, 1939. Judging by the failure of
the hearings on the railroad unemployment insurance bill 9 to mention maritime
employment, no consideration was given to including the maritime industry
along with railroads in the Federal system.

I Economic Security Act, hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives,
74th Corg., 1st seas., on H. R. 4120, p. 21.
2 Souher Pacific Co. v. Jensen (244 U. 8.205).
3 Sec. 907 (c) (3). Public, No. 271, 74th Cong.
, Economic Security Act, hearings, ut supra, p. 33.
1 H. It. 4120. 74th C-onv., 1st sess
$ See report of the Social Recurity Board on proposed changes in the Social Security Act, in social Security

hearings rdative to the Social Security Act amendments of 1939, before the Committee on Ways and Means,
House of lRltpres&ntot ives, 76Lh Cong., 1st ses.. p. 7.

7 See Analysis of State Unomployment Compensation Laws, December 1937, Social Security Board
Publication No. 13.

1 Public. No. 722, 75th Cong., approved June 25, 1938.
* See Railroad Unemployment Insurance System, hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on

Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, 75th Cong., 3d ses., on H. R. 10127; and
Unemployment Insurance System for Employees Engaged in Interstate Commerce, hearings before the
Committee on Interstate Commerce, U. S. Senate, 75th Cong., 3d sees., on S. 3772.
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In its recommendations of January 1939, the Social Security Board urged the
creation of a Federal maritime unemployment insurance system on the ground
that it was constitutionally impossible to extend the jurisdiction of the State
systems into the maritime field.10
Further, in a report published by the Social Security Board in April 1939, the con-
c.lusion was stated that-

"Conditions of employment in deep-sea shipping in foreign, coastwi e, and
intercoastal trades render it difficult for State unemployment compensation sys-
tems to extend coverage to such employment. Service in these trades is performed
on the high seas and on the territorial waters of foreign countries and on waters
adjacent to several States. Individuals engaged in such service frequently have
11o established residence and may become unemployed in any port during the
voyage." 11

EXHIBIT VIg

Under S. 1274, temporary reconversion unemployment benefits would be paid
to individuals who had been employed in handling, drying, packing, processing,
freezing, grading, storing, or delivering to storage or to market or to a carrier
for transportation to market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity. This
provision would extend unemployment compensation protection to about 300,000
workers now excluded from the program.

Agricultural processing employment was covered by social security until 1939.
Prior to that time, the Social Security Act excluded agricultural labor without
defining it in the law. The definition adopted by regulation by the Social Security
Board, the Bureau of Internal Revenue, and the State unemployment compensa-
tion agencies did not regard processing as agricultural labor. The 1939 amend-
ments, however, wrote into the social security tax law a broad definition of
agricultural labor under which the processing of agricultural commodities was
excluded. About two-thirds of the States amended their definitions to agree
with the new Federal definition. Thirty-five States now exclude these workers
in one way or another.

The Social Security Board has never believed that unemployment compensation
coverage of these workers presented especial problems of administrative feasibility
nor have they represented special problems in those States which have continued
to cover them under their State laws.

Agricultural processing is carried on under essentially industrial conditions.
The operation of an automatic machine for packing raisins is no more agricultural
than employment in a canning factory. The considerations of administrative
difficulty which led to the exclusion of agricultural labor from the social-security
program are not applicable to processing employment. The Social Security
Board has been recommending to the States that they extend coverage to agricul-
tural processing workers without waiting until they feel prepared to cover agricul-
tural employment generally.

EXHIBIT VIh
(Source: Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security Board, August 11, 1945)

COVERAGE OF DOMESTIC SERVICE

The 1935 Social Security Act, in its definition of "employment," excluded
"domestic service in a private home." The 1939 amendments added exclusion
of domestic service in a "local college club, or local chapter of a college fraternity
or sorority." Employment Security Memorandum No. 13 did not follow the
Federal act in excluding them. However, 35 States did adopt the further exemp-
tion, with variations, and 1 State automatically exempts them through reference
to the Security Act.

New York is the only State covering domestic service in private homes. By
its definition of "employer," the statute extends coverage to persons employing
four or more employees for at least 15 days in a calendar year, and the definition
of "employment' does not exclude domestic service.

Data on the New York experience are available only for the years 1939 to
1943, inclusive:

'0 Hearings relative to the Social Security Act amendments of 1939, ut supra, p. 12.
i Constance A. Kiehel, the Maritime Industry and Unemployment Compensation, Research and Statis-

tics Memorandum No. 1, Social Security Board.
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New York: Average monthly employment, amount of taxable wages, contributions,
and benefit, paid in the domestic service industry, by year, 1989-438

[Data reported by State agency]

I Benefits paid

Average
Y'ear monthly Total wages Taxable Contrlbu-

employ- wages tons Percent of
mont - Amount contribu-

tions

1939 ---------------------- 22,533 $30,473,000 $30, 473,000 $931,076 (-)-----
1940 --------------------- 24,253 32, 718,002 32,152,496 868,117 $662 056 76.
1941 ---------------------- 24,116 32.383,624 31,845,203 859, 821 636,286 74.0
1942 ---------------------- 20,896 28, 207,651 27,759,500 749,507 733,039 97.8
1943 ---------------------- 16,957 24,130,127 23,706,109 640,065 181,454 28.3

'Data not available.

Average monthly employment ranged between 17,000 and 25,000; taxable
wages between $24,000,000 and $33,000,000; contributions, between $650,000
and $940,000; benefit payments between $200,000 and $750,000; and the ratio
of benefits to contributions was high; lowest, 28.3 percent; and highest, 97.8 per-
cent. The number of reporting establishments has been between 3,000 and
3,500. The high ratio of benefit payments to contributions is ample evidence of
the need of domestic-service workers for the protection of unemployment com-
pensation. The 1942 benefit payments represent 52,769 compensated weeks of
unemployment. In 1940 over 10 percent of experienced domestic workers in
the United States were reported in the census as unemployed and seeking work.

Probably in no State other than New York would a coverage of four or more
bring under the act so many domestic workers in rivate homes. Possibly
California, and a few of the larger cities, have a considerable number of private
homes with a retinue of domestic workers. However, in the 22 States covering
8 or more workers, the 2 States covering employers of 6 or more, and even the 8
States covering employers of 4 or more, a comparatively small number of workers
would be affected by deletion of the exclusion of service in private homes. The
deletion of the exemption of college clubs, fraternities, and sororities might give
protection to a considerable number.

The 1940 census reported 2.1 million workers employed in domestic service
in private families. Probably a very large percentage of these workers is em-
ployed in families employing only one such worker. Again, a large number are
part-time or casual workers. This is precisely the greatest difficulty in covering
domestic service-that the employing units are small and scattered, and the
collection of reports and contributions would be difficult and expensive. It has
always been assumed that making reports of wages, including payments In kind,
would be too difficult for housewives, but they seem to have done very well in
mastering the mathematics of point rationing. However, a stamp system has
been considered the most feasible method of collection, for the small units em-
ploying domestic workers--as for small farm units. Any States which might
pioneer In covering these workers, and experiment with methods of collecting
contributions, and paying benefits to them, would perform a useful service by
pointing the way to the coverage of these workers throughout the country.

The 1940 census contains the following distribution by States of domestic
workers in private families, including both those employed, and those who were
experienced workers seeking work:

United States ------- 2, 327, 159 Georgia ------------------ 110, 874
Idaho -------------------- 4, 065

Alabama ------------------ 75, 061 Illinois ------------------- 104, 264
Arizona ------------------- 6, 821 Indiana ------------------ 41, 837
Arkansas ----------------- 32, 239 Iowa --------------------- 32, 655
California ----------------- 96, 886 Kansas ------------------- 22, 808
Colorado ------------------ 12, 991 Kentucky ----------------- 42, 720
Connecticut --------------- 29, 844 Louisiana ----------------- 70, 711
Delaware ----------------- 6, 935 Maine -------------------- 15, 569
District of Columbia- - ----- 28, 295 Maryland ---------------- 45, 262
Florida ------------------- 72, 662 Massachusetts ------------- 62, 096
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Michigan 66; 502 Oregon .... 13, 164
Minnesota ---------------- 38, 749 Pennsylvania ------------- 146, 810
Mississippi ---------------- 52, 419 Rhode Island ------------- 8, 771
Missouri ----------------- 58, 783 South Carolina ------------ 55, 795
Montana ----------------- 4, 627 South Dakota ------------- 6, 670
Nebraska ----------------- 16, 349 Tennessee ----------------- 68, 711
Nevada ------------------- 866 Texas -------------------- 154, 999
New Hampshire ---------- 8, 770 Utah --------------------- 3, 077
New Jersey ---------------- 67, 842 Vermont ----------------- 7, 923
New Mexico -------------- 6, 364 Virginia ------- ---------- 65, 509
New York ---------------- 252, 437 Washington --------------- 19, 320
North Carolina ------------ 82, 613 West Virginia ------------- 23, 812
North Dakota ------------- 7, 723 Wisconsin ----------------- 39, 612
Ohio --------------------- 99, 064 Wyoming ----------------- 2, 186
Oklahoma ----------------- 33, 097

EXHIBIT VIla. DISQUALIFICATIONS UNDER STATE LAWS

There is no place in the unemployment compensation program for imposing-
disqualifications for refusal of suitable work, voluntary leaving, and discharge for
misconduct solely for punitive purposes. Disqualifications properly should pre-
vent the payment of benefits for voluntary unemployment but never completely
bar payments to eligible individuals who are involuntarily unemployed, able,
willing, and available for work. Unemployment compensation should not be
payable for periods of voluntary unemployment, but neither should it act to in-
troduce rigidities in the system or hinder the free mobility of labor, especially in
this period. Disqualifications might well be limited to a suspension of benefits
for the weeks, up to four or five, which immediately follow the act for which the
individual is disqualified. Such suspensions are sufficient to deter workers from
voluntarily becoming unemployed and to bar the compensation of voluntary un-
employment. Cancellations or redfictions in benefit rights, on the other hand,
nullify the duration provisions and prevent the compensation of involuntary un-
employment. By so doing they withdraw insurance protection from both busi-
ness and workers and curtail the usefulness of unemployment compensation, par-
ticularly for the kind of economic period that is ahead.

Disqualifications under the State laws are imposed when a worker quits his job
voluntarily without good cause, when he is discharged for misconduct connected
with his work, when he is engaged directly in a labor dispute, or when he refuses
to accept suitable work. Amendments to many State laws, however, have shifted
the emphasis from paying benefits to workers unemployed through no fault of their
own to paying benefits only when the employer is responsible for their unemploy-
ment. Emphasis has also shifted from postponing benefits for a certain number of
weeks following the workers' disqualifying acts to penalizing workers by canceling
their benefit rights. Finally, a whole host of special causes of disqualifications
have been written into State statutes. It is necessary that the basic principles
be restored. Good cause for voluntarily leaving a job should not be limited to
causes attributable to the employer but should include good personal causes. As
long as the unemployment is involuntary and the worker is available for work,
good personal or family reasons for quitting a job, such as the fact that the con-
ditions are such as to undermine his health, are as valid as reasons attributable to
employers.Workers should be disqualified for benefits merely by suspension of their rights

for a reasonable period following a disqualifying act. In January 1938, eight
State laws contained disqualifications which canceled part or all benefit rights,
and the remaining States contained disqualifications which resulted only in post-
ponement of benefit rights. The reasoning behind postponement of benefits was
that the claimant should not be entitled to benefits during any period when his
unemployment was directly due to a disqualifying act. After that period, his
unemployment would be due not to his disqualifying act but to labor-market
conditions, and it would therefore be compensable. Such suspensions are sufficient
to deter workers from voluntarily becoming unemployed and to bar compensation
for voluntary unemployment. By 1944, however, 19 additional States had in-
cluded disqualifications which cancel part or all of a worker's benefit rights.

76876--45---.-8
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TABLE 1.-Changes in State laws on major disqualifications from unemployment
compensation benefits, 1938, 1940, 1944

Number of State laws reducing or
canceling benefit rights for 3 major
reasons

Disqualifying act

January January January
1938 1940 1944

Total State laws with 1 or more types of disqualifications ------------- 8 14 27
Voluntary leaving without good cause ----------------------------- 5 10 20
Discharge for misconduct ------------------------------------------ 6 12 20
Refusal of suitable work -------------------------------------- 6 9 21

Under this philosophy a worker who has committed a disqualifying act is not
only deprived of benefits for the period following his act but is further penalized by
losing some or all of his benefit rights. If he should become unemployed in the
future he may find that, though otherwise eligible for benefits, he has little or no
benefit rights on which to draw. Such disqualifications may nullify duration
provisions; they are particularly serious in the reconversion period, since cancella-
tion of benefit rights for current disqualifying acts will result in curtailment of
benefit rights later when workers are unemployed through" no fault of their own.
Such curtailment seriously limits the usefulness of unemployment compensation,
particularly for the period as the one we are facing.

The seriousness of this situation is shown by some figures on the extent of dis-
qualifications. During 1943, for example, 28 percent of new claims allowed in
Colorado were disqualified because of voluntary leaving, discharge for miscon-
duct, and refusal of suitable work. The disqualifications in the Colorado law
provide that any worker disqualified for any of these reasons shall have his benefit
rights reduced by 3 to as much as 15 weeks; yet duration of benefits under the
Colorado law is equal to only one-third of the individual's base-year wages or 16
weeks, whichever is less. If disqualifications of 15 weeks were imposed under this
law, the benefits would be payable for only 1 week. This is not an isolated ex-
ample. Georgia disqualified 11.6 percent of its allowed new claims in 1943 and
provides a mandatory reduction of 2 to 8 weeks for voluntary leaving and refusal
of suitable work and of 3 to 10 weeks for discharge for misconduct. Disqualifica-
tion for a single act thus/cut down Georgia's 16 weeks' uniform duration of benefits
to as few as 6 weeks.

TABLE 2.-Percentage of new claims disqualified in specified States for
3 issues, 1943

Percent of allowed new claims disqualified,
1943, because of-

State
Discharge Refusals of

All 3 issuesI Voluntary for mis- suitableleaving conduct work

California --------------------------------------------- 13.0 2.6 0.2 10.2
Colorado ---------------------------------------------- 28.4 13.9 1.1 &4
Georgia ----------------------------------------------- 211.6 8.9 2.7 (1)
Maine ------------------------------------------------ 7.3 3.2 1.3 2.8
Mississippi -------------------------------------------- 17.0 (3) (1) (3)
Nebraska --------------------------------------------- 7.4 5.1 .7 1.6
New York -------------------------------------------- 9.9 2.9 .2 6.8
Washington ------------------------------------------- 37. 3 (3) (3) (3)
Wyoming --------------------------------------------- 18.8 11.6 1.4 & 8

I Includes disqualifications for other issues.
, Includes only disqualifications for voluntary leaving and discharge for misconduct.
' Data not available.

Special causes of disqualifications, such as disqualifications of women who
leave to marry, or because of pregnancy, which have been written into many
State statutes should be removed and such cases-handled by administrative
action which appraises the circumstances surrounding the individual case in
order to determine whether the individual is involuntarily unemployed and avail-
able for work. The removal of such disqualifications from the statute eliminates
the inequitable treatment that now exists and restores the function of compen-
sating for bona fide unemployment.



E'XHIBIT VIIb.-Summary of principal disqualification for benefits

Voluntary leaving Discharge for misconduct Refusal of suitable work

state WeLabor dispute
Weeks dis- Benefits reduced qualified Benefits reduced W dBenets reduced

qualified Weuali qualified

Alabama ----------------------
Alaska --------- r -------------
Arizona -----------------------
Arkansas ----------------------
California -....----------------
Colorado ----------------------
Connecticut ------------------
Delaware ----------------------
District of Columbia -----------
Florida ------------------------
Georgia ------------------------
Hawaii ------------------------
Idaho -------------------------
Illinois ------------------------
Indiana -------------------.--
Iowa --------------------------
Kansas ---------------------
Kentucky -------------------- I
Louisiana ---------------------
Maine -------------------------
Maryland ---------------------
Massachusetts ----------------
Michigan ----------------------
Minnesota ---------------------
Mississippi --------------------
Missouri ----------------------
Montana ----------------------
Nebraska -------------------
Nevada ------------------
New Hampshire -----------
New Jersey --------------------
New Mexico -------------------
New York ---------------------
North Carolina ----------------
North Dakota -------------
Ohio ----------------------
Oklahoma ---------------------
Oregon ------------------------

p to5 ----
4-----------
Up to 5 -----
Up to 4 4.--
8 to 15 .......
4-----------
All ----------
3.------------
Up to 12 A -----
2to 8 ----------
2 to 7 ---------
All ..........
3 to7 --------
5-----------
A ll 6 ----------
Up to 9 -----
I to 167 ------
Up to 6 -----
1 to5 -------
Ito 9 .......
All ----------
----- do -------
Up to 12 -....
Up to 5 ------
U to 4........

Up to 15- ....
All"1 -------
3-----------
i to 13 -------
6 1 2 _

4 to 12 .-......
Up to7 -----
(t......... .... _

(2 --------.-. -
(16) - - - - - -

(2)... .... ..............

Mandatory, equal...
...........--- ...---- .-----

Mandatory, equal-----

Mandatory, 2 to 8 ..

Mandatory, 6.......

-----------...-------------

M--atory -equal
Mandatory, equal-----

Mandatory, equal ...

Mandatory, 6qua-------
. -.... ----..... . ---.. ...

------------------------..

3 to 6 ---------
Up to 5 -----
4-----------
Up to 5 -----
Up to 4 4 -.--
3 to 15 -------
4 -----------
All ----------
lto4 ---------
Up to 12
3 to 10 -------
2to7 ---------
All ..........
3 to7 ---------
56----------
2 to9--------"
Up to9 -----
1 to 16 ------
Up to 6 -----
I to9 ........
----- d o ---------
A--------

---do ------
3Ato ..........
Up to 12 ----
Up to 8 -----
1 to 9 o -------
Up to5 -----
Up to 15--
3-----------
3-----------
I to 13 -------
7--------
5 to 12 ........
Up to I0 .----

3 ------------
(14)............-

Mandatory, equal-----

Mandatory.e.ua.... --.
Mandatory, equal.- -

Mandatory, 3 to 10 ....

and--atory... -6------

Mandatory, equal.----

-Mandatory, equal...
..Mandatory.equal..---.

--- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- ------------ I

Mandatory, equal ..

m -- . - ........... .....

Mandatory, equal...

---i--------i--------i--

Mandatory, equal .to 1

Mandatory, 6---------

A ll I -----------
Up to 5 .----
-..-- do -------------- do .......

Up to 4 4 ....
3 to 16.... ....-
4-----------
All --- -- -
3-----------
Up to 96 .---
2 to 8 --------
2 to 7 ------
1 to5 ........
3 to 7.........
6-- ---------
All --- -- -
Up to 4 .------
Ito 16' ------
Up to 6 ......
1 to 5 .........
I to 9--------
Up to 4 -----
3 to 5 ----------
3 ------------
Up to 12-
4 to 8 .........I to 5........

up to 15 .----
3 -----------

1 to 13 -------
All - - - - - -
4 to 12 ......
Up to 7 -----
All ..........
(26 -------------21)- - - - - -

Mandatory, equal-----

-Optional up to 3 .. "

Mandatory, 2 to 8...

Mandatory 6 ........

Mandatory, equal...

Mandatory, equal-..

-Optional, equal . ............ ...

Mandatory,-e-ua--- ----

Mandatory, equal - ...

-Canellation...-------

Mandatory, equal-----

Mandatory, equal ...

During progress.
All.
During stoppage.

Do.
During progress.
During stoppage.
All.
During stoppage
During progress.

Do.
During stoppage.

Do.
During progress.
During stoppage.

Do.
Do.
Do.

During progress.
3.'
During stoppage.

Do.
Do.
Do.

During progress.
During stoppage.

Do.
Do.
Do.

During progress.
During stoppage.

Do.
Do.7."3

During stoppage.
Do.

During progress.
During stoppage.
During progress.

Footnotes at end of table.
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ExHIuTT VIIb.-Summary of principal disqualijication. for benefits '-Continued

State

Pennsylvania ..................
Rhode Island -------------------
South Carolina ................
South Dakota -............
Tennessee .....................

Utah ..........................
Verm ont ----------------- ......
Virginia .......................
Washington --..............
West Virginia .................
W isconsin ----------------------
W yoming----------------------

Voluntary leaving

Weeks dis-
qualified Benefits reduced

Discharge for misconduct

Weeks dis-
qualified Benefits reduced

Refusal of suitable work

Weeks dis-
qualified Benefits reduced

I I I I I I I

Ilto 51 ----) ......--- .
I to5 .........
2 to 16 .......-Ito 5 -.......(3)............
1to .........2 too 1613.---
I to a5--------Uto 4......
1..to........Up to 4-----

4 ---------
up to 5...

Optional, equal----

Mandatory, equal.--

Mandatory, equal---

Mandatory, 6 ----

All ......
Itol0 .......
I to 163? ----
M).. 1.......
2 to 16 i .......

It09 t ......
1 or more I..
1 to9 ........
Up to 4 ......

Upto5 .-...

I Unless otherwise noted, the number of weeks of disqualification shown in this table
are consecutive weeks following the week the disqualifying act occurred. As used in
the table "Cancellation" means that all benefit rights acquired prior to the disqualify-
ing act are canceled; "All" means that the disqualification is for the duration of unem-
ployment due to or following the particular act; in the columns on benefit reduction' Mandatory" Indicates a mandatory reduction to be applied In every case; "Optional"
indicates that the reduction Is optional with the State agency, and "equal" Indicates
that the reduction must be in an amount equal to the weekly benefit amount multiplied
by the number of weeks of disqualification; in the column on labor dispute "During
progress means that the individual is disqualified if his unemployment is due to a dis-
pute in active progress and "During stoppage" indicates that the disqualification is
limited to unemployment due to a stoppage of work because of a labor dispute in active

r Benefit rights based on employment individual left barred.
,And until Individual earns wages equal to 20 times his weekly benefit amount.

For successive disqualifications up to 8 weeks.
And disqualification to continue until individual earns wages equal to 10 times his

weekly benefit amount.
* Does not apply if Individual (a) left work for better employment at which he worked

12 or more weeks; (b) while temporarily laid off he worked temporarily with another
employer who knew of his intention to return to his regular work and he did so return;
and(c) if he quit work solely and necessarily to care for an ill or Injured member of his
Immediate family, and he offered his services to his former employer upon their recovery.

SActually the usual waiting period of 1 week of unemployment is extended to 2 to 17
wees of unemployment.

* Or during progress of dispute, whichever is shorter.

Optional, equal.....--
(3).....................-

Mandatory,----equal -

Mandatory, equal.--

Mandatory, 6 -----
(3).....................-

All_
I to -I
I to 5 17 --------

2 to 8 s ........
1 to 5 -- -- -6.. ........

I to 5 ------

U'Pto 4.-----

I. ___________ I

Optional, equal.....--
---do -- -- -- - - -

Cdancellation.......--
Mandatory,-equa------- -

Mandatory, equal----

Mandatory, equal -. ---

Mandatory, equal.0--

Lebor dispute

4.1
8.
During progmss.
During stoppage.
4.11
During stoppage.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

During progress.
During stoppage.

* No waiting period required.
's Following the waiting period.

U. Until individual again earns wages equal to 42 more than his weekly benefit amount-
Is Following week of leaving or return to labor market.
's Or during progress of dispute, whichever is aborter.
14 Individual disqualified for full period of unemployment next ensuing after he left

work without just cause and until he has earned in employment wages equal to not lea
than 4 times the weekly benefit amount.

Is Actually the usual waiting period of 2 weeks is lengthened to 5 weeks, which must
be weeks of unemployment.

Is Individual disqualified for week of leaving work, discharge for misconduct, or retual
to seek or accept suitable work, and for all subsequent weeks until he has earned S0 or
more in bona fide employment in 2 separate weeks.

It Weeks of unemployment in which individual is otherwise eligible.
1" Actually I to 8 (2-week) benefit periods--I to 4 in case of refusal of suitable work-

which must follow the filing of a claim and the waiting period.
19 Such number of weeks (but not less than 1) as agency determines.
0 Deductions recredited if individual returns to covered employment in his benefit

year.
21 And such additional period as any offer of suitable work continues open.
" Individual disqualified for week of refusal and until he has again been employed

within at least 4 weeks and has earned wages equaling at least 4 times his weekly benefit
amount.

Source: Social Security Board.

I I
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EXuIBIT VIIc.-Distribution of States and of employed covered worker.
for 8 major disqualification issues and conditions under which workers
qualified for voluntary leaving, December 31, 1944, and June 50, 1945

Issue and type of disqualification

A. Type of disqualification:
Voluntary leaving ---------------------

Postponement of benefits ----------
Reduction or cancellation of bene-

fit rights 2 ......................

Discharge for misconduct --------------

Postponement of benefits ----------
Reduction or cancellation of bene-

fit rights I -----------------------

Refusal of suitable work ---------------

Postponement of benefits ----------
Reduction or cancellation of bene-

rights 2 ------------------------

Total number of States which
reduce or cancel benefit rights
for I or more of 3 major issues_-_-

B. Voluntary leaving-conditions under
which disqualified:

T o tal ............................

W ithout good cause ---------------
Without good cause attrtbutable

to the employer -----------------
Without good cause connected

with work...............

December 31, 1944
- I I

Num-
ber of
States

Covered workers

Number

athouasand

29,838.9

Percent

100.0

Num-
ber of
States

June 30, 194%5

Covered workers

Number

29,838. 9

Percent

100.0

31 20,207.7 67.9 34 23,262.4 78.0

20 9,571.2 32.1 17 6,576.5 22.0

'50 ' 27,129. 1 '91.0 51 29838. 9 100.0

29 17,196.9 57.7 32 20,886.2 70.0

21 9,932.2. 33.3 19 8,952.7 30.0

51 29,838.9 100.0 51 29,838.9 100.0

29 19, 67L 0 65.9 30 20,304.3 68.0

22 10,167.9 34.1 21 9, 534. 6 32.0

28 13,682.9 45.9 26 12,703.4 42.6

451 29,88. 9 100.0 '51 29,838.9 100.0

18,519.9

6,041.8

5,277.2

62.1

20.2

17.7

21, 104. 8

6,041.8

2,692.3

70.8

20.2

9.0

'Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of each type (weekly,
semimonthly etc.) ending within the month. Data are preliminary.

States which reduce benefit rights also postpone payment of benefits.
3 All States except Pennsylvania.
'Includes Pennsylvania-if left work voluntarily without good cause, unless his union rights would be

infringed upon if worker remained.
' Includes Iowa and Wisconsin in which 1945 amendments, although retaining this condition, modify its

severity by adding exceptions to its operation.

EXHIBIT VIIIa.-MIGRATION DURING THE WAR PERIOD

Production of materiel needed to successfully prosecute the war required
expansions in the labor force in most of our important industrial centers that could
not be met'by the existing local labor supply. To meet these war needs, a migra-
tion to war centers of unprecedented proportions took place in the past 4 years.

According to the Bureau of Census estimates recently released, about 15,000,000
civilians changed their county residence since Pearl Harbor. Moreover, since
there was a movement of people into and out of the same area and since both of
these changes are included in the above figure, estimates of net changes in county
population-i. e., the difference between in-migration and out-migration in the
same area-will necessarily be smaller. The War Manpower Commission's
estimate of net intercounty civilian migration indicates a net movement of 6.7
million persons between April 1, 1940, and November 1, 1943. For the same
reasons, the amount of net interstate civilian migration is still smaller. According
to the Bureau of Census estimates this figure amounted to 3.4 million persons
between April 1, 1940, and November 1, 1943.

As woula be expected, those States in which substantial industrial production
or other activities related to the war effort were located are the ones where in-
migration has been the heaviest. Thus, the net migration of civilians into the
State of California amounted to 1,369,000 and is at least four times as great as

ill

111are is-
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that into any other State and accounts for 40 percent of the total net civilian inter-
state migration. However, substantial net civilian in-migration ha also shown
for such States as Michigan and Ohio-the net in-migration into each of these
States was well over 200,000. In other States although the number of persons
migrating into them was smaller, when considered in the light of their actual
population show important relative population gains. Thus, the net civilian
in-migration to the State of Oregon was about 140,000 but this represents about
13 percent of the 1940 population of this State. Similarly, in the State of Nevada
net in-migration during this period may have been only about 27,000 but this
represents almost 25 percent of the State's 1940 population. The State of Arizona
experienced a net in-migration of about 77,000, which is 15 percent of its 1940
population.

Of the States where out-migration occurred during this period, Oklahoma
shows the greatest out-migiation in number of persone-over 300,000, which
related to its 1940 population represents a loss of 13 percent. Substantial relative
losses of civilian population were also shown for such States as North Dakota
(-16 percent), South Dakota (- 14 percent), Arkansas (-12 percent), Kentucky
(-9 percent), and North Carolina (-7.4 percent). Although in relative terms
New York State shows a net out-migration of only 1.6 percent of its 1940 civilian
population, in actual numbers this represents over 200,000 persons.

The War Manpower Commission estimates of net intercounty migration
reveal population shifts that would not be shown by estimates of net interstate
migration. This study shows that in addition to important shifts in civilian
population between the States there were notable changes in the distribution
of the population within a number of the States between April 1940 and Novem-
ber 1943. Thus, while there was little change in the total population for the
State of Texas during this period, there wad a highly significant shift in the dis-
tribution of the population within the State as the result of civilian migration-
one group of counties lost one-half million in population while another group
pained almost the same amount. Other States with important internal changes
in population because of civilian migration are shown in the tabulation below.

Changes in county
population Net inter-

State state migra-
tion I

Losses Gains

New York --------------------------------------------------- 421,200 219.600 -201,600
Michigan ---------------------------------------------------- 128, 100 414.800 +286,700
Ohio ---------------------------------------------------------- 166,900 404.900 +238,000
Pennsylvania ------------------------------------------------ 361,700 256,500 +105,200
Virginia ----------------------------------------------------- 170, 900 334,700 +163,800
Louisiana .--------------------- ---------------------------- 134,300 117,700 -16, 600

I In-migration indicated by (+) and out-migration by (-).

The study of intercounty migration clearly reveals that the population shift
has been from rural areas to areas which were urbaD centers in 1940. Thus, of the
total net intercounty migration of 6.7 million, almost 40 percent, or 3.9 million,
of the out-migration occurred from counties with urban population of less than 25
percent in 1940. The~e counties accounted for only slightly more than 20 percent
of the total population of the country in 1940. On the other hand almost 60
percent of the in-migration was into counties which in 1940 contained 75 percent
or more urban population. In the tabulation below are listed some of the counties
that experienced the greatest net gains in civilian population through migration:

Net civilian in-migration Apr. 1, 1940, to Nov. 1, 1943
County:

Los Angeles, Calif --------------------------------------- 506, 000
Wayne Mich ------------------------------------------- 231, 000
Alameda, Calif ------------------------------------------ 136, 000
San Diego, Cali ----------------------------------------- 134, 000
Cook, Ill ----------------------------------------------- 124, 000
Contra Costa, Calif-------------------------------------- 123, 00
Norfolk, Va. --------------------------------------------- 122, 000
Philadefphia, Pa ----------------------------------------- 122, 000
King, Wash -------------------------------------------- 115, 000
Multnomah, Oreg ............. 114,000
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In each of these counties the war-expanding industries were the direct cause for
such in-migration. In Los Angeles, for example, there was a tremendous expan-
sion in the aircraft and shipbuilding activities. The in-migration to San Diego
reflects the location of large aircraft factories and Government facilities in this
area. Wayne County, Mich., in which Detroit is located, was one of our most
important production centers for ordnance and aircraft. Similar enumerations of
important war activities can be made for the other counties on the list.

The tabulation below presents some of the counties from which there was out-
migration during the tvar period.

Net civilian out-migration, Apr. 1, 1940, to Nov. 1, 1948
County:

New York City, N. Y ------------------------------------- 284, 000
Luzerne, Pa ---------------------------------------------- 62, 000
Lackawanna, Pa------------------------------------------ 56, 000
Schuylkill, Pa --- 30,000
Seminole, Oka---------24, 000
Forsyth, . C -------------------------------------------- 18, 000
St. Louis, Minn ------------------------------------------- 17,000
Washington, Pa ------------------------------------------ 16, 000
Harlan,Ky ---------------------------------------------- 16,000
Fayette, Pa ---------------------------------------------- 16, 000

The out-migration from New York City reflects the fact that this city is more
important as a trade and commerce center than as a manufacturing area. Because
the New York City labor supply situation was not as short as in other areas, large
numbers of workers were recruited from this city for the Manhattan district
projects in Washington and Tennessee, for the Kaiser shipyards on the west coast,
and for important war production areas in New Jersey and Connecticut. It is
significant to note that the five Pennsylvania counties listed as areas of out-
migration are all coal-mining areas. These counties were severely depressed prior
to the war and their economic conditions did not improve substantially during the
war period.

In many of the war-expanded areas the in-migration when measured in actual
numbers appears small, but when considered in relation to the 1940 population of
these areas it is substantial. The list below includes a number of such areas.
They are areas from which out-migration may now be expected. The usual
peacetime activities in these areas will not be able to absorb the additional workers
that were brought in to work on war production. Such out-migration has already
occurred in Elkton, Md., where a large bag and shell-loading facility was shut
down a short time ago. Peacetime job opportunities in this community are ex-
tremely limited.

Area
Detroit, Mich-
Beaumont, Tex .....
Dallas, Tex -
Portland, Maine
Newport, R. I
Evansville Ind .....
Wichita, Rans_
Radford-Pulaski, Va___
Baltimore, Md-
Macon, Ga_
Mobile, Ala-_
Pascagoula, Miss-
Portland Oreg-
Seattle, Wash---------------------------
San Diego, Calif_-
Los Angeles, Calif-.
San Francisco, Calif_

War activffy
Aircraft and ordnance.
Shipbuilding.
Aircraft.
Shipbuilding.
Naval ordnance.
Aircraft and shipbuilding.
Aircraft.
Bag and shell loading.
Aircraft and shipbuilding.
Ordnance.
Shipbuilding.

Do.
Do.

Aircraft and shipbuilding.
Aircraft.
Aircraft and shipbuilding.
Shipbuilding.

The above listing is, however, not complete but rather an indication of the
migration patterns which will develop.

Source: War Manpower Commission, Reports and Analysis Service, Aug. 22, 1945.
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ExRIBrr V1IIb

[Marh 21, 1944, Population--Special Reports, series P-44, No. 41

MTAP SHOWING CHANGES IN CIVILIAN POPULATION OF THE UNITED STATES, By
CoxNTIzs: APRL 1, 194, TO NOVEMBER 1, 1943

The accompanying map showing, by counties the increase or decrease in civilian
population between April 1, 1940, and November 1, 1943, was released today by
Director J. C. Capt of the Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce.
This map presents in graphic form the changes indicated by the estimates of
civilian population (based on registrations for War Ration Book 4) which wern
published in release No. 3 of series P-44.

Because inductions into the armed forces had exceeded natural increase (the
exce&-, of births over deaths) plus net immigration, the total civilian population
of the United States was smaller by 3.1 percent on November 1, 1943, than on
April 1, 1940. This decrease, however, has not by any means been evenly dis-
tributed over the country. As a result partly of civilian migration to centers of
war activity and partly of inductions into the armed forces, 2,620 counties; or
more than 84 percent of the whole number in the United States, have decreased
in civilian population since the 1940 census; and all but 156 of these counties
have decreased more than the 3.1 percent which represents the national average.
On the other hand, there were 469 counties which increased in civilian population,
including 152 in which the increase amounted to 15 percent or more, these being,
for the most part, counties containing important centers of war activity.

The distribution of counties in accordance with the extent of increase or de-
crease and the estimated civilian population in each group of counties for both
1943 and 1940 are shown in the table below.

Estimated civilian popu-eumber of lation Change be-
Area and percent change counties tween 1940and 1943

Nov. 1, 1943 Apr. 1, 1940

United States ---------------------------- 3,089 127,307.884 131,329,104 -4,021,220

Counties showing increse------------------ 469 49,398,831 44,540, 946 +4,857,885

15.0 percent or more -------------------------- 152 11,491,797 8.788,048 +2,703,749
0 to 14.9 percent ----------------------------- 317 37,907,034 35,752, 898 +2, 14, 136

Counties showing decree ----------------------- 2,620 77,909,053 86,788,158 -8,879,105

0.1 to 3.1 percent ----------------------------- 156 16,014,433 16,309,184 -294,751
&2 to 14.9 percent --------------------------- 1,286 46,709,291 51,394,947 -4,685,656
15.0 percent or more..------------------------ 1,178 15, 185,329 19,084,027 -3,898,698

Includes, in addition to the actual counties, the District of Columbia, Yellowstone National Park, and
most of the independent cities--e few of these last having been combined with adjoining or surrounding
counties.

EXHIBIT VIIc

PREWAR PRovISION FOR ADVANCE OF FARES BY EMPLOYMENT EXCHANGE SERVICE
IN GREAT BRITAIN

Increasing the geographical mobility of workers by advance of fares was pro-
vided for in the Labor Exchanges Act of 1909. Under this act, the Board of
Trade (now the Minister of Labour) may make regulations (subject to the ap-
proval of the Treasury) authorizing advances by way of a loan towards mee'ing
the expenses of workers travelling to places where work has been found for them
by a labor exchange.

Nature of the advance
When the Exchanges were first established it was provided (S. & R. C. 1910)

that an applicant who was found employment by an Exchange at a place more
than five miles distant from the Exchange or from his home might be given
assistance to enable him to proceed to the place of employment. This assistance,
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Fund has been prescribed by the Payment of Travelling Expenses Regulations
(S. & R. 0. 1936), as one-half of the amount (if any) by which the grant or advance
exceeds 4s. This payment out of the Fund may be made whether employment
has, or has not, been found for the claimant at the place to which he is traveling.
If employment is found for him, and either he fails without reasonable cause to
accept it, or he leaves the employment within seven days of taking it up, the Eum
paid out of the Fund may be recovered from him, or deducted from any benefit
to which he is subsequently entitled. The questions (a) whether the insured
person had reasonable excuse, and (b) whether recovery should be made by deduc-
tion from benefit, are considered when that person makes a claim for benefit.
The questions are determined in the same way as any other question arising in
connection with a claim for benefit.

References: 1. Acts of Parliament, Statutory Regulations and Orders. 2.
"Guide to Unemployment Insurance Acts," H. C. Emmerson and E. C. P.
Lascelles (Longmans, Green and Co. 1939), pp. 193-195. 3. "Employment
Exchange Service of Great Britain," by T. S. Chegwidden and G. Myrddin
Evans (Industrial Relations Counsellors, 1934), pp. 120-122.

(Prepared by Program Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social
Security Board.)

EXHIBIT IXa

ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES OF THE BENEFIT COSTS PAYABLE BY THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT UNDER S. 1274 1 AND H. R. 3736 1

Illustrative estimates of the benefit costs that would be payable by the Federal
Government under the provisions of S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 have been prepared
under the following assumptions:

I. PERIOD COVERED

For the purpose of these calculations, it was assumed that the legislation would
be effective starting October 1 1945, and lasting through June 30, 1947. Since
H. R. 3736 would not go into effect" in all States until there were 600,000 compens-
able claims in a calendar week, this assumes that such a claim load will be reached
by the first week of October 1945. With respect to groups that would be newly
covered under the mandatory or voluntary sections of the bills it was assumed
that all necessary information on past earnings would be available for establish-
ing benefit rights by October 1, 1945.

II. LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS

A. Present Slate laws
Benefit costs under present State laws were based on the latest provisions of

State laws, including all amendments enacted by June 30, 1945.

B. Provisions of proposed bills
Both S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 have two types of provisions--one, mandatory

and the other, depending upon voluntary action by the individual States.
1. Mandatory prov8ions.-(a) Weekly benefit amount:

(1) S. 1274-The Federal Government would finance the cost of raising
the maximum weekly benefit amount, exclusive of any dependents' allow-
ances, to $25 in States where the maximum, exclusive of dependents' allow-
ances, is less than $25. This is accomplished by raising the ceiling now
provided in State unemployment compensation laws to a $25 maximum and
keeping the same general relationship between benefits and weekly wages as
provided in the State laws.

(2) H. R. 3736--The Federal Government would finance the cost of rais-
ing the maximum weekly benefit amount, inclusive of any dependents'
allowances, to $25 in States where the maximum, inclusive of dependents'
allowances, is less than $25.

2. Voluntary proisi ons.-
(a) Weekly benefit amount.

S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 both permit raising the weekly benefit amount up
to two-thirds of weekly wages, with a maximum of $25. However, no allow-

79th Cong., 1st ses. S. 1274 is identical with H. R. 3891. Wherever reference is made to S. 1274 it is
aso applicable to H. R. 3891.
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ance for this provision has been made in the cost estimates, since it is impos-
sible to determine in advance how the individual State unemployment com-
pensation agencies might interpret this provision in relation to their laws.

(b) Coverage of new groups.
Both bills provide for Federal payment of benefits to all groups now

excluded from coverage by State laws, if States agree. Thus, while cover-
age of agricultural processing workers is mandatory under S. 1274, it is
dependent upon voluntary State action under H. R. 3736. It has been
assumed, for these estimates, that, all States would agree to coverage of
employees of small and seasonal firms, and coverage of domestic servants,
employees of nonprofit organizations, all agricultural workers, etc. The
only excluded group remaining would be the self-employed. The estimates
presented in column VIII of attached tables 1 and 2, therefore, represent
hypothetical costs which would be payable by the Federal Government only
in the unlikely event that the States acted to cover all these groups.

IM. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Three different assumptions were made regarding future economic conditions.
These are not predictions; but they do include, within their range most of the
predictions which have been made by responsible organizations for the immediate
future. The economic assumptions are expressed in the following patterns of
the volume of unemployment for the next 2 years:

Unemployment (in millions)

Assumption
June Decem- June Decem- June
1945 ber 1945 1946 ber 1946 1947

1. Low unemployment_. --------------------------- 1.1 5.5 6.0 4.5 3.0
2. Intermediate unemployment --------------------- 1.1 6.5 8.0 6.5 4.0
3. High unemployment --------------------------- 1.1 7.5 10.0 8.5 6.0

These figures represent the volumes of unemployment at particular moments
of time. The numbers of different individuals unemployed during the period
would be larger than the figures set forth, because of turn-over among the un-
employed.

Under these general assumptions, S. 1274 and H. R. 3736 might entail additional
Federal benefit expenditures as shown in attached, tables 1 and 2.
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TABLE 1.-Mlimsted benefit cots payable by Federal Government under 8. 1174, for
keleded unrsemployment assumption!,1 OcL 1, 1945-Juns 80, 1947

[in millions]

Period

(1)

October 1945 to
June 1946 .........

July 1946 to June
1947 .....

Total --------

October 1945 to
June 1946 .........

July 1946 to June
1947

Total --------

Betas-
fitB

by
states

(II)

Benefits payable by Federal Government I

To civilian workers, I

Required under S. 1274

Pres-
ently

covered
work-
ers, ex-
tension
of dura-

tion
and

increase
in

maxi-
mum

weekly
benefit

amount

New groups

Federal
and

Mari-
time
em-

ploy-
es

(IV)

Agricul-
tural
proc-
essing
work-

ers

Total
re-

quired

(VI)

Voluntary
under S. 1274 '

Em-
ploy-
ees of
small
and
sea-

sonal
firms

(VII)

Otber
civil-

ian em-
ploy-
SI)

Total
re-

quired
and

volun-
tary.

exclud-
inr vet-
erans

(IX)

Addi-
tional
pay-

ments
to vet-
erans'

(X)

Total
Includ-
ing vet-
erans'

(XI)

1. Low unemployment assumption

$700.0 $150.0 $115.0 $0.2 $265.2 $55.0 $70.0 $3902 $55.0 $445.2

1,000.0 290.0 100.0 .4 390.4 85.0 105.0 580.4 95.0 675.4

1,700.0 440.0 215.0 .6 655.6 140.0 175.0 970.6 150.0 1, 120. 6

2. Intermediate unemployment assumption

$900.0 $235.0 $150.0 $0.3 $385.3 $75.0 $90.0 $550.3 $65.0 $615.3

1,250.0 400.0 120.0 .5 520.5 105.0 130.0 755.5 140.0 895.6

2,150.0 635.0 270.0 905.8 180.0 220.0 1,305.8 205.0 1,510.8

3. High unemployment assumption

October 1945, toI
June 194 ------ 1,100.0 350.0 170.0 0.4 520.4 95.0 115.0 730.4 75.0 805.4July 1946 to June
1947 ---------- 1,5000 525.0 140.0 .6 665.6 130.0 160.0 955.6 180.0 1,135.6

Total ------ ,600.0 875.0 310.0 1.0 1,186.0 225.0 275.0 1,686.0 255.0 1,941.0

I See accompanying text for assumptions.
t Excludes benefits payable to unemployed veterans under present provisions of GI bill
I Estimates of the cost of the voluntary sections of 8. 1274 are based on the assumption that all States

extend coverage to all but the self-employed; no allowance made for provision permitting raising of weekly
benefit amount to ' of weekly wages.

, State and local employees, domestic servants, employees of nonprofit organizations, other agrloultural
workers. etc.
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TABLE 2.-Estmated benefit costs payable by Federal Government under H. R. 3736
for selected unemployment assumptione' Oct. 1, 1945, to June 30, 1947

[In millions]

Benefits payable by Federal Government

Period

(I)

October 1945 to June 1946 ....
July,1946 to June 1947 -------

Total .................

October 1945 to June 1946 --
July 1946 to June 1947 ------

Total -------..-----....

October 1945 to June 194...

July 1946 to June 1947 ......

Total ------------------

Benefits
papble

States

Required under H. R. 3736

Pres-
ently

covered
workers

Exten-
sion of

duration
and in-

crease in
mai-
mum

weekly
benefit
amount

New
groups

Federal
and

mari-
time
em-

ployees

Total

Total
required

(V)

Voluntary under H. R.37362s

Em-
ployees
of small

and
seasonal

firms

(VI)

Agricul-
tural

process-
ing

workers

(V)

Other
civilian

em-
ployees U

(VI

I. Low unemployment assumption

Total

untary

(IX)

$700.0 $125.0 $110.0 $235.0 $55.0 $0.2 $65.0 $355.2
1,000.0 260.0 95.0 355.0 85.0 .4 100.0 540.4

1,700.0 385.0 205.0 590. 0 140.0 .6 165.0 808.6

2. Intermediate unemployment assumption

$900.0 $210.0 $145.0 $355.0 $75.0 $0.3 $90.0 $520.3
1,250.0 360.0 115.0 475.0 105.0 .5 130.0 710.5

2,150.0 570.0 260.0 830.0 180.0 .8 220.0 1,230.8

3. High unemployment assumption

$1100.0 $320.0 $165.0 $485. 0 $95.0 $0.4 $115.0

1,500.0 480.0 140.0 620.0 130.0 .6 160.0

2,600.0 800.0 305.0 1:105.0 225.0 1.0 275.0

$695.4
910.6

1, 60&.0

I See accompanying text for assumptions.
3 Estimates of the cost of the voluntary sections of H. R. 3736 are based on the assumption that all States

extend coverage to all but the self-employed; no allowance made for provision permitting raising of weekly
benefit amount to f5 of weekly wages.

I State and local employees, domestic servants, employees of nonprofit organizations, other agricultural
workers, etc.
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EXHIBIT IXb.-Fund8 available in State unemployment compensation trust funds as.
of June 30, 1945

Total, all States. $6, 684, 715, 336

Alabama_
Alaska
Arizona-
Arkansas-
California_
Colorado-
Connecticut_
Delaware ....
District of Columbia- -
Florida ....
Georgia-
Hawaii ....
Idaho ....
Illinois ------------
Indiana _
Iowa ....
Kansas ...........
Kentucky _
Louisiana..........
Maine
Maryland_
Massachusetts_
Michigan
Minnesota ....
Mississippi_

Source: Program Division,

65, 809, 330
7, 691, 537

18, 456, 691
28, 129, 756

697, 379, 992
33, 059, 858
170, 158, 447

14, 408, 249
42, 682, 630
53, 875, 650
76, 309, 502
17, 163, 997
13, 999, 065

501, 888, 282
178, 316, 210
59, 117, 040
51, 992, 653
83, 752, 981
74, 880, 966
34, 928, 822

122, 780, 740
212, 906, 461
275, 830, 612
85, 427, 406
24, 062, 996

Missouri_
Montana-
Nebraska ....
Nevada_
New Hampshire
New Jersey-
New Mexico_ -
New York ....
North Carolina ------
Noith Dakota-
Ohio._ -
Oklahoma-
Oregon ------------
Pennsylvania_
Rhode Island-
South Carolina-
South Dakota.
Tennessee---------
Texas.............
Utah -------------
Vermont_
Virginia -
Washington-
West Virginia --------
Wisconsin
Wyoming

153, 601, 516
17, 431, 768
25, 225, 118

9, 737, 464
21,223, 602

434, 925, 313
9, 461, 173

954, 665, 990
100, 611, 333

4,911,490
462, 101, 508

46, 003, 048
69, 413, 151

598, 190, 169
70, 270, 620
36, 977, 961

6, 215, 365
80, 275, 644

148, 739, 640
24, 498, 810
11, 975, 465
62, 258, 129

142, 662, 533
67, 358, 158

173, 342, 241
7, 628, 254

Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security Board.

EXHIBIT IXc

WAR MANPOWER COMMISSION

BUREAU OF PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

LABOR MARKET PLANNING DIVISION

FOREIGN LABOR MARKET STUDIES UNIT
MAY 8, 1943.

TRANSIT AIDS TO WAR WORKERS IN GREAT BRITAIN, GERMANY, AND RUSSIA

In Europe all government transit aids to facilitate compulsory transfer to
essential work under a war program furnish the worker transportation to new jobs
and require the new employer to pay wages at the beginning of the travel period.
In Great Britain and Germany the employment service handles the administration
of transportation payments; in Russia the personnel office in each government
establishment is charged with this task.

In Great Britain the Government finances transfer to the new job and return
to the old job. In Russia the Government, in its capacity of employer, assumes
the same responsibility. In Germany the employment service advances the trans-
portation to the worker, but the employer, who is frequently but not always the
Government, is required to reimburse the employment service and finance the
return of the worker to the old job. Partial financing of daily commuting fares
has been introduced in Great Britain to permit workers to transfer to remote
establishments which do not have readily accessible housing facilities while main-
taining their original homes. Government provision for periodic visits home and
emergency visits in the case of sickness have also been introduced in Great Britain
to maintain the morale of workers who are separated from their families, by war-
time congestion. In addition to transportation a per diem allowance is granted in
Russia; a special allowance for food during the journey is provided in Germany.
Both Russia and Great Britain provide the transferred worker with special financial
aid to establish himself in the new area. In Great Britain this allowance is a
fiat "settling in" grant of 34s 6d ($8.75). In Russia a paore liberal allowance now
amounts to 3 or 4 months' wages, depending upon the remoteness of the region.
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Financial aids given to families of transferred workers to facilitate moving into
the new area depends upon the availability of housing facilities in the new place
of employment and the degree of permanence contemplated. In Russia where
the problem has been primarily one of relocating factories and permanent resettle-
ment, liberal inducements were given to the families of transferred workers to
move and settle within the area within a reasonably short period of time. In
Great Britain, however, such financial aid is conditioned upon the availability
of adequate housing facilities. Moreover, recognition of the temporary character
of many family moves has resulted in the payment of a continued liability allow-
ance which provides the worker with special financial aids for meeting long-term
liabilities connected with maintenance of his original home. In Germany, where
dialect barriers have constituted an additional problem, families of transferred
workers have not been encouraged to move to the new area. The separation
allowance granted dependents of the transferred worker is designed to compensate
for the extra expenses of maintaining two homes.

GREAT BRITAIN

From the outbreak of the war until the spring of 1940 Great Britain relied
upon voluntary methods and indirect compulsion to effect the transference of
workers to essential industries. In May 1940, when nation-wide shortages of
skilled workers became acute, legislation was introduced to authorize compulsory
transferrence of workers by the employment exchange. This power was not
widely used until March 1941.

Coverage
Prior to June 1940, workers (for the most part in shipbuilding and machinery

manufacturing industries and in dock transport) who transferred to essential
employment were eligible for financial aids under special agreements between
trade unions, employers and, in eome instances, the employment service. Since
June 1940 all workers who transferred to essential work through the employment
service have been eligible for transit aids provided such workers were not already
receiving comparable financial aids under special agreements.
Transit aids for worker

Travel for beyond daily commuting distance.- The local employment office
provides workers transferring to essential work "beyond daily commuting dis-
tance" (as defined by the employment service) with a government travel voucher
which entitles them to transportation to the new area of employment. At first
the employer was required to finance the employee's return to his old job. Now
the local employment office in the new area is responsible for furnishing the worker
with transportation to the area in which his original job was located if such area
is beyond daily commuting distance.

Travel for daily commuting.-Generally, the cost of daily commutation is not
provided by the local employment office. Collective agreements in many indus-
tries, such as machinery manufacturing, munitions, shipbuilding, and electrical
contracting, provide for employer payment of the full, or part payment above a
fixed minimum of daily commuting fares.

Recently, however, the Government has provided for part payment above a
fixed minimum of daily commuting fares in ease establishments are isolated or
without readily accessible housing facilities. For instance, the Ministry of Supply
furnishes commutation expenses in excess of 3s. a week to remotely located Royal
Ordnance factories.

Travel for periodic visits home.- The terms of collective agreements provide for
periodic visits home for workers covered by such agreements. The employment
service furnishes transportation to permit workers not covered by such agree-
ments to visit their families twice.a year.

Travel for emergency visiLs.- When a worker Becomes sick the local employment
office may provide his wife or other relative with transportation to visit him,
provide him with transportation to return home, or pay the fare of a traveling
companion if necessary. A worker called home for serious domestic emergency
may also be provided with transportation to return to his job.

Traveling time aUowance.-Under union agreements in certain industries (i. e.
machinery manufacturing, shipbuilding, electrical contracting) the new employer
must pay the worker his regular wage while traveling to and from the new Job
beyond a specified mileage.

The local employment office in the new area of employment provides workers
not covered by such agreements with a traveling time allowance for transfers to
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jobs beyond daily commuting distance. Such allowance is a flat sum rate of
is. (3s. for a worker under 16) for travel of 4 hours, or less than 10s. (7s. for a
worker under 16) for travel of more than 4 hours.

Lodging a/lowance.-Under collective agreements in certain industries (i. e.
shipbuilding, machinery manufacturing, building) employers provide -lodging
allowances or housing facilities to transferred workers. In some instances cash
payments by the employer merely supplement the lodging allowance granted
by the employment service.

Transferred workers who do not receive lodging allowances under collective
agreements are granted such allowances by the local employment office. Un-
married workers without dependents are entitled to a flat "settling in grant" of
34s. 6d.

Temporary loan.-A worker who cannot maintain himself for the first week in a
new area may borrow funds up to £1 from the local employment office which
must be repaid out of his first week's wages.

Transit aids for dependents
Travel.-The employment service also provides transportation for the depend-

.ents of a worker who desire to join him permanently in the new area of employ-
ment.

Lodging allowance.-A married worker or single worker with dependents is
entitled to receive a lodging allowance up to a maximum of 24s. 6d. per week as
long as he maintains a household in the old area.

Continuing liability allowance.-A worker joined by his family may be granted
a government continuing liability allowance to meet the costs of rent, mortgage,
interest, and storage of furniture in the old area.

Moving expenses.-The local employment office provides for the removal of
household effects and may grant a maximum of £2 to cover incidental moving
expenses. To be eligible for this aid the worker must be currently receiving a
lodging allowance, and his family must be moving into an area where housing
facilities are available.

GERMANY

Financial aids to facilitate transfer to essential employment were introduced
in Germany simultaneously with the compulsory transfer decree of June 1938.
Workers transferred from nonessential to essential employment in other localities
were entitled to financial aids to facilitate their transit and to maintain their
families in separate households.

Coverage
At first only workers subject to outright conscription were eligible for such

allowances. However, when curtailment of nonessential industries and "comb-
ing out" of all types of plants became widespread after 1940, workers affected by
these measures were also included.

Transit aids for worker
Travel.-During the period of limited conscription, prior to February 1939, the

cost of the initial journey of transferred workers to the new job was paid by the
employment service and the return journey was financed by the employer to
whom the worker transferred. Since 1939 workers have been conscripted for
indefinite periods and the employer, who is usually the Government, has been
required to furnish transportation to the new job. In case of transfer for a
limited period the employer is required to furnish the return fare to the old job.

Lodging and food a/moance.-Minimum lodging and food allowances for trans-
ferred workers are prescribed by the Government-controlled system of wage rates
and individual plant regulations. These rates vary by industry, region, and
p ant. An allowance to cover travel to the new job is advanced to the worker

y the employment service and thA amount of such advance is reimbursed by the
employer.

Traveling time allowance.-The transferred worker receives his regular wage
from the new employer while traveling to the new job, regardless of whether he is
transferred for a liited or an unlimited period of time. In event of transfer for
a limited period the worker receives traveling time during the return trip to the
old area.

Transit aids for dependents
Separation a/lowance.-Agreements between labor trustees and employers pro-

vide for the payment of separation allowances, in addition to regular wages to
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compensate workers required by the location of their job to be absent from home
during 11 or more hours in each 24-hour period.

The employment service provides a transferred worker with dependents with
a weekly separation allowance up to a maximum of 19 marks to compensate for
the extra expense of maintaining two homes. The income of the worker's de-
pendents, any separation allowance received under wage regulations, and the
amount by which the wages in the new job exceeded the wages on the old job,
are deducted from this amount. However, no deduction is made if the increase
in wages is the result of increased productivity instead of a higher wage rate.

RUSSIA

In the USSR Government provision for -transit aids to workers transferring
from one locality or region to another antedated the present war. These aids
were initiated in 1927 and were primarily designed to facilitate rapid industrial-
ization of the country.

Coverage
fInce 1931, the system of financial aids granted to transferred workers has

remained practically unaltered. As long as the transfer is authorized by the
Government in its capacity as employer, workers are entitled to financial aids.
Workers transferring at their own request are eligible for financial aids only by
special agreement.

Originally the payment of transit aids for dependents was based upon the
transfer of the worker's family to the new Area within a year from the date of the
worker's transfer. Since October 1940 payment of transit aids have been condi-
tioned upon transfer within 6 months from such date.

All expenses involved in the transfer of a worker are borne by the establish-
ment to which the worker is transferred. Workers are required to repay advanced
allowances in case of failure to report to the new establishment within a reasonable
period of time without good cause, quitting without good cause before the expira-
tion of the contract, or discharge for misconduct. . If the worker shows cause
for his failure to report for duty at the new place of employment he must repay
the amount advanced to him less the traveling expenses already incurred. On
arrival at the new place of employment, the management is under obligation to
provide the worker with adequate housing accommodations.

Transit aids for worker
Travel.-All workers transferring at the request of the Government receive a

third-class fare on railroads, a second-class fare on waterways, or, if neitherhis
available, the cost of any other available means of transportation. Where
travel consumes more than 24 hours, the transferred worker may be furnished
with a second-class fare.

Per diem allowance.-During the period of travel the worker is entitled to
receive a per diem allowance amounting to one-thirtieth of the monthly wage at
the new place of employment or 2.5 rubles a day, whichever is the greater, up to
a maximum of 10 rubles. In calculating this allowance the day of departure and
the day of arrival are counted as 1 day.

Traveling time allowance.-In addition to this allowance the worker receives
wages during the period of travel plus wages for additional days.

Lodging allowance.-The worker receives a lodging allowance to facilitate moving
into the new area. Originally this allowance amounted to 1 month's wages on the
new job. Since October 1940, depending upon the remoteness of the region, the
lodging allowance amounts to 3 or 4 months' wages.
Transit aids for dependents

Travel.-The Government provides transportation in the same form as that
furnished the worker for the members of the worker's immediate family, defined
as husband or wife, children, and parents of the worker, supported by him and
rc'iditig in his household.

Lodging allowance.-Each dependent who moves to the new area receives lodg-
ing allowance amounting to one-fourth of the lodging paid to the transferred
W,"ker.

ih,,ving expenes.-The Government finances the moving of household goods of
th, transferred worker and his family to the new area. The worker is allowed
C29 pounds (240 kilograms) and each member of the family, 176 pounds (80
kilograms).

76876-45---9
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(Whereupon, at 1:05 p. In., the committee recessed to 2:30 p. m.,

of the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(The hearing was resumed at 2: 30.p. m.)
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
Is Mr. Scully in the room ?
Come around, Mr. Scully. You are our next witness.

STATEMENT OF HON. CORNELIUS SCULLY, MAYOR OF PITTSBURGH

The CHQaAmMA. Mr. Scully, I believe you are the mayor of Pitts-
burgh, are you not?

Mr. ScULLY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRXAN. We are very glad to have you here.
Mr. SCULLY. I shall not trespass upon your patience and your good

nature very long Mr Chairman.
I am here under somewhat of a misapprehension. I thought the

person who asked me to come was asking me to come before the other
committee. I am prepared on that subject. However, I have a few
ideas on this subject which may be of interest to you and which I will
be glad to communicate to you.

I feel, gentlemen, that these people whom this bill is designed to
help are casualties of the war, in an economic sense. I take it to be
the duty of the Federal Government, which conducted this war, hap-
pily so successfully, to take care of all the casualties of any kind to
the best of its ability, just as it is taking care of my nephew and my
son and others who have suffered in this war.

I take it that we in Pittsburgh are better off than a great many of
the citizens of the country because our heavy industries have not been
called upon to get the great accessions of labor from other parts of
the country to the same degree as for instance, California, Washing-
ton, and Oregon, or points in the South.

I feel that we are going to be able very largely to take up our slack
in time. I feel that the possibilities are very grave, that immediately
we are going to have a rather acute situation. The dislocations are
really there. For instance, for example, take an engineering firm I
have in mind on the river. It went into the making of LSW boats,
and expanded its personnel to eleven or twelve thousand from about
2,500. They are now shut down practically entirely. The replace-
ment of those people presents a problem. A great many of them came
from Ohio, West Virginia, Maryland, and other parts of the country,
including many from western Pennsylvania. How many will stay
and ask us to give them jobs, I can't tell you.

Senator BARKE.. Let me ask you, will there be any resumption of
activity on the part of this company which you mention in the line
which they followed prior to the war?

Mr. ScuLLY. Yes; I feel that is coming. How fast they will get into
that is a question, and how hard it will be on the people to readjust
themselves is also a question.

I do feel that you gentlemen approached this thing in the hearing
this morning, from the questions I heard you gentlemen put, in a
sympathetic manner. Most of your questions were addressed to the
practical side of implementing your legislation.
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Now, I don't think I need to say very much more, except that my
community, and the people I represent feel that this burden is upon
the Federal Government. They are relying on you to help out and
finish the job that you have done so well up to this time. You won a
war. You have done a great job. We feel that this unemployment
and this acute situation will be over in a year, and we will then be
fairly readjusted to the situation, but in an acute situation as this,
we think it should be taken care of by you in the manner which,
apparently you have started out in this legislation to do.

We trust very sincerely that you will.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Scully.
Is Mr. Green here?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Popper, how long will your statement take ?
Mr. Poppm. I would say approximately 15 or 20 minutes.
The CHAIRMAN. We will hear then from Mr. Popper, and call Mr.

Green when he comes in.

STATEMENT OF MARTIN POPPER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
NATIONAL LAWYERS GUILD

Mr. POPPER. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee
Senator BARKLEY. Mr. Popper, you appear in place of Mr. Kenny?
Mr. PoPPER. Yes; on his behalf and for the National Lawyers

Guild. I am the executive secretary of the organization.
The bill provides for the payment of supplemental benefits out of

Federal funds to workers now covered under State unemployment
compensation laws so that every eligible unemployed Worker will be
entitled to 26 weeks of benefits in amounts determined by State for-
mulas, except that persons with wage credits in excess of those required
to entitle them to the maximum under a State law in which the maxi-
inum is less than $25, shall be paid up to a maximum of $25 based upon
an "appropriate extension" of the method used by the State in deter-
"ining the amount of benefits. It also provides for payment out of
Federal funds of unemployment compensation to Federal and mari-
time workers in the same amounts District of Columbia unemployed
workers are entitled to receive under this bill and for unemployment
compensation to agricultural processing workers in amounts other
workers from the same State are entitled to under the bill. These
provisions may at the option of the State be administered by the Stateunemployment compensation agency by entering into an agreement
with the Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion to that effect.

In the event that the State fails to enter into such agreement, or
having entered into such agreement, fails to make such payments, the
Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion is required to make
such payments on behalf of the United States.

In addition to the foregoing mandatory supplemental benefits, in
States which have agreed to administer the payment of these benefits,
supplemental payments out of Federal funds may also be made, at
the option of the State, to any or all workers not now covered under
the State law and benefit amounts may be liberalized up to two-thirds
of wages but not to exceed $25.

Should a State not agree to such coverage and liberalization, the
Federal Government may not put such provisions into effect.
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The bill also provides for the payment of transportation of war
workers to places to which they are referred to employment by thf
United States Employment Service, including transportation for de-
pendents and household, not exceeding amounts payable to Federal
employees.

The foregoing provisions of the bill are applicable only for the
duration of the reconversion period which is defined therein as the
period beginning with the 5th Monday after the date of enactment
and ending June 30, 1947.

The bilf also amends the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944
so that every eligible unemployed serviceman will be entitled to .2
weeks of benefits at $25 per week for a single person and $30 per week
for a person with dependents.

Administration of title VII of the bill which relates to supplemental
payments to unemployed workers and transportation allowances is
vested in the Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion. Where
supplemental payments are made by the State unemployment com-
pensation agency under an agreement with the Director, determina-
tions of entitlement thereto are to be reviewed in the same manner as
other determinations under the State unemployment compensation
law. Where no such agreement is entered into, determination of entitle-
ment are made by the Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion.
Such determinatioAs are subject to review in court in the same manner
as is provided in title II of the Social Security Act with respect to
decisions of the Social Security Board.

ACTION TAKEN BY THE SOCIAL LEGISLATION COMMITTEE

The National Lawyers Guild supports this bill and recommends its
immediate passage as representing the very minima necessary for the
reconversion period.

It has been estimated that-by various Government sources-we
might expect unemployment amounting to anywhere from 8,000,000
to 10,000,000 people by the spring of this year, and it becomes quite ob-
vious that we are at ti time unprepared, unless this and- other legis-
lation is enacted to meet the serious blows to our economy, and to our
human resources as a result of the end of the war.

The committee believes, however, that the administration program
for full employment, maintenance of the present wage level and
s standard of living, and orderly reconversion from war to peace with
the least detriment to the human elements, would be more fully effectu-
ated by the following amendments to the bill:

1. Recommendation: That S. 1274 be amended to bring within its
mandatory provisions the coverage of all workers not presently covered
under State laws.

CONSIDERATION FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Social Security Board has estimated that in an average week
during 1944, 12.3 million jobs were not covered under State unemploy-
ment-compensation laws. At the present time there are about 4,000,-
000 workers (Congressional Record, June 17, 1945, p. 7716) employed
in the groups to whom coverage is extended under the mandatory pro-
visions of S. 1274. Allowing for any liberalization of the coverage

126
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provisions that may have occurred during the 1945 State legislative
sessions, there remain approximately 8,000,000 jobs not covered, unless
the State elects to do so. Economic laws which start the depressive
cycle when the buying power is taken away from a large segment of
the working population do not differentiate between kinds of workers.
The failure to provide coverage for these 8,000,000 workers we believe
constitutes a weakness in the bill which may ultimately defeat its very
purpose to prevent the setting in of a depression by providing pur-
chasing power in the form of unemployment compensation to unem-
ployed workers during the reconversion period.

2. Recommendation: That all provisions for liberalization of bene-
fits shall be mandatory; that the bill provide for minimum benefits of
$15 per week, but not to exceed previous weekly earnings; that other
benefit amounts be liberalized on the basis of two-thirds of the worker's
previous weekly earnings as determined by the State up to a maximum
of $25; that provisions be made for dependents allowances of $5 for
each dependent provided that the total amount of benefits payable to
any individual shall not exceed $30, but not to exceed previous earn-
ingos; that duration of benefits be extended to 52 weeks.

Senator VANDENBERG. Have you any estimate as to what you are rec-
ommending would cost?

Mr. POPPER. No, sir. It is impossible to estimate the cost of the
bill because so much depends upon exactly in what form the bill is
enacted.

In other words, it is impossible to estimate now what would be the
cost if some of the provisions are permissive and others mandatory.
And apparently at this point, up to this date even, the Social Security
Board is in no position to make a complete estimate.
Senator VANDENBERo. They have given us general figures on the bill.
Mr. POPPER. Yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. You have no figures at all on your sug-

gestionsI
Mr. POPPER. No. Our whole policy is based on the fact that com-

pensation to be paid must be based on the fact that workers who
through no fault of their own are unemployed, and who desire employ-
ment and require unemployment compensation, not only to maintain
their resources, but also to maintain the national economy.

The cost to the national economy, in our opinion would be much
greater if the bill were not enacted.

Senator BARKLEY. What type of employees do you cover in youi
recommendations? That all employees be covered beyond the 4,-
(00000 covered in the mandatory provisions of this bill. If so, that
leaves about 8,000,000.

Mr. POPPER. Yes. For instance, employees in places of business
where there are no more than four employees, they are not covered. We
see no reason for that. Domestic workers, farm workers other than
processing workers are not covered.

And other categories not specifically now mentioned in either the
State law or in the three categories made mandatory under this bill.

Senator LUCAS. How many domestic workers did you estimate, Mr.
Popper?

Mr. PoPPR. Approximately a million.
Senator BARKLEY. That raises the question whether the Federal

Government through the legislation which is, of course, temporary, is
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to cover all those not covered either by the Federal or State laws,
whether it ought not go the whole distance and cover everybody at
its own expense. We cannot compel the States to increase their cover-
age. As a result, we would pay out of the Federal Treasury necessary
compensation for these twelve-odd millions, which would still further
create what I describe this morning as a hodge-podge of different
conditions and different payments in different fields of unemployment
compensation as between the Federal Government and the different
States.

Your sugestion, while it arouses a good deal of sympathy in my
mind, it does raise the question whether, if we are going to cover by
Federal unemployment compensation laws all those not now covered
by the States, whether we ought not to revamp the whole thing and
just cover everybody by Federal statute, and let the States devote
their money to something else. I am not advocating that, but it does
raise the question.

Mr. PoPPEu. Senator, if my remarks have evoked sympathy in your
mind for that I am glad, because I assure you that I have sympathy
for a permanent unemployment set-up by the Federal Government.
We have long advocated and do now support the enactment of such a
measure as the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill, which we feel, and I
think you do, is the only manner in which a problem so vast and
fundamental as this can be handled in any permanent way.

We are faced with the immediate fact of the ending of the war with
Japan and the entry into a reconversion period, and unless we move
speedily and enact legislation such as the bill before us, we will find
ourselves in the midst of a most serious crisis, leading, unless it is
remedied, to a serious depression.

For that reason we do not raise at this time, in relation to this
measure, the question of enactment of legislation as fundamental as
that suggested by your remark.

Senator LuCAS. You do if you include them all.
Mr. POPPER. What is that, Senator?
Senator LucAs. If you recommend that we pass legislation including

everyone, you dogo all the way.
Mr. PopPRm. No. Senator Barkley's proposal was meant to indi-

cate unemployment insurance for the whole country, to be permanent.
and that you should federalize unemployment.

Senator LuCAS. You believe in that I
Mr. Poppmi. We believe in that, but that is not before us now.
Senator LUCAS. But you are recommending that we amend the bill

to include all.
Mr. PoPPER. To be included under the provisions of this bill; yes.
Senator LUCAS. This is an emergency measure.
Mr. PoprF_. Correct.
Senator LUCAs. Do you think that domestic servants should be in.

cluded under this measure? Are they in an emergency situation?
Mr. PoPR. Yes. There are hundreds of thousands of domestic

workers who during the war period, were, because of the war emer-

gency, able to gain employment in factories, and so forth.
The CHAMMAN. Do you think there are any that can't get a job

now?
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Mr. POPPER. I know there are many that will not be able to get a
job.

The CHAIMAN. Well, you are just talking.
Mr. PoPraE. Senator, with 10,000,000 people in this counry-
The CHAnAN. I am talking about domestic servants. You are

making rash statements that there is unemployment among domestic
servants.

Mr. PoPPm. Senator, isn't it logical, if we have 10,000,000 unem-
ployed before spring, that tens of thousands of domestic workers will
find themselves unemployed ?

The CHAntxAN. A lot of people can get jobs now. If we put stress on
people really going back to work, we will get some place.

Mr. PoPPER. The reports we get throughout the country are that
every day hundreds of thousands of workers are finding themselves
without jobs as a result of termination of contracts.

The CHAIIMAN. Yes; but for the most part they can find immectate
employment now, except perhaps in some centers of great congestion.

Mr. PoPrm. In industrial centers it is a fact that the USES reports
a flooding of applications.

The CHAIm A. You can get any sort of report. But go ahead.
Senator BARKLEY. Let me ask you if you have any estimate on what

proportion of those who were employed in domestic employment prior
to the war are going to be willing to go back to that now that they have
had a 3- or 4-year period of high wages in industry?

Mr. POPPR. It would seem certain that most anyone who has been
able to get a job in a plant, for example, at a more satisfactory wage,
would rather work in industry, but the fact remains that if there are
10,000,000 unemployed, many people will be glad to get any job they j
are in a position to get.

Senator BA iKLEY. I understand that and I don't make any com-
plaint of it, but I am wondering, speaking of domestic employees, I
am wondering to what extent those who have for the time being aban-
doned domestic employment and find themselves out of the kind of
work they have been doing during the war, to what extent they will
be willing to go back to domestic employment throughout the country. 3

You wouldn't have any estimate on that of course.
Mr. POPPER. I can only say this: I think it is quite obvious that the

average worker is desirous of getting a job at the highest wage possible, -,
and we have to base our thinking on that.

Senator BuRKLEY. You believe, in your recommended extension that
if one who was domestically employed prior to the war, and who could

back to domestic employment now, but who prefers work in a
factory, you believe he or she should be compensated if he or she cannot
,),Itain work in a factory, but can obtain work in a domestic capacity,and refuses to do soI

Mr. P6PPER. Well, of course, that is an administrative problem.
Senator BARKLEY. No; it isn't. It is a matter of coverage.
Mr. POPPER. Yes; but I mean the matter of coverage is based upon

the rule which is made in each 9tate, by the unemployment-compensa-
tion people. They determine whether or not a worker is qualified if
he refuses a certain kind of position.

Senator Bu ut.y That is true. The State authorities administer
the law in their State according to the standards fixed by them, but in



130 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

none of these States is, I believe, domestic employment covered. There
may be one or two, but I don't think there is any State in which it is
covered. So that if a man or woman who had been employed domes-
tically for 4 years prior to the war, and then got out to get into a better
place at higher pay, and he or she found himself without unemploy-
ment in a similar occupation now that the war is over, and could get
a job like that which he had previously but would not take it because
he preferred some other employment, he would be covered under your
suggested amendment, notwithstanding his unwillingness to go back
to his former employment, he would still be compensated until he
could get a job in a factory.

Mr. POPPER. I think that would depend upon the offer which was
made in terms of the amount of wages under the domestic job and
under the previous job.

We have a proposal to make on the question of qualification in that
regard which I think will cover the matter which you raise.

Senator BARKLEY. YOU understand that domestic employment
draws much higher pay now than it used to.

Mr. POPPER. That is correct. I think our proposal will clarify the
question you raise.

Under existing unemployment compensation laws minimum un-
employment compensation payments range from $2 to $10 per week
with 19 States having a minimum of $5 per week. Maximum pay-
ments range from $15 to $25 per week with 16 States having a maxi-
mum of $15, and only 1 State $25, and 1 State $22. The mandatory
terms of this bill provide no liberalization of the benefit amount for
unemployed workers who would be entitled under the State formula to
benefits ranging between the State minimum and up to but not in-
cluding the State maximum.

It is believed that the minimum benefits are so low that such pay-
ments, for all practical purposes, would be ineffectual to accomplish
the objectives of this bill and the administration's reconversion pro-
gram. Even maximum benefits under most State laws are inade-
quate, yet no liberalization is provided under this bill for workers
who qualify up to the maximum. It would seem at least as important
to liberalize benefits for the low-paid wage earner as it is for the
higher-paid wage earner.

The considerations which lead the sponsors of this bill to provide
dependents' allowances for unemployed veterans apply with equal
force to dependents' allowances in the case of other unemployed
workers.

With respect to the recommendation that benefits be extended for
52 weeks, it is submitted that the reconversion period will be as try-
in a time for the nonveteran as it will be for the veteran. Workers
other than veterans will of necessity have to learn new skills and find
new jobs in an economic setting of complete change from war to
peace. In many respects the task of finding a suitable job at a wage
substantially equivalent to that which he earned during the war will
be infinitely more difficult for the nonveteran than for the veteran.
The veteran will have his preferences, his rights to the job which he
held before the war, and the just and deserving sympathy of everyone
in his favor.

Senator LUCAs. Do you really believe that it is going to be harder
for the fellow who has been in a defense factory to get a job than for
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a veteran, the veteran who has been away for 3 years, and who has had
no opportunity to learn this skill?

Mr. POPPER. Please understand, Senator, that we are in favor and
are doing everything possible to support the idea of veterans' pref-
erence and the rights of the veterans to be rehired in the job where they
were employed before the war. We are pointing out, however, that
the problem of the nonveteran who is unemployed will be just as
serious, and that, at least in terms of his unemployment problem, is
deserving of the same treatment as that accorded to veterans in terms
of minimum payment benefits. The idea is not to counter one group
against the other, but to indicate that unless both are dealt with in an
equitable and sensible manner, economically, that the country suffers.

It is true that veterans are entitled to certain benefits under the
statue, and which we support, and which are justifiable; but that at
least indicates that the nonveteran will have a more difficult time
once his job is taken away from him in a war factory.

Senator BA IKLEY. Waiving the priority of the right of the veterans
to get their jobs back that they gave up when they went to war,
which, of course, does not cover all the cases by any means if an em-
ployer who is not bound by the statute to give back the identical or
similar job to an employee that left his factory, and is faced with a )
situation where he has an opportunity to hire a veteran, and a skilled
worker who has learned during the war some particular trade, which
one of them would he likely prefer?

Mr. POPPER. Well, I suppose it depends upon the employer. I would
say that psychologically, as far as the sympathy of the country is con-
cerned, not taking any particular individual case, but basing ourselves
on the rights of the veterans in the mills, and the rights of the workers
and of the working people who are now losing their jobs, on the whole
it would seem, as a result of the various preferences granted to vet-
erans, that'his will be somewhat of an easier load in terms of em-
ployment.

We begin with the fact that there are 8 to 10 million people un-
employed, a restricted labor market, with a considerable portion of
veterans who will be entitled to their jobs back, who in many instances 3
will take the place of the worker on the job.

Senator BARKLEY. What I had in mind is the case where an employer
starts back to civilian production and he may want a welder or a
skilled machinist, one who has become proficient in some war plant,
having learned it there under a process of training, and the ex-service-
man has been off fighting, or doing something else in the line of his
duty, wherever assigned, and he has not become a skilled welder or
machinist, and the employer has to decide between those two, which
one would he most likely employ, regardless of his sympathies?

Mr. POPPER. It depends upon the employer. If the soldier was a
welder before he went into the service

Senator BARKLEY. That isn't what I assumed.
Senator LuCAS. Whom would you employ under those circum-

stances?
Mr. POPPEMR. I would do everything possible to enact the kind of

retraining program which would make possible
Senator LUCAS. Can't you answer that question; answer that one

question 1
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Mr. POPPER. I am trying to answer your last question. If I were
an employer I would do everything possible, if there were but one job
for two people, to assure that the veteran would be able to attain that
kind of skill which would be utilizable by me, and I think that will
be the attitude of most employers in the United States.

Senator HAwKEs. Suppose you have a need for a man now, and you
can't take that time, which one would you hire then ?

Mr. POPPER. If it was a matter of producing and not producing, I
would have to hire the person who would be able to make my factory
go; but that doesn't answer the question raised here. In this situa-
tion, involving as it does millions of veterans, the fact still remains
that under existing statutes the problem of nonveterans will be at least
as difficult and in some instances more difficult than that of the
veterans.

All we are asking is that the veterans' rights be maintained and
increased. We call for a liberalization of the GI bill -of rights, but
we say it is logical that this problem faced by the nonveteran be solved
on the basis which is, at least, in accord with the problems which he
faces in the reconversion period.

it! The nonveteran will have none of these, but on the contrary will
have to yield his job to the returning veteran. While we are entirely
in sympathy with the laws granting veterans' preferences, we feel
that the workers of the country who, either because of physical un-
fitness to fight, because he was engaged in essential war work, or be-
cause he was too old or too young, had been relegated to the unheroic
tasks of producing the implements of war without which the military
could not have achieved its brilliant victory, should not be forgotten

e.° or treated with less consideration in the Government's human phase
of reconversion.

Should unemployment of workers continue for more than 26 weeks
during the reconversion period, it is far more likely that it will be non-
veteran workers who will still be unemployed. Moreover, should the

b. continued unemployment of nonveterans without the benefit of un-
employment compensation to maintain their purchasing power result
in the setting in of a depression, the failure to provide such benefits
would be equally as disastrous for the veteran andnonveteran alike.

-. 3. Recommendation: That Senate bill 1274 be amended by adding
i3 a new section thereto to be read as follows:

Unemployment compensation shall not be denied to any individual otherwise
eligible in whole or in part to benefits jnder this act because of his refusal
to accept work, if the work Is at a wage rate of less than percent below the
average weekly or hourly wage rate earned by such individual during the
12-month period immediately preceding the commencement of the reconversion
period. In the event that a State agency disqualifies an unemployed worker
for such reason, the benefits to which he would otherwise be entitled, shall be
paid by the Federal Government.

Now the blank percent was purposely left blank because we feel
that that figure should be determined on the basis of statistics which
can be offered by agencies of Government involved, such as the Labor
Department, and also labor organizations who are in a better position
than we are to indicate exactly what percentage would be equitable.

Senator MCMAHON. If a man was making $2 an hour, and was offered
$1.50, he would still have a right to unemployment compensation be-
cause of the 50-cent dropI
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Mr. POPPER. No.
Senator MCMAHON. In other words that would not be an unreason-

able drop, but a drop from $2 to 30 cents an hour would be; is that
your theory?

Mr. POPPER. Yes, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. This bill provides for a maximum of $25 a week.

That is, we put up enough to supplement the State appropriation to
make it $25, or two-thirds of his previous pay if it would produce less
than $25.

Now, what sort of percentage would you suggest? Suppose a man
was getting $2 an hour for 8 hours. That is $16 a day. That is $90
a week. If somebody offered him a job that would pay $50 a week
which would be about 50 percent, if 50 percent would be the percentage
you suggest, then you suggest that he refuse that and get the $25 a week
instead of working for $50; is that what your suggestion means?

Mr. POPPER. Except that in terms of figures we have refrained from
indicating what that percentage shall be, but urge that it be reason-
able.

Senator BARKLEY. You must have some idea as to what an appro-
priate percentage would be.

Mr. POPPER. X es. I indicated that a machinist earning $2 per hour
and work at that rate were unavailable, and he was offered a job at
S 1.50, whicb was the prevailing rate for that particular category of
work, one could, at this particular moment, at least, feel that it is not
the kind of substantial reduction which he should refuse.

On the other hand, if a man were earning a dollar an hour, or $2
an hour as a machinist, and he were offered work as a laborer at 30
cents an hour, it is our opinion that that man should not be disqualified
f or refusing to take that job, because we feel to approach the problem
from that point of view will create a deterioration in standards of
living, in wage rates, and in no sense will bring about the recovery
we seek to bring about.

Senator BARKLEY. Suppose that he were offered employment at $1
ait hour, which would be $8 a day, or $240 a month. Do you think
that he would accept $25 a week, which would be $100 a month, in lieu
1,f -240 a month?

Mr. POPPER. No.
Senator BARKLEY. Or if he refused-
Mr. POPPER. I do not think the American worker would so refuse,

bt I do suggest that the problem of what would be a reasonable and
Oluitable qualification be based upon more exhaustive statistics.

Senator BARKLEY. Your percentage would have to be pretty low in
Cfrder to be worth anything.

Mr. POPPER. It has to be pretty low? It would have to be pretty
high.

Senator BARKLEY. No; it would have to be pretty low, because other-
Wise he would accept the employment offered, even thou h it might
involve, in some cases, a 100-percent reduction below tle 3-month
period the base period.

Mr. )PoPPFm We get there into a complicated problem, because it is
clear that in many categories of work, involving skilled work where
the American worker is organized, for instance, into labor unions, in
that case he would be unable to accept another job, even if it meant a
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considerable sacrifice for a short time, his desire being not to depress
wage rates which have been won over a long period of effort on his
colleagues in a particular craft.

So that I don t think the question can be answered quite that simply.
Senator BARwxLY. It is not a simple matter. It is complicated at

best, and in order not to add to the complication, I won't ask any more
questions along that line.

Mr. POPPER. I think a better picture of that can be gained based
upon the kind of statistics whichboth the labor organizations and the
Labor Department and other agencies of Government would be able
to provide this committee.

However, the principle involved is of great importance. It has had
a practical effect.

For instance, you have read, I am sure, Senator Vandenberg, in the
city of Detroit, for instance, during the past several weeks the USES
has refused, or, rather, the unemployment compensation division of
the State has refused thousands of workers the right to qualify for
unemployment compensation because they have refused to take jobs
at very seriously depressed wages in comparison to that which they
were getting during the war period. That has resulted in, in Detroit
at least, a serious question as to whether or not the policy of the Un-
employment Compensation Division of the State of Michigan is not
tending toward the depression of wage rates in that State.

That, I think would be the case in many industrial centers, and it
is to meet that kind of a situation that the principle which we have
enunciated we believe should be embodied in the bill which is passed.

Senator HAWKES. Have you any figures of the depressed rates under
which they refused these jobs and then applied for unemployment
insurance?

Mr. POPPER. All we have thus far are newspaper reports.
Senator HAWKES. Whatever you have got.
Mr. POPPER. The point is workers who had been working in war

factories manufacturing planes, and so forth, had been offered jobs of
different kinds, laborers' jobs, the wage rates being lower.

Senator HAWKES. Have you those figures?
Mr. PoPPER. No figures are thus far obtainable in terms of exact

figures, but the fact that that situation has developed and has become
a serious one is a matter of public knowledge.

Senator BARKLEY. There is also a question of human judgment, be-
cause any given man might be offered a job at a considerably reduced
rate, and he might feel that if he took that job he would thereby auto-
matically bar himself from a better job that might show up in a week
or two; he doesn't know whether to take that job or to browse around
to get a better one. It is also a question of human judgment as to
whether to take any given job when it is below his usual wage. That
would rather freeze him in a situation where he might not have an
opportunity for better employment later.

It is hard to write a rule to govern it.
Mr. POPPER. Let's assume that the judgment used by that individual

is that he had better not take that job because he will not be able to
get a better one. Should that person then be disqualified from receiv-
ing unemployment compensation ?

Senator BARKLEY. That presents a serious question.



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 135

Senator MCMAIHON. Let us assume that the minimum rate was 65
cents. Let us assume that was enacted. Then would you say that if
anybody refused employment at a 65-cent rate that he should be en-
titled to draw unemployment compensation?

Mr. POPPER. I think if it is a machinist or a skilled worker who has
been receiving $2 an hour, that he might not be affected. I do believe
that millions of workers, however, would be affected by a minimum of
65 cents an hour, so that this provision would no longer have practical
effect. It would take out of that problematic field millions of people.

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead with your statement.
Senator BARKmY. For the record, are you engaged in private prac-

tice, or are you with the Government?
Mr. POPPER. Private practice. .

CONSIDERATION FOR RECOMMENDATION

Harsh and illiberal construction of eligibility and disqualification
provisions in State statutes by unemployment compensation agencies
result in the denial of benefits to innumerable unemployed workers.
There has been a growing tendency to disqualify workers who refuse )
employment in their prewar occupation even though the wage rate
for that occupation may be as low as one-half or less of the worker's
last wage rate, and to disqualify workers Who declare they will not
accept employment at a wage rate considerably below their previous
earnings. The number of individuals so disqualified is constantly in-
creasing and may affect hundreds of thousands of workers during the
reconversion period. The reconversion program is not intended
merely to provide unemployment compensation to persons necessarily
unemployed during the reconversion of this Nation from a fully mobi-
lized war economy to a peacetime economy, but also to assure that peace
will not mean for the millions of workers of the country, who have
helped to make victory possible, a reversion to unemployment, low
wages and a lowering of the standards of living. -

These harsh constructions of eligibility and disqualification provi-
sions leave no choice to the worker but to accept a wage rate far below
that which he had been earning, thus effectively depressing wages
and lowering the standard of living. Unemployment compensation
laws should not be permitted to be utilized by selfish forces as an in-
st rument to lower wages and produce cheap labor. To penalize an
unemployed worker because he refuses to submit to a substantial re-
duction in his wage rate is in direct contradiction to the Administra-
t ion's program to maintain in the peace the wage level found none too
high during the war. To effectuate this objective, it would seem im-
l)erative that unemployment compensation benefits shall not be denied
to an unemployed worker for the period that it will take him, perhaps
with the aid o the Government's reconversion program, to secure em-
ployment that will ensure to him a living standard during peacetime
Substantially equivalent to that which he earned during the war.

We have refrained from setting a definite percentage below which
a worker should not be required to accept a job or lose his unemploy-
ment compensation benefits because it is a question of economic aajust-
ments and labor statistics which labor organizations are better equipped
to supply.
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4. Recommendation: That S. 1274 be amended to provide that no
unemployed worker entitled to benefits, in whole or in part, under the
provisions of S. 1274, shall be disqualified for any cause other than
the causes set forth in section 800 (a) (1) and (2) of the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act of 1944, nor for a period greater than set forth
in sections 800 (c) (1) of such act, and that sections 800 (b) and 800
(c) (2) of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 be repealed;
that in the event that a State agency disqualifies an unemployed
worker for any reason other than those herein specified or for any
period in excess of that herein specified, the benefits to which he would

entitled but for such disqualification, shall be paid by the Federal
Government.

CONSIDERATION FOR RECOMMENDATION

It is particularly important during the reconversion period that no
unemployed worker willing to work but unable to find work should be
denied benefits. Yet stringent eligibility and disqualification pro-
visions in existing State statutes deny benefits to many unemployed
workers for long periods of time through the worker is willing and
able to work and his continued unemployen longer attribu-
table to the act for which he was disqualified.

Every State law imposes disqualifications for voluntary leaving,
for refusal of suitable work, and for unemployment due to a strike,
lock-out, or other labor dispute, and all States, except Pennsylvania,
disqualify a worker who has been discharged for misconduct. Other
disqualifications appear in many States such as disqualification of
students, married women, et cetera.

For the period October through December 1944, out of a total of
203,567 claims for unemployment compensation filed by workers with
sufficient wage credits, disqualifications, exclusive of labor dispute, re-
ceipt of other remuneration, and ability and availability for work
issues, totaled 28,396.

During the same period 30,227 claims were denied on the issue of
"able to work" and "available for work" (Employment Security Ac-
tivities, vol. I, No 5 May 1945, p. 9.

In the case of voluntary leaving some States impose disqualifica-
tions from 1 week to the entire period of unemployment following the
individual's leaving; in other States accumulated benefit rights are
canceled ranging from 1 week to complete cancellation of all wage
credits earned from the employer whose service the individual left;
other States combine both kinds of disqualification provisions. Simi-
larly harsh penalties are imposed on workers disqualified because of
misconduct for refusal of suitable work. In the case of disqualifi-
cation because of a substantial cessation of work due to a labor dis-
pute. most States disqualify the worker for the period of the stoppage
of work.

Senator VANDENBERG. You mentioned misconduct. Do you mean
that an employee who loses his employment for misconduct should
be entitled to compensation?

Mr. POPPER. No. I am suggesting that the only disqualifications
which should be allowed in this bill are exactly those stated in the GI
bill of rights.

Senator BARKLEY. That would go beyond the principles of this
bill, which are based, except as to mandatory classes, on qualifications
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of the various State laws, and your suggestion would result, in many
cases, where the applicant who was disqualified under the State law
would be paid compensation out of the Federal Treasury and paid
entirely out of the Federal Treasury; isn't that true?

Mr. POPPER. That is correct.
Senator LUCAS. You just don't believe this bill goes far enough?
Mr. POPPER. Let me put it this way. We urge the immediate en-

actment of the bill. We hope the hearings will not be protracted
because the situation is critical.

Senator LUCAS. Can't you just answer the question without making
a long speech? What you would like to see is this bill amended to
cover all workers, and you would like to see the Federal Government
take over the unemployment compensation of all the States?

Mr. POPPER. No.
Senator LUCAS. You are talking about all these discriminations and

you are advocating that the Federal Government supply the dif-
ference.

Mr. POPPER. No.
Senator LUCAS. It means, practically, that the Wagner-Murray-

Dingell bill be substituted for this bill.
Mr. POPPER. No, it doesn't mean that at all. We are supporting

a bill which is based upon a Federal-State relationship. We are
merely indicating that the bill should be strengthened in several re- )
spects, which in no sense alters the State-Federal relationship of the
bill. There is nothing that I have urged that would federalize un-
employment compensation.

Senator LUCAS. You are leading up to that.
Mr. POPPER. On the contrary, we urge that this bill be enacted

inmediately. We say that in any permanent sense the Wagner-
Murray-Dingell bill would be a more secure measure. In effect, we
urge that hearings be started on that as soon as possible. But in no
sense do we urge that it be substituted for this bill.

While disqualifications for a refusal of suitable work, for discharge
for misconduct, and for voluntary leaving may be appropriate in an
unemployment-compensation law, we feel that the extent of the dis-
qualification should be related to the probable period of unemploy-
ment that might result because of the worker's voluntary act. It is
believed that such period should not exceed between 1 to 4 weeks.
Section 800 (c) (1) of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944
provides such period of disqualification. Repeal of section 800 (c)
(2) is recommended because it permits the imposition in certain cir-
cumstances of disqualifications for an additional period not to exceed
,ight additional weeks.

Disqualifications for unemployment due to a stoppage of work
),,cause of a labor dispute have been inserted on the theory that it
would maintain an impartial attitude on the part of the unemployment
agencies in the field of employer-employee conflicts. We believe,
however, that these provisions have a completely opposite effect. An
employer is at liberty to lock out his employees and his experience
rating account does not suffer because none of the workers locked
out receive unemployment benefits under these provisions. On the
other hand we do not know how many workers have been deterred
from exercising their right to strike-the most powerful economic
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weapon of labor to improve its conditions-because of these provi-
sions which deny benefits to them during such period of unemploy-
ment; when the worker does strike, perhaps because of an arbitrary or
provocative action of the employer, again the employer's experience
rating account is not affected.

These provisions we submit are clearly partisan and entirely in the
employer s favor. Repeal of section 800 (b) of the Servicemen's Read-
justment Act of 1944 is recommended because that section disqualifies
an unemployed veteran whose unemployment is due to a stoppage of
work because of a labor dispute.

5. Recommendation: That the administration of title VII of the bill
be vested in the Social Security Board rather than in the Director of
War Mobilization and Reconversion.

At least we suggest that the committee give serious consideration to
that.

That suggestion is based on the thought that the Social Security
Board was created and has both the experience and the apparatus which
would be conducive to a smooth functioning of this act as soon as it
came into effect, and for that reason it would probably be advisable
that that agency, which has the personnel and the experience and the
apparatus would be the logical agency to administer the bill.

5. Recommendation: That the administration of title VII of the bill
determinations of entitlement to benefits under this bill at the admin-
istrative level be made by the Social Security Board and that court re-
view in all cases be had in the same manner as is provided in title II of
the Social Security Act, as amended, with respect to decisions of the
Board under said title.

CONSIDERATION FOR RECOMMENDATION

That there may be uniformity in interpretation and administration
of the bill.

Senator LucAs. One question. How many members does the Na-
tional Lawyers Guild have?

Mr. POPPER. Approximately 5,000.
Senator LuCAs. Throughout the United States?
Mr. Popp. That is correct.
Senator LuoAs. With headquarters in New York?
Mr. POPPER. Yes, sir; national office in New York.
Senator LuoAs. What is the object and purpose of that organization ?
Mr. PoPPF=. It is a bar association interested in the welfare, the pro-

tection, and in the democratic development of the law.
Senator BARKLEY. As compared to the American Bar Association, it

is a little to the left of centerI
Mr. POPPER. As compared to the American Bar Association it is pro-

gressive.
Senator VANDENBERG. Do you think a tax reduction would be of use

in connection with this programI
Mr. Popp. A tax reduction for wage earners and those with low

incomes.
Senator VANDENBERG. You think any tax reduction would be pos-

sible under your program?
Mr. PoP . I certainly think so. As a matter of fact the problem of

taxation, which is, I agree, closely related to this, merely means we have
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to approach taxation from the point of view of ability to pay some-
thing, which we have not yet done. Had we enacted the seven-point
program on finally proposed by President Roosevelt, I think we wouldbe well able no ony to pay for this pro gram, but be in a better position
to meet the economic situation generally.

Senator BARKLEY. Is it your position that taxes aren't high enough
on large incomes?

Mr. PoPPm. Yes. I would say not on corporate incomes. I would
say that there are two factors. First, that they are not high enough,
and that secondly, refunds which have been provided for, could better
be utilized to meet the human problem of reconversion.

The CHAMMAN. Thank you.
Mr. Green.
Mr. Green, we will be very glad to hear you on this bill before the

committee.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM GREEN, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF
LABOR

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the
measure you have before you to amend the War Mobilization and
Reconversion Act of 1944 in order to provide supplementary unem-
ployment compensation during the period in which the industrial
plant of our Nation will be converting its facilities to peacetime pro-
duction represents the barest minimum in terms of legislative enact-
ment that is necessary to meet the human needs of the months ahead.
It is the opinion of the American Federation of Labor that much
more than is contemplated in this bill could and should be done, but
we are in favor of its early passage because it represents the first
concrete proposal placed before Congress which measures up to the
request made by President Truman in his message of May 28 in which
he so clearly outlined the need for action in this field.

You will recall that in this message the President pointed out that
Congress has made provision for the coordination of the reconversion
activities of all Federal agencies, for policies relating to contract ter-
muination, for cash benefits to returning veterans payable until they
are able to find jobs, for business to carry back postwar losses against
excess-profit-tax payments during the reconversion period, and for
the support of prices for agricultural products to protect farmers
against a postwar collapse of income.

The President pointed out that there remains a major gap in our
reconversion program: The lack of adequate.benefits for workers tem-
porarily unemployed during the transition from war to peace.

The American Federation of Labor joins the President of the United
States in urging Congress to close this gap.

When the President made this request of Congress, most of us
thought we had more time in which to prepare for peace, just as in
1941 we thought we had more time to prepare for the eventuality of
war. We did-not know that our scientists and workers were even then
completing work on instruments that would let loose on our enemy
elemental cosmic forces that would bring to a dramatic climax the
long heroic efforts of our fighting forces in the Pacific area.

As one commentator remarked, having in mind our lack of prepara-
tion for peace, "Japan's quick surrender was retaliation for the atomic

76876-4-----10
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bomb." Japan was not able to develop a defense against this deadly
weapon. We have however, at hand a defense against the threat of
unemployment, and depression. That defense is in the hands of Con-
gress to use or to withhold. In large part that defense lies in the pro-
visions of Senate bill 1274, and in the name of the workers of America
I urge you to put it to use.

This bill does not disturb the Federal-State relationship of our pres-
ent unemployment compensation system. There are some who regret
that it does not as they feel that the inadequacies of the State laws are
so serious there is no value in trying to prop up the rickety structure
they comprise.

While in terms of a long-time program for an adequate social in-
surance system we share that view, we recognize that this is a matter
of basic policy to which Congress should give deliberate considera-
tion. There is now no time for the kind of study that such a funda-
mental change would require. We are therefore urging. the support
of this emergency legislation because the need for immediate.action is
imperative.

I point this out particularly because I know that during the course
of these hearings there will be arguments presented against this meas-
ure based on the so-called issue of States' rights and charges will be
made that the enactment of the bill would federalize our present State
unemployment compensation systems. I trust the committee will be
on gua against such spurious and irrelevant appeals since the bill
clearly provides for making the needed payments to unemployed work-
ers through the State agencies in accordance with such agreements
with those agencies as their State laws empower them to enter into.

This bill simply provides the means for the Federal Government
to assume leadership in order to provide for the needs of unemployed
workers in a time of national necessity. Such leadership on the part
of the National Government has been proven necessary in times of
crisis in the past and is clearly needed in the present emergency. Ten
years ago when we were trying desperately to work out of an economic
depression, only one State had enacted an unemployment compensa-
tion law. With the passage of the Social Security Act of 1935, the
Federal Government took the lead and within a short time every State
bad enacted such a law. In fact it was only in response to a tax meas-
ure which was actually something more than "taking the lead" on the
part of the Federal Government that the States enacted their unem-
ployment compensation laws.

With respect to the inadequacies of these State laws, I shall not at-
tempt to present any extended analysis, though I shall later present
some illustrative examples. Thorough analyses have been made and
I assume that competent, technical witnesses will in the course of these
hearings present them for your study.

Our position in supporting S. 1274 rests mainly on two proposi-
tions: (1) A democratic government has the responsibility to prevent
hardship and suffering resulting from involuntary unemployment;
(2) the maintenance of our economy depends upon steady purchasing
power which would be seriously threatened by failure to supplement
the present unemployment compensation benefits to disemployed
workers.

I should like to make it clear that the workers in unions affiliated
with the American Federation of Labor, as I believe is true of all
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American workers, do not place their main reliance for security in
unemployment compensation benefits. They place their reliance first
on the prospect of steady, productive jobs under good conditions at
high wages. They are convinced, however, that it is necessary and
proper that their Government provide unemployment insurance so
that income will not stop completely in case something happens to
their jobs. And something is happening right today to millions of
their jobs.

With the announcement of the unconditional surrender of Japan
previously prepared telegrams were sent to hundreds of war plants
canceling munitions contracts. These were followed by thousands
of cancellations of subcontracts. There are jobs in civilian industries
waiting to absorb many workers. Some of our older workers will
retire. Many younger ones will, we hope, return to school. But very
many will have a period of unemployment.before they will be able to
find work in reconverted industry. The reports and estimates of
Government agencies indicate that the number of unemployed will
reach about 3,800,000 by the middle of September.

As servicemen are demobilized, unemployment will rise further
and will probably reach 8,000,000 by March 1946. After that time,
if we have planned wisely, unemployment should decline and our
industrial system should be prepared to enter into a program of full
employment. It is inconceivable that Congress in the face of this )
immediate emergency shall fail to make adequate provision for these
workers-r-especially in view of the fact that provision has been made
for every other group of our society.

Surely there is no need to argue before the members of the Senate
Finance Committee that the continued successful operation of our
ee onomic system depends on maintaining mass purchasing power.
The savings which workers have accrued during the war years could
and undoubtedly will contribute materially to the maintenance of
purchasing power, but it is to be hoped that they will not be called
upon to rely entirely on these savings, most of which are held in War
,onds to tide them over unemployment. Workers had hoped to keep

these bonds until the date of maturity and it is only just that they be J
permitted to do so as the interest returns are based on this expectation.
Moreover, there are a great many workers who have been unable in
the face of rising living costs and inadequate wages to save sufficiently
( 'enable them to tide over the period of reconversion unemployment.
It must not be forgotten that for millions of workers the war period
brought the first steady employment they had known for many years
,'nd wages had to go to paying debts or to purchasing items of neces-
city that their families had long been doing without. It is therefore
m)t only unjust, but economically unsound to rely entirely on mdi-
vidual savings to carry workers through the uncertainties of the
months ahead.

There is an element in unemployment insurance that is sometimes
overlookedd. That is that if the benefits provided are at all adequate,
it is just as important for the employed-as for the unemployed. If
employed workers know that the ever- present risk of unemployment
1s adequately underwritten they have the confidence to purchase the
items that keep industry going.
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We expect to make millions of new cars new radios, new washing
machines, and we expect to build millions of new homes. Making and
building these will provide jobs-if there are people who can buy
them. Unemployment insurance gives the employed worker a sense
of security that will encourage him to buy the things he wants and
needs-and which he must buy if our mills and-factories are to be kept
running. But there is not much of such assurance for a wage earner
who has been earning about $45 a week or more, but could draw only
$15 a week for a period of only 14 weeks if he did not find work in the
meantime, as in the case of two States. In seven other States he would
fare little better, drawing his $15 for a maximum of 16 weeks.

The necessity for the Federal Government to assume again active
leadership in this field in the face of the present emergency is evi-
denced in the record of recent attempts to meet the need by other means.

You will recall that a year ago Oongress had under consideration
proposals similar to those contained in S. 1274. The Congress at
that time refused to take action, basing its refusal largely on two
grounds: (1) There were sufficient funds in the unemployment reserve
accounts of the States to meet any contingency, and (2) since no
unemployment crisis was impending the States had ample opportunity
during the next year to correct the deficiencies in the State laws that
were operating to prevent these funds being paid out in benefits
adequate to the needs of the reconversion period.

The American Federation of Labor accepted in good faith this deci-
sion of Congress. In its sixty-fourth annual convention held in No-
vember, the delegates reviewed the report of the committee on social
security and unanimously declared in favor of a program to improve
the State systems in order to meet their proven deficiencies. In accord-
ance with this declaration, early in December I addressed a letter to
each State federation of labor enclosing a memorandum in each
instance indicating the changes that would be necessary in each State
law to bring it up to the standards adopted by the convention, which
were also approved as reasonable and practicable by competent and
impartial experts and which were practically parallel to those which
have been now recommended by P resident Truman. In practically
all of the 46 States whose legislatures were in session in 1945 improve-
ments in the State laws were presented in accordance with the mini-
mum standards approved by the convention.

These were:
1. To remove limitations on coverage based on number employed.
2. To lift the ceiling on weekly benefits to $25.
3. To extend the period of maximum duration to 26 weeks.
4. To remove restrictive disqualification provisions and those reduc-

ing or canceling benefit rights.
Now, we sent that out to our representatives in ever State urging

them to present them to the State legislatures and they did.
Senator BARKLEY. Does your statement contain the number of

States that followed that advice and acted?
Mr. GRE EN. No; it does not.
Senator BARKLEY. You don't have that information?
Mr. GREEN. No; but I can get it.
Senator BARKLEY. I don't think it was many.
Senator TArr. I understand there were a great many States that

acted but they didn't go that far.
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Mr. GREEN. There was improvement in a great many States but
they didn't make the basic changes proposed.

More than 8 months have gone by since these changes were proposed.
Some liberalization of the State laws have resulted, but they have been
eager in comparison with the rising need. In fact some of our State
representatives have reported that the argument that was so persua-
sive in Congress last year worked in reverse when presented to the
States; namely, that since the solvency of the State funds stopped
what they considered the threat of federalization any liberalization
of the State laws that would result in drawing materially on these
funds for benefits would bring on that threat again.

What is the actual record of accomplishment of the States in meeting r
the minimum requirements which were recommended nearly a yearago?

First, with respect to extension of coverage to employees working
in small firms-only three States took action along this line, raising
the total number of States to 16 which provide unemployment insur-
ance protection to workers regardless of the size of the establishment
in which they happen to work.

Senator TAFr. Don't we have to extend the tax to do that properly 1
How far down does the tax go today I

Mr. GREEN. I don't know.
Senator BARKLEY. That would be a matter for State taxation as )

long as it is under the States.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
Senator B~uxyu. He is talking about the State legislatures having

modified their own laws.
The CHAIR AN. But that is a Federal tax. We tried to get the

States to establish a system by giving back to the States practically all
that they put in.

Senator TAFT. I think the committee and the Senate was willing to
reduce it.

The CHAIRMAN. We recommended that.
Senator TArt. The House wouldn't do it.
Senator BAhiKLE-r. They had to originate it, and they wouldn't 3

originate it.
Mr. GREEN. Only three of these cover employees of one or more.
Senator HAWKES. Which three?
Mr. GREEN. I haven't them here. I don't know whether my asso-

ciate has the three or not.
Mr. CRUIKSHANK. What was the question?
Senator RhAwKEs. Those that reduced the coverage to one or more.
Mr. GREEN. We have three States that cover employees of one or

lnore.
Mr. CRUIKSHANK. There are 16 now which provide unemployment

insurance regardless of the size of the establishment in which they
work. The three States which were added this year are Alaska, Cali-
fornia, and Maryland.

Senator HAwKEs. Thank you.
Mr. GREM. Most of these States are not listed among the more

ig(,hly industrialized States. Only three of these cover employers
of one or more. Twenty-two States including such populous States

aTexas and Michigan retain the limit of eight or more.
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Senator TArT. The Federal tax is for eight or more, so if the State
wants to pay below that they have to levy a State tax.

Mr. GREEN. Yes.
Senator TAFT. It is almost up to us, having gone so far as to reduce

the Federal tax, to cover.
Mr. GREEN. That wouldn't be popular.
Senator TArP. Oh, I think this committee would do that.
Mr. GRmx. Secondly, what have the States done to lift the ceiling

on benefits to the recommended $25 per week? Twenty-six States in-
creased the maximum benefit amount-in most instances by $2, $3,
or $5 amounts. Twenty-five States have made no change in their
weekly benefits amounts of $15 to $20. Only five States moved to
proviLe the recommended maximum of $25, two of which went higher
for eligible claimants having dependents.

Senator VANDENBERG. What States were they?
Mr. GREEN. Washington and Connecticut.
Mr. CRUIRSHANK. Washington and Utah.
Mr. GREEN. Washington and Utah.
Senator VANDENBERG. Didn't the Michigan Legislature include de-

pendents up to $28 a week?
Mr. CRUIKSHANK. Yes; but that is only in the case of dependents.

I think it is $22 otherwise.
Senator VANDENBERG. But it did go to $28?
Mr. CRUIKSHANK. Only in the case of dependents, however.
Senator VANDENBERG. That is what I am talking about. That is

what Mr. Green is talking about.
Mr. GREEN. Yes; that is what I am talking about.
Senator VANDENBERG. I want you to include Michigan on the asset

side as long as you have it on the liability side.
Mr. GREEN. I have that in mind, Senator.
Ten States still retain the maximum benefit of $15 per week.
With respect to the recommendation to extend the maximum dura-

tion the record is a little better. Of the 14 States providing uniform
duration only 1 extended the period to 26 weeks while 1 still held to
14 weeks and 5 kept the maximum at 16 weeks.

Of the 37 States having a variable duration only 4 extended the
period to 26 weeks. In this group also 1 State held to 14 weeks maxi-
mum while 7 others retained the 16-week limitation.

While 5 States meet thestandard of $25 maximum weekly benefit
and 5 States meet the 26-week duration standard, it is to be noted these
are not in all cases the same States. In fact, these standards only
coincide in two cases and in one there is a sliding scale based on the cost
of living index. Strictly speaking, therefore, there is now only 1 State
among the 51 States and Territories that meets the recommended
standard maxima of $25 and 26 weeks.

Among the most serious deficiencies of the State laws are the many
restrictive disqualification provisions. This is serious not only in its
immediate effect but because it brings into unemployment insurance
laws a punitive principle that has no rightful place in such legislation
and tends to undermine the entire structure. In recent years there
has been a marked trend toward increasing these restrictive features
which deny to workers their benefit rights.

Those who point to the record of such liberalization of benefit
formulas as have been achieved in State laws during the past years as
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an argument for relying entirely on action by the States invariably
fail to point out that these liberalizations have in most instances been
accompanied by increasingly restrictive disqualifications.

It is recognized that unemployment-insurance laws should be so
drawn that the do not reward workers who for no good reason quit
their jobs, or wo are voluntarily unemployed, as that would encour-
age unnecessary turn-over and put a premium on idleness. All unem-
ployment insurance laws of other countries recognize this necessity.
But in our State laws we have gone far afield in this respect. These
not only postpone payments for sound reasons, but in many instances
completely cancel the earned benefit rights of employees.

For example, last year 20 State laws contained provisions which
disqualified, workers for benefits when they left their employment
without good cause attributable to the employer or connected with
their iiork. This means that no matter how good a personal reason
a worker may have-such as keeping his family united or reasons
connected with his health or the health or education of his children-
he is denied benefits when he becomes unemployed due to such cause.

During tte 1945 sessions of the State legislatures this number was
reduced from 20 to 18.

Last year 28 States had provisions which reduced or canceled benefit
rights on various issues. During the 1945 sessions of the State legis-
latures only two States succeeded in correcting this situation. )

Summarizing the record in this respect we find that during 1945,
13 State legislatures made changes in their major disqualification pro-
visions. Seven of these appear to have liberalized them in some re-
spects, but in six the provisions are made even more restrictive. Many
of the States with the most drastic provisions failed completely to
amend their laws in this respect. We submit this is a sorry record
of accomplishment in face of the assurances so blithely given Congress
a year ago that the States could take care of the situation.

Though some improvements in State laws were effected in the legis-
lature sessions of 1945 the net result appears to be that the unjust
and discriminatory disparities in benefits between States has been
widened. For example, a worker who had been earning in his high J
quarter an average amount of about $30 a week and had earned $1,000
in his base period would be eligible in one State for only $15 a week for
a little over 11 weeks, totaling $167. With exactly the same earnings )
record he would be eligible in other States for benefits totaling from
$210 to $460.

Senator BAEHLxy. In that connection can it be said that on the whole
the living conditions in those States are comparable, Mr. Green?

Mr. Gp"N. There may be some variation.
Senator BARKLEY. But there wouldn't be that much variation.
Mr. Gmm. Not in proportion to this variation.
A worker who had earned as much as $2,100 in his base period and

had been averaging wages of about $46 a week would in one State be
eligible for anly $15 benefits for 14 weeks or a total of $210. With
the same earnings record in another State he would be eligible for
benefits of $24 per week for 26 weeks or a total of $624-almost three
times as much.

Senator VANDIMNBRG. Doesn't this bill penalize the State that pays
$624 and rewards the State that only pays a hundred?
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Mr. GREEN. The bill is susceptible of that kind of interpretation I
know, Senator, but we must keep in mind the emergency requirement.

Senator VAWDENBERG. I quite agree, but I was wondering if there
isn't some way to change the formula, so that you don't totally kill
the incentive to the States.

Mr. GREEN. We would change it, if public thinking would accept
that, so that we could establish a uniform plan.

Senator VANDENBERG. Even in this emergency legislation is there
no way to change the formula so that the $600 States you are talking
about gets some compensation, some assistance beyond just paying the
final gap, isn't there some way that that State can be entitled to a con-
tribution in respect to the amount it is already paying?

Mr. GREEN. Well, I have thought about that.
Senator VANDENBERG. I would be interested in knowing what you

think on that.
Mr. GREEN. I confess that I don't see how it can be done during this

emergency. For instance now a State that is meeting all this require-
ment, there may be one, it is about one, for instance, one State that is
meeting this requirement will in no way be benefited by the appropri-
ations from the Federal Government. The State itself, the community
within the limitations of the State limits, will do that for themselves,
while other States will be helped by the Federal Government. I imag-
ine that the people in that State will feel that they are just not being
treated quite right.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is the point.
Mr. GREEN. That is the point.
Senator VANDENBERG. Not only that, they have got to pay taxes in

order to help bring up the others.
Mr. GREEN. But I will confess, because we have waited until this

situation is right on us, 3,800,000 out now, 8,000,000 within a short
time, we do not have time to even consider some of those inequities
to which you refer.

Senator VANDENBERG. You don't think there is any way ?
Mr. GREEN. I haven't thought it out as yet.
Senator BARKLEY. It couldn't be done by changing the Federal tax

rate because the Constitution requires the tax rate be uniform. The
only other way it could be done is to reimburse that State out of the
Treasury for some part of that which it had paid out under its own
laws.

Mr. GREEN. Yes; that is the one way, because you could not exempt
that State from the imposition of the Federal tax because that must
be uniform in character.

Workers in the lower-pay brackets are confronted with even greater
disparities. A worker. for example, that experienced intermittent
employment enabling him to earn in his high quarter only an average
of about $8 per week and accrue wage credits of only $200 in his base
period would be ineligible for any benefits in 11 States. In 33 other

tates he would be eligible for the minimum which ranges from $3 to
$10 per week. His maximum annual benefits would range from $34
to $120.

Since our recommendations of last December were submitted to the
State federations of labor it has become increasingly apparent that
an injustice is being done the heroic workers in maritime employment
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by their being denied in most instances any protection in unemploy-
ment compensation.

Senator TAF. Did the State of New York extend unemployment
compensation to maritime workers?

Mr. CRUISHANK. Yes; it has. Some States have provided for it.
It is extremely difficult in administration.

Senator TAFT. New York did pass the law ?
Mr. CRUIRSHANK. That is right.
Mr. GPREN. Even the most ardent advocates of a policy of independ-

ent State action find themselves baffled by the problem of extending
coverage to these workers. Only 13 States during 1945 attempted to
meet this need, and 6 of them tacitly admitted that Federal action was
necessary by making their coverage of maritime workers contingent
upon action by Congress or by other States.

There remain 23 States whose laws retain an over-all maritime exclu-
sion. Of these, 10 are coastal States, 1 is on the Great Lakes, 1 on
the Ohio River, and 1 on the Mississippi.

We heartily endorse the provision in S. 1274 to provide for payment
of unemployment-compensation benefits to Federal employees. It
must not be forgotten that the very great number of these workers
have been employed m navy yards, arsenals, and Government offices
and are subject even more than other workers to the risks of unem-
ployment as these establishments will not for the most part be con-
verted to civilian production.

During the war, under Manpower Commission -regulations, backed
by the Civil Service Commission, these people were not free to change
their jobs or seek employment with postwar opportunities. Many of
them will find peacetime employment, but for those who cannot, justice
demands they be given the same protection afforded other workers.

Permit me to depart from the statement for a moment to express my
interpretation of this travel pay to Federal workers.

I am of the opinion that the provision in the act which provides for
the payment of transportation in certain cases should and does apply 3
to Federal employees the same as to those employed in private indus-
try, and it seems to be reasonably fair and just that it should.

We have workers who have come from Arkansas and Mississippi and
South Carolina and many places to work for the Federal Government
in offices and agencies and in different capacities. Their home is in
those places from which they came. Their service is discontinued.
They must return home, or they must return some place else.

Now, they are as much entitled to the help and benefit provided for
in this act relating to transportation as those employed in private
industry, in my judgment. I think that is a fair interpretation of the
transportation sections of the act.

Senator BAwuzY. The act doesn't provide for transportation just to
get people back home who have gone away to work.' It limits the
transportation to those who are, as I said this morning, heading toward
a job, those who have registered and are being transported either to
their homes or somewhere else in the obtaining of a job.

Mr. GP WN. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. Now, I suppose the same interpretation would ap-

ply to Federal employees. Those who have come here to work tem-
porarily during the war and are going back home, with no particular
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thing in mind, or to return to teaching school, or something else, would
come under the same provisions and the same limitations that would
apply to all other employees that are entitled to transportation. Is
that your interpretationI

Mr. GREEN. That is my opinion, yes, because it is reasonable to con-
dude that they will seek work either at home or some place, and par-
ticularly at home. Perhaps at the same place where they were work-
ing when they came to Washington or Philadelphia or New York
or other places to serve the Federal Government.

Your analysis of it is my analysis, as I view it. You have inter-
preted it just as I see it.

Senator VANDENBERG. I don't think there is'any doubt about that;
they have to go "from" the place of such employment to any place at
which the United States Employment Service certifies that there are
available suitable job opportunities.

Mr. GuN. Wel, you know, coming from Michigan, Senator, that

a very large number of people came from agricultural sections, per-
haps I may put it that way, and sections in the southland, to work
in war material products plants of Detroit.

Senator VANDENERG. Thousands of them.
Mr. GRiw. Thousands of them.
Now, they were working in these agricultural sections or in the

places from which they came at something. I presume they have in
their mind that they will go back and begin work at that place. It
may be, of course, that the USES might certify them to go to some
other place. I suppose there would be a question, in the event that
were done, whether they would be entitled to their transportation, if
they refused to go to that point. That is a matter of administration.

Senator VANDENBERG. I quite agree with you regarding the impor-
tance of this particular section. It would mean more in our particular
section than anyhingelse in the bill. a

Mr. GREEN. We commend and support the provision for paying
travel expenses for workers who cannot find suitable employment in

the localities where they are now located. This is particularly im-
ortant in view of the fact that many workers have during the war

bn employed in areas where plants were located for security reasons

and- where little if any postwar employment opportunities exist. They

have been recruited from all corners of the Nation and many of them

will be able to find employment immediately or return to their former

jobs if they have the means of transporting themselves and their

families to the place of employment.
Senator VANDENBERG. I suspect many of them had their transporta-

tion paid to their jobs in the first place.
Mr. GREEN. Yes; I suspect so.
We believe also that the provisions contained in this measure for

liberalizing the provisions of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of

1944 are sound and justified. The American Federation of Labor sup-
ports this proposal as we have supported every measure designed to

assist returning servicemen and women to adjust to the necessities of

civilian life.
Today the people of America are rejoicing in their victory over

tyranny and oppression. First honors go to our gallant and heroic

men of the armed forces and to their courageous and able leaders.
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But the victory belongs to all the people, for we have demonstrated
i;gain, and we hope finally, that a people's government can outfight
,ind outproduce the dictatorships that sometimes seem so efficient and
appear r so powerful.

While our soldiers and sailors were fighting on distant shores, on
faraway seas, and in alien skies, our loyal workers were bending to
their tasks at home to keep them supplied with all the varied weapons
and equipment necessary in modern warfare. As the fighting men
fought for their country, so the workers toiled for their country. They
cannot believe that now as millions of them are faced with unemploy-
ment that their Nation will let them down. They look to the National
Congress to take the lead once again in the emergency that confronts
them and to pass this emergency unemployment compensation bill
without delay.

That completes my statement, gentlemen. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity of presenting it to you.

The CHArRMAN. Are there any further questions of Mr. Green? If
not we thank you.

senator BARKLEY. I want to say that I think Mr. Green has made a
very fair and comprehensive level-headed statement about this whole
problem.

Mr. GREwx. Thank you.
TheCHAIRMAN. Thank you. )
Mr. Steward.

STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

Mr. STEWARD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we
are wholeheartedly in favor of the principles as set forth in S. 1274
as a temporary provision during the period of adjustment to peace-
t ime economy for those employees who have lost their positions
through a cessation of the activities in which they were engaged which
partook of the war effort.

We feel that the bill, including its coverage of civil and Federal em- ]
ployees is very fair, as it will place them somewhat on parity with
ther wage earners similarly situated.
We feel that there should be, in order to carry out the clear intent

Of the bill, some clarification in order definitely to indicate the bill's
application to civil and Federal employees, as it is contemplated that
this group shall be in the mandatory class, and while administration
will be in the hands of the officials in all of the States who enter into
oreement with the Federal Government. the provisions of the Em- 2

1loyees' Compensation Act in the District of Columbia shall apply.
We feel, therefore that rather than to depend upon the general

language of paragraph 3 appearing on page 4 of the bill as to benefits,
that the table specifically setting forth the benefits based upon weekly L
earnings of Federal employees who have lost their positions, as pre-
sinted by Senator Kilgore this morning, should be written into the
bill.

Those listed benefits appear on page 9 of Senator Kilgore's state-
iieut and provide for weekly benefits ranging from $10 per week to
.25 per week, where the range of weekly compensation is from $19.50
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the minimum of $10 would be paid, to the maximum of $25 being paid
to those who receive $37.50 per week or more.

Senator LUCAS Would that change the present law?
Mr. STWVARD. It would merely set forth in detail-
Senator LUCAS. What the law is?
Mr. SrEWARD. What the law is; rather than to leave a general pro-

vision.
Senator Barkley referred this morning to the fact that the language

of the bill was somewhat difficult to understand because it has to be
geared to existing statutes.

In the interest of clarity and rather than to depend upon the in-
terpretations of a great many officials who would have before them
only the District of Columbia law, if these figures were embodied
in the statute specifically, it would not only simplify administration,
but would clearly carry out the intent of the Congress.

Senator LUCAS. Let me ask you this on that point: Do you believe
that the application of the District of Columbia law in the various
States throughout the Union will create any particular difficulty in
view of the fact that the laws of those respective States are altogether
different than the District of Columbia law?

In other words, in one State your Federal employees might be get-
ting less than what the State law gives and in another State they
might be paid more.

Mr. STEWARD. Under the standard provisions as contemplated, as
I read the bill, Federal employees wheresoever located, would be paid
at the standard rate.

Senator LUCAS. Yes, but it would have to be administered by State
officials.

Mr. STEWARD. Yes, who would be paying in some instances to them,
on a different formula than private employees.

Senator LUCAS. In every State there would be two formulas, two
separate payments, one for the Federal employees, and another for
the regular workers that come under the State law. The question in
my mind is whether or not Federal employees couldn't be classified in
accordance with the State laws rather than to attempt to apply the
District law throughout these States.

What is your answer to that?
Mr. STEWARD. In order to attempt to resolve one inconsistency, it

would set up many more. For instance, Federal employees working
at one Federal activity, but having their residences in two or more
States-that frequently occurs where activities are right on State
lines-they would then be subject to discriminatory treatment, al-
though they were working side by side and were doing the same kind
of work, they would lose their positions under the same conditions,
and yet would receive different rates of compensation.

Senator LUCAS. I can appreciate that, too.
Mr. STEWARD. In view of the fact that Federal employees are all

grouped under one employer, it would seem to be the best solution
of a difficult problem to include them in one category and pay them
under one standard.

Senator VANDENBERG. Will you give me the top and bottom figures
in that table again?

Mr. STEWARD. Senator Kilgore's minimum for the lowest weekly
wage, $19.50 and the weekly benefit $10.
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The maximum of $25 would be paid to those who had been in re-
ceipt for the necessary base period of $37.50 or more.

Senator VANDENBERG. Doesn't that pay a bigger percentage of un-
employment compensation to the top* salaries than it does to the
bottom salaries?

Mr. STE*CARD. That percentage does rise a little bit; yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. Ought it not to work the other way?
Mr. STEWARD. I would be the last one to object to making it two-

thirds all the way along the line.
Senator VANDENBERG. I don't think it is quite fair to put the low-

est percentage on the lowest wage.
Mr. Smw A. It does, however, as soon as you get to $24 there

the two-thirds applies, and the $19.50. It is only under $19.50, oi
whom there would be a very limited number, that that applies, and
where that disparity seems to exist.

In respect to the provision for travel allowance, we feel that the
language on page 10 requires clarification. During a colloquy this
morning between members of the committee and Senator Kilgore,
who was on the stand, there came the question as to the definition of
workers. )

There is some difference of opinion as to the application of the
term, as to those, we will say, engaged in clerical or inside occupa-
tions, even though at a recognized establishment engaged in the manu- )
facture of war materials.

We feel very definitely that any civilian employee of the Federal
Government who has lost his or her position due to a cessation of
activity should receive the benefit of this section.

In fact, the Congress of the United States partially legislated after
the First World War in respect of paying transportation home to the
employees who had lost their positions that they had held temporarily
during the First World War.

It must be borne in mind that large numbers of civilian Federal
employees are working under so-called duration appointments at
great distances from their homes, where they were actively solicited,
subjected to very great pressures to accept positions with the Federal
Government as their patriotic duty.

In a great many instances their way was paid. In many instances
there was expressed assurance, rarely written, oral as a rule, that their
return fares would be provided.

We feel very definitely that the language of the section providin
for travel should be so rewritten as to include all displaced Federal
employees, and from an economic standpoint they should receive that
travel pay to their homes rather than a limitation referring them to a
place of employment.

We believe that would probably solve some of the problem on re-
establishing migratory workers who have disrupted their former
domestic arrangements by moving in great numbers across the country.

Senator VANDENBERG. You mean any civil servant, regardless of
the class of employment, should be entitled to transportation?

Mr. STEWARD. To his home.
Senator VANDENBERG. Of course, that changes the character of the

bill. It doesn't a ply to all workers. It onl applies to workers
that have been empi oyed in activities essential to le war effort.
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Mr. STEWARD. When it is borne in mind that although priorities
were established as between different Federal agencies in their rela-
tion to the war effort-now, there were a great many frozen in their
positions, and a great many others transferred willy-nilly, because
it was in the interest of the war effort-it would be difficult, if not
impossible, to segregate a single civilian Federal employee who was
not tied up with the war eWort. To attempt to draw such a fine
distinction, it would seem to me, would be difficult, as well as extremely
unfair.

Senator VANDENBERG. Would you make the same broad application
to industrial workers and apply this act to any worker regardless
of whether he had anything to do with the war effort or not?

Mr. STEWARD. We know of many instances where private employers,
in a great many instances paid by Government funds, contracted
not only to pay the fare and other expenses of their workers to distant
points but also contracted to return them.

I feel justice would require that it should apply to all Federal
employees by returning them to the place of origin.

Senator VANDENBERG. Regardless of whether they were engaged in
war work?

Mr. STEWARD. My definition of "Federal employees" was that all
Federal employees are engaged in war work.

Senator VANDENWMmG. Well, let's see. Let's personify it.
Let's say someone was working in the Library of Congress.
Was that war work ?
Mr. STEwAmm. I think so; yes, sir.
Senator BA1ixmLY. That would depend upon whether the number

of employees working in the Library of Congress was increased be-
cause of the war.

The mere fact that a vacancy occurred in the Library of Con-
gress and somebody came to fill it, wouldn't automatically mean that
they came because of the war.

Mr. STEWARD. No, sir.
But I think it will be found that the vast majority of those who

took positions were of duration appointment.
Senator BARKLEY. Of course, the Library of Congress is not the

best example of a Government agency.
I think we might assume broadly that any of the Government agen-

cies where there was an exceptional increase in the number of em-
ployees after we got into the war that they were engaged in war work.
Otherwise, the increased numbers wouldn't have been here.

Senator VANDENBERG. I agree to that.
Mr. Steward is saying everybody is entitled to be covered.
Mr. STEWARD. I think I can make a pretty good case for employees

in the Library of Congress.
Senator VANDENBERG. I don't mean to pick them out.
Mr. STEWARD. The have done a great deal of research work for

not only Members of Congress but for officials in connection with
studies incident to the prosecution of the war.

The CHAMMAN. Mr. Steward, you mean to say that an employee
who came to Washington seeking a job and finally got it as temporary
employment should now have his way paid back home?

Mr. STEWARD. Unfortunately, Mr. airman, the shoe has been on
the other foot lately. They have been dragging the highways and
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hedges all over the country for several years to get them to come to
Washin n.

The CHAMMAN. They did not have to drag them here. They came.
There wasn't any Selective Service Act that brought them here.

Mr. STEWARD. No, sir.
The CHAIR AN. They came voluntarily.
Mr. STEWARD. A great many of them came under the very definite

assurance, and their way was paid in many, many instances.
The CHAIRMAN. By the Government?
Mr. STEWARD. Yes, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. You do not mean Government employees work-

ingin departments, do you?
Mr. STEWARD. Yes, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. Their way was paid to Washington?
The CHAIRMAN. Paid as compensation or advancement against

salary, or how?
Mr. STEwARD. Where funds were appropriated by Congress that

weren't necessarily earmarked, they were spent to pay the way of
Federal employees to accept positions in Washington; yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. That is no way to spend the taxpayer's money. As
every Senator knows, these jobs here in Washington were sought after.
People came here seeking these Jobs. Some might have been induced
to come here.

Now to pay their way back, there is no more reason why that should
be done than to pay any worker who goes anywhere for any kind of
a job.

Mr. STEWARD. Congress itself established the precedent after the
First World War.

The CHATRMAN. We have established enough precedents in these
wars to last a long time.

It seems to me that you are overstressing the thing when you try to
include civilian workers of that type and ask the Government to pay
their expenses back home.

Mr. STEWARD. When they have been assured by someone who appar-
ently spoke with authority that their way would not only be paid to
the job but would be paid back home on the cessation of the war ?

Senator BYRD. Who assured them of that?
Mr. STEWARD. Those who have been actively recruiting them in all

sections of the country.
Senator BRD. Name someone.
Mr. STEWARD. I wouldn't attempt to name officials.
Senator BYRD. Who did it ? You say it has been done.
Mr. STEwAm. It has been done by recruiting officials of the various

departments.
Senator ByRD. Name someone so we can investigate it. You cer-

tainly had no authority to make such a statement.
Mr. STEWARD. Well, obviously, I don't want to be put in the position

of singling out one person.
Senator BYRD. You say it has been generally done.
Mr. STEWARD. I say it has been done in a number of instances.
Senator BYRD. Can't you quote one instance?
Mr. STEWARD. I would prefer to give you the information off the

record. I will be glad to do that.
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Senator BARKLEY. Was it a general practice among supervisors or
inducers or inductors that went around over the country to get people
to come to Washingtont

Was it a general practice to tell them their way would be paid back?
Mr. STEWARD. Just how general I wouldn't attempt to say, because

that would involve an analysis of a very large picture.
The best of my information is that it was done in a number of in-

stances under authority granted by the Civil Service Commission to
departments in the emergency to do some of their own recruiting.

They went quite far.
niator BYRD. Did the Civil Service Commission approve paying

the expenses to Washington ?
Mr. STEWARD. The Civil Service Commission wasn't consulted and

would have no authority to pass on expenditures of departments.
Senator BYm. You say they were authorized to do their own re-

cruiting ?
Mr. STEWARD. To do their own recruiting.
They did not have to clear intially through the Civil Service Com-

mission in order to avoid delays.
Senator BARIKxLEY. There were a lot of employees, thousands of

them, brought here and taken elsewhere in the Government where the
Government did not want to wait to go through the ordinary long-
drawn-out civil-service examination, and they authorized certain tests
to be made promptly and frequently on the ground to determine the
qualification of people.

Mr. STEWARD. And authorized the heads of operating agencies to
do their own recruiting, and they would then spot-check the results
later.

Senator BARKLEY. They would clear the employee through the
civil service, which preserved the form of civil service whether it
preserved the substance or not.

That was necessary.
Mr. STEWARD. In order to avoid unnecessary delays.
Senator BARKLEY. Now, let us get back to employees in factories.
Senator HAwIKES. Do you mind if I ask a question right there,

Senator?
Senator BARKLEY. No.
Senator HAWKES. For instance, if some department hired 10 people

in Chicago or Minneapolis or some other place and paid their expenses
down here, how was the item charged?

In other words, where was the item put and how was it marked?
Mr. STEWARD. That is getting a little further into departmental

bookkeeping than I am prepared to go offhand.
I will say that an examination of the appropriations made by the

Congress during the last 5 years would show repeated instances where
tremendous sums have been appropriated without any earmarking and
discretion left to the operating agency as to the expenditure.

Senator VANDENBERG. I will say that is so.
Senator HAWKES. Would that go into expenses as miscellaneous ex-

penses without any definition of what it was for?
That is what I am getting at, whether any great amounts were

charged without any definition.
Mr. STEWmARD. We will assume that a department was already spend-

ing millions of dollars a year for necessary travel. A few hundred,
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or even a few thousand, additional travel vouchers wouldn't attract
much attention.

Senator BARKLY. Would they do that for file clerks and steno- '
graphic employees, or did they do that with reference mainly to experts
along some line who had to be induced to come here, and that was part
of the inducement?

Mr. STEWARD. I think if the committee was interested to find out, the
unfilled requisitions made on the Civil Service Commission by depart-
ments would give a clear idea of the categories of employment where
these measures were probably put to the greatest use.

Senator BARKLEY. These employees in plants that were paid their
transportation from their homes to the plant, and that transportation
paid back to their homes, and that was charged up to the Govern-
nient-in other words, it went into the cost of production.

Mr. STEWARD. Yes, sir.
Senator BARILEY. That has already been paid.
Mr. STEWARD. Yes, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. How are we going to discriminate as between that

class whose transportation has already been paid, or has been paid one
way, and obligation has been incurred by the corporation to pay it
back to their homes--how are we going to find out and discriminate be-
tween those as not to pay them twice under this bill?

Mr. STEWARD. I foresee certain difficulties there, it is true.
Senator BARKLEY. -So, if they have already been paid and the Gov-

ernment has been charged with it in the price of the product and now
we are going to pay it again, that is paying it twice.

Mr. STEWARD. I am thinking of those mainly who get nothing either
way.

S enator BARELEY. I am, too. We have got to face the facts, however,
that those might get paid twice.

Mr. STEWARD. Merely as an offhand or curbstone suggestion, elimi-
nating----"
Senator BAuicyLY. (interposing). That is a matter of administra-

tion too, I guess. But certainly nobody ought to be paid twice for one ]
round trip.

Mr. STEWARD. Certainly not. There was just one other thing. In
view of the fact that dismissals have already taken place in sub-
stantial numbers since unofficial VJ day, and will increase in volume
constantly, we feel that a date should be set for the effectiveness of this
so as to include within its terms those who have been displaced subse-
quent to August 14.

With those suggestions which go to clarify one or two sections of the
bill, we are heartily in support of the proposal.

I have nothing else, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BYrnw. I want to ask you a question in regard to this re-

tirement matter we were discussing: Can an employee of the Gov-
ernment get both unemployment and retirement too under any con-
ditions?

Mr. STEWARD. As I understand it, Senator Byrd, the application
of this bill to civilian Federal employees will hit almost entirely dur-
ing the period for which the legislation is designed, 22 months, upon
duration employees.

Senator BYRD. Not necessarily.
76876-45----11
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Mr. STEWARD. Not necessarily. I mean the great bulk. Should,
however, it affect employees within the retirement system who have
served over 5 years and who have reached retirement age, when they
will become immediate beneficiaries of the Retirement Act, I should
say that that portion of the retirement annuity paid by the Govern-
ment, or $30 a year of computable service, should be deducted from
whatever unemployment compensation they received.

It is obviously the purpose of the legislation not to pyramid bene-
fits.

Senator BYRD. It is not covered in the bill, is it?
Mr. STEWARD. I see nothing in there that covers that. I think that

it will not affect a great many; but should it, I will say in all fair-
ness-

Senator BYRD (interposing). You don't think they ought to get
both .

Mr. STEWARD. I will say that portion just as though it was earned
as impartial employment.

I thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Steward.
Our next witness is Mrs. Jessica Rhine.
Mrs. Rhine, you represent the Food, Tobacco, Agricultural, and Al-

lied Workers Union of America, CIO?
Mrs. RHINE. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. We will be glad to hear from you on this matter

before us.

STATEMENT OF MRS. JESSICA RHINE, REPRESENTING THE FOOD,
TOBACCO, AGRICULTURAL, AND ALLIED WORKERS UNION OF
AMERICA, CIO

Mrs. RHINE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
appearing for the president of our organization, Mr. Donald Hender-
son, who is unable to appear before your committee today.

STATEMENT OF DONALD HENDERSON, PRESIDENT OF THE FOOD, TOBAD O,
AGRICULTURAL, AND ATLID WORKERS OF AM CA, CIO

Mrs. RHINE (reading) : The Food, Tobacco, Agricultural, and Allied
Workers Union of America, which represents some 80,000 workers
under contract in the food, fiber, and tobacco processing industries,
supports S. 1274 generally for the same reasons as all other organi-
zations and individuals-because we recognize the necessity for main-
taining the living standards and purchasing power of war workers
and veterans in order to provide a solid basis for full production and
full employment.

In addition, our organization has a particular concern with this
measure. It lies in subsection (b) 4 of section 702, which provides for
the payment of unemployment compensation to-
any individual who performed services in handling, drying, packing, processing,
etc. * * * of any agricultural or horticultural commodity.

We feel this is decidedly a step in the right direction but not enough,
because this section, while providing coverage for some 300,000 work-
ers at present excluded from the Federal Social Security Act and most
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State unemployment insurance acts, would fail to provide coverage
for some additional 2,700,000 agricultural workers who are also ex-
cluded from the Federal Social Security Act and most State unem-
ployment insurance acts. -

As written, section 702 would give coverage to some 300,000 workers
in fruit and vegetable packing houses, dried-fruit-processing plants,
bean-cleaning elevators, cotton gins, poultry hatcheries, and nur-
series who were excluded from the Federal Social Security Act by
the amendment to the definition of "agricultural labor" passed in
1939.

Agricultural workers proper have, of course, been excluded from
the Social Security Act from the beginning, just as they have been
from the Fair Labor Standards Act and the National Labor Rela-
tions Act. The arguments made against their inclusion under
F. L. S. A. and N. L. R. A., fallacious as they are, are even less ap-
plicable to the question of coverage under the Social Security Act.
Certainly, the special circumstances which are usually given for the
exclusion of "farm hands" from these two laws-the fact that these
workers sometimes get room and board in the case of the F. L. S. A.
and a special employer-employee relationship in the case of the
N. L. R. A.-have no connection with the right of these workers to
protection for old age and against unemployment.

It is obvious that the exclusion of some 3 million agricultural work-
ers and sharecroppers from all social and labor legislation is not based
on any.valid grounds but on the ability of certain farm and food-
processing interests to obtain exclusion through pressure on Congress.

The original injustice done when agricultural workers were ex-
cluded from the Social Security Act was carried further in 1939, when
the definition of "agricultural workers" was amended to cover those
employed in operations which cannot really be distinguished from
other industrial operations. This action really was the successful
culmination of a general campaign to deprive as large a section of
workers as possible from the protective legislation of the past decade.

Attempts to extend the definition of agricultural workers to
achieve this exclusion have often been made in the past. The Barden
amendments to the F. L. S. A. in 1938, which would have excluded
some 3 million industrial workers from coverage, failed. But the
extension of the definition under the Social Security Act succeeded
in removing one industrial group, the packing-shed workers, from
coverage by the act. The passage of the Lea rider, as a matter of
expediency for the sake of adjournment, exempted this same group of
workers from the control of the War Labor Board. This has brought
the powerful farm and food-processing interests closer to their real
objective in their campaign, which is to secure the exclusion of these
and other industrial workers from coverage under N. L. R. A.

In approaching the problem of how agricultural workers shall be
treated under social legislation, the Congress should bear in mind
that it sets a pattern which in turn is followed by the majority of
States. For when the various States first enacted their unemploy-
ment-insurance laws, industrial agricultural workers were included,
and exclusion in this field was limited to "farm hands," as it was in the
original Federal legislation. But again in 1939, most States followed
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the lead of the Federnl Government, and the text or slIbstnlnce of the
broatder definition of agricultural labor, written into the Federal Social
St-uritv" Act, was promptly adopted bv 31 States and Hawaii. Thus
industry al :agricultural w,,rkers were ileprived of unemldovment in-
surance in th State< -ex-epting tht employees engaged In grad-
inz. p,-king, and pro-essing ,itrus fruits were left within the pro-

IS,,IIS Of the Florida law.
Blecau:a most Slates have accel)ted the lead of the Congress on this

is-ue, the original exemption of arivullural workers-without defi-
nititmo now pry :\ils in only 11 Stat.s: ('alifornia Connectic'ut, Kan-
Sa-. Kentucky, Mas:avhiuseits. Montana. Nevada, New Jersey, North
Carolina, Rh,,,te Island. Texas, Tennessee, Vermont, and West Vir-
!ZIuia.

We would like to call attention to the fact that the only one of these
14 States in which a large number of agricultural workers is employed
i-, the State o)f California.

The rea,,ns advanced for adding industrial agricultural workers
to those originally excluded were (1) that they were "agricultural"
labor, and (2) administration would be difficult because of the sea-
sujal and migratory character of the jobs.

Anyone who is ?amiliar with the packing-shed and dried-fruit in-
dustries. which include the largest section of these workers, knows
that these job- are industrial in character. The chairman of the Social
Security Board points out, in an article written for the Social Se-
curity l3ulletin, March 1945, that studies made by the Board and by
the Bureau of Internal Revenue revealed that-

it was clearly incongruous to exclude a worker employed by a large corporation
t, operate an automatic machine for packing raisins, while extending cover-
age to his friend who worked across the road in a canning factory * * *.
There is little to distinguish the conditions under which workers perform serv-
ices in these plants from those in ordinary urban factories. Except for the
product handled the work is virtually identical * * *.

Senator Morse stated during the debate on the Lea rider to the
War Labor Board, on July 13, 1945, the passage of which detached
the packing-shed workers from the jurisdiction of WLB:

Let us not mince words about that, and let us not be misled by the language
"in whole or in part of agricultural laborers." We are dealing here, Senators,
with a segment (of our economy that involves great corporations which are
engaged in agricultural processing and packing of food products in this country.
We are not dealing with a farm problem at all. We are not dealing with
agricultural laborers. We are dealing with a group of big-business processing
and packing corporations that will see to it that they have a handful of agri-
cultural laborers, so-called, in their packing sheds, so that this amendment
will apply 0 * *

In answer to the charge of administrative difficulties, the Social
Security Bulletin of March 1945 points out that such difficulties will
not arise in the very large plants which have all the modern methods
of bookkeeping at their disposal. And in cases where such diffli-
culties might arise,, the Board is ready to institute special methods of
handling the situation. These methods were described in Unemploy-
ment Compensation Letter No. 80, sent to all State employment
agencies on February 5, 1945. The fact that 14 States iave never

anged their coverage also shows that administratively it is feasible
to include these workers.

Although this bill still excludes some 2,700,000 workers from any
form of social security or unemployment benefits, and the injustice
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(lone to all agricultural workers must ultimately be correx-tel by leg-
islation of a more permanent character than the measure now under
diiscussion, it is extremely important that the first step be taken to
begin the correction in this period.

UNCERTAINTY OF EMPLOYMENT IN REGONVERSION PERIOD

Full employment in agriculture depends, in the final analysis, on
full employment and production in the basic industries. In the highly "
specialized and speculative crop industries in California, the possi-
hility that there may not be a market can be enough to curtail pro-
dluction. And, unfortunately, the general outlook at the moment
lightens that possibility.

Furthermore, the ending of the war, the curtailment of the lend-
lease program, and uncertainties as to both foreign and domestic de-
rnands and needs may lead to a shift in crops, with all the attendant
dislocations for labor which that entails. For example, during the
war there was a certain amount of conversion in the California-
Arizona area, with a shift from lettuce and specialized fruit produc- )
lion to a greater emphasis on carrots, broccoli, and other vegetables.
If the industry decides to reconvert to the original crops, the dif-
ferences involved in planting and harvesting wil result in a longer
period of unemployment than the usual seasonal slack.

UNFAVORABLE POSITION OF AGRICULTURAL PROCESSING WORKERS

Even without such shifts, the agricultural processing worker finds
itselff in a highly unfavorable position to face temporary unemplov-
ment. Even during the war years, with a highly expanded program
of food production and with a scarcity of labor in this field, such factors
as crop failures, storm damages, overlapping of seasons due to ir-
regularities in the harvesting periods, and so forth, often led to periods ]
of unemployment. During such periods, not only the worker but the
e tire community suffers, and local relief agencies are unduly taxed.

It was estimated in 1942-43 that in spite of an average hourly rate
Of 85 cents in the California-Arizona packing-shed industry, which
i, the best-paid area for this industry, the average annual earnings
of workers did not exceed $1,500 a year. In addition, the migratory.
worker's income had to meet the burden of traveling from area to
area at his own expense. It is obvious that such annual earnings.
which compare unfavorably with the estimated annual earnings of
$1.758 for California workers in nondurable goods industries in 1942,
allow no margins for savings, and this group of workers is hardly
prepared for an emergency such as they now face.

At this point in our statement I would like to ask your permission
to send in within the next few days a supplementary statement deal-
iili, in rather great detail, with the problems facing the agricultural
processing workers in the State of California at the present date and
the need for their inclusion within this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. You may do so. Get it in ag early as you can.
Mrs. RHINE. Yes, sir. It is on the way from California, and I am

sure we will have it in to you within a few days.
We want to point out that agricultural processing workers are war

workers or have been doing war work during the war period.
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AGRICULTURAL PROCESSING WORKERS AS WAR WORKERS

In spite of their unfavorable position as compared to workers in
other industries, the packing-shed and other food-processing workers
have an enviable record of production during the war. Our organi-
zation is proud of the fact that our membership observed its no-strike
pledge 100 percent and that these workers actually increased their
rate of production and stayed on the job to produce vitally needed
foods. Their industries were correctly classified as essential and were
listed by the War Production Board production urgency list along
with airplanes, bombs, radar, tanks, and other items. Their record
of production entitles them to the same consideration and treatment
given other war workers.

The "home guard" workers, who depend on picking up other jobs
in their communities between seasons in order to amplify their in-
comes, will also need help as these other employment opportunities
become more difficult to obtain.

Perhaps I should explain that the home guard workers are dif-
*ferentiated from the migratory workers.

Workers in the home guard are workers who live in the agricultural
communities and work seasonally in agriculture and outside of agricul-

* ture in other employment during the slack season of agriculture.
Their exclusion from this legislation would merely throw the burden

to the local relief apparatus.
Before going into the subject of travel allowance I would like to

emphasize that our organization specifically recommends that this
committee amend this bill before you to include'the 2,700,000 agri-
cultural workers.

We feel that the bill as it is presently drafted has taken a very sub-
stantial step in the right direction by extending coverage to the esti-
mated 300,000 agricultural processing workers, and that these workers
must at all costs be included, but we submit that that is not of itself
enough and the 2,700,000 agricultural workers that have been left out
of the bill should also be included.

Senator Miu XN. Has an effort been made in California to get the
California Legislature to remedy the condition to which you refer?

Mrs. RmNx Yes, sir; an effort has been made.
The California Legislature recently enacted a bill to remove agricul-

tural processing workers from the California State unemployment in-
surance bill California being one of the few States in which agricul-
tural processing workers are included.

That bill was vetoed by the Governor of California, and it is only
as a result of the Governor's action that the agricultural processing
workers, much less the agricultural workers, are included within this
State unemployment insurance bill.

TRAVEL ALLOWANCE FOR MIGRATORY WORKERS

As'has already been pointed out, the migratory food workers have
had the burden all during the war period of the expense of moving
from area to area with the crops. In the fruit and vegetable pack-
ing industries, these "fruit tramps" are the most highly skilled and
most experienced workers of all. They follow regular routes the year
around and generally move their whole families with them.

160



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 161

These workers should by all means be given the benefits of trans-
portation allowances by the Federal Government, as proposed in
section 708.

That completes our formal statement, but I should like to take up
a litle more of your time to express the strong feeling of our or-
ganization that the emergency that we face is on us already, that this
bill should be enacted with no delay, and that the question of effective
date of the bill should certainly receive the consideration of this
committee with a view to making the provisions retroactive to August
14 rather than leaving them as proposed to become effective at some
date after the enactment of the bill.

I should like, also, to say that yesterday afternoon in the city of
Camden, N. J., some 35,000 workers assembled at City Hall Plaza
to consider the emergency which they faced by the fact that more than
300,000 people aie already unemployed in the State of New Jersey
alone.

Members of the Food, Tobacco, Agricultural, and Allied Workers
Union of America participated in that meeting in Camden, and I
was particularly asked to express to the members of this committee
today the urgency with which the workers of the city of Camden, in
addition to the entire labor movement, view the present situation,
and to ask you to receive this report of their meeting yesterday after-
noon as a plea to you to act as quickly and as favorably as you can
on this bill so that the unemployed workers may get some relief with-
out further delay.

That completes my statement, M. Chairman.
The CH AIRMAN. Thank you very much.
The next witness we have is Mr. Albert Fitzgerald, United Elec-

trical, Radio, and Machine Workers.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT LOGSDON, INTERNATIONAL REPRESENTA-
TIVE OF UNITED ELECTRICAL, RADIO AND MACHINE WORKERS

Mr. LOGSDON. Mr. Fitzgerald could not be present, and asked me to
represent the organization.

My name is Robert Logsdon. I am the international representative
for the same union, and also president of the St. Louis Industrial
Council.

I would like, if I may, to read Mr. Fitzgerald's statement, and then
comment on the war cut-backs and closings in my own community,
that is, St. Louis, assuring the need for this bill.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT J. FITZGERALD, PRESIDENT OF UNITED ELEc-
TRICAL, RADIO AND MACHINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, CIO

Mr. LOGSDON (reading). For many months the United Elecitrical,
Radio, and Machine Workers has joined with the CIO to warn Gov-
ernment and industry that unless adequate steps were taken to meet
the problem of reconversion, mass unemployment would follow. To-
day, scarcely 2 weeks after the close of the Japanese war, millions have
been thrown out of work. Throughout the country United States
Employment Service offices have been swamped with requests for jobs,
while State unemployment insurance agencies have been deluged with
applications for jobless benefits.
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Much of this. if not all of it, could have been averted had Congress
not defaulted in its obligation to provide for the human aspects of
reconversion. Although promises were made in this direction, little
or nothing was done during the war for the benefit of the mass of
the people and of returning veterans faced with the problem of ad-
justment from war to peace. By contrast, Congress passed legislation
to take care of business in the reconversion period. The revenue acts
in general and the Tax Adjustment Act of this 'year in particular
guaranteed corporations huge postwar tax refunds and at the same
time permitted them to build up vast reserves sufficient in themselves
to weather the storms of reconversion. In addition, a very liberal
Contract Settlement Act provided business with additional funds once
war contracts were terminated. Favorable legislation was also passed
dealing with the disposition of surplus property and with the removal
of Government property from the plants of private contractors.

While these measures were being adopted to safeguard the interests
of business in the transitional period from war to peace, nothing was
being done to take care of the human aspects of reconversion. Of
course, there was a lot of talk about tackling this problem. Congres-
sional committees even held public hearings on it. At these hearings
the testimony of experts was respectfully listened to and the warn-
ings of the CIO duly recorded.

As a result of this do-nothing policy the Nation today is faced by
a serious economic crisis. Millions of workers have been laid oi
following the wholesale and abrupt cancellation of war contracts.
Under the circumstances, the time for action has come. National
purchasing power must be maintained at the high levels needed for
a full production-full employment economy. Part and parcel of a
well-developed plan of full production-full employment is an ade-
quate system of unemployment insurance.

We in the UE consider the pending Kilgore emergency unemploy-
ment-compensation bill (S. 1274) a step in that direction. Designed
to increase the amount of unemployment benefits to $25 a week and
the duration of time to 26 weeks, the proposed measure has our en-
dorsement and support.

That the present State unemployment compensation system is in-
adequate both as to coverage and rates of payment has long been
recognized. As far back as 1943, a group of experts, surveying the
existing system in 11 States, warned of the inadequacy of the benefit
provisions of the State laws in case-of unemployment after the cessa-
tion of hostilities (report of the New York Joint Legislative Com-
mittee on Industrial and Labor Conditions, Legislative Documents
(1943) No. 39, p. 101). Again, in 1944, the Federal Social Security
Board noted in its annual report that unemployment benefits were
"too short in duration and too small in amount" (Social Security
Board, Ninth Annual Report, 1944, p. 7). Virtually the same obser-
vation was made by President Truman in his message to Congress on
May 28 when he said that "weekly benefit payments under many of the
State laws are inadequate" and that the "length of time for which such
benefits are paid is too short."

The UE agrees fully with the President's conclusion. Conducting
a study of its own in States where the bulk of the electrical machine
industry workers are employed, it found most States fixing a maxi-
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mum rate of $18 to $20 a week. Such a rate is clearly insufficient to
protect unemployed workers from ruthless cuts in living standards,
particularly when they have families to support. In addition, our
survey showed that in a little less than one-half of the States, to be
exact, in 43.5 percent, no worker can receive more than 20 weeks of
benefits in any year, and many workers do not qualify even for this
length of time. Furthermore, our study revealed that maximum total
benefits range from a low of $240 to a high of $572, hardly enough to
maintain purchasing power or to provide the worker with k reason-
able measure of economic security. In a State like Missouri, where
the unemployment of electrical workers, especially in the St. Louis
area, is very acute, maximum total benefits come to only $288. These
benefits are computed on the basis of a maximum weekly rate of $18
paid over a maximum period of 16 weeks.

The following table, taken from the Commerce Clearinghouse Un-
employment Insurance Service report of June 26, 1945, gives weekly
maximum and minimum benefit rates, the maximum length of time
such rates are paid, and the maximum total benefits in those States
where the bulk of the workers of our industry are employed:

Weekly benefits Maximum Maximum
State weeks total

Maximum Minimum payable benefits

Arkansas ---------------------------------------------- $15.00 $3.00 16.0 $240.00
California -------.------------------------------------ 20.00 10.00 23.4 468. 00
Connecticut -------------------------------------- 22.00 6.00 18.0 396.00
Delaware --------------------------------------------- 18.00 7.00 22.0 396.00
Illinois ---------------------------------------------- 18.00 7.00 20.0 360.00
Indiana ----------------------------------------------- 20.00 5.00 20.0 400.00
Iowa -------------------------------------------------- 18.00 5.00 18.0 324.00
Kansas ------------------------------------------------ 16.00 5.00 20.0 320.00
Kentucky --------------------------------------------- 16.00 5.00 20.0 320.00
Maryland --------------------------------------------- 20.00 7.00 26.0 520.00
Massachusetts ---------------------------------------- 1& 00 6.00 20.0 360.00
M -ichigan ---------------------------------------- 28.00 10.00 20.0 560.00
Minnesota --------------------------------------- 20.00 7.00 20.0 400.00
Missouri ---------------------------------------------- 18.00 3.00 16.0 288.00
New Jersey ------------------------------------------- 22.00 9.00 26.0 572.00
New York -------------------------------------------- 21.00 10.00 26.0 546.00 
North Carolina --------------------------------------- 20.00 4.00 16.0 320. 00
Ohio -------------------------------------------------- 16.00 5.00 18.0 288.00
Pennsylvania ---------------- --------------------- 20.00 8.00 20.0 400.00
Rhode Island ----------------------------------------- 18.00 6.75 20% 364.5u
Vermont ---------------------------------------------- 20.00 6.00 20.0 400.00
West Virginia ----------------------------------------- 20.00 8.00 21.0 420.00
Wisconsin ------ ---------------------------------- 20.00 8.00 20.0 400.00

Senator HAwKEs. Would there be anything to the statement I heard
that the average electrician in the New York area made.$18 a day?

Mr. LOGSDON. The people who make $18 a day-and I think that
statement is quite true-are the construction electricians who are
members of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers.

Although our name is United Electrical Radio and Machine Workers J
of America, it means the electrical manufacturing plants. We do not
have any construction electricians in our organization at all.

We in the UE favor the pending legis ation not only because it
increases the amount and durationof unemployment benefits but also
because it extends the coverage of those benefits to new categories of
workers. Under the proposed emergency bill, Federal and maritime
workers will be eligible for insurance benefits. This will assure hun-
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dreds of thousands of workers when unemployed of a definite income
for a definite period of time. The extension of the coverage to these
new workers will help maintain purchasing power and by so doing
make possible a greater market for radios, electrical equipment, an
household appliances.

The proposed Kilgore bill has another commendatory provision-
the payment of transportation allowances to workers referred to
employment in another city by the United States Employment Service.

The pending legislation does not correct all of the abuses in State
unemployment compensation laws. Many States have been insisting
that workers hitherto making from 60 cents to 70 cents an hour take
jobs paying 40 cents to 50 cents an hour or else be disqualified from
compensation benefits. Such practices will tend to degrade the entire
wage levels of the States concerned.

An adequate unemployment compensation bill is of vital concern to
every American worker. With the termination of war contracts mil-
lions were and are still being laid off. Today they stand face to face
with the devastating effects of unemployment on the health and happi-
ness of their families. Not that Congress has not been warned of such
a possibility. During the past year congressional committees have
heard testimony conservatively placing the number of postwar unem-
ployed anywhere from 5 to 10 million. Recently, the War Manpower
Commission estimated that unemployment would reach a level of
8,000,000 by Christmas. This estimate, like so many others, is based
on optimistic assumptions regarding the number of women and older
workers who will leave the labor force.

That the WMC estimate regarding postwar unemployment erred on
the side of optimism is becoming increasingly evident in the light of
what is happening today. Reports coming in to the UE national
office from all over the country indicate who esale lay-offs. The elec-
trical-machinery industry, which saw an increase in employment from
250,800 in 1939 to 836,600 in 1944, is being particularly hard hit. In
the metropolitan area of New York 50,000 electrical, radio, and ma-
chine workers lost their jobs 1 week after VJ-day, 10,000 in Dayton,
10,000 in Chicago, and 29,000 in Missouri, Iowa, and Kansas. For
the Nation as a whole, the number of unemployed in the electrical-
machinery industry came to 233,000-and this only 1 week after the
collapse of Japanese resistance.

Reports coming to us concerning the duration of unemployment.
vary in respect to different plants and different areas. Some large
units have shut down entirely and will not reopen. Others are oper-
ating with small maintenance crews and promise little in the way of
reemployment at some future date. Still others, working wlth a frac-
tion of their former labor force. say they intend to rehire in 60, 90, or
120 days depending on the speed with which they can reconvert.

In this connection it is important to note that the War Production
Board recently estimated that it would take the electrical-machinery
industry 6 months to reconvert for the production of mechanical re-
frigerators at a minimum rate and 12 months at capacity; 5 months
for domestic electric ranges at a minimum rate and 9 months at ca-
pacity; 6 months for domestic sewing machines at a minimum rate
and 9 months at capacity; and 2 months for domestic cooking and
heating stoves at a minimum rate and 5 months at capacity. In the
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light of these reconversion estimates and reports coming into the UE
national office regarding the prospects of reemployment the proposed
legislation lengthening the period of unemployment benefits to 26
weeks seems a very modest provision.

Those who wish to scuttle even such moderate proposals are advanc-
ing the argument that workers have enough savings to meet the pres-
ent situation. Evidently they are unacquainted with studies that have
been made on the size and distribution of wartime savings, studieswhich conclusively show that workers, particularly in the lower family
income groups, have little or no savings to fall back upon in order to
tide them over periods of unemployment.

That the workers have no sizable backlog of savings to meet thestress of months of total unemployment can be seen if we turn to a
survey made by the UE on August 22 and 23, about 1 week after VJ-
day. A questionnaire was distributed to UE members in the New
York metropolitan area asking them to state what their yearly earn-
ings were, the income contributed by others in the family who were
working during the year, and the amount of money the family had in Isavings at the present time. About three-fifths of those responding
to the questionnaire had just been laid off.

Our survey showed that the average family savings of most workersin our industry-their so-called reserve fund-was pitifully insuf-
ficient to meet the exigencies of total unemployment; 66.9 percent of
those who answered our questionnaire fell in the family income group
making $3,000 and under a year. Their average family savings came
to only $214.52. But even this does not tell the whole story. Breakdown this family income bracket into its component parts and the
amount of average family savings decreases proportionately. For
example, in the family income group under $2,500 the average savings
totaled $136.54, while in the group under $1,500 they came to only
$76.32. These figures clearly indicate that workers just don't have
enough savings to tide them over weeks and months of complete job-
lessness.

The following table shows average family savings among UE family
income groups as of August 22-23, 1945:

Average amount ofFamily income group: family savings
Less than $1,500 ------------------------------------------- $76.32
$1,500 to $2,000 ------------------------------------------ 119.22$2,000 to $2,500 ----------- ------------------------------- 239. 30
$2,500 to $3,000 ------------------------------------------- 358. 52Over $3,000 -------------------------------------------- ,163. 99

Further counterbalancing the small backlog of savings that work-
ers' families in the electrical-machine industry have is the amount of
money owed by them on furniture, household equipment, loans, and
so forth. We have every reason to believe that such outstanding obli-
gations cut heavily into the existing reserve, particularly in the lower
family income brackets. Thus, to speak of workers having sufficient
funds to meet the stress of total unemployment is to indulge in the
same wishful thinking that assumes away the seriousness of the cur-
rent economic crisis.

One way to stop the present situation from deteriorating further isto assure unemployed workers a definite income for a definite period.
Although this in itself will not be enough to avert a deep-seated de-
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presion, it will nevertheless prevent an immediate and sharp decline
in consumers' expenditures. In this way it will tend to arrest the
downward spiral of consumption and production. Moreover, it will
help to keep up the morale of American citizens who defended their
country in its hour of need. Working on the production line and
fighting in the foxholes, they deserve from a grateful Nation adequate
protection in times of adversity, particularly when such times come
about through no fault of their own. They must not be allowed to
go hungry or sell apples on street corners.

We in the UE see in the passage of the proposed emergency unem-
ployment compensation bill the first step in the development of an
extended, expanded, and improved social-security program. The
adoption of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill is part of the full pro-
duction, full employment economy, without which true peace cannot
be achieved. For a better and more secure world we must lick the
growing avalanche of mass unemployment. We cannot afford to wait
until it licks us. The measures we adopt must not be too little and
too late.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT LOGSDON-Resumed

Mr. LOGSDON. On Monday, August 27, when ihe USES office opened
in St. Louis at 8 a. m., a multiple line seeking jobs extended from the
entrance on Broadway and Locust Street, down Locust Street to
Fourth and around Fourth midway of the black.

The doors were opened at 8. By 10:30 a. m., the four huge floors of
the USES could hold no more. On orders of Tom Gaukel, WMC
supervisor, the doors were closed until some of the thousands inside
could be served. There was good reason for Gaukel's action.

The line outside was as long as at 8 a. m. and the impatient, press-
ing crowd of job seekers could have easily been panicked. When the
day was over, a new record of 14,000 men and women had flowed
through its offices.

Such was St. Louis day before yesterday.
The impact of plant closings and lay-offs in the St. Louis area has

been tremendous. The largest industrial plants in the city have been
closed because of the termination of war work. The U. S. Cartridge
Co. which employed 17,000 workers only 6 weeks ago is closed. The
situation is worsened in St. Louis because William H. Davis denied
severance pay of 1 to 4 weeks' pay to laid-off U. S. Cartridge workers
after the company and the union agreed upon such a program. Thus
the 17,000 laid-off workers from that plant were denied $2,500,000 in
lay-off pay despite company and union agreement. It is interesting
that Davis based his decision on the fact that Government unemploy-
ment insurance made severance pay unnecessary. Peak employment
at this plant was in excess of 40,000.

The Emerson turret plant, where employment reached a peak of
7,500, is now down to 200 men in the clean-up gang. The Curtiss-
Wright plant, which employed 12,000 here only a few months ago,
is permanently closed and that firm has abandoned St. Louis after
stirring production record in the construction of war. planes.

McQuay-Norris bullet-core plants, which had a maximum employ-
ment of 7,500 are through. McQuay-Norris Navy ordnance plant,
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which employed 2,000 men and women on radar work, is closed and
the workers released. The Atlas Powder Co.'s Weldon Springs
plant, which employed 5,500 at the peak, is being swiftly liquidated.
The G. M. shell plant had a top. employment of 3,000. only 6 weeks
ago but is now closed and the workers are all laid off.

There are many smaller war plants in the city which have closed
permanently, such as the Paper Converters .Co., which had 225
Negroes on the pay roll and made bomb racks; the Gund Manufac-
turing Co., which manufactured fuses and employed 100 people; and
the hundreds upon hundreds of guards who were employed to guard
plants engaged in war work. The little feeder plants, machine shops,
and special departments of established businesses, all of which em-
ployed a substantial number of war workers, have now closed leaving
thousands jobless.

The effect of these plant closings can be seen in the records of the
United States Employment Service and the Unemployment Com-
pensation Commission offices in St. Louis. Total peak employment
in the St. Louis area was 687,600 on November 1, 1943. By March
15, 1945, this had already decreased to 662,600. Between March 15,
1945, and VJ-day there were a total of over 70,000 job reductions in
the St. Louis city and county area alone. Many of these are ac-
counted for by the reduction of employment at the U. S. Cartridge
plant. Since VJ-day it is estimated that an additional 50,000 have
been laid off from their war jobs or other jobs which were dependent
on war industry.

Up to March 15, 1945, 141,000 St. Louis men and women entered
the armed services. Since that time approximately 10,000 military
personnel have been discharged from the service and have returned to
the St. Louis area. Therefore the greatest bulk of men in service to
be discharged in this area is yet to come. In the fact of this large
bulge in unemployment, on August 27 the United States Employment
Service in St. Louis reported approximately 10,500 unfilled openings,largely in retail and wholesale trade, leather products, food, and iron
and steel. About 8,000 are for men, the remainder for women.

Senator MILLIKIN. I should like to ask how many were employed
normally prior to the war in the St. Louis area?

Mr. LOGSDON. Prior to the war I have the exact figures.
On the 1st day of March 1940 the employment in St. Louis was

533,019.
Senator MRLIKIN. Is the addition largely accounted for by people

coming into the area or have you employed people like women who
have not been accustomed to working in normal times?

Mr. LOGSDON. Both ways.
For instance, the USES sent out trucks sound wagons, to rural com-

munities and they brought in a large number of people.
Then there were people who had the difficulty in securing jobs in

normal times, women over 35 and men over, say, 50 or 55.
In addition to that there was certain percentages of women coming

out of the homes.
Contrast these figures with the fact that since August 14, 1945, up to

August 27 1945, approximately 37,000 men and women have jammed
the United States Employment Service office in search of jobs and
applying for unemployment compensation. On Monday, August 20,
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more than 9,000 people went through the United States Employment
Service. On Monday, August 27, approximately 14,000 people went
through the Employment Service. This shows the continuing impact
of additional lay-offs as they permeate down through the economic
structure.

Between August 14 and August 25,-21,704 new claims were filed with
the State Unemployment Compensation Commission in the city of St.
Louis. Figures are not yet available for the number of claims filed
on Monday, August 27, 1945, but with a Crowd of over 14,000 it can
easily be seen that it was exceedingly high. It was necessary for the
United States Employment Service to lend much of its own personnel
to help the Unemployment Compensation Commission take claims in
the face of this deluge of job seekers.

It should be noted that the plants which closed are the plants with
the highest wage scales. This is natural since they are in war indus-
tries. This will result in a tremendous loss of purchasing power in
St. Louis. It is estimated that, because of the long hours worked, the
average St. Louis war worker made $40 per week. At the present time
our figures indicate that there are 60,000 St. Louis workers able to work
and wanting to work for whom there are no suitable jobs. Every indi-
cation is that this figure will increase to 100,000 by the first of the year.
We anticipate a peak of unemployment of around 125,000 in the St.
Louis area next spring with a gradual drop thereafter.

If we assume that there will be an average of 100,000 unemployedF in the coming year, it will cut purchasing power in St. Louis at the
rate of $4,000,000 per week. There is no need of stressing here the
effect of such a drastic reduction in purchasing power upon our
economy.

Peacetime St. Louis plants are now operating at employment which
is as high as any attained in the history of such old-time St. Louis
plants as Wagner Electric, Emerson Electric Division, Century Elec-
tric, St. Louis Car, and the many St. Louis shoe factories whose em-
ployment is larger in number today than prior to the war. This means
that such plants will have little use for the tremendous number of
displaced war workers but will be able to produce a greater quantity
than prior to the war without the addition of a single man or woman
to their working forces. The fact that only a part of the 10,500 jobs
now available in St. Louis are in wholesale and retail trades shows
what a forlorn hope it is that displaced workers can find jobs in that
direction. An interesting tendency in the Midwest is the ever increas-
ing number of self-service markets, particularly supermarkets, in the
grocery retail field, which permanently displace workers from peace-
time jobs and severely limit job opportunities to new workers.

The abandoned war plants under peacetime conditions, at best, will
offer employment only to a fraction of the number of those who have
been laid off from war work. For instance, the U. S. Cartridge plants
at one time afforded jobs to over 40,000 St. Louisans. In addition to
this, the General Motors shell division gave employment to 3,000 addi-
tional workers in the same set-up of buildings. Now the Adjutant
General of the Army is to take over this set-up of buildings, with an
Army record center with jobs for about 6,000 under civil service.
Not only is the number of jobs available under such a plan restricted
to about 15 percent of the war work total in the same plants, but many
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of these 6,000 will be transferred from other record centers to St.
Louis. Thus the number of jobs made available is actually far less
than 6,000. In addition to this, all of these new jobs will be available
only to ex-servicemen. Although we have no objection to giving the
servicemen preference in any or all of these Jobs, the fact remains that
jobs or substantial unemployment compensation must be made avail-
able to the tens of thousands of displaced workers from this plant.

Again, take the example of the Amertorp plant, which at the peak
of torpedo production had a working force of 5,500. This plant will
soon be used in its entirety by the American Can Co. for can produc-
tion and employment will never exceed 900 in that business. Let us
look at the Atlas powder plant near St. Louis. Five thousand five
hundred production workers found employment here during wartime.
When the present curtailment is finished and the plant closed, all this
plant will have that is of any value for private industry is a large
steam plant located 35 miles from the city limits. These samples
show that uses now intended for closed war plants in St. Louis will
offer no solution to the tremendous unemployment problem which
faces us. There must be an outpouring of new private industry here
to absorb surplus workers.

The large number of female workers employed in war industry will
not simply evaporate from the labor market. Almost one-third of the
total employment in this labor market area were women workers on
March 15, 1945. Our union has made spot checks among female
workers in such large plants as U. S. Cartridge and Emerson Turret.
We find that around 70 percent of such women hope and intend to re-
main in industry. Good reasons are given by those who wish to remain
on the jobs. Some of them have children to support, others have hus-
bands in the service, still others have husbands employed in retail and
associated trades where the pay rates are simply too low to maintain a
decent standard of livelihood for a family.

Negroes have been eliminated wholesale from industry. The largest
single concentration of Negro workers was in the U. S. Cartridge plant
where 3,300 colored workers have been permanently laid off. Since
these workers, because of the St. Louis pattern of discrimination by in-
dustry to Negroes, had the least seniority, not only have they been
eliminated by the closing of war plants but were also the first to be laid
off by the cut-backs in peacetime plants. The entire Negro community
here of about 115,000 faces an unemployment problem of the greatest
magnitude.

A substantial part of the working force at U. S. Cartridge, Emerson
Turret, and the other war plants resulted from the migration of rural
and farm labor from surrounding territories. Most of these workers
intend to remain in St. Louis. In spite of their absence from the farms,
production of foodstuffs has increased. Tractors are used in ever
greater measure in all phases of plowing instead of for merely breaking
up the ground in the spring. Each tractor operated by one man dis-
places at least four men with teams in plowing. The development of
the cotton picker and other advanced farm machinery will add to this
trend. Even if these people wanted to go back to the farm there would
be no place for them there. They remain a St. Louis problem and must
be treated as such.
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The problem of lay-offs and unemployment is not confined to the
giant war plants which closed. Each of these plants had subcontractors
feeding parts into the stream of its production. Some of the subcon-
tractors may have employed several hundred men. Others were ma-
chinists who opened small shops in vacant store buildings and in their
basements. In either case the net result is a shop which is closed and
workers looking for jobs. We estimate that a minimum of 5,000 work-
ers have been displaced as a result of the wholesale closing of subcon-
tractors' establishments.

The men who were employed in work of this type will inevitably
come into competition with the displaced workers from the war plants
and will add to the general confusion. If we assume the $4,000,000
weekly loss in pay rolls is anywhere near correct, this means that retail
and wholesale establishments and service trades will find a much tight-
er market for their merchandise or services. The result of the loss in
spending power by the public will be a chilling of any impulse by
such industries to expand their sale and service forces. They will
tend, rather, to restrict such forces to a minimum in the interests of
maintaining the profits of their respective businesses.

We might sum up the situation in war work in St. Louis in this
manner: 255 out of 262 prime contracts have been canceled in the
St. Louis area. The seven remaining contracts are not large projects.
Some 60,000 are now unemployed here. We look forward to the
unpleasant certainty of around 100,000 unemployed citizens by Janu-
ary 1. We see no immediate expectancy of any substantial portion of
this unemployed group being absorbed by business or industry.

The Missouri unemployment-compensation law provides for the
payment of a maximum of .$18 per week and a minimum of $3 per
week to laid-off workers, dependent upon their earnings, for a maxi-
mum period of 16 weeks. The largest amount any unemployed worker
can draw in a period of 1 year is $288. If the earnings of the
100,000 unemployed would have amounted to $200,000,000 at war
work and they drew the maximum sum of $288 each from the Missouri
unemployment compensation their purchasing power will be cut to
about 1/ of their regular earnings. Since many of them will not
receive the maximum of $18 per week, the actual amount will be even
less than 12 percent of normal earnings or normal purchasing power.
We have already shown that we cannot expect St. Louis industry or
business to absorb any large percentage of the unemployed within the
16-week period permitted by Missouri law. This means that unless
these payments are supplemented by Federal aid, we will again face
the specter of hunger, apple selling, and food riots in our city. At
present-day prices, which are far inflated in relation to prices when
the Missouri unemployment-compensation law was established, $18
will not permit the recent survival of a family, much less an American
standard of living.

The question may be raised what about the war bonds purchased by
the workers? In the first instance, this factor may be greatly over-
exaggerated. With an average of around $40 a week, and this
means take-home pay, it was not possible for a great number to estab-
lish a sizable backlog of war bonds. After a pay check has been
worked over by social-security deductions, War Chest donations, Blue
Cross hospitalization check-off, war-bond deductions, and the 20-per-
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cent income tax deductions, it has no inflated look. Even if some
of the laid-off workers do have war bonds which were gained at the
price of hard work at long hours, it is a moot question whether or not
the interests of the Nation will be served by the demand that they
redeem these war bonds. The proposal for unemployment insurance
of $25 for a period of 26 weeks would add substantially to the solution 1
of the problem in St. Louis. While it would not make possible an
American standard of living for such workers, it would make a decent 7-
survival standard possible. The jobs of these workers are as much
casualties of the war as are the destroyed ranks and plane which
were lost in battle. If our people are to patiently wait for jobs to
become available, nothing less than this proposal can be offered them
in good conscience.

The maximum additional amount required above the present Mis-
souri total of $288 is $362. This is d small amount to Iay to save the
family of a war worker whose production made victory possible.

I would like to add one more point.
The city of St. Louis has passed a $67,000,000 war-bond issue for

postwar improvement in the city.
Ih the city of St. Louis there is relatively good relationship between

the city administration and labor. There is an active committee of
12 proposed of 4 city administration officials, and 2 from the A. F.
of L. and 2 from the C. I. 0. and 2 from the chamber of commerce.

We worked together to get that Army job in St. Louis. We have
worked together to hold work there.

We worked together on this $67,000,000.
However, it will only give jobs to 8,000. Right now we have only

20 percent of it ready for work.
We have proposed another bond issue of $300,000,000 to gie jobs to

40,000. However, to do that we have got to expand the city limits
of the city and that is a very difficult job to do.

The point I am making is this. All of this will give relief to craft
workers in the building trade. It will give no relief to factory workers
who have no skill in that particular type of work.

That is all I have, unless some questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. LOGSDON. Thank you.
The CHA RMAN. We have another witness, Mr. Arthur Stein. I be-

lieve Mr. Stengle went home because of some illness in his family.
All right, Mr. Stein, come around and have a seat.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR STEIN, SECRETARY-TREASURER, UNITED
FEDERAL WORKERS OF AMERICA, CI0

Mr. STEIN. Mr. Chairman and Senators, the United Federal Work-
ers of America, in common with all of the CIO, favors-strongly the
immediate liberalization of the duration and amounts of unemploy-
ment compensation benefits. We believe these benefits should reach
at least $25 a week for 26 weeks through Federal aid. We believe that
the present level of State unemployment-compensation benefits is Oren-
erally too low in amount to meet the high- cost of living, and too snort,
in duration to meet the extended period of reconversion unemployment.
If American democracy is to set an example to the world, I do not

76876--45----12
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think we cacn afford to find ourselves in a situation where millions of
American workers are forced to resort to charity to support their
families, or to live below the minimum decent standard which we
associate with the American way.

Apart from the desperate human needs of American workers in the
period of- reconversion, our national policy should be such as to main-
tain as much as possible the present level of purchasing power, in
order to avoid serious deflation and economic depression.

We advocate the principle of Federal aid to the States because both
employment and unemployment were national problems, recognized
as such even before the war and made more Nation-wide in scope by
the war itself.

However, I have come here primarily to testify in behalf of the em-
ployees of the Federal Government, to ask for their inclusion under
this system of unemployment compensation. Before the war it was
argued, perhaps with some justification, that Fedral workers did not
need unemployment insurance because of the relatively stable nature
of their jobs. No one seriously holds this view at the present time.
Estimates of lay-offs in the Federal Government range from one to
two million. There are workers who have given more than efficient
service during this war, as recognized by President Truman in his
statement on VJ-day. Many of them have done so at considerable
personal sacrifice. For instance, I should like to remind the commit-
tee that the 15 percent increase in base pay rates and full time-and-
a-half compensation for overtime work, both of which were in exist-
ence for workers in private industry throughout the war, did not be-
come law for the Federal service until June 1945. Federal workers
who are now becoming unemployed have the same needs for their
families as do the industrial workers of the country. Furthermore,
the deflationary effect on the national economy of one to two million un-
employed Federal workers will be as great as if they had been steel
workers or munitions workers. In short, I can see no reason why Fed-
eral workers should not be included in the provisions of an unemploy-
ment compensation system.

There has been some question as to whether, if unemployment com-
pensation is extended to employees of the Federal Government, they
should be covered under the separate State plans or by a uniform na-
tional scale of payment. We are highly in favor of the latter method;
first, as a matter of equity and justice, since Federal workers are paid
when they work on a uniform scale and because they have a single em-
ployer; and, second, because we believe that the cost of administration
of the uniform national system of operating through the States would
be far less. We propose that an unemployed Federal worker in any
State may apply to the nearest unemployment compensation office and
after proper certification receive his unemployment compensation bene-
fits from that office, with the State to be fully reimbursed by the Fed-
eral Government.

We suggest that the unemployment benefits to be paid follow a
schedule such as the one submitted herewith. This schedule is in pro-
portion to the full-time weekly or bi-weekly earnings of the employer
but it does not in any case exceed two-thirds of the full-time earnings
and it does not go higher than $25 a week with a duration of 26 weeks.
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Proposed weekly schedule of unemployment-compensation benefits for Federal
workers

Weekly
Most recent earnings for full week's work Most recent earnings for full 2 weeks' work benefit

amount

Less than $15 ------------------------------------- Less than $30 ----------------------------- $10
$15 to $16.49 -------------------------------------- $30 to $32.99 ------------------------------- 11
$16.80 to $17.99 ------------------------------------ $33 to $35.99 ------------------------------- 12
$18 to $19.49 -------------------------------------- $36 to $38.99 ------------------------------- 13
$19.50 to $20.99 ------------------------------------ $39 to $41.99 ------------------------------- 14
$21 to $22.49 ------------------------------------- $42 to $44.99 ------------------------------- 15
$22.50 to $23.99 ----------------------------------- $45 to $47.99 ------------------------------- 16
$24 to $25.49 ------------------------------------- $48 to $50.99 ------------------------------- 17
$25.50 to $26.99 ----------------------------------- $51 to $53.99 ------------------------------ 18
$27 to $28.49 ------------------------------------- $54 to $56.99 ------------------------------- 19
$28,50 to $29.99 ----------------------------------- $57 to $59.99 ------------------------------- 20
$30 to $31.49 -------------------------------------- $60 to $62.99 ------------------------------- 21
$31.50 to $32.99 ------------------------------------ $63 to $65.99 ------------------------------ 22
$33 to $34.49 -------------------------------------- $66 to $68.99 ------------------------------- 23
$34.50 to $35.99 ------------------------------------ $69 to $71.99 ------------------------------- 24
$36 or more --------------------------------------- $72 or more ------------------------------- 25

NoT.-Weekly benefit amount is not more than % of the earnings for a full week's work.

The amount of earnings on which the unemployment compensation
amount should be based should be the amount of the worker's last
full-time weekly or biweekly pay check. This differs somewhat from
the methods which now prevail in the computation of benefits for in-
dustrial workers by the States, where the benefit amount is computed
on the basis of earnings over a considerable period. The reasons for
suggesting this simpler method are:

1. There has been very little fluctuation in the pay received by the
average Federal worker over the past year, particularly among the
per annum employees who are paid on an annual basis, and therefore
an averaging process is not necessary.

2. The Federal Government maintain no centralized pay record
for its employees. A man who has worked in two or more depart-
ments in the past year or even in two or more different establishments
of the same department is not covered by any single pay-roll record,
and experience has shown that it may take several months for the
Federal Government to prepare a statement of earnings going back
for as long as a year.

Finally, we advocate a provision for paying transportation costs
of dismissed employees of the Federal Government either back home
or to a new job. I think this is necessary to avoid a situation which
prevailed after the last war when Mr. Bernard Baruch paid the ex-
penses of members of his department out of his own pocket. It is
necessary in order to permit the quickest relocation of the people who
left their homes to serve the Federal Government in such centers as
Washington or the west coast. Many of them will be able to find
jobs at home but will not be able to get such jobs because they will
not have the money to get back. As I indicated earlier, for almost
the entire duration of the war, salaries of Federal workers were not
such as to permit them to accumulate any savings or reserves that they
could now use to defray travel expenses.

I sincerely hope the committee and the Senate will give this ques-
tion speedy consideration. Every day brings news of mass lay-offs
in Federal as well as private employment. Government arsenals are



174 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

being closed, navy yards reduced in force, while today we lea:rneod
that the OIRA is lying off 1:,.()O0 price clerks throughout the counri-V.

That completes my test iiily.
The CHR.%tAM-N. Thank you very much.
The committee will recess.
I am sorry you gentlemen had to sit here so lono.

,lattor IAWKES. It is a very important subject, Mr. Chairman,
and I did not mind staving at all.

The C1AnMIA N. We will recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning.
('Whereupon, the committee adjuorned at 5:45 p. in., to reconvene

at 10 a. m., Thurslay, August 30, 1945.)
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THURSDAY, AUGUST 30, 1945

UWIrE STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D. C.
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. In., in room

312, Senate Office Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators George (chairman), Barkley, Byrd, Lucas, Mc-
Mahon, Vandenberg, Taft, Millikin, and Hawkes.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in order.
All right, Dr. Altmeyer, you may proceed. You may give us a sort

of an interpretative analysis of the bill, what the bill does and what
the important points are. I think it will be very helpful to us. It will
be in the record, and, of course, the other members can read it.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR -. ALTMEYER, CHAIRMAN, SOCIAL
SECURITY BOARD

Mr. ALTMEYER. First, I would like to make a short general state-
ment. I have no prepared statement, because I did not want to du-
plicate what Senator Kilgore and other proponents have said and will
say in support of the bill.

On behalf of the Social Security Board, I do endorse the bill 100
percent, so far as its objectives are concerned and so far as its main
provisions are concerned.

Senator VANDENBERG. Did you help draw it?
Mr. ALTMEYfR. Yes, we helped; but we did not assume responsibil-

ity for the policy decisions that were made.
Senator VAN-DENBERG. I was wondering about the source of your

enthusiasm, that is all.
Mr. ALTm yEm. No; it was not because we helped draft it, but be-

cause we believe in the objectives of the bill.
Since 1935, as you know, this committee, on behalf of Congress,

has indicated an interest and a responsibility for unemployment in-
surance in this country.

Titles 3 and 9 of the Social Security Act, which are now a part of
the Internal Revenue Code, dealt with the subject of unemployment
insurance. The effect of that provision in the 1935 act was, of course,
to induce all the States to pass unemployment insurance laws, which
they have done. I doubt whether a single State would have felt
that they could, going alone, enact an unemployment insurance law.
As you will recall, there was only one State that had done so.

The CHAIRMAN. What State was that?
175
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Mr. ALTMEYER. That was Wisconsin.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right.
Mr. ALTmEYER. At the time that the Social Security Act was first

brought up for discussion, I am doubtful whether that State would
have felt it could have continued alone because of the effect on inter-
state competition. But now, with this war and postwar situation, I
believe it is all the more important that we recognize that the Federal
Government does have a responsibility in this field of unemployment
insurance. You will recall we all urged the war workers to stay on
the job until the job was finished, when there was much restlessness
and concern on their part. They would have liked to get back to a
peacetime job. We said, "Stay on the job. We have to turn out the
war materials; we have to win the war first." Then, when the ques-
tion of demobilization of soldiers came up all of us said, "We favor
the immediate demobilization of soldiers without regard to whether
or not the labor market is or is not ready to receive them. We cannot
proceed on the basis that it will increase unemployment; we must
assume that risk. We cannot keep them in the Army solely for that
reason."

Now, with the ending of the war, the War Mobilization and Recon-
version Act, itself, you will recall, does provide that there shall be
cut-backs immediately and that no production continue simply for
the purpose of providing employment.

So, the Federal Government, through these various actions, in my
opinion, has assumed a serious responsibility fcr the plight of these
war workers when they are being laid off, as they are now in very
large numbers. We cannot say that the unemployment that is result-
ing now is due to individual inefficiency or failure or fault of the
workers. It is due to governmental action very largely.

I have a few figures showing what the claims load is, how it is de-
veloping in the States. We get figures weekly as to the number of
persons who are filing claims for unemployment benefits, State by
State. Last week, the week ending August 25, the number of workers
filing unemployment compensation claims for the first time reached
the highest point in the history of the unemployment-compensation
system. It was more than 50 percent higher than in any previous
week since the unemployment-compensation system has been in effect.
The actual figure is 596,458 initial claims.

The CHAIRMAN. How many, Doctor?
Mr. ALTMEYER. 596,458 initial claims were filed last week. That

is about 11 times the number received the week ptior to Japan's sur-
render.

Senator McMAHoN. How many times?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Eleven times.
Unemployment-compensation claims of all kinds, including the

waiting period and compensable claims, reached a total of 960,913 last
week. That is three times as high as the total for the week ending
August 11. There you get the first impact of unemployment, the
number of initial claims that are filed.

The CaAMMAN. By "initial claims" you mean what?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Claims filed for the first time.
The CHAIRMAN. You mean the first time that the worker has filed?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes; the first time that the worker has filed. They

176



H

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 177

are required to report weekly at the unemployment office thereafter,
in order to make certain that they are holding themselves available
for work and are willing to accept suitable work.

These figures for unemployment-compensation claims do not meas-
ure total unemployment. They measure only the number of workers
who believe they are eligible for unemployment benefits under the pres-
ent State laws. They do not include any Federal Government work-
ers, even tffose employed in Army arsenals or Navy shipyards, nor
any of the other classes of workers not now covered by State laws.

The labor market areas most severely affected by the shut-downs and
reporting total claims of over 20,000 each for the week ending August
25 were: Detroit, Mich., 87,577; Chicago, Ill., 59,401; Los Angeles,
Calif., 50,578; New York, 48,229; Newark, N. J., 37,983; Buffalo, N. Y.,
25,117; and Paterson, N. J., 22,870.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you got the figure on Atlanta, Doctor?
Mr. ALTmEYER. There were 3,696 claims.
Senator BARKLEY. Have you got anything on Louisville?
Mr. ALTmEYER. There were 6,062 in the Louisville area.
Senator VANDENBEIMG. They are all in States that get the least out

of this bill; is that right?
Mr. ALTMEYER. In its presefit form, yes; that is right.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, they are pretty well cared for. They got

a lot of war contracts during the war period.
Mr. ALTMEYER. These figures do not include the war veterans.
The CHAIRMAN. It does not include the veterans? I
Mr. ALTMEYER. It does not include the veterans. They are receiv-

ing readjustment allowances.
The CHAIRMAN. You do not handle them, do you, Doctor ?
Mr. ALTMEYER. No; that is handled by the Veterans' Administra-

tion. The last figure I have here is June. There were approximately
32,000 drawing readjustment allowances which are really unemploy-
ment benefits.

In estimating the cost of this bill, we had to make certain assump-
tions as to the amount of unemployment that is going to develop.

Senator MCMAHON. What would constitute guesses?
Mr. ALTM£EYER. Yes; they are just informed guesses.
Senator BARKLEY. Before you go any further, Doctor, you gave

the number of initial claims filed last week. Have you added up the
total that have been filed since you-what you might call this partic-
ular unemployment era was contemplated? You said it was more
than 11 times the last week.

Mr. ALTmEYRIt. Yes. I gave you the figure of 960,000 which in-
cludes not only the initial claims filed last week but the continuing
claims. The initial claims are the significant thing. That is a sig-
nificant index.

Senator BARKLEY. How far back would you calculate these initial
claims? How many weeks do they cover?

Mr. ALTmEYER. You mean for the future?
Senator BARKLEY. You said you had five-hundred-some-odd thou-

sand.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Those are the ones just, filed last week.
Senator BARKIxY. Yes; but you had some the week before..
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Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. From what date do you count the present emer-

gency I Is it dated fromthe Japan surrender?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Well, that is when the big jump occurred.
Senator BARKIEY. How many have been filed since, we will say, the

14th of August ? Have you got that?
r. ALTMEYER. Well, we had only 54,549 initial claims filed during

the week ending August 11, and 104,808 during the week ending
Au ust 18, and then this figure of 596,458 gives the last week.

Senator BARKLEY. That is about 700,000 altogether?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BAIRKLuY. All right.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Now, in making an estimate of the cost of this bill

we had to make assumptions. We call them low, intermediate, and
high assumptions as regards unemployment. We start out with the
actual amount of unemployment in June 1945. In the low we go up
to 51 million by December last year. It is 6 million in June the next
year, and then we drop back to 4 million by December of the next
year, and 3 million by June 1947. That is in the low figure assump-
tion. Then, in the intermediate we go to 61/2 million by December,
8 million the next year, and 61/2 million by December the next year,
and drop back to 4 million in June 1947. Then, the high we had,
71/ million in December of the first year, 6 million for June the next
year, 8 Y2 million for December the next year, and 6 million for June
1947.

I checked back to see just what the unemployment was in previous
years, to give you some perspective on these estimates of unemploy-
ment. As I look over the figures I would say that roughly the low
estimate corresponds to the amount of unemployment in 1941. The
intermediate corresponds to the unemployment we had in 1940, and
the high estimate to the unemployment we had in 1939.

Senator TAFT. It seems to me if we are going to have any such load
of unemployment by June 1947 we are not going to get out of this
reconversion period at all.

Mr. ALTMEYER. The low of 3 million by June of 1947 is pretty low.
I think even the advocates of full employment would agree that there
are 21/ to 3 million persons who are in a transitional state, quiting one
job to take another, or one job has petered out and another job is com-
ing along. But it takes time for a man to shift. You cannot have
completely full employment at any particular time.

Senator VANDENBERG. Anyway, that is beside the point.
You have got to base this on estimates.
Mr. ALT3EYFX. Yes.
Senator MCMAHON. We had 800,000 unemployed when employment

was at its peak, isn't that true?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes. That is quite unusual, of course, because of

wartime conditions.
Senator BARKLEY. Isn't it to be accepted as a fair statement that un-

der any conditions there are always two or three million people that
are unemployed at any given time?

Mr. ALTmEYER. Yes.
Senator HAwKES. Senator, if I may interject, a sdrvey of business

people over a number of years shows we are almost at the maximum of
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efficiency of employment when we have got 2,000,000 shifting from
one place to another, just as the most efficient and best operating point
in manufacturing may be 92 percent instead of 100 percent. When
you have got only 2,000,000 unemployed you have done a good job. If
we can hit that level we will be at a very good level in the United
States, and you will not have much trouble.

Mr. ALTmEYER. The only time you could get down to zero would be
if the Govornment forbade one person leaving a job until there was
another person ready to pop into it and so effect the transfer simul-
taneously, which, of course, is impossible.

Senator VANDENBERG. By "zero," you mean full employment?
Mr. ALTMEY-R. By "zero" I mean zero unemployment.
Senator BARKLEY. That would be the fullest employment in the

sense used today assumes this frictional or transitional unemployment
of 21/ to 3 million. I think it is inevitable.

The CHAIMMAN. In arriving, Doctor, at your low, intermediate and
high unemployment figures, are you simply proceeding on the basis
of the number of people actually employed at a given time?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Plus the servicemen that will be discharged?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you take into consideration the probability or

possibility that some of the people employed during the war period
will go back to their homes?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And some will be too old?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Oh, yes. If we did not take into account the fact

that millions of what we call these emergency workers went back to
their homes or retire, the estimate would be much higher. This is the
estimate of unemployment and not the reduction in employment. The
reduction in employment will be much more than this. These esti-
mates -of unemployment are not predictions of the probable course of
unemployment in the next few years, but are used to indicate what the
cost of the bill would be if unemployment reaches these levels. The
estimate 6f unemployment includes those people who are a part of the
labor market that want a job, are willing to take a job, but cannot
find a job.

Senator VANDENBERG. Who are registered for the purpose of taking
a job.

Mr. ALTMYmR. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. Can you tell us what the estimate of cost is based

on?
Is it based on these figures you have given?
Senator BYRD. What is the base of employment?
What is the figure you use for full employment?
You figure from some base, don't you?
Mr. ALTMEYER. I would guess it is about 54 to 55 million. I haven't

got the figure before me.

Senator BYRD. Does that include those in the armed services?
Mr. ALmETER. That would include the labor force after the shake-

donw, so to speak, when people have gone back to their homes or
retired.

Senator BYRD. Fifty-two million?
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Mr. ALTMEYE. Fifty-four or fifty-five million.
Senator BYRD. Your unemployment is figured on that basis?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes. It might run up" to 60,000,000, counting this

3,000,000 that I was mentioning in transitional-it might run up that
high. I haven't got the exact figures with me. I will put it in the
record. It is somewhere between 55,000,000 and 60,000,000.

(The following estimates were later furnished by Mr. Altmeyer:)

Labor force and unemployment estimates, 1945-47

The following table includes the labor force figures which correspond to the
three illustrative unemployment patterns used in estimating the cost of the pro-
posed legislation: [

June Decem- June Decem- June
1945 ber 1945 1946 ber 1946 1947

Labor force, total ------------------------------- 65.4 61.6 63.3 59.3 61.1

Armed forces --------------------------------------- 12.3 10.9 7.2 4.1 3.0
Civilian labor force --------------------------------- 53.1 50.7 56.1 55.2 58.1

Employment:Low unemployment assumption ----------------- 52.0 45.2 50.1 60.7 55.1
Intermediate unemployment assumption -------- 52.0 44.2' 48.1 48.7 54.1
High unemployment assumption ---------------- 52.0 43.2 46. 1 46.7 52.1

Unemployment:
Low unemployment assumption ----------------- 1.1 5. 5 6.0 4. 5 3.0
Intermediate unemployment assumption -------- 1.1 6.5 8.0 6.5 4.0
High unemployment assumption ---------------- 1.1 7. 5 10.0 8.5 6.0

SIzE OF LABOR FoRcE

The number of emergency workers in the labor force is estimated at about 7.5
million in June 1945. This estimate is based on a comparison of the number of
people in the civilian labor force as reported by the Bureau of the Census, plus
the number of individuals in the armed forces with the number normally expected
to be in the labor force. An analysis of the age and sex distribution of the emer-
gency workers indicates that by June 1947 all but a small number of emergency
workers may be expected to have withdrawn from or be absorbed into the labor
force.

Almost 3,000,000 of the emergency workers are teen-age boys and girls; almost
2,000,000 are women over 35 years of age; some 600,000 are young women between
the ages of 20 and 34, a large part of whom are servicemen's wives. From among
these groups and from the older men and women who would normally be in retire-
ment, a large proportion of withdrawals from the labor market may be looked for
as a result of public campaigns urging young people to return to school, educa-
tional allowances for veterans, return of servicemen whose wives are now work-
ing, etc. Some of the young workers will automatically cease to be emergency
workers as they reach the age where they normally would have entered the labor
market. These factors indicate that a reasonable estimate would be that by
June 1947 all but 2,000,000 of the 7.5 million emergency workers will have with-
drawn from or been absorbed into the normal labor force.

The number of emergency workers in the labor force at any time is generally
related to labor-market conditions--unemployment, wage rates, etc. On the
one hand, heavy unemployment, affecting family heads, may be expected to
bring wives and children into the labor market in search of gainful employment.
On the other hand, if low unemployment is accompanied by high wage rates,
many additional individuals may be drawn into the labor market. Since it is
not possible to measure the net effect of such opposite tendencies, we have used
the same figures on emergency workers for all three unemployment patterns.

The labor force figures in the above table for periods later than June 1945
were derived by subtracting the emergency-worker withdrawals and adding
600,000 per-year to allow for the normal growth of our working population. The
relatively high figures for June in comparison with December reflect the seasonal
influx of agricultural workers and young workers each summer.
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UNgMPLOYMENT

The unemployment patterns presented in the table are not predictions. They
are illustrative patterns which, however, do include within their range most
of the estimates which have been considered likely by responsible economists
for the immediate future. The unemployment patterns may be associated with
the different cost estimates under the proposed legislation to establish the general
relationship between unemployment levels and costs. If unemployment stays
below the levels indicated, costs under the proposed legislation will be lower
than those presented in our estimates; if unemployment should rise to a point
higher than we have assumed, costs may be expected to be higher than those
presented.

Senator BYRD. That is a big difference, between 55,000,000 and 60,-
000,000. You ought to estimate it more exactly.

Mr. ALTMEYmE. I have the figures somewhere, but I am giving you
the estimate of unemployment.

Senator Bym. You have got to establish a base for employment.
Mr. ALTmEYER. That is right.
Senator BYRD. You have got a difference there of 5,000,000, and it

seems to me the estimate is not worth much.
Mr. ALTMEYE. I can give you the exact base upon which this esti-

mate was made. I do not seem to have it before me right now.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Here is something you can use.
Mr. ALTMEYER. The basis upon which this estimate of unemploy-

ment was made appears to be as follows: We took the employed labor
force, including the armed forces, at 63,400,000.

Senator Bym. Many of the people in the armed forces would want
to go back to work.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BARKLE.Y. What was that figure?
Mr. ALTMEYER. 63,400,000. Of that number, 11,200,000 in the armed

forces and 52,200,000 in the civilian labor force. That is the basis
from which we proceeded to estimate.

Senator Bynw. You have got to allow for the 11,000,000 in the armed
services.

Mr. ALTM Em. Yes, we have. Then, we offset against that, as I
say, the estimate of the number of emergency workers who will retire
from the labor market.

Senator BYnD. Could not you furnish that, Doctor, in greater de-
tail? The accuracy of all of your estimates is based on the estimate,
as I see it of the employable people in the country under normal con-
ditions. You have taken off the armed services. Instead of taking
them off you ought to put them on. They are people that have got
to have jobs. Certainly, you ought not to take the armed services off.

Mr. ALTMY&TER. I was giving you the break-down of the labor force.
Senator Bym. How do you arrive at your 54,000,000?
Mr. ALTMEYER. We arrive at 52,200,000 in the civilian labor force.
Senator BYRD. All right.
Mr. ALTMEdYE. And 11,200,000 in the armed forces.
Senator BYRD. That is 63,000,000.
Mr. ALTmYEu. 63,400,000.
Senator BYRD. Where did you get your 54,000,000?
Mr. ALT ER. I'don't have the figures before me.
Senator BYRD. You said a little while ago that the employables were

54,000,000 to 60,000,000.
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Senator VANDENBERG. Including the armed forces.
Senator BYRD. I say if there is such a great variation as between

the 54,000,000 and 60,000,000 in the base figure then the other figures
are of no value.

Mr. ALTMEYER. I said probably when you have got the shake-down
of people retiring from the labor market, you might get down to
54,000,000 people working, and then you add your 3,000,000 unem-
ployed, you might get up to 57,000,000.

Senator BYRD. That is all conjectural.
Mr. ALTMEYFR. That is conjectural.
Senator BYRD. All of these estimates, then, have no value.
Air. ALTMEYER. They are based upon the best estimates we can

make. I think, before you came in, to give some perspective, I pointed
out that the low estimate works out approximately to what the unem-
ployment was in 1941 in this country.

Senator BYRD. Why take that period?
Mr. ALTMEYER. 1941 was the year immediately preceding our entry

into the war and the unemployment in that year checks out approxi-
mately with the estimate, the low estimate of unemployment, that
we make for this transitional period.

Senator BYRD. That is all conjectural-very conjectural.
Mr. ALTMEYER. If you know what the future is going to be, why-
Senator BYRD (interposing). I don't know what it is going to be,

but here we are passing a bill and the cost of the bill is based on the
estimates of unemployment. The point I am trying to make there is
that I do not think your estimates are of much value, especially if
you have a base of employment varying as much as 5,000,000 by your
own statement. You say the employable people range from 54,000,-
000 to 60,000,000. If you cannot get it closer than that you certainly
cannot tell us how many unemployed there will be.

Senator HAWKES. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Altmeyer a ques-
tion?

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hawke .
Senator HAWKES. In that calculation of yours, how many of that

fifty-two or fifty-three millon civilian employees do you estimate are
people who were forced into the war by the emergency, who did the
work and came out, and who ought to go home to the place where they
belong?

Mr. ALTMEYER. I estimate there are probably between five and seven
million of those people.

Senator TAFT. That is the old, the young, and the women?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BRD. Mr. Chairman, I consider this a very vital question

and I would like to ask Dr. Altmeyer to present the data showing
exactly how he arrived at this basis.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd, if you had been here when Dr. Alt-
meyer first mentioned it, you would understand it better.

Senator BYRD. I am here now. He has not explained it to me yet.
I do not want to take up the time of the committee, but I want the
doctor to inform me on how he reached his base of employment.

The CHAIRMAN. Doctor, will you proceed?
Mr. ALTMExy.. I want to, next, after trying to give some estimate

on the outside I imits of unemployment, to give you an estimate on the
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outside limits of the cost of this bill. Taking the low estimate of un-
employment-

The CHAIRMAN (interposing). Please state that. Senator Byrd
was not here when you gave it before.

Senator BYRD. I want to know how he arrived at his base figure,
what the base figure is, and how he arrived at it.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. That will determine, it seems to me, to a large ex-

tent what the unemployment would be.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Well, this unemployment figure is a derived figure,

ats you very well point out. I do not have the statistical break-down
with me, as to how that is reached. Our statisticians did not make
predictions about the probable future course of unemployment, but in
order to make these cost estimates, obtained figures on the probable
future course of unemployment from other agencies. I did not go
into the mathematics of how they reached these residual figures on the
estimates of unemployment.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Jacobstein, how many employables are there
in the country in normal times and under normal conditions?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That was what we just gave you, Senator Byrd.
May I make a very brief statement here?
I think Mr. Altmeyer misspoke himself when he said the 54,000,000

included the servicemen.
Mr. AiJTMEYR. I did not say that.
Mr. JACOBSTeIN. I think Senator Byrd thought you did.
Senator BYRD. No; I did not either.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. This statement that I gave you is a factual state-

ment of the labor force actually in operation. This is not a conjecture.
Mr. ALTmEyE. That is right.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. These are the facts on the labor force.
Senator BYRD. But this statement does not allow for the armed

services going back to work. It says 63,000,000 is your employable
labor force, 11,000,000 in the armed services. I understood you to
say your base figure varied from fifty-four or fifty-five million to
sixty million.

Mr. ALTMEYEr. Yes. But, Senator, we do not have a meeting of
minds on what we are talking about. These figures that you have
before you, that Mr. Jacobstein gave you, deal with the labor force as
of an average week in 1944. In determining what the unemployment
will be tomorrow we have to calculate what the labor force will be
tomorrow, and we have got two main factors to take into account.
As you point out, we have got the boys coming 'back from the armed
services into the civilian labor market. On the other hand, we have
an outgo from the civilian labor market back into the home and into
retirement. That sort of offsets to some extent the first. The residual,
as to the number of people who will be in the labor market next year,
is the result of taking those two factors into account.

I do not have the exact figures before me, so I cannot tell you what
that residual is for next year, but that was taken into account, I am
sure, in arriving at this estimate of unemployment.

Senator BYRD. As one member of the committee, I would like to
know how you took it into account. It seems to me you have got so
many people in this country that should be employed and you have

183
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so many jobs. Now, you have got to know what your base employment
is in order to arrive at the unemployment figure.

Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right.
Senator Byn). Up to this point you have not been able to explain

to me what is your base employment figure. Maybe the other members
of the committee understand it, but I do not.

Senator HAWKES. I do not understand it either, Senator Byrd. I
think it is vitally important that we do have that.

Senator BARKLEY. Let us see if we cannot arrive at it from this
table, to show what it is.

Senator BYRD. Excuse me, Senator, I am not talking about what it
is. What I would like to know is how the doctor here has figured it,
so as to determine whether his figures on unemployment are accurate.

Senator BARKLEY. I understand, but let us assume when all the
armed forces get back that everybody is employed, you would have
64,000,000 people working. That is true, isn't it?

Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. If everybody, after he gets out of the armed

services, was employed you would have 64,000,000.
Senator TAFT. Except for the fact that you are going to have some

of the armed forces remaining.
Senator BAR1icLY. Let me analyze this a moment.
Senator TAFT. Let me go ahead with this for a minute. The armed

services are not being cut down at that rate.
Senator BARKLEY. I am saying, supposing the Army and Navy

people get out and get back to work, there would be 64,000,000.
Senator TAFT. There will be 5,000,000 that will not get out.
Senator BAIKxLEY. Let me calculate it on my basis and then see how

it works out. If we assume thit all the armed forces are going to
get out, which they are not but just for the purpose of this argument
let us assume they are, there will be 64,000,000. Let us assume you
are correct, that this is only an estimate and nobody can be absolutely
correct about figures, there would be from 5 to 7 million who had been
employed and who will go back to their homes and retire. Suppose
there were 6,000,000 of them, that would leave 58.000,000.

Mr. ALTmeyER. That is right.
Senator B"KLuy. Then if there is an average of from 21/2 to 3

million always unemployed because they are shifting back and forth
that would get you back to about your 53 to 54 million, wouldn't itt.

Mr. ALTmrmni. That is right; yes, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. Is that a fair basis of calculation
Mr. ALx mu. I think it is.
Senator VANDENBERG. Senator, you have omitted one figure, and

that is the number of men who are permanently in the Army and Na
Senator BAKiLEy. Of course, whatever that number may be, it would

still have to be subtracted from the 54,070,00, which would leave it
about 52,000,000.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is about right.
Senator TAFr. May I suggest this: As far as this period that we are

considering is concerned, this so-called intermediate period-what is it,
July 1, 1946?

Mr. ALTxzrm. Yes.

184
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Senator TArr. The Army and Navy apparently contemplate having
5 million men serve in the Army and Navy at least until next July
wi:en we will face the most serious unemployment situation. So i
think you should subtract it. They say they have 8 million in the
Army, and they are going to have 51/2 million discharged, which leaves
2P' million in the Army, and the Navy is talking about a million men
out of 3 million, which would leave 2 million in the Navy.

Senator BYRD. I did not understand they were going to get 5 million
out by July.

Senator BARKLEY. They are going to get 5/2 million out by the 1st
of next July.
Senator HAWKE8. That is what they said in the papers.
Senator BYRD. The 1st of July a year from now.
Senator BARKLEY. The 1st of July a year from now is nearly a year.
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Then, you have got to take into account that there

are young people growing up who are coming into the labor market.
Senator BYRD. What I want for my personal information, I want

to get from you how you calculate your base employment and what it
is exactly in figures. I think that is vital, because that is the first
step to take in ascertaining future unemployment.
Senator MCMAHON. Doctor, will you also put in there how you ar-

rive at the 5 million?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
(Mr. Altmeyer later supplied the following estimate:)

ESTIMATED WITHDRAWALS OF EMERGENCY WORKERS FROM THE LABOR- MARKET

The number of emergency workers in the labor force in June 1945 is estimated
at about 7.5 million. This is the excess of the civilian labor force as estimated
for June 1945 by the Bureau of the Census plus the size of armed forces over the
expected "normal" labor force on that date.

A distribution of emergency workers by sex and age is available for April 1945,
when the labor force was approximately 7.3 million above "normal." This
distribution follows:

Estimated excess of April 1945 labor force over "normal" classified by age and sex 1

[In thousands]

Age group Both sexes Males Females

Total, 14 years and over ------------------------------------- 27,280 23,620 23,660
14-19 years ---------------------------------------------- 840 1,720 1,120

14-17 years ----------------------------------------------- 1 , 850 1,140 710
18-19 years -------------------------------------------- 990 580 410

20-24 years --------------------------------------------------- 870 420 450
2&-34 years --------------------------------------------------- 280 120 16035-4- years --------------------------------------------------- 820 140 680
45-54 years ---------------------------------------------- 1,050 330 720
66-64 years --------------------------------------------------- 830 420 410
65 years and over ------------.------------------------------ 590 470 120

I Based on comparisons between (1) estimates of actual labor force compiled from data on civilian labor
force from the Bureau of the Census Monthly Report on the Labor Force plus unofficial estimates of armed
forces; and (2) estimates of "normal" labor force adapted from Census Bureau release p. 44 No 12.
2 The excess is slightly overstated, because the "normal" labor force estimates refer to the last week in

March, whereas the actual estimates refer to the second week in April. There is a seasonal rise between the
2 weeks.

Source: U. S. Department of Labor, Monthly Labor Review, August 1945, p. 236.

During the next 2 years, many emergency workers will disappear from the
labor market in two ways-some actually will withdraw from the labor market
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by going back to school, to the home, or into retirement; others, the young work-
ers, will cease to be emergency workers as they attain the age at which they
normally would have entered gainful employment.

It is, of course. impossible to predict with exactness how many of the enlr.
agency workers will disappear from the labor market in the next few years. The
number of available jobs will have some effect on workers' decisions. So. w~Jl tile
general level of wage rates and other related labor market conditions.

However, in view of the public campaigns urging young people to complete their
education, the educational allowances in the GI bill of rights, and the hutnmaw i,
absorption of young workers as they grow older into the normal labor force, it
would seem reasonable to conclude that a high proportion of the 14-19-year group
will cease to be emergency workers. This group accounted for more extra war-
time workers than any other population group (2,800,000 in April 1945). Many
of the women over 35 years of age-the second largest source of additional labor
supply during the war (1,900,000 in April 1945)-may be expected to leave the
labor market as unusual wartime job opportunities disappear. Many of the
young servicemen's wives, who comprised the greater part of the 600,000 extra
women workers aged 20-34, are also likely to leave'as their husbands return to
civilian life. Lastly, some of the older men who came out of retirement or
continued working beyond normal retirement age for patriotic reasons are sure
to withdraw from employment now. Altogether, it appears reasonable to expect
that within the next 2 years all but about 2 million of the 7.5 million emergency
workers will withdraw from or become part of the normal labor force.

Senator McMIAHow. Five and one-half million of those who would
leave the labor market. Is that done on any ]kind of poll conducted
through the Census Bureau?

They tell me the Census Bureau has made great strides in the polling
technique.

Mr. ALTmEYER. Yes; we have taken the figures that the census
people have collected, and the War Manpower Commission, and the
Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Senator LucAs. Does that show how many people will retire from
the labor market?

Mr. AL mEYER. That depends upon the state of the labor market.
Senator LucAs. This bill is on the theory that we are going to have

unemployment.
Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right. But one of the advantages of an

insurance system is that the less unemployment there is, the less the
bill will cost.

Senator LUCAS. On that basis I think you have a right to assume that
practically 90 percent of these people who had been brought into the
labor market during the war are going to retire and go back home and
other places without looking for a job.

Mr. ALTmynI Yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. On the calculation you have finally arrived

here, do I understand if you had 52,000,000 jobs you would have, to all
intents and purposes, reasonably full employment?

Mr. Avrirm. No; as I said, I think the figure is going to lie some-
where between fifty-five and sixty million.

Senator ByRD. Fifty-five and what?
Mr. ALTmz R. Fifty-five and sixty million, for the labor force after

the war.
Senator ByRD. How can you estimate the unemployment figures to be

of any value if you cannot estimate in the first instance what is the bse
employment closer than 5,000,000?

Mr. A=3mrm I could estimate closer than that if I had the Sgures
before me. I haven't the figures before me. My recollection is it falls
somewhere in that range between fifty-five and sixty million.
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Senator TAr. Mr. Aftmeyer, may I ask you whether a satisfactory
rtatistical basis has been established to determine who is unemployed
and who is not?

Mr. ALTMErYR. No; it is imp possible to place an unemployed person
in any classification that stays fixed for al time, because it is composed
of two elements, the condition of the worker and the condition of the
labor market.

Senator TAFT. For instance, I know of a number of restaurants
where the women come in simply from, I think, 10 o'clock in the morn-ing to 3 o'clock in the afternoon and work part time. They would not
take a full-time job, because they have their home work to do. How
do you figure that job? Is that a job that is considered a half job, or
is there-any statistical basis for determining just who should be counted
in the labor force and the unemployed?

Mr. ALTMEYEIt. Well, they take these house-to-house sample censuses
and try to separate the'partly employed from the employed as of a
given date, and then project that to the whole population.

Senator TArt. I think the figure is there are only 33,000.000 families
in the United States afhd about seven or eight million individual units,
single people, making about 40,000,000. So the 54,000,000 or 60:000,000
jobs, we will say, will provide roughly two jobs for a family. Of
course, as to this second person in the family you have a very wide
variation of possibilities. They may want to work or they may not
have to work. One fellow perhaps is earning enough to permit him to
lay off for a while. They will work if they get a nice job, otherwise
they will not. How are you going to figure whether a person like
that is in the labor force and must be counted in the unemployed or
not? How can you do that?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Just take the actual figures as to the number of
workers and, as you say, it figures out, to my recollection, bout
1.4 or 1.5 workers per family, and that is all-that is an average-
in some families it is more and in some families there are none.

Senator TAFT. Under this full employment, it provides the Presi-
dent must absolutely estimate. He must estimate how much money
is required,-and if there is not enough activity the Government must
spend the ioney to make up the difference. It is all based on the
accuracy of this unemployment and available work estimate. It
seems to me the first thing we must have is some kind of statistical
basis that everyone agrees on as the basis for this kind of action.

Senator BYRD. What do you think about this, Doctor: There are
a lot of migrant farm workers that work a few months a year, they
work 1 or 2 months a year and then live on their small farms in
their homes the rest of the year? Are they termed employables?
I have a number of people that pick apples 2 or 3 months a year
and then go back to their farms and live on their farms.

Mr. ALTMEYER. You have to throw them one way or the other.
It depends on the proportionate income they get from self-employ-
ment and what proportion from outside employment.

Senator BYRiD. They do not get so much from self-employment,
but they live on their places where they can raise some of their
food.

Mr. ALTMEER. That is what I mean by self-employment.

76876-45-18
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Senator BYRD. They do not have much expense. They go to the
farms to harvest wheat or pick apples for a few months of the year.
I was wondering whether you regarded those people in your ftgures
of full employment for the year. There are quite a number all over
the United States in that category.

Mr. ALTmxim. That is right. You very well pointed out the
difficulties of estimating. I do not want to set myself up as an
expert on it.

Senator BYRD. When you make an estimate you must make it very
clear as to how you arrive at the base employment.

Senator McMAHoN. How many job holders were there in 1939?
Senator HAWKmS. What was the question?
Senator McMAHoN. How many job holders were there in 1939?
Senator HAWKES. That is exactly the question I was going to task.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, I think if we could have how many job holders
there were in 1937, 1938, 1939, and 1940 it would be very valuable.

The CHAIMAN. You mean people actually gainfully employed?
Is that what you mean?

Senator HAwKs. Yes; I mean people gainfully employed.
The CHAMAN. Will you supply those figures?
Mr. ALTMEYER. I can only supply the figures going back to March

1940. That is when the estimates started being made. I have those
figures.

Senator BARKLEY. Isn't there some bureau or agency of the Govern-
ment that kept statistics back of 1940 as to the number of people gin-
fully employed?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Oh, yes; the Bureau of the Census has what they
call gainfully occupied running way back, but that includes the self-
employed as well as the employed. I thought you meant the people
who worked for others.

Senator HAWKES. That is what I did mean.
Mr. ALTMEYER. The figures that I have before me run back only to

1940. I will see if I can get some figures that go still further back.
(The following figures were later supplied by Mr. Altmeyer:)

EMPLOYMENT, 1929-44

The following table presents estimates of total employment and nonagricutvral
employment in the United States, by year, from 1929 through 1944. The-fgures
are annual averages; because of seasonal and other changes, employment for any
particular period of the year may be above or below the annual average.

Estimated employment, Vnited States, 1929-44

[In thousands]

Total em- Nonsfricul- Total em- Noa l-

Year ployment tural employ- YearpTot turai employ-ment ment,

129 ------------------- 46,304 36. 332 1937 ------------------ 4,254 $6,817
1930 ------------------- 44,172 34,303 1938 ------------------ 43,220 33,898
1931 ------------------- 41.099 31,270 1939 ------------------ 44884 35 62
1932 -------------------- o675 27,950 1940------------------ 46.468 $7,276
1933 ------------------- 37,517 27,859 1941 ------------------ 4,000 40,440
1934------------------ 39, 0 3, 322 1942 ------------------ 5Z 110 43,470
1935----------------- - 41,186 31.488 1943 ------------------ 52, 410 44130
1936 -------------------. 43,374 33,776 1944 -------------- 51,780 14.720

Source U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statlstic.
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Senator BYRD. There are a great number of people employed only"
part of the year. I do not see how you can get an estimate of them.
Therm, sre just millions in that Class. Lots of farm workers do not work
steadily on the farms; they work during the harvesting season and
then they work for themselves or live on their places the rest of thew
year. ,,

SenatoQr LuCAS. Unless you have an accurate estimate, you never-
can tell.

Senator BYRD. How can we know how accurate it is unless we fin&
out how he arrived at it? Let us know how he arrived at the figures
and then we can determine whether they are accurate or not.

Senator HAWKES. I think Senator Lucas has sat in very many meet-
ings where distinguished gentlemen offered estimates on the number-
of jobs and it varied by several millions.

I think Senator Byrd has got a very excellent point, and that is;
whatever Mr. Altmeyer's figures are we would like to know how he-
arrived at them, so we can determine whether our own judgment car
go along with his course of reasoning on the number of jobs.

Mr. ALTMEiyER. Well, for the time being, taking the low, interme-
diate, and high unemployment, I have given you those figures.

Senator MCMAHoN. He says the estimate of cost is based on that.
I think you said, Mr. Altmeyer, that the low, intermediate, and high
estimates were based on your statistician's figures, and ideas, as to how-
long reconversion will take.

Mr. ALTMxFYER. They are merely three different illustrations of there
possible unemploymentpatterns of this period.

Senator MCMAHON. Is that the basic consideration?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes; that is right, and we checked our assumptions-

with those of the War Manpower Commission and the Office of War-
Mobilization and Reconversion, and other Government agencies, to be
sure our estimates were not out of line with the general thinking.

Senator MCMAHON. Is that related directly to the number of
months I In other words, the low unemployment represent reconver-
sion in, say, 4 months, the intermediate 7 months and the high a year?'

Mr. ALTMF YER. Well, I would not say it is tiose months that you-
mentioned.

Senator McMAHON. I am just trying to find out.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes; it takes "into account the time that we wilf

require for reconversion and the curve of the unemployed during that.
period of time. It rises to a peak at a certain point and then declines.
Now, we have to bear in mind, I think, that when we give you figures-
on the number of unemployed that does not mean that the same mdi-
"iduals remain unemployed during that whole period of time. There-
is a great turn-over, of course, among the unemployed as among the-
employed. Taking these estimates of unemployment for the tinme
being, our estimate of the cost of S. 1274 to the Federal Govern-
ment of what is called the required provisions in the bill, that iW,
what the States would have to accept if they agreed to do it, would
range from $655,000,000 for the low to $905,000,000 for the inter-
mediate, and $1;186,000,000 for the high.

Senator TAFr. When you take the intermediate of $900,000,000, Mr.
Altmeyer, that would be added to how much money disbursed by
the States!
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Mr. ALTx-r m. We estimate that the States them-selvet urder the
low would be spending about $1,700,000, under the intermediate,
$2,150,000,000; and under the high, $2,600,000,000.

Senator TAFr. So, under the intermediate' you would, have the
States spending $2,150,000,000 and the Federal Government spending
$900,000,000; is that right?

Mr. ALTMETER. That is right.
Senator BYRD. Is that for the year?
Mr. ALTMEYER. That is for the period of October 1945 through to

June 1947.
Senator BARKLEY. About a year and three-quarters?
The CHAIMMAN. Twenty-one months.
Senator BARKLEY. Twenty-one months; yes.
Senator BymR. What reserves do the States have now?
Mr. ALTMEYER. About $6,800,000,000.
Senator BAItKIEY. All of them?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BYRD. How much does that amount to a year?
Mr. ALTmEYER. They will be collecting this next yeat about $1,-

000000,000.
Senator BYRD. And they will'spend $2,000,000,000?
Mr. ALTMETER. That is for the whole period.
Senator HAw-Kus. I think that does not include anything on the

travel expense of moving the people from one section to another.
Mr. ALTMEnmY. This figure I gave you covers what I term the re-

quired agreement, if the States accept the agreement provided in the
bill. Then, there is a certain voluntary action that they may take
at Federal expense, which would add to the cost, and then there is
the travel expense, and then there are the additional payments to
the veterans that are provided. The total cost to the Federal Govern-
ment, if the States accepted the so-called voluntary provisions and if
the veterans' benefits were liberalized as provided in the bill, would
be, for the low $1,120,000,000, for the intermediate, $1,500,000,000, and
for the high, $1,900,000,000.

Senator VANDENBERG. There isn't much doubt about the States ac-
cepting all the provisions if they accept it at all.

Mr. ALrmmxi . I would think so.
Senator VANDENBERG. So it is fair to say that the bill probably

represents in round numbers $2,000,000,000 without any estimate for
travel expense.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes; under the high unemployment assumption.
But under the low assumption it is only 1.1 billion dollars; an& only
1.5 billion dollars under the intermediate assumption.

Senator McMAHoN. I thought your travel expense was included in
there.

Senator HAwzs. That is what I thought, that the travel expense
was included in there.

Senator Bncn. In other words, it would be around a billion for the
Federal Government a year; is that correct?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. A little more than a billion per year.
Senator BYRD. A little more than a billion a year, not counting the

travel expense?
Mr. JAMoBSoUIN. That is right. This is for 21 months.
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Senator BYRD. Yes this is for 21 months. What do you estimate

the travel expense to be on the yearly basis?
Mr. AL Tim-. I haven't got the estimate before me. There, again,

you have to make assumptions of how many of these people who move
from one State to another, from one community to another, are going
to go back. It is hard even to get estimates on the number of people
who move from one State to another. As I retdall the figure, one
estimate is about 3 2 million that have moved during the war period
from one State to another, but then within the State there are even
more than that, that have moved from one end of the State to the
other.

Senator ByRD. Are the travel expenses paid when they go from
one location to another location to get another job?

Mr. ALimEnm. They are paid if the United States Employment
Service has a job in another community for them to take.

Senator Bnw. Suppose they do not want to take a job but they
merely want to go back home, can they get travel expenses?

Mr. ALmiyn. My understanding of this particular provision is
there must be a job waiting for them at the other end.

Senator BARKLRY. They must apply to the Employment Service
in order to entitle them to be paid for travel expenses ?

Mr. ALTMymR. Yes.
Senator BYRD. Suppose they want to go home and paid their ex-

penses to go home and stayed there 6 months, although they are at
home and have paid their-expenses to go home, they cannot leave their
homes and go to this other job, is that it, and get the travel expenses?

Mr. ALrmmyE. Well, if the United States Employment Service
thinks under the circumstances it is necessary to recruit from some
other community to fill a job in this particular community, it can
allow the travel expenses.

Senator BYRD. Have you got any rough estimate on the cost of the
travel expenses at all?

Mr. ALTxLmI. I made an estimate about 4 or 5 months ago, not
on this bill but on something similar. My recollection was I made a
minimum estimate around $15,000,000, $10,000,00G, or $15,000,000.

Senator B~AKlLY. $15,000,000?
Mr. ALTMzYER. $10,000,000 or $15,000,000. That is what I consider

a minimum figure.
Senator HAwREs. Doctor, how can you make any estimate on that?

How in the world can you have any basis to estimate how many people
are going to travel from one place to another ?

Mr. ALTmEYER. You have to make a guess as to the number who have
moved and who would want to move back, or even if they haven't
moved who would be willing to go to another community to take a job.

Senator HAWKES. Mr. Chairman, may I pursue that just a min-
ute? Dr. Altmeyer's statement is different, according to my recollec-
tion, from the statement of Senator Kilgore yesterday and the state-
ments of other witnesses. I did not understand that if a person went
home from where he was that the Government would then pay his
expenses from his home to some other place in the United States in
order to get job.

The CHA=xA. I do not think the language of the bill, Doctor,
bears out your statement.
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Mr. ALTM1ETER. From the p lace they lost war employment to any
place where they can get employment.

The CHAIRMAN. It must be from the place of employment where
he has gone as a war worker or Government worker.

Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right. !'
Senator HAWKES. That is opposed to what was said yesterday,
Mr. ALTMEYE. It may be.
The CHAnMAN. On that point, Doctor, we had quite a talk yester-

day about civilian workers who were included in there and Govern-
ment employees who have gone into the agencies of the Government
who would seem to be included.

Mr. ALTMEYEM. Yes. It is not a defined term. I would assume it
would cover Government workers as well as others.

Senator VANDENBERG. All Government workers?
Mr. ALTMEnYE. Who had been employed in activities essential to

the war effort.
The CHAMMAN. Doctor, we also got some confusion, I think, in the

committee yesterday about what would be true in the case of a Gov-
ernment worker employed in one of the agencies who had been there
for more than 5 years and who had built up a retirement fund. Will
you please explain what the situation would be under all of the State
laws, so far as you recall them?

Mr. ALT.mEYER. Well, you have got two situations: You have got
the situation of the war worker who has not been in the Government
5 years and who therefore gets only a refund of his contributions, that
is, a refund of his savings.

The CHAimMAN. If he is unemployed, then, of course, he would be
one of the civilian workers.

Mr. ALTMEYER. He would be one of the civilian workers.
Then, you have the Government worker who has been in more than

5 years, who has reached the age of retirement and is eligible for
retirement and applies for retirement benefits and starts drawing
Government retirement benefits. That is the case, as I understand
it, thatyou pose.

The CHAM-MAN. That is right.
Mr. ALTMEYER. That person will not be entitled to unemployment

benefits under this bill unless that person held himself out for work
and was willing to accept suitable work when tendered him. That is,
he could not say, "I have retired; I do not want to work any longer;
I want to draw my retirement benefits, and I also want to draw un-
employment benefits." He would have to register at the employ-
ment office and he would have to hold himself available for work, and
he would have to accept suitable work tendered him by the employment
office. That is a condition precedent to unemployment benefits under
this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. If he did register, was offered suitable employment
and accepted it, would he still draw his retirement benefits?

Mr. ALTEYi. He would if it was outside the Government, bediuse
there is no condition laid down in the Government retirement plan
that a person shall retire from all gainful employment.

Senator BYRD. That is a contract anyway. You could not change
that.
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The CHAIRMAN. He would not be able to take another Government
job, would he?

Mr. ALTMEYER. No.
Senator BYRD. He could get a job in private industry?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BYRD. And then get his unemployment benefits if he lost

his ob in private industry?
Mr. ALTMEYER. There is nothing to preclude him from taking a job

in private industry.
Senator BARKLEY. If he took a job in private industry and lost that

job and registered for employment, he would still be entitled to his
Government retirement pay that he earned over the years, and at the
same time draw unemployment compensation under this bill, wouldn't
he?

Mr. ALTmEYE. That is right.
Senator BYRD. He may get two contributions from the Govern-

ment then.
Senator BARKLEY. I am not talking about a Government job.
Senator BYRD. I understand. He can get the retirement benefits

for which the Government pays from 60 to 70 percent, and the Gov-
ernment would also pay into the fund for this unemployment benefit.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to get it straight. I had the other impres-
sion. I did not think an employee of the Government who had
retired, say, for some disability, or after so many years of service,
reached the retirement period, and he asked for a job and took it.
Now, if he goes out and asks for a job and gets a job in private indus-
try, maybe gets one in 'a private shipyard during this emergency,
during the war period, if he becomes unemployed, could he come in
and ask for unemployment compensation and also draw his retire-
inent pay?

Mr. ALTxMYER. That is entirely separate. The only condition for
the retirement benefit is -that he must contribute to it for a certain
period.

The CHAIRMAN. Do not the State laws take care of that?
Mr. ALTMEYER. No. You may be thinking of the old-age and sur-

vivors' insurance.
The CHAIRMAN. No; I am thinking of the unemployment benefits

now.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Under the old-age and survivors' insurance, if the

person retires he starts drawing the benefits, but the laws of most States
provide for some kind of an adjustment in the payment of unemploy-
ment benefits. They offset the retirement benefits under old-age and
survivors insurance.

Senator Bymi. That is not true of the Federal employee, though.
A man can voluntarily retire when he has 5 years of service and get
the retirement benefit, and- if he has 20 or 30 years of service he gets
so much more.

Senator BYRD. Some of them, I imagine, are already employed in
private industry.

Mr. ALTmEYER. Yes.
Senator BYRD. That would be entitled to his retirement and also

to be placed on the unemployment benefit rolls.
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Mr. ALTMEYER. Well, if he continued to hold himself available for
work and was willing to accept suitable work when tendered him.

Senator Bmn. What is the sense of the Government paying 100
percent unemployment benefits and paying 60 to 70 percent, whatever
it is, retirement VHe would be getting two compensations.

The CHAIRMAN. I have not exactly understood it that way, Doctor.
I may be wrong. I think we will have some civil-service retirement
pple coming in here after a while, and you can ask them.

Mr. ALTMEYER. You could provide, of course, for an offset, You
would not have to affect the retirement benefit under Civil S&rviee,
but you could provide some offset against any unemployment benefits
provided in this bill.

Senator Bmn-R. That is paid by the State laws. I mean this corm-
pensation he gets now is'under State laws. He has got his contract
with the Government for retirement and there is no way that you can
change that. When he retires he gets that as long as he lives. You
could not change it.

Mr. ALTMEYTER. That is right. So far as the additional benefits
p id by the Federal Government are concerned, you can offset those

nefits so as to avoid duplication.
Senator BYRD. You cannot do that unless the law is amended.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Unless the bill is amended.
Senator BYRD. Unless the bill is amended, I mean.
Mr. ALTMEYER. As it is, he can get both benefits.
Senator BARKLEY. Unless the State law would provide for it in some

way or another. In the case of the Government employee working in
Washington here for 10, 20, or 30 years and has reached the retirement
age and retired and was in the process of drawing his retirement pay,
that is a contract between him and the Government and cannot be taken
away from him. He goes back to my State, back to his home in Ken-
tucky. and he decides he would like to work for some private employer,
there is nothing in the law that prevents him from doing that. He
cannot get another job from the Government, but he can work any-
where in private industry where people are willing to hire him. Sup-
pose he gets a job and works for a year or 6 months and then he loses
it, do you suggest that the law of the States ought to be amended, or
that this law ought to be amended so if he gets money from the Gov-
ernment it would be deducted from what he would get under the un-
employment compensation provision, either the State law or under
our supplemental payment to the State?

Mr. ALTMEYER. I do not think the number of cases would be very
large. I was saying to Senator Byrd if he felt that represqutp an
undesirable duplication you could amend the provisions of this bifl to
eliminate that.

Senator BYRD. The States do not pay any part of the compensation.
Senator BARKLEY. If the State has no law that deprives this former

Government employee of benefits under the State law on account of
the fact that he is drawing retirement pay, we could not do #Wt *g
about it.

Senator BYRD. The States, Senator Barkley, I do not thin k w-pld
have any such law, because this is the first time that the FedeWrim-
ployees have been brought under the unemployment beneati., iP*
bill is the first bill to go that far. The States would not have any
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interestin it at all, because the Federal Government pays all the costs.
SenatorHAwKEs. Isn't it true that this bill could be amended, if we

thought' it advisable, so that the Government would not participate in
the payments to the States in those cases? For instance, let me state,
this to you. There is a common practice in business if you reach the
age 65 and retire and you are getting a pension and you get social-se-
curity benefits and come back to work-I know of a number of cases
where men have come back after they reach the age 65--

Senator BYRD (interposing). Sixty-two.
Senator HAWKES. I know, but I am talking about 65. It is 65 under

social security, isn't it'?
Mr. ALTMEiYER. Yes.
Senator HAWKES. They have come back to work and the private

company just deducts the benefits that they receive from social security
or any pension plan that has matured from the compensation they
would be paid. That is common practice throughout the industry.

Senator BARKLEY. That is a matter of contract or a matter of
adjustments between the company and the private employee.

Senator HAWKER. Surely. You can amend this law if you see fit
to do it, so the man will not benefit twice. I take it that is what
you are talking about, Senator Byrd.

Senator BYRD. Yes.
Senator HAWKES. You can amend this law so the "man will not

benefit twice, because of the passage of this bill.
Senator BARKLEm. There is no doubt the bill ought to be amended

as far as the Federal tunds are concerned, but it does raise the question
whether a man who is drawing something that he has earned over a
period of years by reason of a contract between him and the Govern-
ment should be put on a different basis so far as the private employee
is concerned- from other people who are not working for the Gov-
ernment and are not drawing retirement pay. It raises a question
that is not easily solved, in my own mind.

The CHArMMAN. Dr. Altmeyer, we are talking here about the Gov-
ernment workers, and included in the Government workers are the
arsenal workers, the shipyard workers, and this bill adds maritime
and also civilian workers-they are all working for the Government.
There has been no contribution made from the State funds for their
benefit at all. The whole payment will come out of the Government.
I think it is a rather pertinent question whether or not a worker who
is being paid entirely out of the Federal funds should continue to be
paid, although he has acquired the status of an employed person for
the Government. I do not see how he could do it and draw his retire-
ment. It just seems to me there is something wrong about the whole
thing, if that is the case. These people are not working for private
employers--these are Government workers. How he could draw re-
tirement and go back into the arsenal, go to work for the Government,
and still draw his retirement benefits with his wages, I do not know.

Senator BYRD. He can go to private industry and draw this fund.
Mr. ALTmiBm. You are right.
The tjXAM N. These people, Senator Byrd, are Government

workers and not working for a private enterprise at all. This travel
pay does apply to all classes.
t. . k
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Senator BYRD. After he once retired from Government service, he
could get a job, of course, in private industry, and then if he gets
unemployed he comes under the unemployment-benefits provision of
this bill, and then he gets two compensations.

The CRARMAN. That is what the status of the testimony up to now
seems to indicate.

Senator BYRD. You are entirely right. He could not get a Govern-
ment job and draw the compensation, because then the compwesation
would cease.

Senator VANDENBIMG. I would like to ask for one further interpreta-
tion at this point, Dr. Altmeyer. As you well know, this word, "suit-
able" is the subject of great controversy in all the States. I think this
is the first time the Federal Government would have to make an in-
terpretation of what a suitable job is. I was wondering what your
definition of "suitability" would be.

Mr. Altmeyer. My understanding is what would be a suitable job
would be determined under the law, rules and regulations, and inter-
pretations of the States.

The CHAMMAN. And with respect to the Federal workers, under the
laws, rules, and interpretations of the District of Columbia, would not
they .

Mr. Altmeyer. As the bill is now written, yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. That is true in connection with these trans-

portation charges. That is what I am talking about. That is where
the word appears. The transportation charge occurs when the United
States Employment Service certifies that there are available suitable
job opportunities, and therefore we have got to have a Federal defini-
tion at long last of suitability. I was wondering what your definition
of "suitability" would be.

Mr. ALTM YER. I think that term "suitable" there is used in an en-
tirely different setting, because all that is meant to be said there is that
you are not going to authorize the United States Employment Service
to pay travel unless it is satisfied that there is a job waiting for that
fellow there is a reasonable likelihood he will take when he gets
there. I do not think that they have to work out a cut and dried def-
inition. All they have to do, as a practical thing, is to satisfy them-
selves that there is suitable employment that the man will take. For
instance, here is an office in a labor shortage community, they put an
order in for clearance, as they call it, and send it around so that they
can recruit people with the required skills from the labor surplus
areas. Well, the two ofiices have to understand what they are talking
about, what kind of a job it is that is available in that labor shortage
area, and then they have to check with their files to see whether there
is somebody meeting the qualifications for that job. That is the prac-
tical way it would be worked out. If it looked as though there was
a reasonable opportunity for this fellow to be placed in the job in the
labor shortage community, why, they would authorize the payment. of
his transportation from the labor surplus area to the labor shortage
area. I do not think they have to get into the legalistic framework that
has developed under unemployment compensation, as to whether the
right to a benefit is dependent upon the definition of suitable em-
ployment.
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Seno t' BARHLEY. In no case is the word "suitable" to be interpreted
as meaning a job that suits the fellow, I mean according to his whim.

Mr. AFMrEYER. That is right.
Senator BARKLET. If it is an appropriate job in accordance with his

experiece and skill.
Mr. ALTMEYmE. That is right.
Senator VANDENBMEG. That is all very well, but this word "suitable"

has set up a terrific controversy in every State in the Union, and I want
to ask whether then, under your statement, if a worker, let us say,
applies for transportation from Michigan to Kentucky, that is, his
home, it is certified by the Federal agency that there is a suitable job
for him in Kentucky, when he gets there can he refuse the job under an
appeal to Kentucky unemployment insurance authorities on the ground
that it is not suitable?

Mr. ALT&ymz. Well, yes, he could. He would not even have to go
to the Kentucky authorities. He.could just say, "Well, I have been
misled. This is not the kind of a job I thought it was going to be."

Let me point out, as I understand it, this does not create any right
for workers to require the United States Employment Service to trans-
port them from one place to another. This is merely an authorization
to the United States Employment Service to pay the transportation
cost if, in its opinion, there is a reasonable opportunity for placing that
fellow in a job in another community and taking him off the unemploy-
ment rolls of the community where he happens to be located. That is
what it comes down to.

Senator VANDENBERG. So you would not interpret the word "suit-
able" as used in this section of the bill in the same fashion that you
would interpret the word "suitable" in a State unemployment com-
pensation statute?

Mr. ALTmuym. No, I do not think it is quite comparable.
Senator LuoAs. Would this individual who was offered this suitable

job in another community be entitled to transportation more than that
one time, in the event he failed to accept it?

Mr. ALTMEYER. As Senator George pointed out, this includes trans-
portation from the place of his war employment to another place.

Senator LucAs. In the event he refused, in the event the Employ-
ment Service decided there was a job for him in the community where
he was going to be transported to and he refused to take it, then would
he get any further transportation?

Mr. ALTMEYER. I would assume the United States Employment
Service would not pay for transportation unless there was seen an ad-
vantage to the community from which he was going and to the com-
munity to which he was going to be transported.

Senator LucAS. That harly answers my question. Maybe I did
not make myself clear. I am assuming that this man refused to go.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Let me answer it more directly then.
My understanding is that he is not entitled to anything under this,

even if he said, "I will go and take a job elsewhere," unless the United
States Employment Service, after going into the matter was satisfied
that it is to the advantage of the communities. They do not necessarily
have to furnish the transportation.

Senator LucAs. That is right. Now, assuming that happens that
they do agree he should go andhe refuses, is that the end of it F
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Mr. ALTMr.1-1. NO. I mean, if he refused last week, Ybu ,i iht
think he was completely unreasonable in his refusal. But at r un-
derstand this proposal it is not to do anything of a penM nature
but to do everything of a facilitative nature, to get people to move
into the communities where the greatest job opportunities exis.t. 1%
may have been unreasonable last week in refusing to go, but if he
comes in this week and says, "I was wrong, I would like to g VnoW,"
*Mn the eatt-ew-hstiion exists as far as the job opportunities are con-
cerned, there is no reason why he should not be transported. It is to
the advantage of everybody that he should be transported.

Senator LUcAs. In my ]udgment, you will find a number of 'in-
stances of that character.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. If another job appeared next week somewhei'e

else that he could go to, the fact that he did not go to the one th week
before would not deprive him of transportation, if the Unemploymeit
Office felt, after reviewing all the facts, that he was entitled to it.

Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right.
Senator BYRD. Suppose the job seeker, the man who wanted the

job. went out to California, and then he did not like the job after he
got there, who would pay his expenses then?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Then, you have got a different situation.
Senator BYRD. This does not say a specific job, it says job oppor-

tunities. That is a very different thing.
Mr. ALTMEYER. That ties in with what Senator Vandenberg said.
Senator ByRD. I think there are going to be a lot of free trips taken

the way it is worded. I'

Mr. ALTERMEYRM. That ties in with what Senator Vandenberg said
a few minutes ago. Under the State unemployment insurance laws,
they have this provision, that if a person refused to accept suitable
employment, he is disqualified from receiving benefits. Now, you
might have that provision in the State law coming to play in the
situation that you have described. The State from which he w&s
transported might say, "You have unreasonably refused to accept'this
suitable job that was tendered there in the other community, aznd we
will deny you benefits accordingly." That is where this might come
into effect.

Senator Bym. Suppose he is not a member of a union and this is a
union job and the union will not let him work, what will happen fien ?

Mr. ALTxm. As far as the transportation is concerned, the Gov-
ernment is out of pocket. So far as the sanction to be appTifd'to the
worker for refusing is concerned, you might have a sanction, under
the law of the State from which he left.

Senator ByRm. I can see where you had a specific job for John
Jones and you told Mr. Jones you will pay his transpo.ta'tio*to fill
that job, that is one matter, but this says suitable opportunities for a
job. It does not say a suitable job, it just says suitable oppoifunit-ies.

Senator HAwKEs. Mr. Chairman, I may have misundersto6d'Sen-
ator Lucas, but I do not think, if I understood him corrmty , that
the answer has been completely given. I thought you askeJd .if
the question: If a man were transported once from Spokant "Wrash.,
to Kentucky, we will say, whether that ends any further transpora-
tion being given to him-
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Senator BARW.LY. Are you going to bring them all to KentuckyI
Senator HAWww. To get a suitable job, and he refused it, Senator

Lucas' question was as to whether he could then be transported
zg=. 1 would like to know whether that is what you mean or not.
In other words, he can only ,be transported once from war work to
the place whera he agues, with the Employment Service Bureau
that there is a suitable job. Is that a correct interpretation?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator TAFT. That is because it says it must be from the place of

such employment, that is, employment in activities essential to the
war effort. I do not quite see why he could not go back and then be
transported again to some other place?

Senator McMAHON. Because he would not be engaged in essential
war work then.

The CHAIRMAN. You mean go back to where he was originallyemployed ?senatorr TAFT. He could not be sent back to California and work

for 3 months and find he did not like the job and be sent back again.
Senator BARKLLY. He could not go back to-Detroit
Sejtor TArr. Oh, yes, at his own expense.
Senator BARKLEY. Because at that time he would not be in essen-

tial war work.
Senator TArr. It says civilian workers who have been employed.

That does not say they have -to be employed for a given time. My
recollection is the provision we passed last year here, which the
House would not accept, was a good deal narrower than this. In the
first place, I think you can only transport people who had gone
away from their homes to some -other place. I think there is a
good deal to be said for that limitation, because if you take a man
from his home to some new place, he is more likely to go back, sooner
or later, to his home. It seems to me this ought to be limited the
way it was .before, that only workers who had been moved to some
place away from their homes ought to be covered by this.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Then, you come to the question of what is a man's
home. After he has been gone for a couple of years, he -might say
the other.placewas hishome.

Senator TAE. That is true. I am sure that is the provision we
passed here before.

Senator BAmiKzY. Where a man registers with the Employment
Service, if he is in Detroit, for instance, working there, and the
Employment Service notifies him that in their opinion there is a
suitable job in St. Louis, the unemployed person is bound to assume
some -risk in determining whether, when he gets there, it is going to be
a suitable job. If -he takes the risk and accepts the transportation to
St. Louis, it seems to me he cannot expect the Government to let him
cruise around all over the country looking for something else. He
may get to St. Louis and he may hear that down in Memphis there is
a, bettor job, but he cannot expect the Government to pay for another
transportation from St. Loiuis to Memphis, and then to iew Orlean ,
and thoto Atlanta. That cannot possibly happen under this bill.

senator MILLIKIN. I suggest the language should be broad enough
to permit the man to get another job. Suppose the United .Sttes
Emlployment Service certifies there is an opportunity in Louisvile,
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and that is where he goes, and then that job peters out and, at flhat
point a job opportunity opens down at Memphis, there shduldbe
nothing that would restrict a certification for travel expenses to that
man just because the opportunity for employment has dried up in
Louisville and there is an opportunity at Memphis.

Senator BARKL&Y. But he must have engaged in Louisville, as I see
it, in essential war work.

Senator MILuKIN. I suggest the bill does not say so.
Senator MCMAHON. Why not just add at the end of it a proviso?

Provee, further, That only one transportation shall be permitted under this
Act.

Senator MLLKni. It seems to me if the opportunity which has heen
certified by the Employment Service has been dried up, the man is
entitled to go to a place where he can get work.

Senator HAWKES. If he goes back there, then the opportunity has
not dried up, but he determines it is not suitable.

Senator VANDENBERG. Then he has dried up.
Senator MnUKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to develop again

what I understood the witness to say, and that is that there is no re-
dress for the Federal Government if a man had been transported from
one or more places and refused the employment available there. Is
that right?

Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right, except there is an indirect sanction.
He might be denied benefits under the State law.

Senator Mni xxr. The Federal Government has no control over
that.

Mr. AL u~ym. The United States Employment Service is the place
at which these people register, and the United States Employment
Service is the agency which certifies to the State unemployment
compensation agency, whether a person has refused to accept suitable
employment. Senator Vandenberg is right. You might get situa-
tions where the question of definition of "suitable employment" in the
State law would become involved.

Senator MmmKiN. That would come under the operation of the
State law but not under the operation of this bill.

Mr. ALTxF . That is right.
Senator B~AKEy. Senator Millikin, I would like to call your at-

tention to the language of this bill here-
the United States Employment Service--

under the conditions set forth in the previous language-
is authorized to provide transportation, including transportation to dependents
and household effects, for civilian workers who have been employed in activities
essential to the war effort, from the place of such employment to any place at
which the United States Employment Service certifies there are available suit-
able Job opportunities.

Senator MmmKrw. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. That means from the place where they have

been employed in essential war efforts.
Senator MmumIN. That part is very clear, Senator. Then itgoes

on and says-
to any place at which the United States Employment Service certifies there are
available suitable job opportunities.
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Senator BARnKLY. It has got to be the place where he haa been em-
ployed in essential war work.

Senator MILLIRIl. Then, Louisville merely becomes a way station
under the theory and purpose of this bill as you interpret it.

Senator BARKLEY. Ido not think it becomes a way station.
Senator LUCAS. The State laws would not apply to the Federal

worker that we are talking about, the class of Federal employees that
are involved here. The State laws would have no application there.

Mr. ALTMEYER. The District of Columbia law has a provision deny-
ing benefits if a person refused to accept suitable employment.

Senator BARKLEY. That would only apply to the mandatory classes
in this bill.

Mr. ALTMEyFR. Yes.
Senator LuCAS. Where the individual is transported from the war

area, making war implements, to another area, and then refuses to
accept the job when he gets there, and if, in the opinion of those who
are responsible for the employment of this man, this job is suitable,
there certainly ought to be some penalty some place along the line,
because these men should not simply be transported alt over the
country and then let them make decisions to take the job when they
get there. If you do that, the transportation end of it will not be
worth very much.

Senator HAWKES. Mr. Chairman, may I point out something that I
think is very important? I want to ask Dr. Altmeyer first if, in his
opinion, he feels that this bill provides for or authorizes the payment
of transportation to any man who has been engaged in war work at
home, WhO may want to go from, for instance, my own little town
of Kearny, N. J., to California, to get a job because there ceases to
be a job where he has always lived? That is important. Here is a
man who has been working in our plant, if you please, for 28 years,
and he has done war work, because we did a lot of war work, but the
war ceased, or the work for some other reason ceased, and we have no
longer use for this man's services. Under this bill, can he be trans-
ported at the expense of the Government from Kearny, N. J., to
California, or some other place to get a job?

Mr. ALTMEYZR,. He can. As I read the bill, if the United States
Employment Service certifies that there are suitable job opportunities
for him in that other place, then he is eligible for transportation.

Senator HAWKES. If we go into that thing, isn't that equivalent
to saying we will pay the expenses of any man for travel from where
he lived for 30 years to any place, to any part of the United States,
if he thinks he can ger a job, or he has been induced to believe that
he has a good opportunity for a job in California?

Mr. ALTMEYmR. My feeling is you may run into just as much diffi-
culty the other way, and that is that people will not want to move.
I think you have got two factors to be looked into there. If a person
lives in your community for 30 years he is going to think a long time
before he pulls up stakes and goes to California.

Senator HAWKES. Nevertheless, it is an open door, isn't itI
Mr. ALTMEYER. Oh, yes.
The CHArMAN. Doctor, let me now ask you, where does the worker

who ceases to be employed register?
Mr. A TTx[YE1. At the Employment Service office.
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The CHAIRMAN. At what officeI
Mr. AITMEVE.R. At. the local Employment Service office.
The CHAIRMAN. Where he was at work?
Mr. ALTE.RtFY-Er. Where he was at work. Or if he goes back to his

home community he is required to register at the nearest employmentoffice t here.

TheCHAIRMAN,'. I understand, but I am thinking now of, say, work-
er- at Detroit. who had come from various States; they are laid off in
Detroit and they cannot register at the local office.

Mr. ALT.MY -ER. You mean if they go to another State?
ThieCHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. ALTMEY-ER. Yes.
The Cu.\u~t .N. But they stay in Detroit.
M11r. ALTMEYER. 01, yes.
The C-ARMIAN. They can register there?
Mr. ALTMYER. Yes.
The CiiiRm k -.AN. Is there a transfer of that registration made to the

State of his residence?
Mr. .XLTMEYER. If he goes back home, then he would have to register

at the local office back home.
The. CHAr M AN. IWhat I am talking about is under this arrange-

ment between the States for the transfer of the credits, and so forth.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes. All the States have an arrangement whereby

each State acts as the agent for all other States in taking claims.
The CHAAMAN. I see.
Mr. ALTMEYER. So if this man went back from Detroit to Louisville

he would register at the Louisville office, and they would take down
the data and act as the agent of the Detroit office, as to whether the
man had registered, whether he refused to accept suitable employment,
and upon the basis of that information the Michigan authorities would
adjudicate the claim.

The CHAIR1.-N. And would send him his weekly compensation I
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes. Except in Michigan, you have got a pro-

vision that, is causing considerable trouble and concern there that
means that if a person leaves a community in which he last worked
to go home. to Kentucky or to Tennessee-and those are the two States
that seem to be most affected-he has to hold himself available to
return upon call. I mean the law itself has some language that a
person must be available for work at his usual occupation in the
community in which he last worked, or in some other community.
Now. if he goes to some other community where there is not a war
indu.<; ry, the question is has he removed himself from a community in
which that sort of a job exists. He may be laid off in Detroit, but if
he goes to some rural or semirural community in Tennessee or Ken-
tucky, then the question is raised whether he is any longer available
for work under the Michigan law. The Michigan agency has done
its best to make that provision practicable and, as I say, it has worked
out a provision so that a person must agree to report back at his original
place of employment within 72 hours if called by the employment
office. or he must report back at anytime that his. previous employer
says he has got a job for him. If he does that, if he fulfills that con-
dition, they can continue to pay the benefits even though he stays in
Kentucky or Tennessee.
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Senator VANDENBER. I think most of them would rather stay in
Detroit, Mich., than go to Louisville.

Senator BARKLzY. That is because you have never'teen to Louisville.
You spend too much time in Detroit.

The'CHAIRXAN. You have got this situation, Doctor: For instance,
Michigan now, I believe, has a dependency allowance.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes, it does have.
The CHAIRMAN. A dependency allowance of so much per week, if a

worker has a dependent. He may come from Mississippi or some
other State where no such dependency allowance exists.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. So he can register in Detroit, and he is eligible there

for whatever benefits he is entitled to under the laws of Michigan.
Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right, if he earned his credits under the

Michigan low. Even though he goes back to his own community
where there is a different law he would draw under the Michigan
law.

The CHAIRMAN. But he would not be going back to the community.
Tha$ is what I am coming around to. Would not this induce him to
stay where he would get larger benefits and just-i*ait employment
there and take the benefits rather than go to some other State?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Because he gets the benefits under the Michigan
law, whether he goes to Arkansas, Kentucky, or any other place, I
do not, see why he would wait to stay in Michigan.

The CHAIRMAN. If he went to Arkansas, though, and got a job
there, he would not get these special unemployment benefits, would
he?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Of course not.
The CHAIRMAN. Would he be likely to go back to Arkansas and

get a job when he would be foregoing benefit payments under this
bill that might be in Detroit or some other place where he worked
3 or 4 years in the war industry?

Mr. ALTmEyE. You have got the same question in the case where
he remained in Detroit so as to get the benefits. I do not quite see
whether the question of going to some othei place enters into the
question of whether he would rather draw benefits than work.

The CHAIRMAN. I think it would have a great deal to do with how
fast labor shifts back to where it might be normally employed. That
is what I have in mind. He would not be obliged to take a job back
in his own home community if one was offered him.

Mr. ALTMEYER. He might, depending on his individual circum-
stances.,, They might rule if he had been here only a short time anc
his home community was not distant and job opportunities were there,
riey might rule that he should go back home and take the job that
is open there. That would be subject to State interpretation.

The CHAIRMAN. I know it would be subject to State interpretation.
There is nothing in this bill that would affect that question?

Mr. ALTIEYER. No, sir.
Senator VANDENBERG. J think it would be very, interesting, Mr.

Chairman, to read into the record a sentence from the bill that the
Senate passed last August on this subject, because it is so much definite.
It reads as follows:

76876--45------14
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The Administrator shall have power to provide transportation, Including
transportation of dependents and household effects, for civilian workers, Who
have been employed In activities essential to the war effort from the place of
such employment to the location of their bona fide residence within the eonti-
nental United States prior to their migration to war employment, or at the
election of such worker to any other location of new employment arranged by
the worker.

- The CHAIRMAN. I do not think thero is any doubt but what it, is a
better provision. I am sure of that, because we thought it out care-
f ully, but we could not induce the House to accept it, as I understand.

Senator BARKLEY. They did not accept very much that was in
our bill.

The CHAIRMAN. No; not on this.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Senator George, the question you asked Mr. Alt-

meyer, that is, as to the Detroit worker earning $50 a week. Even
though he went to Arkansas, or wherever he went, he would draw the
same benefit during this emergency. During this emergency period,
he would draw $25 a week wherever he went, provided his wages in
Detroit would have given him $25 a week. In other words, this
standardizes the $25 payment all over the country no matter where
he goes.

Senator VANDENBERG. Dr. Altmeyer, would you not think the Ian-
gaage iA the bill passed by the Senate last year was preferable to the
language in the present bill?

Mr. ALTmEYER. The language you read is broader than this lan-
guage, because I think it authorizes transportation to his home com-
munity.

What you are trying by this transportation allowance is to move
the labor force around to where it can be used and to reduce un-
employment. I do not think the home community, if there were no
job opportunities, would be particularly happy to have their home
sons and daughters return after they had been working in other com-
munities, but I may be wrong. I think the major test ought to be
whether there is a job opportunity there. From a humanitarian stand-
point, I think there is something to be said for returning him to his
bome community, but I think you would have to do that with discre-
tion, so it would not operate to his disadvantage and to the disadvan-
tage of his home community.

Senator VANDENBERG. I think that is so.
The CHAIRMAN. I think that is so, too. That is what we are driving

at. He could either go home or go to where a job opportunity exists.
That language that you read is somewhat broader, because that au-
thorizes him to be sent back home whether the job opportunity existed
there or not, and under the provision in this bill it would not do that.

Senator BARKLEY. In other words, he would not be able to go home
at Government expense, unless there was a job there.

The CHAIRMAN. That is right unless some job opportunity existed
there.

Senator BYRD. Doctor, can I ask you about your estimate of 0ost?
There are 30,000,000 now under unemployment benefits of the States,
and this bill puts in 3,300,000 more. If there are 54,000,000 eniploy-
ables, or 55,000,000 employables, have you made any allowanceA for
the States to put in the additional 26,000,000? I see you have a small
allowance here, but it is not mandatory. What do you mean by that?
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Mr. ALwrMEYER. It is mandatory that they cover Federal workers. I
mean the States aree to pay benefits.

Senator BYRD. At that point what is the item of cost covering the
Federal workers, broken downi

Of- course that would be a permanent proposition. This bill is
supposed to be for 2 years, but it will be permanent in my judgment.

Mr. ALTNEYER. The Federal workers include maritime, because as
you know, most of the maritime employees are Federal now. There are
probably 25,000 that are not. Under the low estimate it is $215,000,000
through to June 1947; under the intermediate, it is $270,000,000, and
under the high it is $310,000,000.

Senator BYr. How many employed at the end of this period, do you
figure will be in the Federal Government?

There are 3,000,000 now. How many of those 3,000,000 will be dis-
missed and getting unemployment insurance?

Mr. ATMEYEF. The figures back of this estimate are not here.
Senator Bnw. Will you furnish that ?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes, sir.
(The following information was later furnished by Mr. Altmeyer:)

UNEMPWYMENT ASSUMPTIONS USED FOR ESTIMATING COST OF BENEFITS TO FIWa.AL
EMPLOYEES

In view of the small number of maritime workers who are not Federal em-
ployees, all such workers were Included with Federal employees for the purpose
of the cost estimates under the proposed legislation.

Employment for this group of workers was assumed to decline from an average
of 3.3 million during fiscal year 1944-45 to 1.5 million for fiscal year 1946-47.
Sharp drops in Federal employment are expected in all the war agencies-in the
arsenAls, depots, shipyards, and among the office staffs of the War and Navy
Departments and the emergency wartime agencies. While no precise informa-
tion on future Federal employment is available, the above pattern was chosen
as a reasonable picture for cost-estimating purposes.

Since Federal employment is expected to decline more sharply than all other
employment and since Federal workers will have to shift to other industries,
occupations, and areas to find employment, it was assumed that unemployment
would be relatively heavier among .Federal workers than among other workers.
Thus, if unemployment for all workers were assumed at,. say, 10 percent, for
Federal workers it would be put, at 20 percent.

The number of different Federal workers who may be expected to lose their
jobs during the next 2 years, if we allow for turn-over in addition to the net
decline in Federal employment, may total 2 to 2.5 million. Since many will move
directly to other jobs, the number of claimants for unemployment compensation
benefits under the proposed legislation will be much lower than 2 to 2.5 million.
It is estimated that between 1.25 million and 1.50 million Federal workers might
claim benefits depending upon the general unemployment situation.

Senator BYRD. Then, the next question is: Does this allowance take
into consideration that the States can take in agricultural workers and
all these other workers?

Mr. AiTmnryER. Yes, it takes into account that they will include all
agricultural processing workers.

Senator BYRD. And the others that they could take in?
As I understand it, the States could take in the agricultural workers ?
Mr. ALT _ . Yes.
Senator, BYRD. Under this bill.
Mg. ALT*EyER. Yes.
Senator BYRD. In that event the Federal Government would con-

tribut ut the same as for any other workers?
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Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BYRD. I just wondered whether you took into consideration,

all those possibilities in makiii this estimate?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes. I (lid. I do not know whether you have befoe,

you the table that I have before me.
Seinator ByRt). I have got the table here. This is the memorandum

that was sUtpplied by Nlr. Jacobstein. I, that the one ?
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. It is, based on that.
Senator BYRD. You have taken into co(.sideration the possibility of

the State- extending these (.]asses- that are under social suiurity?
Mr. ALTMEYER. YXes. sir: we estimate if thley extended these benefits

to the employees of small firms and other employers not now covered
under their State law, thit under the low est imate the additional cOqt
to tile (M,1ernmnent would 6, $315,000,000. Under the intermediate, it
wuld run t, $40-0,000.(K-0. And under the high. it would run to
$500.000.0( 0.

Senator BYiZD. Does that include the State that refuses- to take in
agricultural workers?

Mr. A LTMEYER. Yes.
Seniator BYRD. It seems to me there is some disparity in those figure:.
Mr. ALTMEYER. That includes self-employed. yu see.
Senator BYRD. It does what ?
Mr. ALT.TEYER. It in.lde,- the self -employel.
Senator BYRm). You mean the 54,000,000 includes the self -employed "
MIr. \LTMEY~R. Yes. S,,. you woild have to subtract probably 10,-

0(0,000 ,r more for the self-employed.
The CHAIRMAN. Doctor. what is the general provision in the Stite

laws? I)o they allow as much as J;yic2, percent of )rio)r emplbo)Ient?
rll'. ALTi'VrEm. Yes. It varies all the way from 40 percent to,. let us

sa, about 662: percent of the previous wavgv. depending upon the S'tate
and depenli ' - pon tlhe wge bracket in which the worker happens
to fall., because some States allow :a larger proporti n for the low-wage
earner than for tLe high-wage earner.

I sho0l,1 point out, Senat,,r, becau-,, of the applicatiom of the maxi-
mu,. I (b, not want to, be interpreted as saving that workers in this
(country are drawing anywhere from 40 to (;(;2:p percent of their pr'-

The CHAIRMAN. I understand.
Mr. A1.TMEYER. Tlhe\ are not.
The ('HAIRMAN. The. maximum is fixed without reference to the

previous wage un(ler all the State systems.
Mr. ALTMiEYR. Yes.
The (t'tLRr. N. That is true of the District of Columbia, is it ?
Mr. ALTMEYER. It is fixed withlot reference, to the previous wage.

This percentage I am mentioming now is applicable to the previ,,us
wage. But. v,,,i have in all State law, a dollar maximum albove which
no beiefit can be paid regardless of whether a crtain percentage would
figure out higher.

The Cu \IM.XN. I un(lerstand that. The maximum is the ceiling.
NMIr. AJTMEYER. That i- rig.ht.
The CHA.MMAN. Is that true of the District of Columbia ?
,1r.. AILTMEYER. Yes.
The ('.xt.IN. How much is it in the District of Columbia?
Mr. ALTMEYER. $20.

206



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

The _.KAhMAN. That is the maximum ceiling. But what percen-
tage of '&b previous wage

Mr. ALTMiE. It varies according to the wage bracket in which the
worker falls.

The CHAIRMAN. It varies according to the wage bracket in which
the Worker falls?

Mr. ALTmEYm1. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, this bill provides for certain "must" provi-

sions with respect to coverage, and also the State may, however, be
permitted to extend coverage to any excluded service or employable
units about which Senator Byrd was talking a few minutes ago. Of
course, if the States does that, the State has got to bear the added
expense.

Mr.: ALTMEYER. No; the Federal Government would assume, under
this bill, as I read it, the cost of this so-called voluntary action on the
part of the State. That is, if the State enters into this agreement it
must cover certain groups.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. ALTMEYER. The States may cover other groups, but in either

event the additional cost of covering businesses, lines of employment
not now covered, would be borne by the Federal Government under
this bill as now written.

The CHAIRMAN. The total cost?
Mr. ALTmEYER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The total benefit payment to any class that is not

now covered in the State?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. That would come out of the Federal Treasury?
Mr. ALTMIEYER. That is right.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Since the State has not collected any tax to cover

the businesses and there is no part in the reserve fund to cover that
business, the Federal Government is saddled with the cost, the State
having made no provision, let us say, to cover small businesses.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, under these voluntary or supple-
mental things that may be included in the agreement, the cost incident
to them is a Federal expense?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes sir
Senator BARKLEY. In other words, if a State now has a provision

limiting the number of employees to eight, below which nothing would
be paid under their laws, and they should extend that down to one, then
the Federal Government would have to bear all the expense of that?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is right.
Senator BAlKLF . If they extend it to agricultural and domestic

employees not now covered by the State, the Federal Government
would have to pay all thatI

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is right. That is Senator Vandenber's
repeated observation that the liberality of the bill would induce the
States to accept the two-thirds ceiling and to include in the law a
liberal coverage.

Senator BARKLET. That might be true, but thev have all the head-
ache when this expires and they may have to keep it up.

Mr. JAoomurm. That may be so, but, nevertheless, under the bill
any new '6osts, by taking in, say, the small firms, since there is no pro-
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vision now in the State law for collecting the tax, the Federal Govern-
ment would have to bear the expense.,

Senator VANDEN-ERG. Are those contingencies included in your
estimate I

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes. You see, 29 States now cover employees of

firms that have less than 8 employees, and of the 29, 16 cover all firms
regardless of size. Then, there are 25 other States that have auto-
matic extension provisions to the effect that if the Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act is extended to cover employers of a lesser number than
8, automatically, the State law covers them.

Senator BYRD. You issue an invitation to the States to have an en-
abling act to reduce them down to one, to take in the farmers and
everyone else, and put the cost on the Federal Government.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.

Senator Bym. It is an invitation.
Mr. ALTmEYER. Yes.
Senator BYRD. They will take up that invitation, and you will never

change it here, because I have never seen a Federal grant that was in-
corporated into the body politic of the country that was ever changed.

Mr. JACOBSTEN. May I say, suppose Virginia covered everybody and
accepted this invitation, the Federal Government would bear the ex-
pense up to the expiration date of this act.

Senator BYRD. There is such a thing as renewing an act. It has been
done time and time again.

Mr. JAOBSTIN. This is an emergency act. The State would have
to act beyond that time.

Senator BYRD. That is providing the Federal Government makes
them act. The Federal Government will not make them act. There
would be enough political pressure on the Federal Government to
continue this just as it is.

Senator HAWkES. Look at the injustice, Mr. Chairman. The State
that has done a good job, and the State that has gone down to one-
as you said, 16 States have gone down to one, as I understood you-

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator HAwkEs. The State has gone down the line to $22 in the

case of New Jersey, and Michigan $28, and the State has gone to 26
weeks, as it is in New Jersey and three or four other States, I think, in
the whole Union, they get nothing at all. They are penalized by this
act for having done a good job in social security. There is sometlaing
to think about in that connection.

Senator VANDENBERG. What is your comment on that, Mr. Altmeyer?
I do not know what place it has in this emergency situation but is it
not true that this legislation ,penalizes the State which has done a re-
latively good job in unemployment compensation, and relatively re-
wards the States that have not, in dollars and cents, isn't that true .

Mr. ALTMEYER. Evidently, the State that has more liberal provi-
sions gets less than the State that has less liberal provisions. Whether
that is penalizing or rewarding, I am not prepared to say.

Senator VANDENBERG. I consider that as an answer of "Yes" to my
question.

Mr. AIjrMEYER. Of course, if you feel that that is unjust, you can
provide for the State paying this cost.

208



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 209

Senator VANDENBERG. And add two or three more billion dollars
on your estimates.

Mr. ALTWYmER. No. That is the question of financing. This is
separate from the question of whether more adequate benefits are to
be provided. You have raised the question here whether it is fair
for the Federal Government to finance this in accordance With the
present provisions of this bill. If you do not think it is fair, then you
can provide for a recovery by the Federal Government from the State
when its legislature has met, a recovery of the amount that the Federal
Government was obliged to spend.

Senator VANDENBERG. How can you provide for the recovery with-
out anticipating that the legislature is going to agree?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Of course, you have many conditions now in the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act, the conditions for a State having its
law approved and its employers receiving credit against the 3-percent
Federal Unemployment Tax Act. You could provide, if you wanted
to recover these funds advanced by the Federal Government, for some
effective date, such as 1947, by which time the State legislatures will
have met, that the State law would not be eligible for certification
unless the Federal Government were reimbursed for the advances that
had been made.

Senator VANDENBERG. What have you to say about that proposition?
Mr. AiurMEYER. I think it perfectly logical, if the Congress decides

that certain benefits should be payable, to require the States to pay
those benefits out of the reserves that have been built up for that
purpose.

Senator BARKLEY. How are you going to compel a State to do that?How are jou going to compel a legislature to levy a tax by an act of

Mr. ALTmEYER. You do not require them to levy a tax, you require
them to transfer from their State reserve to the Treasury advances
made as a condition for receiving approval of their State law under
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act.

The Federal Government, through the Social Security Board, is
required to certify whether a State law does or does not meet the
standards provided in the Social Security Act under the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act.

Senator "VANDENBERG. Now, you are proposing to make that retro-
active?

Mr. ALTMEYER. I am saying that right now you have got this
practical situation of the State legislatures having gone home. You
have the war terminating and you have an unusual situation con-
fronting the country. If you amended the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act now, saying there would not be any certification for 1945
unless the States met the various requirements we have been dis-
cussing then the State legislatures would all have to get together
before the end of the present calendar year.

To avoid that you could amend the Federal Unemployment Tax'
Act to provide that the certification for 1947 and subsequent years
would not be made unless the State reimbursed the Federal Govern-
ment for any advances made under the provisions of this bill, or
similar, legislation.
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Senator VANDYEN-Rci. Now, you are an expert on this subject in
whom I have very great confidence, despite our frequent disagree-
ments.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Only one.
Senator V.\NDENBERc. Only one?
Mr. ALTMEYiER. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. I don't think that will last much longer.
Senator \ANDEN-BERG. Well, it lasted quite a while. Do you think

it is fair to pass this bill on the basis of the plea that it is an emergency
measure in behalf of unemployed war workers when the bill gives least
assistance to those States where the most war workers are ? Does that
make sense'?

MNr. ALTMEYER. I think it makes sense in the sense that you have a
practical situation confronting the country that you have to meet. As
say, it might make more sense if you require the States to reimburse

the Federal Government later on.
Senat(,r VANDENBERG. All right. Now, I want to ask you in your

judgment would it make more sense?
Mr. ALTM EYER. Yes; I think it would.
Senator BARKLEY. There is some benefit if you get people from the

Stateswhere they are now into some other State.
senatorr VANDENBERG. You mean back to Louisville?
Senator BARKLEY. That would be a benefit.
The CHAIRMAN. Doctor. if you undertake to do as Senator Vanden-

berg h-s suggested, and the States decline to accept these additional
benefits. for their workers, what would happen then? Would the
workers in those States get the benefits anyway under this bill, then?

Mr. ALTM EYER. Under this bill, as I read it, if the State does not
enter into the agreement, the Office of War Mobilization and Recon-version is authorized to administer the benefits.

The CHAIRMAN. For the Federal workers?
Mr. ALTMEYER. For the Federal and maritime workers.
The CHAIRMAN. But not for the people covered under the State

laws that do not fall into these categories?
Mr. ALTMEYER. No.
Senator IlmLKWN. Mr. Chairman. just to put a little reverse Eng-

lish on Senator Vandenberg's suggestion, those States which have had
the most war workers profited the most from the war, have they not?
They have been immensely enriched through the war contracts and
therefore they are in the best position to take care of their problems,
are they not?

Mr. ALTMEYEM Well, I would think that helped them.
Senator VANDEBERG. There isn't any doubt about that. It does

help them. They also face the greatest hazard in this situation.
Senator MmLiKIN. To put a little more -reverse English on that, is

there any way you can fix this act up to get a grant-in-aid from those
rich States to the Federal Government? They are amply able to do
it, when the Federal Government finds itself impoverished.

Senator VANDENMERG. I think it is a very serious fundamental propo-
sition in social-security legislation to do anything at the Federal level
which discourages State incentive to write progressive laws on the
subject. I

Senator MCMAHON. I agree with you, Senator, and I have thought
about that a great deal. On the other hand, you are on the horns of a
dilemma, it seems to me.
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Senstcir VANDENBERG. You are on both horns of a dilemma, if I may
correct you.

Senator MCMAHoN. I think you are. Certainly the sewing-machine
and typewriter-machine companies in Hartford are not going to do
too well if there are panic conditions in Alabama and Mississippi..
Those conditions will not stop at those States long. If they did there
would be more to be said from the point of view of Connecticut and
Michigan that have a higher rate.

Senator VANDENBERG. I quite agree you cannot isolate the economic
impact in the United States. Nevertheless, I still cannot escape the
basic thought that if States like Connecticut and Michigan which have
to face the greatest relative share of this impact in the next 12 months,
if they can succeed in meeting their own problem, they are doing
mighty well without having to be taxed to make up the deficiencies in
other States, which is what this bill does do.

Senator MCMAHON. And offers no inducement to those States to
bring their schedules up.

Senator VANDENBERG. Quite the contrary.
Senator BARKLEY. Of course that poses the same old question that

is always raised in Congress when you appropriate money out of the
Treasury for public improvement. It was raised when you appro-
priated money years ago for public roads, that some States like New
York paid more into the Treasury than they got out. That is true.

I remember in the taxation of cigarettes, North Carolina raised the
objection that North Carolina paid the biggest part of this tax. North
Carolina did not pay it, but the people who smoked cigarettes paid
it all through the United States, and all through the world. It was
collected in North Carolina, but it was not paid in North Carolina.
It was paid by the people who smoked cigarettes. So you have always
that question of people who pay more money into the Treasury, the
people from the rich States. It may be a penalty being rich, but I
would not mind being assessed that penalty myself.

Senator VANDENBERG. I agree with the Senator on the basic proposi-
tion that the economic problem of the United States is Nation-wide
and has to be so considered. I have never made the argument that
because the State of Michigan pays 5 percent of all the taxes in the
United States, it has to get 5 percent of the benefits. I quite agree
with you that the business in Michigan is the result of a Nation-wide
economy, but what I am asserting at the moment is that this is an
emergency bill, intended to meet an emergency situation in connection
with unemployment, and the unemployment situation which it is seek-
ing to meet occurs in the States which get the least advantage out of
the bill, and I say that does not make sense.

Senator BAKLEY. What is your remedy for it ?
Senator VANDENBERG. That is what I am trying to find out.
Senator BAKwzy. If you find the remedy for it, will you let me

know. ,
Senator Mm xnN. Do we have in the record the amount of unem-

Ployment insurance reserves, State by State, and the amount of sur-
plus funds now in the State governments ?

The; CiaAmu". We have in the record the aggregate, but not by
State.

- ,'
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Senator MILILIKIN. Can you give us those two figures, the reserves
in the unemployment compensation fund, State by State, and the sur-
pluses, State by State?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. The Brookings Institution had that in the Kim-
mell report.

The CHAIRMAN. We have it.
Senator BARKLEY. A number of these State surpluses were created

because the States were not able, during the war to engage in public
improvement. Those surpluses are not all applicable to the payment
of unemployment benefits.

Senator MMUKIN. I am talking about two surpluses: first, the sur-
plus in the unemployment insurance fund, and second, the general sur-
plus by the States, State by State. I think the latter has some bear-
ing on the former.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Senator George, I do not think we had a meeting
of minds. I think you asked me the question whether in addition to
the Office of War Mlobilization and Reconversion administering the
benefits for the Federal and maritime workers, they administered th,.
tenefits for other workers under State laws, and I said no. What I
meant was they did not administer the benefits provided by State law,
but the bill does provide that the Office of War Mobilization and Re-
conversion can administer the supplemental benefits provided for
woiWkens now covered under State law.

The CHAIIRMAN. Even though the State did not accept it?
Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. If the State did not accept the voluntary agree-

ment, the employees of that State would not be denied the supple-
mental pa*vients, but, they would have to be administered by the re-
conversion, or whatever you call it.

Mr. ALTMKEYER. That is right.
The ('HA1RMAN. By the director?
Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right.
Senator BYRD. Will you get that information. Mr. Jacobstein?
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. The information on the reserves for unemploy-

ment and the State surpluses, I shall see that you get that, Senator.
The CHAMRMAN. Are there other questions from Dr. Altmeyer?

Is there any further statement, Doctor, that you wish to make?
Mr. ALTMEYER. I might give you some estimates that have been

made on the proportion of the wage loss that is being met or was
met in 1940 by unemployment insurance benefits. It was estimated
that 1940, which was a fairly good year, but nevertheless between
7 and 8 million were unemployed-

The CHAIRMAN (interposing). Between what?
Mr. A1urMEYER. Between 7 and 8 million unemployed.
The CHAIRMAN. In 1940?
Mr. ALTMEYER. In 1940. That the unemployment insurance benefits

paid out in that year, represented about 7 percent of the wage loss due
to unemployment in that year. Since that time the States have im-
proved their benefit provisions, but we estimate that even with that
improvement probably the present State benefit provisions would not
cover more than 10 percent of the wacre loss if we had about the same
amount of unemployment again as welad in 1940.

The CHA IMAN. Doctor, let me ask you here for some figures. I pre-
sume Mr. Jacobstein probably consulted with the Social Security
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peoplein the matter of furnishing them. I think they have a bearing
on this whole issue, but not on any particular phase of it. The un-
employment compensation weekly benefit maximum was increased
ini 1945 by 25 States; is that correct?

Mr. ALTMEYER. I think that is right.
The CHAIRMAN. And the unemployment compensation maximum

benefit duration by 27 States ?,
Mr. ALmmim1. "Yes.
The CHA]RMAN. Both were increased by 20 States?
Mr. ALTMEYEt. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, one or the other by 32 States.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAX. Now, the maximum unemployment compensation

per week figures, the weekly benefit maximum of $20 or more applies
in 27 States out of 51. In other words, 27 States out of the 51 sys-
teins-we counted last year Hawaii and the District of Columbia in
the 48 States-

Mr. ALTMEER. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Twenty-seven of them paid $20 or more, at the max-

imum benefit of $20 or more. Now, this is an interesting figure, it seems
to me. Of course it bears on what Senator Vandenberg is now saying
but it also has a bearing on this general problem.

These 27 States have over 772 percent of all covered workers. That
is approximately correct, is it?

Mr. ALTMEYER. How many did you say?
The CHAIRMAN. Seventy-seven and one-half percent of all covered

workers in those States that now have a weekly benefit maximum of
2 0 or more.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. What Senator George is saying is that the concen-

tration of employment is in those States that now pay $20 or more.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. I think it has a very important bearing on this

(qilestion.
Mr. ALTMEyER. Well, a break-down of it as of June 30, 1945, would

show you would get that proportion if you included the $21.
The CHAIRMAN. I said $20 or more, the maximum of $20 or more.
Mr. ALTMEYER. I see what you mean; yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, 11 States with $18 weekly maximum have

about 131/ percent of the covered workers.
Mr. ALTxzgm. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. So that a weekly maximum of $18 or more applies

in 38 States which have over 90 percent of all the covered workers.
Mr. ALTMEYE. Yes.
Senator MILN. Would you mind repeating that last figure,

Senator?.
The CHAIRMAN. A weekly maximum of $18 or more applies in 38

States which have over 90 percent of all covered workers under the
present unemployment compensation systems.

Senator HAwKzs. Senator, are you bringing out in connection with
that how many weeks it covers?

The CUAMAN. That has been supplied.
Senator HAwK. That is quite a factor in this bill.
The CHAIRMAN. That has ben supplied by Dr. Jacobstein.
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The maximum benefit duration of 20 or more weeks applies in a2
States. These 32 States have over 79 percent of all covered- workers
Four other States, with 70 percent of a covered workers, have an 18-
week maximum duration, and the larger States with the more liberal
laws generally have the greatest concentration of war production
contracts and workers.

The more liberal State provisions would apply to even larger per-
centages of those workers who may be laid off than indicated even
by these figures. The point is that while the States haven't'a uniform
system and not all of them have made the progress that ought to be
made, that, nevertheless, looking at it from the standpoint of 90 per-
cent or more of your covered workers, that is, the ones that are pres-
entely covered, a rather liberal, certainly for ordinary peacetime con-
ditions, weekly benefit maximum and rather liberal benefit duration
periods have been fixed.

Of course, that does not touch the question of Federal workers. Last
ear this committee did all it could to bring in the Federal workers,
ut of course provided for payments at the State levels and through

the State systems at the cost of the Federal Government.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Senator George, I think this ought to be stated also

in that connection: Not only is there a concentration of covered work-
ers in States that have liberal benefits, but because the average earn-
ings of the average workers during the war period were high the
workers will actually qualify for the maximum payment under the
State law. Isn't that so?

Mr. ALTMEIYER. Yes, but that works both ways. That means a
larger proportion will not receive the full percentage rate, because of
the weekly maximum under the State laws.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. In peacetime, while a State might say, "We will
give you $20 a week," there is some relation between what you get and
your earnings. A great many workers never receive the maximum
permitted under the State law because they do not earn enough.

The CHAIRMAN. I know that.
Mr. JAComsTEIN. But during wartime their earnings have been high

and therefore they will qualify to receive the maximum permitted
under the State law, therefore it is fair to assume that in these States
that permitted $20 or more under the law, most of the workers will
qualify for the maximum permitted under the law.

Senator BYRD. ou mean under this law, or under the existing State
lawOs

Mr. JACORSTEIN. Under the existing State laws.
Senator BYRD. You do not mean most of them will qualify on the

$25 maximum?
The CHAIRMAN. Only one State has the $25 maximum.
Senator BARKiEY. That depends on whether the base period covers

the period of high wages.
Mr. JACBsTEIN. During the war, the base period has been favor-

able to the average war worker, in these very States that have the
war contracts. In peacetime the average worker did not receive the
maximum permitted under the State law, because he did not earn
enough.

Senator BARKLEY. If we assume that the average wage might be
approximately what it was prior to the war, and his base period
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occurred' *ithin that period, then that reduces the possibility of his
gettingthe maximum under the State law.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is right, Senator Barkley, but for the emer-
gency period that we now have in mind in this bill, the average
worker fortunately will be entitled to draw the maximum permitted
under the State law in the State where he now is working.

Senator BARKLEY. That is very likely.
Senator BYRD. Let me ask you this: What is the average policy of

the States? Do they draw two-thirds of the pay?
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. No; I would say most States pay 50 percent. A

number pay as high as 60, and a very few go up to two-thirds.
Senator BRD. Of course a great many will reach $25 under this

bill.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes, they will.
Senator MCMAHON. What is the unemployment compensation pay

under the District of Columbia law?
Mr. ALTMEYER. $20. I believe it averages about 60 percent. It is a

$20 top.
Senator MCMAHON. Take an elevator boy getting $20 a week in an

apartment house in the District of Columbia, lie gets 60 percent of $20.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes; approximately that.
Senator MCMAHON. Plus what under this bill?
Mr. ALTMEYER. He would not get any more under this bill. It is

only the high wages which are affected by the maximum provisions
that get under this bill.

Senator VANDENBERG. Dr. Altmeyer, under the figures submitted
by the Senator from Georgia, it would appear that a vast majority of
the displaced war workers are sure of .getting from $18 to $20 a week
under their own State laws. I am wondering whether the big problem
is not so much whether they get $20 or $25 a week as it is whether
they get their $20 or $25 for enough weeks, and I have been wondering,
just thinking out loud, where we would be if we left the rates where
the States have put them, and made our supplement apply solely to
a more extensive expansion of the period in which the State rate shall
be paid.

Mr. ALTMEYER. I think both are important. If I had to choose I
would probably agree that the duration is more important than the
increase in the weekly maximum, but I think both are important.

You might be interested in this figure, that five States with 10
percent of the covered workers pay $25 or more..The others pay
less than would be provided in this bill. Thirty-six States, under
their State workmen s compensation laws pay a higher weekly maxi-
mum rate than under their State unemployment insurance laws. I*
think that comparison is significant, because they both are forms of
social insurance, both deal with wage loss, you understand, and in
the case of workmen's compensation the medical costs are in addition
to the cash weekly benefit for the wage loss.

LA year, because of the low maximum, there were some States that
had the nominal percentage rate reduced by the maximum in. as high
as 80 to 90 percent of the cases.

Now, so far as duration is concerned, going back to 1940, or one
of those prewar years-I am taking a sort of a clue to what we might
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expect-in 1940, 50 percent of the workers exhausted their benefit
rate before they found another job.

Senator VANDENBERG. You mean the time ran out?
Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right. In 1941 it was 45.6 percent.
As we move into the war period a very small percentage exhausted

their benefits before they found another job, because jobs were so
plentiful.

The increase in duration would affect the number who wouldexhaust
their benefit rights. It is impossible to estimate just how many are
likely to exhaust their benefit rights in this next year or two, because
it is dependent, to a considerable extent upon the concentration of
unemployment on particular individuals.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is right.
Now, let me put my question in this form: Under your estimate, you

figured substantial unemployment for from 12 to 18 months.
Mr. ALTMEYER. That is right.
Senator VANDENBERG. Whereas these compensation laws, even under

the proposed legislation, only fun for 26 weeks. That is only one-
third of the emergency. Assume you are going to spend $2,000,000,000
for those emergency purposes, so as to get away from any idea we
are trying to save money at the expense of the workers, would you
not be better off to spend that $2,000,000,000 by leaving the State
rates where they are in each State, and thus avoid all of that com-
plication, and devote your $2,000,000,000 to an extension of the period
of payment that the State shall recognize, the payment of compensa-
tion claims at their own rates? Would that not be a greater actual
contribution to the emergency in a long-range view ?

Mr. ALTm.YER. Well, it is hard to say. I do not think it is necessary
to just choose the one and not the other. I think these cut-backs with
the complete cessation of weekly income are going to be quite an
economic and psychological shock.

Senator VANDENBERG. So do I.
Mr. ALTMEYER. I think there is great advantage in trying to cush-

ion that shock by paying a reasonable proportion of the weekly wage
loss.

Senator VANDENBERG. You are going to cushion it for just 26 weeks,
yet your whole hypothesis contemplates a crisis that runs far beyond
26 weeks. What are you going to do beyond the 26 weeks?

Mr. ALTMEYER. What I pointed out some time ago, you do have a
turn-over among the unemployed. They are not just the same indi-
viduals for the whole 2 years or so that we are talking about. I do
not know what proportion would exhaust their benefits; I cannot tell
that, because it is too speculative; but there is only one State that has
a uniform 26-week provision now for all eligible workers. When we
have the statistics of exhaustion, as we would get them, you would be
in a better position to determine whether the 26 weeks is sufficient.

It would all depend upon the development of the postwar situation.
Senator VANDENBERG. Obviously, the 26-week limitation collides

with the basis of your computations, because your computations all
contemplate heavy unemployment beyond 26 weeks.

Mr. ALMETER. Yes; but also everybody contemplates that there
will be a turn-over among the unemployed. So while you might hav
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"X" number of persons unemployed during that year and a half or
12-year period, they would not be the same individuals through that
whole period.

Senator MILLKIN. I would like to ask the Senator from Michigan
a question. When you turned over into war economy, how many
weeks did your emergency last? As I recollect, we were getting ready
to pass Federal legislation, but by the time we got through the emer-
gency was over.

Senator VANDENBERG. I think the Senator is correct. I do not re-
member the time, but I remember we were petitioned to appropriate
three or four mIllion dollars for the contemplated emergency, and
the emergency never arose.

Senator MILLIKIN. I think it would be interesting if somebody gave
us some case history on that, as to just how long the emergency was
in the State of Michigan. We are just unscrambling the eggs now.

Senator VANDENBERG. However, it is much easier to make it than
to unmake it.

Senator MILLIKIN. I agree with that.
Senator BARKLEY. It cannot be contemplated that the same num-

ber of people are going to be unemployed for the same 26 weeks. Some
of the periods of 26 weeks may begin a year from now and even a year
and a half from now.

Mr.. ALTMEYER. That is right. If a man gets a job after he has been
going on unemployment compensation for 5 weeks then he still has
21 weeks benefit left.

Senator BYRD. Along the line of Senator Vandenberg's question,
what percent of the 30,000,000 that are now covered by the insurance
will be benefited by the price part of this bill? Not by the time but
by the $25 provision. Say a State paid one-half, it would have to pay
$50 a week-before they get up there.

Mr. JAcoBsTrN. You mean what percentage of the covered workers
would qualify for the $25?

Senator BYRD. What percentage would qualify above the State
level?

Mr. JACOBSTEN. I do not have the figure, but it is a very good
uestion.
Senator BymD. Certainly, there would be a tremendous number of

the 30,000,000 that would not get an benefit of the compensation.
Of course, they would get the benefit of increased time. I think that
is a very pertinent question. I- would like to know what percentage
would be benefited bv the substantive part of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Could that be supplied for the record?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator HAWKES. They would get a percentage benefit all the way

alona the line, because 50 or 66 percent of the amount they earned
would be a greater factor, as I understand it.

Mr. ALTMExYER. I will put the exact figure in, but my recollection
is it runs somewhere from 40 to 45 percent, of the workers we esti-
mate, even with the changes in the State laws made by the 45
legislatures, that would have their benefits frozen by the maximum
provisions.

Senator By=D. You mean one-half of the workers would be bene-
fited by the money part of the bill?
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Mr. ALTMEYEM. Yes.
Senator Bym. Or the substantive part of the bill?
Mr. ALTmE R. Yes.
Senator BYBD. The other part would not?
Mr. ALTmYR.m Yes; except they would be benefited by the dura-

tion.
Senator BYRD. I understand that. I am talking about the weekly

benefits.
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator BYRD. You think one-half would be benefited and the other

half would not. They all would be benefited except two States, as
I see this list, by the 26 weeks. Maryland now has 26 weeks.

Senator MCMAHON. Of course, Senator Vandenberg's suggestion is
an interesting one about continuing the payment at the present State
level. It seems to me you have got to determine the underlying
philosophy of this bill before you come to the determination of
that. Is it the purpose of the bill to maintain subsistence for these
unemployed workers, or is it partly the philosophy of the bill that
the purchasing power will, in some measure, be kept up?

Senator VANDENBERG. Both.
Senator MCMAHON. Yes. I immediately concede to you that $2,-

000,000,000 is not a very large amount when it is placed against our
war expenditures of $100,000,00,000. I do not know that- it is
goinz to do very much good as far as promoting the degree of
purchasing power. That is a very interesting economic question.
as to how it would work out.

Senator VANDENBERG. I have a further thought on that, and that
is that the resistance which we are going to confront from the States
on this bill would be far less if the States were left in control of their
rates an our contribution was an extension of the time of coverage.
Don't you think that is true, Doctor?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Well, I am going toilet the States speak for them-
selves.

Senator VANDENBERG. All right.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. ALTMEYER. May I answer Senator Byrd? You asked me, Sen- -

ator, what. percentage' of the workers would benefit by the $25 maxi-
mum provision. I stated my recollection Fas 40 to 45 percent. It
works out 45 percent. Of that number who would be affected, about
76 percent, or 34 percent of all the covered workers would draw at
the $25 maximum.

The CHAIRMAN. What percentage?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Forty-five percent would draw something.more than

they would draw under the present law, with this $25 maximum pro-
vision put in here. Thirty-four percent would draw at the $25 maxi-
mum.

The CHAIRMAN. Thirty-four percent?
Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
The CIArRM.AN. Would draw at the $25 maximum.
Senator BYRD. But 55 percent of the workers would get nothing.
Mr. ALTMEYER. The figures show that the lower-paid persons are

the ones that have the longest spell of unemployment.
Senator BYRD. I am talking about the substantive part of it. Fifty-

five percent of the employees would not benefit by this bill.
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Mr. ALTxEYER. Would not benefit by the weekly maximum, but
would benefit by the duration.

Senator BYnD. My question only refers to the substantive payments,
to the money part of it.

Mr. ALTMEYER. There are substantive payments after the duration
within the State has ceased under the State law.

Senator BYRD. Just exclude that. I am talking about the weekly
payments.

The CHAIRMAN. The maximum weekly payment.
Senator BYRD. Fifty-five percent of them would not get any more

than the maximum benefits under this than they now get under the
State law, is that right?

Mr. ALTmEYER. That is right.
Senator BYRD. And the States have $6,000,000,000 in their treas-

uries.
Mr. ALTMEYER. $61800,000,000.
Senator BYRD. Even under your estimate you say they will spend

a billion dollars a year. That would be enough for 3 years, not count-
ing the fact that the States get in an additional billion a year. So
the States could, if they choose to do it, run for 4 or 5 years by chang-
ing the laws and increasing the time and not call on the Government
at all; is that correct?

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator.
Senator MiWTTKIN. In response to a question by Senator Vanden-

berg, you gave an answer that raised a great deal of difficulty. You
said, Let the States speak for themselves." Mr. Green said yesterday
that a hard drive had been made on every legislature in this country
to better its unemployment system and there had been some improve-
ment but not as many as were desired. Now, those State legislatures
are a whole lot closer to grass roots than we are.

Senator BARKLEY. They are no closer than we try to be.
Senator MMLLKIN. Sir?
Senator BAAKLEY. They are no closer than we try to be.
Senator Mmuki*. But they are closer, because they are home, they

are living with the people, they have a much better idea, I respectfully
suggest, of what the people in those States want than we have. It is
their business to have it. On what theory do we sit here and modify
their judgment as to what their unemployment compensation systems
shall be, except that there is a Federal angle involved? That is, sup-
posing that there is a Federal angle involved. I do not see the Federal
Ingle of this bill. Why do not we drive directly at the Federal angle?
What is the Federal angle that warrants us overturning these Statelegislatures?I. ALTm . As I said in the beginning, I think the Congress'

decided back in 1935 that unemployment insurance was a matter of
national concern and the concern of the Federal Government, when it
passed the Social Security Act. When it passed the Social SecurityAct with a 3 percent unemployment tax it, in effect-let us not use soft
words--required States to pass unemployment insurance laws, because
if the State did not pass unemployment insurance laws, the employer
nievertheless would have to pay 3 percent into he Federal Treasury,
so naturally all the States passed unemployment insurance laws. In
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1935, you may recall, we had some court decisions, which. raised the
whole question of how far you could stretch the taxing power of the
Federal Government in relationship to the public welfare. With that
in mind largely the Congress, when it wrote the unemployment-insur-
ance provision, first debated whether it would be a Federal system or
State-by-State system. There was this constitutional question I men-
tioned, and there were other considerations. Congress decided that it
was to be a State-by-State system.

Senator MLLKIuN. I am not speaking of the question of power.
Mr. ALTMEYER. I am just speaking of the fact that it was a matter

of national concern that was recognized since 1935.
.Then, the second question was: How far would the Federal Govern-

ment in laying down standards to be met by States in their laws, to
be approved under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act, and, again,
the constitutional question there certainly was to the fore. The law-
yers were of the opinion you would be on very dangerous ground if
you wrote any benefit standards whatsoever, so there were no benefit
standards written into the 1935 Social Security Act. There were
about 12 administrative standards of one kind or another, but no
benefit standards.

To my mind, when Congress levied the 3 percent unemployment
tax-and there was no question it was for unemployment insurance-
it did assume oversight, or whatever you want to call it, as to what
sort of unemployment insurance system we would have and what sort
of benefits would be paid under the State laws. Otherwise, you
would be having a Federal 3-percent unemployment tax act and per-
mitting it to go down to zero in a State, and still the employers in
that particular State getting a 90-percent offset against their Federal
tax.

Senator MmLIKIN. From what you said, Mr. Altmeyer, you consider
it a sound policy for the States to determine the benefits of the State
for unemployment insurance, and now we are interfering with their
judgment.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Because it all flows from the 1935 Social Security
Act, which is a Federal act.

Senator MILLIKIN. And in which you stated there were constitu-
tional questions if we interfered with the States' discretion as to
the benefits.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Yes but those constitutional questions were all
resolved when Judge Cardozo wrote his opinion upholding the con-
stitutionality of the old-age and survivors insurance system.

Senator MmLIKIN. Let us assume we have a right to do what we
are trying to do, the question is why should we do it when these
State legislatures, which are as close to the people as we are, and I
say even closer, have set up their own systems, and having again
brought it directly to their attention during the last year, they have
taken whatever action they have taken as a reflection of the will of
the people. Why do we interfere with them? I suppose there is
a Federal angle to this thing, but I do not believe we are striking at
the Federal angle. We are interfering with the State angle.

Mr. ALTMEYER. One reason I think that Congress ought to give
concern to the benefits actually being provided under the State laws
is that each State acting alone is under some handicap as regards
interstate competition. The Federal Government, alone, is in a posi-
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tion to help the States through benefit standards or other measures
to eliminate the fear of interstate competition by providing higher
benefits in one State than are provided in another State.

Secondly, it seems to me that if we take a look at these State laws
and we find that people in similar circumstances are not treated any-
where nearly similarly; that is, for instance, a person with a certain
wage record, a certain wage loss, is treated very much differently in one
State than in another State, that Congress is concerned about that,
because there is no reason why a person who is supposed to benefit un-
der this Federal legislation-true, it is administered by the State and
enacted by the State-why there should not be some concern that people
in similar circumstances be treated similarly. That seems to me the
basis of equity of any kind of legislation, particularly social legisla-
tion.

Senator MLLIKIN. You agree, Doctor, that the maximum in one
State is different from another State, and these State legislators are
presumably weighing their own economies and their relation to those
economies and have reached a judgment. Now, we are sitting here
and saying their judgment is wrong.

Mr. ALTMEYER. I think you have a responsibility to pass judgment,
though, and you assumed that responsibility 10 years ago. What I am
trying to say is this: Under this kind of legislation you are not saying
to a State that regardless of its economy it will pay a flat fixed sum,
the same as is paid in every other State which may have a higher wage
level or lower level, or some other kind of economic circumstances.
The benefits that are proposed here are related to the wage loss, and
because they are related to the wage loss you have an automatic ad-
jstment of the varying conditions in the State. If a man is earning
Sb in the State of X, and a fellow earns $10 in the State of Y, he
sAhould draw the same benefits, but the State of X ought not be re-
quired to pay $15 or $20 to everybody, regardless of the wage levels of
the State or regardless of the individual wage records.

Senator VANDENBERG. Excuse me, but I have just one question. Is
not $10 more in southern Mississippi than it is in northern Michigan!

Mr. ALTMEYER. I think all the figures on the cost of living indicate
that there are parallel conditions between urban communities in the
North and in the South. But aside from the cost-of-living angles, I
think we have to bear in mind that this kind of legislation, social in-
siurance, does undertake to compensate for a certain proportion of the
wage loss, whether it is unemployment insurance or whether it is old-
f le and survivors insurance. You do not need to get into the ques-
tion of the cost of living unless your studies show that the proportion
of the wage loss is such that people cannot meet the reasonable mini-
mm cost.

Senator MMLIKIN. Doctor, you wipe out the differentiations which
the States themselves have established by leaving them roughly uni-
form.

Mr. ALTMEYER. Not as regards the relationship between the benefits
and the wae loss. That is not touched in this legislation, whatsoever.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let us assume, if I may interrupt you, that these
States have looked at their own position. We have got a certain un-
eniPloyment system here, and let us assume that they reasoned it out
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along the line of the suggestion made a while ago; if that be true, then
we are wiping out their judgment by having uniformity.

Mr. ALTmEYER. It seems to me you assumed responsibility when you
enacted this 3 percent unemployment tax act. If you feel there is no
responsibility on the part of the Congress or Federal Government,
then you ought to repeal the 3 percent tax rate under which all the
States operate and are supported.

Senator MILrEIN. I am trying to get a determination as to what
the Federal responsibility is. I do not feel myself foreclosed by the
fact that some other law was passed at some previous time. We now
have a law before us. and I must necessarily exercise my own judg-
ment on that law. I would like to know what is the Federal angle
that we should bring out, because I believe there are some Federal
angles.

Senator MCMAHON. Is not the basic proposition that it is a matter
of national concern that we do not have widespread unemployment?

Senator MALLIKIN. I agree that that is an angle.
Senator MCMAHON. That seems to me is the preeminent angle, and

it is toward attacking that problem that the bill is proposed.
Senator BARKLEY. May I say this in reply to the Senator's sug-

gestion that we are undertaking here to overrule the judgment of the
States. Whether the members of the legislature are closer to what
we commonly call grass roots than we are here in Washington, I have
some doubt. Many of these State legislatures meet once ever 2 years.
In my State they meet 60 days out of 2 years. In many of the other
States the legislatures meet only-every 2 years, unless they are called
into extraordinary session by the Governor for a specific purpose, and
then they are limited to what he calls them for. The judgment of
those legislatures that meet at these infrequent periods may be based
upon their financial ability, their economic situation. It may be that
$18 or $20 or $25 is all they think they can pay. It may be their
taxing system is so limited that they cannot raise more money for that
purpose. We are not in this legislation, as I understand it, under-
taking to question their judgment based upon their condition, we are
saying that it is a national question, that widespread unemployment
creates a national obligation, creates a national economic vacuum
which we are seeking to fill in some way, and without impugning the
judgment of these States, we are adding to what they have decided
they can afford to pay a large appropriation from the Federal Treas-
ury. That constitutes an important Federal angle. I do not think
we are impugning the motives or overruling the judgment of any
State, we are just saying, "Assuming you did the best you could under
your economic conditions, we do not think, in this emergency, it is
enough, and, therefore, we are going to help you pay a larger sum."

Senator MmLIKiN. Of course, Senator, that raises the whole ques-
tion that I am making. We are setting up our judgment on whether
what they have done is enough.

Senator BARKLEY. That is true.
Senator MILLIKIN. As to the legislators meeting every 2 years, let

me remind you, Senator, that just yesterday Mr. Green said this par-
ticular problem was brought to the attention of every legislature since
last year.
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The CHAIRMAN. I think you gentlemen are arguing the merits and
not getting very much factual data.

Senator BARKLEY. My dissertation was based upon the statement of
the Senator from Colorado.

Senator MILLIKIN. My dissertation was based on what I consider
to be a violation of sound governmental policy.

The CHAIRMAN. Doctor, is there anything else you wish to say?
Mr. ALTMYER. No, sir. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Doctor, thank you very much.
I would like for the committee to get back at 2:30. We really

ought to get back at 2 o'clock if possible. We have Mayor La-
Guardia, who is coming in, and General Bradley. I hope the com-
mittee will come back promptly at 2:30 o'clock, and the other wit-
nesses, of course, will be here at that time.

(Whereupon, -at 12: 50 p. in., the committee recessed until 2:30
p. in., of the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. Mayor LaGuardia, will you come around? We
will take you first, I understand you want to take a plane back.

Mayor LAGUARDIA. I hope to get one.
The CHAIRMAN; We are putting you ahead of one of the witnesses,

Mr. Thomas, but we will get to him very shortly.
Mayor LAGuA.RnA. I won't take very long.

STATEMENT OF HON. FIORELLO LaGUARDIA, MAYOR OF NEW
YORK CITY

Mayor LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity
of appearing.before this committee in support of S. 1274.

The provisions of the bill will not substantially change our unem-
ployment insurance provisions in my State, but it will do one thing that
I think is very necessary and helpful in the general problem of recon-
version and employment, and that is, it tends to bring about better
uniformity in the provisions of unemployment insurance throughout
the country.

On unemployment insurance, as well as labor laws, and social wel-
fare laws, and benefits, the time has arrived that we should have some-
thing like uniformity throughout the country.

Now I want to make it very clear-I don't think it is necessary-
that the payment of unemployment insurance is not the solution to
unemployment. It is a palliative which provides and alleviates dis-
tress. It isn't any more a solution than collecting insurance after
the property has been destroyed by fire.

A great many, I fear, place too much stress on these 26 weeks; 26
weeks is a very short time. The fund will have been consumed and
we are exactly where we started from, except that much work off.

So I do hope that provisions will be made, affirmative constructive
provisions, to absorb all of the dislocated workers from all industries,
as well as the demobilized soldiers and sailors.

Senator VANDENBERG. You mean beyond the 26 weeks?
Mayor LAGUARDIA. Certainly.
It is my sincere hope that we will not have to delve into this fund

until we strike the bottom or that nothing hapens in these 26 weeks.
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I will say frankly that if all we have is this 26 weeks of unemploy-
ment insurance, then, we haven't very much to meet the impact when
it comes, and it is going to come.

The first provision covering Federal employees, and the merchant
marine is a very helpful addition to the present unemployment in-
surance plan, particularly in the case of merchant marine.

Gentlemen, we have outgrown the old tradition of the sailor who
signs off on reaching port and spends his money at the nearest tavern
and hangs around until he is signed up on another ship.

The American seaman is a new person entirely from the old con-
ception of the sailor. And this provision will be very helpfuL

It will also be helpful to many who are in the Government service
because of war activities.

I hope that my State, and others, will take advantage of the pro-
vision in paragraph (2) of section 702 where the State may cover
State, county, and municipal employees, particularly those who were
temporarily employed to fill military vacancies.

We had to employ several thousand in the place of permament mu-
nicipal employees who went in the armed services.

The GI provision of course is helpful. It increases the allowance
and it will help to alleviate distress, but it is not the final or permanent
solution to providing suitable gainful employment to discharged
veterans.

The transportation provision is very constructive and should prove
very helpful, particularly if there is employment, isolated employ-
ment, in any part of the country.

I would suggest, if it isn't now sufficiently broad, to provide trans-
portation under the same provisions to people who want to go to their
own home.
My experience has been that in times of unemployment a great

many flock to the large centers, particularly to towns where we have
to provide suitable living conditions. We can't permit them to stay
on the street.

As I said, we may have quite a migration to the large cities of the
East a well as to the large cities in California.

I wouldn't be frank if I did not say that I am strongly in favor of
this bill, for the reasons that are given by opponents of the bill.

Opponents of the bill fear this will strengthen Federal administra-
tion and tend to eventual complete Federal administration of unem-
ployment insurance. I hope it does.

Frankly, I believe that this Federal unemployment insurance fund
should be administered entirely by the Federal Government, which
will assist in more speedily bringing about uniformity of provisions
and administrative features.

It is a Federal problem and responsibility. Unemployment is not
local any more. When we have unemployment it spreads immediately
throughout the country, and then, as I said a moment ago, there is
this tendency of migrating from one place to another, particularly
where provisions for relief are better.

I don't see why we should go through this involved system of Fed-
eral and State administration.

It is so clearly a Federal responsibility that we should recog-
nize it.
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I was warned by friends of the present bill to stay shy of that side
of the controversy. I don't want to stay shy of it. I just want to
go on record as being in favor of more Federal administration.

Now, gentlemen, I have covered the whole subject time and time
again before ' committees of Congress, from the time I introduced
a very crude unemployment insurance bill in the House for the only
purpose of provoking discussion. It was very crude, but it did annoy
some people.

The Chicago Tribune had an editorial stating that this alien-
minded Representative ought to be deported out of the country.

We have gone a long way since then.
In February of 1942 I appeared before the Ways and Means Com-

mittee of the House when a very similar bill was before it, and I
stated then if action was not taken at the time that the bill would
come back later on with increased costs.

I think I was quite justified in making that statement 3 years ago,
and the bill is back now, and I want to add to what I said in 1942,
that the subject will be back again until we do have a Federal, com-
plete Nation-wide, administration of unemployment insurance, with
Federal funds and with uniform benefits throughout the country.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Any questions anyone may wish to ask Mayor

LaGuardia?
Senator HAWKES. I would like to ask Mayor La~uardia this ques-

tion: When you say uniform benefits, you would not say that under
the conditions that existed in this country before the war, which of
course have upset many conditions, that a man possibly living in
Mississippi or some Southern State, where the cost of living was not
more than half as much as it might be in New York, that you would
pay the same unemployment benefits there as you would in New York?

Mayor LAGUARDIA. Senator, when you say that the cost of living
in Mississippi would be one-half-

Senator HAWKES (interposing). I did not say it would be.
Mayor LAGuARDIA. Let's assume. If the proper kind of living is

had and the cost would be one-half, then, I would say, of course, the
benefit ought to be in proportion.

But I want to assume first a proper standard, or a proper American
standard, of living, and then compare the cost and adjust the benefit
accordingly.

I am quite sure that when we bring up the standards in some sec-
tions of our country you will find that there can't be much difference
in the cost pf living. There would be some difference in rent, but you
take in clothes, household effects, and food, except what is raised
locally, the disparity that exists between a proper standard of living
and a substandard of living wouldn't be great,.

Senator IHAwys. You have answered my question.
If a similar class of living existed, you would give consideration to

that?
Mayor LAGUARDA. Yes, sir.
Senator MCMAHON. The suggestion has been made that instead of

supplementing it federally, that it would be better to extend the time,
leave the State benefits as they are, and extend the time over which
they would be paid, leaving the State scales as they are at the present
time.
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Mayor LAGUARDIA. If all States had the same provision as my
State, which is $21, then I would say that time is very important.

But vou will find that some of the provisions in some States are so
low that I don't see how they can serve any useful purpose.

Senator McMkiiON. That is the rate that the State legislature has
set for the people of its State, and taxed in accordance therewith.

Mayor LAGUARDIA. Yes; and it makes it pretty hard for the other
States that want to maintain and improve living standards.

Senator McMAHoN. Now we will reward those States, will we not,
and punish States like your own?

Mayor LAGUARDIA. Quite true.
We have been punished so long that we have become calloused and

we are kind of happy if we can lift these others somehow.
Senator BARKLEY. Is it a penalty for any other industrialized and

prosperous State, and manufacturing State, to enable people in other
States to buy up more of the things they produce in New York, Con-
necticut, and Michigan?

Mayor LAGUARDIA. No; it is not a punishment. If the cost of
carrying unemployment insurance is less because of lower provisions,
it does put employers at a disadvantageous competitive position.

Senator BARKLEY. It has been referred to constantly and frequently
that it might be a penalty against the more prosperous States due to
the fact that that State had a $25 maximum and it would not draw
anything, and it would be contributing more in taxes-to the Federal
Treasury, out of which this compensation is to be paid to the less fortu-
nate or less prosperous States.

Mayor LAGUARDIA. My people in New York State have used that
argument for years and years and years, and I get it when they oppose
some legislation.

Perhaps I am the only New Yorker who says so. After all, there
would be no New York State if there were no United States. We have
a large income in New York. Why? Because a great many of the
offices of industry and businesses and activities are located in New
York City.

This income and our wealth is national, and if we happen to be so
fortunate as to have businesses and activities in New York City that
pay a larger amount of Federal taxes, it is because the rest of the
country is helping us pay it.

That, perhaps, is a provincial thing for a New Yorker to say, but
it is the truth nevertheless.

Senator BARKLEY. That is the very point that weighs somewhat on
my judgment.

I do not like to see it referred to as a penalty against New York
because by reason of her ability to draw wealth from the other 47
States, she pays more taxes into the Federal Treasury. I am glad she
does it, and I think, as a rule, she does it wholeheartedly and without
much complaint.

Mayor LAGUARDIA. Yes, we do it pretty well.
Senator BARKLEY. It is not quite an accurate description to refer

to it as a penalty or punishment of New York because she is able to
do more than other States.

Mayor LAGUARDIA. No. We will derive our share of benefits on any
improvement in living conditions anywhere in the country. That is
why I used to become interested in agricultural legislation in the
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House. The American farmer is the best customer we have. We want
the American farmer to be prosperous.

It is one economic unit, and that is why I want to see more uniformity
in all legislation that affects the economy of the country.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you believe this bill would tend to promote
a federalized unemployment compensation system?

Mayor LAGUARDIA. Frankly, I hope so, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions from the mayor?
If not, we thank you, Mayor.
Mayor LAGUARDIA. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. General Bradley, will you come around and have

a seat?
General, we will be very glad to hear from you on this bill or this

legislative proposal, this particular bill being S. 1274, relating to
Federal supplementation of unemployment compensation.

If you have a prepared statement you wish to submit, we will with-
hold any questions that any member of the committee might wish to
ask until you finish.

General BRADLEY. Iftit is agreeable to you, I would prefer to read
this statement and try to answer any questions you may have to ask
afterward.

The CHAIRMAN. That is quite agreeable.

STATEMENT OF GEN. OMAR N. BRADLEY, ADMINISTRATOR OF
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 7

General BRADLEY. I have been requested to testify concerning the
effects of S. 1274, "A bill to amend the War Mobilization and Recon-
version Act of 1944 to provide for an orderly transition from a war
to a peacetime economy through supplementation of unemployment
compensation payable under State laws, and for other purposes." An
identical or companion bill, H. R. 3891, is pending before the Ways
and Means Committee of the House of Representatives, and a similar
bill, H. R. 3736, is also before that committee. The Veterans' Admin-
istration has not been requested to report on any of these bills, hence
I am not advised by the Bureau of the Budget as to their relation-
ship to the financial program of the President.

I assume the committee desires an expression from me only as to
the probable effect the bill, if enacted, would have upon veterans and
activities of the Veterans' Administration. Except for the provisions
of section 2-line 14, page 10-the effects would be indirect.

Undoubtedly, others have sufficiently analyzed the bill, so briefly,
its main purposes would be:

(1) To provide a uniform duration of time for eligibility of 26
weeks maximum payments for all persons entitled under the State-
Federal unemployment-insurance system.

S2) To provide a uniform maximum benefit of $25 per week.
3 To extend coverage as to eligibility for unemployment com-

pensation for a limited period to civilian employees of the Govern-
rient, to certain merchant seamen and to certain categories of em-

Ployees of establishments now excluded as enterprises associated with
agriculture. H. R. 3736, mentioned above, also broadens the base of
insurance coverage by including all employers with one or more
employees,
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(4) To supplement the trust-fund payments by transfer of the
general funds of the Treasury to the extent of the increased pay-
ments due to such increases in eligibility, payments and coverage.

It seems clear that none of these provisions would affect the Veter-
ans' Administration, or veterans as such, in any way except as to the
maximum $25 per week. This is a greater benefit than afforded veter-
ans under title V of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944. In a
great number of the cases the claimant would have contributed to the
trust fund through taxes under the Social Security Act. At the same
time, those persons who would be newly brought into the system have
not so contributed.

Pursuant to the provisions of the Readjustment Act, veterans have
a period of eligibility of from 24 weeks (for 90-day service) to 52
weeks within a prescribed period after the end of the war or discharge
from service. During such period, if unemployed, a veteran may,
upon complying with all conditions prescribed by the act, receive pay-
ments of $20 per week while unemployed, with lesser amounts if par-
tially employed. (There is also a provision for a self-employed vet-
eran during the period of awaiting full returns).

At the time the $20 rate was agreed upon, the average maximum
benefit under the State systems was approximately $18, and the aver-
age maximum period of eligibility was about 16 weeks. A few States
provided either greater amounts or greaterperiods of eligibility, or
perhaps both, in no event, I believe, exceeding $22 per week or 26
weeks, respectively. At that time, too, there was debated the question
of additional benefit payments for dependents of veterans; but such
provision was not adopted, probably because it would tend toward a
relief program rather than an runemployment-insurance program.
The theory, as it is understood, of unemployment insurance is to dis-
tribute the cost of unemployment among all employers and employees
included in the system. That is to say, that the incidence of unemploy-
ment should be a charge against the industrial system. Hence, the
State systems did not provide for dependency payments. I am
informed a few now do it. It seems clear that any increase in the
maximum payments above $20 weekly would carry implications requir-
ing consideration of raising the rates prescribed by the Readjustment
Act for veterans.

Section 2, subsection (a), would amend section 700 (a) of the Serv-
icemen's Readjustment Act in a manner which probably is theoreti-
cally sound but does involve administrative difficulties. At the present
time, as stated, the period of eligibility is limited to 52 weeks, maxi-
mum. This means a maximum payment of $1,040, should the veteran
use the entire period of eligibility. However, if, during one or more
weeks, he was partially employed, he would receive a lesser amount
of readjustment allowances. The amendment would prescribe in effect
a limited amount rather than a limited period.

Section 2 (b) would increase the $20 rate to $25 and would also pro-
vide an additional payment of $5 per week if the veteran has one or
more dependents, with certain adjustments if a dependent is employed
or is in receipt of unemployment allowances. Such provision would
inject a difficult administrative problem which the section would at-
tempt to solve in part by providing for acceptance of the claimant's
certification as to the fact of having a dependent or dependent. For
this reason and for those above briefly referred to, it is questionable
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whether dependency should be made a factor in any unemployment-
insurance-allowance system and particularly the emergency system
respecting veterans.

With respect to such allowances an effort was made to parallel the
general provisions of the State systems. This makes for greater ease
of administration, inasmuch as the Veterans' Administration dis-
charges its responsibilities under title V through extensive use of the
facilities of the State unemployment-compensation agencies. Some
discrepancies have been encountered in the present act. The question
arises in my mind whether it might not be better to amend the present
a't through a separate bill. One advantage would be that a separate
bill could receive the attention of the committee in the House of Rep-
resentatives responsible for veterans' legislation. Of course, but for
differentiation between veterans. and nonveterans, it would seem that
the present title V of the Readjustment Act might be repealed and
servicemen be added as a class of Government employees to be covered
by the pending legislation. Neither this proposed legislation nor the
present act integrates veterans' unemployment benefits with the State
systems. In fact, it is possible in some States for a veteran to be eli-
gible and to receive benefits under both systems, albeit not concur-
rently.

In my opinion, the desire of every serviceman is to stand on his
own feet and to take his place in the society for the preservation of
which he offered everything. Full opportunity for employment by
self or others would, of course, have a direct bearing upon the ultimate
cost of the legislation here under consideration. It is not possible to
provide you with any accurate estimate of probable cost. However,
we are able to supply the committee, if desired, with the actual figures
to date under the readjustment allowances provisions of the Readjust-
ment Act. It should be recalled, however, that this also covers a period
not only of full employment but of serious manpower shortages. It
is reasonable to suppose that during the postwar reconversion period
claims will be increased, not only in proportion to the number of serv-
icemen released from the armed forces but also because of factors con-
nected with the nonavailability of jobs and competition for available
jobs.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions.
Senator BARKLEY. I would like to ask you the basis of your sugges-

tion that if dependents be eliminated there is an element in unem-
ployment compensation to veterans. You are limiting what you say
to veterans. Of course, it only applies to veterans in this bill. What
is your basis of belief on that subject?

General BRADLEY. My understanding is that heretofore-remember,
I am new to this game

Senator BARzKLEY. Yes; I know. You are not new to a lot of things,
though.

General BRADLEY. The thought has been that the minute dependents
are taken into consideration you are more or less bordering on relief
rather than on unemployment compensation. I think that is more
or less sound.

Senator BARKLEY. You base it upon the attitude that it is compensa-
tion by reason of failure to get a job, and it is based upon the failure
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to get a job rather than on the number of dependents in the family.
Is that your belief ?
General BRADLEY. That is right.
Well, it covers this period during which a man is trying to get

gainful employment after returning from service, which amounts
to the same thing.

Senator BARKLEY. Your theory is, and the theory of many people
is, that regardless of the number of members of a family a man has,
he is just as much out of a job as in the case where a man does not
have a family, and it is on the basis of the job that he gets the com-
pensation?

General BRADLEY. That is generally it; yes, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. There are those who dispute that theory.
General BRADLEY. I understand that.
The CHAIMMAN. Are there any other questions?
I see you have Mr. Odum here and some of the gentlemen from

the bureau, General.
General BRADLEY. Yes, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. There is one other question I would like to ask

General Bradley before you ask these gentlemen a question.
You suggested awhile ago that it might be better to deal with

veterans in a separate bill. Did the time element enter into your
thought on that subject? I mean it would take longer to get two
bills through Congress than it would one.

The CHAIRMAN. That doesn't necessarily follow when you consider
split jurisdiction in the House.

General BRADLEY. I merely mentioned that because it might avoid
adjudication.

fr. Odum might handle that better than I can.
The CHAIRMAN. I want to ask Mr. Odum one or two questions, with

your permission.
How is the administration presently proceeding under the GI bill?
Mr. ODU.1 I think, sir, General Bradley has some rather limited

statistics that would perhaps answer most of the questions you want
to ask.

General BRADLEY. I can give-you some figures on this.
For the week ending August 11 of '45, the last period for which we

have a full report, there were 45,784 veterans of World War II receiv-
ing this compensation.

The amount paid was $1,035,689 for that week.
The total amount paid to date on account of unemployment allow-

ances is $27,360,204; 11 926 veterans were paid during July on account
of self-employment. They are paid by the month instead of by the
week. That amounted to $1,190,343.50.

The total amount paid to date on account of self-employmen is
about four and one-half million.

The total amount paid to date on account of both unemployed and
self-employed allowances, $31,594,460.

Assuming that two and one-fourth million are eligible-that is as
near as we can estimate it from the figures available to us-approxi-
mately 2 percent-plus drew unemployment allowances for the week
ending August 11, and one-half of 1 percent. additional received un-
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employment allowances during the month of July for partial em-
ployment or self-employment.

To date, approximately 7.3-plus percent of the eligible veterans have
at one time or another drawn readjustment allowances on account of
employment, and approximately 0.6 of 1 percent have drawn allow-
ances on account of self-employment.

In other words, a total of about 1 out of 12 has drawn readjustment
allowances in one form or the other.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, the increasing of the amount over and above
the veterans' adjusted bill, and particularly the addition of the de-
pendency feature, would add complications, General, to the admin-
istration of the bill. How seriously would it affect the administrative
problem?

General BRADLEY. The increase in the rate from $20 to $25, I sup-
pose, would only cause an increase in trying to answer letters about
the amount already drawn that has been used up.

The $5 additional for dependents would cause considerable adminis-
trative work, even if you accept the certificate as provided by the law.

There are so many other angles that enter into it that it would con-
siderably increase the administrative load.

Mr. ODuM. There is one other item there, Senator George.
The $100 maximum rate for the self-employment is somewhat paral-

lel with the total amount when you figure it out in the long run that
the unemployed receives. The $25 rate, with additional amount for
dependents, would throw the self-employed entirely out of line.

Senator BARKLEY. General, a while ago you said at this time approx-
imately 21/4 million World War II veterans were eligible. You mean
by that that many have been discharged and there is an eligibility
assumed on their part if they are unemployed?

General BRADLEY. Yes.
Senator HAWKES. General, if you eliminated the $5 for dependency

for the veterans, what would you suggest in lieu of that? Had you in
mind a higher figure than the $25 to replace the 25 plus 5?

General BRADLEY. No; we did not have that in mind.
The thing is, we believe that if you raise the general level of un-

employment insurance to $25, we must raise this readjustment allow-
ance of soldiers to $25. But I don't think it follows necessarily that
you have to give them $5 extra for dependents, which is not provided,
as I understand it, for any other class of unemployment.

Senator HAwKEs. That is correct. I just wanted to know whether
you had in mind whether that $5 suggested should be higher-

General BRADLEY. No, sir.
However, as I say, if you raise the other to $25, you would be more

or less under obligation- J
Senator HAWKES (interposing). You would certainly be obligated

to raise the veteran to $25.
The CHAIRMAN. If there are no other questions, well, General, we

thank you for coming over.
General BRADLEY. Thank you.
Mr. Thomas, come around.
Mr. Thomas, we will be glad to hear from you.
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STATEMENT OF R. 3. THOMAS, VICE PRESIDENT OF CIO AND INTER-
NATIONAL PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED AUTOMOBILE WORKERS
OF AMERICA

Mr. THOMAS. Gentlemen, I am glad that you have returned to Wash-
ington to conduct hearings on unemployment compensation. Thejubilant crowds who recently celebrated victory are looking to you for
leadership in the ways of peace. Underneath their joyous exterior,
their relief after long years of devasting war, is fear-the fear that
they won't have jobs.

I watched the celebration in Detroit-and I imagine it was the same
everywhere. It was the servicemen who were wildest and happiest,
they and their wives and sweethearts. But they are the children of
the thirties, who grew up during years of scarcity and want. Many
of them saw their fathers unemployed, working on WPA or simply
receiving relief, often desperate, broken. Believe me, after finding
that full employment is entirely possible in America, and after their
war experiences, they are never going to tolerate another major
depression.

Y et so far Congress has taken no direct action to prevent the unem-
ployment which now is upon us, or even to mitigate the effects of
unemployment, by acting to strengthen and supplement our inadequate
State unemployment-compensation laws. All the reconversion legis-
lation thus far adopted has been designed to benefit business, appar-
ently on the long-discredited theory that if business makes sufficient
profits everything will be all right for everyone. Unfortunately it is
difficult for any thinking person to hold that view since the debacle
following 1929. And at the present time, when thousands are being
laid off every day, it is apparent that business has again failed to
prevent unemployment.

THE CIO PROGRAM

The CIO has a fully developed program for expanding production
and for assuring full employment. President Murray appeared last
week before another Senate committee to support Senator Murray's
full-employment bill. We are seeking higher basic wages and higher
minimum wages in order to provide a decent standard of living and to
suppry the purchasing power necessary to buy back the products
of industry. The CIO believes that the Federal and State Govern-
ments must develop large public works, housing, and conservation
programs. We favor progressive tax legislation to raise adequate
revenues for these and other purposes without unduly cutting off con-
sumer purchasing power. We insist on a permanent Fair Employ-
ment Practices Committee to safeguard the rights of Negro workers
and other minority groups. We have been in the vanguard in sup-
porting legislation which will help the veterans to return to useful
and remunerative employment. We believe that agriculture and
small business should receive special consideration in order to assure
their stable and profitable operation. We favored the Bretton Woods
agreements and shall support all measures aimed at developing a large
and unimpeded foreign commerce.
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This is our basic program. We support legislation designed to ac-
complish these ends, and we support legislators who work for the
passage of such legislation. We recognize, however, that there is
need, in addition for legislation providing adequate social security
against the hazards of unemployment, old age, sickness, and disability.
We therefore support the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill, which em-
bodies the best of current thinking along these lines.

Pending passage of such comprehensive legislation for social se-
curity. we endorse S. 1274 the bill now before your committee. The
bill is a minimum proposal to deal with the major immediate problem
of cut-backs in war production. I cannot see how Congress can fail
to enact into law this bare minimum of protection for workers who
have been working throughout the war period and many of whom
now face serious problems of readjustment. Together with their de-
pendents, gentlemen, they represent a large proportion of your con-
stituents.

ONE-SIDED CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

The record of Congress to date is completely one-sided: You have
passed considerable legislation to benefit large corporations but you
have done nothing directly to protect workers. This is true both of
wartime legislation and of measures for reconversion. Let me men-
tion a few outstanding examples of legislation beneficial to industry:

To induce industry to convert to war production you provided for
5-year amortization of new plants so that new facilities could be paid
for out of war profits. Even this rapid rate of amortization has re-
cently been accelerated.

Because, even With such an inducement, industry failed to build suf-
ficient new facilities to produce needed war goods, you appropriated
some $16,000,000,000 for Government-owned plant and equipment, for
the operation of which industry has received unprecedentedly high
profits and which will now pass into private ownershi-p at a fraction
of the cost to the Government.

The wartime stabilization machinery has held workers' basic wage
rates to an increase of only about 20 percent above prewar, while living
costs have risen by dose to 50 percent and corporate profits before
taxes by the first half of 1944 had skyrocketed to a level of over 200
percent above the average for 1936-39.

Senator MCMAHON. What were they after taxes?
Mr. THOMAS. The increase was from 3.5 billion to 10 billion after

taxes.
Senator BARKLEY. You have not got it in percentage, have you ?
Mr. THOMAS. No, I haven't.
Senator HAWKES. Mr. Thomas, what were they in billions before

taxes? Then you can get your percentage.
Mr. THOMAS. You mean during the 1936 to 1939 period?
Senator HAWKES. No. You said it had increased 200 percent.
Mr. THOMAS. Yes.
Senator HAWKES. How many billions was that related to this 3A

billion you are talking about now after taxes?
Mr. THOMAS. We aon't have that figure.
Senator HAWKES. Can you furnish it I
Mr. THOMAS. We can furnish it for you.
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Senator MILLIKIN. Do you have the figure on increase in volume
of production in, say, 1944, as against 1939

Mr. THOMAS. No.
The figure I gave here is 1944 against a period from 1936 to 1939.
Senator MILIKIN. In terms of volume?
Mr. THOMAS. We don't have that in terms of volume.
We will add to that in just a minute.
I will go on if it is all right with you.
Senator Mnu1 IKIN. All right.
Mr. THOMAS. In 1944 and1945, profits have been running at a level

of about $25,000,000,000 per year. Even after heavy war taxes, indus-
try has been able to accumulate vast reserves for reconversion.

The Tax Adjustment Act of 1945 guarantees enormous postwar tax
refunds, and the carry-back provisions of the revenue laws provide for
large additional refunds.

The Contract Settlement Act, jammed through Congress more than
a year ago on the plea of emergency, is the basis for speedy termination
of war contracts.

The Surplus Property Act provides an orderly procedure of dip-
posal of the $100,000,000,000 of war goods which will become surplus.

Do not misunderstand me, gentlemen. These measures were neces-
sary to the successful prosecution of the war, or are needed now for
reconversion. What the CIO wants to point out is that similar legisla-
tion, designed to safeguard workers, has not been passed. Members of
both the Democratic and Republican Parties, Senators and Congtess-
men, publicly promised that once the emergency contract settlement
and surplus property legislation were out of the way Congress would
deal with the human side of reconversion. But to date it has done
nothing along this line so far as war workers are concerned. We wel-
come and support measures adopted for the benefit of the servicemen
who are now coming back to look for work. We are asking simply that
war workers, who have also contributed heavily to winning the war,
be not overlooked.

The proposal, supported by all of organized labor, which would have
gone furthest toward providing minimum protection for workers'was
the Murray-Kilgore-Truman bill of last year. This bill was originally
introduced into the Senate on May 4, 1914. The bill which finally
passed the Senate on August 11, 1944, was a much weakened bill and
the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act, as it finally emerged from
conference and was passed by Congress (October 3, 1944), carried none
of the provisions which would have assisted war workers during the
transition period.

Mr. Byrnes, as the first Director of War Mobilization, called for the
passage of emergency unemployment compensation. He reiterated
this request in his first report to Congress on January 1 of this year.
In his second report, on April 1, Mr. Byrnes said that "the most urgent
action required in planning for manpower demobilization is extension
of unemployment compensation." Finally, on May 28, after the defeat
of Germany, President Truman called for Federal legislation to pro-
vide maximum benefits of $25 per week and a uniform benefit -duration
of 26 weeks.

Almost 2 months more passed before a bill to implement the Prvsi-
dent's message was introduced into the Senate, and it is now more
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than 8 months since the President pointed out the obvious. Congress
has thought that unemployment could wait.

The value of goods produced-I think that was the question you
asked---in 1940 was $119,000,000,000, and for 1945, the annual rate, it
was 206.

Senator MILLIKIN. So the take-home pay-
Mr. THOMAS (interposing). I didn't say anything about take-home

pay.
Senator MILLIKIN. I said it.
Mr. THOMAS. It was take home for the manufacturer.
Senator Miumiux. Give me the figure you gave me on the net in-

crease after taxes.
Mr. THOMAS. It was the ratio between 3.5 billion to 10 billion.
Senator MIIAKIN. That then represents the increase produced by

a change of volume of 119 billion to 206 billion.
Mr. THOMAS. That is correct.
Senator MILLIKIN. Now we will come to the take-home pay of the

worker, the increase between, say, 1940 and 1945, or the period that
you are using, as against the war period.

Mr. THOMAS. I said there was a difference between that period and
now of about 20 percent increase.

Senator MILIgKIN. Have you got the base figure?
Mr. THOMAS. That is the wage rate.
Senator MILIKIN. I am talking. about dollars.
Mr. THOMAS. Yes.
Senator BREWSTER. He obviously wants the gross.
When you talk about 20 percent increase in rate, that is very dif-

ferent from the workers' take-home. You know the difference very,
well.

Senator MMLIKIN. Do you have the over-all figures in dollars of
the take-home pay?

Mr. THOMAS. We don't have them here.
Senator BREWSTER. You will supply it, won't you? That would

be a very interesting comparison.
Mr. THOMAS. I do claim that the value of the worker's dollar has

decreased rather than increased.
Senator MILLIKIN. I was not arguing that.
I just want to get the facts.
Senator HAWK S. I think what Senator Millikin wants is the actual

increase in take-home regardless of living costs or anything else in
theseperiods so he can compare it with the excess profits of~the cor-
porations before and after taxes.

Isn't that right?
Mr. THowAs. I think I know what he wants. I don't think it means

anything but I think we know what he wants.
Senator LucAs. I think you should supply at the same time the

question of costs.
Senator BREWSTER. I think you do consider it does mean something

or you wouldn't be so reluctant to present it to us.
Mr. THOMAS. I think you are being very unfair when you say I am

reluctant to present anything. I am not reluctant to present any.
thing I have available to this committee.

I said I would make it available.
76876-45--16
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Senator BiuwsTm. You have some very brilliant yo"uSg men to
assist you here. I think they have the answers to most of these qxes-
tions. I compliment you.

Mr. THOMAS. Of course, that is a supposition on your part too.
Senator LuCAS. I think it would also be interesting for the record

to produce those figures to show what the cost of living was at one
period and what the cost of living was at another period.

Mr. THOMAS. I happen to have been on a committee set up by Presi-
dent Roosevelt to make an investigation of the cost of living.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics claimed, I believed, from about Jan-
uary 1, 1941, to about the first of this last year, that the cost of living
had increased something approximating 25 percent.

I claimed in that period of time, after the research we were able to
make, that the cost of living had increased 35.3 percent. I am of the
opinion today, as I said in here, that it has increased 50 percent.

Senator BARKiEy. There is a difference of opinion among the differ-
ent Government agencies about that. There is a difference of opinion
between all Government agencies and your organization and the
American Federation of Labor.

In the hearings before the Banking Committee considering the ex-
tension of the OPA Act, the OPA gave certain figures that as to the
increased cost of living over a period which they represented. I don't
know whether those discrepancies grew out of the different bases on
which they figured or not.

It is unfortunate that there are discrepancies among what are sup-
posed to be reliable agencies for gathering of information as to the
cost of living.

Mr. THOMAS. There is only one thing which you have said, Senator
Barkley, that I think you are mistaken on.

In this cost-of-living committee that was set up by President Roose-
velt, I was the representative of the CIO, and George Meany, secretary-
treasurer of the A. F. of L., was also on that committee.

He and I, who gathered these statistics jointly, put in a joint report
on that. There was no difference of opinion in labor.

Senator BARKLEY. I may be mistaken in that. There was a dif-
ference of opinion in many statistical agencies; particularly was that
true among the Government agencies.

Mr. THOMAS. I know that is true.
Senator LuCAS. For instance, yesterday that chart on the wall was

presented by Senator Kilgore. He says the general cost of living, for
instance, from 1939 up to 1945, was increased 29 percent.

On food it went 141 percent; on clothing 145 percent.
But the over-all increase was only 29 percent.
So there you get another line of what Senator Barkley was talking

about.
Mr. THOMAS. These are Bureau of Labor statistics.
Senator LucAs. I don't know whose they are.
Mr. THOMAS. They look like BLS figures.
I don't agree with BLS figures at all.
I think there are more hidden increases in there that they haven't

taken into account than any other agency I know of.
Senator BxwsTUI. How do you provide for these variations of

articles a worker could secure ?

'. 1,
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As I understand it, that is the occasion for your difficulty.
Mr. THOMAS. I think I know the question you are asking.
For instance a worker who formerly before the war could buy

a work shirt 1or, say a dollar, they tell us today, well, there has
been a price ceiling, the same shirt still costs a dollar. You can't
buy the same shirt. It isn't on the market.

I know when I buy a shirt today I generally get one without a
shirt tail at all. The quality is deteriorated. Youhave to do that
more or less of what that deterioration has been.

Senator BRmVsTER." So it is a matter of opinion as to what kind
of shirt he could get in place of that, and how much it would cost
him? -

Mr. THOMAS. Surely.
Senator BREWSTER. If he couldn't get beefsteak, he could get lobster,

and that costs mote.
Senator BARRLEY. Your folks do not base their cost on much lobster,

do they
Mr. THOMAS. No; they don't.
Our people have eaten so little lobster, they don't like it when

they do get-it.
Senator BmWSTER. That is different up in Maine. [Laughter.]
Mr. THOMAS. I might say that the latest research we have been able

to make shows that employment in the automobile industry on August
13 totaled 810,367.

Senator BAnKLEy. That is throughout the country?
Mr. THOMAS. That is right.
It has dropped as of August 27-that is, in a 14-day period-

412,322, which is approximately 50 percent lay-off in that period of
14 days.

Senator VANDENBERG. It will continue to drop, won't it?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir.
Senator HAWKES. Then you expect an upswing right away, don't

you?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir.
Senator lwycS. A very substantial upswing?
Mr. THoMAs. No; it will be a gradual upswing. It will be gradual,

I would say, up to the first of the year. It will be a substantial number
of men back by the first of the year.

Senator BARKLEY. At what time, if at all, will you get back to the
more than 800,000?

Mr. THOMAS.-We will never get back to that figure. I say we
never would.

If there is a great expansion in that industry, we will. In the next
several years I think there will be some expansion in that industry.

Senator BARKIMY. In view of the backlog in demands for cars
there will be a rather precipitant increase in automobiles. That, of
course, will be a temporary situation. It might run for a year or
2 years or 3 years or 4 years until the demand is absorbed.

Do you figure that ultimately, at least for a period of years, you
will get back to the 800,000?

Mr. THOMAS. No, sir.
I agree with you that there will be quite a large demand for auto-

mobiles. The figure can only reach that figure for only a temporary
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period, say the next year or two, when I say the employment will
go down. Production will continue or remain level but employment
will go down.

In the automobile industry there has been a tremendous amount of
technical improvements during this war. Immediately after recon-
version, I don't think the industry itself will be able to take advantage
of that, but as the next 2 years go on, they will be able to take advan-
tage of the technological improvements that have been made during
the war; that is, when they have time enough to build new machinery
and put new methods into operation, and so forth.

Senator BARKLEY. When the automobile industry levels off, finally
to stable the supply to the demand, they will employ fewer people
than they have employed at the peak of the war?

Mr. THOMAS. We have estimated that they will emplo about half
as many. That is, unless the standard of living of all the people in
America is raised.

Senator BARKLEY. So that everybody could have more and better
cars, which, of course, would give employment to automobile workers.

Mr. THOMAS. That is correct.
Senator VANDENBERG. Is there any figure as to how many of those

800,000 are emergency workers who do not intend to be permanent
workers, who have come into the industry under pressure of war?

Mr. THOMAS. As an over-all picture, I don't think you could say
all of them or any of them are emergency workers.

I think you are referring to, if I get your point correctly, the in-
flux of people into Detroit.

Senator VANDENBERG. I am thinking about people who have gone to
work on account of the war who want to stop work when the war is
over.

Mr. THOMAS. I think that percentage is very small.
Senator VANDENBERG. How many of those 800,000 would be women?
Mr. THOMAS. I think the figure would be around 200,000.
Of course, in my own organization, we have 300,000 men out of

that industry who were in the Army services whose jobs will be guar-
anteed when they come back.

Senator VANDENBERG. Could you tell me how many women Were
employed prior to the war?

Mr. THOMAS. From my experiences in the industry, I would say it
averaged about 10 percent of the total employment in the industry.

Senator VANDENBERG. You mean that would be about 80,000?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir.
Senator VANDENBERG. So that would be an increase of 120,000

women during the war?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir.
Senator HAwK.Es. There weren't 800,000 before the war.
Mr. THOMAS. Before the war it was up around 600,000. It was

550,000.
Senator BREWSTER. In aviation and shipyards, of course, expansion

has been far more fast.
Have you made any study as to how many of those workers came

from either unskilled workers or other fields into the shipyards andaviation?
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Mr. THOMAS. I don't know so much about the shipyards. There
was an extremely large proportion that came into aviation. They
-vere unskilled people.

Senator BREWSTER. We are going to face this situation: Those peo-
ple that have acquired a skill have a right under unemployment com-
pensation to comparable work at comparable wage.

Isn't that the theory?
Mr. THOMAS. That is the theory. It hasn't worked out so well, but

that is the theory.
Senator BREWSTER. What is your view as to the practicability of

that under this war emergency?
Now, we have, of course, a comparatively simple society up in

Maine. A great bulk of those were unskilled workers who came off
of the farms and out of the forests. But what is your view as to
whether or not they should resume any of those activities?

Mr. ThOMAS. I think every man and woman in America should
have the opportunity of employment at their highest skill, provided
the want to do that.

Senator BRPEwaER. Do you think we can do that in, let us say, the
next 4 years?

Mr. THOMAS. I think we can with the right kind of planning and
so on.

Senator BREWSTER. Where are these people going to? What other
industries are they going to? You don't want them in the automobile
industry, do you?

Mr. THOMAS. When did I say that?
Senator BREWSTER. You said you thought we could employ these

people at their highest skill.
Mr. THOMAS. I wish every unemployed person in America could

get a job in the automobile industry. I know it is not economically
sound or anything of that sort.

I think all industries in America must expand, but the only way
it can be done is to lift the standard of living of all the people in
America.

There are literally millions of people in America in various sections
of the country that would like to have an automobile but their stand-
ards are not high enough to have it.

They would like to have washing machines, radios, et cetera.
There are any number of things that many of us consider necessities

of life that a lot of people have not been in an economic position to
buy.

Senator BREWSTR. Sticking right to aviation, for instance. They
have employed one and a quarter million.

Mr. THOMAS. They got us to 2,000,000 during the war.
Senator BREWSTER. You couldn't get enough people to fly airplanes

to absorb those people in the aviation industry, could youI
Mr. THOMAS. Not immediately; no.
Senator Birwsrw . For quite a while to come?
Mr. THOMAS. Quite a while.
Senator BREwsmR. Because in peacetimes the consumption is very

much less than in wartime.
In shipyards, you recognize that we have a vast surplus of shipping,

don't youI
Mr. TUOMAS Yes, sir.
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Senator BREwsr. So it is going to be necessary for those people
if they are going to be employee at their highest skills, to go over into
some other form of production.

Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. And that does present a considerable economic

problem.
Mr. THOMAS. That is correct.
Senator BREWSTER. If we maintain everybody at their highest skills

so that there is no incentive for them to go into one that doesn't
employ their highest skill, isn't it going to require a lot of moral
persuasion or moral character for them to voluntarily do that?

Mr. THOMAS. I don't get what you are getting at, unless you are say-
ing those people should go back to the farm.

Senator BREwSTER. I am asking you.
Mr. THOMAS. We have a problem here that I think everybody must

get together and work and try to solve.Many people say these people will have to go to lower skills on the
farm, and so on.

Technological improvements in farming have advanced so rapidly
in the last few years that I think the farmers will start objecting to
us getting people to go back on the farms.

I am afraid the farmers are going to start blasting at you and me if
we keep that up.

Senator BREwsmT. I do not know what your conditions are in De-
troit, but we have got to have 12,000 people in Maine to get our potato
crop out. We have got 1,500 coming in from Kentucky.

Senator BARKLEY. I will bet they will get plenty of potatoes out.
Senator BREWSTER. Brother Thomas' people won't do that.
Mr. THOMAS. Brother Thomas' workers will do it if you will give

them the wages.
Senator BREWSTER. What we are offering is $12 a day. Do you

think that is a fair wage?
Mr. THOMAS. I think that is a fair wage.
Senator BREwsTm. That is what we are paying, and a good man can

make $20 a day.
Mr. THOMAS. That is surprising to me. I am going up there and

try to get a job myself.
Senator BiFws m. I don't think you would fit.
Mr. THOMAS. Am I too big?
Senator BlEwSTE. We have got, 3,000 prisoners of war and 1,500

Canadians and 1,500 from Kentucky. [Laughter.]
Senator BARKLEY. I would like to ask you whether you classify us as

Canadians or prisoners of war. [Laughter.]
Senator BREWSTER. All I am giving you is the facts.
Senator VANDENBERG. I would like to know how you can tell one

from the other? [Laughter.]
Senator BREWSTER. At the same time in Portland where the ship-

yards have closed up, there was complaint about unemployment. I
am frankly puzzled about a problem like that.

Mr. THOMAS. If they are paid the wages you say they are, then I
don't see how you would have any problem getting workers.

I do think this: I think the problem could be worked out more eco-
nomically the way you are doing it. They haven't been able to get
enough mechanical potato diggers.
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Senator BREWSTER. Nobody has ever been able to produce a mechan-
ical potato digger. They can't distinguish between a potato and a
rock.

Senator BARKLEY. That is in Maine. [Laughter.]
Mr. THOMAS. That may be true of Maine. There are many rocks I

there.
Senator BREWSTER. The arrangements were largely made before the

war ended. ' In the last 2 weeks the whole picture has changed.
Meanwhile we are in a dilemma, and I thank you for your testi-

mony, and I think it is helpful.
Mr. THOMAS. Did you pick any potatoes on your vacation up there f
Senator BREwSTER. One barrel. [Laughter.]
Senator BARKLEY. Were they potatoes or rocks? [Laughter.]
Senator VANDENBERG. You started to refer to migratory workers.
Are you coming to that later in greater detail?
Mr. THOMAS. I think I have something on that.
I do want to say this. I was just over inanother Senate meeting

listening to testimony of Mayor Kelly, of Chicago. I know in De-
troit the facts are today very different from a few weeks ago and
that a lot of people don't realize it.

The in-migration of workers into Detroit is greater than the out-
migration.

Senator VANDENBERG. You mean they are still coming in?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes. There are more people coming in than there

is going out. -
The reason for that is that this great increase in automobile pro-

duction that people have talked about has attracted a lot of people
all over the country. They feel that here is an industry they are going
to be able to get into. A lot of them are going to be badly disap-
pointed.

Senator BARKLEY. There is a labor force already on the ground
working in those plants which have been making other things and
have priority in those plants against people who come in from other
States.

The people who come in don't stop to figure that out.
Mr. THOfMs. The only thing I wanted to point out was there has

been a misconception that lots of people would start leaving. That
hasn't been the fact.

Senator VANDENBE"G. The thing that I was interested in was your
viewpoint in regard to the transportation section of this bill.

Mr. THOMAS. I have something on that.

LAY-OFTS AND THE PROSPECTS FOR UNEMPLOYMENT

The sudden ending of the war has, I sincerely trust, startled the
Congress into action. Your being here today is an earnest of _your
realization that the situation is already serious, with potentialities
for a real depression.

You have, of course, the official Government figures which show the
precipitate cuts in war procurement programs and the resulting large
scale lay-offs of war workers. Unemployment, the War Manpower
Commission says, "may rise to more than 5 million in 3 months and
may reach 6.2 million by the end of the year."
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The CIO believes this figure greatly underemphasizes the magni-
tude of the problem from the standpoint of unemployment compen-
'sation. First, it represents the number of unemployed at a single
time; it does not indicate the gross number who have alreudy- lost
their jobs or will have lost them by the end of the year. It is the
gross figure, the total of those who must shift jobs, which is signifi-
cant from the point of view of unemployment compensation.

Second, the number accounted unemployed in the official statistics
does not include those who had war jobs but do not look for new jobs
after they are laid off. These people, many of them women, are said
to "withdraw from the labor market." But to accept this explanation
is to give up the fight for full employment before it is begun. Studies
-by the United States Department of Labor, by other Government
agencies, and by some of our own unions are unanimous in showing
that most of the women who have been doing war work would like
to continue in remunerative employment. Under present conditions
of mass lay-offs and returning servicemen, many of the women do not
look for work-because jobs are scarce, because they dont' want to
take them away from others, because take-home pay is rapidly falling,
and because there are often no adequate child-care facilities. These
women are "available for work," if that phrase is properly interpreted.
They should receive unemployment-compensation benefits.

There are no accurate estimates of gross disemployment between
August 15 and December 31, but the number will surely be close to
double the 6.2 million figure of the War Manpower Commission.

Let me cite figures for three major industries in which our members
are employed-aircraft, shipbuilding, and autos. Aircraft employ-
ment, according to official figures, will drop by more than a million-
from 1,260,000 in August to 225,000 in October, a decline of 82 percent.
Shipbuilding employment will fall off a third, from 1,022,000 to
672,000. Employment in automobile plants in the same 60-day period
is expected to drop more than one-half, from 720,000 to 340,000.

In the aircraft industry, to quote the statistics of the War Manpower
Commission (release of August 14) :

The heaviest cuts by far will be in Los Angeles and Detroit; in each area
more than 120,000 aircraft workers are likely to be released. Buffalo probably
will lose 45,000, Chicago and Seattle 30,000 each, and Baltimore, Hartford,
Wichita, and San Diego more than 20,000 apiece. In a number of aircraft centers
nearly all of their aircraft workers will be released, such as in Kansas City,
85,000; Atlanta, 26,000; Cincinnati, 27,000; Dallas, 18,000; Oklahoma City,
17,000; and 10,000 or more in Fort Worth, Omaha, Dayton, Tulsa, and Flint.

Because of cuts in these industries, as well as other cuts in all the
war industries, the Manpower Commission estimates that 9 of its 166
classified-labor-market areas will be "distressed," -with employment
cuts amounting to more than 10 percent of total population, and 71
will be "surplus" areas, with cuts ranging between 5 and 10 percent
of total population. For these areas therefore the proportion of
workers- who are, roughly, one-third the population-who are laid
off will be not less than 12 to 15 percent, and in the distressed areas will
be not less than 25 to 30 percent. The distressed areas are Portland,
Maine; Buffalo, N. Y.; Detroit and Flint, Mich.; Talladega, Ala.;
Panama City, Fla.; Wichita, Kans.; Los Angeles, Calif.; and Port-
land, Oreg.



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 243

The Federtaed Press has reported the following prospects for
unemployment in several major cities:
Chicago (immediately) ---------------------------------- 300,000
New York (within 30 days) ------------------------------- 300,000
St. Louis (immediately) ---------------------------------- 60,000
Kansas City, Mo. (immediately) ----------------------------- 0
Denver (within 80 days) --------------------------------- 17, 0O

Several of our own uions are keeping plant-by-plant records of lay-
offs. The United Steelworkers of America found that as early as
August 18, 27,585 workers had been laid off in 37 plants in the greater
Pittsburgh district. The auto workers' union found that more.than
100,000 workers had been laid off in the Detroit area alone between
August 13 and August 24.

That is 400,000 now.
Senator MILLIuN. Do you know how many ship workers there were

during the war?
Mr. THOMAS. About one and a quarter million.
The CHAMMAN. All right, Mr. Thomas; you may proceed. We

have several other witnesses.
Mr. THOMAS. The Marine and Shipbuilding Workers report thou-

sands off in the first week after VJ-day, with additional lay-offs
expected very soon. The United Electrical Radio and Machine
Workers report that 233,000 of their members had been laid off within
a week. I should like to submit these reports for the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Very well; they.may be inserted in the record.
(Thereports referred to are as follows:)

UAW-Reports from 258 locals

Employment Lay-offs to
Aug. 13 Aug. 27

Detroit.----------------------------------------------- 260, 375 113,205
Outside 549,992 299, 117

Total ----------------------------------------------------------------- 810, 367 41Z 322

This is over 50 percent laid off.

Lay-off8 in representative UAW-CIO plants, Detroit area, since the surrender
of Japan

Employ- Number Number Number
Local number and plant name nent laid off Negroes women Reemployment prospects

Au 3, Aug. 13 laid off laid off
151 to 24

2. Murray .............. 2,000 1,200
3. Dodge-Main ............ 13,500 3,400 75 0- Those laid off will not be

recalled; entire plant clos-
ing Aug. 31 for 2 weeks.

Dodge-Lynch Road--....- 2,800 120 ----------------- 30 more lay-offs Aug. 31;
no additional layoffs ex-

7. Chrysle-Man ------ -6,000 2,500 -------------- pected until Oct. 1.
15. Fleetwood .....----------- 2,400 1,700 --------- - ,20- Unk-
22. Cadillac ------------------- 6,400 4,700 5W 1,200 Unknown.
29. Bohn Plant I ............... 2,100 2,100 180 840 150 will be recalled.
49. Excello ..................... 8,600 6,000 ----------------- Expect rehiring up to 5,000

51. Plymouth ---------------- , 500 1, 5W 200 601 peak in 60 days.
142. Graham-Palge- ------" "-- 2-400 2,400
140. Dodge Truck-------------3, 85 328 ----------------- All back by Sept. 10, 1945.



244 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Lay-offs in representative UAW-CIO plants, Detroit area, since the surrender
of Japan-Continued

EmDloy- Number Number Number
Local number and plant name uent laid off Ne women Reemployment prospects

Aug. 13, Aug.f laid off
1945 to i ay24 ai f

154. Hudson ---------------------

154. Hudson arsenal -------------
155. All plants -------------------

6 largest products plants:
Aeronautical Products_-
Ainsworth -------------
Clayton & Lambert ---
Detroit Aluminum &

Br ------------------
Ferro Stamping ---------

157. Fisher D. A. U ...........
Fisher C. D. E -------------
Fisher 23..............
F. L. Jacobs ----------------
Vinco (3 plants) ...........

163. G. M. Diesel ..........

174. American Metal Products.-
Buhl Stamping -------------
Candler Hill ----------------
Federal Motor Truck .....
Kelsey Hayes
McAleer
Ternstedt ................
Timken Axle ..............

190. Packard --------------------
-208. Bohn, 8 plants .............

212. Briggs --------------------
227. De Soto ....................

235. Chevrolet Gear -------------

262. Chevrolet Forge ...........
280. Continental Motors ---------
306. Budd-

400. Ford-Highland Park ------

410. Midland Steel

490. Chrysler-Highland Park_
600. Ford Rouge ...............
742. Briggs Aircraft ............
835. Detroit Grey Iron .........

Draper Motors..........
Lincoln Forge.

874. Bendix-Wayne ............
900. Lincoln ----------------
946. Chrysler Bomber-

Total ---------------------

8,000

4,500
12,000

(5, 200)

1,000
854

1,800
2,200
1,700
4,000

1,100
1,064
1,000
1,010
4,500

400
1,400
6, 500

21,000
2,200

11,000
2,500

6,000

2,000
4,500
8,000

8, 700

1,400

6,200
58, 000
6, 600

2O0
210
120

3,000
3,961
5,200

260, 375

4,000

1,600 - - - -
6000

(5, 200) ----------

960
529
90

2,075
1,500
3,000

750
746
750

1,

0
1,750

13, 500
1,250

9,000
1,300

1,400

30
3,800
4,000

1,000

700

2,000
8,000
6,350

60
150
120

2,900
1,059
4,000

1113,205

600

100

1, 120

25

2, 000

150

380
80

300
109

1,300

2,283

----------
----------
----------
----------

1,800

1, 190

400

50

.1,000

2, 450

1,200
440- -- - -

*I. *1 I

8,713 '18,554

Management claims 400 more
to be laid off within few
days; union expects 700.

Expects 6.500 employed on
auto production by Sept.
15.

All gage shops are closed;
15 plants, including Fisher
27 and tool plants, are
hiring.

Total lay-off until after
Sept. 3, then 50 percent
will be recalled.

Company clain prospects
good.

Expect 3,000 peak employ-
ment.

Company claims some will
be reemployed. No wo-
men left.

Unknown.

50 percent to be recalled 2 to 3
months. Expect normal
employment Jan. 1, 1946.

All men to be reemployed on
tractor production; work
too heavy for women. Ex-
pect 13,000 peak 6 to 8
months.

100 more to be laid off within
2 weeks; begin recalling
Sept. 15; full production by
Jan. 1, 1946.

Uncertain.

Very poor.

Company does not know.
Plant will close.

1 43.5 percent.-
' 19.8 percent of 43,989.
1 41.5 percent of 44,659.

! 

4.5 person.

s 

19.8 percent of 43,989.

s 

1. percent of 44,65.
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Lwsy-offs in representative UAW-01O plants since the surrender of Japan

[This list excludes plants in Detroit area and Canada]

PlantLocal

5

6
8
9

12
13
14
18
19
20
25
31
32
33
34
35
37
38

40
44
45

46
55
62
64

65
69
70

7.3
72

76
88
87
91
97

100
105
106
113
118
131
133
148
150
159
160
161
169
170
176
186
193

Location
Employ-

ment
Aug. 13,

1945

Number
laid off

Aug. 13,
to Aug.

27
I I* *I I

Studebaker ------------------

Buick -----------------------
Akron Lamp Co ------------
Bendix ----------------------
Bendix Home Appliance ....All plants ----------. -........Nash Kelvinator -----------

All plants ------------------
Murray ---------------------
W. B. Iarvis Co ----------
Montietb Bros ------------
All plants -------------------
North American ------------
White Motor ----------------
R. E. Dietz -----------------
Chevrolet -------------------
Garage Mechanics ----------
Young Radiator ------------
American Broach--------
Barnes-Gibson-Raymond-.....
Fram Filter -----------------
Hoover Ball & Bearing -------
Precision Parts ----------------
Twin Coach ------------
Mueller Brass --------------
Fisher -----------------------

Pontiac Appliance Co --------
Sterling Engine Co ----------
10 p lants ---------------------
Thorrez & Maes Manufac-

turing Co.
Murray-Ohio Corp
Johnson Bronze----------
Accurate Parts --------------
Cuyahoga Stamping .........
Dracco Manufacturing -----
Economy Engineering .......
Geometric Stamping .........
Hubbell Machine -----------
Hydraulic Equipment --------
Lake Shore Machine------
Pocahontas Fuel ------------
Rausch Nut,-----------------
Una Welding
Brass Products .............
3 plants ....................
Nash M otors -----------------

Seaman Body --------------
Willard Battery ------------
Muskegon Motor Specialties..
Ohio Crankshaft ---------- -
Noblitt Sparks -------------
9 tool and die jobbing-------.
Wapakoneta Machine Co:. -_
Lima Locomotive -----------
Continental Motors --------
Falls Screw Products -------
Autocar Co ----------------
Fafnir Bearing ------------
Douglas Aircraft -----------
American Stamping --------
American Bantam Car ------
Corbitt Truck Co ----------
Hercules Motor ........
Gougler Machine_.......
A. C. Williams ------------
7 plants ---------------------
Tempte Bros --------------
Hudson Manufacturing Co.

South Bend, Ind. -...

Melrose Park, Ill ------
Akron, Ohio ----------
South Bend, Ind -------

---- -do ------------
Toledo, Ohio--------
Lansing, Mich ----------
Toledo, Ohio ----------
Scranton, Pa --------
Grand Rapids ---------
Elkhart, Ind ----------
St. Louis, Mo ---------
Kansas City, Kans ----
Cleveland -------------
Syracuse, N. Y------
Atlanta, Ga -----------
Newcastle Pa ------
Racine, Wis-
Ann Arbor, Mich -------

----- do ------------------
----- do ------------------
----- do ------------------
----- do ------------------

Kent, Ohio -------------
Port Huron, Mich ------
Cleveland -------------

Pontiac, Mich-------
Buffalo, N. Y ---------
Jackson, Mich ---------

----- do ------------------

Cleveland -------------
Newcastle, Pa-------
Cleveland -------------

-----do -------------------
-----do ------------------
----- do------------
----- do ------------------
----- do ------------------
--do ------------------

"--- do -------....------
----- do ------------------
. do ------------------
". do ------------------

----- do ------------------
. Bay City, Mich .......

Kenosha. Wis ---------

Milwaukee -------------
. Cleveland ------------

Muskegon, Mich .......
Cleveland -------------
Seymour, Ind ---------
Milwaukee -------------
Wapakoneta, Ohio ....
Lima, Ohio -----------
Muskegon ------------

_ Cuyahoga Falls, Ohio..
_ Ardmore, Pa ----------
. New Britain, Conn ....

Long Beach, Calif -----
Battle Creek ----------
Butler, Pa ------------
Henderson N. C-----
Canton, Ohio .-------
Kent, Ohio -----------

_ Ravenna, Ohio --------
Hamilton, Ohio --------

- Denver Colo--------
- Oshkosi, Wis .........

6,000

6,500
100

8,00
250

36,000
8.500
2,800
3,400

350
120

3,600
8,000
5,000

560
500

15
450
225
200
125
525
325

1,200
2,900
7,700

85
845
400
250

1,300
1,300

85
110
60
40

450
9

160
65
45
85
20
80
50

5,500

1,301
1, 500

500
3,200

375

57
500

7,000
90

2,260
4,000

at,000
140

1,000
242

5,400
1,800

150
68
76
70

Prospects

2, 100

5,000
0

5,800
250

21,500
8,300

600
3,400

0
0

2,400
5,000

0
0
0
0
0
0

65
0
0

100
891

50
5,000

37
518
250
170

1,250
0
0

50
0
0

350
0
0
0
0

25
0

25
0

4, 500

701
600
275

1,500
100
10
0

50
3,000

0
0

3,000
13,900

0
1,000

135
1, 700
1,350

0
73
0
0

Begin car pro-
duction Oct
1; full produ-
tion middle
of 1946.

Unknown.
Good.

Do.
Unknown.

None.
Good.

Do.
Unknown.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.

Bad.
Good.
Expects pick-

up: 3,400.
Good.
Bad.

Do.
Good.

Bad.
Good.

Do.
Bad.
Good.

, Do.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.
Do.

Bad.
Good.
Bad.
Good.
3,500; pick-up,

Feb. 194.
Bad.

Do.
Good.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.

Do.
Do.

Do.
Bad.

Good.
Do.

Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.
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Lay-offt in represeattve UAW-OIO plants since the suyender of 4apla*-Oon.
Employ- Number

meit laid off
Local Plant Location me.nt PopetAu. 8,Aug. 13, Prosperts

oAug.18' to Aug.27

196

206
207
213
214
217

218
219
220
224
225
226

234
242
243
248
249
263
264
268

276
282
283
284
285
287

289
307
308
309
324
330
337
338
339
343
345
346
348

363
374
365
395

Wilcox Rich Division .......

Leonard Division, Nash ....
Cleveland Diesel-
Smalley-General Co---------
Chicago Steel Fouadry -------
Johnston & Jennings
Locke Machine ---------------
Bishop & Babcock ...........
Horsburgh & Scott-
Stahl G ear -------------------
Osborn Manufacturing Co ---
City M achine ----------------
Hope Metal Products --------
Standard Tool Co ------------
Cowles Tool Co_
Lamson & Sessions ..........
Columbia Metal Stamping. --
Dickey Grabler Co -----------
F. C. Thornton --------------
Empire Plow Co ...........
Ohio Aircraft Fixture ---------
Lewis Machine ---------------
Manufacturers Brush --------
Arcrods Corp ...........
Bartlett & Snow Co ----------
Klass Machine Co_
Taylor Machine ------------
Howell Industrial Truck .....
Mitchell Metal Products -----
Lakeside Steel Improvement.
Bomgardner Manufacturing--
Cleveland Dental Manufac-

turing.
Harris Calorific -------------
Hodell Chain Co -------------
Whiteway Stamping Co ....
Rasmussen Machine Co ......
Aluminum Co. of America..
Wilcox Rich Division --------
Michigan Chemical Corp-----
Mechanics Universal Joint..--
Chevrolet Commercial Body.

All foundries ----------------
Muncie Foundry--------
Globe Machine -------------
Allis Chalmers .............
Ford.. ................
Dill Manufacturing .........
Federal Malleable ----------
American Chain & Cable-.-

Saginaw Steering Gear ......
St. Louis Spring ......-......
Wisconsin Motors Corp.-
Holland Hitch Co ------------
Martin Pedler Band Co ....
Muncie Foundry & Warner

Gear.
Ohio Forge -------------
Eaton Stamping .............
Ranney Refrigerator Co ------
Sterling Wheelbarrow --------
Kempsmith Machine Co -----
Bendix ----------------------
Bryant Heater -------------
Marlin Rockwell ...........
Douglas (tooling) ...........
Mack Manufacturing ---------
Universal Foundry .........
Van Dor Iron Works.. -.....
General Aviation Equip-

ment.
Peo Products -------------
Pittsburgh Forgings .......
All plants -------------------
McDonnell Aircraft .......

Battle Creek ...........

Grand Rapids -----------
Cleveland-
Bay City, Mich ........
Chicago ................
Cleveland-._

.-----do .-.....-.........
--------------do ----------.....do ................
----- do ................
----- do ----------------.d
----- do ----------------

.-----do ................
--------------do -------------- do ................
----- do ----------------.d
----- do ----------------.d
----- do ................
----- do ................

----- do ................
----- do ----------------
----- do ----------------
----- do ----------------
----- do --------------

-----do ----------------
----- do ----------------
--------- do --------------
------- -----do----------------------- do ................
----- do ................
-------------- do -------------- do ---- do..............

----- do ................

RcnWis --------
Newcastle, Pa -----
Marshall, Mich......
St. Louis, Mich-----
Rockford, Ill----------
Indianapolis, Ind----

Racine, Wis- -
Muncie. Ind---------
Cleveland, Ohio -------
West Allis, Wis------
Kansas City, Mo .....
Cleveland, Ohio -------
Milwaukee, Wis -------
Adrian, Mich -------

Saginaw, Mich --------..
St. Louis, Mo---------
MiwaaoWlis ......
Holland, ich ...-......
Elkhart, Ind---------
Muncie. ._.....

Cleveland --------------

WetAll...W.........

Greenville Mich.....
W. Allis, Oh.o
Milwaukee, W---........
Chicago.. .-- --.........
Cleveland ---------------
Jamestown, N. Y .
Vernon, Calif... .......
Plainfield, N. IJ----
Oshkosh -------------
Cleveland------------
Ashley, Pa -------

Cleveland ..............
Jackson Mich-------
Long m nd, N. Y
Memphis ..............

2,800

1,625
3,200

40
100
300
90

750
65
47

989
20
25

570
"115

600
30
94
45

235
91
55

110
84
90
20
98
10
22
45
3

75

185
110
25

100
800
500
150
500

2,500

440
275
600

14,000
1,500

425
107
530

940
20O
640
240

81
2,800

250
270
150
100
190

2,700
200

1,200
300

1,200
382
250
146

1,000
140

1,713
1,050

2,800

725
0
0
0
0

18
860

0
0

70
0
0

22
25
0
0
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
0
0

19
0
3
0
0
0

0
0
0

60
800
300

0
60

2,500

0
0

350
61000

700
0
0

30

240
0
0

2 00

10
1,300

0
225

0
0

100
%,700

21
500

62
300

0
0

28
1,057
1,000

1,200;, pick-up
eampottd.

Good.

Bad.
Good

Good.

Good.

Good.

Bad.
Unknown.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Company re-

fuses Infor-
mation.

Good.
Do.

Unknown.
Bad.

Do.
Good.

Do.
380, pick-upkez-
' pected.Fair.
Good.

Do.
Bad.
Good.
Unknown.

Good.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.

Bad.
Good.
Bad.

Bad.
Good.

Do.
Bad.

Do.
Unknown.

Do.
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Laiy-off in repreaontalfve UAW-OIO plants since the surrender of Jepan-Con.

Plant

Webster Electric -......
Hanchett ManufacturingCo_-
Wilcox Rich Division .......
Trailer Co. of America ------
Electric Auto-Lite ------------
Avion Corp .................
Unit Drop Forge -----------
Lakey Foundry & Machine.
Lloyd Manufacturing --------
E. W. Bliss ..................
Michiana Products .........
Saginaw Steering Gear -------
Douglas Aircraft ----------
Federal Screw Works ---------
Port Huron Tool & Die ------
Delco Remy ------------------
General Body & Hoist --------
Ford Hayden Mills -----------
Bohn Aluminum -------------
Hersheimer Foundry ---------
National Lock Co ....
Continental Motors ----------
Southern Aircraft -------------
Baker Raulang Co ..........
Acme Lee.
Wolverine Brass Works ------
Weatherhead Co -------------
Buckeye Bumper_
Master Lock Co .............
McKinney Tool --------------
Carey Machine -------------
Wisconsin Screw Co --------
Waco Aircraft ..............
Chevrolet Transmission;

Delco-Remy.
Aluminum Forgings ........
Bellevue Manufacturing Co_.
M uncie Gear W orks ----------
Chevrolet .............
Matthews Boat & Std. Prod--
Ryan Aircraft ----------------
Simpson Steel ..............
Malabar Machine Co ---------
U. S. Spring & Bumper .....
F ord .............. .........
Bay Manufacturing
'Hyland Machine Co......
Modine manufacturing .....
Fostoria Spark Plug
Oshkosh Motor Truck .......
Saginaw Malleable Iron ------
Yellow Truck...........
Buick .......................
Consolidated Vultee ----------
Delco Radio .................
Swanson Tool & Machine....--
Firestone Aircraft........
Beaver Met. Coaches ---------
Industrial Machine Tool ----
Delco Remy ------------------
Marvel Carburetor .........
Sealed Power Corp
McCord Radiator........
Vichek Tool ------------------
Dumore Electric Co -........
Meteor Motor Oar -----------
North American -------------
Curtiss W right ---------------
United Aircraft ---------------
Fageol Products --------------
A. C. Spark Plug -------------
Pontiac Motor-.
Donnely Manufacturing- ...
Standard Cotton Products... -
American Forging Socket ....
Wilson Foundry---------
Chevrolet ...................
Walker-Michigan Co --------

Location
Employ-

ment
Aug. 13,

1945

Number
laid off

Aug. 13,
to Aug.

27

Prospects

I I I I

Racine .................
Big Rapids, Mich -------
Lawton, Mich ----------
Cincinnati --------------
LaCrosse, Wis.......
Los Angeles, Calif
West AMlls, Wis ---------
Muskegon ............
Kenominee, Mich -------
Hastings, Mich ---------
Michigan City, Ind ....
Saginaw, Mich ----------
Oklahoma City ........
Chelsea, Mich ----------
Port Huron, Mich ------
Bedford, Ind ------------
Everett, Mass -----------
Tecumseh Mich --------
Adrian, Mich ........
LaCrosse, Wis .........
Rockford, Ill ..........
Garland, Tex.......

----- d o -------------------Cleveland ---------------
M uncie? ----------------
Grand Rapids -----------
Cleveland .............
Springfield, Ohio .......
Milwaukee-... .---
Cleveland..... d o .-- - - - -- - - -Racine, Wis -----------

Troy, Ohio.........
Muncie, Ind ------------

Erie, Pa_
Bellevue, Ohio_
Muncie -----------

-do.............
Port Clinton, Ohio-.---
San Diego, Calif ......
Los Angeles, Calif .....

----- do ---------- ---
--- do .................

Big Bay, Mich ........
.- do ..............

Dayton, Ohio ..........
LaPorte, Ind ------------
Fostoria, Ohio ----------
Oshkosh, Wis .........
Danville, Ill ...........
Pontiac, Mich ----------
Flint, Mich ...........
Louisville, Ky ....
Terre Haute, Ind.
E rie, Pa -----------------
AtlantaGa
Beaver alls, Pa
Fenton, Mich
Cincinnati, Ohio .......
Flint ............
Muskegon .........
Wausen, Ohio -----------
Cleveland ---------------
Racine, Wis........
Plqua Ohio.....
Grand Prairie, Tex.....
Cincinnati
Dayton, Ohio_
Kent, Ohio ...........
Flint.............
Pontiac...........
Ravenna, Ohio ........
Flint ------------------
Pontiac ................
Pontiac, Mich .........
Flint ...................
Jackson, Mich-------

1,000
400
131

1,300
1,700

353
290

1,800
914
250
3W

1, 181
15, 000

451
40

800
32
63

714
28

2,200
1,100
2, 100

270
480
300

2,300
230
272
208
150
540
900
91q)

800
80

600
1,200
1, 100
5,000

90
70

400
87

9,50
42

350
900
100
50

5,500
13,000
1,200

300
90

1,600
75

205
590
400

2,900
130
230
358
150

17, 500
27,000

1,200
50

12,000
7,300

20
125
487

1,000
8,457

35

100
0

131
75

391
300

0200
244

0
0

738
12, 400

301
8

800
0

21
614

0
50

1,100
1,700

0
175
16

1, 100
200

0
100
100
400
740

0

800
0

550
900
750

1,000
90
70

400
0

250
39
28

500
0

500
4,500
9,000

900
300

6
1,200

0
117
90
0
0
0
0

28
100

16,300
27,000
1, 100

0
7,000
6,200

0
0

237
600
457
300

Good.
Do.

Bad.
Unknown.

Do.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Bad.
Unknown.
Bad.
None.
Good.
Unknown

Do.
Good.

Do.
Bad.

Do.
Unknown.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Unknown.
Good.

Do.
Bad.
Good.
Bad.
Good.

Bad.
Good.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Bad.

Do.
Do.
Do.

Unknown.
Do.

Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.

Unknown.

Do.
Bad.
Shut down.
Good.
Bad.
Good.
Bad.

Do.
Good.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Closing Sept. 1.
None.
Unknown.
Good.
Bad.

Good.
Do.

Unknown.
Bad.
Good.
Bad.

Local

247



248 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Lay-offs to mpresentative UAW-OIO plants since the surrender of'JdUat-Oo11.

Employ- Numbermeant laid off

Local plant Location Aug. , 13, Prospects
1945 to Aug.

661 Ranger .................
South Shore M .achie
R. & E. Faust ......

662 Delco Remy
663 Guide Lamp -----------------
667 American Blower -------------
669 Curtiss Wright --------------
668 Chevrolet Grey Iron Foundry
674 Chevrolet --------------------

D elco -------------------------
670 Hancock ManufacturingCo_-
685 Chrysler .....
682 F ord -------------------------
693 Schult Trailer------------
695 T.B. Woods Sons Co --------
696 Moraine Products.
701 Paramount Manufacturing

Co.
Allied Plant 3
Allied Plant 4 --------------
Hillsdale Commutator._

702 Covered Wagon Co -----------
704 United Steel & Wire ---------
708 Palace Travel Coach ........
711 Superior Coach ....
715 Bennett Pump ---------------
716 Acme Aluminum Alloys ------
717 __ do .........
719 Electromotive Diesel ---
730 Grand Rapids Stamping

(G. M.).
739 Reed Manufacturing Co
743 Bendix ----------------------
746 Chambersburg Engineering

Co.
750 Universal Cooler ------------
755 American Coach & Body..-
759 Champion Machine & Forge.

781 John Bean Manufacturing
Co.

784 Cadillac Malleable -----------
787 Lycoming Division ----------
791 American Air Filter-----
793 Auto Specialties ---------
801 Hayes Manufacturing --------
804 Dowmetal Foundry .........
806 J.I. Case .------------------
808 Aluminum Co. of America --
820 Berridge Shear_..........
824 Mack Truck ...............
826 T apco ----------------------
827 Wood Shovel & Tool - ._.------
832 C.T. Miller Co --------------
834 Wire Cloth Products ---------
833 Chrysler Tank Arsenal .....
838 John Deere Tractor .........
841 Electric Motor Corp ----------
842 Fairchild Aircraft ...........

Victor ----------------------
Pangborn ---------------

849 Ford ...... --.............
8W3 Bendix Marine Division ------
856 Goodyear Aircraft ------------
86W Monroe Steel Casting ---------

M onroe Tool -----------------
Rossin Tool ------------------

860 Foote Burt -------------------
86 Ford ------------------------
863 --- do ------------------------
870 ----- do ......................
877 Sikorsky Aircraft -----....
878 Monroe Auto Equipment..---
870_ Fo-d ------------------------
884 i Oliver Corp ----------------

Farmingdale, N. Y ---
---do -- - - - - - - - -

Anderson, Ind ----------
----- do ................
Columbus, Ohio -------
Paterson, N. I-_
Saginaw Mich
Norwood, Ohio.
....-do . .-- ---------------
Jackson, Mich .........
Kokomo, Ind-
Munising, Mich --------
Elkhart, Ind.
Chambersburg, Pa ------
Dayton, Ohio -----------
Hillsdale, Mich ---------

----- do ------------------d
......------ -do
Mount Clemens, Mich..

Battle Creek___
F lin t --------------------
Lima, Ohio -------------
Hart, Mich..........
Dayton, Ohio ..........
Jackson, Mich
La Grange, Ill ----------
Grand Rapids ."

Erie, Pa M-h
Owosso, Mich -----------
Chambersburg, Pa-.....

Marion, Ohio -----------
Cleveland .............
.....-do ------------------

Lansing, Mich ----------

Cadillac, Mich --------
Williamsport, Pa --------
Louisville, Ky ----------
St. Joseph, Mich .......
Grand Rapids, Mich ..---
Bay City, Mich ---------
Rock Island, Ill ........
Vernon, Calif ..........
Sturgis, Mich ..........
New Brunswick, N. J.__
Euclid, Ohio ------------
Piqua. Ohio .....
Sturgis M ich
Forest Park, Ill......
Van Dyke, Mich ......
Waterloo. Iowa ---------
Racine, Wis ...........
Hagerstown, Md --------

----- do .............
----- do ------------------
Ypsilanti, Mich ---------
Brooklyn N. Y ---------
Akron, Ohio . . . . . . . . ..
Monroe, Mich.
--- - do ..----------------
----do ------------------
Mentor Ohio
Louisville, Ky
Hamilton, Ohio ---------
Dallas, Tex -------------
Bridgeport, Coun -------
Monroe, Mich .........
Ft. Peul, Mnn .........
Springfield, Ohio-----..-

1,700
45

150
12,000
3,400

200
37,000
3,000

450
900
250
600

* 50
1,000

160
2,200

450

471
130
115
30

530
365
400
340
500
400

81000
500

300
723
815

€650
250
550

306

160
900
580

1, 100
1,500
1,639
1,095
2,000

65
2,400
3,800

300
35

100
2,600
4,000

150
6,000

600
650
656

1,400
18, 500

100
100
175
335

1,000
650
540
429

1,000
1.675

1,350
45

115
1,000

600
0

30,000
0
0

900
8

450
25
0
0

172
407

356
46
93
0

36
365

0
0

350
0
0
0

0
373

0

0
0

275

0

0
700
165
200

1,200
1,200

46
2,000

0
290

3,300
0
0
2

880
0
0
0
0
0
0

229
16, 500

0
0

175
0
0
0
0

229
40

400

Unbiwn.
Do.

Good.

Do.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Bad.
Good.

Good.
Do.
Do.

Unknown.

Do.
Do.
Do.

Bad.
Good.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Unknown.
Good.

Do.
Do.

Do.
Bad.
Good.

Do.
Do.

Dependent-on
General
Motors and
Ford.

Good.

Do,
Do.
Do.
Do.

Bad.
Do.

Good.
Unknown.
Good.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Bad.
Good.,

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Bad.
Do.

Bad.
Good.

Do.
'Do.
Do.

Bad.
Good.

Good
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Lail-oft in representative UAW-0IO plkmts since the surrender of Japasn,-Con.

Employ- Number
mpnt laid off

Local Plant Location Aug. 13, Prospects
Ag. 13, to Aug.

887 North American ------------ Inglewood, Calif -------- 14,700 3, 500 Bad.
891 Ford ------------------------ Manchester Mich ------ 235 0 Good.
892 ---- do ----------------------- Brooklyn . Y 28 0
902 Bowser ---------------------- Chelsea, Mieh 166 120
904 Consolidated Vultee -------- Downey, Calif ----------- 1,040 520 Bad.
914 Herbrand Forge ------------ Fremont, Ohio ---------- 650 0 Good.
920 Ford---' .............. Alexandria, Va ---------- 50 50 Do.
924 R. M. Thomas, Inc -------- Muncie ------------------ 93 53 Bad.
928 Ford ------------------------ Oklahoma City 54 0 Good.
930 ---- do ----------------------- Troy, N. Y ------------- 400 14 Unknown
940 Pierce-Governor ------------ Anderson, Ind ---------- 825 740 Do.
944 Jarecki Machine & Tool ----- Grand Rapids, Mich....- 780 530 Bad,

A 948 Brigge Manufacturing ------- Cleveland --------------- 150 50 Do.
952 Ford ..--------------------- Iron Mountain, Mich_ __ 3,400 2,500 Do-
960 Regal Manufacturing Co- Coldwater, Mich -------- 94 63 Good.
963 Simplex Paper Corp -------- Adrian, Mich ----------- 240 35

Stearns Manufacturing Co --------.do ------------------- 225 100
Bassett Foundry -------------- do ------------------- 45 0 Good.

967 Breckenridge Machine ------- Cleveland --------------- 300 0 Do;
975 Ohio Steel Foundry --------- Lima, Ohio ------------- 2,400 1,000 Bad.
988 Fisher ------------------------ Memphis, Tenn ........ 3,300 3,000 Do.
989 Krieger Steel --------------- Woodhaven N. Y ----- 800 700 UnknownL
997 Superior Coach ------------- Goshen, Ind-- ---------- 130 43 Good.
998 Studebaker ------------------ Chicago, Ill ------------- 260 0 Bad.

VIN D. SwEr.NEY,
UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,

Pitt8burgh, Pa., August 21, 1945.
Release: A. M. Tuesday.

The preliminary results of a survey of unemployment in plants under contract
with the United Steelworkers of America in the greater Pittsburgh district
reveals that 27,585 workers have lost their jobs in 37 plants. This is as of Satur-
day, August 18.

Thirteen thousand and seventy are in Allegheny County.
Another 9,010 are in the four-county area surrounding Allegheny, namely

Butler, Beaver, Washington, and Westmoreland.
In the greater Pittsburgh district outside of the five-county area still another-

5,505 have been laid off.
It is estimated that this loss of employment for 27,585 workers will reduce

monthly pay rolls by $6,896,000 in the Pittsburgh district.
Most of these lay-offs have been since the end of the Japanese wak. Some,

however, have been within recent weeks, but a worker is no less unemployed
whether he was laid off a month ago or last week.

It would be idle speculation to try and determine at this early data how much
of this unemployment is permanent, because of the apparent policy of the pro-
curement agency in holding back many cancellations until after the official
surrender terms are completed with Japan. Much of the unemployment is perma-
nent, however, in view of the fact that (1) the displaced workers have mainly
been working on direct armament orders, and (2) it requires many more man-
hours to produce munitions than it does to produce many domestic products.

Final results of the unemployment survey being conducted by the United Steel-
workers of America will be available shortly. This survey excludes the basic steel
pr(Iucing works as the employment situation in them was too confused last week
to attempt any measurement of unemployment. It is clear, though, that much
unemployment and part-time work will develop in the basic steel industry
due to (1) the great confusion prevailing in the order departments of the big
companies and (2) the studied policy of abandoning old facilities.

In addition, a national survey is also being conducted. Results from central
Pennsylvania, for example, so far show a lay-off of 5,600 workers since the end
of the Japanese war. Four thousand of these are at Harrisburg Steel which has
c(1011M until October. The national unemployment picture In steel and Ats allied
mIetal-working industries way prove more severe than Government and industry
sources have forecast.
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Fourteen percent, or 3,862, of these workers are women for whom there is
little prospect of securing gainful private employment. Unless the Pittsburgh
district develops suitable employment in light industries there will be a large num-
ber of permanenty unemployed women in this district. Many of these are single,
unattached women, and unless Jobs Itre made available for them, most will have
to become out-migrants and leave the district to secure jobs in other sections of
the country.

Preliminary figures on unemployment by plants are attached.

Compa

JC
Ur
Sc

Pi
St
CcLe
Co

Pi
N

Pc
P
F(
H

Cr
V
12C

Allegheny County
ny: Unemployed
national Tube, McKeesport district ------------------------- 4,000
'nes & Laughlin, McKeesport district -------------------------- 2, 100
iion Steel Castings, Lawrenceville --------------------------- 1. 500
aife & Co ------------ ---------------------------------- 1, 300

ittsburg'h Forgings, Coraopolis-------------------------------- 659
andard Steel Spring, Coraopolis ------------------------------- 400
)ke & Chemical Co., Neville Island ---------------------------- 80
'wis Foundry, Groveton, Pa ---------------------------------- 60
)ntinental Roll & Machinery, Coraopolis ------------------------ 500
ttsburgh Water Heater, Carnegie ------------------------------ 80
ational Supply, Carnegie ------------------------------------ 175
rcelain Products, Carnegie ---------------------------------- 50

ressed Steel Car, McKees Rocks ------------------------------- 600
)rt Pitt Malleable, McKees Rocks ------------------------------ 150

K. Porter, Pittsburgh -------------------------------------- 400
rucible Steel, Park Works ------------------------------------ 400
ictory Engineering, Pittsburgh -------------------------------- 125
crucible Steel, North Side, Pittsburgh -------------------------- 500

Total ------------------------------------------------- 13, 070

F'our-county area surrounding Allegheny (Butler, Beaver, We8tmoreland, and
Washington)

Company : Unemployed
Robertshaw Thermostat, Youngwood district ------------------- 2, 500
Pullman-Standard Car, Butler --------------------------------- 500
National Supply Co., Ambridge -------------------------------- 750
Curtiss-Wright, Beaver ------------------------------------- 2,000
Crucible Steel, Midland -------------------------------------- 25')
Liggett Spring & Axle, Monongahela --------------------------- 300
Cannonsburg Steel & Iron, Cannonsburg ------------------------- 910
Aluminum Company of America, Cannonsburg -------------------- 400
Fort Pitt Bridge, Cannonsburg 0-------------------------------- 0
Aluminum Company of America, New Kensington ----------------- 850
Duraloy, Scottdale ------------------------------------------- 60

Total -------------------------------------- 9,010

Pittsburgh district outside of 4-county area
Comp

S
U
A
B
C
B

V

any : Uwmptoyed
tandard Steel Spring, New Castle ------------------------------ 250
nited Engineering, New Castle ------------------------------ 2, 0q0
luminum Company of America, New Castle ---------------------- 500
ethlehem Steel, 3ohnstown, Pa -------------------------------- 300
arneeie-Illinois Steel Corp., Mingo Junction, Ohio ----------------- 700
law-Knox Co., Martins Ferry, Ohio -------------------------- 1,500
wheeling Steel, Martins Ferry, Ohio ---------------------------- 130
'ulcan Rail & Construction Co., Benwood, W. Va ------------------- 125

Total -------------------------------------------------- , 505

Company: Central Pennsylvania Unemployed
Hairisburg Steel, Harrisburg, Pa ----------------------------- 4,000
York Safe & Lock Co., York, Pa ------------------------------- 1, 600

Total ------------------------------------------------- 5, 600
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Status of various shipyards as of Aug 28, 1945

Yard Canceled Employment and lay-off
- 1I'

Beth-Fore River -------------

Baldt Anchor -------------

West Coast Ship (other
yards, nothing).

Beth-Staten Island .........

Bethlehem-27th St. (others,
not yet).

Bethlehem, East Boston ...
Kemp Engineering .........
General Ship ----------------

3. K. Welding, Brooklyn ..--
Petersen, Nyack ----. ----
Federal, Kearney.../ ------

Maryland Drydock------

Merrill-Stevens ............
Lawley --------------- 
Todd_..---------M-----
Atlantic Basin ...--------
Greenport Basin -------.. -.-.
Defoe ----------------------

New England ----------

Cruisers, 5 medium, 2 heavy
hulls left as of Jan. 1, 1946.

Whole contract --------------

Destroyers 5 2,200-ton (6
left, 3 in basin and 3 being
completed).

LST-6, I hospital ship ----
Shell container --------------
LST-1, frigates 2, all work __

All work ...................
do

Passenger, 3, AKA-3 --------

Victory 3 (Navy to decide
on AL).

LCI-3, P8----------------
'N one .............

---d o -----------------------

All work_.
Minesweepers, 25 (5 boats

left).
Tankers, 12; ECZ, 4 ........

Eureka --------------- None ----------------
Alabama ------------------ I Repair on Holbrook ---------

Sun Ship ...................
United Boat Service .......
Robert Jacob ----------------
Metal Products Standard

Manufacturing.
Bethlehem, Key Highway.__

Contract ending -------------
Pontoon --------------------
LOT, all, Pt, all

ARL, 3, all ships for Pacific. -

Bethlehem, Fairfield ------- Victory, 23

Dodge Boat
Norfolk Ship__.
Newport News Ship --
Owens Yacht ----------------

Dravo, Wilmington ---------

Pusey & Jones .............

American Car & Foundry._.

Bethlehem, Sparrows Point
Cramp Ship_ ..............

Jeffersonville Boat. -
Cambridge Ship .........
Bethlehem, Key Highway..

Everything -----------------
None yet ....

Repair of DE, 2 more boats
scheduled to be completed
within 60 days. Com-
pany has only 4 car floats
and 1 floating crane left.

No cancellations yet on 2
vessels building.

No cancellations yet of
beaver-board contract.
Work to continue until
November.

Cruisers, 2; submarines, 2;
destroyers, 2; repair.

YP-8 ......................

1,000 laid off by Aug. 21 (claim level-
off at 15,000).

250 laid off (45 percent unemploy-
ment).

250 laid off.

450 laid off (7,000 present employ-
ment) (3,500 by Dec. 1945).

500 laid off (state temporary).

2,000 laid off (2,000 left).
135 laid off (300 left).
100 laid off (500 left).
(All?)
150 laid off (none left).
33 laid off (40 lelt).
1,500 laid off (night shifts of 5,000 dis-

continued as of Aug. 27).
4,000 to be laid off within 60 days.

(8 000 employed)l.
300 id off.

441 laid off (none left).
1,200 laid off (700 left).

3,000 lay-off contemplated (400 al-
ready).

1,000 laid off (500 left).
New construction ends in October;

800 laid off in repair:
10,000 lay-off in 90 days.
500 laid off.

Do.
400 laid off during reconversion (500on).1,500 to be laid off within the next 10

days. (Present employment 6,000.)
6,000 already laid off. 16,000 more to

be laid off within 60 days. Yard to
be shut.

Yard closed.

3,000 laid off.
100 to be laid off within 30 days (240employed).
Membership reduced to 1,200. Yard

practically to close within 60 days.

Yard going into making paper-
making machines. Employment
therefore to continue.

None contemplated.
4,308 laid off on Aug. 22.

200 laid off.
38 men left in yard.
2,500 to be laid off within 30 days.

Source: Industrial Union of Marine and Shipbuilding Workers of America. Aug. 27, 1945.

Mr. THOMAS. I do not need, I am sure, to point out the effects of
lay-offs on any such scale as this upon other groups in your communi-
tios. Workers without income are poor customers. If they remain
long unemployed they breed more unemployment.

What are the prospects for duration of unemployment? Will the
12,000,000 workers who lose their jobs before January 1, 1946, find

76876-45----,-17

Lcal'

42

f"5
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new jobs quickly or will they suffer prolonged unemployment? That is
difficult to predict but is important from the standpoint of the need
for unemployment compensation. It is clear that while some will no
doubt find jobs quickly, there will be many, those who will have to
shift from one industry to another or from one location to another, who
will have long out-of-work periods. More than a million aircraft
workers will have to find wholly different jobs; 750,000 ordnance work-
ers; and 350,000 shipbuilding workers. Thousands of workers in
areas of specialized production-Bath, Maine; Talladega, Ala.; Rad-
ford, Va.; San Diego, Calif., for example--will have to move else-
where.

Even larger numbers of workers who are now losing their war jobs
are anticipating employment as soon as their industries reconvert.
How long will this take? If we are to believe recent industry pro-
nouncements we could rest easy. In a recent press release-August
19-from the National Association of Manufacturers, for example, the
president, Mr. Mosher, is quoted as saying:

Industry has long been planning for this reconversion period. This planning
has not only taken place in Individual companies, but by various committees and
groups within the National Association of Manufacturers and other business
bodies. As a result of this planning, and because of the pent-up demand for
civilian goods, we can look to the future with optimism. Our surveys indicate
there should be a large number of jobs in private industry and business for,
American workers in a comparatively short time.

And in a release 2 days earlier the optimistic Mr. Mosher predicted-
that ja very small percentage (of workers) need be out of work for more than
30 days. The number of workers who might be unemployed for more than 30
days amounts to less than 1 millions * * * most of these 1 million
workers will be back on the Job within 12 weeks. * * *

Similar statements have been made since VJ-day by the Automotive
Council for War Production.

I think it is significant that these optimistic predictions come when
mass layoffs are occurring, when workers are beginning to demonstrate
for severance pay, for unemployment compensation, and for measures
to assure jobs after reconversion. Industry does not want Congress tot4ke action along these lines. To this end it is putting on a vigorous
organized propaganda campaign to minimize the need for action.

Senator BRwsmm. Do you think there is any tendency to exaggerate
the other side?

Mr. THOMAS. You mean to exaggerate more unemployment than
what actually existed?

Senator Bmlws-rsm Yes.
Mr. THOMAS. I don't think so.
If you could come to Detroit and see the millions of people stand-

ing in line today trying to get unemployment compensation, I don't
think you would think I was exaggerating.

Senator BREWSTER. I didn't suggest you were. There were numerous
estimates, 10,000,000, 12,000,000, and so on, which must be to some ex-
tent estimates, and seem to be reiterated rather loudly, and I feel they
are somewhat associated with the campaign for the full-employment.
bill.

Do you think that is a fair statement?
Mr. THOMAS. I think all the figures I have used of estimated unem-

ployment have come from various Government agencies.
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Senator BREWSTFm. They are not immune to propaganda themselves.
Mr. THOMAS. I don't know that.
Senator MILLIKiN. Mr. Thomas, when Detroit turned over to peace

from wartime activities, you had a period of dislocation at the time.
Do you remember how long, roughly, it took you to make the turn-
overI

Mr. THOMAS. I would say they did a pretty good job, within 60 days.
We are facing an absolutely different situation today than we faced

at that particular time.
At that particular time we were going from the building of civilian

goods to the building of war production. That war production was
being paid for by the Government, and there wasn't the private com-
petitive set-up which we have in private industry.

What I mean is that the Government was paying exorbitant prices
and they didn't care what they paid as long as they could get the work
out.

Today you are goingin the opposite direction. You are going from
a situation where the Government has been paying for the production
back into private competition. There was no competition during the
war. Now you are going back to competition. There was a hoarding
of manpower from civilian to war work. There won't be any con-
traction from war work to private industry, which, I say, will create a
greater unemployment gap.

Senator MILLIKIN. If you are going back to making automobiles,
then, you are anxious to get them on the market.

Mr. THOMAS. If I understand what you are asking, we want to get
these cars on the market as fast as we can.

I am here talking about an unemployment situation. That ver7fact will create more unemployment, because a manufacturer won't 
hire a man he won't need to get into that competitive situation. To (
do Government work, he would.

Senator MILLIKIN. I understand what you are driving at.
I was driving at the time lag.
-Mr. THOMAS. There would be a tendency to close up that gap.
Senator ML uuN. We don't know whether we want 26 weeks or the

weeks provided in the State laws.
I am curious to know what is the reasonable time to get the most

of this reconversion period completed.
Mr. THoMAS. I think if the automobile industry wanted to they

could do a better job than any industry I know of in making that
period as short as possible.

Senator MILIKIN. Could you give any figures as to what you esti-
'nate the reemployment will be in the successive months for the next
year?

Have you estimated that?
Mr. THOMAS. I have not.
Senator BREwsTm. The manufacturers did testify here that they

could accomplish the reconversion job in 3 months.
I believe General Motors did testify to that effect. I thought they

were optimistic.
Mr. THOMAS. You mean to be back to full production of automobilesin 3 months?
Senator BREwSm-E. Full employment in the automobile industry. 1

253
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Mr. THoMAS. You mean what they had before the war?
Senator BREWSTER. That is right.
They also gave us the figures on the servicemen returning.
Mr. THoM.As. I think that can be done provided there is material.

That is-a factor that has to be taken into consideration.
Senator BpxwsTrE. You think as far as getting their machines and

assembly lines together, they could -do it in that period if they had
the raw materials?

Mr. THOMAS. The automobile industry in normal times in changing
over from an old model to a new model very seldom took more than 3
months to make that change-over.

I don't think the situation here is any more difficult than it was
previously.

Senator BREWSTEMR. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Thomas. We have several other

witnesses to be heard from.
Mr. THOMAS. Contrast the present optimism by industry spokesmen

with the black predictions of a year ago. Then, according to the auto
industry, reconversion would take months-months before any cars
rolled off the assembly lines and more months before full production
could be reached.

Why this difference? At that time industry was angling for con-
gressional action on its own behalf-for tax concessions, for contract
termination machinery, for a surplus property act which would not
"injure business." But now, having obtained everything it wanted
from a tractable Congress, industry glows with self-assurance. "Don't
worry," they say, "leave everything to us. We'll have you all back
to work in no time at all."

Frankly, I believe them now as little as I believed them a year ago. I
believe that the figures I have cited, and the situation as you are
hearing of it daily, clearly require immediate action to assist workers
during the reconversion period.

INADEQUACIES OF STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS

Other witnesses will present comprehensive statistics on the in-
adequacies of existing State laws to meet the present growing emer-
gency. Though I shall not dwell on them at length, I do want to
emphasize a few of the more serious shortcomings.

Despite improvements adopted during 1945 by a number of State
legislatures there is no State which provides benefits equal to those
called for by President Truman-$25 weekly maximum benefits pay-
able for 26 weeks. Washington comes nearest, but provides 26 weeks
only as a maximum, not for all recipients. As of June 30, only 142
percent of the workers covered by the State laws were in States paying
a maximum benefit of over $21; 22 percent were in States where te,
maximum was less than $20. The minimum benefit is still $3 in four
States and 38.8 percent of covered workers are in States having a
minimum weekly benefit of $5 or less. Only four States provide
dependency allowances.

Because of the low &ilings on benefits, some 60 percent of all bene-
fit recipients in 1944 received the maximum benefit. Actual benefits,
consequently, are still very low. Average weekly benefits for total
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ineiployment were only $15.90 in 1944 and were as little as $7.91 in
North Carolina and $9.50 in South Dalota. In no State did they
Felch $20. Such amounts are obviously inadequate to go very far
toward sustaining the country's purchasig power or toward helping
workers to readjust themselves during the trying months ahead.

In view of the fact that State reserves for unemployment compensa-
tion are in excess of 6.5 billion dollars, it is almost incredible that
such low maximum benefit standards are permitted to prevail in so
many States. Increase in maximUm benefits have not kept pace
either with average weekly earnings or with the cost of living. We
siipport the provision in S. 1274 calling for an increase in the maxi-
mum to $25.

With respect to duration of benefits, the State laws are almost
-qually inadequate. The Social Security Board has long recommended
; weeks' duration for all recipients 'and yet only one State reaches

this standard; 4 additional States provide 26 weeks as a maximum; but
many workers will receive less. In 19 States, maximum duration is
less than 20 weeks. Clearly, many workers will exhaust their benefits
before they are able to find new jobs. By contrast, the duration pro-
vided in the GI bill of rights is 52 weeks. The provision for 26 weeks
in S. 1274 is most conservative.

Senator VANDENBERG. You refer to 78 billions in the State funds.
Would it be fair, in your judgment, for the Federal Government to
,harge back some of this increase to the State themselves, in view of
the condition of the State funds as compared with the condition of
the Federal Treasury?

Mr. THOMAS. It is a question when you are talking about charging
bck-it is a question whether the States would be able to pay it.

Senator' VANDENBERG. It is a question of technique as to how it-
. ,uld be done, but if it could be done, would it not be fair for the
S ltes to absorb some of this increase themselves?

Mr. THOMAS. I think this. I heard you say something. about the )
States paying this. The thing I can't forget is that the States don't r
pay this.

These payments are gathered together by the manufacturers and
Slheir employees. The State itself is niot taxed 1 cent for either admin-
i-trative purposes or for putting this money out.

Senator VAINDENBERG. That is correct.
Mr. THOMAS. I don't think that any money should come out of that

to reimburse the State of Michigan.
I happen to be one of those people who differ very much on this

States' rights. I have run into that thing several times myself.
I think social legislation or unemployment compensation should be

federalized. I make no bones about it at all. I think it should be fed-
eralized. I think it is unfairly set up.

I think that in many States that one of the reasons they yell "States'
rghts," is political patronage. I think if it was under some sort of
Federal set-up, a lot of the unfairness could be taken out of the thing.

Senator VANDBEAG. There is no doubt but what if you went to
Federal standards you could cure the thing you are talking about.

Of course, we cannot go to Federal standard in this emergency legis-
h-ition.
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I still find myself wondering why he Federal Government "I Iould
make practically no cash contributi)n inl Michioan, so far as dldlar
and cents are concerned, sipce (dir rate r, ,es up to $2s and niakes a very
su)st antial contribution in these low-payment St at es.

Mr. TincI \s. I think you are justified in saying it is unfair.
I couldn't do anything else but agree with you.
But we are in an eiercnciv situation that is not normal at all.
Senator VANDENBERG. That is right.
Mir. Tiio-\.s. This bill that is being proposed is wnly an emergency

thing.
I tlinik that duriiig a period like we are going through that some

things have to be done which are purely emergency.
I would aree with yu that for a permanent thing I wouldn't think

it would be reasonable at all.
Seniator BARKLEY. A year ago we had this subject up and we pro-

vided that where some of thes, vaunted State reserves ran out before
the period expired, that the (imverm ient o)f the United States would
loan them and guarantee that they c(,uld pay the amount during the
period )rovided for in the Staie laws.

In view of that it must have been contemplated that ,Nome of them
would run out of money before the period expired.

Wouldn't it be a little inconsistent in view of that to provide now
that we should charge back against the St ate some of the amount we
pay or npplement the amounts they pay?

These resirv-es that they have accumulated because ()f what we might
call full employment in the war period. They wouldn't ha\e accumu-
lated such an amount during normal times.

Mr. THOMAS. That is correct.
Senator BARKLEY. But when the thing levels off after the war is

over, these funds may be dissipated.
Certainly. they will not be able to accumulate anything like the

reserves they have now which were a.cumulated because th oy didn't
have to pay out very much in unemployment compensation.

Mr. THOMAS. That is correct.
Senator BARKLEY. It :eem to me inconsistent to be proposing that

we will help them out when they will run out of money and at the
same time we are going to help you run out by charging back against
you some of the things we pay.

Senator VANDENBERG. I don't think this is the place for argument
o4i that subject, but I disagree with the Senator from Kentucky as to
the reason why we wrote this into the law a year ago.

I think we wrote it into the law to meet any possible fears that the
State reserves might run (out. The opinion ,,f most of us is that it
wouldn't run out at all.

Senator BARKLEY. But we provided against a contingency if they
did run out.

Senator VANDENBERG. I don't want to criticize.
Senator BARKLEY. I am not criticizing. We all know what hap-

pened. We started out in Congress by saying that as soon as we get
back here we are going to take up the human element of reconversion
of unemployment.
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When we came'-back all the States trooped in here with their bi
reserves and said, "Don't touch this, this is ours, and we will attend
to it."

But we took precautions to say, "If you run out of money before
your period expires we will help you carry it out."

Mr. THOMAS. I might say that before I was on defense. The thing
has been worked so poorly in Michigan today it is terrific what is hap-
pening there. I am soldcompletely that the States should go out of
business on that thing completely.

Senator VANDENBERG. I think that is certainly a logical position so
long as you arrived at that conclusion.

The difficulty which we will confront before we get through is the
violent opposition from many, many States against that theory, and
we have got to still live within the present system.

I still think that there ought to be some way to amend this bill so
that the States, where the great unemployment problem is going
to be, are not the States which are the smallest beneficiaries from a bill
which tends to meet the emergency of unemployment.

Mr. THOMAS. I don't know of any State that would be the largest
recipient of Federal funds here where they have done a major portion
of the war work.

Senator VANDENBERG. I think the figures submitted by the chairman
this morning clearly demonstrates that the unemployment of war
workers is largely concentrated in the States which pay the benefits.

Senator HAWKES. Out of all funds.
Senator VANDENBERG. Out of their own funds.
And those are the States that are the lowest beneficiaries from the

bill. That is the thing that challenges my interest.
I do not know that there is anything that can be done about it.
Mr. THOMAS. In Michigan it is $20 maximum for single men, for

instance.
Under this proposed bill that would.go up to $25, and under this

bill, as I understand it, only those receiving maximum compensation
would get the $25.

Certainly, Michigan would be about the large.4 recipient of Federal
aid, it seems to me. I mean person by person, it would be less, but in
the aggregate it would be more.

Senator VANDENBERG. You are quite right.
The CHAIRMAN. Actually, the States that have the lowest maxi-

Mums, low maximums, and short periods, will receive very little under
this bill except in the extended period, because they won t have many
people that will go up to $25.

Mr. THOMAS. Here is a thing in relating Michigan with the rest of
the country in workers. We had a lot of in-migrant workers, say,
from the South, that came to Detroit to do war work, and they did a
splendid job.

Many of those people want to go back home again, maybe because
there are not jobs there, and so forth, and we have run into some
difficulty in that.

I think those people should be permitted to go back and collect
maximum unemplo ent compensation from Michigan for this rea-
son: The manufacturer, in Michigan, if he needs an employee, he
doesn't care where he lives, and I am quite sure about that, and that-
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employee has made his contribution to unemployment compensation
all the time during the war when he was earning this money in Michi-
gan, and certainly, it seems to me, that the citizens of Michigan owe
some obligation to that individual.

The CHAIRMAN. I agree.
Senator VANDENBERG. Can't that individual go back home after hav-

ing registered for unemployment compensation in Michigan and col-
lect his unemployment compensation from Michigan?

Mr. THOMAS. He has to be in a position to return to Michigan on
72 hours' notice.

The CHArRAN. He shouldn't have to do that.
Mr. THOMAS. That is where availability comes in.
I know that a deliberate plan can be worked out to sabotage the

whole thing. Telegrams could be sent to these employees to come back
to work and they wouldn't be available.

Senator LuCAS. Is that part of the law of the State?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir. -

Senator LUCAS. It is not a rule or regulation?
Mr. THOMAS. It is a regulation.
The CHAIR AN. It is authorized by the act presumably.
Mr. THOMAS. That is the way it is interpreted.
Senator HAWKES. It is clear, because if there is a job ifi Michigan,

he has got to be available to take it, and if he doesn't take it, he is not
unemployed.

Senator LuCAs. He is talking about the fellow that lives, for instance,
in Mississippi. He can't get back in 72 hours.

Senator HAWKES. It works a hardship .in this particular kind of
case we have in front of us.

Mr. THOMAS. That availability regulation works a hardship in
other ways.

For instance, there are people who are being laid off today out of
these war plants, and there are 10 jobs available.

Let's take a woman, for example. I can give a better illustration
of a woman. I could use a man. Let's say a woman had a job as a
waitress at a restaurnt previous to the war. Let's say that after the war
began she went into the war industry and got a job on a drill press or
something like that, and she was operating, and got considerably
higher wages.

When that woman goes back to report her availability they say to
her, "You are capable of doing a waitress job." Maybe she did that
for 4 weeks before the war. Maybe she worked at a war plant and
received $50 a week. She says, "Well, I don't want to take that job."

That is a way of cutting wages. She gets no unemployment com-
pensation.

Maybe there are only 10 jobs available like that, but there are thou-
sands of women qualified for that job. They will disqualify the thou-
sands of women because of those 10 jobs.

There might be some merit if there were only 10 women available for
that job.

Senator VANDENBRG. Is that happening, Mr. Thomas?
Mr. THOMAS. Oh, yes, it is happening all the time.
Senator BREwsTER. I want to clear the record on one thing.
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I was a little startled to hear, as I understand it, both you and Sen-
ator Vandenberg agree that if this whole thing was federalized it
would eliminate any danger of Federal patronage.

You spoke of patronage as one of the perils in State administration.
The Senator said if you federalized, this would eliminate the diffi-

culties.
Senator VANDENBERG. We were talking about differences in pay.
Senator BREWSTER. He had complained about different States, and

you used all-inclusive language.
Mr. THOMAS. I will say that is a fact.
Senator BREWSTER. You think Federal administration would elimi-

nate political patronage?
Mr. THOMAS. It would certainly eliminate some.
Senator MmLf&N. I would like to ask you a question.
You made a statement, and I am much mystified about it.
Why are the State legislatures less susceptible to these arguments

than we are?
These men are cross sections of the State. They have an acute po-

litical sense. They have the same job that we have on the State level.
Why is it that these arguments can't be sold to the State legislatures?

Mr. THOMAS. Well, we have had some experience in Michigan which
the whole country ought to know about, in recent years, grand juries
and everything else going on up there.

Senator VANDENBERG. I would hate to think that Michigan legis-
latures were typical and symbolic of the Nation in respect to grand
juries.

Mr. THOMAS. You and I agree on that. Certainly most of our legis-
latures on the States, I think that most of them can be controlled
one way or another. I don't mean controlled by labor. I mean-I
don't think you can imagine politically the great influence the auto-
mobile manufacturer is in Michigan, with their lobbies, and so forth,
I he various insurance lobbies there, and so forth. I don't think that in >
the National Congress-I actually do not believe that you are under
the pressure that State legislatures are on these problems. I think
you would be if this law becomes centralized, but today the heat is
put on the State legislatures.

Senator HAWKES. You think we would be more apt to resist if it
became federalized?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes; because I think more qualified men run for Na-
Si onal office than for State office.

Senator MmuIKIN. Mr. Thomas I am very much interested in your
exlanation-

Senator LucAs. I hope, Mr. Thomas, you take in the entire group
when you make that statement. You were, looking that way.
[Laughter.]

Senator MmIKIN. I thank you for your explanation, Mr. Thomas.
Senator BARKLEY. Mr. Thomas, of course we can't deal with that

emergency on the basis of federalizing the whole unemployment-com-
pensation question. My general views have been expressed over and
over again, not only as to this, but as to pensions, and so forth, that
there ought to be a uniform system. Take two people who worked on
an identical machine in Detroit in the war period.- They, of course,
lose their jobs, and one of them goes to Kentucky and the other goes
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to Connecticut, for instance. The both have the same size family.
Conditions of living are about the same. It is hard to justify the
fact that in my State they get $16 and in Connecticut $28. Yet that
might be the situation.

When we have to meet this problem and settle it permanently, that
is an argument in favor of making a uniform system. But we can't
do that in this emergency situation.

Mr. THOMAS. You are dealing with it as an emergency.
Senator BARKLEY. Yes. Aside from lobbies, and aside from all

that, isn't it true that-it may be unfortunately true-but isn't it true
that the people at large, on social legislation of this kind, look more
to the Federal Government, have more confidence in the Federal
Government for an ultimate and fair solution than iqthe States?

Mr. THOMAS. It is only a reaction, but I would say that the majority
of the people of America* have the definite opinion that our social-
security laws are now national legislation and that.they are not oper-
ated on the State level.

Senator BARKLEY. That is true. It is the hardest thing in the
world to explain to the great masses of the people how it was that
we passed a social-security law providing for $30 a month, old-age
pensions, and then provided that we put up dollar for dollar whatever
the State puts up. If none of them put up 15, nobody gets $30 under
that law, but it is a most difficult thing to explain to people who draw
pensions, or who would be eligible why it is that they don't draw
what Congress said it was passing, a $30-a-month pension.

There is another thing, it seems to me-the legislatures meet once
every 2 years for a couple of months. For the rest of the time they
are at home. They may be out among what we call the political
of the grass roots, but the grass roots are not operating on them in
this 22 months when they are not in session. They are operating on
us who are always in session and are dealing with these problems.

Doesn't that contribute to the feeling that is pretty widespread in
the country that problems like this must be considered, dealt with, and
handled by the Government of the United States, and they have got
to be dealt with by the Government of the United States? And, too,
it raises the question of wisdom of policy as to whether it should be
a partnership between the Federal Government and the State, or
whether it should be completely handled by one or the other.

Mr. THOMAS. It would be my opinion that the factors you have men-
tioned certainly have a great bearing on the whole question. Espe-
cially when, as you say, the State legislatures only meet for a few
months out of the year. They certainly do not have the pressure
on them.

As I said awhile ago, the type of people that represent us on the
State basis-my God! I don't even think they are up to the average
intelligence of the people in the State.

Senator BARKLEY. A lot of people think that about us.
[Laughter.]
Mr. TOOAS. Well, I don't think that about the National Congress,

certainly. But I know that as far as I myself am concerned, I don't
brag anything about my intelligence, but I would never think of run-
ning for the State legislature in Michigan.

Senator LuCAS_ Following the question offered by the Senator from
Colorado, Mr. Millikin, about why people in the legislatures do not
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understand these problems, don't have the same feeling of sympathy
with them as we have here let me ask you whether or not you know
of any legislatures that called a special session to take care of this
problem since the war closed!

Mr. THOMAS. I don't know of any.
Senator LUCAS. When they met last January, a few did change their

laws.
Mr. THOMAS. The Michigan law was amended some last year.
Senator LUCAS. In the sense of the legislatures, then everybody was

working, and they were somewhat like the Congress, we have delayed
on passing any legislation down here, they didn't think the war was
going to be over as soon as it was, and neither did we. So the re-
sponsibility upon these legislatures for the delay can be accounted
for to some extent.

Mr. THOMAS. Well, I don't think there is any justification for this
much delay. It seems to me that this is a problem that should have
been thought of long ago. You can make all kinds of excuses such
as we thought the war was going to last longer.

Senator LUCAS. I understand.
Mr. THOMAS. But it was obvious that the thing was going in the

right direction. As I said previously in the testimony, the problem
of getting the manufactury in shape for reconversion was taken care
of. It is not too late on that. But the human problem has not been
taken care of.

Senator LUCAS. I agree that there is some justification for the
criticism you make.

Let me ask you this question-if I may, Mr. Chairman-At the risk
of repetition, how many men are employed in the industries which
you represent?

Mr. THOMAS. Well, do you want to know how many now, or before
the war?

Senator LCAs. At the close of the war, what was your total mem-
bership?

Mr. THOMAS. Well, we averaged during the war, I imagine, in the
automobile industry, something over 800,000.

Senator LucAs. Eight hundred thousand. How many people have
I)een discharged from war work since thaf time?

Mr. THOMAS. Half of that.
Senator LUCAS. Four hundred thousand. I think you gave that

testimony.
Mr. THOMAS. Of course, my organization, the aircraft workers, are

in there, too. My organization went to better than a million and a
quarter during the war.

Senator LucAs. So there has been a 50-percent decrease already.
Mr. THOMAS. It is more than that when you count the aircraft in-

dustry. That is practically flat now.
Senator LUCAS. Thank you.
Senator MILKIn. Mr. Thomas, I just wanted to say, for the sake

of the record, that I am very much interested in your explanation
of why the legislatures are not susceptible to your argument. I
want to say that I disagree. I think the average State legislature
is a cross section of the people of the State. The average legislator
is honest and capable, despite the few horrible examples to the con-
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trary. I don't care to argue the matter with you, but I didn't want
the record to remain silent.

Mr. Tio3t.xs. I want the record to be sure that I still disagree
with you. I am not talking about any State legislature but Michi-
gan. It is below the average of intelligence of the people in the
State. There are a few capable men. We find in the Michig.an,
State Legislature lawyers who can't find a law practice, they don't
know what else to do. All types of people like that that can't find
anything else to do, so they run for the State legislature.

Senator BREWSTER. I want to associate myself with Senator Millikin
on that score, particularly as a former member of the State legis-
1 ature.

Mr. Tno-Afrs. I want to add this; I think there are about seven mem-
bers of my organization in the State legislature in Michigan. Of
CMnrs-e, I think they are above the average.

[Laughter.]
Senator VAN1)E-NBR,. I wa- goar to ask if there weren't nany

exceptions .
er. THoMAs. Certainly there are. There are -,,me very capable

statemen in that le islature, too).
'The CHAIrIMAN. All right, Mr. Thomas. you may )roceed.
Mr. THloM.vs. S,,me 12.000,000 worker, are n,,(t even ,c)vered by pres-

ent legislation, nearly a quarter of the civilian labor force. The prin-
cipal exclusi,,ns are:

MilliOnR

Ernii,,yee, of small firms ----------------------------------------
Mitritime workers --------------------------------------------. 2
Federal employ,,os --------------------------------------------.
En1-4oyees of Stt(- and local givernments --------------------------- 9
Farm w-rk-s---------------------------------------------- 2.2
Agricultural processing workers ---------------------------------- 3
EInIp1cv)e-s oif nonprofit institutions, domestics, etc ------------------- 1. ;

S. 1274 provides for coverage of >,,n, of these: Federal employees.

maritiime workers, :nd agricultural prcessino workers. or about one-
third of those excluded under present laws. It also permit- the States.
by voluntary action. to obtain re 'ibursernent from Federal funds for
benefits paid to other grroups now excluded.

Several ('1O union s have a mo,.st direct intern in this matter of
extension of c,,vNera-k " The United Federal WV-orkeis. the National
MIaritime ITnion, and the Food. Tobacco,4. Agricultural and Allied
W(rkers. Your coinittee has invited them to testify, I understand,
and they will present their owli st atennt -. I will say simply that the
C10 supports thei filyv in asking that at least the extension in cover-
acre. provided by S. 1274. he adopted.

The CIM. therefore. uries imme(liate favorable acti,,n on S. 1274.
We 1,elieve, in a(lIiti,,n. that your committee should consider whether'
it can ,,tren'then the bill by introducing a provisi,, to curb the present
insidious tendencv toward disqulalification of workers. Over the past
few years many S tate legislatures have adopted provisions making it
iierea-ingyly dilfi,',lt for workers with accumulated wage c,edits to ob-
t:tii tle benefits (lie tlem. Unless steps are taken t reverse this trend
anything done to increaw( benefits may be, in large iieasure lefeated1.

In many instances, workers wl ,, refuse joV-, at sibstantiallv lower
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wages than they have been making are denied benefits because they
aive said to be resing "suitable employment." Many women are being
refused benefits because, in the interests of excluding them from the
the labor market, they are ruled "not available for work," and workers
who leave jobs voluntarily for good personal reasons are, in 20 States,
refused benefits wheD the cause is not "attributable to the employer."

To make matters worse, 26 States with 42.6 percent of all covered
workers now cancel benefit rights in whole or in part when a worker
is disqualified for one or more reasons. The former practice was
simply to postpone benefits. This means that thousands of war
workers, because of a single disqualifying act, will lose some or all
of the benefit credits built up during war employment. Where they
lose all their credits they can receive benefits only after getting and
losing a new job-typically atlower wages-and building up new wage
credits.

The Michigan law, of special concern to auto workers, has a unique
J)rovision which operates to deny benefits to war workers who return
to rural areas after losing their war jobs. The law provides that to
be eligible for benefits a worker must be available for work similar to
what he has been doing either in the place he worked before or in a
locality where such work is to be found. Obviously a riveter or a
welder from Willow Run, forced to move elsewhere because of Detroit
,ut-backs, cannot find similar work in northern Michigan or in the
Kentucky hills. Since he is "not available for work" he cannot receive
benefits.

By a recent interpretation the Michigan commission has sought to
mitigate the harshness of this provision. If the worker registers in
the locality where he worked, if he leaves his address with his former
employer, and if he agrees to return to his locality within 72 hours
,,pon- call-back by his employer, then he may draw benefits. Apart
from the fact that few laid-off workers will know about this com-
plicated procedure, there is the disturbing possibility that the Ford
Motor Co., let us say for example, can easily nullify the new ruling.
opposee they send an appeal to their former workers telling them to
c,,me back to Work within the 72-hour limit. If a worker does not
-iow up, he loses his right to benefits. If he does show up, his travel
is at his own expense, and the company is not obliged to give him a
permanent job. He may be out of work again in another week.

The possibility that similar provisions may be adopted in other
States is a very disturbing one. Many thousands of war workers
would be deprived of benefit rights earned during the war years, and
the necessary movement of workers from areas of declining job op-
p ortunities would be seriously impeded. We urge you to consider
whether special Federal action may not be desirable to prevent such
,i development.

Other steps, not included in the present bill, S. 1274, which we would
like to see, are:

1. Provision of a minimum benefit as well as a maximum.
2. Provision for at least the partial use of existing State funds to

meet the present situation, instead of putting the entire burden on the
Federal Government.
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Senator VANDEwmG. That is what I was asking you about a little
while ago, Mr. Thomas.

Mr. 'I'aROMAS. Yes.
3. Provision for the continuance of the United States Employment

Service as a Federal function at least throughout the emergency
period.

4. Provision for training and retraining of workers who must shift
to new ty es of jobs, with maintenance allowances during the train-
ing period

Our support of the present bill, without these features, represents
no change in our support of the thoroughgoing overhaul of our whole
social-security structure as provided for in the Wagner-Murray-
DM ll bill. The CIO believes that the weaknesses and deficiencies
of t e existing unemployment-compensation situation can be fully
overcome only by the passage of legislation which will federalize the
system.

As an immediate minimum demand, however, we support the un-
employmnnt compensation features of S. 1274.

We endorse also section 2 of S. 1274 which would amend the Serv-
icemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 to increase the amount of bene-
fits from $20 to $25 per -week.

TRANSPO1rATrION ALLOWANCE-REDEPLOYMENT OF WORKERS

There is widespread agreement that reconversion should be as quick
and as orderly as possible. The legal details of contract termina-
tion are being handled expeditiously; pretermination decisions have
been made in many instances regarding disposition of Government-
owned inventory and equipment; the Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration reports that it is negotiating for the lease or sale of Govern-
ment-owned plants even be ore they are released by the service; WPB
has granted priorities for facility construction and for needed
machine tools.

But nothing analogous has been done to provide for the expeditious
redeployment of war workers. Wartime demand for labor resulted
in unprecedented migration. Probably as many as 16,000,000 per-
sons-not counting the 12,000,000 in the armed services-are now
located outside the city or county where they were at the outbreak
of the war. A sample study conducted by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics for the Marine and Shipbuilding Workers found that 20 per-
cent of all workers in their yards had come from a distance of 500
miles or more. How are they going to get back? The answer, it
seems, unless the legislation before your committee is enacted, is they
will drift back.

Even before VJ-day some 2r,000,000 workers had been allowed to
drift away from murntions employment. No one knows where they
went or how much difficulty they experienced in moving to a new job.
But now, after VJ-day, with many more millions forced to move to
new locations in order to find work, it is certain that many
cannot move quickly and in the right direction unless they have
assistance. Only in this way can we avoid the evils of isolated pools
of unemployed workers. left stranded when their jobs fold up, and
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only in this way can employers be assured that reconversion will not
be held up because they cannot get the needed workers right in their
own community.

I have here two letters sent from the secretary-treasurer of the
United Steel Workers of America to John W. Snyder, Director, Office
of War Mobilization and Reconversion, on distressed areas which I
should like to have introduced in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. You may put them in the record here.
(The letters referred to, dated August 20, 1935, and August 24,

1945, are as follows:)
UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERIcA,

Pittsburgh, Pa., August 20, 1945.
Mr. JoHN W. SNYDEa,

Director, Office of War mobilization and Reconversion,
The White House, Washington, D. C.

DEAR MR. SNYDER: Canonsburg, Pa., lying 20 miles south of Pittsburgh in
Washington County, is a "ghost steel town"-virtually denuded of private employ-
ment-and the 13,000 people of this community .want to know what you are
going to do about it.

Let me give you a brief history. of its employment situation. Prior to the
war its largest plant was a tin-plate mill owned by the United States Steel
Corp., employing upward of 2,500 workers. This mill was permanently aban-
doned in the summer of 1942 and its workers left to shift for themselves. Many
months later the Defense Plant Corporation (DPC) built a huge aluminum
forgings plant on the site formerly occupied by the tin-plate mill. At its peak
this plant, operated by the Aluminum Co. of America, employed 1,500 workers.-
Less than 50 are now employed. This modern plant stands today as a $30,000,000
monument to unemployment-unless private jobs are provided in it soon.

The second largest employer is the Canonsburg Steel & Iron plant. It formerly
was a sheet-steel mill which was abandoned in 1931 and did not again employ
people until the war. Nine hundred workers have been making Navy shells here
until now. By August 21 nobody will be employed in this plant, except a few
persons for clean-up work.

The third steelworking plant is the Fort Pitt Bridge Co., which employed 800
workers at its peak during the war, and is now down to one-quarter of this
number due to contract terminations.

From a top private employment of almost 5,000 workers, less than eleven hun-
dred are presently with jobs in the Fort Pitt plant, a can plant, two small )
potteries, and one little chemical plant in Canonsburg. Approximately 80 percent
(if the working population of the greater Canonsburg district of 15,000 people
are idle.

The DPC aluminum plant operated by Alcoa is idle. It is owned by the Gov-
ernment. What are you doing to dispose of this plant so that some of the workers
of Canonsburg can go back to work in it?

The Canonsburg Steel & Iron plant is filled with Navy-owned machinery. What
is being done to dispose of, or remove, this Government machinery so that jobs
van again be provided in this plant?

The workers of Canonsburg have rendered patriotic service to their country
during the war. They have not protested as they have been laid off in recent
months and forced to seek jobs out of town. They uncomplainingly took jobs
in other towns-10, 20, 30, and more miles away. Each morning you could see
blng strings of cars and busses, filled with workers, riding to far-distant plants to
,ngage in war work. These workers, being relatively new employees in the
out-of-town plants, are now being laid off. They are jobless. And they live in a
"gliost steel town."

They want to know, and the United Steelworkers of America, to which these
workers mostly belong, also wants to know, what is the Federal Government going
to do about Canonsburg?

Your earnest and immedlatV consideration of this matter will be appreciated.
Trdly yours,

DAVID J. MCDONALD,

Secretary-Treasurer.
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UNITED STEELWORKIZS OF AMERICA,
Pittsburgh (2), Pa., August 24, 1945.

Mr. JOHN W. SNYDER,
Director, Office od War Mobiization and conversion,

The White House, Washington, D. 0.
DEAR M& S Yrna: I am writing to you about "ghost steel town" No. 2, having

written you on the 20th about the first such town--Canonsburg, Pa.-stripped
of private employment at the end of the Jap war.

The second such town is Mingo Junction, Ohio, a community of 5,300 people
lying along the Ohio River in Jefferson County, 3 miles below Steubenville.
Ninety-six percent of the industrial jobs in Mingo Junction have been elimi-
nated-permanently. United State Steel has abandoned its operations here.
A year ago, 1,400 workers were employed by United States Steel. They havw
been permanently displaced. Only 60 workers are now employed in industrial
jobs, these in a washer plant.

The citizens of this steel town, most of whom are old residents and home
owners, want to know what is being done about their plight.

Mingo Junction was not a war-boom town. It is an old steed town, 29 years
older than United States Steel itself. Iron was first made there in 1872. Mingo
blew its first bessemer steel on February 8, 1886--15 years before United States
Steel was born and took the town over to run it for 44 years. Now that no
further profits can be made at Mingo, United States Steel has deserted it.

In July 1944, 1,400 workers were employed in its three blast furnaces, two
bessemer converters, and in the new Government-owned ordnance building where
armor plate was heat-treated and fabricated for the Navy. Today, this entire
industrial plant stands idle-permanently abandoned---and the Mingo steel-
workers are left to shift for themselves. A handful remain to do clean-up work,
but in 3 weeks they too will be on the streets.

The death of Mingo Junction as a working American community reflects the
callous disregard of private industry for the needs of the people. The steel
plant has been labeled "obsolete" by the company and closed because greater
profits are to be made from the operation of new and more efficient units located
elsewhere, many of them built during the war. The new Government-owned
naval ordnance building is also idle while the people are unemployed. What is
being done to dispose of this plant so that employment can be provided in it?

The workers of Mingo Junction, like those of Canonsburg, have patriotically
served their country during the war. They raised'no complaint as they were
laid off in recent months and forced to look for jobs in other communities. Being
relatively new employees in the out-of-town plants, these workers are now being
laid off. Like the workers of Canonsburg, they are fast becoming jobless and
they live in a "ghost steel town."

They want to know, and the United Steelworkers, to which these workers
mostly belong, also wants to know what the Federal Government is going to do
about Mingo Junction.

Your earnest and immediate consideration of this matter will be appreciated.
Truly yours,

DAVID J. MCDONALI
Secretary-Trea8urer.

Mr. THOMAS. The CIO believes that the provisions of S. 1274 with
respect to transportation costs could properly be broadened to cover
all workers, whether war workers or not. This change would have
the advantage of making administration simpler. But more im-
portant, it is necessary to assuring the desired redistribution of
workers. We cannot tolerate local pools of unemployment. A pro-
gram for full employment must involve positive steps to move workers
to areas of rising demand.

The only valid reason for failure to provide transportation assist-
ance is the conviction that there will be a surplus of workers and
that therefore letting them drift home or to new jobs will not delay
reconversion. If you believe in the possibilities for full employment,
there is no escape from the conclusion that everything possible should
be done to improve the mobility of labor.
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NEED FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION

In conclusion let me reiterate the need for immediate action. The
emergency is upon us. S. 1274 should be passed quickly and put into
effect quckly. .

Thebill as it stands provides that it does not go into effect for over
5 weeks after its enactment. This provision should be changed to
permit the payment of compensation retroactively to August 15.

The CHAIMAN. Are there any further questions of Mr. Thomas?
If not, thank you very much.

Senator BREWSTER. I would like to ask-pursuing further this ques-
tion of the operating skills, taking the figures there on the chart as an
illustration, it runs from 3,000,000 up to nearly 8,000,000 wage earners
in war industries; I assume that perhaps a third of the men employed
prior to 1939 may now be in the service. Would that be a reasonable
estimate, something approximating that, perhaps a million men?

Mr. THOMAS. I tfinkit is almost a half.
Senator BREWSTER. We are faced then with the situation that there

are going to be approximately 5,000,000 who were not employed in
those industries prior to the war, plus a million and a half service-
men coming back to those jobs, and it is your thought, as I understand,
that we can employ those under a proper organization of our economy
in their highest skills? You wouldn't exclude the servicemen?

Mr. THOMAS. The servicemen has developed a higher skill during
the war, too.

Senator BRiwsTmy. Yes. Let's leave him where he was, but at the
same time you feel that the fully trained workers are going to be able
to be employed at their highest skill?

Mr. THOMAS. I don't say that is what Will happen. I do say if we
really believed, for instance, in what was in both the platforraof the
Democratic Party and the platform of the Republican Party on full
employment, if we really believed that, and it wasn't just a bunch of
words, in both platforms, I think that could be done, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Thomas. Thank you very much.
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, gentlemen.
The CHAMRMAN. Reverend O'Grady.

STATEMENT OF RT. REV. MSGR. JOHN O'GRADY, SECRETARY,
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES

Monsignor O'GRADY. My name is Rt. Rev. John O'Grady. I am
secretary of the National Conference of Catholic Charities.

I want to have my statement included in the record, and I just
want to make a few observations on this bill, and within a very short
and limited space of time.

The CHAIRMAN. You may include the statement in the record.
(Monsignor O'Grady's statement appears at the end of his oral

presentation.)
Monsignor O'GRADY. In the first place, Mr. Chairman and members,

[ am rather concerned with this long debate about States' rights when
we are dealing, really, with a serious national problem.

I have had the opportunity to follow the administration of unem-
ployment compensation in the front lines and in many of the employ-
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ment offices in the United States. My methods of studying it have
been somewhat unorthodox. I know what is said to the men who
come to make applications for unemployment compensation. What
Mr. Thomas has said about disqualifications has a real meaning for
me because 1 have heard the questions asked of the men in the line.
That is the point of view from which I am inclined to evaluate this
situation.

A very interesting matter in that connection to which I want to
point: that is. that, eventually you will be applying the same dis-
criminat ion in the administration of the allowances. The State direc-
tors tell me that is true, and I am, again, of course, basing my conclu-
sions on what I have heard them say to the applicants for benefits.

It seems to me that we have changed what was a social refiiedy for a
social situation, a social remedy that had been set up to deal with the
temporary unemployment, not permanent unemployment.

This is a temporary remedy proposed to keep the industrial army
in condition temporarily. We have so many legalisms attached that
have grown up, out of which these disqualifications have grown. And
now we come to this Michigan plan. We say, "Well, is he available
in this town for employment?" He may have moved his family in
the meantime to some other State because he came from there. And
his benefits had been acquired in this particular area.

Now, if all the States should adopt that we would have a system
of complete isolationism. Here we are dealing with all those things.
I have been in all of these centers. I have been in aircraft factories
and I know a little bit about them. I followed the development. I
have been in factories in Detroit and in Pontiac, in Los Angeles, in
the shipyards in Portland, and the Columbia River Basin, in San
Francisco, Puget Sound, and all over.

And then these new areas in which factories have grown up in the
field.

I have seen these workers gathered from the four corners. I have
been in a few of the factories recently, after they were shut down. I
haven't had a chance to observe the workers in the lines as much as I
should like lately, and as I expect to in the next month.

It seems to me that the States have been very backward in the direc-
tion of their disqualifications. True, they have improved their
benefits, as has been pointed out, and as is pointed out in my statement.

Of course, the benefit structure is very low.
Now, of course, it all can be traced back to this theory of merit

rating. That is. each employer would keep a separate account, and
there is the old theory of the Wisconsin school, which my friend Mr.
Altmeyer presented, the question that if you make employment ex-
penses enough you are not going to have unemployment. That is a
nice theory. Make it dear enough, expensive enough for the employer
and he wouldn't have any unemployment. In other words, you can
stabilize the huge industrial structure, and it is becoming increasingly
more rigid.

As pointed out by Mr. Beverage, it is becoming more rigid. I think
it is just a snare and a delusion to feel that the employment of these
700,000 workers in the shipyards is going to be so easy. They say
they are going to get them back to Maine to pick potatoes, that that is
going to be simple, will be a simple proposition, that these folks in
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Los Angeles are going to comeback, that that is going to be easy. And
that the automobile industry is going to absorb them, and these other
industries are going to absorb these workers.

I am afraid that is not going to be so eansy. I wish I could be that
optimistic. I don't want to be a pessimist, because my business is
psychology. Business is not just mathematics.,

I don't want to be in the position of spreading a spirit of pessimism.
I would rather spread a spirit of realism. We are facing a very
important problem.

And these gentlemen coming in from the States, I wonder sometimes
what is back of their thinking-is it to protect the system of merit
rating? This interstate conference that is so well represented around
here, representing the governors of the States. I sometimes wonder
if they are thinking in terms of the problem we are facing, or if they
are tryin to protect their system, the system they have built up in
States. f wonder if that is the situation at the present time.

Of course, some of the industrialists are afraid it is going to become
expensive. As a friend of mine said, a big industrialist, he said to me,
"I am afraid we are going to have a fight." I said, "No, there is a
disagreement." He said, "Well, you are in favor of a national system
Of unemployment compensation," and I said, "Yes, unemployment is a
national problem." "But," he said, "that would be more expensive,
because you would get the influence of labor concentrated at one point,
it is now spread out over 48 States."

He said, "The rates are going to be so high."
He was ,thinking in terms of lower taxes. We have got the States

('(mpeting with one another. I can't understand what these gentlemen
who come in from the States represent. Do they represent the people
who are struggling to maintain a system of merit rating? What
brings them here all the time? Why have they spent 2 or "3 months
hevre trying to support all these disqualifications we have in these laws,
aid all their merit rating?

States are competing with one another for lower taxes.
You see, the employer objects, says that this man isn't available for

suitable work, he has left for no reason attributable to the industry.
I notice that in the Ohio law they tried to make a change about 2

evars ago, but they have interpreted it in the same way.
If you were to sit in the employment offices and to hear what i! said

to the workers along the lines, that is the thing that impressed me.
They are trying to save money, and that is a result of the fact that
each employer feels that his tax rate is going to be lower if they dis-
(Lialify the men. Therefore, there is a direct incentive for the merit
' Citing, that system has played into this tendency in the States to look
into each case to see whether this particular employer is responsible
for this person's unemployment.

In that way you develop a new system of laws, a new court system,
like we have had in workmen's compensation. We have a legal remedy.
We thought we had abolished the defenses of common law long ago
in dealing with workmen's compensation but it has crept in again.
We are doing the same thing in this.

The whole system is too cumbersome. I have pointed that out many
tines. I have pointed it out to Mr. Altmeyer. It is too complicated.
I would like to simplify it. It ought to be simplified. We ought to
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regard it as a social remedy but not as something about which we have
constant hair-slitting. That is what you have under these disqualifi-
cations. They have become more rigid.

The Michigan statute has been improved, the benefit structure is
not so bad but disqualification is just as rigid there as in any of them.
The Michigan program is just as backward looking as any in the
United States.

During this period of reconversion I don't think we can take any
chances. I think we have got to be fair to the workers, even on the
basis of temporary unemployment, because we have made no other
plans. You must remember that. Practically no other plans. Of
course, you have done something in regard to public works and other
works. You have the road-building authorization. That is the only
concrete thing I know of. There may be others, but I don't know
about them.

You have this $500,000,000 road authorization, which is considerable.
and if we get a joint resolution on that it will help the situation.

But we have very few plans for any other measure of unemployment
relief, and I hope we don't have to return to relief again, the dole. I
think we have passed that stage. I hope so.

That is one of the sections of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell bill on
which I do not agree with Mr. Thomas. I don't like to see us return
to relief as a method of taking care of the unemployment, because
I think we passed out of that stage. I sincerely hope we have. I think
that this is a temporary measure. This is an emergency measure.

It takes in, of course, three or four types of workers for whom pro-
vision clearly should be made. You have the Federal workers.
Clearly some provision should be made there. Secondly, we have
the workers in the merchant marine, the seamen. Now we should
have had a system of unemployment compensation for seamen long
ago. They represent a very important group of workers, a group that
has made a most important and outstanding contribution in the war
effort, and surely there should be some provision for them.

I would, like to see a national system of unemployment compensa-
tion similar to what we have for the railroad workers, a system some-
think like that, for the seamen. And also for the packing people in
the so-called factories in the fields. I have been in those factories
and have been out among the migratory workers, to which Senator
Vandenberg referred. I have been among them in his State. I have
been among the beet workers. I have been interested in the beet work-
ers which Michigan imports annually from south Texas to cultivate
beets in Michigan. That has been one of my hobbies.

I have been out in the fields and worked with them. So it. is not
a matter of theory with me.

There is no reason why these workers should be excluded from these
benefits any more than any other factory worker. They are factory
workers. Of course, I would contend that these workers working in
commercial agriculture are really engaged in large commercial farm-
ing, and I think commercial farrnung -ought to be subject to the same
labor standards as industry, because it places the small farmer at a
great disadvantage, because it has lived on the theory of a surplus for
years, and these workers who have come to Michigan, for the 24 weeks
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they are there, frequently haven't been employed for more than 8 or
10 weeks.

They have, of course, these small factories. Some of the States,
I think 16 States, now include these small businesses.

This problem of the mobilizing of the labor supply I think is very
important. Of course, I have seen these State systems work. The
local offices too. I have been in them. I have visited a great many
of them during the war, have stood in line; I know their relationship
to the industry. I have had a lot to say about them. I have seen
what the War Department has done. We reached a critical stage
during the war. I have seen what the Navy has done to secure a labor
supply. I have been interested in local situations, not what the folks
here tell me, but what actually happens in the mobilizing of the labor
supply. If this employment service were returned to the States I
should forget about any public service dealing with unemployment.
I would say we aren't going to have any service worth 2 cents.

Of course, the States have held so tightly to it. Of course, I
know there is politics in a Federal service too, but it is easier to
get at here. You can get at a Federal bureaucrat more readily.
You have some of these State men that have been around here for
2 or 3 months at a time engaged in propaganda. Nobody can touch
them. They are supported, I understand, with State funds. You
can't touch any one of these men. I think that in a democracy people
ought not to be untouchable.

I think that this is a block that we have developed through the
State systems. It is one of the most powerful bureaucracies in the
United States. It is more powerful than Mr. Altmeyer's bureaucracy.
And some of the other blocs that have grown out of these Federal-
State systems. That is one of the reasons I am not so paitial to the
Federal-State system. That is one of the reasons I want a Federal
system, and at this critical period, I think it would be suicidal to
turn the Employment Service back to the States, because what can
we do about mobilizing this labor supply now ?

What can we do about the thousands of workers who are bound
to be stranded in Los Angeles, for instance? I don't think I agree
entirely with Mr. Thomas with regard to that. I think that even
before the war ended workers were leaving. Theywere leaving for
their homes, getting back somehow. Now, what has happened
in the past 2 weeks, I don't know. I did get in the lines in three
or four offices, and I saw the same picture that Mr. Thomas saw
in Detroit. I don't know whether the workers are getting back, but
I think we are bound to have in certain large centers a stagnant
population.

I don't know how anybody can talk of this problem in terms of
State rights. We are dealing with something else. If we were
dealing with family life I could see the importance of local organiza-
tion. I can see why one might talk about State rights in regard to
that. When it comes to a huge industrial problem, I don't see how
we can talk about that problem in terms of States' rights.

That about represents my attitude. I am in favor of the provi-
sions of this bill as a temporary measure. I think it ought to be
passedd quickly, speedily, and I hope that we are not going to get L
into an eternal debate against States' rights and fear that the Em-
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ployment Service is not going to be returned to the States. I hope
we will face this thing in an objective way, because we are dealing
with a very critical situation in our national history.

(Monsignor O'Grady's prepared statement is as follows:)

TESTIMONY OF RT. REV. MSGR. JOHN O'G&ADY, SECRETARY, NATIONAL CONFERENCE
OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES, BEFORE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE ON THE KILGORE
BILL, S. 1274, SEVENTY-NINTH CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

It cannot be emphasized too strongly at the present time that unemployment,
even temporary unemployment, has very serious ramifications. We should not
be too pessimistic in dealing with these implications. But at the same time we
ought to be realistic. Nothing would be more unfortunate at the present time
than to give the rank and file of the people any reason for believing that nothing
is being done to ease the present unemployment situation. It would have a far-
reaching effect on spending and would be liable to create a serious deflationary
spiral. Everybody would try to hold on to their savings as tightly as possible.
We would have less spending and a serious cut in our consumers market.

A very unfortunate tendency in the present temporary unemployment situation
is the impression that is being spread around that workers will not accept avail-
able employment. This sometimes means, in the minds of. those who repeat it,
that workers ought to accept any kind of jobs. Now it has been a well-established
principle that workers in the skilled trades should be given some time to look
around before being compelled to accept semiskilled or unskilled work. And yet
some State officials charged with the administration of unemployment compensa-
tion expect workers to accept any kind of jobs-even jobs that pay as little as
the unemployment benefit scale In the States.

This committee will undoubtedly hear much about the great progress that has
been made in unemployment compensation in the States. I want immediately to
address myself to one of the most serious limitations of unemployment compensa-
tion as presently administered by the States. I am referring to disqualification
of workers for benefits. The disqualifications in State laws are threefold. First,
there is the matter of availability for suitable work. This sometimes means
availability for comparable work in the State in which the worker has accu-"
mulated his benefit rights. The worker, let us say, has worked in a tank factory
in Detroit as a war worker and has returned to his home in Tennessee or Ken-
tucky or Alabama or Georgia. He may be given a 72-hour notice to get back to
Detroit. This is the so-called "call back" in Michigan. Suppose this pattern
spreads around the country: what will happen? Workers are liable to be called
back from Maine to California and vice versa. In other words, it means the
complete isolation of State unemployment compensation programs.

One can readily understand what it means to this worker in Alabama, or
Georgia to be called back to Detroit. He may have left Detroit with his familY
because he knew the factory in which he had been working had closed down.
It will be no easy matter for him to move his family again back to Detroit.
Think of the expense involved, not to speak about the other implications. The
question of availability for suitable work is one of the most serious problems
we are facing in the administration of unemployment compensation. It can be
used in such a way as to break down all wage standards. Now the committee
might well ask Itself, Is this the prospect that the United States is going to hold
out to its workers in the postwar period?

Voluntary quitting is another one of the disqualifications that the workers
face in the administration of unemployment compensation. In unemployment
compensation we were supposed to have had a social remedy to deal with a
social situation. Now we are introducing a legal concept, Who is responsible
for this unemployment? Was it a purely personal matter with the worker? Was
it something that was a matter of real family concern" like the illness of his
wife, or was it rather due to the employer? In other words, we are in process
of developing a new code of administrative law. When does the worker quit
voluntarily? When does he quit involuntarily? Surely this system should pro-
vide benefits to anyone who is unemployed, because of personal reasons as
well as industrial circumstances, as long as the unemployment is involuntary and
he is able and available for work.

A third disqualification that enters into the administration of unemployment
compensation is misconduct. In regard to misconduct the decisions of the State
agencies have also been quite rigid.
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In some local employment offices we find a tendency to apply the same dis-
qualifications to the readjustment allowance under the GI Act as are applied In
the administration of unemployment compensation. The workers who actually
interview the applicants in some offices do not have any clear understanding of
the differences between the readjustment allowances and State unemployment
compensation. Undoubtedly the State administrators understand the differences.
Undoubtedly, too, the executives of local offices understand them. But I am
speaking about what actually Ijappens in interviews with applicants. This is
a matter that needs attention on the part of the Veterans' Administration.
After all, State organizations are administering the program as agents of the
Veterans' Administration.

In view of the large reserve of more than six and one-half billion dollars ac-
cumulated by the State, there can be no question about the solvency of the
State funds. They have on hand sufficient to pay adequate benefits. I believe,
however, that we have to face the inadequacies of State benefits. In 14 States
benefits may be drawn for 16 weeks or less. In a good year like 1941, in 9 States
the average potential duration of benefits was less than 11 weeks. The question
of benefit rates is also something that needs to be considered very seriously.
While the average weekly benefit throughout the country is around $16, we find
some State with an average as low as $9 or $10 a week.

In the 1945 sessions of their legislatures, a number of States made consider-
able progress in increasing their benefits and also extending the duration. While
41 States now provide maximum benefits of more than $15 a week, only 6 States
have a maximum of $24 or more, including allowances for dependents. In 19
States it is still not possible for the worker to receive benefits for as long as 20
weeks; only 5 Stites provide benefits to a maximum of 26 weeks, and in only 1 of
these 5 States are all eligible workers entitled to 26 weeks. Little progress was
made in the sessions of State legislatures in extending protection to excluded
workers and in the eliminating of unreasonable disqualifying provisions.

The Kilgore bill which the committee has before it at the present time, presents
an emergency program to deal with an emergency situation. It is designed to
maintain the morale of the great army of industrial workers during the recon-
version period. It is a temporary remedy for a temporary unemployment sit-
uation. It endeavors to meet the inadequacies of existing State legislation by
making it possible for workers to receive benefits up to $25 a week for 26 weeks.
Benefits are to be paid for 26 weeks on the assumption that this amount of time
will be required to complete the process of conversion from war to a civilian
economy. The weekly benefit is certainly not too high for the workers and
especially for those who have dependents. This amount certainly will not pre-
vent any large group of workers from returning to work as soon as employment
opportunities become available. A fairly adequate benefit, moreover, such as
the bill envisages, is necessary to maintain not only the morale of the workers
hut also a high degree of purchasing power which is so essential in this transition
period.

The trouble with our remedies for unemployment has usually been that they
have come too late. Nobody who is acquainted with the history of unemployment
compensation will hold it up as a remedy for long continued unemployment. It
is designed to deal with a temporary situation. I am sure that nobody wants
to return to relief as a means of dealing with the unemployed. Through a com-
bination of public and private effort we must maintain a high level of full em-
ployment in the postwar period.

The bill under consideration includes four large groups of workers that are
not now included under present State laws. These are:

1. Civilian employees of the Federal Government.
2. Merchant seamen.
3. Workers engaged In factories processing agricultural products.
4. Employees of small firms.
Nobody will question the desirability of having some provision for the large

number of workers employed by the Federal Government who will soon be
separated from Federal service. Nobody, moreover, will seek to deny unemploy-
mient compensation to the merchant seamen who rendered such heroic service dur-
ing the war. A national program of unemployment compensation for seamen
Is long since overdue. This bill Is designed to meet the emergency situation
now confronting the seamen.

Some people will raise question about extending unemployment compensation
to workers engaged In factories processing agricultural products. These are
factory workers just as much as those employed In any of our Industrial estab-
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lishments. They are engaged in large commercial operations. Why, there-
fore, should they be excluded from the provisions of the Social Security Act?
Large commercial agriculture In this country has prospered to a considerable
degree because it has been able to secure exemption from all labor legislation.
The unfair advantages which it has enjoyed has enabled it virtually to put the
small farmers out of business. Those who are interested in maintaining the
family-size farm in the United States--which is a part of our democratic way
of life-are interested in extending to workers engaged In factories processing
agricultural products the same labor standards that apply to the ordinary
industrial worker. They would also like to see these standards apply to all
workers engaged in large commercial agricultural operations.

The fourth type of worker for whom the bill aims to provide benefits are
those employed by small firms. Such firms are already included in the laws of
16 States.

It is assumed that the supplementary compensation made available through
this bill to extend and supplement State programs of unemployment compensa-
tion will be administered by the State employment security agencies. These
agencies operate in conjunction with the local employment offices. The offices
are charged with bringing together workers and job opportunities. They are
also supposed to have complete information in regard to the labor market, in
regard to jobs and workers available for jobs.

Now, we know that in this country the labor market is not a local market.
This is especially true at the present time when workers are moving from so
many centers in which there is no prospect of jobs for the future to places where
there are real job prospects. One of the provisions of the bill seeks to facilitate,
through the payment of transportation, the movement of workers from com-
munities in which there are no opportunities, to communities in which oppor-
tunities exist. It would be very unfortunate if the Employment Service which
has something of a national character and something of a set-up for interstate
referral of workers to jobs should be broken up into a series of State and local
services. If there was ever a time when a real national service and a real
national point of view in dealing with employment was necessary, it surely is at
present. When the States go on their own in dealing with problems of employ-
ment, the local communities also go on their own. In the State employment serv-
ices there has been very little control over the local offices. Each office has been
virtually a law unto itself. If the Employment Service is now returned to the
States, we can practically disregard it as an effective instrument in dealing with
the labor market.

I am not assuming for a moment that the Service is perfect at the present
time. It is very far from perfect, but at least it has made some headway in the
direction of better standards.

The CHAR.MAN. Mr. Kalus.
Give your name for the record, please.

STATEMENT OF HARRY KALUS, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR OF
MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KA.us. My name is Harry Kalus, legislative counsel to his
excellency, Maurice J. Tobin, Governor of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

May I also put into the record, in view of what has been said here,
I am a former member of the Massachusetts Legislature.

Senator Luc.4s. That qualifies you.
Mr. KALUS. I should like to read the statement of Governor Tobin:
As Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, I am pleased to endorse

S. 1274, which, as I understand it, accomplishes substantially the following:
(a) Supplements present State *unemployment benefit payments to a $25-a-

week maximum for a period of 26 weeks.
(b) Extends coverage to Government workers, maritime workers, workers in

small plants, and agricultural workers not now covered.
(c) Provides travel allowance for the transportation of the unemployed to

areas needing workers.
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(d) Increases veterans' unemployment benefits under the GI bill of rights to
a $25-a-week maximum, and in the case of dependents, to a $30-a-week maximum.

This is a temporary measure, and by its express terms expires on June 30,
1947, which is determined to be the end of the reconversion period.

Present unemployment compensation benefits are not adequate either as to
-imount or duration if we are to keep at a minimum distress among low-income
workers and if we are to provide and maintain an adequate level of purchasing
power during the transition and reconversion period.

President Truman, in his special message to the Congress on May 28, 1945,
calling on Congres-s to provide "adequate benefits for workers temporarily un-
employed during the transition period from war to peace" described the condition
as a "major gap in our reconversion program" and the President "urged the
Congress to close this gap."

No amount of contention and argument about "States' rights" can erase the
incontrovertible fact that the transition period is an integral part of the war
emergency and it is therefore the continuing responsibility of the Congress to
utilize the resources of the Nation to provide for the worker just as the Congress
has provided remedial measures to assist business during the reconversion
period.

Massachusetts has in the recent session of the legislature increased unemploy-
ment benefits from a maximum of $18 a week to a maximum of $21 a week,
and increased the duration from 20 to 23 weeks.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I ask what your unemployment reserve is in
Massachusetts?

Mr. KALUS. About $212,000,000.
Senator M ILKIN. What is your eneral surplus in Massachusetts?
Mr. KALUS. We are not supposed to have a surplus in Massachu-

setts as such. The State operates on a balanced budget. Whatever
deficit there is between receipts and expenditures is assessed upon the
cities and towns by the way of a deficit tax.

The State has accumulated what might be considered a surplus
because of failure to make improvements and to make use of money
previously appropriated because of wartime restrictions. It has been
estimated somewhere around $18,000,000 which has been appropriated
for postwar projects and for deferred maintenance of plants run down
because of war restrictions.

Senator MMLIKIN. Is Massachusetts out of its own strength in-
capable of providing the benefits which are provided by this bill?

Mr. KALUS. I would say that when the legislature met in January
1945 it had before it several proposals, among which was the recom-
niendation made by the advisory board. This recommendation was
for $20 a week, andno change in duration, and it presented a table of
statistics which showed that if there was a 30-percent unemployment
during 1945 and 1946 that the fund would become insolvent.

I have here the figures. They run on the basis of 10, 20, and 30
percent. If there'had been unemployment of 30 percent, the fund
would be insolvent, or unable to stand the payments.

Senator MIILIIUN. Let me ask you again, out of the resources of
the State, its reserves in this particular fund, together with its other
resources, would you say that Massachusetts is incapable of reaching
the benefits contemplated under this Federal bill ?

Mr. KALuS. I would have to give my own personal opinion.
Senator MILLIN . What is that?
Mr. K.ALus. My personal opinion is that the present reserve has

been and is adequate to pay these benefits, because the amount of bene-
fits has been less than the amount of the interest that the fund has
earned, and notwithstanding that fact the legislature refused to accept
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the recommendation made by the Ameri,ran Feder-tion of Labor :11d
the (10. which had a recommheiidation fo)r a $z25 p~tvnient for '26 weeks.

In the Governor's .. atement. I think it is pointed out. just what
happened, and what he believes happened in most States in relation
to any increases in unemployment (' utpeiisation.

Se(,nator MILLIKIN. As a former member of the State legislature,
do you have the same defects in character and ability in your MIassa
chusett- Legi.lature that Mr. Thomas said existed in Michigan?

Mr. KALV,-. I don't think he meant, that. I don't think any think-
ing pers-on would attempt to generalize in relation to the character
of any legislature-any legislative body. I think it is true that the
power of the-let me put it this way: I think it is true that the State
legi-lature i- prone to yield to pressure of those who oppose any liberal
payment more than is the Congress.

Senator MILLIKINF. Would you not say that tle Legislature of Mas-
sachusetts is fairly reflective in State matters of the will of the people
of Ma-'.a:husett.s

Mr. KALUS. Not in this matter. One vote in the senate changed the
entire picture. The house of representatives had agreed to accept
2§0--26 and the Senate by one vote failed to concur in that amendment.
I would -ay that it hardly reflects public opinion of the needs of the
St ate.

Senator MILLIKIN. But that is a part o)f the democratic process .
Many bill that you and I think are good bills, fail for the lack ()f one

vote.
Mr. KALVS. If You are a-king for my interpretation of whether

thi.. legislation of .25 naixinun for 2(; weeks was wanted by the people
(If Ma.sachuisetts, mv answer would be "yes," and in the legislature
I would so vote, but it i> true that under te lemora'ttic process we
don't always approximate what we think is the best objective.

S'ice there are tloe difficulties and those practical difficulties, the
Governor welh',iie, thi5 legislation, insofar a: it tends by so pplement
to approximate more closely what is considered to be the needs of work-
Pf-s during, thi5 reconversion period. [Continuing reading:]

This iierease was a compromise agreement between the senate and the house
of representatives and it is my opini,,i that the coverage finally agreed upon be-
tween the two branches was related to what was con-idere( the adequacy of the
unemployment compensation trust fund to meet the increased paymelits. In
other words, we have provided benefit payments and coverage based upon what
we th,,ught the fund could reasonably afford, and it would not surprise me if
this situation prevailed in every State where increases have been provided for.
Consequently it appears that the States have provided for increases in relation
to the ability of th fund to pay-and not human iweIds.

This measure is therefore most welcome because in supplementing
exi ting St:te benefits during the reconversion period we come closer
to the coverage definitely needed by our workers and by our returning
veterans.

As, governor of ,n important industrial State I am concerned not
only with the welfare of Massachusetts workers, but I am also vitally
interested to see that there is provided an adequate purchasing power
to the workers in every section of the United States.
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It is true that under this measure certain sections of the country,
where present payments are much lower than those prevailing in my
State, will receive greater Federal aid than we will in Massachusetts.
Notwithstanding this fact, I favor this bill because it is of vital in-
terest to the people of Massachusetts that the workers in every section
of the United States be in a position to purchase the goods which we in
Mlassachusetts will produce.

It is obvious that there can be no prosperity for Massachusetts or
New England unless every section of our Nation is in full employment
or has reasonable, adequate coverage for the unemployed during the
transition period.

This legislation will help to remove, in part at least, the fear which attends
unemployment. On the other hand, it will give to the American worker a sense
of security while reconversion is taking place, and it will give them confidence to
go forward in their normal pursuits to purchase the goods and services which
they may require; in short, it will help to stabilize our entire economy during this
most trying period in our history.

I cannot see in this measure any attempt to federalize the administration of
the employment security law. It leaves the administration entirely in the hands
of the States according to their respective benefit formulas.

I can see in this legislation the fulfillment of the obligation of the Federal
Government to our workers and veterans who joined in a mighty and unparalleled
effort to bring the war to a successful conclusion and to start the Nation and the
world on the paths of peace.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir.
Is Mr. Dunn present?
If any of the witnesses who have not been reached wish to file a

statement for the record rather than to return later in the week, when
we can reach them, they may do so at this time.

Mr. Dunn, you wish to make an oral statement?
Mr. DuNN. Yes; I have an oral statement. Do you want to hear it

now?
The CHAIRMAN. I was just asking if there were any witnesses here

who are on the list who care to file a statement for the record at this
time.

Mr. CANNON. I am James W. Cannon, representing the Veterans of
Foreign Wars.

It is evident that you won't hear any more witnesses this evening,
and we will be happy to submit a statement. Our statement is now,
I believe, on the desk before the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. You will file it for the record?
Mr. CANNON. That is right.
The CHAMAN. We will be very glad to take it and have it entered

into the record. I
M[r. CANNON. Thank you very much.
(The statement submitted by Mr. Cannon is as follows:)

' T-TEMEN T OF JAMES W. CANNON, JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL, VETERANS OF FOREIGN
WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

,11r. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is James W. Cannon,
judge advocate general of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States,
,ad in the absence of Omar B. Ketchum, our national legislative representative,
I am appearing at the invitation of the, Honorable Senator Harley M. Kilgore
to Present the views of.our organization on the legislation contained In Senate
bill 1274, now under consideration by your committee.
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Our organization numbers among its membership close to 1,000,000 members
of the armed forces of the present World War, and others are joining at a pace
too fast to keep abreast of at present.

The needs of these men and their Immediate welfare as well as for the long
pull is our immediate concern, and the fast tempo of events in the Pacific makes
any action now, based, not on foresight but hindsight. This early victory is
due to many causes not the least of which has been the valor, courage, skill, and
fortitude of those in the armed forces of our country, never to submit or yield,
but to fight on doggedly, until the victory is achieved.

We submit and acknowledge, that the future welfare of the returning veteran
Is a part of the whole picture of the future welfare of our fellow citizen and
our Nation. The veteran knows as the citizen does, that full employment for
all solves some of the perplexing questions that trouble us.

Thc veteran, after making the necessary and needed sacrifices which has made
secure and safe all the othings spiritual and material that we in this country
hold dear and hope for, for ourselves and our posterity, wants above all to
return to a life of peace and contentment; to lead useful American lives; be
gainfully and profitably employed in industry and business, and to have the
esteem and respect of his fellow citizen in all matters for the good of the common
weal; to harry and, God willing, to raise a family and have a small place to
call home. Is this too much to expect, and if not, can we fail to provide the
small and modest measure of his desires?

In the light of our accomplishments in the prosecution of this conflict, we are
craven if we fail in the peace and all it promises for mankind including the
veteran.

Reconverson from war, and the all-out producton and manufacture therefor,
with the resulting unemployment, is what the emergency provisions of Senate
bill 1274 seeks to cushion and to also provide a means of preventing results,
both to industry and business as well as the living conditions of our fellow
citizens and returned veterans that will not leave a permanent or bad effect
on either.

Almost every veteran would prefer steady employment; this is also true of
the great majority of our citizens, lacking this, the alternative of the provisions
of this bill in the emergency is most welcome indeed. With the prevailing high
cost of living necessities and essentials, which conidtion will wthout a doubt
preval during the emergency reconversion period, the small increase, both in the
amount payable as unemployment compensation or benefits and the increased
period that same will be payable will help greatly to meet the conditions and
need of those, who though willing, cannot secure employment while reconversion
progresses or who must seek new employment.

We heartily endorse the provisions of the bill as it applies to amendment of
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944-the so-called GI bill of rights-
and also to the amendment of the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of
1944, and recommend its approval by this committee and passage by the Congress,
at the earliest time possible so as to meet the expanding, but we trust tempo-
rary, condition of unemployment now upon us.

We feel that this situation is only partly met, as it applies to the returning
veteran, however, until definite and specific correction of the provision of se-
tion 8 of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as to reemployment, is
made, and with further provisions as to employment of veterans who were never
employed before induction into the armed forces or who are without reemploy-
ment rights of any sort. The Knutson bill now before the House of Representa-
tives we believe would, if passed, correct this condition.

As long as this country is called upon and does feed our allies and the liberated
areas that were held in subjection by our enemies, through the past operation
of lease4end, and the provisions for future aid on a gigantic and unheard of
scale, of loans through the Import-Export Bank, Bretton Woods treaty, and
other measures, to renew and revive the economic well-being of such lands and
afford them and their people to approach a scale of material and spiritual well-
being on a level with that of our citizens, we believe in good conscience, that
there is nothing within reason, we cannot afford to grant to our returning veter-
ans to make their incorporation into the civilian population and economic life
of our country, easy, smooth, and without incident or difficulty for either them
or ourselves.

We believe this Congress intends to see that this objective is accomplished.
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'I lie CIkIR ..N. How long will you take, Mr. Dunn?
Ir. DUNN. I think r will take about 15 minutes.

Do ymi! Wint lii to '(lt' back toitiorrow 1
The, CHAIR N.AN. You will have to come back tomorrow. We may

be nible It, re-ach you tomorrow sometime.
Mr. DUNN. Can you reach me in the morning?
The CHAIR-MAN. I can't promise positively.
Mr. DUNN. I am due back to New York tomorrow. I wanted to

get back tomorrow afternoon.
The CHAIRMAN. We won't hear any more oral testimony this after-

Mr. DUNN. I will stay over until tomorrow.
The CHAMIRAN. All right.
Mr. DUNN. What time shall I return?
The CHAIMAN. Ten o'clock.
Mr. DUNN. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will recess until 10 o'clock.
( Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 5: 20 p. m., to reconvene

on Friday, August 31,1945, at 10 a. m.)
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 31, 1945

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D. C.
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room-

312, Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators George, Barkley, Byrd, Lucas, McMahon, Van-
denberg, Taft, Millikin, and Brewster.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please come to order.
Mr. Dunn, you were reached yesterday but have not been heard,

you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR DUNN, CHAIRMAN, PARENTS AND WIVES
OF FIGHTING AMERICANS, INCORPORATED, NEW YORK, N. Y.

Mr. DUNN. I am chairman of the organization known as Parents
and Wives of Fighting Americans. The vice chairman of this organ-
ization lost his only son in this war, and I have a son and son-in-law
in this war.

I have been practicing law for over 48 years, principally representing
corporations. I have always sat on the employer's side of the table.
But in 1932 I had three sons out of work, all Princeton graduates,
capable young men, and I commenced to see this unemployment
problem through the eye of the employee.' One of my sons, after
pounding the pavements of New York for 18 months, unable to get
work, said to me: "Dad, I wish we had a dictator. Then a fellow
might get a job." You must remember that Hitler was an unem-
ployed paperhanger and soldier, and anything which looks forward to
eight or ten million unemployed people in this country by next spring
is heading this country straight for a dictatorship or socialism, in my
opinion.

From the testimony I heard yesterday I got that impression, that
it was considered we were reaching a climax of unemployment by
July 1, next year, aggregating a number of millions.

I have come here to present a plan for reconversion without unem-
Ployment. Reconversion without unemployment requires some
amendment of this bill, but you could still use this bill.

I assume that the atomic bomb teaches us that we have either got
to learn how to live together in this world or how to die together,
and therefore we will be all the more open-minded as to plans which
are presented to solve the great problems which lie ahead of us.

281



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

I also assume it is generally recognized that the machine a e
functions through spending. When we spend we put people. to worfi,
and when we reduce our spending we throw people out of work and
we therefore must consider-what causes people to spend.

There are three things that cause people to spend money. One is
the desire for something; the other is the wherewithal to buy it, and
the third thing is the confidence to use that wherewithal. We say
we have a backlog of hundreds of millions of dollars of consumer
spending, and we certainly have the pent-up desires, but do we have
confidence? Will this bill which you are proposing, in its present
form, have a tendency to create and build up confidence or will it
destroy or diminish confidence? In my opinion, it will very much
diminish confidence, and the people will reason this way: "At the end
of 6 months, if I do not have a job, what is going to happen to me?
Therefore, I will save." Other people that work, seeing these millions
unemployed, will reason: "Maybe my turn will come; maybe I will
be unemployed", and the thing will be mounting all the time. Instead
of having 8 or 10 million unemployed, you are more likely to have 15
or 20 million unemployed.

I do not think the dole, which is charity, living off the toil of others,
represents a method of maintaining confidence in this country.

So my plan is this, and it is very simple indeed, that you amend this
bill to create a commission to fix the hours of work, and if necessary
make the hours so low that everybody is assured of a job. Now, you
may supplement the difference between the hours that the employer
pays for and, we will say, 40 hours a week by a contribution-from the
Government. Use this money you are talking about appropriating
to make up the difference, we will say, between a 20-hour and a
40-hour week. Let the employer pay for the hours they work for
him and use this money to make up the difference. That will, at
least, enable the workers to receive a certain minimum income.
You have got to have a minimum income of at least $35 a week in
this country to have full employment. Anything less than $35 a
week would not be sufficient. I wrote a book entitled "Arithmetic of
Revolution," and in that book I stated that you have got to have at
least a $35 minimum income if you are going to have full employment,
and that is what you are after. People want jobs and not doles.

In the fixing of a minimum wage of $35 a week, the employer pays
part of it and the Government makes up the difference, and as recon-
version proceeds, the hours of work will be stepped up and you are
emerging from this period with all people employed.

Now, I am a corporation lawyer and have always been associated
with businessmen. As to the argument that business and industry
can do this thing, in my book I prove it is mathematically impossible.
With the destruction of buying power in this country, the great
disparity between wage groups and between wages and profits, it is
mathematically impossible. It would take me about 2 minutes to
illustrate that. We have four wage groups producing the necessaries
of life, food, clothing, shelter, and transportation. Now, when I did
my research in peacetime-that is what we are talking about-back
in 1936, I discovered that the wage groups producing food and cloth-
ing had to work 8 hours to get $2 or $3, whereas the group producing
transportation and construction only had to work 2 hours to-get $2
or $3. It is perfectly obvious, if I have to work 8 hours to produce
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what you can produce in 2 or 3 hours, there is a great disparity.
That is where the majority of unemployment was in the depression,
in the manufacture of durable goods and the transportation industries.

You have got another tremendous disparity, and that is between
profits and wages. We distribute about two-thirds to wages and
about one-third to profits. The people that receive the profits
receive much more than they can possibly spend. They use their
profits to extend their plans. They have to have something to sell.
If you use your profits to expand your plant and the people do not
have sufficient increased buying power to buy the output of those
plants, you are going to have a lot of idle plants. That is what we
had in 1929.

I do not have time to go into that right now, but it is mathematically
impossible for industry to solve this problem. I do not suppose you
gentlemen can quite realize what unemployment means. A great
doctor in New York told me that he considered unemployment a
living death, much worse than the war. He had much experience with
the unemployed in clinics. He said it disorganized personality, it
disintegratess personality, it gives them an inferiority complex. Un-
less you want to wish on this country something worse than war, I
beg with you and plead with you to amend this bill so that you inspire
confidence and create jobs rather than put the unemployed on the
dole.

Senator LUCAS. What do you mean by "worse than war"?
Mr. DUNN. Well, I mean the effect on the individual. In war

people fight shoulder to shoulder, there is glory, and there is the ]patter
of becoming a hero. An unemployed man is no hero to anybody; he
fights alone. He goes home at night dreading to see his wife and tell
her he could not get a job that day.

I had three boys unemployed, and I know the effects of that.
People commit suicide. It gives them heart trouble, and the fatalities
among the unemployed run into great numbers. It was that doctor's
opinion that it was worse than war.

Everything now seems to be unemployment and doles, going back
to the same old stuff.

We have done a magnificent job in this country: Industry, soldiers,
Libor and farmers, doing a job that far outstrips anything done before

hi the history of the world. Are we going to greet these men when
tl ey come back with the little pittance of $25 a week? Are we going
t,, say we cannot measure up to the great things that they have done?
I have a son in the war, and my son-in-law was a Seabee who went
,>iiore at Tarawa with the marines and set up the bulldozers and put
I lieni to work there. Those men are not going to come back here and
take a dole. I urge you to find jobs for these men, let everybody
\ ork, and use this money to supplement their incomes.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, sir.
Mr. DUNN. By the way, I would like to suggest before I go that

business do its part. I have talked to one of the big businessmen in
t he country- day before yesterday-- and he said, "I am not going to
1,1y off a man; I am not going to reduce the salaries." I said, "How
"Ve you going to do that?" He said, "I am going to make a surplus of
standard parts and store them away until they will be needed."

They were talking yesterday about 8%4 to 9 billions. It was 300
billions that they were talking about in the war. I was told that the
Pan-Americah Highway is making $52,000,000 a year, which is half
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enough to support the Mexican Government. Let us appropriate the
money to complete the highways in Latin America. The saving in
gasoline to the motorists would be enough to amortize that in a very
few years. So, let business kick in along with the Government and
get something going to create jobs. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
The Honorable Edward Mxartin, Governor of Pennsylvania.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD MARTIN, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

The CHAIRMAN. Governor Martin, you are appearing here on
behalf of the executive committee of the Governors' Conference, I
believe.

Mr. MARTIN. That is right..
The CHAIRMAN. We will be very glad to hear from you.
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, my name is Edward Martin. I am

Governor of Pennsylvania and chairman of the Governors' Confer-
ence. I am testifying as chairman of the Governors' Conference and
at the direction of the executive committee of the Governors' Con-
ference.

Some time ago, Mr. Chairman, you wired all the Governors inviting
them to testify before your committee with respect to unemployment
compensation. As you know, many of the Governors have accepted
yoar invitation and they, or their representatives, are testifying before
your committee with respect to the views of their States concerning
legislation now pending and dealing with unemployment compensation.

The executive committee of the Governors' Conference directed me,
however, to appear before you and to discuss one question, a question
upon which all the States are agreed. The States are opposed to any
bill or plan designed to federalize the administration of unemployment
compensation. Over a period of the past 4 years, a number of efforts
have been made and bills have been introduced designed to federalize
this cooperative program in the name of some emergency. The
States, all of them, have consistently opposed these efforts and plans
because they have been and are con vinced that the best interests of all
concerned, the employees, the employers, and the general public, have
been and will be best served by local administration of this very iin-
portant service.

In 1942, the Governors' Conference considered this matter and
resolved that the States were completely opposed to any attempt to
abandon the Federal-State system of unemployment so as to transfer
all authority from the States to a Federal agency.

Again in 1944, the conference restated and reemphasized its opposi-
tion to any and all efforts on the part of Federal institutions and
agencies to. centralize and federalize the administration of unemploy-
ment compensation. In 1945 the conference urged the Federal
,Government to continue to facilitate the cooperative program and
not to handicap its administration by withholding adequate funds
collected for and designed to provide effective administration of this
cooperative program. Copies of these resolutions are attached hereto
as exhibits A, B, and C with the request that they be made a part of
the record.

The CHAIRMAN. We will be glad to have it made part of the record.
Mr. MARTIN. Thank you, ir.
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In 1934 the National Committee on Economic Security was estab-
lished to study the question and to recommend a program. After
extensive research, the Committee developed a social-security plan
which included an unemployment compensation system based upon
the Federal-State cooperative pattern that had proved so successful
in the past in the administration of our joint public services. These
recommendations were submitted to the Congress which passed a
social security act in 1935 embodying these principles. All of the
States promptly enacted unemployment compensation laws to con-
form to and to cooperate with the Federal Government in this matter. j

Over a period of 9 years, these State laws have been revised, ex--
panded, and perfected to meet changing times and changing conditions
in peace and in war. Because this program was based upon the
cooperative principle of Federal policy and State administration and
operation, it has been possible to make necessary and proper adjust,
ments from time to time to meet the varying conditions existing in
different parts of the country.

Early in 1943 the States established an Interstate Committee on
Postwar Reconstruction and Development of which the Governor of
Massachusetts, now Senator Saltonstall, was chairman. This Com-
mittee undertook the task of developing a program designed to cooper-
ate with the National Government in every respect in the prosecution
of the war and to organize the resources and facilities of the States in
such a manner as to contribute effectively to the reconstruction
period.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to leave with each member of this
committee a copy of that report issued by the States in the spring of
1944.

Realizing that unemployment compensation would be our first line
of defense against possible unemployment, the Committee gave specific
attention to this subject. The Governors' Conference on May 31,
1944, approved the program and the board of managers of the Council
of State Governments, in December 1944 developed specific sugges-
tions and recommendations for improving, expanding, and perfecting
unemployment compensation to meet the problems of reconstruction
and development.

The council recommended:
1. Finance.-Each State should consider the principle involved in war-risk

contribution rates in protecting the solvency and adequacy of its funds and in
maintaining or increasing its tax rates with the expansion of employment and
allowing for rate reduction as employment diminishes.

2. Coerage.-Each State should consider whether effective administration will
permit extending coverage to persons working for employers of one or more and
amending its laws to supplement any action which Congress may take with respect
to the extension of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act to employers of one or
more. Consideration should be given to the coverage of major groups in agri-
cultural processing industries and to maritime workers.

3. Benefs.-Eacb State should insure that the amount and duration of bene-fits will be adequate to maintain workers and their families through the period
that may reasonably be required for the reconversion of industry. Ir order that
an adequate standard of living be sustained and the deflationary effects of unem-
Ployment b* minimized it is recommended that each State, so far as is practicable,approxnate a scale of benefit payments up to a maximum of $20 per week, for a
Inaxinum duration of 26 weeks.

4. Eligibility.-Each State should review its eligibility rovisions to be certainthat all persons now entitled to benefits are bona fide membere of the labor market
and that the extent of their employment is sufficient to warrant their inclusion in
the employment security system.
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5. Dioqualifitwiow.-Each State should reexamine its statutory provisions
governing disqualifications to be certain that the penalties imposed do not restrict
the right of an individual to change his work for good personal or family reasons,
and that the mandatory character of penalties does not produce the unintended
effect of denying compensation to the involuntarily unemployed person M ho is
able and willing to woik. Specifically, it is recommended that penalties for
disqualification entail the suspension rather than the cancellation of benefit
rights.

6. Reciprocity.-Each State should participate fully in plans to solve inter-
state problems in the field of unemployment compensation through interstate
cooperation, and should provide any legislative authorization needed for such
cooperation. The attention of the States is particularly directed to the need for
full participation of all States in providing for combined wage credits for multi-
state workers, to the end that a worker will not suffer by the operation of the
State systems because of the division of his earnings among two or more States.

7. Administration.-Each State should reapplaise its administrative machin-
ery and procedure to insure maximum speed and efficiency in paying benefits
under the pressing conditions of the postwar transition. In order that the
time lag between the commencement of unemployment and the payment of
benefits be reduced to a minimum consonant with administrative feasibility, it
is recommended that a waiting period no longer than 1 week be adopted. And
it is finally recommended that, in order for each covered worker to know what
provisions and procedures have been established with respect to his benefit right-9
each State unemployment compensation agency, make certain that prompt and
adequate information about unemployment compensation be available to all
persons who may be covered by the provisions of the law.

This program was extensively adopted by the States.
The Social Security Bulletin of July 1945, the official publication of

the Federal Security Agency and the Social Security Board, in an
exhaustive discussion of the subject, commends the action of the
States in the 1945 legislative sessions and states:

The amendments to State unemployment compensation laws in the 1945
legislative sessions are of more than usual interest.

For example, the maximum weekly benefit amount is $20 or more in States
with 78 percent of the covered workers; the maximum duration of benefits covers
20 weeks or more of total unemployment in States with 80 percent of the covered
workers; the maximum potential benefits in a benefit year are $396 or more in
States with 75 percent of the covered workers. Almost three-fourths of the
covered workers are in States which require as a waiting period only 1 week of
total or partial unemployment.

With respect to this program of expansion-a program developed
and promoted by the States-the Social Security Bulletin in its
article on State Unemployment Compensation Laws of 1945 states:

When the States are weighted by the number of covered workers, the improve-
ments which have been made in the program are impressive.

We are attaching hereto also, Mr. Chaiman, as exhibit D, a table
which indicates the major provisions of the original unemployment
compensation laws as passed by the States and the progress which
has been made to date. It is an impressive record, and it illustrates
what can be done-in fact, what has been done in the development
and expansion of this cooperative program designed to meet one of
the most difficult of domestic problems. It demonstrates also the
effectiveness of State administration and operation of unemployment
compensation and, we believe, it emphasizes the desirability of main-
taining the present system.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions from the Governor?
Senator VANDENBERG. Governor, have you studied the pending

bill at all with a view to determining whether it alines with ,your
principles?
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Mr. MARTIN. Senator, I have not. I am very much for delegat-
ing authority, and I am only here this morning to testify on the one
feature. You sent out a telegram very kindl to all the governors,
and I will be represented, I believe, this next Tuesday, by a man who I
is more able to speak than I on this bill, because he is an expert, and
I am only the governor.

Senator McMAHON. Have you any views on it, Governor?
Mr. MARTIN. I would rather not state anything, because I have a

directive from the governors to speak on this one thing, and I do not
want to give you my views on it, because the governors may be in dis- i
agreement. I am here as chairman of the Governors' Conference,
just on this one feature of it.

Senator LuCAS. Of course, this bill does not touch the federalization
of unemployment compensation at all.

Senator VANDENBERG. The question it raises is whether or not,
when you once establish the Federal standards, you would get away
from it. I would be interested in the Governor's comments on that
subject, if he is in a position to comment on it.

Mr. MARTIN. Well, with the understanding that it just means me
personally and it goes no further, I will comment on it. I am a great
believer in decentralization. We are centralizing too much already
in the State capital at Harrisburg. I think that the different localities
are better able to judge on these things, because we have different
conditions and different problems. Let us understand now that
that is my own opinion and that I am not expressing anything for the
Governors' Conference.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator MCMAHON. Governor, in my State I received many com-

plaints about workers being cut off of the unemployment compensa-
tion rolls of the State. I am from Connecticut. They are cut off
after 2 or 3 weeks. They have been making $1.25 an hour, and they
are offered 40 or 50 cents, and they do not take it. Have you received
any complaint in that regard, in your own State?

Mr. MARTIN. Personally, I have not. Mr. Chestnut will represent
us at a hearing I think next Tuesday. I haven't personally had any
complaints on it.

Senator MCMAHoN. There has not been'in Pennsylvania an uproar?
Mr. MARTIN. We have no uproar at all.
Senator LuCAS. What are the rates in your State, Governor?
Mr. MARTIN. 20-20.
Senator LuCAS. Do you think that is adequate during this

emergency?,
Mr. MARTIN. Well, you get into economic problems which I would

not care to discuss this morning. You know we have got to keep the
thing solvent. Us folks out in the States are looking very much to
the Congress on matters of solvency and things of that kind. Pennsyl-
vania can stub its toe financially, if the great United States is sound,
because it carried on, but when the great United States gets into
difficulties, why, we are all in it together.

Senator MCMAHON. Governor, you are here taking the position
that there should be no change in the system. Of course, you state
we will hear from somebody later as to whether or not there is an
approval of the bill, commenting on the bill itself. Of course, we are
faced with the problem of either supplementing the State benefits or
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not. You, as Governor of a great industrial State, could tell us
whether or not you believe that $20 a week for 20 weeks is sufficient
or whether it should be supplemented.

Mr. MARTIN. That is a question-and I am speaking now as an
individual-which has been up for discussion in Pennsylvaia. I am
of the opinion that it is sufficient. Understand, there are many
people in my State that do not think it is enough. It is a question
that we had much discussion concerning in our legislature.

Senator LUCAS. In other words, you believe the laws you have at
the present time in Pennsylvania are sufficient to take care of the
unemployment compensation during this emergency?

Mr. MARTIN. That is what we feel.
Senator LUCAS. In other words, if that is the case, you can see no

reason why this bill should be passed, because we definitely are going
to give to you, if this bill is passed, and $5, making it $25 for each
and every man. So, I take it from your answer, if the amount is
adequate in Pennsylvania, from your own viewpoint, that this bill is
not necessary.

Mr. MARTIN. That is my personal view, but when Mr. Chestnut
testifies before you he will cover it more fully. He is my expert.

Senator LUCAS. I know, but you are the Governor and you tell
him what to do sometimes.

Mr. MAUTIN. No. I give my people jobs, and I do not tell them
how to do it.

Senator LucAs. They tell you what to do?
Mr. MARTIN. Well, I am a soldier, you know. I give a man a job

to do, and he does it in his own way.
Senator LUCAS. All right, Governor.
Senator MILLIKIN. Governor, what is the reserve in your State in

the unemployment compensation fund?
Mr. MARTIN. About $600,000,000.
Senator MILLIKIN. What is your general State surplus?
Mr. MARTIN. I did not get that, Senator.
Senator MILLIKIN. What is your general State surplus? Your

State is not on a deficit basis. You have a surplus, do you not?
Mr. MARTIN. Oh, yes. We did have a deficit in Pennsylvania but

we have got that wiped out. We paid off a little while ago about
$50,000,000 worth of bonds. Ve have got a good many millions in our
treasury.

Senator MILLIKIN. You do not have anything approximating the
exact figure in your mind?

Mr. MARTIN. Well, the biennium that ended May 31, we had about
$170,000,000 surplus, and then we paid off $48,000,000 in bonds, and I
am hoping that we are increasing the surplus a little from time to tin.
You know us Pennsylvania Dutch and Quakers have been brought up
under a peculiar type of economy. We like to have a little to start the
next year with.

Senator MILLIKIN. If the Pennsylvania Legislature should decide
that, an additional $5 will be necessary, could Pennsylvania, out of itz
own reserve, provide that $5?

Mr. MARTIN. Well, I would have to consult my secretary of labor
and industry, my budget secretary, and my secretary of finance.

Senator MILLIKIN. I assume your reserve ini your unemployment
compensation fund reflects what you think would cover your actuarial
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risks in this unemployment business and they are adequate at least
to pay the present scale.

Mr. MARTIN. We think that they are actuarially sound.
Senator MILLIKIN. That was why I was wondering what your gen-

eral State surplus was, so you could help out if you thought it advisable
in your State to increase the length of the period or add an additional
compensation. Would your expert be in a position to testify on that
when he shows up?

Mr. MARTIN. He will have to consult the secretary of revenue and
the secretary of the budget. I will have him do that; yes, sir.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask how are
those figures getting along that I asked for yesterday?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. We will have the figures this morning for the sur-
plus of every State in the general fund, as well as the reserves for
special funds like highways, but we do have the reserves in the insur-
ance fund for every State, and you will note that Pennsylvania has a
very healthy figure.

Senator MILLIKIN. Governor, when did your legislature last con-
sider this problem?

Mr. MARTIN. This last session. The legislature adjourned on
May 8.

Senator MILLIKIN. Was the subject given thorough consideration
by your legislature? 4

MAr. MARTIN. Yes, we think very thorough consideration.
Senator MILLIKIN. SO, your present system in Pennsylvania repre-

sents what might be said to be the up-to-date view of the people of ij
Pennsylvania as reflected by the legislature?

Mr. MlARTIN. Yes. We will not have a new legislature until
December 1946. The new legislature is in effect the first Monday of
]),ecember 1946, but it will not convene until the first Monday of
.11:nuary 1947. But the Governor could call a special session at that I
time, and then he would have a new legislative body.

Senator MILLIKIN. Can you call a special session between terms
anytime you want to under your constitution?

Mlr. MARTIN. Yes, sir.
Senator MILLIKIN. Thank you very much.
Senator LucAs. Governor, one more question with respect to this 1

$600,000,000 trust fund for unemployment compensation in your
State. May I ask how long it has taken to build that trust fund?

Mlr. NIARTIN. Senator, I am sorry; I did not get that.
Senator LUCAS. When was the State unemployment compensation

fir-t started in your State, do yoa recall?
Mlr. MARTIN. In 1938.
Senator LuCAS. In other words, in the period of 7 years you built

t) the $600,000,000 trust fumd? [
Mr. MARTIN. Yes.
Senator LucAs. Of course, a good deal of it was due to the war.
Mr. MARTIN. We had half of that before the war.
Senator MILLIiN. I did not get that answer.
Mr. MIARTIN. We had half of that before the war. We had half

of it before Pearl Harbor.
Mr. CHESTNUT. Before the wartime industrial activities.
Mr. MARTIN. We had half of it before Pearl Harbor.
Mr. CHFTNUT. Yes, but we had half the fund before that time.
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Senator LuCAS. I just wanted to know primarily the year when it
was adopted.

Mr. MARTIN. Yes.
Senator LuCAS. You have certainly done well in your State to

accumulate the fund.
The CHAIRMAN. If there are no further questions, Governor, we

thank ypou for coming down.
Mr. MARTIN. Thank you, sir.
(The exhibits submitted by Mr. Martin are as follows:)

EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE, THIRTY-FOURTH
ANNUAL MEETING, ASHEVILLE, N. C., JUNE 24, 1942

II. UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Whereas a sound system of unemployment compensation must provide for the
varying economic and social conditions existing in the different communities of
this Nation and should provide for the inherent advantages of local legislation
and administration.

The present Federal-State system embraces the desirable qualities of local
adaptation and State initiative and responsibility in. legislation and adminis-
tration.

The Federal Security Administrator and the Chairman of the Social Security
Board have only recently informed Congress that it will soon be asked to liquidate
State participation as it exists in the present unemployment compensation
program and to substitute therefor a completely federalized system.

Our Nation is now engaged in a tremendous effort in the defense of our form of
government and our institutions, and we should wholly and unitedly apply our-
selves to the furtherance of that effort, avoiding any matters tending to disrupt
our unity and to divert our energy, such as this proposal would surely do: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the governors of these United States in conference assembled are
completely opposed to any attempt at this time to abandon or change the present
Federal-State system of unemployment compensation so as to transfer all au-
thority from the States to a Federal agency, and urge that, out of consideration
for our national peril, and in the furtherance of our efforts to remove this peril,
such attempts should not be undertaken.

That this position of the governors shall be communicated by the mailing of
copies of this resolution to the President of the United States, the Federal Security
Administrator, the Chairman of the Social Security Board, and to members of
the appropriate committees of Congress.

EXHIBIT B
RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE, THIRTY-SIXTH ANNUAL

MEETING, HERSHEY, PA., MAY 31, 1944

IV. UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Whereas during the past 8 years all of the States, with increasing efficiency, have
been administering their unemployment compensation laws in a manner satis-
factory alike to those entitled to benefits and to their citizens generally; and

Whereas during this period the States have built up and accumulated large
reserves totaling in the aggregate 5% billion dollars- and

Whereas the efficiency of State administration ol unemployment compensation
and the funds thus accumulated constitute our largest and most important safe-
guard against postwar depression and unemployment: Therefore be it

Resolved,
(1) That the Governors' Conference restates and reemphasizes its opposition

to any and all efforts, including those now pending, on the part of Federal institu-
tions and agencies to centralize and federalize the administration of unemployment
compensation; and
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(2) That the executive committee of the Governors' Conference be directed to
take whatever steps it might deem necessary to see that the present method of
State administration of unemployment compensation systems shall be maintained
in full force and effect, and not either transferred to Federal control directly, or
indirectly hampered by Federal subsidy provided in the name of some possible
future emergency; be it further ,

Resolved, That in order to be able to meet all postwar problems through the use
of State unemployment compensation systems as now constituted, the States
should consider action along the following lines:

(1) Each State should make careful estimates of its probable postwar unem-
ployment benefit payments, and of the solvency prospects of its unemploymentf und;(2) Any State whose fund is in danger of postwar insolvency should take prompt

steps to build more adequate reserves, through legislation requiring higher war-
time contribution rates;

(3) Each State should review the coverage and benefit provisions of its law, to
determine their adequacy and with a view to making such improvements as are
found desirable and practicable;

(4) Each State should reexamine its statutory provisions and its administrative
procedures with a view to assuring maximum speed and efficiency in paying bene-
fits under the peak-load conditions of the postwar period;

(5) Each State should participate fully in plans to solve interstate problems in
the field of unemployment compensation through interstate cooperation, and
should provide any legislative authorization needed for such cooperation; and

(6) Each State should carefully consider the proper relations between its law
and any Federal program for veterans' demobilization allowances, and should pro-
vide such legislative authorization as may be indicated to permit full and proper
State cooperation in relation to veterans' payments.

EXHIBIT C

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GoVERNORs' CONFERENCE, THIRTY-SEVENTH
ANNUAL MEETING, MACKINAC ISLAND, MICH., JULY 4, 1945

VII. ADMINISTRATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Whereas a constantly increasing volume of reconversion and demobilization
unemployment is occurring aga result of the successful conclusion of the European
war and it is imperative that State unemployment insurance agencies be largely
expanded from their present minimum levels in order that unemployed workers
may receive their checks promptly; and

Whereas the amount of the tax collected by the Federal Government for this
express purpose is greatly in excess of the amount allocated by the Congress; and

Whereas it is imperative to avoid great hardship among our people that 'the
funds collected for the purpose be made available forthwith so that unemployment
insurance benefits may be distributed as needed: Now, therefore, be it|I

Resolved, That the Social Security Board should forthwith make its allocations
to the State agencies on the basis of the imperative necessities of the existing j
situation so that the agencies may meet present needs and be prepared for the
impact of reconversion; and be it further

Resolved, That the Congress should at the earliest possible moment appropriate
from the funds collected for this express purpose adequate moneys to meet these
urgent human needs.

The CHAIRMAN. At this time we might insert into the record a list
of the funds available in all of the States; that is, in the unemployment
compensation trust funds, as of July 31, 1945. The Governor's
recollection was very accurate as to the Pennsylvania trust fund. which
is given as $599,980,000.

(The table referred to is as follows):
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EXHIBIT D

Liberalization of State unemployment compensation laws I

Coverage (number of em- Maximum Maximum Waiting period
loyees) weekly duration (num- (number of

state benefit ber of weeks) weeks)

Original 1945 Original 1945 Original 1945 Original 1945
___________________________I__ 1____________ ________ _ - 1 1.......... _______

Alabama .................
Alaska _
Arizona ....
Arkansas -------------------
California ................
C olorado .... . ............
Connecticut ...............
D elaw are .. ......... ......
District of Columbia -------
F lorida .....................
Georgia _------- --- 
H awaii -- .----------------
Idaho-------------- --
Illinois ....
Indiana ..................
Iow a ----------------------
K ansas .... ................
Kentucky___
Louisiana ...... ...........
Maine...............
Maryland _ _
Massachusetts --------------
Michigan ..
Minnesota .--------------
Missiiyi_-----------

M ontana -------------------
Nebraska ................
Nevada .............
New Hampshire
New Jersey -----------------
New Mexico .............
New York ............
North Carolina ...........
North Dakota ...........
Ohio -----.---------------
Oklahoma .................
Oregon..............
Pennsylvania --------------
Rhode Island ---------------
South Carolina .....
South Dakota ....
Tennessee............
Texas .....................
U tah ... ...................
Verm ont -------------------
Virginia .... ......
Washington...........
W est Virginia --------------
Wisconsin .---------------
W yoming ------------------

8 or more ....
......do ------
3 or more ....
1 or more ....
8 or more ..---
----- do .....
5 or more ..-..-
I or more ....

. _- .,do ... "

8 or more....
----- d o -------
1 or more ..---
8 or more ...--
----- d o -------
----- do ----...
--- do-..-.
...-----do

.....-- -----do.__..-do -------
_-----do

-----do.
...-----do
1 or more....
8 or more ....

----- do
......do...
1 or more ....
8 or more-....
I or more- ---
4 or more ....
8 or more-....-
... do ------
4 or more ....
8 or more ..---.-... do .. ...
_-do.

4 or more.--_-
1 or more ---
4 or more ....
8 or more-....
1 or more ....
8 or more ..---
-...... do .....
4 or more-....
8 or more ....
----- do .....
---- do-.---
.-.... do..
10 or more.__-
1 or more ....

8 or more ....
1 or more ....
3 or more ....
I or more ....
_--do --...
8 or more....
4 or more....--
1 or more...

..... do .....
8 or more-....

..... do .....
1 or more....
_--..do .....
6 or more--....
8 or more ---

----- do ------d
..... do .....
4 or more ....
.-_ d o -------

8 or more ....
I or more ....

----- do .....
8 or more ....
I or more ....
8 or more ....-

- .do.
1 or more ....
8 or more ....
I or more ....
4 or more .............. .....do..
2 or more ....
4 or more ....
8 or more....
---.._do .....
3 or more ....
8 or more ....
4 or more ....
1 or more ....
4 or more ....
8 or more ....

...............do.~..----- do . .o .
.... do.

I or more ....
8 or more ....

.-----do-....
1 or more ....
8 or more ....
6 or more ....
I or more ....

$15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15

S 15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
16
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15

10
18

20
16
14
16
23. 4
16
20
22
20
16
16
20
17
26
20
18
20
20
20
20
26
23
20
20
14
16
16
18
20
20
26
16
26
16
20
22
20
20
20
20;'
18
20
16
18
27
20
16
26
21
23
20

I Source: Social Security Board.

Funds available in State unemployment compensation trust funds, as of July 81, 1945

Total all States. $6, 843, 443, 000

Alabama----------
Alaska------------
Arizona-----------
Arkansas----------
California..........
Colorado----------
Connecticut_
Delaware----------
District of Columbia.-
Florida------------
Georgia-----------
Hawaii -------------

66, 658, 000
7, 791, 000

19, 213, 000
29, 115, 000

722, 833, 000
33, 833, 000

177, 651, 000
14. 528, 000
42, 870, 000
55, 626, 000
78, 340, 000
17, 559, 000

Idaho___
Illinois-_
Indiana_
Iowa.............
Kansas_
Kentucky_
Louisiana-
Maine_
Maryland---------
Massachusetts_
Michigan..........
Minnesota.........
Mississippi
Missouri..........

$14, 255, 000
508, 863, 000
182, 590, 000
59, 502, 000
54, 677, 000
84, 633, 000
79, 306, 000
36, 143, 000

126, 683, 000
214, 865, 000
293, 933, 000
85. 829, 000
25, 543, 000

160, 839, 000

292
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Funds available in State unemployment compensation trust funds, as of July 31, 1945-IContinued

Montana ------------- $18, 219, 000 Rhode Island --------- $71, 328, 000
Nebraska ------------ 25, 605, 000 South Carolina- - ------ 37, 631, 000
Nevada -------------- 9, 978, 000 South Dakota ------- 6, 309, 000
New Hampshire_ 21, 687, 000 Tefhnessee ----------- 83, 640, 000
New Jersey ----------- 442, 023, 000 Texas ---------------- 151, 089, 000
New Mexico --------- 9, 840, 000 Utah ---------------- 25, 746, 000
New York ------------ 964, 396, 000 Vermont ------------- 12, 368, 000
North Carolina ------ 103, 741, 000 Virginia ------------- 63, 179, 000
North Dakota ------- 5, 052, 000 Washington_ - ------ 151, 213, 000
Ohio ---------------- 470, 956, 000 West Virginia --------- 68, 689, 000
Oklahoma ------------ 46, 829, 000 Wisconsin ------------ 180, 387, 000
Oregon --------------- 72, 028, 000 Wyoming ----------- 7, 850, 000
Pennsylvania -------- 599, 980, 000

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Stanley Rector.

STATEMENT OF STANLEY RECTOR, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE,
STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES

Mr. RECTOR. Mr. Chairman, my name is'Stanley Rector, and I
am here as a personal representative of my Governor, the Honorable!
Walter S. Goodland, of the State of Wisconsin, and I um also asked
to represent the 48 State employment security agencies, comprising
the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies.

The CHAIRMAN. We will be glad to hear you.
Mr. RECTOR. I want to speak about my representation of the inter-

state conference, Mr. Chairman.
The interstate conference is composed of 48 State employment

security agencies, and I was designated by its executive group, a
committee of 12, to make this appearance and outline the conference's ij
position. This position of the 48 States is related to resolutions that
have been adopted in annual conventions and further, is in accordance
with executive committee action. The position to be outlined here 5
has been cleared with the States. To my knowledge there is one dis-
sent from the position I will here express, and that is the State of
Washington. John Davis wrote that it was not representative of the
agency in that State. Otherwise, as far as I know, and with certain
distinctions that will be entertained by State agencies which are here
and will later come before you, I think this is representative of the 48.o I
States.

Insofar as State administrators are concerned, the issue here is
basically the same as that raised by the so-called Murray-Kilgore bill,
considered by your George Postwar Planning Committee a year a o
in May. While certain provisions of S. 1274, with respect to beneft
amounts, durations, and other factors, differ from similar provisions
in the older Murray-Kilgore bill, the consequences of the two pro-
posals with respect to the existing system would be fundamentally
the same.

Since the issue is'the same as that posed last year, the position of
the State administrators is the same. We are firmly opposed to the
Federal supplementation of State benefits contained in S. 1274, and
we seriously question the advisability of enacting at this time and in
this manner many of the subordinate features of the proposal. We
propose to show that everything that has occurred since the dis-
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position of the Murray-Kilgore bill by the George committee last year
as not only confirmed the position taken at that time but gives

additional strength to that same position here.
. We have four major propositions, and I will state the propositions

and then give our argument. Our first proposition is that State
benefit amounts are not inadequate, as alleged, if referred to the
underlying purposes of a sound unemployment compensation program.
The matter of inadequacy of benefits, with special reference to recon-
version unemployment, has only recently been appraised by 45 State
legislatures which met in legislative sessions this year, and any
necessary adjustments have been made by these State legislative
bodies. It is our thought that the State legislatures are in the best
position to determine the matter of adequacy with reference to the
varying social and economic conditions in the respective parts of
our country.

There has been much testimony before this committee to the effect
that the benefit provisions of State laws are inadequate, both as to
weekly amount and as to duration. We are in complete disagreement
with this contention, that the benefit schedules now provided by State
laws, measured with reference to the underlying purposes of unem-
ployment compensation, are not fitted to the role that can be properly
assigned to unemployment compensation in the task of reconversion.

At the outset may I assert that any over-all national averages of
State benefit payments made during the last year or the current year
are entirely unrepresentative, both as to amount and duration, of
benefits that will be paid in the reconversion period.

Last night I received a wire from my home State, the State of
Wisconsin, stating that in the lay-offs thus far over 90 percent of all
unemployment compensation claims will be entitled to the full maxi-
mum duration and full weekly amount, which is $20 for 23 weeks in
our State. I have checked that with several other State representa-
tives, and that is representative of the general situation throughout
the country with these large lay-offs in the war plants. They will be
at maximum amount and duration, generally speaking.

The CHAIRMAN. And at the maximum weekly amount?
Mr. RECTOR. As to the weekly amount, I think it would be quite

conservative, sir, to say it will be 80 percent throughout the country,
and in the large industrial States that have had very high employment
with high wages in war production I think it will approximate 90 per-
cent or better. So past averages, of over-all State amounts that were
applicable with respect to last year and the fore part of this year,
should not be entertained by this committee as a true measure. They
were applicable to casual and semicasual job seekers, people in the
low-paid service industries who have been laid off in large part. The
war production workers who now constitute the vast bulk of the
unemployed will have benefit rates of nearly the maximum.

Senator MCMAHON. Do you have any allowances for dependents in
Wisconsin?

Mr. RECTOR. We have not.
Senator MCMAHON. It is $20 top?
Mr. RECTOR. It is $20 top.
Senator MCMAHON. A man with five children would be entitled,

at 90 percent of the top amount, to $18 a week; is that right?
Mr. RECTOR. Let me answer you on that.

294
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Senator McMAHoN. He might have $20 a week?
Mr. RECTOR. He has $20 a week if he falls in that wage class. If

he is a single man he would receive the same amount. In other words,
our theory is, in our State, that contributions are related to pay rolls,
in a strictly contributory system. You cannot properly depart from
that. You should not depart from that unless you inject "dependency
wages" into the wage structure.

Senator LuCAS. Regardless of the emergency?
Nfr. RECTOR. That is an assumption. If a man with five children

goes to the war plant he receives his job and his corresponding wage on
the basis of his skill, the same as a single man. There is no distinction
there. The employer pays the same wage to both.

Senator MCMAHON. He receives remuneration "which permits him
to support this five children. Now, when he is out of work he has still
got to feed his five children. Do you think $20 a week is sufficient for
him to keep his family together?

Mr. RECTOR. That would depend upon the economic status that
he had and that he had planned to go back to. It might not be in the
case of a man with five children.

The CHAIRMAN. Your State was the first State in the United States
to adopt unemployment compensation, was it not?

Mr. RECTOR. We were the first, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. I mean you ado pted it even before the act of 1935.
Mr. RECTOR. That is right. We adopted the act in 1932, and it

went into effect in 1934, and it is not designed as a relief system in our
State.

I would like to indicate this-that the man with five children who
has been working sufficiently long to earn for himself $20 for 23 weeks,
which means rather solid employment, is not coming out of the factory
with just 10 cents in his pocket. That is not what we are finding there.

This $20 is supplementary. We can assume, reasonably, Ithink,
with the war earnings of the past 2 years there have been some savings
on his part. The national figures on that var, like all figures of
estimators vary, but I think they show something like $120,000,000,000
in individual liquid assets, exclusive of life insurance. Corporate
savings are something more. This figure includes individual savings
bonds, which, from the data I got yesterday, runs in the vicinity of
$45,000,000,000.

Senator LuCAS. Do you have any figures on pay-roll savings?
Mr. RECTOR. How do you mean, Senator?
Senator LucAs. I mean the regular worker that we are talking

about under this bill.
Mr. RECTOR. You mean in our State?
Senator LuCAO. No; I mean throughout the Nation.
Mr. RECTOR. Only the figure I gave, you, which was secured yester-

day, of approximately $120,000,000,000 for liquid assets of individuals.
Senator MCMAHON. I just want to get this clear in my mind. The

$20 a week you say may not be sufficient in some cases?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Senator MCMAHON. What is your position on that? That welfare

services in Wisconsin would supplement that?
Mr. RECTOR. Certainly, sir. I think the proper role of unemploy

.nent compensation in the security program is the first line of defense
in transitional unemployment. In other words, it is entirely errone-
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ous to consider it as taking the full shock of the cyclical trend of unem-
ployment if we are in major depressions or in a continuing unemploy-
ment period. Unemployment compensation should cover only the
initial shock period. I think that is only sound theory. It was not
conceived for the purpose of covering everything. It has to be supple-
mented; it has to be combined with relief, public assistance, public
works.
- Senator MCMAHON. What provisions have you made in Wisconsin
for that very thing?

Mr. RECTOR. We have a public relief system in Wisconsin, a very
efficient one.

Senator MCMAHoN. A State system?
Mr. RECTOR. A State system.
Senator MCMAHON. How much money do you have to cover that?
Mr. RECTOR. That I am unable to indicate to you. We have

never had it below a point where any -person who needed relief could
not get it. It is in the millions of dollars. It is not a question of
the adequacy of that fund, I can assure you.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you know what your general State surplus
is in Wisconsin?

Mr. RECTOR. Senator Millikin, I do not know whether I could give
you what it is now or what I hope it will be this next quarter, but it is
around $185,000,000, which is several times all other State reserves
and accumulations in the State's treasury.

Senator MILLIUN. Which could be used, if necessary, to supple-
ment your unemployment-compensation system?

Mr. RECTOR. Yes. I do not think there is any question that the
fund that we have, which will be $190,000,000, will permit us, without
the slightest doubt, to meet the full impact of everything that we
anticipate in Wisconsin. In fact, we anticipated something far worse
than is now developing.

Senator VANDENBERG. The figure you gave Senator Millikin was
the balance in your unemployment-compensation fund?

Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. What is your general State surplus?
Mr. RECTOR. That is hard to say. Some think they have got

about $30,000,000 in there; some think they are broke. It depends
upon the little controversy they have over the highway diversion in
our State.

Senator MILLIKIN. Can you give us some figure on that, and if
there is a variation, can you give us the variation?

Mr. RECTOR. I could secure that for the committee.
(See statement entitled "Maintaining Purchasing Power in the

Transition," which appears at the conclusion of the witness' state-
ment.)

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you going to introduce exact amounts in
respect to savings accounts in this country as represented by bank
deposits?

Mr. RECTOR. I would be very glad to do that, sir. I got the
record data and made some rough notes for memory purposes.

Senator MILLIKIN. It would be useful to have those figures in the
record.
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Mr. RECTOR. I think the amount of individual savings in the coun-
try is certainly pertinent here, when we are talking about the need
for supplementation in this program.

Senator BR9WSTER. I think you said 90 percent would be entitled.
to the maximum, both in amount and in duration. How do you de-
termine that duration? That is, how do you know that there will be
no employment in the 20 weeks? We had Mr. Thomas from the
Automobile Workers up here, and he anticipated reconversion will be
accomplished in possibly 12 Weeks.

Mr. RECTOR. That means potential duration.
Senator BREWSTER. In other words, it is just an estimate?
Mr. RECTOR. No; no.
Senator BREWSTER. What do you mean?
Mr. RECTOR. Here is the way it happens: When the employer lays

off the men in our State he has a so-called short form that he reports
on, and he states that this man is entitled to $20 for 23 weeks. Now,
that is a potential. We give that man a first determination, and it
says: "You must come each week to the employment office and
there register for work and accept jobs that are offered you." Now,
as long as he is out of work he can draw on that potential. There is
$460 credited in our fund to his account. Now, his drawing on that
ceases when he finds gainful employment or when he refuses suitable
employment, and we so determine it. It is simply a potential.

Senator BREWSTER. That is simply the estimate of his former
employer that he probably will be unemployed for this period of
time, but that does not mean the employer knows antyhing -about
whether he will et a job somewhere else.

Mr. RECTOR. VIy point in bringing that up, Senator, that he will
be entitled to $20 or 23 weeks, was only to indicate that as long as
he was unemployed he would receive the $20 and he could not exceed
the 23 weeks.

Senator BREWSTER. You did not mean to indicate that you had
any definite information on whether or not his unemployment com-
pensation would run for that entire period?

Mr. RECTOR. No.
Senator BREWSTER. As long as he was on the roll, he would get

the $20, but he must get a job most anytime.
Mr. RECTOR. On that point I might say we have had a very con-

siderable number of people laid off in Milwaukee who were not regis-
tering for work and not claiming benefits because they have been
told that they will be reemployed in the next week or two, so they
do not want to go down to register and get on the general labor
market, which they have to do, and be assigned here and there.
They want to go back to their previous employment.

I received last night this wire. We had last week 7,000 new lay-offs,
a remarkably low figure. In the first week following VJ-day, the
war cancellation contract week, we had 17,000, which was less than
the lay-offs we had in this minor recession back in 1938.

The Employment Service has made 1,938 placements this last week.
They had 8,000 jobs listed with them last week that nobody will fill,
or they cannot get people for them.

Senator LuCAs. What was that last statement?
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Mr. RECTOR. Eight thousand jobs listed with them last week and
7,000 lay-offs last week, first claims.

Senator VANDENBERG. Wby is it that the 8,000 jobs are not filled?
Mr. RECTOR. Well, that has to do with the Employment Service.

Last week there were 3,000 people referred to jobs out of the.claimants
coming to our office, and only a sprinkling of the 3,000 showed up at
the job. Many of them gave reasons to the Employment Service why
they did not want the job. The predominant reason was that it was
not paying as much as the job that they would like to have; in other
words, the job that they had just been laid off from.

Senator LUCAS. Of course, those folks do not get any compensation.
Mr. RECTOR. Unfortunately, they did, due to the fact that the

Employment Service did not properly mark on their records the
fact of these referrals and the reason for the employee's refusal to go.
The supervisor who is in charge of that called me up and asked me
what to do. Obviously, we cannot send out an investigating staff to
the homes of these 3,000 people, after they had been in the office, had
stated the case, and there were no entries'made. It is impossible for
us to do that. We have been starved for money during the last
2 or 3 years. We have a bare skeleton staff. We were not given any
funds to hire people -even though we knew this was coming weeks in
advance. We had to have the load before we could hire the people.
We had to have the house afire before we could order the fire hose.

Senator VANDENBERG. Whose fault was that? I mean does
Federal control enter into that situation in any way?

Mr. RECTOR. Into the Employment Service situation?
Senator VANDENBERG. Into the Employment Service situation.
Mr. RECTOR. I think it very definitely enters into it, Senator.
We have been of the feeling for years that these two programs can-

not be separated, that they have to be integrated. It is one operation.
We are in this very paradoxical position, out-of-work employees have
to go to the Federal agency, and the Federal agency determines
whether or not they can find jobs with reference to what they consider
to be a proper job, and this may not correspond with the suitable job
definition in State laws. In many instances, they pay more attention
to the price that a man has been receiving for his work than is provided
for in State law, with the result if they do not find him a job or if they
refer him and do not keep proper records and send them over to us,
we have no alternative other than to pay. They are interpreting the
law and they are applying our law.

Senator LUCAs. Do I understand now under your State unemploy-
ment-compensation system in Wisconsin, the Federal Employment
Service determines whether or not he gets suitable work?

Mr. RECTOR. Practically and realistically; yes, Senator.
Senator LuCAS. Just how does that happen? I do not quite follow

you.
Mr. RECTOR. Well, he goes to the work interviewer-
Senator LUCAs. I understand that, but under what law does the

Federal man get in there to tell you folks what to do under the State
unemployment-compensation act?

Mr. RECTOR. Well, they are not versed in our law, as to what con-
stitutes suitable employment. They are not trained in that, they
know nothing about it, so when workers come to the office and these



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

job openings are there, it is this fellow's conception, the man sitting
behind the counter-he is the man to determine where claimants ought
to go. The law is executed at that point, and he executes that with
reference to policy in a way that in many instances is entirely foreignto State laws.

Senator BREWSTER. IS that why the Governor recommended so
strongly that the employment service should be returned to the State?

Mr. RECTOR. That is the underlying reason.
Senator BREWSTER. So as to coordinate the two?
Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. Otherwise, the State would have to duplicate

the Employment Service and determine for itself, under its classi-
fication, whether or not the job. offered was suitable.

Mr. RECTOR. They say to us this man has refused work by certain
standards, and it is up to us .then to determine, by our State law and
with our own staff, whether or not that was with good cause. In
that sense, in the legal sense, we make the determinations on every-
thing we hear about, but we do not hear about the mine run of cases,
I mean they just go through.

Senator BREWSTER. Because the machinery of operation is under
Federal control, which you cannot direct, as to its activities, or the
nature of its perforamnce.

Mr. RECTOR. Obviously.
Senator LUCAS. You take a case in Wisconsin and just trace it for

me. I am tremendously interested in this. Trace for me as to
where the Federal Government steps in your State unemployment
compensation and really determines for you whether or not a job is
suitable for this particular man. Will you just trace how this hap- F
pens?

Mr. RECTOR. Gladly. When a person is laid off he comes to the
Office to claim benefits.

Senator LUCAS. Whose office?
Mr. RECTOR. The United States Employment Office, in which we

have a claims taker.
Senator LUCAS. Do you have a man in that office?.
Mr. RECTOR. We have a claims taker in there; yes, sir. However,

some States do not even have their own claims taker in there.
Senator LUCAS. Is that necessary? I know you have your own

set-up in the State of Wisconsin. Is it necessary to go to the Federal
unemployment compensation office?

Mr. RECTOR. That is what the Federal act provides.
Senator LUCAS. I am talking about unemployment compensation.
Mr. RECTOR. It provides that the State unemployment compensa-

tion office must pay benefits through the public employment office.
The CHAIRMAN. And your public employment office hasbeen taken

over by the Federal Government?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes. That went over on a loan, about January 1,

1942.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, the State used to run the unem-

ployment compensation office, itself?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
The CHA1RMAN.lBut now it is in the hands of the Federal Govern-

ment?
76876--45- -20
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Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator VANDENBERG. Does that mean that the personnel is

chosen by the Federal office?
Mr. RECTOR. Oh, yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. It is all Federal?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. All right, go ahead.
Senator MCMAHON. What is your definition of suitability of a job

under the State statutes of Wisconsin?
Senator BREWSTER. I think Senator Lucas' question should be

followed through. I think it is very interesting.
Senator LUCAS. I would like to ask just one more, if you do not

mind, Senator.
Senator MCMAHON. Yes, surely.
Senator LUCAS. I would just just like to ask this one further ques.

tion.
Is it necessary for the State of Wisconsin to have its unemployment

compensation officer in with the Federal officer?
Mr. RECTOR. That is the way it works.
Senator LUCAS. I understand the way it works.
Mr. RECTOR. It is necessary by law.
Senator LUCAS. By what law?
Mr. RECTOR. The basic Federal social security law.
Senator LuCAS. Maybe I did not catch this, but I do not see how

if this is strictly a State proposition, which you gentlemen claim that
it is and state that you do not want any federalized social security-
I still do not see why the State of Wisconsin or the State of Illinois, if
it wanted to, could not have its own unemployment compensation
offices and have nothing to do with the Federal Government. Now, if
you loaned it to the Federal Government, that is a different proposi-
tion.

Mr. RECTOR. Maybe I can try to straighten that out in this way:
In 1941 an Employment Security Agency of a State consisted of two

* primary functions located in one headquarters office in each State and
with a number of lockl offices throughout the State, depending upon
the size of the State.

Senator LUCAS. That was strictly a State proposition?
Mr. RECTOR. That was strictly a State proposition at that time.
Senator LUCAS. All right.
Mr. RECTOR. In the central office was a headquarters staff. In the

central office was the record-keeping set-up of the unemployment
compensation benefit system. In other words, employers would send
into that headquarters office each month, or each quarter, depending
upon the cases, a record indicating John Doe worked for them so long
and the amount of earnings.

Now, when John Doe was laid off-let us go back to 1941 and just
keep it on that State base. When John Doe was laid off, he came to
the local employment office of the State of Wisconsin out in the field;
he registered for work under the State law, the State job interviewers
questioned him as to his skills and his work history, and job-placement
officers endeavored to find him a job. They were a part of oui local
office, most of these, trying to find him work. As long as they could
not find him work, any week in which they could not find him work he
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was entitled to benefit for that week. So he would come back in a
day following that week and assert that he had not had earnings over
a certain amount, or what his earnings were in fact, or we continued
our job search for him, and that job search ended when we got him
the job, or when he got a job on his own, or when we found him a job
that he refused, a job that was suitable under our law.

Now, the President, on December 17, 1941, asked every governor
for their employment services, for the employment placement func-
tions of the State agencies.

Senator LUCAS. As a war measure?
Mr. RECTOR. As a war measure. All local offices went over to the

control of the Federal Government. In fact, they originally took our
claims takers, which had no relation to employment service, but we
went down to Congress and got them back in an appropriation bill.
As it stands now-if that helps your picture-the local offices are still
under the control of the Federal Government, with managers under
the State director of WMC, under the regional office, with controls
coming on up here.

Senator LUCAS. Was there any Executive order issued on that, or
was it just by request that you fellows agreed to?

Mr. ICECTOR. It was a request.
Then, there was an Executive order authorizing the Social Security

Board to take over the functions, and there was a line in the 1942
Appropriations act, which nobody suspected at the time-we call it
the "and elsewhere clause"-which gave the Board authority to
utilize grants that had been made to the States for administering their
employment service. It gave the right to the Board to utilize those
offices through a transfer of the funds. There was that much legal
basis for it. The legal basis was for the utilization of the funds after
the transfer was made, but there was no Executive order-there could
not have been in the nature of things, to take away State properties,
controls of functions under State law.

Senator LUCAS. You can take that back anytime now, can't you? Ii
Mr. RECTOR. We should take it back now that we- critically need it.
Senator LUCAS. What I am getting at is now that the emergency

is over, could not you, in good faith and legally, set up your own I
system and tell the Federal boys in Wisconsin that their services are
no longer needed, as far as the unemployment-compensation system
in Wisconsin is concerned?

Mr. RECTOR. I would like to do that very much. There is only
one defect in that, and that is under the Sbcial Security Act, 100 per-
cent of the administrative grants come from the Social Security
Board.

The CHAIRMAN. Your money is gone?
Mr. RECTOR. They are holding the money.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Ir. RECTOR. And the purse strings are sometimes more powerful

than legal argument.
Senator LUCAS. Social Security, the employment service, along with

the State unemployment compensation, have been merged into one?.
Mr. RECTOR. They should be; yes.
Senator LUCAS. Are they not now?
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Mr. RECTOR. Well, they were originally merged into one. Then)
I indicated.this disintegration which occurred in 1941 and our hope
for reintegration. It should doubtless be one.

Senator MILLIKIN. I should like to observe that several governors,
at the time this thing was done, asked for assurance that the service
would be returned to the States after the emergency, and they were
never able to get that assurance.

My own State did that, for example.
Mr. RECTOR. Our Governor wired and wrote five times asking for

some assurance that it would be returned at the tnd of the war-
production emergency. The wires were never answered by the White
House. Mr. Altmeyer, a month or two later, wrote to the Governor
and said whether it-came back would depend upon the will of the
Congress.

Senator LuCAs. As long as it is a State proposition I do not under-
stand why the Federal Government should have any rights in con-
nection with it.

Senator VANDENBERG. Is it fair to say that the reason the Federal
Government asked for the temporary control of the employment place-
ment agency was that the war employment problem becane an inter-
state matter?

Senator LuCAs. Precisely so.
The CHAIRMAN. And they wish to divert the workers into war

activity.
Senator MILLIKIN. The question remains, whether it is a temporary.

matter.
The CHAIRMAN. The public was given assurance that the employ-

ment-placement agency would be returned to the States.
Mr. RECTOR. I would like to state, though, Mr. Chairman, with

respect to the alleged reason for taking it over, which was the unifi-
cation of the manpower effort, that there has been no handling of
workers on an interstate basis under Federal control, that was not
possible, to the same extent, in my estimation, under the State set-up
that existed at the time. The States had a well-worked-out interstate
clearance system, and which was under the over-all supervision of
the Federal Government in the Wagner-Peyser Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Some of the boys down here, though, thought
they could run it better.

Mr. RECTOR. I think that is the simple answer to the whole thing.
Senator MCMAHON. Now, to get back to my question: What is

the definition of "suitability" in Wisconsin?
Mr. RECTOR. Our definition is that it is work for which the man

is reasonably fitted.
Senator BREWSTER. What was that?
Mr. RECTOR. Work.for which the man was reasonably fitted.
Senator MCMAHON. How about the wage rate?
Mr. RECTOR. The wage rate must be not lower than that prevailing

in the trade in the community.
Senator BREWSTER. For which he is assigned the job?
Mr. RECTOR. That is right. In other words, that he is reasonably

fitted for the job and he has this skill.
Senator MCMAHoN. How many people have you had on unemploy-

ment compensation in the last few months that you cut off on the
ground that they did not accept a suitable job?
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Mr. RECTOR. I would have to get those figures. I would like to
be accurate on that, and I will supply those figures for the record,
Senator.
Senator MCMAHoN. I wish you would. It is an important con-

si(leration.
Senator LuCAS. Include the 3,000 you mentioned.
Senator MCMAHON. Complaints have come to me that the State

unemployment-compensation systems generally are cutting people off
the rolls right and left for not making a 30- or 40-cent-an-hour job
when they have been earning a dollar an hour and 90 cents an hour.

Mr. RECTOR. Of course, I suppose there are a lot of people that are
very much aggrieved. I would be, I know, if I had been earning
$1.50 and was sent out to a 75- or 60-cent job-I would take strenuous
exception to it, but I doubt if we can go back and readjust ourselves
on any other basis than people going back to the skills for which they
are reasonably fitted, and adjust themselves to the prewar pattern.
I would not like it, and I do not think they like it. I think it can be
demonstrated we do not send people to work at wages that are below
the wage standards for almost any trade.

Senator BREWSTER. Now, according to the figures we have up there
on the chart it shows that there will be approximately 63 million laid
off to restore us to the 1939 status. Mr. Thomas testified yesterday
he thought most of those came from unskilled labor, so if they were
returned to the prewar status, they would be suitable presumably ff
for the unskilled or semiskilled work they were performing at what
were the prevailing rates in that community. You feel that it is
not possible to maintain the war economy for these skills at the rates
then prevailing, I gather?

Mr. RECTOR. Let me answer you by giving you a few facts on
that, Senator, facts which I know. We have added to our labor
force in the State of Wisconsin approximately 350,000 people since
the beginning of the war. I would like to submit our estimates, our
best estimates, for the record-estimates made by our statisticians.
Senator BREWSTER. I wish you would.
.r. RECTOR. I will have to do that later, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, you may do so later.
Mr. RECTOR. Our best estimate is that 250,000 of those people

ar, women, children, and older men who would not, under normal
c,,n1ditions, be employed.

Senator BREWSTER. Two-thirds of them?
Mfr. RECTOR. Two-thirds of them. Now, furthermore, this fact

is true of our State, and I think it is representative of practically every
other, that the recruitment has largely been for the Lake Shore
industrial area of Milwaukee, Sheboygan, Kenosha, aid so on-
what we call the industrial Lake Shore. That section has denuded
the interior, the hinterland of the State. All the clerks, retail sales
girls, domestics, boys, IV-F's, farm laborers, and so on, have gone
into Milwaukee. Your small garageman had to close up, the small j
ftirmers up-State could make more in Milwaukee and they have gone
there.

Now, what is the reconversion problem with respect to that insofar
as wage is concerned?

All the benefit rates of these people, and others like them throughout
the country-and that is where the recruitment is coming from-
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will be calculated with respect to their high war earnings. In many
States it is the 1944 earnings, the high quarter, that is considered as
the base period. In other States, witT the so-ealled fifth quarter base,
it will be the year ending this July. They will all reflect the high
earnings of these people.

Senator LUCAS. That is, if they get it.
Mr. RECTOR. What is that?
Senator LUCAS. That is, if they are allowed it.
Mr. RECTOR. If they are allowed it. I am talking about the

potentials here.
Senator LUCAS. Yes.
Mr. RECTOR. Now, the States have this formula of the high quarter,

and a certain percent of the high quarter is used to fix a man's weekly
amount.

I might suggest this bill provides for a payment of weekly benefit
amounts not to exceed $25 and not to exceed two-thirds of the indi-
vidual's previous weekly earnings. Now, all you have to go by is his
high quarterly earning. We would have to divide that by 13. That
is the only record the State gets. So, they are in favor of the high
benefit rate, and this would put it up to two-thirds. A person would
have to make only $37.50 to be entitled to the $25 benefit rate. I
would say most of the people in the plant we are concerned with in the
Milwaukee area have been averaging $37.50 plus, which would entitle
them to the $25 benefit rate.

All right. Now, we have no more war production. We are at a
point where the cost factor of production must enter into the peacetime
production of consumer goods and capital goods.. It cannot be $1.50
an hour or $2 an hour. We cannot keep up war just to maintain that
level.

Now, where are these people going? I think it is the inescapable fact
that they must adjust themselves in large part back to the situations
from which they came. The farmer will go back to the small up-State
farm, the farm boy will go back to the farm, the domestics will go back
to where they are not making $50, $60 or $80 a week they will go back
to domestic service. The retail sales girls will go back in the retail
trade, and the same with the mechanics and so on. There has got
to be that readjustment.

I think this is of the essence. This is a so-called reconversion bill,
to expedite reconversion. That is its title. I think it could better be
called a retardation bill-reconversion retardation.

Let us take the people with the $25 benefit rate. At 90 cents an
hour, going back into their communities on a 40-hour week, which
we will assume we will come back to, that is $36. Take off 20 per-
cent generally for the withholding amount--that, of course, will vary
with the dependency status and earnings, but that is the base rate,
20 percent, that is $7.20. That gives about $28.80 left. Now, we
take off 1 percent of the $36 for social security, that is 36 cents, so
that leaves about $28.50. Now, when he is working, many times
there are union dues, but when he is not working there are no union
dues.

Then, there is the matter of riding to and from work, if he is a
city worker. In a small town that is not so much a problem. There
may be a dollar a week for streetcars or something. So, you can
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figure out a 90-cent-per-hour worker has an inducement wage, as I
term it, of something like $2.50 or $3.

Senator BREWSTER. That is what he gets for working?
Mr. RECTOR. That is what he gets for working, if you take his

lunches off, his wear and tear on his clothing.
Senator BARKLEY. That is per day?
Mr. RECTOR. That is per week, at 90 cents an hour.
Now, the 75-cent-an-hour man would have a negative amount

under $25.
Senator BREWSTER. It would cost him $4 or $5 a week.
Senator BARKLEY. You mean a 90-cent-an-hour man, which is

$7.20 a day on an 8-hour day, after all these things you have been
talking about were deducted, would have only $2.50 left per week?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Over and above the $25 he would get. i

Senator BARKLEY. I see.
Mr. RECTOR. In other words, I call it the inducement wage, the

inducement wage being the wage over what he would get if he stayed
home, and you have got to think of a proper inducement wage as
something substantially additional to what he would get for idleness.

Senator BARKLEY.. IS it your theory a man would rather be idle at
$25 a week than to work at a net of $27.50, and does your law permit
that?

Mr. RECTOR. It is my theory a lot of them would, and I will even
put myself in that class.

Senator BREWSTER. I think under the 75-cents-an-hour rate, he
would only have a net of about $20. In other words, he would lose
money by working.

Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. Even though you would prefer to be idle, your

laws would not permit you to do that, would they, if you were offered I
a suitable job for which you were qualified?

Mr. RECTOR. Well, on that point, Senator, I think before you came
in I mentioned the relation of this law to the employment service, its
efficacy as it is actually put in practice.

Senator LuCAS. You have assumed all the way through here there
is a potential possibility of these people getting what you say they
will get. However, these people who come from these little places,
you say in your opinion it is inescapable that they have to go back,
and I am inclined to agree with you to a certain extent, but the fellow
along the river that was making $10 a week, along the bay shore, $10
a week before he went into war work, you had determined that that
was his base wage before he went into the plant and was getting $30
a week, so you tell him you have a job for him at $10 a week, because
that is what he was getting before we went into the war. Now, if he
does not take that job he does not get any of this compensation.

Mr. RECTOR. No, it does not work like that, Senator.
Senator LuCAS. We had some examples of it here yesterday. I do

not know whether they were true or not. The witness Thomas said
that waitresses that were getting $10 per week in Detroit before the
war have been making $30 a week on a riveting machine or on a lathe,
and because they had this job for them and they refused to take it
they cut them off the rolls. I wondered if it worked the same way
in Wisconsin.

i - I 1. .
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Mr. RECTOR. No. I do not think any State makes the approach,
"Well, what you were receiving before you went into war production
constitutes your reasonable expectations now." The reasonable
fitness test is applicalbe. A person might have gone to a war factory
and with the high degree of labor specialization that we have today
he might not have been required to have any particular skill that
would fit him for anything that he was not fitted for before. Now,
if it was run properly we should try to find out what skill that man
has now.

Senator BREWSTER. That is suitable for postwar employment.
Mr. RECTOR. Not what job he was doing for war production, but

what peace production offers him.
Senator LUCAS. But you said these people, in your opinion, in order

to get it back on a postwar basis are going to have to go back to the
communities from which they came.

Mr. RECTOR. As I stated, I think a large number of them will.
Senator LUCAS. I think that is true. This fellow has found, we

will say, some sort of highly mechanized work, and he has helped
himself in the way of advancement, as far as technical skill is con-
cerned, and you say you are going to find that fellow a job along that
line.

Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator LUCAS. Suppose you cannot find it?
You say he is going to have to go bacli. You are going to have

more technicians, these fellows with high technical skills, than you
ever had in history.

Mr. RECTOR. If we cannot find him a job the Government has this
alternative-

Senator BARKLEY. What Government?
Mr. RECTOR. The Federal and State. We have the alternative of

paying him his $25, even though his own ingenuity cannot find him a
job that will net him a sufficient inducement wage over that amount,
or even though the employment service, after cataloging all job
opportunities, looking into conditions in the whole community,
analyzing his capacity-if they cannot find him that job that would
sustain him at these special skills that he had acquired, then there is
no alternative other than to continue to pay him the $25 a week, not
for 26 weeks but for a year or two, or let him take what the peacetime
economy in his set-up will give him. Now, that is the alternative.

Senator LUCAS. I hope you are correct as far as the qualifications
of this man are concerned, as to determining the eligibility rights of
this compensation. We had testimony, the latest one was yesterday
that I gave you a moment ago, in which they denied the right of
compensation to several women who had been waitresses before,
simply because they wanted to place them back as waitresses again,
after they finished their job in the factory. It just did not seem to
me that that was quite right.

Mr. RECTOR. Senator, there have been three maids in our home in
Madison, Wis., that have gone from our home, over to the R. M. R.
That is a large battery plant that is almost entirely manual in its
operation due to the fact that they could not get machinery. It is a
high cost, expensive operation. The girls sit there all day, take out a
part, put it on, and they make good money, four, five or six times
more than they could get as domestics. Now, I hold they have not
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learned any particular skill that will fit them for pieacetimle occupa-
tion. That will all be done by machinery. It is a very simple manual
operation. You can read a newspaper and go ahead performing the
job, after a while. Those people will have a $25 benefit rate.

Senator LucAs. If you wanted to take the three servants back into
your home at the old wage which you gave them

Mr. RECTOR. Which was less than $25 a week.
Senator LuCAS. Suppose they refused to go in, then what would i

happen?
Mr. RECTOR. If they had been referred by the Employment Service

and they found that their work history was that of domestics, their
education and everything fitted that picture, that that was the best
possibility in that community, they would refer them to that job, and
if they refused the job, and assuming we knew all the facts, they would
be suspended from benefits in our State, until they had voluntarily
gone back into the labor market and demonstrated their willingness
to work.

Our theory is this: A person does not have to take a job that is
offered him; it does not cost him his benefit rights, but if the State
does its best to find him or her a job and the State cannot find one, and
she is trying to find a job and she cannot find one, then at least the
State should not be called upon to subsidize her until she has either
found herself this big job that she wants or until she is willing to take
a job that we, in the Employment Service, under State control, think
is the best job we can get for her.

Senator BARKLEY. Suppose she takes that job, she is frozen to it, as
far as the State is concerned, they make no further effort to improve
her condition. They satisfy the law by sending that person back to
domestic service, and when they have done that they have no further
interest in it.

Mr. RECTOR. That is right. That is there is no interest as far as
unemployment compensation is concerned.

Senator BREWSTER. Would not you say under your State employ-
ment program, a person could still apply for a job in improved skills
if a job of that kind was open?

Mr. RECTOR. Yes. In other words, she could come back and leave
her name on file, and we would continue to try to fit her to a job that
she might have a particular adaptation for, a job that would require
a higher skill.

Senator MILLIKIN. And she could continue to seek a job.
Senator BARKLEY. There is no law to keep a man from improving

himself.
Mr. RECTOR. She can continue to register for work. Of course,

she gets no benefits, but she can continue to demand the use of the
employment facilities to get her a better job.

Senator BARKLEY. She can get another job if one shows up.
Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. Your organization would prefer the one who is

out of employment? *

Mr. RECTOR. Absolutely no. We have made that a cardinal rule,
an iron-bound rule, in our organization-and that applies to the two
services-that there be no distinguishing entry; there is to be no
marked distinction between benefit claimants who are now registered

,I
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for work and a worker who was already working and registered for
work.

Senator BARKLEY. That is very commendable on your part, but
would not the temptation be to get the job for the person who was
on benefit, so as to save the State money and not keep that person on
benefit?

Mr. RECTOR. There would be some groups who would like that,
yes; I suppose particularly the employing groups would like to see
that done, but it is to relieve that temptation that we are insistent
that there be no distinction.

Senator LUCAS. Let me ask you one further question now.
Mr. REcroR. Yes.
Senator LucAs. In all of this operation you talk about here, where

does the Federal Employment Service come in?
How do they come in, in helpingmake these decisions that we have

been talking about in Wisconsin? Do they have anything to do with
that at all ?

Mr. RETOR. As I said, I was only talking with reference to the way
we ran our employment service when we had it.

Senator LucAs. You are not talking about the way the thing runs
now?

Mr. RzaroR. No. While they presumably follow our law, the ex-
tent of control over them on our part is nil. Whether or not that is
in accordance with the provisions of the law we do not know.

Senator LUCAS. Is it your contention in the case of one of these
people who has requested unemployment compensation and then dis-
qualified for some reason or another, that it is the Federal Employ-
ment Service that has the power of disqualification?

Mr. RECTOR. I think, when we were on that point before, it shaped
it up like this, that they have the power of disqualification in saying
to the man actually, "You should go out there. If you don't go out
there, I am going to write out this little slip here and send it to the
State unemployment compensation department and say you refused
this job referral."

Now, if they send that over and we investigate that case and find
that that referral was without good cause, we are the ones that make
the ultimate denial under our State law. But I am saying that they
are interpreting our State law wbien they determine whether or not
he should go over there, and they may have their own policy with
respect to sustaining wages. There may be a ruling go out or policy
go out stating that USES should not refer people to jobs lower than
the wage they have been receiving.

Senator McMAHON. Has such policy directive gone out?
Mr. RECTOR. Not to my knowledge.
Senator McMAHON. Let us talk about the actualities.
Mr. R16CTOR. Since you mention it, I have heard of a State where

that has been practiced. It is a matter of confidence.
Senator Mc MAHON. But you know of no directive in that respect?
Mr. RECTOR. No; not to my knowledge.
Senator BREWSTER. Taking the suggestion of Senator Barkley as

to human tendencies, would not a fellow, whether he is Federal or
State, be rather reluctant to give such a memorandum to an applicant?
Is not there perhaps a considerable human resistance to issuing such
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a memorandum as you mentioned that a man has refused a iob that
was offered him so he could be taien off the rolls, particularly where
there is this division of function between the State and Federal
agency? The Federal agency does not like to assume the onus of
certifying that the fellow ought to be taken off the benefit rolls.

Mr. RECTOR. I should think that is right.
Senator MCMAHON. Are you making the specific complaint that

the Federal Employment Service in Wisconsin is not considering the
law strictly enough?

Mr. RECTOR. I think the Wisconsin Employment Service, from
what I know about it, under Federal operation, is one of the best
operated, relatively, of similar agencies operated in other States, and
anything I say here is not to be considered as criticism of the manner
in which they have tried to operate and cooperate.

Senator MCMAHON. In other words, you have no complaint about
their laxness in certifying to you that they have refused a job?

Mr. RECTOR. My complaint comes from the fact that the organi-
zational set-up inherently does not permit coordination of control
over the agents of another sovereign.

Senator MCMAHON. That is not an answer to the question. You
have no complaint of the USES in Wisconsin as far as their certifica-
tion of people who have not accepted a suitable job is concerned?

Mr. RECTOR. Well, I think that 3,000 that I started off with, indi-
cating that there was only a sprinkling that showed up, and there were
no marked cards, so we could make investigations with respect to the
others, I think that was somewhat in the nature of a criticism.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Rector, go ahead with your testi-
mony.

Senator VANDENBERG. I want to be sure I understand about those
3,000. Are you saying that 3,000 workers who applied to the USES
in 1 week in Wisconsin were certified to suitable jobs and did not
take them?

Mr. RECTOR. I was informed that they were referred to jobs, 3,000
of them, and only a relatively few showed up.

Senator VANDENBERG. That was in what space of time? Was that
1 week?

M r. RECTOR. It was in a week.
Senator BAR-KLEY. May I ask whether it is contemplated that some

representative of the United States Employment Service is going to
testify here?

The CHAIRMAN. Sure, Senator, they have all been invited.Senator BARKLEY. think 'it might be helpful to get somebody
here from that service and see how these services are coordinated in
the different States.

Senator LUCAS. Let me ask you one further question with reference
to the 3,000.

As I understand it, the Federal Employment Service certified these
3,000.

NMr. RECTOR. They referred them; yes, sir.
Senator LucAs. They referred them to you?
Mr. RECTOR. No.
Senator BREWSTER. They referred them to jobs and reported them

to the State agencies.



310 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Senator LUCAS. That is right. Who had the final authority to
make the decision?

Mr. RECTOR. If we had known the reasons, if the ca.es had been
certified to us as to the reasons for the refusal, we would have been
better able to act on them.

Senator LUCAS. Isn't that your duty?
Mr. RECTOR. I was informed, Senator, that there were no reasons

indicated, that they were just referred. They did not show up, and
we knew they did not show up. These employers would phone in
and say, "The man has not shown up.- Then there were many
cards marked "Referred but refused," for reasons that were not
entered on the cards. So, on the basis of that record, with the
tremendous claim load we have, we had no choice but to go ahead and
pay. We could not bog down our machinery while we were out
investigating 3,000 cases.

Senator BARKLEY. You mean you paid 3,000 benefits?
Mr. RECTOR. We had no alternative.
Senator LUCAS. After you found out, you could have stopped it,

could you not, at any time after you discovered it?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes; they are going to go in and work that problem

out, and I think it might be fairly well adjusted, Senator.
Senator BREWSTER. Your thought is, if we would coordinate the

agencies, you would required the Employment Service to certify the
persons or not certify them to the job, so there could be an intelligent
determination?

Mr. RECTOR. That is right, Senator.
Senator BREWSTER. There could be an intelligent determination by

the benefits-payment board as to whether or not they are qualified.
Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Senator BREWSTER. But the way it came to you, it was utterly

impossible to make any reasonable determination?
Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Mr. BREWSTER. You do not have the machinery for making 3,000

investigations a week.
Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. If that work could all have been done by the

Federal agency, if it had been considered within their responsibility,
you do not have the machinery to make a great number of investi-
gations?

Mr. RECTOR. That is right. If it was coordinated we could either
exact that from a clerk or interviewer, or we could fire that person.

Senator BREWSTER. Yes..
Senator VANDENBERG. How many claims were there in that week?
Mr. RECTOR. I think there were 17,000.
Senator VANDENBERG. So out of 17,000 claims 3,000 were paid

compensation because they preferred $25 a week to the job to which
they were referred?

Mr. RECTOR. They ran one week as a waiting week. In other
words, they did not get $20 that week.

Senator VANDENBERG. They preferred the compensation rate to the
job they were offered.

Senator LUCAS. That is not a fair statement I do not believe.
Senator VANDENBERG. I mean that is the net result.



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 311

They chose the compensation rate instead of the job.
Senator BREWSTER. Except for a sprinkling. There was a sprin-

kling that took the jobs.
Senator VANDENBERG. Well, all right, put in a little sprinkling.
Senator BARKLEY. There wasn't any immersion, though.
Mr. RECTOR. They laid off 2,500 people in 1 plant in 1 week. They

had 900 openings in 1 foundry the week they laid off the 2,500 men.
They screened these people to determine whether they could not get
them to go to work in their foundry, and there were 12 out of the I
number that was laid off that would accept; 12 for the 900 jobs.

Senator LuCAS. Maybe they wanted a little vacation after 3 years
of work.

Mr. RECTOR. Yes; I think a person is entitled to a vacation. I
don't think, though, they should necessarily come down, as most of
them did, and claim benefits.

Senator BREWSTER. Claim compensation for their vacation.
Mr. RECTOR. If they want to lay off for 2 or 3 months and then come

down and register for work and start their unemployment compensa-
tion, that is their privilege.

Senator BARKLEY. I think if a man is unemployed and registers
for a job and is certified to one and finds he does not want it when he
gets there, it is his privilege to refuse it. A lot of things happen to a
man when he gets a place and looks over the situation. It is just
human. However, I think he owes it to the authorities to report the
reasons why be would not accept the job.

Mr. RECTOR. I think that is right.
Senator BARKLEY. I think that is an obligation that every man

ought to assume. But the desire to get on, to move forward, the
ambitions that actuate men are not confined to men who run for
office or who are in politics. In every profession, in every calling,
men like to advance. To what extent does your board, or the State
board generally, give any consideration to the possibility that a man
might think, "Well, here is a job, it may be rather in harmony with
what I did before the war, but I think I am qualified for a better one,
1nd if I take this one I might not get another one, I may be frozen in
it; therefore, I would rather wait a week or two on the chance that I
will get a better one and move on a little?" Are those human equa-
tions taken into consideration by the State authorities?

Mr. RECTOR. Yes; most State laws set up what is suitable employ-
ment, provide for aptitudes, training, skills, reference to his last
wages. As you say there, Senator, the assignment of man to a job is
a very complex thing. You have to take into account the fact that
the individual wants to make some progress in life. That is not
strange in any of us. I think the present USES, in their consideration
of those human factors, certainly endeavor to do a good job, and I
think the States have done a good job. But the question, is, it seems
to me, whether or not the man who has acquired these skills in the
war plants is presumably in such a condition that he could not make
this quest for a job on his own. In other words, he shouldn't help
himself with his own funds. I think if a man is ambitious, if he wants
to improve himself, and he is afraid he is going to be bypassed, that
he has probably improved himself with reference to his financial status
in the last year or two, and it is a question, in my mind, whether the
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State should subsidize that man because he has desires of getting a
better job. Should the State subsidize him if he does not go to this
job that pays him less than he would be paid if he stayed at home?
t is just a question of the philosophy of our country.

Senator BARKLEY. Under the State laws, do the State authorities
go into the question as to whether a man who is seeking employment
has saved up any money during the time he was getting the high
wages?

Mr. RECTOR. No. I was asked to submit for the record some
figures with reference to national savings. As to your inquiry, I do
not know. It is none of our business in the State of Wisconsin.

Senator BARKLEY. A man who has been frugal and saved some
money ought not to be penalized on account of that in favor of some
man who has made large wages and spent it all.

Mr. RECTOR. I agree with that.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Gentlemen, we have a large number of

State witnesses here. If we did not argue philosophy so much and
our own theory of what is right-we will have plenty of time to do
it in executive session-we would make much better progress with
the witnesses. I do not want to cut off anybody, but I think we
ought to make some progress.

Senator BREWSTER. I think from our questions some very good
information has emerged. Not reflecting on the Senators, but I
think the witness has contributed quite materially.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes.
Mr. RECTOR. To conclude this section, I. think this whole issue-
Senator MILLIKIN. May I interrupt to ask you if you are still

workingon point No. 1, that the amount was not inadequate?
Mr. ECTOR. We got over into the matter of the retarding effect

of the wage levels and the effect of the employment service.
Senator MILLIKIN. What is the point which you are concluding

now?
Mr. RECTOR. I would like to make one last reference to this last

point, which is the explanation given by the proponents of this bill,
that this $25 for 26 weeks, or some higher amount, is all right, because
people will not be able to get these benefits unless they are willing
to work. I think that is fallacy, and that is recognized by the George
committee report last year, and I will quote from it:

It is said that the requirement of registering for employment would prevent a
choice between the two situations, that is continuing to receive benefits rather
than to take possible job openings. In times of severe labor shortage this prob-
ably would be true, but in anything less than full employment it is the diligent
who find jobs.

Now, I would like to come to the summary. We were one of the
States that made an independent investigation of the job placement
efficiency of the service at the time of the tight labor market. The
public sentiment of the State of Wisconsin rose up against the Com-
mission for paying any benefits. People thought everybody who
could work should be working and that no benefits should be paid.
That was not right, but we did go out in order to analyze the situa-
tion, and we got some rather interesting information which I think
would be helpful to you in estimating the efficacy of the job placement
function in the time of the loose labor market allegedly coming. I
would like to give you those figures. In 1 weak, in Wisconsin, as we

312
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were approaching the peak of our demand for manpower, without any
representations to anybody in the employment service or claimants,
we sent investigators into the local offices throughout the State and
we took from the applicants that week a statement with reference to
certain information. There were 2,271 applicants coming into the
offices that week throughout the State. Forty-eight percent, or ap-
proximately 1,200 of the claimants had been out of work for a month
to 6 months. Of the entire number, 2,271, only 264, or something
over 11 percent of the number, had been referred to any job by the
employment office. Seventy-five percent of this 264 had gone to the
employers to talk over the situation and for some reason or other did
not want the job, or the employer did not want them, so we continued I
to pay them benefits. Twenty-five percent had not even gone to the
employers after the referral. ' There was no notation made to us, and
we continued to pay benefits, having no referral notices. Now, 66 of
that number, when we got them right down under investigation,
stated that they would not take a job if one had been offered to them,
nor did they plan to work, because of health conditions. Eighteen
specified home duties would prevent them from taking any job offered;
105 placed such substantial restrictions on the jobs they would take
on availability as to be, for all practical purposes, off the labor market.

Senator MILLIKIN. That is an additional 105?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes, an additional 105. That is indexing the con-

clusion of the George committee, namely, that having to register
with the employment service will prevent a misuse of these funds.
As you stated, in a severe labor market that might be true. However,
it was not quite true in Wisconsin in a severe labor market. I think
it has much less probability of occurring in the labor market imme-
diately ahead.

Senator BARKLEY'. Are these people who had registered for jobs?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes, they had to register for jobs.
Senator BARKLEY. I mean those who said under no circumstances,

because of home duties, would they accept work. Why did they
register for a job?

Mr. RECTOR. Well, they do not have to confess that when they
register for work. They just say, "We are ready, willing and able
to work."

Senator BREWSTER. In order to get the unemployment benefit,
but when you investigate them they do not say that.

Senator BARXLEY. If they refuse for any purpose they are going
to be investigated and they go on relief.

Mr. RECTOR. This was an unusual investigation on our part. We
simply went down and got that testimony and proceeded to find out
their intentions in the matter.

Senator MCMAHON. You caught up with the loafers.
Do you think it is fair to generalize and project that to people

who were working and doing their job?
Mr. RECTOR. 1 used that figure simply to index the conclusion of

the George committee. I think on the whole, Senator, that it tends
to be sound, particularly when we view this in relation to this induce-
ment wage. I think this would be true in the.Employment Service,
even though we could integrate it. I do not think that it is possible
to get unemployment benefits beyond a certain proportion of a per-.
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son's wage without slackening his inducement to go to work, and when
this approximates, as we have pointed out here in many cases, 80 per-
cent or 90 percent of the benefits that he. would receive, his induce-
ment is slackened. The Employment Service, in my humble estima-
tion, will never be a satisfactory substitute for a man's own initiative
in getting himself a job. It is just impossible.

There is another point I would like to speak on here with reference to
the retarding effect, and that is the effect of this prolongation of
benefits to 26 weeks. Let me point out the effect of this with refer-
ence to 38 State laws. Thirty-eight State laws have so-called variable
durations; the other 13-and this includes the District of Columbia,
Hawaii, and Maska-have flat or uniform durations. In the variable-
duration States it is possible to earn benefit rights on limited earnings
in your base year-viz, you may be a seasonal or casual laborer.
The amount of benefits one gets is proportioned upon the amount of
what one does in his base period. A person might only be entitled to
4, 5, or 6 weeks' benefit.

Now the States vary in the so-called qualifying amount in the base
year. Sometimes it is as low as 75 or 100 dollars. Ordinarily a
person has to earn so many times his benefit rates, but there is a
variance there. The State will provide very few weeks of benefits for
very little work, in the base year, on the theory that the work in the
base year ordinarily measures whether or not he is a temporary,
part-time. or casual worker.

This bill here would destroy this variability in State laws. It says,
to quote it:

(b) Any such agreement shall provide
(1) for supplementing the amount of compensation payable to any individual

during his benefit year in such amount that compensation will not be denied to any
individual, by reason of exhaustion of his benefit rates, until he has been paid an
amount of compensation equal to 26 times his adjusted weekly benefit amount.

In other words, if he qualifies under the State law he shall not be
denied the full duration of benefits, and the Federal Government,
after he has had these 5, 6, or 7 weeks under State law-and that is all
he may be entitled to-will continue to pay him 21, 20, or 19 more
weeks even though he has barely qualified under the State law.

Now, his benefit rate might be low or might be high, depending
upon his quarterly earnings, but it works out that in these variabl,
duration States quite frequently you will be paying a man who just
barely qualifies for limited benefits more in benefits than he earned in
wages in his qualifying year.

In my State of Wisconsin a man qualifies if he works 14 weeks in th,
base year. As provided here if he earned $37.50 he would be entitled
to $25. At $37.50 for 14 weeks this man would earn $525, and at $25
for 26 weeks his potential benefi .s would be $650.

There are 38 of these States that will have this variable factor
removed under this bill, so that casual or semicasual workers will gct
the full duration of 26 weeks just as if they had been employed through-
out their whole base periods.

Senator LuCAS. All this amount would be paid out of the Federal
Treasury?

Mr. RECTOR. All this amount would be paid out of the Federal
Treasury. He would get 7 weeks of benefits under our present
State law. Now, the Federal Government would pay him the
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additional 19 weeks of benefits and charge it to the Federal Govern-
ment.

Senator BYRD. I wonder whether Mr. Altmeyer took that into
consideration when he mentioned it in his testimony yesterday?

Mr. RECTOR. The Social Security Board itsdf does recognize the
importance of that.

Senator BYRD. I imagine that is a pretty big item.
Mr. RECTOR. I have here a statement from the Social Security

Board's advice to the States, pointing out that States going from
variable to flat or uniform durations should be careful to raise their
qualifying wage so that only people substantially employed would be
entitled to the full flat 20 weeks, or 26 weeks, whatver it is. I have
that quotation here somewhere. If you give me a minute, I will
find it. I think it bears right on the point, because the Social Security
Board was pointing out at that time, in Employment Security Mem-
orandum No. 13, that this factor is significant, and, of course, it is.
The memorandum states:

States going from this variable basis to flat durations should make corresponding
adjustments upward in their qualifying wage.

Now, it is not being done here, and your variation is being destroyed
without any revisions of your qualifying wages.

Senator LUCAS. Under your construction of that clause that would
mean after the State had exhausted its fund the Federal Government
wotild continue to pay whatever amount had been decided upon for
the full 26 weeks.

\ir. RECTOR. That is right; until he had achieved 26 weeks.
The CHAIRMAN. There is no question about the construction, is

there? If he qualifies under the State law for any benefits under this
biit, he gets $25, if he was earning $37.50 or more in the weeks fixing
his benefit amount.

Mr. RECTOR. That is right. If he was earning $37.50 or more in
the weeks fixing his weekly benefit amount.

The CHAIRMAN. For 26 weeks.
.\Mr. RECTOR. If he qualifies here, he gets the jackpot of 26 weeks.
Senator BARKLEY. That is a familiar term that you are using in

r,';ard to unemployment compensation. Now, we understand what
Nl i are talking about.

Senator Byiw. I think that is a very good term.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Rector, you may proceed to the

('thler points you wish to discuss.
Mr. RECTOR. I have run considerably beyond my time, Senator.

I h ad some items here to discuss with reference to some other provi-
siuns of the bill. I would like to state the position of the States and
I will be as brief as I can.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir; we will be glad to have your views.
> Ir. RECTOR. We took the position, the State administrators as a

gro,,p, before the George Postwar Planning Comunittee last year,
that the pa ment of benefits to Federal employees appeared to be
equitable. It still seems to us to be equitable. However, it is a
narminal policy question and we are but State administrators. As you
kn0 w last year we indicated particularly that bringing arsenal and
shipyard workers under the laws of the respective States in which
they were located appeared to us to be equitable.

76876---45-----21
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Now, it might be more debatable with reference to the classified
services, the clerical offices. But I do want to put our Conference
on record-although this by no means is unanimous with us in our
group-that the payment of out-of-work benefits to Federal workers
is equitable, and that if, in your judgment, such benefits should be
paid, the States are able to pay them, on a reimbursing basis from
the Federal Government. We are unanimously opposed, however,
to the provision in this bill which provides that we would have to
pay them benefits under the District of Columbia law. We think
that two arsenal workers in California, one in a private plant and one
in a Government plant, both Californians, both living and working
in California, and that they should have benefits, both of them, but
we see no reason for paying this California worker, in the Govern-
ment shipyard there, benefits under a law 3,000 miles across the
Nation, back here in the District of Columbia, and have to set ep,
in a sense, another procedure. The California agency would have
to familiarize itself with the District of Columbia law and run two
systems.

I might say, that with the caliber of the help we are getting, our
personnel is not to familiar with our own State laws, save us from
starting out with the District of Columbia law, with its many dis-
tinctions from the laws of our respective States.

Our theory is, if this should be done-and I place the majority of
the Conference on record in support of that-that it should be done
with reference to the George proposal last year, which was much
sounder and much more detailed and more logical legislation in this
particular.

Senator LuCAS. I think you are right on that.
The CHAIRMAN. Inevitably, that is so. Take Savannah, Ga.,

where you have two men working side by side, one in the Government
plant and the other in the private plant, they are going to get different
compensation under this law.

Mr. RECTOR. As drawn.
The CHAIRMAN. As drawn.
Senator BYRD. Let me ask you about the District law. Is that

higher considerably that the average of the State laws?
Mr. RECTOR. The District law?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Mr. RECTOR. No. The District law is $20 for 20 weeks.
Senator BYRD. I am speaking of requirement. I am speaking of,

for instance, the percentage of wages.
Mr. RECTOR. Well, the District law is about in line, I think-let

me see if I have got it on this chart here.
Senator BYRD. They receive two-thirds.
Mr. RECTOR. They would, under this, in any event, by reason of

this change. They receive one-twentieth of their high quarterly earn-
ings, which is just about in line with the States generally. It is in the
$20 20-week class. It is in the $20 20-week bracket, where most of
your larger States now are. Then, too, the District of Columbia dis-
qualifications are different. Also, you have a $2 dependency allow-
ance, which most other States do not know much about. Their ma-
chines are not set up for paying that; their computing machines. We
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would have an impossible administrative problem, since computing
machines are not set up to handle dependency allowances.

Now, with reference to the inclusion of maritime employees, the
States favor the coverage of maritime employees under State laws.
We favor the Lynch bill which is pending before this committee. In
the Lynch bill, Congress delegates authority to the States over em-
ployment on the high seas, the authority of the National Government
on the high seas to the States for the purpose of taxing and securing
employer reports. We think the maritime employee should be covered
under the laws of the States under which they come, just like every-
body else.

Senator LUCAS. What States cover them now?
Mr. RECTOR. I am going to get into something concerning which

somebody will speak here specifically. I know that the two large
States, New York and California, which have about 60 percent of their i
high-sea shipping, already cover them insofar as present Federal
legislation permits.

Senator LuCAs. My understanding is that only New York covers
the maritime workers. I was wondering why the States have not in-
cluded these workers heretofore. This is the first time you have made
this recommendation.

Mr. RECTOR. They have been excluded under the Federal Tax Act,- J
Smuator, the Unemployment Compensation Tax Act, so there is no
inducement there for the States to go out and bring them in, and the
shipping interests, of course, did not want them in since they would
v,.cape paying the tax to the Federal Government. If the Federal
Tax Act were amended to remove this exclusion of the maritime em-
ployees, certainly then I think the shipping interests are quite desirous
of going forward on a State basis.

Senator LUCAS. Are those maritime workers in the same category
as the workers engaged in water transportation on inland waterways
or not?

\Mr. RECTOR. I think that employment on the high seas raises a
little different question. On the Great Lakes, either Wisconsin or
Illinois have jurisdiction to their lake boundary lines. That is a little
different from the high-seas employment, in relation to which the
o ly jurisdiction extends to the Federal Government. I understand,
witliout getting further committed on this point, which I do not know
too much about, that the shipping interests are paying on high-sea
mnaritime services both to New York and California, even though
tli.re is a real constitutional question as to whether they have to.
They see coverage coming, I think, and want to be under State set-ups.

Senator LUCAS. The inland waterways are not covered at all, are
thev?

Mr. RECTOR. Ohio now is bringing them under. Wisconsin, in our
last legislative session, provided that if the Federal Tax Act were
amended to remove the exclusion, we would, ourselves, automatically,
drup it out of our law. So I think the States are ready to go when
You amend the basic Federal law here, the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act.

Now, our thought is this: This is not necessarily the time to go
about it. This is not a reconversion problem. There is no variation
in the estimates that for the next 2 years our ships are going to be
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completely occupied in hauling our troops home and hauling food and
goods to foreign countries. There is not going to be any substantial
displacement. My thought is that since this is a long-range problem,
and the Lynch bill is a much better approach, since it covers the
situation, and this leaves several problems not touched on here, it
might be preferable to refer this issue to the over-all evaluation of the
act, which I understand the Congress is going to give the Social
Security Act this coming year.

Senator BARKLEY. Your recommendation is that Federal employees
and maritime employees be covered, but that they be covered under
the laws of the States.

Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. Of course, in either case the the Federal Gov-

ernment would have to put up the money to pay the Federal em-
ployees' compensation and maritime compensation in States where
they were not covered.

Mr. RECTOR. Well, they would not be paying a contribution rate,
Senator, they would simply be reimbursing States for anything the
States paid out.

Senator BARKLEY. The States cannot pay it odt, unless the law
authorizes it. If the Federal employees are not covered and the
maritime workers are not covered, the States cannot pay anything.

Mr. RECTOR. We can pay out by congressional direction just as we
do under title V of the GI bill.

Senator BARKLEY. You cannot be compelled to do it.
Mr. RECTOR. No; we cannot be compelled to do it.
We would not have to do it, but we would be glad to do it under

circumstances as provided for in the George bill last year.
The CHAIRMAN. What Senator Barkley means is the State would

get it back.
Senator BARKLEY. Yes; the Federal Government would have to

pay it eventually.
Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. It is immaterial whether it is paid initially out

of the State funds or out of the Federal funds.
Mr. RECTOR. That is right, Senator. "
Senator BYRD. The Government would not pay the maritime

workers in the employ of private shipowners.
Mr. RECTOR. They would not be paid for by the Federal Govern-

ment. Private shipping employees would be paid like any other em-
ployee that comes under the State fund.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is not true, under this bill, is it? Does
not the Federal Government pay the entire cost of the maritime
worker under this bill?

Mr. RECTOR. Yes; I would construe it that way. I would construe
that it applied to all maritime employment, and that the Federal
Government would reimburse for its benefit plans.

Senator BYRD. If a state has not included the maritime employees,
then the Federal Government would pay it.

Mr. RPCTOR. That is right.
Senator BYRD. Even though he is employed by a private line.
Mr. RECTOR. That is, under this bill; that is right but the Lynch

bill provides for them coming in on a contributory basis by private
employers.

318
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Senator BREWSTER. Before you leave that, as a matter of fact,
would not 90 percent of all the employment on the high seas be for
the Government?

Mr. RECTOR. I understand it runs 80 or 90 percent now.
Senator BYRD. It might not after the next 2 years.
Mr. RECTOR. There is a person who has been acting as a chairman

of our maritime committee who is much more able to answer these
questions: He is Mr. Loyson, of the State of New York. He is thor-
oughly familiar with these figures, which I do not have at hand.

Senator LUCAS. Is he going to testify?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes; he is.
With respect to the next paragraph, section 4, I will now record the

feeling of the Conference: this is, first, that this provision goes much
further than I think the framers intended it to go. We have carefully
checked the Federal Tax Act, the agricultural exclusion as it now
exists. It is my opinion as a lawyer, and I share this view with many
others-you can determine that for youself by a comparison of the
act-that as drawn this would apply to practically all farm workers.
I think the framers intended, and the testimony of the last few days
shows they intended, that it run only to commercial processes,
packers and canners. Well, these groups are under State laws to
begin with-under practically all State laws-the commercial process-
ing operations.

Now, this says:
for the payment of compensation-

which the Federal Government has to reimburse the State-
to any individual who performed services in handling, drying, packing, processing,
freezing, grading, storing, or delivering to storage or to market or to a carrier for
transportation to market, any agricultural or horticultural commodity-

And so forth.
Now, frankly, I don't know the extent of this provision. It might

not have application to purely livestock ranges. They might not
be considered as agriculture, but some definitions do include livestock
as being agricultural-livestock management, livestock husbandry.
As far as that is concerned, I cannot conceive of anybody working on
a farm that does not do something in handling agricultural or hor-
ticultural commodities. He does not have to perform all of these
enumerations. If he does any one of these things, helps carry the
hay, helps store it, throwing the hay in the loft, he would be storing
an agricultural commodity I would assume. So, as drawn here, this
is pretty broad. Whatever the intendment, I think the effect is to
bring in, at one fell swoop, agricultural workers throughout the
Nation. Now, that would be a pretty- tough problem, because even
the OASI has not found a way yet, to my knowledge, to cover them.
The Social Security Board is still debating a stamp system versus a
reporting system. Our equipment is, in large part, set up on the
basis of the Social Security numbers of claimants and yet we are
asked to make payments on a retroactive basis, paying all of these
people who do not even have social-security numbers. Moreover, we
would have to get last year's wage records from farmers who are not
under our law.

Senator BYRD. Many farmers haven't got the records.
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Mr. RECTOR. That is right. Many farmers haven't got the records.
I submit, and I have the expression of the attorney general of Wis-
consin here, that we would not be permitted, under our State law, to
change the specific exclusion provisions in the State law, to go out
and say to farmers, "Now, you have got to furnish us the wage records
of the employees you had last year." We have no reporting authority
with respect to farmers at all. Our authority in the State of Wiscon-
sin runs to this: We can exact from any employer any report con-
sistent with the administration of that act, so we can ask every
employer in the State, '.You tell us how many people you had last
year." This is for the purpose of determining how many employees
he had and thus whether he is under the act. But if we find that he
has an insufficient number to be under the terms of our act, we cannot
demand wage records from him, because that is not consistent with
the purposes of our act, and since farmers are specifically excluded,
we could not start out and ask them how many they might have had
last year because it would not be germane to the purposes of the act.

Now, I would like to file for the record, if I may, what amounts to
an attorney general ruling from the State of Wisconsin which runs
specifically to these agricultural laborers.

The CHAIRMAN. You may file it for the record.
Mr. RECTOR. Thank you.
(The matter referred to is as follows:)

MADISON," Wis., Augu8t 30, 1945.
STANLEY RECTOR,

Washington, D. C.:
Senate bill 1274 requires agreement with State to pay as United States agent

compensation benefits to workers excluded by State law.
No specific provision made by State law -for requiring such reports from em-

ployers as would be necessary in order to determine and pay benefits to such
workers. It is extremely doubtful that it would be possible for the Wiscosnin
Industrial Commission under any rule-making power it may have to require such
reports of employers. It would probably require additional legislation by the
State if the Wisconsin Industrial Commisison is to be properly authorized and
empowered to administer these provisions of S. 1274.

JOHN E. MARTIN,

AUorney General of Wisconsin.

Senator BYRD. Just one more thing. How far can the employer
go toward evading the payment of any tax?

There is nothing here to require the employer to pay the tax.
Mr. RECTOR. 0.
Senator BYRD. Unless the State law imposes it upon him.
Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BYRD. The employers in packing houses and plants of

different kinds dealing with agricultural products could escape paying
the tax.

Mr. RECTOR. Unless you evantually amended the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act, Senator, and the States then proceeded corres-
p ondingly to amend their laws to bring them under it in a regularly
legislative manner, rather than having the. administraitve agencies

doing what the legislatures did not want to do.
Senator BYRD. When it can be worked out from an administrative

standpoint, the farm workers should be brought under social security.
Anyone that knows -about farming knows that the difficulties of
administration, the keeping of records is simply stupendous. Many
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of these farm workers only work 2 or 3 months a year and they travel
from place to place.

Mr. RECTOR. That is right. We do not think, to begin with, that
there is any reconversion problem in the farm situation or that there
is going to be any displacement there. We think farmers are going
to absorb much of the displaced manpower of this country. Th
have been starved for manpower. The farms are where people
be going. They are not going to be a big displacement problem.

Senator BYRD. Assuming a farm hand should carry some hay on
his truck or wagon to his neighbor and sell that hay, he would cer-
tainly come under this act, wouldn't he?

Mr. RECTOR. I think that would be the market.
Senator BYRD. He is taking it to the market.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. With the one qualification that this bill does not

extend coverage to employers of under eight, and therefore it would
not cover all farmers. If the farmer is regarded as an employer and
only employs two people, would he come under this?

fr. RECTOR. Yes. I do not think this looks to the status of the
employer. The State laws define an employer in terms of a person
who has hired so many people in defined employment. It does not
specifically mention farmers and say that farmers are out. Now, if
you change this so the State agency can, through election, make pay-
ments to these people, then for practical purposes you can consider
all farm labor as covered. It is not a question of tihe size of the
employing unit.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. My point is this bill does not contemplate any
coverage for employers except of a certain size.

Mr. RECTOR. I think it does.
Mfr. JACOBSTEIN. I do not find any provision in the bill covering that.
Mr. RECTOR. This is my interpretation of the next page, page 5,

subsection (2):
payment of compensation-

This is what the Government is going to reimburse them-
to any class or classes of individuals who would be entitled to compensation under
the State unemployment compensation law except for existing or prior exclusions
from the definition of employment in such law, or except for existing or prior
limitations of coverage in such based on the amount of pay roll or number of
employees-
and so forth.

In other words, the State, under that, is given full latitude to pay
compensation to any and all people.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is, however, voluntary; that is not man-
datory. This is what the State may do.

Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. If this became law the State of Virginia would

not necessarily be required to include all the farmers in Virginia, and
therefore all the workers in Virginia would not be covered necessarily
by this law.

Senator VANDENBERG. Why in the world would not they cover
them, as long as they get the money from Washington?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. Any State that did not do it would certainly

be a bunch of boobs, because they have got to contribute to every
other State.
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M.*r. JACOBSTEIN. That is right. I want to make a distinction
between the mandatory and the voluntary provisions in the bill.

Senator BREWSTER. I think you would agree it is a distinction
without a difference.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I think the effect would be as you say.
Senator BREWSTER. Yes.
Mr. RECTOR. I think it would amount to compulsion. We would

be in this situation, which I do not think the States should be placed
in: You would be placing upon us an impossible administrative burden
at a time when we are short-handed, when we have the peak crisis
of our last 10 years' experience. We have no wage records, we have
no social security numbers with respect to many of these workers.
Our groups will say to us, "Well, the Federal Government is going
to pay the money; let us get on the 'gravy train',"; and we cannot do
it; and if we tell them we cannot do it, it makes them dissatisfied with
the administration. They will say: "What did Congress permit it
for? Certainly, you can do it, or they would not have arranged for
it by law"; so we are in a squeeze..

Senator LUCAS. Would you confine it strictly to agricultural pro-
cessing and stop at that?

Mr. RECTOR. Certain agricultural operations, agricultural pro-
cessing, is under State laws at present.

Senator LUCAS. Is it under your own State law?,
Mr. RECTOIt. It is under our own State law.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. There are some States where they are not in-

cluded.
Mr. RECTOR. I think what they are trying to reach here is already

covered-generally speaking.
Senator LUCAS. That is the point I was going to make. What is

the use of naming these different services if they are covered, unless
it does include what you say?

Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BYRD. Certainly, the commercial packing and processing

tax should be covered.
Mr. RECTOR. The canners and other processors.
Senator BYRD. The canners, and all of them. I speak as one who

knows a little something about the farming business, and I say that
this,. as written, could include practically all farming operations on
the farm. Certainly a farmhand frequently takes corn to the market,
he takes it to the railroad station, and he takes other products there.
One farmhand may take it one day and another the next day. Under
this, is it your construction that if they just made a trip one time to
the market, theY would be included?

Mr. RECTOR. No; I would have to say that the person would have
to work a sufficient length of time to qualify for the minimum rate.
He would have to earn a certain amount of money in his base period.

Senator BYRD. Suppose a farmer employs a regular hand and that
man takes a load to the railroad station of some products, would he
come under this?

Mr. RECTOR. I think he would, in my opinion.
Senator BREWSTER. I do not understand it is essential for them

to deliver it to the market. Handling any agricultural commodity
would put them under this.
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Mr. RECTOR. It is very hard to work on a farm without handling
something.

Senator BREWSTER. It does not have to be delivering to the
market. Handling any agricultural commodity' would be sufficient.

Senator MILLIKIN. The other day the lady from California testified,
the whole burden of her testimony that the workers in the processing
plant were not adequately covered. I wonder if our technician can
give us a digest of the State laws so we can see what the situation is?

Mr. RECTOR. Speaking for the administrators here, we would be
glad to have that submitted.

Senator MILLIKIN. As I recall, that was the whole burden of the
lady's testimony.

The CHAIRMAN. She said they were not covered under the Califor-
nia law. Was not she from the State of California?

Senator MILLIKIN. I was rather left with the impression that they
were covered, at least in part in California but not in other places.

The CHAIRMAN. That may be so.
Senator BYRD. Did not the legislature repeal the law and the

Governor vetoed the repeal?
Mr. RECTOR. If this is motivated by the California situation it is

rather like using a shotgun instead of a rifle to handle a very specific
situation, with the result of much loose shot throughout the Nation.

Senator MILLIKIN. Will you give us a digest on that?
Mr. RECTOR. Yes, sir; Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. You prepare it and hand it to the secretary.
Mr. RECTOR. I would like to say, in taking this position, that I

am not speaking against certain extensions of coverage here. The
interstate conference is on record for an orderly extension of coverage.
We want an extension of coverage to any group which it is practicable
to cover. We do not, however, think that these alleged reconversion
problems exist there, that they are not reconversion problems, properly
speaking, that there is going to be no reconversion displacement with
respect to these situations, and that your judgment might be exercised
more carefully in your analysis of the long-range program which you
propose to give this year. We would like to be here at that* time to
siipport the extension of coverage.

Senator LUCAS. Your position is that Congress should do the
maximum it can in this emergency and leave all the other problems
until later?

Mr. RECTOR. Yes; for long-range consideration.
Senator MILLIKIN. I have been trying to find out if there is a Fed-

eral angle here, a Federal duty here, in passing on questions of relief
1,assing "made" work, passing pump priming. Is there a Federal
angle that we have not covered representing a Federal duty so far as
unemployment insurance is concerned?

Mr. RECTOR. We do not think so.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do you think there is any thing that we are in

duty bound to do?
Mr. RECTOR. Very far from it. We think, on the basis of the

record of the States-their performance this last year-that, contrary
to William Green's statement that the States Came before the George
committee last year and glibly promised that if we were left the prob-
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lem of providing adequate compensation then we would take care of
it-and he says we breached our promiso--that the States have
discharged the Nation's responsibility. I would like to read the
George committee's recommendation relating to this. I think it is
germane. The George committee made this statement in its report
in May last year:

In the case of some of the individual States, the committee feels the benefits
might well be made somewhat higher, but it does not feel that this insufficiency
warrants a breaking down of theState systems by setting up a Federal standard.
It points out, however, that more adequate State benefits would do much to
weaken the argument for federalization of the State systems, and the committee
respectfully recommends that the States survey their situations in the light of the
generally increased wage scales and in the light of the greatly increased reserve
funds.

Now, I understand that yesterday-I was not here, but I read the
testimony-there was submitted in the record information concerning
the progress of the States this last year. That information was
lacking in complete accuracy, because of failure to include two States,
and I would like to file for the record this statement; and if the indi-
vidual members of the committee care for any copies, I would like
to distribute them.

Senator VANDENBERG. Showing what additions were made?
Mr. RECTOR. Showing what additions were made and where we

stand at this time.
The CHAIRMAN. You may file it for the record.
Mr. RECTOR. Thank you, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. I have a statement, too, but it is not entirely full.
Mr. RECTOR. This is more recent, Senator.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRESS, BY THE STATES, IN 1945 (As OF
Auo. 15, 1945) 1

A. How many States have (in 1945) increased-
1. Their unemployment compensation weekly benefit maximum ------- 25
2. Their unemployment compensation maximum benefit duration------ 28
3. Both ---------------------------------------------------- 21
4. One or the other ------------------------------------------- 32

That's a lot of real progress, by State action, without Federal subsidy.
B. Maximum unemployment compensation benefit per week:

A weekly benefit maximum of $20 or more applies in 28 States (out of 51).
These 28 States have over 77% percent of all covered workers. The 11
States usino an $18 weekly maximum have about 13% percent of all covered
Workers. So a weekly maximum of $18 or more applies in 38 States, which
have over 90 percent of all covered workers. The other 13 States (including
4 which had no regular legislative session in 1945) have less than 10 percent
of all covered workers.

C. Maximum unemployment compensation benefit duration:
A maximum benefit duration of 20 or more weeks applies in 33 States.

These 33 States have over 81 percent of all covered workers. Four other
States, with 5 percent of all covered workers, have an 18-week maximum
duration.

D. The larger States, with the more liberal unemployment compensation laws,
generally have the greatest concentration of war-production contracts and workers.
Therefore, the more liberal State provisions will apply to even larger percentages
(of those workers who will be laid off) than indicated above.

I Counting 51 State laws (including Alaska, District of Columbia, and Hawaii). Percentages of "covered
workers" are base on Mr. Bigge's May 1944 testimony before the Senate Postwar Committee.
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MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT RATES UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
LAWS

On May 28, President Truman said: "Most States fix a maximum rate of $15
to $18 a week."

At the close of May a maximum weekly rate of $18 or less did apply in 27
(out of 51) States; but those 27 States had only 35 percent of all covered workers.

What is the picture now. 2 months later?
Most States (27 out of 51) now have a maximum weekly rate of $20 or more.
Those 27 States have: (a) 77.8 percent of all workers covered by the State

unemploIent compensation laws, (b) 78 percent of the estimated dollar value
of war production contracts as of April 1.

Twenty-five States have increased their maximum weekly benefits during
recent months, by action of their 1945 legislatures.

The table below shows the present picture resulting from those changes.

Maximum weekly benefit rates under State unemployment compensation laws

Covered
workers 1

Num-
ber

Per-
cent

1 - 1-

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $15

1. Arizona ----------------
2. Arkansas ---------------
3. Colorado ------------
4. Florida -----------------
5. M ississippi I ------------
6. Montana ........
7. New Mexico ---------
8. South Dakota -----------
9. Tennessee-----------

10. Virginia 3

Subtotal (10 laws) ----

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $16

1. A laska ------------------
2. K ansas' ................
3. Kentucky 3 .............

Subtotal (3 laws) -----

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $18

1. Delaware .............
2. Georgia ...............
3. Idaho -------------------
4. Iowa' ...................
5. Louisiana ............
6. Missouri I
7. Nebraska 4 ........
8. Oklahoma ' -------------
9. Oregon 4 ................

10. Rhode Island
11. Texas 4. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Subtotal (11 laws) - - -

Total, $18 or less (24
laws) .............

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $20

1. Alabama 4
2. California ...............
3. District of Columbia ...--
4. Hawaii ----------.-.-...
5. Illinois
6. Indiana-

94
190
160
360
160

70
56
38

470
420

2, 018

270
310

580

84
500
70

300
400
720
140
260
320
250

1,000

4,044

6.8

1.9

13. 5

6,642 22. 21.8

430
2,200

180
?

2,20o
870

Per-
cent of

war
con-

tracts 2

2.5

2.2

17. 1

State

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE
32o--continued

7. Maine' --------------
8. Maryland -------------
9. Minnesota ------------

10. New Hampshire ' -------
11. North Carolina 4 ........
12. North Dakota 4
13. Pennsylvania 4 ..........
14. South Carolina 4.......
15. Vermont 4 ---------------
16. West Virginia '
17. Wisconsin -------------
18. Wyoming

Subtotal (18 laws) ----

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $21

1. Massachusetts 4 .........
2. New York '._
3. Ohio 4 ------------------

Subtotal (3 laws) .....

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $22

1. New Jersey ' ............

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $24

Covered
workers I

Num-
ber

Per-
cent

I. -1

180
540
460
110
560
30

2,600
270

59
330
640

40

11,699

1, 300
3,900
2,100

7,300

39. 0

24.4

Per-
cent of

war
con-

tracts 2

35.4

21.0

1,300 4.3 2.5

1. Nevada 4 - - - - - - - - - - - - 35 1

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $25

1. Utah 4 - - - - - - - - - - - - ---
2. Washington 4

Subtotal (2 laws) ....

MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $28

1. Michigan ' -
2. Connecticut i 

Subtotal (2 laws).

Total, $20 or more (27
laws) -------------

120
590

710

1,600
650

2,250

23,294

2.4

7.6

77.8

2.4

16.9

78.2

I Covered workers, in thousands, as estimated by Mr. Bigge in his May 1944 testimony before the Senate
Postwar Committee.

2 Estimated dollar value of war contracts, Apr. 1, based on article in May 25 Issue of United States News.
3 No regular legislative session in 1945.
' Enacted in 1945.'
' Missouri Legislature still in session, with amendments pending.
' Maximum includes dependents allowances.
7 Maximum rate varies with cost of living.
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MAXIMUM DURATION OF BENEFITS UNDER STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
LAWS

On May 28, President Truman said: "In nearly one-third of the States, no
worker can receive more than 16 weeks of benefits in any year."

At the close of May, 15 States (out of 51) did have a maximum duration of less
than 17 weeks; but those 15 States had only 16.7 percent of all covered workers.

What is the picture now, 2%i months later?
Twenty-eight States have this year increased their maximum benefit durations,

by action of their 1945 legislatures. That's a lot of real progress, by State action,
without Federal subsidy.

Senator MILLIKIN. Do you see a Federal angle, so far as the inter-
state movement of labor is concerned? Do the States need any help,
and in your opinion is it the duty of the Federal Government to pro-
vide any help in shifting labor from one part of the country to the
other, in connection with unemployment insurance?

'Mr. RECTOR. Well, your bill has in it a travel allowance provision,
which, of course, is outside our field and not related to our program.
But if I interpret your remark, does the interstate shifting of workers,
which occurs, and there will be some more, does that bring upon the
Federal Government any responsibility for assisting with these benefit
payments, I would say no.

Senator MILLIKIN. How do the States take care of that?
Mr. RECTOR. The States take care of that, as far as the mechanics

of taking care of it are concerned, in this way: A person works in
California, and qualifies for benefits there. He is laid off and decides
to go back home. He travels back to Oklahoma, and there goes in
the employment office and files a claim under our interstate compact,
to which the 48 States belong. He fies a claim against his employer
in California, and the Oklahoma office tries to find him a job just as
if he is in California. His claim is sent back, and he continues to
come in each week in Oklahoma and registers for work claims benefits,
and each week from California a check is sent to his Oklahoma ad-
dress, just as the California agency sends to its California residents.
This interstate arrangement is efficiently functioning. All States be-
long to it. It is just as effective as if it were arranged under a national
system.

Senator BARKLEY. That does not include transportation?
Mr. RECTOR. No.
Senator BARKLEY. That is the same thing he would have gotten if

he had stayed in California.
Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. Suppose it would develop that some of the States

had more labor than they can absorb, and that a very large migration
of labor is called for to satisfy job vacancies in other States? Under
the illustration you have given the man would pay his own trans-
portation. Is there any place along the line where you could say it
would be advisable for the Federal Government to avoid concentra-
tions of these unemployed labor problems, to advance transportation
in such cases?

Mr. RECTOR. Well, I am just speaking personally now. I do not
assume to qualify in this field. I think, however, that the problem of
congestion has been somewhat overmagnified.

Senator MILLIKIN. Let us assume it has not been overmagnified,
let us assume it developed, and we would probably set up standards
whether or not it has developed.
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Mr. RECTOR. My personal thought about that is this: As the bill
reads here, as I recall, a person may be directed to a suitable job in
some other section of the country and if he takes that job his travel
expenses will be paid, just as under the provisions of the Federal
Employee Classification Act. Suppose he gets there, looks over the
job and does not even apply? Suppose he takes a trip across the
country from California to Tennessee, looks over the Tennessee job,
and says, "I do not like it"; he would get both his trip and his bene-
fits-with a penalty delay in the latter.

Senator MILLIKIN. Could there be any administrative remedy
against that?

Mr. RECTOR. When I said he would get his benefits, I mean he would
be subject, of course, to the disqualification existing in the law of the
State that he had the benefit rights which, in the State of California,
are relatively minor, but he could take his trip, be deprived of the ben-
efit rights for some 4 to 6 weeks and then continue to draw his full
benefits.

Senator BYRD. That all involves the definition of suitability of the
job. He could claim the job was not suitable.

Mr. RECTOR. Yes; he could. They might have a different inter-
pretation of suitability there than in California.

Senator MILLIKIN. Should it develop that they had an unwieldly
labor surplus in California, larger than in any other State, what is
the answer?

Let me go further. I think we have fallen into two mistakes.
One is that each State is in a vacuum operating by itself with the
Chinese wall around it. I think that is absurd. The other mistake
is that the Federal Government is the nursemaid, charged with the
duty of diapering $120,000,000 people. There is a place in between
where there is a proper Federal function and a proper State function.
I am trying to see what the Federal function is to meet what some
people say will be a very stringent emergency.

Mr. RECTOR. I thought much less about that than I have about
some of these other things. My thinking is this: If we have these
congested areas, and we may have them, in which we have got to
make a redistribution of persons, that should be predicated upon
these principles: First, it should be purely elective with the indi-
vidual. Merely because California or Washington figured that they
have some migrants there that they would like to get rid of, no coer-
cion should be allowed with respect to individuals. They might prefer
the west coast if they got a job there, rather than making a trip out
here and getting a job here. We ought to make it purely voluntary
on the part of individuals. I think compulsion is what we have got
to keep the Government out of. They might not have enough sense
to know where to go, but it is their privilege to be in such a mental
condition.

Then, I think, secondly, the Government should not take them any
place but back home.

Senator MILLIKIN. Should not what?
Mr. RECTOR. Should not take them any place but back home-

rather than to these jobs that he may think he has, or someone else
may think he has.



328 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Senator TAFT. This would not only affect those who moved away
from their homes. This bill covers anybody. Anyone from any-
where can take a job somewhere else.

Mr. RECTOR. I had in mind a congestion that had been built up
by people traveling into these areas, as to how to get them back. If
they haven't the wherewithal-I would put it on a needs basis, to
begin with. A lot of them went out there and paid their own ex-
penses out of savings from much less high-paid jobs than they have
had in the last 2 years.

Senator BREWSTER. That does not say anything about the dura-
tion of the job. You have all your seasonal unemployment which
apparently would be covered under this.

Mr. RECTOR. That is right. Thirdly, I would put it on a distance
qualification. You go to the New England States, it is not far across
New England. They could travel 50, 60, or 100 miles and they might
be in another State.

Senator BARKLEY. Your theory is the Government ought to take
them back home if they do not live far off?

Senator TAFT. It is the other way.
Mr. RECTOR. Yes; if it is a substantial expense to them.
Senator BARKLEY. I would like to answer this question, in connec-

tion with the question of Senator Millikin, and that is one thing that
bothers me tremendously. It bothered me last year when all the
State representatives came down here and completely reversed what
Congress had in mind and what this committee had in mind, and what
a lot of us said on the floor of the Senate we were going to do in regard
to the human element of reconversion.

You said a while ago you think there is no Federal duty in regard
to this situation, and I think that is the attitude of all your State
commissioners or representatives who fill up this list here today and
who, I suppose, will take the same position.

Mr. RECTOR. I would prefer to put it this way, Senator: I think
there is no Federal duty until the failure of the State is demonstrable.
Just as your final paragraph said last year, there is a jeopardy to the
State system which is undoubtedly involved in this legislation, and we
cannot wink our eye at that. Proponents say it is not federalization,
but it is. It will amount to that. Your report last year, if I can find
it, stated this, that until there is a demonstrable need, until the States
have proved derelict, that not until then does it become a Federal
duty. The States, instead of proving derelict, have gone all out
this year. Forty-five State legislatures have been in session, there
has been action to increase the benefit amounts in 25 of them, and 28
of them have increased their duration. You have that before you.

Senator BARKLEY. Have you the figure of what the average increase
in payment.per week is in those 25 States?

Mr. RECTOR. The average increase, of course, as I started out by
saying, can be represented by percentage of covered workers under the
most liberal laws.

Senator BARKLEY. The amount was around two or three dollars a
week.

Mr. RECTOR. No, no. 78.8 percent of all workers are under laws
ayiug $20 or more; 81.8 percent have 20 weeks or more, so that would
e four-fifths of all workers entitled to at least $400.

--. , , .- 14
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Senator BARKLEY. I am talking about the amount by which they
increased the weekly compensation. What would that average in
the 25 States that did increase it?

Mr. RECTOR. I have not calculated it.
Senator BARKLEY. If the State increased the allowance from $16 to

$20 a week, that would be an increase in that State of $4 a week.
Mr. RECTOR. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. If they increased from $16 to $18, that would f

be $2 increase, and if the State increased from $20 to $25, that would
be a $5 increase. I wondered if you had taken these various increases,
added them up, and then divided by 25 to get the average increase
per week.

Mr. RECTOR. No.
Senator BARKLEY. I doubt if the average increase would run much

more than $3 or $4 per week. That can be arrived at.
Mr. RECTOR. That can be done. I haven't done that.
Senator BARKLEY. I happen to be one of those who do not think i

that the States went as far as they held out hopes to us they would
go when they were here a year ago and asked the Federal Govern-
ment to keep its hands off. Some of them went some distance, but,
on the whole, I happen to be one of those that think they did not go
far enough as a whole. I am not saying that by way of criticism.
I say it because I think, in view of the emergency, the payments in
many of the States are not adequate. But in spite of that difference,
that disparity, you still think the Congress has no duty to try to
average it up?

Mr. RECTOR. No; I think certainly that Congress, aside from hav-
ing a duty, it, if I may respectfully say so, has a certain obligation
to respect the differential treatments that are necessary in our very
diverse and complex country.

Senator BARKLEY. Well, it is not as diverse and complex as the
diversity in the different payments provided in the State laws, in my
judgment. There is an over-all uniformity, subject to certain slight
variations due to climate and one thing and another, but in the State
of Kentucky, for instance, where they pay $16, and in the State of
Connecticut, where they pay $28, there certainly is not that much
diversity in the cost of living and the conditions under which they live.
You might make similar comparisons in other States. It may be the
fault of Kentucky that it has not gone as far as Connecticut or Cali-
fornia or Michigan, but the question I am undertaking to arrive at is
whether the Federal Government has the duty to initiate all of this in
tle beginning rather than the States. There were no laws on any of
this until Congress passed the Social Security Act.

Mr. RECTOR. We had one in Wisconsin before the Federal Govern-
ment came in.

Senator BARKLEY. You had one but it was feeble compared to what
it is now, based upon the obligations imposed by the Federal Govern-
ment in the Social Security law. On the whole, the States had not
taken any action until we passed that law.

Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. Wisconsin was more progressive in that regard

than many of the other States. Based on the fact that the Federal
Government did feel it had an obligation to initiate the program the



i I ..

330 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

States came along and followed suit in unemployment compensation
and old-age pensions, things of that kind.

Here is the thing that I find it difficult to harmonize. Wt passed
a reconversion act last year with reference to the reconversion of
physical plants. I realize that many of those plants were owned .by
the Government, paid for by the Government, but in the question
of reconversion there is the question of sales of the plants as surplus
property. We provided for financial assistance to the corporations
and owners of these plants in getting their plants back from wartime
to a peacetime situation, provided aloan for that purpose. No State
came in here and said "Keep your hands off; that is our job. That
plant belongs to Wisconsin or Kentucky or Connecticut or Cali-
fornia, and therefore we are able to attend to it." Nobody did that,
and therefore it was the Federal obligation exclusively, as far as the
records show. Maybe the States could not do it. - Certainly they
had no law at the time under which to do it.

Mr. RECTOR. Is that Federal property?
Senator BARKLEY. Federal property would be, of course, surplus

property and disposed of as such. I am talking about private plants
that were reconverted from making automobiles to making guns and
from watches to precision instruments, and things like that, that were
still private corporations. We provided help for all of those that
needed it.

The CHAIRMAN. We did not provide any help. There was the
greatest misapprehension in the world about that. We provided
merely for the settlement of the contracts.

Senator BARKLEY. We provided also for the Government to make
loans to certain what we call small corporations, to enable them to do
that.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, small business corporations.
Senator BARKLEY. But the States did not say, "We can do that."
We have, for a long time, been providing Federal insurance of crops

in the States. I do not recall any State coming to Washington and
saying, "Let that alone; we can insure crops in Wisconsin or Nebras-
ka."

Senator BYRD. Don't they charge a fee for that?
Senator BARKLEY. That does not alter the fact that it was a Fed-

eral obligation, it was a Federal statute, and the States did not under-
take to underwrite it.

Now, that we are dealing with human beings who have been either
induced or persuaded to go here and yonder to help the Government
in war operation, and have gone there either out of a sense of patriotic
duty or for the selfish reason that they would get higher wages-and
we are all subject to those inducements-in that human equation,
when we are dealing with human beings who might be reconverted in a
sense, the States say, "That is sacred ground. Don't touch that.
There is no Federal duty here." I do not quite understand the
difference in that philosophy.

Senator MCMAHON. How about the highway fund?
Senator BARKLEY. Of course, the same might go on ad infinitum.

We provided for the highway system, in which there is cooperation.
The Federal Government supplementW the State highway funds and
helps build highways. It has been a great thing and we supported
it. I did. I supported crop insurance; I supported flood control.
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There is no law that prevents a city from building a wall in front of
the river that keeps water out of the city, but it has never been
regarded a local obligation. They came to Washington and asked
us to do it, and we did it; and we are doing it now. I do not under-
stand the reason for making a difference when you are dealing with
human beings who are as much -casualties as automobile plants or
watch factories. I would get your reaction on that.

Senator BYRD. Before you answer that, isn't it true likewise that
these particular people got the highest wages known in history?

Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. I might say that many corporations got the

highest profit known in history.
Senator BYRD. And the Government has the right to recapture

those.
Senator BARKLEY. I am not objecting to those profits. I am

merely reciting them.
Senator BYRD. The Senator knows the Government has the right

to renegotiate contracts if they get excessive profits.
Senator BARKLEY. We gave the Government the right to renego-

tiate contracts. Even after the contracts were renegotiated, I think
you will find the total earnings, even after taxes, were greater than
were ever known before. I am not complaining of that at all, I am
not objecting to it.

Senator BYRD. Do you think the profit of the corporations, on a
percentage basis, are greater than the increased wages paid the
workers?

Senator BARKLEY. I don't know. I haven't calculated that.
Senator BYRD. If you look into that you will see they are nothing

like as much.
Senator BARKLEY. There are more human being who help corpora-

tions make money than there are corporations that help people make
money.

Mr. RECTOR. I will try to answer that, Senator. I would answer
it along this fashion: I certainly do not think we should make a differ-
ence between supplemental activities of the Federal Government in
the way of help to business and help to human beings, as you put it,
human reconversion. As I interpret the things that were done to
assist business, renegotiation of contracts, surplus property disposal,
surplus plant disposal, giving back certain excess profits, that was a
part of human reconversion in that you were permitting our produc-
tive machine to get into immediate operation, which is just as much
to the advantage of the workers as it is to the plant owners.

They are partners in that enterprise, and it was putting them back
on a productive basis. That is, in my estimation, as much an element
of human reconversion as it is a business element.

My further thought is this, that the Government did recognize a
duty in this field of unemployment compensation. ' They did assume
responsibility by setting up a Federal-State cooperative program in
1935. It was the thought of the Congress then that this operation
might better be done on a decentralized basis, rather than on a com-
pletely centralized uniform basis, with uniform standards throughout
the land. I think that is sound. I am very much a believer in the
form of Government that is nearest to the people, and that those
things which can be done back home, can best be done back home.

76876-45---22
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Now, as to the inadequacy of benefit amounts, that is a matter of
opinion. To some individuals, adequate benefits mean more benefits
always, and some will say that benefits are always too high. I think
it has got to be related to the fundamental assumption of what unem-
ployment compensation does, what its proper role should be. I think
that trained men, the large trained staffs in the States, with the data
before them, with the legislative action of the people of that particular
section of the country, their conception of an out-of-work wage that is
proper in relation to wages that will not be an inducement to idle-
ness, I think those people are in the best position to make that
judgment.

For instance, in our State, our advisory committee on labor-
management met during a 3- or 4-month period. I think they ran in
several part-day meetings and at least 20 full-day meetings. Labor
and management had before them the problem of reconversion.
That is all we were thinking and talking about. We were getting
data from all over the State of Wisconsin, from the different employers.
We asked them, "What do you think your physical reconversion
problem is?" We asked other questions along that line. On that

asis, labor and management unanimously concluded that the law
we drafted and took to the legislature was a proper law to meet the
reconversion problem in the State of Wisconsin.

It is my opiniot, with our analysis and research, with our knowledge
of the State of Wisconsin, that we are in a better position, that the
legislature there is in a better position to make that judgment than
the Congress of the United States, and I have every respect for it.

Senator LuCAs. May I interject one question there? Was there a
bill introduced in the Wisconsin Legislature suggesting $25 for 26
weeks?

Mr. RECTOR. No; it was something longer than that. It was $25
or $30, and I think it ran up to 40 weeks or more. It was a political
situation there, and it was not related at all to the major problem of
reconversion in the State of Wisconsin.

Senator LuCAS. Wasn't it introduced in Wisconsin?
Mr. RECTOR. There is politics in our State, Senator.
Senator LuCAS. Somebody wanted to get way out in front.
Mr. RECTOR. That is right. It was a local issue. There was a

fellow at the University of Wisconsin that fomented the idea in the
legislature with the minority party. They had nothing to lose.
They went way out ahead.

Senator LUCAS. Did the responsible leaders, labor leaders, in your
State cause to be introduced any bill in the legislature which would
give it to the employees?

Mr. RECTOR. Just the one they sat around the table and agreed to
with management.

Senator LuCAS. There was no legislation introduced then?
Mr. RECTOR. Except this agreed bill. Labor and management sat

down and wrote the bill and it was introduced. They'were in agree-
ment, and both got out and worked for it.

Senator BARKELY. One other question. I do not want to prolong
the hearing. I suppose most of us are getting hungry. Take the
old-age pension law, it was not passed as an emergency measure, but
a long-time, permanent piece of legislation in which we supplement the
State fund dollar for dollar. If the State pays up to $15, the Federal

332
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Government will supplement it by $15 more, making it $30. That
was not an emergency thing due to the war, that was a long-time, per-
manent social policy.

Mr. RECTOR. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. Wherein lies the difference between the Federal

Government, as a permanent, long-time policy, supplementing the State
funds in paying old-age pensions and supplementing the State funds
here in an emergency, a limited period, due to unemployment and the
aftermath of war? Where is the difference in principle?

Mr. RECTOR. Well, in the old-age-assistance laws of which you
speak you still leave it to the State to establish the differentials with
respect to their situation. They are not uniform throughout the
country. There is considerable variance.

Senator BARKLEY. That is true, there is variance. As a matter of
fact, the Congress, the Federal Government, leaves it to the State to
determine what each individual shall draw out of the State fund.
In my State the maximum is $7.50, which means that the Federal
Government puts up another $7.50, and the maximum would be $15.
Of course, very few people get the maximum. The average runs down
around $8, $4 for the State and $4 for the Federal Government. But
the fact that the State puts up 50 percent in all those cases, that the
Federal Government puts up 50 percent, does not, it seems to me,
change the principle if here the Federal Government puts up not half
but a smaller percent for a temporary period to add to the livability of
people who have been displaced by war, it does not change the
principle, as I see it.

Mr. RECTOR,. To me, there is quite a distinction, Senator, in that
you are still permitting the State to determine their own laws. They
can set their own amount. They have an incentive, they have a re-
sponsibility for going forward and being more progressive, if you call
that progressive. I do. Here, however, certain States have taken
action this year in response to your suggestion last year in the com-
inittee. Thirty-two States did act. That is a pretty good .record.
The States that did act, many went up to $20 and beyond. As to the
States that did not act, they did not act probably for good reason, as
far as I know. Their legislatures thought they should not. They
are the ones that get the differential.

Senator BARKLEY. That is true, of course.
Mr. RECTOR. It is just the complete reverse of what you were talking

about. Here, there would not be any incentive for the State to ever
change its law. In fact, there would be every incentive-and this bill
does not prevent the next State legislatures of these liberal States
saying, "We will go back to $15 and 15 weeks because we are not now
getting enough Federal money." In ther words, you start a down-
ward spiral of State responsibility and State initiative.

Senator BARKLEY. That situation would end in a short time, and
then they would be confronted with the question whether they leave
it at $15 or put it up even higher.

Mr. RECTOR. Senator, with all respect, I differ with you on your
conclusion that this would be in any sense a temporary situation.

Senator BARKLEY. IS not that the basis of opposition of State
authorities, that this is an attempt to get the camel's nose under the
tent and it will finally result in the Federal Government taking it over
more than the question of the welfare of the unemployed people?

/ J',;
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Mr. RECTOR. That is a mixed question.
Senator BARKLEY. To what extent does that enter into the opposi-

tion of all the State authorities?
Mr. RECTOR. I sincerely believe we are better able to adminiter-

I am profoundly of this thought-we are better able to administer tht
many conditions affecting ourselves in the State of Wisconsin than is
the Congress. With all the innumerable problems that Congress
has confronting it, it is unable to consider as thoroughly as we can our
own problems back home. It is a matter of good government with
me, Mr. Congressman. I should have said Mr. Senator.

Senator BARKLEY. That is all right. I do not resent the. "Congress-
man," because I served 14 years very happily as such.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there anything further?
Senator BARKLEY: I do not want to prolong this.
The CHAIRMAN: We will take a recess until 2:30.
Senator BYRD: Has Mr. Rector concluded?
The CHAIRMAN: 1 do not know.
Mr. RECTOR: I am here at the further wishes of the committee.
Senator BYRD. I think Mr. Rector has made the most illuminating

witness. If he has concluded, I would like to ask permission to
include in the record any further statements he desires to make and
that he has not had time to make so far.

Mr. RECTOR. Thank you, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. I do not know whether I have any further

questions. I will determine that during the lunch hour.
(Mr. Rector later furnished the following material:)

MAINTAINING PURCHASING POWER IN THE TRANSITION

(By Emerson P. Schmidt, director, economic research department)

[Postwar Readjustments, Bulletin No. 14 11

(Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America, Washington 6, D. C.)

INTRODUCTION

The maintenance of prosperity during the transition is of great interest to
those in the armed forces, to those in war industries and to the public generally.
Everyone agrees on the importance of maintaining high level employment during
the transition period and preventing both inflation and deflation.

Means of attaining these desirable objectives generally lie within three channels:
1. The adoption of such policies by the Federal Government which will leave

the broadest possible opportunity for individuals and business institutions to
operate their businesses and make their dicisions on the basis of a free economy
with the relaxation of controls at the earliest practical date.

2. The assumption by the Federal Government of a paternal responsibility
in this matter which will probably result in adopting a general make-work program
and artificial policies without fully considering the ultimate results of such policies,
or without allowing our traditional free enterprise system a full opportunity to
attempt to meet the problem.

3. A combination of the above two suggestions.
This bulletin explores the possibilities under the above headings and develops

the conclusion that the nearest possible apporach to operation within the con-
ception of a free economy is the most desirable. One point needing emphasis is

I This bulletin is the work of Emerson P. Schmidt director, Economic Research Department. It is not
a report of the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, nor of the Committee on Economic Policy, and
does not, therefore, necessarily represent their views. It is published and distributed for the purpose of
raising questions, providing information, and presenting views that may be helpful in the consideration of
policies.
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that there cannot be maintenance of absolutely full employment under a free
society, and that the choice must be made as between maximum opportunity
for the individual and absolute security, which can be only at the sacrifice of
individual liberty.

Even assuming that governments were able to provide full employment, the
measures taken would be the result of political compromises and grouppressures,
and full employment obtained in that way would probably develop more uncer-
tainty as the result of the individual realizing he is dependent upon political
decisions than he Would feel if he knew that all the decisions were made by
individuals who operated on the basis of self interest.

This question is so important and the time of decision so urgent that the subject
deserves the utmost consideration by everyone who is affected, by those in
(ongress who will approve the legislative matters that are involved, as well as
those who are interested in maintaining the opportunities which have made this
country what it is today.

This bulletin, which is the work of Dr. Emerson P. Schmidt, director of the
chamber's economic research department, is designed to raise some of the right
questions for the determination of private and public policy.

J. CAMERON THOMSON,
Chairman, Committee on Economic Policy.JULY 1945.

MAINTAINING PURCHASING POWER IN THE TRANSITION

During reconversion and the postwar, we are told, we must maintain take-home
pay; otherwise we will have the greatest collapse in history. Unemployment of
10. 20, and even 30 million persons is predicted. A vigorous drive is being made
1o raise basic wage rates so that the total wartime national wage bill will be main-
tained when cut-backs in war production occur. Then overtime wages will dis-
appear, many workers must shift to lower paid jobs, and some 5 million under-
age, over-age, and women workers will leave employment. The gap must be
(tosed, it is said. It would indeed be difficult to invent a better scheme than
this to create either mass unemployment or a spiral of wage-price inflation. Either
c,,1ild occur. It has never been demonstrated that the mere marking up of wage
rates can create purchasing power.

The lumber producers, for example, do not tell us that if we raised their prices
iore purchasing power would be created; the architects or school teachers do

1wt tell us that at higher salaries more jobs would open up; they know that wages,
-:laries, and fees must be properly adjusted to the buying reactions or paying
capacity of the persons or groups with whom they do business.2

Why, suddenly in our history, do we need this special devotion to the creation
f purchasing power? One explanation for this demand is that we have so many

groups already interfering with the natural market forces governing supplies,
d(,inand, and prices that our free market forces have steadily been robbed of their
,quilibrating, allocating, and prosperity-making functions. So more interfer-
,[C(5s are proposed.
We have on hand an excellent case history to demonstrate the truth of this

:i"alysis. In the autumn of 1944, after the liberation of France, the authorities
rai-qed wages by an average of 40 percent, meantime holding prices to previous
]-\e,I. Production and employment bogged down; we were called upon for bil-
li,II of postwar lend-lease aid. In the spring of 1945 the error of this philosophy
\\a.- recognized. Prices were allowed to rise to overcome the previous mistake,
.iA production and employment soon were improved.& This meant inflation, but
it did restore production incentives.

I. WAGE-PRICE ADJUSTMENT

In the demand for higher hourly wage rates, much is made of the wartime rise
if' efficiency, which is alleged to make higher wages, without higher prices, pos-
ible. Several observations on this idea are pertinent.

1. Time is required to translate efficiency gains of wartime production into
1wacetime production. Many companies will be able to benefit only after a

'The question of the relations among wages, employment and production was discussed in Bulletins 4
a'd .5, Maladuistments in the Postwar; and Absorbing the Total Labor Supply, respectively, Chamber of
(rrmmerce of the United States of America, Washington, D. C.

This of course, was only one among many factors accounting for the delay in production. See: Financial
News. London. May 9. 1945.
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considerable period of time by the new know-how and the new equipment (on
which the rise in efficiency rests).

2. Many of the war industry improvements have very limited application to
peacetime production. The enormous efficiency gains in shipbuilding, for ex-
ample, many not be transferable to meat packing, artificial ice-making, or print-
ing.

3. The necessary restoration of sales forces, shifts to competitive conditions,
shifts to smaller quantities of output due to the varied tastes and demands of the
consumers for variety and diversification in types of goods-all of these matters
make it impossible fully to translate wartime gains in efficiency to postwar
production .4

4. The rise in basic hourly wage rates during the war period probably has
already more than absorbed whatever rise in efficiency has occurred during the
war. A study of the following table shows that while retail prices have risen less
than 30 percent since 1939, straight-time hourly earnings have risen nearly twice
as much. After the war our economic structure may be expected to be restored
to something like the prewar structure; in the face of this fact the last item D in
the table is highly relevant.5 It will be noted from this that if we apply our
wartime basic hourly wage pattern to the prewar industrial structure, even then
the wage rates show a rise substantially greater than the rise in either retail or
wholesale prices. In other words, if we now follow a policy of a general wage
increase in order to maintain purchasing power, this must probably press very
heavily against prices and will probably lead to further inflation.

Needless to say, this analysis does not lead to any conclusion for general wage
cuts, it does not argue that wages as a whole are too high; rather, the purpose is
to demonstrate that wage rate increases have already exceeded price increases by
a substantial margin and that any artificial forces, either through labor union
pressure or governmental fiat to lift wage rates still further, must be translated
chiefly into higher prices or into unemployment.

It should be said that this does not mean that wage rates may not require ad-
justment in the cases of individual workers and probably in the case of consider-
able groups. But such adjustments, including price adjustments, should be
based upon specific supply and demand conditions, costs, consumer demand,
and not upon some generalized theory of avoiding deflation.

Unquestionably, we will have some unemployment during reconversion and
even during the replacement boom. But a rise in wages will not correct these spotty
conditions.6

Wages and Prices, 1939-45

Percent-
age

1939 1945 2 increase,
1945

over 1939

Cost of living:
A. National Industrial Conference Board (1923=100) ------------- 84.5 106 25
B. U. S. Department of Labor (1935-39-100) --- ..-------------- 99.4 127 28

Wholesale prices, U. S. Department of Labor (1926-100) -------------- 77. 1 106 36

Wages:
A. Factory average weekly earnings:

(i) National Industrial Conference Board --------------- $27.04 $50.99 89
(ii) U. S. Department of Labor ------- ----------------- 23.14 47. 51 102

B. Factory average hourly earnings:
(i) National Industrial Conference Board------------------.72 1.10 53
ii) U. S. Department of Labor -------..------------------ .63 1.05 67

C. Estimated straight time factory hourly earnings -------------.. 62 .97 56
D. Estimated straight time factory hourly earnings weighted by

January 1939 employment -------------------------- .62 .90 45

1 All data from Department of Labor unless otherwise indicated.
2 Most recent month for which data are available.

4 It is probable, however, that in the long run, perhaps after 5 or 10 years, the war experience will have
accelerated efficiency.

& This does not mean that the relationships of our prewar wage-price structure were correct; then we had
several million unemployed workers and wages in some sectors of the economy were already too high relative
to wages in other sectors. See Bulletins 4 and 5 in this series.

I For a careful appraisal of both deflationary and inflationary force see: Inflation and the Postwar, Chan-
ber of Commerce of the United States of America, 1944, and A Formula for Avoiding a Tailspin, by Sumner
H. Slichter. New York Times Magazine, June 17, 1945. ,
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I1. INFLATION POTENTIAL

The probability of a postwar boom is greatly reenforced by two outstanding
facts: (1) the enormous deferred demand for consumer durable goods, including
new housing; and (2) the highly liquid position of American business and indi-
viduals. During the war years individuals have "saved" nearly 25 percent of
their income receipts. The total "savings" from 1940 to 1944 are indicated in
the accompanying tabulation:

Income and savings, 1940-441
[In billions]

Income Net sav-
payments ings of

individuals

1940------------------------------------------------------------------------- $76.2 $7.3
1941 --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 92.7 14.2
1942------------------------------------------------------------------------- 117.3 2&88
1943------------------------------------------------------------------------- 143. 1 33.7
1944------------------------------------------------------------------------- 158. 8 39.9

Total ---------------------------------------------------------- 586.1 123.9

National Industrial Conference Board.

It will be noted that the savings increased from over $7 billion in 1940 to nearly
$40 billion in 1944. The total for the five years amounted to $123.9 billion.

The word "savings" has been put in quotation marks because it does not mean
what it seems to mean. Included in the figures are such things as debt repay-
ment. Consumer credit, for example, has declined from $10 billion in 1941 to
$5.4 billion in 1945; this may pave the way for the creation of new credit (infla-
tionary pressures) to supplement money holdings and current income.?

Secretary Morgenthau. has stated that 85 million 'persons have purchased war
bonds. The labor unions, as evidence of the patriotism of the American worker,
have given much publicity to the pay-roll deduction plans for buying war bonds.'
They have participated in the several war bond drives. American people are
better sup p Led with money and other highly liquid assets than at any time in our
history. Yet deflation is predicted if something is not done by the Government,
by the War Labor Board, and other agencies to create additional purchasing
power!

These savings are in numerous forms, chiefly currency, bank deposits, and war
bonds. What their owners may do with their war bonds in the postwar we do
not know. But the very fact that such enormous quantities of savings are kept
in the form of currency and demand deposits has suggested to some people that
the funds are being kept in readiness for expenditures to be made as soon as the
time is propitious.

The cata in the above table is supplemented by additional figures on the esti-
mated liquid asset holdings of business and individuals in the table below. Here it
will be noted that the holdings of currency, bank deposits, and Government securi-
ties have increased from $65.9 billion in 1939 to nearly $200 billion in 1944.
The year 1945 may be expected to add another $35 billion to this huge total.
]Furthermore, these figures in this table do not include debt repayment, building
up of insurance and pension reserves, investment in savings and loan shares,
purchase of corporate securities and the like.

7 Furthermore, most of the items in this table are more claims on wealth and income, and not savings in
real terms.

ISome 23 million workers (27 million including armed and Federal services) are cooperating in pay-roil-
deduction plans, each purchasing an average of about $20 of E bonds monthly. About IS percent of these
bonds have been redeemed.
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Estimated liquid asset holdings of business and individuals 1

[In billions of dollars-year-end figures]

1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944

Total ------------------------------------------------ 6 5.9 71.6 82.1 112.7 153.0 193.6

C urrency -----------------------------------------
Dem and deposits ---------------------------------
Time deposits securities--------------------------U. S. Government securities ----------------------

Business holdings--total ------------------------------

Corporations-total 2 ------------------------------

Financial corporations--total ------------------
Nonfinancial corporations-total --------------

Unincorporated business--total ' -------------

Personal holdings-total .............................

6.2 7.1 9.4 13.7 18.6 23.3
213 25.1 28.3 37.2 48.3 54.7
26.3 26.9 26.9 27.7 32.0 38.9
12.1 12.5 17.5 34.1 54.1 76.7

17.5 20.3 24.2 37.0 51.6 66.0

13.0 14.9 17.5 27.0 38.1 47.1

1.7 1.9 2.2 2.6 3.0 3.5
11.3 13.0 15.3 24.4 35.1 43.6

4.5 5.4 6.7 10.0 13.5 18.9

48.4 51.3 57.9 75.7 101.4 127.6

Currency ---------------------------------------- 5.6 6.4 8.5 12.6 17.4 21.8
Demand deposits -------------------------------- 8.5 9.3 11.0 14.9 19.8 23.2
Time deposits ----------------------------------- 25.4 26.0 26.0 26.8 31.1 38.0
U. S. Government securities ---------------------- 8.9 9.6 12.4 21.4 33.1 44.6

1 Federal Reserve Bulletin, June 1945.
3 Excludes nonprofit associations.
8 Currency, time deposit, and U. S. Government security holdings of unincorporated businesses Include

only those held for business purposes-that is, those included in the financial statements of these concerns.
Other such holdings of the owners of incorporated business are included among personal holdings. In the
reporting of demand deposits, "mixed" accounts from which both personal and business expenditures were
made have been classified as business accounts.

More than $90 billion have been added to our money supply since 1938.1
Currency in circulation outside of banks stood at $6 billion in 1938 and the most
recent figure is $24 billion. Demand deposits (the equivalent of money) including
Government owned deposits rose from $27 billion at the end of 1938 to $88 billion
in 1944. This is an absolutely unprecedented increase in money. We do not
yet know what its effect will be on our price level, but that it suggests a period of
deflation can scarcely be argued. If deflation comes, it will not be because of an
over-all lack of means to make demands effective.

It is quite probable that the great increase in liquidity will reverse the "pro-
pensity to hoard" psychology of the 1930's which had such a baneful effect on
economic activity. Many persons, having failed to overcome their psychology
of depression, are projecting the depression conditions into the postwar, although
the position of the capital goods and the consumer durable goods industries,10

and the liquidity position of individuals, differs so greatly now from the situation
of the 1930's.

The Department of Commerce recently published the results of a comprehensive
survey of planned capital outlays among manufacturers in the year following
VE-day, stating this conclusion: "Manufacturing firms are planning large outlays
for plant, equipment, and alterations over the next 12 months. The total of approx-
imately 4.5 billion dollars is nearly 3 times the 1937 to 1940 average and more than
half again as large as ih 1929." 11 The public utility industries have planned
another billion dollars of immediate expenditures. Others might be mentioned.

A rising price level (inflation) may bring temporary prosperity. What the
long-run relation between our price level and this enormous volume of liquid
savings may be, we cannot determine. But there has existed a fairly definite
long-run relationship in the past which is revealing. For some 40 years or more
our national income (in dollars) has tended to be about three times our combined
currency in circulation and demand deposits. In the 1920's, we had about $3 of
national income for each dollar of currency and demand deposits. In 1944, the
figure was about $1.50.

o Data in this paragraph cover a somewhat broader base than the figures in the above table, which table
deals with holdings of business and individuals.

is This Is, great shortages have accumulated.
it Report by D. S. Wilson, Survey of Current Business, June 1945.
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The velocity of money turn-over (rate of use of money) has been low during
the war. Should the predepression velocity be restored, prices certainly could
go through the roof. That is, the high money velocity plus the enormous quan-
tity of it in the hands of people might readily push, through general price rises,
our national income to $200 billion or a figure substantially above that. This
would, of course, mean substantial inflation, not prewar dollars or even wartime
dollars. Again, the conclusion follows: The dangers we face in the near future
are more likely to be of an inflationary nature rather than deflationary.

Years ago economists thought they detected a fairly close long-run relation be-
tween the amount of money in use and the general price level. This was given
the name of the "quantity theory of money." Today we seem to be victims of
a kind of "quantity theory in reverse." That is, in spite of this perfectly enor-
mous expansion in money, we still hear dire voices of deflation. More purchasing
power and still more purchasing power must be created

III. INFLATION POLICY?

In spite of this situation the War Labor Board has endorsed the idea of raising
basic wage rates for the -postwar. At the same time, other governmental bureaus
in Washington have admitted that these wage increases will have to be followed
hy price increases, and many price increases hAve been allowed after wages were
raised-coal, steel, etc. Obviously, wage increases offset by equal price increases
cannot increase purchasing power.

On June 21, 1945, the OPA officially explained that price increases "may be
necessary" to the extent that wage increases recently approved by the War Labor
Board change industry's costs. Shifts in wages and prices are desirable to stim-
ulate production and reallocate employment, but what we may be faced with is
widespread general increases, and each such increase stimulates demands for in-
creases elsewhere. Every rise in prices affects costs in nearly every other sector
of the economy.

Thus it is accurate to state that our Federal Government is today-following a
policy the consequence of which is to depreciate the dollar. There can be no
other interpretation. The Defense bonds bought in the early part of the war
,have already lost approximately one-quarter of their purchasing power. If the

current drive for the higher wages and consequent higher prices continues, these
Ihonds will shrink still further in buying power. Thus there is a process going on
in Washington which must lead to a partial repudiation of the Federal debt, and
this may explain in part the difficulties in attaining the series E and F quotas set
for the several war-loan drives as well as the unduly high rate-of bond redemptions.

Furthermore, wage increases granted by the War Labor Board must greatly
i'itensify the price-holding problems of the OPA. Should the demand for 20-
percent increase in basic wage rates across the board (or even half that figure) be
granted in the next months, as reconversion takes place, this would multiply by
many hundred percent the requests (now 17,000 per month) for price increases
and conceivably could break down completely the machinery of the OPA for
handling such a volume of adjustments.

Delay in adjusting prices to cover rising costs may greatly thwart reconversion
and slow down the highly important and prompt reemployment of released workers..
Thus, a mishandling of the wage and price problem during the transition may
Ibring about a deflation and unemployment, although this what all of us have tried
to plan against.

IV. NEEDED: AN ADJUSTED ECONOMIC STRUCTURE

Prosperity and employment have always depended on the effective adjustments
Withifi the economy. Full employment of resources under competition effectively
(,reates all the necessary purchasing power to buy back the product of the mine,
the field, and the factory.

The following propositions, stated categorically for the sake of brevity, bring
into focus these issues:

1. In a private business economy, purchasing power is the result of production
t, a far greater extent than it is the cause of production, in terms of the problem
Of incentives to maintain production and employment.

2. The primary problem is to adjust, through free market operations, the costs
nd prices so that profit expectations will be maintained. If so, these expecta-

t ions will put men to work and, as a consequence, purchasing power will be created.
'o ne prices and wages may be too low; others too high. But political readjust-

Iient may mean more maladjustment.
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3. The three following propositions suggest that purchasing power plays quite
different role in the economy than is commonly supposed:

(a) A careful study of depressions shows that the decline in new investment 12
takes place while aggregate demand and purchasing power are still increasing.

(b) Depressions (this is what some fear in the transition) follow periods when
purchasing power has been at its peak.

(c) Recovery (as in late 1921 or in 1933-35) takes place when-purchasing power
is at its minimum.

4. Points (a), (b), and (c) deserve the most careful analysis because they seem
to demonstrate that a deficiency of consumer purchasing power is not the cause of
unemployment and depression in any fundamental sense. (To be sure, once
contraction takes place, incomes evaporate and the process becomes cumulative.
But even then a rise in wage rates would not be helpful; effective application of
fiscal policy might mitigate the contraction tendencies.)

5. Since productivity increases only about 2.0 percent per year, any more
rapid increase in wages (costs) than this figure must either (1) raise prices (infla-
tion) or (2) destroy jobs (unemployment) through the destruction of profit
expectations.

6. Moreover, the income of every person is a cost to someone else. Therefore,
every wage increase, even though it raises purchasing power for the immediate
beneficiary, destroys purchasing power for someone else. Thus, artifically raising
prices or wages may merely constitute a transfer of purchasing power from A to B,
without any' net increase. Such shifts set in motion a spiral of inflationary
demands by the various groups while the quantity of goods lags behind.

7. In the transition and at the war's end, we will have enormous readjustment
problems-getting manpower out of specific industries, plants, and areas, and
transferring it elsewhere. A flexible system of wages (and prices) is absolutely
indispensable if we are to be able to provide the proper incentives to facilitate
this transfer and readjustment. General wage increases would not help this
problem.

8. As reconversion takes place, the tendency toward an aggregate decline in
buying power will be offset in part by three factors: (1) Pay-rcll deductions for
bond purchases will decline; (2) income-tax payments will decline proportionately
more than income as incomes fall; (3) soldiers receiving only $50 cash per month
will have higher earnings when reemployed.

9. The factors mentioned in 8 above, plus the widely publicized deferred demand
and the existence of billions of liquid "savings," are more likely to lead to excessive
purchasing power, rather than to the reverse.

V. CONCLUSION

The transition as the word itself implies, will be a period of change, readjust-
ment, and new alinement. A total war economy is poorly adapted to conditions
of peace. It would be a fatal mistake to freeze wages, prices, or costs.

Such freezing would be the most certain way to thwart high levels of produc-
tive employment in the transition. On the other hand, artificial forces based on
some generalized theory of irflation or deflation would be an equally unsatisfac-
tory guide. The safest guide is the restoration of the incentives to produce by
reestablishing the expectation of profits.

Not high profits or low profits, but the reestablishment of the expectation of
profits, should be the great engine for restoring productive employment. Com-
petition must be preserved to prevent needlessly high prices or profits. The
problem in the transition, in any case, is much more likely to be excessive demand
rather than a deficiency of demand.

A hesitant and indecisive reconversion policy, the wrong price and wage policies,
and unsettled industrial relations during the transition could bring about serious
deflation and unemployment. If we handle all of these problems with statesman-
like skill, we should be headed for high levels of prosperity and employment for
some years to come. Lack of the means to make consumer demands effective, it
appears, will not be a stumbling block.

The CHAIRMAN. We are happy to have the statement of the Hon-
orable Walter E. Edge, Governor of the State of New Jersey, which

.12 Unemployment is heavily associated with and concentrated in the durable goods industries.
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is presented by Mr. Frank T. Judge, acting executive director, Unem-
ployment Compensation Commission of New Jersey, Trenton, N. J.
The statement is as follows:

STATEMENT OF HoN. WALTER E. EDGE, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Chapter 192 of the 1943 New Jersey Statutes, effective April 13, 1943, estab-
lished a State Commission on Postwar Economic Welfare. The statute provides
among other things that, "The commission is charged with the duty of devising
plans whereby the State of New Jersey may guard against or forestall the eco- I

nomic effects of any depression which may follow the present period of increased
industrial and business activity," and directs the formulation of a New Jersey
program for the postwar period.

Following a directive from Gov. Walter E. Edge that the State commission on
postwar economic welfare give its attention and study to the necessity for broad-
ening the benefit and coverage provisions of the New Jersey unemployment
compensation law, the State commission held many public hearings at which the
views of labor, business, industry, and many other groups were obtained with
respect to the unemployment compensation law. After obtaining the views of
these interested groups, the State commission, following months of meetings and
discussions with its staff agency, Princeton surveys, headed by Dr. John F. Sly,
professor of politics, Princeton University, recommended to the New Jersey
Legislature amendments to the New Jersey unemployment compensation law
increasing maximum unemployment compensation benefits from $18 for 18 weeks
to $22 for 26 weeks, and increasing the minimum benefits from $7 a week for 6
weeks to $9 a week for 10 weeks, thus placing New Jersey in second position in the
Nation in payment of maximum total benefits and in the very top position (with
four other States) in duration. The State commission also recommended that
coverage under the unemployment compensation law of New Jersey be broad-
ened to cover firms employing four or more workers in lieu of the eight or more as
the law at that time provided, retaining the provision in the law permitting firms
with fewer than four or more employees to elect coverage for their workers.
The State commission also recommended that the law be amended to provide
coverage for maritime workers:

The New Jersey Legislature acted on these recommendations and amended
the New Jersey unemployment compensation law accordingly. Gov. Walter E.
Edge promptly signed the bills enacting them into law.

It is the feeling of Governor Edge that these amendments reflecting the recom-
mendations of the New Jersey State Commission on Postwar Economic Welfare
and adopted by the New Jersey Legislature, cover a program of extended unem-
pluvment compensation benefits that meets the needs of New Jersey.

It would seem that the New Jersey unemployment-compensation law, as
amended, substantially meets the ends which S. 1274 seeks to accomplish, with
the exception of benefits to Federal civilian employees and to workers engaged in
occupations not covered under State laws.

With respect to benefits to Federal civilian employees, Governor Edge sees no
objection to this provision. However, he does feel that, if such a provision is
adopted, the payment of benefits to Federal civilian employees should be under
the benefit provisions of the unemployment-compensation law of the State to
which the Federal civilian employee returns and claims benefits rather than under
t he District of Columbia law.

The CHAIRMAN. Very well. gentlemen, we will take a recess until
2:30.

(Whereupon, at 1:20 p. m., a recess was taken until 2:30 p. m., of the
Sa,'me day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(The hearing was resumed at 2:30 p. m.)
The CHAIRM..N. The committee will come to order.
Mlr. Isseiman.
Is Mr. Isserman in the room?
(No response.)
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The CHAIRMAN. He was here this morning. Mr. Layton.
I understand that Mr. Williams is ahead of Mr.Layton, but Mr.

Williams is willing for you, Mr. Layton, to come forward at this time.
Mr. Layton.

STATEMENT OF CALEB R. LAYTON, OFFICE OF ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF DELAWARE

Mr. LAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I was asked on behalf of the Governor
of Delaware, Governor Bacon, to present a very short prepared state-
ment in opposition to this present measure "which is under considera-
tion.

I think it makes very little difference whether I read it into the
record or present it. It would take about 2 minutes to read.

The CHAIRMAN. You may read it, if you wish.
Mr. LAYTON. I think perhaps it would be better if I present it for

the record.
The CHAIRMAN. You may present it for the record. It will go

into the record of today.
Mr. LAYTON. Thank you.
(Statement of Hon. Walter W. Bacon, Governor of the State of

Delaware, presented by Caleb R. Layton 3d, counsel, Delaware
Unemployment Compensation Commission, is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER W. BACON, GovEuNoa OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

It is my considered judgment that Federal action is not necessary to insure
adequate unemployment-compensation payments to workers unemployed during
the reconversion period. I believe that the individual State governments are
able to meet the needs of their respective communities in such manner as to avoid
hardship and yet provide encouragement for unemployed workers to take jobs.

In 1941, there was a 2-week waiting period for benefit claimants and the benefit
maximum was $15 for 13 weeks, limited to one-sixth of base-period earnings.
After three successive legislative advances, there is now only a 1-week waiting
period and the maximum is $18 for 22 weeks, limited to one-fourth of base-period
earnings. The minimum weekly benefit amount has been increased from $5 to
$7. A similar pattern has been followed in most other States.

During this same period, the reserve fund has been increased from $5,250,000
to $14,600,000. This means that this fund could pay maximum benefits to 47
percent of the 85,000 workers under its coverage the first of this year. There is no
indication that our reconversion unemployment will run that high.

Should the Congress adopt the $25 maximum figure mentioned in the bill, they
would put every State under great pressure to adopt this rate on a permanent
basis, regardless of whether the economic pattern of the State could stand such a
change or whether there was a real need for such a high benefit rate. For a $25
weekly benefit, which is completely "take-home" wages, would closely approxi-
mate regular wages of $35, less taxes and certain operating expenses which are
always higher if an individual is at work.

As to certain other areas of the bill, such as broadening of coverage to include
agricultural and domestic workers, and reduction of coverage under the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act to employers of one or more, I believe the suggestions
warrant serious consideration but should nct be considered as part of "emergency"

legislation. As to persons in Federal employment, particularly those in industrial
establishments of the Federal Government such as arsenals and navy yards, I be-
lieve they should be covered under the unemployment compensation laws of the
individual States in which they work.

On the question of paying transportation allowances to war workers, I have seen
no figures indicating that there is an acute need. Should it be demonstrated that
thousands of workers are stranded in "foreign" communities and are without the
wherewithal to proceed to other jobs or to return to their homes, there might be
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some basis for governmental action. If this be the case, the State unemployment-
compensation agency is prepared to cooperate in administering any such
provisions.

In conclusion, I should like merely to comment that billions of dollars have been
amassed by the States in the Federal unemployment trust fund. All the States
have continuously and conscientiously studied their responsibilities to'their
workers and have progressively broadened their benefits. And under last year's
George bill the solvency of the individual State funds is now guaranteed. Accord-
ingly, I believe the soundest policy would be to permit the States to move forward
to meet the problems for which they have been preparing themselves for many
years. I believe the time for any Federal assistance would come when and if
State systems are demonstrated to be inadequate to meet community needs. I am
confident that this will not occur.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Claude A. Williams.
Have a seat, Mr. Williams.'
Mr. Williams, you are appearing on behalf of the Texas Unemploy-

ment Compensation Commission?

STATEMENT OF CLAUDE A. WILLIAMS, TEXAS UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION COMMISSION

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. I am chairman and executive director of the
Texas Unemployment Compensation Commission. I have handed
in my resignation, effective Octo]er 1, but the views that I express
here will be the views of the majority of the commission as it is pres-
ently constituted.

Mr. Chairman, when the bill pending before your committee was
introduced and I had occasion to examine it, I was reminded of a
story. The father was sitting down with his little son on his lap.
The phone rang and the father went to the telephone. When he came
back, the little boy said to his father, "Daddy, where does your lap
I-o when you stand up?" The father replied, "It retires to the rear
11n1d shows up under an assumed name."

And so it is with this legislation. It is the same legislation, thesame provisions, the same conspiracy that existed in the original bill
introduced in 1942, which later became known as the war displacement
benefit bill. It is just like the lap-it pops up every year under an
assumed name.

Sometimes it is "human demobilization." Sometimes it is "inter-
mediate benefits"; "reconversion benefits;" and so on.

The principles involved in the legislation before this committee are
the same principles that have been involved in various bills that have
been presented to Congress from year to year. The first one that was
presented was the war displacement benefit bill, which was the subject
of hearings before the House Ways and Means Committee. It was
not brought over to the Senate.

When that bill was presented, Mr. McNutt, Federal Security Ad-
uinistrator; Sidney Hillman, Director of Labor Procurement in the

War Production Board; Mayor LaGuardia, and an array of others
predicted that there would be "catastrophic unemployment" when
the industries of this Nation shut down, and began retooling and con-
verting from peacetime to wartime production.

Great suffering on the part of the workingman was predicted be-
cause the State unemployment compensation systems did not provide
"benefits equal to the pay of the displaced worker."
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An appropriation was demanded at first in the amount of $600,-
000,000-later reduced to $300,000,000-to add to State unemploy-
ment compensation benefits so as to have them equal the pay of the
workers being displaced.

As a compromise, proponents of this legislation reduced the weekly
benefit amount down to at first $35 a week, and then $25 a week for
26 weeks. The legislation under consideration, would, through a
Federal subsidy, provide a maximum of $25 a week for 26 weeks to
all unemployed persons entitled to the maximum amount under State
laws.

I don't know whether this committee understands it, but I would
like to make it clear to you that the enactment of this legislation
would require a session of the legislatures of all of the States i ecause
none of the States have the authority to administer these supple-
mentary benefits.

There are 40 States that have the following provision in their State
laws-not in these actual words, but substantially--

The CHAIRMAN. How many?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Forty.
An individual shall be disqualified for benefits if he is receiving or has received

remuneration in the form of-
Old-age benefits tinder title II of the Social Security Act, as amended, or

similar payments under any Act of Congress, or a State legislature, or employer
pension plan: Provided, That if such remuneration is less than the benefits which
would otherwise be due under this Act, he shall be entitled to receive for such
benefit. If otherwise eligible, benefits reduced by the amount of such remu-
neration.

What that means is this: If you pass a supplementary Federal
unemployment compensation benefit, whatever amount you provide
for, we would have to deduct from the amount we provide in our State
laws.

In other words, if we are going to pay $18 a week in Texas and you
pay $7, we deduct that $7 from the $18 and pay $11. Then under the
terms of the proposed legislation the Federal subsidy would be in-
creased another $7 a week, and the State benefits decreased $7 a
week, until finally the Federal Government would be paying the full
amount and, under the laws in 40 States, the State would be paying
nothing. The Federal Government would be paying the full amount
of $25 a week, and the States paying no.thing.

I assumed you gentlemen understood that it would be necessary for
every State legislature to meet and pass enabling legislation. We
State administrators are not as fortunate as the Federal agencies.
W e have to get authority from the legislatures. In order to participate
in this, we would have to have a special session of the legislature. I
don't know whether my governor would call a special session. If he
did, I don't know whether the legislature would be willing to permit us
to participate.

The provisions of this bill were presented to the legislature. Hear-
ings were held. We recommended an increase in the benefits. We
did everything we could to increase the payments. V e came out with
an increase of from $15 a week for 16 weeks to $18 a week for.18
weeks.

If there is an emergency involved I do not believe that the
legislatures of the States could get together in time to enact the
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necessary enabling legislation to take care of the emergency situation
that might arise, assuming that there is an emergency with reference
to the unemployment-compensation program.

Now, I don't ask you to take my word for what I say. This ques-
tion arose on the war displacement benefit bill in 1942, and I sub-
mitted the question to the attorney general of my State, the State of
Texas, and he ruled that we would not be permitted to participate-
would have to deduct any supplemental benefits from those paid by
the State. I would like to have that opinion incorporated in the
record. It is on pages 145-147 in the hearings before the House Ways
and Means Committee oxu the war displacement benefit bill.

Senator VANDENBERG. That doesn't prove that the same inter-
pretation would apply to comparable language in other State laws,
does it? It may raise tha implication, but I assume your language in
the Texas law is different from the language in these other laws.

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir. The language in the other laws is sub
tantially the same. The other States' language is more restrictive.-

The CHAIRMAN. At least, you, as chairman of'the compensation
commission, wouldn't be authorized to enter into this contract and
accept the benefits?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not without a specific enactment of the Texas
Legislature. I think you will find the other State administrators
will say that the same is true of their States.

There are 40 States. I didn't make a tabulation of them.
Senator VANDENBERG. What happens under the bill if you don't

make an agreement? The Federal Government administers it
anyway?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. The Federal Government comes in and takes over

and administers it?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. They take over and administer the supple-

mental benefits; although I don't think they could administer them.
IA the first place, where would they get their wage records? They
don't have any. They couldn't use the Federal records. They are
6 months behind in their bookkeeping. I don't believe that the
Federal Government could administer it.
Senator VANDENBERG. Why couldn't they use your records?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I don't know how they could use them. It would

be difficult to have two organizations trying to use the same records.
Senator VANDENBERG. There is nothing in your law that denies

the use of the records?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I think- we would be authorized to let them

use our records, but it would be a rather difficult administrative
problem to have them in there using the records.

Senator LuCAS. If the State legislature wouldn't accept the money,
and didn't want anything to do with the so-called Federal contribu-
tion that we are making under the bill, the chances are that they
wouldn't be so -cooperative in making available the use of their
records in the State of Texas.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, I expect that would be the case.
Senator MCMAHON. Even though there would be that adminis-

trative difficulty, I understand you would, under the terms of your
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presently existing law, have to deduct the amount paid by the State?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right. We would make the deduction,

with the result that the Federal Government would pay the entire
bill.

Senator VANDENBERG. The worker would get no more?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right. In other words, we deduct what-

ever you pay.
Senator VANDENBERG. Yes.
Mr. WILLIAMS. The worker wouldn't come out with any more.
Senator LUCAS. You say there are 40 States that have this pro-

vision?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. Have you made a careful check on that?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir.
Senator VANDENBERG. Tell me, do you know the eight States in

which that does not apply?-
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir; I cannot. I got. this from the Commercial

Clearing House reports that. I had in Texas. I didn't make a list of
them.

Senator VANDENBERG. Do you remember where Illinois stands inthat?Mr. WILLIAMS. I am sure Illinois has that provision in the law:
Senator VANDENBERG. Now, I will ask about Michigan.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, Michigan does.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. "1 checked with the Social Security Board on that

question and they said, substantially, that most States do have this
provision.

They do not agree with the interpretation just placed on the law.
The difference of opinion is as to whether under the general author-

ity of State law the commissioners could enter into an agreement with
the Federal Government without a special act of the legislatures.
That is where the difficulty of opinion rests.

The witness says that his interpretation is, and that the attorney
general's interpretation is that a special act of the legislature woufd
be required. The Social Security people tell me. that no such per-
mission would be required.

Senator LUCAS. But there is a difference of opinion on that question.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. The further we go, the more complicated it gets.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. I think the committee should vote to

table the pending legislation and leave it alone. It has some com-
plications attached to it that you would never be able to overcome.
I don't believe there is any need for it to b egin with. With the
present benefit schedules under the State law, with 80 percent of these
workers going to draw $25 a week for 20 weeks, I don't see the
necessity for the legislation in the first place.

Senator LUCAS. You are making an argument for the-
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir; I am not looking for an argument.
Senator LUCAS. Neither am I. I say you are making an argument

for the complete federalization.
Senator BREWSTER. You don't agree to that, do you?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I don't agree to that. I don't think there is

any necessity for complete federalization. I think that the States
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have provided all that is necessary to be provided to take care of this
situation. I believe that the benefits that the displaced war workers
will draw are adequate for them to not be under any liardship. Sec-
ondly, I think the scale of benefits will fit into the postwar economy.

The State benefits now are almost to the danger point. We are up
high enough now where they are likely to induce idleness rather than
reconversion. If we get them any higher, I don't think there is any
question but what you will retard these people going back to peacetime
occupations and the job opportunities available to them:

Senator LucAS. They can't get the money if they refuse a job, can
they?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would like to talk on that point for a moment or
two, if I may.

In the first place, I think, as a predicate for that, I should read to
you the provision in the Texas law, which is contained in almost every
law, the identical language, relative to suitable employment. Almost
every law has this identical language. There may be a slight vari-
ance, but it is substantially the same.

In determining whether or not any work iq suitable for an individual, the com-
mission shall consider the degree of risk involved to his health, safety, and morals,
his physkal fitness, prior training, his experience and prior earnings, length of un-
employment and prospects for securing work in his customary occupation, and
the distance of available work to his residence.

That is the definition of suitable employment in the Texas law, and
in all the other laws it is substantially the same.

Senator LuCAs. That is a little complicated too.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, it is.
Now, assume that you say, "We are not going to pay you benefits

because you refused suitable employment," and we use this as a defini-
t ion for suitable employment.

Now, that doesn't mean, in every State that they are going to take
all their benefits away from them. I think Mr. Altmeyer left the A
inference that we take their benefits away from them. That isn't so.

You assess a penalty against them. That penalty may be, in some
Sti tes, a cancellation ot a part of their benefit rights. In other States
it may be a mere suspension. At the end of that time they can come
in and reapply and draiv unemployment compensation.

But you run into this difficulty. About one trip down to the office,
[ring denied benefits because they refused suitable employment,
educates these claimants, not only educates that single one, but his
friends, so that the next time they come in they have the right answer
and you can't disqualify them.

If you refer them to a job and they don't like it, they can make
themselves so obnoxious that the employer wouldn't hire them, and -
so they can come back and say that the employer wouldn't hire them,
aTid therefore has complied with your requirements. That thing
happens. It happens every day. Policmig this program throu h
this suitable work clause is not near as elective as it sounds in
theory.

In practice it is a difficult thing to do.
Among that line, I would like to cover in a little more detail what my

colleague, Mr. Rector, this morning didn't quite cover, or, as fully,
76876-45----28
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perhaps as you would like. That is with reference to the procedure
in paying these claims.

Now, we have local offices scattered over the United States. Those
local offices are combination offices. In those offices are located the
representatives of the unemployment compensation commissions and
representatives of the Employment Service, the United States Em-
ployment Service.
The State representatives are under State control. The Employ-

ment Service personnel are under Federal Government control.
When they come into the offices, the first thing they are required

to do under the State law is to register for employment with an em-
ployment office. The only employment offices in the United States
are those operated by the Federal Government. So he registers for
work with the United States Employment Service. There the United
States Employment Service takes his work history.

Based upon that work history, they determine whether or not the
job opportunities are suitable Job openings to which this individual
should be referred. They make that determination, not based on any
Texas law, but based on what that official in his opinion thinks is
suitable employment.

So we have the Federal agency determining, first, whether the
applicant should be referred to a job or not. After he is referred to
the job and he refuses the job, we are notified that he has been referred
to a job and that he has refused to take it. At least we are supposed
to be notified, although we haven't been in all cases.

Mr. Rector referred this morning to the 3,000 cases in Wisconsin.
Senator LuCAS. You haven't had that in Texas?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, in the first place, we haven't had 3,000 claims

in Texas yet. We expect to have them. The jobs in Texas still far
exceed the people applying for jobs.

Now, based on this information that the Federal Employment
Service sends to us, we make a further determination, or review
their decision, to determine whether he has refused suitable employ-
ment. Sometimes we agree with them, and sometimes we overrule
them. But it makes for a multiplicity of work. It is a duplication.
What should happen is that the Employment Service ought to be
returned to the States right now so that this function of registering
for work and making a claim can be integrated and consummated
in one transaction with one Government agency and not two.

It can be handled by the same individual; so when he comes in he
goes to one place. He files an' application for work. He files Pn
application for unemployment compensation. It is under the juris-
diction and control of the State. The agency then interprets its
State law to determine whether or not there is a suitable j ob oppor-
tunity for that claimant.

Under such a set-up we can get the individual to the job quicker.
We can get his check to him quicker. We avoid confusion.

I don't believe there is a single thing the Congress could do that
would do more to rehabilitate these people than to pass a law now
to require the return of the Employment Service to the States. No
single action that you could take would bring about a speedier
'rehabilitation of the workers.

r h 00-0--
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We have had it up with the President. The execut-e committee
of the Governors' conference went over there 2 weeks ago, and asked
him for the return and he refused to return them. In the War Man-
power Commission appropriation Senator Saltonstali put on a rider
that it must be returned 90 days after VJ-day. We think that is too
long a time. We will be in such a state of confusion at that time that
it will be impossible for us to take them over. We need it now, so
that we can train the personnel, teach them what this "suitable"
provision in this law me.s, and just how to handle this transaction.
We can't do it at the peak of our clain load. It is an impossibility.

I certainly urge that you gentlemen consider requiring that the
Employment Service be returned to the States immediately.

One of you gentlemen asked, "Why don't you tell the Federal
Government to go to the dickens, and open your own employment
service?" Well, the reason is that the administrative funds for the
operation of the Employment Service and the unemployment com-
pensation commission are derived from a tax on the employers. It is
three-tenths of 1 percent of their pay roll. That tax comes up to
Washington. It is in turn granted back to the States, with a lot of
strings attached to it; so that we can't operate an employment service
because we don't have the funds to run it. We haven't levied a tax in
our State to run an employment service.

SenatorLUCAS. No. You are operating under the Federal law.
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right.
If it were returned, we would have the funds granted by the Fed-

eral Government.
The Postwar Economic Policy and Planning Committee recognized

this fact when they set up the excess in a loan fund so that if any
State fund became insolvent, it could borrow from it. Of course,
none of them are going to become insolvent. No one will predict
that we are going to go broke. We have plenty of money to'pay the
benefits. This three-tenths- of 1 percent tax has provided revenue
of $625,000,000 in excess of the amount granted to the States for
administrative purposes.

Senator MILLIKIN. How much is your unemployment compensation
fund now?

Mr. WILLIAMS: One-hundred-fifty-four-million-nine-hundred-some-
Odd-thousand dollars,. and we are collecting the third quarter con-
ti ibutions now. It will probably be in the neighborhood of 156
million by the time those collections are in.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is your general surplus?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, about $10,000,000 in our general fund, about

130 million in the highway fund, and a lot of surpluses in a lot of other
funds. I judge we run in the neighborhood of 175 million exclusive
of unemployment compensation.

Senator MILLIKIN. As far as Texas is concerned. it is in position to
ruit any type of employment service it cares to out of its own strength?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, we could, but I don't believe we would want
to, since we have paid the money in here to run one, I don't believe
thfit we would turn around and want to tax over again to do it.

Now, after the things that I have outlined to you take place, and
we determine whether or not we" shall penalize this fellow because he
refused to take suitable employment, assuming that this law is in
effect, and we do cancel some of his benefit payments, and say,
"You refused a suitable job," in that case under our law, and under

"k-the law of many other States, we have a right to cancel a part of his
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benefits. We have the right to cancel anywhere from one to four
benefit periods. That means from 2 to 8 weeks.

Say we cancel 8 weeks unemployment benefits. Under the terms
of this law, it would simply mean that the Federal Government
would pay those 8 weeks of unemployment compensation that we
canceled, because the law provides that he is going to draw these
benefits until he has drawn 26 times his weekly amount.

So'it would be to our advantage to be a little more stringent with
our disqualifications and disqualify them all, all we could under the
law, and let the Federal Government pick up and pay the bill.

Actually your bill is not going to eliminate the disqualifications.
It eliminates them as far as the States are concerned, but it transfers
the burden of paying the benefit for the period in which the dis-
qualification is invoked on the Federal Government.

Senator VANDENBERG. It puts a premium on disqualification.
Mr. WrLLIAMS. Yes; it certainly does.
Many of these war workers have migrated from low-wage States,

migrated from industries and occupations that'are low wage, and they
have gone into high wages. Their only chance for being reemployed
is in that occupation that they left.

Now, what are the wages in those occupations that they are going.
to go back to?

The Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor pub-
lished a schedule showing the average wages by industry in the United
States. I shall not review them aJl, but only a few occupations that
I know about, and to which these people are going back.

These average wages are before any deductions, before withholding
tax or social-security deductions, or anything of that kind.

In the cotton-manufacturing industry the average wage is $27.70;
$27.70 a week. In the silk and rayon manufacturing industry it is
$29.83. In the brick and tile manufacturing industry, $35.90.
Furniture manufacturing, $37.80. Tobacco manufacturing, $31.22.
The retail industry, $27.69.

Senator VANDENBERG. Is that over all of the United States?
Mr. WrLLIAMS. Yes, sir.
Now, when you make the deductions for the social-security tax,

the withholding tax, the cost of transportation to and from work,
and lunches, the $25 weekly amount-as provided in this bill is going
to exceed the take-home wages of these wage earners when they go
into peacetime industry.

I say that we cannot afford to set up that kind of a system of unem-
ployment compensation. The Postwar Economic Policy and Planning
Committee recognized that in their report last year, and stated-I
shan't bother to quote, but substantially this-that there must be a
wide variance between the unemployment benefits and the take-home
wage of the worker, otherwise the incentive is lost.

Senator MILIUN. I have before me a tabulation which indicates
-the average weekly wage in Texas is $38.45.

Mr. WmLiAMs. That is correct. Incidentally, I furnished that
schedule there, showing the percent of workers in the States, the aver-
age weekly wage, the maximum benefit amount, and the maximum
duration of benefits.

Senator MILLIKIN. These figures are as of what year?
Mr. WiLLTAm-. Effective J uly2 this year.
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Senator MILLIKIN. What was the average weekly wage in 1939?
Ir. WILLIAMS. Twenty-nine-dollars-some-odd cents.

Senator MILLIKIN. Roughly speaking, you will go back to that
average of 1939?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. What do you mean by the percent of covered

workers?
Mr. WILLIAMS. The percent of covered workers is the percent as

it bears to the total number of workers covered under the unemploy-
ment compensation laws of all States.

Senator BREWSTER. Their percentage of the national total?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. That is their percentage of the national

total.
You will find. there 23 or 24 States whose maximum benefit amount

now equals or exceeds 50 percent of the average wages of covered
employees in the respective States. Most of them are around 47 or
48 percent of the average wage.

Senator MILLIKIN. I notice Michigan is 51 percent. Connecticut
has a high.percent, 56. Alabama, 59 percent. South Carolina has
77 percent.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.
Senator VANDENBERG. Seventy-seven percent of what?
Senator MILLIKIN. The' covered wage. The maximum benefit in

relation to average weekly wage.
Senator BREWSTER. NVhen you speak of percent, is there any im-

plication that there is some aspect of coinsurance here between the
worker and the employer, that he was supposed to look after one-
half of his unemployment and the employer look after the other half?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That has been the underlying philosopby through-
out the program. The schedule of benefits provided that 50 percent
of one's earnings while employed was a fair amount to pay while he
was unemployed.

Incidentally it has been pointed out that this bill does not help the
low-wage earner, but it helps the high-wage earner exclusively.

Now, I would like to touch on the proposition of extending coverage.
The CHAIRMAN. It helps the low-wage earner in the extension of

coverage period. 1
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; but not in the weekly benefit amount.
I would like to touch on one other technical phase.
The question was raised by Senator Byrd the other day relative to

whether or not an individual could draw more than one spell of 26
weeks of unemployment compensation during a 2-year period, and
the testimony was to the effect that they could not. That is erroneous.

Under this, under our present laws, a claimant can draw two spells
of unemployment compensation on his base period wages.

Now, Yet me" be specific.
We have two types of State laws. One is a variable law, with the

benefit year beginning with the date that the claimant files his claim,
an(d it runs from the date he files it until the end of that year. The
other is a fixed-year period beginning with a specific day in a month.

For instance, if it is April 1. It runs to March 30 of the following
year.

Now, in order to compute the benefits that these workers are en-
titled to in the variable year States, you take the first four out of the
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last five completed calendar quarters and on the basis of those
wages you determine the amount and the duration of benefits he is
entitled to during that benefit year. That leaves a lag quarter of
wages that have not been used to compute or pay benefit.

So that after you have taken the first four out of five and he has
exhausted those benefits, then during his next benefit year, he picks
up this lag quarter and that would qualify him, at least for the mini-
mum, and it may qualify him, due to the high wages in the war indus-
tries, to the maximum amount, but'not for the maximum duration.

So under this law, you would come along and pick him up and
carry him in the second benefit year for a full 26 weeks. Thus,
under the provisions of this bill, a claimant would be entitled to draw
unemployment compensation during a 2-year period for two 26-week
periods.

I hope I have made that clear. It is a little technical, but that is
the effect of the law.

Senator LuCAS. Does the fellow in the variable States obtain a full
contribution from the State in those two periods too?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No.
Senator LuCAS. At the present time?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No. Maybe I misunderstood you.
Senator LUCAS. In the example you gave where the man picked up,

say, in the middle of the quarter, started getting his compensation,
then after that period was over, the next year he could pick Up again.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right.
Senator LuCAs. But you say under this bill he could draw two

26-week payments?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right.
Senator LuCAS. Could he draw that same amount in the State of

Arizona, say?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No.
Senator LuCAS. Your State limits him, while this would give him

the full amount?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Let me explain that. Where a man worked for

five calendar quarters, the first four entitles him to the benefit amount
for the maximum duration. That would be 26 weeks. The last
quarter, or the lag quarter; that is, the fifth quarter, he only earned $80.
That would entitle him to two.

The CHAIRMAN. You confuse me by talking about the.fifth quarter.
IF Mr. WILLIAMS. You compute your benefits on the basis of the
wages earned in the first four of the last five calendar quarters. The
fifth calendar quarter is not used to compute benefits. So that leaves
a lag quarter. When he has exhausted his benefits on the basis of the
first four, he has a right to draw benefits on the wages earned in the
fifth quarter.

The CHAIRMAN. You lap it over the calendar year?
f Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. If you had $80 in- that quarter, that would
entitle him to two $5 payments. The Federal Government would
pick up then and pay-him for 22 more weeks.

Senator BREWSTER. Twenty-four more weeks.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir; 24 weeks.
Senator BREWSTER. Suppose after he draws on the basis of a fifth

quarter 24 weeks, and went to work, how long would he have to work
again after the end of that period to draw again 26 weeks?
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Long enough for the wages under the formula to
give him the maximum amount for the maximum duration again.

Senator BREWSTER. Do you interpret the bill to mean that the
unemployed worker would get substantially 26 weeks unemployment
benefits over any 12 months period?

Mr. WILLIAMS. He would get 26 weeks, yes.
Senator BREWSTER. In each successive 12 months period?
Mr. WILLIAMS. He would be entitled to draw 26 weeks in each

year.
Senator BREWSTER. In each year regardless of calendar?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right. In a variable year now.
Senator BREWSTER. You diregard the calendar as a matter of fact?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, not in the States that have a fixed year from

April 1 to March 30. The wages that are used to compute the
benefits paid-let me get it clear. On April 1 of 1945 the State of
Maryland began its benefit year. The wages earned during 1944
are the wages that are used to compute the benefits. The wages he
has earned since April 1 down to the present time, 1945, are not used.
So this worker, laid off in a war plant in Baltimore, files for unem-
ployment compensation on his 1944 wages. When he has exhausted
that 26 weeks and April 1 comes around, he files an application for
benefits again. Then the wages he earned from April 1, 1945, down
to the time he was laid off, say on August 14, are used to compute
his benefits in the year 1946.

Senator BREWSTEM. Don't they use the first 3 months of 1945 also,
the first quarter (f 1945?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Senator BREWSTER. It would go from January 1?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right, but the benefit year would begin

April 1. That means this: With all the war workers in Maryland
drawing high wages, they would be entitled to two periods of unem-
ployment compensation at $25 a week for 26 weeks within the 2-year
period.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. They would be on the same basis as under the
GI bill of rights.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would like to address my remarks for a moment
or two to the extension of coverage to the small employers.

That is not an emergency matter There is no emergency .with
reference to the small employer. If we are going to absorb the un-
employment from the war plants, the smaller employers must be the
oiws to absorb them, Certainly a large part of them, so there is no
ncessity for any emergency treatment of the employee of the small
employer. It should be handled on a long-range basis.

As indicated by Mr. Rector, the unemployment compensation
administrators were in favor of the extending coverage. Most of
us recommended the coverage be put at one or more. The legisla-
ture said no. We can have our personal opinion, but our State
legislatures say we are wrong and they refused to do so, as they
refused to raise these benefits to $25 a week for 26 weeks.

If the Congress thinks that the State legislatures are wrong, they
can amend the unemployment tax act and put those employees of the
small employers permanently under the program. Then we collect a
tUx from their employers and paybenefits out. But that would take
an amendment of the Unemployment Tax Act.

• : '4- " ,. .. °
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We haven't the authority to go out and put under our laws by reu-
lation people that are excluded by specific statutory enactment. We
can't do it.. We would have to get our legislatures in session and have
them authorize us to extend the coverage to those small employers, to
require reports from them, of wage records from them.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Williams, in your opinion, would your
economy have remained sound in Texas had you raised the benefit to
$25 and increased the coverage?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. It has never been a question with any of
the States as to whether we had the money. We have always had
the money to increase our benefits even larger than our laws provided
for, but our legislatures, after thoroughly considering the problem,
have said that the benefit schedule as provided in our State law is of
the kind and character that fits into the economy of our State, and
that is what we think it ought to be.

Senator VANDENBERG. Mr. Williams, what would you say to this:
The duration of these benefits payments, I suppose would average
out under the State laws at about 20 weeks?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think so; yes, sir.
Senator VANDENBERG. Let us assume, for thesake of the argument,

that this reconversion unemployment crisis proves to be more difficult
than you contemplate, and it runs beyond 20 weeks, creating a very
serious and critical social as well as economic situation in the major
war production centers of the country.

What would you say to the proposition that the Federal Govern-
ment, leaving benefit payments at the scales where they now are, as
set by the States, should enter this emergency at the termination of
the State expiration date, and confine its relief to supplemental
payments for additional periods at the State rates?

Mr. WILLIAMS. We would be authorized to enter into an agreement
of that kind, and I think that might be done. There is this which
you must consider, however, that an extension of the duration of
these benefits might extend the period of time that many of these
claimants would take before going back to peacetime occupations.

Senator VANDENBERG. Well, we are going to confront that hazard
under any action we take.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is right.
Seriator VANDENBERG. I am asking whether, assuming something

has to be done, whether that would be a fair alternative.
Mr. WILLIAMS. I would say that that would.be a fair alternative,

and I think it would be one that could be administered without any
difficulty, and I think it might fill the need.

Senator LUCAS. You think your State could administer that?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. Without a special session of the legislature?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, because the action is the action of the Govern-

ment, without regard to our State laws, after we have exhausted all
benefits under our State laws. You can't draw the two together.

Senator LUCAS. But you are not going to exhaust all your benefits
under the theory of Senator Vandenberg.

Senator VANDENBERG. They are going to have money left in the
reserve, but there will be no right of withdrawal to tle individual.

Senator LUCAS. That is true.

-- = W W mmW ,, ON I Wm Wm I



9

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 35

Mr. WILLIAMS. We pay benefits for 18 weeks in the State of Texas
and then we are through.

Senator LuCAs. But you still have plenty of money in your reserve.
Senator BREWSTER. With no statutory power.
Senator LuCAS. While we are meeting up here, dishing out money

for Texas, you have got plenty of money to do it, and can do it by
calling a special session of the legislature and amending your law.

Mr. WILLL&MS. Yes, sir. I believe every State, should such occur,
would recommend the calling of a special session to provide extended
benefits, should it develop that the present duration of benefits are
not sufficient.

Senator VANDENBERG. Senator Lucas, your observation is no more
a criticism against the alternative than it would be against the original
bill, isn't that true?

Senator LucAs. That is correct.
Mr. WILLIAMS. I want to reiterate that it has never been a question

of money. The State is not asking for money.
Senator LucAs. I don't see why you should. With those reserves,

I wouldn't be asking for money either, but you would be if you
didn't have the money. Many times in the past you fellows, when
you couldn't raise the money, you trekked to Washington, D. C.,
for the dough.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Federal Government is much more adept in
deficiency financing than we are in the States. We have to go on a
pay-as-you-go basis. As long as the Federal Government controls
the printing of money, you will find us at the°front door. But you
have about reached the end of that road, where you are able to pitch
money out without levying taxes.

Senator VADENBERG. You would recommend that whatever we do,
we levy a tax for it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. We pay the bills as we go. The reason we have
surrendered these rights to the Federal Government is, as Mr. Rector
said, this is a purchase proposition. You want to purchase some more
of our State rights and functions by the handing out of money.

Senator MCMAHON. Pay as you go? I am looking at a deficit in
Texas of 22-maybe I am wrong-

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That was for last year.
Senator LucAs. That is before the war.
Senator MCMAHON. 1944. I have a chart here which shows a

minus sign in front of two-two-one-seven-seven.
Mr. WILLIAMS. You have to understand that we have different

funds. That is a deficit in the general fund of 22 million, but if you
look in another fund, you will find a surplus of 120 million. So you
must take the funds together.

Our general fund was deficient by 22 million, but the other fund had
a plus balance. So the over-all picture is that we have a surplus.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are those constitutional funds?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Some are constitutional and some statutory.
Senator iILLIKtN. How about the highway fund? That is statu-

tory?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Senator M1LLIKIN. You could take it out of there.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. We took $2,000,000 out to do some building.

Our permanent school fund is a constitutional fund.
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Senator VANDENBERG. In other words, you take it where you find
it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is a Federal habit. In Texas we call it "hot
checks." We issue a check against the fund, and if we don't have the
money, we call them "hot checks."

I want to say a word about the statement Mr. Green made charging
us with bad faith. He said that we came here and led you fellows to
believe that we were going to pass a $25 for 26 weeks program. I
don't recall any administrator that said that. They said, "We will
review this situation, we will present it to our legislatures, and you
can depend upon us doing what is necessary to take care of the situa-
tion in our States."

We did it. We went back and presented it to our legislatures and
they made the changes that they felt were necessary in view of the
economics of our respective States. The fact that we didn't pass what
Mr. Gieen wanted us to pass should not be construed as bad faith.
We weren't under any obligation to Mr. Green. We went back there
and presented the situation to our legislature and they passed the kind
of law they thought we should have.

I- shall not review the progress made by the States in this respect.
It has been well done heretofore.

Senator 1 ILLIKIN. Mr. Williams, in your judgment are the -reserve
funds, these unemployment fupds, sufficient in all of the States to
carry on, and if an emergency develops, would there be time enough
to call special sessions and deal with it in the States?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yeg, sir. There would be just as much time to call
a special session as there would be to put the proposal of this law into
effect. I believe that that would be the very thing that would happen
in the States. I think the States have finally awakened to the fact
that they are going to have to assume a major part of the responsibil-
ity in a good many of the problems that the Federal Government has
financed on a deficiency basis.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you take care ot the maritime workers in Texas?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. Our law was amended to cover maritime

workers, although there is a gap in the law in that we don't have the
authority to cover those on the high seas.

We recommend the passage of the Lynch bill. Mr. Loysen of New
York will talk on that.

Senator VANDENBERG. The. Lynch bill, rot the antilynch bill?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir. You would find me on the opposite side

of the question with reference to that one.
The CHAIRMAN. What is ybur judgment as to the Federal workers?
Mr. WILLIAMS. My position, and the position of the State adminis-

trators has not changed from that of last year. We recommended
that they be covered under State laws. For the reasons stated this
morning, it would not be fair to bar arsenal workers and workers in
shiDyards or pay them a different schedule of benefits. The cover-
age of Federal employees is desirable. It should be done under the
benefit schedules of the State laws.

The CHAIRMAN. What about the processing of agricultural prod-
ucts, to what extent are they covered?

Mr. WILLIAMS. They are generally covered. Processers of -agri-
cultural products, canning, packing sheds, and such, are covered.

The CHAIRMAN. What about gins?
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Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe gins are covered in Texas; yes.
Senator BYRD. Do you agree with the interpretation of Mr. Rector?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. It would cover agricultural workers.
The administrative difficulties have been pointed out. It would

be an impossible task. You can't go out and find out how many
(ollars a fellow earned from these farmers. They don't know. They
haven't the records. There would be no way to find out. There
would be no way to determine the benefits.

Senator BYRD. Are any investigations being made looking toward
some plan to put the farm workers under social security?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; there have been a number of studies. Usually
they go on the approach of a stamp book plan. Studies have .been
made in that field. But I am frank to say that no one yet has worked.
out a satisfactory method of covering agricultural laborers.

Senator BYRD. It should be done if it can be done.
Mr WILLIAMS. Yes; I think it should be too. I see no reason for

the exclusion of anyone. As 1 say my legislature disagrees with me.
I believe it should be done.

Senator BYRD. But a plan has got to be worked up first. You
can't put them under if all the States disagree.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It would be an impossible situation.
The CHAIRM*N. You .would simply have an estimate.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Just a rough estimate is all you could possibly

make.
Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to conclude by saying I don't believe

that there is any necessity for the passage of these supplemental
benefits. I believe the benefits provided under the State laws are
adequate, and there is no necessity for supplementation either as to
amount or duration.

I would say further that should the situation became an acute one
in the States, that I believe you could rely upon the States to meet
the emergency out of the funds they have, and they have adequate
funds.

Senator VANDENBERG. How could they do it on an emergency
basis?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I say if the emergency gets too great that we would
be able, by calling a special session, to extend the duration of these
benefits. In fact, we can do that just as well as to get a special ses-
sion to go into this law.

Senator LuCAS. You believe the Federal employees have a case,
though?

Mr. V ILLIAMS. I have taken the position that if Congress wanted
to include them, I had no objection to it, and as administrators, we
would administer time law. I think there is some argument, and sound
argument, against the inclusion of Federal employees. I recall last
year I urged upon the Texas congressional delegation that they support
the proposition for the incorporation of Federal employees and I was
certainly out of step with my Texas congressional delegation. They
didn't agree. The reason they gave was that the average Govern-
raent worker makes $1,600 a year, and by working here for 2 years
would draw from the Civil Service Commission and unused leave pay
almost $400, and they didn't believe that the Federal Government
had its Treasury in shape to dig down and put up another $400 unem-
Ployment compensation.
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Senator LUCAS. There may not have been as sound a reason for it
then as there is now. It does seem to me that these Federal em-
ployees, having gone into the shipyards, and so forth, solely for the
war effort, and who now find themselves in a spot where it is going to
be difficult to obtain a job, that those people ought to be placed on
the same basis as the fellow who has been making planes and aircraft
parts in Detroit, for instance.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I recall that we discussed that with our Texas con-
gressional delegation and they sought to eliminate it. They tried to
draw a distinction, and they were unable to ever separate them.
Rather than to pay unemployment benefits to the political employees,
they decided to throw them all out. That is the way I got the story.

Senator LUCAS. You have a lot of political employees, haven't you?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is true,.
Senator LUCAS. You are one of them now.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; not by request.
Senator LUCAS. I don't know about that, but a lot of fellows came

down here during this war, not by request too.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I believe that completes my state-

ment.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Senator MILLIKIN. One question, if I may, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Millikin.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Williams, at the outset of your testimony

I understood you to say that the commission in Texas as now con-
stituted is in accord with your views. Do you have a reservation in
your mind?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have resigned effective October 1.
Senator MILLIKIN. Will that make a change of view?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir; I don't believe it will. I happen to know

the man that is going to take my place, and his views coincide with
mine.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Williams.
Mr. Isserman.
Mr. Isserman, please come around.

STATEMENT OF A. J. ISSERMAN, COUNSEL, NATIONAL FEDERA-
TION OF CONSTITUTIONAL LIBERTIES

Mr. ISSERMAN. The National Federation of Constitutional Liberties
includes among its objects the preservation and extension of con-
stitutional liberties and civil rights with emphasis on their human
side. The federation is a national organization having branches,
affiliates, and cooperating organizations and individuals throughout
the country.

The Federation supports S. 1274 as an important contribution to an
orderly transition from a war to a peacetime economy. Our interest
is not in the technical aspects of the bill. We are satisfied from the
opinions of experts that this bill is sound, that it is admirably adapted
to extend unemployment compensation in amount, duration, and
coverage.

W e are satisfied that it will take up at least some of the shock, hard-
ship, and misery which millions of our workers will be subject to-and
are being subjected to-while the rejoicing over the destruction of
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Fascist military might is still being celebrated. Not only will this bill
alleviate hardship to individuals but it is a most important component
of those measures which are essential to a sound econom . It is &
prime weapon in the fight to win the peace-a victory equay essential
to the preservation of our democracy as those we celebrated on VE-
day and will celebrate on VJ-day.

The Federation is interested in the speedy passage of this legisla-
tion not alone from the viewpoint of labor and those employed whose
vision on the course of our economy is clear, but also and primarily,
from the standpoint of the public interest. It is the general public
made up of millions of workers, professional people, and small business-
men which suffer most when our economy is out of gear.

Orderly transition in the reconversion period has deep and signifi-
cant meaning to the public. It means absence of strife, jobs at decent
wage levels as soon as possible, and, in the meantime, at least a mini-
mum of bread, fuel, and shelter. It means real freedom, constitu-
tional, civil, and economic, to the people of our country. It means
that the millions who work to keep alive, to keep their homes intact
and their families protected have at-least a measure of security while
our country goes on, we hope, to greater levels of production and to a
real and lasting prosperity.

The Federation for Constitutional Liberties as a civil rights organ-
ization knows too well what disorderly transition means to our com-
munities and our people. It means crisis, depression, hunger, bread
lines, and sharp struggle in which violence and terror play a major
part. The long history of our previous depressions tells us exactly
what to expect if we run into another one and are not equipped to
alleviate the hardships which ensue.

We know from the record.that crises and depressions have meant
clubs and tear gas, injunctions, lawless activity by pole officials,
employer violence, prosecutions and persecutions, assaults on meetings,
demonstrations, and peaceful parades. It means the suppression of
constitutional liberties, of the right of speech, of assembly, and of
petition. it means attacks upon union organizations and upon their
concerted activities made more urgent in the hard fight for bread.

Orderly transition minimizes community tensions and tends to
eliminate them. Bread riots and race riots (closely tied together)
are avoided. The propaganda of hate, fear, and violence tends to
fall on deaf ears and interference with civil rights is generally lessened.

The facts as they have been placed on a number of occasions on
the records of the Senate bear out these conclusions fully. We do
not detail them here. The La Follette committee's voluminous
reports on 'the violations of civil liberty in this country tell the story.
S) does the actual day-to-day experience of the Federation for which
I speak.

The Federation will continue to defend the innocent victims of
violence and terror in the periods of economic crisis. But a much more
important job is the elimination of the root causes. Preventative
social action is better than mitigation and better than cure. 7 e
Federation looks forward in this period to an affirmative, positive
approach to the elimination of these evils. Democracy is strong
enough to do it because democracy is strong enough to survive.

Fascism is 'on its way out as a world philosophy. However, it still
has strongholds in Spain, Argentina, Portugal, and elsewhere. Fascist
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criminals still await punishment. The Fascist fifth column elements
originally stimulated by Hitler still exists in this country. At this
very moment they carry on their divisive, disruptive propaganda of
hate, fear, and violence, nurturing the seeds of future trouble in this
country. They reach into high places-even into the Sen'ate. They
still have hope of success. They count heavily on the dislocation of
reconversion. When our economy is out of balance, they thrive,
select scape goats, and gain adherents playing on the fears and inse-
curity of our Deonle.

We must win "freedom from want." We must win "freedom from
fear." The battle for them is still ahead. This bill helps materially
in advancing our fight.

By insuring orderly transition now, and a sound and stable economy
to follow, in which jobs are available and sufficient unemployment
compensation is afforded to allow for necessary change-overs, we are
building the best shield against fascism. We forge a strong bulwark
for the full exercise of our constitutional and civil rights which the
National Federation of Constitutional Liberties along with millions
of other Americans is pledged to defend and extend.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator LUCAS. How many people are there in your organization?
Mr. ISSERMAN. With our affiliates, I would say several hundred

thousand.
Senator LuCAS. What do you mean?
Mr. ISSERMAN. I mean affiliates, that cooperate with us.
Senator LuCAS. I am talking about your organization, the National

Federation of Constitutional Liberties. Where is it located?
Mr. ISSERMAN. At 204 East Forty-second Street, New York City.
Senator LUCAs. What is your position?
Mr. ISSERMAN. I am one of the counsel.
Senator LuCAS. You are a lawyer for the Federation?
Mr. ISSERMAN. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. How many people belong to that organization?
Mr. ISSERMAN. We are a federation of other organizations, as well

as having some individuals who cooperate directly as members.
Senator MrLLIKIN. Can you furnish for the record a list of thoseorganizations who are affiliated with you?
Mr. ISSERMAN. I can supply to the committee a full statement of

the organizations in the various States that cooperate with us, and
our affiliates and branches.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.- Do so.
Mr. Mortimer W. Newton.

STATEMENT OF MORTIMER W. NEWTON, RHODE ISLAND
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION

The CHAIRMAN. Have a seat, Mr. Newton.
Y ou are a member of the Rhode Island Unemployment Compen-

sa ion Commission?
Mr. NEWTON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Are you speaking for the commission?
Mr. NEWTON. I am speaking for the Governor of Rhode Island. I

am also Chairman of the Rhode Island Unemployment Compensation
Commission.
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The CHAIRMAN. We will be glad to hear you.
Mr. NEWTON. I am not going to take up much of your time, be-%

cause all of the thoughts that I may have had prepared to present to
you have been gone over quite thoroughly by Mr. Rector and Mr.
Williams.

Senator BREWSTER. You associate yourself with their views?
Mr. NEWTON. In certain respects. I think when Mr. Williams

and Mr. Rector say we oppose the bill, they do not mean that we
oppose the bill in its entirety. There are certain features of this bill,
for example, the coverage of Federal. employees, which I heartily
endorse.

Last year when I was down here before this committee, I expressed
concern for the people who were working in Government arsenals and
in organizations connected with the Army and the Navy. In Qur
own small State of Rhode Island at the present time we are faced
with a lay-off of about 13,000 torpedo-station workers who are not
covered by our law.

The CHAIRMAN. Does your law cover the maritime workers?
Mr. NEWTON. No.
The CHAIRMAN. You believe in covering them?
Mr. NEWTON. I do; yes, sir.
I mean, when I say I do not oppose this bill, I don't oppose it

because of those reasons. There are certain features of the bill which
are admirable and should be adopted.

Senator BYRD. Do you think that the Federal employees should be
covered under State law, or under the District of Columbia law?

Mr. NEWTON. I think under the State law. I think if they "are
going to be covered, they should be covered under the law of the
State where they are working and where they live. I also agree
that agricultural workers, which is a very minute problem in my
State, perhaps cannot be covered. Those States that have a large
iiumber of agricultural workers know that problem better than I do.

My governor's views on this bill are that he endorses it in most
respects. He had the privilege of addressing the governors' con-
ference on social security, and at that time he gave his views with
respect to the entire social-security problem as he sees it.

In that speech he made recommendations as to how he thought
unemployment compensation should be handled on a Federal-State
proposition.

Senator BYRD. What other parts of the bill do you endorse?
Mr. NEWTON. I think I have covered the maritime workers, the

Federal employees, and, as I say, the agricultural end of it we are
not concerned with too much.

On the question of $25 for 26 weeks I believe my governor's
position would be this: As a temporary measure he would find no
fault with it, if the bill continues to operate merely as a temporary
measure.

I do not feel, like some of my brothers in the organization feel,
that every time a bill is proposed in Congress there is a "nigger in
the wood pile," that there~is going to be an attempt to federalize the
program. Maybe I am wrong. Maybe f am too innocent, but I
don't look at it that way.

I feel that perhaps Congress has a- duty to at least inquire into this
program and to assist in having a program at the same time basod
on a State-Federal relationship.
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Senator VANDENBftRG. Did you hear Mr. Williams' testimony?
Mr. NEWTON. I did.
Senator VANDENBERG. Would you have to have a special session

of your State legislature in order to implement this action, Mr.
Newton?

Mr. NEWTON. I am not sure. I believe we perhaps would. My
law has practically the same language as the Texas unemployment-
compensation law. In fact, as Mr. Williams said, 40 of the States
have language exactly the same in that respect in their laws. I think
perhaps that we would have to, but I don't know definitely that that
would have to be done.

So, without going into the technical features of the act, because
you have had that explained to you, I just want to simply say that
I agree with what my brothers on the Interstate Conference executive
committee and the organizations, that there are many parts of this
bill that should be endorsed.

As a temporary measure, I don't think that this will disrupt the
administration of unemployment compensation in the State of Rhode
Island.

The CHAIRMAN. What is your maximum payment?
Mr. NEWTON. $18 per week for twenty and a fraction weeks.
I may call attention to this fact, that after appearing last year, my

Commission, the commission of which I am the chairman; prepared
legislation for our legislature increasing the benefits to $20 a week for
22 weeks. There were bills introduced also for $25 for 26 weeks.
Nope of those bills passed. The legislature had the matter before
them. We have to administer the laws as passed by the legislature.
It is the legislature's duty to say what the benefit rate and structure
duration shall be. We thought our benefits rate of $18 was too low,
so we prepared the necessary legislation. Our legislature did not pass
it. That is not our problem. We have to administer the law that
the legislature passes.

We agree and our governor agrees that our rate of $18 is too low.
Senator TAFT. But the people of Rhode Island have decided that

they don't want to make it any higher?
Mr. NEWTON. Yes.
Senator TAFT. For what reason we don't know. There may be any

number of reasons, but that is the position of the people of Rhode
Island today.

Mr. NEWTON. Yes; I can't give any reasons as to why the legisla-
ture did not amend the law.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Newton, I invite your attention to the
amount of $71,370,000 in your unemployment compensation trust
fund.

Mr. NEWTON. That is right.
Senator MILLIKIN. And you have a surplus of $4,455,000 general

surplus.
Is it your opinion that out of your own resources in Rhode Island

that. you could equal the Federal benefits if your; legislature were
inclined to do so?

Mr. NEWTON. Out of our reserve fund. Our reserve fund will
stand an increase of benefit rates.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. Hake, Department of Employment Security of Tennessee.
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STATEMENT OF W. 0. HAKE, COMMISSIONER, TENNESSEE DE.-
PARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

Mr. HAKE. Mr. Chairman, I am here representing Governor
McCord of the State of Tennessee, who is a former Member of
Congress.

I have a statement here and I presume it would be best to read it
through. It is not too long, if you will indulge me, and then I will be
glad to answer any questions that I may be able to.

The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed, Mi. Hake.
Mr. HAKE. Gentlemen, you have before you for consideration S.

1274, which beings before Congress the vital and perplexing question
of unemploymentcompensation during the period of reconverison to
peacetime production.

The unemployment compensation program in the United States is a
Federal-State system. The States share in the program to the extent
that benefit formulas, rates of contribution, and administration are
determined by State legislatures and made effective by State adminis-
trative organization. This has meant that the various elements of the
benefit formula have been geared into the economy of the State with
regard to State wage levels, industrial patterns, and characteristics
of unemployment. It is a long-range program also in the sense that
it contemplates cycles of good and bad times, that is periods of rapidly
expanding pay rolls and employment, ana to the contrary, periods of
slump with declining pay rolls and employment.

The period of war production since 1940 has been one of extraordin-
ary expansion in employment and pay rolls in Tennessee, which in
turn has brought several hundred thousand workers under the pro-
tection of this program. During this period contribution taxes have
swollen the reserves of the State system to ovei $86,000,000, an in-
crease in 4 years which would likely hive taken 15 to 20 years to attain
in ordinary times.

At the same time, benefit payments have declined to negligible
levels. This very large reserve is now immediately available for the
payment of benefits to all eligible unemployed workers. This is
precisely the basic function of the unemployment compensation
system, to accumulate sufficient reserves in periods- of expanding
business and full employment so as to protect covered workers in a
substantial manner against loss of income in periods of declining em-
ployment. As already indicated, the extraordinary increase in em-'
ployment during the last 4 years has also provided us with extraor-
dinarily large reserves to meet the problems of reconversion un-
employment.,

The question at issue is, Are these payments large enough and for
long enough periods to provide the protection which should be afforded
by this program? For the time being we in Tennessee think they are.
If subsequent events should prove to us that revisions are necessary,
the State has authority to call an immediate session of the legislature
to make the necessary adjustments. We believe that for the imme-
diate future the answer to this question, namely, the adequacy of
payments and duration periods, should rest with the respective
states. We have been making ready for this reconversion ever since
the war began.

76876--45-24
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Of course, no one can predict with accuracy for how long a continued
period or how severe the reconversion stage will be.

As already indicated, subsequent events may reveal to us that
further action is needed to revise our formulas to cope with new
developments.

We recall quite readily, however, the pessimism that developed in
certain quarters concerning our ability to shift into war production
without causing serious problems of unemployment. A measure of
Federal supplementation of benefits was proposed at that time.
Subsequent developments did not record the doubts with respect to
the ability of the State system to withstand adequately the problems
of unemployment growing out of conversion, which were freely ex-
pressed at the time. For the present, therefore, we believe the States
should be permitted to cope with this problem, at least insofar as the
$25 maximum, 26-week duration issue is concerned.

Having expressed my views generally, I now propose to discuss the
outstanding featm es of the bill in a more specic fashion.

I. The first features to receive my attention will be those increasing
the maximum benefit amount as provided in State laws up to $25
following the State formula and extending duration provided in State
laws up to 26 weeks for all eligible claimants.

These features of the bill are unsound in that they erroneously
assume that State benefit formulas are inadequate to- cope with
reconversion problems and that in the event the necessity arises the
State will be unable or unwilling to make the necessary changes.

Many workers have become attached to the labor market during
the war whose unemployment should occasion no alarm due to the
fact that they do not normally belong in such markets. For example,
this group will include housewives who expect to return to their
homes, older persons who expect to again retire, and young people
who should return to school. "

According to a statistical report released by the Tennessee State
Labor Department, 27,971 children were issued work permit during
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1945, as against 2,949 issued permits for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1942. In connection with this report
it is to be noted that all children between the years of 14 and 16 are
required to obtain work permits and children between the ages of 16
and 18 are required to obtain work permits only in event they are
employed in hazardous occupations. Undoubtedly the figure would
be considerably greater if all employed children under 18 were con-
sidered. This amazing fact leads to the inevitable conclusion that
approximately 25,000 or more children should be immediately taken
from the labor market and sent back to school.

Senator LUCAS. How many were in the labor markets in Tennessee?
Mr. HAKe. Additional during the war, because of the war, or the

entire labor market?
Senator LUCAS. The entire labor market?
Mr. HAKE. Well, we had 470,000 under our system of unemploy-

ment compensation, and had about 200,000 additional because of the
war.

Senator LucAs. So you had about 600,000 or 670,000 all told.
Mr. HAKE. Yes.
Certainly unemployment compensation was not intended to keep

children out of the classroom. If this bill were enacted into law it
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would surely follow that children would remain out of school in
order to draw the full benefits to which they would ben entitled for
126 weeks which is certainly an undesirable result.

Another point which might be easily overlooked is the fact that a
large number of families had more than one member gainfully em-
ployed during the wartime that normally rely on a single breadwinner.
As a consequence of this situation, several members of a family would
be eligible to draw unemployment compensation at the same time
during the reconversion period and thus necessity for increased bene-
fits would certainly not be applicable to this group.

Another point to be noted is the fact that covered workers have
increased their earnings tremendously during wartimes; which in
turn will increase the weekly unemployment compensation benefit
amounts to which they are entitled under the State law.

Let me illustrate this point:
In 1939 the average covered worker in Tennessee earned approxi-

mately $19 per week and received an average unemployment compen-
sation benefit check per week in the amount of $7. In 1944 the aver-
age covered worker earned the sum of $35.55 per week and received
a weekly unemployment compensation benefit check in the amount
of $12. Thus economic conditions in themselves have tended to
raise unemployment compensation benefits in this State. This
situation will continue during the reconversion period as unemploy-
ment compensation benefits will continue to be based upon wartime
wages for at least 15 months.

An additional point to be noted in connection with the features
under discussion is the fact that tremendous liquid savings have been
accumulated by the workers during the war which can be used by them
to defray their expenses or to supplement State unemployment com-
pensation during the reconversion period.
Senator MCMAHON. Have you any figures on that?
Mr. HAKE. I am just getting to that now.
Reputable economists agree that approximately $100,000,000,000

has been saved by the individual workers of this country since the
var started. This, of course, is in addition to any saving which they
may have had prior to the inception of hostilities.

Still another significant point in analyzing these features of the bill
is the relationship between the increased cost of living on the one
hand and the increased wages on the other hand. It is a noteworthy
fact that wages have increased since 1940 to a much higher relative
level than has been the increase in the cost of living.

In Tennessee average weekly wages have increased approximately
100 percent, while the economists tell us that the cost of living during
this same period has increased approximately 35 percent. This fact
would lend validity to my contention that many workers now have
the means through their savings to protect themselves at least par-
tially against reconversion unemployment.

Is it unreasonable to assume that a worker, during a period of greatly
increased earnings, should have been capable of building up an indi-
vidual reserve to partially sustain him through-the reconversion period
in the same way that the State has built up similar reserves to sustain
its part of the program?

This last fact leads me to another point which I desire to especially
emphasize.
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The true philosophy of unemployment compensation is that same
should be used as a tide-over during periods of unemployment. It
should never be used as a substitute for gainful work. The corollary
to this premise is that unemployment compensation should never be
paid in sufficiently large amount to discourage the worker in seeking
employment.

In Tennessee during 1939 and 1940 approximately one-half of the
covered workers were in the so-called low-income group. The truth
of this statement is completely borne out by the fact that the covered
worker has only to earn in excess of $182 during 4 calendar quarters
within his base period in order to qualify for as much as $8 weekly
unemployment compensation benefits, whereas the average worker in
Tennessee received only $7 unemployment compensation benefits
during the years 1939 and 1940.

Payment of unemployment compensation in the amount of $25 per
week or in any amount approaching that sum would certainly tend
to encourage idleness on the part of such workers. Instead of solv-
ing the problem of reconversion it would greatly tend to aggravate
same.

Let it be clearly understood that I do not contend .for the payment
of low wage rates to any worker in our State. It is not the province
of our program to determine wages between employers and employees.
The point I am attempting to make is that economic conditions will
undoubtedly tend to cause a return or at least a partial return to pre-
war wage levels, and therefore any unemployment-compensation-bene-
fit payments which are based on wartime wages might conceivably
approach, equal or exceed peacetime wages, particularly in the case
of the large-scale class of low-income workers in semi-industrial areas
similar to that existert in our State.

The above facts lead to the next objection which I desire to record.
The bill disregards or at least tends to disregard sectional differences

in wages and living costs. Tennessee might be classed as a semi-in-
dustrial State. It has been gradually changing its economy from
agriculture to industry. It is still in this process. This measure
views the economy of our State in the same light with which it views
the economy of other States, such as the highly industrialized areas
of New England. Such as unrealistic approach would tend to dis-
rupt orderly reconversion.

The provisions in the Tennessee unemployment compensation law
with respect to benefit amounts and duration are geared to the
economy of our State. Such factors as prevailing wage levels, usual
periods of unemployment, and so forth, have been taken into consider-
ation in connection with the construction of these matters.

With approximately $86,000,000 in our unemployment compensa-
tion reserve fund and with a benefit formula which as we have, already
indicated is closely tied in with our wage structure and the economy
of our State, we feel that we should be afforded the opportunity of
solving our own problems, at least until such time as it is shown that
we are unable to do so.

For the reasons indicated we believe that the features of the bill
under discussion are undesirable and would constitute a genuine ob-
stacle to speedy reconversion in Tennessee.

Senator MILLIKIN. When did the Legislature of Tennessee last
pass on this matter?
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Mr. HAKE. The last time is 2 years ago, 2 years ago last January.
Senator BREWSTER. You haven't had a session since?
Mr. HAKE. We had a session last year.
Senator BREWSTER. Were there any bills proposed on this subject?
Mr. HAKE. Yes, we had an administration bill proposed.
Senator BREWSTER. The last legislature did consider it and they

decided not to make the changes?
Mr. HAKE. No, sir. The last legislature liberalized the program,

but the amendments were not passed. It was no fault of the Gov-
ernor, nor the legislature, but the bills came in at the last moment
of the legislature and they were lost:

The CHAIRMAN. When do you have another session?
Mr. HAKE. We have one in 1947. The Governor is very much in

favor of liberalizing the law.
Senator BREWSTER. Do you mean that the last legislature simply

didn't enact legislation on this matter?
Mr. HAKE. They did not.
Senator BREWSTER. They gave it consideration?
Mr. HAKE. They never gave it any consideration; the bill was

never brought out of the committee.
For the benefit of the committee, I might give you one reason why

it wasn't passed. I have with me the general legislative report of
all of the labor organizations of the State, including the locomotive
engineers, A. F. of L., CIO, et cetera, one paragraph of which might
give you a little enlightenment as to why we didn't get the bill passed.

Although labor and employer representatives agreed to support this bill, *hich
would have assured its passage, at the last minute the AFL legislative repre-
sentative decided to withdraw his support and oppose the bill This action
caused the administration to drop the entire bill and it died with adjournmefit ofthe legislature.

that is partially true, but all groups agreed. We agreed on the
bill-organized labor and employers.

Senator TAFT. May I ask what the administration bill provided?
Mr. HAKE. $18 for 18 weeks.
On the other features of the bill, which we are not so much con-

cerned about, I am in concurrence with the other representatives that
have been here.

If you want to ask me questions I will be happy to answer if I can.
We have no opposition to the inclusion of Federal employees.
The problem of administration is not going to be too easy, because

we have the difficulty of wage credits and things that will have to be
ascertained before we can pay any benefits.

Senator LuCAS. Mr. Hake, you say that you had an increase of
approximately 200,000 workers in Tennessee during the war period.
Do you know where they were recruited from?

Mr. HAKE. Farms, cafeterias, clerks, domestics-
Senator TAFT. Gas stations?
Mr. HAKE. Gas stations closed up. The great bulk of those are

Tennesseans, excepting at Oak Ridge, where they came from all over
the countr . T

Senator iucAs..That is what I was going to ask, if they axe folks
that came primarily from the State of Tennessee.

Mr. HAKE. Outside Qf a few aircraft industries and the atomic.
bomb plant at Oak Ridge, I would say they are practically all Ten-
nesseans. Michigan got the rest of the Tennesseans.
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Senator LUCAS. They will probably come back.
Mr. HAKE. They are already back, and they got back without being

transported by the Federal Government, too.
Senator LuCAS. You said that approximately 25,000 children went

into the labor market who would probably withdraw now that the
emergency is over. Undoubtedly there is another group that came
into the market, that of older people. Do you have any figures on
that number?

MNr. HAKE. I don't have those figures with me. The Bureau of
Labor Statistics has those figures. There are a great many women,
housewives and servants, that went into the labor market, and who
should return to their former employment.

Senator LuCAS. You don't. have the figures?
Mr. HAKE. I don't have them with me.
Senator BREWSTER. Those are, I gather, mostly unskilled?
Mr. HAKE. They started out unskilled. It is the same as with

the children of 14 and 15. They went into a school of riveting or
sheet-metal working. Those children should go back to the school-.
room. I am concerned about that. It frightens-me to know that
those children can stay out of school and draw $25 for 26 weeks.

Senator LuCAS. They can still go to school and draw it, can't they?
Mr. HAKE. No, not in our State.
Senator BREWSTER. What about the Federal provision which Mr.

Williams spoke of, about deducting the Federal contribution?
Mr. HAKE. That doesn't apply as it does in his State. There

would have to be a deduction, but there wouldn't be anything that
I know of that would keep us from entering into such an arrangement.

Senator LuCAS. Do you have a State law relative to children being
in school?

Mr. HAKE. 16 is, the minimum.
Senator TAFrT. Do you cover employers down to eight or more?
Mr. HAKE. That is right.
Senator TAFT. You don't attempt to go below?
Mr. HAKE. No.
Senator TAFT. Is it feasible for you to do this by State law without

a change in the Federal tax law?
Mr. HAKE. No. We could do it, but we are waiting on Congess to

tell us it would be well to do it. I am an administrator. I gad an
enabling amendment that would provide that if and when Congress
recommended it, we would automatically do it.

I believe coverage should be extended.
Senator TAFT. It would be much less expensive to you if the

Federal Government extended the tax.
Mr. HAKE. Yes. It would simplify it administratively if we had

them reduced to one or more. Then you don't have to argue with a
man who says be has seven, and we think he has eight or nine.

Senator TAFT. What about agricultural labor and household
workers?

Mr. HAKE. We have never been able to figure out how you would
administer the agricultural part. Domestics, of course, are another
question, and our legislature is not very keenly interested in it. They
don't have any, however, now, so it doesn't matter.

Senator VANDENBERG. Is your State in the same situation that
Mr. Williams described in respect to Texas, namely, that you would
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have to have a special session of your legislature in order to come under
the terms of this proposed bill?

Mr. HAKE. Of $25 for 26 weeks? I don't think so. I think we
could come under it. But the question of redetermining all the claims
that are being filed now would be monstrous, or impossible.

We don't view the reconversion with any great alarm. We have
more jobs in Tennessee than we can fill.

Senator VANDENBERG. I am asking about the legal point only, as
to whether or not you can qualify in Tennessee under this proposed
law without a special session of the legislature.

Mr. HAKE. We can on the 25-26.
I might advance this as my own thinking, that we are not so much

worried about amount, because you can reach the point where they
don't want to work if they get too much. I think duration is a matter
that could be well considered. We don't know what the reconversion
period is going to run into. If it lasted too long it would necessarily
mean that we would have to call a special session perhaps to extend
the duration.

Senator VANDENBERG. I assume you agree with the suggestion that
I submitted a little while ago that the Federal Government is to
supplement this unemployment compensation by way of emergency
action. YQu would believe it preferable that the Federal assistance
come by way of extending the duration of existing State rates rather
than to proceed as indicated by the pending proposal?

Mr. HAKE. Yes; I believe you would do less violence to the economy
of our State if you let the amount of benefit be determined by our
State legislature and extend the duration for-we don't know how
many weeks. I am not qualified to guess because time only will tell.
It might not be 26. It might be 20. I wouldn't know. It depends
on the impact of the reconversion period.

Senator VANDENBERG. Wouldn't it more logically fit into the theory
of meeting the emergency?

Mr. HAKE. Certainly the time element is more important from my
point of view than the money element.

Senator VANDENBERG. In other words, it is less important whether
he gets $25 or $26 than it is whether he gets something to tide him
over.

Mr.'HAKE. It is more important for him to eat than not to eat
at all.

Senator MCMAHON. Mr. Williams testified that under the Texas
State law there would have to be a deduction from the State unem-
ployment benefit of that amount which would be provided for by this
bill. I am not clear from your answer to Senator Vandenberg whether
you have a comparable situation in Tennessee.

Mr. HAKE. We have such a clause in our act. It doesn't anticipate
anything that we are talking about now, the extension of unemploy-
inent compensation by the Federal Government.

I don't know whether you regard it as unemployment compensation.
Senator MCMAHON. In other words, you are not certain as to what

the law of Tennessee provides by way of making mandatory a reduc-
tion in the amount paid by the State if this amount was granted by
tile Federal Government?

Mr. HAKE. That is right. We would have to get an opinion from
the attorney general.
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Senator MCMAHON. I think it would be well if you would immedi-
atel call for that and submit it for the record.

Mr. HAKE. I will be happy to.
Senator MILLIKIN. You mentioned that Tennesseans were coming

back under their own steam. May I ask if those who came into the
State from other States are commencing to leave under their own
steam?

Mr. HAKE. I haven't had any complaints from any source about
anybody worrying about getting to or from. They have the means
for transportation.

As proof of that, I checked with one of our leading hotels, the
Andrew Jackson Hotel, and they had registrations from families
representing 43 States in the Union that were passing through.
They weren't staying in tourists' camps. They were in a hotel where
I rarely ever stay unless my expenses are paid.

Senator MILLIKIN. If the State of Tennessee should decide that this
period ought to be lengthened, you have the reserves in Tennessee
adequately for the purpose?

Mr. HAKE. Abundance. The Governor said he would call a special
session if a contingency arose. We are very happy to be left alone
on it.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, very much, Mr. Hake.
Mr. Haddock, will you come around? We will be very glad to hear

from you, Mr. Haddock.

STATEMENT OF HOYT S. HADDOCK, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF
THE CIO MARITIME, COMMITTEE

,Mr. HADDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I appear on behalf of 200,000 mari-
tune workers affiliated through 7 international unions to the CIO
maritime committee. These unions are: National Maritime Union;
American Communications Association; Marime Cooks' and Stewards'
Association of the Pacific; National Marine Engineers Beneficial
Association; International Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's
Union; International Fishermen and Allied Workers of America;
Inland Boatmen's Union of the Pacific. Some of our members are
longshoremen, some are fishermen, some are inland boatmen, but the
majority are seamen.

ur members have loaded the ships -that carried the troops across.
They are now bringing them back to America. Through their con-
tact with our millions of servicemen they have gained an inmght into
the hopes and aspirations of these gallant men and women. They
know that our servicemen look forward to decent jobs and many aspire
to start their own businesses and farms. Adequate unemployment
compensation is a vital link in a program that will maintain purchasing
power during the transition months to those good jobs, successful
farms and businesses.

For this reason our unions strongly support the general presentation
of the CIO in regard to unemployment compensation. We should
like to confine our remarks to the question of unemployment-insur-
ance coverage for merchant seamen.

First, let us review briefly the facts related to the maritime labor
force. At the outset of the war we had approximately 55,000 active
seamen. In those early days, our Navy was spread thinly; subs,
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planes, and mines took their toll and the attrition rate was great.
Those 55,000 men were expendable. They gave us time to train
and recruit the men that today make up our active labor force.
Their losses were, in the first year of the war, proportionally eight
times higher than any branch of the armed forces.

On January 1, 1945, they were still three times higher than all of
the armed forces combined.

Senator LucAs. Proportionally?
Mr. HADDOCK. Proportionally.
The present labor force is made up of former merchant seamen

and Navy men who returned to sea and of thousands of trainees,
many within the pre-selective-service age groups. They have learned
rapidly and equipped themselves well.

There is little need to relate the stories of heroism, courage, and
patriotism of our merchant seamen. It has been told by General
Eisenhower, General MacArthur, Admirals King and Waesche, and
honorable members of this body.

As the committee knows, the lack of unemployment insurance for
seamen has a long history.

Seamen were excluded from the Social Security Act of 1935 on the
recommendation of the President's Committee on Economic Security
which "favored a separate nationally administered system of unem-
ployment compensation for railroad employees and maritime work-
ers." In 1938 the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act was
passed, giving coverage to railroad workers.

That maritime unemployment compensation should be of national
instead of State scope should be clear to every Member of Congress.
The Federal Government has absolute authority over the maritime
industry. Federal legislation governs every conceivable phase of
shipping. National standards are legislated by Congress with respect
to minimum living and safety conditions of the seamen as well as all
movements of the vessels. The seamen's complete life aboard ship is
governed by Federal laws, which also cover certificates of efficiency
and every man going to sea must qualify in time and ability before
obtaining these certificates.

The first bill to create a Federal maritime unemployment compensa-
tion system was introduced into the House on April 8, 1938, the second
bill was introduced in January 1939, and the third in May 1939. All
three bills were referred to the Ways and Means Committee. No
hearings were held and no action taken.

The fourth bill was introduced early in 1940 and referred to the
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee. Hearings were
held. This bill was reintroduced into the following session.

Then in July 1941 the fifth bill, a revised draft, was introduced.
Hearings were held before the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee but the advent of war stopped proceedings for nearly 2
years.

In June 1943 the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee
held further hearings on two new committee prints.

The House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee was pre-
pared to act in 1944 when a parliamentary question was raised.

In August 1944 Representative Jackson introduced the .sixth bill
which was reintroduced in the session as H. R. 1899, now pending
before the House Ways and Means Committee.
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Thus we have a record of 10 years, with six different bills and two
committee prints behind us and with no coverage for maritime workers.

Senator TAFT. You say there were 55,000. What is the number
today?

Mr. HADDOCK. Approximately 230,000.
Senator TAFT. Have you any estimate what they will be when you

get back to peace?
Mr. HADDOCK. That depends upon a number of factors.
First, it depends upon the general economy of the world; second,

the general economy of the United States; and third, whether or not
the government bodies and the shipping companies adopt proper
steps.

Senator TAFT. If we doubled our merchant marine, it would be
approximately 100,000 men; is that correct?

Mr. HADDOCK. That is correct.
Our organization drew up a postwar program which, if carried out,

would carry employment at 155,000 seamen.
Following the exclusion of maritime workers and Federal workers

from unemployment protection under the War Mobilization and
Reconversion Act in 1944, Senate and House leaders from both parties
promised speedy consideration of measures to afford satisfactory
coverage for these two groups.

Fully a year has passed and Congress has not acted.
Senator VANDENBERG. You absolve the Senate at that point, don't

you?
We acted.
Mr. HADDOCK. Action by the Senate doesn't mean very much,

I am afraid, unless we get it through the House too.
Senator VANDENBERG. I agree you have to have them both.
Mr. HADDOCK. We also had promises from many Senators that

they would use their good offices to see if something couldn't be done
with the other side.

To date we haven't had that action from the other side.
Senator LuCAS. You don't realize just how tough that is.
Senator VANDENBERG. We fought over that issue, my friend, for

days and days to sustain your point of view.
Mr. HADDOCK. I don't know what can be done with the House of

Representatives to make them realize their responsibility to the
people of the country.

I am hopeful that we are going to get better action from some of
the Senators to attempt to induce them to accept their responsibilities.

Senator TAFT. Is it not very difficult to do this on a State basis?
I mean one shipowner owning one ship would have to report to a
dozen" States perhaps, from which the men came.

It seenis to me your argument for a Federal system is very per-
suasive.

Mr. HADDOCK. I am for a Federal system.
It is conceivable that it can be done on a State basis.
Senator TAFT. Has New York State got it yet?
Mr. HADDOCK. They claim that they have, but we don't know of

any seamen who have collected any unemployment compensation.
Theoretically, they have unemployment insurance.
Senator TAFT. Until very recently there hasn't been very much

unemployment.
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Mr. HADDOCK. There has been little or no coverage for deep-sea
seamen.

There are a few States that have coverage for inland waterways
workers.

Senator LuCAS. Would they be classified the same as those that
you are talking about, that is, the inland waterways boys?

Mr. HADDOCK. No; the inland waterways, that is, rivers, lakes,
and harbors, can and should be covered perhaps by State laws.

It is significant to note, however, that they have not been covered
by State laws, despite the fact that now the States come out and claim
that maritime workers should be covered by States.

In New York they are covered.
I learned only today that they are covered in Texas.
I know that some of our people are not getting unemployment com-

pensation who work in the harbors and in the inland waterways in
Texas, however.

Senator LUCAS. Do we have that in Illinois?
.lr. HADDOCK. You do not to my knowledge. It is a recent inno-

vation if it is covered at all.
One of the reasons why we have no unemployment insurance for

de.ep-sea fisherman, in my opinion, is the fact that State compensation
,(immissions interceded in regard to a Federal bill and were instru-
mental in having it pigeonholed in the Ways and Means Committee.

Senator LUCAS. They are all for it now according to the testimony
I have heard here.

.NMr. HADDOCK. Well, it is very nice to hear that.
I have personally spoken to at least 90 percent of the Congressmen

aid Senators on this same question. They are all for it. Significantly
ciiough, we don't have it.

'inator MILLIKIN. Mr. Haddock, what was the unemployment
hitory prior to the war of the deep-sea seamen?

Mr. HADDOCK. I don't have the figures with me.
As I recall it, 55,000 merchant seamen was the active labor force.
General estimates were that 20 percent of the 55,000, or approxi-

ruately 12,000, would be a labor force that was necessary to maintain
tho4' ships. They were people who were ashore and some portion of
those would nominally be covered under unemployment insurance, I
assume.

Senator MILLIKIN. Take over the course of a year, what would be
the average unemployment of a deep-sea fisherman prior to the war?

Mfr. HADDOCK. ei, the average employment or average length
of work the average seaman runs-well, it ran during the war years
10 months per year. That is actual employment.

There is also pending in both Houses of Congress a seamen 's bill of
ri'zhts, a much needed measure to provide aid for the war-disabled,
the families of the war-deceased andthe teen-aged recruits.

It was at the request of our unions that readjustment allowances,
c(Uttained in the first draft were removed from the present version of
I i, bill. We felt that the Nation's first responsibility was to those

lIIA(*, who had made the major sacrifices, either by giving their lives
or by acquiring a war-service disability, in our merchant marine. We
N% (re desirous of paring the bill of rights to such proportions as to
.ft ect speedy passage for their protection. Action on this measure
is long overdue.
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We are certain that Congress recognizes the basic injustice that has
been done to our merchant seamen in denying them the elemental
form of protection long since granted other American workers. Our
seamen expect and deserve immediate action on emergency unemploy-
ment insurance.

There are currently pending before Congress two proposals in re-
gard to temporary unemployment insurance coverage for merchant
seamen. Both contemplate Federal action to provide coverage until
June 1947. With this there can be little disagreement. One bill,
however, H. R. 3736, would provide unemployment benefits-
equal to the compensation which would be payable to such individual under the
State unemployment compensation law (as supplemented under paragraphs (1)
and (2) of this subsection) if such services had not been excluded from the defini-
tion of employment in such law.

The other, S. 1274, and the companion measures in the House, H. R.
3891, and so forth, would provide unemployment benefits-
equal to the compensation which would be payable under the District of Columbia
Unemployment Compensation Act as amended (as supplemented under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection), as if such services had been performed in
the District of Columbia and had not been excluded from the definition of employ-
ment in such Act.

Senator Kilgore has suggested changes in his bill establishing a benefit
schedule. We are in complete agreement with this idea.

It is unclear in H. R. 3736 whether seamen would be covered in
the State in which they reside or in the State from which they ship
out. Presumably it would be in the State in which he awaits shipping
in order to be feasible. The other, the so-caled Kilgore-Forand bill,
contemplates uniform coverage throughout the Nation.

We urge that the principle of uniform coverage as contained in the
latter measure be accepted.

We believe that the following facts are conclusive in behalf of a
uniform system for seamen:

1. Many technically proficient groups which have given detailed
study to this problem have concluded that a uniform system for the
maritime industry is most feasible. These groups include the Presi-
dent's Committee on Economic Security, the Social Security Board,
the Railroad Retirement Board, and the House Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee.

2. Equality of sacrifice requires equal treatment. Our maritime
labor force has been drawn from every State of the Union. The sea-
men from each State have been subjected to similar hardships and
deprivation. Each State has had its share of deaths and disabilities.
If bullets, shells, mines, bombs, and torpedoes do not distinguish be-
tween our seamen, why set up different standards for them in regard
to protection against the harsh results of unemployment.

At this point I would like to have put in the record United States
merchant-marine casualties for merchant seamen, excluding injuries,
deaths resulting from injuries. These figures are compiled from
casualty and prisoner-of-war lists supplied by the Navy Department,
and the casualty listings go up to June 14, 1945, and the prisoner
list to November 18, 1944.

It also shows the labor force which was furnished by the War
Shipping Administration.

I would just like to refer to a couple of these.
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For instance, in Georgia, prisoners of war, 4; missing, 121; dead,
14; total casualties, 139; from a total labor force of 3,090.

From Colorado, prisoners of war, none; missing, 11; dead, 1; total,
12; from a labor force of 2,150.

From Michigan, prisoliers of war, 7; missing, 60; dead, 9; total,
76; from a total force of'6,320.

From Connecticut, prisoners of war, 2; missing, 46; dead, 7; total
casualties, 55; labor force, 3,850.

The CHAIRMAN. That document may be made a part of the record.
(The document referred to is as follows:)

United States merchant marine casualties (injuries not included)

(F coniled from casualty and prisoner-of-war lists supplied by Navy Department. Last casualty
lit as of June 14, 1945; last prisoner list as of Nov. 18, 1944; labor force from our control office]

State Prisoners Missing Total Labor
t of war I casualties force

Alabam a ------------------
Arizona ................... r
Arkansas ----------------------------------
C alifornia ----------------------------------
Colorado --------------------------------.
Connecticut ----------------...........
D elaw are ..................................
District of Columbia ----------------------
F lorida ------------------------------------
G eorgia ------------------------------------
Idaho -------------------------------------
Illinois ------------------------------------
Indiana -----------------------------------
Iow a --------------------------------------
K ansas ------------------------------------
K entucky --------------------------- I -----Louisiana ---------------------------------
\Taine -------------------------------------
M aryland ---------------------------------
Massachusetts --------------------- L
M ichigan ----------------------------------
M innesota .................................
'\ M ississippi --------------------------------
M issouri ----------------------------------
M ontana ----------------------------------
N ebraska ----------------------------------
N evada -----------------------------------
\ew Hampshire --.................
New Jersey ...............................
New Mexico .............................
New York ..... .---------- a ------------
North Carolina ----------------------------
N ,rth D akota -----------------------------
Uhio --------------------------------------
Oklahoma --------------------------------
1 regon - ---------------------------------
P ennsylvania .............................
Rhode Island -............................
South Carolina -..........................

uth D akota -------------------------
Tennesse .. .......---------------------L"XaS .....................................T ' t a h .- - - - - -------------------------------

Vermont -----------------------. .
V irginia -----------------------------------
Washington ..............................
West Virginia -------------...........
W isconsin ---------------------------------
Wyoming --------------------------------

88
4
12223
11
46
16
19

140
121

4
95
28.
14
7
12
199
45
178
402

60
41
23
38
5
4
1

16
239

5
1,215

65
9
80
20
38

363
49
37
5

37
319

7
1

101
53
10
33
1

25
0
2
60
1
7
2
2

20
14
1

12
4
3
2
3
39
9

25
67
9
2
8
6
1
1
0
2

38
1

176
10
0

12
3
8

47
13
6
0
3

43
1
0
11,
12
3
2
1

115
4

16
397
12
55
19
22
166
139

a
114
33
19
10
16

250
56

210
486
76
44
32
47
6
5
1

20
295

6
1,463

79
9

98
26
50

429
65
45
5

40
384

8
3

115
89
13
36
2

140
460
780

39, 420
2,150
3,850

460
1, 520
5,260
31,090

580
6,550
2,100
1, 540
1,850

910
7, 560
1,900
6,730
9,640
6,320
3, 520
1,720
4,530

610
960
400
890

10,550
300

45,490
3,820
280

10, 170
1, 720
4,070
15, 30
1,420
1,920

350
1, 570

11, 060
890
200

5,340
9,360

940
3,540

180

Senator MILLIKIN. Does your argument go to a permanent system
of unemployment insurance or are you speaking of merely dislocation,
that is, emergency?

Mr. HADDOCK. My testimony deals with the emergency situation.
However, I am requesting that immediate action be taken with
respect to the permanent system.
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Moreover, these men have had a uniform Nation-wide wage scale.
This has been recognized by the War Shipping Administration, War
Labor Board, industry and unions as the greatest stabilizing factor
in the industry.

Why set up different standards for unemployment benefits if
uniform wage standards prevail?

Senator MILLIKIN. Would you tell us what are the wages earned
by the deep-sea seamen during the war compared with what they
were prior to the war?

Mr. HADDOCK. I will only take the rate which we use as a standard
for able seamen.

The able seaman is always used as a comparative figure.
His scale of wages during the war was $100. That was increased

from $87.50 prior to the war. That may be somewhat misleading,
because added to that $87.50 was $17.50 so-called emergency wage.
That was negotiated as the result of increase of cost of living and was
simply added in as a permanent wage instead of so-called cost-of-
living wage. So the actual figure was the same.

Senator MILLIKIN. I am a little confused on that $87.50. Was
that the peacetime base wage?

Mr. HADDOCK. That was the peacetime base wage.
Senator MILLIKIN. Does this addition apply to his total over-all

during peacetime or are you carrying that forward?
Mr. HADDOCK. That applies to his peacetime wage, $87.50 plus

$17.50.
Senator MILLIKIN. In the war, what did he get?
Mr. HADDOCK. $100.
Senator MILLIKIN. Did he get any additional bonuses?
Mr. HADDOCK. He obtained additional bonus depending on where

he ran, what the danger was, and so forth.
Senator MILLIKIN. Could you give us a rough idea what it was?
Mr. HADDOCK. Approximately 100 percent of his base wage.

That would make $200 per month.
Senator MILLIKIN. Some cases more and some cases less?
Mr. HADDOCK. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. That is a monthly figure you are speaking of?
Mr. HADDOCK. That is a monthly wage.
Senator MCMAHON. Who set those bonuses, the War Shipping

Administration?
Mr. HADDOCK. Those bonuses were established originally through

collective bargaining between the unions and industry.
At the outbreak of the war, the unions and industry and War

Shipping Administration got together and established what is known
as the Maritime War Emergency Board, rather requested the Presi-
dent to establish it. That was done.

The Maritime War Emergency Board established all bonuses after
that date.

Senator MILLIKIN. Has there been any kind of insurance system
during the war?

Mr. HADDOCK. Yes, during the war and prior to the war also.
The unions negotiated with the owners and insurance coverage of

$5,000 prior to the war, and the Government through the Maritime
War Emergency Board also took that over.

Senator MILLIKIN. Was the amount the same during the war?
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Mr. HADDOCK. The amount has increased to $7,500.
Senator MILLIKIN. That is for death?
Mr. HADDOCK. That is right.
I don't know all the schedules. They vary.
3. The principal of H. R. 3736 might bring about a maldistribution

of manpower at a time when a huge job remains before the merchant
marine.

Our merchant fleet has an enormous task ahead-return of our
armed forces, supplying of the occupation troops, relief and recon-
struction supplies for the devasted nations of the world, and resump-
tion of world commerce on levels heretofore unequaled.

In the course of this job there is likely to be dislocation with tempo-
rary geographical and perhaps Nation-wide unemployment. We had
such periods even during the war.

Seamen have great mobility. They will tend to gravitate to those
ports which will afford the best protection, should there be no imne-
diate job available. The great pdrts of Houston, * Galveston, Port
Arthur, New Orleans, Mobile, Tampa, Jacksonville,- Savannah,
Charleston, Norfolk, and others may be depleted of their manpower
while seamen would be attracted to New York and San Francisco
because of better provisions, if the States basis for unemployment
compensation is accepted.

4. The State unemployment compensation laws were not drafted
to include seamen. Many are constructed so as to present serious
problems in regard to adequate- converage for maritime workers.
Even the District of Columbia law has major shortcomings, but it is
considerably better suited to such coverage.

An example will illustrate this problem.
The eligibility requirement in t-he three great ports are as follows:
Port of New York in New York State, 25 times the weekly benefit

amount.
Port of Baltimore in the State of Maryland, 30 times the weekly

benefit amount.
Port of San Francisco in the State of California, $300.
In the District of Columbia it is 25 times the weekly benefit amount

or $250, whichever is less.
Assume a seaman works 3 months and earns $400. His weekly

benefit amount under the California and Maryland laws would be $20.
Under the New York and District of Columbia laws *it would be

approximately $17.50. As 25 times $20 is $500, and the seaman
,nly earned $400, he would not be eligible for benefits in New York.

Similarly he would not be eligible in Baltimore. He would be
eligible in San Francisco or under the District of Columbia law.

If he earned only $290 he would be eligible for benefits only under
the District of Columbia law.

Senator MILLIKIN. When is a seaman paid, on each trip?
Mr. HADDOCK. His pay, of course, is monthly, and a cruise. He

can draw in foreign ports up to one-half of the remaining amounts due
him. He can also allocate a certain amount to his dependents. His
final pay-off, however, comes at the home port in the United States..
That is, at the end of the voyage.

Now it is quite possible that a seaman may ship out for 2 or 3 months
and upon his return find no job opportunities. Moreover, the illness
and injury rate among seamen is high because of the nature of their



378 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

work. The ill or injured man who recovers, returns to the shipping
industry and finds no work, will have difficulty in meeting the eligi-
bility requirements in many States but frequently not under the Dis-
trict of Columbia law because of its greater liberality..

This is only one example. The State of Missouri requires wage
payments in three different quarters. Since a seaman gets paid off
at the end of the voyage, his records of earnings might be accredited
to only one-quarter in a year. Consequently, he would be ineligible
for benefits in Missouri. Many other States have unemployment
compensation laws which would seriously limit proper protection for
seamen.

I would like to say that during the war there were instances during
the war where they were credited with only one-quarterin 2 years.

If the eligibility requirements present serious obstacles, it is safe
to say that disqualifying requirements of the States present unsur-
mountable ones.

The committee should understand that if a seaman leaves a ship
on his return from a long voyage, that his doing so is not a "quit" as
understood by landlubbers. A seaman doesn't just work 8 hours a
day, 5 days a week, at the same job with the same people as do shore-
side workers. A seaman works, eats, sleeps, and carries on whatever
recreation there is with the same people. This he does 7 days a week
without interruption. It is not uncommon for persons-to be ship-
mates who do not get along. Where this exists, one or both are usually
miserable and often the entire crew is upset. Too, the food on a ship
may be particularly bad. The captain, mate or engineer may not
like the man personally--this being the case he either leaves the
ship or is fired.

No State law to date takes into consideration the problems of the
merchant marine with respect to qualifying or disqualifying pro-
visions. While the District of Columbia law is not designed to give
full protection to seamen, it would constitute a form of temporary
coverage.

The Kilgore-Forand bills would afford a measure of protection for
our seamen in the months ahead. It would have a beneficial effect
on the manpower problems of the industry which will continue for as
long as 2 to 3 years in the opinion of Admiral Land.

However, justice to our seamen and the perpetuation of a stable
and trained labor force for our peacetime merchant "Marine so necessary
to our defense end commerce requires prompt congressional attention
to the long neglected problem of permanent unemployment pro-
tection for maritime workers.

We strongly urge:
1. Immediate enactment of S. 1274 and H. R. 3891.
2. Your committee memorialize the House of Representatives to

enact H. R. 1899 notifying our organization of such action.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
If not, thank you very much, Mr. Haddock.
Mr. HADDOCK. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. We have three other witnesses here this afternoon

who are scheduled, Mr. Craighead from the Unemployment Com-
pensation Commission of Montana; Mr. William McKee, from
Vermont Unemployment Compensation Commission; and Mr. John
W. Rhodes from the Virginia Unemployment Compensation Com-
mission.
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Come around, Mr. Craighead.
I thought I would make a little miqu of the other two witnesses,

Mr. McKee of Vermont, and Mr. Rhodes, of Virginia.
I doubt if we can finish with more than one of you this afternoon,

because it is now 10 minutes of 5 o'clock. So probably you will have
to come back tomorrow. We thought we would go until noontime
tomorrow.

Is that convenient for you gentlemen?
Mr. PATTY. I am representing Mr. Rhodes and the Governor. It is

impossible for me to be here tomorrow, but I have a prepared statement
that I would be glad to leave with you to be placed in the record as
though I had made it here.

The CHAIRMAN. You may file it with the reporter as though you
have made it.

Would you mind stating the recommendations you make?
Mr. PATTY. We object wholly to the bill. We don't recommend

that any features of the bill be passed.
The CHAIRMAN. You may file the statement.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF KENNETH C. PATTY, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL OF VIRGINIA

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am appearing as a personal
representative of Hon. Colgate W. Darden, Jr., G-overnor of Virginia, and Hon.
Jobn Q. Rhodes, Jr., Unemployment Compensation Commissioner of Virginia.
This statement has been edited by both of these gentlemen and represents their
views.

STATEMENT OF HON. COLGATE W. DARDEN, JR., GOVERNOR OF VIRGINIA, AND
JOHN Q. RHODES, JR., UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION COMMISSIONER OF
VIRGINIA

Proposals are being considered by your committee which have as their purpose
the authorization of Federal appropriations to supplement the unemployment
compensation reserve funds of the Kates so as to enable them to increase the
unemployment benefits now authorized under State laws and to pay benefits to
groups who are not now entitled to benefits under any State law.

Such proposals, if enacted into law, would involve large Federal subsidies and
more Federal control and interference with State laws and administration. Ex-
perience shows that whenever the Federal Government puts up funds to subsidize
any State activity, it imposes controls with reference to such funds, and the commit-
merbt for money becomes permanent.

The State of Virginia does not desire any Federal legislation imposing on the
State the necessity of revamping its State unemployment compensation law inorder to meet the conditions that would be attached to such Federal grants.
This would be another step toward centralization of power in the Federal Govern-
fli nt and would, perhaps, eventually result in the federalization of the unemploy-
ment compensation system. Virginia is opposed to the federalization of the un-enployment compensation system, or to any plan that would lead- or tend to
suf-h federalization, because it believes that the wcrk to be done can best be done
by the States themselves. This was the original plan and we see no sound reasonto depart from it.

The reserve of more than $62,000,000 in the unemployment compensation fund
of Virginia is ample to enable the State to meet any reasonable contingency that
may result on account of the transition from war industry to peacetime industry.The State systems of unemployment insurance must remain more or less stabilized
aid not subject to change every time we are confronted with a temporary problem.
We have built up the system to protect us in difficult times and emergencies and it
should be allowed to continue without further interference from the Federal
Government. If it is necessary to take care of emergencies or special situations,
these should be taken care of, but not by harming or tending to harm our present
State systems, and not until there is evidence that the existing State laws are
unable to meet such emergencies.

76876-45----25
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The reserve fund has been accumulated under a sound actuarial basis after
analysis by each of the States of the potential needs of the workers who may
become involuntarily unemployed. A Federal supplement would break down and
destroy the insurance feature of the system and result in the payment of benefits
from moneys not collected into the fund by the process of imposing a tax on the
employer. The strength of the system lies in the fact that premiums (taxes) have
-been paid in advance for the purpose of creating a reserve to meet the situations
now under consideration. When payments are made out of funds not already in
reserve, such payments may be termed outright relief gifts rather than unemploy-
ment benefits. The States should be allowed, free from Federal pressure, through
their duly elected lawmakers, to liberalize their laws when in their judgment the
need becomes urgent.

It may be reasonably assumed that many of the Federal workers who will
become unemployed are people who have not been, and are not now, attached
to the regular labor market. This group will not desire employment but will
return to retirement or domestic duties. They have been well paid for their
services during the war emergency and should not expect unemployment benefits.
The balance of the Federal groups of workers will, no doubt, find employment in
private enterprise. This group has not been employed under conditions holding
out the promise of unemployment benefits. Many of these workers,'upon finding
that they can collect a maximum of $25 per week from the Government while
unemployed, will lose some of their eagerness to really make an effort to secure
employment. Most people who obtain jobs search for them; the $25 per week
will, in many cases, merely promote idleness by removing the desire for a job.
Moreover, according to an editorial statement in the New York Times of August
26, 1945, there has been an increase of more than $125,000,000,000 in savings
during the war. Before the Federal Government begins to pay weekly compensa-
tion to high-waged, wartime civilian employees, would it not be wise to adhere to
the custom, once deemed sound, of permitting those who have savings to dip into
such reserves first before making them wards of the Government?

Now is not a proper time, especially in view of the existing public debt, to place
an additional burden upon the Public Treasury, except in the public interest.
Can it be in the public interest to make grants from the public funds to private
individuals who are not shown to be in dire distress? Special funds, created by
taxing pay rolls, is the only way to finance such grants.

If it is deemed wise to include the workers now exempt from coverage within
the scope of the unemployment compensation system, and to broaden the system
so as to include employers of one or more, such action should be taken in an
orderly manner so as to give the States ample time to amend their laws to meet
the situation, and so as to pay no benefits to any individuals except upon wages
earned in covered employment. We favor coverage of one or more.

The Richmond News-Leader, edited by Dr. Douglas Southall Freeman, in an
editorial in August 28, 1945, expressed the sentiment of Virginians so well that
this statement is closed by quoting the editorial, which is as follows:

"A NEW WORD BADLY NEEDED

"The nature of the 'unemployment' existing at the moment is plain to everyone.
In the usual sense, it is 'unemployment' only on the tongue of those who wish to
make the word a lever for pushing over new projects of Government insurance.
If those plans for the extension of social-security are sound and practicable, by all
means let them be advanced, but on their own merit and not by misrepresentation
of the situation that now prevails. There is no extensive 'unemployment.'
Anyone who seeks to procure competent workers will discover that quickly
enough. Persons who have left the war industries are changing their work and,
as they have a temporary grubstake, they are picking and choosing among jobs.
Most of those who want to work can get it tomorrow-through hot under the
conditions or at the swollen rates of pay they have enjoyed. A word for this
condition is badly needed. 'Displacement,' the term used yesterday by an
official in Washington scarcely is accurate. 'Shift-over' is awkward. 'Transfer'
is equivocal. What is a precise, descriptive word for the situation that prevails
in industry today?"

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Craighead, you are appearing on behalf of the

Unemployment Compensation Commission of Montana?
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. Yes, sir.
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STATEMENT OF BARCLAY CRAIGHEAD, CHAIRMAN AND EXECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR OF THE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
COMMISSION OF MONTANA

Mr. CRAIGHEAD. I appreciate, Senators, how extremely patient
you have been all day, and I shall just ask for 3 or 4 minutes to bring
up one point that has perhaps not been covered, and also for authority,
if I may, to file a prepared statement.

We in Montana believe that the legislation that you are considering
may injure the permanent social security program.

We believe that if the program is to be sound that it must have tax
collections to go along with the benefits.

We know that our.Federal-State program is a patchwork program
with a good many cost coverages, such as domestic servants and agri-
cultural workers, and all that you have discussed today.

On the other hand, so far at any rate, what we have done has been
businesslike, and I think it is a fair statement that never before in the
history of the world has any government accumulated something like
$15,000,000,000 for any purpose.

That is about the total of the old age and survivor insurance and
unemployment compensation.

Never before has any money such as that been accumulated for any
purpose at any time.

In the State of Montana we have a surplus of $1,500,000 in our
industrial accident board, and it was operating 20 years before the
Federal social-security system was set up.

We have surpluses in our teachers' retirement, and we have other
surpluses. We have always had cash to meet our public-welfare pay-
ments. We have about $18,500,0.00 in our unemployment compensa-
tion.

Now, it seems to us that unless you carry along a permanent pro-
gram if you introduce the elements of benefits paid without tax collec-
tions that you jeopardize the whole system because that, it seems to
us, will come up again and again.

Now, also, Senators, we are apparently one of the deficit States.
I recommended, and our governor did, to our legislature that our

benefits be increased to $20, but our legislature refused to do so, and
we pay only $15 for 16 weeks. It was thoroughly discussed, several
bills introduced, and we were voted down about 2 to 1.

On the other hand, the point I want to make to you is that there
are other elements that affect liberality besides simply the height of
your benefit payment..

For example, eligibility requires only $150 earnings, and theoreti-
cally an individual might earn the $150 in a single day. Therefore, we
do reach down on the one or more people and we have proportionately
a much wider coverage. ,

Now the evidence of that is brought out by the fact that we were
the last State, with Illinois, to begin paying benefits, and we have
always collected, and till do, the full 2.7 percent.

On the other hand, if we had from the beginning paid the $25 for
the 26 weeks, we would have gone broke at the en of 22 months,
and that can be mathematically figured out for you.

During the first 2 years we paid out more than we collected.
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That is about all, gentlemen, that I have to say unless you care to
ask any questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Senator VANDENBERG. Have you anything to say, Mr. Craighead,

about the point raised by the Texas commissioner?
Would you-know whether your State would require a special session

of your legislature in order to accommodate itself to this proposal?
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. I am quite confident it would not, because we

have a special provision in our law that allows us to cooperate with
the Federal Government in any type of program that the Federal
Government may set up. But that is a special legislation which
appears, I believe, only in our law and a few others.

We also very much prefer, if you are determined to pass this legis-
lation, the suggestion you made as to the extension of duration rather
than the higher benefit and the extension of duration, or we would
prefer longer duration than both.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is there any constitutional prohibition in your
State against the governor calling a special session at any time, if
the Governor sees fit?

Mr. CRAIGHEAD. No, sir.
I have no word from the governor that he would do so, but he can

call a special session at any time he cares to do so.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator VANDENBERG. He wants his statement inserted in the

record.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
You may file it with the reporter.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF BARCLAY CRAIGHEAD, CHAIRMAN AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF
THE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION OF MONTANA

I appear before the committee at the direction of the Governor of our State,
the honorable S. C. Ford, but I do not maintain that my views are always the
views of our Governor. Governor Ford is a kindly and tolerant Republican and
I am a South Carolina Democrat. I think my views represent our unemploy-
ment compensation commission, and we have a mandate in our basic law, passed
with only four dissenting votes in both House and Senate, directing as follows:

"* * * The commission shall fully cooperate with the agencies of other
States, and shall make every proper effort within its means, to oppose and prevent
any further action which would in its judgment tend to effect complete or sub-
stantial federalization of State unemployment compensation funds or State unem-
ployment compensation and employment security programs, or any part of the
social-security program."

Montana is opposed to the pending, and similar legislation (unless greatly
amended) relating to the unemployment compensation and social-security laws
because:

1. We believe any sound and permanent system of social security should pro-
vide earmarked tax collections for specific purposes. We believe the people who
participate and the general public should know what they are buying and the
costs. It follows, then, we think, that any sound and permanent social-security
program must carry the "blood, sweat, and tears" spread by the tax collectors.

In Montana we have followed these principles. To this date the national
social-security laws have followed these principles.

Never before in the history of the world has any government accumulated,
for any purpose, such large cash reserves as have the social-security- laws of the
States and Nation--some $15,000,000,000-divided very roughly-nearly $7,000,-
000,000 accumulated by the unemployment-compensation commissions, some
$6,000,000,000 in the old-age and survivors' insurance, in excess of $1,000,000,00o
in Railroad Retirement Board funds, and other hundreds of millions in smaller
federally sponsored programs.
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From the beginning of social legislation in our State, we have followed these
principles. Our industrial accident board, functioning two decades prior to the
national social-security law, has accumulated about 1 million dollars in reserves.
Our teachers' retirement law has in excess of 3 million dollars in reserves. Our
public-welfare beneficiaries have always been paid from cash on hand without
resorting to bond issues. Our public employees retirement board has assessed
against State workers perhaps the highest contribution tax of any public retire-
ment system in the Nation-reaching 10 percent. We shortly will have some
$20,000,000 in our unemployment compensation reserves, or one-fifth of a full
year's normal pay roll in industrial and commercial fields. We have collected
the full 2.7 percent tax from the first day to the present, throughout the war
period, so that these accumulations would be on hand When needed.

The legislation before your committee tosses into the ash can all of the previous
conceptions of sound social security, developed at National and State levels. It
does not provide for tax collections to accompany benefit payments. It does
not provide any system of reserves. Indeed, it makes no pretense at tax collec-
tions. It provides, in effect, benefit payments through bond issues. It will be
popular with the beneficiaries but we think it would not be sound or in the long-
run interest of even the beneficiaries. It even provides indirectly for washing
up reserves accumulated under the present system and would mean a constant
fight before the Congress and before all the State legislatures at each session for
still larger benefits and larger bond issues at the expense of the unknown taxpayer
of the future. We do not think the long-run permanent interest of social security
will be served by making the program a football of politics. We do not think the
gentlemen in the departments who have prepared this legislation for your con-
sideration are, in this instance, working in the interest of permanent social
security for all of the people.

2. We oppose the present legislation because it tends to throw the tax burden
from the beneficiaries or their employers to the general public. It would increase
the benefits to workers in industrial and commercial firms who lose their positions
and are unable to find suitable work at the expense, in part, of the agricultural
and other interests having workers not even partially covered. It would give
more to those already protected and take the costs, in part, from the pockets of
those not protected at all. It increases the benefits to a group of workers already
especially favored-without any payments on their part for unemployment
compensation in all except four States-without specific additional tax collections
fro m these already especially favored workers or their employers. It takes from
the lowly-from the have-nots and gives to the haves. It is pressure-group
legislation and special legislation in an extremely vicious degree, or so we think.
Our janitor in the unemployment compensation commission offices in Helena
will be required to pay through the income and other taxes a portion of the cost
involved in paying higher benefits to war defense workers who have been receiving
in many instances overtime wages alone in excess of his total monthly salary.
What stimulus is this for prudent savings? We do not believe such a system
can be defended in equity and that it will tend to disrupt any sound social-
seeurit y program.

3. We object to the pending legislation because it increases the benefits to be
received by a favored few and does not extend even the present benefits to the
large uncovered sectors of our population. We believe in first things, first. We
think, before we increase benefits to men and women in special classes already
favored, coverage should first, in simple decency, be extended to other groups
who have no protection now. Under the present interpretation of the Social
Security Board, unemployment .compensation may not be paid to a worker who
loses his job because of illness. We think before enlarging benefits to the able-
bodied industrial worker, who loses his job, allowances should be made as well
for the industrial worker and the agricultural worker, who loses his job because
of illness and who is beset by a double calamity in the form of not only the loss
of his position, but perhaps the loss of earning power in the future, plus high
medical costs. We think the agricultural worker who loses his job gets just as
hungry as the industrial worker who loses his place. We think the employee'of
an industrial firm with less than eight employees has as much right to receive
unemployment benefits as the individual employed by a firm with seven addi-
tional workers. We think some provision should be made for the poor devil
who has been permanently disabled.

We cannot help but feel that the scrub woman, reaching 65 years of age, has
the right to expect protection from hei Government though she may be employed
Packing out bedpans in a hospital-and that she has the right to ask for this
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protection before increasing benefits, partly at her expense, to workers already
protected even though these workers may be supported by the pressure group
lobbyists especially when such legislation would add to her tax burden to the profit
of workers already favored beyond her. We think, in line with a memorial passed
by our last Montana Legislative Assembly, that the Congress of the United States
should "cause to be made a resurvey of the present old-age and survivors insurance
program, and the entire taxation structure applicable thereto, with a view to
expanding coverage to include workers not presently covered; to increasing bene-
fits to provide reasonable security to workers in their old age; and, extending cov-
erage on a voluntary basis, for a minimum of protection, to the self-employed and
local public employees willing to pay both employer and employee contributions,
to join the system, meeting where desired all payments for past years to obtain
greater protection."

4. We oppose the proposed legislation because it tends toward uniformity of
benefit payments, while we think the people of this country are not uniform and
do not wish to become so. The Congress decided, possibly with propriety, that
the veterans' readjustment allowances should be uniform with the same payment
made in Alabama and Montana without regard to the cost of living. In the case
of the veterans, we do not insist that this was unfair and in error, but what are the
results?

We find, according to the last tabulation sent us by the Veterans' Administra-
tion, that 87,614 continued claims were paid to out-of-work veterans in Puerto
Rico from September 1944, to April 1945. In the same period our unemployment
compensation office paid 1,238 claims in Montana. The Government disbursed
to the veterans of Puerto Rico in an approximate number equal to all of the entire
covered workers in civilian pursuits in Montana; disbursed more to Puerto Rico
than to New York or Texas; at a time when industry begged for men for war work.
We predict the same thing will shortly be happening in the Philippine Islands.
Will this increase or decrease- the long-term problems of reconversion in Puerto
Rico and the Philippines? We have no knowledge of the cost of living in the
Philippine Islands. If justified by the cost of living, we would not object to a
weekly benefit to unemployed veterans of $40, $50, or even $100 per week in either
Puerto Rico or the Philippines, but if the cost of living is less than in Montana,
we would not consider it unjust to pay even a smaller benefit to the veterans of
Puerto Rico than is pid to the veterans in Montana. It is the trend toward
uniformity in the proposed legislation, and all of its implications, that appears to
us to violate common sense and nullify good administration.

5. Next, the war's end will lift the lid from many social and economic conflicts
that have been stewing for the past 4 years. Unless we want to multiply the
certain social turmoil, we in Montana, believe we had best allow some of these
problems to be solved locally and not trust completely to the foresight of the
Washington bureau chiefs. From Montana some 30,000 of our citizens, in addi-
tion ot our men and women in the armed services, have been attracted to war
jobs in other States by higb wages or patriotic motives. They have been receiving
high wages. Job opportunities do exist for them in our State at present, but there
is little possibility of their utilizing their wartime skills.

The question of what constitutes suitable work for this type of worker will
present many seriouF problems, the solution of which can best be found in the local
community where the problem will occur and where local customs, wage levels,
habits, etc., will come into play and the opinions and example of their neighbors
and friends will carry due weight - hen they accept or reject job offers.

6. We oppose the perding legislation because we do not wish to become a drag
upon other States-we want to pay our own way and bear our tull burden of
reconversion-and thiE legislation would threaten the solvency of our unemploy-
ment compensation funds-unless we sucked from other States.

Montana, with Illinois, was the last State to bepin unemployment compensa-
tion benefit payments. We have not reduced our tax collections. We .have
always collected the full 2.7 percent on pay rolls and still do. We began benefit
payments July 1, 1939. During our first 2 years of payments, we disbursed about
all of our collections in the same period; our average payment was about $12 per
week and our average duration about 12 weeks. If we had paid $25 per week for
26 weeks we would have been bankrupt in approximately 22 months. We would
have disbursed all of our reserves; we would have disbursed in 22 months our col-
lections for 4% years. At that time there was no George bill allowing noninterest
loans. Today we could borrow but Montana does not want to borrow to meet
social-security benefits. We think in times of prosperity such as wartimes, we
should accumulate funds to tide us over the dark days. We do not want to rely
upon the other States. We hope you do not force us to do so.
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7. Next, we are opposed to this and similar legislation-the Wagner-Murray

bill No. 1, and the Wagner-Murray bill No. 2-a South Carolina born Democrat,
serving under a tolerant Republican Governor, I hate to oppose any measure
proposed by my friend the distinguished junior Senator from Montana-but we
are opposed to all this legislation because all this legislation attempts to deceive
the people by hiding the costs. We cannot keep up with Washington. We
oppose the efforts to further federalize all governmental activity in Washington.

We believe it is neither wise nor possible to govern properly in all minor details
a country or people as varied. as ours from this single city on the eastern seaboard.

We believe, when a statute, such as the social-security law, is passed, affecting
the lives of tens of millions, and uprooting the settled habits of men, the law
should be slow in development and administered at the grass roots. The tradi-
tions and customs of people in Montana and Mississippi are too different, the
country is too varied, for general regulations to succeed from coast to coast.

8. We think the immediate unemployment problems have been greatly mag-
nified. We think the most recent estimates by the War Manpower Commission
predicting 6,200,000 unemployed by Christmas will not prove correct. We agree
that some day we may have millions of unemployed again because you cannot
reduce Federal spending sixty or seventy billion dollars a year without creating
vast unemployment but we are certain in Montana the immediate problem will
not be so large as the flood of literature coming from Washington would imply.
We would have some eighteen or twenty thousand unemployed in Montana by
Christmas if current estimates for the Nation apply to our State; we think exactly
the opposite will prove correct; we have some 15,000 job openings.

The CHAIRMAN. We have a statement here of Mr. James J. Graham,
acting executive director, Connecticut Employment Security Division,
representing Gov. Raymond E. Baldwin, of Connecticut. That state-
ment may be filed with the reporter and inserted in the record.

(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF JAMES J. GRAHAM, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CONNECTICUT
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY DIVISION, REPRESENTING Gov. RAYMOND E- BALDWIN,
OF CONNECTICUT

To the Members of the Senate Finance Committee:
Governor Baldwin and I both appreciate the courtesy extended to the State of

Connecticut in permitting us to testify on this very important legislation. We
have analyzed the provisions of Senate bill 1274 and find that we are in agreement
with the provisions which extend coverage to Federal and maritime workers and
with those which permit the payment of benefits to those presently excluded from
State coverage, such as employers excluded because of size of firm, farm workers,
domestic servants, etc.

We believe, however, that supplementation of present State benefits will ulti-
mately lead to nationalization of the entire system, and to this we are opposed.
We continue to be in agreement with the position taken by the Conference of
Governors at Heishey, Pa., in May 1944, which directed the executive committee
of the Governors' Conference "to take whatever steps it might deem necessary to
see that the present method of State administration of unemployment compensa-
tion syFtems shall be maintained in full force and effect and not either transferred
to Federal control directly or indirectly hampered by Federal subsidy provided inthe name of some possible future emergency."

State legislatures have always been sensitive to the demands of their constitu-
ents, and we feel that the States are well equipped to handle the present emergency.
In Connecticut we have at the present time a fund of about $180,000,000, or anamount sufficient to pay $500 each to 60 percent of our covered population. We
do not feel that much more than half of that 60 percent will apply for benefits
during the present emergency, and of those who apply only a relatively small pro-
portion will exhaust their benefits. In other words, we expect that reconversion
will be fairly fast in Connecticut and that within 3 or 4 months the great bulk of
our war workers will be transferred to peacetime industries.

Let me point out some of the changes in our law which our State legislature hasalready effected. In 1938 the maximum we could pay any claimant was $195-
$15 a week for 13 weeks.- Under our amended law, recently signed by Governor
Baldwin, the maximum becomes $560 within a benefit year-$28 a week for 20
Weeks. Our Connecticut Legislature has therefore approximately tripled benefits
Within the past 7 years.



386 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Let me also mention that Connecticut is one of the many States that has a
fixed benefit year beginning April 1. Without being technical about this phase
of the program, it simply means that it is possible for a Connecticut claimant to
draw benefits for 40 of the next 52 weeks. To cite a specific example, a claimant
starting to draw benefits around November 1, 1945, could collect for 40 of the
next 41 weeks or until about the end of August 1946. If entitled to the maximum
of $28 a week, he would receive a total of $1,120.

We feel that the States have the funds and the initiative to cope with the
present situation. We, therefore, are opposed to the supplementation part of
this program, feeling that it ultimately leads to federalization of a program that
can best be handled by the States.

The CHAIRMAN. We have also a statement by Milton 0. Loysen,
chairman, subcommittee on maritime coverage of the Interstate
Conference of Employment Security Agencies. That statement also
may be inserted in the record at this point.

(The statement referred to is as follows:)

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FOR SEAMEN

Statement by Milton 0. Loysen, chairman, subcommittee on maritime coverage
of the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies, to the Senate
Committee on Finance, re S. 1274 (Kilgore bill)

I. MEASURES BEFORE CONGRESS

There have been before Congress, introduced in the House of Representatives,
two measures dealing with unemployment insurance for seamen, since the spring
of this year. One of these measures is exemplified by H. R. 1899 (Jackson bill),
establishing a complete and separate Federal system of unemployfnent insurance
for seamen. The second measure is exemplified by H. R. 2564 (Lynch bill), im-
plementing a plan for unemployment protection of seamen under State unemploy-
ment-compensation laws. The latter measure repeals the exclusion of seamen
from the taxing provisions of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act, thus lining
the maritime industry to all other industries which are now subject to this Fed-
eral taxation. Against taxes thus payable by maritime employers, as is the case
regarding other employers, contributions paid into State unemployment funds
could be credited, up to 90 percent of the Federal tax. H. R. 2564 also includes
enabling provisions for the purpose of dispelling any doubt concerning the juris-
diction of States over maritime services rendered on the high seas and outside the
territorial limits of any given State.

The recent introduction of S. 1274 (Kilgore bill)-and a similar bill was intro-
duced in the House of Representatives as H. R. 3736 (Doughton bill)-brings in
a third method of dealing with unemployment benefits for seamen. This bill pro-
vides for agreements by which States will pay, among other provisions, benefits
to seamen and will be reimbursed from Federal sources for expenditures so incurred.

Congress is, therefore, confronted with the choice of-
(1) Either enacting a new and separate Federal system of maritime unemploy-

ment insurance; or
(2) Of superimposing on existing State systems a federally financed measure,

administered by the States; or
(3) Of amending existing laws of general applicability so as to facilitate State

coverage and State administration of unemployment insurance for seamen.
States are ready to assume the added responsibility under their own laws, with

full financial liability, in the manner reflected under the aforementioned item 3.
An interstate agreement for the solution of technical questions has been perfected
and submitted to the States for subscription. However, as will be explained later,
operations depend on the enactment of H. R. 2564 by Congress.

There are weighty reasons against the establishment of a complete and separate
Federal system of maritime unemployment insurance which would oust States of
jurisdiction in the field occupied by such system and against superimposing on
State laws a semi-Federal measure. That States are otherwise vested with juris-
diction was established by the United States Supreme Court in a decision (319
T. S. 306) rendered in 1943.
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II. ARGUMENTS AGAINST COVERAGE BY STATES WITHOUT BASIS

Before the reasons against the approach proposed by S. 1274 or by H. R. 3736
and against an independent Federal system are listed, it may be well to discuss
the arguments which have been advanced in favor of a Federal plan.

It has been said that seamen's services are rendered in several States under the
same contract of employment and that they may be within the territory of any
State when they become unemployed. This argument implies that there would
be difficulties in the administration of benefits if the State where the unemploy-
ment occurs should not be the State which is liable for the payment of benefits.
It further implies that there would be no such difficulty under a Federal system.

Such an argument overlooks completely the highly successful operations of the
interstate benefit payment proceduree which have been in operation in the States
for many years. A benefit claim so filed is transmitted to and paid by the liable
State under this procedure. It can hardly be said that such a system is less effi-
cient than a Federal plan. An entirely independent Federal system, furthermore,
would require reference to central records of some sort.

It has been said that the services of a seaman in the course of a year might be
covered by the unemployment-compensation laws of several States, thus "split-
ting" his wage credits among such States and impeding his benefit rights. This
point again is unfounded, since benefit rights in such cases are protected by
another interstate agreement, the interstate plan for combining wages.

It has further been said that it would be difficult to allocate maritime services
to a proper State in connection with tax liability and for the purpose of indentify-
ing that State which ip responsible for the payment of benefits.

This problem has been completely solved by the afore-mentioned new interstate
maritime reciprocal arrangement which is in the hands of States for acceptance
and which only awaits the enactment of H. R. 2564 for complete operations.
The identity of the responsible State is established by this arrangement. That
State collects the contributions and pays benefits in which the operating office is
located from which the operations of the vessel, on which the seamen's services
are rendered, are ordinarily and regularly supervised, managed, and controlled.

None of the arguments advanced in favor of a Federal system is, therefore,
valid.

IIL REASONS AGAINST FEDERAL SYSTEM

Specific reasons against the proposal made by S. 1274 (Kilgore-bill) and H. R.
3736 (Doughton bill) are as follows:

1. A federally financed system is needlessly superimposed on existing State
systems, thus creating new complications and difficulties.

2. The proposed plan would benefit maritime workers without having their
employers participate, in the financing of such benefits. Employers in other in-
dustries, including other fields of the transportation industry, are subject to pay-
roll taxation for unemployment-compensation purposes. An unfair advantage
would be gained by the maritime industry against other industries.

3. The same goal can be achieved through financing under State laws, by pay-
ments out of State funds, without resort to Federal moneys.

4. A complex administration machinery must be created. Principles as to en-
titlement to benefits must be established. If solely principles embodied in the
State law were to govern, only a fraction of maritime services would be covered
because of the limitations in the general tests for the definition of "employment"
in State laws with respect to the place or places where the services must have been
performed. The identity of that State which is responsible for benefit payment
would be difficult to establish. If these tests were to be disregarded, and that
State is made responsible where the claim is filed, complicated, and yet unre-
liable, safeguards against successive benefit claims in the several States must be
established.

The reasons against an independent Federal system are many. Some of these
reasons apply with equal force to the plan proposed by S. 1274 and H. R. 3736:

1. A Federal maritime unemployment-insurance system results, by necessity,
in a single industry pool for financing Theorists and practical administrators
generally consider such a system less desirable than a pool composed of all of the
diversified industries in the interest of an equitable and sound spreading of the
risk and of the burden. This is particularly important if the single industry is
Subject to a high labor turn-over and an appreciable degree of unemployment,
The maritime industry before the war, and possibly again when the war condi-
tions have been liquidated, shows these characteristics in a high degree. Financ-
ing of unemployment benefits for and by such single industry requires excessive
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taxation or subsidies from the general funds. On the other hand, States, under
their unemployment-compensation systems, could easily absorb such costs, since
the amount of maritime employment and unemployment in proportion to total
State coverage is negligible.

2. Federal administration of maritime unemployment insurance would require
a new organization, unfamiliar with the problems.

States have established efficient machineries and an accumulated wealth of ex-
perience in unemployment-insurance administration. The inclusion of maritime
employees under the State program can easily be absorbed and is hardly different
from the inclusion of any other group, heretofore excluded. States are best
equipped to handle the program as part and parcel of the general administrtaion
of their unemployment-insurance law.

3. A separate Federal administratioA would result in duplication of effort and
expenditures.

Integration of unified unemployment compensation and unified employment
service in local areas will afford maximum protection to workers and best labor-
market control. Divided responsibilities of employment-service operations, con-
stituting an integral part of any unemployment-compensation administration,
would create complexities. Some maritime employees will be available for
employment outside the maritime industry. Some workers, not members of the
maritime industry in the past, may be interested in maritime work. Furthermore,
dual unemployment insurance and placement administration maintained side by
side in the same locality is unsatisfactory and wasteful and must so appear to
employers, employees, and the general public.

4. Superimposing a new system on the present unemployment-compensation
systems, which are coordinated by interlocking reciprocal agreements, will add
confusion and have unsatisfactory results.

Many seamen, in addition to wages earned in maritime employment, will earn
wages in other employment. Many workers, not usually attached to the maritime
industry, will earn some wages by employment on vessels. If coverage prevails
in the same States, no problems are encountered under a State system, whereas
some exceptional handling would result from a separate maritime system.

Even if coverage prevails in different States, the interstate plan for combining
wages offers a ready solution, whereas an additional Federal system would com-
plicate matters.

5. Under a separate Federal system of maritime unemployment insurance, it
would be necessary for employers to "split" their pay roll for reporting and tax
payment. It would not suffice for the employer to differentiate between employees
engaged on land and employees engaged on vessels. There would be a further
division, as shown by the Federal bill under discussion, between persons engaged
on vessels falling within Federal jurisdiction and persons falling within State
jurisdiction: H. R. 1899 (Jackson bill) does not cover all maritime employers but
leaves a substantial portion to State jurisdiction. Serious reporting difficulties
and confusion could he exected.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The foregoing observations have evidenced that there is no valid reason in favor
of a new and separate Federal system of unemployment insurance for seamen or for
superimposing a federally financed plan, administered by the States. This ob-
servation is not even altered by the precedent of an independent railroad unem-
ployment-insurance system.

Railroads represent a tightly knit and organized industry with seniority and
other rights granted to employees; with steady rather than fluctuating employ-
ment; and with little interchange of workers between railroad and other employ-
ment. Attachment of a given employee to a specific company is the rule.

The maritime industry offers quite a different picture. It shows a high turn-
over of labor, drastic fluctuations of employment, and shifting of employees from
employer to employer, inside and outside the industry. Furthermore, company
offices and representatives can be utilized in the railroad industry for claims taking
and placement purposes. Such possibility hardly exists in the maritime industry.

As a matter of fact, all valid arguments and principles of sound and efficient ad-
ministration demonstrate that the needed unemployment protection for seamen
should be carried out in full under the existiDg State unemployment-compensation
systems.

It has been stated above that all uf the necessary plans have been laid by the
States. The States are ready to begin operations. They will do so in an all-
inclusive manner when H. R. 2564 (Lynch bill) is enacted. The enactment of
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this bill is required in order to overcome the hesitancy of some States to participate
in the operations until Federal tax legislation relating to seamen's wages is pro-
vided, establishing the conventional system under which State unemployment-
insurance contribution may be credited against such Federal tax. As an evidence
of this tendency, some of the States, in repealing the exclusion of seamen tinder
their statutes, have specifically stipulated that this repeal should only become
effective when the exclusion of seamen is delted from the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act.

Congress has it, therefore, in its power to afford to seamen the long-delayed un-
employment protection by the simple device of repealing the exclusion of seamen
under the afore-mentioned Federal act. No elaborate new system and no new
organization is required. Existing State administrations are ready, willing, and
able to assume the respcnsibilities under their existing law, .

The provisions proposed for the Federal Unemployment Tax Act are not novel.
They are but a complete replica of the provisions now embodied in the Federal
Insurance Contributions Act. This act levies taxes for old-age and survivors'
insurance benefit purposes and, by virtue of an amendment of 1939, includes
seamen.

States are waiting for action by Congress. The interstate maritime reciprocal
arrangement, in accordance with the opinion expressed by several States, is, by
specific provisions in this arrangement, made contingent on concurrent con-
gressional action. The arrangement, now in the hands of the States for signatures,
will become. operative when seamen's wages are taxed under the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act.

In view of all these considerations, it is urged that early and favorable action
be taken on H. R. 2564 and that all other proposals pertaining to unemployment
benefits for seamen be laid aside.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will recess until 10 o'clock to-
morrow morning.

(Whereupon, at 4:55 p. m., the committee recessed until Saturday,
September 1, 1945, at 10 a. m.)
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SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 1945

UNITED STATES SENATE,
CoMITrE ON FINANCE,.

Wa&hington, D. (7.
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. M., in room

312, Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators George, Barkley, Radcliffe, Lucas, McMahon,
Vandenberg, Taft, Millikin, and Brewster.

Also p resent: Senator Kilgore.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will please come to order.
Mr. McKee, will you come around please?
Senator VANDENBERG. Mr. Chairman, before the witness proceeds,

I would like to put a figure in the record.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well, Senator Vandenberg.
Senator VANDENBERG. There have been many suggestions by wit-

nesses that they are not confronting any serious challenge in respect
t, unemiiployment-compensation claims, and that the statistics are not
,it all alarming.

I want to demonstrate from our Michigan situation that that is not
true in these concentrated war-production areas.

The total number of claims filed during the week ending August
0 in Michigan reached a peak of 163,152 more than three times the
total of 54,305 filed in Michigan during the previous week.

It is very interesting that of this total, 45.2 percent were filed by
ilen and 54.8 percent were Oled by women.

Senator BARKLEY. The Michigan men are not doing their duty.
The CHAIRMAN. Have a seat, Mr. McKee.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. McKEE, CHAIRMAN, VERMONT
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. McKee, you are chairman of the Vermont Un-
-'nployment Compensation Commission?

r. McKEE. Chairman of the Vermont Unemployment Commis-
sion and chairman of the interstate benefits committee of the inter-
state conference.

I believe you have a telegram here from Governor Proctor. "
The CHAIRMAN. I will get it. I haven't it before me right now.
.Mr. MCKEE. In view of the very many and comprehensive explana-

tions by Mr. Rector yesterday, I shall confine my remarks to the
emergency and to the supplementation of the benefits.
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In my opinion the fears for unemployment during the reconver-
sion period, on the basis of which advocates of this proposed legisla-
tion base their argument are without justification in fact. What the
more distant future ma be, I do not know; but I feel that the several
States have convincingly demonstrated that they can rapidly adjust
their laws to meet changing conditions, and that the Sttaes are better
qualified to judge the real benefit needs in their own regions.. There
seems to be an increasing number of people in responsible govern-
mental positions obsessed with the idea that the States are no longer
capable of -running their own affairs and that the people should be
increasingly subjected to Federal control, their independence and
self-respect wheedled away from them by the promise of "benefits"
under one guise or another.

We may be unconsciously building an atomic bomb under our
system of Government far more dangerous than the one that hit
Japan.

If the Federal Government is to pay for the difference between the
amount of weekly benefits provided by the State laws and $25, what
incentive will there be for States to increase their payments? Such
payments by the Federal Government will be paid "out of Federal
funds." This' means that payments will be made from the general
funds and not from the reserve fund, which has been created out of
employer's contributions. If this proposal is accepted, the entire
system of unemployment compensation, as created by the individual
State on the basis of its own individual experience, may as well be
thrown overboard.

This legislation in one aspect creates a serious departure from the
present philosophy of unemployment insurance. Presently it is one
of insurance where the funds are supplied by the tax contributions
of the employers, and in a few States employee contributions.

Presently, unemployment insurance is on a sound economic basis.
It is not charity or relief and shouldn't be such. Enact this proposed
legislation and the door will be opened so that in the future demands
will be made of the Congress to enact legislation to subsidize one
so-called emergency after another.

In Vermont we have, as you know, a strong, persistent tradition
of independence and self-reliance which is shared by all groups of
our citizens; farmers, workers, and industrialists alike. We like to
think we can take care of ourselves. We like to think that these
attributes which are commonly regarded as the working principles
of our democracy have persisted with special strength in our State.

We believe that the principles of unemployment compensation are
sound; we believe that the Government has an obligation to alleviate
the hazards of unemployment; but we believe that this responsibility
rests upon the States rather than upon the Federal Government.
Conditions vary to such an extent in different sections of our country
that we -do not believe that any over-all compulsory system of pay-
ments can be applied to the country as a whole.

At previous hearings which I have attended, proponents of Federal
legislation argued that State funds were not financially able to meet
the burden of unemployment. Others advocated a bill to provide
millions of dollars of Federal money to subsidize State payments dur-
ing conversion from peace to wartime production. You gentlemen
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will recall that these proposals were not accepted, and history shows
that they were not necessary.

I may say this, that I have been down here for many emergencies
that have never happened. I feel like the fellow who went to a
funeral and someone asked him who died, and he said he didn't know,
he just went for the ride.

In the State of Vermont our unemployment compensation law
has been revised and liberalized, we believe, to conform to conditions
in our State. This revision has been accomplished with the agree-
ment of both management and labor.

At the session of our legislature this spring, the maximum weekly
payments were increased from $15 to $20, and the potential benefits
increased from 18 to 20 weeks. Our representatives were aware of
and hoped for the possible ending of the war in 1945. Therefore, it
was the feeling of our commission that these provisions are the maxi-
mum advisable on a reasonable basis under employment conditions
in our State.

My chief objection to this proposed Federal subsidy in unemploy-
ment benefits is based on the thought that such legislation reflects
a defeatist attitude which, in my opinion, is wholly unwarranted and
destructive to national morale at this time. Such a proposal envisions
a nation burdened with mass unemployment, a nation whose industry
has stopped production; in short, the picture of a defeated nation.
It is based on a propostion which is quite unjustified, on the assump-
tion that a high level of employment cannot be maintained by private
industry for some time to come. I do not believe that our war
veterans expect to return to such a situation.

If I might be permitted to make a suggestion to this honorable
committee, it would be that all members of the Senate and House of
Representatives get better acquainted with their State unemployment
compensation systems; see how they are working; note how they have
been progressing during the past 8 years and consult their Statelabor people.It is surprising how few Congressmen have visited their State

unemployment compensation agencies, according to my fellow ad-
nlinistrators.

If we Vermonters had anything to say about the future, we would
caution all Americans to slow down the fast pace of life which we have
,b4 eloped, and to get off the auction block before it is time to be sold
out. It may be that we, too, should be thinking about returning the
People to the land where they can think for themselves and turn their
thoughts to things that cannot be purchased with money.

IN Vermont, I have always been considered a friend of labor, and
I believe in organized labor. I believe in sound social laws. I wish to

Ny in this connection, however, that unless the greatest care is exer-
(ised in the type of legislation selected as either temporary, emergency,
or otherwise, under the label of social security, there can be built
a type of governmental control that may eventually lead to the great-
,t single competitive factor with sound labor organizations.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. McKee, you spoke of a telegram from the

G,,vernor. The clerk advises me that he hasn't received a telegram
from the Governor. Have you a copy of it ?.
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Mr. JAOBSTEIN. It is possible, Senator, that it went to the Postwar
Committee, and I will look for it in the file and see that it gets into the
record here today.

The CHAIRMAN. Do so.
Mr. JACOBSTMN. I am sure he did send such a telegram.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions?
Senator BARKLEY. Mr. McKee, I would like to ask you, is there any

difference in principle between a general contribution for old-age-
pension assistance and Federal contribution for unemployment com-
pensation?

Mr. McKFE. Yes; I think there is.
Senator BARKLEY. What is it?
Mr. McKEE. Unemployment compensation, I think, is an entirely

different thing than a pension.
Senator BAKiLEy. It is different because it is paid for unemploy-

ment instead of being paid for being old.
Would you advocate that Congress repeal the law providing for a

50-percent contribution to your State for all those who draw old-age
pensions? Or the contribution for building highways in your State?

Mr. McKEE. No, sir.
Senator BARXLEY. Would any representative of a State represent

to Congress that it get out of the picture on anything else except this?
Mr. McKEE. I think the States have demonstrated that they are

capable of running their unemployment compensation without the
interference of the Federal Government.

Senator BARKLEY. That is a matter of opinion. I don't happen to
agree. I think it is absurd to have people in the same category, with
the same circumstances, drawing $16 a week in one State and $28 in
another. That may be all the State can pay, but here we are in an
emergency. That emergency was not created by the States of Ver-
mont, Michigan, and Kentucky. The States of Michigan, Vermont,
and Kentucky didn't declare war on Germany and Japan. The
United States did. These States didn't induce these people to go from
one place to another to help in the war effort. Many of them were
actuated by patriotic motives; others seeking higher levels of wages.
This emergency is created by a national situation.

Even though you may be correct as to the general over-all picture
and the permanent picture in regard to unemployment compensation,
don't you think that the National Government owes some obligation
to those who have been displaced and misplaced all around over the
country, whatever their motive, and now find themselves without
employment of a period of a few months?

Mr. McKEE. I think, Senator, the States have been preparing for
this emergency for quite a long time. They have been building up
funds to take care of it.

Senator BARKLEY. They have made a stagger at it, I think, but in
many cases it seems to me to be inadequate, and I think that ifsome
of the State authorities' had been as unanimous and as active and as
enthusiastic about trying to work out a uniform system to apply all
over the country, which the States would accept responsibility for, we
might not have this legislation here.

Mr. MCKEE. There is a difference in the conditions over the country.
Senator BARKLEY. The differences in the amount payable and the
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circumstances under which they are paid, are not all accounted for by
differences in conditions, in my judgement.

I happen to come from a State that pays $16 a week, and where
living conditions are practically the same as those in Michigan or in
Connecticut, where a man may draw $28 a week. That difference
is not accounted for by any difference of living conditions. It costs
as much to live in my State as in Michigan or in Californa.

On the whole people live about the same.
Mr. McKim. Of course, our legislature recognized the increase in

the cost of living when they increased the benefit from $15 to $20.
Senator BA1IKLEY. That is true. Some of the States only increased

it from $16 to $18. That doesn't bridge the gap between the cost of
living 3 or 4 years ago, and the cost of living now. It may be an idle
dream to think that it can be bridged, but I don't think so.

Has there been any effort made by the State organizations that have
been in session, and who have agreed to oppose this legislation, have
there been conventions held by them to work out a uniform system
that might be adopted in the various States?

Mr. McKF. I think they are opposed to a uniform system.
Senator BARKLEY. They are opposed to a uniform system even if

they could come to an agreement among themselves and leave Con-
gress out of ?

Mr. McKEE. I am inclined to think so.
Senator BpxweST. Isn't that because they feel the conditions in the

different States are so varied that no uniform rule could be applicable?
Mr. McKFE. Yes, sir.
Senator TArr. Don't you think that the people of each State have a

right to decide whether $18 is the right figure or whether it should
be $20 or $25?

Mr. McKF. Yes.
Senator TArr. Haven't the people of each State the right to decide

what the policy of that State should be?
Mr. McK. I think that is the way the Constitution provides for

it, for the States to say what, they need for themselves.
Senator VANDENBERG. Mr. McKee, we are constantly comparing

t It(- benefit rates with wage rates. It seems to me that that is an un-
fa ir comparison. The $20 benefit payment is equivalent of take-home
pay, isn't it?

Mr. McKim. Yes, sir.
Senator VANDENBmIG. There are no deductions?
Mr. McKEE. That is correct.
Senator VANDENBERG. What would that represent comparably in

gross wages on the job? Wouldn't is be $30?
Mr. McKEE. I should say, speaking on the basis of $25, it would be

aiivwhere from $27.50 to $30.50, maybe more.
Senator VANDENBERG. I think it must be more, because you have a
p percent withholding tax to start with.
Mr. MCKEE. Yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. So when we talk about a $20 benefit payment,

we are really talking about the equivalent of $20 in take-home pay,
Which is the equivalent of $30 in wages; isn't that right?

Mr. MCKEE. I think that is correct.
Senator BREWSTER. You have a $12,000,000 reserve in Vermont, have

You?
76876--45-26
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Mr. MoKF. Yes, sir.
Senator BRuwsri. So you are in a pretty strong position.
Mr. McKFE. Yes; we believe we are in a very strong position.
Senator BREWSTER. And if the hope of all of us that the period of

reconversion is not too extensive, is not beyond 5 or 6 months, beforewe begin to get into more normal operations, if that hope is not real-
ized, it would be possible to call the Vermont Legislature to get
together.

Mr. McKFX. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. To extend the period in which payments might

be made, if it seems advisable?
Mr. McKEE. Yes, sir.
Senator BREwsTER. You would be inclined to favor such a procedure

rather than increase the weekly payments, I gather?
Mr. McKxE. Yes.
Senator BREWSTER. If any steps were to be taken to meet any emer-

gency, if one should exist?
Mr. McKEE. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. You have, as I believe about nineteen one-

hundredths of 1 percent of the covered workers of the country, and
your fund is approximately 18 one-hundredths of 1 percent, so that
you apparently have reserves adequate to meet your proportion of the
covered workers of the country?

14r. McKEE. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. You have been thrifty enough for that purpose?
Mr. McKEE. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. And was there an agreement between the labor

and management on this increase in Vermont?
Mr. McKm. Yes, sir. Our practice is to meet with a group of

labor leaders and also a group of management leaders and decide upon
the figure that is to be presented to the legislature.

Senator BREWSTER. And that was done in this case?
Mr. McKEE. Yes, sir.

- Senator BREWSTER. So this represents the considered agreement of
all groups in Vermont as to what was the wise limits to fix?

Mr. McKEE. That is right, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. That was in this last winter's session of the

legislature ?
Mr. McKEE. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. if there are no further questions, thank you very

much.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, several Senators have requested

information concerning the financial status of the States. I have a
table which shows the balance on hand, the surplus in the State funds,
in addition to the insurance reserve.

The CHAimmAN. Was not that put in the record yesterday?
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Not the general funds. The reserve funds were

put in.
The CHAIMMAN. Later on I thought we put in another table that

covered all the various funds.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. No.
I ot it from the Census Bureau.
Tue CHAIRMAN. It may be placed in the record.
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Senator BREWSTER. Does that cover the other funds also, beside
what you call the general funds?

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. It shows the general fund and there is a separate
column for highway funds anf also other special reserves in the
general treasury of the States.

The CHAIRMAN. Put it in the record.
Senator BREWSTER. I wonder if we could have a copy of that?
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. We have the Secretary of Labor with us this morn-

ing. Just have a seat, Judge.
We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Secretary, on this bill, S. 1274

that is to say, the temporary unemployment program recommend&i
by the President as it is contained in this bill.

STATEMENT OF HON. LEWIS B. SCHWELLENBACH, SECRETARY OF
LABOR

Senator VANDENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I would like to welcome the
Secretary on the occasion of his first appearance before us in his new
capacity, and to express my very deep sense of confidence in him in
connection with th6 task to which he is now dedicated.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. I am sure that sentiment is universally entertained,

Mr. Secretary, by the members of this committee and our colleagues
in the Senate.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Thank you.
Senator BREWSTER. I want to add, he has demonstrated his very

good judgment by selecting one of his chief assistants from the State
of Maine.

Senator VANDENBERG. And another one from the State of Michigan.
Senator LuCAS. It finally came out.
The CHAIRMAN. I regret to say that he has shown a lack of good

judgment in not going down to Georgia, but perhaps he will.
Senator BREWSTER. I hope we are not embarrassing the Secretary

by this adulation.
Mr. ScirwMuXBAcH. For the last 41/2 years I have sat up on the

bench and had people appear before me, and I have wondered just how
they felt being subjected to the examination that I have given them.

By the time I get through here, I probably will know. [Laughter.]
I am in accord with the purpose of S. 1274 which, as I understand

it, is to provide an emergency method for handling the temporary
unemployment which will face the country during the coming months.

Although it is difficult to estimate the exact number of people who
will be without jobs in the immediate future, it stands to reason that
there will be sizable temporary unemployment. Businesses will be
converted to peacetime operations. War workers will be looking for
suitable peacetime jobs and demobilized veterans will be fitting them-
selves into the civilian economy. The process of readjustment will
take time and, during this period, people who are able and willing to
Work may not be able to secure satisfactory employment as rapidly
as we would wish.

The provision of unemployment insurance to meet this conditionis not a proposal which requires lengthy justification. The social-se-
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curity law has been on the books for 10 years and has gained wide
acceptance. S. 1274 should enable the existing machinery to meet
this emergency more adequately with respect to three main items;
amount of benefits, duration of benefits, and coverage.

Benefits should be increased to a maximum of $25 a week. This
does not mean that every unemployed person will receive $25 each
week that he is unemployed. The bill provides that the benefit
amount shall continue to be determined by the methods prescribed by
State law. In many States, these methods provide that the unem-
ployed person shall receive one-half his average weekly earnings for
some specified period of employment. In a State which determines
benefits i this way, no person will receive unemployment compensa-
tion of $25 a week unless he had been earning $50 a week or more,
while employed.

At present, the States fix various basic maximums ranging up to
$25 a week. The majority of the States, however, fix a maximum of
$15 to $18 a week. These maximum rates are not adequate under
present cost of living conditions. The proposed increase in benefit
amount should help workers, unemployed through no fault of their
own, to meet this increased cost. The increase in compensation bene-
fits should also help the businessman and the farmer by keeping up
the purchasing power of the worker.

If this action is taken for the unemployed war worker, I would, of
course, favor the provision of the bill increasing the unemployment
allowance of the veteran to $25 a week plus $5 if he has one or more
dependents.

I am also in agreement with the view that provision should be made
for 26 weeks of unemployment benefits. In approximately one-half
of the States benefits are limiteT to 16 weeks and in most States the
duration of benefits may be further limited by the duration of past
covered employment.

With the current uncertainty, it appears wise to provide for insur-
ance which will cover a 26 weeks' period in case the worker cannot find
a job. If he finds a job before the end of that period, he will, of course,
be entitled to compensation for the period during which he is actually
unemployed.

The State laws which limit the duration of benefits in accordance
with the duration of past covered employment have the effect of giving
a maximum number of benefit weeks to an employee who has had steady
employment over a long period of time, and a substantially smaller
number of benefit weeks to an employee whose employment has been
irregular and of short duration. The important thing to accomplish
in the immediate future is keeping up the purchasing power of the
working population. From this standpoint it is advisable to adopt
a uniform period of benefit duration.

There are large numbers of workers who are not covered by unem-
ployment compensation under the existing social-security system. I
do not believe that we can effectively accomplish our objective of easing
the shock of reconversion to the national economy and the individual
worker if we do not make provision for these groups. 'The bill pro-
vides for the extension of coverage to Federal workers, maritime em-
ployees, and persons engaged in agricultural processing operations.

It also authorizes the States to agree to further extension of cover-
age. Under this authorization, it will be possible to give employees
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of small establishments, employing one or more persons, the benefits
of unemployment compensation.

I understand that a number of States cover such employees -and
that additional States have provisions in their unemployment com-
pensation laws which will permit coverage of such employees as soon
as the Federal Unemployment Tax Act is amended to tax employees
of one or more. Authorization for such coverage in this bill will
provide for a more uniform treatment of the problem and will permit
administrative authorities in the States to put already declared legis-
lative policy into effect.

I would like to emphasize, particularly, the problems of the Federal
worker and of the seamen.

It should be noted that most of the Federal workers are not white-
collar workers. They are employed in such establishments as arsenals,
munitions plants, and navy yards. Many of them were engaged in
employment covered by unemployment compensation before comng
to work for the Government. Upon the surrender of Japan they find
themselves in.the same position as the employees of private munitions
plants and shipyards. The do not have the security of tenure which
is ordinarily associated with Government employment. It seems to
me that a simple justice requires equal treatment for the Federal
worker.

Many of these considerations also apply to the men who were drawn
into the expanded merchant marine during the war. In addition,
they have seen hazardous service during the war and have special
claim for consideration.

Question may be raised as to why the Federal Government should
assume this responsibility. I think that one main reason for the as-
sumption of responsibility is necessity. If we wish to meet the recon-
version unemployment problem, then action must be taken on a Federal
basis since it will be a physical impossibility to reconvene all the
State legislatures to take appropriate steps in time.

Furthermore, it must be recognized that the problems facing us are
as much a part of the war as contract terminations and tax rebates.
The appropriation of Federal funds for the purpose of meeting the
reconversion problem should be recognized as a necessary expense in
the liquidation of the war effort.

I would suggest, however, that consideration be given to the develop-
ment of plans whereby at least a portion of the Federal moneys ex-
pended under this program are repaid from State funds, especially
where the tax levels of a particular State are not up to the national
average.

I would like to digress for just a moment from the text here.
These further suggestions are made upon the theory that this is a

special statute intended to meet a special emergency situation, intended
to be administered by another agency of Government than Social
Security, and not to be a part of the permanent social-security program.

There is some doubt in my mind as to whether or not it is desirable
to have 0. W. M. and R. in charge of this program. I have resolved the
doubt upon the basis that these changes which are suggested in this bill
arid the further changes that I suggest are merely temporary.

I think that the States can be protected by having it administered
by 0. W. M. and R. and not as part of the social-security organization
itself. I say frankly that if this were being set up in such a way that



400 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

it would be a part of a permanent program, that I am very doubtful
whether or not the Federal Government should pass into the realm of
problems which should be decided by the States.

I look upon this as I said, purely as a liquidation of the war effort,
and I think that the distinction can be made, and must be made, and
there is a valid distinction upon the basis of the method of admin-
istration.

For that reason, while I don't like to see another agency of Govern-
ment, even temporarily, taking up work which ordinarily is per-
formed by established agencies of Government, I think that there
is an advantage in this particular case, and that there is some protection
to the States in the fact that it is to be administered as provided in
the bill.

Going on:
I have some additional suggestions that I would like to submit for

your consideration:
1. The bill would provide for a total maximum weekly unemploy-

ment allowance of $25, including the total share payable under State
law and the supplemental share which would be provided by the bill.
It is my understanding that there are at least three States-Connecti-
cut, Michigan, and Nevada-and the District of Columbia whose
unemployment-compensation laws make provision for an allowance
in addition to the base amount of compensation where the worker
has dependents.

Under the bill as it stands, the maximum allowance in these States
would still be $25 weekly, and the advantage of the State provisions

ifor dependency allowance would in effect be lost. For this reason,
I would suggest that the bill be amended to provide that in the case
of States having such a dependency allowance, an individual's ad-
justed weekly benefit amount should be a maximum of $25 plus the
amount of the dependency allowance.

2. Under the bill, eligiblity to receive unemployment compensa-
tion benefits would continue to be determined under State unemploy-
ment-compensation laws. Many State laws contain restrictive dis-
qualification provisions, tending to deprive those most in need of un-
employment compensation of benefits which they should receive, such,
for example, as have been adopted with respect to the requirement that
the applicant for benefits be available for work, and the requirement
that he accept any suitable position which may be offered to him at
the risk of cancellation of his wage credits toward unemployment
compensation.

In addition, there is lack of uniformity in the eligibility provisions
* of State laws. The reasons most commonly asserted for the absence of

uniform eligibility provisions in the Federal social-security laws are
that the States should be left free to conduct their own experimen-
tation in methods of administering social insurance, and that re-
quirements suitable for one State might be inappropriate for another.

If this bill is enacted into law and we adopt a policy which in
many States will result in paying the worker $25 a week provided heV#1had been earning twice the amount to be paid, it seems illogical and

A I inconsistent to me to disqualify the individual by forcing him to ac-
cept work at less than the amount of his compensation.
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The problem with which S. 1274 deals is, however, Nation-wide in
scope, and cannot I believe, be effectively solved unless the bill is
amended to provide uniform standards of eligibility for the benefits
it would confer, and to prevent the negation of those standards by
unduly restrictive qualifications.

I think you can understand why I make this statement. I don't
view this bill as unemployment compensation primarily. It is a bill
to meet a national situation, to be administered in a different and
separate way, and without any attacks upon the right of the States
and the desirability of the States in establishing their rules for
themselves.

If the Federal Government adopts a policy that a certain amount
should be paid up to $25, if it doesn't exceed half the amount ofthe previous earnings of the worker, there is a very definite distinc-
tion between the provisions of this statute and the social security
unemployment compensation as we have come to know it in the past.

3. Provision should be made which will lessen the present tendency
of the unemployment compensation laws to deter children from return-ing to school. This can be done by regarding a person of school ageas available for work, if he is prepared to accept employment even
thou h he is attending school. In effect, the young worker will be
spending his waiting tine in school rather than idling his time away.I do not mean that going to school can be used as a subterfuge toavoid working-it would only apply to those who in good faith wantto work-but cannot secure work and would prefer to study than to
loaf.

The CHAMMAN. Are there any questions?
Senator VANDENBERG. Mr. Secretary, first let me explore with you

for a minute the figure of $25 a week.
Let me say that I agree with everything you say about the mari-time workers and the Federal employees. I substantially agree

that there is an emergency situation here to which we have gotto give some sort of attention. The question in my mind is what
is a practical method of reaching a result. When you talk about
increasing benefits to a maximum of $25 a week, remembering thatunder the statistics we have received I think something like 80 percentof the war workers are in the States which pay $20 for 20 weeks-

The CHAIRMAN. $20 or more.
Senator VANDENBERG. $20 or more for 20 weeks.
In other words, that would seem to be the consensus of the localized

opinion in practically all of the areas where this problem exists asto what the rate of compensation ought to be.
Now, when you talk about $25, you are talking about take-homepay of $25. That is not comparable with a wage of, a gross wageof $25. It is more comparable to a gross wage of $35. The exist-

in $20 rate is equivalent to a regular wage of certainly $30 a week.
'Would you not think that unemployment compensation pegged atthe level of a $30 wage was reasonable and adequate?
Mr. SCHWELLENBACII. Well, first let me ask, Where do you get the

spread between $20 and $30?
Senator VANDENBERG. In the first place the $30 is subject to a 20-

percent withholding tax. There goes $6 of the $30. It is subject
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to unemployment taxes. It is subject to union dues, and so forth. I
think it is a conservative statement that $20 net is equivalent to $30
gross pay roll.

Mr. SHUWELLENBACH. I will answer your question "yes." The
theory of this is on the basis of one-half of the previous amount. If
they get one-half of the previous amount as a result of the adjustment
of the taxes, and so forth, yes, I agree with you.

Senator VANDENBERG. Then let me
Mr. Sc i rcH. I don't agree with you necessarily; I don't

know whether-none of us knows whether $25 or $30 is the right
amount.

Senator VANDENBERG. I am not asking you to agree with my arithme-
tic, but with the theory, namely, don't you think it fair to look upon $20
as an equivalent figure to a wage return of $30 because it is equivalent
to a wage return gross of nearer $30, certainly.

It seems to me that if this bill were saying that the employed shall
have wages of $30 everybody would say it is completely generous and
adequate, and I gm submitting that that is what is the existing situ-
ation in those States which now pay $20 unemployment compensation.

Mr. SCIwEBLLNBACH. I think the theory of the bill is that the shock
of reconversion will best be met by seeing that they get at least 50
percent of what they have been earning.

Now, I am not going to say that $20 or $25, and I don't think you
want to say, that that amount is necessarily the governing matter. So
far as I am concerned, if, under the lack of necessity of paying with-
holding tax and things of that kind, they get 50 percent of the amount,
then I agree with your conclusion.

Senator VANDENBERG. Well, I think that, under the State laws which
are at the $20 level, if the unemployment compensation rates were con-
sidered in the light of take-home pay, I think in practically every in-
stance they would be on the basis of 50 percent.

Senator BREWSTmR. In that connection, may I correct one of the
statements which the Secretary made, for the record?

Senator VANDENBERG. Yes.
Senator BREWSTR. I know that the Secretary undoubtedly got his

information from his advisers, as we are all obligated to do.
You say in your statement:
The majority of the States, however, fix a maximum of $15 to $18 a week.

I have here a tabulation of maximums, and I find that 27 States out
of the 48 have a maximum of $20 or more. So that would be factually,
apparently, inaccurate. I think it is based on the situation before
this year, when many of the legislatures increased their maximums.

Mr. ScHWELENBACH. Thank you.
Senator Bixwsnm. Similarly, on the next page you have a state-

ment reading:
In approximately one-half of the States benefits are limited to 16 weeks, and in

most States the duration of benefits may be further limited by the duration of the
past covered employment.

Referring to the same tabulation, I find that 36 of the States out of
48 have more than 16 weeks, and 35 of them have 18 or more.

So that I think your assistants should bring their tabulations more
nearly up to date. I know that you are desirous of that, as we are.
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Mr. SCWrELLENBACH. Yes.
Senator BR wspm. Excuse me, Senator Vandenberg.
Senator VANDENBERG. That is all right. I think it is good to have

the record straight.
Now, Mr. Secretary, I want to submit one other consideration to

you. If you had been there through these hearings, you would dis-
cover that the chief difficulty which this bill confronts, and which,
I am sorry to say, may even hazard it, because I think there ought to be
a bill, concentrates at this point where we are proposing to change the
State rates.

There are a good many petty formidable arguments against chang-
ing the State rates, not the least of which is the position of the Texas
Unemployment Commissibner who testified that in 40 States this bill
cannot operate without an intervening session of the State legisla-
ture. If that is even remotely true, it is a pretty serious hurdle.

Now, this is what I want to ask you:
Let us assume that we are going to spend a given amount of money

on -this job. In other words, let us eliminate what I am about to
say from any suggestion that anybody is trying to save money at
the expense of unemployment, let's say that we are going to spend
everything that the Kilgore bill proposes to spend. I want to see
if there isn't a more logical, simpler way to do it. which would obviate
nine-tenths of the opposition to the entire bill.

Under the bill, duration of payment stops at 2o weeks. Under the
theory of the bill as presented by Dr. Altmeyer, the burden of un-
employment is by no means going to be over at the end of 26 weeks.
Therefore, so far as the bill is concerned, it does not meet the situation.

I am wondering whether, still bearing in mind the fact that 80
percent of our war workers can-get $20, speaking generally, net, take-
home pay under their existing State laws, I am wondering whether
the logical thing for the Federal Government would not be put all of
its supplementary relief at the point of duration, leaving, in other
words, the State standing as decided upon by the State, but recogniz-
ing the fact that the emergency may run 40 weeks or longer, and
that the point at which the emergency will arise is in respect to dura-
tion, rather than in respect to rate, and that, therefore, instead of at-
tempting to change the State rates, and the moment we eliminate that
factor we eliminate about 90 percent of the opposition to the measure,
instead of changing the States rates we leave the State rate in each
instance as it is and find a formula under which we shall apply our
resources to an extension of the duration of the period in which those
rates shall be paid.

I would like to hear your comment on that suggestion.
Mr. SCUWELLENBACH.Well if we have 48 States that are paying $20

a week, I would say "Yes." While it is true that you have got 80-
y ou say 80 percent covered by $20 a week-

Senator VANDENBIEG. That figure may not be accurate, but it is
somewhere in that area.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I don't think it will meet it.
Senator McMAHON. Mr. Secretary -
Senator VANDENBERG. Excuse me. May I ask one further question I
Senator MCMAHON. I wanted to develop your thought on that.
Senator VANDENBERG. All right. Go ahead.
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Senator MCMAHoN. Mr. Secretary, bearing upon Senator Vanden-
berg's suggestion, I note this line in your statement:

The increase in compensation benefits should also help the businessman and
the farmer by keeping up the purchasing power of the worker.

That has had a good deal of bearing, that theory, upon my thinking.
However, I must say to you that our expenditures have been $100,-
000,000,000 for war-making purposes, and under the highest of the
three estimates, low, intermediate, and high unemployment, the total
amount this bill would pay over 21 months is approximately $2,000,-
000,000. Am I right, Senator?

Senator VANDENBERG. Yes.
Air. JACOBSTEIN. That is the maximum.
Senator MCMAHON. Do you think the $2,000,000,000, being 2 percent

of what we have spent for war-making purposes, would have a meas-
urable result in keeping up the purchasing power for the worker,
bearing upon Senator Vandenberg's theory that it would be better
to add that two billion in extent if it wouldn't do a concrete job
during the period of the 21 months of the provisions of this bill?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I don't think it can be measured in the amount
of $2,000,000,000. I think that the difficulty you run into when you
attempt to approach it from that point of view is that it isn't the
total amount of money that is involved. Suppose that in order to
meet the problem, we would appropriate $2,000,000,000 to 10,000
people. That wouldn't keep up the purchasing power. It is this
additional amount that each one has that results in purchasing power.

We have people who have incomes far in excess of the amount that
they can spend. The effect of their income, up or down, has nothing
to do with the purchasing power of the country, because they just
don't spend that. But to give to a large number of people a small
additional amount results in a lot more purchasing power than to
give a small group a large amount of money.

So I don't think that there is a relationship between the $2,000,-
000,000 and purchasing power. I don't think that that is the way
to look at it. I think that the approach you make overlooks the fact
that a spread-around purchasing power is the important thing.

Concentration of amount would not result in increased purchasing
power, and I do not think it is a proper approach to just say two
billion as compared with two hundred billion.

Senator VANDENBERG. Purchasing power is important after this 26
weeks is over, too.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; I agree with you that it is important.
I don't know when these people are going to start being unemployed.
That is one of the imponderables in this situation. There are a lot
of them unemployed right now, but a lot of the prophets around here
are saying some of them are going to start being unemployed next
January, next November, and next spring. So that it isn't a matter
of starting on the 1st day of October and figuring out 26 weeks. It
is figuring beyond the twenty-sixth work period.

Senator VANDENBERG. I presented figures this morning indicating
something like 160,000 claims were filed iii Michigan last week, three
times the previous week. We are going to get our peak now, and then
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we hope we are gQing to slide up to a happier net result as swiftly as
possible.

Of course, the 26 weeks will not be continuous for everybody.
Mr. SOHWE1LENBACH. It will be staggered.
Senator VANDENBERG. Yes. Would you not maintain and appre-

hend that this graph is going to be pretty consistent ? It seems to me
that when we on the one hand, under the estimates of the Social Se-
curity Board, contemplate a very heavy load beyond the 26 weeks, and
then reduce our emergency treatment exclusively to 26 weeks, that it
is scarcely a logical solution as it would be to proceed on the other
basis.

However, that is a matter of argument. I am very much interested
in your viewpoint on it.

There is one other thing I want to ask you about. In your state-
ment you say:

I would suggest, however, that consideration be given to the development of
plans whereby at least a portion of the Federal moneys expended under this
progrhm are repaid from State funds * * *.

Can you amplify that in any way, Mr. Secretary, as to indicate
what you have in mind?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. My understanding is that there are certain
States that have ample funds with which to take care of the problem
they contend they have, and some of them have low tax rates. I don't
think the Federal Government, if the State is able to pay this bill,
should take it on and not have some return of the money from the
States.

Senator VANDENBERG. That, of course, is a very sound generality,
but I am wondering if you could help us at all in a specific application
of that theory. I was wondering how you would do it.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No; I can't give you an example.
Senator BREWSTER. Supplementing the figures which you referred

to, my tabulation indicates that 90.25 percent pay $18. or more as a
maximum, and 76.73 pay $20 or more, which is nearly 80 percent of
the covered workers that are under these much larger provisions.
The States which have these lower maximums in many instances, are
States with very small groups of covered workers. If you take it on
the covered workers' basis you get figiires substantiating your position.

Senator VANDENBERG. If that is true, my figures should be still
further enlarged because I am talking about displaced war workers.

Senator BREWSTER. Yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. I think it is fair to say that most of the war

workers under existing State benefits are going to get $20 take-home
pay, which is equivalent, certainly, to $30 on the pay roll they have
left, and which is certainly 50 percent of any obligation that we ought
to assume.

Mr. SCHWELLENBAO. I will agree with you on the 50 percent.
Senator VANDENBERG. If my figures are correct, will you agree with

My conclusion?
Mr. SCIAWELLENBACH. I agree with your conclusion.
Senator BREWSTER. On the 50 percent, is the background of that the

coinsuranceI
Mr. SOHWELL .BACH. No; my Understanding is that the philoso-

phy of this bill is that it is 50 percent of the amount.
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Senator BPiwST. On what basis do you take the 50 percent fig-
ure I Usually, over the last decade, it has been on the idea of coinsur-
ance. A fellow ought to look after half of his problem, and you will
help him on the other half.

Mr. SCHWELLFxnACH. As I view this bill, it is purely an emergency
bill to meet the problem. I don't look upon this as the ordinary
unemployment compensation proposition. I don't think any of the
standards that are used in unemployment compensation are necessarily
applicable here. My understanding is that those who drafted this
bill had the theory that in order to meet the shock of unemployment
during reconversion that there should be a 50 percent amount.

Senator BREWSTER. You wouldn't want anything that would seem
to permanently integrate this arrangement as a part of the permanent
unemployment system of compensation?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No; I would not.
Senator BpxwsTm. You would want to review that in a larger view?
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Mr. JACOBSTEIMN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Secretary, in his

statement does he not leave the impression, the erroneous impression,
that a man would have to earn $50 to get $25?

Is that your thought, Mr. Secretary?
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes, sir.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Whereas the bill provides, on page 5, beginning

with line 7, that the payment of compensation may be twD-thirds, not
4 50 percent. If this bill were passed and became saw, a man earning

$38 a week would get $25.
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Not to exceed two-thirds.

t Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes. Therefore, it would almost, but not quite,

automatically, if the States elect to do so, and there is every reason
to believe they would since it wouldn't cost them anything-in other
words, it isn't really on a 50-percent basis.

You have to discuss this question on the basis of two-thirds.
So that workers would not be required to earn $50 previously to

receive $25. They would have to earn $38.
Senator BREWSTER. $37.50.
Senator KmGon. That is with one proviso, that the State provided

two-thirds. The State would have to agree up from 50 percent to
two-thirds to get it or you would still be governed at the State level
on the percentage theory. -

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. As many Senators have said, since it wouldn't cost
the States anything to elect to use the two-thirds maximum, why
shouldn't the do it. That's all the State has to do and the State
comes in andamakes an agreement with the Social Security Board.
Your bill provides these supplementary payments, any new cost to the
State, any burdens, financial burden that falls upon the State resulting
from the operating of this bill, would be met out of Federal funds.

Senator Kilgore, I wrote, at the request of Senator George, I wrote
Mr. Altmeyer and asked what would be the cost under this bill,'and the
figures that he gave and which are now in the record indicate how
much it would cost the Government; the Federal Government, if this
bill were adopted, first, under the mandatory provisions, and, second,
under the voluntary provisions, and this comes under the voluntary
provisions.
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On page 5 it says that any State which enters into an agreement to
pay compensation may include it in its agreement and that additional
cost falls upon the Federal Government. Those figures are incorpo-
rated in. Mr. Altmeyer's statement. That is why the cost runs up to
2 billion dollars.

So I think the Secretary's statement carries the wrong impression.
I don't think he wants to leave it quite that way, that a man must earn
$50 in order to get $25. He would have to earn only $28--only $37.50-
or $38.50 to get $25. That has been the impression left here by the
witness.

Senator VANDENBERG. I understand the Secretary simply to be stat-
ing his general theory that if the unemployment compensation nets 50
percent of the wage that it is reasonable.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I have an analysis here of Mr. Altmeyer's
statement which refers to permissive increases as representing such
amounts that may be required if States wish to agree to the coverage
of small establishments, and that is the distinction we make between
mandatory and permissive ineeases.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Certainly, the impression left.here in the discus-
sion was that if a State elected to come in then that State-

Senator KxLwopx. Excuse me. I think we have been talking at
cross-purposes. You are speaking about the small employer, the
employer of the small group I

Mr. JAcoBsTEIN. I am talking about page 5, under "c," group 1:
Any State which enters into an agreement to pay compensation in accordance

with subsection (a) of this section may include in its agreement provision
for-

(1) payment of compensation to Individuals on the basis of adjusted weekly
benefit amounts which do not exceed $25 and do not exceed two-thirds of the
individual's previous weekly earnings, * * *.

It doesn't say 50 percent. It says two-thirds. Therefore, a worker
in my State of New York who earned $38 would be entitled to get $25.
Today he only gets $22. In some States it is $18.

Senator VANDENBERG. He would be entitled to get $25 take-home
pay as against $38 which wasn't take-home pay.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is right.
Senator MCMAHON. Provided the State of New York changed its

law.
Mr. JAcoBsTiN. Yes.
The CHAIMAN. Some States already pay substantially two-thirds.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes.
The CHAMMAN. Not all pay 50 percent.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. No. Some pay 60 and some two-thirds.
Mr. SCEWPELLNBACH. I think you are wrong about it. You take

the position that the two-thirds is a matter that has to be taken care
Of by the Federal Government, and you base it upon the testimony of
Air. Altmeyer.

I have an analysis of Mr. Altmeyer's testimony. You say that he
has mandatory increases and permissive increases and you include
this permissive increase, to be paid by the States, as what he referred
to as permissive increases. His testimony was that mandatory in-ceases represent such amounts as are required to extend the amount
and duration of benefits to $25 and 26 weeks, and extension of coverage
to Federal workers, maritime workers, and agricultural processing
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workers. Permissive increases represent such amounts as may be
required if States wish to agree to coverage of small establishments.
So it seems to me that the basis of your argument falls when you

rely upon Mr. Altmeyer's analysis of it.
Senator MCMAHON. But he can't change the provisions of the bill,

Mr. Secretary.
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The bill gives to the State the permission to

increase to two-thirds if its wishes.
Senator BmEwsmT. It also provides, under section 706 (a):

Each State entering Into an agreement under this title shall be entitled to be
paid an amount equal to the total of all supplementary payments made. in ac-
cordance with such agreement.

That would cover both the mandatory and the permissive. It
would certainly cover increases which were made by the States under
this section (c) (1), if it were a matter of agreement, even though it
might later be made a matter of law. I should say that would be the
interpretation. The fact that you had made an agreement would
affect it if you later made a law to comply with it.

The CHAIRMAN. I think, Mr. Secretary-
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I would like to answer that, if I may.
The CHAmAN. Yes.
Mr. SCWELLENBACH. It says, "as defined and determined by the

State unemployment compensation agency."
That is in (c) (1It
Mr. JAoOBSTEIN. 1S it your understanding then, Mr. Secretary, that

if a State were faced with an additional cost because of that section,
the State would pay it, whereas the philosophy of this bill is that all
supplementary payments will be absorbed by the Federal Govern-
ment? That is the philosophy of the bill, isn't it, Senator Kilgorel
All additional supplementary payments?

Senator KzoRE. Within the limitation of the law, on page 3.
Look at that provision of the agreement:

Any such agreements shall provide-
(1) For supplementing the amount of compensation payable to any individual

during his benefit year in such amount that compensation will not be denied
to any individual, by reason of exhaustion of his benefit rights, until he has
been paid an amount of compensation equal to 26 times his adjusted weekly
benefit amount; and

(2) For such payments as are necessary to provide compensation on the basis
of their adjusted weekly benefit amounts to individuals entitled to the maximum
State weekly benefit amount payable under the State unemployment compensa-
tion law of any State in which such maximum State weekly benefit amount is
less than $25: Provided, That the adjusted weekly benefit amount of each such
individual shall be determined by an appropriate extension (with a maximum
adjusted benefit amount of $25) of the method used under the State unemploy-
ment compensation law in determining the State weekly benefits amounts
of individuals entitled to less than the maximum State weekly benefit
amount; * , *

Senator LucAs. Let me ask you, Senator, is it your understanding
that if the State accepted the permissive group and declared that
they should come under, they would automatically more or less go into
the same group as the mandatory group, the group we are now con-
sidering.and the State would have to make the same payments they
are making in the mandatory group supplemented by what we give
them from the Federal Government r d
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In other words, there is a group that does not come under in these
States.

Senator KumRE. That is right.
Senator LucAs. They have the right to come under, under this bill,

providing the State wants to put them under. If the State decided
that they wanted this permissive group to come under, if they do that
is it your understanding the State has to pay its proportionate share

Senator Kiworm. No. It assumes supplementation for this group
by the Federal Government until the social-security tax features and
State laws are amended.

Senator BpxwsTFR. In regard to "as defined and determined by the
State unemployment compensation agency," on page 5, section (c) (1),
that applies, Mr. Secretary, as I understand it, entirely to the deter-
nination of the State unemployment compensation agency as to
whether it is two-thirds of the individual's previous weekly earnings.

Mr. SOHWELLENBACH. Yes.
Senator BPWSTER. It is simply the way they determine it by the

State law. It wouldn't affect the other question, of whether the Fed-
eral Government would be obligated to-pay all of the increases as a
result of these agreements.

The CHAIrMAN. I think, Mr. Secretary, that you are accurately in-
terpreting Mr. Altmeyer's testimony, but if you read his entire state-
ment, I think you will find he said in effect, that the analysis of the
bill which I presented to him was correct, and there is an optional
provision with regard to the States with respect to benefit payments,
and with respect to coverage. Two options.

Now, when he was estimating his costs, he did refer to the later
option, that is, to coverage, and he made it very plain, to my mind, that
his estimate o$ cost, of course, is based on an assumption that includes
everything that the bill provides, excepting the travel pay. He said
that he had not attempted to make any estimate of that cost. But
otherwise, he had tried to estimate the actual cost under this bill and
under the bill also pending in the House.

Mr. ScELLENBAcH. Am I not correct in saying that his analysis
of the bill limited permissive increases to the coverage of the small
establishment?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct; he did make that statement and
that is the reason I asked him if this analysis was substantially correct,
and that analysis sets up what this agreement first must provide and
a second agreement may provide for raising weekly benefits to not

-more than two-thirds the weekly wage provided for in the Senate bill.
The House bill has the same provision, by the way.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, may I add this word:
If you feel that this two-thirds provision does not involve further

expense to the Federal Government and only gives permission to the
State to change its own law at its own expense, it doesn't need this
law. Any State can always provide, under its own law, that a worker
shall get paid up to two-thirds. This permissive feature means nothing
to the State unless it means also that the Federal Government wil
pay the bill.

The CHAMMAN. The optional agreement under coverage is that the
States are permitted to extend coverage to any excluded service or
employing unit, and while you are quite correct in quoting as you did,
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Mr. Secretary, yet subsequently his testimony will disclose that he said
this was a correct analysis of the bill as he interpreted it.

Senator KimooR. I was arguing with the gentleman (Mr. Jacob-
stein) on the two-thirds. My interpretation of the bill is that if you
bring in a noncovered group that the Government pays it, but they
cannot raise the percentage on a noncovered group unless they raise
the entire percentage of pay in the State.

Mr. JACOBSTIn4. That would be true, but those who are now covered,
as, for instance, a war worker in Michigan can draw, under this bill,
if Michigan accepts it, accepts the agreement, a war worker who earned
$38 would be entitled to $25 a week. Under the Michigan law, he
wouldn't get $25 if he only earned $38. Since there is an additional
cost, that cost would be defrayed by the Federal Government; that is
my contention.

Senator VANDENBERG. I don't see how there would be any doubt
about the accuracy of that analysis.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions?
Senator MCMAHON. Mr. Chairman-
The CHAIRMAN. Senator McMahon?
Senator MCMAHON. Mr. Secretary, I presume, in view of your state-

ment on page 4 that the problem with which this bill deals is Nation-
wide in scope, and cannot be solved unless the bill is amended to pro-
vide uniform standards of eligibility for the benefits it would confer,
I presume you have had some complaints, as I have, that in the admin-
istration by the States of their unemployment compensation laws, they
are cutting pretty ruthlessly off of the rolls, applicants on the ground
that they haven't accepted what the State director thinks is suitable
employment.

I assume from this language that you would write in certain stand-
ards for the payment by the Federal Government to the State. That
is the intent and purpose of that language?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes.

Senator McMAiHoN. If they continued in an unfair way, let us as-
sume, to cut people off, the only remedy the Federal Government
would have would be to withhold payments from the State. That
would only punish the worker, it would seem to me, further, as the
State wouldn't give them any money if you cut them off. That doesn't
help the unemployed worker, does it?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That is theoretically true, but I don't think
practically it is true. I don't think that the individuals in charge of
a State office, if they were cut off because of their unwillingness to
comply with the Federal standards, and were insisting that people
take jobs which, under the Federal standards they should not be re-
quired to take, I just don't think they are going to stop once the Fed-
eral Government tells them that they have to comply. Just as a prac-
tical situation, I don't think the situation which you envisage would
ever arise.

Senator BREWSTER. Have you formulated a provision which would
cover what you have in mind?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No, sir. I would like to make a statement on
that. I sat in this body for 6 years and I got sick and tired of people
proposing bills and amendments and I don't intend to write any bills
or amendments to bills as long as I am in the executive branch of the
Government.
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Senator BltzwsrnI. That is a very refreshing declaration.
Senator VANMNBERG. That simplifies yourproblem, Mr. Secretary,

because you can come up and make these very fine suggestions and then
say, "What are you going to do about it?"

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No. I have always thought that the legisla-
tive branch was perfectly capable and the Members of Congress were
capable of writing their own laws. Just don't ask me to write any
amendments or laws. Maybe after I have been down there long
enough I will get the other point of view, but for the present, that is
my point of view.

Senator BREWEimR. The figures over there [indicating chart]-this
is a little on the philosophy of this situation which you discussed here-
show 61/2 million wage earners in war industry if you return to 1939,
out of 8.million, if you return to the 1939 situation, and with a million
and a half servicemen returning to their jobs. Do you feel that it is
possible for our economy to employ those people at their increased
skills during this immediate postwar period?

Mr. SCHW.LLENBACH. I think they are going to be in between jobs
for a period of from 8 months to a year.

Senator BREWSTER. I am speaking now of a longer look. I think
some of the previous witnesses have said that most of those people
came from unskilled labor into the war industries to acquire their
skills. My question is whether we are going to be able to employ them
in those skills or whether many of them will have to return to their
former occupations.

Mr. SOHVELLENBACH. I think unfortunately they will.
I went out to a place near Spokane called Galena, where they

repair airplanes. They had a number of skilled workers there, hun-
dreds of them, skilled and trained to do one particular phase of the job.

Now, it is very unfortunate, but I am afraid those people are going
to think that they are competent machinists and that they can get
work as machinists generally. They have taken a 3 or 6 weeks' course,
and they have learned how to do t at particular task very well, but
they are not going to be repairing airplanes in the future.

Senator BREWSTER. That is.going to be true of a vast number of
unskilled workers who came in in response to this need, and par-
ticularly with reference to women. Probably most of the women
Previously were not qualified in these industries, and probably will
nol find opportunity in the future there.

Is it your thought that they should not be encouraged to resume
their old occupations and at what were their old standards as against
keeping them on unemployment compensation?

Mr. ASCHWELLENBACH. You are talking about the amount?
S, nator BnEwsTER. That is right?

[r. SCHWELLENBACH. No; I don't. I view this bill not merely as
a matter of the individual worker, but as a matter of the general
ecotiomy of the country, and keeping our purchasing power, letting
th( 'se people have some money so that they won't cash their bonds
or won't stop purchasing during this period. Nobody knows when
We may have inflation and when we may have deflation. You have
half of the economists in the country saying we will have inflation
and the other half saying we will have deflation.

Senator BrEWSTE.. Now, would you agree that what we all want
is to return as quickly as possible to a situation in which our economy

76876--45-27
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can function effectively, and that if a person can get anything com-
parable to their old job, that, from the standpoint of the country, it
is a better propositionI

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I agree, but I think you will find, surprisingly,
that people will be more interested in a permanent job, even though it
is at a reduced amount, than in receiving this unemployment com-
pensation.

Senator BREwsT. So you wouldn't want to take any steps which
would discourage that tendency ?

Mr. ScHW E.wiNBAciH. You have two problems there, one working
against the other. I don't think you need worry too much. A man
that is working in a war industry and sees a permanent job for him-
self back there, I think he is going to take it. I don't think you dis-
courage him so much by paying him $25 a week.

Senator BPxwsTm. As Senator Vandenberg has pointed out, that
is equivalent, or close to $35 a week. In other words, what they
term the incentive pay would be negligible. A fellow, unless he got
over $35 a week, wouldn't be getting over $2 or $3 for working as
against loafing. Isn't that a temptation to put before the average
fellow, that he can loaf and get $25 every week, or he can work and
get a couple of dollars more.

Mr. ScupwEIL.ENB. . I think you are going to be surprised at the
willingness of people-the thing people in this country worry about
is permanent unemployment. If they can get themselves a permanent
job, I think they are going to take it.

Senator BREws=R. Now, suppose a fellow is offered a job at $20
or $30. Do you feel that we should pay him unemployment compen-
sation rather than to permit, if not require him, to take that job?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; he should take the job.
Senator BREWSTER. You think he ought to take the jobI
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I think he ought to take the job. I think in

most cases he will.
Senator BREWSTFR. If he doesn't take it, would you continue to pay

him $20 a week?
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes.
Senator BREwSTEL Isn't that encouraging the fellow -who ducks

rather than the people who are going back to work and who will have
to take the burden of this fellow who refuses the job?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. You have got two sides to that bill- one the
side which I think is not the important side, and the other is the main-
tenance of purchasing power, maintenance of morale in the country,
and the reconversion and liquidation of the war effort as smoothly as
possible.

I think that side is the most important. I don't worry about the
people not taking the job. If it is an $18 job, with some degree of
permanency, if it is his old job, or one in that category, I think you
will find he will take it.

It seems to me inconsistent to say that we will pay $25 because we
want to maintain the economy in this country, but you have got to
take an $18 temporary job that you may have for a week or more.

Senator BPXWSTR. Let's take what I think will be the border-line
cases, in the $20 and $30 categories. Let's take a specific case.
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A man can get $25 a week compensation. He can get a $30 job,
which is at private rather than Government expense and is a much
sounder economy. Twenty percent of that will go to the Government
as taxes, $6, so that the Government makes the money.

On the one hand you have the individual that is pulling his share
of the economic load and getting approximately the same as he would
from compensation. In the other case you have the Government pay-
ing the whole thing to a man to do nothing, not contributing to our
economy.

From the standpoint of our economic system, isn't it clear that it
is much more healthy if everybody possible does get back to private
occupations as quickly as possible, and your economy can readjust?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; and I think that we are all going to be
surprised, as I said before.

People will think back to those days of unemployment. It is some-
thing that hovers over them. If they can tie themselves into per-
manent jobs, I think they will do it. I think the workers will all
want to go back to permanent jobs.

Senator BpxwsTmi. Of course, if he takes it and it isn't permanent,
he can always come back on the other things. You think that most
of the workers will be more anxious to work at any fair wage than
they will be to simply draw compensation?

Let us estimate human nature. Take the 25 or 30 percent of the
workers who won't take that attitude or prefer to loaf rather than
work, should the Government encourage them in that attitude rather
than discourage them?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I don't think it is 25 or 30 percent. I don't
know what the percentage is, but I think you are entirely too high
on the percentage of the American people who would rather loaf and
draw compensation.

The CHAIRMAN. Any other questions?
Senator VANDENBERG. In answer to one of Senator Brewster's

questions, you said you thought we confronted a period of 8 to 12
months?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. What do we do after the 26 weeks are over

under those circumstances?
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I think we are going to meet the problem.
With all due respect to the Senator from Michigan, I think you have

a peculiar situation in the State of Michigan. I make it out in my
own section of the country. In the Vancouver area we have a similar
situation, and'yet in the Puget Sound area it is going to be a gradual
situation. I think there are just a few places in the country where
they are going to be confronted with the problem you have in Mich-
igan and in Vancouver and in Bath, Maine.

Senator LucAs. According to the witnesses from the States that have
appeared yesterday and at other times, they have a sufficient amount of
money in their reserve funds to take care of any emergency, and they
have so testified and so consequently if this bill doesn't go through, it
is a certainty that the States themselves will have to convene their
1.i.slatures in order to give these people a longer period of time in
Which to collect this unemployment compensation.
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One witness after another has testified as to the reserve funds. And
they, if the Federal Government will leave them alone, have enough
money to carry through.

So, if that ting occurs, I for one would not be in favor of contribut-
ing anything unless it was a real emergency, somebody really suffering,
if this bill is defeated on that theory. The States will have to look
after themselves.

The CHAIMAN. Are there any further questionsI
Senator KxwoRE. You talked about the 8 to 12 months of unemploy-

ment. Now, you view that on a Nation-wide scope? I mean, don't
you view that from ah over-all conversion of the Nation's industry
rather than the individual's problem of finding work? So, probably,
the 26 weeks as to the individual may be sufficient, but the period that
will have to be covered by taking care of unemployment will be longer.

Mr. SCHWELLENzACH. Is that a question?
Senator KiwoRE. That was a question. I just wondered if that

was your thought.
You used the 8 to 12 months as a period.
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I don't think we can prophesy to that degree

of accuracy. We do know that there are certain places in this country
where it is going to be particularly bad. We do know that the large
majority ofAmerican industry doesn't need to reconvert at all.

But judging from the speed-up methods, and our ability to do
things faster than they have done them before, I don't believe that
the period of reconversion is going to be more than 8 to 12 months.

Senator KnGopx. That is the idea. Your 8 to 12 months was a
period of reconversion and not necessarily a period of unemployment
for individuals?

Mr. SCHWELLENmACH. I don't think they are going to stay in these
areas which are subject to drastic reconversion during the whole period
of reconversion. I think they will go back and try to find themselves
a job in the garages, for instance, athome.

Senator KIIwoRE. In the first place, you have bad housing condi-
tions, congested housing conditions, and the people won't sit around
to get the $25. The crowded conditions in those areas will tend to
make them scatter out to other places even with the $25.

Isn't that right?
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. We had some 65,000 people in eastern Wash-

ington on a certain project there, construction workers. It is no longer
a military-secret project. It was just surprising how inside of 2 or 3
weeks they were all gone; they all left. I don't know where they went.

Senator BREWSTmR. Do you favor the return of the employment
services to the States?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. No, sir; I do not.
Senator BREWSTER. You heard the testimony of the State repre-

sentatives that it makes it very difficult for them to administer com-
pensation laws when the two are not coordinated?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I know that is their position.
Senator BREWSTEL You would prefer to set up Federal standards

for the suitable occupations and force those on the StatesI
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I don't like the question the way you put it,

Senator.
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I think we would have chaos in this country at the present time or in
the immediate future if you had State administration of the employ-
ment service.

Jobs aren't governed by State lines.
If you will examine the records of the States, you will find, for

example, in the State of Michigan, that the State unemployment
compensation called upon the United States Employment Service for
their assistance, and that was at a time when they should have been
looking for jobs instead of accepting claims and taking applications
for claims.

Anytime you have a rush to State unemployment compensation
offices and you have got the two of them together, what they do is
take these people who should be out at that particular time looking
for jobs andhave them taking applications, and the States will neglect
the job part of it and have their office forces attending to the taking
of applications on unemployment compensation.

Senator BREWSTER. We had testimony here from Wisconsin that
e3,000 people were referred to jobs by Federal agencies and only a
sprinkling of them accepted, but no adequate data was iven to the
State unemployment compensation commission on which to base
whether or not they were entitled to assistance.

Mr. SCHWmLLENBACH. I am not saying the present operations of
offices are perfect.

I have some ideas about that which I don't care to discuss at this
time. It is not pertinent at this time as to where the employment
service should be. I don't think that is pertinent to this inquiry.

Senator BREWSTit. I think there has been evidence here that the
whole thing certainly needs coordination under one or the other roof.
The only question is what tent it is going to be under.

I take it you would favor the Federal tent of some character: is
that right?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I don't see such great difficulty. I think it is
overcome by the practice that has been proved. It is perfectly logical.

You have got a thousand people in here with applications and you
by, ve an office force. That force is set up for normal conditions, normal
situations. You have got a number of stenographers who will take
apI)lications for jobs and applications for unemployment compensa-
ti,1., and you have -a thousand people walk in with a thousand appli-
C(t ions for unemployment compensation, and the first thing you know
the employment work is dropped and neglected just at the time when
it shouldn't be dropped and neglected. -

Senator BREWSTER. Haven't the States transferred the employment
phase to the Federal agency so that the Federal agency has both the
fuiids and workers to do that jobI

M1r. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes.
For example in Michigan a couple of weeks ago they borrowed

half of the stag of the Federal Employment Service in order to help
theri out because they didn't have the staff in the unemployment com-
Penlsation to take the applications.

•Senator BREWSTER. Would you agree that labor placements should
be, as far as the Federal Government is concerned," integrated in
ole agency ?

M[r. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes.
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I could talk for a long time about integrating the labor functions
of this Government in one place.

Senator BREwsTER. This is very pertinent to this issue because of
this question of getting jobs.

One department of the Federal Government is today paying $75,-
000 to transport 1,500 workers from Kentucky to Maine, while another
Department, the Labor Department, has the distress agency in Port-
land and Bath, where people can't get any jobs, and they are luging
1,500 people 1,500 miles from Kentucky right up to Maine to do the
work that is required at Federal expense.

Isn't that rather grotesque?
Mr. ScnWLLENBACH. Yes. I would like to have a more detailed

memorandum on that. It might be of assistance.
Senator BRzwgmSr. I think it would be most useful in this. I wired

the Governor about it, and I will be glad to furnish it when it is
received.

Senator LucAs. I am wondering why it was that these people in
Kentucky had such peculiar qualifications for digging potatoes.

Senator BPxwSTER. I would have to let Senator Barkley answer
that.

Mr. SCHwzLLENBACH. Mr. Chairman, if we are going to have an ar-'
gument between Illinois and Maine about potato digging why-

The CHAMMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Senator VANDENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Senator

Kilgwore one question for the record.
We have not had an opportunity to hear from any of the sponsors

of the bill in response to a statement made by the Texas commissioner
yesterday which seems to be of great importance, namely, that in 40
States of the Union there are statutory or constitutional provisions-
I think statutory-that would make it impossible for any worker to
get any cash advantage out of these benefit payments contemplated
in this bill without a session of their State legislatures.

Has that phase of the matter been given any consideration by the
sponsors?

Senator KmGoi. This is the first inkling I have had of it.
I had relied on Social Security to make the study of those various

laws and give me the information. I will try to get it and get it to
the committee sometime today.

Senator VANDENBERG. It is very fundamental, obviously.
Senator KIcoARE. If you will remember, Senator Vandenberg, I said

when I appeared before the committee that I was not fitted to go into
that one feature and had asked the Social Security agency to present
to the committee a full study of all the various laws and the conflicts
if any.

Senator LUCAS. If the position taken by the Texas commissioner is
true, it would mean that the Federal Government would have to ad-
minister all of these funds and set up their own agencies throughout
the country.

Senator Kmom . Yes.
May I ask if he gave any citations?
Senator VANDENBEG. Excuse me.
Even that wouldn't help the worker any, because, as I understand

it, under the State law it would have to deduct-

416
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Senator LOAs (interposing). What I meant was ignore the State
entirely and set it up under Federal jurisdiction and check the ques-
tions on eligibility and qualifications and proceed to administer.

Senator I RE. This is the first time that I have heard that State
law prohibited the State from getting anything from the Federal
Government.

Senator BPwSTmE. They get it all from the Federal Government,
but they take it as from the worker.

Senator KORE. I thought Senator Lucas was referring to the
additional payments.

Senator LUCAs. That is what I was.referring to.
Senator KiwOoR. That is what I would have to look into before

I could answer that question.
Senator VANDEN.ERG. Obviously it is a serious question in connec-

tion with this bill, and I would like to know what the answer is.
Senator Kn400nE. I would also like to know what the gentleman

from Texas citations were in these various laws.
Senator BREWSTER. He gave the Texas one and said 40 States had

similar provisions.
Senator VANDENBERG. The Texas statement was supported by an

opinion from the Attorney General.
Senator M.LLIKIN. It seems that someone promised to furnish us a

digest of those State laws.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I will get that for you.
Senator MiLiKIN. I think we asked the Texas man for it and he

said he would furnish it.
Mr. JACOBSTmIN. I discussed that while the bill was being drawn

with a member of the Social Security Agency, and he admitted that
was substantially in all State laws. The only answer they gave was
that this might be construed as not being a payment under social in-
surance but a different animal altogether, this supplementary payment.

The CHAMMAN. Mr. Cromwell, will you come around?
Mr, Cromwell, you represent the Interstate Conference Employ-

ment Agency?

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN C. CROMWELL, DIRECTOR OF MARYLAND
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION BOARD

Mr. CRoxmL. My name is Stephen C. Cromwell. I am director
of the Maryland Unemployment Compensation Board and I am speak-
ing for the Governor in opposition to the proposals whereby the weekly
benefit amount and duration of benefits, as provided in State unemploy-
ment compensation law, are to be supplemented by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Our opposition is predicated upon the premise that Federal legisla-
tion in this field will effectively kill State legislation to improve anti
liberalize unemployment compensaton laws. Any advantages that
might be granted temporarily to the unemployed workers will be more
than offset by the disadvantages that will accrue in the long run.

The best way to present Governor O'Conor's position is to quote
from an address he made before the Governors' Conference at Hershey,
Pa., on May 29, 1944. He was referring to proposals for the supple-
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mentation of State unemployment compensation payments then being
considered by the Congress. The Governor said:

The bait of Federal money is again being dangled before our eyes. It Is a
tempting lure, but all of us are fully aware that Federal money means Federal
controls.

Those of us who feed most strongly that State systems of unemployment com-
pensation are preferable to a uniform national system have sound reasons for our
convictions. There is always grave danger to our form of government in the cen-
tralization of power at the Federal level.

The very nature of the problems which arise in unemployment compensation
is such that the States can function more effectively and efficiently.

The several States present a variety of patterns as to their economic structures.
Each State law is designed to meet the conditions prevailing in the individual
State because its effect is essentially local in character. With an understanding
of local situations the State is the proper jurisdiction to determine what con-
stitutes a -labor dispute, what type of job referral is suitable for the unemployed
worker, what constitutes good cause for quitting employment, the amount of
weekly payments and the period of time during which payments are to be made.

The correct answer in one State might prove wrong in another. We believe
it is self-evident that the traditions and customs of people in one section are
so different from another that general rules and regulations prescribed for use
from coast to coast cannot be applied with equal success everywhere.

We doubt the ability of a single official in Washington to prescribe regulations
which will apply satisfactorily from Maine to California. The intimate contact
necessary to efficient administration with tens of millions of individuals can best
be supplied by local and State authorities.

If effected, the proposed radical changes in this field would mark a turning
point in Federal-State relationships. For this reason thorough consideration
is not only justified but demanded.

Federalization of the State unemployment-compensation programs would ulti-
mately, inevitably, result from any plan providing Federal money for the payment
of State benefits.

The sponsors may point out that some current proposals for Federal "aid"
would leave administration with State governments. But such local adminis-
tration would be only a "shell," with the substance destroyed. Federal "stand-
ards" would control.

Under any of these plans the Federal Government would either force or induce,
through Federal funds, compliance by every State with the views of Federal
officials on all basic questions.

The Federal Government would ultimately fix the benefits to be paid to all
classes of individuals. It would fix the rules by which administrators would
determine whether individuals are voluntarily or involuntarily unemployed.

The benefits and the rules under which benefits are paid would be identical in
all States, regardless of local conditions or local desires.

State administration would be reduced to the routine of carrying out orders
handed down from Washington.

The functions of State legislatures would be reduced to enactment of enabling
legislation to permit the Federal program to operate.

Suggestions that a "temporary" program be adopted only for the reconversion
period are unrealistic. If the Congress once makes Federal funds available for
payment of State benefits, thus usurping States' responsibility, the States will, in
effect, be invited to seek a permanent Federal subsidy.

The result will be permanent, uniform, federally-controlled unemployment
compensation.

I should like to illustrate our position by summarizing very briefly
the actions of the Maryland legislature in the i945 session. Members
of the legislature were interested in and familiar with the hearings
and conclusions of congressional committees considering similar pro-
posals in 1944. Particular attention was given to the report of the
special Committee on Postwar Economic Policy and Planning. They

noted with interest the statement that "with the benefits to soldiers
fixed by S. 1767 at $20 a week, the Congress would not be justified in
extending this figure for- civilians." The maximum wey benefit
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payment under the Maryland law was $20 a week. The members of
the legislature felt that the "soldiers" of production on the home front
could receive no more than service men and women who were en-
titled to readjustment allowances after being separated from the armed
forces. Therefore, the maximum weekly benefit -amount of $20 was
left unchanged. However, a provision, rather unique in the history
of Maryland legislation, was written into the unemployment-com-
pensation law which provides that if the Federal Congress increases
the readjustment, allowance under the Servicemen's Readjustment
Allowance Act, the weekly benefit amount to unemployed workers in
Maryland will be similarly increased up to a maximum of $25 a week.
The fact that there was a Federal law providing for a set amount on
a national basis to be paid servicemen prevented increases in the
weekly benefit amount to unemployed workers under the State system.
It is reasonable to assume that specific legislation in this field on the
Federal level will effectively prevent any increase above the figure set
nationally even though such increase might be desirable in a particular
State.

To illustrate the point that the Maryland Legislature has been
ready to enact a comprehensive and adequate system of unemploy-
ment insurance, we need but look at the law. We cover employers of
one or more at any time. We pay benefits for a maximum of 26
weeks. We have no wating period, which is unique in the United
States and not to be found in any other State law. We have a pro-
vision, which was subsequently adopted by one other State--namely,
Nevada-that provides for benefit payments to those individuals who
become sick or disabled after they have lost their jobs through no
fault of their own. We had anticipated that large numbers of people
might be laid off and that, before plants could be converted to peace-
time operations, some of these laid-off workers would become sick or
disabled. When there was no suitable job offer available for them,
we felt that they should be paid benefits and have so provided.

It seems clear to us that a schedule of benefit payments that is fair
and proper for that State in which the average weekly ay is the
lowest will retard the progress of those States in which higher weekly
pay is the custom and whose legislatures desire to go beyond the na-
tionally established benefit payment.

In conclusion, I should like to refer to the question of adequacy.
The proponents of this legislation have argued that payments under
State laws are inadequate. The term "adequate" is a relative one.
The draft boards of this Nation have indicted into the armed forces
large numbers of men who were the sole support of their wives or the
sole support of their widowed mothers. These wives and mothers
have received a Government allotment of $50 a month. The draft
boards have inducted into the armed forces large numbers of men
who were fathers of one child and the sole support of the wife and
the child, yet to the family left behind the Government allotment has
been $80 per month.

I suggest, therefore, that compared with the allotments which rep-
resent the sole income of these mothers, wives, and children, that bene-
fit payments of more than $80 per month in most industrial States
seem adequate.

The CHAMMAN. Any questions?
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If not, thank very much, Mr. Cromwell.
Senator M-.IxIN. should like to ask the witness what is his reserve

in unemployment!
Mr. CRoxwtLL. We have approximately $128,000,000.
Referring to the'statement made by one of the members of the

committee that it seems absolutely unrealistic to permit long-term
unemployment where no job offer was available with a substantial
reserve, that when, as, and if that does occur, it seems only reasonable
with the sufficient funds that have been built up for this purpose that
the duration of benefits, if necessary, could be extended.

As a matter of fact, the duration of benefits for individuals unem-
ployed the 1st of October would be 52 weeks. We would pay 26 weeks
until the end of our benefit year, which starts April 1, and then start
again.

Senator MImLrN. Is there any prohibition of your Governor call-
ing a special session if the need should appear?

Mr. CROMWELL. No, sir.
Senator MlLm-iN,. What is your State general surplus?
Mr. CROMWELL. I am unfamiliar with that.
Senator MILnIN. The figures I have here indicate about $8,000,000.
Mr. CROMWELL. We do have in this fund some $128,000,000.
Senator MILIKIN. In other words, you don't feel you need any Fed-

eral assistance in this matter at all ?
Mr. CROMWELL. No, sir.
The CHAMMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator BPWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to put in the record

this statement dealing on this question whether or not the State laws
would be adversely affected by a new Federal Act, which I gather
this would be.

This is from the book published by the Council of State Govern-
ments entitled "Unemployment Compensation in the Postwar Period."

On page 16 the following quotation appears:
All but four States deny payments to claimants receiving benefits under

another State or Federal Unemployment Compensation Act.

I think that will indicate the importance of having the whole situa-
tion very carefully reviewed with the existing State law in mind and
see whether or not it is substantiated.

The CHAMMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Brewster.
Mr. Marion Williamson, will you come around Mr. Williamson.

STATEMENT OF MARION WILLIAMSON, GEORGIA EMPLOYMENT
SECURITY AGENCY

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, I have just returned from four
years of duty in the Army, and I am director of the employment
security agency in the State of Georga.

If I thought that the bill now under consideration would serve to
solve the problem that our late President said was the No. 1 economic
problem of the Nation, I would be for it 100 percent, but as long as we
haven't freight equalization down in Georgia, and as long as wages
are low, I do not believe that paying unemployed workers $25 per
week will solve the problem.

420
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I would like to refer to my notes and give some of the detailed reasons
why I am of that opinion.

In considering any legislation that attempts to make radical changes
in an existing law or organization, I deem it wise to review the pur-
pose and functions of the law or organization and then consider
whether or not the new legislation tends to truly improve the purposes
served, or whether or not it, in any way, tends to defeat them.
. As we all know, the unemployment-compensation law was designed
to serve as a protection for workers during periods of unemploy-
ment-be they caused from reconversion, depression, or technological
changes in industry. It was built on the idea of furnishing subsist-
ence in a form that would allow the unemployed worker to maintain
his morale and self-respect. The worker draws his unemployment
insurance benefits with the secure feeling of not having to resort to
charity.

The unemployment-compensation law was not established for the
purpose of encouraging idleness, nor was it created as a vacation fund
or "rocking-chair money." Nor was it created primarily to maintain
purchasing power.

The subjects of benefit amount, duration, and coverage under Geor-
gia economy were given wide discussion before the 1945 session of
the Georgia Legislature. Neither the public in general nor the mem-
bers of the legislature of the State deemed it necessary to further
amend the Georgia Unemployment Compensation Act in these re-
spects at that time. Accordingly, the present coverage and benefit
provisions of the Georgia law represent the prevailing sentiment in
the State of Georgia as to what these should be.

Senator MILLIKIN. Did I understand you to say your views were
in accord with those of the Governor of Georgia?

Mr.. WILiAMSON. I am Director of the Employment Security
Agency which administers the unemployment compensation law,
and the Governor and I usually see eye to eye on things of that nature.
Senator MILLIKIN. Would you say you are seeing these things eye

to e ye?
Mr. WILLIAMSON. He has not directed me to appear in his absence,

but it is a fundamental principle with the Governor that h.e doesn't
want "leather tailed" people'getting unemployment compensation.

It is my estimate that the citizens of Georgia feel that they are
competent to judge the local matter of the duration and the amount
of benefits without any outside assistance. I think that they would
be as much resentful of interferences in this matter-telling them
what their benefit law should be to be a proper one--as they have re-
sented or would again resent any person coming in from the outside
and telling the citizens of Georgia whom they should elect to the
National Congress. In short, we feel competent to attend to our
business. °

If problems not anticipated at this time should arise during the
reconversion period which require amendments to the Georgia law,
the State legislature will have an opportunity to further consider
these matters when the next session convenes in January 1946. By
that time trends could be studied to determine more accurately the
type of amendments, if any, which may be desirable for the protection
of the workers of the State.

421
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With the exception of Federal workers, the unemployment of
workers not covered by the present State act should not present a
major problem. The majority of such workers are engaged in types
of work that provide relatively stable employment and wlll likely
be least affected by conversion from war to a peacetime basis. Pro-
visions to extend coverage at this time to any group other than Fed-
eral workers can hardly be considered pertinent to the subject of the
bill under consideration which is intended to provide for an orderly
transition from a war to a peacetime economy. The extension of
coverage to other groups relates to the long-time program of unem-
ployment compensation and is not properly a specific problem of re-
conversion. Even if such provisions are enacted as a part of the bill,
there would be little opportunity to actually make them effective dur-
ing the early part of the reconversion period because some kind of
wage records or some basis of determining rights would have to be
established which would require considerable time in the initial states
of operation.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I ask how much money you have in your
reserve?

Mr. WiLIm SON. We have approximately $80,000,000 at the present
time.

Senator MmLLnLN. What is your general State surplus, if I may
ask?

I may say I have a figure which inAicates $12,861,000.
Mr. WILIAMsoN. I assume that is correct.

* Senator MmLiKrx. Do you see any emergency that would cause
those funds to expire before next January?

Mr. WiLmAMSON. I can't conceive of any under any imagination
whatsoever.

Senator MmiuI i. Your Georgia colloquialism "leather tailed," I
think, needs explanation.

Mr. WMLIAMSON. I think if they paid workers down in Georgia
$25 a week unemployment compensation, many wouldn't hit at a snake.

With regard to payment of benefits to Federal workers through
the State agency, this coverage could be effected with a minimum of
administrative difficulty if such payments are made in accordance
with the law of the State in which the claim is filed.

Enactment of a provision that would extend the duration of benefits
to any group would involve no administrative problems if the present
State laws as to weekly benefit amount are retained. However, there
is no' information available as yet which indicates any necessity to
extend the maximum duration beyond that already provided by State
laws. In Georgia where the maximum duration is 16 weeks we have
the experience of the agency during the reconversion period from peace
to war production during 1942 as the best guide on that subject.
Records of the agency show that the average Georgia beneficiary who
established a claim during that period received benefit payments for
less than 10 weeks. Only one out of five claimants during that
period with a weekly benefit amount of between $15 to $18 remained
unemployed long enough to exhaust his benefit rights at the end of
16 weeks.

For the protection against misuse of the fund certain penalties have
been prescribed in various State laws in the form of periods of dis-
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qualification. Apparently the maximum benefits payable with the
Federal supfplement provided by this bill is fixed at 26 times the ad-
justed week y benefit amount without regard to any disqualification
which might be imposed under a State law. In that case the net
result would be that a larger portion of the benefits might be charge-
able to Federal funds where disqualifications are imposed, with the
resulting reduction in charge to experience rating accounts of em-
ployers where such provisions are in effect, but the maximum total
benefits paid to a claimant in a benefit year would not be affected by
any disqualification. This would be true even in the most flagrant
cases of misconduct connected with a claimant's work, such as theft or
destruction of an employer's property, or upon absolute refusal to
accept a referral to a suitable job. If it is the intent of Congress
to permit payments under such circumstances as is indicated by the
present wording of the section referred to, this possibility should be
pointed out and recognized. If this is not the intent of Congress, the
wording of this section of the bill should be changed.

There will always be work that must be done and jobs that must
be filled, therefore, an insurance provided strictly for protection dur-
ing periods of supposedly temporary unemployment must not com-
pete with the prevailing wages paid for full time employment. Bene-
fit rates which will apply during the reconversion period will be based
in most cases on extremely high base period wages as the result of
higher wage rates and, overtime work during the war period. This
will automatically result in an average weekly benefit amount higher
than ever before if the present provisions of the various State laws
are retained. If the benefit amount is further raised by Federal leg-
islation as provided in this bill, numerous workers who much return
to lower pay jobs than they enjoyed at war plants will be encouraged
to file claims for unemployment compensation rather than to seek or
to accept suitable work promptly. They would eventually accept the
best job available after exhausting their benefit rights. At the same
time a vacation financed with unemployment compensation funds
equivalent to pay offered on a job would be a temptation too great for
the average person.

Senator B P W E. You don't agree with the Secretary of Labor
that the fellows would rather work than get paid?

Mr. WnILLAMSON. No, sir; I couldn't follow the Secretary's point.
To point out another disadvantage, the application of the new bene-

fit formula, as it relates to weekly benefit amounts in the proposed
bill under coisideration, would necessarily complicate the processing
of claims under a heavy load. This will temporarily delay payments
to some unemployed persons and would materially increase the ex-
pense of administration. Needless to say, if unemployment compen-
sation is to fulfill the need for which trust funds have been accumu-
lated in the various States, it is imperative that payments be made
with a minimum of delay regardless of how rapidly a claim load may
develop either locally or Statewide.

I would like to inject here that last'week in Georgia the initial
claims exceeded by 50 percent the highest week in the history of
Georgia. That is generally true over the United States.

Their CAN. "Sow rapidly are they being absorbed by the indus-
try?
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We have a 2-week waiting period, do we not ?
Mr. WLL IASON. Yes, sir.
It is encouraging in Georgia the way they are being absorbed.

Shortly before I left Atlanta I was called by a representative in Macon
and lie said they had 461 jobs available there at a much lower rate of
pay than they had been getting and they had 800 people wanting
those jobs.

Senator BmxwsTm=. They were ready to take them?
Mr. WnIAmSON. They took them until they were exhausted.
As to the "transportation allowance" provision of this bill, this re-

lates to a subject that is foreign to the purposes of the program, of
unemployment compensation as previously administered by the vari-
ous States.

The provision which would amend the Servicemen's Readjustment
Act of 1944 would apparently complicate administration of that pro-
gram unnecessarily by adding burdensome calculations with respect to
claims now active at a time when a tremendous increase in load with
respect to all types of claims may be expected. Whether the addi-
tional protection which would be afforded veterans of World War II
under such a provision justifies this complication of the administration
of that act seems questionable. It might be wise to consider amend-
ments to that act apart from other provisions of this bill and post-
pone consideration of this provisipn until further study reveals
whether such changes are actually needed.

In conclusion I would like to state that matching idle veterans and
war workers with suitable work would be expedited and unemploy-
ment compensation administrative problems reduced by the earliest
possible return of the Employment Service to the States. Coordina-
tion of employment service and unemployment compensation activi-
ties under States control would enable the program to most effectively
cope with local conditions and requirements which are of paramount
importance to the wage earners throughout their working life. I
should like to add that two functions which were performed by the
employment service when it was under State direction have now been
discontinued on Federal operation. Farming, which is very popular
down in our State, is being given a lot of consideration now, and the
farmers are disgruntled because they can't get enough workers. Today
no farmer can request the United States Employment Service to refer
a single farm laborer to his farm and no local board of school trustees
can secure referrals of school teachers through requests to that agency.

Senator BREwsn m. Why is that?
Mr. WILuLAMSON. There is a rule against it.
Senator BREwsTm. The Employment Service will not furnish farm

labor?
Mr. WMLrAMSON. No, sir. Somebody will come in and register as

a farm laborer, and they will put him down as a laborer, and if they
can get him a job as a common laborer with a gas company or some
other outfit, they will; but they will not make any referrals to the
farm. That is not localized'in Georgia; it is throughout the United
States.

Senator BREWSTER. I am quite aware of that.
Mr. WLLIAMSON. Referral and placement of farm workers and

school teachers could be immediately resumed by an employment serv-
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ice under State direction. The reunion of employment service and
unemployment compensation activities under State direction has been
expressed as the desirable combination by a great majority of citizens
expressing themselves pro or con on the subject in all the States.

I would like to state here that my Governor fostered a resolution
at the recent Governor's Conference on the return of the Employ-
ment Service, and he is eager to see it returned, to the States.

That leads me to another suggestion which might improve the State
unemployment compensation laws and facilitate the enforcement of
the Federal-State unemployment compensation tax acts, and that is
for the Federal Unemployment Tax Act to be amended to include
employers employing one or more workers regardless of the number
of weeks that workers are employed. That would cut out lots of argu-
ments as to whether or not the employer had eight persons. It would
cut a lot of argument as to whether or not he had operated 19 weeks or
21 weeks.

Senator MlLIIN. Would that throw any extra heavy burden on the
State unemployment funds if that were done?

Mr. WILLMSON. Not immediately; no, sir. Most of those are
stable. It is mighty hard to tell an employer- on this side of the
street that is paying the tax why the fellow on the other side of
the street that has had 20 workers maybe for 19 weeks out of the
year and 7 the rest of the time, is not paying. He feels that he is
operating under a handicap and it is unfair.

Senator MIILLmKN. You think the State system could bear whatever
additional burden there might be if that law was so changed?
Mr, WLsAMSON. Yes, sir.
That would also help stabilize employment, which is one of the

fundamental principles of unemployment compensation.
Lots of times a fellow comes under the law by mistake. I had an

employer appeal his liability status to me recently. He said, "Damn
it, if I got under this law, I made a helluva mistake. I thought I cut
them oTf on the nineteenth week."

The Federal Unemployment Tax Act might also be amended to in-
clude certain classes of people that are not included, such as processing
farm products, religious and charitable organizations, commissioned
insurance agents, and the like.

I might say that in Georgia in 1941 we amended our law to cover
any worker that is covered by the Federal Unemployment Tax Act.
That has been followed in a number of States since that time.

I would like to make one other statement about covered Federal
workers. If they could be given a discharge slip telling the-number
of weeks that they had worked, you could tell their compensation. It
would be almost as simple as the GI bill where they come in with a
discharge showing the date of entrance to the military service and
the date of discharge, and it wouldn't be very complicated. I would
beglad to answer any questions.

I would like to insert into the record at this point section 54-611
of the Georgia Code, which provides:

An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week with respect to
which he has received or is seeking unemployment compensation under an
unemployment compensation law of another State or of the United States.

The HAIMAN. Any questions?
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Senator BREWSTER. You have an average wage, according to our
report., in Georgia, of $31.50. I presume that is the current rate.

Mr. WjAMsoN. I presume so.
Senator BREWSTER. With 20 percent deduction, that brings it down

to $25.20. Less 1 percent for pension. it would reduce it 32 cents more,
which would make an average in Georgia of take-home pay of $24.88.

Mr. WLLIAMSON. I don't think that would be the take-home pay,
because a fellow has to go to and from the job, and he has to have
lunch money.

Senator BREWSTER. Then, he gets below the $25. It would be your
impression that would not encourage reconversion?

Mr. WmuAMSON. I think if we paid $25, under those circumstances,
it would cause a crisis rather than relieve the economic situation.

Senator VANDENBERG. In figuring that 20-percent reduction for
the withholding tax, we must in fairness realize that it is not 20 per-
cent in a great many cases. In fact, there are exemptions that reduce
it substantially below that point. But there is a deduction.

On the other hand, I might add that there are other factors we
haven't considered at all, such as income taxes which do not apply to
the Federal payments but do apply to the wages.

Senator BRuwsTmR. The Secretary of Labor testified that he thought
we should amend the bill to provide uniform standards of eligibility
for benefits.

What would you say as to that?
Mr. WmLIAMSON. We think that ought to be left to the States as

to the conditions of eligibility. I think every State administrator has
tightened up on the requirements during the war period to meet the
economic situation which existed. For instance, we declared that
a person was not available for work if he would not go a reasonable
distance to work, and we didn't let them limit the right to one employer
or one little village. A lot of them have been disqualified during the
war period for purposes of increasing our production. That is an
honest fact.

Senator MILiKiN. The Secretary of Labor this morning intimated
that the State systems are a little bit too fast in paying benefits, that
they are putting too much emphasis on that to the prejudice of getting
jobs for the men, and that they ought to be liberalized by a remote
Washington administration of the subject.

Mr. WILLxMSON. I caught the Commissioner's statement along that
line. I remember quite vividly a few days ago when we anticipated
a number of lay-offs and the War Manpower Commission came in and
said:

We want to help you to take those claims; we know you are going to have a
load, and you had better not limit us. We have been authorized by you to let us
help take claims before. Don't you think you had better give us a blanket au-
thority.

I thought then there was some "nigger" in the wood pile behind it.
The purpose was so that they could come up here and say, "They
could not do the job so we had to pull these folks off and put them on
taking claims." I thought of that at the time. I said, -'I will ride
the devil when he is going my way."

The CHAmmAN. Y-ou have just come out of the service, haven't you?
You were in Europe with Patton, weren't you?
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Mr. WLLIAMSON. I was on Patton's staff and Clark's staff and
Eisenhower's staff.

The CHAIRMAN. You are well familiar with our servicemen, aren't
you?

Mr. WmLiAMSON. Yes, sir; I was previously adjutant general of
the State.

The CHA MAN. Is there any widespread demand for changes in
the GI bill with respect to the amount of weekly compensation?

Mr. WLIAMSON. No, sir. Very few claims have been exhausted
for the duration. I think there have been approximately 20 short-
timers in Georgia to exhaust benefits. They are mighty happy over
the $20, and it is in line with the $18 that the regular civilian worker
gets, and they are very well satisfied in Georgia.

The CHA AN. Any further questions?
Mr. WLAMSON. I understand.you asked what the condition was

in Atlanta yesterday. I have a wire on that that shows 2,073 claims
were filed last week in the Atlanta office; in the Marietta office, 962;
Macon office, 1,048; Milledgeville office, 429; Savannah office, 702. The
rest were scattered throughout the State. There was a total filed in
the State last week, of initial claims, of 6,976. Among the big lay-
offs that have taken place in Georgia there were 9,000 Bell and Fire-
stone. Those were aircraft workers. There were 5,500 shipyard
workers and 5,600 munitions plant workers; 1,800 other manufactur-
ing workers.

The seasonal lay-off on account of tobacco warehouses, 800.
Those are some of the rough points.
I would like to get into the record, if you please, Mr. Chairman, that

during July of 1940 Georgia had the highest claim load. It was not
broken down by weeks but by months. We divided that and found
that the average by weeks was 4,647. Last week initial claims filed
in Georgia were 6,976.

The CUHAIMAN. You haven't any figures on how many of these
workers filed have been reemployed or found other employment, have
you?

Mr. WLrAMsoN. No, sir. No doubt there will be a lot of these
claims that have been filed that will not develop into compensable
claims. We have a 2 weeks' waiting period in Georgia, and in the
past a study was made, and about 40 percent did not reach compensable
claims.

The CHAIMAN. Any further questions?
Senator MmLm. IU would like to ask what is the percentage of

women who have been discharged by the cut-backs in the war business ?
Mr. WryIAMsoN. I expect it is better than 50 percent. The ma-

jority of claims filed lately has been b old men and women.
Senator MmIKIN. -I didn't mean the filing of claims. I was getting

at general statistics of what is the percentage of women of the total
force of war workers that have lost their jobs in Georgia.

Mr. WnIIAMsoN. I haven't any.late figure on that.
Senator MmLKIN. Could you give us a rough estimate?
Mr. WMLIAMSON. I would say 60 percent. .
The CHAmMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Williamson.
Mr. Dwight, will you come around?

76876-45-----28
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STATEMENT OF BEN DWIGHT, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE OF
THE GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Mr. Dwioirr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ben Dwight. I am a
personal representative of the Governor of Oklahoma. My statement
will be very brief and general.

The Governor appreciated the thoughtfulness of the committee in
inviting him to be here, and he would like to have been here had it not
been for previously arranged schedule.

My specific purpose is to get before this committee his personal
attitude toward this general type of legislation. We can go along, of
course, with the people who have testified here on the theory that the
State of Oklahoma is fully equipped t9 handle its own business, but we
believe that this type of legislation is of such national importance that
it warrants a certain amount of cooperation between the States and
the Federal Government.

We, of course, would not be a party to federalizing the operation of
unemployment security in Oklahoma completely, nor any other Fed-
eral agency that is operated upon this Federal-State cooperative basis.

We do not share, however, the misgiving that legislation of this
type, which is predicated upon that cooperation, must of necessity
develop into an extreme federalized operated set-up in Oklahoma.

That statement, I believe, is in keeping with the statement that was
made yesterday by Governor Warren, of Pennsylvania, who is chair-
man of the Governors Conference--chairman of the executive com-
mittee of the Governors Conference.

Senator VANDENBERG. That was Governor Martin.
Mr. DWIGHT. Governor Martin, I beg your pardon, Senator.
Of course, Governor Kerr, being a member of that committee, shares

that view.
As to the operations of our law in Oklahoma, I am not informed as

to the statistical background, the data, which certain questions have
attempted to elicit from witnesses, but I think on the whole that we
would like to go along with the principle of this particular bill that is
before this committee for its consideration, realizing, of course, that
it is not perfect, that it perhaps is in a stage of being written, and that
various thoughts and opinions are being explored.

It appears to us that certain features of this bill are necessary, with
more particular reference to bringing in under the unemployment set-
up certain classes of people that had not been under it, or for whom
there are not provisions already in operation.

There is considerable dislocation on the part of workers from one
State to another, and the traveling feature of this bill appears to me
to be well taken.

I am of the opinion that this is a part of the general legislative
activity and effort that has for its general purpose the liquidation of
the war effort.

I believe from the terms of the bill itself that there is a time limit
set for the discontinuance of the operations under this particular bill
which, to me, seems to be a rather normal and cautious and advisable
precaution. We are pretty well convinced that general unemployment
compensation legislation had been operated very satisfactorily before
the postwar period. We are further of the opinion that during these
last few years certain dislocations have taken place which would

428
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warrant national consideration given to legislation that will, in effect,
help taper off the war effort without overnight plunging us back too
far into an order that might not work under theeircumstances.

I am not just sure that the State of Oklahoma could get a lot of
advantages from this particular bill without additional State legisla-
tion. I see difference of opinion among the witnesses who have
appeared here and- among the members of this committee as to the
operation of this bill. But I do believe that it is an appropriate step
at this time to throw into gear legislative authorization that will
permit the States, in keeping with their own idea of State rights and
their ability to handle their own affairs, to have an opportunity of
participating in expanded or additional benefits during the period
in which this law will operate. And it seems to me to be advisable to
have that type of legislation under which the States can come in and
make agreements with Federal agencies in keeping with their own
needs.

It appears to me that this legislation more or less is enabling legisla-
tion; it is not mandatory on the States to come in and take advantage
of vvery provision of the bill, at least unless and until they have
made agreements with the Federal Government, it being assumed
within certain boundaries, certain limitations of the bill, that those
agreements can be made upon the basis of a meeting of minds between
the State agencies and the Federal agencies.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that that covers my general purpose of
being here in attempting to get before you the personal attitude of
the Governor of Oklahoma regarding this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Dwight.
Any questions?
senatorr VAN DEBERG. I understand you are not passing upon the

details at all; is that correct?
Mr. DWIGHT. I have not attempted to do that, Senator.
Senator VANDENBERG. You are not endorsing the details of the bill;

you are endorsing the principle?
Mr. DWIGHT. The general principle of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Dwight.
The next witness is Mr. Herrick.
I think we can finish with the witnesses we have listed for today.
Mr. Herrick, do you represent the Division of Unemployment Com-

pensation of the State of Kansas?
Mr. HERRICK. I am representating Governor Schoeppel.
The CHAIRMAN. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Herrick.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR A. HERRICK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
DIVISION OF UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION, REPRESENTING
RON. ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, GOVERNOR, STATE OF KANSAS

Mr. HERMCK. My name is Arthur A. Herrick, and I am appearing
a a representative of Gov. Andrew F. Schoeppel of the State of
Kansas.

I had the pleasure of appearing before members of this committee,
constituting the Special Committee on Postwar Economic Policy and
Planning on the 1st of June 1944, when the special committee was
considering the problem of unemployment and reemployment after
the war, and the statement appearing at page 963 of part 3 of the
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hearings before that special committee, in opposition to bills essen-
tially the same as the bill being considered by this committee, is re-
affirmed. There is. no essential difference between the proposal then
considered and the present bill, S. 1274. We have carefully studied
the problems which we anticipated would develop during the post-
war period. Our position then, as now, was based upon such studies.
There have been no developments since either VE-day or VJ-day
which have indicated any error in our calculations or in our anticip a-
tion of the problems which would arise. In fact, it is apparent that
the speed with which industry would be in a position to convert from
war production to peace production has been, if anything, under-
estimated. We are therefore in the position today of reaffirming the
statements which were made a year ago last June in respect ofthis
issue.

At that time we stated-
The legislators back home can be depended upon to legislate respecting un-

employment compensation in a manner which will answer the needs of their
particular States, and the Congress should do nothing that will in any way
lessen the desire of thee State legislatures to fully discharge their responsi-
bilities in this regard.

Our Kansas Legislature carefully considered the provisions of our
unemployment compensation law and the need for revision in the
light of the postwar situation. In view of these conditions, amend-
ments were made to our law, increasing the maximum benefits which
were payable under it by 33% percent. This involved an increase
both in the maximum weekly benefit amount and in the total amount
of benefits payable. Duration of benefits has been extended to 20
times the weekly benefit amount. This provides for 5 months of
compensable unemployment for the individual -who is entitled to
the maximum benefit payment; 77 percent of all Kansas workers
can qualify for the maximum benefit payment of $320, and over
90 percent of the war workers now being laid off are qualifying for
this maximum payment. This last session, the Kansas Legislature
considered all of the pertinent conditions bearing upon the needs
of the Kansas workers, such as living conditions, cost of living, pre-
vailing wage rates, average weekly earnings, probable length of un-
employed, probability of prompt reemployment, and other factors
which have a direct bearing upon the needs of an unemployment
benefit program in the State of Kansas. Moreover, Kansas con-
siders uniform benefit amounts illogical. What may be needed
or considered ample in one part of the country does not apply to all
parts of the country, due to differences in living conditions, living
costs, prevailing wages, and other factors. Therefore, the provisions
in this bill which would provide uniformity will either constitute
a gross overpayment in those States where living costs are low and
wage scales are low, or they will be inadequate and unfair to the
wDrkers of those States where living costs are high and wage levels
are likewise high.

The uniformity of duration of benefits imposed by the bill is funda-
mentally unsound. In Kansas, as in 37 other jurisdictions, the dura-
tion of benefits is limited to a percentage of earnin during the base
period. In our State benefits are limited to one-tird of such earn-
mgs, and the earnings eligibility test set forth in the Kansas law is
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extremely low. A worker who has earned as much as $100 in two of
the four calendar quarters of his base year is qualified to receive
benefits, but will receive only $5 per week for 7 weeks. By virtue
of the fact that his duration of benefits is limited to 7 weeks, the
earnings eligibility test is extremely low. Under the provisions of
this bill such an individual would receive 7 weeks of benefits from the
State of Kansas and 19 weeks payable from Federal moneys.

As a service to the State agencies, the Social Security Board has
from time to time published memoranda in respect to the amendment
of State laws. Such a memorandum was issued in November 1940,
entitled "Proposed State Legislation for Unemployment Compensa-
tion and Public Employment Offices" and identified as Employment
Security Memorandum No. 13. On page 41, the following statement
is made:

Special attention should be given to the qualifying requirement in the event
that uniform duration is desired. Some States have in the past adopted.qualify-
ing requirements that in some instances allowed individuals to become eligible on
the basis of very inconsiderable amounts of earnings. Although the trifling
payments Issued in such cases were a waste of effort on the part of the agency,
it was not a very serious matter where the payments were limited in a ratio
to base period wages. With uniform duration, however, care must be taken
to see that the qualifying requirement does not admit into the system any sub-
stantial number of individuals who may draw maximum benefits on the basis
of a merely casual attachment to the labor market.

No special attention has been given to the qualifying earnings
requirement in the proposal incorporated in this bill to provide a
uniform duration of 26 weeks for every benefit claimant in the
country. Existing earnings qualifications of the State laws are ap-
plicable in determining the rights to benefits of the workers receiv-
ing the benefits proposed to be distributed. It is therefore clear that
the proposed extension of duration is unsound, in view of the advice
given by the Social Security Board to the States.

The bill further proposes that the Federal Government should pay
the cost of unemployment benefits to its employees. This clearly is
a ease wherein the Federal Government has a responsibility to care-
fully consider its obligations in connection with the unemployment
compensation program of this country. I join with Mr. Rector and
others in urging that if, as a matter of policy, it is determined that
employees of the Federal Government should receive these benefits,
such benefits be paid on the basis of the State law in which the Federal
employee has performed services for the Government.

The bill further proposes to pay unemployment benefits- to the
officers and members of the crews of American vessels. The service
of such individuals is not now taxable under the Federal Unemploy-
.ment Tax Act, and the bill provides for the Federal Government pay-
ing the entire cost of such benefits. I join with others who have pre-
cedJed me in suggesting that this committee give careful consideration
to the Lynch bill, presently pending before the House Ways and Means
Committee, which would extend the coverage of the Federal Unem-
ploYnent Tax Act to services performed by members and officers of
tip crews of American vessels. This will facilitate the orderly ard
Vsytematic extension of unemployment-insurance benefits to the por-
tioll of the workers who are not now covered. At -the same tine. it
will require the employers of such idividuals to pay the tax to finance
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such benefits. There is no justification for the Federal Government
paying the cost of the benefits to the employees of private industry.
Further, the enactment of this bill would create unprecedented con-
fusion with respect to the payment of unemployment benefits to the
great majority of maritime workers, for the reason that the States
of California, New York, Pensylvania, and a number of other States
have included them without the coverage of their unemployment-com-
pensation laws, effective January 1, 1945, or before. The great ma-
jority of maritime workers employed by private industry are thus
entitled to receive unemployment benefits payable from these State
funds, and financed by taxes paid by their employers with respect to
that employment. Thus under those State laws such employees are

Ai entitled to State benefits payable out of State funds, and this bill
* would propose to grant to them unemployment benefits, payable out

of Federal moneys.
Senator VANDENBER;. Before you leave that point, Mr. Herrick,Isn't it true, however, that most maritime workers for the last 3 or 4

years have been virtually employees of the Federal Government and
have not been covered by these payments you are talking about?

Mr. HERicK. That is probably true. Coming from the Midwest,
however, I do not know what percentage is covered in the various
States.

The bill further provides for the payment of benefits to all individ-
uals who are engaged in the handling of agricultural or horticultural
products. I believe that it has already been made clear that this pro-
vision would grant unemployment benefit rights to every agricultural
worker in the Inited States. Whether or not this was the intention of
the proponents of the legislation is beside the point. Coming from
an agricultural state, and one wherein the obtaining of agricultural
labor has been one of the most acute problems experienced during the
war, may I say that this provision is unworkable.

There has been much discussion about the need for this bill. It has
been stated to this committee that the bill only expands the present
system on an emergency level in order to meet pressing reconversion
needs. May I inquire as to what is the pressing emergency reconver-
sion need, requiring the payment of benefits from the Federal Treas-
ury to employees of nonprofit educational institutions? How is the
emergency reconversion problem in any way associated with such
organizations? Without considering or discussing the other types
and classes of employees who would be granted benefits out of the
public till, without the collection of any taxes in respect to their serv-
ices, I point out that there is no more connection with pressing emer-
gency reconversion between the class named than there is the other
classes of employees who would receive the benefits proposed. The
fact of the matter is that clear thinking must differentiate between
those provisions of this bill which maybe said to be on the subject
of the problem of reconversion unemployment and those provisions
of the bill which are mere riders, with no relation to the reconversion
problem of unemployment. Such matters as the extension of benefit
rights to employees of employers of less than eight, to agricultural
workers, to domestics, to employees of the State Government and its
subdivisions, to the employees of nonprofit, educational, charitable, and
scientific organizations, to minors employed by their parents, wives
employed by their husbands, or vice versa, certainly are deserving of

- I I
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the careful study of this committee and of the Congress before irre-
vocable commitments are made upon these subjects' and "irrevocable"
is the proper term, for once benefit rights are extended to these groups,
little discretion will be left to the Congress in respect to the adoption
of a permanent policy contrawise.

Those who have preceded me have suggested that the enactment
of this bill may require State legislative action to permit the payment
of supplemental benefits. I concur in the views which have been
expressed with regard to their application to Kansas.

The State of Kansas could administer any such supplementary
benefit program better and more efficiently than any other agency can
do that job in Kansas; and we have undertaken many difficult admin-
istrative problems and solved them in the course of the 8 years of
unemployment compensation in Kansas. However I feel duty bound
to warn this committee that the imposing of the administrative prob-
lems which are presented by this bill may have the effect of breaking
down the administration of unemployment compensation. The
Kansas agency, until the 14th day of August was staffed with indi-
viduals trained in unemployment compensation administration and
geared to the processing of a claims load of a few hundred claims
per week. The claims load has increased manyfold until, in the week
ending August 26, a total of 6,759 new claims were received. This
claim load was far more than the claims loads which the agency was
staffed to handle. Of course, we have put on additional employees
to handle this load, but they are untrained and inexperienced, and
when State merit registers were exhausted, we picked workers out
of the line of claimants to take the claims of their fellow workmen.
When you consider the fact that every claim in the State of Kansas,
on the effective date of this bill, will have to be redetermined, there will
will be lines of unemployed workers demanding service which cannot
be rendered. This means that payments will not be made when due.
This bill will unquestionably jeopardize the prompt payment of bene-
fits to those workers who are presently covered by our law; and yet we
respectfully assert that we could handle this job better and pay these
benefits more promptly than could ever be paid through any other
existing agency or one which may be established for the purpose.
So, gentlemen, if this develops, let it not be represented to you that
the failure of the prompt payment of benefits is the result of any
break-4own in the administration of unemployment compensation at
the State level.

The question has been raised in these hearings as to what is the
average amount in dollars by which the weekly benefit amount paid
under State laws has been increased in the past sessions of the State
legislatures. That figure would be wholly insignificant in respect
to dealings with the problem involved. The more pertinent question
is, What has been the increase in benefit rights as a result of the last
session of the legislatures? These increases range from $1 to $10 in
Weekly benefit amounts, and increases in total benefits up to in excess
of 200 percent, but a far more significant factor is the substantial
increases which have occurred in those States where industrial employ-
mnent is concentrated, and where the great majority of workers are
located. For instance, it is comparatively insignificant in the over-all
Picture that the State of Mississippi, whose legislature did not meet
in 1945, pays but $15 per week for 14 weeks, when you consider that
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but 158,500 workers are involved. On the other hand, where you have
-4 State such as Ohio, which has increased its weekly benefit amount
by 30 percent and has increased the total benefits payable under its law
by 60 percent, and when you consider that the Ohio law applies to
2,115,200 workers, it is quite clear that a simple calculation as to the
average number of dollars, by which weekly benefits have been in-
creased during the past sessions of the legislatures, is wholly insig-
nificant.

In the hearings before this committee, there has been much discus-
sion as to the duration of benefits provided under the existing State
laws. and there appears to be some confusion concerning this issue. It
has been stated that, in the State of New Jersey, a claimant may draw
a certain amount, based upon previous earnings of employment prior
to the time he is laid off. If the claimant draws payments for 26
weeks and gets no further work for 26 weeks more, he has no base
period upon which to compute further benefits. That was an errone-
ous statement. The New Jersey law in this respect is identical with
the Kansas law. Benefits are based upon the first four of the last
five completed calendar quarters preceding the filing of the claim.
A worker becomes unemployed the day this bill becomes effective and
files his claim for benefits. He will be entitled to receive 26 weeks
of benefits, such benefits calculated on the first four out of the last five
completed calendar quarters prior to the date he files his claim.
Whether he has any subsequent employment or not, during the next
26 weeks, he can at the end thereof file a second claim, and his earnings
in the fifth and the incomplete calendar quarter will then constitute his
new base period earnings and entitle him to a second 26 weeks of bene-
fits. This brings to light a factor existing in approximately 49 State
benefit formulas, which has not been fully explained. This is clear
from the many statements which speak of benefit rights under the
State laws being limited to 14, 18, 20, or 26 weeks. The fact 6f the
matter is that, depending upon the particular time of the filing of
the claim and the subsequent unemployment and employment of the
claimant, it is possible, under almost all State laws, for an unem-
ployed individual to receive during one continuing period of unem-
ployment substantially more than the amount of benefits which are
fixed in the State law as the maximum payable in one benefit year.

Now, gentlemen, under this proposed bill, which would permit the
payment of 52 weeks of benefits, there can be only one result-to wit,
the freezing of this purportedly large segment of our labor force
in congested areas, where they can draw these benefits for almost
an indefinite period of time, and starve those localities, those indus-
tries, and agriculture, which are remote from war centers, and where
their services may be badly needed to speed the reconversion to a
peacetime economy.

In conclusion, we suggest that the pending bill possesses so many
inherent undesirable features that its enactment will be detrimental
to the best interest of our country and will retard, rather than expedite,
the transition from war to peace.

The CHAMMAN. Any questions?
If not, thank you very much.
I have two other witnesses that we must finish at this session. I

hope the Senators will remain.
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Mr. Davis desires to return to Washington this afternoon, as I under-
stand.

Mr. Davis, we will hear from you at this time.

STATEMENT OF JOHN D. DAVIS, WASHINGTON STATE UNEMPLOY-
MENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION

Mr. DAVIs. Mr. Chairman, I am the director of the State Depart-
ment of Compensation of Washington. I am here representing Gov-
ernor Wallgren, who conveys his compliments to you and regrets
that he can't personally be here.

The CHAIRMAN. We would be glad to see him, but we are also glad
to hear from you.

Mr. DAVIs. Thank you.
I shall try to make my statement very brief. Just to get the record

straight, I should like it known that the State of Washington is as
much opposed to federalization of unemployment compensation and
the employment service as any other State. We believe that unem-
ployment compensation is best administered at the State level, because
we believe that the decision that must be had with individuals can't
be handled by long-distance directives from Washington, D. C.

We feel that this bill and the Doughton bill are intended to meet a
temporary and very difficult situation, one of reconversion.

I should like to make it plain that we agree completely with the
intent and aim of the legislation. We don't agree with the methods
which are proposed in either bill. We think they are cumbersome,
and we agree with some of those that have been before this committee,
that they would be expensive and difficult to administer. Neverthe-
less, the intent is good.

Another thing which is undesirable in the present proposal is the
matter of inequity between States, particularly as between those States
which have been relatively backward in their .benefit formula and those
States which have been relatively liberal and which have attempted
to provide for the unemployed workmen.

The CHAIRMAN. Does your State have the $25 maximum?
Mr. DAVIS. Yes, sir; we have $25 weekly maximum with 26 weeks'

duration.
The CHAIRMAN. You are giving in your State what this bill would

give substantially?
Mr. DAVIS. Although our duration runs from 12 to 26 weeks
The CHAIRMAN. You do take into consideration the earnings ?
Mr. DAVIS. The average duration in this postwar period we estimate

to be about 23 weeks, and the average weekly benefit will probably
run around $21 or $22 on the average.

The weekly amount in our State is conditioned upon the total earn-
ings of the individual in the base year, and approximates about 50
percent of the previous earnings of t indiwdual.

We think that the provision to cover Federal workers is very nec-
essary, particularly from our standpoint. In Washington, the Federal
employment has expanded from about 22,000 in the prewar period to
about 94,000 today. We have potential unemployment of about 72,000
Federal workers, most of whom are in our armament plants, Govern-
ment armament arsenals in the State of Washington.
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I think some better provision could be made for meeting that prob-
lem than that which is proposed in this bill. Possibly some suggestion
as the one made by the previous witness as to the weeks of employment
be indicated be a very good formula. The supplement to the State
weekly benefit standards is, of course, desirable in some States. I
think. It is going to be very difficult probably to put that over.
Some of the States are still paying benefits which are extraordinarily
low in terms of their average weekly wage. Some 12 States are pay-
ing an average weekly benefit of less than 80 percent of the average
weekly wage, which is pretty low to meet the reconversion problem.

Senator VANDENBERG. Very few of those States, however, would be
called industrial States; would they?

Mr. DAvis. I think that is true.
The provision providing for transportation of workers is very in-

teresting to us, because in Washington we have probably the most
severe problem in the United States in that respect. We have had a
terrific importation of workmen to do the armament jobs in Wash-
igton in the shipyards and aircraft plants. Some of them are not

going home; some of them are unable to go due to the lack of finances.
Our cost of living is high in Washington; wages have been high;

and the costs have been high, and many of them will not have sufficient
money to get themselves back home and reestablish themselves.

We think the increase in veterans' allowance provisions should ony
be made if there is a commensurate increase in the benefit standards
for the ordinary workmen; they should not be quite so far out of line;
that is, if the ordinary workman is permitted a top benefit of $20, it is
perhaps not unreasonable to raise the veterans' benefit to $25.

I am very much interested in Senator Vandenberg's proposal to
extend the duration. I think perhaps that is a good solution to the
problem.

In our State we were very much worried about the postwar problem
with our huge proportion of industrial workmen engaged in arma-
ment work. About 50 percent of our people will go through the ring
of unemployment in the.next 2 years.

We were concerned about duration more than we were concerned
about the weekly benefit amount.

The $25 top in our State doesn't mean very much. The top could
be $50 and not raise the average weekly benefit amount more than
about $2. If the top was only $20, it would only reduce it about 50 or
75 cents.

It is the duration which counts.
We have a maximum duration of 26 weeks. We consider very seri-

ously going further than that. And I think it not reasonable to guar-
antee a duration up to as much as 52 weeks for a workman who has
had substantial earnings and has been in the labor market in a sub-
stantial way.

I think very strongly that the duration should be conditioned upon
the amount of earnings. I feel that when we go to a uniform duration
we have lost completely insurance principles of unemployment com-
pensation.

If some arrangement could be worked out that the duration could
be increased by a percentage or by a flat number of weeks for each
case, then, that might be desirable.
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I said I would try to make my testimony brief, and that is about all
I have to say, unless you have some questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Senator MILLIKIN. According to the information I have here, you

have a reserve fund in your system in Washington of 151 million-plus.
Mr. DAVIS. That is correct.
Senator MmiLIKmI. And you have a State surplus of $39,000,000-

plus.
Mr. DAVIS. It is probably a little higher than that. I accept your

figures, however.
Senator MILIKIN. Taking your figures as I have them here it

would appear that Washington is in shape to take care of the problem
for the foreseeable future.

Is that right?
Mr. DAVIS. Yes. We don't foresee at all any insolvency.
Senator RADCLIFFE. It is my understanding that you would leave

the period of timV at 26 weeks except that there would be a leeway in
certain special cases, or special types.

You didn't develop that idea very much, and I didn't know whether
you meant there should be an extension or whether it should be within
a certain restricted field.

Mr. DAVIS. I feel very strongly that the insurance principles of
unemployment compensation should be retained, and for that reason
I don't think there should be very much faith put in the flat duration
of 26 weeks. I think it is much more desirable if the duration is
conditioned upon the earnings.

The earnings indicate the extent of the individual's participation
in the labor market.

Senator RADCLIFFE. What do you mean by the amount of earnings,
that a man getting higher earnings should have a longer period or vice
versa?

Mr. DAVIS. The man who has worked longer and has earned more
money in the base period should have accordingly a greater protection.

Senator RADCLIFFE. You consider not only what he is earning at the
time but the period of time during which he has earned it?

Mr. DAVIS. If he has been in a stable employment and kept his job
and worked solidly during his base period, then, he should be guaran-
teed longer protection.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mi'. Davis.
Mr. Rohrer, will you come around?
This is the last witness we have.
Mr. Rohrer, you can come and make your statement.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES C. RO0HRER

Mr. ROHRER. When I get back home I am going to tell the neighbors
you fellows never dQ stop for dinner when they tell me about your big
money.

I am very grateful as a common American, that I can appear before
such an important assembly as this.

I come here representing no specific interest or group. In fact, I
came over to fight another bill pending before the House Militay
Affairs Commitee the peacetime conscription bill, which I opposed
religiously as un-Imerican.
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I was very much pleased that this committee was in session also
at this time.

MY wife and I are a sample of the hundreds of thousands of people
who face a great upheava[ in their social and economic life at this
time. It is inevitable. It may be a good thing. At least, it mixes the
blood of the Nation.

If you have ever been in Kentucky or Tennessee, there is hardly
a family that is not blood relation. This great upheaval is going to
do the blood of the Nation some good.

As to the other work, my wife and I were laborers in a factory
making good wages. When the boss cut my pay from $8 and $10
to $4 and $5, I quit, and I went out and bought a little farm of 12
acres.

We had saved $500 and we went in debt for $2,000. We bought a
little bit of a farm.

The CHAIRMAN. Where is your home?
Mr. RoHRFm In Indiana.
I have never regretted it. I worked in a garage there in a local town

for $1 a day, which was not so big in those days, and we secured a hog
and some chickens, and my wife's folks gave us a cow. They were
farmers also. They gave us a good old cow.

We worked for a long time and the Lord blessed us, and I say this
not boastingly, but we own 500 acres of land and 100 dairy cows, and
everything is free of debt.

We had no Government help, and I am glad in my case that we never
did have.

I want to point out that I don't think I am an exception to the
average. I am just a common farmer.

If I had Government help I might still be over there in that old
factory, which I detested. I never did like factory work.

But when they took and cut my pay, I scattered right now.
I didn't have no transportation. I bought myself an old model T

Ford and away we went.
I went back and worked at a garage for $1 a day.
This old cow gave us more milk than we could drink, and I got

myself together and peddled milk.
That one cow growed into 100 dairy cows. That is what a man

can do.
I am telling you boys that these fellows have got to come back.
I was born and raised on a farm. I went to town during the other

war and made $500. That is all we saved.
Incidentally, I have never heard yet any place in Washington people

talking about saving.
My dad always told me to save and wear out the old things first.

I have never heard anything like that over here.
It is always give, give.
The CHAMMAN. That is a strange doctrine in Washington, saving.
Mr. RoHRER. It is sure enough.
I think we need to get back to some of old Benjamin Franklin's

philosophy.
Senator MILLIKIN. I would like to point out to you that we follow

the cow philosophy here in Washington.
• The Federal Government is a gigantic udder out of which 130,-

000,000 people have been fed.

Age
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Mr. ROURER. It has come in pretty handy.
The Bible says, "A man should earn his bread by the sweat of his

brow or somebody else will."
Senator VAN DEWERG. The Bible was written before the New Deal.
Mr. Romma. Yes,'that is right.
I think we ought to kind of remember some of old Benjamin Frank-

fin's sayings. lie said, "If you keep your shop, your shop will keep
you." I think that is right. A man had lots rather keep his own shop
than let somebody else keep his shop. I am sure of that.

I am truly grateful that the Government never gave me a dollar.
1 have been just as poor as they get. I was down and out and didn't
have a penny in my pocket, and I had a wife to keep up too.

We pulled through it. I have been just as hard up as they get.
When I wanted to buy my cow, I went to my bank and I said, "Now

mny neighbor has an old cow for $75 and I have $15 of them." No, I
had all but $10. I scraped all up but $10.

You know, when I went to the bank they wouldn't give me the rest
on that old cow. I had to get the man to let me have credit on that cow.

That is what a man can do.
I am not an exception to the rule.
I thought chickens was a fine thing. We went into chickens and we

lost $1,000 the first year. The bottom dropped out. It certainly did
hurt.

I am just a common fellow, mind you. I am no different from any
o ,her American.

I haven't got a high-school education, but any American that has
a little brain can get him a cow and a sow and a hen and can live.

Mind you, boys, they have got to do it. We can't live off this P'ederal
(,overnment or State government. You have got to get that through
your heads sooner or later. We are just about at the end of the rope.

I will tell you the truth. I would rather see these folks given a farm
and 40 acres and let them earn their own living than give them a dole.

They can do it. I know. I have seen it happen. I have sold some
of my own land. I had more than that. But I was kind of scared you
follows would let the bottom drop out and I let loose of some of it.
That is a fact. I sold some of my surplus cattle before I come up here
because I knowed the bottom is dropping out.

I knew it would happen. I have seen it. That is what I want to
impress upon you.

Everything I have heard is, "Help him along, give him a cane, give
him a crutch." That ain't the way to make America. It will never
work. You are going to make loafers.

Out in my neighborhood right now there are some women and men
-itting down and they told me they wasn't going to turn a tap, until
I hat compensation was all soaked up, and they will sure do it. Know.
I live out there and I know what they are doing.

Now I will read my prepared statement if I can.
I am a dairy farmer from Indiana.
I would like to say a word about full employment.
Now this full bmployment-being a farmer I would like to see full

employment in order that I may market as much of my goods at the
best figure that the market can stand. I mean that. I mean just all she
can bear. I don't want little stuff. I want all that I can get. I think
that is right.
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The bill is so all-inclusive and broad we will have to include not
only the factory labor but us farmers and the banker as well, and the
candlestick maker. We all must have full employment, and I believe
we ought in the interest -of good government include the politicians
and the civil servants, and that is no joke. I mean that. I mean
just that.

I honestly believe that this whole Congress actually needs a raise
in salary for the good of the country's sake. Government costs are
more these days, and don't like to see fine men like Mr. Woodrum of
Virginia leave the Government because he can do a little better else-
where.

When I have a good man in my own employ, I try to meet the com-
petition and retain him.

The old saying, "Money is what makes the mare go," still stands.
I like to receive a good round figure for my products. Then I can

go into the market places with a nice wad of folding money and pur-
chase the things which my factory brothers have produced, and I
expect the prices to be also good and round, so the men who have
handled those goods can also make a nice wad of that folding money
also.

Yes; I believe we should gladly do unto others as we would have
them do us.

In order to have full employment and full pocketbooks we must
not forget our exports and dealers in international exchange of moneys
and goods.

Oir money and prices have literally been jacked above world levels,
as in the price of bullion silver. It is something like three or four
times above world levels.

I know because I went down to Mexico last winter and when I went
over the border I had to turn in my money and I got five Mexican
pesos for my silver dollar, and there was no comparison in the weight
of it.

It is four times as high. Let's see. I have the wrong place here.
Will you excuse me a moment?
As in the present bullion silver-I still have the wrong place.
Now I have noted in some streams of navigable water it is some-

times necessary to build locks to help ships get up and down the stream.
Gentlemen, we need a few locks built to help our international ships
of commerce get up and down the world trade levels.

There may be ways to construct a lock, but build one we must, if
we are to have full employment.

I have lost my place again. Will you excuse me while I go over
my notes ?

The best one I have in mind is the subsidy of all exports which
require it. Then our cotton from the South will have a sound market.
Wheat will flow out to a hungry world, and then they should be carried
in American ship bottoms by American boys. At least, that many
boys will never see the PWA.

Gentleman let us look after America first. This is a man's first
duty. The Bible says that he that does not provide for his family
is worse than an infidel.

I don't want to see the price of milk go down after the war. Neither
does my factory brother want to take a cut, and I don't believe we
have to take a cut if we plan properly.
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If I produce too much milk, then, after the home market has ab-
sorbed all it can, at a price set by the Government, and a board of
farmers and middlemen and consumers, then, I will attempt to sell
abroad all I can.

Then after all this, there is only one sensible thing for me to do,
and that is to curtail production and go fishing or hunt something
else to do, and this pattern will apply to all trades, I believe. I don't
think one business is any different from any others when it comes
to that.

If a manufacturer makes 2,000,000 hammers and they can't get
enough for those hammers they are going to quit.

If we do not subsidize our exports, will someone explain how we
are going to market a single bushel of corn when that commodity
is one-half cheaper in the world market?

How is a single hour of American labor going to be sold abroad
against free labor, and how are our great corporations going to meet
terrific competition of foreign cartels any other way?

However there are some pitfalls and dangers in this bill, and one
is that sucii classes may seek to hog the trough, but this can and
must be prevented.

Understand, I am not against labor. I belong to a labor organiza-
tion. But I know this is for their own good. I believe that the
Secretary of Labor, who has just talked, should revise his statement
on writing any new bills. I believe that is true.

Every board has two sides. No matter what kind of board it is,
it has two sides, opponents and proponents. It is only the ostrich
that is supposed to run and hide his head in the sand to escape recog-
nizing facts they run in.

Therefore, we should examine the opponents' views and maybe they
have a few good points also.

One point I hear against this bill is that it is glorified PWA. Cer-
tainly, we don't want that if we can at all avoid it. Certainly, it
would make loafers and vagrants out of a great many people. We
also don't want that.

There may be some truth in their statement.
I personal know of some people in my neighborhood at this time

sitting around and they say they will not strike a lick of work until
they have used all of their compensation.

My father told me to always be thrifty, to work hard and try
to save something for my old age. Surely we should never get
away from personal responsibilities.

Necessity is a great teacher and the mother of invention. That
is a truth we don't want to ever forget. Necessity of man will really
make a man out of you.

We all know that lots of these people have gone to town and wasted
their income and resources. I know it is the truth. We all know that
it is the truth. Why should I work and slave to keep a man up that
went out and boosted his money up and then threw it away? We
know that is universal.

I don't like to pay taxes to keep a man up that won't help himself.
am charitable enough to help any man. I will when it is necessary.

I have never yet turned a man down that needed it. But I am against
helping a man that doesn't help himself.
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Unless I am mistaken, living costs are coming down in the near
future. I think taxes must come down, where people can save for
their families and their stockholders instead of just to keep up an
expensive government, and if we have gotten ourselves into debt too
much, that it interferes with full employment, then there is only one
thing to do, get solvent, no matter what the cost.

Just how this is to be done is very important if we do not want
another great depression to come on us. It is going to take some skill-
ful and unselfish thinking to work out these problems.

I wish I had the time to go into the economic situation.
Let's see. That isn't what I want. I have the wrong page.
Another criticism. It would make us a'Fascist state. One man said

he would rather be free and poor as to lose his political, social, and
economic freedom for a meager measure of economic freedom. Of
course, there is some danger in this statement and should be guarded
against. I believe that is true.

Please pardon this diversion from the subject, but I feel that I must
get this off my chest.

I hope we do not make the same mistake that ex-President Hoover
did in granting dollar credits. We should consult present and past
history on repayment of these foreign loans.

If Uncle Sam wants to do any giving away, then I can use a few
automobiles and some other things free of charge.

I would rather see this fund of unemployment spent at home. I
hope Congress will continue to set prices on commodities of labor.

We in America are a large family and we all know that our family
should have justice, fair play, and peace and order. One furnishes
the milk, one the vegetables, another the bread, and another the hard-
ware, and so forth, and all should have equality in the family income,
all work for the prosperity of the family.

However, if one member of the family becomes selfish and unruly,
and so forth, tries to tell the parents off, and so forth has bad manners
at the breakfast table by insisting that he shall have the largest piece
of sausage, then either papa or mama should take him firmly by the
arm and lead him down to the basement or out to the family woodshed
and teach him the principles of democracy.

We all know what happens to a family when the kids run the
parents.

Free competition, they say, is the life of business. But it also often
is the death of many businesses.

We must progress in our Government and our human relations, and it
is the duty of the parent corporation to stabilize our economy the
Treasury Department, to look at our interests that America may have
the fullest employment and well-being instead of a boom and then a
"'bust," which benefits only the rich.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
We will recess until Monday morning at 10 o'clock.
(Whereupon, the hearing adjourned at 1:35 p. m., to reconvene

at 10 a. m., Monday, September.3, 1945.)
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MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 3, 1945

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, . C.
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room

312, Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators George (chairman), Barkley, Guffey, Lucas,
McMahon, Vandenberg, Taft, Millikin, and Brewster.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
Have any witnesses come here who are scheduled to appear today?
Mr. WEYLER. Yes, sir; Ed Weyler.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Weyler, come right here [indicating], please.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD H. WEYLER, SECRETARY-TREASURER,
KENTUCKY STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR

The CHAIRMAN. You are Edward H. Weyler?
Mr. WEYLER. Yes, sir; secretary-treasurer of the Kentucky State

Federation of Labor.
The CHAIRMAN. We will be very glad to.hear from you on this bill

to supplement the unemployment compensation payments by the States.
Mr. WEYLFR. Speaking in behalf of S. 1274 and its companion

bill, H. R. 3891, to provide for an orderly transition from wartime to
peacetime economy, may I say the executive board of the Kentucky
State Federation of Labor, as well as the various central parties in
the State have given the bill considerable study. As a result, we can
find only one objection to the bill, and that is it does not provide for
complete federalization of unemployment compensation which we
feel sorely needed because of the variation of the 48 different State
laws in tYe country. It is our opinion that unemployment compen-
sation is a national problem rather than a State problem, and having
observed our tremendous transportation of employees from one section
of the State to the other during the war -we know unless there is an
orderly return of those people back to their places and some sort of
compensation or travel assistance to get them back, that a lot of those
people will be stranded.

lWe favor the ceiling that is established in this bill, believing that
unless we assist in some way to hold the high standard of earnings
which we have had during the war that we'will go into a deflationary
Period that will be entirely more harmful than even an inflationary
period may be.
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Now, we realize that we have a debt of some $285,000,000,000 that we
created on about the 68-cent dollar. If we permitted a deflationary
spiral we don't know where we will go. Unless we have proper assist-
ance for those who have not earned sufficient funds in wages to save
money against unemployment they will not be consuming what they
should be consuming in the market. We further believe that produc-
tion depends solely upon consumption and unless we do have the con-
suming market we fear that we will have failed in attempting to create
peace or to win the peace.

There is another reason whv we favor this bill. In the State of
Kentucky we have $83,000.000 in our fund. We have attempted from
year to year to get our law liberalized and we have continually met
with the opposition of the employees and have been unable to do so.

In the Courier-Journal of Friday, August 31, there came out an
article by Mr. Babb, who is executive director, that. if we paid every
legitimate claim against unemployment compensation in Kentucky, we
would have $16,000,000 left over. Now, he intimates in his article that
this is a wonderful opportunity for the employers to secure a reduction
in tax. Now, we think, rather than a reduction in tax we should use
the $16.o00.o00 for the purpose for which the money was collected but
which we have been unable to do, because we cannot get the law liberal-
ized. Therefore, we are indeed happy when the Federal Government
takes a stand for setting up a higher standard that would be universal.

Senator VANDEN BERG. Was this subject up in your Kentucky Legis-
lature this year?

Mr. WEYLER. It comes up in January, sir.
Senator VA NDErNBERG. The legislature did not meet this year?
Mr. WEinER. Our legislature goes into session this coming January.
Senator VANDENBERG. Can you tell me whether or not there is any-

thing in your Kentucky law which prohibits the acceptance of these
Federal payments without" deduction from the State payments?

Mr. WEY -uL I did not get that.
Senator VANDENBERG. The statement has been made to us that in

all but four States the State laws prohibit the beneficiaries of unem-
ployment from accepting unemployment compensation from any other
source, and if they do it has to be deducted under the State law. I was
wondering whether Kentucky was one of those States.

Mr. WEYLER. I vaguely recall a provision of that type, but, in my-
opinion, that meant if a person had received a wage from any other
source it would be deducted, and in fact I think the term "wage" was
used.

Senator MIILIKIN. The term what, please?
Mr. WEYLER. The term "wage." If that be true, what would you do

with the support that we have offered to the veteran? If we could not
give to the production employees assistance in this matter neither
could we give assistance to the veteran.

Now, I think this, sir: I think the chief thing wrong with the em-
ployment compensation throughout the Nation has been that the ma-
oritv of the people administering the law have not been favorable to
iberalizing the law.

Senator VANDENBERG. I was just wondering what your law was.
Mr. WEYLER. YeS.
Senator VANDENBERG. You are not sure about that?
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Mr. WEYLER. No, sir. I would prefer to read the law before I
attempt to state what it is. I woul not want to embarrass myself.

Senator VANDENBERG. I will find it.
Mr. WEYLER. There are some who probably will say that unemploy-

inent will be so small that the Government, the Federal Government,
should not go to these means of supporting the workers. I read an
article in the New York Times day before yesterday by Joseph J.
Loftus. He says:

The number of unemployed has now risen to 3,000,000. The outlook will be
6,000,00 by the end of the year and 8,000,000 by spring.

I don't know where he arrived at his figures, but I think the New
York Times is a sufficiently conservative paper that they do not make
wild statements, and I quite agree we are going to have a tremendous
unemployment problem.

Now, where do we go from there, if we have it?
Why have we been fighting the war? To secure a peace or secure

certain freedoms, to find security. Well, if we are to permit this wave
of unemployment to go across our Nation without an effort to over-
come it, then I do not think the Government has kept faith with its
citizens.

So, we are wholly in accord with the passage of this bill, and we
urgre that your committee recommend the same favorably. Now, if
there are any questions that you may care to ask me as to any attitude
of our people in Kentucky, I will be very happy to answer them.

Senator VANDENBERG. How long do you think this difficulty is going
to last, this unemployment?

Mr. WEYnLFR. You mean the unemployment problem?
Senator VANDENBERG. How long do you think before conversion is

completed ?
Mr. WEYLEi. I think that depends solely upon Congress, sir, as to

the courage and intelligence that Congress demonstrates. As" an
individual citizen, in speaking my own thoughts, I think the future
looks very dark. Now, if you permit me, I will tell you why.

Senator TArt. You mean because of lack of confidence in Congress
to do these things?

Mr. WEYLER. No; I think Congress is responsible for it because of
some of the actions of its body. I would like to have full and com-
plete confidence in every Member of the Congress, but Congress has
not conducted itself in such a manner that I could.

For instance, gentlemen, in 1933 we had 13,000,000 unemployed in
this country and we had 36,000,000 working. At that time the gross
national production was $54,800,000,000. The American dollar value
was approximately $1.35. In 1943 we had 54,000,000 people working
and 11,000,000 people in the armed forces. The national gross pro-
duction that year was $198,800,000,000, with the dollar value at ap-
proximately 68 cents.

Now we talk of full-time employment and some say 60,000,000
jobs. Well, if we have full employment we will need 65,000,000 jobs,
if we had the 54,000,000 people working plus the 11,000,000 that were
in the armed forces. Now, naturally, we should deduct a certain
amount for older people who retire, or the wives who go back to their
homes, or the youngsters who go back to school, but that could not
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go over .two or three million, in my opinion. Well, if we take the
difference between the gross national production of $54,800,000,000 and
$198,800,000,000, I think that shows us that technological improve-
ments have enabled us to produce four times as much now as we did 10
years ago. Production depends solely upon consumption. I think that
we will realize a tremendous unemployment problem until we have cor-
rected this unbalanced system that we strive under.

Senator MILLIKIN. Senator Vandenberg asked you how long you
think it will take to make this conversion.

Mr. WEy mR. I probably did not understand the question.
Senator MILLUUN. How long do you thing it will take?
Mr. WEYLER. I think in some localities the reconversion would not

be over 2 or 3 weeks, or a month, depending upon the nature of the
industry, and in others, I think it would possibly take a year to a
year and a half. I think it will practically be the reverse of what
we had when we went into the war, with the exception we will not have
to make new dies, and so forth, in the industry; we can replace the
old.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is. the point that interested me. It
seems to me our emergency, that this particular bill is directed to,
involves the duration of payment a great deal more than it does the
rate of payment, because, otherwise, at the end of 26 weeks you are
going to be flat, without any cushion.

Mr. WEYLER. That is r'ght. I do not think that there is any
injustice in the 26 weeks' period. On the other hand, when you have
State laws that only provide 20 weeks and in some cases less, I think
if we were to attempt to stretch it beyond 26 weeks we would run into
such a wave of opposition that we probably may not be able to get as
conservative a bill as this over.

Senator VANDENTBERG. Excuse me. On the contrary the opposition
of the State has been, as expressed here, exclusively to the change in
rates. There has been, rather, evidence of acquiescence if we extend
the duration instead of change the rates.

Mr. WEYiYR. That has been the attitude right along, because the
records in regard to drawing unemployment compensation I think
show about 30 percent of those eligible have ever drawn the total
amount which they were eligible to draw.

Senator BARKLEY. Most of the opposition of the States has been
on the ground that it was not a, Federal problem at all, that the
States were able to handle it. Is there any difference in principle
between the boosting the amount of pay while it lasts and extend-
ing the time in the State provision? Is a man better off if he is
to draw for 9 months and does not draw enough than if he draws
what is reasonable during 6 months, or whatever the time may be?
Is there any less a State problem in the extension of time than there
is in the increase of the amount?

Mr. WYLER. I would like to answer that in this way: The only
problem to me is that in Kentucky eve% time we attempt to liberalize
the law the employers say: "Don't make it more than 16 weeks. If
you do you 'make it more profitable for the employee to loaf than
to work."

Senator BARKLEY. That all depends on how it is administered,
if you allow a man who is a professional loafer to draw unemployment-
compensation payments.
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Mr. WEYLEn. We understand the employee must accept suitable
employment before he is eligible to draw unemployment-compensa-
tion payments. .

Senator BARKLEY. The point I am trying to bring out is: Repre-
sentatives of the States opposing this legislation have opposed it
on the ground that it presented no Federal problem, and that the
States were able to handle it. I do not agree with that philosophy
myself, but if they are able to handle it so far as the amount of
benefit is concerned, they are able to handle it so far as the extension
of time during which it is to be drawn is concerned. I see no differ-
ence, as a matter of principle, between the Federal Government in-
creasing the amount while it is in existence and increasing the time,
as far as the State figures are concerned.

The CHAIRMAN. Your State system is $16 for 20 weeks?
Mr. WEYLm Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The dollar maximum actually received by an em-

ployee, an employed worker, depends upon his credit; is that right f
Mr. WiyiER. Quite right. There are not very many people who

draw the top for the full length of weeks. In addition, under our
State law, the disqualification clauses are very, very stern and very
unfair. That is another reason why we would like to see a total
federalization of the law, in order that there may be more justice in
that respect.

Senator MmLuIN. I am curious why your State legislature can foI-
low such a system in Kentucky.

Mr. WY ER. Possibly because the employers are stronger in the
legislature than labor, and we do not want it, that is all.

Senator MmKIN. You have the power to correct it, do you not?
-fr. WEYLEB. We would have the power if we could pass the

legislation.
Senator MILUKiN. The people in Kentucky, if they are dissatisfied

whatever with the legislature, have the power to correct it, have they
not ?

Mr. WEY LR. You know, of course, you must get the legislation
passed.

Senator MMLIKIN. I know the ordinary procedure.
Mr. WEYLER. We have attempted to get liberalization, and we have

failed repeatedly. In fact, we cannot get action on a bill unless it is
agreed to. The majority of the legislators do not know what unem-
,loyment compensation is, to begin with. They have never read

the bill, and if they did read it they probably did not take time enough
to understand it.

Senator TAFrT. Cannot you educate the people in Kentucky and not
jd,4 appeal from them to educate us?

Mr. WEYLJR1. When I was speaking of the legislators I was speaking
of the Kentucky legislators. I hope I haven't offended you, now, be-
cause I am not accusing this body of not understanding what are the
l:lws that have been passed.

Senator TAFT. I did not mean that. Why appeal to us?
Isn't it your job, under a democratic system, to go out and try to

Persuade the people of Kentucky as to what you think is right?
Senator BARKLEY. It is almost physically and politically impossible

for the legislature of any State-and Kentucky is no better or worse
than the rest of them, it is about on the average-that meets only once
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in 2 years and then for only 60 days, to have the time and the oppor-
tunity, and frequently inclination, to go into all these problems that
affect. employers and employees, the question of insurance, unemploy-
ment compensation, and old-age pension.

Mr. WEYLER. That is right.
Senator TAFT. We work in Ohio under the same limitations and still

we increased the rate from $16 to $18 and increased the length of time.
Our legislature is perfectly competent to go into that.

Mr. WEYLiER. I will answer your question, if I may, sir. You speak
of educating all of the masses in order that they demand this and thus,
We create this legislature to do for us collectively that which we can-
not do for ourselves individually. When you have elected people to
public office it would seem it is their duty to do the things that are
necessary for the people, without pressure or force upon them and
'without getting the people educated.

Senator TArr. You said you could not educate the legislature in
Kentucky. I was in the Ohio State Legislature for 8 years. The peo-
ple there were just as intelligent as the people in Congress. I see no
difference whatever in the general standard of the people. There is a
little lack*of background, if you please, but they are the same kind
of people as are in Congress, exactly.

Mr. WEYL. I did not question the intellectual ability of the
members of the legislature, but people who are in session for 60 days,
who have some two or three hundred bills before them, and some of
them perhaps 200 or 300 pages in length, certainly will never read
them all, and if they do they will not know what is in them.

Senator MILLIKIN. That is entirely true here.
Mr. WAE-nR. But you are in session practically around the calendar.
Senator TArt. And we have six times as many things to consider.
Mr. WEYLER. That is right.
Senator MmmKIN. I would like to ask you what is the reserve in

your unemployment compensation fund in Kentucky?
The CHArRMAN. About $80,000,000.
Mr. WEYLER. We have $83,000,000. I have a newspaper clipping

here from the Courier-Journal of August 31 that I would like to
leave, if you wish it, where Mr. Babb, the director, says if we paid
every possible claim we would have $16,000,000 left over.

Senator MmLIKIw. You are in a highly solvent condition.
Mr. WETYum. We are one of the most solvent in the Nation, I think.
Senator MmTiKiN. If some money is needed for the extension of

time of weekly benefits you have got the reserve to accomplish it, have
you not?

Mr. WE-Lm. Yes, but you must have a way in which you can do it.
Senator IMILLKIN. Your legislature could change it, could it not?
Mr. WL-mLER. But experience has shown us that it is impossible to

liberalize the law. We have passed a reduction in tax for the em-
ployers, but we have failed in the effort to increase the benefit to the
workers.

Senator TArt. As a matter of fact, the legislature has not met
since a year ago, has not met in the present emergency situation at all.

Mr. WLLER. But in the last two sessions we brought the bill before
them and predicted what was coming.

Senator TArr. That was a year ago last January?
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Mr. WEYIm. Certainly. But if these men are as intelligent as we
believe them to be they would have known a year ago what the unem-
ployment problem would be at such time as we reach this stage.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to ask you, Mr. Weyler, have you got a

great, many open jobs in Kentucky now?
Mr. WEYLER. What would you consider open jobs?
The CHAIRMAN. I mean jobs that are not filled. I am just asking

114u if that is not a fact. Haven't you got a great many industries
ia:it are not able to start because they haven't got workers.

Mr. WEYLm. No.
The CHAIRMAN. You haven't any?
Mr. WEYLEm. Industries that cannot go into reconversion because

they have not workers?
The CHAIRM1AN. Or a sufficient number of workers.
Ir. WE LER. No;- we have no such industries.

The CHAIRMAN. go you haven't any jobs in the State now available
to workers? I am not speaking of the price. That is another ques-
tion entirely, as I see it, at the moment, Haven't you the jobs there
available?

Mr. WEYLER. We are adding about 2,000 people weekly to the un-
employment compensation rolls in the city of Louisville alone, accord-
ing to newspaper statements.

The CHAIRMAN. I am not asking so much about newspaper state-
ments. I am asking about facts. You are here from the State, and
I thought you were a good one to ask. that. What I would like to
know is if there were not many unfilled jobs in that State?

Mr. WEYLER. No, sir; there are not.
The CHAIRMAN. There are not?
Mr. WEYLER. No, sir.
Senator BARKLEY. In addition to the situation in Louisville, I would

like to ask you, if you haven't already stated it, how many men were
thrown out of employment by closing the war plants making am-
munition in and around Louisville?

Mr. WEYLER. We had 12,000 people working at 1 plant, and there
are 2,000 working there now. We had 20,000 people working in
another plant, and that job has closed down. All of that stuff went
out of production; it has all ceased. The Curtiss-Wright plant, with
approximately 4,000 employees, are not operating. We had the
Wultee's remodification center closed down.

Senator BARKLEY. Any discharges in the Reynolds' plants?
Mr. WEYLER. About two-thirds of the Reynolds' plants have been

cls,,ed down since VJ-day; they will start retiring the middle of this
week.

Senator BARKLEY. There are plants located in various parts of the
State that have been closed up. I know one in my own ,home town,
]Paducah, that has closed recently. Some of those have closed up
in Cincinnati, Covington, Newport-have closed up-several manu-
facturing Government supplies. I think that is true of Ashland.

Mr. WEYLER. The Ashland shell plant closed down. The Hender-
son ammonia plant, the TNT plant in Paducah, the shell-loading
plant at Mayfield-they all closed down. Up in Cincinnati dis-
trict, we have a tremendous effect from the airplaine engine plants
Closing down. So, all over the States we have big unemployment
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problems without opportunity for decent relief of the people because
of our poor law. .

The CHAIRMAN. Were there many workers that came into Ken-
tucky from other States?

Mr. WEnLER. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Is it largely local people?
Mr. WYLER. I am sorry to admit, but we sent about 35,000 semi-

skilled and unskilled workers out of the States. We did not have very
many who came into the State other than the highly skilled and pro-
fessional workers, such as the chemists, and technical people, that
came to operate the synthetic rubber plants.

Senator BREWSTER. Are you having much call for workers to go out
and help in other sections of the country?

Mr. WEYLER. We have sent some 35,000 out of Kentucky to other
sections.

Senator BREWSTER. I mean currently. They are sending five train-
loads of 1.500 people up to Maine. I am wondering whether other
States are calling on you.

Mr. WEYLER. Not from Maine. We sent some workers to the west
coast shipyards, which was the last drive that I know of.

Senator BREWSTER. Do you know of a recruiting campaign for the
Maine harvest?

Mr. WEYLER. I do not recall.
Senator BREWSTER. Does that come to the attention of the feder-

ation? Do you know anything about those people?
Mr. WEYLER. No.
Senator BREWSTER. I was advised last night that five trainloads were

coming up this week.
Senator BARKLE. That is a temporary situation. They came up

last year when you raised more potatoes than you ever raised in Maine.
Senator BREWSTER. I am glad that we had that help, but I wondered

whether that call came from any other States to go and assist in the
harvest.

Mr. WEYLER. I haven't heard of it. Even now, while we -have as
many unemployed people as we have in Kentucky, we still find the
use of the German prisoners in the tobacco harvest.

Senator BREWSTER. Isn't that rather grotesque?
Mr. WEYLER. Nevertheless, we have it.
Senator BREWSTER. Who is responsible for that?
Mr. WEYLER. I am not sure.
Senator BARKLEY. The farmers who raise the tobacco and who have

to harvest the tobacco during the period of 3 or 4 weeks in the tobacco
sections have asked the War Department to allow them to have war
prisoners. They did it last year. The average person who is a skilled
workman o factory workman, looking for permanent employment,
does not, of course, seek to get a temporary job for a week or two out
in the country cutting tobacco. These war prisoners are housed in
that section. They have been allocated to some county down there,
and that is true not only of Kentucky but other agricultural States,
where they go out for distances of 25 miles to not only house the crop
but in the spring to plant the crop. Because of shortage of farm labor
the farmers were glad to get these prisoners. They do pretty good
work. They only ask for them in sections where they cannot get
labor otherwise to house their tobacco crop.
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Senator BREWSTER. I certainly would not want to challenge the
Senator from Kentucky or the representative of the federation here,
but it seems to me if several hundred of your people from Kentucky
are willing to travel 1,500 miles up to Maine to help us out in our
harvest there would be many of them who would be willing to help
out in the Kentucky harvest. It seems unusual if that is not the
case. It seems grotesque for us to be marshaling out German prisoners
of war all over the country to do labor work when we have vast
numbers of unemployed. I can understand how the situation has
developed, because up to the last month we had a war before us, but
with the war over, now that we are reconsidering the whole situation,
don't you think the people would be able to find profitable employ-
ment even if it were only for 2 or 3 months?

Mr. WEiYLER. The power to reduce the use of prisoner labor in
industry or agriculture lies in the city of Washington.

Senator BREWSTER. You would think that the administration, the
authorities here, then, should take cognizance of that?

Mr. WEYLER. I think when you have unemployed people it is very
unwise to permit competition with those workers, particularly by
prisoners of war.

Senator BRuwsTE- That is the same old problem we used to have
in the matter of prisoner labor in competition with other labor in
this country. - Those, at least; were American prisoners, not German
prisoners.

Senator BARKLE.Y. These people working on these crops are working
because the farm labor has not returned. The crop of tobacco will
not wait until 4 or 5 months to be cut.

Senator BREWSTER. What I am interested in getting from this
witness is what steps have been taken to see that they can be recruited.
It has been demonstrated that your people were willing to work in
the harvest.

Mr. WEYLER. It was claimed last year it would be impossible to
operate the warehouses and loose-leaf plants without the use of pris-
oner labor. There were a lot of farmers who contended if they
brought German laborers in the warehouses they would not bring the
tobacco in there and sell it. They got by without the use of German
prisoner labor. I do not attempt to speak for or against the farmer
or the farmer's problem; I don't know that, and I have no right to
speak for them or against them, but I do know tens of thousands of
farm people have worked in industry in Kentucky and all over this
Nation that I would think would return to farm labor if they did not
have competition.

Senator BREWSTER. Mr. Thomas, of the CIO Auto Workers, testi-
fied he felt the greater part of the new additions to industry had come
from unskilled labor. Would you think that was probably so, either
from farms or other labor of that character?

Mr. WEYLER. You mean as to the so-called disturbing elements?
Senator BREWSTER. No; I do not suggest anything about that. I

mean simply the increase of many millions of our skilled labor in
industries had come from unskilled labor, either from farms or other
common labor.

Mr. WEYLER. That is the only source you had for them to come from.
Senator BREWSTER. You feel a great number of those will normally

and naturally return I I
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Mr. WVyIER. The farm, if I read the statistics right, will only afford
a decent living for one-third of its born population; the other two-
thirds must go Alsewhere to seek a livelihood. So I would think that
the answer would be "Yes." But, that makes it all the more important
that we should have a national law to take care of this situation.

Senator BREWSTER. I think the commissioner from Georgia testi-
fied that the Emloyment Service of the United States did not refer
workers for farm labor. Do you know anything regarding that?

Mr. WEYLER. That the USES does not refer?
Senator BREWSTE. Yes; does not refer people to agricultural em-

ployment, that that is against their regulations and their jurisdiction.
Mr. WEYLER. I would not know about that; I am sorry.
Senator BREWSTER. He testified to that, so it indicated this lack of

coordination between. industrial labor recruiting and agricultural
labor recruiting. You would feel, I take it, that prisoner labor in
America, particularly German prison labor, should not be employed
where American labor that is willing to work is unemployed?

Mr. WEYLER. Economic principles preclude that, because produc-
tion depends solely upon consumption. There isn't any other medium
that enters into the medium; unless the workers, who are more than
85 percent of the population of the country, receive a salary that will
afford them a decent standard of living; then the wheels of industry
cannot turn. We have what we normally term "overproduction," but
when we look at the facts, when we see the Army rejecting 42 percent
of all of the people examined for the Army for malnutrition, then
we break down the idea of overproduction. It has been undercon-
sumption. We must provide the consuming markets.

Senator BREWSTER. Would you agree that the reason this prisoner
labor had been employed hitherto was because of the war conditions,
that the war was on and we did everything we could to produce? That
was, I presume, the reason, was it not?

Mr. WEYLER. I cannot be honest and say "Yes," because I know the
majority of the plants and shops have been overmanned. If we had
been honest wit?, ourselves and had been working only such people
as we needed we would not have had that crude method.

Senator BREWSTER. You would not have needed the prisoner labor
to labor in industry?

Mr. WEYLER. We would not.
Senator BARKLEY. As a matter of fact, prisoners of war have not

been working in plants and factories as a rule.
The CHAIRMAN. Not as a rule, but they have been employed and

are now employed in some of the essential industries. They have been
in the lumber industry in my State.

Senator T~mi'. And in the canning industry.
Senator BARKLEY. I thought they only worked on the farms and

only on the urgent request of the farmers in those cases.
The CHAIRMAN. Certainly, we have had a complete shortage of

labor, and in some sections it is just as acute as it has ever been. It is
even a little more acute in Georgia.

Senator MILLIXIN. I would like to suggest to the Senator from
Kentucky that perhaps these prisoners of war that are working on
the farms in Kentucky and elsewhere at the present time are working
there because of contracts and arrangements that had been madeI
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near the close of the war. We have prisoners of war working in
Colorado on contracts made before the war closed.

Senator BARKLEY. Undoubtedly that is true, but this is also true
that farm labor has not returned to the farm. We have been out oi
this war 3 weeks at best, and the physical mechanics of getting the
nien out of the Army and back home is a tremendous job, and they
have not returned. These emergency crops have to be harvested or
they are ruined within a week or two. That is the reason the farmers
in my State asked the War Department to ship to them certain pris-
oners of war to help them harvest their tobacco.

Senator LcAs. We would have had three crops perish in Illinois
if we had not had the labor from the prisoners of war. We just
could not get anything else.

Senator BARKLEY. I am not advocating the use of prisoners of ware
generally, but where you employ farm labor and the crop must be
harvested within a certain length of time or it is ruined the farmer
becomes desperate. The farmers became desperate in this case and
I know they did ask the Government to let them have some of the
prisoners. The prisoners were available. The Government had to
support them anyway. It worked both ways. It was only done as
an emergency matter.

Senate BREWSTER. Do I understand from what the Seifator said
that you mean the contract we have for the labor of German prisoners
is not revocable?

Senator BAR:KLEY. I do not know about that. The contract he is
talking about, I presume, is the contract between a group of farmers
of a certain community and the Government of the United States.

Senator BREWSTER. I do not think the German prisoners have any
particular right to labor in our industries or factories.

Senator BARKLEY. Of course not. Nobody contends that they have.
Senator BREWSTER. I do not think the United States Government

is going to make a contract for the labor of German prisoners if there
are thousands of unemployed Americans.

Senator MCMAHON. I discussed that very problem with the officials
of the War Department. They are very conscious of the fact that
when the emergency' that required their use is over. I understand
they are making a survey-right now to cancel out the contracts where
there is any possibility of them being in competition with available
American labor.

Senator BrEWSTER. In other words, they are aware of the fact that
the war is over.

Senator MCMAHON. Of course, they~are.
Senator BREWSTER. Now, there is an utter lack of coordination.

I have investigated this very carefully also. I wanted this gentle-
man to testify. as to the conditions existing between the United States
Employment Service and the Department of Agriculture as to agri-
cultural labor. There is no coordination of controls. They have
'lot even been on speaking terms. They have been as jealous as the
Army and Navy have been of each other. The Department of Agri-
culture would not permit the Employment Service to have anything
to do with the supply of agricultural labor. The result is while we
have mounting thousands, if not millions, applying to the United
States Employment Service for work, the Department of Agricul-

1,
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ture is going along its own sweet way without any regard to that
tremendous supply and trying to recruit its own. It is another exam-
ple of utter lack of coordination. I can implement this in detail
rom my State and the other States if it is desired.

Mr. WEYLER. Gentlemen, let me bring up another point here.
There were some 25,000 people working out of Kentucky in the State
of Michigan. The Michigan unemployment compensation law says
that unless the worker is available in the locality for reemployment
in the locality and available for the same type of employment upon
which he earned credits, he is unable to draw unemployment com-
pensation.

Senator BpxwsTER. He must be available within 72 hours. I think
that is what they testified.

Mr. WEYLEP. That is not the way the la-w reads. If you remem-
ber. Senator Barkley, I came to you for your assistance in regard
to that sometime ago. How are we going to get 25,000 people back
into Kentucky to assist the farmers with that kind of law in Mich-
igan, where they have earned the credits and worked probably 2 years?
how are we going to get them back when employment in Kentucky
-would only be seasonal, a matter of 2 weeks.

The cock-eyed thing about all this is that unemployment compen-
sation is'a Federal problem. Until such time as we get the courage
to put it under Federal control, regardless of whether States like
it or not, we will not do the job right, and the citizens in the country
will suffer from it.

Senator MILUIN. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIMMAN. Yes, Senator. Let's make a little progress here.
Senator MmLIKIN. You testified that _your unemployment- com-

pensation fund in Kentucky is about $84,000,000.
Mr. WEm M- $83,700,000.
Senator MnLuIKIN. Do you recall what your general surplus is?
Mr. WEYLER. According to a statement in the newspaper where

Mr. Babb is alleged to have been quoted, if we paid all eligible claims
there would be $16,000,000 left there.

Senator MILLI=K. In the general surplus?
Mr. WEYLER. Even with the sliding rate for employers and no

contribution from employees the Kentucky commission is $16,000,000
more than solvent.

Senator MILLIKIx. I think you misunderstood my question. I was
speaking about the general surplus in the treasury of the State as
distinguished from the unemployment compensation fund.

The CHAIRMAN. Outside of the special funds.
Senator MLLIKIN. My figures show it is about $10,000,000.
Mr. WEYLER. I would not be able to answer that question.
Senator BARKLEY. I think, from newspaper reports, it is generally

understood, during the war when the State could not improve its
eleemosynary institutions, could not build highways because of lack
of material, there was accumulated a surplus of $10,000,000 in the
general fund. Of course, it is in Kentucky like it is in every State.
As soon as they resume normal construction, improvement of the State
facilities, highways, hospitals, one thing and another, that surplus
will disappear. Furthermore, it is not available for this purpose
anyhow.
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Senator MILLrKIN. What is the surplus of the Federal Government?
Mr. WEYLER. I am sorry, I cannot answer that question; I do not

know.
Senator MmLinuN. The witness has undoubtedly heard that we had

a deficit of about $300,000,000,000.
Mr. WEYLER,. I understand that our deficit is somewhere around

$285,000,000,000. Now, I only read newspapers which I hear do not
always give facts.

Senator MmLIKIN. The witness understands that we are running
inito heavy deficits every year-that is, the Federal Government.

Mr. WEYER. Yes.
Senator MILLIKIN. Does that have any impact in his mind as to

where the responsibility for this thing should be?
Mr. WEYLER. I recall just a few years ago when we herded the vet-

erans out of Washington, when we told them it would bankrupt the
United States if we paid the bonus of $3,000,000,000. Now we have
a deficit of nearly $300,000,000,000. I am wondering if we are will-
ing to gamble as much for peace as for war.

Senator MnxiKIN. Of course, there is a big difference between
$3,000,000,000 and $300,000,000,000 when you consider the financial
condition of the country at those two different times.

Senator BAR-KLEY. The point is we finally paid the bonus.
Mr. WEYLER. It did not materially affect the solvency of this

Government.
Senator MiLIKI. There is a distinction, you will recognize, be-

tween the payment of $3,000,000,000, considering the financial condi-
tion of the country at that time, and the payment of $300,000,000,000
at this time.

Mr. WEYLR. I.think I do get this distinction, sir: We are facing
our last chance to solve the problem. If we do not balance our economy
domestically and internationally now, we are into another war yet in
my time. If we do and we prosecute it as scientifically as we did the"
last one, we do not worry about the results, if we continue the use of
the atomic bomb. I think to mention or to intimate that the cost of
$8-,000,000,000 for human rights would be exorbitant because we are iii
debt is just out of the question, sir. I think we have a right to gamble
. much to win the peace as we gambled to win the war. We are negli-
gent in our duties to the citizens of this Nation and the citizens of the
wvDrld if we do not do it.

Senator BREWSTER. You used the phrase, "balance our economy." I
think you said, "Unless we'do balance our economy." Do you distin-
guish between that and balancing our Budget?

Mr. WEYLER. A balanced economy will take care of the Budget.
Senator BRu&wsTrER. What about the reverse?
Mr. WYLER. The interest rate on your debt will be approximately

$7.000,000,000, will it not?
Senator TAFT. We hope not more than $6,000,000,000.
Mr. WEYLm. As a matter of fact, I don't know. I am not a banker,

I am a laboring person, I figure just the way the people do. Why
worry about the Budget until we know what we are going to do about;
the whole picture? Now, I know I haven't said that in a sensible way.
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Senator BREwsTE. Perhaps we are agreed. We are concerned about
doing both things, balancing economy and balancing the Budget. The
only question is how they will be interrelated.

Mr. WEYLER. We did not worry a bit about balancing the Budget
when we were at war, and we said we were at war for some four
freedoms. to secure security, and so forth. Now, were we? I do not
know. I am not prepared to say whether we were or were not, but if
we want to gamble as much for peace as we gambled for war, then we
need not worry about another war.

Senator TAFT. If you have a deficit of $50,000,000,000, whether for
peace or for war, then you have a complete destruction of our economy.
You cannot just assume because you have a deficit of $50,000,000,000 in

-wartime that we can go on indefinitely on that basis. If the war ran
twice as long we would have had to face it. I think the balance of
the Government, the outflow, expense, income of the Government are
the important factors in determining the balance of the total economy.

Senator LuCAS. Is this gentleman a financier or an economist?
The CHAIRMAN. He did not appear here for that purpose.
Senator BREWSTER. Excuse me for having opened up this subject.
Senator VANDENBERG. He has not been questioned by any expert

banker or expert economist.
Senator BAiRLEY. The answers were just about as intelligent as the

questions propounded.
The CHAmMAN. Thank you, Mr. Weyler.
Mr. WE-YER. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Lloyd Klenert.

STATEMENT OF LLOYD KLENERT, INTERNATIONAL SECRETARY-
TREASURER, UNITED TEXTILE WORKERS OF AMERICA

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Klenert, you are here on behalf of the United
Textile Workers of America?

Mr. KLENERT. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir, we will be glad to hear you on this

bill. You probably will e asked a great many irrelevant questions.
Go right ahead.

Mr. KLENERT. At any rate, I hope I know the answers to a few of
them.

Senator BREWSTER. Perhaps we made a mistake in returning here
at the request of the chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. NO you did not make any mistake.
Senator BREWSTER .We have here given the Labor Day holiday to

this matter. I just want to say I forwent my vacation at the request
of the chairman, thinking we might perhaps contribute in some way.
I do deprecate the fact that the chairman, or others of the commit-
tee, should join the chorus which seeks to discredit the Congress or
the Senate of the United States as to their intelligent approach to
this matter. I think it is somewhat unfortunate.

The CHAIRMAN. I thought we better confine these witnesses more
or less to the pertinent matters before us today. But anybody may
ask any questions they wish.

Senator Tx rr. The last witness made a lot of wholly irrelevant
answers. The 42 percent of the people that were called to the Army
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were rejected because of malnutrition in childhood, for instance, has
no direct bearing. But certainly we do not have to sit here and re-
ceive these theories without questioning them, unless we want to.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. The chairman is corrected.
All right, Mr. Klenert.
Mr. rKNERT. Organized labor in the textile industry is vitally in-

terested in the passage of the Kilgore unemployment-compensation
bill. This is not because we expect extensive unemployment to face
the textile industry in the next year or so, but rather because we both
favor social justice to our fellow workers who are disemployed and
especially because the economic progress of our industry and our
workers is intimately interconnected with the well-being of all Ameri-
can workers.

Even though we do not expect general unemployment in the textile
industry, we too are feeling the effects of unemployment in certain
fields, such as in woolen manufactures, in which a slack period is
expected for some 3 or 4 months.

Senator TAr. Why is that, Mr. Klenert?
Mr. KLENERT. There is a general reconversion from the manufac-

ture of Army goods back to civilian items.
Senator T~rr. Does that require retooling or new kinds of ma-

chinery V
Mr. KLENERT. It requires a change of gears on the machinery, on

the looms.
Senator Trr. Nothing like the reconversion of the automobile

industry ?
Mr. KENFT. No, nothing that extensive.
In Massachusetts today, workers are already working alternate

days off and on. Only the other day, one of our Virginia mills laid
off 20 percent of its personnel. That is in the woolen mills. These
are just a few straws in the wind.

Everyone knows that there is a great pent-up demand for consumer
textiles ready to burst upon the market. However, growing un-
employment, fear of insecurity, and economic depression can dry up
this great torrent of demand and make the textile industry just an-
other great American desert. The prosperity of consumer goods
industries like textiles is based on the prosperity of the broad masses
of American workers. It is dependent upon their increasing pur-
chasing power, their confidence in the future and the regularity of
their source of income. Unless these are maintained during this
serious period of reconversion, we shall have, not reconversion but
another disastrous depression.

It is generally admitted that the State laws on unemployment
compensation are., at present, extremely inadequate. They are partic-
ularly inadequate in the face of special serious problems arising out
of the readjustments of an economy being shifted from war to peace.
Their coverage excludes workers in many fields seriously disrupted
by reconversion. In most States, benefits average less than $15 a
week. In no State does it average more than $20 a week.

Senator VANDENBERG. You are speaking of actual payments?
Mr. KLENERT. Yes; with the exception of one State. I think New

York pays a little more than that, but I think the others are less
than $20 a week. This is obviously terribly inadequate to meet the
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needs in the present transition of workers with families to provide
for. The duration of benefits is limited in about one-quarter of the
States to only 16 weeks, which is obviously much too short a period
to meet the emergency problems of our times.

Workers referred to jobs in other cities by the United States Em-
ployment Service must obviously be provided traveling allowances
to facilitate the readjustments in the labor market required during
the reconversion period. Finally, unemployment compensation bene-
fits for veterans are inadequately dealt with in the GI bill of rights.
Benefit payments should vary with the existence or nonexistence of
dependents. The amount of service required of veterans if they are
to get 52 weeks' benefit should be reduced from 9/2 months to 90
days. After 3 months in service, the economic ties of veterans with
the civilian economy are invariably snapped and veterans require an
extensive period of benefits to tide them over.

It should be evident to everyone that even if the reconversion to
peacetime employment and production were handled with perfection
that it would still take quite a bit of time and that unemployment
would grow substantially before the economy got sufficiently under
way to reduce it noticeably. Only a short while ago, it was estimated
that there would be 8,000.000 unemployed by the spring of 1946.

For millions of families, therefore, an adequate unemployment
benefit will be the major protection to tide them over this period of
readjustment and to sustain their living standards. The United Tex-
tile Workers of America does not want to see this unemployment
snow-ball and engulf the textile workers as well as the munitions
workers of the Nation. We, therefore, urge the immediate passage
of S. 1274.

The CHLURMAN. Are there any questions from Mr. Klenert?
Senator BARKLEY. Mr. Klenert, it is true, I believe, that there are

only two or three States which have an allowance under their com-
pensation, unemployment compensation, for dependencies. It is a
straight -out allowance regardless of the size of the family, isn't it?

Mr. KLENEiR. Yes.
Senator BARKL Y. I think Connecticut, probably Michigan, and-

maybe Nevada make allowances for dependents, but in all the other
States it is just a straight-out amount, no matter if a man has no chil-
dren or has eight. Is that your understanding?

Mr. KLEwrr. Yes. The question of dependency that I raised here
was with regard to the veterans.

Senator BARKIEY. I understand, but still the same logic might be
applied to the unemployed man in civilian life.

Mr. KLENERT. I think it should be. Perhaps we are just trained to
the thought that these forms of compensation have been based on
earnings of the workers.

Senator BARKLEY. Yes.
Does any State make any provisions for veterans as such?
Mr. KLEERT. Not to my knowledge. I do not know, sir.
Senator MCMAHOW. I think they do, Senator.
Senator TAr. Michigan did that.
Senator BUiKLEY. I mean, does any State make provision for the

compensation of veterans merely because they are veterans?
Senator MCMAHON. Yes; they do. Massachusetts does, for one.
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Senator BARKLEY. What I have in mind, whatever is done for the
veterans as veterans is generally recognized as a Federal obligation.

Mr. KLENERT. Yes, sir; I should say so.
Senator BARKLEY. That is all.
Senator T -r. Mr. Klenert, has not the theory of unemployment

compensation really been an earned-wage theory, to tide over a tem-
porary period? It is has no relation whatever to need, has it? You
might have thousands of dollars saved up and yet you would get
your unemployment compensation.

Mr. KLENERT. Generally, it has been to alleviate a condition brought
about not by the worker himself.

Senator TArr. I mean it was brought about by the fact that the
worker earned the wages while he was working and contributed to
the unemployment fund and he had the right to collect unemploy-
ment compensation when he was unemployed. It seems to me the
theory of unemployment compensation, at least up to date, has been I
one of contract rights, to cover a temporary situation and not one to
deal with permanent need, or to deal, in fact, with any relation to
need at all.

Mr. KLENERT. I should say, sir, it was based on need, because the
average worker, after a very short period of unemployment, is in seri-
ous need of financial help.

Senator TAFr. My point is this: If it were based on need the man
with the lower wage would get more money; whereas, as a matter of
fact, it is related to what he earned and not related to his present-day
needs, or anything of that kind. That is true of any unemployment
system that I know of.

Mr. KLENERT. That has been the case. What it really actually
.h-ould be is insurance against loss of earnings, something to carry
him over until he gets a new job, something to get food for his family,
for the kids and wife.

Senator TAFT. If you base it on the insurance principle it l as no
relation to the dependencies. It relates to the wages and not the
present-day need or dependency. I do not say it should not be
changed. I mean the States have carried out in this respect what
ha8 always been the theory of unemployment compensation. It was
true in England, at least until recently. I don't know whether they
have changed it recently. Is that correct?

Mr. KLENERT. I think up to the present time a lot of it has been
too low. Insurance, to my mind, is not a form of relief, though.
It is insurance against loss of wages. The worker has accumulated
this during his earning period so as to tide him over if he loses his job.

Senator TAFT. Something he has earned?
Mr. KLENERT. Something he has earned, yes.
Senator TAFT. Something to which we make the employer add his

contribution. What I mean is the theory of it. I do not say that
is as it should be, but the theory has been one of contract right rather
tIan one related to the present-day needs of the particular worker and
his particular family.

Mr. KLENERT. I think that is so.
The CHAIMAN. Mr. Klenert, outside of the woolen textiles, woolen

fibers and other fibers, there isn't at the present time any unemploy-
inent?

76876-45---30
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Mr. K IENERT. NO, sir; we expect a very good employment con-
dition in cottons and rayons, and we do envision a healthy condition
in about 6 months for woolens ana worsteds. We believe the general
unemployment condition will inevitably affect the consumption of
textiles and thereby affect the production of textiles.

The CHAIRMAN. Does unemployment compensation, which cannot,
as suggested, take care of more than half of the wage, take care of
the problem?

Mr. KLENERT. Not adequately.
The CHAMIAN. You would have to do much more than that to get

full employment at good wages?
Mr. KLENERT. Yes, sir.
Senator BpuwsTm. What is the average wage in the cotton textile

industry?
Mr. KILENERT. The average take-home pay right now in cottons

I would say is about $27 a week.
Senator BREWSTER. Does that include the taxes?
Mr. KLENERT. No; I do not think that is less withholding, or any-

thing else.
Senator BREWS&ER. That includes it?
Mr. KLENERT. Yes-that is, in cottons.
Senator BRtwsmR. If you take out the withholding tax it would be

not much over $25?
Mr. KLENERT. I would say so. Of course, it is dependent on the

amount of dependencies, but I imagine it will be that, sir. That is a
good approximation.

Senator BREWSTER. Do you feel there would be any difficulty in get-
ting employment if workers were drawing about $25 unemployment
compensation as against $25 for working?

Mr. KLENErr. Well, in this particular case, as I understand this
bill, it does not create a $25 minimum. It is a $25 maximum.

Senator BREwsTmi. Yes.
Mr. KLErERT. A worker who was making the average wage of $27

would not be eligible to receive $25 unemployment insurance. But
even if that was the case, speaking for my own personal reaction as an
individual, I can honestly say, sir, I would rather work and receive
$25 than be idle and receive $25.

Senator BARKLEY. Of course, if you were offered a job and would not
work, then your compensation would cease anyhow.

Mr. KLENERT. That is also a very good point. That is true. If
a worker refused a job that was offered him he would not be eligible
for this unemployment insurance.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Klenert, for your
appearance.

Capt. H. Martin.

STATEMENT OF CAPT. H. MARTIN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
ORGANIZATION MASTERS, MATES, AND PILOTS OF AMERICA

The CHAIRMAN. You are appearing here for the Masters, Mates, and
Pilots?

Captain MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I have a short prepared state-
ment to read after the conclusion of which I would like to speak ex-
temporaneously.
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The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Captain MARTIN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my

name is H. Martin, and I am president of the National Organization of
Masters, Mates, and Pilots of America, A. F. of L.

I am appearing here today in behalf of the members- of our or-
ganization and ask that your committee support the Kilgore bill,
S. 1274.

We, in the maritime industry, know the vital need of this bill and
are hoping that at long last something besides lip service will be
given to the officers and men who served so courageously during the
war. We hope that their efforts and sacrifice were not in vain. t

We in the maritime industry know the need for unemployment
insurance. We know that before long the maritime industry will be
in a chaotic condition. We know that many thousands of officers and
seamen are going to be without employment in the only industry they
have ever worked in. We know that the postwar program, advo-
cated by the head of the War Shipping Administration and the U. S.
Maritime Commission, will throw many thousands of officers and
seamen out of work. Out of 4,000 vessels used today, they intend to
eliminate over 2,800 in the postwar period. This is not mere supposi-
tion. These are Admiral Land's own figures. He says it is his
desire to operate 17,000,000 tons of shipping after the war.

Seafaring men live in no particular State in the Union. The mem-
bers of our organization reside in every one of the 48 States, including
Alaska, Hawaiian Territory and Puerto Rico. Many of the States
do not have any unemployment compensation, and none of them have
employment compensation for maritime workers.

What will become of these men, some of whom have been going to
sea all their lives? Who is to look out for them? Where will they get
enough money to buy the bare necessities of life? What about their
families?

During the transition period from wartime to peacetime, it will
become necessary to maintain our economic purchasing power.

In conclusion, we feel that there is a vital need fr legislation such
as the Kilgore bill, S. 1274, hnd we ask that you support it for the
mutual benefit of the country and its citizens.

Senator BARKLEY. Where is your home, Captain?
Captain MARTIn. My home?
Senator BARKLwY. Yes.
Captain MARTIN. I am originally from the State of Ohio, but I am

a voter in the State of New York today.
Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, writing speeches,

for me, is quite an effort. I do a little better extemporaneously.
I tried to confine myself only to the industry with which I am ac-

quainted, that is, the maritime industry. When it comes down to the
question of postwar employment, I think we are going to be one of
the hardest hit, for the simple reason there will be nothing in the re-
conversion program which will allow the members that go to sea to
have employment.

The members of our organization are the highest skilled in the coun-
try. They are professional men. Some of them have gone to sea for
40 or 50 years or more. They have commanded our largest trans-
ports, largest freight vessels; they have acted as pilots in and out of
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mine-infested waters, and they have done a very good job, during the
war, as have all seamen.

Now, we feel that this is a national program. This is not a State
program, because if it were left to the States alone the maritime
worker would not even be considered, because take the State of Colo-
rado, or Montana, where they have n6 seaports, they are not interested,
they do not give a darn. They would say, "Well, that is not one of our
problems."

We know we are going to have a lot of opposition from the various
shipowners against the inclusion of maritime workers in the Kilgore
bill-we know that.

Senator LUCAS. Why?
Captain MARI . Because of the 2.7 percent of the wages which

they will have to pay into this unemployment fund. They are ex-
empted at the present time.

Senator BALLY. They would not have to pay under-the Kilgore
bill, because whatever is allowed to the maritime workers would be paid
out of the Treasury.

Captain MARTN. But the States themselves have to pay.
Senator BARKLEY. Yes; if the States cover them they would have

to p~ay it:Captain MARmTW. That is true.

Senator BARKLEY. For this temporary purpose, the Kilgore bill
does not provide a tax. In fact, we could not provide a tax here in the
Senate. Under the Constitution all the tax matters have to originate
in the House.

Captain MARTIN. They ought to do it.
The CHAIRXA. You don't know whether there is a bill in the House

on it?
Captain MArIN. No. I am going to ask Mr. Green to give a copy

of the bill to me.
Senator BARKLEY. In your prepared statement you said under the

1944 program there would be 2,800 men put out of employment.
Captain MARTrW 2,800 vessels.
Senator BARKLEY. 2.800 vessels?
Captain MARTIN. Yes, sir; that is the minimum amount.
Senator BAICT Y. I thought you said men.
Captain MAriN. There are going to be thousands of men. The

United States Government has spent millions of dollars training these
men.

Senator BARKLEY. Do you have any idea how many of them there
will be that will be let out ?

Captain MAmN. Roughly speaking, just speaking for the officers,
the members of my organization, I would say approximately 11,000
or 12,000.

Senator BAR1Lxy. That is officers?
Captain MAirrI. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. How many men ?
The CHAIRMAN. How many men are there ordinarily on the shipsI
Captain MA-TN. Well, take 2,800 and multiply that by a very con-

servative figure of 40 to the crew, perhaps, you would have about
115,000, and there will be no prospect of them getting any job.

Senator BREWS '. You mean they would not be likely to be reem-
ployed in any period you can forsee in the maritime industryI

462



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 463

Captain MArTIN. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. You feel the will be let out for all time ?
Captain MARTIn. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. It is a question of their getting back into some

other form of activity eventually. 5

Captain MARTIN. All I can say to that is this: If a man goes to a
college for a period of 4 or 5 years and he graduates and becomes an
attorney and then we have too many attorneys and somebody says,
"I am sorry, I do norhave a job for you in my law office, you have got
to go out and work with a pick and shovel," what is that attorney
with the college education going to think? Are you going to make
him work with a pick and shovel?

Senator BREWSTER. You do not mean you expect we are going to
support these people forever because of this maritime situation? You
feel ultimately they would have to get back into the economy some-
where, don't ou?

Captain MARTIN. I do feel if the Kilgore bill passes it may elimi-
nate some of the questions that originated on the unemployment
insurance. These men who have gone to sea all their lives have been
officers for the last 30 or 40 years, now because the United States Gov-
ernment trained young fellows to become officers, they are going to
be thrown out of work entirely, certainly we do not feel that.

Senator BREWSTER. You do not have any seniority protection?
Captain MARTIN. Our seniority protection is our economic strength.
Senator TAFT. The United States Government has trained millions

of boys to be first-class workers in the Army in this war, and those
men are going to have to find other walks of life when they return
from the Army.

How many masters, mates, and pilots were there at the beginning
of the war, would you say?

Captain MARTIN. There were thousands and thousands.
Senator TAFT. I mean in actual figures. Can you give me how

many there were?
Captain MARTIN. How many there were?
Senator TFT. Yes.
Ceptain MARTIN. I am not prepared to give you the actual figures,

but you can get them from the United States Department of Com-
merce record book.

Senator TAFT. Are there three times as many today or four times
as many today?

Captain MARTIN. No, sir; there are not three or four times as many.
Senator TAFT. You said all of these people who are now masters,

mates, and pilots have not spent their whole life being masters, mates,
and lots, because obviously there would be two or three times the
number of men now as before the war.

Captain MARTIN. Well, after the last war this country did the same
thing as they intend doing now; they tied up thousands of ships,
put them in the back channels. They did not care what became of
the men working on the ships, whether they were masters, mates, or
ordinary seamen; they were not interested in their welfare at all. If
they di a good job in the last war, that is all the thanks they got out
of it. They got nothing for their troubles.. We say we do not want
that to happen again. We feel it is up to the Congress of the United
States to do something about it.
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Senator TAFT. There is no doubt that this is a perfect case for this
unemployment compensation. I do not question that for a moment,
because obviously they are going to have a period, a good many of
them, or serious unemployment.

Senator LUCAS. I would like to make the observation that I know
at least 8 or 10 boys in m y section of the country who endeavored to
get into the Army or Navy and were rejected because of some slight
physical defect, and I think 6 out of the 8 fellows went into the mari-
time service. Do you know anything about that phase of it, Captain?

Captain MARTIN. Well, of course, there are a lot of workers who
work for the Maritime Commission who are shore personnel. They
do not go to sea.

Senator LUCAS. These are very fine fellows. They wanted to do
something for their country, and because of some physical defect they
could not get in the Army or Navy. They did not want to stay home,
and they were able to get into the Maritime Service. I think there
must be thousands of that type of fellows in the service at the present
time.

Captain MARTmN. There must be thousands in the maritime service
at the present time.

Senator LUCAS. I was wondering if there was any way of knowing
how many of them would stay in the maritime service. Obviously,
most of those fellows will not stay with the maritime service. Those
fellows may go home to some job that they had before they went into
the service.

Captain MARTIN. Since VJ-day I have had about 20 men who had
taken out what they call withdrawal cards from the organization.
They are young fellows. They are going back to college, every one of
them. They want to finish their schooling. Of course, they are not
going to be so very many of them.

Senator LUCAS. Let me ask you this: You say the Government spent
a lot of money in training a group of men for this maritime work.
Is there anything that those trained men could do back in civilian
life, where they had special technical training? Isn't there something
that those men could do in a civilian way ?

Captain MARTIN. That is a pretty hard question to answer, for
the simple reason that these young fellows, who never went to sea
before the war, were taken and put aboard ship for a period of 4
months, they went ashore and studied for 14 months; they know the
theoretical problems aboard ship and they are pretty smart young
fellows, they know how to navigate, but when it comes down to the
practkal end of it, seamanship, and so forth, their education has
been sadly neglected. You take the old-time sailor, the old-time
mate or master, he could do any kind of a job aboard ship, he
could be a rigger in the shipyard, he could bea painter-almost
anything.

Senator LUCAS. That young fellow you are talking about probably
would not stay in the service anyway, would he?

Captain MARTIN. Not those that received licenses; very few.
Senator LUCAS. Very few are going to stay in, even if you keep it up

to its normal strength. In other words, they are in there for pa-
triotic reasons as much as anything else.
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Captain MARTIN. From 1921 to 1940 I dare say there were 15,000
men who were officers in the American merchant marine, who had
licenses and who left the industry because there were no jobs for them.
Conditions being as they were, they left the industry and entered
other lines of endeavor, such as insurance salesmen, anything to make
a living for the families, which they could not get at sea. Some men
were working for as little as $26 a week. That is not a lot of money
for a man who has an executive job and executive responsibility.

Senator LUCAS. Assuming Admiral Land knows what he is talking
about, how many men will be left in the Maritime Service under the
Land program?

Captain MARTIN. 17,000,000 tons of shipping, which was his figure,
will include the largest type vessels that we have. That will include
the largest passenger ships, and, of course, they will run, in tons,
35,000, probably 40,000, or a little less.

Senator LUCAS. Give us an estimate.
Captain MARTIN. When you break it down into the amount of

ships, you may have about 1,200 ships. One thousand and two hun-
dred ships will employ a maximum of about, say, 5,300 officers, be-
cause the larger type ships have 5 or 6 and the smaller ships only have
3 mates and masters.

Senator LUCAS. How many other men? I am talking about the
total men. I am not talking about so much the officers.

Captain MARTIN. Of course, I am confining myself to the organiza-
tion and the men that I represent. I feel I am qualified to speak for
them only.

Senator LUCAS. I understand you are qualified also to tell us how
many men are involved.

Captain MARTIN. I would say, roughly, there is going to be about
140,000 to 150,000 men who will be out of the industry.

Senator LUCAS. How many are there in there now? Would you
say about 250,000?

Captain MARTIN. Pretty close to that.
Senator LUCAS. That would leave 100,000 men in the industry.
Captain MARTIN. I doubt if there would be 100,000.
Senator LUCAS. What did you have before the war, a year or two

before the war?,
Captain MARTIN. Before the war?
Senator LUCAS. Yes.
Captain MARTIN. I think we had about 170,000 altogether. They

were not all employed.
Senator LUCAS. I am talking about the number that were actually

il the service before the war, say, 1 year before the war started. How
many were in the service?

Captain MARTIN. I would say about 140,000 to 150,000.
Senator LUCAS. 150,000 in the service before the war started?
Captain MARTIN. Yes.
Senator LuCAS. We are going back to 100,000 or less, which would

be 40,000 or 50,000 less than we had the year before the war started?
Captain MARTIN. That is right, for the simple reason that the

average sailor would work on the ship for a while, then quit and work ' I'
ashore for a while, and then go back to sea again. He never worked
over 9 months a year.
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Senator LUCAS. I do -not know anything about the Land program.
As far as I am concerned, I certainly am not going to permit the mari-
time service to become 50 percent less than it was before the war
started.

Captain MARTIN. They did that after the last war and they will do
it again after this war if you let them.

Senator BARKLEY. The building of those ships has been the result
greatly of the war, as a war measure. It is contemplated by everybody
that we will have a larger merchant marine and it will do more hauling
in the commerce of the world than we had before the war.

Captain MARTIN. They contemplate doing that and at the same time
they start to worry about competition in trade. They are going to build
the big, fast sliips.

Senator BArK1FY. That does not mean that all the men employed in
the merchant marine during the war can be employed in the merchant
marine after the war.

Captain MARTIN. That is true.
Senator BARKLEY. It seems to me there ought to be a considerably

larger number of employers in the merchant marine after the war, and
if they continue the process of staggering, as you describe it, working
3 months, staying ashore a month or two, and then going back again,
the number who are in the industry will be proportionately increased.
That does not account for those that are going to be left out regardless
of the size of the merchant marine. I do not know whether you are in a
position to estimate the number that will be employed in whatever
merchant marine you have left the war when we level out and get into
the international trade situation which will employ our ships.

Captain MARTIN. It is a very simple problem. When you take a
ship of 35,000 tons that employs five men, going to do away with five
ships which carried four men each, you are building up a large type
merchant marine as far as vessels are concerned, but you are letting out
a lot of men employed in the industry, because they have no more need
for them, because this one ship is going to do away with four others.

Senator BARKLEY. If you tie up a ship that employs 4 officers you
can figure 40 or 50 men, not officers, that will be tied up, too.

Captain MARTIN. Yes, and sometimes 250 to 350 to a ship.
Senator BARKLEY. You said, I thought-, 40 men to a ship.
Captain MARTIN. Forty crew men.
Senator BARKLEY. Forty crew men?
Captain MARTIN. Yes; approximately.
Senator Gu-FFEY. Captain, how many men took the intensive course

of training to be mates, captains, or pilots? You said they trained for
4 months. Is your interest only in those who are qualified to'be mates
and pilots?

Captain MARTIN. I beg your pardon, sir, my interest is in every man
that works for a living.

Senator GUFFEY. You are speaking especially for the mates and
pilots?

Captain MARTIN. Yes; I am speaking especially for the'captains,
mates, and pilots.

Senator G UFY. How many mates and pilots have been educated
by the Government? It was a good course. I know a lot of fellows
who took it.
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Captain MARTIN. That is right. I would say there are thousands
of them. Then, we have other officers who came up the hard way,
through the forecastle.

Senator GUFFEY. How many mates, captains, and pilots are there
in the merchant marine in your organization? Are there 50,000 or
40,000? I am trying to find out how many you feel will be perpetually
on the pay roll after this is reduced.

Captain MARTIN. Senator, you must realize there are thousands of
men who do not belong to any labor organization that belong to these
company unions.

Senator LUCAS. Don't you keep any record of the officers?
Captain MARTIN. We have a record of the officers.
Senator LUCAS. You haven't it with you ?
Captain MARTIN. I am talking about the entire merchant marine

now, and he is confining himself to the organization.
Senator LUCAS. You are talking about the thousands who took

the course, the thousands not in your organization; and so forth. That
does not mean anything unless you give us the facts.

Captain MARTIN. A lot of these men that the United States Govern-
ment trained are not union men; they do not work on ships where
the men are members of our organization; they work for the Standard
Oil Co., they work for the United States Army Transport Command,
the United Fruit Co. and these other companies.

Senator LUCAS. The point I make is you, as a witness, ought to
have the facts about your organization.

Captain MARTIN. I have the facts about our organization.
Senator MCMAHON. How many have you got?
Captain MARTIN. In our organization?
Senator MCMAHON. Yes.
Captain MARTIN. We have over 16,000 men.
Senator MCMAHON. How many do you estimate are not in your

organization, that do. your kind of work?
Captain MARTIN. I would say there is another 3,500 at least.
Senator MOMAHON. 3,500?
Captain MARTIN. Yes.
Senator MCMAHON. Approximately 20,000 in this class you are

talking about?
Captain MARTIN. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. Did any recruiting agency for the merchant ma-

rine hold out as an inducement for men coming in and receiving the
training and getting these jobs, that when the war was over that they-
would qualify themselves for permanent jobs in the merchant marine!

Captain MARTIN. Every radio station in the United States pleaded,
'Now is the time to get big pay," and when the war was over they
would take care of you. That was one of the inducements.

Senator BARKLEY. I am not talking about radio stations, unless
what came over the radio stations came from some Government au-
thority.

Captain MARTIN. It came from the War Shipping Administration
and manning and recruitment division. Every newspaper and every
radio station did it, and they are still doing it today.

The CHAiMAN. Captain, unless there are further questions, thank
you for your appearance here.



468 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Captain MARTIN. Thank you.
The CHAIVRAN. Mr. Black, will you come around?
Mr. Black, you are from the Kansas State Fedeietion of Labor?
Mr. BLACR. That is right..
The ChAIRMA-N. We will be very glad to have your statement.

STATEMENT OF F. E. BLACK, KANSAS STATE FEDERATION OF

LABOR

Mr. BLAcK. The main thing I want to stress is that we are in sup-
port of Senate bill 1274, basing our decision on Kansas unemployment
compensation law. We have a maximum benefit of $16 per week.

The CHAIRMAN. How many weeks?
Mr. BLACK. Twenty weeks.
Senator VANDENIBERG. Speaking of your law, do you know whether

the Kansas laws denies payment to claimants receiving benefits from
another State, or from the Federal Unemployment Compensation
Act?

Mr. BLACK. No; it doesn't.
Senator LucAs. Right on that point, Mr. Chairman: I wasn't here

on Saturday afternoon.
I would like to make this suggestion for the committee to think

about. The gentleman from Texas testified that 40 States had laws
which would not -permit them to take this compensation unless they
held special sessions of the legislature and agreed to such a program.

I don't know whether anybody has made an analysis of those laws
or not. But, in view of the fact that the gentleman from Texas sub-
mitted an opinion from the Attorney General, it did seem, maybe,
that it might be worth while from these other 39 States to have an
opinion from their attorneys general to see whether or not they could
accept this fund.

Whether that is worth while or not, I don't know.
The CHAIMAN. We have asked for an analysis of the laws, Senator,

.1 and we will have that before we close.
Senator LUCAS. We have asked for an analysis of the laws from

whom. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIMAN. From the staff.
Senator MILLIKIN. Our technician said he would -supply that.
The CHAmrmAN. Probably from the Social Security Board.
Senator LucAs. I think this gentleman who represents our con-

mittee said the Social Security Commission recognized that they did
* have these laws, but took a different viewpoint than that which the

£ Gentleman from Texas took.
Obviously, if the attorneys general of these States are not in agree-*

ment with the social-security opinion, or any opinion that is rendered
by joint committee down here, the governor of that State and legisla-
ture is going to follow the opinion of the attorney general. That is
the only thought I had. It ma not be worth anything.

Senator VANDENBERG. I think it is very important that we do exactly
what you say.

Senator LucAs. It wouldn't be difficult to send wires from this corn-jt: mittee immediately asking them whether or not they could accept these
funds, and before we -get on the floor of the Senate, we would have
that information.
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Senator VANDENBERG(. I would like to point out again that Senator
Brewster quoted from this official pamphlet this one sentence:

All but four States deny payments to claimants receiving benefits under an-
other State or Federal Unemployment Compensation Act.

Senator LucAs. That is probably the fact, but it seems to me it
should be buttressed with the opinions from the attorneys general.

Senator BARKLEY. I understood your statement related to authori-
ties.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Jacobstein, you can probably get that from the
several attorneys general from the several States by wire.

Senator BARKLr.Y. Doesn't the bill indicate that if the States fail
to make the agreements, that the amount can be administered by the
Federal Government, and it doesn't interfere with the supplementing
of the funds?

Senator VANDENBERG. Pardon me, Senator. The law that the gen-
tleman from Texas pointed to would require the State to deduct from
their payments the amount received, even if the Federal Government
paid direct.

Mr. BLACK. Don't you think that statement is based on the gen-
erality of the law? Now, the Kansas law, in case you earn less than
the maximum benefit amount, you are eligible to draw the difference
through the unemployment compensation. I think probably most of
the laws are written similarly. I think that would carry a pretty
broad interpretation as far as the Federal Government additional
revenue.

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I am informed that the Social Se-
curity Board is preparing today, and you will probably receive it to-
morrow, a computation covering all these State laws.

I am not a lawyer myself, but I spoke to a man who is regarded
very highly in the legal profession. He is in the Department of
Justice, by the way.

He said that in the last analysis, since these are State laws, if the
law is passed here, as stated, that the deductions would be made by
payments outside, it would be passed upon constitutionally by the

ighest court of the State.
If the high court of the State upheld the constitutionality of those

States laws, then, the deductions would naturally take place.
The CHAIRMAN. I think you can ascertain from the attorneys gen-

eral of the several States how they construe their law on that point.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That statement will be sent to you by tomorrow,

Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Black.
Mr. BLACK. Our interpretation of the unemployment compen-

-;ation is that it is merely a cushion to provide funds or means for
the worker while he is temporarily unemployed.

We don't hope, and I know you folks don't, that we have a long
period of unemployment. But we do feel that the purchasing power
should be maintained during the unemployed period. I think that
is the only way we can maintain a proper economic balance.

I don't think $25 is at all out of line as far as compensation is con-
cerned during the period of unemployment in comparison with the
cost of living.

Senator LUCAs. Do you understand that each employee that is out
of work is not going to get the maximum of $25? That seems to be
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prevalent throughout the country that these men regardless of what
they would get under the State plan-that the ederal Government
is going to supplement that amount to the tune of $25. I know that
is the 'eeling among a lot of these workers. You don't understand
it that way, of course?

Mr. BLAcK. That is true. I could cite the State of Kansas. Our
niaximum is $16. I think our benefit average is $14.02 at this time.

The CHAiRMAN. Practically all of the unemployed in Kansas will
get your maximum, won't they, in view of the high wages that they
have made during the war?

Mr. BLACK. The majority will. yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Kansas has an average weekly rate of $35.64. So,

on the average you would get your maximum, and beyond, if that is
true, on the average. Of course, that wouldn't mean everybody would
get it.

Mr. BLACK. That doesn't bear out, according to the Unemployment
Compensation Division figures. They quote $14.02 as the average
benefit payment as of August 27.

Senator BARKLEY. That is, the State authorities give that figure as
the average?

Mr. BLAcK. Yes. So there are some pulling that maximum dowi.
The CHAIMAN. I understand that.
Senator BARKLEY. When did your State legislature meet last?
Mr. BLAcK. 1945.
Senator BARKLFY. Last January ?
Mr. BLACK. Yes, sir.
Senator BARi&LEY. Did they make any changes?
Mr. BLACK. They got generous and gave us $1 a week increase. We

did get a 4-week extension on the benefit period.
Senator BARiuLY. You got from 16 to 20?
Mr. BLACK. Yes.
Senator BARuux. Let me ask you this question. This bill provides

for supplementing funds up to $25. In the States where the em-
ployee would be drawing two-thirds of his compensation under the
State law, he would get no addition under this bill, because it limits
it to $25 or to the two-thirds of his previous earnings for the base
period; and also extends benefits to 26 weeks where States don't extend
it for that length of time.

If it should turn out that Congress was willing to do one of those,
but not both, as between an extension of time for 4 weeks, we will say,
or 5, or even 9 weeks beyond the present State coverage, and increasing
the compensation for the time fixed in the bill here, which would be
more beneficial to the unemployed?

Mr. BLACK. Frankly speaking, I think the $25 is the more im-
portant.

Senator BARKLEY. In other words, if a man is unemployed for 3
or 4 or 5 months, it is more important to him to get $25 a week during
that time than it is to have it extended beyond the time fixed in the
States on the possibility that he will still be unemployed when that
extension comes; is that your view?

Mr. BLACK. That is my theory. I think the other way is slow
starvation.

Senator BARKLEY. Of course, you are for the bill as it is written?
Mr. BLACK. That is right.
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Senator BARKLEY. If there had to be an alternative, you think that
the amount is more important than the extended time?

Mr. BLACK. I do, because I think more people would enjoy more
benefits out of that than they would the extended coverage. We hope
to get back in employment as soon as we possibly can.

Senator BARiUaY. Everybody out of a job hopes he will not have to
stay out of a job 6 months.

Mr. BLACK. That is right.
Senator BARK=. Many of them won't have to be. Many of them

may get jobs within a month or two, and undoubtedly will. While
hey are out of a job, the benefit to them during that period is in the

amount they get and not a sort of hopeful benefit that they might get
if the time runs beyond 6 months or 4 months. That is my theory.
Ts it yours I

Mr. BLAcK. That is right.
Industry, I think, is going to convert as soon as possible. The State

of Kansas doesn't have too many industries that will convert. It is
going to have to be new industries.

Senator BARKLEY. Did the working people in Kansas seek greater
increases in benefits in the last legislature than they got?

Mr. BLACK. Yes.
Senator BARKLEY. What was it you were asking for?
Mr. BLACK. We were asking for similar figures as this. However,

we did a little sparring around and finally agreed to $16. The senate
came out with a bill for $18 and 20 weeks. We found that was going
to be the maximum that we could possibly get out of the Senate. For-
tunately, we wound up with $16 out of the house.

After three conferences between the senate and house, we got it to
$16 and $20. But we did ask for more, and had hopes of getting it.

Senator BARKLEY. To what do you attribute your failure to get
more?

Mr. BLACK. Our house is mainly made up of agricultural repre-
sentatives-that is, representatives from the agricultural area-and
they are not quite as much concerned about the worker as the repre-
sentatives from the more densely populated and industrialized areas.

Senator LuCAS. The agricultural people are not paying any of
this bill.

Mr. BLACK. That is very true.
Senator LuCAS. They are making the policy in all of these States,

and yet they are not paying a dime toward the cost.
The CHAIRMAN. They will be affected by it, won't they?
Mr. BLACK. Definitely so, yes; through purchasing power.
The CHAIRMAN. Their wage payments would be affected, wouldn't

they?
Mr. BLACK. Well, yes; possibly so.
The CHAIRMAN. I am not arguing against the bill, but I think the

farmer has a perfect right to be heard. He constitutes a right con-
siderable factor in our economy.

Mr. BLACK. That is true. I am not condemning the farmers for
the attitude they took on the bill. I don't think they realize the prob-
lems of the worker who lives in the city.

Senator LuCAS. We have done a good deal for the farmer in this
country. I come from a farm district. We have got their prices
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pegged up where they can't lose very much during the next 2 years
after this war is over.

Senator BmRIUILy. Naturally a man who lives in the country and
does-n't come in contact with these acute economic conditions in urban
sections doesn't, by the very circumstances, feel it as much as those
in the cities. It is not to his discredit that he doesn't have an acute
interest in it like those who work in the cities. It is just one of those
things that come about because of his removal from the seat of the
trouble.

Mr. Bi.cK. In our State the senate is made up by a big majority
of attorneys, and I think most of them are employed by industry,
directly or indirectly, and they were quite liberal-minded toward it,
but the farm group, or the agricultural house, was definitely opposed
to it. They gave us some rather ridiculous arguments, but they stayed
in there ol)posing the thing right up to midnight of the closing of the
session.

Senator MALLIKiN. Do your views represent the Governor of the
State of Kansas.

Mr. BLACK. I don't know. I haven't heard the Governor comment
on it. or read where he commented on it. I think his representative
testified last week before your committee, Mr. Herrick, of Kansas. I
don't know what his testimony consisted of, but I imagine it would
probably be in opposition of the bill.

Senator VAN-DE-BERG. That is correct.
Senator MmijKIN. I notice that Kansas has a general surplus of

$12,000,000 plus, and has in its unemployment compensation reserve
fund $54,000,000 plus.

You have given some testimony as to your theory why Kansas has
not raised these amounts. Is it not your opinion that the State of
Kansas is in position out of its own funds, to raise the amount and
lengthen the benefits, if it is so inclined?

Mr. BLACK. I think the State of Kansas is. I think most other
States are, but they won't do it. I think it is up to the National Gov-
ernment to accept their obligation, because the States have proven
that they are not going to move until someone moves them.

The Kansas Legislature came up $1 through a lot of toil and argu-
ment.

Senator MIuIKN. The testimony shows that the legislatures have
improved their systems.

Mr. BLA K. That is true.
I can't say this authentically, but I think a lot them lowered the

premiums on the employer too. I know Kansas did. I think the
amendment to the bill in Kansas is a saving of about $300,000 a year
to the employers.

Senator MxLIKIN. It would seem to me you have very ample re-
serves there. I don't know whether that entered into it or not.

Mr. BLACK. They did that through a change in the merit rating
step-up proposition. I think that is a rather unfair proposition
where they were reluctant to help the workers, but they were anxious
to help the employer.

Senator BARKLEY. Did that reduction take the form of reduction
in the amount to be contributed, the percentage, or did it take the form
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of getting more of them off the roll through exclusions or make it
more difficult for them to draw it?

Mr. BLAIK. It didn't take more off the rolls. It just added two
steps to the merit rating.

Senator BARKLEY. Does that automatically affect the amount that
the employee draws?

Mr. BLACK. No, it doesn't affect the amount the employee draws,
but it affects the amount the employer pays in.

Senator BARKLEY. He pays in according to the merit system?
Mr. BLACK. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. And that merit system was changed to his ad'

vantage?
Mr. BLACK. That is right.
Senator LuCAs. Did they change the qualifications?
Mr. BLACK. No. There was an attempt made to change the quali.

ficat ions, but it was defeated.Kansas, of course, only covers employers having eight or more.

That consequently leaves thousands of workers without any protec-
tion. There wasn't any change in the qualifications. They are se-
vere enough as it is.

Senator BARKLEY. Is that administered in a way by which the effect
is the same as if the law had been changed? I know in the adminis-
tration of the old-age pension laws in some States they act very arbi-
trarily in determining whether an old person sh6uld draw a pension.
That is an administrative matter.

Mr. BLACK. That is right.
Senator BARKLEY. Have the State authorities, in administering

the unemployment compensation, been liberal in the interpretation
of their regulations in determining whether or not a worker should
draw at all or, if so, how much?

Mr. BLACK. I wouldn't say they have been liberal. I think they
have lived up pretty well to the law. I think they have been reason-
ably fair. I wouldn't say they have been liberal. I think the law
defines who is eligible and who isn't.

Senator BREWSTER. In the country as a whole, I think most of the
workers are covered by what you call 20-20. That is $20 for 20
weeks. Do you feel that labor would prefer to get $5 more for 20
weeks or get the same over a longer period of time?

Mr. BLACK. I think most of them prefer the increased benefits with
the hopes they are going to be employed when that period is over or
before.

Senator BREWSTER. Even though they are gambling they will get
less if the longer period should prevail?

Mr. BLACK. That is right.
Senator VANDENBERG. You finally got agreement in the last legis-

lature that gave you an increase of $1 in benefit and 4 weeks in dura-
tion; is that correct?

Mr. BLACK. Ye$, sir.
Senator VANDENBERG. That would look as though out in Kansas

you put greater importance on duration than you do on benefits.
Mr. BLACK. You don't know the Kansas Legislature.
Senator VANDENBERG. I understood you to say it was a matter of

agreement.
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Mr. BLACx. No; it wasn't agreement. That was the best we could
get.

Senator VANDENBERG. And seeking the best you could get, you were
apparently trying to get duration instead of benefits?

Mr. BLACK. No. The Kansas Legislature was less reluctant to
give us an increase than give us extended time.

Senator BARKLEY. Hoping everybody would be reemployed before
the period expired?

Mr. BLACK. I don't know what they were hoping for.
Senator BARKLEY. Of course, everybody was hoping that.
Senator G-miy. You were speaking about the legislature's un-

willingness. Is that due to lack of information or misinformation
they receive?

Mr. BLACK. I don't think it is so much lack of information, although
there are a lot of them that don't thoroughly understand the unem-
ployment compensation. I think it was more or less reluctance *to
give the unemployed worker an increase in benefits because of the
argument that has been presented here, that it will encourage unem-
ployment rather than get them back to employment.

SenatorGurFEY. That is misinformation.
Mr. BLACK. I think that is more or less the manner in which you

want to interpret it. I don't think it is so much lack of information.
Maybe we did do a poor job, but we tried our best to clarify that.
I don't think a lot of them were willing to accept that.

Senator BREWSTER. Your average wage is $43.64 in Kansas, accord-
ingto this report. Is that about right?

Mr. BLACK. That sounds plenty high for Kansas. That might be
true including the construction industry on the 7-day 10-hour basis.
That would be the only way it could be true.

Senator Brewster. That does not include agricultural labor?
Mr. BLACK. I would say not.
Senator BREWSTER. That is the average agricultural wage?
Mr. BLACK. I think in establishing the prisoner-of-war wage. scale

it was 45 cents, which would be, generally speaking, pretty close to the
average.

Senator BREWSTER. How many hours would that be?
Mr. BLACK. Generally -from sunup to sundown. They didn't pay

any attention to hours. Of course, the German prisoners, I think,
spent 8 hours from the time they left camp until they returned.

Senator BREWSTER. The transportation is added?
Mr. BLACK. Yes. Most of the time hot lunch was furnished.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, sir, if there is nothing further, thank you

very much, Mr. Black.
Senator MCMAHON. Is it 50 percent in Kansas?
Mr. BLACK. Yes, sir. That is about what it runs.
The CHARMAxN. Mr. W. H. Brown, will you come around ?
Mr. Brown, do you represent the International Association of

Machinists?
Mr. BROWN. I do.
The CHAI AN. Do you wish to read your statement?
Mr. BROWN. I prefer to read it.
The CHAIRMAN. How long is it, Mr. Brown?
Mr. BROWN. About 30 minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, you may proceed, if you wish to. *
I thought perhaps you wanted to discuss it informally, but if you

wish to read it into the record you may do so.
Mr. BROWN. I prefer to do so, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HARVEY W. BROWN, INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS

Mr. BROWN. My name is Harvey W. Brown. I am international
president of the International Association of Machinists, affiliated with
the American Federation of Labor.

I am representing 700,000 members of my organization. These
members are machinists and those associated with the machinists'
trade and are employed in all types of industries, including aircraft
and ordnance plants.

I am appearing here today in support of Senate bill 1274, a bill to
temporarily amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of
1944, during the present period of reconversion and economic adjust-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it is regrettable that Congress has waited until this
late date to hold hearings on this important emergency measure. This
bill should have been introduced- in 1944, when other legislation for
the reconversion period was enacted into law. Had this been done
this Nation's workers would now have a substantial cushion to ease the
shock of unemployment as the result of the end of hostilities.

In 1944 groups of State administrators appeared before Congress
and persuaded the congressional committees to leave the matter of
itiemployment compensation to the various States.

The Senate Special Committee on Postwar Economic Policy and
Planning stated, in June 1944:

In the case of some of the individual States, the committee feels that the
I1,,efits might well be somewhat higher * * *. It points out however, that
Il,re adequate State benefits would do much to weaken the argument for
federalization of the State systems and the committee respectfully recommends
t1lat the States survey their situations in the light of the generally increased
wage scales and in the light of the greatly increased reserve fund.

The evidence before the committee leave little doubt of the adequacy of un-
emloyment compensation funds to meet any possible drain on them.

The committee also feels that there should be brought under the State sys-
t, ns all classes of workers which, within the limits of administrative possibility
cai be brought under them.

Tlhe Special Committee of the House on Postwar Economic policy
ad Planning, in a report issued August 4, 1944, stated:

The committee believes that "unemployment compensation" is the principal
ireans of protection which the Government can provide for the unemployed
W,,rker.

A study of the provisions of the several State laws, however, indicate that ifa,;quate protection is to be provided, there should be increases in the duration of
11,,iofits and in the weekly amounts in most States * * *. The committee
Str,,ngly urges the State authorities to give immediated consideration to improv-
ing the State laws, particularly with respect to increasing the duration and level
of benefits.

The committee also feels that the unemployment compensation law should be
extended to cover groups which are not now included, such as Federal Govern-
Ment employees, maritime workers and employees of concerns having less than
eight workers.

76876-45--8
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Since that time the 46 State legislatures have been in session. Forty-
three of these will not meet before 1947. These State bodies have
amended their various State laws which govern the payment of un-
employment compensation. Most of the amendments have been to
improve the various acts, but by far the majority of the States failed
to provide adequate benefits for unemployment.

The results of these State bodies have been digested and reported
in a very exhaustive study of Ruth Reiticker, Chief Legislation Sec-
tion, Division of Administrative Standards, Bureau of Employment
Security. This study appears in the July 1945 issue of the Social Se-
curity Bulletin, page 9, under the title, "State Unemployment Com-
pensation Law of 1945."

For the committee's ready reference I am submitting herewith two
tables which appear in the study. Table I, entitled "Maximum Weekly
and Annual Unemployment Benefits, Maximum Duration of Benefits,
and Qualifying Wages for Maximum Benefits, by States, June 30,
1945," and table II, entitled "Weekly Benefit Amounts for Total Unem-
ployment and Maximum Potential Benefits in a Benefit Year for Five
Hypothetical Claimants With Specified High-Quarter and Base-
Period Wages, by States, June 30, 1945," which appeared as table 10
in the article referred to above, are attached hereto as exhibit A.

MAXItUM AND M1INIMUBI DIFFERENCES IN BENEFITS IN THE

VARIOUS STATES

Table I points up the wide differences in a maximum benefit still
existing under the latest State laws. The fact that a worker entitled
to maximum benefits can collect only $210 over a 14-week period in
Arizona and $572 over a 26-week period in New Jersey certainly indi-
cates that Federal legislation is necessary if we are to move forward to
a speedy period of full-time employment.

The discrepancies in total amounts collectible in the various States
as shown by table I are even more unfavorable than appears. Table II
points up the disparities in benefits for the same wage credits.

Gentlemen, a study of these tables should convince the most ardent
supporter of the States' rights doctrine that all of the States have failed
to provide adequate unemployment compensation.

Referring to this table we see at a glance the wide variation of
benefits claimants with identical wage credits would receive in the
various States. The table lists four individuals with wage credits
ranging from minimum to maximum.

A claimant, call him A, in a very low income group, with only $200
base-period wages and $100 in his high quarter, would be ineligible
to receive any benefits in 11 States, and in the remaining States would
receive benefits in varying amounts in the different States from $34
if he lived in Arizona spread over a 6-week period at $5 per week,
whereas, if he lived in Vermont or New Hampshire he would receive
$6.per week for 20 weeks, or a total of $120; quite a difference.

Furthermore, the weekly benefits range all the way. from $4 .in
seven States to $10 in Oregon, and the duration of the payments varies
from 5 to 20 weeks.

A claimant in the next higher wage bracket, claimant B, having
wage credits of $250 in high-quarter wages and $600 base-period wages,
would receive o)mpensation in each State. His weekly rates would

I- , I - k - .
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range from $8 to $16, depending on the State he worked in. His
annual benefit would range from $100 to $286 and he would receive
compensation in periods ranging from 10 to 26 weeks.

The claimant in the next higher bracket, claimant C, with high-
quarter wages of $400 and base-period wages of $1,000, would qualify
for maximum benefits in 22 States. He would receive from $15 to $25
depending upon where he was working, and his total benefits would
range from $167 to $460. The weekly payment would range from
14 to 26 weeks, despite the fact that he had the same wage credits.

Claimant D, with high-quarter wages of $500 and base-period wages
of $1,500, would qualify for the maximum weekly benefit in 39 States
and for the maximum amount annual benefits in 28 States. He would
receive benefits varying from $15 to $25 for as many as 26 weeks and
as few as 14 weeks. is annual benefits will vary between $210 and
$500.

Claimant E, the man with the highest wage credits, with high-
quarter wages of $600 and base-period wages of $2,100, is eligible for
maximum weeks of benefits in all States except Wisconsin and for
maximum weekly and annual benefits in all States except H-awaii,
Washington, and Wisconsin. He would range from $572 to as low
as $210. The duration of his payments would range from 26 weeks
to as low as 14 weeks.

A glance at the chart shows still greater disparities.
In a number of States the number of weekly payments are uniform.

For example, in South Carolina payment of benefits for 16 weeks is
made to all claimants. Maryland would make no payments to claim-
ant A's case, would pay for 11 weeks in B's case, 12 Weeks in C's case,
and 18 weeks in D's case, and 26 weeks in E's case.

In addition, several States make provisions for additional benefits
for dependents. The laws relative to the dependents vary in each of
these States. This results in still wider variations between claimants
with dependents having identical wage credits.

OTHER DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE STATES AFFECTING BENEFITS

Mr. Chairman, just these few examples which point out the dis-
(repancies between the State acts should be reason enough to enact
this bill into law.

These are by no means all of the variations. There are different
rules for disqualification, many of them unfair. Some of the States
h1:1ve provided that the claimant must not leave the State.

We have a report from Wichita, Kans., that unless out-State claim-
ants sign affidavits that Wichita, Kans., would be their permanent
home, they will be ineligible for benefits. Michigan has a limitation
which prohibits workers from leaving the State.

The manner in which the various States compute wage credits
Va 'ies widely. One State bases maximum amounts on the Bureau of
Labor Statistics cost of living index. Some use base periods of four
quarters, several of eight quarters, and others use formulas which
take into consideration a base period of 1 year plus the highest earn-
ings in one-fourth of the base year. The percentages and the manner
in which these periods are applied in the formula vary in most of the
Several States.
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Another factor which enters into the actual amounts due to claim-
ants is the fact that some States have provisions that when the fund
drops below a certain figure benefits are reduced.

Most States allow benefits for partial unemployment, but the
amounts actually collected vary from State to State"

Another unfair limitation, one which this bill will remedy, is the
provision in State laws exempting employers with fewer than 8 em-
ployees from the act. There is no just or equitable reason why a
worker employed by one of these small employers should be denied
benefits.

Waiting periods form another source of difference between the
various State acts. The period varies from 1 day to 2 weeks dur-
ing the benefit year, and some States have additional waiting periods
of the claimant had previously served a waiting period in the benefit
year.

Availability requirements are different in various States. Some
are rather liberal, but in the main they are unnecessarily restrictive.

Many States have provisions for disqualification for voluntary quit-
ting, tt cetera. Many of which are too severe. The recent trend has
been to modify some of these restrictions, but in most cases they are
still far too severe to be beneficial to the workers during the recon-
version period, when many out-of-State employees trying to get home
will want to refuse low paid jobs available.

Mr. Chairman, there should be no doubt about the need for Con-
gress to act favorably on this bill. I fail to see how anyone can justify
a condition which permits the wide variations in benefits to claimants
with identical wage credits as pointed out above. The International
Association of Machinists contends that a worker is entitled to the
same benefits whether he resides in Arizona or New York, Washing-
ton State, or Florida.

EXHAUSTIONS

It is my belief that the minimum which would result from this
bill should be higher in order to protect our national economy during
the reconversion period. The theory behind unemployment legisla-
tion is to provide for the workers a fair percentage of their former
purchasing power during temporary periods of unemployment. The
purpose is to provide the employee approximately 25 to 50 percent of

is regular pay; however, due to the short duration periods which
many of these State laws have, many claimants exhaust their benefits
before finding reemployment. Consequently the average actual r,-

covery of wage losses sustained throughout the unemployment is only
approximately 10 percent.

In 1940 and '41, a high employment year, 50 percent of all the claim-
ants had exhausted their benefits before they found another job. In
some States this average ran as high as 70 percent, and even during

1943, a peak employment year, t13/ percent of all the claimants had

exhausted their benefits before they had found other employment.
The 26-week period provided by this bill will go a long way toward

preventing exhaustions. Some say the extension of benefits to a 26-

week period will cause malingering. I don't think so. I rather agree
with the following excerpt appearing in the September 1944 issue of

the Social Security Bulletin in an article entitled "Unemployment
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Compensation Goals in the Reconversion Period," by Gladys R. Fried-
man and William -H. Wandel.

Such statements suggest that the shorter the duration of benefits the more
effective would be the program and that probably no program at all would be
the most effective. Full employment of the war years has already obliterated I
from the minds of some the reason for the enactment of unemployment com-
pensation-the fact that unemployment is not caused by individual frailty but
I iy economic circumstances. Moreover, more extension of potential duration
d1,,),s not automatically provide benefits for longer periods; workers who refuse
suitable employment will still be disqualified from receiving benefits. Adequate
duration of benefits will go a long way in aiding the worker in search of a job;
it will go a long way toward maintaining our standards of living, purchasing
1 ,wer, and employment.

In the October 1944 issue of the Social Security Bulletin the Social
Security Board, in recommending the 26-week period, said:

Certainly 26 weeks' duration Is not too long to give workers the needed assur- 4
,'nce that unemployment compensation will tide them over this period. Nor is
it so long as to demoralize the individual and make him work-shy. Mere
extension of potential duration of benefits will not automatically provide benefits
f,,r longer duration; workers who refuse suitable work will still be disquaifled
from receiving benefits. Twenty-six weeks of benefits shoud go a long way
toward giving the worker, business, and the community the ssurance that unem-
ployment compensation is performing its allotted task and that other measures
will not be necessary for this period. ,

Mr. Chairman, it is my honest conviction that the danger of malin-
gering is a myth that exists merely in the minds of those who oppose
unemployment compensation in any form. This is merely fictitious
argument put forth by those who would like to see a large army of
unemployed. They could then force wages down to deflationary
levels.

I am convinced that we need the 26-week duration clause to apply
uniformly throughout the country during the present period. I
urge your committee to recommend this feature of the bill.

The coverage of civilians in the employ of the Federal Government
and the coverage of individuals processing agricultural products,
under section 702, paragraphs 3 and 4 of the bill, are certainly desirable
and necessary. Your committee should make every effort to follow
the recommendation of the Social Security Board as outlined in the
October 1944 issue of their bulletin, as follows:

Although the employed workers covered by State unemployment compensation
laws increased from 20,000,000 in 1938 to nearly 31,000,000 in September 1943,
niany workers are still not included under any unemployment compensation law.

Among the more important groups still not covered are employees of small
fir ins, maritime workers, Government employees, agricultural labor, and workers(f nonprofit Institutions. While the States can extend coverage to many of
tles, groups without congressional action, some of the groups, such as Federal
workers, cannot be covered by a Federal system or included under the State
-IV.wtems without specific congressional authorization. State and local govern-
inent employees, however, should be Included by any State able to do so. Because
of the particular employment characteristics of the maritime Industry, a Federal
•.79tem seems more appropriate for this group. * * *

Another large group of workers not now protected by unemployment com-
Pensation laws are agricultural workers. In their search for new jobs they, too,need the type of protection offered by an unemployment compensation program.
Every State which feels capable of doing so should extend coverage to agricultural
labor; if the administrative task of including all agricultural labor is too great
at this time, at minimum workers on Industrialized farms should be included.
The work on such farms Is in many ways similar In manufacturing establish.
ments. The administrative task of Including these workers under an unemploy.
Ment-compensation program should create no difficult problem.
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It would be regrettable if Congress were to leave these employees
at the mercy of public charity. Certainly they, too, played an im-
portant part in our successful war effort. They should be afforded
the protection of unemployment compensation.

THE URGENT NECESSITY FOR THE BILL

As pointed out above, 46 of the 48 legislatures have been in session
since 1944; 43 of them will not meet until 1947, the year this bill would
expire.. These States will not have an opportunity to liberalize their
laws further. Moreover, State unemployment security administrators
promised before congressional committees in the summer of 1944 that
adequate changes would be made. In my opinion they have failed. It
is too late now to go back to the States. There is but one solution to
the problem. Congress must act, and act at once. We cannot afford
to let it be said that we provided too little too late.

The best and most reliable estimates are that there will be from 8
to 15 million unemployed during the reconversion period. I believe it
is safe to say that at least 10 million will be out of work for as much
as 15 months, and I believe I am safe in saying that those who will be
out of work longest will be those who possess the least skills.. They are the ones who received the6 lowest rates of pay during their
employment. They are least able to weather a period of unemploy-
ment.

My reasoning in making this statement is that most of the highly
skilled and higher paid workers will be retained during the recon-
version period to do the retooling and reconverting of the Nation's

plants. The skilled worker is in a position to protect his rate of pay
virtue of his skill. The fact that so many of the lower paid groups

will be the chief beneficiaries of this bill makes it mandatory that the
$25 maximum be enacted into the law. This would not mean that each
individual would receive the maximum amount, but it would mean that
each of these workers would receive a proportionately higher amount
than they would receive without the aid of this measure.

Unfortunately these individuals need the benefits the most and from
a strictly humanitarian and economic point of view should receive a
higher benefit than the provisions of this bill would permit. I make
this statement because they have little or no reserves. Because of
their low incomes they have to use their entire wages in order to
live. These people make up the bulk of our Nation's buying power.

I realized liquid savings by individuals in form of cash, time and
demand deposits have increased by more than $65,000,000,000 during
the last 3 years; however, the larger share of this total has been ac-
cumulated by the higher income groups. All of the available statis-
tics indicate that the lower paid groups have saved very little. In
most cases nothing. I believe that I am safe in stating that the sav-
ings of the group who would benefit mostly by this bill are so small
that this group is entirely unprepared to tide themselves over the
period of unemployment as the result of reconversion.

Senator MuiKIN. I would like to ask you what are the qualifica-
tions for entrance into your union?

Mr. BROWN. Our organizations admit those whom the employer
hires, with the exception of journeymen mechanics which require 4
years' experience in the trade.
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Senator MmUxIN. But you take them allI
Mr. BROWN. We take them all.
Senator MILIKIN. Whether he has had that experience or not?
Mr. BROWN. Yes.
Senator TAFT. Whether he is white or black?
Mr. BROWN. Yes. Some of our local unions have admitted colored

people. For many years the policy of our organization has been that
when we establish contractual relations with the employer that the
white and black men are treated the same. They receive the same
wage.
Senator TAwt. Do any of the locals refuse to admit colored people ?
Mr. BRowN. Some unions refuse to admit colored and white people.
This measure would help to bring about a sound, stable buying

power which is essential if we are to avert a deflationary period dur-
ing the next 6 to 9 months. I am quite sure, Mr. Chairman, that
no one will dispute that a deflationary threat during the next 6 months
would be disastrous to our national policy. If nothing is done to
prevent this from occurring it might well wreck our entire postwar
program.If prices are forced down below the cost of production, thus caus-

ing deficits rather than profits, and the normal demand for consumer
goods is restricted by reason of fear on the part of the consumers,
many manufacturers will be forced to curtail their production, which
would throw additional thousands of workers out of employment.

Such a condition would immediately cause a hoarding of savings
by those still employed. Certainly we don't want this to happen
during this critical period. There may be some who say this Would
not happen because consumers have been doing without so many essen-
tial items during. the wartime. I believe that most workers have
become used to getting along without items which were unavailable
during the war, and that they will certainly be able to get by longer
with what they have, at least long enough to see what is going to
happen. The Nation just can't afford to take the chance of having
this happen now. If there be no other reason, this bill should be
enacted into law at once.

RELOCATING MIGRATORY WORKERS 0

With respect to the provisions of travel pay for relocating migrated
war workers, I wish to emphasize my approval of this section. This
i certainly a necessary part of the bill in order to shorten the recon-
vprsion period. Great blocks of our population have been moved
from one section of our country to another in order to gear our econ-
omy to an all-out war effort.

A grave and serious problem exists in returning this population
either to their former homes or to sections where they are most urgently
needed during our peacetime economy.

While most economists who have studied the relocation problem
agree that some form of Federal assistance is necessary to relocate
those unemployed there has been very little attention directed to this
fact. It has been estimated that at least 5,000,000 workers have moved
around the country from one place to another either at the insistence
of manufacturers or at the insistence of Federal agencies Who were
recruiting vitally needed war workers. Many of these workers have
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moved great distances. Some as great as 2,000 miles and estimates
are that between 10 and 20 percent of these migratory workers will
want to return to their own communities or move or to other jobs in
other locations providing, of course, that employment conditins are
generally good in all locations.

In many communities it will be necessary that some of these work-
ers return in order that the former ordinary peacetime production
of the community may be resumed.

While I am unable at this time to make any estimates as to the actual
amount of money that would be needed to provide for transfer allow-
ances, I am quite sure that the total cost may be looked upon as an
investment which will bring about a speedier return to normal. How-
ever, it is my opinion that provisions should be made in this bill for
the worker to return to his home if he so desires and not as the bill
provides that he could only be furnished transportation to a place
picked out by the Employment Service. I believe the worker should

ave some choice in the matter.
Mr. Chairman, I am purposely refraining from commenting on

that section of the bill which proposes increases in allowances to vet-
erans. In the face of the sacrifices that the beneficiaries of this sec-
tion of the bill have made, I feel confident that those who are opposed
to this measure would not dare to attack this section. I wish to add,
however, that the amendments have my heartiest approval as our
organization has over 700,000 members who are serving in the armed
forces.

Most of these will have no difficulty in finding work as their job
rights are protected through agreements between their former em-
ployers and our organization. There will be some, however, who will
have to look for work as the plants in which they were working at the
time they entered the armed services are no longer in operation. We
certainly do not want to repeat the treatment that this country gave
the returned veterans of World War I. This amendment to'the GI
bill of rights will go a long way toward preventing a recurrence of
that unfortunate blot on our history.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I wish to say that every fair-minded person who has
given reconversion problems any thought whatsoever, recommends
that this legislation is urgently necessary. In fact, it is long overdue
and should have been enacted into law last year. These problems
were called to the attention of the Nation by the Baruch-Hancock
report and many others, but nothing has been dope about it.

Congress has legislated for industry to tide it over the reconversion
period. Legislation has been enactedto speed up termination of war
contracts.

Senator MCMAHON. Mr. Brown, you will agree that these things
that were done to help in the reconversion period were also necessaryI

Mr. BRowN. Certainly.
Senator BARKJ.F. You are not complaining that those things were

done?
Mr. BRowN. No. My only complaint is that the fellow who did the

job on the home front has been neglected up to the present time.
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Congress has passed legislation to take care of the veterans, but
the war workers without whose help victory would have been im-
possible,'have been neglected. Unless this bill becomes a law, I fear
that the consequences will be the same as they were after the last
war when large numbers of veterans were forced to sell apples. Con-
gress by its failure to provide provisions for the war workers is vir-
tually forcing the unemployed workers to sell apples after this war.

In the final analysis it makes very little difference who sells' the
apples. The problem before us today is to see that no citizen of our
country will have to stand on the street corner selling apples. The
passage of this bill will be one milestone on the road to prevent the
Nation from repeating the mistakes made following the close of the
last war.

Before closing, I want to point out that while the discrepancies out-
lined are very unfair and serious, the cost to the Government to cor-
rect them during the reconversion period would not be so great as it
seems.

Several States have already made provisions which would amend
the State laws if a bill similar to the pending measure is passed by Con-
gress particularly with respect to the amendment pertaining to vet-
erans. Furthermore, 78 percent of the Nation's workers are in States
which already provide weekly maximums of $20 or more and whose
annual benefits average $390-two-thirds of our Nation's workers are
covered by States which have only one waiting period per benefit year
and a large block of our Nation's workers are covered in States which
cover employers of one or more employees, more than 80 percent of the
Nation's workers are covered by States which provide benefits for 30
weeks or more; 21 States provide for 20 weeks of benefits and 12 States
provide for more than 20 weeks.

In view of this trend, I cannot urge too strongly that this committee
should urge the passage of this bill at the earliest possible time.

Finally, we believe that the cost of this measure to the* Government
is negligible when compared withy the misery, fear, and want that
would prevail throughout our land if Congress fails to provide for
adequate unemployment compensation.

The passage of this measure would certainly boost the morale of
the Nation's workers during a critical period when "isms" foreign to
our way of life might well spring up throughout our land. Let us not
forget the dark days of the early thirties when the country witnessed
demonstration after demonstration of one cause or another. Fifteen
million unemployed with hungry mouths to feed will not sit by idly
to wait on local charity after this war. Congress should act favorably
on this measure immediately.

I thank you for your kind attention.
The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Senator VANDENBERG. I just want to ask Mr. Brown one question.
Mr. Brown, on page 8, you say that you believe it is safe to say at

least 10 million will be out of work for as much as 15 months. Well,
15 months is 60 weeks, and this bill covers only 26 weeks.

Mr. BROWN. That is true.
Senator VANDENBERG. Therefore, under your statement, at least

10.000,000 workers are going to still be out of work after this bill runs
out.
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Mr. BROWN. Yes.
& Senator VANDENBERG. I want to say that I don't a&ree that it is going

to be as bad as that, because I think by teamwork we can make it
better, but I think you are quite right in putting a danger signal at
the point of duration.

Now, this is what I want to ask:
Since that is true, is not the period of duration for the payment of

compensation rates therefore moie important than the actual rate
itself, in view of your own statement that 78 percent of your workers
are etting at least $20 or more a weekI
Mr. BROWN. No.
Senator VANDENBERG. Let's say we agree on the sum total that we

are going to spend on this problem. Is there not greater advantage to
the worker in emphasizing duration leyond 26 weeks than there is in
emphasizing increased amount of compensation rate?

Mr. BROWN. No; because I beieve if only for that period of 26
weeks, you put -more money into the consumer's pocketbook to give
him buying power to help take the stagnation out of the industry, it
is going to give more momentum than if you have a lesser amount for
a greater period.
Senator VANDE-BERG. What is going to be in the pocketbook during

the last 34 weeks of this period when you say 10,000,000 are still going
I to be out of work?

Mr. BROWN. In many cases there is going to be nothing in that
pocketbook.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is the point in which I have become
desperately interested, and I would think we would all be. I do noti 'see how you can ignore the duration factor in tiis.

Mr. BRowN. Again I say that there is that possibility that if you
give them greater buying power for that 26-week period, it is going to
in many ways help to reduce to the lowest minimum that stagnation
in business we are going to face.

Senator VANDENBERG. The difference between $20 which 78 percent
of the workers get under State laws, and $25 which is $5 a week, you
can blow that up as you please, but I don't see that you can make a
very serious factor out of that $5. But I think you can make a terrible
economic factor out of what happens when the 26 weeks is over and
nobody is paid.

Senator MCMAHON. May I suggest, in answer to the Senator, if at
the end of 26 weeks we find the situation as you and Mr. Brown en-
visage-

Senator VANDENBERG. I don't envisage it that way. I am taking
Mr. Brown's statement.
Senator MCMAHON. All right. We are going to have to take some

other approach to this problem other than unemployment compensa-
tion, whether we like it or not.

Whether we subscribe to the philosophy or not, we are going to
Lave to have a program of public works.ISenator VANDENBERG. I don't think there is any doubt in the world
about that. I am simply inquiring as to the two alternatives involved
in unemployment compensation, remembering we confront difficulties
and great obstacles in raising the actual rate of pay in the States.
That is the only point that we run into our greatest resistance in pass-
ing legislation.
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I am trying to think of this thing in a fashion entirely friendly to
the objective of this bill.

I am perfectly sure-well, that is too strong. I think that if we
were to put our emphasis on duration instead of rate, then about
half of the opposition of this bill would disappear.

Now, I am very much afraid that the opposition in respect to rate
itself may prove to be fatal to the entire legislation.

I am asking you whether in that situation we would not have made
an even greater contribution to the over-all problem if we could suc-
ceed in substantially expanding the duration.

Mr. BROWN. I am afraid not, Senator. I am afraid you are going
to lengthen that period of misery.

You make a statement to the effect that we might jeopardize the legis-
lation. I can't imagine any Member of Congress would show reason
why he would refuse to support this bill, if he will harken back to the
early thirties.

Senator VANDENBERG. The Senate committee passed a pretty good
bill last year, but we discovered we couldn't pass it through Congress,
even though the Senate did agree that nobody else ought to disagree.

Senator BARKLEY. The suggestion has been madd here that an
increase of $5 a week is insignificant, and you can blow it up as you
please.

I would like to call attention to the fact that that represents simply
an increase over what the average would be in the State of $200,000,000
a month. That $5 a week is $20 a month, and that is $200,000,000 a
month that would be expended in the purchase of things that other
people are making.

If we assumed that would run as much as 12 months, then it would
be additional purchasing power of $2,400,000,000 with which these peo-
ple could purchase things being produced by others.

That is simply the increase.
Senator TAFr. I suggest that our best estimates here are that we

might give this additional to about 5,000,000 unemployed.
As far as creating this additional purchasing power is concerned, I

don't think it is a material factor. If we can get one or two more
plants moving, it will be just as much as the whole suggestion.

Furthermore, our experience has been that the increase of consump-
tion of foodstuffs is not very important as a factor in increasing
employment. Those industries are geared up to run anyway, and they
can without much increase in employment produce more of the basic
foods that the people have to buy when they are on a subsistence level.

Mr. BROWN. Senator, during this war, necessity has enabled indus-
try to learn that they can produce far more per worker per hour than
they did before the war.

Senator TAFT. Some industries.
Mr. BRowN. Having in mind the degr to which industry could pro-

duce during the postwar period, there is going to be tremendous pro-
duction, and if those industries are to be-kept on moving, there must
be adequate domestic markets to consume those goods. If there isn't,
we are going to have them unemployed.

Senator T~r.. I admit the general proposition. I am going to say
the amount involved in this bill in additional payments is not going
to make the difference between full employment and less employment.
I don't think it has very material bearing on that question.
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Br. BROWN. Except when a man and his family are unemployed, this
$5 a week may mean a lot.

Senator VANDENBERG. And nothing after 26 weeks means more.
Mr. BROWN. 1 at the end of 26 weeks we have another problem, I

think we should be big enough to meet the problem at that time. Dur-
ing that 26-week period, I think the amount specified is little enough.

The CHAIRMAN. This bill undoubtedly will give greater benefits to
the worker in the higher wage brackets than it does to the worker in
the lower wage bracket. Isn't that true, Mr. Brown ?

Mr. BROWN. That is true when you base it on the saying, "He has
the most will get more in return."

The CHAIRMAN. This bill gives greater advantages and greater bene-
fits to those in the higher wage brackets than it does to the lower wage
brackets, doesn't it?

Mr. BRoww. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Brown, for your appearance.
Mr. BROWN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN; Let me ask what other witnesses are here before

we take a recess. Can anyone say whether Mr. Keenan, representing
the Chicago Federation of Labor, is here?

(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Is Dr. Harry Malisoff here?
Mr. MALISOFF. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Is Mr. Riley here?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. What is the pleasure of the committee?
Senator BARKLY. You missed one.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Dushane is not here. I knew that.
Senator VANDENBERG. That leaves only one.
The CHAIRMAN. I think we might hear this one now, and take a

half holiday. Is that agreeable to the committee?
Senator BARELEY. Yes.
Senator VANDENBERG. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Harry Malisoff, will you come around?
Will you indicate about the length of your statement?. We are

asking now for our convenience.
Mr. MAizsonF. I think I should be through in something less than

15 minutes.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. We will be very glad to hear from

you. Are you representing any particular organization or group?
Mr. MALiSOFF. No. I am appearing as air independent economist,

who has had occasion to write extensively on the subject of unemploy-
ment compensation and veterans' legislation.

Senator BAlKIEY. Where is your home, Mr. Malisoff?
Mr. MALisoFF. Washington, D. C.
Senator BARKLEY. You are not in the Government service?
Mr. MALISOFF. Not at the present, sir.
Senator TAFr. What was your connection in the Government serv-

ice?
Mr. MALmSOF. I was an employee of the Social Security Board for

several years._ I was in the National Resources Planning Board in
connection with the report of the committee on long-range relief and
works planning.

x86
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Senator T-r. How long has it been since you have been with tho
Government?

Mr. MALISOFF. About a year.

STATEMENT OF HARRY MALISOFF, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. MALISOFF. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
would like to make a statement concerning S. 1274, which may appear
to be damning with faint praise, or praising with faint damns, but
it Is sincerely the opinion that I have worked out concerning the bill
in the light of the knowledge thai I have gained in the mode of devel-
opment of unemployment legislation in this country.

I know that historical factors are not popular. I hope they will be,
now that we have passed through a great historical epoch, now that we
realize the need for constant review of the past in order to derive the
full lessons inherent in our experience, so that the Nation may develop
properly along a proper course, and I conceive that unemployment-
Co(mpensation legislation requires the attention of that type, the atten-
tion that our sensible statesmen will be able to giveit, so that it may

4o develop in so haphazard a course as has been the case up to now.
I said in 1940, in an article which I recklessly called The Import

of Theory in Unemployment Compensation, that the legislation -ad
"tin inconsequential drift," and I concluded in that article with the
h ple that it would gain a philosophy in the near fixture.

This, it seems to me, is the time to add that philosophy, because
our democratic philosophy has been vindicated beyond all previous
measure in the recent victorious battle against undemocratic forces.

Now, to turn to S. 1274, according to the type of analysis I have
just described, S. 1274 expresses a need for improved unemployment-
,,,ipensation provisions, though in present form it falls short of
meeting this need.

The bill has some excellent provisions. It would include various
tcxeluded groups. It would raise the average and the maximum of the
weekly unemployment benefit amount as well as the total benefit
t1iount payable under the State unemployment-compensation laws.

Its main weakness is that in effect it would introduce, under the
deceivingly mild term 'supplementation," fundamental changes in the
ulleinployment-compensation structure. The structure of the State
systems would never recover from the impact of S. 1274 if enacted
as amended, or as is.

Lest Igive the wrong impression, let me say that it would be no
tragedy whatsoever if tfhe States' provisions were fundamentally al-
1ered. The State unemployment-compensation system has no especial
Iform, no clear-cut objectives, no mode of development.

For this reason, S. 1274 shows what seems to me unnecessary solici-
tule for preserving State methodology of benefit payment. They
don 't call it methodology; they call it formula.

They have developedra very fine lingo concerning wage record cards
and I. B. M. machinery and benefit years, and weekly benefit amounts
based upon earnings in given benefit years. It also sounds very plaus-
ible. It seems to be a system of benefits in proportion to wages; but,
as can be shown readily enough, mathematically it is so arbitrary
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and exceptional in regard to the individual beneficiary, that the only
conclusion can be that there is no methodology in particular.

Like Topsy, the State benefit provisions "just growed."
It seems to me that S. 1274 must necessarily have sweeping re-

percussions on State unemployment compensation if passed. Why?
Well, its provisions, in effect, do more than just supplement.

The provisions would, through simple unspecific clauses, introduce
at least two new Federal unemployment-insurance systems just as
definitely as would a full-fledged Federal statute like the Railroad
Unemployment Insurance Act.

-Consider the provision for affording unemployment benefits to
Federal civilian or civil-service employees or maritime employees.
This is a worthy move. One that is long overdue.

However, such important extensions of unemployment compensa-
tion should be set up through separate statutes, or at least separately.1 evolved, fully implemented provisions, provisions that are carefully
drafted in all necessary detail, so as to take full account of the pecu-
liarities, the special conditions, that characterize the classes of em-
ployment in question.

I submit that maritime unemployment compensation has been pro-
vided in numerous legislative bills, upon which extensive hearings
have been held right here in Washington, D. C.

The skeleton clause for maritime unemployment-benefit payments,
found in S. 1274, is not, it seems to me, the logical next step in
the movement for a Federal maritime unemployment-compensation
system.

Of course, S. 1274 would afford benefits to Federal civil servants
and maritime employees temporarily during the reconversion period.

don't think, however, I need to quality my preference for inde-
pendent treatment. The permanent need for these benefits by these
classes of employees is vivid. There can be no return of the Federal
civil-service employees and maritime employees to the unprotected
status on pretext of termination of reconversion period.

Much the same considerations apply to provisions for adjusting the
weekly benefit amounts by raising the maximum benefit amount, as
well as the total amount of benefits payable under the State unem-
ployment-compensation laws.

In effect, these actions are a rather opportunistic method of securing
an increased average of State benefit payments. Again, this reflects
a worthy and laudable desire to improve the existing unemployment-
compensation systems.

Yet, a catch-all measure, with general enabling provisions effective
for a short period, is hardly the place for effecting or contributing to
the much-needed reform in the State unemployment-benefit provisions.

It requires special legislative attention based upon comprehensive
review of the 10 years of unem lo ment-compensation experience.

Provision for enhanced beneft adequacy should not be linked, as inJS. 1274, to the extension of coverage to unprotected classes of employees.
Coverage extension of the civil-service and maritime employees is an

emergency need, a conspicuous gap in the unemployment-compensa-
tion system.

Benefit adequacy is a long-run matter, a matter of greatest impor-
tance and likely to be a matter of considerable debate and contro-
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versy. In place of temporary increment in benefit adequacy that
would be the most gained under S. 1274, the bill, it seems to me,
s hould give additional attention to the provisions for inclusion of the
uncovered groups, expanding them into the requisite full-fledged legis-
lative actions, as I have stated.

In the case of the provision for amendment of the unemployment-
benefit provision of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act, S. 1274 also
reflects the tendency to associate sound objectives with more or less
ineffective type of legislative vehicle.

Indeed to connect amendment of the GI law with miscellaneous
unemployment-compensation measures is a peculiar point of depar-
ture from the traditions of veterans' legislation. Since the GI law
was framed without regard to social-security, there is a real need
for coordination of veterans' and social-security benefits. But it is
unrealistic to suppose that the veterans' legislation can be linked to
social-security provisions.

I note also that S. 1274 introduces with little or no fanfare the
much-neglected classical social-insurance provision for dependent
benefits or increments in weekly benefit amounts in respect of the
dependents of the worker who qualifies for benefits.

Senator T~iTr. Only as to servicemen.
Mr. MALISOFF. Yes.
Senator TAir. That is already in the service bill.
Mr. MALisOFF. If you will let me develop this point, you will see

how I link it with the earlier provisions of the bill, too.
It is a nxatter of principle and not of provision. The bill does so

for the veteran in the proposed amendment to the GI bill of rights.
It also does so in response to the Senator's question, in connection
with unemployment benefits for civil-service and maritime employees
by calling for benefit computation according to the District of Co-
lumbia provision, the only 1 of the 51 State and Territorial laws that
includes increments for dependents in the calculation of the benefit
weekly amount.

Senator VANDENBERG. That is not true. Michigan amended its law
to provide $2 a week each for dependents last spring.

Mr. MASIOFF. I standcLorrected.
Are there any other laws which do that?
Senator VANDENBERG. I think there are three or four.
Mr. MALISoiF. I don't think that the presence of the provision in

three or four States affects substantially the remarks that I am going
to make about the importance of dependents' benefits. I reserve the
right toi disagree with myself at a future date.

Like benefit adequacy, dependents' benefits are of prime impor-
tance and the proper subject of legislative action following extensive
discussion.

Even if we could get the dependents' benefits through by the enact-
inent of S. 1274, it would be preferable through discussion to give wide-
spread publicity to the social principle.

I have so far tried to bring out the tendencies of S. 1274 to incor-
porate perfectly sound laudable suggestions that are long overdue and
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should have been recommended by the Committee on Economy Se-
curity in 19.35 if it had had the time or the occasion to do so.

I am not blaming the committee. They did a very revolutionary job.
They cannot be held responsible for not having completed the whole
social security project.

But I think that the bill follows the mode of development typical of
unemployment -compensation legislation in not being first made tht'
subject of careful comprehensive review and discussion, and then
enacted according to the sound public policy of today.

I don't want to be in the position of one who urges that we acqrir,
9 heavenly attitude to social legislation, but it, does seem to me that
after a number of years of highly effective cooperation by all section:
in the comnimunity -I cannot see why this matter of social legislation
like unemployment compensation, which is certainly relatively un-
important compared to an atomic bomb, or to many of the agreements
and projects carried out in the course of the war just passed-I don't
-e why we couldn't get agreement as to the proper social policy to
follow in that connection today.

It seems to me if we have a social issue like unemployment during a
reconversion period, that we ought to be able to secure agreement after
alropinions have emerged.

If unemployment compensation is not designed to meet the recon-
version period, then I think it should be revamped to meet the need.
I think that question should receive serious attention.

I don't think we should show solicitude today for preserving unem-
ployment compensation in the accidental form that it happens to take
as a result of the overnight adoption by special legislative sessions
at some distant date in the past.

Yet S. 1274 does that very thing.
Senator VANDENBERG. If you had to vote "yes" or "no" on S. 1274,

bow would you vote?
Mr. MAsiwrF. "Yes." It will do some good.
I think that about sums up what I had to say.
Of course. I realize that I haven't proved my statement that the

development of legislation has been very haphazard and unphilo-
sophical, but I have written a good deal in substantiation thereof, and
I think that reference to the articles which I wrote for the Political
Science Quarterly in 1939 and 1940 would show that I have at least
a case for making the statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Mr. M.u JFsO. Thank you.
The CRAIMAN. Under the circumstances, we won't have an after-

noon session of the committee.
The committee will meet tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock. We will

conclude the hearing tomorrow.
There are a number of telerams and' statements submitted by var-

ious labor organizations and eaders in labor throughout the country.
I think it is appropriate to put them in the record at this time.
(The telegrams and statements referred to, are as follows:)

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 29, 1915.
Senator WALT= F. GwwE,

Senate Offlce Building, WaMtn*ton, D. (7.:
Circumstances make it impossible for me to testify-during the hearings of the

Senate Finance Committee on unemployment compensation legislation scheduled
to begin tomorrow but in response to your kind letter of invitation I am ending

4'
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You herewith my views for incorporation, if the committeee sees fit, into the
rI,'Erd of the hearing.

I personally favor and the organization of which I have the honor to be preui-
(lent, the National Fariuers Union, favors the enactment of the Kilgore bill now
Ielfore the committee. We endorse heartily the request of President Truman for
ii i vdliate action to insure a uniform payment of $2.5 weekly for a 26-weekplriiod through Federal assistance to those States unable to provide adequate.
v.inpensation. But we also believe that the additional provisions of the Kilgore
bill for assistance to war workers to move to new jobs is highly desirable.

l'rlncipal reasons for this position are as follows:
1. The country has asked and received the wholehearted effort of the mass of

workers in winning the war. In that effort, they have worked long hours,
lived under difficult conditions, and made possible the miracle of Amerivan war
production that has amazed the world. The Nation owes them a debt of gratitude,
and it should now give tangible expression to that gratitude.

'2. We believe strongly in the enterprise and initiative of the average American,
aiid that he much prefers a useful and renumerative job to any other source
of income. Therefore, we reject as wholly inadmissible the lack of faith
s h(,\vn by some critics of unemployment compensation in the self-respect and
h |4isty of the average American.

:." The Director of War Mobilization, Mr. Snyder, has estimated that at least
S'. I),000 will be unemployed by next spring. Simply as a a matter of enlightened
.,4sf-interest, every group in our society and economy should insist that theseunemployed are provided with the proposed compensation benefits embodied inIhe Kilgore bill. The consequences of such severe unemployment, with attendantd(-eline in purchasing power and in confidence of producers and consumers alike,,',,uld be disastrous. The repercussions of such a condition, unless the cushion
,f job insurance is afforded, might well spread swiftly and tragically into amajor depression. Neither we nor the rest of the world can afford to allow
this to happen.

4. From the point of view of an organization of farmers, we believe thatadequate unemployment compensation will offer a market stability for agricul-
tiiual products that will be sorely needed within the next (6 to 12 months. If Mr.8tiyder's predictions should be borne out by the facts, then there is no doubt
(hait the market for numerous farm products will be gravely depressed. Thewithdrawal of the purchasing power represented by idleness of 8,000,000 personsis something that farmers contemplate with dread. Despite the present strong de-
ii: ind, both foreign and domestic, for these products, the picture might well changeradically by spring. Such a decline in purchasing power would make it exceed-irigl difficult to carry out adequately the commitment of the Government underfigall ainendmenf to support farm prices at a substantial percentage of parity.
Even from a purely accounting point of view, failure to provide the proposedc(Impfmsation might well cost the Government, as well as farmers, more in the
,,'ug run in the consequent necessity to support farm prices directly, in declining
I:ix revenues, and in related ways. -

I appreciate very much the opportunity to lay these views before the finance
'omnlittee.

JAMEs G. PArrox,
President, National Farmers Union.

TOLEDO, Owxo, August 25, 195.
110n. WALTER P. GEORGE,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
United States Senate Building, Wa8hingtrn, D. C.:

At a special called meeting of the Toledo, Ohio, Central Labor Union, A. F. of 1.,Aiugust 23 last, delegates representing 32,000 workers unanimously requested
favorable consideration and recommends to the United States Senate for passageof Senate bill 1274. Please accept this as statement for record of our desire
for passage of bill 1274. Reconstruction and reconversion will become more,al by the recommendation of our President supplementing existing States
unemployment compensation benefits.

Thanks.

O-ro W. BRAcH,
Rxecutive Secretary,

Toledo Ceptral Labor Union.
76876-4--32
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SAN FMNCISCO, CAMP., Augu8t 24, 1945.Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,
United States Senator,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D. C.:

California State Federation of Labor, representing over a million members of
organized labor in the State of California, urgently requests favorable redom-
mendation on Senate bill 1274. It Is of utmost importance that unemployment
insurance provide sufficient purchasing power to enable workers to maintain
themselves in a period of high prices and be of sufficient duration to carry work-
ers over reconversion period and have coverage so complete that no large segment
of the labor force is not covered. Situation is especially serious In Califorina
where number of employed workers increased about 40 percent due directly to
war industries. Large part of increase resulted from migration into the State
Cut-backs have already started and California faces a minimum of 500,000 unem-
ployed prior to the completion of reconversion program. Situation complicated
by returning servicemen looking for work. Insufficient financial resources of
unemployed will mean drastic curtailment of consumer purchasing power in
California and will be a bar to successful reconversion and an invitation to a
deep and chaotic economic depression. Detailed statement follows by air mail.
Respectfully request that it be filed as part of record of this committee.

C. J. HAGGERTY,
Secretary, California State Federation of Labor.

CONNnCTICUT FEDERATION or LABOR

BRIDGEPORT 3, CONN.

For release Tuesday, September 4.
Announcement was made today by Harold V. Feinmark, secretary-treasurer

of the Connecticut Federation of Labor, that the executive council had voted
to hold a State convention as soon as suitable hotel facilities are found available
by himself and President Timothy M. Collins in whose hands arrangements were
left for the calling of the labor conclave.

Plans made for the holding of area conferences when the ODT previously
had denied approval for the federation's convention this month were abandoned
by the executive council.

Mr. Feinmark also made public a statement sent to the Senate Finance Com-
mittee in support of the Kilgore bill supplementing State Jobless compensation
benefits by the Federal Government to enable maximum payments to bg increased
to $25 a week and to extend the duration to 26 weeks for the reconversion period.

The statement declared that labor "can look to remedial action only to Con-
gress at present" since it pointed out Governor Baldwin had indicated he was
opposed to calling a special session of the general assembly before Congress
had acted.

The federation's statement was as follows:

STATEMENT PRESENTED BY THE CONNECTICUT FEDERATION OF LABOR ON 1274

The Connecticut Federation of Labor warmly endorses S. 1274 introduced by
Senators Kilgore, Murray, Wagner, Guffey, Thomas, and Pepper, providing for
supplementary unemployment compensation during the immediate postwar
period, and hopes that your honorable committee will report this bill out favor-
ably.

Widely known for its high quality products Connecticut industry was called
upon by the procurement agencies of the Army and Navy to help in stocking the
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arsenal of democracy. How well It responded may be gaged by the fact that at the
end of 1944 this State led the Nation in per capita value of war production, with
war conLracts amounting to $7,422,096,000. With the surrender of Japan and
the cancellation of war contracts many thousands of war workers have been
laid off. It is hoped that reconversion to peace time production will restore a
good proportion to employment with the same or other firms, and that eventually
all of them will find suitable employment.

Meanwhile, they must depend upon the Inadequate benefits provided by the
State unemployment compensation law with a maximum of $22 a week and for
not more than 18 weeks, although after January 1, 1946, the payment period, under
the law, will be extended by two additional weeks.

As our Governor, the Honorable Raymond E. Baldwin, has indicated that he
does not favor calling a special session of the State's General Assembly before
Congress has acted on legislation to cope with reconversion and unemployment
problems, we can look for remedial action only to Congress at present.

In view of present high prices this State's unemployment compensation benefits
which range from $6 to $22 a week, based upon a percentage of past earnings of
the workers covered, can by no means be called adequate. The adoption of
S. 1274 which would make it possible for the benefits to be supplemented up to
$25 a week for jobless workers entitled to the maximum, and to continue pay-
ments for 26 weeks if they are still without employment, would be a step in the
right direction. It would help to maintain purchasing power during the transi-
tion period and thus be a means of stabilizing business and preventing postwar
deflation.

The introducers of the bill are to be commended for having included provi-
sions (1) to increase unemployment compensation benefits to ex-servicemen
from $20 to $25 a week and to add $5 a week if a serviceman has any dependents,
and (2) to allow transportation expenses to workers who are referred to Jobs
by the United States Employment Service, in different localities.

STATEMENT OF C. J. HAGGERTY, SECRETARY, CAL1FRNIA STATE FEDERATION OF LAOnR
BEFORE THE UNITED STATES SENATE FINANCE CoMMrEE ON SENATE BrLu 1274

The California State Federation of Labor, representing over a million members
of the American Federation of Labor in the State of California, requests this
committee to report favorably on S. 1274.

We, in California, face an especially serious problem during the period ofreconversion and we feel that the enactment of this bill will go a long way in
alleviating the threats of a deep and disastrous economic depression.

The California economy was greatly disturbed by the impact of the war. It
must be remembered that two of the most important war industries; namely, ship-
building and aircraft, counted for a large part of California's contribution to the
war effort and in order to supply the necessary labor forces for these industries
and various subsidiary industries needed for their successful functioning, thenumber of people available for work had to be increased by tremendous amounts.

Between April 1940 and June 1943, the number of employed civilians in Cali-
fornia increased from 2,482,000 to 3,464,000--an increase of approximately 40
percent. The national average increase was but 20 percent. This increase in the
number employed was due primarily to the demands of the war industries. The
story of the recruitment of labor for the war Industries is still fresh in every-
1,l"'s minds and there Is little need to repeat the story at this point. But it

must be remembered, however, that a large part of the increased labor force
was the result of immigration to California from other parts of the countryand that this immigration caused a special problem to California. It is gen-
erally expected that a vast number of the newer arrivals will remain here
despite the various newspaper stories about people leaving the State. The press
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has reported the exodus of a few people but it has failed to report about the
great majority who expect to remain. Such people do nothing spectacular and
do not make news.

An investigation of the continued critical housing situation in the large cities
of California Is ample proof of the failure of the new population to leave the
State in significant numbers:

A word must be said about the economic resources of the war workers, both the
recent arrivals and the prewar residents, and their ability to survive the inci-
dence of unemployment. Much ballyhoo has been given to the supposedly high
wages paid war workers. It is true that money wages have risen during the war
period but not to the extent which it is popularly supposed. Real wage have
risen far less than money wages and the surplus remaining with the worker is
insignificant. This is accounted for by the high case of living and incidentally,
the cost of living in California is the highest in the country. The tremendous
portion of the workers' wages which went into taxes also contributed to a de-
crease of the workers' real wages. The pay envelope did not permit the worker~to accumulate any sizable surplus because of these factors. The worker is thus
unprepared to meet the economic consquences of unemployment. It is true
that many of them are covered by the present unemployment compensation
provisions now in effect in this State but they may receive a maximum of $20
per week, a sum total insufficient to finance a family during the uncertain period
of reconversion.

It must also be understood that there are large numbers of unemployed
workers in the. State of California not covered by unemployment compensation
of any kind. Perhaps the largest group is made up of the Government employees.

The California Department of Industrial Relations reports that in Jun6 1945
there were 503,000 civilian Government employees in the State of California.
This figure includes Federal, State, and local officials.

In April 1940 there were but 237,000 such Government employees in the State
of California. There has thus been an increase of 112 percent in the number
of Government employees in this State. This increase in its entirety is due to the
war effort and the greater part of this growth will shortly be unemployed with
no form of unemployment compensation due them. The unemployment problem
wil be a serious one in California, at least until civilian industries are back in
full swing and new industries have begun operations.

The length of this period of reconversion which is now upon us is uncertain
but that it will be of short duration is improbable. There have been many esti-
mates in the number of unemployed in the State as a result of cut-backs. Esti-
mates have ranged from 500,000 to over a million workers. We will not attempt
to prophesy the exact number of unemployed but we believe the above estimates
are conservative.

We desire to point out the size of some of the cut-backs as indicative of the
unemployment problem California must face. Our two most outstanding war
industries are shipbuilding and aircraft. The California Department of Indus-
trial Relations reports that during the peak month of September 1943 the ship-
building industry employed 282,5'00. By June 1945 employment had decreased to
247,000-a decrease of about 48 percent.

The California State Reconstruction and Reemployment Commission estimates
that in the first postwar year no more than 20,000 to 30,000 will be employed in
this (shipbuilding) industry-a further minimum decrease of about 80 percent.

In the aircraft industry the department of industrial relations reports that in
April 1943, the month of peak employment, 244,70) were employed, and in June
1945, 123,000 were employed-a decrease of 48 percent.

The State reconstruction and reemployment commission estimates that not
more than between 40,000 and 60,000 can be employed in this industry during the
first postwar year--a further minimum decrease of about 53 percent.fDuring the first postwar year these two industries alone will decrease their
employment by over 180,000. These figures are minimum figures and do not take
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into account the many thousands of workers who were employed in Industries
servicing the shipyards and aircraft factories.

We urge this committee to understand that unemployment is contagious and
that it can never be confined to one or two industries. Unemployment throws
wo rkers into the labor rniarket. These workers must eat and will be forced to
accept jobs paying wages considerably below what they have been accustomed to.
This becomes an incentive to cut wages in other industries. Decreased wages
means decreased purchasing power. Industries then find themselves unable to
sf il their products because of the decreased purchasing power and in order to
increase sales, prices are cut. Wages are then cut still further in order to finance
the price cuts. We are then on our way down the deflation spiral to the dark
depths of industrial depression.

This bill will partially help workers to maintain subsistence standards of living.
It will provide purchasing power to the worker so as to enable them to buy the
products of industry. It will act as a bar to disastrous deflation-and will help
carry the country over the treacherous reconversion period. Thus we urge this
committee to recommend favorable and speedy action on this bill and by so doing
help this country to overcome the economic hurdles facing us today.

STATEMENT OF AFL CENTRAL TRADES AND LABOR UNION, OF ST. Louis, Mo., CoM-
POSED OF 200 AFL LABOR UNIONS, REPRESENTING 125,000 MEMBERS, ON THE NEED
OF ENACTMENT OF SENATE BILL No. 1274 AND HOUSE REcoRD No. 3891 PREsENTED
TO SENATE FINANCE COMMITrEE AND HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE

GENTLEMEN: The enactment of legislation as contained in these two bills is of
vital necessity to the St. Louis area during the conversion period. Local em-
ployee pay-roll income has hit the skids since August 15-16 cut-backs became
effective.

Between 75,000 and 90,000 war workers have been severed from their employ-
ment; 31,400 have registered as unemployed with USES. This figure will increase
nearer toward the total unemployed within the next 2 or 3 weeks, as the workers
are taking advantage of the first opportunity for recreation in the past 4 years;
21,(04 have applied for unemployment compensation. This figure will also in-
crease nearer toward the total unemployed as time progresses.

These employees, under Missouri's unemployment compensation law, would
be entitled to approximately $18 per week for a period of 16 weeks. When
compared with an approximately $4,500,000 loss in weekly pay roll, it is plain
that our economy during the conversion period is in jeopardy.

The supplement of Missouri's unemployment benefit program as contained
in Senate bill No. 1274 and House Record No. 3891, will, of course, be insuf-
ficient to restore the difference between workers' income prior to August 15-16
and that which they would receive in unemployment benefits under Missouri's
law. However, this supplementation will enable the worker in this area to
pass into the conversion period with his purchasing power maintained at a level
which will not completely destroy our economy, and place this area in a better
Position to proceed with its plans to absorb the worker in private commercial
,Itiployment.

We urge the committees to make a favorable report on Senate bill No. 1274
and House Record No. 3891, andthat same be enacted into law as expeditiously as
Possible.

Respectfully submitted.
CENTL TRADES AND LIBOR UNION,

OF ST. LOUIS ANID VICINrrY,
JOHN I. ROLLINGS, EXecutiVe secretary/.
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OREGON STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR,
Portland 4, Oreg., August 29, 1945.

Senator WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finanee Committee,

Ricnatc Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.
DER SENATOR GEORGE: Supplementing our wire of August 24, we ask that you

submit to your committee this statement relative to Senate bill No. 1274:
The general need for this bill in substantially its present form will be ably

presented to your committee by personal appearance of representatives of labor.
But we think a brief recital of conditions in Oregon, showing the application of
this legislation to our situation, may be of interest and value to the committee.

Oregon, 6 years ago, was not industrially developed as were many other States.
Owing to our geographical location and other natural advantages, a number of
large industries located in the Portland area for production of war goods.
Numerous existing industries turned to war production and expanded pro-
digiously. This brought to the area many thousands of workers from the in-
terior of the State, from adjoining States, and from every State of the Union,
thousands migrating from the Atlantic coast, from the Midwest, and from the
South.

Cancellation of war contracts already has released thousands of these workers
and most of those still remaining will be discharged in immediate weeks. Some
of this large number will return to their former homes hopeful of employment
but without assurance that they will obtain remunerative employment within
coming months. A great many of the in-migrants have announced their inten-
tion of remaining here. Expansion of existing industries and establishment of
new industries seems probable, and if there is such development Oregon can
absorb a large new population. But considerable time must elapse before con-
version, expansion, and new industries can use these thousands of workers.
The State and subdivisions have planned and will put into execution projects
which will provide a fairly large volume of employment but not nearly enough
to afford jobs for all those who are eager and willing to work during the period
of bringing private industry to a level that will care for the employment situa-
tion.

Oregon, like all other States, will have many men and women returning from
military service. It is our desire to see these citizens given the opportunity to
secure gainful employment. Add to the returning veterans the thousands sep-
arated from their wartime employment and we have a situation that will be
extremely distressing unless the income of the unemployed is sustained in some
measure. Adoption of the pending bill will not confine the benefits exclusively
to those who receive them directly but will provide a prop for the State's whole
economy, and by sustaining purchasing power will hasten reconversion and
institution of new industries to enable the State to establish a sound and
permanent economy.

Under our State unemployment-compensation fund a maximum of $18 per
week is paid for a maximum period of 20 weeks. An increase of $7 per week
and extension of the benefit period to 26 weeks, as provided in the pending
measure, when multiplied by the number of persons who will be unemployed will
add up to a considerable sum, sufficient to make the difference between an
orderly transition and a distressing condition that might well extend its effects
down through the years.

If private industry in the State moves faster than anticipated and our
economy improves more rapidly than now seems probable, neither the State fund
nor the Federal contribution, as proposed In Senate bill No. 1274, of course will
be required to bear a heavy load. In Oregon we are hoping that this may prove
true, but we look upon assurance of higher unemployment benefits for a longer
period as insurance against a probable condition adversely affecting this State
and the Nation.
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It was through the urging of the Federal Government that the many thousands
of workers came to Oregon and helped to make a record of war production that
Was not exceeded anywhere in the Nation. These workers responded to the
national appeal and the national need. Here, perhaps In greater degree than in
some other sections, the dislocation has been great, and is one that cannot be
readjusted instantly. We feel that there is a direct responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government to assist the States in the readjustment, and that the aid
proposed in this bill will contribute to reestablishing a desirable peacetime
economy under which private enterprise can build a permanent prosperity.Sincerely yours, OREGON STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR

J. T. MARR, Executive Secretary.

AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND
BUTCHER WORKMEN oF NORTH AMERICA,

Chicago 1, Ill., Augu8t 31, 19415.
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,

Wa8hington, D. 0.
GENTLEMEN: We are presenting this statement to you on behalf of 130,000

loyal American workers who are employed in every type of meat packing, meat
processing, and kindred food establishments in every State in the Union.

These men and women have a proud record. They have remained on their
jobs throughout the entire war period and they delivered essential food products
to our fighting men all over the world in spite of the fact they did not receive
wage adjustments adequate enough to meet the increased cost of living. The
Amalgamated Meat Curtters and Butcher Workmen of North America, A. F. of L.,
is justly proud of its record during the critical period now behind us. We want
to maintain this record in the period ahead. The coming montb of reconversion
are going to be trying. We must face our problems realistically and plan to
assure the men and women, who so conscientiously supported the country in time
of need, a reasonable guarantee that they will be able to decently maintain them-
selves and their families during this period of transition to a peacetime economy.

Senate bill No. 1274, introduced by Senator Kilgore, should be approved by your
committee and passed by the Congress of the United States. 'ihis bill, which
follows the program of our distinguished President, fully recognizes the respon-
sibility of the Government to the laboring men and women who are the bulwark
,,f our American system of free enterprise. It is not sufficient that we sing praises
of their accomplishments in eloquent oratory. It is, rather, important that we
understand their problems and consciously and realistically plan our economic
life in such a way that these men and women will never be deprived of necessities
of life.

It is with wise judgment that this bill provides for the payment to the unem-
ploryed of $25 per week for 26 weeks. If we look into the records of the men and
WoVmen employed in this slaughtering and meat-packing industry, we find that
the average straight-time hourly earnings as of December 1944 was about 83
cents. On the basis of a 40-hour workweek they earned an average of $33.20 a
Week. Under present conditions, with deductions for taxes, and insurance this
"N age is not adequate to support a family on an American standard of living com-
I,'tible with health and decency. But just let us see what would happen if any
appreciable number of the men and women employed in this industry should find
themselves suddenly unemployed.

It is not new to you, gentlemen, when we say that the working men and women
spend more than 90 percent of their income for the simple necessities of main-
tc'lance. A payment of $25 per week provided for in this bill will, at least, main-
tain the families on a subsistence level for a temporary period 'until they can again
secure employment in the industry.
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It is also important for you gentlemen to consider the fact that the loss of
income to the working men and women by reason of unemployment materially
affects our entire economy. Since the Income of these men and women purchased
consumers goods primarily, the demand for such goods will, of course, materially
decrease if they are unemployed. Certainly an income of $25 per week under
the terms of the bill will nowhere near maintain the demand for consumers
goods which would obtain if they were employed. It would, nevertheless, at
least create a minimum demand for such goods and at least enable the manu-
facturers of these consumers goods to help their factories and plants operating
and give employment to a large number of people. A decline in the demand for
these goods and services will increase the unemployment problem and bring our
entire country to the break of disaster. The unemployment benefits under this
bill will stem the tide and help maintain our economic equilibrium.

This international union is on record to extend these unemployment benefits
to our veterans who, through no fault of their own, are unable to secure employ-
ment when they are returned to civilian life. These men and women who were
willing to give their lives that the free institutions of this country should live
are entitled to the same protection and the same consideration as are the loyal
workers who stayed on their jobs and saw to it that the goods and materials were
delivered to our fighting forces. These service men and women, after -their dis-
charge, must be assured some income to maintain themselves and their families
in an American standard of living. It is neither the veteran's nor the worker's
fault that they cannot secure employment because Industry and Government did
not properly plan for an adequate reconversion program. 0

The present unemployment compensation benefits provided by the laws of a
large number of States is wholly inadequate to care for our population in the
readjustment period.

The members of our union live in every one of the 48 States. Many of these
States pay unemployment benefits as low as $15 per week for only a few weeks.
Certainly the payment of $15 per week is nowhere adequate to maintain a small
family even on a subsistence level. It would mean that they would have to
submit themselves to charity, and there is nothing more degrading to the
American worker than to receive alms.

The war has dislocated hundreds of thousands of families and had resulted
in the shifting of the working people. These men and women must be-returned
to their homes, and they must be assured employment in the occupations in
which they are trained.

On behalf of the officers and members of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and
Butcher Workmen of North America, A. F. of L., we respectfully urge that the
committee report favorably the Kilgore bill, S. 1274, and we urge Congress to
enact it into law.

Respectfully submitted.
AMALGAMATED MEAT CuTTERS AND
BUTCHER WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA,
EARL W. JIMERSON, President
PATRICK E. GoRMAN, Secretary-Treasurer.

THE LIBAULIZATION OF THE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION SYSTEM

Statement in support of S. 1274 and H. R. 3891 on behalf of the Illinois State
Federation of Labor (State branch of the A. F. of L.), Chicago, Ill., August 29,
1934

To the honorable the Members of Congress:
The Illinois State Federation of Labor (State branch of the American Wedera-

tion of Labor) respectfully urges your favorable consideration of S. 1274 and
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H. R. 3891, designed to broaden the scope and liberalize the terms of the State
and Federal compensation systems.-

In passing. permit us to say that the A. F. of L. movement in Illinois condsts
of more than 3,000 local unions within the borders of the State, all of which are
interested in the passage of the bills referred to herein.

The primary purpose of unemployment compensation is to enable workers
(constituting the greatest customer class in the Nation) to continue to purchase
necessities in the 'upen-business market during periods when they are unem-
ployed. The system is intended for the protection of private business as well as
for direct recipients.

As originally conceived, the system was not calculated to meet a reconversion
problem from a period of unprecedented world war to a peacetime economy.

The emergency now is such as to require Federal aid and encouragement
to the States in order to make. the most effective use of the system for the national
welfare.

The necessary liberalizing of unemployment compensation on a national scale
i.; possible at the moment onl) through action by Congress. The following points,
all covered in the pending bills, are particularly important:

(a) Increase of benefits.
(b) Extension of the duration of benefits.
(c) Expansion of coverage.
(d) Improvement of the Federal Servicemen's Readjustment Act.
(e) Traveling allowance to places of employment for unemployed workers

willing to accept such assignments.
It should always be remembered that the unemployment-compensation system

is based upon the requirement that recipients of benefits must be active workers
who have previously earned wage credits in covered employment, who are willing
to accept suitable employment, and are able to work.

It is inevitable that in the transition from war work to peacetime work
many shops and factoris and other places of employment will be obliged to
close, in most cases temporarily, while awaiting materials not yet available for
general use. In other cases the shut-doWns will be permanent.

This lag of employment must be met by adequate unemployment compensation.
Failure to do so may have very serious consequences.

In conclusion, we venture to remind you that during the war there was no
cost-plus' arrangement for the workers. They had no guaranteed savings or
profits. In many cases their expenses exceeded their earnings. Nothing was
allowed them for depreciation. For instance, they bore the load of illness, often
through overwork, of themselves and families without aid from any source.

The workers' "plant," his home (certainly as essential to the national interest
as any factory), has never been given the attention accorded to business plants
and institutions in the matter of allowances for costs and expenses.

The choice may soon be between an adequate use of the unemployment-com-
pensation system, on the one hand, and on the other a widespread expansion of
the public-relief system.

Thoughtful citizens of all classes, when obliged to make such choice, will, we
feel confident, unhesitatingly declare in favor of the sort of legislation proposed
in the pending bills, S. 1274 and H. R. 3891, Which we earnestly hope will be
enacted into law with as little delay as possible.

Respectfully submitted.
Executive board:

Illinois State Federation of Labor: Reuben G. Soderstrom, president;
William L. McFetridge; Fern R. Rauch; Charles H. Sand; Charles
E. Driscoll; Robert G. Fitchie; John L. Kinsella; Mary Mc-
Enerney; M. J. Whalen; Victor A. Olander, secretary-treasurer.
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STATEMENT BY BRIDGEPORT CENTRAL LABOR UNION, BRIDGEPORT, CONN.

In support of S. 1274, which provides for supplementation by the Federal Gov-
ernment of State unemployment compensation funds, the Bridgeport Central
Labor Union wishes to point out that benefits under the laws of Connecticut are
entirely inadequate. Weekly payments are as low as $8, the maximum is only
$22 a week, an amount which will only cover the cost of food for the table, in view
of present high prices.

Higher unemployed benefits could make more purchasing power available and
thus prevent our going into economic tailspin, while Congress enacts other legis-
lation to guarantee full employment.

We hope that S. 1274 will be -approved by your honorable committee and that
it will be passed by Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. There are also some telegrams and statements sub-
mitted by Governors who did not appear personally, from various
States. I think it is appropriate to enter them in the record at this
point.

(The telegrams and statements referred to are as follows:)
JACKSON, Mfiss., August 80, 1945.

RALPH FREDERIICK,
Secretary, Senate Finance Committee,'

Senate Office Building, Wa8hington, D. C.:
Impossible to attend supplementation compensation hearing before committee.

We do not expect mass lay-offs in our reconversion period. We are striving for
rapid reconversion with a minimum of unemployment; we definitely approve un-
employment compensation. However, we hope that such supplementary pro-
vision as is made will not tend toward unbalancing our reconversion efforts.

THOs. L. BAILEY, Governor.

EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMMISSION OF WYOMING,
Casper, Wyo., August 21, 1945.

Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: Confirming our promise to supply the Senate Finance

Committee with a statement from Wyoming regarding unemployment insur-
ance as related In our letter of August 18, we wish to submit the following:

Wyoming's act provides for unemployment insurance to its workers who become
unemployed through no fault of their own on every covered worker. In other
words we have a coverage of one or more. We also subscribe to the plan of
combining wages with other States to enable a worker who does not have suf-
ficient wage credits in any one State to total his earnings and draw benefits.

Our law permits payments for a minimum of $7 to $20 maximum per week
over a period of 20 weeks. To draw the maximum weekly benefit a worker must
have earned $400 in a 3-month period. The reserve fund for benefit payment
purposes reached $7,850,000 on August 1. In 1940 Wyoming paid out $1,219,000
for 10,128 weeks of unemployment, which was the peak year for this agency.

The present number of employers, some 4,000, have been contributing about
one and one-half million dollars to the fund annually. We have the employer
experience rating system and the tax varies from 1 to 3.6 percent.

Some 30.000 persons from Wyoming entered the armed forces and an additional
7,000 workers left the State to enter war industry.

In view of the above facts, we, In this State, believe we are sufficiently sound
financially to care for the needs of our citizens without additional aid from the
Federal Government. Should the Congress desire to meet transportation costs
of war workers back to their home States during the reconversion period, cer-
tainly there would be no objection on the part of Wyoming

We also feel quite certain in the event President Truman returns the Employ-
ment Service to State control that the transition would not involve disruption
or unnecessary delay in reorganization here.

Again permit me to express appreciation to you and the Senate Finance Com-
mittee for the consideration given us.

Respectfully yours,
ALVAN W. H.Ams, Executive Director.
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STATE Or NOR= CAROLIlA, GOVERNOR'S OFFci
Raleigh, N. C., August 24, 1945.

Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Finance Committee, United States Senate,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOB GEORGE: On August 14 you were kind enough to wire me that

hearings would begin August 27 on S. 1274 and inviting me to appear in person
or by representative if interested. I am greatly Interested, because I believe
that the supplementation proposed in this bill might easily lead to the breaking
down of State unemployment compensation systems and the complete federali-
zation of unemployment compensation. It will not be possible for me to appear
in person and I wired you that Col. A. L. Fletcher, chairman of the Unemploy-'
ment Compensation Commission of North Carolina, would represent the State
and would probably like to be heard.

It is my understanding that the National Council of Governors may be repre-
sented in this matter before your committee and that the Interstate Conference
of Employment Security Agencies will be represented by its legislative committee.
Colonel Fletcher ig a member of this committee and will await the call of the
chairman of the committee, Hon. Stanley W. Rector, of Wisconsin. He has been
actively aiding Mr. Rector for several weeks in the preparation of the case for
the States.

It is my belief that the position of the State agencies will be adequately pre-
sented but I would like to file with you, for the consideration of your committee,
the attached statement, headed "Comment on S. 1274." I wish to do this because
of the strong feeling I have (1) that our State unemployment trust funds are
solvent and need no Federal supplementation; (2) that amount of benefits and
duration of same are peculiarly State matters and should so remain, and (3) that
the program proposed under S. 1274 would lead inevitably to the federalization
of State unemployment compensation systems.

Thanking you for the opportunity of presenting my views on this important
matter to your committee and with assurance of high esteem and respect, I am

Yours very truly,
R. GREGG CHEmEY,

Governor of North, Carolina.

COMMENT ON PROVISIONS OF S. 1274

It will be remembered that immediately following the Japanese attack on
Pearl Harbor and our declaration of war, the problem of converting our industrial
plants into war plants threatened wide spread unemployment and there was a
frantic demand for Federal supplementation of State unemployment compensa-
tion funds to provide increase of weekly benefits and extension of duration
of benefits.

At that time a bill similar to S. 1274 was presented to the Congress and a hot
battle' ensued. The Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies,
backed by the National Council of Governors, appeared before various congres-
sional committees, insisting that the State unemployment compensation systems
could meet the emergency without Federal supplementation, and in the end the
Congress agreed with them.

All of the world knows what happened. Smoothly and swiftly the Nation
switched from production for civilian use to production for war. There was
unemployment for a season but every State unemployment compensation system
met the test triumphantly.

Nw we are faced with the same problem and we are in better shape to deal
with it today than we were in 1942. Unemployment trust funds in the Nationexceed $6,000,000,oo0. In my own State, our unemployment trust fund has
passed the $105,000,000 mark. In January 1942 it stood at $33,400,821.34. In
addition the George bill, enacted in 1944 and accepted by the North Carolina Gen-
eratl Assembly in 1945, further safeguards and guarantees the solvency of our
State fund, and our State unemployment compensation commission is well-
organized and efficient.

We face the future with confidence, firmly believing that reconversion from
War to peace will be no more difficult in 1945 than was conversion from peace to
War in 1942.
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Permit me to comment briefly on specific sections of S. 1274, as follows:

Section 702 (b) (1)
Various States pay benefits for periods ranging from 16 weeks to 22 weeks; 32

States pay benefits for 20 weeks or more. At the 1945 session, our general assembly
considered raising our duration from 16 to 20 weeks but decided against it, b-
lieving that 4 months is sufficient time for a man unemployed to find work,
if he looks for it himself and makes use of the employment service. In this I
fully agree. Any increase of duration of benefits would encourage idleness.
Section 702 (b) (2)

At the present time 27 States pay benefits up to a maximum of $20 per week.
North Carolina's General Assembly of 1945 raised our maximum from $15 to $20.
In common with other States, our scale of benefits pays weekly amounts equal
to approximately 50 percent of the worker's average weekly earnings. Our gen-
eral assembly was firm in the opinion that any increase above 50 percent of the
worker's average weekly earnings would serve to encourage and increase idle-
ness, and in this I fully agree.

Section 702 (b) (S)
If Congress in its wisdom decides that Federal workers and maritime workers

should be covered and if administrative difficulties can be overcome, North Caro-
lina will be glad to cooperate in making such payments, but amounts and dura-
tion should be in accordance with the law of the State in which such employees
performed their services.

Section 702 (b) (4)
This section offers no difficulty in North Carolina as we have held consistently

that individuals who performed services in handling, processing, and packaging
agricultural goods, away from the farm, are covered by our unemployment com-
pensation law, and their employers have been paying contributions.

OONOLUSION

In conclusion I would like to say these things:
1. It is my information that the men who administer our various State un-

employment-compensation laws, in 51 jurisdictions, are unanimously of the
-,opinion that supplementation of State funds to increase duration of benefits is

unnecessary. Our State fund and the funds of other States are adequate to carry
the proposed load for the period fixed in the bill and longer. I believe they are
right about this and that their judgment should be taken as to this point.

In 1942 they went to Washington to oppose a similar bill and they told con-
gressional committees then that their trust funds were solvent, that they needed
no Federal supplementation to meet unemployment due to conversion of in-
dustry from peace to war and that it would not require 6 months for American
business to convert and get going again.

Those who claim now that it will take 6 months for business and industry to
reconvert from war to peace are simply guessing and I submit that established
successful State systems of unemployment compensation should not be dis-
rupted on anybody's guess. Nor should millions of the taxpayers' money be
spent for any such purpose.

2. The proposal to make maximum benefits $25 per week in every State in the
Union strikes me as particularly unwise. I do not doubt that benefits in some
States should have a maximum of $25, but it does not follow that every State
should have that maximum. Conditions are not the same in North Carolina as in
California, or New York, or Maine, or Mississippi.

This, I know, is primary, fundamental stuff, but sometimes it Is well to return
to fundamentals. I was a member of the North Carolina General Assembly that
passed our State unemployment compensation law back in 1936. I reached the
conviction then, and I still have it, that unemployment compensation is not

k- supposed ever to take the place of the missing job. Its benefits and its duration

of benefits must never be adequate for a worker's needs. Nothing must ever take
away the job-seeking incentive, and to pay too much in benefits and to pay them
for too long a time would have exactly this effect. Those who denounce our
State systems as inadequate for satisfactory standards of living miss the point

~entirely.

3. I do not think it wise to entrust to the United States Employment Service
the matter of moving workers around the country. For myself and for my
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State, I would prefer that our citizens suffer the hardships of displacement and
unemployment rather than have them shoved about the country where work Is
said to e available. North Carolina has a sizeable capital investment in Its
workers and does not want to lose any of them.

4. Our unemployment compensation commission has voluntarily assuaged the
burden of administering title V of the GI bill of rights and will be glad to continue
to do so, paying for the Veterans' Administration whatever benefits Congress may
provide.

Respectfully submitted.
R. G~mG CHERRY,

governorr of North Carolina.
RALEI6H, N. C., August 24. 145.

NEW YoRK, N. Y., August 30, 1945.
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE,

United States Senator,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,

Washington, D. C.
We believe the right to fix the amount of unemployment compensation and the

duration is the State's, and Congress should leave that responsibility to the
State. Florida is opposed to the proposed bill whereby the Federal Government
supplements the State fund in increasing its benefits and duration to the level
provided in the unemployment bill because of its unfairness to those States which
have increased benefits and extended the duration to the level provided in the
proposed bill. Florida is unalterably opposed to any bill or plan whereby Con-
gress federalizes unemployment compensation. The proposed bill is grossly un-
fair to those States which have increased unemployment benefits and extended
duration-to approximate amounts provided in the proposed bill.

CARL B. SMrrH,
Chairman, Florida Industrial Commission, State of Florida.

THE STATE OF -COLORADO,

Denver, August 24, 1945.lHon. WALTER F. GaEGE
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,I Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: It is my understanding that hearings will begin in
tho Senate Finance Committee on August 29, 1945, concerning the provisions
(if Senate bill 1274, which has to do with unemployment compensation payments
during the reconversion period. There are several provisions in that bill which
;tro of a controversial nature, on which I would like to state the position of
('dorado.

As I understand It, the bill provides for increasing the maximum weekly
benefit amount as provided in State laws up to $25. It seems to me that $25
per week is too high a figure to use. It would be based entirely upon the high
wages which have been paid to Individuals during the war in defense industries.
Many of these workers did not work a normal week of 40 hours, and in a great
Imifny instances workedffrom 48 hours a week up and drew. time and a half for
any hour in excess of 40. This naturally raised their take-home pay abnormally.
A these workers try to find work in regular types of employment, the pay will

based on a normal workweek without overtime. Twenty-five dollars per week
in unemployment benefits comes ,too close to what people could earn in peace-
tinMe employment and they would therefore be inclined 'to work as long as bene-
fits were obtainable. -Unemployment compensation Is not intended to maintain
-n individual's standard of living, but is Intended to provide only the necessities
of life while he is trying to find another job.

The bill also provides for extending the duration of benefits to 26 weeks. It
IS questionable that this length of time will be necessary In the next few years
It will depend entirely upon the ability of business to reconvert and provide
empIoyment for the masses in a period less than 6 months. If business can do
this, then the duration provided in State laws will be sufficient.

Y1,u will recall that in 1942 there was a movement on foot to supplement Statebenefits for workers who would be displaced while manufacturers were con-
verting from peacetime to wartime activity. The State administrators opposed
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that action at the time and development later proved them to be correct In the
stand taken. State laws provided sufficient funds for all displaced workers,
noState funds became insolvent, and at the present time they are in better
shape than ever to withstand a period of unemployment. %

The bill also provides for paying benefits to Federal workers in accordance
with Atate laws or in accordance with the District of Columbia law. If this
bill passes, this provision should unquestionably be to pay benefits in accordance
with the State law in which the Federal worker has performed services for the
Federal Government. There is no logical reason why a Federal worker should
draw benefits on any other basis than his neighbor who Worked in covered
industry.

There are a number of provisions in the proposed law which could well be
included in a long-range program of social security and not be hastily passed at
the present time. Among these provisions are (1) paying benefits to workers
in the handling, drying, packing, processing, etc., of any agricultural commodity;
(2) amending section 1607 of the Internal Revenue Code to extend the employer
definition to one or more at any time.

Colorado is in favor generally of covering all workers in industry. The matter
of covering farm workers and domestic servants is one that should be studied
very carefully before the legislation is passed.

I understand the bill also provides for paying transportation costs of civilian
war workers and dependents from Federal funds from their place of employment
in war worlh to places where the USES certifies that there are available Job
opportunities. This is a questionable use of public funds. In the main, war
workers have had earnings beyond anything they have ever known before and the
individual should pay his own traveling and personal expenses. There is a
further difficulty in trying to determine who is a war worker and who is not.

I trust that your committee will not recommend the enactment of this bill.
Faithfully yours,

JOHN C. VIVIAN, Gove nor.

STATE OF IOWA,

OFFicE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Des Moines, August 29, 1945.

Hon. WALTER GERGE,
Washington, D. 0.

DEAR HONORABLE GEOMGE: I am enclosing herewith letter of Mr. Claude Stanley,
of the Iowa Employment Security Commission, setting forth the views of the
commission with reference to the employment situation here in Iowa and the
sufficiency of the funds now on hand to meet the needs of this State during the
reconversion period. It is my desire to have this letter filed with your committee
as a part of the record of proceedings of the hearings of the committee on this
matter if it is agreeable to do so.

I am sending this information through this letter in lieu of having Iowa rep-
resented in person at the hearings of the committee.

Thanking you for the opportunity of being heard before the committee and
for the consideration of the committee, I remain

Very truly yours, ROBUT D. BLUE, Gov.ernor.

STATE OF IOWA,

EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMMISSION,
Des Moines, Iowa, August 28, 1945.

Hon. ROBERT D. BLUE,
Governor of Iowa,

Des Moines, Iowa.
My DrA GOVERNOR: In compliance with your request I herewith give you mY

.views as to the'applicability of bills In the Congress of the Upited States relating
to supplemental unemployment compensation. These bills are S. 1274 and H. P-
3736. They are companion bills and provide for funds provided by the United

States to supplement the amount of unemployment compensation payable under

the State law so that the weekly benefit amount of an individual will be increased

to $25 and the duration of payments will be increased to 26 times the adjusted
weekly benefit amount.
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The bills further provide that in determining the adjusted weekly benefit amount
it shall be increased to equal two-thirds of the individual's weekly earnings.
The bills provide that these payments shall be made by the State employment
security agencies if an agreement can be made between the State and the Director
of War Mobilization and Reconversion. That in the event that the State does
not enter into an agreement with the Director the Federal Government through
the Director will make the payments directly to the claimants.

The bills also provide that the United States Employment Service is authorized
to, provide transportation for war workers and their dependents and household
effects to other jobs in the United States that may be found for them.

The bills also provide that benefits to veterans shall be increased to $25 per
week and in addition thereto $5, if ttie claimant has one or more dependents.

The bills are proposed as necessary to provide an orderly transition from war
to peacetime economy. It is 'a provision for additional unemployment com-
pensation above that paid by the State.

Let us first consider whether or not the provisions of the Iowa Employment
Security Act In the State of Iowa are sufficient to take care of the unemployed
within the State in a reasonable manner. Table 10 of the Eighth Annual Report
shows the number of workers reported by subject employers during each month
in each year from 1940 up to the end of June 1944. This report shows the aver-
age number employed in 1940 was 236,076; in 1941, 263,870; in 1942, 282,048; in
1943, 299,922; and in 1944, based upon the first 6 months, an average of 291,471.
These tables indicate that the increase in employment from 1940 to the highest
year, which was 1943, was approximately 64,000 workers.

Table 11 shows the wages paid by calendar quarter for the years 1940 to 1944,
inclusive. These figures indicate that the average wage in 1940 was $1,173 and
that it increased in 1944 to $1,839.

Our-records further indicate that up to the end of July 1945 we have collected
more than $76,000,000 in contributions, and that as of July 31, 1945, the balance
in the unemployment compensation trust fund was $59,140,969.75. That since
that date there has been added to this trust fund approximately $2,000,000 as
contributions received for the calendar quarter ending June 30, 1945. The total
benefits paid, from this fund from July-1, 1938, to July 31, 1945, amount to
$17,369,500.10.I

Year Claims Benefits Year Claims Benefits

19 .--------------- 82, 489 $2, 585,609.33 1943 ---------------- 15, 241 $513, 544.651939 ---------------- 95, 585 5, 227, 573.17 1944 ---------------- 8, 247 280, 442. 82
140 --------------- 102, 145 3,991, 353. 44
1'41 ---------------- 75, 646 2, 550,992.45 Total --------- 435,937 17, 214, 786. 98
1942 --------------- 56,584 2,065,271.12

I Last 6 months.

From these figures it is apparent that there are ample funds in the Iowa
eniployment security trust fund to take care of any unemployment that may be
expected during the reconversion period.

The Fifty-first General Assembly amended the Iowa Employment Security
Act to liberalize benefits both as to the weekly benefit amount and as to the
duration. The maximum weekly benefit amount was raised from $15 to $18 per
Week. The duration was increased from 15 weeks to 18 weeks. The method
of determining the claimant's weekly benefit amount was amended to provide
that the weekly benefit amount would be one twenty-third of the wages of such
Individual in that calendar quarter in his base period in which his wages were
the highest, In the place of one twenty-sixth of such wages. This increases the
benefits approximately 13 percent. It also increases the weekly benefit amount
to approximately 56% percent of the average weekly wage.

Each State has determined for itself wheat it believes is an adequate weekly
benefit amount. These range all the way from $15 per week to $28 per week.
Each State has fixed its amount so that it will be equivalent to one-half of the
av-erage weekly wage of the individual. It is not the purpose of unemployment
Insurance to pay .the unemployed individual a wage. The only purpose of this
act is to provide a fund to sustain the worker until he can obtain a new job
within a reasonable time.
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It Is my opinion that the provisions of the Iowa employment security law are
In harmony with those of the other States in that they take into consideration the

average weekly wage of the employee, and also the factor of cost of living.
In addition to the individuals who have been employed within the State dur-

ing this war crisis there will be the returning veterans, some 25,000 or more
of them. However, it is estimated that not more than 30 percent of these vet-
erans are or would be eligible for unemployment benefits under the Iowa Employ.
ment Security Act. Whether or not they are entitled to benefits under the State
act they are amply provided for by title V of the GI bill, and our experience to

date is that very few of the returning veterans have elected to draw the State
money to which they were entitled but have elected to draw from the Federal
Government These laws leave it to the option of the claimant as to which he
will draw first by providing that he cannot draw from both State and National
Government at the same time.

In the establishment, of a weekly benefit amount consideration must be given

that the amount shall not be so high as to induce unemployment. The provi-
sions of the above-mentioned bills provide that the adjusted weekly benefit
amount in the State shall be raised to two-thirds of the weekly earnings.

The State of Iowa does not need a subsidy from the Federal Government in
order to be able to take care of its unemployed during the reconversion period

and to provide for them on a substantial basis.
S. 1274 provides for a weekly benefit amount of $25. It also provides for a

duration of 26 weeks, or a maximum amount of benefits equal to the weekly
benefit amount multiplied by 26. This bill is based upon the assumption that
the period of reconversion will extend beyond 18 weeks, and also upon the
assumption that a weekly benefit amount of $25 is necessary to carry the un-

employed through that period. As above stated, the average weekly wage of

all employees In the State of Iowa covered by the Iowa Employment Security

Act was less than $24 a week. That the maximum was reached In the year

1944, when the average weekly wage was $36.
One important factor is the speedy return to civilian production or a speedy

reconversion from the war effort It must be remembered that a great part of

the 64,000 additional workers came from outside the larger cities.in the State.

That a normal wage in the small county seats and small towns in the counties

is not more than $25 a week. It is believed that providing this supplemental

unemployment benefit at such a high figure in the State of Iowa would retard

reconversion-that there'would be many people who would be inclined to take

the $25 a week and do nothing rather than accept a job at an equal wage.
Reports received through the United States Employment Service indicate that

In 1940 there were approximately 90,000 persons employed in the manufacturing

Industries. It is these industries that expanded very largely during the war,

and during 1944 reached more than 150,000. Their reports further show from

surveys taken that the manufacturing industries wi*l absorb approximately

120,000 people when they are reconverted. This will show an increase of 30

percent.
The Iowa employment security program has sufficient funds to take care of

-the unemployed in this State. The passage of S. 1274 will retard rather than

expedite reconversion in the State of Iowa. Iowa will have no critical problem

with the unemployed. Based upon the average wage paid in Iowa and the cost

of living the benefits provided under the State law are sufficient.
Yours very truly, CLAUDE M. STANLEY,

Commissioner, Iowa Employment Security Conmissiof.

The CHAIRMAN. I have also here a statement from one of the wit-

nesses who was to appear. In lieu of appearing he has filed a brief

statement. He represents The People's Lobby. That will go into the
record at this point:

(The statement referred to is as follows:)
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STATEMENT OF THE PEOPLE'S LOBBY, INC.

WHICH WAY WILL AMERICA CHOOSE?

This war has proved that the United States of America has sufficient farms,
experienced farmers, factories, technicians, mechanics, and natural resources-
such as coal, iron, and oil-to supply a good standard of living for all our people.

In spite of having 11,500,000 men and women in our armed forces, our produc-
tion is such as to enable the majority of our people to enjoy the highest standard
of living in the world-and still send goods to our allies, at a time when we are
producing enormous quantities of guns, ships, airplanes, and munitions.

This is not the result of "private enterprise." Many of our big manufacturing
plants wouldn't, or at any rate didn't convert from peace production to war
production, until the Government guaranteed them prices to cover all costs, in-
cluding a lot of wasteful advertising-costing the taxpayers billions of dollars.

Government-planned war production, which is much harder to plan than peace
production, because submarines, shifts in the fighting, casualties, and the enor-
mous distances goods must be carried, upset calculations.

Government takes all the risks in war.
After this war will we go back to "one-third of our people ill-fed, ill-clad, and

ill-housed," as we did after World War I?
If we do-World War III becomes almost inevitable.
America is the one great nation where nobody needs to "go short"-if willing

to work.
We could be the storehouse of 'democracy in peace, as we are the arsenal of

democracy In war. if we do not return to the system under which we never pro-
duced and distributed enough to maintain peace.

From 1922 to 1936, when this war really started in Spain, our productive
machine ran one-third short of maximum production, therefore our people ran
short.

You can't eat your cake if you can't make it.
America has all the makings of all the cake Americans can eat, and enough

to hare some with the world.
Big corporations make more money out of scarcity, and the resulting high

pri,-o.
"'hat is the reason American trusts, and international cartels were started.
When the owners talked about "the law of supply and demand" they meant

tl,,t they wanted a law that would keep down supply and increase demand, that
w, uld increase profits.

ohut 20 years ago, big corporations got less than half of all profits, now they
get about two-thirds and would be willing to have 99 percent.,

Can we block their game?
Ycs-if enough Americans like you protest.
Early in the war, the Government spent about $9,000,000,000 on plants to

produce airplanes, machine tools, steel, aluminum, synthetic rubber, gasoline,
magnesium, etc.

The Government now owns about half the rhachine-tool factory facilities.
The Government owns a tenth of steel productive capacity-and enough of

many nther plants to control much important production.
The big corporations want these plants.
Private ownership of factories, mines, and other things essential to produc-

tior gives the owners the right not to produce the things the people need
unless they get the profits they want

This is a dangerous form of dictatorship.
UIt would be as bad policy to give up Government plants in peacetime as to

give up our shius in war, if we want to insure full production.

7687"5----_8
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There is only one way to raise the living standard of all Americans.
That is to have full production of everything Americans need, and pay )ro-

ducers enough to buy the products of industry and farm, out of current income-
not by general installment buying.

To get this American standard for all, the People's Lobby is trying to get the
Government to keep the factories and plants it has built for war production and
convert all possible to peace production.

Most of them could be converted in from 1 to 6 weeks.
They would be operated through public corporations, by production engineers

and technicians who have proved that they know their business, as American
mechanics have, by their war-production records.

What will happen if we don't have all factories, plants, mines, and so on run
to meet America's needs?

The United States Department of Commerce reports that in 1946: "Even
with an average workweek 5 hours shorter than in 1940 there would be more
unemployed than the 13,000,000 in 1932."

Aren't 13,000,000 unemployed 13,000,000 too many?
If you want to learn more of what to do to get, and keep, full employment,

which America never has had in peace but always could have, in peace as in
war-

Write People's Lobby, rooms 307-308, 1410 H Street NW., Washington 5, D. C.
The People's Lobby is trying to get the Government to adopt the principle

of paying as large a part as practical of the costs of war by current taxation,
based on ability to pay, exempting income essential to health and well-being, as
determined by Government agencies.

It is also working for-
1. Government direction of farm production, and control of processing and

distribution of farm products, during the war economy, with direct payments
where needed to marginal farmers.

2. Effective Government control of prices and of quality of essential consumer
goods.

3. The participation of the United States Government in international arrange-
ments, such as the control of money, credit, trade, natural resources, and cartels.

INCOME AssURANCE, NOT UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE, NEEDED

STATEMENT TO SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE BY BENJAMIN CL MARSH, SEOREiARY,
PEOPLE' S LOBBY

Income assurance is necessary in the postwar era we have entered to prevent
civil commotion, if not bloodshed, for people will not accept a continually lowered
standard of living.

A fair standard of living must be maintained continuously for all, middle-class
people, many of them on small fixed-and therefore shrinking incomes-share-
croppers and tenants, and those who have not been employed, as well as those
now entitled to unemployment compensation, or to be included.

The prospects are that there will be at least 8,000,000 people unemployed for
from 6 weeks to a few years, about two-thirds of the peak of our armed forces.

Because of our failure to pay-as-we-go, through pay-as-we-can, and other poli-
cies, the postwar dollar will be worth only about two-thirds of the prewar dollar.

The Government is aping too many of the policies and techniques which Bis-
marck and Hitler practiced to condition Germany for her tries at world domi-
nation, and most of the United Nations as well as the remnants of the triple
Axis, fear-for the same reason.

Because so many million people will have to be helped, Government must adopt
three policies:

1. The Government must give funds to maintain decent living standards, which
in many cases will be only supplementary allowances, only to those who need
help.

This does not involve the "means test" but since the Federal Treasury is not the
widow's cruse of oil, people, whether wage earners or not, who have saved $5,000
to $10,000, as at least a million families have, should not receive the same
payments, as those who are penniless, or have only part of the requisite income,
and payments should be based on the number in a family, not on wages previouslY
received.
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2. Government must promptly repeal taxes on consumption, and tax incomes

above a minimum, more heavily-both personal and corporate-and land values;

retain wartime controls and make at least processors and distributors of farm
products, agencies of the Government.

3. Government must retain war plants and equipment it owns and direct all

production, industrial as well as agricultural. - -

Even without the atomic bomb, this war has ended the middle way.
Prosperity through deficiteering has been proven a failure; good living stand-

ards can be achieved only by maximum production, with producers buying that
product out of current income, not out of tribute levied on the next generation,
through interest bearing bonds.

Senator' TAFT. May I ask if, after you have concluded the hearing
tomorrow, you expect to have executive session.on Wednesday?

The CHAIRMAN. I doubt if we could have an executive session by
Wednesday. We couldn't have it before Thursday. We would have
to get the record in shape before we could have executive session.

The committee will recess until tomorrow at 10 o'clock, at which
time we will close the public hearings on this bill.

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene at
10 a. m., on the next day, Tuesday, September 4, 1945.)
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TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 4, 1945

UNITED STATES SENATE,
CoM mITrTE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D. C.,
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room

312. Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators George (chairman), Barkley, Connally, Byrd,
Guffey, Lucas, McMahon, Vandenberg, Taft, Millikin, and Brewster.

The CHAmrMAN. The committee will come to order.
Dr. Emerson P. Schmidt.

STATEMENT OF DR. EMERSON P. SCHMIDT, DIRECTOR, ECONOMIC
RESEARCH DEPARTMENT OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

The CHAIRMAN. You are representing the United States Chamber
of Commerce?

Dr. SCHmIIyr. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN'. We will be very glad to have your views on this

matter.
Dr. SCHMXIr. I am glad to have this opportunity to appear and

present the chamber's position on this matter.
I have a brief manuscript, and after that I will be glad to answer

any questions.
Other witnesses have already told you of the highly solvent status

of the State unemployment compensation funds, the extension of
coverage and the substantial improvements effected in the several
State benefit formulas, and thi conscientious devotion to duty of the
State officers administering these programs. Therefore I will not
repeat what has already been said, except to note one or two points.

Over $7,000,000,000 dollars are available in the State reserve funds,
sufficient to pay some 60 percent of all eligible workers for their
maximum duration, should they be unemployed that long. A weekly
maximum benefit of $20 or more applies in 28 States and these include
77.5 percent of all covered workers. A maximum benefit duration of
20 or more weeks applies in 33 States, including 81 percent of all
covered workers. The States with the more liberal benefit laws gen-
erally had the greatest concentration of war contracts and workers;
therefore, the more liberal State provisions will apply to even a larger
percentage of those workers who are laid off, than indicated by the
above figures.

511 .
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This bill wopid have our debt-ridden Federal Government assume
a liability largely for the sake of adding a few weeks of benefit pay-
ments and $1 to $5 for the war workers already receiving, by previous
standards, rather liberal allowances. I wonder if it is worth while
to upset our present State system for this slight change.

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America,
through democratic referendum, is on record in opposition to any fur-
ther Federal governmental intervention in this program (Social Se-
curity in the United States, Chamber of Commerce of the United
States of America, 1944).

But the chamber is on record in favor of social security in general
and unemployment compensation in particular. In this referendum
the chamber favored better State coverage; for example, maritime
workers and employees of smaller establishments should be pro-
tected by State systems. The referendum favored gradually lengthen-
ing the duration of benefit payments. Of course, this is based on the
assumption that the programs can and will be properly policed.

Since this referendum Was adopted, by overwhelming majority vote,
the States have responded wholeheartedly. In fact, in anticipation
of the inevitable unemployment which we knew would accompany the
transition to peace, we launched this referendum last year, so that
instead of having to face up to a crisis and emergency, we would be
prepared. Perhaps we maybe pardoned for taking some of the credit
for the improvements made in the State laws by the majority of the
States in 1945, which improvements make the need for this bill very
doubtfuL The 45 State legislatures which met this year considered the
adequacy of their unemployment-compensation programs. A few
made no changes after concluding that what they had was adequate
to meet the probable problems which would emerge. Should condi-
tions develop which indicate that further improvements are required,
we believe that the encouragement of the chamber and its 2,000 af-
filiated chambers of commerce and trade associations will lead to such
improvement. We have carried on a continuous educational effort to
this end through our contracts, and especially through American Eco-
nomic Security, a periodical going regularly to our members. We in-
tend to continue to carry on this effort as needed.

If the Federal Government now passes this bill providing supple-
mentary benefits, the States which have greatly liberalized their laws
will be penalized. The States which are most remote from the stand-
ards proposed in this bill will benefit proportionately more. It is obvi-
ous that this will destroy the incentives for the State legislatures to
make any further improvements. Nothing in the present bill would
prevent the States from trying to deliberalize their laws if their tax-
payers are handicapped relative to taxpayers in other States. This
is the type of unanticipated reaction which may flow from the bill. I
do not believe that your committee would welcome such a reaction.

PREPARATION FOR RECONVERSION

American business and the United States Congress have been pre-
paring for war's end for several years. After the last war we had no
systems of unemployment compensation; today nearly all commercial
and industrial workers have this protection. This is a great gain.

512
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The Congress has made provision for the prompt reemployment of
workers by providing for rapid settlement of canceled war contracts
for the orderly disposal of surplus property including war plants aid
to small business establishments, and many other provisions have been
made-all with the purpose of encouraging the prompt reconversion
to civilian employment. The best assurance that reconversion unem-
ployment wilf be minimized is through the reestablishment of profit
expectations. The human side of reconversion and business reconver-
sion are.inseparable.

American businessmen have established thousands of State and local
committees, and all major industrial corporations have internal com-
mittees devoted to the problems of change-over employment. Through
all of this effort, both governmental and private, we are better pre-
pared to move into higher levels of productive employment than was
generally assumed possible some months ago.

MAINTAINING PURCHASING POWER IN THE TRANSITION

Much has been made before your committee of the decline in pur-
chasing power when the cut-backs occur and when Government ceases
to be a heavy buyer. One labor organization predicted 30,000,000
unemployed at war's end. However, instead of a shortage of pur-
chasing power during this transition, the behavior of the OPA indi-
cates that in its judgment a surplus of purchasing power requires a
continuation of quite rigid price control. Although most other war-
time controls have been relaxed, price and rent control continue. This
committee cannot ignore this phenomenon.

So much has been said of deferred consumer demand that nothing
needs to be added at this time. Deferred demand becomes effective
demand when backed by the means and the willingness to buy. Todaywe have an absolutely unprecedented stored-up purchasing power. In
fact, people generally have not yet appraised adequately the trueinwardness of this perfectly enormous liquidity position of the
American people.

The American farmers have accumulated during the war liquidassets and savings in excess of their entire indebtedness. Last De-cember American business and individuals owned liquid assets of$194,000,000,000, as against only 66 billion in 1939. This increase of
1 8 billion consisted of $17,100,000,000 dollars in pocket money, $23,-
400?000,000 of demand deposits or checkbook money, $12,600,000,000
in tune deposits, $64,600,000,000 in Government bonds. This is a totalincrease of nearly $128,000,000,000 of money and near-money, greaterthan a year's wartime swollen budget for all purposes. ince ourFederal Budget is far from balanced and since the Government muststill resort to bank borrowing, this bill if enacted might increase byseveral billion dollars the increase in liquid savings and thereby post-
Pone still longer the restoration of a normal economy free from infla-tion dangers and free from the onerous price regulations of the OPA.

The figures I have quoted do not include the private debt repay-fient during the war, which paves the way for more borrowing. Re-tail credit, for example, has declined from $10,000,000,000 in 1941 to
about 5.4 billion in 1945.

Farmers and others have repaid much of their debt. Nor do thesefigures include the asset improvement of individuals through the pur-
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chase of life insurance, pension reserves, investments in savings and
loan company shares, purchase of corporate securities, and the like.

Of the total increase in purely liquid assets of nearly $128,000,000,-
000 in money and near-money, individuals accounted for $81,200,000,-
000. Some 23,000,000 workers-27,000,000 if we include armed and
Federal services-have been cooperating in pay-roll deduction plans,
each purchasing an average of about $20 monthly or $240 yearly of
E bonds. About 18 percent of these bonds have been redeemed. It
is not very flattering to the patriotism of American workers to imply
that thev have not saved substantial sums for the reconversion period.
The satistics demonstrate that the majority of them have cooperated.
These few figures, all taken from Government sources, suggest that
instead of fearing deflation and unemployment, we might be worrying
about inflationary and feverish prosperity.

In the last decades there has been a fairly general long-run relation-
ship between our level of economic activity and the amount of money
and near-money in circulation. For example, for some 40 years, the
general tendency has been for the national income to be about three
times our currency and demand deposits. That is, we had about $3
of national income for each dollar of currency and demand deposits.

Not only the amount of this money but its rate of use determines
the level of economic activity. During the war, contrary to the gen-
eral impression, the velocity of money turn-over, that is, the rate of
use of money, has been unusually low. Should the predepression
velocity of money be restored in a postwar boom, prices would proba-
bly go'through the roof. That is, the high money velocity plus the
enormous quantity of it in the hands of the public might readily push
prices upward by 20, 50, or even more than 100 percent. This is the
fear of the OPA. I am informed that some people in the Federal
Reserve System, who formerly feared a collapse after the war orders
disappeared, are now feverishly working on credit and other controls
to prevent run-away prices in the months to come.

This committee, thoroughly versed in these matters, will naturally
weigh carefully the implications of this bill before it passes it, for,
if passed, it will further augment through deficit spending, this highly
liquid, potentially inflationary situation.

At this point I should like to offer for the record a brochure entitled
"Maintaining Purchasing Power in the Transition," an exhibit which
brings together the statistics and evidence on the inflationary poten-
tial which we face, and discusses the economics of reconversion.
Copies are on your desk, I believe.

The CHAIRMAN. They are available here. It may go into the
record, however.

Dr. SCHMIr. Incidentally, it does not indicate-the need for this
bill.

(The document referred to is as follows:)

MAINTAINING PURCHASING POWER IN THE TRANSITION

(By Emerson P. Schmidt, Director, Economic Research Department, Chamber of
Commerce of the United States of Americp, Washington 6, D. C.-1945)

POSTWAR READJUSTMENTS, BULLE71N NO. 14

During reconversion and the postwar, we are told, we must maintain take-home
pay; otherwise we will have the greatest collapse in history. Unemployment of
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10, 20, and even 30 million persons is predicted. A vigorous drive is being made
to raise basic wage rates so that the total wartime national wage bill will be
maintained when cut-backs In war production occur. Then overtime wages will
disappear, many workers must shift to lower-paid jobs, and soineZ million under
age, over age, and women workers will leave employment. The gap must be closed,
it is said. It would indeed be difficult to invent a better scheme than this to create
either mass unemployment or a spiral of wage-price inflation. Either could
occur. It has never been demonstrated that the mere marking up of wage rates
can create purchasing power.

The lumber producers, for example, do not tell us that if we raised their prices
more purchasing power would be created; the architects or school teachers do
not tell us that at higher salaries more jobs would open up; they know that wages,
salaries, and fees must be properly adjusted to the buying reactions or paying
capacity of the persons or groups with whom they do business!

Why, suddenly in our history, do we need this special devotion to the creation
of purchasing power? One explanation for this demand is that we have so many
groups alredy interfering with the natural inarket forces governing supplies,
demand, and prices that our free market forces have steadily been robbed of their
equilibrating, allocating, and prosperity ?making functions. So more interferences
are proposed.

We are on hand an excellent case history to demonstrate the truth of this
analysis. In the autumn of 1944, after the liberation of France, the authorities
raised wages by an average of 40 percent, meantime holding prices to previous
levels. Production and employment bogged down; we weer called upon for bil-
lions of postwar lend-lease'aid. In the spring of 1945 the error of this philosophy
was recognized. Prices were allowed to rise to overcome the previous mistake,
and production and employment soon were imprved.' This meant inflation, but
it did restore production incentives.

I. Wage-price adjustment
In the demand for higher hourly wage rates, much is made of the wartime rise

in efficiency, which is alleged to make higher wages, without higher prices, pos-
sible. Several observations on this idea are pertinent.

1. Time required to translate efficiency gains of wartime production into
peacetime production. Many companies will be able to benefit only after a con-
siderable period of time by the new know-how and the new equipment (on which
the rise in efficiency rests).

2. Many of the war industry improvements have very limited application to
peacetime production. The enormous efficiency gains in shipbuilding, for example,
may not be transferable to meat packing, artificial-ice making, or printing.

3. The necessary restoration of sales forces, shifts to competitive conditions,
shifts to smaller quantities of output due to the varied tastes and demands of
the consumers for variety and diversification in types of goods---all of these
matters make it impossible fully to translate wartime gains in efficiency to post-
war production.!

4. The rise in basic hourly wage rates during the war period probably has
already more than absorbed whatever rise in efficiency has occurred during the
war. A study of the following table shows that while retail prices have risen
less than 30 percent since 1939, straight-time hourly earnings have risen nearly
twice as much. After the war our economic structure may be expected to be
restored to something like the prewar structure: in the face of this fact the last
item (D) in the table is highly relevant." It will be noted from this that if we
apply our wartime basic hourly wage pattern to the prewar industrial structure,
even then the wage rates show a rise substantially greater than the rise in either
retail or wholesale prices. In other words, if we now follow a policy of a general

The question of the relations among wages, employment, and production was discussed
in Bulls. 4 and 5, Maladjustments in the Postwar; and Absorbing the Total Labor Sup-
ply, respectively, Chamber of Commerce of the United States of America, Washington, D. C.

2 This, of colirse, was only one among many factors accounting for the delay in produc-
tion. See Financial News, London. May 9, 1945.

3 It is probable, however, that in the long run, perhaps after 5 or 10 years, the war
experience will have accelerated efficiency.

4 This does not mean that the relationships of our prewar wage-price structure were
correct; then we had several million workers unemployed and wages in some sectors of
the economy were already too high relative to wages In other sectors. See Bulls. 4 and
5 in this series.
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wage increase In order to maintain purchasing po*er, this must probably press
very heavily against prices and will probably lead to further inflation.

Wages and prices, 199-451

Percentage

increase1939 1945' 2 1945

over 1939

Cost of living:
A. National Industrial Conference Board (1923=100) ------------ 84.5 106 25
B. U. S. Department of Labor (1935-39=10) ------------------- 99.4 127 28

Wholesale prices U. S. Department of Labor (1926=100) -------------- 77. 1 106 36
Wages:

A. Factory average weekly earnings:
(i) National Industrial Conference Board -------------- $27.04 $50.99 89

(ii) U. S. Department of Labor ------------------------ 23. 14 47. 51 102
B. Factory average hourly earnings:

(I) National Industrial Conference Board ---------------. 72 1. 10 53
(ii) U. S. Department of Labor ------------------------ .63 1.05 67

C. Estimated straight time factory hourly earnings ..... 62 .97 56
D. Estimated straight time factory hourly earnings weighted by

January 1939 employment ----------------------------- .62 .90 45

All data from Department of Labor unless otherwise indicated.
2 Most recent month for which data are available.

Needless to say, this analysis does not lead to any conclusion for general wage
cuts, it does not argue that wages as a whole are too high; rather, the purpose is
to demonstrate that wage-rate increases have already exceeded price increases by
a substantial margin and that any artificial forces either through labor-union
pressure or governmental fiat to lift wage rates still further must be translated
chiefly into higher prices or into unemployment.

It should be said that this does not mean that wage rates may not require
adjustment in the cases of individual workers and probably in the case of consid-
erable groups. But such adjustments, including price adjustments, should be
based upon specific supply-and-demand conditions, costs, consumer demand, and
not upon some generalized theory of avoiding deflation.

Unquestionably, we will have some unemployment during reconversion and even
during the replacement boom. But a rise in wages will not correct these spotty
conditions.

II. Inflation potential
The probability of a postwar boom is greatly reinforced by two outstanding

facts: (1) the enormous deferred demand for consumer durable goods, including
new housing; and (2) the highly liquid position of American business and Indi-
viduals. During the war years individuals have "saved" nearly 25 percent of
their income receipts. The total "savings" from 1940 to 1944 are indicated in the
accompanying tabulation.

Income and savings, 1940 to 19441

[In billions]

Income Net sav-
pnco.e wings of
pay- Indi-

nients viduals

1940 ------------------------------------------------------------------------ $76.2 $7.3
1941 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 92.7 14.2
1942 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 117.3 28.8
1943 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 143.1 33.7
1 9 4 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..-- -1 .5 .883 9 9

Total -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 58& 1 123.9

I National Industrial Conference Board.

&For a careful appraisal of both deflationary and inflationary forces see: Inflation and
the Postwar, Chamber of Commerce of the United States of 4merlca, 1944, and A Formula
for Avoiding a Tailspin, by Sumner H. Slichter, New York Times Magazine, June 17, 1945,
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It will be noted that the savings increased from over 7 billion dollars in 1940

to nearly 40 billion dollars in 1944. The total for the 5 years amounted to
123.9 billion dollars.

The word "savings" has been put in quotation marks because it does not
mean what It seems to mean. Included in the figures are such things as debt
repayment. Consumer,credit, for example, has declined from 10 billion dollars
in 1941 to 5.4 billion dollars in 1945; this may pave the way for the creation of
new credit (inflationary pressures) to supplement money holdings and current
income.'

Secretary Morgenthau has stated that 85,000,000 persons have purchased war
bonds. The labor unions, as evidence of the patriotism of the American worker,
have given much publicity to the pay-roll deduction plans for buying war bonds.'
They have participated in the several war bond drives. American people are
better supplied with money and other highly liquid assets that at any time in
our history. Yet deflation is predicted if something is not done by the Govern-
ment, by the War Labor Board, and other agencies to create additional pur-
chasing power.

These savings are in numerous-forms, chiefly currency, bank deposits, and
war bonds. What their owners may do with their war bonds in the postwar we
do not know. But the very fact that such enormous quantities of savings are
kept in the form of currency and demand deposits has suggested to some people
that the funds are being kept in readiness for expenditures to be made as soon
as the time is propitious.

The data in the above table is supplemented by additional figures on the
estimated liquid asset holdings of business and individuals in the table below.
Here it will be noted that the holdings of currency, bank deposits and Govern-
ment securities have increased from 65.9 billion dollars in 1939 to nearly 200
billion dollars in 1944. The year 1945 may be expected to add another 35 billion
dollars to this huge total. Furthermore, these figures in this table do not
include debt repayment, building- up of insurance and pension reserves, invest-
ment in savings and loan shares, purchase of corporate securities, and the like.

Estimated liquid asset holdings of business and individuals1

[In billions of dollars--year-end figures

1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944

Total ------------------------------------------------ 65.9 71.6 82.1 112.7 153.0 193.6

Currency ---------------------------------------- 6.2 7.1 9.4 13.7 18.6 23.3
Demand deposits ------------------------- 21.3 25. 1 28.3 37.2 48.3 54.7
Time deposits ---------------------------- 26.3 26.9 26.9 27.7 32.0 38.9
U. S. Government securities ------------------ 12. 1 12. 5 17.5 34. 1 54. 1 76.7

Business holdings (total) ----------------------- 17.5 20.3 24. 2 37.0 51.6 66.0

Corporations (total) ----------------------------- 13.0 14.9 17.5 27.0 38. 1 47. 1

Financial corporations (total) ---------------- 1.7 1.9 2. 2 2.6 3.0 3.5
Nonfinancial corporations (total) ------------ 11.3 13. 0 15.3 24.4 3X 1 43. 6

Unincorporated business (total) 3 ----------------- -4.5 5. 4 6.7 10.0 13.5 18.9

Personal holdings (total) ----------------------- 48. 4 51.3 57. 9 75. 7 101.4 127.6

Currency ---------------------------------------- 5.6 6.4 8. 5 12.6 17.4 21.8
Demand deposits -------------------------------- 8.5 9.3 11.0 14.9 19.8 23.2
Time deposits ----------------------------------- 25.4 26.0 26.0 26.8 31.1 38. 0
U. S. Government securities ------------------ 8.9 9.6 12.4 21.4 33. 1 44.6

'Federal Reserve Bulletin, June 1945.
'Excludes nonprofit associations.
3 Currency, time deposit, and U. S. Government security holdings of unincorporated businesses include

Only those held for business purposes--that is, those included in the financial statements of these concerns.
Other such holdings of the owners of incorporated business are included among personal holdings. In the
reporting of demand deposits "mixed" accounts from which both personal and business expenditures were
made have been classified as business accounts.

6Furthermore, most of the Items in this table are mere claims on wealth and Income, and
not Ravings in real terms.

f Some 23,000,000 workers (27,000,000, including armed and Federal services) arecooperating in pay-roll deduction plans, each purchasing an average of about $20 of B
bonds monthly. About 1f percent of these bonds have been redeemed.
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More than $90,000,000,000 have been added to our money supply since 1938.'
Currency in circulation outside of banks stood at $6,000,000,000 In 1938 and the
most recent figure is $24,000,000,000. Demand deposits (the equivalent 4f
money) including Government-owned deposits rose from $27,000,000,000 at the
end of 1938 to $88,000,000,000 in 1944. This is an absolutely unprecedented
increase in money. We do not yet know what its effect will be on our price level
but that it suggests a period of deflation can scarcely be argued. If deflation
comes, it will not be because of an over-all lack of means to make demands
effective.

It Is quite probable that the great increase In liquidity will reverse the
"propensity to hoard" psychology of the 1930's which had such a baneful effect
on economic activity. Many persons, having failed to overcome their psychology
of depression, are projecting the depression conditions into the postwar, although
the position of the capital goods and the consumer durable goods industries," and
the liquidity position of individuals, differs so greatly now from the situation
of the 1930's.

The Department of Commerce recently published the results of a comprehensive
survey of plannel capital outlays among manufacturers in the year following
VE-day, stating this conclusion:

"Manufacturing firms are planning large outlays for plant, equipment, and
alterations over the next 12 months. The total of approximately $4,500,000,000
is nearly 3 times the 1937 to 1940 average and more than half again as large as
in 1929." 10

The public-utility industries have planned another billion dollars of imme-
diate expenditures. Others might be mentioned.

A rising price level (inflation) may bring temporary prosperity. What the
long-run relation between our price level and this enormous volume of liquid
savings may be, we cannot determine. But there has existed a fairly definite
long-run relationship in the past which is revealing. For some 40 years or more,
our national income (in dollars) has tended to be about three times our combined
currency in circulation and demand deposits. In the 1920's we had about $3
of national income for each dollar of currency and demand deposits. In 1944,
the figure was about $1.50.

The velocity of money turn-over (rate of use of money) has been low during
the war. Should the predepression velocity be restored, prices certainly could go
through the roof. That is, the high money velocity plus the enormous quantity
of it in the hands of people might readily push, through general price rises, our
national income to $200,000,000,000 or a figure substantially above that. This
would, of course, mean substantial inflation, not prewar dollars or even wartime
dollars. Again, the conclusion follows: The dangers we face in the near future
are more likely to be of an inflationary nature rather than deflationary.

Years ago economists thought they detected a fairly close long-run relation
between the amount of money in use and the general price level. This was given
the name of the "quantity theory of money." Today we seem to be victims of
a kind of "quantity theory in reverse." That is, in spite of this perfectly enor-
mous expansion in money, we still hear dire voice$ of deflation. More purchasing
power and still more purchasing power must be created.

III. Inflation policy?
In spite of this situation the War Labor Board has endorsed the idea of raisin,

basic wage rates for the postwar. At the same time, other governmental bureaus
in Washington have admitted that these wage increases will have to be followed
by price increases, and many price increases have been allowed after wages were
raised--coal, steel, etc. Obviously, wage increases offset by equal price increas(.q
cannot increase purchasing power.

On June 21, 1945, the OPA officially explained that price increases "may be
necessary" to the extent that wage increases recently approved by the War Labor
Board change industry's costs. Shifts in wages and prices are desirable to stimu-
late production and reallocate employment, but what we may be faced with is
widespread general Increases, and each such Increase stimulates demands for
increases elsewhere. Every rise in prices affects costs in nearly every other
sector of the economy.

* Data in this paragraph cover a somewhat broader base than the figures in the above
table, which table deals with holdings of business and individuals.

* This is, great shortages have accumulated.
" Report by D. S. Wilson, Survey of Current Business, June 1945.
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Thus It is accurate to state that our Federal Government Is today following a
policy, the consequence of which is to depreciate the dollar. There can be no
other interpretation. The defense bonds bought in the early part of the war
have already lost approximately one-4uarter of their purchasing power. If the
current drive for the higher wages and consequent higher prices continues, theme
)Imnds will shrink still. further in buying power. Thus there is a process going
11 i1 Washington which must lead to a partial repudiation of the Federal debt,

and this may explain in part the difficulties in attaining the series E and F quotas
sot for the several war-loan drives as well as the unduly high rate of bond
redemptions.

Furthermore, wage increases granted by the War Labor Board must greatly
intensify the price-holding problems of the OPA. Should the demand for 20 per-
('elnt increase in basic wage. rates across the board (or even half that figure) be
g.-anted in the next months, as reconversion takes place, this would multiply by
many hundred percent the requests (now 17,000 per month) for price increases
and conceivably could break down completely the machinery of the OPA for
handling such a volume of adjustments.

Delay in adjusting prices to cover rising costs may greatly thwart reconversion
and slow down the highly important and prompt reemployment of released
w( rkers. Thus a mishandling of the wage and price problem during the transi-
tiurn may bring about a deflation and unemployment, although this is what all
of us have tried to plan against.

IV. Needed: An adjusted economic structure
Prosperity and employment have always depended on the effective adjust-

ments within the economy. Full employment of resources under competition
effectively creates all the necessary purchasing power to buy back the product of
the mine, the field, and the factory.

The following propositions, stated categorically for the sake of brevity, bring
into focus these issues:-

1. In a private business economy, purchasing power is the result of production
t() a far greater extent than it is the cause of production, in terms of the problem
of incentives to maintain production and employment.

2. The primary problem is to adjust, through free market operations, the costs
and prices so that profit expectations will be maintained. If so, these expecta-
ti4,ns will put men to work and, as a consequence, purchasing power will be created.
S(me prices and wages may be too low; others too high. But political readjust-
ment may mean more maladjustment.

3. The three following propositions suggest that purchasing power plays quite a
different role in the economy than is commonly supposed:

(a) A careful study of depressions shows that the decline in new investment n
takes place while aggregate demand and purchasing power are still
increasing.

(b) Depressions (this is what some fear in the transition) follow periods
when purchasing power has been at its peak.

(c) Recovery (as In late 1921 or in 1933-35) takes place when purchasing
power is at its minimum.

4. Points (a), (b), and (c) deserve the most careful analysis because they seem
to demonstrate that a deficiency of consumer purchasing power is not the cause
Of unemployment and depression in any fundamental sense. (To be sure, once
contraction takes police, incomes evaporate and the process becomes cumulative.
IBut even then a rise in wage rates would not be helpful; effective application of
fi'-cal policy might mitigate the contraction tendencies.)

.. Since productivity increases only about 2 percent per year, any more rapid
ii,'rease in wages (costs) than this figure must either (1) raise prices (inflation),
or (2) destroy jobs (unemployment), through the destruction of profit expec-
tations.
6. Moreover, the Income of every person is a cost to someone else. Therefore,

('vry wage increase, even though it raises purchasing power for the immediate
beneficiary, destroys purchasing power for someone else. Thus artificially rais-
Ing prices or wages may merely constitute a transfer of purchasing power from
A to B, without any net increase. Such shifts set in motion a spiral of infla-
tionary demands by the various groups while the quantity of goods lags behind.

1Unemployment is heavily associated with and concentrated in the durable goods
industries.
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T. In the transition and at the war's end, we will have enormous readjustment
problems--getting manpower out of specific industries, plants, and areas, and
transferring it elsewhere. A flexible system of wages (and prices) is absolutely
indispensable if we are to be able to provide the proper incentives to facilitate
this transfer and readjustment. General wage increases would not help this
problem.

8. As reconversion takes place, the tendency toward an aggxagate decline in
buying power will be offset in part by three factors: (1) Pay roll deductions for
bond purchases will decline; (2) income-tax payments will decline proportionately
more than income as incomes fall; (3) soldiers receiving ony $50 cash per month
will have higher earnings when reemployed.

9. The factors mentioned in 8 above, plus the widely publicized deferred demand
and the existence of billions of liquid "savings," are more likely to lead to
excessive purchasing power, rather than to the reverse.

V. Conclusion
The transition, as the word itself implies, will be a period of change, readjust-

ment and new alinement. A total war economy is poorly adapted to conditions
of peace. It would be a fatal mistake to freeze wages, prices, or costs.

Such freezing would be the most certain way to thwart high levels of productive
employment in the transition. On the other hand, artificial forces based on
some generalized theory of inflation or deflation would be an equally unsatis-
factory guide. The safest guide is the restoration of the incentives to produce,
by reestablishing the expectation of profits.

Not high profits, or low profits, but the reestablishment of the expectation of
profits, should be the great engine for restoring productive employment. Com-
petition must be preserved to prevent needlessly high prices or profits. The
problem in the transition, in any case, is much more likely to be excessive demand
rather than a deficiency of demand.

A hesitant and indecisive reconversion policy, the wrong price and wage policies,
and unsettled industrial relations during the transition could bring about serious
deflation and unemployment. If we handle all of these problems with statesman-
like skill, we should be headed for high levels of prosperity and employment for
some years to come. Lack of the means to make consumer demands effective, it
appears, will not be a stumbling block.

Dr. SCHMIDT. In spite of this picture, some reconversion unemploy-
ment is inevitable. However, the figures on lay-offs and unemploy-
ment will not mean quite what they seem to mean. Out of the esti-
mated 7,000,000 workers drawn into the labor market through patriot-
ism and high wages, an estimated 5,000,000 will leave the labor mar-
ket-the overage, the underage and the women workers. Yet these
will be reported as laid off and unemployed and will undoubtedly feel
entitled, as a matter of right, to any unemployment benefits provided
by law.

In spite of the cut-backs, labor shortages persist nearly everywhere.
"Help wanted" signs still appear in the shop windows; "help wanted"
columns in the newspapers are increasing in lineage now that we have
a labor market free of restrictive Government controls. I have just
returned from a brief vacation trip through parts of Maryland,
Pennsylvania, New York, and Canada, and wherever I went I inquiredas to the adequacy of the labor supply. Everywhere shortages of labor

were reported. Women are still helping at filling stations and indeed
running these stations. On farms, in fields, and in factories, women
are still doing work for which their strength cannot be expected to
endUre much longer. We get comparable reports from Southern
States.

Special bottlenecks to reconversion are serious obstacles. Funda-
mentally, shortages of goods are nearly always ultimately due to short-
age of manpower. Some industries still cannot get the labor to pro-
duce parts which are essential for the reconversion of other industries.
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On my trip I stopped in a, small village of 1,2 00 people where less
than one house on the average was built per year during the entire
interwar period. Today one contractor alone has inquiries backed
by substantial intent to build homes for 60 families including the
immediate surounding farm community. This is typical of what I
found.

The Department of Commerce has reported on the basis of a careful
survey that manufacturers are planning outlays during the next 12
months for plant, equipment, and alterations totaling approximately
4.5 billion dollars, or nearly three times the average annual figure for
1937 to 1940, and more than half again as large as in 1920. If to this
we add public utilities, railroads, trade, service, and other sectors of
the economy, the figures. indicate boom conditions. These are plans;
not commitments. Shortages of materials due to labor shortages may
thwart many of these plans. A fear of labor shortages, or labor
unrest, and excessive wage demands will impede these plans.

Thus, whether we look at the side of deferred consumers' demand
or for producers' goods and equipment, or at the picture portrayed by
the money liquidity position of American business and individuals,
we cannot help but conclude that a great boom is pending. I am not
predicting its indefinite continuation, although I think it may con-
tinue for several years. Unwise reconversion and labor policy could
do much to retard reconversion at the very moment when it is the most
important single thing in our economy.

How this bill could help to promote this prosperity and full employ-
ment is difficult to see. While we are all agreed that unemployment
compensation should provide a basic layer of protection against job
and income losses, it is possible to provide jobless pay to the point
where the incentive to work and, therefore, the possibility of recon-
version and the liquidation of bottlenecks are seriously impaired.

The committee has already been informed that the proposed $25
maximum allowance, based on swollen wartime wages, would in many
cases approach the take-home pay when working. This is one reason
why the chamber believes so strongly in State unemployment com-
pensation systems. The people close to the local labor markets' are
in a better position to adopt the precise formula which meets the local
needs and yet does not impair the incentive to work. The 63 cents per
hour, assuming a 40-hour week, which this bill provides in net tax-
free take-home benefits during periods of unemployment, as a maxi-
mum, certainly would not encourage the return to work. Wages of
80 cents an hour or more would be necessary to make working worth
while. American workers prefer work with good wages rather than
a gift from the debt-ridden Federal Treasury for not working. But
we are all human; if not working is made so attractive to us I dare say
that most of us would not resist the temptation.

In other words; this bill, in my judgment, goes beyond the original
conception of unemployment compensation. It provides more than
the minimum layer of protection which even the Social Security Board
has always insisted was the sole purpose of a social-security program.

Furthermore, by providing a flat duration of 26 weeks, the incen-
tives to refuse work as "unsuitable" is augmented that much more.

Incidentally, as I shall indicate later, I wonder if it will turn out to
be a gift so far as the State reserve funds are concerned. As drawn,
the bill would provide benefits for 26 weeks for many millions of
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workers who intend to be in the labor market only part of the year.
We have some 10,000,000 workers who normally do not expect a full
year's employment. This bill, by providing flat duration, would allow
many workers to receive more in unemployment compensation than
they earn in employment. Surely unemployment compensation was
never intended to operate in this fashion.

During the war we relied on war manpower controls to get pro-
duction. Now we are in a freer labor market. We must rely upon
voluntary incentives to work. For this reason we must restore the
traditional American system of price offers to induce work. Wages
should be flexible and geared to productivity. By making unemploy-
ment too attractive, we reduce labor mobility, the willingness to search
for work and to go where the job opportunities are. Out of the 45,001
veterans drawing readjustment allowances provided by Congress, some
4,000 or 5,000 are in Puerto Rico. The unemployment allowances are
so far above the normal wage rate that it is virtually impossible t,,
induce these men to take jobs, although it is probable that part of the
unemployment is due to the scarcity of ships for exporting the
country's products.

Senator MCMAHON. Just a minute. Of course,y ou realize under
this bill if a man does not take a job when it is offered to him he is
cut off the rolls; don't you?

Dr. SCHMmT. That is right, but that is a legal point. We all know
that there are various ways of turning down a job as being unsuitable
in terms of previous earnings, or in terms of location, or various other
matters, but, in general, what you say is true.

Senator McMAHoN. Do you think the State employment directors
are running the system efficiently? We have had some high praise of
it. Therefore, I assume the efficiency on their part would be reflected
upon by your present statement.

Dr. SCHmiT. The trouble, of course, is that the United States
Employment Service is not in control of the State administrators.
They have very little to do with the discovering of job opportunities or
the referrals.

Senator BAKIEY. You say there are various ways by which men
ean refuse a job. There are various ways by which the State author-
ity, or any other authority, can take them off the relief rolls.

Dr. SCHxMT. There is one way they can do that.
Senator BARKLEY. What is that?
Dr. SCHimT. There is one way they can do that.
Senator BARKLEY. Yes.
Dr. SCHMIT. Anyway, I have talked this over with the Veterans'

Administration.
To continue my manuscript, the situation is such that the Veterans'

Administration is seriously Sisturbed about it. What is said of Puerto
Rico would apply under this bill to some parts of the United States.
This is the difficulty of Federal legislation on these matters. I

Students of unemployment compensation throughout the world have
always agreed that these programs reduce labor mobility. The unem-

loyed worker drawing compensation tends to wait in the vicinity of
his last job. Yet, today we have a major problem of shifting surplus
war labor out of the war-swollen centers out into the nearby counties
and in some cases across State lines. A healthy economy will require
that several million of these workers experience some shift.
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Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question, please?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes Senator Millikin.
Senator MILLIKIN. ho you conceive there is a Federal obligation

,o far as the interstate transportation of labor is concerned?
Dr. SCHMIr. I am not sure. I think probably the interstate move-

mient has been somewhat exaggerated. The Department of Com-
merce made a study showing that 14 States, which accounted for 95
l recent approximately of the entire net increase in nonagricultural
employment from 1939 to 1944, accounted for only 1.3 million work-
ers. In other words, the net increase in nonagricultural movement
across State lines has been somewhat exaggerated, and therefore we
think, although we are not too sure, that the remigration back home
will not be nearly as great as has been anticipated.

That movement, this article of the Departnient of Commerce also
pointed out, was in line with prewar movements. In other words,
in certain parts of the South they were expanding, and in certain parts
,,f the West they were expanding, so a lot of the people really want to
stay on the west coast.

Now, as to whether the Federal Government has a responsibility in
that regard, the chamber has no position on that. I certainly think
in distress cases the chamber would not object, but you know we have
2.-,000,000 motorcars in this country, and most workers have access
to their own cars, or friend's car. If you are thinking of traveling 500
or 1,000 miles, it would be very difficult to see how the Government
could administer that kind of travel allowance. Would you put it on a
needs basis? If so, you would have social workers investigating their
liquid assets. You would also 1Probably, - if you were liberal in these
allowances, encourage a tremendous movement which was partially
associated with the idea of some vacations and partially associated
with the idea of getting some jobs.

Senator TAFT. t seems to me it is a very valuable weapon, though,
for the Federal Government to have. If we run into places where un-
employment develops, it will be in the war production areas where
people moved in, in excessive numbers more than in places where
there is stabilized industry. If you leave them in the war production
iteas, there will be pressure put upon us to set up the whole business of

(ole for unemployment, WPA, public works, or something; whereas,
if you have the right to take them back home and spread them where
t hIe work was and presumably will be, it- seems to me that is a very
effective weapon against a serious situation in particular areas.

Dr. SCHmIDT. Yes. Of course, you have a precedent for it. The
governmentt really paid through war contracts for moving war work-
ers throughout the war production areas and paid their travel allow-
anices from various parts of the country.

Senator TAFT. As a proper safeguard it seems to me we ought to
give the Government that power.

Senator MILIKIN. It might be argued there has been a certain
amount of solicitation by the Federal Government to get the workers.
into the States. By that token, if the thing develops we are talking
about-it may develop, of course, but if it develops there might be a
Federal obligation to take them out of there.

Dr. SCImIyr. On a needs basis.
Senator MmLIKIN. I would not say on a needs basis.

7687 -45-834
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Dr. SCHMIDT. That might mean setting up a system of social work-
ers to investigate every case. That would be very slow. I am in
sympathy with your general viewpoint. I do not believe the chamber,
although it has no position on that, can object in any way, shape, or
manner. We certainly- agree that labor mobility is of the highest
importance.

Senator BREWSTER. You have said that there were 1,300,000 that
went across the State lines, have you not?

Dr. SCHMrT. No, I gave you the net increase. For instance, 100,000
that went Ifrom Texas to California and 100,000 that went from Cali-
fornia to Texas would not be included in my figure. The net increase
of nonagricultural workers in 14 States, accounting for 92 percent of
the workers, amounted to 1,300,000, in round numbers.

Senator BREWSTER. That would include all the cases where there was
an industrial center near the State line?

Dr. SCHxIDT. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. Do you have any figures that show where there

was transportation over 100 miles?
Dr. SCHMIDT. No, but I believe the Department of Labor has made

some studies. All I say is, probably we have overestimated the post-
war migration of workers in going back to their old jobs or to new
jobs.

Senator BREWSTER. That would include all that came from Ken-
tucky to Cincinnati, for instance?

Dr. SCHmIT. That is right.
Senator McM.Aox. The War Department Director estimates 3,000,-

000 I believe, that moved interstate. That is the figure Mr. McNutt
gave me.

Dr. ScEmr. The Department of Commerce study did comment on
that and said for the most part the people, for example, that have
moved to Detroit have come from Michigan, they have not come from
distant points. The same is true of Portland, Oreg. People working
in the Portland shipyards for the most part came from the State of
Washington and Oregon. In other words, they haven't got a great
cross-country migration ahead of them in order to get their old jobs
back. That is the general picture.

Senator LuCAS. What do they base their conclusions on?
Dr. SCHmIDT. On an actual investigation through the Census De-

partment, which is in the Department of Commerce.
Senator BREwsTER. Take Chicago, for example; they must get a

great many from Indiana.
Dr. SCHM IT. Yes.
Senator BRmVSTER. Which is almost a suburban movement.
Dr. ScHMIDr. That is right.
Senator CONNALLY. Have not a great many people working in the

plants already come back?
Dr. Scmiur. I suspect they have. As a matter of fact, they started

coming back when the peace movement started.
Senator CONNALLY. 'When the war was over and the plants shut

down I think a great many people working in the plants have already
gone back.

Dr. SCHMrDT. Yes.
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Senator MILLIKIN. The migration going from California, for ex-
ample, where the workers have worked in those plants for years, they
are going out with a lot of folding money, I think. Now, it may be
that some of the people that were solicited to go to the industrial
States might be delayed. I do not know how much of that there will
be. It is conceivable there might be a lot of it. I was wondering
whether the Federal Government may not have some responsibility,
ma 'not equip itself to deal with it when the time comes?

9r. SCHXIYr. Yes.
Senator VANDENBFXG. The information from Detroit seems to be

that there are more coming in than are going out, drawn there by
the prospect of early reconversion.

Senator CONNALLY. Into making automobiles?
Senator VANDENBERG. Yes.
Dr. SCHMIDT. The longer the duration of unemployment compensa-

tion and the higher the benefit rate, the slower will this shift be.
Indeed, in my judgment, the passage of this bill, while paying a benefit
to the workers, would actually slow down reconversion and postpone
the inevitable adjustments which many workers must make. I know
that this committee does not want to play a role in creating such an
undesirable end.

FISCAL ASPECTS

Effort has been made by the States to gear tax collections to benefit
formulas and estimates of unemployment. An insurance program re-
quires that attention be paid to actuarial considerations, although ad-
mittedly unemployment compensation is a difficult field for the actuary.
This bill, by covering millions of workers, for whom no contributions
have been paid, would do what Great Britain did to her system after
the last war. For a decade and a half the system was in a muddle,
and not until the middle 1930's was the actuarial basis restored.

True, this bill is said to be temporary, but few people believe that
once a Federal subsidy is advanced a return to the original plan will
take place. The emergency will be said-to continue. Indeed, in the
light of all that has been said, it would appear that sponsors of this
bill are, intent on getting the Federal Government permanently into
this program. In fact, several of those testifying before you have
deliberately stated that they favor a single standardized system. Fur-
thermore, high Government officials, including John Snyder, Director
of War Mobilization and Reconversion, and Secretary of Labor
Schwellenbach have testified that the funds paid under this bill by the
Federal Treasury later might be collected back from the State funds.
This surely puts a new light on this entire proceeding. First, we
were told that this was an obligation of the Federal Government,
growing out of the war. Now it appears that a movement is already
on foot to re-collect the costs from the States. In other words, is this
not merely a device to superimpose on the judgment of the local com-
munities and State legislatures the ideas-I don't say ideals-of those
few in Washington who believe their judgment of what is best for the
country should become law of the land in village, town, and city from
one end of the country to the other?

Senator LUCAs. Did you read Schwellenbach's statement?
Dr. SCHmDT. I read the report in the paper.
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Senator LUCAS. You did not read his statement?
Dr. SCHMItr. No: but my assistant--
Senator LuCAS (interposing). I do not recall that he said that he

attached State funds or took State funds. He said he thought that
States ought to make some contribution toward this. He did not
put the meaning mn it that you are putting on it, that we should go into
the State reserye funds.

Dr. ScHMIvr. My assistant is here, and he can tell you more about
that than I can.

Senator LucAs. Yousbetter read the statement he made before the
conunittee rather than the newspapers.

Dr. SCHMiDT. My assistant read the statement, and this is the result
of it. Director Snyder said exactly the same thing as I said.

Senator BARKLEY. He did not testify before this committee.
Dr. SCHMIDT. No; he testified before the House Ways and Means

Committee.
Senator BARKLEY. May I ask to whom you are alluding, when you

say the few in Washington think something is going to be done?
Dr. ScHMImT. I suspect the Social Security Board before 1940 was

highly sympathetic with the State-Federal system of unemployment
compensation. I think it was in that year, about that time, that they
divorced themselves from that viewpoint and have sent their em-
ployees up and down the country criticizing the States. Now, no
doubt some of the States deserve some criticism.

Senator LrcAs. You mean they deliberately sent them out just for
the purpose of criticizing, in order to get rid of the system?

Dr. SCHM31IDT. Deliberately said what?
Senator Lrc.ks. Deliberately sent these men out to criticize them.
Dr. SPH3MIDT. It was the party line, you might say, if I may use

the vernacular.
Senator TAFT. Of course, the Social Security Board has recom-

mended that this State system be abolished, that the State funds be
absorbed in the Federal fund, and its recommendation is contained
in the Murray-Dingell bill, which is before this committee at this
time, which turns all of the State funds into the Federal fund. There
isn't any question that that is the policy of the administration, so far
as the Social Security Board end of it is concerned.

Senator BREWSTER. I have Mr. Schwellenbach's statement here, if
I may read it. [Reading:]

I would suggest, however, that consideration be given to the development of a
plan whereby at least a portion of the Federal moneys expended under this pro-
gram be levied from State funds, especially where the tax levels of the particular
State are not up to the national average.

That would seem to confirm our impression.
Dr. SCHMIDT. Thank you, Senator.
Senator LuCAS. I do not agree with the confirmation at all.
Senator BARKLEY. You do not contend, do you, that the Social

Security Board, or its employees, are the only people in Washington
or who come to Washington, who take the position that this is a
Federal obligation and that there ought to be uniformityf I am
not commenting on it one way or the other, but there are a great
many people in this country who feel that way, and it is not limited
to the Social Security Board.
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Dr. SCHMIDT. It is not limited to those in Washington either.
Senator BARKLEY. Or the administration in Washington.
Dr. SCHM1Yr. I dare say many Senators and Congressmen have

leanings that way.
This committee faces other problems. The postwar Federal Budget

is variously estimated at 20 to 30 billion dollars. Debt service, debt
retirement, veterans' programs, agricultural subsidies, a large postwar
defense establishment--all added to prewar outlays-will cause many
long, long sessions for this committee. I do not know why any of you
want to serve on it.

Furthermore, this committee will be responsible for our fiscal and
monetary policy to a considerable degree.

The increasing difficulty in attaining the E bond quotas, in successive
war bond drives, raises question as to how much more Government
bonds the American people are prepared to hold. These bonds have
been bouncing back to the Treasury at what some people regard as
alarming rates, during a period when incomes were high and the
opportunities for spending money were limited. If the debt-absorbing
power and disposition of American individuals is definitely limited, as
I believe it is, the Government bonds printed to raise the money for
covering the deficit will have to be sold to banks and similar institu-
tions. If sold to commercial banks, this creates new, previously non-
existing purchasing power and thereby creates a further inflation
potential. In short, the Government appears rapidly to be losing
control of its own fiscal and monetary situation. The enormous vol-
ume of money and near-money in the hands of the public makes a
Government fical program to control deflation and inflation much
more difficult than ever before.

If this committee consents to this bill, and if the bill is enacted,
this will simply create one more mortgage on the Federal Treasury.
It means the assumption of a liability which will be hard to shed
once it is assumed. In short, this bill must be considered in the
face of all the other problems with which this committee must grTapple.

A PROGRAM OF RECONVERSION

In conclusion, let me reiterate that the chamber of commerce is
in favor of adequate systems of State unemployment compensation.
It believes that, on the whole, we have an adequate program; the
gaps may be pointed out but they are not substantial. We believe
that the States have governors and legislators conscious of their
obligations and responsibilities. If need arises we may expect
further improvement.

Ultimately purchasing power consists of goods and services. Money
is a mere medium of exchange. Paying more money to the unem-
ployed will not provide any further stimulation to production at
this time in any substantial degree. Indeed, because of the diffi-
oulties in recruiting adequate labor supplies, the payment of more
liberal unemployment allowances may actually reduce the effective
labor supply and through consequent bottlenecks create unemploy-
mhent.

The best contribution which we can make to our most valued re-
sources, namely, our human resources, is, to give confidence to busi-
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ness, assurance of political and constitutional stability, adequate profit
expectations commensurate with the risks involved to launch large-
scale civilian employment and production. Profit expectations are
the great American engine for attaining results. There is no differ-
ence between the profit motive and the wage motive. Wages and
profits bothare incentives. Not high profits or low profits, but the
maintenance of the expectation of profits is what puts men to pro-
ductive work.

If unemployment threatens let us adopt policies which will provide
more people with the incentive to become employers. If we will all
try to get on someone else's pay roll and too few of us have the
courage and incentive to create pay rolls, of course we will have unem-
ployment. The Government can make its greatest contribution to em-
ployment and to safe debt management and fiscal policy by doing
those things which will induce more people to become job creators
rather than job seekers.

Thank you.
The " A - X. Are there any questions?
Senator LuCAs. Let me ask you a question. We all hope we get

reconversion in a hurry and get everybody back to work as fast as
we possibly can. Supposing the duration of unemployment, how-
ever, is longer than we expect, longer than these States provide for,
what is your suggestion we should do then?

Dr. ScHMiYr. Well, I would think that the States that had not
lengthened the duration of benefit payments, if they have the funds
they certainly ought to reconsider their position. Unemployment
compensation was never intended, either in England or here, for major
depressions. Whether I would recommend that the unemployment
system be revised to do that, to cover unemployment-compensation
payments for 30 weeks, let us say, or 40, I am not sure. My own
personal sympathies are in favor of gradually lengthening the dura-
tion of benefit payments.

Senator LucAs. Would you recommend that the Federal Govern-
ment step in at that time if that should occur?

Dr. ScHx nr. And do what? Set up a system of public works?
Senator LucAs. Aid the unemployed of the country.
Dr. Sciainr. Well, if the situation becomes critical, of course, in a

country as rich as ours no one should be allowed to suffer or starve.
Senator LuCAS. You do not want anybody to go back on the WPA

again; do you?
Dr. ScHfnyr. No; I do not. I am skeptical of it. I think certainly

we ought to hoard our public works during the next periods of pros-
perity and try to release those public works during periods of
depression.

Senator BARmi. y. Do you think it is a part of wisdom for Congress
to wait until the situation becomes critical before it does anything?

Dr. ScHMrIT. No rnost of us do not plan our personal lives that way
either. You are right.

Senator VANDENBERG. In connection with your quotation of Senator
Schwellenbach and Administrator Snyder with respect to the partial
use of State reserves in meeting this major emergency, I want to
observe that Mr. Thomas made the statement, speaking for the 010,
to which little attention was paid because it came at the termination
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of his statement when we were crowding to adjournment, that this bill
should be amended to provide for at least a partial use of existing 5:
State funds to meet the present situation instead of putting the entire
burden on the Federal Government. I think it is rather interesting
to find that suggestion coming from both sides of this equation.

Senator CONNALLY. Dr. Schmidt, let me ask you a question. I have
not been here during the hearings, and you will pardon the rather
personal question. You are how, as I understand it, secretary general
of the chamber of commerce?

Dr. ScHmiur. No, no; don't flatter me. I am merely director of the
economic research department.
Senator CONNALLY. That is bigger job than Secretary, so you pro-

moted yourself. What were you before you went with the chamber
of commerce I

Dr. SCHMIDT. I am still on leave of absence from the University of
Minnesota, where I was teaching economics since 1930, with several
leaves of absence, doing work for certain agencies in Canada as well
as here.

Senator CONNALLY. You are an economist by profession?
Dr. SCHMIDT. That is what I hold myself out as.
Senator CONNALLY. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Doctor, for your statement.
Dr. SCHMIDT. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. E. F. Connelly.

STATEMENT OF E. F. CONNELLY, CROMPTON & KNOWLES LOOM
WORKS, WORCESTER, MASS.

Mr. CONNELLY. My name is Edward F. Connelly. I am assistant
to the president in charge of industrial relations of Crompton &
Knowles Loom Works, Worcester, Mass.

Senator CONNALLY. What do you do there?
Mr. CON NEL Y. Assistant to the president in charge of industrial

relations.
Senator CONNALLY. What do they do?
Mr. CONNELLY. They manufacture textile machinery.
I am going to confine my remarks to the matter of supplementation

of the State benefits through a Federal grant.
Senator LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, before this witness testifies, may

I ask the previous witness just one question? It may be he answered
it before I came in. He is still here, isn't he?

The CHAIRMAN. Is Dr. Schmidt in the room ?
Dr. SCHMIDT. Yes.
Senator LuCAS. Dr. Schmidt, may I ask you one question ? Do

I understand you are against this bill in toto?
Dr. SCHMIDT. Yes; in principle the chamber believes that these

programs ought to be State programs.
Senator LUCAS. I am talking now primarily of Federal employees

and marine workers.
Dr. ScHmiDr. We are-for that.
Senator LUCAS. I see. I did not know whether your statement

covered that.
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Dr. Scuxiwr. We are for the inclusion of Federal employees and
marine workers. We think the Lynch bill pending in the House is
a proper one. It would simply cover them under State systems
through the Federal act.

Senator LUCAS. You are for the maritime coverage?
Dr. ScImnmr. We are for the maritime coverage and as far as the

Federal Government employees are concerned we have no position,
but we certainly could not be very reasonable in opposing the cover-
age of arsenal workers, shipyard workers employed by the United
States Government.

Senator LUCAS. Insofar as those two phases of the bill are con-
cerned. you do not oppose it?

Dr. SCHMIDT. That is right. I should think those should be handled
in a separate bill. However, I do not know your procedure.

Senator LrcAs. That is all. Thank you.
The CHArRMAN. All right, Mr. Connelly.
Mr. CONNELLT. MV remarks will be, as I said, confined to the sup-

plementation phase of the bill presently before the committee. I want
to say in Massachusetts we have an unemployment-compensation sys-
tem where the maximum benefits paid are $21 per week. I want to say,
too, that in Massachusetts the duration of benefits amounts to 23
weeks.

I think that needs further clarification. It is quite possible for a
worker now becoming unemployed under the Massachusetts law to
receive benefits for a duration longer than 23 weeks without any em-
ployment coming in. You see, we are on a benefit year. That means
that workers in Massachusetts now becoming unemployed are entitled
to use their credit which they built up in the year 1944, their wage
credits, and to receive upward of 23 weeks of benefits on that basis.
From April 1, 1946. that individual, even though he has not had any
employment since today, will be eligible to have his benefits recom-
puted and they will pick up his earnings during the year 1945, and it
is possible for many individuals in Massachusetts today becoming un-
employed and never becoming employed again to receive upward of
$21 a week for 46 weeks. That is the Massachusetts law today, and I
believe that it is similar to the law of many other States.

Thus. I want to make this point that the duration of benefits in
Massachusetts and other States is not during this reconversion period
we are speaking of limited to 20 weeks or 23 weeks or 26 weeks; it is
possible in Massachusetts- for a worker to get upward of 46 weeks of
bnefits.

Senator VAN-DENBERG. You say it is possible. Is that an average
prospective or is that just a unique freak situation?

Mr. C,,-_NELLY. No; it is not a freak situation. We must realize, of
course. that the unemployment that is occurring today in the main is
the unemployment that results from the elimination of war contracts.
I think we may all take judicial notice of the fact that the workers who
have been employed in the war industries have been receiving the top
wages as compared with the wages paid in the Nation. Now, I should
say that 75 percent of the workers in Massachusetts who would be un-
employed today and who never received another job, 75 percent of
them at least, would be entitled to the maximum benefits of $21 per
week, because all they would have to earn would be approximately $33
a week in the high quarter of their earnings.
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Senator CONNALLY. Let me ask you a question. That refers to all.

(,f those that go in the high-wage brackets I
Mr. CONNELLY. That is right.
Senator CONNALLY. The would get the 46 weeks that you are talk-

ing about. In other words, they built up their credits in the high
wage earning period. How about your own plant? What percent-
age of your workers would be able to get 46 weeks?

Mr. CONNELLY. At least 75 percent of those who might be unem-
ployed in our plant, and even closer than that, 80 to 90 percent, would
be entitled to the maximum benefit under the unemployment-compen-
sation law, namely $21 per week.

Senator LUCAS. For how long?
Mr. CONNELLY. They would receive it now, on the basis of their

earnings in 1944, for 23 weeks, because the duration of benefits in Mas-
sachusetts is equal to 23 times their weekly benefit rate or 30 percent
of their earnings, whjghever is the lesser, during the base period.
Therefore, an individual who was earning $1,500-and I am placing
that as a high figure-$1,500 during 1944, such an individual would
be entitled to the maximum weekly benefit and maximum duration
of benefits.

The average week earnings, I think we can take a judicial notice
of that, too. You take your Industrial Conference Board report and
you will find your average weekly earnings in your industrial activi-
ties, in your heavy goods industries, in your found'es, your machine
shops, have been approximately $55 per week.

Senator LUCAS. Where does that second 23 weeks come in?
Mr. CON NELLY. Let us say all of these people who are unemployed

now, who feel the impact of the elimination of war contracts, let us
assume they never get another job-first of all, let us recognize who
these employees are. They are the employees connected with the war
industries, employees who are receiving the very highest wage.

Senator LUCAS. I know that.
Mr. CoNNELY. If they are unemployed now, they go to the unem-

ployment compensation division. Their present weekly benefits and
duration of benefits are based upon the high quarter earnings in 1944,
and then their total earnings during the year. They will get a benefit
computation now on that basis. After April 1 of next year, even
though they have not become reemployed in any respect, the unem-
ployment compensation division will take their 1945 earnings-you see
for this period they took the 1944 earnings-after April 1 of next
year they will take their 1945 earnings.

Senator TArr. The highest quarter?
Mr. CONNELLY. They will first take the high quarter to determine

what is the weekly benefit and then they will take 23 times that weekly
benefit, or 30 percent of the amount they earned in 1945 to determine
the duration of their benefits. So if a worker last year, in 1944,
earned $1,500 he would be entitled now to $21 a week for 23 weeks,
and if in the first two quarters, or the first 8 months of this year he
also earned $1,500, which would not be unlikely, then he would be
entitled next year to $21 a week for 23 weeks.

Senator MmIRN. Is that by construction or by express language
of your statute?

Mr. CONNmLY. That is by the express language of our statute.
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Senator MILUKIN. You said a number of States have the same pro-
vision. Can you gives the StatesI

Mr: CONNELLY. That I cannot be certain of. I am informed that
about 15 States have similar provisions in their laws.

Senator MILLIMN. I suggest our technician give us a list of such
States.

Mr. JACO BSTEIN. I shall be very glad to do that. There is something
in the record, Senator, to that effect, but I will make it more complete
for the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Please complete it.
Senator BARKLEY. Is not the way that works about as follows:

These employment laws are supposed to be permanent. Everybody
who works and everybody who employs workers contribute to that
fund. It is perpetual. That was not created with particular refer-
ence to reconversion or to the end of the war. It is a permanent
system presumably that has been set up. Now, if a man is out work in
Massachusetts or any of the States to which you refer and he gets
$21 for 20 weeks, we will say, that is something he has earned by
reason of his contract with the State. He has paid in while he was
employed, we will say, 3 percent to the fund, the employers paid in
3 percent, and he is unemployed for 20 weeks, or 23 weeks in your
State. Then he gets a job. After he gets that job he still continues
to contribute to that fund, and the employer contributes to it.

If he works a year or a year and a half, and then gets out of work
again, he has in the meantime earned some more unemployment com-
pensation. It has no relation, however, to the reconversion period.
That is permanent. Is not that about the way it works?

Mr. CONNELLY. Senator, first of all I did not want to interrupt you,
but the employees of the Nation do not pay, do not make any contribu-
tion to the unemployment compensation fund.

Senator BARKLEY. You mean in the State?
Mr. CONNELLY. That is right. The full amount to support the un-

employment-compensation benefit is paid by the employers.
Senator BARKLEY. I thought there some States in which -the em-

ployee-employer contribution system prevailed.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Very few States. New Jersey is one of the StaLes.
Mr. CONNmLY. Secondly, Senator, you are correct, in the over-all,

in your analysis of the situation, but the fact of the matter is although
the laws were not written, and the Massachusetts law was not written
with reference to this reconversion situation which is now taking
the attention of the committee, nevertheless the very nature of the
laws that are written provide for a more extensive coverage to protect
workers than is assumed in most instances, and if it is believed here
by the committee that 26 weeks duration of benefits is necessary during
this period, then I am merely pointing out that with reference to the
Massachusetts law as it stands today, there exists the likely possibility
that our duration of benefits is in excess of that.

Senator BARKLEY. That might be, but it would not be all at one
time. If he exhausted the number of weeks to which he was entitled
in one spell of unemployment, it would not be automatically extended.
He would have to get a job and work some more, and get out of a job
again, wouldn't he.

Mr. CONNELLY. That is not true, Senator.
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Senator CONNALLY. That is only for 2 years. It could happen this
year and next year, that is all.

Senator LUCAS. Does he have to remain unemployed from now on
in order to get the compensation the second time? 

Mr. CONNELLY. As I said, if he were unemployed today and he i
never received another job for the next year, he could have a recom-
putation on the basis of his 1945 earnings.

Senator LucAs. It would have to go to April 1 next year?
Mr. CONNELLY. He would first get 23 weeks before April 1 next

year, if his wage credits permitted-and, as I said, in the case of these
people it would. Beginning April 1 next year without any job inter-
vening he could have a recomputation on the basis of his 1945 earn-
ings, and get additional benefits on that basis.

Senator LuCAS. Suppose in the meantime he got a job for a month?
Mr. CONNELLY. If he got a job in the meantime it would not change

the picture at all.
Senator LucAs. He could still go in the following April and get

additional payments?
Mr. CONNELLY. If he got a job for a month and then was laid off,

then next April he could go in and his benefits would be computed on
the basis of 1945 earnings. For instance if he got a job in January
1946 and he worked for 2 months and then he became unemployed he
would be entitled, April 1, 1946, to a computation of his benefit rights
on the basis of his earnings in 1945.

Senator LuCAS. How long would he have to work and how long
would he have to be out of work before he would be denied?

The CHAIRMAN. He would never be denied, would he? He would
accumulate more credit.

Mr. CONNELLY. This is the way in which the benefit would be cut
down:

If our impact of unemployment takes place in, let us say, February
of next year, I mean the war was over then, and the impact took place
in February of next year, and the worker applies for unemployment
compensation benefits, then the amount and duration of benefits would
be figured on the basis of his 1944 earnings.

Senator LuCAS. Yes.
Mr. CONNELLY. Now, let us say 15 of those 23 weeks to which he

would be entitled would take place after April 1 of next year, then
when he applied for recomputation on the basis of 1945 earnings, then
those 15 weeks that he was paid on the basis of computation for 1944
would be deducted from whatever was due to him under the 1945
computation.

Senator BmawsTm. That would mean that the war could not have
ended at a more fortunate time, as far as the administration of this
particular law is concerned, from the standpoint of the worker.

Mr. CONNELLY. As far as the workers are concerned in the State
of Massachusetts, the war, as you say, could not have ended at a more
fortunate time, because for those who had steady work during 1944
and for those who worked steadily during the first 8 months of 1945, 'ii
the credits were established permitting benefits up to 46 weeks within
the next year.

Senator BRMWsTER. Is not that a rather general pattern?
Mr. CONNELLY. I could not say whether it was a general pattern. [
Senator CONNALLY. You mean in fact but not in law? " 1
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Senator BR wsTEn. I mean. as a matter of employment, everybody
was working at top speed for the last 8 months.

Senator CONNALLY. You said a while ago this system did not have
in mind reconversion in the war situation. Well, did not it have in
mind the condition at the time from any cause whereby unemploy-
ment occurred?

Mr. CONNELLY. The very nature of the entire system was to pro-
vide for the unemployment that results from the normal employment.

Senator CONNALLY. Anything normal or abnormal?
Mr. CONNELLY. Abnormal also.
Senator CONNALLY. Of course, it meant for anything, and the worse

it was the more is meant for it.
Senator BARKLEY. None of these laws ever contemplated that a

man would be entitled to benefit for only one period. He might
be employed the first of January; he might exhaust his period under
your law, or any of the laws, and go to work again and work for a
year or 5 years, and if he was unemployed again he would be entitled,
under the law, to compensation for that second or even third period.
That might run over a period of years, might it not?

Mr. CONNELLY. That is true. I think the unemployment compen-
sation systems were not devised in order to give the individual just
one sock at the benefits.

Senator BARKLEY. It is a long-term proposition, to cushion unem-
ployment whenever it takes place.

Mr. CONNELLY. In that respect, Senator, I should like to say all
of your States have been for many years experimenting with unem-
ployment compensation, and the States, the legislatures of the States,
have given a great deal of thought to it, related purely to their local
conditions. Many things have eventuated. In my experience with
the Massachusetts Legislature and the unemployment compensation
system there has been, year by year, a continual reexamination of the
State unemployment compensation system with reference to the local
conditions that exist in the State.

Senator LUCAS. Did your legislature make any change this last
session?

Mr. CONNELLY. In our State ?
Senator LucAs. Yes.
Mr. CO.NNELLY. Yes; we increased our top from $18 to $21, and we

increased the duration of benefits from 20 to 23 weeks.
Senator BREWSTER. You have a reserve fund of $215,000,000 in Mas-

sachusetts, is that right?
Mr. CONNELLY. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. I find from the State government's report that

that would be sufficient to more than cover 45 percent of your 1,400,000
workers for the maximum duration.

Mr. CONNELLY. That is right, Senator. Even with an impact of
$90,000,000 a year, we could sustain that impact. It would be an
unusual one. The highet benefits we ever paid out in the paxt was
$31.000,000.

Senator BRwsmR. So you are in a comfortable financial position.
Mr. CONNELLY. From the solvency point of view there is nothing

to fear.
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Senator BARKLEY. Your position does not accord with that of the
Governor of your State.

Mr. CONNELLY. I understand that that is true.
Senator BARKLEY. One or the other must be wrong.
Senator CONNALLY. When will you reach the bill ? We cannot very

well legislate for Massachusetts.
Mr. CONNELLY. I was going to get to that Senator, and I think

now I am around to it.
Senator CONNALLY. Thank you very much.
Mr. CONNELLY. Of course, there are two important matters in my

own mind concerning this bill, in the supplementation features. One
is the effect of the passage of such a bill on the eventual federaliza-
tion of the State unemployment compensation systems. I do not
intend to dwell on that topic, whether it is a good or bad thing, from
the general point of view of the relationship between the State and
Federal governments and general idea of trying to have a dispersal
of powers. What I am concerned with is whether or not this $25
a week for 26 weeks will serve the purpose for which it has been
introduced here. It is a reconversion measure. It is related to the
whole transition of our economy.

Now, it is my feeling that the passage of this bill in the supple-
mentation features, would go-a long way toward hindering reconver-
sion and would contribute to inflationary forces. I want to read
a passage from an article which appeared in the Boston Herald of
Monday, yesterday, and it has reference to the State of Maine. This
article was written by Fred Rae, and it quotes F. M. Coughlin, mana-
ger of the USES in Biddeford, and it says:

However, at the United States Employment Service at Biddeford it was a
different story and it told of reluctance of war workers to go back to lower
pe:cetime wages. F. M. Coughlin, manager of USES, said he had jobs for
2-. 4) workers but was having an exceedingly tough time getting them.

Coughlin said he wanted textile workers for the Pepperell and York Manu-
f:i.turing Cos., and foundry workers and machine shop workers for the Saco-
I,,1well shops. "The Pepperell Co.," he said "was trying to maintain a 50-hour
week work schedule and the York Co. a 48-hour week."

"The wages are fair," said Coughlin, "but not shipyard wages. I find most
workers still think they can get the $70 and $80 a week that they obtained at the
liipyards."
He reported that laid-off shipyard workers are lining up in front of the bank

to, .ash in war bonds. "They won't go to work at lower wages until they have
.-iwint all of their wartime wages," he said. To add to his difficulties, Coughlin
rvealed that three shoe shops in the vicinity will soon be needing more than 400
w, -rkers.

I want to say, also, in the city of Worcester, I checked with the
USES and I found that there were approximately 1,800 individuals
who had applied for unemployment-compensation benefits. I found

,i,,mi the USES also that there were at least 1,800 jobs in the city
(if Worcester.

Senator LuCAS. Mr. Chairman, let me interject with a query, if
I may. Do we propose to have any of these fellows in the unem-
) oyment service testify? Are any of them scheduled to testify?
The CHAIRXAN. It has not been the habit of this committee to

i1vite people to testify, certainly not to give invitations. It has been
tfle habit of this committee to hear witnesses where they wished to
appear. But in this case I called the Social Security Board and
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asked them to come here before this committee, and they did come
represented by Dr. Altmeyer. If there is anyone you might suggest,
of course, we will be glad to get them here.

Senator BREwsrF=. This would be theWar Manpower that had the
employment services.

The CHmRmAN. I haven't invited them, no, not as chairman of the
committee, because it has never been the practice of the committee to
select witnesses.

Senator LuCAS. I see. I did not know what the practice was, Mr.
Chairman. I merely raised the question in view of the statement
made by the witness. Certainly, someone in the departments here
ought to have the facts throughout the country.

Senator BPEwsrE. The signicant thing is that this area about
which he gives his testimony is reported by the Employment Service
as a distress area where there is great unemployment, and yet, if
the quotation is correct, the representative of the Employment Service
in the same area there is reporting that he cannot get anybody to
work. It is a very unusual situation.

Senator TAr. Did I understand you to say there .were more than
2,800 requests for workers?

Mr. CONNELLY. In the Biddeford area, as stated by Mr. Coughlin,
from this news report of the Boston Herald of yesterday.

Senator TAFr. You were talking about Worcester.
Mr. CONNELLY. In Worcester the United States Employment Serv-

ice informed me that there are more jobs available than there are
applicants for unemployment compensation.

Senator TAr. I suppose they are lower wages, or something.
Mr. CoNNELLY. That is true. I mean the wages for these jobs that

are now available are not equal to the wages which the individuals
received in the past; that is absolutely true.

Senator TAr. You think they are lower wage rates as well as lower
take-home pay?

Mr. CONNELLY. Lower wage rates and also lower take-home pay,
Senator.

Senator LuCAS. Their hours of employment have been lowered also.
Mr. CONNELLY. That is true.
Senator BPEWSTER. That would be true, as he pointed out in the

textile industry and the shoe. factories. Many of these people came
from that employment to this higher pay in the shipyards.

Mr. CONNELLY. That is right.
Senatbr BREWSTER. Now, it is a question of their resuming their old

jobs.
Mr. CONNELLY. That is right. You know, we are engaged in a

reconversion period. We know an awful lot depends on how quickly
we can start up and expand our civilian industry. We know that
affects many policies here in our governmental structure, and we all
recognize that by far the greatest contribution that can be made to
the strength of this Nation and to the strength of its political institu-
tions is to quickly turn over into peacetime activity, expanding, to
grant to all people an opportunity to work.

Now, in all industrial operations, in all business operations, they are
not, in any sense, all high-paid jobs. I would like to give an
illustration.

Senator CONNALLY. How many employees have you?
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Mr. CONNELLY. We have 1,700 employees and we hope, as soon as it

is possible for us to do so, to expand upward to 2,000, 2,300, 2,500, and
up to 2,800 employees.

Senator LucAs. Have you lost any employees?
Mr. CONNELLY. We have taken on additional employees since the

war has been over.
Senator LUCAS. Have you had trouble getting them?
Mr. CONNELLY. Up to the present time we have not had much trouble

getting them.
Senator BREWSTER. You have postwar orders that will carry you

through?
Mr. CONNELLY. That is right.
Senator BREWSTER. Without any problem of reconversion?
Mr. CONNELLY. That is right.
Senator CONNALLY. Have you reduced your wages?
Mr. CONNELLY. No; we have not reduced our wages.
Senator CONALy. You said they would not take these other jobs

because of lower wages. But you have not reduced yours; is that
right?

Mr. CONNELLY. Our wages have not been reduced.
senator BARKLEY. What is a man to do, who has been making a

certain scale of wages, who is not now employed, and who is offered
a job at considerably reduced wages? He must decide whether he
will take that and possibly be frozen into it, or forgotten with respect
to any future jobs. What is he to do when he has to decide whether
to take that job paying less than he has been in the habit of making, or
take a chance of waiting until the reconversion has gone sufficiently
far to enable him to get a better position, more in keeping with his
past wages and past scale? What sort of decision is a man to make
when he is confronted with those alternatives?

I wonder how many of these 1,800 that you speak of have thought
that over. I can very well understand if a man takes a job he is ear-
marked, he is put on the shelf, he is no longer unemployed. He may
be completely overlooked when a better job comes along, which he
might have gotten if he waited a month or 2 months. How is a man
going to solve that problem so as to do justice to himself and his
family?

Mr. CONNELLY. That is a rather difficult problem that you pose,
Senator. It is difficult when you look at it solely from the point of
view of the individual. involved. Naturally, as a human being he
has that internal problem. We are confronted here with the good
of the people generally throughout the Nation.

Senator BARKLEY. Well, the good of the people generally through-
out the Nation is made up of the good of individuals who form the
community.

Mr. CONNFLY. This point I want to make clear to you, Senator.
Suppose that we have all of these workers, these 1,800 in Worcester,
the 2,800 or mQre around the Biddeford area, suppose they all reach
that self-same conclusion that if the unemployment compensation
benefits or other resources are adequate enough they will not take
a job until they can sit back and survey the condition that exists

Senator LUOAS (interposing). Let me interject. Will those 1,800
draw that compensation if there are other jobs for them?
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Mr. CONNELLY. Well, I do not want to interfere with the train of
thought I am trying to indicate here, Senator. I will speak of that
in iust a moment.

If one of these pople who are eligible for unemployment-compen-
sation benefits has that feeling in mind of which you speak, and if all
the people reach the conclusion that they will sit back and await the
opening up of opportunities for better-paying jobs, then I can tell
you this. Senator, that the opening up of those opportunities will be
a long time coming.

Now, you take a manufacturing operation. Let us assume we have
a company that has a foundry and machine shop. First of all, that
company cannot open up opportunities for employment in the machine
shop until it gets iron.

Senator MImKaN. Until it gets what?
Mr. CONNFLY. Iron. That means that it must be able to obtain

the molders to make the iron. If they cannot get the molders, the iron
is not available, and the opportunities for employment in the machine
shop do not open up. Not alone does it depend upon getting the
molders, it also depends upon getting the shake-out men, the buggy
carriers, and so forth. They can have all the molders in the world.
but if they cannot get somebody to draw the iron from the cupola and
pour it in the mold, they might as well not get the molders. If they
do not get the shake-out men, they might as well not have any molders.

Senator BARKLEY. Would not there be available a supply of shake-
out men, men who had been shaken out? Everybody would not expect
to pobs in that particular plant. Is the molder's job a skilled job?

Qr. CONNELLY. That is a skilled job; yes.
Senator BARKLEY. The point is you would not expect a man who

had been drawing the pay of a molder to be compelled to take a job
as a shake-out man if that job paid considerably less.

Senator TAr. I want to suggest I have three sons in the Army-
I was just talking to one last night,--who are going to have to take
jobs in civilian life at about half of what they are drawing in Army
pay, apart from war workers' pay.

The CHAIRMAN. Let the witness finish his statement. I think he
will answer most of the questions if we will listen.

Mr. CONNFLLY. In every industrial operation there is a wage struc-
ture which starts from 50, 60, 65, 75, 80, and up to $1.50 and more, but
you need the people to perform the operations that pay 65, 70, 75, and
80 cents an hour. If you cannot get them, then it freezes the expansion
of the plant. As I said, if the shake-out men or the buggy carriers
or the heavy common labor in the foundry or inside transportation
men of a factory are not available, then you cannot expand your em-
ployment opportunities. Here those individuals normally work at the
lower wage structure in the industry. They are not skilled employees
and they will be receiving from 70 to 90 cents an hour.

Now, as you said, Senator, there would be a natural inclination on
the part of people who have been connected with the war industry, a

natural inclination not to accept jobs that do not pay wages some-
what comparable to those which they received in the past. If you have

$25 a week unemployment compensation top, what does that mean in

any business operation? If the employee received $32 a week he made

80 cents an hour for 40 hours, and he looks at that as compared with
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$25 a week, and he understands that, first, out of that $32 a week comes
his tax; second, there-comes the old-age benefit tax and other normal
reductions to bring it down between $27 and $29 a week, and as against
that he sees $25 a week.

Now, I am not saying we should force people into employment. All
I am saying is this, that we have the possibility of expanding our
cconomy and that expansion may be very, very seriously interfered 4
with by actions that are taken with reference to the unemployment
compensation laws.

Now, for instance, your unemployment compensation benefits in any
number of States stop at something like $15 to $18 per week. Those
benefit structures were related to local conditions that exist in the
South, let us assume. Then let us assume you supplement that up to
$25 a week. Your southern industry competes with the rest of the
Nation. They have their wage structures there that may be different
from the wage structures in the North ahd West. You may find that
in the States that have the lowest maximum unemployment compensa-
tion benefits there will be the biggest difficulty in securing the workers
to create expansion of employment if benefits are supplemented up to
'25 per week.
My thinking on the entire matter is related to this, that I doubt

very seriously whether the supplementation as indicated in this bill
will do anything to serve the natural elasticity of business to go ahead,
and. if anything, although it will give to some people a benefit, for the
large majority of people it may very likely withhold the opening up of
employment opportunities, withhold them for some months to come,
at a time when it is most important that these opportunities open up
very, very quickly.

Now, American industry, when it converted from peace to war, I
think we all agree it did a remarkable job. We all recognize and look
1,ack to the time when there was a $300,000 supplementation bill here
to take care of the unemployment situation that would occur through-
out the country When Ameri-an industry went from peace to war,
and I think the events that followed those hearings and the action of
tle Congress demonstrated that the evil that came was not as great as
that which was originally predicted.

Now, you are talking about a conversion into something that business
knows all about. Business knows about the product it is going to
ma1nufacture. When there was the conversion from peace to war it
was going into new products, and now we are turning back into the
-i,'tivities that we know something about, and, therefore, given the
p roper atmosphere, I am certain that business will quickly provide
and open up the opportunities for employment that will beneeded
for the people of this Nation.

Senator BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, following my interrogatory
awhile ago about the State in which the employees are required to
Make a contribution, I am informed there are only four States that
p-rovide for that, and they are Alabama, California, New Jersey, and
Rhode Island. There were eight, but four of them repealed the law
and amended it so as to relieve the employees of the obligation to
make contribution.

Mr. CONNELLY. Rhode Island can be taken out of there, too, Sena-
tor, because the contribution by employees in Rhode Island relates

76876-45-----35
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to sickness benefits and has nothing to do with unemployment com-
pensation.

The CRIAIRMAN. In most of those States the tax imposed on the
worker ha.s generally been for additional benefits, such as sick benefits.

Mr. CON.--ELY. That is right.
Senator .McM.aoN.. Mr. Chairman, may I ask him a question?
The CHA rMAN. Yes, Senator.
Senator MCMAHON. Mr. Connelly, don't you agree that the im-

pression is almost universal in this country as regards this bill, that
the $25 a week is going to be paid to all unemployed? That has been
ny experience in talking with my friends about it.

Mr. CON NEI.LY. That is true.
Senator McMA1o,. In fact, I talked to a Senator yesterday who

has not seen the bill, and he was definitely of the opinion* that $25
was to be paid to all unemployed.

Mr. CONxELLY. To everybody.
Senator LUCAS. I don't know whether I talked to the same Senator

or not this morning, but the Senator I talked to had the same view.
Senator CONNALLY. I am sitting here between them, and it was

not I.
Mr. CONNELLY. In my State of Massachusetts, Senator, the average

weekly earnings of an individual would have to be $37.50 in the high
quarter in order to entitle him to $25 per week.

Senator MCMAHON. I recognize that, but I also recognize the fact
that there has been apparently some kind of studied efort made, at
least it looks as though there had been some kind of studied effort
made to prove that this bill provides $25 for everybody, regardless of
what they were making or where they will be. That is not so. I
think it is important to emphasize that fact.

Mr. CoNNELLY. Senator, you are absolutely right. It does not pro-
vide $2- a week for everybody, but I daresay that the nature of the
credits that have been built up by those who would be entitled to un-
employment compensation during this period would mean that prac-
tically 75 percent of those applying for unemployment compensation
benefits would receive, by virtue of what they built up, the $25 maxi-
mum.

Senator MCMAHON. I do not think it runs anywhere near that high.
Today, we have 27,000 on the unemployment compensation rolls in
Connecticut. We are the second highest average-wage State in the
country; namely. $50 a week, according to this table here, and they arc
now being paid $19 a week for the 27,000. If that is so in Connecti-
cut, on the basis of the 27,000 we have got on the rolls there, I think
when you get down in some Southern States like Mississippi and Ar-
kansas. you will find it is a lot less than $19 a week. Your statement
is not borne out, because you in Massachusetts haven't got as high an
average wage as we had in Connecticut.

Mr. Co ELLY. We have 662 percent as the benefit on the average
weekly wage in the high quarter. Of course, that makes a tremendous
difference, whether you have 60 percent or 66 2A percent.

Senator MCMAHON. That makes a lot of difference.
Mr. CONNELLY. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. This bill will not affect your company will it?
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Mr. CONNELLY. That is right. First of all, it will affect, generally,
our company. I do not want to leave any impression that no in-
dlividuals have not been displaced in our company because our war
activity has been discontinued. We cannot find. employment for
..one of those who have been in war work because they haven't the
skill or ability in our normal activity. I should like to say, of that
1.800Mi people presently applying for unemployment compensation in
Worcester, it is estimated 65 percent of them are women.

Senator CONNALLY. In discontinuing employees, the less efficient,
of course, as a rule, are the ones who go first; are they not?

Mr. CONNELLY. That is true.
Senator CONNALLY That is true in your company and it is true of

other companies, isn't it?
Mr. CONNELLY. Yes.
Senator CONNALLY. If you have a dozen men and you only need six,

you throw out the six that are less efficient.
Mr. CONNELLY. That is the -attempt made by all companies, to dis-

place those who are the less efficient.
Senator CONNALLY. In all these companies you have a great many

-killed men that you had for years, And they will go right on, evem
though you may have to reduce the salary a littlle?

Mr. CONNELLY. There will be no reduction of salary.
Senator CON NALLY. You said a while ago there were reductions,

tflat one reason they did not take the jobs was that they had to take
jolls at lesser rates than they had been drawing theretofore.

Mr. CONN=LY. That comes about-
Senator CONNALLY. I don't care, how it comes about. You said one

reason they did not take the jobs was that they had to take jobs at
lesser rates than they had been drawing theretofore. That is all I
want.

Mr. CONNELLY I merely want to clarify my statement to you, Sen-
ator. -There were no reduction of rate ranges. That does not mean
than an individual who has been in a semiskilled occupation or a
killed occupation may not find that he has to take common labor or a

semJ11iskilled job, which has a lower rate range.
Senator TAFT. Isn't it likely when you decrease the hours you de-

crease the take-home pay of your employees?
Mr. CONNELLY. There is no question about it. Eventually, the

hours will have to be reduced .to 40 hours a week, for two reasons:
(1) Because the premium that has to be paid for overtime hours is
heavy and (2) because of the very nature of the wage and hour law,
w vich provides penalties on employers working more than 40 hours,
iii order to spread employment.

Senator TAFT. That will be true throughout the country general,
were people work 48 hours and they are reduced to 40 hours there
will be reduction in take-home pay.

MIr. CONNFLLY. That is right. I think it can be said generally in
industry that they will reduce to 40 hours a week.

The CHAIRMAN. Very well, Mr. Connelly. If there are no further
questions, thank you, sir, for your appearance.

MIr. CONNELLY. Thank you, Senator.
The.CHARMAN. Mr. Chesnut, secretary of labor, State of Penn-

sylvania.



542 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. CHESNUT, SECRETARY OF DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR, COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

The CHAIRMAN. You have a prepared statement that you wish to
present first before you are interrupted'? Do you mind interruptions?

Mr. CIESNu'r. No: I (1o not mind.
The CHAIR-MAN. Very well, you may proceed. We will be glad to

hear you.
Mr. CHFSNUT. Mr. Chairman, my name is William H. Chesnut.

I am secretary of the Department of Labor and Industry of the Con-
monwealth of Pennsylvania. I am testifying here as a representa-
tive of Gov. Edward Martin.

, Pennsylvania objects to the Federal Government entering the field
of unemployment compensation-except insofar as veterans and
Federal workers are concerned-because, by so doing, the Government
takes upon itself a new prerogative which, due to the economic vari-
able of wage rates and regional living costs, it is not constituted to

assume. This action, on the part of the Government, would dislocate
standards based upon generations of experience and disturb an estab-
lished balance to the extent that the ultimate outcome might be more
disastrous than the condition which it desires to influence.

The Government indicated conclusively its acceptance of this wage
rate and regional living cost factor when it approved the laws adopted
by the State agencies in the early days of unemployment compensation.

Of course, Pennsylvania will cooperate to the fullest in the exten-
sion of unemployment benefits to veterans to whatever degree Congress
may desire. Whatever the Federal Government does to benefit vet-
erans Pennsylvania heartily approves and will, itself, continue to
assist these veterans in every way within its power. The Common-
wealth publicly recognizes the debt owed to our veterans.

Regarding the coverage of Federal workers, Pennsylvania will co-
operate with the Government should it see fit to include these workers
under unemployment compensation.

In considering maritime workers it is to be noted that they are
already covered by Pennsylvania and by most other States where there
are employees in the maritime service.

In reference to other groups not now included under unemployment
compensation, Pennsylvania opposes their being placed under Federal
coverage. Congress did not cover them initially. They could be cov-
ered. if desired, by including them under the internal-revenue tax on
employers of eight or more, as established by current practice. The
situation is the same today as it was when Congress first excluded them.
Their coverage should be left to the States to decide.

-The CHAIRMAN. In speaking of the maritime workers, you do not
cover workers on the high seas, do you?

Mr. CHESwUT. All maritime workers in Pennsylvania, but not for-
eign corporations.

The ChAIRRM:N. Not foreign corporations?
Mr. CHES.NUT. No.
Senator VAN-DEN-BERG. Can you tell me whether the Pennsylvania

law would prohibit the acceptance of this supplementary Federal paY
without deduction from the Pennsylvania payments?

Mr. CimsN-Ur. Senator Vandenberg, that is presently before our

attorney general for interpretation of the law. Personally, I think it



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

can be interpreted either way. But how he will interpret it I am not
prepared to say.

Senator LUCAS. You think the compensation under the laws of
Pennsylvania at the present time is sufficient to take care of the un-
employed during this period of reconversion?

Mr. CHESNUT. Senator, I have got to go along with the Legislature
of Pennsylvania, who approved unanimously a few months ago $20 a
week for 20 weeks.

Senator BARKLEY. Going along with the legislature and deciding for
yourself whether it is enough are two different things. Which is it?

Mr. CHESNtJT. I must bow to their collective wisdom rather than
to my own individual wisdom.

Senator MILLKIN. Mr. Chesnut, may I ask what the extent of your
unemployment reserve?

Mr. CHESNUT. Over $600,000,000.
Senator MILLIKIN. What is the extent of your State surplus, gen-

eral State surplus? My figures indicate it is about $96,000,000.
Mr. CHESNUT. Around $100,000,000.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, before the next witness is called, my

attention has been called to a tabulation of provisions for State unem-
ployment compensation laws. The preceding witness discussed rather
elaborately the system under which payments were made in Massachu-
setts. For the record, I want to state that Arkansas, Colorado, Con-
necticut, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, and
Washington have similar provisions with respect to double pay, and
that Illinois had that provision up until January of this year, when
they repealed that provision and it is now included in that group of
States.

Senator VANDENBERG. Does that mean that in the other States the
situation to which the witness referred would not occur?

Senator LucAs. That is right.
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That is not true in toto, Senator Vandenberg. In

the other 35 States there is a variation. These 13 States are on all
fours with the Massachusetts system whereby a man could draw over
the whole period.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you have any tabulation that you-wish to put
in the record, Senator?

Senator LUCAs. That is all I have.
Senator- BREWSTER. What is the citation on that, Mr. Jacobstein?
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. This is the report prepared by the Special Com-

mittee of the Ways and Means Committee of the House, that has
ju-t been released.

The CHAIRMAN. With reference to an issue that arose here yester-
day, I believe it was, the Federal Security Agency, through its Di-
rector, has furnished the committee this letter, which has a bearing
111),n the estimated cost of this bill, and also upon an issue which was
left in doubt.

The letter is as follows:
This is in reply to Mr. Jacobstein's request for an explanation (of section 702

(c) (1), which would provide for the payment of weekly benefits in amounts
UP to two-thirds of previous weekly wages. I understand that'the discussion
Of this section at your committee's hearings this morning concerned whether

I
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the States or the Federal Government would bear the cost, whether this section
would require action by State legislatures, and whether the cost of such benefits
had been included in the cost estimates presented in Mr. Altmeyer's testimony.

As I read the bill, it would provide that the additional costs of benefits under
section 702 (c) (1) would be paid by the Federal Government. Section 706 (a)
provides that each State entering into an agreement shall be entitled to be paid
by the Federal Government an amount equal to the total of "all supplementary
payments made in accordance with such agreement." If by agreement a State
raised its benefit amount from 50 percent to 66% percent of wages, the addi-
tional money would be a supplementary payment under the agreement and
thus reimbursable. Otherwise the State legislatures would have to meet to
take advantage of this provision and nothing would be gained by its inclusion
in the bill, since S.ate legislatures are free at any time to provide for payment
from their own funds of weekly benefits equal to two-thirds of weekly wages.

The cost estimates submitted by Mr. Altmeyer did not include an allowance for
this provision because it is impossible to determine in advance how the indi-
vidual State unemployment compensation agencies might interpret it in relation
to their laws. Many State laws now relate benefits to a fraction-one-twentieth,
one twenty-third, one twenty-sixth-of wages earned in the quarter of the
base period in which such wages were highest. Other States relate weekly
benefits to annual earnings. Each State would have to determine what, if any,
change would be needed. Some State agencies might agree to make supple-
mentary weekly payments which would not be sufficient to bring the weekly
benefit up to two-thirds of weekly earnings.

Senator \ANDENBERG. Mr. Chairman, were we not to have a report
this morning also from the Social Security Board on this fundamental
legal question?

The CHAIRMAN. We have asked for it, Senator. It has not been
furnished yet. I will hand it to the committee as soon as we receive it.

Senator Luca.. Mr. Chairman, do I understand that that letter
more or less challenges the statement made by Senator Kilgore the
other day with refernce to the payment of supplementary funds?

The CHAIRMAN. It is to the effect that a supplementary payment up
to two-thirds of the weekly wage will have to be paid by the Federal
Government and nothing from the State.

The Honorable Wilbert Snow.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILBERT SNOW, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR
OF THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

The CHAIRMAN. We will be very glad to hear from you.
Governor SNow. Senator George, and gentlemen of the com-

mittee, we have a national rather than a State question, to decide
upon. Some States, like my own, Comecticut, are generous in mat-
ters of unemployment compensation, allowing a maximum payment
of $22 a week to all who earned $44 and over per week. To this $-2
we add $2 extra for each dependent up to three dependents. This
means. of course, $28 a week. Other States allow a maximum of $16
a week for 16 weeks and at least one allows only $15 a week for 14
weeks. A war worker who went into one of these lower-bracket States
to work in a war industry, deserves as much reward during this period
of confusion and readjustment as does the man who was working in
ont of the States most favorably inclined toward unemployment com-
pensation benefits.

It is true that within the past year many States have increased
the rate of payment and the number of weeks in which an unemployed
man is eligible. This is commendable. But a war worker in a
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State that did nothing to improve its unemployment compensation
should not be penalized or discriminated against. Geographical
accident should not be the determining factor as to our treatment
of the unemployed in this transitional period. We ought to keep in
mind, too, that most of these States will not have another meeting
(f their legislatures until 1947-and then this emergency will be i
over. Here, to my way of thinking, is the soundness of President
Truman's recommendation to the Congress. Congress, which alone
has the responsibility for declaring war, should feel some responsi-
bility, in my opinion, for the conditions of the transition from war
to peace. There are two disturbing elements in this situation:
(1) The fear that a high rate of unemployment compensation would
turn a Nation of war workers into a Nation of loafers and malingerers.
I notice that the people who stress this fear most emphatically are
the very people who say we are in for a great era of industrial pros-
perity. If we are in for a great era of industrial prosperity we may
be sure that men will not hang around the grocery store or the drug
store on a mere $20 to $25 a week. The small group who would
Jiang on for 26 weeks rather than go to work are like poor relations-
always with us. They are either physically or mentally ill or else
just naturally lazy. Their care for 26 weeks is a burden we must
nissume as a part of the price we shall have to pay for the tapering
off of our demobilization program. Let us treat all our war workers
with fairness and generosity for a few weeks even though certain
economically minded States may feel we are too lavish toward these
l nen.

The other disturbing element arises from the fact that the various
State governments are rich and the Federal Government is heavily in
debt. Each State could take care of all the unemployment benefits
required within its own borders. This is manifestly unfair, first,
because some States were mtbre heavily crowded with war-material
factories than others, and, secondly, because in some States the items
manufactured required a specialized retooling that cannot be utilized
in making peacetime products. In those factories the reconversion
process will be slow. In other instances there can be no reconversion
at all. A letter in the New York Times Sunday written by Richard
A. Lester, of Durham, N. C., discussing this problem, says:

The only sensible Federal measure, in the face of such facts * * * is to
require that the State remit from its unemployment-compensation fund to the
United Stateq Treasury all sums paid as supplementary benefits to those qualify-
ing for benefits under the State law. To insure such remittances from the
S ates it could be provided that the Federal Go)vernment might withdraw the
Federal tax credit for contributions to State unemploymerrt-compensation funds,
or for State reductions in unemployment-compensation taxes under the Federal
act in the event that a State failed to appropriate from its unemployment fund
for the supplemental benefits paid through the State administration to bene- .

ficiaries qualified under that State's law.

This suggestion is much harsher than anything in your bill. In
fact, one paragraph in the bill forgives the States for all their short-
,'(,mings. But this suggestion might be considered by members of your
committee who think the bill 'as it now stands is altogether too lenient.

In other words, the dismantling of the war machine astruly as the
building of a war machine is a matter for the Nation as a whole. The
Congress should see to it that every unemployed war worker gets as
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fair and equitable a treatment during this brief march through the
wilderness as any other.

The fact, that this bill contemplates a larger coverage that is usually
the case in social-security legislation is another point in its favor.
Your bill contemplates taking in Federal employees, members of the
merchant marine., and agricultural processors. Our exclusions origi-
nallv were arbitrary an many people were left'out of the measure
because we feared the actuarial difficulties involved. We'were begin-
ning a new type of legislation. Perhaps it is well that we began
cautiously. But now that the principle of unemployment insurance
is accepted by nearly everyone, we ought to enlarge our base and in-
clude those hitherto left out. In this, as in the original legislation,
the States will be included to wait on the initiative of the Federal
Government.

In conclusion may I suggest that the cushioning of industry has
been made a Federal concern and by the same token the cushioning
of war workers should be a Federal concern during the interim period.
The veterans have been liberally provided for. And now the men
and women who furnished the veterans their war material ought to be
decently provided for. The discrepancies in unemployment compen-
sation among the various States cannot be straightened out by the
States unless we have many special sessions-something that is most
unlikely at this late hour. The Kilgore bill is, in my opinion, well
fitted to provide at this time for the increasing army of the unem-
ployed. I, therefore, urge upon your committee a careful consiaer-
ation of its adoption.

The CaumxAw. Are there any questions?
If not, we thank you, Governor, for your appearance and for your

statement.
Mr. Alvin A. Burger, New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce.

STATEMENT OF ALVIN A. BURGER, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, NEW
JERSEY STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Mr. BURGER. My name is Alvin A. Burger. I appear in behalf of
the New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce, of which I am the direc-
tor of research.

The New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce is a voluntary com-
mercial organization, supported by more than 3,000 business and
professional men and farmers of New Jersey, and devoted to the
economic, civic, and social well-being of our State. One of the cham-
ber's most active committees is its social-security committee, composed
of 20 businessmen who possess an intimate knowledge of social-security
problems and legislation. The statement which I present to you was
drafted with their guidance, and has their endorsement.

Senator CONNALLY. How many businessmen is it composed of?
Mr. BURGER. Our chamber?
Senator CONNALLY. That committee there.
Mr. BUIRGER. Twenty.
Senator CONNALLY. What is a businessman? Does he have to have

a factory, a store, or bank to be a businessman, or can anybody be a
businessman?

Are not we all businessmen?
Mr. BURGER. I think that is pretty close to the truth; yes, sir.
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Senator CONNALLY. What did you mean when you said "20 business-
men"? Did you mean bankers, merchants, manufacturers?

Mr. BURGER. No bankers, but manufacturers, economists, and par-
ticularly on this committee a number of men whose work is in that
field.

Senator CONNALLY. Isn't anybody who works, who makes a living
just as much a businessman as these big shots? I am getting fed up
by people saying they represent businessmen. Are not we all busi-
nessmen, trying to do something-trying to work and make a living?

Mr. BURGER. Yes; and our State chamber of commerce has a mem-
bership which represents a very fair cross-section of just the type of
business that you define.

Senator CONNALLY. That is fine. I am glad to hear it.
Mr. BURGER. Many of the 20 businessmen on this committee are the

kind of men that you define.
Senator CONNALLY. Any labor leaders on that committee?
Mr. BURGER. Labor leaders?
Senator CONNALLY. Yes.
Mr. BURGER. No, sir.
Senator GuFFEY. From what part of the State?
Mr. BURGER. All parts of the State.
Senator GUFFEY. Any from Jersey City?
Mr. BURGER. Oh, yes.
Senator CONNALLY. Hague is represented?
Mr. BURGER. Mayor Hague is not on the committee and he is not

represented.
Senator VANDENBERG. He is a businessman.
Mr. BURGER. He gives Jersey City the business.
Senator CONNALLY. He runs the biggest business in Jersey City,

doesn't he?
Mr. BURGER. We have heard rumors to that effect.
Senator CONNALLY. You ought to know about it. You are a citi-

zen up there. Go ahead, I will not bother you any more.
Mr. BURGER. I propose simply to lay before you a few facts and

observations intended to show how the provisions of Senate bill No.
1274, if enacted into law, may be expected to affect one of the impor-
tant industrial States of the Union. In point of size New Jersey is
one of the smallest of States, but in industrial production it ranks sixth
highest in the Nation. Insofar as the postwar employment picture is
concerned, New Jersey's situation is in many respects typical of the
industrial States; yet in other respects there are differences, and these
differences emphasize, we think, the soundness of the present system
of entrusting the supervision and control of unemployment compen-
sation to the States, where the needs of the people and the problem of
meeting those needs are best understood.

We do not like Senate bill No. 1274. We do not like it because it
would superimpose upon New Jersey's carefully worked out system
of unemployment benefits a series of federally financed supplementary
benefit payments which would destroy the equitableness and distort the
adequacy of the State's program.

We do not like it because it seems more likely to encourage unem-
,lloyment in New Jersey than to promote the desirable objectives of

full employment.
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We do not like it because it seems to offer a formidable new threat of
federalization of our State unemployment-compensation system. We
are against federalization of unemployment compensation, because we
are convinced that this service would be performed less efficiently under
Federal management, and with infinitely less regard for individual
rights as well as individual needs.

T inally, we do not like it because it calls for a new Federal expendi-
ture of doubtful necessity, to be contracted at a time when the burden
of Federal taxation and debt presents a national problem of the first
magnitude. The American people today are demanding that Federal
taxes and debts be reduced-not increased.

Now, let me take up these four objections, one at a time.
New Jersey's unemployment-compensation law has undergone a

series of liberalizing changes since its enactment in 1936. The most
substantial of these upward revisions became effective just 2 months
ago. Our law now covers all employers of four or more, and provides
a $22 maximum and $9 minimum weekly benefit payment, with 26
weeks as the maximum and 10 weeks as the minimum duration period.
Technical provisions of the law have been considerably amended to
effect a smooth-running, efficient, adequate administrative organ-
ization.

Liberalization of our New Jersey law did not "just happen," Topsy-
like. Each revision was the result of much careful study by legisla-
tive or other study committees. This was especially true of the most
recent revision, which was entrusted to a permanent 12-member com-
mittee known as the New Jersey Commission on Postwar Economic

, Welfare. The Commission's chairman is an eminent jurist of our
State, and its membership includes representatives of organized labor
and of industry, and several State officials who have first-hand knowl-
edge of New Jersey's economic and public-welfare problems. Imple-
mented with competent technical aid furnished by Princeton Univer-
sity and with practical guidance from the State agency's administra-
tors, the Commission spent almost a full year preparing its liberaliza-
tion program. In the course of its work the Commission sought and
received detailed suggestions from the State's four most interested
p rivate organizations-the State federation of labor, the CIO, the

anufacturers' Association, and the New Jersey State Chamber of
Commerce.

When the legislation was completed, it won much public support,
including the support of the State federation of labor. The CIO
would have liked to see the maximum benefits made a little larger,
the Manufacturers' Association thought they were a bit too large,
and the State chamber felt that changes should have been made to
give all employees with steady employment records, such as the white-
collar workers, a better break. But the revision as a whole was
considered sound. The new benefit provisions had been painstakingly
geared to meet the reconversion situation which Jersey faces today.
The amended law was deemed fair, and equitable, and adequate, and
sound.

Senator LUCAS. How much do you pay under the New Jersey law?
The CHArAN. He gave it, Senator. $22.
Mr. BURGER. $22 maximum for 26 weeks.
Senator LUCAS. Thank you, sir.

548
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Senator BYRD. The workmen in N~w Jersey would benefit perhaps
$3 a week only.

Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. All of them probably would not be laid off. What

percentage of the salary payments do you pay in benefits?
Mr. BURGER. What percentage of the salaries?
Senator BYrD. What percentage of their salaries are they getting?

What percentage do you pay them for unemployment benefits?
Mr. BURGER. Probably about 40 percent on the 'verage. It can be

up as high as 60 percent, but with a $22 ceiling.
Senator MCMAHoN. How many have you got on the rolls now?
Mr. BURGER. I do not know the total number on the rolls at the

present time.
Senator MCMAHON. Do you know the average amount they are

drawing?
Mr. BURGER. Approximately $18.50.
Senator MCMAHON. $18.50?
Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir.
Senator BYND. That is above the average of a great many States?
Mr. BuRGER. Yes, sir.
Senator LUCAS. If you paid an additional $5 a week on the average,

would you create loafers?
Mr. BuRGER. I am coming to that, sir, presently.
Senator LUCAS. All right.
Mr. BURGER. Now, Senate bill No. 1274 comes along, proposing to

sweep aside New Jersey's carefully formulated, benefit schedules, and
.Substituting in their place a set of benefit provisions to be applied
willy-nilly to industrial New Jersey and agricultural South DakotH.
alike, in absolute disregard of differences in employment conditions,
rates of pay, and other factors which tend to make one State's picture
different from that of another.

Senate 1274 would add $3 of Federal funds to each $22 of maximum
benefits paid to an unemployed worker b the New Jersey unemploy-

,n'1at compensation fund. We wonder y what reasoning the bill's
sponsors have determined that our New Jersey workers-whose weekly
wages were 15 percent higher than the country's war period average,
and whose record of savings and war bond purchases equals that of the
workers of any other State-stand in need of this extra $3 weekly for
unemployment aid.

Senator BREWSTER. Do you predicate that on the theory that they
wi)1I get that $3 if the law is passed?

A-r. BURGER. A great many will get that $3.
Senator BREWSTER. The reason I ask that is because in the Council

,f State Governments report I find this language:
III addition, a claim may be disqualified wholly or in part because of similar

Payments under any act-of Congress, or benefits under an unemployment com-
1,,'n,:ation system of any other State of the United States..

[r. BURGER. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. In other words, that seenrs to be the same pro-

vi on that we had discussed earlier, that if there was a Federal pay-
nwlet it.would be deducted rather than added. Have you an opinion
oH that?

Mr. BURGER. We have not, sir; but we understand that an opinion
being sought up there, as well as by your committee. -
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Senate 1274 would extend the duration of benefits to a maximum
of 26 weeks of all unemployed workers who qualify for benefits-
casual workers as well as those regularly attached to the labor market.
This provision would vitiate the minimum benefit provisions of our
New ersey law and set aside the sound reasoning of our State legis-

I lators in establishing such minimums.
,The bill before you would extend coverage, to maritime workers.

:] These workers are covered by amendments made to our New Jersey

:1 law, this year, at the suggestion of our chamber. S. 1274 would also
cover FeAeral civilian employees of New Jersey, but would, as we
read the bill, make the benefit schedules of the District of Columbia
applicable to these workers, which makes for added confusion. Cover-
age is also extended to workers handling, processing, storing, or de-
livering farm products. We see no necessity for this insofar as New
Jersey is concerned, because they are presently covered unless the bill's
vague language is intended to cover all farm workers also.

Finally, a so-called optional provision in S. 1274 would, extend
coverage to all now excluded under our New Jersey law, such as
domestics, and those who work for employers of less than four per-
sons. We are convinced that if all-out coverage were suddenly impo.edI
in New Jersey at this time, it would result in great confusion, and
administration would be made most difficult. Until recently New

" i Jersey's coverage applied to employers of eight or more and all agreed
that it should be extended ultimately to all employers of one or more.
But a careful survey of the New Jersey situation, particularly as
it concerned small business and farm and domestic help, supported
the wisdom of increasing the coverage a step at a time. It was
generally agreed that the minimum should be reduced to include
employers of four or more. It would be unwise to remove all limita-
tions yet a while in New Jersey.

The point we would like to make is this: It may take a little longerft to achieve progress by individual State action, but the progress thus
made will in the end be sounder, and the ultimate accomplishments
will be fully as satisfactory as any which might be realized by
Federal jet propulsion.

Our second criticism of S. 1274 rests on our belief that the measure,
if enacted, will do more to obstruct than to clear the road to full
peacetime employment in New Jersey. It may, in fact, encourage
unemployment despite a State-wide demand for-workers to fill jobs

j in reconverted industries and in enterprises of wide variety.
As of July 1 there were about 1,750,000 persons gainfully employed

in the State of New Jersey. Of these, over 800,000 were engaged
in war industries or activities directly related thereto. Careful stir-
veys by official and private agencies in the State disclose that, al-

II though as many as 400,000 war workers, all told, may be laid off as a
result of the war's sudden end, the reconversion process will be swift
in our manufacturing industries, and many if not most of these dis-
placed workers can be quickly reemployed.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness a question?.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Millikin.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Burger, how many of the 400,000 would be

women?
t: I Mr. BURGER. We believe something over half.
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Also, many new plants are expected to be established in New Jer-
se' over the next few years. Furthermore, the resumption of thou-
sands of retail and service enterprises, and the opening of additional
thousands of new ones, will provide enough job opportunities to absorb
at least 100,000 additional workers within a comparatively short time.
Finally-

Senator LUCAS.. Is that 100,000 additional to the 800.000?
Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir. Finally, the construction industry faces the

prospect of a long-range boom in New Jersey.
Senate 1274 obviously contemplates a 2-year period of unsteady em-

ployment conditions, since its provisions are to stay in effect-until
June 30, 1947. But so far as New Jersey is concerned, such condi-
tions are not expected to endure for more than a year at the very out-
sidle, and unemployment is not expected at any time to reach any serious
proportions. It is very likely, in fact, that New Jersey's unemploy-
ment crisis will have ended before Senate 1274, if passed, could be-
come operative.

By August 26, 74,000 displaced workers had filed claims for unem-
ployment benefits in New Jersey. However, at about the same time,
according to estimates reported by the War Manpower Commission
for New Jersey, about 65,000 job opportunities were available to these
unemployed. Efforts to place all unemployed war workers into peace-
time jobs apparently will take some time to consummate, due largely to
the size of the task and the suddenness with which it descended upon
the employment services. One well-known textile plant in Passaic
needed 500 workers immediately, but it was able to secure only 16 in
the first 2 days.

Senator. LUCAS. What was the reason?
M[r. BURGER. The reasons were not given me. This plant sent its

employment personnel into the USES office to interview men and
wimen as they entered the office to apply for new jobs, and there is
where they got most of the 16 workers.

Senator VANDENBERG. Was there a great differential in the wages
involved?

M.r. BURGER. There may have been with respect to certain of those
who were severed from their jobs, semiskilled jobs or skilled jobs,
that were working for good wages in the Wright Airplane plant.
But this particular textile plant pays top'wages in the industry--
good wages.

Senator MILLIKIN. What are those, if I may ask? What are top
wages in the textile industry?

Mfr. BURGER. I am not qualified to answer that, sir. I only know
that this concern has a very fine reputation in that field.

Seiiator BREWSTER. The average is about 27 or 28, so if it was higherit would be something above that, I presume.
M[r. BURGER. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. They do not get any unemployment benefits if they

refii - a job after they are offered a job, as far as unemployment com-
Pensation is concerned ?

-Mr. BURGER. Well, it is a little early to tell just what will happen.
The truth is at the time they were coming into the employment office
these workers did not appear to be interested in the jobs offered, by
this manufacturer at least.
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Senator LuCAS. Well they are offered a job and they do not accept
the job, as I understand it, in most States they do not get any unem-
ployment compensation.

Senator TAFT. A suitable job.
S.-nator Lrc.ks. Well, a suitable job is determined by the authorities

in their own State.
Mr. BU1RGER. That is what the'law says.
Senator Luc.-s. Not what the individual that applies for the job

should determine the word "suitable" means.
We hear in this testimony constantly about so many employers ask-

ing people to go to work, and here you give us an example where they
mieed 50), they go down to the employment service office and they can
.onlv get 16. I am wondering what happens to the 484 other jobs down
there. as far as the employment compensation is concerned. That
;seems to me -to be important.

Mr. BURGER. Yes; that is an important question, but at the moment
I am unable to answer it, because, frankly, I did not ask. I just know
of the situation.

Senator LUc.s. Can you conceive of those people not taking jobs
if their unemployment compensation is cut off ?

Mr. BURGER. No: but I think many of those people are people who
will not reenter the labor market.

Senator LucAs. You mean they will just quit entirely?
Mr. BURGER. Yes.
Senator LUc.s. That may be true, of course.
Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir. We believe there are quite a few scores of

thousands in New Jersey in that category.
Senator BREWSTER. Don't you think there is also a feeling by these

war workers who have been working long hours that they are entitled
to a vacation, and they are deliberately taking vacations and not seek-
ing a job now even though they might not get compensation?

Mr. BURGER. Yes; that is often expressed by a great many of them.
Senator TAFT. They can po to the seashore for 2 weeks and get com-

pensation for that period alter they come back.
Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir; that is true.
Senator LucAs. You cannot blame them for taking a little vacation.
Senator TAFT. No.
Senator Ii'c. s. Congress took a vacation not long ago.
Senator BREWSTER. A vacation, so-called.
Senator TAFT. They did not sacrifice anything by taking a vacation

except the unemployment compensation during the particular weeks
that they were on vacation.

Mr. B-RGER. That is true, although, to my personal knowledge,
there are some who intend, if they can, to take their vacation and help

finance it by the $20 or $2'2 a week.
Senator AFxfr. That is human nature.
Mr. BtRGrHR. Yes; that is human nature.
Senator McM kHON. You say plenty of these people are leavilag the

labor market. If they leave the labor market, they do not hold them-
selves out to take employment and they go off the rolls.

Mr. BURGER. That is true, although, I think, as a precautionary
measure, a large majority of them are applying for benefits and then

are going to the USES office to qualify in case they do see fit to draw

benefits.
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Senator MCMAHON. Yes, but then it is the duty of somebody in our
State system to say to this man, "Having been offered a job and ha-
ing refused it you are off of the benefits; you are out."

Mr. BURGEM. That is the duty of the USES. We were told that
the officials of that agency in New Jersey intend to do all they can to
(1nforce that provision. We suspect that there may be a tendency to-
wards liberalization there, until we get the USES office back into our
State government.

Senator LUCAS. Of course it would not be any liberalization in the
State. They would run it perfectly if they had it themselves, is that
your theory ?

.Mr. BURGER. No; that is not my theory.
Senator LUCAS. You fellows come with the same kind of testimony,

that the Federal Government can do that is perfectly right, but as
soon as you get it back to the State the State runs it just the way it
should be run. That is your position now.

Mr. BURGER. I would not say that categorically, but I say with re-
spect to this particular service, the State is equipped to do a good con-
scientious job, because our people there know the State situation.

Senator LUCAS. I understand all that perfectly well.
Senator BYRD. In other words, Mr. Burger, you think the States

will run it as thepeople in the States will want it run?
Mr. BURGER. X es.
Senator BYRD. Because it is done through the. general assembly

which is elected by the people.
Mr. BURGER. Yes.
Senator BYR. You are more apt to get a system that is acceptable

to the people of the State by having it run by the State than if you
have it run by the Federal Government?

Mir. BURGER. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. When the witness says the Federal employees

would discriminate toward liberality and the State fellows will run
it just perfectly, there would not be any discrimination there for
political reasons or otherwise, the witness may be a great economist
but he hasn't shown much knowledge about political matters.

Senator BYRD. You haven't had anything perfect yet in any gov-
ernment, either State, local, or national?

MAr. BURGER. No, but we are hoping someday to see something
perfect.

Senator LUCAS. The only thing I said was the witness said the
Federal Governnient would discriminate toward liberality, and if
thley had it in the State everything would be all right. That is what
Ile said.

Nfr. BURGER. I based it on the experience we have already had with
thl USES since it has been under Federal domination.

Senator BREWSTER. Isn't it true that the Federal Employment
Spi'vice is not giving away its own money; it is giving away the money
wlich is in the State fund? So you do have a joint responsibility
with the administration.

Senator LUCAS. The State hasn't any money involved in it at all; it
is a Federal proposition. The States never contributed anything
toward the fund that they are spending.

Senator BYRD. The citizens of the States did.
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Senator BPWSTER. I thought the principle was well established
that this is a Federal administration of unemployment under State
standards. Certainly, there isn't any argument on that score.

Senator LucAs. Not a bit. "

Senator BREWSTER. W e speak of these State reserve funds as State
funds having been derived from the industries of those States.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Mr. Burger, you may proceed.
Mr. BURGER. Another plant advertised for 1,000 additional workers,

but it reports that these jobs are being filled very slowly. The number
of columns of want ads appearing in the Newark Evening News has
actually increased since Japan's surrender. Jobs as domestics paying
excellent wages have gone begging.

It is obvious that many of the unemployed war workers do not
intend to return to jobs of any kind. Married women are returning
to housekeeping. older people will retire once.more, and the public-
school systems of the State are -asking employers to cooperate with
them in an effort to induce all young people who interrupted their
education to take war jobs to return to school.

Nevertheless, withdrawals from New Jersey's .443,000,000 unem-
ployment compensation fund may be substantial during the next few
months, and a large portion of these payments may go to persons who
find their .q22 weekly benefit checks a sufficient inducement to steer
clear of jobs for as long as possible, in favor of a vacation from their
wartime labors. Mot of these would not be bona fide workers regu-
larly attached to the labor market, but rather casual workers and
exclusive wartime employees who now seek to separate themselves
from employment altogether. We hope such practices will be reduced
after the USES and the State unemployment compensation agency
recover from the sudden onrush which has overwhelmed their offices
in these first weeks after the.war's end.

It is evident to us that weekly benefit payments of as much as $25,
covering a possible 26-week period for all unemployed, as provided
in S. 1274 would constitute too much of a temptation to unem-
ployed workers to relax in their efforts to find new jobs. A New
Jersey worker who has earned $40.65 or higher for a 48-hour work-
week would qualify for the proposed maximum benefit of $25 weekly
under our unemployment-compensation law. A peacetime job which
would pay him the same wage rate he had previously received, but
with the working hours reduced to 40 per week, would yield him a
gross weekly wage of about $31.25. Deductions for taxes, social se-
curity, union dues, lunches, and carfare would probably reduce this
wage to $25 or less of actual take-home pay. If $22 weekly would
tempt an unemployed worker to take his time looking for a new job,
will not a $25 benefit payment offer an even greatr temptation? And
have we not cause to believe that the Federal agency, in its anxiety to
impress the workers of every State with its ambitious beneficence, will
exercise the utmost liberality in dealing with claimants, in order to
make an impressive record with which to coax larger subsequent ap-
propriations from Con press?

Senator MCMAHON. ifthink you said your average payments today
were $18.50.

Mr. BmGER. Yes.
Senator McMAHoW. Don't build up your case on the proposition of

the highest wage. Take what you are actually paying in New Jersey
today, which is $18.50 and not $22.
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Mr. BURGER. Let me say, sir, the average of $18.50 was as of July 1.
The average today would be higher because of the severance from war
industries of these high-paid employees. By far the most of these
employees recently displaced will qualify for the $22 weekly rate.

Senator MCMAHON. Right now it is $19 in Connecticut, and our
rate of pay is exactly what yours is in New Jersey. For a $50 a week
average, we are paying $19, so it would not go up very much from
$18.50.

Mr. BURGER. That may be.
Senator LUCAS. Do I gather from your statement you think $22 is

too much?
Mr. BURGER. No, sir. Our organization was one of those which

agreed to the $22 ceiling.
Senator BREWSTER. The temptation would be increased if they in-

creased from $18 to $25, rather than from $22 to $25?
Mr. BURGER. That is our belief.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness

what percentage of his covered employees would get $25 under this
bill.

Mr. BURGER. We have 1,300,000 covered employees in New Jersey,
800,000 war workers, all of whom are covered. Perhaps at least two-
thirds would qualify if they were unemployed. I think that is con-
servative.

Senator BREWSTER. You have a fund of some $450,000,000-reserve
fund?

Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir.
Senator BREWSTER. Under the report, under your former law-

I think it was somewhat changed-tha't was sufficient, the Council of
State Governments reported, to cover the maximum duration, the
average amount for 93 percent of your 1,300,000 workers.

Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir.
Senator'BREwsTER. That fund was adequate.
Mr. BURGER. Yes, sir. Have we not cause to believe that the

Federal agency, in its anxiety to impress the workers of every State
with its ambitious beneficence, will exercise the utmost liberality in
dealing with claimants, in order to make an impressive record with
which to coax larger subsequent appropriations from Congress?

I am afraid, sir, we are a bit on the suspicious side.
Senator LUCAS. I think you have always been. You are not an-

flouncing any new doctrine, as far as that is concerned.
Mr. BURGER. The effects of such bounty may prove a real obstacle

to setting in full motion the peacetime economic machinery of our
St ate, and therefore we believe this legislation may do more harm
than good to the workers as well as to the taxpayers and businesses
1,f New Jersey.

In passing, we have this one comment to make with regard to the
proposed amendment in Senate 1274 to the GI bill of rights, to liberal-
ize benefits for unemployed war veterans. We wonder whether this
amendment belongs in this particular bill. We doubt whether this
is the kind of amendment which responsible war veterans' organiza-
tions are seeking. It has seemed to us that our whole Nation stands
committed to giving our servicemen jobs when they return to civilian '
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status-n-ot "bigger and better" unemployment. The' businessmen of
New Jersey are determined that our 500,000 New Jersey war veterans
shall be given first priority on job opportunitieS. There may be a
few obstacles set up in the way, as was indicated in a press report
of a recent statement made by a INew Jersey labor leader, who said :

The average war veteran has a peculiar idea that we who stayed at home
Just sat back and raked in the high wages. They consider that they are en-
titled to their old jobs. I don't know who gave them that idea.

It is our belief that neither the war veterans, the general public, nor
the respoii-ible labor leaders of our State, will allow any obstacles to
stAind in the way of immediate full employment for the boys who did
the fighting for us.

We also object to S. 127-4 because of its threat of Federal interference
with, and pssible ultimate federalization of, our State unemployment
compensation systems. This threat pervades almost every section
of the bill. The proposal in section 702 (a) that State participation
in this Federal supplementary aid program be effected by agreement
between the State and the Federal Government hardly allows the State
to act as a free agent in the matter, for the very next section provides
that if a State fails to enter into such agreement, the Federal Gov-
ernment will come into the State anyway and make its supplement ,l
payments direct to the workers. Presumably the Federal agency
would do this either by preempting the machinery of the State agency
by some Executive order, or by setting up an independent establish-
ment of its own to compete with the State agency. What would de-
velop from such a situation is a matter for sober speculation.

New Jersey has witnessed repeated instances, in recent years, of
Federal interference with State and local prerogatives in the admin-
istration of federally aided services. In the latter days of the NYA,
when that azencv invaded the war-industry-training field, we not only
found the New Jersey NYA unit to be incredibly mismanaged, but
that its officials were making repeated attempts to interfere in rough-
shod fashion with the operations of our vocational and public-school
systems, and the New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce joined in
asking Congress to rid us of it, which you did. We had another taste
of Federal interference recently when an open scandal broke in the
management of New Jersey's rehabilitation service, as a result of which
a conscientious assistant director resigned in protest against the arbi-
trary Federal dictation which prevailed in that State agency. Also,

-' ith the start of the new Federal highway subsidy program, we have
been aware of oblique pressue brought on our State government to
revise certain of its fundamental financial policies of proven soundness.

Senator Luc.xs. Why do you fellows take all this money from the
Federal Government if you complain so much about interference?

Mr. BURGER. We, in New Jersey, very much prefer to finance our own
services, without this kind of aid from the Federal Government, as our
New Jersey delegation in Congress has held all along and has adopted
that principle in spirit.

Senator Luc Ns. I am not talking about this particular thing, but
you know and I know that the States take millions and millions from
the Federal Government. Every State comes down here with its little
satchel and takes money from the Federal Treasury to help the State,
and yet you are constantly criticizing the Federal Government for
aiding the State.
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Senator VANDENBERG. I do not blame them for taking it if they can
irt it.Senator LUCAS. They do not have to take it in the State of New
Jersey if they do not Want it. It is almost too perfect. %You say
you are ready to go, you are going to employ practically thousands
and thousands more than had ever been employed before, but you want
to, be left alone. You say you do inot want any interfereije here,
I do not understand how they can constantly take the money back
with them for all purposes and then continue to criticize the Federal
GUovernment.

Senator TART. Perhaps if you gave them a corresponding credit
for not paying the tax, they would not take the money.

Mr. BURGER. The taxpayers of New Jersey would much rather see
the services that are federally aided in New Jersey. for the most part,
financed exclusively by New Jersey funds, because they pay from $2 to
$3 in Federal tax for every dollar they get back.

Senator BREWSTER. So it costs you about $3 for every dollar you get
back?

Mr. BURGER. Yes.
Senator BREWSTER. You do think that is a good trade?
Mr. BuRGEu. We would rather finance our highway system by our-

selves, without any highway aid.
Senator LUCAS. You ought to do it then.
Mr. BURGER. We may.
Senator LUCAS. I hope you do. That would be a great start.

Talking about States' rights, that would be a great start back o
States' rights, when the State goes home and admits it is wrong to
ask for this political pat that they are constantly getting from the
Federal Government.

Mr. BUiGER. I think the States, as you suggest, are very largely to
idlame for the condition that prevails, because of the many efforts they
have made, through their Governors and other public officials, to secure
Federal aid for this and that.

Senator LUCAS. The State of Illinois last year had $100,000,000 in
its treasury as surplus, and all over the State they were constantly
telling the people about the savings that they made, so forth and so
, i. and yet they had collected during the time that they spoke of
'100,000,000 close to $180,000,000 from the Treasury of the United

States.
Mfr. BURGER. Yes. I am very nearly finished.
Our most recent brush with Federal bureaucratic officiousness came

(nly a month or so.ago, when the Federal Works Agency withdrew
it aid from the public recreation project of the city of Newark for
the sole reason that Newark's property tax rate this year was not
hih enough. Newark's 1945 tax rate, by the way, is $1.60 per $1,(400.

If the authors of this legislation have as their chief purpose the
federalization of unemployment-compensation systems, we would sug-
gest that they write a new bill which would seek, in a forthright man-
Der, to accomplish the change they desire, so that the proposal to
, ederalize may be debated wholly on its own merits by Congress and

the American people.
Our final objection to Senate 1274 involves the question of expense.

We do not know how many million dollars you plan to appropriate
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out of general funds for this new enterprise. If Congress expect,
to reduce taxes, and at the same time return to the balanced budget.
it is obvious that Federal expenditures must undergo drastic reduc-
tion. It would seem futile for Congress to effect the sound economies,.
recommended from time to time b Senator Byrd's joint economy
committee while, at the very same time, it embarks on new spending
programs of doubtful worthy.

The average layman cannot help but feel that if our Federal Gov-
ernment continues much longer its practice of deficit financing, in-
evitable inflation awaits us somewhere along the road. To appro-
priate from the Federal Treasury large funds which must be borrowed
in order to give supplementAl unemployment aid to the States whose
unemph )vlnent compensation funds, without exception, contain abun-
dant balances, seems to us to be the height of folly.

So. in conclusion. let me summarize:
New Jersey. in common with many other States, after making the

most careful study of local conditions and local needs, has written
into her unemployment compensation law a schedule of benefits and
extension of coverage designed to meet, the reconversion situation in
our State adequately and equitably. New Jersey does not want her
carefully devised program upset by a superimposed Federal supple-
mental program which, in the end, will do much more harm than good.

Furthermore, Nw Jrsey has an unemployment compensation
agency which is manned and organized to perform with a high degree
of efficiency during these crucial months. We do not want this effi-
cient service wrecked by the intrusion, however well intentioned, of
Was-hington bureaucrats who lack essential knowledge of New Jersey
conditions and problems.

Therefore, gentlemen, we respectfully request that you do not let
this bill pass.

Senator Lucs. Have you got any bureaucrats in New Jersey?
Mr. BURGER. I am afraid, sir, that there are occasionally some.
Senator LucAs. There were before the present administration went

in, at least.
Mr. BURGER. There have been, and I would say there still are. I can

assure you that we, in New Jersey, criticize the bureaucrats there just
as hard as we criticize any bureaucrat in the Federal Government.

Senator BREWSTER. You sent some to jail up there, didn't you?
Mr. BURGER. We did, and there are some others that ought to be

in *ail.senator Lucxs. Of course, they do not belong to the chamber of

conimprce.
Mr. BURGER. We do not make a habit of inviting bureaucrats into

our membership. We have some politicians. Senator Hawkes is a
member.

Senator Lrc.\,. Yon always have to come to politicians to get the
relief you are looking for.

Mr. BURGER. WYe are not criticizing politicians. Politics is a very
necessary function of our society.

The CHAIRMAN. I think we better recess until 2 o'clock.
(Whereupon, at 12: 35 p. m. a recess was taken until 2 p. in., of the

same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

(The hearing was resumed at 2 p. In.)
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
The first witness on our list is Mr. James W. Haley. Is Mr. Haley

present?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Haley was put down in the place of Mr. J. D.

Battle.
Mr. Battle isn't present.
Mr. Johnson, Mr. George H. Johnson.
Mr. Johnson, you have been substituted, I believe, for Mr. Jones.
Mr. JOHNSON. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. You represent the American Institute of Laun-

dering.
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. JOHNSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF LAUNDERING

Mr. JOHNSON. My name is George H. Johnson. I am executive vice
president of the American Institute of Laundering, the national trade
association of the commercial power laundry industry. There are
approximately 6,000 such laundries in the country and of this number
about 4,000 are members of the association. From the frequent con-
tacts we have with out membership, I therefore believe that my re-
marks, in connection with this bill, will be representative of the feeling
existing in the laundry industry.

The Federal Government has indicated a great deal of interest in
establishing and maintaining full employment. There have been
reams-literally reams of paper from the Office of War Information
and the various Government agencies indicating that the Federal
Government is interested in small business. While the individual
laundry may be regarded as small business, the laundry industry
itself must be regarded as large business collectively. Our industry
employs approximately 300,000 employees, 75 percent of whom are
women, and in peacetime it ranks eighth in total number of workers
throughout the Nation. The 1944 sales volume in the laundry indus-
try is conservatively estimated at $606,000,000, of which 60 percent,
or $362,000,000, was distributed as wages and salaries. Eighty-two
percent of this sales volume is handled by members of the American
Institute of Laundering. The average laundry owner has an esti-
mated capital of approximately $80,000, with annual sales of from
$.100,000 to $105,000, and employs about 50 to 60 people.

Perhaps statistics of this type are not the most important phase
of the laundry business today. At this time you gentlemen of Con-
gress know what kind of laundry service you and the other citizens
of the country are receiving. The reason is obvious. Our greatest
difficulty during the war has been man and woman power. The laun-
dry service rendered today reflects the type of employees that we are
able to secure and have been able to secure.

With the outbreak of the war, the War Manpower Commission issued
a brochure suggesting to other industries that if they wanted workers
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used to production incentives to heat, to standing on their feet, they
could get them from the laundries. The result was the laundries were
continuously raided of their better employees.

As the war progressed and production demands increased, em-
ployees of laundries were urged by the War Manpower Commission
to leave their jobs and go into war production. To this we had no
objections since the winning of the war was then the most important
objective. Today the winning of the peace and reconversion to normal
businesslike methods become the most important objectives.

If there was laundry machinery of the type that you could put a
shirt in one end and take it out of the other as a finished product, then
the difficulties of our industry would be minor. However, every shirt
and every piece of clothing and every textile that is laundered must be
handled by hand.

From these remarks I do not wish you to gain the impression that
either I or those in the industry which I represent are against unem-
ployment compensation. We are wholly in accord with the objectives
of the unemployment compensation, and we believe that these ob-
jectives can be best attained and administered under State systems.

Our industry has one objective-one real reconversion problem, and
that is to restore to the public the type of good laundry service to
which they are rightfully entitled, and which under wartime circum-
stances we have been unable to deliver. To achieve this reconversion
in our industry it will be necessary not only to increase the numerical
employment in many instances, but also to return, if possible, to our
employment those experienced and efficient persons previously em-
ployed by us, who departed to work in war production.

Under the provisions of this bill, the former laundry worker who
possesses the ability to turn out a good job in a laundry is the higher
type of worker who went into the war industry and could ill afford
to accept employment if they could draw a weekly benefit check from
the Government for $25.

Let us take the specific case of Mary Smith, a single woman, living
and working in Joliet. Ill. For 4 years Mary Smith worked for the
A. B. C. Laundry in Joliet. In June 1942 she quit the laundry and
went to work in a war plant where she was able to earn an average of
$45 a week. She remained on this war job until August 15, 1945, when
she was laid off, due to termination of a war contract.

She went to the local employment office and registered for work.
On the basis of her previous work history, she was referred to an
opening at the A. B. C. Laundry as a shirt operator paying 68 cents
an hour for 40 hours a week, a gross wage of $27.20 per week.

Mary had sufficient earnings under the Illinois State law to en-
title her to a $20 weekly benefit. And if this bill is enacted, her
prior earnings would entitle her to a $25 weekly benefit.

Since she is a single woman, the laundry must withhold $3.50 in
taxes and 27 cents social security from each weekly check, leavinir
her a net take-home pay-not considering transportation or lunch
money-of . 23.43 per week.

Can you not see, gentlemen. that if this bill is. enacted, Mary Smith
not only ha- no financial incentive to return to work, but contrawise.
has actual financial incentive to absent herself and refuse employment.
She will attempt to do this on the grounds that the job offered in
the laundry will not engage her at her highest skill, whereas the fact
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remains, gentlepien, that Mary Smith is no more of a skilled laundry
worker today after 3 years in a war plant working on a production
line, than she was when she left the same laundry in 1942.

True, her recent earnings in the war production plant, which was a
noncompetitive field, where~wage costs were relatively unimportant,
have been higher because nothing was spared to produce the weapons
of war. But this does not change the fact that Mary is still not a
skilled artisan or craftsman. She is a qualified laundry worker and
the A. B. C. Laundry wants and needs her and can offer her 40 hours
of work for 52 weeks of every year.

We in the laundry industry are just as interested as every other
group in the United States in seeing that there is full employment for
anyone who wishes to do an honest day's work. It appears to us, how-
ever, that enactment of this bill, by furnishing incentive of idleness,
would encourage unemployment to an extent that will create the actual
unemployment conditions that some, in fact many, fear.

As I stated before, we have no quarrel with the theory of unemploy-
ment benefits; but I can conceive that this bill may be somewhat in
conflict with the proposed full-employment bill, S. 380, now before
the Senate. The full-employment bill, as we understand it, and with-
out passing judgment upon it, is designed to provide Federal employ-
ment for all who cannot secure jobs in private industry. It occurs
to me that those in power in our Government should definitely make
up their minds whether they are in sympathy with the proposal that
everybody should work or whether they should expand unemployment
compensation to the point where idleness will have a premium placed
upon it.

For my industry, I deeply appreciate this opportunity to express our
views in connection with this bill. In conclusion, I gravely ques-
t ion the advisability, the need, or the desirability of the Federal Gov-
ernment subsidizing State unemployment programs to the extent that
unemployment benefits will encourage idleness. We are unalterably
opposed to just giving money away.

We ha-ie two great hopes. They are first, an early return to in-
dividual initiative and private enterprise under the good old American

yvstem, and secondly, the opportunity to render the type of good
huindry service to M.r. and Mrs. America to which they are entitled.

Senator VANDENBERG. Well, without quarreling with your thesis,
let's take a look at Mary for a minute out in Peoria.

She can't draw that unemployment compensation, can she, if she
d, rilines to accept this. laundry job, provided the unemployment com-
I,,tsation commission certifies that -as a suitable job for her?

,Mr. JOHNSON. That is right, but she has the possibility of contend-
iry. I think, Senator, with the local office that her highest skill is that
of a machinist, and there may not be a vacancy in that line.

-inator VANDENBERG. .So the argument really rotates around the
ilt'rpretation of this word "suitable," isn't that right?

MIr. JOHNSON. That is right.
.>enator VANDENBEIRG. That argument has been going on ever since we

hi ay had unemployment compensation.
The CHAIRMAN. She would actually have a greater take-home pay

Under a $25 unemployment weekly payment. than she would at a
Dgular wage of $28?
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Mr. JOHNSON. That is correct, under these conditions as described.
Senator VANDENBERG. In your experience, you haven't had much

since August, but do you think your unemployment authorities would
certify that laundry job as suitable?

Mr. JoHNsoN. It is too early to say. Senator. I will say that we
have had more applicants for jobs in the laundry than we have had
for a period of 3 years, which would indicate an easing up of the
labor market in our particular locality.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other questions? If not, thank you,
sir. Thank you for your appearance.

Has Mr. James Haley come in?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Walter L. Seelbach.
Come around, Mr. Seelbach, please, sir.

STATEMENT OF WALTER L. SEELBACH, PRESIDENT, GRAY IRON
FOUNDERS' SOCIETY, INC., CLEVELAND AND WASHINGTON

Mr. SEELBACH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Walter
L. Seelbach. I am president and a director of the Gray Iron Founders'
Society, Inc., the national trade association of the gray-iron foundry
industry, with headquarters in Cleveland, Ohio. I am also secretary-
treasurer of the Forest City Foundries Co., of that city, one of the
two-thousand-four-hundred-odd companies scattered from coast to
coast which comprise the gray iron castings industry.

The Gray Iron Founders" Society, you will wish to know, has a
membership of 650 foundries; it is representative of the industry in
43 States and the Territory of Hawaii, and concerns itself primarily
with the common problem of gray-iron foundry industry management.

Among the erstwhile war industries in the field of manufacturing
which have been or will be represented at this hearing on Senate
bill 1274, the gray-iron foundry industry is probably unique in this
respect-it has immediate job openings for tens of thousands of
workers, for tens of thousands of workers with or without foundry
skills. The gray-iron foundry industry reconverted overnight, with-
out lay-offs of consequence and without interruption. As its war job
orders were wiped from its order boards, it moved into a heavy backlog
-of peacetime demands. Its problem is the heart of the reconversion
and post-reconversion problem: Quick, full production. Its major
concerns are the recruitment of additional workers, the full staffing of
its thousands of plants, and the speediest possible achievement of the
record high level of gray-iron castings output immediately needed to
start production lines moving in other industries.

The gray-iron foundry industry, seeking workers, is not of the
opinion that the bill under discussion reaches to the heart of the
'Nation's problem of "an orderly transition from a war- to a peace-time
economy."

It is fearful. rather, that passage of this bill may serve to intensify,
rather than alleviate, the manpower problem of the gray-iron foundries
and other labor-starved enterprises. The gray-iron foundry industry
is of the opinion that enacting of this bill will retard, rather than
promote, quick reconversion and full employment.

The gray-iron foundry industry, as you are aware. Mr. Chairman,
is one of the most basic of industries. In peacetime, as in wartime,
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gray-iron castings are to be found wherever there are the tools and
equipment of business and industry and the products of industry.
You will find it difficult indeed to name a product or services made
possible without original or prior production of gray-iron castings.
The cars we drive, and hope to drive, are, in part, gray-iron castings.
The machinery which plants and harvests our crops, processes and
refrigerates our food, the trucks and trains which distribute it, require
gray-iron castings in the making. Kitchen ranges, heating plants,
industrial and domestic sewing machines, gas and gasoline engines,
fractional horsepower motors, pumps, printing presses, rolling mills,
griddle irons, and thousands of other assemblies use gray iron. The
10,000-pound 22-foot long crankshafts found in 1,250-horsepower
Diesels are gray-iron castings, as are the common radiators and
cooking utensils.

As the war ended, gray-iron castings were prime bottlenecks in
the production of textile, leather, farm, food-processing, coal-mining,
oil-field, construction, and many other types of machinery and equip-
ment. The Automotive Division of WPB in a very recent progress
report states that gray-iron and malleable castings are the worst
headaches in parts, truck, and motorcar production. The manufac-
turers making these products are very much worried about securing
a sufficient quantity of castings. The problem in output of sewing
machines, lawn mowers, vacuum cleaners, builders' hardware, re-
frigerators, freight cars and other railroad equipment, farm pumping
equipment, motors-in fact, the problem involved in the production
of most products that must be furnished to the consuming channels
quickly is at the foundry-level output; and at the foundry-level out-
put manpower is critically short.

It is a conservative estimate that the gray-iron foundry industry
requires at least 45,000 additional workers. In a manpower survey
of the industry made as other industries were passing out pink slips,
514 gray-iron foundries scattered throughout the country indicated
an immediate need of 17,078 additional workers, including 6,358
skilled in foundry techniques and 6.563 unskilled. Of the 2,410 active
gray-iron foundries in the Nation there are probably less than 50
fully staffed and operating at plant capacity.

Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Millikin.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is that about the usual proportion of the skilled

and unskilled; about 50-50?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes; that is about the usual percentage.
With jobs looking for takers, with demands upon it at the frenzy

stage, with the industry actually frantic in its search for workers
in the realization that until the foundries are operating at their peak
reconversion will be snarled and full employment delayed, it is obvi-
ously difficult for the industry to appreciate that by subsidizing un-
employment we'can quickly realize full employment.

The gray-iron castings industry, despite its desperate need of tens
of thousands of additional workers, is not opposed to unemployment
insurance in principle. It is fearful, however, that the schedule of
benefits proposed in Senate bill 1274 will appreciably lessen incentives
to productive employment.

Senator MLLIKIN. May I ask: What is your scale of wages for
molders and sdlled men?
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Mr. SEELBACH. Well, it depends, of course, upon the district in
which you are talking about.

Senator MIuInN. Give me some general idea .
Mr. SEELBACH. I would say today the average is $1.371/2 cents base

rate for skilled men.
Senator M[ILLIKIN. What does the unskilled worker get?
Mr. SEELBACH. The recent survey showed the unskilled rate was an

average of 84 cents. That is per hour, not including overtime. That
is the base rate.

I might say at this point that from a survey, by 'the department,
of May 1945, iron and steel and their products showed an average
hourly earning, an over-all earning, of $1.11410 cents; and gray-iron
and semisteel casings, $1.10%o. [Reading:]

Senator MILLII,-N. What were the prewar rates?
Mr. SEELnBACH. They don't show here.
Senator MILLIKIN. Can you give me a rough idea?
Mr. SEELBACH. It would be pretty hard to tell, unless you went back

to, maybe, 1939 or 1940.
Senator MILLIKIN. Are you still on your wartime schedules?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes : most all foundries are working a 48 or more

hour week, paying overtime for the 8 hours.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is it reasonably to be anticipated that you will

drop your wages in the foundries?
Mr. SEELBACH. Definitely not.
Senator BREWSTER. You will go back to 40 hours, possibly sometime,

will you?
Mr. SEELBACH. Possibly sometime, but that seems a long time away,

considering our backlog.
Senator BREWSTER. The backlog?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And what is the unemployment in the industry?
Mr. SEELBACH. At the present time we figure around 45,000 people.
The CHAIEMAN. Forty-five thousand could be employed?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Any other questions?
Mr. SEELBACH. May I proceed then?
The CHAIR31AN. Yes; you may proceed.
Mr. SEELBACH. The proposed bill would extend unemployment ben-

efits to a maximum weekly benefit of $25. In May of this year average
weekly earnings in all manufacturing were $46.03, which would entitle
the average worker to the maximum benefit of $25 for 26 weeks. This
amount of $16.03, adjusted for overtime compensation, establishes for
the average worker an hourly straight-time rate of 97.7 cents. This,
applied to a 40-hour week, provides this worker with weekly gross
earnings of $39.08. Reducing this figure by the amount of $6 with-
holding tax figuring on one exemption, 39 cents for social security, and
$1.25 for transportation, nets the average worker $31.44. The in-
centive to work in this instance amounts to less than $6.50.

In ordinary foundry operations there are many servicemen nec-
essary to supplement and finish the work of the skilled worker. The
national average of straight-time earnings of these foundry service-
men are about 84 cents per hour. This rate, applied on a 40-hour-week
basis, and after adjusting for withholding tax, social security, and
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transportation, would net the average service worker $27.31, or $2.31
above the maximum benefit. The potential danger to reconversion and
full employment is obvious. Why work?

We would emphasize that the demand for consumers' and producers'
goods of every description is tremendous and that, unless recon version
is retarded, the present increase in unemployment is only temporary.
Industry Nation-wide is anxious and hurrying to get back into full
peacetime production; that is attested by the increasing congestion of
gray-iron foundry order boards; but if the incentive to work is to be
destroyed, if the employment problems of the foundries is intensified
by lessening the incentive to seek gainful, peacetime employment,
then reconversion will be long of accomplishment and unemployment
nationally will be anything but temporary, for foundries will remain
short of workers, particularly in the semiskilled classifications.

Unemployment insurance, we understand, was designed to compen-
sate workers desirous of work but unable to find it within a reasonable
period. It was not designed, we are certain, to encourage idleness
when work is available- and work is immediately available in gray-
iron foundries.

There are other considerations. The Iron Age, a magazine widely
circulated in the iron and steel industries, sums then! up this way,
and I quote:

During the past war emergency there were workers in war plants that had
never before been profitably employed; older workers were employed that should
have been retired (and some actually were) ; and many younger people quit
school to take advantage of high wages.

From all indications, the full employment measures * * * take all of these
into consideration. * * * As soon as these workers find themselves without
jobs, application can be made for unemployment compensation, and it will prob-
ably be paid. Obvious is the fact that many of these border-line employees will
never again be gainfully employed. However, because they were employed dur-
ing the war, they are entitled to unemployment compensation * * *. With
this fact in mind, unemployment is encouraged by making idleness profitable.
Normally, there are only one or two actual breadwinners in a family. However,
father, son, mother, and daughter have worked in war plants. If father gets
a full-time postwar job, mother, daughter, and the son can nicely supplement
that family income by about $15 a week, without moving out of the house.

It has been the conclusion of this Government that America's job
is to-
reconvert and expand civilian production as fast as possible, both to increase
the supply of goods and provide jobs for those who have been released from the
armed forces and from war work.

It is not the opinion of the gray-iron foundry industry that that job
can be done by destroying the work incentive and encouraging idleness.

The gray-iron industry is old enough and basic enough to appreciate
that while its plants are operating far below capacity, as they are
today, America cannot "reconvert and expand civilian production as
fast as possible." And it is deeply convinced that passage of this bill
will serve to tighten rather than loosen gray-iron foundry labor mar-
kets and the lab or markets of all other industries needing workers.

We in the gray-iron industry.are aware, too, that domestic ap-
pliances, automobiles, homes, plants, machinery, office and service
equipment, will not be produced in volume until the gray-iron foundry
industry, now producing at the rate of about 10,000,000 tons of finished
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castings a year, can staff for a capacity production of around 19,000,00O
tons a year.

To get America all-out for full peacetime production and full em-
ployment. your desire and ours, America's gray-iron foundries must
achieve full production immediately. They fear no deflationary
spirals, no protracted unemployment, no postwar depressions, no dis-
sipation of our tremendous backlog of savings in long, mass idleness,
unless America is to breed idleness by enactment of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Senator GUFFEY. Mr. Seelbach, you have implied that the Kilgore

bill would not go to the root of the .trouble and help the situation.
You have evidently given this subject some thought. Have you any-
thing to recommend?

Mr. SEELBAC. We think that the States as they have their unem-
ployment today-is quite satisfactory in each individual territory
that the States cover. We don't think there should be a national bill
providing for $25 a week.

Senator GuFFEY. Do you think there should be any additional com-
pensation for members of the family, or do you think there should just
be the straight weekly payment?

Mr. SEELBACH. Well, if you open up that subject, I would say this:
Should the man who has been working for $1.50 an hour get the same
rate as the man who was earning 70 cents an hour-

Senator GUFFEY. I am talking about his dependents.
Mr. SEELBACH. I think a man with dependents is entitled to more

compensation than a man without dependents, if none of those de-
pendents are entitled to compensation.

Senator GuFimy. Have you had full employment in the foundry
trades?

Mr. SEELBACH. Yes; we had full employment.
Senator MILLIKIN. I am wondering if the working conditions in the

foundry has anything to do with the reluctance of the unemployed to
go to work in them. As I recall, the foundries used to be smoky
places, a lot of fumes around: it was a place for a mighty husky man:
the average fellow couldn't take the gaff. Is it still that way?

Mr. SEELBACH. I think not. The foundries have been mechanized.
Most of the foundries have air control. Not air conditioning but air
control, where there is plenty of fresh air.

Senator MILLIKIN. And do fellows go around with ladles of hot
metal ?

Mr. SEELBACH. No; it is all on conveyor systems.
S41nator MMLIKIN. I know when we were kids and were picking our

vacation jobs, we stayed away from the foundries, because they were
not, the easiest place in the world to work.

Mr. SEELBACH. We have conditions of heat, we have conditions of
dirt. we have conditions of dust, but we have also the problem of
making castings for all these various industries.

Senator MILLIKIN. I realize that: but where you have a choice of
where you want to work, maybe that might have something to do
with it.

Mr. SEELBACH. We still find that our wages, the wages we are pay-
ing-here is the latest report. We show 97.5 as the average wage
rate; and in all manufacturing industries, 94.6. We are above the
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averagee in wage rates. Wage rates are generally paid on the basis
of skill required and the type of work to be done.

Senator TAFT. Weren't you rather subnormal before the war, and
didn't you have a struggle with the War Labor Board to get your
rates up where you could get men?

Mr. SEELBACH. That is right. All foundries had that struggle.
We had to struggle with the War Labor Board to get our rates up,
but we had a worse struggle with the War Production Board.

Senator LUCAS. You won't have any trouble with the War Labor
Board now in putting your rates up, will you?

Mr. SEELBACH. Not'as long as we don't apply for OPA relief.
Senator LUcAS. I don't know what you mean by that.
Senator TAFT. Absorbing its increase in cost.
Senator LUCAS. I know, but according to Senator Taft's question,

you are complaining because you couldn t pay these boys higher
wages. I merely mentioned that now you won't be prevented from
paying those high wages.

Mr. SKE BACH. But we can't pay without getting the money from
the customer.

Senator LUCAS. I understand that.
Let me ask you about the foundry worker. Is he one of the high-

paid men in industry?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. That is what I thought.
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. At least it was rumored during the war that they

were the most difficult men to find because of the type of work and
I presume they were highly paid.

Mr. SEELBACH. Well, it is not easy to break in a foundry worker.
It takes a number of years to break him in.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no further questions, thank you for
y our appearance.

Mr. SEELBACH. Thank you.
The CHAnRMAN. Mr. Sperry. Mr. T. C. Sperry.
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hunt.
(No response.)
The CHAPMAN. Mr. Wolf.
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Haley. Has Mr. Haley come into the room?
(No response.)
The CHAIIRMAN. Mr. Haley doesn't answer.
Mr. Joseph D. Keenan. Mr. Keenan is going to submit a state-

melt.
Senator GUFFEY. Has Mr. Battle appeared yet?
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Battle didn't appear, but Mr. Haley was to

appear for him, and Mr. Haley hasn't come in.
Are there any other witnesses in the room that were scheduled to

appear today?
Come around if you were scheduled to appear, or if you wish to

appear.
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STATEMENT OF IOSEPH C. BOSS

Mr. Boss. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I appear as an
individual. I am not representing anyone. My name is Joseph C.
Boss, of Arlington. I addressed a letter to the committee, not be-
cause I have any individual ax to grind but just because I want to
.speak to you for a few minutes. And i want to say that I didn't
come here as a "flash in the pan."

I have come here to see if I could just show my side of this, be-
cause of my experience.

I would like to read these two things that I have written.
I will say that inasmuch as we have just gone through the excitement

of the atomic bomb, that I don't believe that this will be any more ex-
citing [reading] :

GENTLEMEN: Why not hear the other side? Why not hear men who have
had experience employing union men and will give you the full benefit of our
experience. Men who have suffered strikes and who have been picketed and
boycotted. The opinions of men like Murray and Green and John Lewis should
be greatly discounted. They have an ax to grind and speak with a one-sided
view.

There is no place in a democracy for compulsory collective bargaining, or
United States Government sponsored aid for organized labor. It is an abomi-
nation and entirely unfair to four-fifths of the laboring people unorganized.

Senator BREWSTER. Are you addressing yourself to this bill which,
so far as I know, doesn't make any such discrimination as you suggest
as to organized and unorganized provisions?

Mr. Boss. It is more of a general letter.
Senator BREWSTE. I think the chairman yesterday sought to con-

fine the testimony, as well as he could, to the bill before the committee.
The CHAIMAN. We would like to have you say what you wish to

about this unemployment compensation matter and the bill to supple-
ment unemployment compensation. If what you have bears upon
that, why, go ahead.

Mr. Boss. W6ll, it does absolutely apply to it, and at the same time
I think that it is very worthy of at least listening to. I quote some
wages in here that I have been paying myself, and I show you in here
that by paying these high wages that it will be impossible to build low-
cost houses. -

Senator BREwSTER. I think that's very pertinent.
Senator LuCAS. What is your business, Mr. Boss?
Mr. Boss. Well, I2 have about four or five things, but right now it is

real estate. Every time that the OPA shut down on something I had
to go into something else. I have gone into several, but I have man-
aged to sort of crawl through.

Senator LuCAS. The war sort of bankrupted you ?
Mr. Boss. Not exactly, but it did make me alert to look for some-

thing else.
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.
Mr. Boss (reading):
In my opinion it will cause great trouble in our country when our servicemen

return, and rightly so. These nearly 15,000,000 men and women have been work-
ing for wages of $11.54 a week, while the very lowest union wage paid per day is
higher than that.

I recently paid a bricklayer $1.90 an hour, and a colored laborer asked $1.50
per hour to be his helper. How can builders construct low-cost houses after
paying such high wages.
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The very existence of these powerful unions does and will continue to corrupt
politics in county, city, State, and National Governtnents. They state that they
have a basic wage but if you travel about from town to town and ask the wages
(of union carpenters you will find it varies from city to city.

I C one trade pays $12.40 a day, another $13.40, still another $16.40, and an-
,,ther $18, another $24, which is the basic wage?

If one carpenter can only lay a square of flooring a day he gets his full day's
pay. but if others can lay two or three, do they do it?

Is it, I ask you, fair to the builder, or the man who can lay two or three
-uares, and yet must either be held back or the man who does twice to three
timles the work and cannot get his rightful wages?

Should our Government favor in jobs or wages one organized group over an-
other? They do not favor unorganized groups because these groups do not use
their united vote in politics.

The workers who should be favored, if any, are the service men and women,
the white-collared men whose wages were frozen, the colored men, unorganized,
and last but not least the small businessman.

According to the newspapers, there will be a great world meeting of all large
country organized labor groups. I warn you now is the time to clip their wings.
They will be a greater menace than the three .reat enemies we have just licked.

Now, I will offer a remedy if you will call oh me. This is what I
wrote in answer [reading] : I -

GENTLEMEN: You have called for my remedy and here it is.
The United States Government favoring and recognition of organized labor and

compulsory bargaining. is un-American and is against unorganized workers-

Senator BREWSTER. I think you should address yourself to the bill
here. It has nothing to do with organized labor as far as I know.
There isn't a line in it about organized labor.

Mr. Boss. I was going to ask that question myself.
Senator BREWSTER. I assure you that that is so.
Mr. Boss. Well, I have just a very little. I believe it relates to the

bill. Of course, I am only too pleased to stop if you want me to.
The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.
Senator LUCAS. I think you ought to give us the remedy.
Senator BREWSTER. The chairman rules you should proceed.
Mr. Boss. Thank you, sir. I am a little hard of hearing. When you

get up to 70, you don't hear so well.
Senator BREWSTER. I think they feel you are helping the bill. Pro-

ceed.
Mr. Boss. I may have something to say on the end that will help it

also [reading]:
A closed shop against any American citizen, on a Government job, because

he has failed to pay tribute to privileged groups, is not only unlawful but a great
ne'nace to the united freedom for which we have fought, bled, and died.

Are we to be denied that earned freedom?
I4ct us not put a stumbling block in the way of our brother, says Romans 14: 13.
Every vestige of these favoring laws must be removed from our statute books.

The miners have shown you what they can do. They stopped work and defied
e%(n our own President of the United States and did not start again until they
"Vere paid extra millions of dollars a week, all of which is still coming out of the
Ix,,kets of our taxpayers. And all the other union groups showed their teeth in
their regular turn in wartimes when their services were needed most. They are
i ill asking for more and will continue. The sky is the limit.
A union forever, but let it be the Nation's union. Once is enough.
I have sworn upon the altar of God hostility against every form of tyranny over

Man.
8very particle of good contained In the rules and regulations of organized labor

should be taken care of by State and National Governments.
If you will take the daily wages of four union trades, $14, $16, $18, and $24,

add them" up to $72, then reduce these wages to a good normal wage, $8 per day,
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status-not "bigger and better" unemployment. The businessmen of
New Jersey are determined that our 500,000 New Jersey war veterans
shall be given first priority on job opportunities. There may be a
few obstacles set up in the way, as was indicated in a press report
of a recent statement made by a New Jersey labor leader, who said:

The average war veteran has a peculiar idea that we who stayed at home
just sat back and raked in the high wages. They consider that they are en-
titled to their old jobs. I don't know who gave them that idea.

It is our belief that neither the war veterans, the general public, nor
the responsible labor leaders of our State, will allow any obstacles to
stand in the way of immediate full employment for the boys who did
the fighting for us.

We also object to S. 127 because of its threat of Federal interference
with, and possible ultimate federalization of, our State unemployment
compensation systems. This threat pervades almost every section
of the bill. The proposal in section 702 (a) that State participation
in this Federal supplementary aid program be effected by agreement
between the State and the Federal Government hardly allows the State
to act as a free agent in the matter, for the very next section provides
that if a State fails to enter into such agreement, the Federal Gov-
ernment will come into the State anyway and make its supplement.-l
payments direct to the workers. Presumably the Federal agency
would do this either by pre-empting the machinery of the State agency
by some Executive order, or by setting up an independent establish-
ment of its own to compete with the State agency. What would de-
velop from such a situation is a matter for sober speculation.

New Jersey has witnessed repeated instances, in recent years, of
Federal interference with State and local prerogatives in the admin-
istration of federally aided services. In the latter days of the NYA,
when that agency invaded the war-industry-training field, we not only
found the New Jersey NYA unit to be incredibly mismanaged, bu't
that its officials were making repeated attempts to interfere in rough-
shod fashion with the operations of our vocational and public-school
systems. and the New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce joined in
asking Congress to rid us of it, which you did. We had another taste
of Federal interference recently when an open scandal broke in the
management of New Jersey's rehabilitation service, as a result of which
a conscientious assistant director resigned in protest against the arbi-
trary Federal dictation which prevailed in that State agency. Also,
With the start of the new Federal highway subsidy program, we have
been aware of oblique pressue brought on our State government to
rt-vise certain of its fundamental financial policies of proven soundness.

Senator LucAs. Why do you fellows take all this money from the
Federal Government if you complain so much about interference?

Mr. BURGER. We, in New Jersey, very much prefer to finance our own
services, without this kind of aid from the Federal Government, as our
New Jersey delegation in Congress has held all along and has adopted
that principle in spirit.

Senator LtTc.xs. I am not talking about this particular thing, but
you know and I know that the States take millions and millions from
the Federal Government. Every State comes down here with its little
satchel and takes money from the Federal Treasury to help the State,
and yet you are constantly criticizing the Federal Government for
aiding the State.
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Senator VANDENBERG. I do not blame them for taking it if they can
get it.

Senator LucAs. They do not have to take it in the State of New
Jersey if they do not want it. It is almost too perfect. . You say
you are ready to go, you are going to -employ practically thousands
and thousands more than had ever been employedbefore, but you want
to be left alone. You say you do not want any interference here,
I do not understand how they can constantly take the money back
with them for all purposes and then continue to criticize the Federal
Government.

Senator TAFT. Perhaps if you gave them a corresponding credit
for not paying the tax, they would not take the money.

Mr. BURGER. The taxpayers of New Jersey would much rather see
the services that are federally aided in New Jersey, for the most part,
financed exclusively by New Jersey funds, because they pay from $2 to
$'3 in Federal tax for every dollar they get back.

Senator BREWSTER. So it costs you about $3 for every dollar you get
back?Mr. BURGF. Yes.

Senator BREWSTER. You do think that is a good trade?
Mr. BURGE4. We would rather finance our highway system by our-

selves, without any highway aid.
Senator LUCAS. You ought to do it then.
Mr. BURGER. We may.
Senator LUCAS. I hope you do. That wold be a great start.

Talking about States' rights, t-hat would be a great start back to
States' rights, when the State goes home and admits it is wrong tr
ask for this political pat that they are constantly getting from the
Federal Government.

Mr. BURGER. I think the States, as you suggest, are very largely to
I)lame for the condition that prevails, because of the many efforts they
have made, through their Governors and other public officials, to secure
Federal aid for this and that.

Senator LucAs. The State of Illinois last year had $100,000,000 in
it,; treasury as surplus, and all over the State they were constantly
telling the people about the savings that they made, so forth and so
(,ii, and yet they had collected during the time that they spoke of
. 100,000,000 close to $180,000,000 from the Treasury of the United
St ates.

Mr. BURGER. Yes. I am verve nearly finished.
Our most recent brush with Federal bureaucratic officiousness came

4)lily a month or so ago, when the Federal Works Agency withdrew
its aid from the public recreation project of the city of Newark for
tl, sole reason that Newark's property tax rate this year was not
luigh enough. Newark's 1945 tax rate, by the way, is $51.60 per $1,000.

If the authors of this legislation have as their chief purpose the
federalization of unemployment-compensation systems, we would sug-
Lr:st that they write a new bill which would seek, in a forthright man-

to accomplish the change they desire, so that the proposal to
federalize may be debated wholly on its own merits by Congress andthe American people.

Our final objection to Senate 1274 involves the question of expense.
We do not know how many million dollars you plan to appropriate
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out of general funds for this new enterprise. If. Congress expects
to reduce taxes, and at the same time return to the balanced budget,
it is obvious that Federal expenditures must undergo drastic reduc-
tion. It would seem futile for Congress to effect the sound economies
recommended from time to time by Senator Byrd's joint economy
committee while, at the very same time, it embarks on new spending
programs of doubtful worth.

The average layman cannot help but feel that if our Federal Gov-
ernment continues much longer its practice of deficit financing, in-
evitable inflation awaits us somewhere along the road. To appro-
priate from the Federal Treasury large funds which must be borrowed
in order to give supplemental unemployment aid to the States whose
unemployment compensation funds, without except-ion, contain abun -
dant balances, seems to us to be the height of folly.

So. in conclusion, let me summarize:
New Jersey, in common with many other States, after making the

most careful study of local conditions and local needs, has written
into her unemployment compensation law a schedule of benefits and
extension of coverage designed to meet the reconversion situation in
our State adequately and equitably. New Jersey does not want her
carefully devised program upset by a superimposed Federal supple-
mental program which, in the end, will do much more harm than good.

Furthermore, N~w J.-rsev has an unemployment compensation
agency which is manned and organized to perform with a high degree
of efficiency during these crucial months. We do not want this effi-
cient service wrecked by the intrusion, however well intentioned, of
Washington bureaucrats who lack essential knowledge of New Jersey
conditions and problems.

Therefore, gentlemen, we respectfully request that you do not let
this bill pass.

Senator Luc.xs. Have you got any bureaucrats in New Jersey?
Mr. BURGER. I am afraid, sir, that there are occasionally some.
Senator LuCAs. There were before the present administration went

in, at least.
Mr. BURGER. There have been, and I would say there still are. I can

assure you that we, in New Jersey, criticize the bureaucrats there just
as hard as we criticize any bureaucrat in the Federal Government.

Senator BREWSTER. You sent some to jail up there, didn't you?
Mr. BURGER. We did, and there are some others that ought to be

in jail.
Senator Luc.xs. Of course, they do not belong to the chamber of

commerce.

Mr. BURGER. We do not make a habit of inviting bureaucrats into
our membership. We have some politicians. Senator Hawkes is a
member.

Senator LUCAS. You always have to come to politicians to get the
relief you are looking for.

Mr. BURGER. We are not criticizing politicians. Politics is a very
necessary function of our society.

The CHAIRMAN. I think we better recess until 2 o'clock.
(Whereupon, at 12: 35 p. m. a recess was taken until 2 p. m.. of the

same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSION

(The hearing was resumed at 2 p. m.)
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
The first witness on our list is Mr. James W. Haley. Is Mr. Haley•

present?
(No response.)
The CHA1RMAN. Mr. Haley was put down in the place of Mr. J. D.

Battle.
Mr. Battle isn't present.
Mr. Johnson, Mr. George H. Johnson.
Mr. Johnson, you have been substituted, I believe, for Mr. Jones.
Mr. JOHNSON. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. You represent the American Institute of Laun-

dering.
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. JOHNSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF LAUNDERING

Mr. JOHNSON. My name is George H. Johnson. I am executive vice
president of the American Institute of Laundering, the national trade
association of the commercial power laundry industry. There are
approximately 6,000 such laundries in the country and of this number'
about 4,000 are members of the association. From the frequent con-
tacts we have with out membership, I therefore believe that my re-
marks, in connection with this bill, will be representative of the feeling
existing in the laundry industry.

The Federal Government has indicated a great deal of interest in
establishing and maintaining full employment. There have been
reams-literally reams of paper from the Office of War Information
and the various Government agencies indicating that the Federal
Government is interested in small business. While the individual
laundry may be regarded as small business, the laundry industry
itself must be regarded as large business collectively. Our industry
employs approximately 300,000 employees, 75 percent of whom are
women, and in peacetime it ranks eighth in total number of workers
throughout the Nation. The 1944 sales volume in the laundry indus-
try is conservatively estimated at $606,000,000, of which 60 percent,
or $362,000,000, was distributed as wages and salaries. Eighty-two
I)ercent of this sales volume is handled by members of the American
Institute of Laundering. The average laundry owner has an esti-
mated capital of approximately $80,000, with annual sales of from
s100,000 to $105,000, and employs about 50 to 60 people.

Perhaps statistics of this type are not the most important phase
of the laundry business today. At this time you gentlemen of Con-
gress know what kind of laundry service you and the other citizens
(if the country are receiving. The reason is obvious. Our greatest
difficultyy during the war has been man and woman power. The laun-
dryT service rendered today reflects the type of employees that we are
able to secure and have been able to secure.

With the outbreak of the war, the War Manpower Commission issued
a brochure suggesting to other industries that if they wanted workers



560 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

used to production incentives to heat, to standing on their feet, they
could get them from the laundries. The result was the laundries were
continuously raided of their better employees.

As the war progressed and production demands increased, em-
ployees of laundries were urged by the War Manpower Commission
to leave their jobs and go into war production. To this we had no
objections since the winning of the war was then the most important
objective. Today the winning of the peace and reconversion to normal
businesslike methods become the most important objectives.

If there was laundry machinery of the type that you could put a
shirt in one end and take it out of the other as a finished product, then
the difficulties of our industry would be minor. However, every shirt
and every piece of clothing and every textile that is laundered must be
handled by hand.

From these remarks I do not wish you to gain the impression that
either I or those in the industry which I represent are against unem-
ployment compensation. We are wholly in accord with the objectives
of the unemployment compensation, and we believe that these ob-
jectives can be best attained and administered under State systems.

Our industry has one objective-one real reconversion problem, and
that is to restore to the public the type of good laundry service to
which they are rightfully entitled, and which under wartime circum-
stances we have been unable to deliver. To achieve this reconversion
in our industry it will be necessary not only to increase the numerical
employment in many instances, but also to return, if possible, to our
eml)loyment those experienced and efficient persons previously em-
ployedby us, who departed to work in war production.

Under the provisions of this bill, the former laundry worker who
possesses the ability to turn out a good job in a laundry is the higher
type of worker who went into the war industry and could ill aford
to accept employment if they could draw a weekly benefit check from
the Government for $25.

Let us take the specific case of Mary Smith, a single woman, living
and working in Joliet. Ill. For 4 years Mary Smith worked for the
A. B. C. Laundry in Joliet. In June 1942 she quit the laundry and
went to work in a war plant where she was able to earn an average of
$45 a week. She remained on this war job until August 15, 1945, when
she was laid off. due to termination of a war contract.

She went to the local employment office and registered for work.
On the basis of her previous work history, she was referred to an
opening at the A. B. C. Laundry as a shirt operator paying 68 cents
an hour for 40 hours a week, a gross wage of $27.20 per week.

Mary had sufficient earnings under the Illinois State law to en-
title her to a $20 weekly benefit. And if this bill is enacted, her
prior earnings would entitle her to a $25 weekly benefit.

Since she is a single woman, the laundry must withhold $3.50 in
taxes and 27 cents social security from each weekly check, leavinu.r
her a net take-home pay-not considering transportation or lunch
money--of 523.43 per week.

Can you not see, gentlemen, that if this bill is. enacted, Mary Smiti
not only has no financial incentive to return to work, but contrawise.
has actual financial incentive to absent herself and refuse employment.
She will attempt to do this on the grounds that the job offered in
the laundry will not engage her at her highest skill, whereas the fact
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remains, gentlemen, that Mary Smith is no more of a skilled laundry
worker today after 3 years in a war plant working on a production
line, than she was when she left the same laundry in 1942.

True, her recent earnings in the war production plant, which was a
noncompetitive field, where wage costs were relatively unimportant,
have been higher because nothing was spared to produce the weapons
of war. But this does not change the fact that Mary is still not a
skilled artisan or craftsman. She is a qualified laundry worker and
the A. B. C. Laundry wants and needs her and can offer her 40 hours
(,f work for 52 weeks of every year.

We in the laundry industry are just as interested as every other
group in the United States in seeing that there is full employment for
anyone who wishes to do an honest day's work. It appears to us, how-
ever, that enactment of this bill, by furnishing incentive of idleness,
would encourage unemployment to an extent that will create the actual
unemployment conditions that some, in fact many, fear.

As I stated before, we have no quarrel with the theory of unemploy-
ment benefits; but I can conceive that this bill may be somewhat in
conflict with the proposed full-employment bill, S. 380, now before
the Senate. The full-employment bill, as we understand it, and with-
out passing judgment upon it, is designed to provide Federal employ-
ment for all who cannot secure jobs in private industry. It occurs
to me that those in power in our Government should definitely make
up their minds whether they are in sympathy with the proposal that
everybody should work or whether they should expand unemployment
compensation to the point where idleness will have a premium placed
upon it.

For my industry, I deeply appreciate this opportunity to express our
views in connection with this bill. In conclusion, I gravely ques-
tion the advisability, the need, or the desirability of the Federal Gov-
ernment subsidizing State unemployment programs to the extent that
unemployment benefits will encourage idleness. We are unalterably
opposed to just giving money away.

We have two great hopes. They are first, an early return to in-
dividual initiative and private enterprise under the good old American
system, and secondly, the opportunity to render the type of good
laundry service to Mr. and Mrs. America to which they are entitled.

Senator VANDENBERG. Well, without quarreling with your thesis,
let's take a look at Mary for a minute out in Peoria.

She can't draw that unemployment compensation, can she, if she
declines to accept this laundry job, provided the unemployment com-
peinsation commission certifies that as a suitable job for her?

Mr. JOHNSON. That is right, but she has the possibility of contend-
in.I think, Senator, with the local office that her highest skill is that

of a machinist, and there may not be a vacancy in that line.
Senator VANDENBERG. -SO the argument really rotates -around the

interpretation of this word "suitable," isn't that right?
All'. JOHNSON. That is right.
Senator VANDENBERG. That argument has been going on ever since we

have had unemployment compensation.
The CHAIRMAN. She would actually have a greater take-home pay

Under a $25 unemployment weekly payment. than she would at a
regular wage of $28 ?
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Mr. JoHNsoN. That is correct, under these conditions as described.
Senator VANDENBEMG. In your experience, you haven't had much

since August. but do you think your unemployment authorities would
certif- that laundry job as suitable ?

Mr' JOHNSON. It is too early to say, Senator. I will say that we
have had more applicants for jobs in the laundry than we have had
for a period of 3 years, which would indicate an easing up of the
labor market in our particular locality.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other questions? If not, thank you,
sir. Thank you for your appearance.

Has Mr. James Haley come in?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Walter L. Seelbach.
Come around, Mr. Seelbach, please, sir.

STATEMENT OF WALTER L. SEELBACH, PRESIDENT, GRAY IRON
FOUNDERS' SOCIETY, INC., CLEVELAND AND WASHINGTON

Mr. SEELBACH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Walter
L. Seelbach. I am president and a director of the Gray Iron Founders'
Society, Inc., the national trade association of the gray-iron foundry
industry, with headquarters in Cleveland, Ohio. I am also secretary-
treasurer of the Forest City Foundries Co., of that city, one of the
two-thou sand-four-hundred-odd companies scattered from coast to
coast which comprise the gray iron castings industry.

The Gray Iron Founders' Society, you will wish to know, has a
membership of 650 foundries; it is representative of the industry in
43 States and the Territory of Hawaii, and concerns itself primarily
with the common problem of gray-iron foundry industry management.

Among the erstwhile war industries in the field of manufacturing
which have been or will be represented at this hearing on Senate
bill 1274, the gray-iron foundry industry is probably unique in this
respect-it has immediate j ob openings for tens of thousands of
workers, for tens of thousands of workers with or without foundry
skills. The gray-iron foundry industry reconverted overnight, with-
out lay-offs of consequence and without interruption. As its war job
orders were wiped from its order boards, it moved into a heavy backlog
of peacetime demands. Its problem is the heart of the reconversion
and post-reconversion problem: Quick, full production. Its major
-concerns are the recruitment of additional workers, the full staffing of
its thousands of plants, and the speediest possible achievement of the
record high level of gray-iron castings output immediately needed to
start production lines moving in other industries.

The gray-iron foundry industry, seeking workers, is not of the
opinion that the bill under discussion reaches to, the heart of the
Nation's problem of "an orderly transition from a war- to a peace-time
economy."

It is fearful, rather, that passage of this bill may serve to intensify,
rather than alleviate, the manpower problem of the gray-iron foundries
and other labor-starved enterprises. The gray-iron foundry industry
is of the opinion that enacting of this bill will retard, rather than
promote, quick reconversion and full employment.

The gray-iron foundry industry, as you are aware, Mr. Chairman,
is one of the most basic of industries. In peacetime, as in wartime,
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gray iron castings are to be found wherever there are the tools and
equipment of business and industry and the products of industry.
You will find it difficult indeed to name a product or services made
possible without original or prior production of gray-iron castings.
The cars we drive, and hope to drive, are, in part, gray-iron castings.
The machinery which plants and harvests our crops, processes and
refrigerates our food, the trucks and trains which distribute it, require
gray-iron castings in the making. Kitchen ranges, heating plants,
industrial and domestic sewing machines, gas and gasoline engines,
fractional horsepower motors, pumps, printing presses, rolling mills,
griddle irons, and thousands of other assemblies use gray iron. The
10,000-pound 22-foot long crankshafts found in 1,250-horsepower
Diesels are gray-iron castings, as are the common radiators and
cooking utensils.

As the war ended, gray-iron castings were prime bottlenecks in
the production of textile, leather, farm, food-processing, coal-mining,
oil-field, construction, and many other types of machinery and equip-
ment. The Automotive Division of WPB in a very recent progress
report states that gray-iron and malleable castings are the worst
headaches in parts, truck, and motorcar production. The manufac-
turers making these products are very much worried about securing
a sufficient quantity of castings. The problem in output of sewing
machines, lawn mowers, vacuum cleaners, builders' hardware, re-
frigerators, freight cars and other railroad equipment, farm pumping
equipment, motors-in fact, the problem involved in the production
of most products that must be furnished to the consuming channels
quickly is at the foundry-level output; and at the foundry-level out-
put manpower is critically short.

It is a conservative estimate that the gray-iron foundry industry
requires at least 45,000 additional workers. In a manpower survey
of the industry made as other industries were passing out pink slips,
514 gray-iron foundries scattered throughout the country indicated
an immediate need of 17,078 additional workers, including 6,358
skilled in foundry techniques and 6,563 unskilled. Of the 2.410 active
gray-iron foundries in the Nation there are probably less than 50
fully staffed and operating at plant capacity.
Senator MILTIKIN. Mr. Chairman
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Millikin.
Senator MrLLIKIN. Is that about the usual proportion of the skilled

and unskilled; about 50-50?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes; that is about the usual percentage.
With jobs looking for takers. with demands upon it at the frenzy

stage, with the industry actually frantic in its search for workers
in the realization that until the foundries are operating at their peak
reconversion will be snarled and full employment delayed, it is obvi-
ously difficult for the industry to appreciate that by subsidizing un-
emIloyment we'can quickly realize full employment.

The gray-iron castings industry, despite its desperate need of tens
of thousands of additional workers, is not opposed to unemployment
lilrance in principle. It is fearful, however, that the schedule of
benefits proposed in Senate bill 1274 will appreciably lessen incentives
to productive employment.

Senator MILLIKIN. May I ask: What is your scale of wages for
holders and skilled men?

563



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Mr. SEELBACI. Well, it depends, of course, upon the district in
which you are talking about.

Senator MIu IKIN. Give me some general idea?
Mr. SEELBACH. I would say today the average is $1.371/2 cents base

rate for skilled men.
Senator MILLIKIN. What does the unskilled worker get?
Mr. SEELBACH. The recent survey showed the unskilled rate was an

average of 84 cents. That is per hour, not including overtime. That
is thebase rate.

I might say at this point that from a survey, by the department,
of May 1945, iron and steel and their products showed an average
hourly earning, an over-all earning, of $1.-110 cents; and gray-iron
and semisteel casings. $1.10%0. [Reading:]

Senator [ILL~IKIN. What were the prewar rates?
Mr. SEELBACH. They don't show here.
Senator MILLIKIN. Can you give me a rough idea?
Mr. SEELB.ACH. It would be pretty hard to tell, unless you went back

to, maybe. 1939 or 1940.
Sownator MILLIKIN. Are you still on your wartime schedules?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes; most all foundries are working a 48 or more

hour week, paying overtime for the 8 hours.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is it reasonably to be anticipated that you will

drop your wages in the foundries?
Mr. SEELBACH. Definitely not.
Senator BREWSTER. You will go back to 40 hours, possibly sometime,

will you '

Mr. SEELBACH. Possibly sometime, but that seems a long time away,
considering our backlog.

Senator BREWSTER. The backlog?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And what is the unemployment in the industry?
Mr. SEELBACH. At the present time we figure around 45,000 people.
The CHAIRMAN. Forty-five thousand could be employed?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Any other questions?
Mr. SEELBACH. May I proceed then?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; you may proceed. -

Mr. SEELBACH. The proposed bill would extend unemployment ben-
efits to a maximum weekly benefit of $25. In May of this year average
weekly earnings in all manufacturing were $46.03, which would entitle
the average worker to the maximum benefit of $25 for 26 weeks. This
amount of $16.03, adjusted for overtime compensation, establishes for
the average worker an hourly straight-time rate of 97.7 cents. This,
applied to a 40-hour week, provides this worker with weekly gross
earnings of $39.08. Reducing this figure by the amount of $6 with-
holding tax figuring on one exemption, 39 cents for social security, aw, l
$1.25 for transportation, nets the average worker $31.44. The in-
centive to work in this instance amounts to less than $6.50.

In ordinary foundry operations there are many servicemen nec-
essary to supplement and finish the work of the skilled worker. Tle
national average of straight-time earnings of these foundry service-
men are about 84 cents per hour. This rate, applied on a 40-hour-wcek

basis, and after adjusting for withholding tax, social security, and
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transportation, would net the average service worker $27.31, or $2.31
above the maximum benefit. The potential danger to reconversion and
full employment is obvious. Why work?

We would emphasize that the demand for consumers' and producers'
goods of every description is tremendous and that, unless reconversion
is retarded, the present increase in unemployment is only temporary.
Industry Nation-wide is anxious and hurrying to get back into full
peacetime production; that is attested by the increasing congestion of
gray-iron foundry order boards; but if the incentive to work is to be
destroyed, if the employment problems of the foundries is intensified
by lessening the incentive to seek gainful, peacetime employment,
then reconversion will be long of accomplishment and unemployment
nationally will be anything but temporary, for foundries will remain
short of workers, particularly in the semiskilled classifications.

Unemployment insurance, we understand, was designed to compen-
sate workers desirous of work but unable to find it within a reasonable
period. It was not designed, we are certain, to encourage idleness
when work is available- and work is immediately available in gray-
iron foundries.

There are other considerations. The Iron Age, a magazine widely
circulated in the iron and steel industries, sums them up this way,
and I quote:

During the past war emergency there were workers in war plants that had
never before been profitably employed: older workers were employed that should
have been retired (and some actually were); and many younger people quit
-chool to take advantage of high wages.

From all indications, the full employment measures * * * take all of these
into consideration. * * * As soon as these workers find themselves without
jobs, application can be made for unemployment compensation, and it will prob-
ably be paid. Obvious is the fact that many of these border-line employees will
never again be gainfully employed. However, because they were employed dur-
ing the war, they are entitled to unemployment compensation * * *. With
this fact in mind, unemployment is encouraged by making idleness profitable.
Normally, there are only one or two actual breadwinners in a family. However,
father, son, mother, and daughter have worked in war plants. If father gets
a full-time postwar job, mother, daughter, and the son can nicely supplement
that family income by about $15 a week, without moving out of the house.

It has been the conclusion of this Government that America's job
is to-
reconvert and expand civilian production as fast as possible, both to increase
the supply of goods and provide jobs for those who have been released from the
armed forces and from war work.

It is not the opinion of the gray-iron foundry industry that that job
can be done by destroying the work incentive and encouraging idleness.

The gray-iron industry is old enough and basic enough to appreciate
that while its plants are operating far below capacity, as they are
today, America cannot "reconvert and expand civilian production as
fast as possible." And it is deeply convinced that passage of this bill
will serve to tighten rather than loosen gray-iron foundry labor mar-
kets and the labor markets of all other industries needing workers.

We in the gray-iron industry .are aware, too, that domestic ap-
}'Iiances, automobiles, homes, plants, machinery, office and service
('(Ilipment, will not be produced in volume until the gray-iron foundry
industry, now producing at the rate of about 10,000,000 tons of finished
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castings a year, can staff for a capacity production of around 19,000,00
tons a year.

To get America all-out for full peacetime production and full em-
ployment. your desire and ours, America's gray-iron foundries must
achieve full production immediately. They fear no deflationary
spirals, no protracted unemploymeit, no postwar depressions, no dis-
sipation of our tremendous backlog of savings in long, mass idleness,
unless; America is to breed idleness by enactment of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Senator GUFFEY. Mr. Seelbach, you have implied that the Kilgore

bill would not go to the root of the trouble and help the situation.
You have evidently given this subject some thought. Have you any-
thing to recommend?

MIn r. SEELBACH. We think that the States as they have their unem-
ployment today-is quite satisfactory in each individual territory
that the States cover. We don't think there should be a national bill
providing for $25 a week.

Senator GuiFEY. Do you think there should be any additional com-
ensation for members of the family, or do you think there should just
e the straight weekly payment?
Mr. SEELBACH. Well, if you open up that subject, I would say this:

Should the man who has been working for $1.50 an hour get the same
rate as the man who was earning 70 cents an hour-

Senator GuFYEY. I am talking about his dependents.
Mr. SEELBACH. I think a man with dependents is entitled to more

compensation than a man without dependents, if none of those de-
pendents are entitled to compensation.

Senator GutFEY. Have you had full employment in the foundry
trades?

Mr. SEELBACH. Yes; we had full employment.
Senator MnLIKIN. I am wondering if the working conditions in the

foundry has anything to do with the reluctance of the unemployed to
go to work in them. As I recall, the foundries used to be smoky
places, a lot of fumes around; it was a place for a mighty husky man:
the average fellow couldn't take the gaff. Is it still that way?

Mr. SEELBACH. I think not. The foundries have been mechanized.
Most of the foundries have air control. Not air conditioning but air
control, where there is plenty of fresh air.

Senator MILLIKIN. And do fellows go around with ladles of hot
metal?

Mr. SEELBACH. No; it is all on conveyor systems.
Senator MILLIKIN. I know when we were kids and were picking our

vacation jobs, we stayed away from the foundries, because they were
not. the easiest place in the world to work.

Mr. SEELBACH. We have conditions of heat, we have conditions of
dirt. we have conditions of dust. but we have also the problem of
making castings for all these various industries.

Senator MILuKIN. I realize that,- but where you have a choice of
where you want to work, maybe that might have something to do
with it.

Mr. SEELBACH. We still find that our wages, the wages we are pay-
ing-herp is the latest report. We show 97.5 as the average wage
rate; and in all manufacturing industries, 94.6. We are above the
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iverite in wage rates. Wage rates are generally paid on the basis
of skill required and the type of work to be done.

Senator TAFT. Weren't you rather subnormal before the war, and
didn't you have a struggle with the War Labor Board to get your
rates up where you could get men?

Mr. SEELBACH. That is right. All foundries had that struggle.
We had to struggle with the War Labor Board to get our rates up,
but we had a worse struggle with the War Production Board.

Senator LUCAS. You won't have any trouble with the War Labor
Board now in putting your rates up, will you?

Mr. SEELBACH. Not as long as we don't apply for OPA relief.
Senator LUCAS. I don't know what you mean by that.
Senator TAFT. Absorbing its increase in cost.
Senator LUCAS. I know, but according to Senator Taft's question,

you are complaining because you couldn't pay these boys higher
wages. I merely mentioned that now you won t be prevented from
paying those high wages.

Mr. SEELBACH. But we can't pay without getting the money from
the customer.

Senator LUCAS. I understand that.
Let me ask you about the foundry worker. Is he one of the high-

paid men in industry?
Mr. SEELBACH. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. That is what I thought.
Mr. SELBACH. Yes.
Senator LUCAS. At least it was rumored during the war that they

were the most difficult men to find because of the type of work and
I presume they were highly paid.

Mr. SEELBACH. Well, it is not easy to break in a foundry worker.
It takes a number of years to break him in.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no further questions, thank you for
your appearance.

Mr. SEELBACH. Thank you.
The CHAMMAN. Mr. Sperry. Mr. T. C. Sperry.
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hunt.
(No response.)
The CHAMMAN. Mr. Wolf.
(No response.)
The CHArRMAN. Mr. Haley. Has Mr. Haley come into the room?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Haley doesn't answer.
Mr. Joseph D. Keenan. Mr. Keenan is going to submit a state-

ment.
Senator GUFFEY. Has Mr. Battle appeared' yet?
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Battle didn't appear, but Mr. Haley was to

appear for him, and Mr. Haley hasn't come in.
Are there any other witnesses in the room that were scheduled to

appear today ?
Come around if you were scheduled to appear, or if you wish to

appear.
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH C. BOSS

Mr. Boss. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I appear as an
individual. I am not representing anyone. My name is Joseph C.
Boss, of Arlington. I addressed a letter to the committee, not be-
cause I have any individual ax to grind, but just because I want to
.speak to you for a few minutes. And I want to say that I didn't
come here as a "flash in the pan."

I have come here to see if I could just show my side of this, be-
cause of my experience.

I would like to read these two things that I have written.
I will say that inasmuch as we have just gone through the excitement

of the atomic bomb, that I don't believe that this will be any more ex-
citing [reading]:

GENTLEMEN: Why not hear the other side? Why not hear men who have
had experience employing union men and will give you the full benefit of our
experience. Men who have suffered strikes and who have been picketed and
boycotted. The opinions of men like Murray and Green and John Lewis should
be greatly discounted. They have an ax to grind and speak with a one-sided
view.

There is no place in a democracy for compulsory collective bargaining, or
United States Government sponsored aid for organized labor. It is an abomi-
nation and entirely unfair to four-fifths" of the laboring people unorganized.

Senator BREWSTER. Are you addressing yourself to this bill which,
so far as I know, doesn't make any such discrimination as you suggest
as to organized and unorganized provisions?

Mr. Boss. It is more of a general letter.
Senator BRiwsTR. I think the chairman yesterday sought to con-

fine the testimony, as well as he could, to the bill before the committee.
The CHAIRMAN. We would like to have you say what you wish to

about this unemployment compensation matter and the bill to supple-
ment unemployment compensation. If what you have bears upon
that, why, go ahead.

Mr. Boss. W6ll, it does absolutely apply to it, and at the same time
I think that it is very worthy of at least listening to. I quote some
wages in here that I have been paying myself, and I show you in here
that by paying these high wages that it will be impossible to build low-
cost houses.

Senator BREWSTER. I think thatis very pertinent.
Senator LuCAS. What is your business, Mr. Boss?
Mr. Boss. Well, I have about four or five things, but right now it is

real estate. Every time that the OPA shut down on something I had
to go into something else. I have gone into several, but I have man-
aged to sort of crawl through.

Senator LUCAS. The war sort of bankrupted you?
Mr. Boss. Not exactly, but it did make me alert to look for some-

thing else.
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.
Mr. Boss (reading):
In my opinion it will cause great trouble in our country when our servicemen

return, and rightly so. These nearly 15,000,000 men and women have been work-
Ing for wages of $11.54 a week, while the very lowest union wage paid per day is
higher than that.

I recently paid a bricklayer $1.90 an hour, and a colored laborer asked $1.50
per hour to be his helper. How can builders construct low-cost houses after
paying such high wages.
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The very existence of these powerful unions does and will continue to corrupt
politics in county, city, State, and National Governments. They state that they
have a basic wage but if you travel about from town to town and ask the wages
of union carpenters you will find it varies from city to city.

If one trade pays $12.40 a day, another $13.40, still another $16.40, and an-
(other $18, another $24, which is the basic wage?

If one carpenter can only lay a square of flooring a day he gets his full day's
pay, but if others can lay two or three, do they do it?

Is it, I ask you, fair to the builder, or the man who can lay two or three
quares, and yet must either be held back or the man who does twice to three

times the work and cannot get his rightful wages?
Should our Government favor in jobs or wages one organized group over an-

other? They do not favor unorganized groups because these groups do not use
their united vote in politics.

The workers who should be favored, if any, are the service men and women,
the white-collared men whose wages were frozen, the colored men, unorganized,
and last but not least the small businessman.

According to the newspapers, there will be a great world meeting of all large
country organized labor groups. I warn you now is the time to clip their wings.
They will be a greater menace than the three great enemies we have just licked.

Now, I will offer a remedy if you will call oh me. This is what I
wrote in answer [reading]: I -

GENTLEMEN: You have called for my remedy and here it is.
The United States Government favoring and recognition of organized labor and

compulsory bargaining. is un-American and is against unorganized workers-

Senator BREWSTER. I think you should address yourself to the bill
here. It has nothing to do with organized labor as far as I know.
There isn't a line in it about organized labor.

Mr. Boss. I was going to ask that question myself.
Senator BREWSTER. I assure you that that is so.
Mr. Boss. Well, I have just a very little. I believe it relates to the

bill. Of course, I am only too pleased to stop if you want me to.
The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.
Senator LUCAS. I think you ought to give us the remedy.
Senator BREWSTER. The chairman rules you should proceed.
Mr. Boss. Thank you, sir. I am a little hard of hearing. When you

get up to 70, you don't hear so well.
Senator BREWSTER. I think they feel you are helping the bill. Pro-

ceed.
Mr. Boss. I may have something to say on the end that will help it

als(o [reading]:
A closed shop against any Americlan citizen, on a Government job, because

li has failed to pay tribute to privileged groups, is not only unlawful but a great
menace to the united freedom for which we have fought, bled, and died.

Are we to be denied that earned freedom?
Let us not put a stumbling block in the way of our brother, says Romans 14: 13.
Every vestige of these favoring laws must be removed from our statute books.

The miners have shown you what they can do. They stopped work and defied
eVen our own President of the United States and did not start again until they
Wrre paid extra millions of dollars a week, all of which Is still coming out of the
P) 'ckets of our taxpayers. And all the other union groups showed their teeth in
thoir regular turn in wartimes when their services were needed most. They are

ii] asking for more and will continue. The sky Is the limit.
A union forever, but let it be the Nation's union. Once is enough.
I have sworn upon the altar of God hostility against every form of tyranny over

13a n.
Every particle of good contained In the rules and regulations of organized labor

should be taken care of by State and National Governments.
If you will take the daily wages of four union trades, $14, $16, $18. and $24,

add them up to $72, then reduce these wages to a good normal wage, $8 per day,
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and then divide that into 72, you will make room for five GI jobs at the same wage,
$8, and then they will all be paid well.

The Scripture says, Luke 3: 14, "Be content with your wages," and the service
men and women were and are content with the weekly wage of $11.54.

Paying these wages, $8 a day, builders can and will construct low-cost houses.
Labor is growing big and strong, too big And strong, and we must clip their wings
before they reorganize our Government as they did in England. We can do this
by confining all their activities within the lines of the States they live and work
in. Those who live there and work there can be controlled by the State within
which they live.

If we do not do this how can we compete with world markets, paying the very
highest of wages?

To do this, we must change to the 5-cent wheat loaf and the 6-cent rye loaf,
the 15-cent shave and 35-cent haircut, $15 to $25 suits of clothes, and so forth.

Our Government has a hold of organized labor like holding a hot iron. They
know they should let go, but they do not know how. Organized labor has a
strangle-hold on our Government and has them worried. We must sever this
group. The iron gets hotter every election and more corrupt.

If you will do this "must" you will not have to create jobs for men but try to
find men for these millions of jobs.

Thank you, indeed.
I would like to say this, that yesterday, I think it was Senator

Vandenberg. but it may have been someone else, someone suggestedI
that we should be reimbursed. For instance, if they are paying $15
and we pay $10 to make $25, that we should ask them later on, the
States, to pay that back to the Government.

say that if you are going to give these men relief, we ought not to
give them money. I don't believe it is a good idea. It makes loafers
of them.

I believe that if we are going to give this money to them that we
should give it in the form of a loan and that when they have their jobs,
at the end of 3 weeks, or 5 weeks, or 6 or 10 weeks, that they should
reimburse the Government at the rate of something like $5 a week,
without interest, so that the Government doesn't become a Santa Claus
to them, nor does the State.

Senator LUCAS. Do you believe in unemployment compensation of
anykind?

Mr. Boss. No, sir; I do not.
The ('HAIRMAN. We thank you, sir.
Mr. Boss. Thank you, indeed.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hunt.

STATEMENT OF JARVIS HUNT, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, ASSOCIATED
* INDUSTRIES OF MASSACHUSETTS

The CHALMMAN. Mr. Hunt, you are with the Associated Industries
of Massachusetts?

Mr. HU NT. That is right, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. And you appeared today before the Ways awd

Means Committee on this matter?
Mr. HUNT. I did.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well. We will be glad to hear you.
Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name

is Jarvis. My home is North Attleboro, Mass. I am the legislative
counsel for the Associated Industries of Massachusetts on whose behalf
I am appearing. The Associated Industries of Massachusetts is al
organization of over 1,500 industrial concerns comprising 92 percent
of the industrial pay roll of Massachusetts.
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I am also authorized to appear on behalf of the following State in-
dustrial associations: New York, New Jersey, Virginia, Wisconsin,
New Hampshire, Indiana, Vermont, Colorado, California, Iowa, Ne-
braska, Ohio, Kansas, West Virginia, Louisiana, Georgia, Missouri,
Minnesota, Tennessee, Oklahoma, Connecticut, Alabama, Montana, and
Kentucky.

The people I represent; Mr. Chairman, are those who, to a large
extent, pay the bills insofar as unemployment compensation is con-
cerned, for in very few States do the employees contribute toward
paying the costof unemployment compensation. Industry believes
in unemployment compensation and is vitally interested in maintain-
ing a sound unemployment compensation system. It is interested in
maintaining in each State an adequate unemployment compensation
fund to meet depressions and emergencies. It is interested in stabiliz-
ing employment and in getting the unemployed worker back to being
an employed producer as soon as possible.

All these things are vital to industry not only in order to keep as
favorable a rate of contribution as possible under the unemployment
compensation system, but to preserve the American system of free
enterprise, to keep industry going on a steady keel and to maintain a
high level of production and an increasing standard of living for our
people.

Industry believes that unemployment compensation can best be
handled by States. The State legislatures are on the scene. They
are susceptible to changes in conditions and demands. They, better
than Congress, can legislate for the needs of the workers of each par-
ticular State. -

In Massachusetts at the beginning of the year, the maximum amount
paid in unemployment compensation was $18 for '20 weeks.

During the 1945 session of the legislature, this was increased to $21
for 23 weeks.

At the present time, the fund has been built up to nearly $214,000,-
000 as of August 1, 1945. This is because even with a favorable merit-
rating system, by which the average contribution from industry is
slightly less than 1 percent at the present time, we have been taking
more money into the fund than has been paid out. If we assume con-
ditions prevailing in the year 1940 to be normal conditions, we would,
however, even with a 2.7 rate of contribution throughout the State,
pay out approximately $12,000,000 more than we took in.

Senator TAFr. At the new rates?
Mr. HUNT. That is without the merit-rating system, and 2.7.
We believe our fund can stand this as long as we do not have a

protracted depression. If, however, the payments were increased to
$25 for 26 weeks, as this bill proposes, under the Massachusetts law
which has an alternative maximum of '30 percent of the worker's
-Aie in the'base period, we would be paying out around twenty-two
A'( - half million dollars more than we took in. Without doubt,this

Would seriously menace industry's position.
Senator TA-r. Does that come down, to summarize that in another

way, is it fair to say that if we are going to pay generally through
the country $25 for 26 weeks, we would have to raise the unemploy-
nient compensation tax from 3 to 4 percent, say?
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Mr. HNrT. No, no: I am not saying that, Senator, but I am saying
that insofar as the Massachusetts fund is concerned, if we paid $25
for 26 weeks, we would lose our favorable merit-rating system.

These industries which have been paying the 2.7, which is the top
amount paid by industry, would lose the benefit of it. Everyone
would have to pay 2.7 percent and even with those payments under
the 1940 conditions, we would pay out about 221/2 million more than
we took in. assuming the depression lasted a year.

Senator Li-cAs. How much do you have in your reserve fund?
Mr. HuNT. We have $114,000,000 in the reserve.
Senator Lucxs. Do you think you have a sufficient fund for that

purpose?
Mr. HUNT. As I said, we feel we have a sufficient sum unless there

is a protracted emergency, unless the depression lasts longer than a
year or so.

Senator BrwsTEm. Which wouldn't mean you had enough to last
10 years.

Mr. HUNT. It probably would mean that we could go on for 10 years,
but the thing snowballs so that it would be hard to estimate that.

Senator TFT. I don't quite understand the effect of a prolonged
depression. Don't you pay and quit? I mean after 26 weeks?

Mr. HUNT. After 26 weeks we would quit, but there would be more
and more employees coming under the fund.

Senator TAFT. New ones taking their places?
Mr. HUNT. New ones taking the place of the old ones on the unem-

ployment compensation.
Senator LuCAs. Would you advocate a special session of your legis-

lature to amend the law so that the reserve fund can be tapped?
Mr. HUNT. We wouldn't have to have a special session, because the

reserve fund would be tapped, and as the reserve fund fell, the rate
would automatically go up. That is in our law at the present time.

Senator LuCAs. Then you can continue to pay without any special
sessi on ?

Mr. HUNT. We could.
Senator LucAs. Irrespective of the length of the depression?
Mr. HUN-T. As long as we had any money in the reserve fund, we

could continue to pay it out; that is right.
Many industries have informed me that their profits have just about

equaled what they saved under the merit-rating system. Loss of the
merit-rating system, which would be inevitable under such an increase,
would drive many small businesses out of existence. The small busi-
ness is the one which has the most stable employment and benefits most
by a merit-rating system.

I realize that some of these arguments do not apply to the present
bill because it provides that the difference between the amount paid
under the State law and the $25 paid under the proposed law should
be borne by the Federal Government. Industry has several objectionm
to this plan. In the first place, it works an injustice between the
States. The States which, like Massachusetts, have been fairly gen-
erous in their unemployment compensation payments, will lose as conm-
pared to States which have a low rate of maximum benefits.. In the
second place. we fear that Federal subsidy of these funds is only an
entering wedge to Federal control and, as I have previously stated,
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we feel that unemployment compensation may best be handled by the
States themselves.

In this regard, there is, of course, the question of States' rights
wliich many of us feel have been greatly violated, perhaps by neces-
sily. during the war emergency. With the emergency over, however,
we feel that every possible power should be returned to the States
anid that the reconversion emergency is n t sufficient to warrant fed-
er;ilization of the unemployment compensation system.

Another argument and one which I know has been used before this
CoIniittee already is that the higher unemployment compensation
benefits are raised, the more incentive we are giving a man to refrain
from working. Every time an increase is given, it induces more and
iII(re people to refrain from wholeheartedly attempting to seek em-
ployment, since they may be receiving very nearly as much as they
would make if they were working. I understand that this bill would
do away with many of the disqualifications imposed by the States such
wv the percentage maximum used as an alternative in'Massachusetts.

Thus the marginal worker, the one who has worked part time during
the period of full employment, would find that he was able to receive
f le same, or perhaps more, than he made while working during his:
employment for the full 26 weeks. When the first workers were laid
Off due to cancellation of war contracts, the Boston Herald-Traveler
]I-a(le a survey of the employment offices and some of their comments.
I think, are highly illustrative of what would be greatly increased
by a raise in benefits.

I should like to read from the Boston Traveler of Monday, August
20. The Traveler says:

Meanwhile, long lines of people seeking unemployment insurance formed at
USES offices in Boston, Cambridge, Watertown, and Waltham. Not many
s(),ight the 7,400 jobs known to be available in the Boston office, including Brook-
line, or the 1,000 jobs open in Cambridge. Most were concerned with unemploy-
fiieit payments.

Senator LUCAs. Did they get unemployment compensation?
M[r. HUNT. They were applying for it. This was the day they ap-

plied. It doesn't say whether they received it or not. In some cases
Probably they did, and some, if the USES office believed there was a
suitable job, they did not. But the Traveler's reporter found that most
Of them were more concerned with getting their benefits than with
obtaining jobs.

Senator LUCAs. They can't get benefits if there is a job.
Mr. HUNT. If the job is suitable.
Senator LUCAS. Suitable to whom ?
M[r. HUNT.. Suitable to the applicant.
Senator BARKLEY. It is not quite that simple.
Mr. HUNT. No; it is not quite that simple.
Senator BAiRKLY. The Board decides something about whether- it

i,,suitable. He can't decide himself whether it is suitable.
Mr. HUNT. That is right. And that, of course, is one reason why

we feel'the same board that pays the money should be the board that
(leides whether the job is suitable or not.

There were two instances I would like to quote to 'you.
A 3 1-year-old father of two children, who quit his bartending job 2 years

ago when he was told to get into essential work or be drafted, said he wasn't
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too anxious to get a new Job right away. He had rather collect unemploy-
ment compensation.

This is another instance:
Another father, aged 35, who was fired Saturday from an electrical manu-

facturing concern where lie earned $100 weekly for the past 2 years, wants to
collect insurance until he can find a job similar to his war work, both in com-
pensation and interest. He doesn't want to go back to'being a stocktaker for
a shoe concern.

Senator LUCAS. Isn't that a natural desire?
Mr. Hu.NT. I think it is.
Senator LUCAS. That is what you would do, isn't it?
Mr. HUNT. I think that is what any of us would do.
Senator LUCAS. If that man is offered what the board thinks is

suitable employment, and refuses, then he goes off the unemployment
compensation roll.

Mr. HuNT. That is correct; he does.
Senator LUCAS. It is not something he can arbitrarily decide himself.
Mr. HUNT. That is true. The point I am making is this, that in

such a case, instead of doing as perhaps you and I would do, running
around and trying to find a job, he is content to sit back and get
his compensation benefits until perhaps they run out or perhaps he
does find a job that actually does appeal to him.

I think we are taking away the incentive for an unemployed man
to find employment.

Senator LUCAS. There shouldn't be any unemployment compensa-
tion under those circumstances.

Mr. HUNT. No; I wouldn't say that. As I understand it, the un-
employment compensation act is designed to protect a man who is
unemployed through no fault of his own, and I believe that is correct.
That is the way the act should be.

The trouble is, of course, that you are bound to have people, human
nature being what it is, who will, if they can get almost as much
money without working as they would if they were working, let up
on their activity to find a new job.

Senator TAFT. The whole thing is a question of degree. I mean
your point is that you should pay them, but you should not make the
payments so attractive as to bring about more harm than good;
isn't that right?

Mr. HUNT. That is it.
My point is that we approach a time when it is more attractive to

loaf than it is to work, and I think we should be careful that we don't
actually attain that end.

Senator Tirr. Isn't it a very difficult job in every case for this board
.to decide whether the job offered is suitable or is not suitable?

Mr. HUNT. I think it is.
Senator TAr. I think there must be many cases where they are

not suitable. You wouldn't want to take a man that is an expert ac-
countant and make him sweep the streets, I would assume.

Mr. HUNT. I think that is true.
Senator TA-r. That wouldn't be a very reasonable proposal.
Mr. HUNT. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Proceed.
Mr. HUNT. Industry has already found in Massachusetts that it is

very hard to secure workers when there are thousands on the unem-

574
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ployment compensation list. To gef the maximum benefit from the
employment service offices we feel they should be maintained by the
same agency that collects the money and pays the benefits--the State.
For that reason we are heartily in favor of Senator Saltonstall's
amendment to H. R. 3199, which returns these offices to the States.
I hope nothing will occur to prevent this being put into effect as
speedily as possible.

The chief proposal in this bill S. 1274 and H. R. 3736, is the in-
crease of maximum weekly benefits to $25 and the increase of dura-
tion to 26 weeks. The argument in favor of this proposal is that it
will maintain the purchasing power of the people, especially the war
workers who have lost their jobs, and so aid in reconversion. Since
the greatest and most practical source of employment is industry,
and since the major job of reconverting must be done by industry, it
is very important to see how this proposal will affect industry. I
cannot' see how the effects will be anything but harmful to industry.

As I have said, industry realizes the benefits of the unemployment-
compensation system and is willing to pay its share, which is prac-
tically 100 percent, as long as it has confidence in the administration
of the system. The merit-rating system, now in effect in nearly every
State, has been a great incentive to industry to keep its employment
as stable as possible. In Massachusetts industry saved around $45,-
000,000 last year through merit rating. Any change in our system
which will lose this saving for industry will be strenuously opposed,
and the passage of any measure which caused this would necessarily
have a very bad effect upon reconversion.

Another argument in favor of this plan is that it is a temporary
measure to end, I believe, in June 1947. It has been my experience,
as I know it has been yours, that temporary increases in benefits tend
to become permanent and at such time as the Federal subsidy is with-
drawn, the State legislatures will be under great pressure to maintain
the high level of benefits. If this is done and there is even normal
unemployment, our funds will melt away like snow, and eventually
we may be faced with the federalization of the system, since the.
Federal Government seems to be the only agency that can finance
through deficits.

Senator MCMAHON. Just a minute. Your State director of unem-
ployment compensation passes the final judgment on whether that
fellow should be paid unemployment compensation or not.

Mr. HUNT. No; he doesn't.
Senator MCMAHoN. I think he does.
Mr. HUNT. No. The USES office does that.
Senator MCMAHON. I think you are in error. The USES may

furnish a man with a certificate that he has had no suitable job offered
to him, but the director of unemployment compensation is not bound
by that certificate at all.

Mr. HUNT. I think that is probably correct.
Senator ,MCMAHON. I know it is correct.
Mr. HUNT. I will bow to your superior knowledge of it.
Aks a practical matter, however, the State director can't go into every

single case and ascertain whether the USES office has been correct
In awarding him the certificate or not.
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Senator MCMAHON. He would have to go into every single case,
if he had the USES or what corresponded to it.

Mr. Hur. One of his agents would.
Senator Tirr. Didn't the USES take over the employees who for-

merly reported to the State director and made this certificate to
determine whether it was a suitable job offer to him or not?

Mr. HUNT. That is correct.
Senator TArr. That was done at the beginning of the war?
Mr. HUNT. That is correct.
Senator TArt. And it has never been reversed?
Mr. HUNT. That is right.
Senator TAFT. You think by returning that man to the State

pay roll he would certify differently to the State unemployment direo-
tor than he would do now because he was working with the Federal
Government? Is that your position?

Mr. HUNT. Not necessarily.
Senator CMAC1oN. I might say that there has been no concrete

evidence of any divergence in the interpretation of suitability.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Proceed.
Mr. HUNT. The next question is whether such a plan is necessary in

order to maintain purchasing power throughout the reconversion
period. In 1940 the average weekly wage was $20. During war pro-
duction it rose to $50 in the early part of 1945. The highest paid
workers, the war workers, will be the first unemployed. Many of
them have saved part of their salaries. We know that most of them
have purchased war bonds to provide for just such a time as this. In
the last session of their State legislatures, most of our States raised
their unemployment compensation benefits. Thirty-two States n',w
have a duration of 20 or more weeks. Twenty-seven States now have
a maximum benefit of $20 or more. The result is that approximately
four-fifths of all covered workers will be getting $20 for 20 weeks ,
more. This takes in nearly all the war workers. Surely there doesn't
seem to be a great lack of purchasing power.

To sum up industry's objections to the main provisions of this bill:
Industry fears an increase of its burden, whether through loss of
merit rating or in taxes to pay a Federal subsidy.

Industry fears a weakening of the unemployment-compensation
system and its eventual federalization, which can only result in more
restrictions on industry and in greater costs to industry.

Industry fears an approach to the point where loafing will be more
attractive and in some cases more profitable than working.

I think we will all admit that industry and, of course, labor too, has
done a splendid job in war production. Industry can and will do an
equally good job in reconverting to a new record peacetime production.
It looks to Government for encouragement, however. Passage of this
bill will serve only to discourage it.

Senator LUCAS. Do you have any statistics that would show what
percentage of the people you would classify as loafers who would
take advantage of a -sitiiation of this kind ?

Mr. HUNT. It is hard to tell.
Senator LUCAS. I know. Witnesses keep talking about the loafers,

and those who don't want to work who will take advantage of this
unemployment compensation. I know there are certain groups who
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will do that. I know people in my own city that went to work be-
cause they were prodded by their neighbors in this war effort. They
didn't want to work. When this is over, they will go back to loafing
again. I don't think it is hardly fair to throw out any implication
that nobody wants to work. It is pretty difficult for me to believe
that a man with three or four youngsters who had a pretty good job
before the war and held a good job during the war, that he doesn't
want security as soon as he can get it. I just don't believe that he is
going to take advantage of the unemployment compensation.

Mr. HUNT. I didn't intend, Senator, to throw out the implication
that there were a great many loafers. What I did want to bring home
is that we are encouraging that.

Senator LUCAS. You can; all unemployment compensation encour-
ages that.

Mr. HuNT. I suppose it does. I suppose that any aid would encour-
age people not to work.

Senator LUCAS. You give a maximum of $22 a week in Massachu-
setts, don't you?

Mr. HUNT. $21 a week.
Senator LUCAS. You can say that encourages it, and yet you are

for the system. You add $3 or $4 and you say that would encourage
it a little more. I doubt if it would make loafers and bums out of a
lot of people I know, who are just as good citizens and Americans
from the standpoint of patriotism and integrity and honor as the
fellow who belongs to the Association of Manufacturers or the cham-
ber of commerce.

Mr. HUNT. I think that is true, but I do make the point that we
are encouraging this. Of course, the higher our rates go, the more en-
,,ouragement we are giving them. It is a fine thing if we can do it
without injuring industry, if we can do it without injuring our labor
market. I don't think we can. I think we are rapidly reaching the
top bracket beyond which we can't go.

Senator McMAiHON. What is the average in Massachusetts today of
those who are on unemployment compensation?

Mr. HUNT. Those today on unemployment compensation?
Senator MCMAHON. Yes.
Mr. HUNT. I think I have the figures here. From VJ-day to the

close of business on Monday, August 20, 13,142 people filed claims.
The highest class of continued claims-we have both the initial claims
t 1 iat come in on that month, and continued claims that go from month
to, month. In July of- 1945 there were 34,150 continued claims, and
then up to August 20 there were 13,000 more that came in.

Senator MCIAHON. What was the average weekly unemployment
co1mpensation benefit?

Senator BMWSTER. Before their increase, it shows in the State re-
port that it was $15.20. That was before the increase in their maxi-
11hlun. I don't know how much difference that made.

Mr. HUNT. I haven't that here.
Senator TAFT. I thought the other Massachusetts witness testified

,$hK 50.

Senator McMAHON. I think that was New Jersey. I know it is $19
in Connecticut.

Mr. HUNT. That is the average payment. I thought you meant the
average number of persons.
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The CHAIRMN. Have you got the average payment ? That is what
Senator McMahon was asking about.

Senator MCMAHON. If you haven't got it, you can supply it for
the record.

Mr. HUN-T. I haven't it here. At least, I haven't it under my hand.
It is here somewhere.

I should like to say a brief word on other points brought up by this
bill. There is the question of paying unemployment benefits to
Federal workers. If this is done I think the benefits should be paid
in accordance with the laws of the worker's home State, and the State
reimbursed by the Federal Government. Federal workers should
be on the same basis as other workers in the community.

Another question is whether we should pay benefits to unemployed
maritime workers in accordance with State laws. The problem here
is that the agency paying the maritime worker and making the con-
tribution to the unemployment compensation fund based on pay roll,
may not be under the jurisdiction of the State making the benefit pay-
ments. Clearly this problem is one which requires some study. As
yet there have been few cases of maritime unemployment and with
the need for bringing back our men in the armed forces and for the
transportation of machinery, materials, and foodstuffs to the stricken
countries, it does not seem that this is necessarily an emergency
problem.

Nor does it seem likely that there will be a serious unemployment
f. roblem in regard to agricultural workers. In Massachusetts such
workers are covered unless actually engaged in farming and I believe
the q ame is true in many States. No emergency exists here, because
many farm workers left their agricultural pursuits for the higher
wages paid by war work, and farmers are still short-handed and will
be hiring for some time to come, at least we have found this to be the
case in Massachusetts. I believe no emergency exists here, and that
this problem should be left to the States to solve themselves. (The
covering of agricultural workers engaged in processing is in the
Senate bill, but not in the House bill.)

The bill provides for certain optional provisions which may be in-
cluded in the State's agreements. The liberalization of the benefit
formula to include a maximum alternative of- two-thirds weekly
wags-or $25--.would not greatly affect Massachusetts since our .aver-
age payment under our formula is about that-67 percent-we feel
that this is a matter which the States should take care of themselves.

The paying of benefits to persons now not covered by State law be-
cause of size of firm limitations, would not concern Massachusetts,
because all employers of one or more are covered by our law, and we
have up to the present time decided against making our farmers and
housewives file returns and pay contributions. Whether a State
should extend its law thus far is purely a matter of policy, and there
is surely no emergency in such categories. While these items are
labeled "optional" it is certain that if several States adopt them,
there will be pressure upon the others to do likewise, and these pro-
visions will become compulsory.

In conclusion I wish to emphasize the fact that this is stated to be
an emergency measure, to meet widespread unemployment during
reconversion. I do not believe that such an emergency exists, nor
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that we will have sufficient unemployment to create an emergency.
We will, of course, have some unemployment due to the cancellation
of war contracts and the reconversion period. Our investigations in
Massachusetts, however, lead us to believe that this period will not be
long.

In Massachusetts at the time of Japan's surrender we had 1,300,000
men and women gainfully employed. During the first 10 days of
peace only 100,000 were thrown out of work due to war contract
cancellations. The industries which let these people go plan to hire
back nearly all of them when their reconversion plans have been
completed.

Senator LUCAS. Only 100,000?
Mr. HUNT. Only 100,000 in the first 10 days were let go.
Senator LUCAS. What is it from that time on?
Mr. HUNT. I haven't it since August 20.
Senator LUCAS. What do they contemplate in the way of unem-

ployed?
Mr. HUNT. We feel that 100,000 for a short period is the peak.
I can cite two or three cases that were mentioned in the Boston

Traveler.
Senator TAFT. You say they expect to hire them back after recon-

version. Have you any estimate. of the time that these firms expect
to take for reconversion?

Mr. HUNT. I have that, and I shall give it to you in just a minute.
This is from the article I quoted previously:
Rumors that 8,000 workers had been laid off at the General Electric Co. were

denied today by the general manager of the Lynn River works and the super-
charger plant. He reported that less than 1,000 have been dismissed, and that
many of them will be reemployed within the next few days, when departments
can be shifted to civilian production.

Lawrence K. Marshall, president of the Raytheon Manufacturing Corp., an-
nounced that part of his force of between 12,000 and 13,000 workers have been
shifted to civilian production of radio tubes. He said that the way it looks now,
most of these workers will be retained. A lay-off of 1,500 took place last week
when night shifts were abandoned.

The Bethlehem Quincy shipyard reported 20,000 people at work today on
Navy contracts, with no immediate prospects of cancellations seen.

At the Hood Rubber Co. in Watertown, less than 500 of the total personnel
of about 5,500 were working on war production today. Since the Japanese
surrender, between 2,000 and 2,500 have been shifted from military footwear to
civilian work. A very small number of workers was expected to be laid off
temporarily during reconversion procedure, to be rehired within 2 or 3 weeks.

The CHAMMAN. Can you conceive of a reason why they lay off the
workers temporarily and take them back shortly?

Mr. HUNT. Merely to change their machines over to peacetime
production.

The CHAIRBMAN. That is not the primary reason, I submit. One
of the primary reasons is the Renegotiation Act. It would break
many industries who had been engaged in war work in 1943, 1944,
and 1945, to retain a large number of workers in idleness for even a
brief period.

Mr. HUNT. I think that is true.
Senator BARKLEY. Unless they were engaged in full settlement of

war contracts-
The CHAIRMAN. They are renegotiating the 1943 contracts now.

The renegotiators will not allow a single deduction for a displaced
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war worker who may be kept there in idleness in order that he may
be reemployed.

Senator TAFT. Won't allow dismissal pay?
The CHAIRMAN. No dismissal pay.
Senator BARKLEY. Of course that is a matter of tax law.
The CHAIRMAN. But they are renegotiating the war contracts.
Senator BARKLEY. They are renegotiating the contracts under

which they made the war goods.
The CHAIRMAN. That is part of the war cost, the reconversion,

just as plain as any other, and against taxes, they could deduct it,
but against renegotiation it makes no impression on our friends over
in the departments. That is where you could remedy a lot of these
temporary lay-offs.

Mr. HUNT. I think that is so.
The CHAIRMAN. It won't get anywhere because that is too simple.
Mr. HUNT. In February of this year the National Association of

Manufacturers published the results of a survey in regard to empioy-
ment after reconversion, and some of their results I should like to
read to the committee:

There were approximately 10.6 millions working in manufacturing in 1939.

They estimate there should be a gain of between 3.4 and 4.4 mil-
lions in manufacturing employment by the time transition to peace-
time production has run its course.

The survey revealed that 79 percent of manufacturing concerns will
employ more people after the war than they did before the war.

Senator BARKLEY. What about the comparison of after the war
with during the war?

Mr. HUNT. I assume that it is axiomatic that they will not employ
as many after the war as during the war.

Senator BARKLEY. Would that statement be true as to all of them?
Mr. HUNT. I think some concerns will that didn't have war contracts

and were hampered by priorities.
Senator MLmIKIN. Is it backlog that accounts for the increase over

1939?
Mr. HUNT. Backlog would have a great deal to do with ft. I pre-

sume in some cases, it would be new developments, new inventions,
and new fields.

Senator MiLKIN. I. am wondering if you have any statistics oi
how long you expect that to last. In other words, you figure we would
be able to expand our economy normally in the way it would offset the
loss of employment due to obsolescence?

Mr. HUNT. There will be a period, of course, when the saturation
point is reached, and they will slump off to a normal replacement.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Unless we find some method of generally increas-
ing the magnitude of our business.

Mr. HuNT. That is true.
This survey indicated that 61 percent of manufacturing concerns

have no serious reconversion problem, and could get the production
of peacetime goods started without any delay.

Senator LucAs. What is the total number of men that that 61 per-
cent represents?

Mr. HUNT. I think I have that over here. I think I should come
to that in a second, Senator, if you will let, me go on with this.
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Twenty-eight percent of all manufacturing concerns will need only
1 day to 4 weeks for reconversion; 11 percent of all manufacturing
concerns will need more than 4 weeks.

Senator TATr. Is this the whole country?
Mr. HUNT. The whole country.
After 8 weeks, about 95 percent of all manufacturing companies

should be under way on peacetime production.
Senator MILLIKIN. Do you have that in terms of manpower? I

think just a number of manufacturers is insignificant.
Mr. HUNT. I think you are right, and I am trying to find it. I be-

lieve I have the manpower here.
The survey shows the largest amount of unemployment of a serious

nature, that is extending beyond 30 days, is likely to be found in the
automobile, aircraft, and parts groups. Here the unemployment may
amount to 436,000 people out of work for something over 30 days.

In the machinery field, 326,000 workers may be off the job for at
least 4 weeks.

Although the figures add up to 1,416,000 workers unemployed over
30 days in manufacturing industries, it is a question whether it is fair
to combine these figures, because reconversion may occur at different
times in the different industries indicated on the chart.

However, the total of 11 million is not as serious an unemployment
factor as the public has been led to.expect. That is, the survey shows
that about 1 million will remain unemployed for more than 30
days. That is in terms of workers.

Senator MRLLKIN. Are you 'going to take industry by industry and-!
give us an estimate of how longit will take them to convert? ,

Mr. HUNT. I haven't that. I have only the high spots, the aircraft,
automobile and machinery field.

Senator MiLmI-N. Can yau take your own State of Massachusetts
and give us three or four leading employers of labor and just give us
your own judgment on how long it will take?

Mr. HuNT. As I have said, the General Electric said that they would
lay off 1,000 workers to be reemployed within a few days. That is in
the electrical appliances.

Senator MILAKIN. Is that one of your big businesses?
Mr. HUNT. That is one of the big concerns.
Senator MILLIKIN. What ia the business in Massachusetts that em-

1,loys most labor?
M r. HUNT. I suppose it is the textile industry.
S nator MILmKIN. What was your estimate on that?
Mr. HUNT. The textile industry, I believe, I have in another item

]heie.
The New Bedford Cotton Manufacturers Association said there

w,,,ld be no unemployment as a result of reconversion and cut-bncks
awd that they could use 1.000 more textile workers right now. They
tli~k there will be no reconversion problem whatever.

Senator LUCAs. These figures you are supplying only apply to Mas-
s:n,'husetts ?

Mr. HUNT. No; these figures I have just been giving you cover the
Nation.

Senator LUCAS. That is what I thought. Is that what your one mil-
lion and one-half is based upon?

Mr. HUNT. That is right, in manufacturing.

581
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Senator LUCAS. One million and one-half unemployed in manufac-
turing?

Mr. HiwT. That is right.
Senator Luc \s. Would you say that period will not lst over 6 to 8

weeks ?
Mr. Hu-'r. Thirty days.
Senator Luc.A s Thirty days after the war was over?
Mr. HUNT. Yes; after contracts were canceled, the period of re-

conversion.
Senator LUCAS. And by the first of October this year, everything

ought to be all right then?
Mr. HUNT. That is right.
Senator TAFT. The million and one-half will extend beyond that,

won't it?
Mr. HU T. I have some figures on that that I want to give you.
The million and a half will still be unemployed at the end of 30 days.

Of course, after 30 days that field begi ns to be absorbed and the figure
at the end of 12 weeks will be down to 58,000.

Senator LuCAS. What is the total number of workers throughout the
Nation in manufacturing?

Mr. HU-NT. The total number, 10.6.
Senator TAFT. I thought that was the figure before the war.
Mr. HUNT. Yes, I think that was before the war.
Senator TAFT. It is about 14,000,000 now.
Mr. HUNT. That was in 1939.
Senator TAFT. You think within 6 months after the 30-day period

that there will only be between three and four hundred thousand un-
employed out of a total of 15,000.000?

Mr. HUNT. I think there will be less than that. At the end of 6
weeks they estimate, that there will only be 58,000 unemployed.

Senator TAFT. Are you speaking of the whole country?
Mr. HUNT. The whole country.
Senator TAFT. Fifteen million employed in the manufacturing in-

dustry at the present time?
Mr. HUNT. That is right.
Senator TAFT. You only had 10.6 before the war?
Mr. HUNT. Yes; and we assume 3.4 to 4.4 more after the war. So

that would bring it up close to your 15,000,000.
Senator BYRD. When will you do it?
Mr. HUNT. That is from 30 days on.
Senator Bym. How far on?
Mr. HUNT. At the end of 16 weeks there will only be about 58,000

unemployed.
Senator BYRD. Fifty-eight thousand unemployed out of fifteen

million?
Mr. HUNT. That is right.
Senator BYRD. What do you base that upon?
Mr. HUNT. These are based upon questionnaires sent out in Feb-

ruary.
I think that the situation is even better than these estimates would

lead us to believe.
I have some figures that were released on Sunday, September 2,

from the National Industrial Council.
Senator BYRD. Does that include the automobile industry?
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Mr. HUNT. Yes, that includes the automobile industry.
Senator BYRD. Includes everybody in the manufacturing industry?
Mr. HUNT. Yes.
Senator BYRD. It doesn't include the farmers?
Mr. HUNT. No; it doesn't include the farmers or service people.
Senator LUCAS. I have been an optimist on reconversion, but your

figures are nuch more optimisitic than I have thought about.
Mr. HUNT. They do seem very optimistic.
This release of Sunday, September 2, is even more so.
Senator LUCAS. Was this questionnaire sent to every industry in

the country?
Mr. HUNT. I presume it was sent to practically every manufactur-

ing concern in the country that they had any record of, yes. There
may be some small ones that were overlooked somewhere because
they didn't have them listed.

The CHAIRMAN. All right; proceed.
Senator LUCAS. We have no problem at all if you are right. Every-

thing is going to be rosy.
Mr. HUNT. I don't think it is a very great problem.
Senator VANDENBERG. All we have got to do is keep these hearings

going for a couple of weeks.
The CHAIRMAN. Anything further?
Mr. HUNT. Yes.
Reporting from New York, Thomas M. Brennan, executive director

of the council which represents more than 300 local, State, and trade
manufacturer associations, said that initial reports "reflected the con-
fidence of industry in its ability to reconvert promptly with a mini-
mum of job dislocation."

"It is not necessary to embroider these reports, they speak for themselves,"
Mr. Brennan said. "Replies received to this NIC questionnaire are reassuring
and o offer added confirmation to the survey by the National Association of Manu-
facturers which indicates postwar manufacturing employment will be up more
than 30 percent over 1939, and that only a comparative few of the Nation's
workers need be out of employment more than 30 days, if Government restric-
ti(Ins and red tape are removed promptly."

First industry-wide reports received were from the National Lumber Manu-
fatturers Association, which predicted no loss of employment due to reconversion
or cut-backs, and a 50-percent increase in post var employment; and the Narrow
Fabrics Institute, Inc., which forecast only a "few days" unemployment for any
workers, and a 26.8 percent jump in postwar employment.

The Lumber Association expected postwar employment to hit 600,000 as com-
pared to 400,000 in 1939, and the Narrow Fabrics figures showed a need for 9,000
workers within 3 months, -is compared to 7,100 in 1939.

From the New Bedford Cotton Manufacturers Association care word that there
would be no unemployment as a result of reconversion and cut-backs, and that
we can use 1,000 more textile workers right now."
First complete State report came from the Associated Industries of Vermont,

which based estimates on figures received from the unemployment compensation
C()nmission and the United States Employment Service.

According to AIV estimates, manufacturing industry will set the pace in in-
creased postwar employment in Vermont where 33,000 jobs are planned compared
1(, 27,000 in 1939. Over-all postwar jobs in the State are estinuiacd at 133,590, an
increase of 9,500 over 1939. Also, it was indicated that the 3,000 workers involved
in the first wave of cut-backs will Ie entirely accounted for in the number of
persons retiring from industry. These retirements include 2,000 women, 50W
Older workers, 200 under-age workers, and 300 students returning to school.

The Meriden, Conn., Manufacturers Association reported that a survey of 57
companies in Meriden and Wallingford, which employed 17,050 workers July 1,
1945, showed they planned to boost this to 17,800 by January 1, 1946. This will
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represent an increase of more than 5,000 workers more than the same 57 Coln-
par ies employed in 19*39.

From the Peoria, Ill., Manufacturers Association came words more eloquent
than figures, viz, "No lay-offs-we need more men."

An ,ncr.,ase of 6,000 jobs in manufacturing industry will help boost total post-
war employment in M.iskegon, Mich., to 43,800 as compared to 31,838 in 1939,
ac wording to Muskegon Emp oyers Association.

From the Manufacturer-s Association of Erie, Pa., came estimates that mann-
factu: ing industry alone would provide 3,000 more jobs than it did in 1939. . Great
unemployment in Erie due to cut-backs and reconversion, is not expected to be
over 6,0t 0, and of those it is estimated that 4,600 workers-1,000 men and 3,600
women-will retire from the labor market.

H fla nd, Mich., a town of less than 15,300, expects postwar employment to be up
slightly over 1939, the chamber of commerce estimating 5,500 postwar jobs coni-
pared to 5,350 employed in 1939.

Senator Ti;-r. Are these figures collected independently of the Com-
mittee on Economic Development?

Mr. HUNT. That is right.
Senator MLLIKiN. I would certainly draw over-all conclusions

-from those scattered reports with considerable reserve.
The CHAIRMAN. All right; proceed.
31r. HrNT. In addition, we will have many voluntary withdrawals

from the labor market. Our plants made a very great effort to
attract for war work younger men and women who will now return
to school, housewives who will return to their homes, and older men
and women who will retire from work entirely. Other workers
came from farms, service agencies, domestic service, and their own
small businesses. A great many of these people will go back to their
prewar pursuits. New construction and repairs, both public and
private, will absorb many workers. Our State has plans for air-
ports, highways, bridges, seaports, State institutions, and many other
projects which we have neglected during the war emergency. Other
States have similar plans. It is evident to everyone that the con-
sumer goods which have worn out during the war must be replaced
and will give work to millions for some years to come. Because of
the foresight of both industry and government, and because of the
cooperation between industry and labor, reconversion plans are pro-
ceeding faster than we had hoped. Any reconversion emergency is
being met, and I believe the States themselves are competent to han-
dle the unemployment problem without the need of Federal inter-
ference or aid. In May 1944 the executive committee of the Gov-
ernors' Conference unanimously adopted a resolution stating this
position. I trust your committee will follow this policy and allow
the States to handle their own unemployment problems.

Senator BYiD. Do your estimates make any allowance for the ones
coming back from the armed forces?

Mr. HUNT. We do not. The 1939 figures, of course, took in every-
body, and there was no Army or Navy at that time to bother us.

Senator LucAs. With respect to the 15,000,000 that we have been
discussing throughout the industry, what percentage do you estimate
will return to normal life without looking for jobs?

Mr. HUNT. That is hard to estimate. I should assume that prob-
-ably pretty near the entire increase over 1939 would withdraw to
their own businesses.

Senator LUCAS. Four million?
Mr. H[NT. I should think pretty near 4,000,000.
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Senator LUcAs. If you take 4,000,000 out, you have created a labor
market for practically 9,000,000 men over 1939.

.Mr. HUNT. I don't see the 9,000,000.Senator LUCAS. You said it would increase from 10,000,000 to

15,000,000. That is your figure.
Mr. HUNT. About fourteen and one-half.
Senator LUCAS. All right; fourteen and one-half. So if you with-

draw 41 million people, old people and children who ought to be
in school and what not, who have been in this war effort, you take
them out, then you have really got a market for 9,000,000 men.

Mr. HUNT. I see what you mean. The figures would seem to indi-
cate that.

Senator LuCAS. We have got no problem at all if your figures are
correct. We just as well go back home.
The CHAIMAN. All right; proceed.
Senator LUCAS. I hope you are correct.
Mr. HUNT. I hope I am, too.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there anything further?
Mr. HUNT. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Our next witness is Mr. J. D. Battle, National Coal Association.
Senator LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, before this witness testifies, I would

like to make this statement. There have been several witnesses who
have given to us average estimates of wages paid in respective States
for unemployment compensation. It occurred to me it might be of
some value to us if we could not only have the average payment under
the Unemployment CompensationAct in each State but also the aver-
ae wage during 1944, because Secretary Schwellenbach testified the
other day that he considered that 50 percent of the wage would be fair
unemployment compensation.

The CHAIRMAN. We have put in the record already average wages
in all the States.

Senator LUCAS. All right.
Now, if we7 had the average unemployment compensation.
Senator BREWSTER. We don't have that.
Senator LUCAS. There have been some witnesses that testified that

New Jersey had $18.50, and the previous witness testified that Massa-
c'husetts had $15.20.

I think it is rather interesting to compare the wage with the unem-
ployment compensation.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Battle.
Mr. HALEY. My name is James W. Haley. I appear in the place of

A-r. J. D. Battle, whose name appears on your calendar, and I apolo-
gize for not being here when I was originally called. It happened that
I was at that time before the Ways and Meanis Committee.

I am the regular attorney of the National Coal Association.
The CHAnMAN. All right, proceed.

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. HALEY, ATTORNEY FOR THE NATIONAL

COAL ASSOCIATION

Mr. HALEY. The National Coal Association is the trade association
of bituminous-coal operators of the United States, with membership
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comprising about four-fifths of the commercial producers of bitumi-
nous coal in the Nation and with members in each of the coal-producingStates.

The bituminous-coal-mining industry is opposed to the proposal
contained in S. 1274.

The bituminous-coal-mining industry is opposed to the bill because
we are of the opinion that the estimates of unemployment are unreal-
istic, and for the additional reason that the present State systems
are adequate to take care ,,f the situation.

On the basis of information available to us and our own knowledge
of the facts, we have a very definite conviction that the estimates of
unemployment that may be expected between now and the end of June
1947 are much too high.

Hon. Arthur J. Altmeyer, Chairman of the Social Security Board,
appearing in support of the Doughton bill before the House Ways
and Means Committee on August 30, gave three estimates of unem-
ployment for 1946. His low estimate placed unemployment at about
the 1941 level; his intermediate estimate placed unemployment at
about the 1940 level; and his high estimate placed unemployment at
about- the 1939 level.

Production of bituminous coal bears a direct relationship to general
industrial activity. By the same token, it will be observed that un-
employment runs in inverse ratio to coal production. These relation-
ships result from the fact that coal is basic in our industrial structure;
and coal is produced as it is currently required for consumption-long-
range 4toring or stockpiling of bituminous coal is relatively insignifi-
cant due to co'nipelling physical conditions.

Your attention is directed to the chart which we have prepared,
depicting the relationship of unemployment, industrial production,
and bituminous coal production.

The chart to which I have referred appears as the last page of the
statement.

You will note that historically there has been a direct relationship
between bituminous-coal production, general industrial production
and unemployment. As coal production goes up, unemployment
comes down.

There is little doubt that demand for bituminous coal will continue
at a high level for some time to come. Demand for bituminous
coal in the near future is a subject which has had careful and through
consideration by Government and industry experts in a position to
know the true prospects. There is a special organization set up for
the purpose of estimating coal needs. That organization, known as
the Solid Fuels Requirements Committee, less than 2 weeks ago es-
timated that coal requirements for the year ending March 31, 1946,
will run between 570,000,000 and 585,000,000 tons, which means that
for the rest of the 12-month period ending next March coal produc-
tion will have to be continued at present high levels. Nor is there
any indication to the effect that coal requirements will fall appreci-
ably after next March.

I he CHAIRMAN. Does the foreign situation have anything to do
with that?

Mr. HALEY. The foreign situation may have something to do with
that. However, regardless of the foreign requirements, or regardless

586



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 587

of what may be shipped to foreign countries, the amount would be a
relatively unimportant part, expressed percentagew ise.

Senator LUCAS. How does that compare with 1939?
Mr. HALEY. Well, in 1939 there was some foreign business.
Senator LucAs. I am not talking about the foreign business, I am

talking about your total picture of what you project it to be.
Mr. HALEY. It would be very much higher.
The CHAIRAIAN. Than your 1939 production

Mr. HALEY. Yes, sir. Very much higher.
I can't tell you exactly. The production for 1939 was 395,000,000,

and the Solid Fuels Requirements Committee estimates for the coal
ivar ending next March 31, it will be somewhere between 570,000.000
-ind 585,000,000. Of course, part of that coal year. you must realize,
is already gone. But in order to meet that requirement production,
it will have to be maintained at the present level or at the levels which
have been maintained since last April.

Senator TAFT. What is the situation as to coal miners on hours?
Mr. HALEY. The coal-mining industry is now on a 54-hour week.
Senator TAFT. What is the normal?
Mr. HALEY. Back in 1939 we were on the 35-hour week at the face.

'rhat was 35 hours exclusive of so-called underground travel time.
Senator TAFT. What is the difference?
Mr. HALEY. It would be about 6 hours' difference.
Of course, there is no prospect of going on the shortened workweek

with the manpower squeeze what it is in the industry today.
Senator TAFT. Supposing that these 30.000 or 50,000 miners are re-

leas9d from the Army forces. That would relieve that, wouldn't it?
Mr. HALEY. That would help.
Senator TAFT. So far as the coal industry is concerned, there is no

question of unemployment in the next 12 months?
Mr. HALEY. Not at all.
Senator LUCAS. At the same hours per week?
Mr. HALEY. I am not so sure it would be at the same hours per week.

Of course there is much feeling that the hours should be reduced.
After all, it is probably the highest regular workweek in any industry.

Senator LuCAs. Do you think, if it is reduced, it will go to 40 hours?
Mr. H.ALEY. I don't know what it will go to. The union's.position

has much to do with that.
S?nator Luc.s. What is their position?
Mr. HALEY. The union has tried to preserve the concept of the 7-

hour day at the face throughout the war, and will immediately re-
turn to that probably when the demand for coal warrants a reduction.
It will be 7 hours at the face, or about 8 hours portal to portal.

Senator TAr. Five-day week?
Mr. HALEY. Five-day week.
The CHAIRMAN. Proceed with your statement.
The coal industry itself is one of the biggest employers of labor.

And there is certainly no unemployment in the industry now. As
a matter of fact, there is a serious manpower shortage. The real
problem is to get the men to produce the coal sorely needed. You no
doubt know that the Government has not yet seen fit to remove the
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restriction on domestic consumers of coal, whereby they are limited
this year to 80 percent of last year's deliveries.

If there is wholesale unemployment now, or even early next year-
the time at which the peak -unemployment will be reached, according
to Messrs. Snyder and Altmeyer-I am sure the coal industry will be
not only willing but happy to use some additional employees. My
own feeling is that many other businesses are also experiencing man-
power difficulties.

Senator MILLIKIN. How many coal miners are there in the armed
forces?

Mr. HALEY. Somewhere between 50,000 and 100,000. I believe the
best reliable estimate is about 70,000 to 72,000.

Senator MILLIKIN. What is your total labor force?
Mr. HALEY. The total labor force, productive employees, at the

present time, around 350,000.
Inviting your attention now again to the chart, you will notice

that we have projected the unemployment estimates of Chairman Alt-
meyer-high, medium, and low-into next year; and we have also
projected our own unemployment point, based on what we believe
to be very reliable estimates of coal production. Mr. Altmeyer's
estimates were far from convincing. Our own estimate is based on
something concrete, and is supported by the record of many years'
experience.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Altmeyer's report considered more than the
coal industry. He looked at the whole picture, did he not?

Mr. HALEY. Yes; he did. I realized that in the preparation of this
chart. I was attempting to show the relationship of coal production
to unemployment generally.

The CHAIRMAN. I see.
Mr. HALEY. The Government's estimates several years ago of unem-

ployment that would result from conversion to the war effort proved
to be entirely wrong. We think we have given the committee reason
to feel, as we do, that the present unemployment tears of the Govern-
nient have even less foundation than did the earlier ones.

Otur own study, as the chart indicates, does show that there will
be some unemployment. This is only natural. There are certain
to be temporary periods of idleness while plants and workers are
re:adjusting themselves to the normal peacetime economy.

But for such unemployment as we shall have. the State unemploy-
ment systems are more than adequate. The States met their obli-
gations with ease in 1940 and 1941, and we are confident unemployment
is not going to be so great in the foreseeable future as it was even
in 1941.

Senator Lucks. If the chart you have used to project employment
is correct, I take it. within 15 to 18 months we ought to have almost
full employment in this country?

Mr. HALEY. That is correct; and that has been the experience in
the past.

Whenever coal production has gone as high as is anticipated for
the year ending March 31, there has been just about full employment.

With greatly enlarged -funds, the States are in good position to
meet the challenge. Moreover, we must not lose sight of the fact
that, unlike any other time in all our history, liquid assets in the
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hands! of individuals reach an imposing, if not a staggering, total.
This wholesome situation is also going to. contribute to cushioning the
shift from war to peace work.

If it is felt that Congress should take action to see that industrial
Federal workers should be brought into the unemployment compen-
sation system, we submit that the proper way to do it is merely to
underwrite cost of the payments to prescribed workers, letting such
unemployed workers take their place with other unemployed workers
of the State as to amount of benefits, duration of benefits, disqualifica-
tions, and all other matters. In other words, let the Federal Gov-
ernment say to the State: We have been an employer in your State,
but we neglected to contribute to your fund on a current basis, so here
is our contribution now, which you are to put in your fund and treat
our ex-employees just like you treat the ex-employees of all other
employers in your State.

In any event, any proposal along the radical lines of S. 1274 should
be rejected by the Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Senator LUCAS. Does your association favor the unemployment

compensation for Federal workers and maritime employees?
Mr. HALEY. We favor the unemployment compensation on a tem-

porar, basis for what we describe as industrial Federal workers. It
,loesn t seem to me that amendment to the reconversion bill should
be the vehicle for bringing Federal workers under the unemployment
compensation provisions.

Senator LUCAS. Don't you believe they are entitled to unemploy-
ment compensation the same as the miners in your State?

Mr. HALEY. I hadn't given that any particular thought. I didn't
think it was before the committee.

We do say that the committee may well consider bringing tinder
the temporary provisions of this bill the arsenal workers, the ship-
yard workers, and maritime workers.

Mr. LI-cAs. You wouldn't make it permanent?
Mr. IIALEY. That is right.
Senator LUCAS. You have got permanent unemployment compen-

i:Ition for all other classes in your State practically, but you wouldn't
give that to the arsenal workers in your State?

Mr. HALEY. I am saying we have no position on that as yet.
Senator LUCAS. I thou it you said you would give them temporary

relief and after that was over that, would be the end of his unemploy-
nent compensation, so far as the future was concerned.

Mr. HALEY. All I am referring to is the position on the proposals
hef0re the committee.

I do not understand this is the forum
Senator TAFT (interposing). I agree unemployment compensation

for Federal workers is a rather complicated problem which ought to
I, worked out in connection with sickness benefit, accumulation of
vacation, and so forth, which was brought up in the House conference
last year.

I think you are right, we ought to deal with it here as an emergency
matter.

Mr. HALEY. I would make a distinction between a worker who, we
will say, is in the State Department, who has been there 20 years, and



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

one who entered the service as an employee in an arsenal just several
years ago. One is a career worker and the other is not.

I think the problem to which Senator Taft just referred is one
that will require much consideration and will come up probably when
there is a proposal to amend the social-security law to bring those
employees under.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Is Mr. Sperry in the room?
Mr. SPERRY. Yes, sir. '
The CHAIRMAN. All right; you may proceed with your discussion.

STATEMENT OF T. C. SPERRY, SOCIAL SECURITY COMMITTEE OF
THE NATIONAL RETAIL DRY GOODS ASSOCIATION

Mr. SPERRY. My name is T. C. Sperry, secretary-treasurer of the,
Lamson Bros. Co., Toledo, Ohio, and I am appearing here today as
chairman of the Social Security Committee of the National Retail Dry
Goods Association, which is composed of more than 7.000 department
and specialty read-to-wear stores, large and small, located in every
State of the Union.

Our organization has had an active committee on social security
since the early part of 1935. which, as you know. antedates the passage
of the Social Security Act. Our committee has continuously en-
deavored to study the entire subject of social security from the broad
view of the general welfare of all the people. It is because of this
deep interestby retailers in social security that I am appearing today.

It is my understanding that the purpose of the proposed legisla-
tion is to provide an orderly transition from war to peace by provid-
ing that the Federal Goe'vrnment shall make supplemental and addi-
tional unemployment compensation payments to those now provided
for under our State laws. I would like to point out how this proposed
bill would affect our craft-retailing.

Our industry has no reconversion problem as the term is generally
used. We have no machinery to move .out of our plants so that
new equipment can be installed. We are not short of raw material.
Rather. we are short of the finished product which the consumer is
clamoring to buy, and also we are very short of manpower.

Briefly, our industry's reconversion problem falls into three cate-
gories. First, we are badly in need of merchandise to stock our
shelves; second, we need the removal of governmental restrictions;
and third, we need additional manpower so that we can receive, mark,
and sell our merchandise.

We are concerned about supplying the needs of our customers.
Supplies of wanted merchandise have long been scarce on our shelves
and now that materials are beina released by the war agencies, it
is our earnest desire that nothingbe placed iri the way of immediate
reconversion of labor, as well as facilities, to a civilian economy.
There are many reports of war workers now refusing jobs at less
than war factory wages. The proposed legislation will greatly ag-
gravate this situation and can only delay a conversion to civilian pro-
duction. It is un-American and places a premium on idleness.

It is in reference to the third problem, the need of manpower and
how the proposed legislation would affect retailing, that I would like

590



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

to particularly direct my discussion. Our industry was not classi-
fied as an essential during the war period. Consequently, the United
States employment offices did not accept our job requests or refer
applicants to us. Our wage scales were frozen and we were unable
to compete in the labor market with the war industries. As a result,
our ranks were depleted because we lost thousands of employees to
industry with its high wage scales, and in addition we had thousands
who enlisted and who were drafted into the armed forces. We
operated from day to day with oldsters who had retired from the
labor market, teen-aged youngsters, and married women, many of
whom did not and do not now want permanent employment.

Retailing is now confronted with a dual problem-one, filling jobs
which were unfilled during this entire war period, and two, filling jobs
of those workers who are now retiring from active work. How does
bill S. 1274 affect our problem? Let me give you a typical example.
In our store, we had many employees who left us for war industries
where their pay averaged $30, $40, $50. and more per week. Take
Mary Smith, for example, who had been earning $22 a week as a
:alesperson in our store and left us for war work where she averaged
S30 a week, which is a very conservative figure. Under our Ohio
law. her benefit rate would be $16, which she would receive for 22
weeks. Under the proposed legislation this weekly benefit amount
could be increased to $20 per week. We could again offer her em-
ployment at $22 per week. Her take-home pay from us, after de-
(lucting her withholding tax and social-security tax, would be $19.38,
and after paying her transportation expenses and lunch money, which
would run at least another $2.50 per week, she would have a net of

16.88. Mary Smith is going to weigh her net return of $16.88 against
her benefit amount of $20 and find that she would get $3.12 more for
loafing than for working. Even if we could raise her rate to $25 per
week, her net return after taxes and incidental expenses would be
'119.15 per week, an amount still less than her weekly benefit allowance
of '20 per week. The incentive to accept suitable work at a wage
which we can pay has absolutely been removed. This person can re-
fuse work and take a vacation for 6 months and our merchandise can
remain unpacked, .remain unmarked, and remain unsold because the
unemployment benefits are so large that it is profitable for an indi-
vidual to loaf.

Senator LuCAs. How can she do that under the Ohio law if she is
offered thisjob? How-can she get compensation of she is offered a job?

Mr. SPIERRY. Well, she could claim that it was not suitable.
Senator LuCAS. It is not what she claims. Doesn't the Board make

that decision?
Mr. SPERRY. I am afraid she would get the benefits, sir.
Senator MILiKiN. Have we any experience on it?
Mr. SPEmY. Yes. You can go back through the records and find

where that is the case.
Senator MILIKIN. Have you any experience on that specific case,

Of a lady who had been working in a war plant earning $30 to $50 a
week who has lost her job as a result of the end of the war and who has
been offered a position in a store like your own, who has declined to
take the position, who has been supported in her declination by the
State board?
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Mr. SPERRY. I could supply them. I haven't that information here..
Senator MILLIKIN. You feel there are'such cases?
Mr. SPERRY. Yes.
Senator MLLIKIN. That is the practice under the Ohio law?
Mr. SPERRY. Not only under the Ohio law but under all of them.
Senator VANDENBERG. Do you expect to go back to your prewar

wage scale in your store?
Mr. SPERRY. Oh, no.
Senator VANDENBERG. How much higher will it be than prewar,

speaking generally?
Mr. SPERRY. I would say it would be 25 to 30 percent higher.
Senator BRiwsTmi. How do you expect to absorb the increased

manufacturing cost, as well?
Mr. SPERRY. You mean the OPA?
The CHAIRMAN. You have got to get rid of OPA.
Mr. SPERRY. That is one point I am going to touch on a little later

on.
Senator VANDENBERG. You would like to put OPA on unemploy-

ment compensation, wouldn't you?
[Laughter.]

r. SPERRY. I would like to have that answer. If you gentlemen
will give me that answer, I will go away very happy.

Senator LuCAS. I want to make this observation with respect to the
statement you made and which has been made by witnesses before,
about the people who can loaf and not go on a job. So far nobody
has furnished any concrete examples of where that has happened.
They have talked about it. I have always understood this unemploy-
ment compensation was for those who could not get a job, and that
the suitability was determined by the State authorities. If that is
the case and nobody has to work, if that is a suitable job for-them and
they just wink their eye at that, it would be interesting to know.

Mr. SPERRY. I wish I had known that that was the information you
wanted. I certainly could have brought down cases.

Senator BREWSTER. I think it would be very well worth while if you
furnish the committee with a list.

Senator LUTCAS. Somebody ought to furnish it. Everybody keeps
testifying about all these people that are going to loaf rather than
work. I have always understood if their was a job around there that
was suitable

Mr. SPERRY. It all hinges on that word "suitable."
Senator LuCAS. And your people out in Ohio make that determina-

tion of what is suitable: the individual does not make it.
Mr. SPERRY. If they don't get as much money as they made in a war

factory, then it is not suitable.
Senator LrcAs. No: I don't agree with you. If that is the ruling,

then, nobody is going to work.
Mr. SPERRY. That is the point.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Proceed.
Senator MILLIKIN. Mr. Chairman. I think Senator Lucas has a very

valid point, and I, too, would like to have some of these witnesses gve
us some case histories one way or the other. I think it is a very im-
portant point.

Senator Luc.ks. They give you generalities and conclusions without
any facts.
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The CHAIRMAN. If the witness can supply any specific cases, we will
Ie glad to have him send them down to us.

Mr. SPERRY. It will have to be submitted separately.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Mr. SPERRY. You may properly raise the question as to why we

cannot pay our former salesperson $30 per week-the same wage as
-he earned in her war job. The answer to this question is that WPB
bia; announced that salaries or wages can be increased, providing the
-ling price to the consumer is not increased. "We are unable to
pay the additional $8 per week, or an increase of 36 percent, and
maintain our present selling prices. OPA tells us that we must
maintainn these prices even though it is their intention to raise prices.
ait the manufacturing level. They tell us this increase must be ab-
-rbed by the retailer. Now. after all, gentlemen, it just doesn't seem
fair that our gross margin should be reduced by a Government directive
and at the same time be forced into higher operating costs by congres-
jhonal action. We just can't make this sort of a squeeze.

Senator LuCAS. You are indicting the whole system.
11r. SPERRY. I am not indicting anyone.
Senator LucAs. You are indicting the whole system, the way it is.

I)eing operated.now. Upon that, you are basing all these statements
:1ml conclusions without any facts at all.

Mr. SPERRY. I am sure it will not be difficult to back that up.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Go ahead.
Mr. SPERRY. In the foregoing example I have endeavored to dem-

,,7.trate a problem now confronting our industry, even though no
:idIditional changes.in the Ohio law are forced upon us by the passage
(f S. 1274. I have shown how that problem will be increased and
:wggravated by the proposal in S. 1274 that the Federal Government
will subsidize increases in all weekly benefit amounts up to two-thirds
,,f previous weekly earnings and a maximum of $25.

You will note from the figures given that the increases proposed
in S. 1274 in maximum weekly benefit amounts do not affect our
iniajor problem. Our Ohio Legislature did that when it recently
iiicreased the maximum benefit amount from $16 to $21 in the State
of Ohio. However, as maximum weekly benefit amounts are made
higher, an ever-increasing number of workers will be faced with the
ti iuptation to draw their benefits before taking the only kind of jobs
they have any real hope of being able to get in the immediate postwar
i,riod.

Szmnator LuCAs. That $21 in Ohio would take care of the saleslady
y,4u gave as an example. In other words, she would get as much or
1,i ore by loafing, as you say, even under the Ohio laws.

Mr. SPERRY. I think that is true.
Si'nator TAFT. Not if she was only drawing $30 before.
Mr. SPERRY. I am talking about the $22-week girl. No; $21 would

1I(,t cover it.
So much for the effect of S. 1274 upon one of our major reconversion

problems.
It is reported by the newspapers that some members of this com-

l1iittee are beginning to think that it is neither necessary nor wise for
tle Federal Government to subsidize or require the increase in maxi-
mum weekly benefit amounts provided for in section 702 (b) (2) or
section 702 (c) (1) of S. 1274. It is also reported that some members

593



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

of the committee still feel that subsidizing and increasing maximum
duration of benefits in all States to 26 weeks has some merit. I hope
to demonstrate that the effect of this provision warrants exception-
ally careful study.

others who have testified may have touched upon the fact that in-
creased duration of benefits to a flat 26 weeks, as presently provided
for in both S. 1274 and the companion House bill, H. R. 3736, would
make many individuals entitled, each year, to more in unemployment
benefits than they normally earn in wages during a year.

In nearly all State laws this is avoided by special provisions. We
do not believe that such provisions are either unfair, illiberal, or eco-
nomically unsound. However, enactment of S. 1274 and application
of its "must" and "may" sections would destroy these safeguards set
up by the States.

Since the retailing industry employs great numbers of temporary
employees, who would be affected by this proposed change, I want to
give a simple illustration which will clearly set forth what is involved
in the change.

I have already used Ohio, which happens to be my home State. in
one illustration. In the following one I am going to select one of our
neighboring States, and I freely admit my choice is not entirely acci-
dental.

I want to talk about Mrs. Dorothy Jones, who lives in Michigan
and works in a department store there. She is one of those '-extras,"
of which there are approximately 2,000,000 employed by retailers each
year during the Easter and Christmas sales peaks. At these periods,
as you all know, we are compelled to supplement our regular force
with additional employees.

In many instances, Dorothy is an old, experienced full-tine sales

person, who quit her full-time job when she got married. She does
not want steady, full-time employment, but does like the extra pocket
money that she can pick up during the holidays or to buy a new Easter
dress. She does not seriously object to the employee discount which
helps out on her Christmas shopping list.

Mrs. Dorothy Jones puts in about 12 weeks of full-time work each
year. Of these we will assume that 8 are in the Christmas season and
4 in the spring-her wages being $22 per week. She is "eligible" for
benefits under the Michigan law, because she has earned more than
$250 and had wages in two calendar quarters in the qualifying (base)
period. Also, she has met Michigan's special requirement of working
more than 2 days in each of 10 weeks.

Her primary weekly benefit will be $10, the minimum rate in
Michigan, and she will be entitled to 12 weeks of benfits, a total of
$120. Since she has earned $264 in wages, her benefits rights amount
to 45 percent of her annual earnings. Gentlemen, I have deliberately
left out of this illustration the fact that Mrs. Jones has three children.
and so, under the Michigan law, would be entitled to extra benefits
for them. It would only complicate the figures, since provision for

dependents are found in the laws of only four other States.
Mr. Jones is not a crook or a chiseler-for years she has been told

that unemployment benefits are paid as a matter of right. If she is
willing to stand on her feet and work for $22 per week, why wouldn't
she feel entitled and try to collect all the benefits provided, by law, as
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a matter of right? I believe that every Mr& Jones will feel that she
is entitled to these benefits even though she does not want full-time
employment.

What would happen if S. 1274 is enacted, and the Michigan com-
mission took advantage of its permissive and complied with its man-
datory provisions?

The first move would be to increase Mrs. Jones' weekly benefit
amount to two-thirds of $22. This is $14.67, but, since the Michigan
law provides that these amounts are'to be "computed to the next
highest multiple of 50 cents" her rate would undoubtedly be set at

15. Compare this with the $10 to which she is normally entitled.
Next, the number of weeks for which she could draw benefits would

be. increased from 12 to 26.
Mrs. Jones would be entitled to $15 for 26 weeks, a total of $390,

or $126 more than she had earned in wages. This makes her benefits
14i1, percent of her wages. I ask you, does this appear to be sound
SOCial or economic policy?

Senator MILmm~N. Do you employ your holiday force for as long
as 10 weeks as a routine matter?

Mr. SPERRY. You start about the 1st of November; yes, sir.
Senator MILLuRIN. Do you gradually come to the peak of your holi-

day employees, or do you take them all on at the beginning?
Mr. SPERRY. No; you don't take them all on at the beginning.
Senator M1LIKIN. Is this an isolated case?
Mr. SPERRY. No. You don't take them all on at the beginning,

but you take a large group.
Senator MILLIKIN. Is it novel to employ your extra holiday work-

ens 8 weeks?
Mr. SPERRY. It is normal to hire a large percentage of them for that

period, through November and December.
Senator TAFT. Now, of course, she would register for employment

but your assumption that these 2,000,000 employees are only needed
iti the holiday period there would be no jobs in the retail industry for
her: is that it, if she registers?

Mr. SPERRY. That is correct.
Senator VANDENBERG. Why doesn't she do that under the State low

nw ?
Mr. SPERRY. She does.
Senator VAN DENBERG. This happens all the while, doesn't it?
Mr. SPERRY. Yes, sir.
Senator LUCAS. Then, we are not changing the system.
Mr. SPERRY. Only you are increasing the amount she is going to get.
Senator VANDENBERG. You mean to say that is a general practice

(if the temporary workers?
[r. SPERRY. Yes.

Senator VANDENBERG. So there are 1,000,000 unemployment com-
pensation claims every year out of 2,000,000 of these workers?

Senator TArr. You have chosen Michigan. That isn't true of all
laws., is it?

Mr. SPERRY. I think it is true of most of them, Mr. Taft.
Senator MI.LLIKIN. I venture just a rough guess, without pretend-

iI~r to know much about it, that they fall down because they can't make
the 8 weeks for the Christmas holiday season.

Mr. SPERRY. Because they can't make the 8 weeks?
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Senator MIWuKIN. You won't hire them for 8 weeks. You may
hire a few for 8 weeks.

Mr. SPERRY. The biggest ercentage will be 8 weeks. Your Christ-
mas business starts ear y in November and goes right through.

Senator MLLIKIN. I understand that. I have worked in stores,
and I don't remember starting as early as the 1st of November.

Senator VANDiNBERG. Could you beat that game by only hiring for
7 weeks.

Mr. SPERRY. No.
Senator MILLIKIN. Why not?
Mr. SPERRY. We are not trying to-
Senator TArT. Have you any incentive to beat it?
Mr. SPEmY. No. We are not trying to beat the game. If they are

,entitled to it, we want them to have it.
Senator Mu.IuN. I think that is another one of those cases where

if you give us some supporting data, it might be very helpful.
Mr. SPERRY. I am sure we can do that.
Senator LuCAS. It is a good argument for federalizing the whole

program.
Senator TAF'T. I wonder if you count these 2.000,000 people who

only work work for 12 weeks a year in your unemployed?
Mr. SPERRY. They should not be counted, but I am afraid they are

counted.
Senator TAFT. I have never understood who is included and who

isn't. There are many women who are only employed 4 or 5 hours a
day, say., in a restaurant that only serves lunch. I am just wondering
how accurate these figures on unemployment are,

Mr. SPERRY. After all, I am just a ribbon clerk. I am not an
economist, but I have'heard a lot of classy figures, and I believe that
a lot of those figures include a large segment of people who are in war
plants today who before the war were not on the labor market and
perfectly willing to return to their position and status they were in
before the war.

Senator TAFT. That is admitted and taken into acount in all calcula-
tions, but this business of temporary employees, I don't think is
adequate.

Mr. SPERRY. A lot of the people we have now working in our stores,
we have to beg them in a lot of cases to come down.

The CHAIRMAN. My understanding is that all. part-time workers
and seasonal workers are taken into consideration in ascertaining
the total labor force. How accurate the figures are, of course, I don't
kmow. Obviously, it is a pretty difficult thing.

Mr. SrPiYr. It is way over my head.
The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.
Mr. SPFRRY. The additional benefits to Mrs. Jones, the difference

between $390 and $120, or $270, is to be assumed by the beneficent and
affluent Federal Government.

You may feel that Mrs. Jones would not be able to collect her full
benefits because of the requirement that she must apply for, and must
not refuse. any suitable job to which she is referred by the employment
office. Let's be realistic. About all Mrs. Jones needs to do, when
she applies for that job to which she has been referred, is tQ put on
some crude costume jewlery, a little too much rouge, and start chewing
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gum-no employer would hire her where meeting the public was in-
volved. She would not be required to make a single mistatement.

Senator MCMAHON. That would be so regardless of whether we
passed this bill or not.

Mr. SPERRY. That is true.
Senator LUCAs. Do you know of any case where that has been done?
Mr. SPERRY. I will have to collect my statistics. I haven't got them

with me. I am sure they can be collected.
Senator LuCAs. I thought you had an actual case. I was just look-

iig for one fact from you.
Mr. SPERRY. I know of one case, out our own organization, where

the particular part went to Florida and had a lovely vacation.
Senator LUCAS. Out of how many thousands?
Mr. SPERRY. I mean that is only one. You asked me for a case.
Senator McMAHON. What State do you come from?
Mr. SPERRY. Ohio.
Senator MCMAHON. Have you ever appeared before the State Legis-

lature of Ohio on the subject of unemployment compensation?
Mr. SPERRY. Yes, sir.
Senator MCMAHON. Did you appear in opposition to the State bill?
Mr. SPERRY. No, sir.
Senator MCMAHON. Did you appear in favor of it?
Mr. SPERRY. Going back to the inception of unemployment com-

pensation, I was on one of the first employers' committees that helped
write the Ohio bill. Then, of course, there were a lot of compromises
that entered into it. When they got to compromises they got com-
plicated.

Senator LucAs. You are making a great argument of paying this
part-time worker so much money and yet the Ohio law permits that
very thing, and you are satisfied with that?

Mr. SPERRY. I won't say I am satisfied with it.
Senator LuCAS. You never made any demonstration, according to

your answer to Senator McMahon, before that Ohio committee that
you are making here?

Mr. SPERRY. I don't think that is true.
Senator LucAs. Did you?
Mr. SPERRY. I mean our association has. I mean we have tried to

I)revent these things. After all, you just do not get everything you
ask for.

Senator LuCAs. I know that.
Mr. SPERRY. The association has opposed some of these features.
Senator MCMAHON. Did you expose the same danger to the Ohio

legislative committee that you are exposing to this committee about
this woman with the costume jewelry?

Mr. SPERRY. I can't remember that that particular case was brought
up, sir.

Senator MCMAHON. You took the same line of argument, didn't
you?

Mr. SPERRY. We brought out the case about the lady that went to
Florida. I remember that distinctly, because I was the one that pre-
sented the argument.

Senator TAFT. This other one was a Michigan case.
Mr. SPERRY. It would apply to Ohio, too.
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Senator TAFT. What is the minimum time in Ohio?
Mr. SpERRY. I don't remember exactly.
Senator MCMATON. So it is fair to assume you have appeared gen-

erally whenever this subject was up in State legislatures to restrict the
State of Ohio on benefits under the law?

Mr. SPErRY. I have appeared whenever they asked me, whenever
the association has asked me.

Senator MCMAHoN. That is the position you took, one of restriction
and not one of enlargement?

Mr. SPERRY. No. I would say we have taken the position of at-
tempting to keep the chiselers from getting more than they are
entitled to.

I think if you will go back to the record you will find where the Ohio
State Council joined other employers in support of increased benefits.
That was the last legislature. I didn't appear at that time, however.

Senator MCMAHON. You didn't appear for that?
Mr. SPERRY. I didn't appear for that. However. I was in agree-

ment on it.
Senator TAFT. Your Ohio State Council favored the $2-1?
Mr. SPERRY. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Mr. Sperry.
Mr. SPERRY. Let's assume, however, that a job offered does catch up

with her-Mrs. Jones-and she turns it down. Under the present
Michigan law she would be disqualified for benefits for the next 3 to 5
weeks. Such a suspension would not be changed if S. 1274 were en-
acted. But, under the Michigan law her total benefit rights would also
be reduced from 3 to 5 weeks. This type of disqualification is orne of
those which are labeled "frightful," "hideous," "unjust," and "dread-
ful" by the proponents of S. 1274. It is natural then, that enacting S.
1274 would destroy that phase of Michigan's disqualification for re-
fusing to accept a suitable job.

Mrs. Jones would still be able to get the 26 weeks of benefits pro-
vided for under S. 1274.

When you consider the thousands of retail merchants, including
those employing only one or two people, who are annually compelled
to take on additional workers for the Christmas season, you can visual-
ize the magnitude of the benefit payments which would be involved.
I do not know just how many extra workers are employed in retailing
at Christmas, but let us assume 2,000,000, which, with an average
benefit payment of $300 per person, would total $600,000,000 in benefits.
This would be an annual recurring payment, because Christmas comes
every year and if such benefits were once paid to so many people the
pressure to continue them would be irresistible.

The argument has been advanced that this bill would maintain pur-
chasing power by providing larger unemployment benefits. If there
is any one industry in this country which is really interested in main-
taining purchasing power it is retailin. However, if $25 per week
will maintain some purchasing power why not do a real job with $50
or $100 per week for unemployment benefits? In my opinion and that
of the association which I represent, this proposed legislation is predi-
cated on a false premise when it tries to legislate- purchasing power
by a gift or a dole. Real purchasing power is built on work ail. pro-
duction and not idleness.
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Gentlemen, it is my understanding that this bill treats with a tem-
porary emergency of conversion from war to peace. Insofar as retail-
ing is concerned, we have no conversion problem. This bill would not
assist retailing in any way and it is my opinion that it would mate-
rially hinder reconversion. We need manpower now; we need a: sist-
ance in obtaining additional employees. Our association is opposed
to this bill and we would request that this committee defeat S. 1274.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Is Mr. Wolf present?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. Is there any other witness present whose name has

not been called?
(No response.)
The CHAIRMAN. This will end the public hearings on this bill and

the clerk will notify all members of the committee as soon as we are
ready to go into executive session.

At this point I would like to insert in the record a letter from the
Wisconsin State Federation of Labor, and also a statement by Mr.
Reid Robinson, president of the International Union of Mine, Mill,
and Smelter Workers, which is in the nature of a brief.

(The letter and statement referred to are as follows:)

STATEMENT OF REID ROBINSON, PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL UNION OF MIINE, MILL,

AND SMELTER WORKERS, ON S. 1274, BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

The Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers Union, representing 150,000 workers
engaged in the mining, smelting, refining, brass fabrication, and die-casting
segments of the metals producing industry, wholeheartedly endorses S. 1274 and
urges its immediate adoption. This bill, in our opinion, represents one of the few
realistic attempts now being made to deal with the human aspects of reconver-
sion. Had it been passed when first 'introduced over a year. ago much of the
chaos and human suffering that is now upon us might have been averted. Con-
gress has established, and the American people have accepted, our system of
unemployment compensation; we are sure that the people will further support
such adjustments as have been made .necessary by conditions brought about by
tiur wartime economy.

The experience of our own membership amply demonstrates the need for legis-
lation such as this. During the past few weeks some 10,0JO members of our
organizationn , principally those engaged in the rolling and fAbrication of brass
for munitions, have been suddenly and unceremoniously deprived of their means
(if livelihood. These workers come mainly from the brass-strip mills and fabri-
cating plants in Bridgeport, Conn.: Cleveland, O:io; and Indianapolis, Ind.
Their wartime production, particularly in brass-strip mills, set an all-time record
for that vitally needed munitions material. Most of them are located in what
are now labor-surplus areas, In which thousands of other workers, facing a simi-
lar plight, are competing with them for such peacetime jobs as may be made
available. Their main, and in many cases sole, source of income for the next
few months is what they may be entitled to under the unemployment compensa-
tion laws of the various States. These benefits In no case exceed $22 a week and
for the most part are below that figure. The periods for which they are entitled
t,, such benefits vary from 18 weeks, in Connecticut, to a maximum of 22 weeks
in Ohio. These sums are obviously inadequate to provide anything approaching
:a minimum standard of living in those areas. In Cleveland and Indianapolis,
for example, the cost of living, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics' own
figures, has gone up over 32 percent since the beginning of the war. Food costs
in Cleveland, as of June 1945, have risen more than 46 percent over the average
'.,st for the period 1935-39; clothing has gone up over 45 percent. The Indian-
apolis figures for these same items are 37.4 percent and 37.4 percent, respectively.
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Nor can we rely upon the highly exaggerated estimates of workers' savings as
a cushion to ease the transition of these workers from unemployment to civilian
employment. Unquestionably there have been tremendous savings during tl .s
war; but. also unquestionably, most of that savings is not now in the hands of
the workers. According to estimates made by R. E. Lester, economist for the
Committee for economic Development, savings among all persons earning less
than $1.("' a year average roughly $750 per family. However, since most
of these savings are bunched in the relatively higher income brackets, this figure
cannot be taken as representative of what the average workers earned. Lester,
in the same study, concludes that probably a third of wage earners families in
this country had, by 1944, accumulated little, if any, savings in spendable form.
A study made by the reasear.h department of the United Steelworkers of America
shows that among the relatively high-paid industrial workers in steel whose
average earnings in January 1945, were $50.55 per week, a figure undoubtedly
higher ihan that for most industrial workers, net savings for that group averaged
$736.21. However, 73 percent of the group had savings below the average figure
and about 50 percent of the group had savings below the average figure and
about 5(1 percent had savings under $400. These figures are merely indicative of
what we already know. Family heads earning under $2,500 a year during
wartime have very little, if any, savings. Further, much of this accumulated
reserve in many cases has been dopleted through the operation of such defla-
tionary forces as have already been at work in our economy. The reduction of
hours in many of our plnts and the down-grading of workers that has also taken
place has compelled many of these workers to draw upon their reserves merely
to maintain their regular standard of living during these past few months.

Labor, in seeking passage of this bill is asking but a modest portion of what
this Congress has so generously bestowed on industry. Industry faces the future
with greatly enhanced security as a result of this war. They now have at their
disposal 'over $45,000,000,000 in available capital. Further, corporations are
guaranteed profits on accumulated inventory and unfinished goods. Under the
carry-back and carry-over provisions of the Rvenue Act of 1942, they are virtually
guaranteed their prewar earnings for a 2-year period after the war. Under this
same act they are to receive a 10-percent refund on all postwar excess-profits
taxes. More recently, just before Congress adjourned, this act was further
amended so as to allow corporations to draw in advance on their tax refunds, a
measure which the Wall Street Journal candidly describes as providing a "big
cash windfall."

Workers in our union who are now walking the streets seeking employment
cannot help but compare their position with that of the companies for which
they worked during this war period. Profits of nonferrous industries, according
to OPA, in the first half of 1944 exceeded by over 200 percent, profits earned in
1939. Chase Brass Co., a subsidiary of the Kennecott Corp., for example, recently
released about 1,600 employees in its shut-down in Cleveland and a like amount
at its plant in Connecticut. Kennecott, since 1939, has increased its earned
surplus by over 58.5 million dollars. Its profits, after taxes, in 1944 were roughly
38.8 Mzillion dollars. In 1945 these profitas totaled 45 million dollars and. in 1942,
48.8 million dollars. As a result of congressional concern for the cash position
of our large corporations, Kennecott on January 1 next year will receive a cash
refund from the United States Government of approximately 7.1 million dollars.
Similarly, Bridgeport Brass, .whose plant shut-down in Indianapolis caused the
lay-off of about 1,000 workers, earned truly fabulous profits during the war
period. Its 1943 profit return, after taxes, was over 400 percent of that of
1.939; its 1944 rate was only slightly less than this. Its surplus account since
1939 has more than tripled.

In addition, many of these companies have, in the computation of their in-
come taxes, made special allowances for abnormal depreciation of their facili-
ties arising from overtime and multiple-shift operations. We suggest that Con-
gress display the same consideration for human resources that has been ex-
tended to corporations in the use of their industrial resources. Surely there
has been more than normal depreciation and depletion of workers' strength
and health exacted as a result of the intensive pace and long hours that they
operated during the war. The passage of this bill will compensate, in some
slight measure, for what our workers have contributed .to the war effort.
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WISCONSIN STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR,
Milwaukee 3, Wis., August 30, 1945.

.-. NATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Washington, D. 0.

(Attention of Senator Walter F. George.)
GENT[.EMEN: We have been instructed by the executive board of the Wiscon-

sin State Federation of Labor to file, on behalf of the Wisconsin State Federa-
tion of Labor, this statement in support of the Kilgore unemployment-cornpen-
s.ation bill (Senate bill 1274), which has been introduced in Congress by Sen-
;trs Kilgore, Murray, Wagner, Guffey, Thomas, and Pepper.

The workers in the State of Wisconsin have performed a truly remarkable
jo, in getting out production so sorely needed for the successful prosecution
of the wars in Europe and the South Pacific. With the successful conclusion
4' these two wars there has been a tremendous cut-back in employment in the
State of Wisconsin. The Allis-Chalmers Co., which at the height of its pro-
(Ilntion employed 20,000 workers, now employs approximately 7,000. The Sig-
n:il Battery Co., which was set up merely for the duration of the war, on
V.-day laid off 3,300 employees. This company will not resume production.
The A. 0. Sinith Corp., 'whein it reopens, we are advised, will employ 8,0O0
14--, workers than it did while it was engaged in war production. These exam-
plos are typical of hundreds of establishments in this State who employed hun-
dreds of thousandsfof workers in war production.

The first week after VJ-day 17,000 workers registered with the unemploy-
4,nt-compensation department. Additional thousands are registering daily.

UInquestionably the number of unemployed in this State will reach a staggering
ti--ire. How long it will take to reconvert from war to civilian production is:
-i matter of conjecture. The best-informed persons anticipate that unemploy-
ment will be at its height at some time within the next 12 months and that we
will have unemployment in large numbers for at least the next 2 years.

Workers in great numbers in the State of Wisconsin have purchased homes
in recent years at inflated prices in desperation when threatened with eviction
from the homes which they were residing in due to the purchase of their bome
by other workers confronted with the same predicament. These workers have
i vsted their entire savings and have large mortgages, upon which they will be
umble to make payments unless they have jobs or means with which to tide
them over the reconversion period. These workers stand to lose their homes
unless they are able to scratch together their future payments on their mortgages.

The Wisconsin State Federation of Labor has constantly, maintained that,
although the State of Wisconsin has been a leader among the States in the Union
in the enactment of legislation providing for unemployment compensation for
workers, the provisions of our State law, fixing a maximum rate of $20 per week
,nnd in limiting the number of weeks to 20 weeks in a benefit year, are inadequate.
A worker with dependents cannot begin to buy the bare necessities for his family-
With such sum.

We cannot look to the State of Wisconsin for a change in the unemployment
ctrnmensation law in time to meet the present emergency.

We believe the Kilgore bill does not go nearly far enough in providing the
Workers with benefits to tide them over the period of reconversion from war to
peace. We believe that the enactment of the Kilgore bill is the very least that
C',,n-ress could and should do in providing means for the worker to carry him
over the emergency period immediately confronting this Nation.

We urge the passage of bill 1274.
Respectfully yours,

WISCONSIN STATE F4EDFXATION OF LA.BORE,
By GEORGE A. H %BERMAN, President.
By WM. NAGORSNE, Secretary-Treasurer.

STr\TEMENT OF HARVJEY A. BAER, ExEOuTrVE DuuRc'rou AND CHAIRMAN, UNEMPLOY-
MENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION, DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS,
FRANKFORT, KY.

Mr. Chairman, as executive director and chairman of the Kentucky Unem-
ployment Compensation Commission, I am therefore speaking for that commis-
Sion.
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The Kentucky unemployment situation at present is well In hand. Although
the claims of unemployed workers have increased greatly during the past 4 weeks,
we have taken these claims promptly and we have paid weekly cash benefits
promptly. We are in position to continue promptly the cash payment of weekly
benefits to unemployed workers. We now have a balance of over $83,000,M) in
our unemployment insurance fund. There are in Kentucky approximately 9,200
subject employers, and 315,000 employees who work under conditions defined as
covered employment. If every employee in the State, covered by the provisions
of the law, were to become unemployed of this date, the Kentucky commission,
based on past experience of weekly benefit payments, could pay every worker for
the maximum period of unemployment as provided by law, which period is 20
weeks, and have a reserve balance of approximately $20,000,000 in the unemploy.
ment insurance fund.

Since VJ-day more claims are being taken than at any time since 1939. Many
plants geared to war production are being shut down, but many others will recon-
vert to the manufacture of peacetime goods of which there is a Nation-wide
shortage. Reconversion is well along in a great many Kentucky industries, and
it appears that this period will be much shorter than previously thought.

A recent survey by the Commission of all subject Kentucky employers indi-
cates a postwar employment expectancy greater than any time during the war
period. The survey further shows that some 11,000 female workers are expected
to retire voluntarily from the labor market, besides many thousands of marginal
male workers. This will provide jobs for many thousands of veterans and with
the employment expectancy we should be able to find jobs for all who want
to work, after a brief period of readjustment.

If an emergency arises and if the unemployment situation becomes acute,
Kentucky is ready to meet and solve such a situation. The General Assembly
of Kentucky meets in regular session in January 1946. The members of the
Kentucky General Assembly, I am sure, will not stand idly by and see our
citizens suffer in want for the necessities of life. The Kentucky unemployment
insurance law will be amended to meet any emergency that may arise. We will
use our surplus millions to meet such an emergency.

Under the provisions of the Kentucky unemployment insurance law, as origi-
nally enacted, one of the chief functions of the agency was to aid unemployed
workers to secure suitable employment. In 1941, as a war emergency measure,
this service was loaned to the Federal Government. The war is now over, and
we urgently request the return of the employment service to the Kentucky
Unemployment CompensatJon Commission. Federal control of the employnfnt
service, as it is now administered, simply serves to gum up the legal machinery
of our commission insofar as the payment of weekly cash benefits to unemployed
workers is concerned. The employment service should be returned now in order
that returning employment service personnel may be properly trained before
the peak of unemployment is reached. The return of the employment service
now would serve as a helpful preparation in solving any unemployment crisis
that may later arise.

For these reasons and to expedite reconversion, we urgently request the imme-
diate return of the employment service to the State unemployment compensation
agencies.

Senator MCMAIION. Don't you think it would be a good thing if
we had in the record the average amount that is being paid in each
State today?

The CHAIRMAN. We have tried to get that. Senator Lucas brought
that up, and I will ask Dr. Jacobstein to see if he can possibly get that.
1 think he can get that from the Social Security people.

We have also sent out telegrams to all the States, and they will go
into the record as soon as they are received.

The hearings are closed.
(Whereupon, at 4: 45 p. m., the committee adjourned.)
(The following papers were later received for inclusion in the

record:)
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STATEMENT BY MILLARD W. RicE, NATIONAL SLmvICE DIRECTOR, DISABLED AMERICAN
VETERANS, TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE" ON FINANCE, RL.ATIvE To S. 1274, SP-
TEMB= 5, 194.

Section 2 of S. 1274, a bill "to amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion
Act of 1944, to provide for an orderly transition from a war to a peace time
economy, through supplementation f unemployment compensation, payable
un(ler State laws, and for other purposes," which would provide for amendments
to the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, Public Law 346, Seventy-eighth
Congress, to provide for liberalized amounts of unemployment compensation for
unemployed veterans of World War I, should, in my opinion, be deleted from
the bill.

Amendments to the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, Public Law 346,
Seventy-eighth Congress, should not be contained in any bill primarily designed
to amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944. Amendments to
these two entirely different acts should be provided for in two separate bills.

Amendments to existing legislation, affecting veterans, as veterans, should be
considered by congressional committees, separate and apart from other legislative
bills, or from parts of other legislative bills, which do not deal primarily with
veterans, as veterans.

The Disabled American Veterans-formed in 1920, congressionally chartered,
and dedicated to the cause of rendering service to, for, and by America's disabled
defenders-was very critical of the advisability of providing readjustment allow-
ances for veterans during periods of unemployment, as outlined in the so-called
GI bill of rights, which was finally enacted into law as the Servicemen's Re-
adjustment Act of 1944, Public Law .346, Seventy-eighth Congress. The Veterans'
Administration thereby became overloaded by being imposed with the necessity
of administering many new types of benefits, primarily for able-bodied veterans,
as to which it had not had any background of experience, which naturally inter-
fered with its ability to continue to render adequate service to an increasing
number of war disabled veterans and the dependents of our war dead. The
Veterans' Administration is still overloaded with these responsibilities imposed
upon it by Congress, in an effort to solve the economic maladjustments of able-
bodied veterans, by benefits based upon the "needs" of the veterans, rather than
based upon their respective "merits" by what they have earned on the basis of
their active service in the armed forces of the United States during time of war.

The DAV believes that the least bureaucratic, the most equitable and justifiable
and the most desirable method of providing for the economic maladjustments of
vwerans of World War II generally, should have been, and should still be, on
an "earned merits" basis, rather than on a "needs" basis as provided for in the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944.

Trying to solve the economic maladjustments of able-bodied veterans, on a
"needs" basis, can never prove successful, and will invite and necessitate, if pur-
sued in, more and more liberalizations as to the amounts provided for and as to
the periods of eligibility for the various types of benefits provided for therein,
without, in the final analysis, solving such economic maladjustments for veterans
in general.

The much better method, would have been, and would still be, to provide a re-
adjustment insurance policy for every discharged veteran of World War II, the
amount of which should be computed at the rate of $3 per day, of service in this
country, and $4 per day of service overseas, with a limitation of $4,500, plus
$500 more for those who were wounded, the amount of which could be redeemed
ill limited monthly amounts, while going to school, or while unemployed, and
which would be redeemable in larger amounts, or as to the entire amount, for
tli purpose of buying or building or improving a farm, a home, or a business,
Provided that any unpaid balance should draw interest at the rate of 3 percent
P1r annum, compounded, until paid to the policyholder, or, in the event of his
death, to his estate or beneficiary.

Although the original cost of such readjustment insurance policy for all vet-
erans of World War II, based upon an "earned merits" basis, would be consider-
ably greater than the present estimated cost of the Servicemen's Readjustment
Act, all veterans would know that once such readjustment insurance policies had
been provided for, no additional adjusted compensation would thereafter be
extended, whereas the present "needs" method, provided for in the so-called G1
bill of rights, invites further liberalizations and extensions as additional needs
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arise, until the accumulated cost will eventually much exceed the cost of an
honest "earned merits" readjustment insurance policy method.

Unfortunately, our Nation has always, after each war, been too niggardly to
its veterans, so that subsequently it has bad to provide much more costly benefits,
in order to make up for Its original deficiencies and inadequacies as to its dis-
charged war veterans. Continuation of the methods provided for in the so-called
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 is, unfortunately, an indication of the
same principle of "too little at the right time."

If World War II veterans were granted readjustment insurance policies, such
as above recommended, on an earned-merits basis, then. they would know that
they would have to conserve such policies as long as they could and to use them
for the best possible purposes, whereas, in order to obtain benefits under the so-
called GI bill of rights, they must make application therefor, and must establish
their entitlement thereto, by "being in need thereof." Sueh a method invites
"chiseling" and unnecessary unemployment and idleness and produces practically
nothing of value to the individual veteran concerned.

Moreover, under the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, benefits accorded
to the veteran are not at all in accordance with the sacrifice of time and opportu-
nities by reason of their periods of active service in the armed forces of the United
States which they could otherwise have utilized as a civilian. They deserve
adequate compensation for such sacrifice of time and of opportunities by their
inability to carry on in civilian living while serving actively in the United States
armed forces. The readjustment-insurance-policy method is the only real equita-
ble method by which to so compensate them. It is no adequate compensation to
provide such a veteran with so-called readjustment allowances during periods of
unemplyment, which are inadequate in amounts to provide him with a decent
standard of American living, for himself and his dependents, and which tends to
demoralize him because he can only establish, his entitlement thereto by doing
nothing, rather than doing something of value to himself, to his community, and
to his country.

Most veterans who have fought to preserve the American way of living feel
that they have the right to have the opportunity for useful, continuous, gainful,
and suitable employment, to be self-sustaining, to be enabled to maintain a decent
standard of American living for themselves and their families. Suitable, gainful,
useful employment for our returning veterans of World War II would be much
preferred by them, and their dependents, and would certainly be much preferable
for American taxpayers. Readjustment allowances-a fancy name for unemploy-
ment compensation-do not provide any opportunities for employment, but are
actually doles in lieu of useful employment, an admission on the part of the
Nation that it cannot provide to the veteran, who fought to preserve the American
way of living, the opportunity to live according to the American way of living.

Granting a readjustment insurance policy to every discharged veteran of World
War II, on an earned-merits basis, as heretofore suggested, would give every
veteran of World War 11 a sense of independence, of having earned what he has
been granted by his Government, out of its gratitude for his sacrifice of time and
civilian opportunity. I am confident that most of the recipients of such readjust-
ment insurance policies would, for the most part, wisely conserve and use the
proceeds obtainable therefrom to create opportunities for decent employment for
themselves and others without the degrading process of receiving so-called read-
justment allowances which do not actually readjust and which do not allow
sufficient to permit them to live according to the American way of living, for
which they sacrificed their youth, and so much of their time and civilian opportu-
nities, which they might otherwise have had.

It is true that section 2 of S. 1274 proposes to increase the amount of readjust-
ment allowances to unemployed veterans of World War II from $20 to $25 per
week, plus $5 additional per week if a veteran has one or more dependents, and
If he has had 3 months or more of active service in the armed forces during
World War II, or was discharged with less than 90 days of service by reason
of an injury or disability incurred in service in line of duty, he would be made
eligible for 52 weeks of such unemployment compensation benefits, or in an
amount equivalent thereto, where entitled to only partial benefits during any
of the weeks by reason of partial employment income. Under the present law,
veterans of World War II, during periods of unemployment, are entitled to such
unemployment compensation benefits in the sum of $20 per week for a period
of from 24 weeks to 52 weeks, depending upon the length of their service, at the
rate of 8 weeks for each month during the first 3 months, plus four additional
weeks for each additional calendar month of active service.
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This means that the World War II veteran who has served for only 90 days,
after the enactment of this provision, would be entitled to just as much readjust-
ment allowances as the veteran who had served for a period of 900 days, or
ip,,rI-obviously an Inequitable arrangement, not at all related to any earned-
merits basis, and, not at all related to the length and places of his military
service. The 90-day World War II veteran, or a veteran who had served less
than 90 days who had been discharged "by reason of an injury or disability
incurred in service in line of duty," would be entitled to just as much "readjust-
ment allowances" as would be the case of a veteran who had served 3 or 4
ye:Irs overseas. Certainly, later on, the longer-term servicemen, and the over-
seas veterans of World War II, would feel that such an arrangement was very
inequitable as to them, and would certainly then feel Justified in demanding fur-
ther liberalizing amendments to the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, so as
to extend benefits to them proportionate to the length and place of their military.
service.- Why not be just and fair and equitable in the first instance?

Although Federal unemployment compensation benefits to unemployed veterans
of World War II, in amounts greater than payable by most States, during period.
of unemployment, to their unemployed employables, would appear to be a
generous gesture in favor of discharged unemployed veterans of World War
II, nevertheless, unfortunately, such an arrangement would very probably, in
many instances, encourage employers to refrain from employing veterans, who
wiiuld otherwise be eligible to receive "readjustment allowances" out of Federal
moneys, thus bringing new Federal money into the community, whereas, If a
civilian were discharged to make way for the employment of a veteran, the
civilian would be entitled to a lesser amount of unemployment compensation,.
which would automatically increase the State unemployment compensation taxes
for the employer. Employers, under such circumstances, would have very
logical reasons, supported by the interests of their respective States and com-
munities, to refrain from employing a veteran while he was entitled to receive
greater amounts of Federal unemployment compensation benefits than would
be payable to other civilan employees in the event that they became unemployed-

I cannot believe that veterans would prefer to have liberalized "doles"-errone-
Ously dignified by the title of "readjustment allowances"-than to have the
opportunity for suitable, useful, gainful, continuous employment.

Lt us not encourage the employer to refrain from employing our returning
vererans of World War II, who, most of all, desire to become American citizens
and civilians, self-respecting, self-reliant, self-sustaining. Let us not encourage
our, veterans to become "chiselers" in order to become entitled to governmental
benefits handed out to them on the basis of "needs." Let us compensate thex
ho ,estly and fairly and generously for their loss of time and opportunities from
civilian living while serving actively in the armed forces, on a earned-merits:
basis, by giving consideration to the length and places of their military service
in cmputing the amount to be paid to them through readjustment insurancepolicies.

UNITED S.IOE WoRK-ERs OF AMERICA OF THE CIO,
Washington 5, D. C., August 31, 1945-

STATEMENT OF FRANK R. McGRATH, PRESIDENT, UNITED SHOE WORKERS OF AMERICa,,
CIO, ON UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION, S. 1274; SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE-
AUGUST 31, 1945

On behalf of the United Shoe Workers of America, CIO, an organization repre-
Senting over 100,000 workers engaged in the manufacture of shoes and com-
Pole0t parts, in 23 States of the United States, I completely support the state-
nents made before your committee on August 30 by R. J. Thomas, vice president
Of tho national CIO, in support of S. 1274, on unemployment compensation.

While the immediate effect of the reconversion period with its present un-emplyment of 3,500,000, which the War Manpower Commission says "may rise-
to more than 5,000,000 in 3 months and may reach 6,200,000 by the end of the-
year" on the shoe industry Is negligible, it Is our belief that the many millions
Of Jobless will in a short period of time affect our industry and force shoe-
Workers to become part of an army of unemployed.

Although the full solution of the problem lies not in unemployment com-
Ietisation but in jobs for all, nevertheless, the passage of S. 1274 appears w-necessity to meet this emergency and to maintain the purchasing power of the
People.
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This can only be done by supplementing the inadequate unemployment com-
pensation of most States as proposed in S. 1274.

It is unfortunate that our legislators did not heed the call of President Truman,
who in his special message to the Congress on May 28 asked "adequate benefits for
workers temporarily unemployed during the transition period from war to
peace." We believe President Truman correctly described this need as "a major
gap in our reconversion program" and he rightly urged Congress to "close this
gap."

After careful reading of this bill, introduced by the Honorable Senators Kil-
gore, Murray, Wagner, Guffey, Thomas, and Pepper, we believe it sets out to,
accomplish the following:

(a) Supplement the present State unemployment compensation benefits
up to a $25 a week maximum for a period of 26 weeks.

(b) Extend coverage to many workers who have hitherto been unjustly and
inexcusably excluded from receiving unemployment compensation.

(c) Provide payment for the transportation of the unemployed to such
areas where workers may be needed.

(d) Increase the veterans' unemployment benefits under the GI bill of rights
to a $25 a week maximum, and in the case of dependents to a $30 a
week maximum.

We particularly want to point out the importance of the provision which calls-
for transportation pay to unemployed workers to new jobs. Shoe workers who
during (our national emergency were employed In war industry, by the passage
of this measure, would have the opportunity to return to gainful employment
In the shoe factories facilitated.

We also wish to point out that we especially welcome the extension of coverage
to about 4,000,000 workers, including Federal employees, nmritime workers, and
agricultural processing workers, who represent a sizeable portion of the con-
sumer inarket, and all of whom represent purchasers of shoes.

In addition we support the fact that this bill permits the States. by voluntary
action, to obtain reimbursement from Federal funds for benefits paid to other
groups now excluded, such as employees of State and l4cal governments, farm
workers, employees of nonprofit institutions, domestics. etc,

Since we are Immediately faced with the problem of unemployment caused by
war-contract terminations, we heartily support the statement of CI( Vice Presi-
dent R. J. Thomas, calling for a change in the bill that would permit the pay-
ment of compensation retroactive to August 1:, 1945, rather than as now pro-
vided to be, come effective 5 weeks after its enactment.

The emergency need for this legislation leaves no room for petty partisan strife
inor for the old worn-out cry of interfering with State rights.

As Hon. Maurice 3. Tobin, Governor of the State of Massachusetts. so ably
expressed it in his statement to your committee In support of S. 1274, "No amount
of contention and argument about State rights can erase the Incontrovertible fact
that the transition period Is an Integral part of the war emergency, and it IS
therefore the continuing responsibility of the Congress to utilize the resources of
the Nation to provide for the worker just as the Congress has provided remedial
measures to assist business during the reconversion period."

GoVernor Tobin, as head of one of our nost important industrial States, and
one, incidentally, which contains tens of thousands of shoe workers, also statell,
"I am concerned not only with the welfare of Massachusetts workers, but I am
also vitally interested to see that there is provided an adequate purchasing pow.,r
to the workers In every section of the United States * * *I faror this bill
because it is of tital interest to the people of Massahusetts that the workers in
e'ery section of the United States be is a position to pur*,hase thr goods tchikA
wc in Massachusetts will produce." [Italiks our own.]

We believe, with the Governor, that purchasing power of the Nation must he
maintained or else we will be in for a continued depression, more serious find
devastating than the black years of the early thirty's.

Passage of S. 1274 will, in our opinion, remove in part at least, the fear which
attends unemployment, a fear which halts buying, freezing purchasing power.
and throws more and more Americans out of work.

Passage of this legislation will give the Ameritan workers a sense of security
whiR' reconversion is taking place and will give them confidence to go forward In
their normal pursuits to purchase goods and services which they may require. It
will help to stabilize our entire economy during this most trying period.

As stated above, this measure In itself is not a solution for a prosperous pot-
war economy. To us this is but one point in the CIO reconversion program, which,
by the way, has also received the full endorsement of our international union.
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This program seeks a higher basic wage and a higher minimum of 65 to 75
cents an hour (amendment to the Fair Labor Standards Act) in order to pro-
vide a decent standard of living and to supply the purchasing power necessary to
buy back the products of industry.

The CIO program also includes full support for the Murray-Patman full-
employment bill. It calls for the development by the Federal Government of
large public works, housing and conservation programs. Progressive tax legis-
lation, a permanent Fair Employment Pratices Committee and more adequate
benefits for the returning veterans are some of the other features of the CIO
program.

It is for these reasons that we respectfully submit this statement and urge that
it receive your favorable support.

STATEMENT or GEORGE D. amm, REPRESENTING THm GoVER1qMENT EMPLOYEES
COUNCIL Or THE AMEnIcAN FEDERATION OF LABOn

The Government Employees Council of the American Federation of Labor
which I have the honor to represent was established this year to coordinate
the planning of all nationals and Internationals with memberships in the Federal
civilian service.

This council now numbers 20 such unions with a total membership of more than
2,000,000, or more than one-fourth of the entire strength of the American Feder-
ation of Labor. Of these 2,000,000, there are 300,000 In the Government civilian
service, in unions in which, I am sure you place complete confidence when they
deal with you.

This council is organized to help effect the purposes of better government. By"
Instruction from the Government Employees Council of the American Federa-
tion of Labor, unanimously ordered, I am appearing here to present its wishes.
Doubtless some of these unions I have mentioned will speak their own piece to
pin point their immediate needs as they see them for their own jurisdictions.

It is the sense of the council's action and expression Just a few days ago that
when this committee considers the proposal of granting unemployment compen-
s: tion payments to those displaced from Government Jobs that the way is entirely
clear to avoid a repetition of rocking-chair dole and WPA, leaf-raking expedi-
Iois with which we became so familiar in the early, middle, and even late 19380's.
The Government Employees Council of the American Federation of Labor pro-
,-, that in lieu of unemployment compensation that this committee make

)r,,vision for separation or severance wage", payable at the time of physical
-paration from the job and in a lump toum. The reasoning behind this suggestion
is entirely understandable, because while this committee is studying unernploy-
11jetit potentials another Senate connittee is studying full-employment legislation.

It is rather generally understood that so long as a man is on unemployment
,,iipenstion that he is ineligible for gainful employment. The Government

Employees Council of the American Federation of Labor wants all who are sep.
• rat4e! from the Federal service to be immediately available, or available as soon
after separation as possible, to be eligible to reenter the labor force, which he
c:,not do if you say he must accept unemployment compensation.

The council is of the opinion that the Congress will not want to place any
poreimium on Idleness. Therefore, it believes that if severance wages of $25 for

I ig h 60 days of employment or major fraction of 60 days is authorized that this
CHinvittee will have provided the Incentive to provide jobs for all which the
Siiate Committee on Banking and Currency is studying.

You will find that should a man or woman who has held a job, say, 2 years
it the Federal civilian service, be separated that under this bill he or she can
rIe,-ive as much as $650 for remaining unemployed as long as 25 weeks, provided
hie or she can qualify for the maximum of $25, something which I doubt many can
do So, if we assume that the average compensation for idleness covers a year's
;','ernment service avid is also an average of $12.50 a week, the total you will

Ite paying will be $325. or $25 niore than what the *council asks be paid In
svrance wage, instead of the premium this section of 8. 1274 is placing on
.,,t working.

But if the purpose Is, as it appears to be, to get men away from unemployment
find back Into the channels of gainful production, then I say pay them In a
lump sum, do not tie their hands, and speed them on to the next job as rapidly
11, they can find it The Government Employees Council of the American Federa-
tiu of LAbor is all out for jobs for everybody, so much so that it plans to
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propose to the Committee on Banking and Currency that the basic workweek be
shortened, not only in government but in industry, to 30 hours without decrease
in compensation. That is just how keenly the council feels the need for making
jobs fully available to all.

The Government Employees Council of the American Federation of Labor
further is concerned over the provisions in this bill which appear to permit the
beginning of a merger of the civil-service retirement system and the Social
Security Board. Some may maintain there is no provision for the Social Security
Board to get its hands on the operation of this unemployment compensation
provision. I need only direct your attention to the section which says that if
the States are unwilling or unable to dig into their own treasuries to meet the
expense you provide for in this measure, then the Federal Government shall
take on the task. The bill continuously makes reference to the "Director." I
think we must agree that the "Director" mentioned without reference to the
Social Security Act, must be supposed to be the Director of Public Assistance
or some other director whom the Social Security Board will designate. That
would place Federal employees leaving the service under the Social Security
Board. Later another device can be found to put all incoming personnel under
the act and the entire coupling process between the two systems will have been
effected..Whatever the true purpose of the section providing payment for travel expense
to regions where there are jobs, the same purpose can be effected by folding that
expense into the lump sum separation compensation, so far as Federal personnel
are concerned. I believe that most Federal employees would far more welcome
transportation to their homes instead. Then they can decide where they want
to go from there.

Mainly, the Government Employees Council of the American Federation of
Labor is more immediately concerned with the language this committee will use
in providing separation benefits to Federal personnel. We merely ask that
there be included, for Federal personnel, a separation wage provision as a substi-
tution for the unemployment-compensation feature.

I ask that there be included in the record the list of unions having representa-
lives In the Government Employees Council of the American Federation of
Labor. The list follows:

Building Service Employees International Union.
International Brotherhood of Bookbinders.
International Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers.
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers.
International Association of Fire Fighters.
American Federation of Government Employees.
National Association of Letter Carriers.
,Office Employees International Union.
International Union of Operating Engineers.
International Photo Engravers Union of North America.
International Plate Printers, Die Stampers and Engravers' Union of North

America.
United Association of Journeymen Plumbers and Steam Fitters of the United

States and Canada.
National Federation of Post Office Clerks.
National Association of Post Office and Railway Mail Service Mail Handlers.
International Printing Pressmen's and Assistants' Union of North America.
National Federation of Rural Letter Carriers.
:Railway Mail Association.
The National Association of Special Delivery Messengers.
International Federation of Technical Engineers, Architects and Draftsmen's

Unions.
International Typographical Union.

OmcE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION,

AFFILIATED WITH THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOB,
Wa8hington 5, D. 7.

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF SENATE BILL 1274 BEFoRE THE SENATE FINANCE
Commrrr

On behalf of the entire membership of the Office Employees International
Union of the American Federation of Labor, and on behalf of millions of addir
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tional yet unorganized office and clerical workers, we desire to go on record as
vigorously favoring the immediate enactment of Senate bill 1274 providing for

Inversion unemployment benefits.
It is Imperative that a bill of this type be enacted at once in order to cushion

somewhat against the effects of widespread employment drops and so as to
allow war workers, veterans, and their families to exist during the reconversion
period which we are entering.

May we point out that many thousands of the members of our organization
who have been manning the vast office and clerical operations of the various
plants, shipyards, and industries engaged in direct war production and in sub-
sidiary essential wartime production endeavors already have been laid off or
tvi'minated. Many more will follow.

It is a matter of official record that the workers of our trade have borne a dis-
proportionately heavy share of civilian wartime burdens, and we, therefore, will
riot fill your record with recitations of substantiating facts in this connection.
Let it suffice to say that during the period of wage stabilization as administered
by the National War Labor Board and its branches and divisions, the office and
clerical worker has been penalized because of the inadequately low wage and
salary levels prevailing in our trade prior to the war. The War Labor Board's
bracket formula and its establishment of so-called sound and tested going rates
have in practically every instance held office and clerical workers' earnings to
such a point as to not allow them to meet wartime living costs and at the same
time to set aside any substantial individual reserves to draw on during a period
of postwar reconversion and job hunting. These members of our trade today
find themselves with very small cash reserves and must turn to unemployment
benefits to meet their day to day necessary living expenses while searching for
employment and readjusting themselves to changes in their living and employ-
ment conditions.

Many thousands of office and clerical workers have during the past 4 years re-
sponded to the urgent pleas of both the Government and of individual war plants
and have journeyed many miles to help man the vital office departments found
in each wartime establishment, and without which it could not function. Thou-
sinds of these workers are now faced with the alternative of remaining in the
war-production centers and bidding against each other for available office and
clerical jobs, or with using up their small savings in traveling in search of em-o
ployment in other communities.

The Kilgore bill will lighten the load to be borne during the months immediately
ahead. It does not alter the principles of our present unemployment compensa-
tion system but instead it merely, on an emergency basis, expands the present
system so that it may more adequately serve to meet our present reconversion
unemployment problems and to help maintain purchasing power during this
transition period.

The inadequacy of existing State unemployment insurance programs to meet
Mle needs of the present situation is evidenced by the data already before this
committee dealing with the average weekly benefit payments made in the various
States. Even" in prewar times such unemployment compensation benefits could
in no way be construed as encouraging the development of a "loafing class." The
siTplementary adjustments provided for in S. 1274 will allow for an upward
,ljustment of such benefits to offset to a measure today's higher living costs.

The bill's provisions for transporting war workers to available jobs will probably
more than pay for itself by thus reducing the number of prolonged benefit pay-
flients in areas of heavy conversion unemployment.

We, therefore, urge the committee to give favorable consideration to this bill
artd that it report favorably on the same at the eariest possible date.

Respectfully submitted.
PAUL R. HUTCHINGS, President.
J. HOWAW HICKS, Secretary-Treasurer.

PROVIDENCE, R. I.

STATEMENT BY AwrHuR P. PATT, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE RHODE ISLAND S&rATE
BRANCH OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR

The Rhode Island State Branch of the American Federation of Labor is
keenly interested in this proposed bill, because more than 20,000 Rhode Island
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workers who have been employed in Government establishments will not be pro-
tected by the State's unemployment compensation law during the reconversion
period.

The reduction in operations in the Newport Torpedo Station will affect some
12,000 persons. Many of the workers are already out of employment and thou-
sands of others will be displaced in the immediate future. Among the other
Government establishments in the Rhode Island area, which will reduce their
personnel during coming months, are Quonset Point Naval Air Station, the
supply depot at Davisville, and the base at Fields Point.

We feel that these workers, who contributed fully as much to the war effort
as the workers who made munitions, should have some degree of protection during
the reconversion period. W6 support this bill because it will give a high degree
of protection to the more than 20,000 workers employed by the Government-
operated units.

During the reconversion period we believe that the maximum rate of $18 which
is paid to unemployed workers in Rhode Island, is totally inadequate because
of the marked increase in the cost of living which has taken place during recent
years. An effort was made in the session of the Rhode Island Legislature to
increase all benefit rates paid in the.unemploymerft compensation program by at
least 20 percent. We were unsuccessful in our efforts.

In view of the fact that the cost of living is high, special action is necessary
during the present emergency to increase unemployment compensation benefits,
so that the American standard of living may be maintained at a decent level.
This is our second reason for supporting the proposed bill.

Furthermore, we are highly in favor of that section of the bill which would
increase the benefits paid to returning veterans of World War II. The rates
which would be paid under the proposed bill provide the veterans who have
families with higher benefits than will be paid to civilians. We believe this is
eminently fair in view of the services they have given to our country. Another
feature of the bill which merits favorable consideration is that a certain amount
of elasticity is provided, so that the various States may establish programs which
will meet the needs of their respective areas.

The Rhode Island State Branch of the American Federation of Labor, there-
fore, heartily endorses the principles which are outlined in this bill to meet the
problems created by the current emergency.

AMERICAN FARM BuRFAu FEmFaATION,
Washington, D. U., September 5, 1945.

Ron. WAInm F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
My DER CHAInMAN GEORGE: The board of directors of the American Farm

Bureau Federation, at its recent meeting in Chicago, gave careful consideration
to S. 1274 and H. R. 3736, which would provide a temporary Federal supple-
ment to State unemployment compensation payments, and adopted several specific
recommendations which are embodied in the attached resolution.

It is not necessary to elaborate on the statement itself, except as to one or
two points. First, our directors are of the opinion that a $25 weekly maximum,
applied on a Nation-wide basis, Is unfair for the reason that the cost of living
varies so widely as between regions. We believe that the basic formulas pro-
vided by the States themselves do now reflect these variations in the cost of living,
and that therefore a 50-percent supplement to present State payments seems to
provide a better basis for dealing with the problem. Second, farm workers are
very urgently needed in many areas, and therefore it is imperative that we have
careful and prudent administration, so as to prevent encouragement of idleness
through payment of unemployment compensation benefits.

The statement represents the official position of the American Farm Bureau
Federation on this issue. I wish to respectfully request that this statement be
included in the hearings on S. 1274.

With warm personal regards, I am
Sincerely yours, HEw. A. O'NEAL, President.
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RESOLUTION CONCERNING UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADoPTED BY BOARD OF
DIRECToRS OF THE AMERICAN FARM Bureau FEDELTTioN AT ITS MEMING, CHI-
CAGO, ILL., AUGUST 29, 1945

We will support for the reconversion period a Federal supplement to the State
unemployment compensation payments, such as is provided by the Doughton
bill, H. R. 3736, with the understanding, however, that it be amended to provide
that-

(1) Adjusted weekly benefit amounts "shall not exceed 50 percent of the weekly
benefit amount now payable under respective State laws, or $25, whichever is
less." In other words, that the adjusted weekly benefit amount, which includes
the supplementary payment provided for by this bill, will not be more than 150
percent of weekly benefit amounts now provided under the various State laws.

(2) There be a review of each case by the State unemployment compensation
commission after 13 weeks, and that the benefits be extended to 26 weeks only if
such review shows that no reasonable employment is available to the recipient.

(3) No person be entitled to Federal supplementary benefits If he refuses
to accept employment of a permanent nature, provided the salary is at least
two-thirds of the salary earned in the employment engaged in immediately pre-
vious to application for unemployment compensation.

We believe that-
No benefits should be paid to Federal workers under this plan, because such

benefits, if desirable, should be provided by separate legislation.
No benefits should be paid to maritime workers, because this is not primarily

a State unemployment-compensation problem and may be a proper subject for
Federal legislation.

With respect to benefits to workers engaged in the handling, drying, and proc-
essing of any agricultural commodity, that such persons be included or excluded
in agreement with the State, under the general provision which permits the
State to pay compensation in accordance with subsection (2) "to any class or
classes of individuals who would be entitled to compensation under the State
unemployment compensation law, except for existing or prior exclusions fron?
the definition of 'employment' in such law."

There be no amendment of section 1607 of the Internal Revenue Code to extend
the employer definition to "one or more at any time." Such amendment would
tend to impose an additional burden on small business during the reconversion
period, and would present tremendous problems of administration.

If transportation costs are to be provided for the relocation of war workers,
it should be provided that all Federal supplementary payments be immediately
discontinued should such beneficiaries refuse the work provided at the point
of relocation. No provision should be made to cover cost of transporting house-
hold goods of such relocated workers.

SENATE FINANCE COMMIT
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.

GErNTLEMFN: The following statement is made by R. W. McKee, secretary-
treasurer of MayWood Glass Co., division of Anchor Hocking Glass Corp., on
behalf of that company and of Merchant & Manufacturers Association, Los
Angeles, Calif., of which he is a director.

Merchants & Manufacturers Association has a membership of 1,500 industrial
firms in the Los Angeles area, who employ about.750,000 people.

We respectfully request that the statement be incorporated with material sub-
rnitted at public hearings on S. 1274, Mr. McKee having arrived in Washington
I'it late to be heard by personal appearance before your honorable committee.

The 51 States and Territories have saved up a balance of $7,300,000,000 as an
insurance reserve against unemployment. It took them 91/ years to do this. In
round figures it represents the difference between $9,706,000,000 collected and
$2.391,000,000 paid in benefits.

Seven billion dollars to us in the West seems a substantial sum of money. W'e
looked it up and found that it is more money than our Federal Government spent
for its entire operation in any year after 1919, until 1935 when we went to 9 million
over that watermark. It closely approaches the assessed valuation of all prop-
erty in California, $8,267,000,000. For these reasons we look upon $7,000,000,000
With considerable respect.



612 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

This is even more true when we realize that the fund has already been spent
by the Government for other lawful purposes, and that the taxpayers will be
obliged to bear the burden of additional tax to redeem the $7,000,000,000 of
Government I 0 U's that now repose in the fund instead of cash.

We do not necessarily oppose blanketing in under unemployment insurance all
workers formerly omitted, because a worker's tax status should not bar- him
from unemployment benefits if he needs them and no work is available for him.
However, the tax should be extended to cover this segment of our population, as
they have neither paid, nor had paid in their behalf, any premiums into the fund.
Otherwise this becomes unemployment relief.

We do not believe 26 weeks is too long a period to pay benefits to an unemployed
worker, if no work can be found for him.

However, we are convinced that unemployment insurance should be left in the
hands of the States and the employment offices returned to them. We are fear-
ful that S. 1274, or a counterpart, is but the first step toward federalization of
the entire program. We are opposed to federalizing unemployment insurance.
We have several sound reasons for this, but the chief one is that local problems
are better solved locally.

In California the workers are taxed 1 percent of their pay and have already
paid in $277,000,000 of the total $23,C00,100 collected. This is 30 percent of the
total sum. It is, therefore, evident that they have a substantial stake in the
California fund balance of $726,000,000. It should not be tossed into one big pot
with the funds from other States who have never taxed their workers.

Our principal opposition to the particular provisions of this bill is two-fold:
(1) We believe $25 per week is to high.
(2) We are convinced that the bill, or any bill of its character, should provide

that a claimant must accept work in preference to benefits. We recommend the
following amendment:

"It is the intent of this Act, and State acts shall conform thereto, that an
applicant for benefits hereunder must accept suitable employment. Any em-
ployment shall be deemed suitable employment if it be not more than one hour's
traveling time from the residence of the prospective employee and is not igno-
minious, menial, or dangerous when compared with the most menial or danger-
ous work performed for a substantial time by the prospective employee in the
last 36 months preceding the date of his application for benefits, and which will
yield a net take-home wage after involuntary deductions equal to the amount of
the weekly benefit he would receive if qualified under this Act."

In Californiawe at present have nearly 80,000 unemployed, while USES reports
it has 59,003 job openings, with few takers. We grant that jobs don't always
fit the individual, but this situation seems a little anomalous, although not
new. In May, of 67,040 benefits' applicants referred to jobs, 31,545 refused to
take them, even though USES deemed them suitable work for the individual
applicants.

The reason is simple. The California claims examiners have explicit in-
structions to do two things: (1) Protect former earning levels and (2) project
skilled classifications. We are prepared to prove both of these charges, because
we realize that they are serious.

Before offering evidence to prove these matters, we should like to state that
we are convinced there is considerable confusion in the minds of the California
administrative officers concerning what constitutes "suitable employment." This
is borne out by a statement made on September 1 to the California press by the
chairman of the appeals board, who said:

"I don't think we'll find too many chislers among the 32,000 (lie refers to 32,000
applicants for benefits), but the big majority of them will be entitled to payments
under the Unemployment Insurance Act the way we construe it."

Inferentially, at least, there is not a clear understanding of the act.
The following letter clearly sets forth a policy of protecting skilled classifica-

tions:
(Porter E. Magruder letter, October 6, 1944, California Department of Employ-

ment, attached but not printed.)
Complete documentation' will be supplied of the following cases, should your

honorable committee require it. In each instance an applicant for benefits re-

fused a reasonable wage to wait for some higher-paying job to turn up and was
sustained by the California Department of Employment which ruled that they

should each receive unemployment benefits until a Job at a higher rate

materialized: _.XJ
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Clarice Haywood, refused 77 cents per hour, and was sustained.
Kathryn Rice, refused 67 cents per hour, and was sustained.
Perry W. Sarten, refused 87 cents per hours, and was sustained.
Ernest L. Buck, refused $325 per month, and was sustained.
Grace J. Weinrich, refused 67 cents per hour, and was sustained.
On later offer disqualified, but we must repeat offer each week for 1 year,

as refusal of suitable employment disqualifies an applicant for only 1 week.
The first four of these are clear-cut cases where the individual is to receive

benefits while he or she waits for a better job offer. Please remember that no
more than a year or so back each of these claimants was working for the *age
we offered. Four of the five went into a war plant for a higher wage, were later
laid off, then refused to accept their former wage level. The State has certified
them eligible for benefits. The fifth one was finally disqualified, but we must
repeat our job offer 50 times to keep her disqualified.

These are random cases in a small plant. Thousands are occurring daily,
according to the information that reaches us. Nor are they confined to Califor-
nia, we surmise.

In -the last week in June, the three States of Michigan, New York, and Cali-
fornia paid 53 percent of the claims paid by the entire Nation:

Michigan ----------------------------------------- 37, 940
New York ---------------------------------------- 27, 719
California ---------- ------------------------------ 24, 251
Nation ------------------------------------------ 168, 96

We believe that an individual has both the right and the obligation to work
for his livelihood, if reasonable work is available. The amendment we recom-
mend would give him the right and at the same time impose the obligation in a
reasonable manner.

Twenty-five dollars per week, In our opinion, is too high. With 10,000,000
unemployed this would cost the Nation $6 billion every 6 months. There is
only $7,000,000,000 in the fund, and it took 9 years to save that sum up.

Twenty-five dollars per Week would remove the incentive to work for, probably,
millions of people. Aren't we rapidly reaching a point where we will be taking
in each other's washing? Remember that the $25 is net, without deduction of
carfare, lunches, income tax, and social-security tax, as well as union dues.

According to the United States census, in the spring of 1940 the 24,200,000
families in the Nation who reported any income, had an annual average of $1,221;
S5 per week benefits would thus be at the annual rate of $79 more than the
average family income in 1940. Should we have a constant unemployment factor
of 10,000,000 persons, increased by the invitational appeal of $25 during the next
2 years, the unemployment insurance benefits paid out would thus be equal to
something more than 40 percent of our family incomes in 1940.

The situation Was epitomized by Representative Knutson-
"If we pay a man $25 a week for not working, what will we have to pay to get

him to work?"
Perhaps the Italian proverb "dolce far niente" answers that as well as any

other response.
On September 3 Mr. Robert Wilson, field secretary for the Los Angeles County

Farm Bureau, stated that there had been 219 applications for farm jobs the pre-
vious week, but that they had been able to hire only 5 of the applicants. Mr.
Wilson explained that the farmer can pay not more than $5 or $6 per day for
f~irm labor, but that the applicants wanted about $10 per day. Mr. Wilson re-
Ported the following in detail from his notes:

The Van Nuys office reported applicants wanted high wages and furnished
houses before they would take the jobs.

Gardena office-six Jobs available in truck gardening, but the applicants
wanted $10 per day.

Covina applicants wanted $250 a month and a house or nothing.
Lancaster applicants didn't like the pay or the hours.

Ve respectfully suggest that our recommended amendment would cure this
defection, and that the weekly benefit payable should not exceed the maximum
wVekly benefit now provided by the laws of the Individual States and Territories.
That is a fair measure of local requirements.

Respectfully submitted.
R. W. McKE,

Chairman, Unemployment Insurance Committee,
Merchants and Manufacturenr Association,

Los Angeles, Calif.
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CALFrMTA DEPAwTMur or 01'euw MnwT,
CATMMNIA EMIV.OYMENT STARHAZATION COMMISSION,

Saeramento 14, Calif., October 6, 1944.

(Direct reply to benefits division, 1100 South Flower Street, Los Angeles 15,
Calif.)

Re J. J. Hatton, SSA 568-07-0860.

MATwOO GLAss Co.,
Los Angeles 22, Calif.

(Attention Treasurer.)

GENmr Er: In reply to your letter of September 19, 1944, regarding the above-
named claimant, it seems to be the policy of the employment service not to ask
skilled bricklayers to work outside their skilled classifications.

Since you do not offer a position to this claimait, there is nothing we can do
In the way of disqualification.

If you have need for a bricklayer, we will be pleased to hear from you. Thank
you for yours cooperation.

Yours very truly,
PORTER E. MAoMI)iL ,

Unemployment Insurance Representative.

OFFICE OF WAR MOBILIZATION AND RCONVERSION,
Washtkgton, D. C., September 4, 1945.

HOU. WALTER F. GEORG,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, United States Senate.

Dr.Ax SENATOR GEORGE: I am forwarding with this letter a statement on the pro-
posed legislation to provide temporary reconversion unemployment benefits, which
is now being considered by your committee. It will be appreciated if you will
incorporate this statement in the record of your hearings on S. 1274.

In most respects the enclosed statement is identical with a statement which I
presented at the time of my appearance before the Ways and Means Committtee
of the House of Representatives to discuss similar legislation which is being
considered by that Committee. It has been revised in some respects, however,
to make it pertain directly to the provisions of S. 1274.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN W. SNYDz&, Director.

STATEMENT TO THE FINANCE COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE ON PROPOSED

LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE TEMPORARY REcoNvEr.sIoN UNrjMoPYoyEiqT BENEFITS

(By John W. Snyder, Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion)

WASHINGTON, D. C., September J, 1945.

I appreciate the opportunity to submit to your committee the following state-
ment in support of the proposed legislation, now under consideration in both
Houses of the Congress, which provides for temporary reconversion unemploy-
ment benefits. Through this legislation, the Federal Government would provide
greater protection, in the form of unemployment benefits, to workers who are
unemployed during the reconversion period.

No other measure now before the Congress is, in my opinion, more vital to
our success in easing the shock of postwar readjustment.

The Congress has already taken action to assist business and veterans during
the transition. Thus far, we have not yet developed an equally effective program
to deal with the needs of the unemployed. For this reason, before discussing
the provisions of proposed legislation, I should like to comment on the nature
and extent of the unemployment problem which we face, and the Naition's
responsibility for dealing with it.

I. THE IMPACT OF UNEMPWADYMENT DUSNG RWONVIOSIiN

For the first time in several years, the people of the United States are faced
with the problem of large-scale unemployment. From communities throughout
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the Nation which have had an important share In our war effort, reports are
coming In of mass law-offs from the arsenals, shipyards, airplane plants, ordnance
plants, and other factories whose products are no longer needed in view of our
victory in the Pacific.

We cannot give you an estimate of how many workers are unemployed today.
The situation has been changing too fast for precise measurement. In a single
week, between August 18 and August 25, the number of claims filed for unem-
)vymieht compensation increased nearly threefold-froin about ',2i;;,0J to more
than 960,000. Unemployment is on the Increase and will continue to increase for
some time. We believe that the total number of jobless workers in this country
will probably be 5,X00,000 by the end of the year. By early spring, the total may
reach 8,000,000, as those released from war jobs are Joined by large numbers
discharged from the armed forceS. This estimate is based on our best informa-
tion on releases from war work, discharges from the armed forces, withdrawals
from the labor force, and the reemployment of workers in peacetime pursuits.

One of the most urgent problems facing the Government today is that of avaid-
ing or alleviating distress among those who have ceased to receive pay envelopes.
Obviously, our first goal is to attain reemployment. But since this cannot be
fully achieved in the months just ahead, our main line of defense against the
shock of unemployment should be the provision of adequate unemployment bene-
fits. President Truman has pointed out that the Nation has a solemn obligation
to those workers who remained loyally on their war jobs, knowing these jobs
would vanish as soon as we achieved victory.

Unemployment now, and in months to come, is as much a part of the war as
was the mobilization of our manpower, material, and facilities for the needs of
our fighting men. The sudden ending of the war was welcome. But at the
same time it has accentuated the shock of reconversion unemployment

In preparing for demobilization during the past 2 years, we have known this
shock would come--that there would be a lag between the quick shut-down of
war-production and the full absorption of manpower in civilian activities. And
we have not attempted to cushion the shock by measures that might in the long
run have impeded reconversion. After thorough consideration of the complex
questions involved, Congress decided that men should not be kept in the armed
forces to reduce unemployment but should be released as soon as possible after
fighting stopped. Another basic decision was that war production should cease
at once when war requirements ended. The War Mobilization and Reconversion
Act, which it is my duty to administer, states these policies in unequivocal terms.

On August 14, a very large part of our manpower and economic resources was
devoted to war production and war supporting activities. Federal war expendi-
tures were running at a rate of $85,000,000,000 a year. Now, within a period of
2 or 3 months, more than four-fifths of our munitions production is to cease.

The manpower and other resources suddenly released from war production
cannot be directed into peacetime production as rapidly as they are released
Full peacetime output requires levels of production and employment far higher
than this country has ever known before the war. We aim to achieve these
levls, but we cannot do so overnight. First, private industry must expand
em 'ugh to fill the gap left by the sudden withdrawal of Government spending
Thousands of businesses must retool and expand facilities, develop plans and
markets, and solve production and distribution problems. Millions of workers
and veterans must find their way to permanent and satisfying jobs--often in.
new occupations, industries, and communities.

I have complete confidence in the capacity of American industry to overcome
these problems, and to provide a high level of employment. But before recon-
version is complete, new jobs must be created for millions of the workers who,
Were in munitions industries on August 14, and for perhaps 9,000,000 of the
II'n who were then in the armed forces. The creation of that many jobs is
flut an automatic process--it requires blueprints, machines, retail outlets, invest-
1r1,11it. and initiative. To expect unemployment is not to say that we cannot do
the job-it is merely to say that we can't do intracles, at least not overnight.

The inescapable fact is that we face a temporary period of severe unemploy-
ment. The volume and duration of the unemployment are not immutably fixed.
1W can minimize it by speeding reconversion. In the meantime we can help
these workers and at the same time benefit the country as a whole by an adequate
uhlemployment-tnsura nce program.

If unemployment is less severe than has been estimated, no one will be-
haljpier than I will. If that happens, the number of workers who receive greater
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benefits because of the proposed legislation will be relatively small, and the cost
will be correspondingly small. But if it turns out that the additional protection
is needed-and our best estimates show that it will be-we will have failed the
,workers of America if we have casually concluded that nothing should be done
because it may not be necessary.

II. THE NATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEALING WITH UNEMPLOYMENT

Congress recognized the consequences of its decision to demobilize quickly and
the need for a positive program to minimize the difficulties of the transition.
It has set basic policies for the executive branch to follow, granted authority
for action, and provided funds for administration. This program has three
major elements-assistance to business, assistance to demobilized veterans, and
assistance to war workers.

Under the program for assistance to business, contracts are being proniptly
terminated and settled. War materials and facilities are being declared surplus
and disposed of. Material is being cleared from plants quickly to make way
for civilian production. Congress has provided for prompt tax refunds to aid
reconversion, and loans are available to concerns which find themselves in
financial difficulties during the transition. Wartime controls over materials
and manpower are being withdrawn at a very rapid rate in order to speed
business expansion. Price controls are being maintained where necessary to
protect the people, both as producers and as consumers, from inflationary 'prices
that would retard reconversion.

The program for aid to veterans, while not perfect, is thorough and well
,considered. The GI bill of rights provides for limited guarantee of loans to
veterans wishing to purchase homes, farms, or businesses. Grants are available
to veterans who wish to return to school. Readjustment allowances of $20 per
-week are available, for periods as long as 52 weeks, to those veterans who cannot
fnd jobs when they return. The Selective Service Act provides reemployment
rights for those veterans who left their jobs to enter the armed forces. Disabled
veterans are, of course, given special rehabilitation and pension rights.

The third element of the over-all program-assistance to workers thrown out
of jobs by the rapid cancellation of war contracts-is not adequate. In title,
:IV of the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act, Congress sought to provide for
manpower reconversion by authorizing advances to State unemployment com-
pensation funds. This was done so that States could establish adequate coverage
of workers and fix adequate benefit standards without fear of insolvency.

We have found that this provision of the act did not accomplish the necessary
results. The action taken by the States has not yet made unemployment com-
pensation a fully effective means of carrying workers through periods of unem-
ployment during reconversion.

I should like to outline for you the basic reasons why I believe that the Federal
4Oovernment has a direct obligation to insure that the unemployment compensa-
tion program is adequate for the reconversion period.

The first reason is that the return to peace is part and parcel of the war. The
unemployment which occurs will be a direct result of the cessation of Federal
war purchases, not a result of individual inefficiency or failure to search diligently
for a job. The human as well as the material costs of transition are costs of war.
Wre have recognized this fact in the programs for assistance to business and
veterans. We cannot in good conscience adopt another attitude toward displaced
,war workers.

The second reason is that those who stuck loyally to their war jobs until the
defeat of Japan are the ones who will be hardest hit by unemployment. Those who
never transferred to war work, or those who quit before the end, will for the most
part be safely set in peacetime jobs. The sudden and permanent lay-offs come-
or have already come-to the workers who have filled the jobs which are most
essential in war and unnecessary in peace. Those who face unemployment are
th# men and women who have built the weapons for victory. They have built our

battleships, our carriers, and our submarines. They made the tanks which
crushed the Panzer armies of the Germans, the amphibious vehicles and flame

throwers which routed Japanese resistance, the bombers and the bombs which

made it Impossible for our enemies to maintain their own war production. In
private plants and in Government arsenals they have been indispensable units in
,our civilian war machine. Can we in good faith ignore the fact that we are in-

,debted to these workers, after persuading them to stay on the job?
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Frankly, I believe that the country as a whole, and not only the displaced
workers, has a stake in adequate unemployment compensation payments. Dur-
ing the coming year we will be in a period of conflicting economic trends. We shall
have to guard against deflation in some parts of the economy and inflation in
others. In the fields of consumer purchases we must insure that the gigantic
drop in consumer incomes, as a result of reduction in hours of work, unemploy-
mient, and other factors does not lead to a restriction on consumer purchases
that will delay resumption of production at high levels.

The main reliance of unemployed civilian workers, except for their limited
savings, is on unemployment compensation provided under State laws. These
!aws have been liberalized in recent years, but many still have serious limitations :

1. They do not provide protection at all for certain groups of workers who
will lose their jobs as a result of the termination of war programs. "

2. They provide weekly benefits which in many States represent too small
a fraction of previous earnings because of unduly low limits on the maximum
benefit payment per week.

3. The number of weeks for which benefits can be paid is insufficient to
cover the probable period of unemployment for large numbers of workers
during reconversion.

Legislation has been introduced in both Houses of Congress to correct these
defects during the present emergency. All of these bills contain certain basic
provisions which are substantially identical. They permit the Director of War
Mobilization and Reconversion to enter into agreements with any State, under
which the State's unemployment compensation agency will serve as agent of
the United States in paying benefits to Federal employees and maritime workers.
Such agreements would also provide for supplemental benefit payments to
workers already covered by State laws by extending the malimium benefit amount
to $25 per week and increasing the maximum duration of benefits to 26 weeks in
any year.

If a State fails to make such an agreement, the payments will be administered
directly by the Federal Government, under regulations to be issued by the
Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion. States may also, if they wish,
agree to pay benefits to additional groups of workers not covered by the State
law, such as the employees of small firms.

Most of my remarks will be directed to these basic provisions which are found
in all of the bills under consideration.

The method used in the proposed bills would permit the States to pay increased
benefits and to be reimbursed by the Federal Government for the cost of the
increased payments. No amendment of the existing State laws will be required
to put the program into effect. This method has been chosen because any pro-
gram requiring action by State legislatures could not be made effective rapidly
enough to meet the immediate emergency. At the end of the stipulated emer-
gency period, June 30, 1947, unemployment benefits will be determined by the
provisions of the State laws. This emergency program should not, in my opinion,
delay consideration of appropriate amendments to State laws or congressional
consideration of long run changes in the unemployment compensation system.

The committee may, however, wish to consider some alternative method of
financing the additional benefits which will be paid to workers who are already
covered by State laws. The unemployment reserves of the States, which have
been accumulated solely for the purpose of paying unemployment compensation
to these workers, now amount to more than $7,000,000,000. It might be possible
ro work out a plan under which the additional benefits paid to such workers
would be financed in the first instance by the advance of Federal funds, but later
repaid, at least in part, from the existing State reserves. Benefits paid to
Federal employees and other workers who are not covered by the State laws
should unquestionably be financed entirely from Federal funds, since no previous
contributions, have been collected by the States from their employers.

IIL THE NEED FOR EXTENDING THE COVERAGE OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Our present unemployment compensation systems cover only about 30,000,000
,)f our 52,000,000 gainfully employed persons.

While we cannot expect to bring all employees and self-employed persons
under the unemployment compensation systems, there are some groups whose
exclusion Is particularly inequitable during the transition period.
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Coverage of Federal employees and maritime workers
The absence of unemployment insurance protection for the 2,900,000 employees

of the Federal Government is a glaring gap in the unemployment insurance
systems. More than 2,000,000 of these workers are employed in war agencies,
including more than 1,800,000 in the War and Navy Departments and nearly
200,000 in the emergency agencies. Employment in the permanent agencies, on
the other hand, is almost unchanged from prewar levels.

The absence of unemployment insurance protection for these workers is difficult
to defend because most of them are doing the same type of work as industrial
employees. People sometimes think of Federal employees as office workers
employed here in Washington. The truth is that 10 out of every 11 Federal
employees work outside of Washington. In June, the Federal Government had
more than a quarter of a million employees in New York and California and
more than 100,000 employees in each of'six other States.

Large numbers of these employees are really industrial workers--shipyard
workers, production workers in arsenals, munitions depots, gun factories, and
explosives plants operated by the Federal Government. The only distinction
between them and their neighbors employed by private concerns is that their pay
comes directly from the Federal Government. It would be ironic and unjust to
deny them the protection of unemployment benefits because of this technicality.

The problem of providing unemployment compensation for the men who have
manned our merchant ships is very similar. About 200,000 employees have
worked long, arduously, and at great risk to carry cargoes to our fighting men and
to our allies and to transport raw materials needed for our war industries. Many
have lost their lives in attacks by submarines or bombing planes. Yet this group,
too, has no protection under most of the existing State unemployment insurance
programs. 0. The bills under consideration provide that the State unemployment compensa-
tion agencies may pay unemployment benefits to Federal and maritime workers,
and that if the States do not elect to accept this administrative task, the Federal
Government will itself make the payments. I.believe you will agree with me that
this is a practical way to meet our obligations to the hundreds of thousands of
Federal workers who will be released during the coming months.

Coverage of other group ow excluded by State laws
A third group of workers whose exclusion from the unemployment, compensa-

tion systems seems to me unjust is the 2,000,000 employees of small firms.
Sixteen States have recognized this inequity and now protect the employees

of all employers of one or more who are engaged in activities coming within the
provisions of the State laws. In addition, 29 States have provided for automatic
extension oif coverage whenever the Federal Unemployment Tax Act is amended
so as to tax employers of one or more. This action by the States is adequate
evidence that the administrative problem, which has been the sole reason for
exclusion of the small firms, can be easily dealt with.

I think the best long-term means of providing protection to the employees of
small firms is to amend the Federal Unemployment Tax Act so that these firms
are covered, as proposed in H. R. 3736. Once this is done, the States which have
not already done so will amend their laws so that benefits will eventually become
available to the employees of small firms.

Meanwhile, however, benefits should be payable immediately to employees of
the small firms if the States decide that this action is proper. States should,
therefore, be authorized to pay benefits to these employees immediately and to
be reimbursed for benefit payments to them.

The bill which you are considering provides for such interim protection to the
employees of small firms, and I am sure that you will favor also the long-term
protection which will be provided by amendment of the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act. if such a step is initiated by the House of Representatives.

Some States may also desire to pay benefits to other groups of workers who
now lack protection. The proposed bills would authorize agreements under which
States would provide benefits for such other groups as they wish and be reim-
bursed by the Federal Government. While this provision may not be extensively
used, I recommend that it be approved, since the States should be encouraged to
provide the broadest possible unemployment insurance program during the
emergency which lies ahead.
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IV. SUPPLEMENTATION OF THE WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

The proposed bills also provide for increasing the maximum weekly benefit
payment, during the reconversion period, to $25 in all States. The increased
W'nefits would be determined by extending the State's regular method of com-
puting benefits on the basis of previous earnings, up to a maximum of $25 per
week.

To avoid any possible misunderstanding, I want to make it clear that the bills do
not propose a uniform benefit rate of $25 per week for every unemployed worker.
No worker would receive $25 per week unless his previous wages were high
enough to have entitled him to a weekly benefit of $25 except for limitations
on the maximum benefit amount which are contained in the State law.

Most of the present State laws provide for a weekly benefit payment equal to
about half of the worker's average weekly earnings during the preceding year,
or in a selected calendar quarter. Let me outline how the proposed bills would
work out in such a State, assuming that the State law provides for a maximum
benefit of $15 per week. In such a State, workers who previously earned less
than $30 per week receive a benefit equal to half their previous weekly wages--
for example, a weekly benefit of $10 if the previous wage was $20 and a weekly
benefit of $14 if the previous weekly wage was $28. On the other hand, workers
who previously earned more than $30 per week all receive the same amount
of compensation-$15 per week, whether they earned $30 or $40 or more than
$50 per week.

Lifting the maximum benefit rate to $25 would not change .the amount of benefits
paid to a worker who previously earned $30 or less per week. He would continue
to get $10 or $12 or $14, or whatever amount equals half his previous wage. But
,in increased maximum would permit the workers who previously earned more
than $20 per week to receive compensation equal to half of their previous wage
instead of the flat rate of $15 which they would be paid under terms of the
State law. Persons who have been earning $40 per week, for example, would get
a *20 benefit ch',ck- and those whose wage was $50 or more would receive the
'lew maximum of $25 in benefits.

Action to equalize the maximum weekly benefit amount at $25 in all States
is needed during the reconversion period for several reasons. First, the present
SIate maximum limits will result in benefit payments which are too small to
prevent sharp cuts in the standard of living of many workers while they are
employed. The American system of unemployment insurance seeks, in prin-
ciple, to pay benefits which are related to previous earnings and living standards.
Mblst of the existing State laws are designed to compensate a definite proportion
(if the wage loss caused by unemployment for high and low wage employees
;'like. This proportion is usually from one-half to two-thirds of the wage loss,
.s measured by previous earnings. But the present maximum limit, in many

Itates, will mean that many war workers receive benefits equal to as little as
,ile-third or one-quarter of their previous earnings.

When benefits first began, the maximum limits in most States affected only a
moderate percentage of the unemployed. But wage rates, during the war, have
ifreased far more rapidly than the maximum weekly benefit rate. In 1944
early 60 percent of all unemployment compensation payments were at the maxi-
I)min rate provided under the various State laws; in some States as many as

o or 90 percent of all payments were at the top rate.
The Social Security Board has furnished me with an interesting analysis

of wage credits earned in covered employment in 1943. It shows that' even in
1 hat year, when wages were lower than they are now, nearly half of all covered
w,,rkers had high enough earnings to qualify for the present maximum rate in
their State. About one-third of all insured wage earners would have qualified
for $25 per week if the maximum benefit rate were lifted to that level.

Wartime changes in the cost of living make these higher maximum benefits
Ile'essary. The over-all cost of living is up about one-third, and the prices of
food, clothing, and household goods are now from 45 to 50 percent higher than
ill August 1939. An unemployed worker today would need at least $22 to buy
as Much of these basic necessities as $15 would have purchased in 1939. Yet half
th, States still have maximum rates as low as $15 or $18, and 41 States have a
maximum of $20 or less.

If we are to maintain a reasonable sense of security and decent living stand-
ards and adequate purchasing power for our displaced war workers, we should
Surely provide benefits which will cover at least half the wage loss of the
unemployed, up to the proposed $25 limit. A few States have taken action to

76876-45-----40
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accomplish this, and maximum benefits as high as $24 to $28 are available, at
least to workers with dependents, in six States.

The proposed bills contain one other provision affecting the size of benefit
payments. States may, if they wish, increase the weekly benefit rate of workers
entitled to less than the State maximum to an amount not greater than two-thirds
of previous earnings. Several State laws already provide such benefits and
others would be permitted to do so during the emergency without affecting the
permanent structure of their laws.

Increased benefits can do much to sustain morale and purchasing power, which
will help to lift our economy back to full production. I am not greatly impressed
by the fears, occasionally expressed, that higher benefits will keep workers froi
accepting jobs. Benefits will still be considerably less than previous earnings,
and all State laws disqualify workers from receiving compensation if they fail
to accept suitable work when offered to them.

The Senate bill which you are considering provides for increasing the unem-
ployment allowances paid to veterans under the Servicemen's Readjustment Act.
President Truman indicated, in his message of May 18, that Congress will no
doubt wish to make suitable adjustments in the benefits paid to unemployed
veterans at the same time that increased unemployment compensation is pro-
vided for other workers. Since veterans' benefits are not related to previous
wages, I believe the proposal that higher benefifis be paid to veterans with de-
pendents, as provided in S. 1274, may be preferable to a uniform increase for all
veterans.

V. THE NEED FOR INCREASED DURATION OF BENEFITS

The third major proposal in the bills under consideration provides for extend-
ing the duration of benefits for all eligible workers to a maximum of 26 weeks
in any year during the reconversion period. This provision would, of course,
make no difference for those workers who succeeded in finding new jobs after a
relatively few weeks of unemployment. But it will be immensely important to
those individuals whose wage income is cut off for a relatively long period before
they find permanent new jobs in civilian industries.

I have already pointed out that we will probably have large scale unemploy-
ment during much of the'coming year. Some workers will find new jobs quickly,
but others may have many months of unemployment. The length of any in-
dividual's unemployment will depend largely on both national and local condi-
tions. The basic problem that we face is that large numbers of workers are
almost certainly going to be unemployed for much longer periods than will be
covered by their benefit under State unemployment compensation laws.

Many States have increased the number of weeks for which benefits are pay-
able. There are now five States which provide a maximum duration of 26 weeks
and six others where the maximum is from 21 to 23 weeks. But there are still
14 States where no workers can receive benefits for longer than 16 weeks and
40 States where the maximum is 20 weeks or less.

The actual provisions of existing laws are even more inadequate than these
figures would indicate. Only 14 States have actually established a uniform
maximum duration of benefits for all insured workers. All of the other States
laws contain a further limit on benefit duration by providing that benefits in
any year cannot exceed a specified fraction of the worker's total earnings in his
base year. Benefits may be paid for only a few weeks to those workers
who have been in covered employment only a short time or have had some un-
employment during the base year. The average worker in a State with a maxi-
mum duration of 16 or 18 weeks may, for this reason, actually be able to receive
benefits for only 11 or 12 weeks.

None of the bills now under consideration attempts to deal with the problems
which result from unduly severe disqualification provisions which are contained
in many State laws. As a result, many workers who should be protected by un-
employment insurance may suffer serious and unjustified distress. Your com-
mittee may wish to consider some means of overcoming this defect in our present
unemployment compensation systems.

VI. TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES FOR DISPLACID WAR WORKERS

The bill which you are considering contains one important provision which
does not pertain directly-to unemployment compensation. Under this provision,
the United States Employment Service is authorized to provide transportation for
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civilian workers (as well as their dependents and their household effects) from
the community where they have been employed in jobs essential to the war effort
to any place where the Employment Service certifies that suitable job opportuni-
ties are available.

Millions of wage earners have moved, during the war, to new communities
where they could make the greatest contribution to war production. Some of
them will wish to stay in their new homes, but a very large number will have
to move, either to their former homes or to some other place where jobs are
available, in order to find steady peacetime work. The payment of transporta-
tion allowances would unquestionably facilitate the redistribution of our labor
force to areas of greater opportunity.

The payment of transportation costs may involve difficult administrative
problems, but if these can be solved I would favor the payment of travel costs,
for a single trip for displaced war workers. In fact, if the administrative dif-
ficulties can be overcome, I believe the proposed bill might be broadened to
permit payments which, will assist any worker either to return to his prewtir
residence (without requiring that the Employment Service certify that suitable
jobs can be found there) or to move to an area where suitable work is available.

VII. CONCLUSION

The proposed legislation, as a whole, is designed to meet human needs during
reconversion. It recognizes that unemployment, during this emergency, is a
national problem, to be solved by national action. The impact of unemployment
on individuals, and the duration of their unemployment, will be determined mainly
by our success in achieving Nation-wide reemployment. I believe it is only
fair that we should assure all of our unemployed workers of some basic income
for a period of 6 months while the massive economic readjustments which must
be completed are being carried out.

The assurance that reasonably adequate benefits will be available for a rea-
sonably long period will give an added sense of security, not only to those
who are unemployed but also to those who are still working but know they may
become unemployed. It will thus help indirectly as well as directly to main-
tain a high level of expenditures.

OFFICE OF WAR MOBILIZATION AND RECONVERSION,
Wa8hington, D. C., September 7, 1945.lion. WALTER F. GEORGE,

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
United State8 Senate.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: I -should like to call your attention to a resolution
Imanimously adopted on September 6 by the Advisory Board of the Office of War
M',,bilization and Reconversion in support of emergency unemployment com-
pensation legislation now pending before the Congress. A copy of the Board's
1,Plution, together with supplementary statements outlinitg the position of
certain members of the Board, Is attached to this letter.

The Advisory Board, as you know, was established by the War Mobilization
and Reconversion Act of 1944, and consists of 12 members appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of the Senate. All members of the
-Board represent the general public and the public interest, but it is required
that 3 members shall have had experience in business management, 3 in matters
relating to labor, and 3 in agriculture. The names of the members of the Board
are listed on the attached resolution.

The Board has carefully considered the proposed unemployment compensation
'gislation at several of its meetings, beginning shortly after the recommenda-

tion made by the President last May. At its meeting yesterday the attached
resolution was adopted by the Board as a final statement of its conclusions.

In view of the broad representation of the Advisory Board, as well as the
"urstanding nature of its individual members, I feel that this expression of
opinionn is entitled to great weight and will be of interest to your committee in
its consideration of the pending proposal.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. SNYD a, Director.
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Resolved, That the Advisory Board endorses the interim unemployment com-
pensation benefits recommended in President Truman's message to Congress
today.

SEn~zwmm 6, 1945.

Unanimously adopted: George H. Mead
0. Max Gardner T. C. Cashen
Albert S. Goss William Green
Edward A. O'Neal Philip Murray
James G. Patton William H. Davis
Nathaniel Dyke, Jr. Mrs. Anna M. Rosenberg
Eric A. Johnston

(NoTE.-In casting his vote in favor of the resolution, Mr. Goss asked that
the record show that he did §o with the proviso that Congress provide such
safeguards as may reasonably be expected to reduce abuses to a minimum.

(Messrs. Johnston and Mead asked that the record show that they voted In
favor of the resolution with the same proviso set forth by Mr. Goss.

(In casting his vote in favor of the resolution, Mr. O'Neal asked that the
record show that his position is set forth in the American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration's resolution on unemployment compensation legislation, dated August 29,
1945. He asked that the federation's resolution be incorporated in the record
and transmitted to Congress with any communication by the Director on the
Advisory Board's action. The resolution referred to by Mr. O'Neal follows
here:)

RESOLUTION CONCERNING UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADOPTED BY BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF THE AMERICAN FARM.BuiEAU FE&TION AT ITS 11EETING, CHICAGO,
ILL, AUGUST 29, 1945

We will support for the reconversion period a Federal supplement to the Stato
unemployment compensation payments, such as is provided by the Doughton bill,
H. R. 3736, with the understanding, however, that it be amended to provide that-

(1) Adjusted weekly benefit amounts "shall not exceed 50 percent of the weekly
benefit amount now payable under respective State laws, or $25, whichever is
less." In other words, that the adjusted weekly benefit amount, which includes
the supplementary payment provided for by this bill, will not be more than 150
percent of weekly benefit amounts now provided under the various State laws.

(2) There be a review of each case by the State unemployment compensation
commission after 13 weeks, and that the benefits be extended to 26 weeks only
if such review shows that no reasonable employment is available to the recipient.

(3) No person be entitled to Federal supplementary benefits if he refuses to
accept employment of a permanent nature, provided the salary is at least two-
thirds of the salary earned in the employment engaged in immediately previous
to application for unemployment compensation.

We believe that-
No benefits should be paid to Federal workers under this plan, because such

benefits, if desirable, should be provided by separate legislation.
No benefits should be paid to maritime workers, because this is not primarily

a State unemployment compensation problem and may be a proper subject for
Federal legislation.

With respect to benefits to workers engaged in the handling, drying, and
processing of any agricultural commodity, that such persons be included or ex-
cluded in agreement with the State, under the general provision which permits
the State to pay compensation in accordance with subsection (2) "to any class or
classes of individuals who would be entitled to compensation under the State
unemployment compensation law, except for existing or prior exclusions from
the definition of 'employment' in such law."

There be no amendment of section 1607 of the Internal Revenue Code to extend
the employer definition to "one or more at any time." Such amendment would
tend to impose an additional burden on small business during the reconversion
period and would present tremendous problems of administration.

If transportation costs are to be provided for the relocation of war workers,
it should be provided that all Federal supplementary payments be immediately
discontinued should such beneficiaries refuse the work provided at the point
of relocation. No provision should be made to cover cost of transporting house-
hold goods of such relocated workers.
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SEPTEmB!R 7, 1945.
MEMORANDUM

To: Mr. John W. Snyder, Director.
From. Thomas I. Emerson, general counsel.
Subject: Possible Reduction or Denial of Benefits under State laws to individuals

Receiving Supplemental Federal Benefits under S. 1274 (or H. R. 3736).
During the hearings on S. 1274 a legal question has been raised which merits

our immediate consideration.
The problem arises out of a provision, contained in 47 of the State laws, that

an Individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week with respect to
which benefits are received or sought under another State or Federal unemploy-
ment compensation law.

This provision must be read in the light of another provision, found in all
the State laws except Georgia, that the State unemployment compensation
agency is authorized to enter into reciprocal arrangements with the appropriate
agencies of other States and the Federal Government, under terms it finds fair
and reasonable and not resulting in substantial loss to the fund, whereby
potential benefit rights accumulated under the law of any State or of the Federal
Government may constitute the basis for benefit payment through a single agency.

The Social Security Board is of the opinion that under this latter provision
the State agencies would be authorized to enter Into agreements with the Federal
Government for supplemental benefits and that such benefits would not have to
be deducted from the regular State payments. I concur in this view.

There is, however, a difference of opinion on this issue among the governors
of the different States, as set forth in their answers to the telegraphic request of
the committee. I understand that a substantial number of States have advised
the committee that they can enter into agreements with the Federal Government
without resulting in the State payment being partially or totally reduced by the
amount of the supplementary Federal payment; that a number of other States
advise that they do not believe they have such authority; and that a few are in
doubt. I believe mature consideration, on the part of those States which are
doubtful and of those States which do not believe they have the authority,
in the light of interpretations in sister States having similar statutes, will result
in the vast majority of the States being able to immediately take advantage of
the provisions of this act if it becomes a law.

Nevertheless, in view of the doubt on this issue, it would seem advisable to
modify the bill so as to make it voluntary rather than mandatory for a State to
include in its agreement with the Federal Government a provision for supple-
mentation of the amount of the weekly benefit.

This could be accomplished by moving paragraph 702 (b) (2) into subsection
702 (c). The transfer of this paragraph to subsection 702 (c) would make it
possible for those States which wish to enter into an agreement for supplemen-
tation of the weekly benefit amount to do so. The States which at present are
of the opinion that they could not enter Into an agreement to supplement the
we.lkly benefit amount could refrain from Incorporating that provision in the
agreement. Such States would not be discriminated against, because they would
have the option of calling a special session of their legislatures to amend the
pertinent provisions of the State law.

The suggested change would make it possible to fulfill the recommendations
contained in President Truman's message to the Congress of September 6, since
extension of the maximum benefit amount would be possible in all States either
inirnediately or after revision of the State law. The President's other recom-
mendations regarding increased duration of the benefits and extension of coverage
would be met under subsection 702 (b). At the same time, the change would
(,Ompletely eliminate any possibility that supplementary payments from Federal
funds might have the effect of depriving any individual of benefits to which he
would be entitled under existing State laws.

FDM UL SECURITY AGENcY,
Vashington 25, September 10, 1925.

lion. WALTEpR F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, United State8 Senate,

Wa8hington 25, D. 0.
DRAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on S. 1274,

a bill to amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944 to provide for
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an orderly transition from a war to a peacetime economy through supplementa-
tion of unemployment compensation payable under State laws, and for oth4r
purposes.

S. 1274 provides for-
1. Payment from Federal funds to supplement State unemployment compen-

sation benefits to enable unemployed individuals eligible under State law ti,
receive 26 weeks of benefits in an amount varying with the individual's past
wages up to a ceiling of $25.

2. Federal funds to be paid to State unemployment compensation agencies for
providing similar benefits to Federal civilian employees, maritime employees, and

3. Payment of the supplementary benefits outlined under (1) and (2) by the
agricultural processing workers.
Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion if a State does not elect to do so.

4. Payment of Federal funds to a State which elects to increase unemployment
compensation payments to individuals up to a maximum of two-thirds of the
individual's previous weekly earnings but in no case more than $25 per week.

5. Payment of Federal funds to a State which elects to cover any worker. n°it
now covered under State laws.

6. Payment of transportation allowances to workers who go to a place at which
the United States Employment Service certifies there are available, suitable jh
opportunities.

7. Amendment of the unemployment compensation provisions of the Servict-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944 (the GI bill of rights), increasing unemployment
benefits from $20 per week to $25 per week for a single person and to $30 for -i
person with dependents; and providing, instead of a variable durat ion of benefit-.
that every eligible unemployed serviceman will be entitled tip 52- weeks of benefit!-

In view of the successful termination of the war and of the fact that many
persons will be unemployed during the reconversion period, I am in favor (of
the early enactment of such legislation. While there are a number of technical
problems and alternatives connected with any such proposed legislation which
will undoubtedly be considered by the committee, the general outline of the
proposed bill seems to me to be a sound basis for initial considerations by the
Congress of the entire problem.

I believe that it is essential that adequate unemployment compensation benefits
be paid during the reconversion period. I am also in favor of extending coverag,
under unemployment compensation to workers who are not now covered. S. 1274
carries out these two objectives.

It is my conviction that the Federal Government has a responsibility for
dealing with the unemployment problem, as was recognized by the passage of the
unemployment tax in the Social Security Act of 1935. This tax was largely iw
strumental in bringing about the establishment of State unemployment coin-
pensation laws. As a result of this Federal legislation enacted in 1935 the State
unemployment compensation agencies have been able to build up reserves amount-
ing to nearly $7,000.000,000. Although these funds would be sufficient for all
States to provide adequate benefits, most State legislatures have adjourned, and
It is not possible to pass quickly comprehensive State legislation which will enabk1
workers in all States to receive adequate unemployment benefits to tide then,
over the reconversion period. Consequently, immediate Federal action is needel,
at the present time to deal with the current situation.

This bill provides that for workers who are already covered under State laws
the Federal Government will pay for the additional cost of the more adequat,-
benefits during the reconversion period: and for those who are not now covered,
the Federal Government will pay the entire cost. However, there is much to
be said for requiring that the States pay the cost of providing adequate benefits
to workers who are covered under State laws and for whom they have collected
contributions and that the Federal Government pay only the cost of benefits to
workers who are not covered under State laws. There is no doubt in my mind
that this would be more equitable. All during the war States have collected
contributions from employers for this very purpose. Moreover. if the Federal
Government pays the cost of benefits to workers insured under State law . the
State with the least liberal benefits would receive proportionately the most flind
from the Federal Government: while a State like Washington, which already
provides for a maximum of $25 for 26 weeks, Would get almost nothing.

If the Congress believes it equitable to require the States to pay the cost
of adequate benefits to workers Insured under State laws. appropriate amend-
ment of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act and of title III of the Social Se-
eurity Act should be considered. As changes of State law could not be effected
Immediately, such amendments of the Federal statutes should be coupled with
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interim arrangements for the payment of supplementary benefits at Federal
expense. If the amendments of basic Federal law were made effective early
in 1946, it might be possible to include transitional provisions which would
facilitate the necessary action of State legislatures in revising their unemploy-
ment compensation laws.

As a logical part of any such plan, it would also be desirable to amend sec-
tion 402 of the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944, to convert the
;Alvances to State unemployment funds into outright grants. Section 402 of
that act provides that in order to guarantee the solvency of State unemployment
friads the Socity Security Board shall make advances to States whose unemploy-
i,4,nt funds begin to run low. The law provides that the State must repay
thesc advances to the Federal Government. If States are required to liberalize
their laws by the Congress and any State fund should begin to get low, con-
tinued operation of the State law would be assured through funds already au-
t prized under section 401 of the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of
144, which established a Federal unemployment account consisting of excess
fi ids collected under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act. However, there is no
reason to believe, at the present time, that any State would have to apply for
funds from this account (luring the reconversion period.

With respect to the extension of coverage proposed by S. 1274, the cost of the
bill to the Federal Government could be reduced If small firms and maritime
,employers were made liable for payment of unemployment contributions. Pro-
ision could be made for the Federal Government paying the cost of providing
,onefits to these two groups until the necessary Federal amendments resulted in

their being eligible for benefits on a permanent basis. However, it must be noted
that any proposal for levying a tax must originate in the House of Representa-
tives. H. R. 3736, a bill on the subject of unemployment compensation intro-
dluced by Mr. Doughton, already provides for covering employers of one or more
1,.rsons under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act. Another bill, H. R. 1899,
introduced by Mr. Jackson, provides for extending coverage to maritime em-
j,4,,yees under a uniform Federal law.

I believe that Federal employees should be covered under a uniform Federal law
il st as servicemen have been covered under a uniform law in the GI bill of

Rlits. In this temporary program, as in the GI bill of rights, provision could
b( made for giving the States the opportunity to administer the provisions
-f stuch a law. In this way workers in all States would be treated equitably,
while the administration of such a law would be decentralized so that benefits
wm,,ld be paid promptly and so that the test of availability and suitability of
w,,rk would be determined in accordance with employment conditions In each
loal community.
In addition to requiring the States to pay benefits at :,&n adequate rate and for

:m adequate period of time. I would recommend that limitations be placed upon
11- extent of disqualifications imposed uln insured workers. I mention this
141414lis,. 41f the fact that while the States have improved their benefit provisions
(,ring the last 2 years, they have continued to impose very onerous disquallf-
, ati,,ns. so that genuinely unemployed workers are denied benefits even though
91-, are insured. The maximum limitations on disqualification already specified
iT, the GI bill of rights might well be applied to all unemployed workers.

While I am strongly of the opinion that legislation should be enacted on a
1,nhlw-rary basis to deal with the reconversion problem, I am also strongly of the
,1iillioln that our unemployment compensation program must also be permanently
r," i-l and strengthened to deal with unemployment (luring the long run. The
Fi livral Government cannot escape the obligation it accepted in 1935, when It
('Ilacted the unemployment tax title of the Social Security Act, which forms the
,, -is for the Nation-wide system of unemployment compensation we now have.

I :tin hopeful, therefore, that the Congress will consider basic changes In the
'DT .nloyment compensation program at an early (late.

If tbe committee wishels any information or any technical assistance, the Fed-
-1il c-curity Agency will be glad to supply whatever information the committee

Ti Bureau of the Budget advice that "while the general objectives of the
'rirsepos legislation would be in accord with the program of the President, ts
iiiatod in his message of May 28, 1945. this advice should not be understood
ss involving a commitment as to the relation to that program of each and every

(Ine of the provisions contained in the proposed legislation or of the recom-
1,q[Iations contained in" the foregoing report.

Sincerely yours, WATSOfN B. MrLLEgM
Acting Administrator.
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FEDERAL SECURITY AcENCY,
SocIAL SECURITY BOARD,

Washington 26, D. C., September 4, 1945.
Hon. WALTER F. GEORaE,

United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: In accordance with your request, I am enclosing an

opinion of our general counsel with respect to a provision in State unemploy-
ment compensation laws disqualifying an individual from receipt of State bene-
fits if benefits are being received under "another State or Federal unemployment
compensation law." J

All but 4 States (Tennessee, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin.) have such
a provision in their State laws. However, as this opinion points out, these
provisions were designed to prevent payment of duplicate benefits as between
State laws or as between a State law and a Federal law such as the Railroad
Unemployment Insurance Act. As you know, the benefits under S. 1274 are
supplementary benefits.

If there is any further information that you desire, do not hesitate to call on

Sincerely yours,
A. J. ALTmEYEE6 Chairman.

Office memorandum, United States Government.
SEPTmBER 4, 1945.

To: Mr. Arthur J. Altmeyer, Chairman, Social Security Board.
From: Office of the general counsel.
Subject: Authority of States Which Disqualify Claimants for Any Week in

Which They Are Seeking or Receiving Unemployment Compensation Under a
Federal Unemployment Compensation Law to Enter Into an Agreement Under
S. 1274.
This is in reply to your request for an.opinion as to the authority of States to

enter into an agreement pursuant to S. 1274 without the necessity of calling
a special session of the State legislature.

The legal basis for a State agency's entering into an agreement with the
Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion under the present provisions
of S. 1274 would be its authority to enter into cooperative arrangements. For
example, section 17-A of the Texas unemployment compensation law provides:

"(b) The Commission is also authorized to enter into arrangements with the
appropriate agencies of other States or the Federal Government whereby poten-
tial rights to benefits accumulated under the uneniployment-compensation laws,
of one or more States or under one or more such laws of the Federal Govern-
ment, or both, may constitute the basis for the payment of benefits through a
single appropriate agency under terms which the Commission finds will be fair
and reasonable as to all affected interests and will not result in any substantial
loss to the fund.

"(c) The Commission is authorized to make to other State or Federal agencies
and to receive from such other State or Federal agencies, reimbursements from
or to the fund, in accordance with arrangements entered into pursuant to Sub-
section (b) of this Section. Reimbursements paid from the fund pursuant to
this Subsection shall be. deemed to be benefits for the purposes of this Act."

State agencies pursuant to the above authority to enter into cooperative
arrangements now make combined benefit payments, based upon potential rights
under two or more State unemployment-compensation laws, without disqualifica-
cat-ion. This is so even though the laws under which such State agencies operate
also disqualify a claimant "for any week with respect to which or a part ofr
which he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemploy-
ment-compensation law of another State or of the United States. * * *"

If this disqualification is construed together with the.provision for cooperative
arrangements, its intent appears to be to prevent duplication of benefits for the
same period through separate claims under two or more laws but not to preclude
combined payments which increase the benefit amount in accordance with
authorized administrative agreements.

Only by this interpretation can the disqualification provision and the statutory
authority to make combined payments based upon potential rights under two or
more laws be harmonized and both given effect.
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The benefits provided under S. 1274 are not payable under a system designed
to operate independently of the State system. Under the bill, in those States
which enter into an agreement, the individual who is qualified to receive bene-
fits under the State law may not file a claim 'for benefits under the Federal law.
He must claim and be entitled to the State weekly benefit amount, which may
then be augmented by any benefit rights he has under the Federal law. The
Federal legislation is intended only to assure that the combined payment which
an individual receives will be adequate.

The Texas unemployment compensation law does not contain the disqualifica-
tion quoted above. The provision cited by Mr. Claude Williams in his testimony
before the Senate Finance Committee as requiring deductions from a claimant's
State benefit of any Federal supplemental payment under S. 1274 disqualifies for
the receipt of:

"(3) Old-age benefits under title II of the Social Security Act, as amended,
or similar payments under any act of Congress, or a State legislature, or employer
pension plan, provided, that if such remuneration is less than the benefits which
would otherwise be .due under this act, he shall be entitled to receive for such
benefit period, if otherwise eligible benefits reduced by the amount of such re-
muneration" (sec. 5 (e), Texas Unemployment Compensation Act).

Payments under S. 1274, which are payable to individuals "with respect to
their unemployment," would not seem to be similar to old-age benefits under title
II of the Social Security Act. Even if payments under S. 1274 were assumed
to be similar to old-age benefits under title II, however, the legal analysis set
forth above would be equally applicable in construing this disqualification in
harmony with the provision of the State law for cooperative arrangements. The
attorney general of Texas in an opinion cited by Mr. Williams held that "Federal
war displacement benefits" under legislation proposed in 1942 would be deductible
from benefits under the Texas unemployment-compensation law. Whether that
opinion would apply to benefits under S. 1274 cannot be determined with cer-
tainty from the opinion. A later opinion by the Texas attorney general, dated
May 27, 1944, held that the Texas Unemployment Compensation Commission
has the authority to enter into a reciprocal agreement with other State unem-
ployment compensation agencies whereby one State may pay "benefits accruing
in one or more other States through a centrally constituted agency."

While the authorities of each State will of course determine the effect of their
own laws, the legal basis for cooperation with the Federal Government fnd
making combined payments under S. 1274 would appear to be the same as the
legal basis for cooperation with other State agencies and making combined pay-
ments of benefits accrued under two or more State laws.

EARTI V. SImMIi,
Assistant General (Coun8el.

TEXAS UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION,
Austin, Tea., September 4, 1945.

Mr. WALTER GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, Senate Of/fce Building,

Wa8hington, D. 0.
DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: I regret very much that I have not been able to furnish

the enclosed information to your committee at an earlier date but due to the
weekend Labor Day holiday, I was unable to obtain the information from the
offices of the Social Security Board.

The provisions in the State laws to which I referred in my testimony were en-
acted for the purpose of preventing duplicate benefit payments under more than
one State law or an unemployment compensation law of the Federal Government.
The provision with reference to the Federal Government is especially applicable
to unemployment benefits under the Railroad Employees Unemployment Benefts
Act, which is a Federal unemployment-compensation system.

It is to be noted that the digest as furnished by the Social Security Board shows
the provisions to be more restrictive than I had stated to the committee. Most
of the States would completely bar an individual from the receipt of any un-
employment compensation under their State laws, if drawing under a Federal
law, whereas a few of the States, Texas being one of them, would simply deduct
the Federal payment from the amount due under the State law.
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You will note that the Social Security Board listed Texas as one of the States
not having the provisions digested. I checked this morning with the Social Se-
curity Board's technician in this field and was advised that they were in error.
So that of the 51 jurisdictions, 47 of them have provisions which would subtract
the amount paid by the Federal Government from the amount paid by the-State,
or completely bar any payment to a claimant drawing or seeking unemployment
compensation under a Federal unemployment compensation law.

May I express my deep appreciation for the opportunity of appearing before
your committee.

Very truly yours,
CLAUDE A. WLL.AMS.

GUIDE FOP STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

Part I, Vol. 2, December 11, 1943, secs. 9500-9699

COMPARISON OF STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION LAWS

9567. Receipt of other remuneration:
A. Benefits under another State or Federal unemployment compensation law

(47):
(1) Disqualified for the week with respect to which benefits received, or

allowed but not yet received (4) : Connecticut, sec.. 1339e (b) (4) A; Maine,'
sec. 5 (e) (4); Rhode Island, sec. 7 (7) (c); West Virginia, art. VI, sec.
4 (5) (d).

(2) Disqualified for the week with respect to which benefits received or
sought (4): Alaska"1 sec. 5 (e); Georgia,1 sec. 5 (f); New Hampshire,' sec.
4 F; North Carolina,' sec. 96-14 (g).

(3) Disqualified for the week with respect to which benefits received or
sought; but disqualification not to apply if other agency finally determines that
individual is not entitled to such benefits (37) : Alabama, sec. 214 G; Arizona,"
sec. 56-1005 (f); Arkansas," sec. 5 (f); California, sec. 57.5; Colorado, see.
5 (f) ; Delaware,' sec. 5 (e) (1) ; District of Columbia, sec. 10 (g) ; Florida,'
sec. 443.06 (5); Hawaii,' sec. 5 (f) ; Idaho, sec. 5 (f) ; Illinois,' sec. 7 (e);
Indiana, sec. 7 (f) (6); Iowa, see. 1551.11 F; Kansas,' sec. 44-706 (f); Ken-
tucky, sec. 341.360 (2) ; Louisiana, 15 sec. 4 (e) ; Maryland,' sec. 5 (f) ; Massa-
chusetts, sec. 26; Michigan,' sec. 61 (a) ; Minnesota, sec. 268,08.2 (3) ; Missis-
sippi,' sec. 7379 (f) ; Missouri,' see. 9431 (II) (d) ; Nebraska,' sec. 48--628; Ne-
vada,' sec. 5 (e) ; New Jersey,' sec. 43:21-5 (f) ; New Mexico,' sec. 5 (f) ; New
York,' sec. 506.3; North Dakota, sec. 52,060.5; Ohio,' sec. 1345-7 (b) ; Oklahoma,'
sec. 215 (f) ; Pennsylvania, sec. 402 (c) South Carolina,' sec. 7035-85 (e) ; South
Dakota, sec. 17.0830 (7) ; Utah, sec. 42-2a-5 (f) ; Vermont, sec. 5 (f) ; Virginia,
sec. 5 (e) ; Wyoming,' see. 5 B IV.

(4) Disqualified for the week with respect to which benefits received (2):
Montana, sec. 5 (e) (4) ; Oregon,2 sec. 126-705 (g).

(5) No provision (4) : Tennessee, Texas, Washington, Wisconsin.
B. Payments by Federal Government for unemployment following completion

of military service (31) :
(1) Individual disqualified for any week until rights to Federal payments are

exhausted (24): Arizona, sec. 56-1003 (g) (8) ; Arkansas, sec. 3 (f) (6) ; Cali-
fornia, sec. 57.7 (6); Connecticut, sec. 1339e (b) (7); District of Columbia,
see. 7 (f) (6) ; Florida," Reg. No. 11.7; Hawaii, sec. 3 (f) (9) ; Illinois, sec.
4 (f) (8); Indiana, see. 7 (i) (5); Kansas, sec. 44-707 (h); Maryland, sec.
3 (d) (5); Massachusetts, L. 1941, ch. 701, sec. 5.

2The disqualification does not apply to weeks for which the claimant is seeking waiting
period credit.

Although Oregon has no provision regarding disqualification for any week with respect
to which benefits are sought, it nevertheless has a provision for the cancellation of the dis-
qualification if another agency finally determines that the individual is not entitled to

enefits.
2 But if Federal benefits are less than weekly benefit amount, claimant is entitled to

weekly benefit amount less Federal allowance plus $2.
4 Specifies "shall have or assert any right to."
aDoes not apply to Federal benefits intended as a supplement to State benefits.
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STATEMENT BY J08P34 KEENAN, SECRETARY, CHICAGO FEDERATION or LABoR, Su-.
M11TED TO THE UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE IN REGARD TO
8. 1274

The Chicago Federation of Labor has instructed me to officially present its
viewpoint in regard to the bill before you (S. 1274) which amends the War
Mobilization and /Reconversion Act of 1944 (Public Law 458, 78th -Cong.)
by providing supplemental unemployment compensation for workers who
are idle during the time employers in our Nation are converting from war pro-
duction to a peacetime basis.

It is our considered opinion that the proposal is a long step in the right
direction and we favor its passage immediately.

President Truman in his message of May 28, 1945, clearly outlined the neces-
sity of such legislation and the bill before you is the best, most concrete proposal
measuring up to his message now pending in the Congress.

I wish to remind you that the President's message emphasized that Congress
had provided for contract terminations, the carrying back by business of postwar
losses against excess-profit-tax payments, support prices for agricultural- prod-
ucts to protect farmers against postwar lessened incomes, for reconversion activi-
tie of all Federal agencies and cash payments to returning veterans until they
are again absorbed into business or industry.

He further pointed out that a major ga remained in the reconversion pro-
gram which was lack of adequate benefits for workers' temporary unemployment
in the transition period from war to peace.

Due to the fact that most of us, including Congress, were not abreast of the
scientific developments which ended the war suddenly, most everyone believed we
would have ample time to plan for reconversion.

However, the war's end has come and the problem of reconversion 'and un-
employment is upon us and the prompt passage of S. 1274 will do much to alle-
viate and lighten the burden now, upon many of the workers.

Objection to the bill has been raised in some quarters because under the bill
those States having low unemployment benefits will receive more money per
person unemployed than those States having higher unemployment benefits.

However, it must be remembered that the proposal before you is temporary
stopgap legislation which is needed now and, therefore, fundamental changes
requiring ample studies and much deliberation cannot be undertaken prior to
action on the bill.

States' rights will, -no doubt, be injected here by opponents of this measure
and I desire to emphasize the fact that the bill does not disturb the Federal-
State relationship in any way. The Federal GovernYnent does supplement State
funds in order that States through their own unemployment agencies may pay
the amount provided in the bill.

The bill will, therefore, not Federalize the State unemployment agencies and
I hope this committee and the Congress will be on the alert against such spurious
arguments which have absolutely no foundation as their base.

During the prewar depression the Federal Government was obliged to take the
lead in order to provide for the relief of the unemployed and it was only the
enactment of Federal legislation containing a tax remission feature which caused
the enactment of State unemployment-compensation laws.

The States have not the time, if they were willing, to enact legislation to care
for the crisis now upon us and if action by them was had many of them would
not make adequate provisions.

We feel it Is the duty of our Federal Government to do so In order that relief
may be had from suffering or hardships caused by involuntary unemployment
In addition, unemployment compensation bolsters the economy of the Nation
by maintaining confidence and purchasing power.

Mass purchasing power is absolutely necessary for the continuance of our
economic system and while wartime savings will contribute to its maintenance,
t hey should be supplemented by unemployment payments and the unemployed
worker not forced to expend or rely entirely upon his savings.

Workers we represent rely mainly upon steady jobs under good conditions and
high wages, but are convinced that it is the duty of the Government to provide
them some income when something happens, not of their creating, which deprives
them of their livelihood. As we all know, something is happening along these
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lines at the present moment and it will continue for some time and affect millions.
Hence the necessity for this bill, S. 1274.

I have mentioned unemployment compensation bolstering confidence and main-
taining purchasing power. This Is of great importance, for if those employed
know that unemployment is to be alleviated their confidence is maintained and
purchases of goods are made and Industry rolls on. This thought also applies
to those unemployed for they in turn Will draw upon their savings and purchase
more goods than if they had nothing from the Government to rely upon.

We sincerely hope that your committee will promptly report and the Congress
enact this vitally necessary legislation.

STATEMENT OF JOHN F. SCHRnLEY, PRESIDENT, SAN FhANCIScO LABOR COUNLL

On behalf of the Central Labor Council of San Francisco, affiliated with the
American Federation of Labor, I am submitting herewith a brief statement of
views of the San Francisco Labor Council relative to the problems of unemploy-
muent compensation and employment security in California and the need for
Federal legislation of the type envisaged by Senate Resolution 1274 and IHoust,
Resolution 3891.

To identify myself for the record, may I say my name is John F. Shelley,
president of the San Francisco Labor Council, which office I have held for the
past 9 years. The San Francisco Labor Council is the parent body of the
American Federation of Labor in the city and county of San Francisco and has
affiliated with it all of the American Federation of Labor uiion. inl this city.
For further identification purposes and to point out that I personally have had
some contact with this subject matter in the State of California I state that I
am now, and have been since January 19 9, the State senator from Sin Francisco
County in the California Legislature. having been elected ill 1938 and reelected
in 1942. During that period of office I have always served on the social-welfare
committee of the State senate and from May 1943 to July 1945 was chairman of
a senate interim committee on unemployment insurance.

I am enclosing with the statement, which I ask be recorded, copies of the
senate interim committee's report on unemployment insurance to the 1945
California Legislature. This report is being day by day more generally accepted
as an authority on the present conditions in this State in connection with
this subject.

A brief survey of the recorded facts concerning employment conditions in
California today, and its present industrial economy, will establish a firm
foundation from which an appraisal can be made of the vital problems of re-
conversion that are before us.

During the war California became the third largest State in the Union in
population, with more than 8,000,000 people within -its borders. it expanded
industrially to the point where 3,500,000 people were employed, making an
increase of more than 1,000,000 workers over 1940.

An analysis of these 1,000,000 new jobs which developed in California with
the war and are disappearing with the termination of war production shows
clearly what type of employment experienced the tremendous expansion. It
has been chiefly the following: (1) Aircraft and shipbuilding manufacturing
and (2) Federal Government employment.

It was in these two fields that the bulk of the 1,000,000 new wartime workers
were engaged.

The total annual wages paid to workers in California's manufacturing indus-
tries soared from less than one-half billion dollars in 1940 to over 2 billion
dollars In 1944.

In view of the foregoing, consider what has happened and what is happening
in this State today. The most current statistical data brings the picture up to
August 1, 1945. During the month of July 1945 there were approximately 800,000
persons working in manufacturing. This is 200,000 less than the number work-
ing in manufacturing during the iiionth of July-1944. In July of this year
there were an average of 25,000 workers drawing employment benefits each
week with a total of 2 million dollars paid in benefits during the month. A year
ago benefit payments were about one-half million dollars per month.

The facts clearly reveal that the reconversion period in California will be
severe. The contraction in the two war-expanded industries of aircraft and
shipbuilding and Federal Government employment alone will create a critical
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economic dislocation and adversely affect purchasing power within the Btate.
Along with this condition, It should be remembered that California's share of
returning veterans Is about 650,000.

Unfortunately, the State unemployment Insurance system in not adequate to
serve as an effective cushion against the shock of unemployment even in these
two industries. Primarily, the civilian n Federal Government workers are not
covered under the State law. This is a serious defect in the Federal law which
should he remedied without delay. The War Mobilization and Reconversion
Act of 1944 in its original form contained a provision to cover Federal employees.
This feature was amended out of the bill, however. California has a large
number of Government owned and operated war plants. The employees are
entirely without unemployment insurance protection while the workers doing
the same work in private war plants are secured against the evils of unem-
ployment. Secondly, the California Unemployment Insurance Act provides for
weekly benefits of from $10 to $20 per week for an unemployed worker. These
benefits last from 9 to 23.4 weeks; the shortcoming of the law In this respect
being the limitation on the amount of benefits paid to any individual which in
most cases is not even a sum for adequate subsistence as well as the variable
period of payment. These shortcomings would be corrected by the enactment
iif either Senate Resolution 1274 or House Resolution 3891.

The average weekly earnings of workers in manufacturing industries in Cali-
fornia approximate $55 per week. It is impossible to attempt to maintain
stabilized purchasing power during the reconversion period when the unem-
ployed worker is compelled to maintain himself and family on a maximum of
$20 per week. The duration of benefits under the California law with a max-
imum of twenty-three and a fraction weeks is not any answer to the reconver-
sion problem in this State.

In addition to the foregoing major defects of the present unemployment in-
surance system in meeting the specific problems facing us, there are numbers
of other weaknesses in the California law. The workers of California are no
different from those in any other State in the Union. We favor a program
not on 'the basis of whether it is administered or exists by virtue of a State
law rather than a Federal law, but on the ground of its operation and results
in practice. The test is whether or not it meets the problems confronting the
working people. The California Unemployment Insurance Act fails miserably
in the eyes of the worker, despite the glossy picture presented by the State
,administrators who are concerned primarily with their own job security and the
tax lobbyists who have made a small fortune out of the discriminatory merit
rating tax system which has crept into nearly all State laws.

The California law, like most State laws, is restricted in coverage, exempting
domestic service, nonprofit organizations, agricultural labor, government service,
and other types of employment. As a result, only one-half of the workers in
this State were protected by unemployment insurance in normal times. There
are serious interstate problems. These include questions of coverage as well
as questions of prompt payment of benefits to those workers who mhove to other
States. The most destructive feature in the California unemployment compen-
sation system is the merit rating principle, whereby a lower tax is allowed to
certain employers even though they fail to maintain stabilized employment.

Need for Federal legislation,-It is the conviction of the San Francisco Central
Labor Council, and we believe the opinion of all sincere citizens of this State,
that an attempt to meet the problem of Nation-wide unemployment by individual
State unemployment compensation laws is fundamentally unsound. Workers
move from State to State. As a matter of fact, the program of Government, man-
'tglment, and labor through the war period was directed toward encouraging
workers to move from State to State, thereby enablifig the war-production pro-
gram to have sufficient labor available for the requirements. Under individual
State laws, the tax rates vary in each jurisdiction, the benefits are different, the
Ielay in interstate payments is great. What workers desire is what is given
lilnder the Federal old age and survivors insurance law and the GI bill of rights,
rnamely, uniform, fair, and equal rights anywhere in the United States.

low'ever, even without a complete and comprehensive Federal system of em-
111oyment security, which Is the only real and ultimate answer, the proposed legis-
hition contained in S. 1274 and H. R. 3891 would be a worth-while improvementfor all State laws, particularly to California, for the next 2 year's

The need for covering Federal workers is great in this State. Statistics show
('alifornida to be a critical area in this respect.
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The need for providing at least a maximum of $25 per week in benefits is vital
to the economic stability of California. Additional allowances should be made
for dependents.

The need for providing returning veterans with additional benefits under the
GI bill in the case of dependents is necessary protection for the 650,000 service-
men who will return to California during the reconversion period.

Transportation costs to areas where work is available would greatly assist
the readjustment of many workers who have come to California to meet the
needs of war production.

While California law covers workers engaged in processing and packing as
well as native workers, these provisions in the Kilgore bill are meritorious and
should be retained.

It is the feeling of the San Francisco Labor Council that Senate bill 1274 and
H. R. 3891, containing the above-mentioned provisions though they retain un-
employment insurance on a State basis, propose the very minimum needed to
preserve and protect the industrial welfare and economy of the United States,
and particularly in California, during the reconversion period. We therefore
respectfully urge the enactment into law of Senate bill 1274.

Respectfully submitted.
JOHN F. SHELLEY,

President, San Francisco Labor Council.

TELEGRAM SENT To GovERNoRs OF ALL STATES BY THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITEE

The bill, S. 1274, provides for Federal Government supplementing amount and
duration of State unemployment benefits by means of voluntary agreement be-
tween State and Federal Government. If State does not wish to enter into such
agreement. the Federal Government will make such supplementary payments
directly. Would appreciate your immediate reply as to how your attorney general
or legal department construes your State law: (1) Can your State enter into such
agreement with Federal Government without resulting in the State payment
being partially or totally reduced by the amount of the supplementary Federal
payment? (2) If your State does not enter into such an agreement would Federal
supplementary payments result in reduction of the State amount? In brief, will
your State under existing law be required to credit any payments made b7 Fed-
eral Government against the unemployment compensation benefits paid under
your State law? Please advise by telegram collect.

REPLIES To TELEGRAM OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

MONTGOMERY, ALA.

Re tel September 4. I am advised by the attorney general of Alabama that
under the provisions of Alabama unemployment compensation law, section 214
(G), title 26, Alabama Code of 1940, the answer to question I set out in your
telegram is "No" and the answer to question 2 is "Yes."

CHAUNCEY SPARKS, Governor.

PHOENIX, ARIZ.

Governor Osborn has referred your telegram of September 3 relative S. 1274

to this commission for answer. Attorney for commission advise it is his opinion

Arizona Employment Secur4ty Act authorizes commission to enter into reciprocal
arrangement with Federal Government to utilize Federal benefit rights without
State payment being partially or totally reduced by amount of supplementary
Federal payment. If States does not enter into such agreement and payments
are made directly to claimants by Federal Government, Arizona statute prohibits
payment of benefits from State fund for each week claimant is seeking or has

received Federal benefits, consequently State fund would be relieved of all pay-
ments until claimants exhaust Federal credits. Special session Arizona Legis-
lature convening September 10 is being requested to increase maximum benefit
amount from $15 to $20 per week and t9 extend 14-week individual duration to
16-week uniform duration.

EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMMISSION OF ARIZONA,

BRUCE PARKINSON, Director.
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Lrrrm RocK, ARx.
Section 5-F of Arkansas Employment Security Act provides that an individual

shall be disqualified from drawing unemployment compensation for any week
with respect to which he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under
unemployment compensation law of another State or of the United States. Under
itis act any payment made under the proposed bill pending would disqualify an
individual from receiving compensation under our act.

BEN LANEY, Governor of Arkansas.

SACRAMENTO, CALM.
Am advised by Robert W. Kenny, attorney general of the State of California,

that the California Unemployment Insurance Agency can execute agreements
called for in Senate bill 1274 and can cooperate with Federal Government to the
fullest extent and that any failure on the part of California to so cooperate would
place the California law out of conformity with section 303 (c) of the Federal
Social Security Act.

JAMES G. BRYANT,
Chairman, California Employment Stabilization Commission.

D=vm, Coro.
Re tel September 3 concerning unemployment compensation. Chapter 224,

Session Laws of Colorado, 1941, provides in part as follows: "For any week
with respect to which or a part he has received or is seeking unemployment bene-
fits under an unemployment compensation law of another State of the United
States, provided that if the appropriate agency of such other State of the
United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment
benefits this disqualification shall not apply." In my opinion the answers to
y,,ur questions are as follows: Question No. 1, "No." Question No. 2, "Yes."
Question No. 3 payments made by Federal Government would be credited against
claimant and he also would be totally disqualified from receiving State benefits
for any week in which he receives Federal benefits.

JOHN C. VVIAN, Governor of Colorado.

HARTORD, CONN.
Re your telegram September 3 and questions therein contained. 1, After con-

forring with attorney general it is our opinion that Connecticut could legally
onter into an agreement with the Federal Government re payment of unem-
filyment-compensation benefits without resulting in the State payment being
pa;rtially or totally reduced by the amount of the supplementary Federal payment
(subsec. F of sec. 1334E, ch. 280A, of the 1939 supplement to the general stat-
utes). 2, There is grave doubt in our minds under existing law as to whether
or not Federal supplementary payments would result in the reduction of the
State amount if Connecticut did not enter into such an agreement (sec. 1339E,
subdivision 4-A, ch. 280-A, 1930 supplement to Connecticut General statute).

RAYMOND E. BALDwIN, Governor of Connecticut.

WILMINGTON, DEL.

Gov. Walter W. Bacon has asked me to answer your wire of September 3 in
rspect to bill S. 1274 providing for the Federal Government supplementing
tie amount and duration of State unemployment 'benefits by means of voluntary
at"reement ,between State and Federal Government. Under existing law Dela-
',ire cannot enter into such an agreement with the Federal Government. Also
under existing law an individual will be disqualified for any benefits under Dela-
Ware law is he receives any amount from the Federal Government intended to
Supplement State unemployment benefits.

C. J. KILLORAN,
Attorney General, Delaware.
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TALL&HASSEE, FLA.
Reurtel S. 1274. Section 443.0A (5) of Florida law disqualifies for benefits

"any individual for any week with respect to which or a part of which he has
received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compen-
sation law of another State or the United States." It is our opinion that said
portion of our disqualification section may have reference to complete separate
unemployment compensation program of another State or of the United States
as distinguished from supplementary program as proposed in S. 1274. How-
ever, since said section has not been construed by Florida courts possibility
exists that claimants under Florida law would be totally disqualified thereunder
for any week in which they were claiming or receiving benefits as proposed in
S. 1274. Therefore there is some doubt as to authority of Florida agency to en-
ter into agreement guaranteeing that State benefits not be reduced or denied
by reason of payments made pursuant to S. 1274.

MILLARD F. CALDWELL, Govern or.

ATLANTA, GA.
Re your telegram September 3, State unemployment benefits. I am referring

questions involved to Hon. Eugene Cook, attorney general, and requesting Mr.
Cook to furnish your reply as expeditiously as possible. Regards.

ELLIS ARNALL, Governor.

ATLANTA, GA.
Retel September 3 to Governor Arnall re State unemployment benefits, section

5 (F) of the Georgia unemployment-compensation law provides as follows: "An
individual shall be disqualified for benefits: (F) for any week with respect to
which he has received or is seeking unemployment compensation under an em-
ployment-compensation law, of another State or of the United States." Accord-
ingly, it is my opinion that if the Georgia benefit allowance were to be supple-
mented by additional Federal allowance, a claimant would be disqualified from
receiving benefits from the Georgia unemployment compensation fund under
the terms of section 5 (F) of the Georgia law.

EUGENE COOK, Attorney] Genral.

BOISE, IDAHO.
Re your wire of September 4 unemployment compensation, have been advised

by attorney general that any payments received under the Federal law would be
deducted from payments payable to benefit recipient under the Idaho law, and it
would make no difference if the supplemented amount should come by reason of
an agreement entered into between the State of Idaho and the Federal Govern-
ment or a voluntary payment made by the Federal Government.

CaHAws C. GOSSETT,
Governor of Idaho.

CHIoAGO, ILL.
As to increased weekly benefit amount: (1) "Yes," but only if the bill is

amended to eliminate provision for payment of unemployment compensation to in-
dividuals directly by Federal Government; (2) if not so amended Senate bill
1274 might be construed as "an unemployment-compensation law of the United
States" and the provision in section 7E of the Illinois unemployment compensa-
tion act which disqualifies an individual from receiving benefits "for any week
with respect to which he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under
an unemployment-compensation law of the United States" might be applicable.
As to increased duration, Illinois could enter into the agreement and payments
made by Federal Government would not be credited against benefits under
Illinois law.

DWIGHT H. GREEN, Governor.
4 DES MOINES, IOWA.

Iowa Senators Wilson and Hickenlooper are thoroughly familiar with pro-
vision of our unemployment-compensation law and can furnish you information.

ROBERT D. BLUE, Governor.
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TOP=KA, KANs
Re your telegram September 3, have bad matter checked, with the attorney

general and he advises me as follows: "This State has no authority to enter into
an agreement with the Federal Government on the provisions of S. 1274 as to
supplementary unemployment benefits without reducing the amount of the State
payment as provided in subsection (F), section 44-706, 1943 supplement, and
this maintain the requirements of subsection (B), section 44-704, 1943 supple-
lient. Compliance with the two subsections mentioned would bring the same
reduction in the State payments, if Federal supplementary payments are made
without any agreement with this State." Regards,

ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL,
Governor of Kansa8.

FRANKFORT, Ky.
Retel September 3 relative to Senate bill 1274, the attorney general advises

that his answer to question No. 1 in telegram is "No"; answer to question No. a
In telegram is "Yes."

SIMEON WILus, Governor.

FRANKFORT, KY.
In receipt your telegram September 3 reply pending opinion Kentucky attorney,

general. Will wire immediately.
RALPH A. HOMAN,

Executive Secretary.

BATON ROUGE, LA.
Reference S. 1274. Louisiana's unemployment-compensation law permits full

utilization of Federal supplementation without deduction from State benefit al-
lowances. Section 4 E, Act 160 of 1944 Louisiana Legislature. Louisiana attorney
general has so advised me.

JAMES H. DAVIS, Goverwr of Loui8iana.

AUGUSTA, MAINE.
Have been advised by attorney general that State cannot enter into agreement

for supplementary unemployment benefits and extending the duration of payment
of benefits without State legislative action. If the State could enter into such
an agreement, Federal supplementary payments would result in reduction of
amount State would pay under our State law. Our State under existing law
w(,uld not be required to credit any payments made by the Federal Government
against the unemployment-compensation benefits paid under our State law.

HORACE HILDRETH,
Governor of Maine.

ANNAPOLIs, Mu.
In re telegram concerning supplementary unemployment-compensation benefits,

ani advised by State law department as follows: Section 5 (F) of the Maryland
unemployment-compensation laws reads as follows: "An individual shall be dis-
qualified for benefits for any week with respect to which, or a part of which,
he has received, or Is seeking, unemployment benefits under any unemployment-
(omnpensation law of another State of the United States," we feel that under
the above section 5 our State will be required to credit during the period
w1rhin which the State is making payment any payment made by the Federal
0,,vernment under S. 1274, which the telegram of Senator Walter F. George says
provides for Federal Government supplementing amount and duration of State
unemployment benefits. State cannot enter into voluntary agreement with
Federal Government without resulting in the State payment being partially or
totally reduced by the amount of the supplementary Federal payment.

HERBERT R. O'CoNoR, Governor.

LANSING, MICH'.Copy of Michigan attorney general's opinion on unemployment compensation
With reference to bill S. 1274 is as follows: "This is in answer to your in-

76876-45-----41
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quiry with special reference to two telegrams, one from Senator A. H. Vanden-
berg and one from Senator Walter F. George, under dates of September 1 and
September 3, reslbctively, both with reference to bill S. 1274. Both of these
telegrams, in substance, present two questions:

"1. Can Michigan enter into a voluntary agreement with the Federal Govern-
ment increasing the weekly unemployment compensation pay and/or extend the
period during which payments may be made?

"2. If Michigan has no statutory authority to enter- into any such agreement
would supplementary payment by the Federal Government result in a reduction
of the State payment ; that is, would any Federal supplementary payment have to
be included in the maximum weekly allowance under Michigan statute?"

"In answer to the first question, please refer to section 17.511, Michigan
Statutes, Annotated Supplement, being section 11 of the Michigan Unemployment
Compensation Act as amended. Subsections (C) and (F) particularly of this
section 11 grant broad powers to the commission as to reciprocal agreements.
However, section 27 of the act (sec. 17.529, Michigan Statutes, Annotated Supple-
ment) expressly provides 'That no individual shall receive for any week of total
unemployment a primary benefit which is greater than $20.' (See also subsec.
(D).) N

"It is the opinion of this office that because of the limitation as to maximum
payment the Michigan commission could not make any reciprocal agreement
increasing the weekly payment, nor extending the payment period if such in-
crease or extension involved the expenditure of any Michigan unemployment

- funds.
"Briefly, the commission may make no agreement with the Federal Govern-

ment to 'match funds.'
"In answer to the second question, please refer to section 61 of the Unemploy-

ment Compensation Act, being section 17.565, Michigan Statutes, Annotated
Supplement. We quote therefrom:

" 'An individual shall be disqualified for benefits: (A) For any week with
respect to which or a part of which he has received or Is seeking unemployment
benefits under an unemployment-compensation law of another State or of the
United States.'

"We understand that in some opinions in support of the conclusion that the
statutes of certain States necessitate deductions of Federal payments from the
statutory maximum of any compensation payments made by the State, statutes
are cited nearly identical with the Michigan statute (sec. 29 of the Michigan
act, being sec. 17.531, Michigan Statutes, Annotated Supplement) reading as
follows:

"'An individual shall be disqualified for benefits: (E) For any week with
respect to which he is receiving or has received payments in the form of-

" '3. Compensation for temporary partial disability under the workmen's coni-
pensation law of any State or under a similar law of the United States, or old-
age benefits under title 2 of the Social Security Act, as amended, or similar pay-
ments under any act of Congress: Provided, That if such payment is less than
the benefits which would otherwise be due under this act, he shall-be entitled
to receive for such week, if otherwise eligible, benefits reduced by thebamount
of such payments.'

"Howevt r. it is our conclusion that the words 'or similar payments under any
act of Congress' sh wuld be construed to refer only to old-age benefits or workmen's-
compensation benefits.

"Because of the above quoted section 61 (see. 17.565, Michigan Statutes, Anno-
tated Supplement) it is the opinion of this office that one receiving 'unemploy-
ment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of the United States'
is not entitled to receive compensation under the State Unemployment Compen-
sation Act. •

"Conclusion: The answer to question 1 Is that Michigan may not enter into a
reciprocal agreement with the Federal Government which would increase pay-
ments or the period of payments if such increase or extension involved expendi-
ture of Michigan unemployment funds.

"The answer to quest ion 2 is that the receipt of Federal compensation would
make the receiver thereof disqualified from receiving compensation under the
Michigan act." HARRY F. KELLY,

Governor of Michigan-
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ST. PAUL, MINN.

Re your telegram 3d instant, there is no State authority to enter into agree-
ment under S.'1274. If Federal act is an unemployment-compensation act, re-
cipient of Federal payments thereunder is barred from receiving benefits under
State acts for same period. If Federal aid is in form of gift there would be
no deductions of State benefits.

EDWARD J. THYE, Governor.

BOSTON, MASS.
Relative your telegram bill 1274 attorney general advises me answer to ques-

tion No. 1 is in the negative and answer to question No. 2 is in the affirmative.
As Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts I stand ready to use my
emergency powers to suspend the operation of any State law or laws which in-
terfere with making Federal supplemental benefit payments as to amount and
duration available to Massachusetts unemployed workers would also recommend
t, incoming legislature in 1946 to modify State laws to make these Federal
benefits available to Massachusetts workers for the duration ending May 1947.

MAURICE J. TOPIN,
Governor of Mas8achusetts.

JACKSON, MISS.

Reurtel September 3. Am advised by attorney general and unemployment
compensation legal department that claims for or receipt of supplementation
as proposed would disqualify benefit claimants under Mississippi unemploy-
ment compensation law. Disqualification would be accomplished whether State
entered into agreement or supplementation resulted from direct payment of
supplementation by Federal Government. Understand that laws of 47 other
States, including District of Columbia and Hawaii, contain similar provisions.
For foregoing reasons Mississippi could not legally enter into such agreement.

THOMAS L. BAILEY, Governor.

JEFFERSON CITY, MO.
Retel while the Missouri law authorizes agreements between the State and

Federal Government as to unemployment compensation, our benefit sections
sem. to prohibit payments of benefits from both sources in the following
1hinguage: "An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week with
r-poct to which or a part of which he has received or is seeking unemployment
benefits under an unemployment-compensation law of another State or of the
United States."

PHIL M. DONNELLY, Governor.

HELENA, MONT.
Under. existing State laws extremely doubtful whether Montana could enter

into agreement with Federal Government increasing amount and extending
,luration State unemployment benefits if supplementary payments are made by
Government individual would be disqualified receiving benefits under State law
state would not credit payments made by Federal Government against unemploy-
niont-compensation benefits received by State but individual receiving payments
from Federal Government would be disqualified for benefits under our law.

SAM C. FORD, Governor of Montana.

LINCOLN, NEBI.

Relative to employment service: It appears that unemployment compensa-
ti(ln is to continue to be administered by the States. If the States are to have
a decent opportunity to do a good job It seems necessary that the employment
service also be administered by the States, as they require complete coordina-
tion and should be operated as a unified employment program. I can see no
emergency existing during the next 6 months which will not be existing 2 years
froi now, and I am certain that an Immediate return of the employment service
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to the States would be beneficial to the unemployed. Early action on this

matter and on bills relating to unemployment-compensation benefits is necessary

In order that unemployed may know exactly where they stand, permitting them

to adjust themselves accordingly. DWIGHT GRISWOLD, Govero.

LINCOLN, NEBR

Replying on S. 1274 question. Nebraska attorney general advises: "(1)

Under our law Nebraska can enter into such agreement with the Federal Gov-

ernment without resulting in the State payment being partially or totally

reduced by the amount of the supplementary Federal payment; (2) if Nebraska

does not enter into such agreement Federal supplementary payments would result

in reduction of the State amount.
DWIGHT GRISwOLD, (overnor of Nebrasska.

CABON CITY, NEV.

Reurwire September 3, opinion attorney general, if Interpreting employment-

security laws of Nevada relative question No. 1: If State of Nevada entered

into an agreement with Federal Government under present State law it would

result in State payment being partially or totally reduced by amount of supple-

mentary Federal payment. Question No. 2: If State of Nevada does not enter

into such an agreement, the Federal supplementary payments would result in

reduction of State amount. It appears very clear that present State law would

require the State to credit any payments made by Federal Government against

the unemployment-compensation benefits paid under State law.
VAIL PITTM AN, Governor of Nevada.

CoNcoRD, N. H.

New Hampshire cannot enter into agreement with Federal Government result-

Ing in payments in excess of $20 per week for 20"weeks from State unemploy-

ment funds without additional legislative authority. Supplementary payments

by Federal Government whether paid directly or through the unemployment

compensation division would have no effect on amount of employment paid by

this State.
CHARLES M. DALz, Governor.

TRENTON, N. J.

Acknowledging your telegram, this will advise you the attorney general of

New Jersey has ruled that this State may enter into an agreement with the

Federal Government for additional payments to unemployed in New Jersey above

our statutory maximum and that such payments by the Federal Government

of these additional sums will not in any way reduce the amount which is due to

these employed workers under State laws. However, New Jersey legislature

last March increased maximum payments from $18 to $22 per week and extended

the duration payments from 18 weeks to 26 weeks, thus placing New Jersey

in second position in the Nation for total benefit payments and along with four

other States in the very top position for duration of payments. In addition,

New Jersey law bas been broadened to include employers of four or more work-

ers and provided coverage for maritime workers.
W&iirER E. EDGE, Governor.

SANTA FE, N. -M.

Reurtel Attorney General, Clyde McCulloh cites the section of our law which

reads "An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any, week with respect

to which, or a part of which, he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits

under an unemployment-compensation law of another State or of the United

States, provided, that if the appropriate agency of such other State or of the

United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment
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benefits, this disqualification shall not apply." Regarding this the attorney gen-
eral says "The State could not agree with the Federal Government to continue
paying State benefits if a person receives supplementary benefits from the Federal
Government nor could such State benefits be paid if any Federal benefits are
sought or received by the person."

JOHN J. DEMPSEY, Governor.

ALBANY, N. Y.
DEAn SENATOR GEORGE: On behalf of Governor Dewey, I acknowledge your

telegram of September 3, 1945, relative to bill S. 1274 and certain provisions
of the New York State law relating to unemployment benefits. I. am transmitting
your telegram to the attorney general, from whom, I am sure, it will receive
appropriate consideration and attention. 0

Sincerely yours,
LAwREINcE E. WALSH,

A88istant Coun8el to the Governor.

ALBANY, N. Y.
Answering your telegram to Governor Dewey, in reference to S. 1274 which

has been referred to me as attorney general, I desire to advise you as follows:
(1) If the New York State statute be liberally construed, it would appear to
permit the State industrial commissioner to enter into an agreement with the
United States on terms "fair and reasonable to all affected interests" for pay-
ment of supplementary benefits provided by possible Federal contributions and
the benefits under State law would not be reduced thereby. New York now pro-
vides unemployment insurance up to maximum of $21 per week for 26 weeks of
unemployment. Before entering into agreement industrial commissioner would
have to determine whether the Federal statute contributing greater proportion
of maximum benefits to other States than to New York is fair and reasonable.

(2) In the absence of such agreement New York law as amended at suggestion
of Federal Social Security Board presently provides that claimant receiving
benefits under unemployment-Insurance law of the United States can receive
no State unemployment compensation for same period.

NATHANIEL L. GOLDSTEIN,
Attorney General, State of New York.

RALEIGH, N. C.
Answering your telegram of September 3, 1945 to Governor Cherry re Senate

bill 1274, the legal department of the Unemployment Compensation Commission
of North Carolina Is of the opinion: 1. The State of North Carolina has the
right under the law to enter into agreement with the Federal Government by
which the Federal Government supplements payment of benefits and duration
of period without the payments being partially or totally reduced by the amount
of the supplementary Federal payment. 2. In the absence of any agreement
l)etween the State of North Carolina and the Federal Government and the Federal
Government pays unemployment benefits directly to an individual such individual
under the North Carolina statute is disqualified for benefits during the period
in which he has or asserts any right to such Federal benefits. 3. Three Is-
answered in 1 and 2 above.

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION COMMISSION,

CHARLES U. HARuls, Acting Chief Counmel.

BIsM Ase, N. DAx.
Our statute would permit Federal supplementary payments under voluntary

agreement without resulting in State payment being reduced. Without agree-
Inent State payments in question and apparently would be reduced.

Fm G. AANDAHL,

Governor of North Dakota.
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COLUMBUS, OHIO.
In re your telegram to Frank J. Lausche, Governor of Ohio. Attention is

directed to section 1345-7, General Code of Ohio, which provides "No benefits
shall be paid for any week with respect to which or a part of which an individual
has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment com-
pensation law of any other State or of the United States." Letter will follow.

HUGH S. JENKINS,
Attorney General of Ohio.

COLUMBUS, OHIO.
DEAR Sm: Your telegram of September 3 to Governor Lausche, wherein you

inquire whether the enactment of S. 1274 will operate to reduce the amount of
employmentt compensation benefits paid by the State of Ohio, has been re-
ferred to this office.

In regard thereto, I might submit the following: The Kilgore bill proposes
two modes of procedure whereby the unemployment compensation provided by
the laws of the several States may be supplemented (1) by an agreement between
the Federal Government and the State, whereby the United States will pay
over to the State the difference between the amount allowed by the State law and
the amount proposed by the Federal law, and the State will distribute it to the
individuals entitled thereto under its laws; (2) if the State fails to enter into
such an agreement, then the Federail Government will make supplementary
payments to individuals for a period and in amounts substantially equivalent
to payments which would have been made from Federal funds had the State
entered into such agreement.

It seems evident that if the first mentioned procedure is to be followed, some
officer of the State would have to be given authority by the legislature to enter
into such agreement.

If such authority were given without an express declaration on the part of
the legislature, it would be doubtful whether one who accepted such supplemen-
tary benefit from the Federal Government through the agency of the State would
be relieved from the conditions of section 1345-7, General Code of Ohio, which
provides:

"No benefits shall be paid for any week with respect to which or a part of
which an individual has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an
unemployment compensation law of any other State or of the United States."

If the State should enter into such agreement, it is possible that a claimant's
benefits would not be limited by the provisions of section 1345-7, General Code:
however, this is not without some question, and if the legislature sees fit to give
such authority'it should do so in clear language, which leaves no question of
its intention to relieve such recipient from the condition expressed in the statute
above quoted.

If the execution of such contract is not authorized and payments are received
from the Federal Government by way of supplementary benefits, as contemplated
by the Kilgore bill, then it appears that the receipient would automatically cut
himself off from the right to receive the unemployment compensation provided
by present laws to be paid by the State of Ohio.

Very truly yours,
HUGH S. JENKINS, Attorney General.

OKLAHOMA Crry, OKLA.

Reply to your telegram you are advised Attorney General of Oklahoma ad-
vises that under Oklahoma Uiemployment Compensation Act supplementary
payments by Federal Government under S. 1274 would not result in reduction
of compensation paid by State. State agency could enter into reciprocal agree-
ment with Federal Government for such supplementary payments without re-
duction of amount paid by State agency. Attorney general advises that while
there is considerable question in regard to the matter, the above are his views.

ROBERT S. KERR,
Governor of Oklahoma.
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BALNM, Ouo.
State legal department advises under Oregon statutes State has authority to

enter such unemployment-benefit agreement with Federal Government described
your wire. Also advises laws expressly disqualify workers in this State from
receiving State unemployment compensation if for any time he receives benefits
from other States or Federal Government.

EARL SNELL, Governor.

HARRISBURG, PA.
My DzAR SENATOR: Your wire is acknowledged, and the attorney general's

department advises me as follows:
Answer to question No. 1: If the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania should

enter into an agreement with the Federal Government to pay $25 for 26 weeks,
payments would still be limited by section 404 of the Pennsylvania Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act as last amendment by Act No. 408, approved May 29,
1945, to $20 for 20 weeks. Amendments to existing law would be necessary
to increase weekly payments to $25 for 26 weeks.

Answer to question No. 2: Under section 402 (c) an employee is ineligible
for compensation if he receives unemployment-compensation benefits under the
unemployment-compensation law of any other State or of the United States.
Hence, if a claimant would receive additional benefits directly from the Federal
Government, under our law he would be disqualified.

Very sincerely,
EDWARD MARTIN, Governor.

PROVIDENCE, R. I.
Public Laws of Rhode Island, 1940, chapter 812, read in part "an individual

shall be disqualified from receiving benefits for any week of his unemployment
occurring within any period with respect to which such individual is currently
receiving, or has received, remuneration in the form of (C) benefits under an
unemployment-compensation law of any State of the United States." Accord-
ingly, unless Rhode Island State law is amended benefit payments under unem-
ployment-compensation law of the United States either by way of direct sup-
plementary Federal payment or through agency of State by way of voluntary
agreement totally bars benefit claimant from any benefits under Rhode Island
State law.

J. HOWARD McGRATH, Governor.

COLUMBIA, S. C.
Retel September 3, answer to first question, "Yes." Answer to second and third

questions, "No."
RANSOME J. WLLIAMS, Governor.

PIERRE S. DAx.
Reurtel have submitted request for official opinion to attorney general on un-

)loYment compensation and will advise you as soon as opinion received.
M. Q. SHARPE,

Governor of South Dakota.

NASHVILLE, TEiNN.
Retel Federal supplementation of State unemployment compensation payments.

under S. 1274. It is permissible under our State law for Tennessee to enter into
an agreement with the Federal Government without resulting in the State benefit
payment being partially or totally reduced by the amount of the supplementary
Federal payment.

If this State should not enter into such an agreement Federal supplementary
Payments would not occasion a reduction in the State benefit amount. In re-
sPOnse to your last question this State under existing law would not be required
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to credit any payments made by the Federal Government against the unemploy-
ment compensation benefits paid under our State law.

The majority of States have specific provisions on the subject in their law
dealing with unemployment compensation payments under other jurisdictions.
This is not true in Tennessee.

JIM McCoBD, Governor.

AUSTIN, TEX.
Reurtel September 3 requesting legal opinion on S. 1274, opinion of attorney

general of Texas answers both questions one and two negatively : That is, Federal
supplementary payments under the Kilgore bill would not result in payments by
the Texas Unemployment Compensation Commission being partially or totally
reduced by the amount of the Federal payment.

COKE STEVENSON, Governor.

STATE OF UTAH,
Salt Lake City, September 8, 1.45.

DLAu SENATOR GEORGE: After receiving your telegram of September 3, I asked
the attorney general to construe the laws of Utah with respect to workmen's
compensation, particularly as they might be affected by S. 1274. For your in-
formation, I am quoting herein the opinion of the attorney general. -

"You request advice as to whether or not an otherwis e eligible individual can
legally be paid unemployment compensation benefits under the provisions of the
Utah Employment Security Act while seeking or receiving benefits pursuant to
the provisions of H. R. 3736, Seventy-ninth Congress. This bill proposes to
amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944 by establishing a
new title, 'Title VII, Temporary Reconversion Unemployment Benefits.' By
its terms, this proposed Federal bill provides, among other things, that the
Federal Government, through the Director of War Mobilization and Reconver-
sion, will for each week of total unemployment pay each individual who is eligible
for the State maximum weekly benefit amount, supplemental benefits equal to
the difference between the State maximum weekly benefit amount and $25. In-
dividuals eligible would be paid supplemental benefits proportionately. The act
further provides that eligible individuals will be paid extended benefits, that is,
a number of weeks of benefits which, when added to the total weeks of benefits
to which an individual is entitled under the provisions of the State act, will
equal 26. The act defines "supplemental benefits" as a supplementary amount
payable with respect to a week of total unemployment. It further provides that
the several unemployment compensation agencies of the United States, that is,
the several States, shall act as agents of the Federal Government for the pay-
ment of these Federal benefits.

"The Utah Employment Security Act, section 42-2a-5 (f), Utah Code Annotated,
1943, provides that an individual shall be ineligible for benefits or for purposes
of establishing a waiting period:

"'(f) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation
law of another State or the United States, Provided, That if the appropriate
agency of such other State or of the United States finally determines that he
is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not
apply.'

"The intent of the Utah Legislature, as evidenced by the mandatory language
of the above-quoted subsection, was to prevent the payment of benefits from
the Utah employment compensation fund for the particular week during which
an individual was seeking or receiving benefits under any other unemployment
compensation act, either State or Federal. H. R. 3736 clearly is an unemploy-
ment compensation act and must be so construed. You are advised, therefore, that
an Individual who is seeking or receiving benefits for a week of unemployment
pursuant to the provisions of H. R. 3736 will be disqualified from receiving
benefits under the Utah act for such week.

"The Utah act does not prohibit the paying of extended benefits as an agent
for the Federal Government under the provisions of the proposed Federal act
since these extended benefits would be paid after the Individual had exhausted
his rights under the Utah act. Sections 42-2a-11 and 42-2a-18, Utah Code
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Annotated, 1948, authorize the industrial commission to enter into arrangements
with agencies of other States or of the Federal Government so as to afford
coperatiom in the administration of any unemployment insurance law, provided,
however, that such law does not specifically violate other provisions of the
Utah act such as the above-quoted section 42-2a-5 (f), Utah Code Anontated,
1943."

If you desire additional information, I shall be glad'to supply it.
Yours truly,

]ERBERT B. MAW, Governor.

MONTPEnEB, VT.
I am advised that the State of Vermont cannot enter into agreement referred

to in recent telegram with Federal Government without resulting in State pay-
ment being partially or totally reduced by the amount of the supplementary
Federal payment. Vermont does not enter into such an agreement, Federal
supplementary payments would result in reduction of the State amount.

MORTIMER R. PROCTOR,
Governor of Vermont.

RICHMOND, VA.,
Referring to your telegram of September 3 to Hon. Colgate W. Darden, Jr.,

Governor of Virginia, you are advised that under the provisions of S. 1274 now
being considered, it is my opinion that the Unemployment Compensation Com-
mission of Virginia does not have the power under the Virginia Unemployment
Compensation Act to enter into any such agreement as contemplated in question
N-o. 1 of your telegram. With respect to question No. 2, I am of the opinion
that should Congress provide for supplementary payments, claimants for benefits
under the Virgini4 State law could not be pqid benefits under such State law
for any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received or is
seeking such supplementary payments.

KENNETH C. PATrY,
Assistant Attorney General of Virginia, Counsel for Virginia

Unemployment Compensation Commission.

OLYMPIA, WASH.
Reurtel S. 1274 and State of Washington. Attorney general advises our

St,-te can enter into voluntary agreement re Federal supplementary amount and
duration of State unemployment benefits. Should Federal Government increase
either amount or duration orf benefits under agreement or otherwise would not
result in Washington State payment being totally or partially reduced by amount
of Federal supplementary payment. State not required to credit any payments
made by Federal Government against State unemployment-compensation ben-
efits For any further details please contact John Davis, commissioner of
Washington State Unemployment Compensation, Washington Hotel, room 528.
He is appearing before Senate Finance Committee.

MON C. WALWREN, Governor.

CHARESTON, W. VA.
Retel September 3. Attorney general advises: To question 1, "Can your

State enter into such agreement with Federal Government without resulting
in the State payment being partially or totally reduced by the amount of the
supplementary Federal payment?" Answer, "No." To question 2, "If your
State does not enter into such an agreement, would Federal supplementary
payments result in reduction of the State amount?" Answer, "Yes." To ques-
tion, "Will your State, under existing law, be required to credit any payments
made by Federal Government against the unemployment-compensation benefits
paid under your State law?" Answer: Individual receiving benefits under any
Other State or Federal law ineligible for benefits under law of this State.

CLIENCE W. MEADOWS,
Governor of West Virgilat
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M'ADISON, WVis.

Pourte1 unemployment 1 eiwftiIs, repIly' tl fil1t (p'1~s i() is "Yes"At '; 5" '4 'ld (iii'* il)!),

WVALTER S. (I'OoD.A ND, Governor.

CHLi ENNK, NNYo.

It i,. the tentative opinion of attorney geri'ral i-(4'ipt t f supplemental bienvfti
ais proposed hy 18. 127-4 N-N-)uld 1 tav t omluinsItiofl benefits ulW-V Wo(m~ing act-,
also that it is very doubtful whether 'State nuay 14egaily enter into agreement
with Federal G-'overnment as li'ttpt-d in bill.

LvsrEn C. 11UNT, Gorcvrr.
x


